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Abstract

This thesis examines the role of the Northern Diepemt of the British Foreign Office and
its perception of, and attitude towards, the Souieion between 1945 and 1953. In these
formative years after World War Il many assumpti@ars policies were shaped that
proved decisive for years to come. The Northernddpent of the Foreign Office was at
the centre of British dealings with the Soviet Unafter 1945 in an atmosphere of cooling
diplomatic relations between both camps. Keepingnokls of communications open in
order to exploit every opportunity for negotiatiand the settlement of post-war issues,
officials built up an extensive expertise of Sowemmestic and foreign policy. Their focus
on all aspects of Soviet life accessible to theor, éxample, Soviet domestic and
international propaganda, revealed in their viewignificant emerging future threat to
British interests in Europe and worldwide. Thiswiprovided the basis of the analysis of
new information and the assessment of the bestijp@gsolicy options for the British
government. The Northern Department tried to exploose traits of Soviet policy that
could persuade the USA and Western Europe to foBoiish foreign policy initiatives
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union in the early Cold War ilwhattempting to balance those

weaknesses that could harm this effort.

The focus of the Department often varied as a rediBoviet action. Some issues, like the
Cominform were of momentary importance while otlssues, like the Communist threat
and the issue of Western European defence remaindtie agenda for many years. A
realistic approach to foreign policy allowed oféils to exploit and counter-act those Soviet
foreign policies seen as most threatening to Brigmd those most likely to aid Britain’s
recovery of her much desired world role. While ithiial optimism after 1945 soon faded
and consolidation on both sides was followed byfromation, officials in London and the
embassy in Moscow tried to maintain diplomatic tieles to aid Western recovery efforts
and support the new foreign policy doctrine of eaminent. When by the early 1950s
entrenchment was speeding up in East and West\dngnern Department nevertheless
utilised the available information to support Bsfitiforeign policy worldwide as well as
strengthen the domestic effort to explain the iasieg international tension to the British
people. Realism on the part of officials, and awass of the information and options
available to them meant that a Britain closelyedllto the USA but one that continued to
talk to the Kremlin was seen as the best way t@eaeha continued world role for Britain

and a safe Europe.
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Part One. Introduction



The Foreign Office in the historiography

Detailed study of the Northern Department of thé&i®r Foreign Office in the crucial
years after World War Il offers a fascinating irgignto the work of a Foreign Office
department that was little known yet highly infli@h This was a time when Britain as
well as the USA and the Soviet Union tried to ustierd, and exploit, their place in the
new post-war world order. For the Foreign Office frears after 1945 were challenging.
Under a new Labour administration it came underssuee from other Whitehall
ministries, like the Treasury, and the Chiefs adffSof the Ministry of Defence, to give
more consideration to their opinions in the plagnend execution of British foreign
policy. Facing an increasingly difficult internatial scene, Foreign Office officials were
determined to make the best use of the informadiod influence available to them to
suggest and support policy initiatives which inithveew offered the most realistic path for
Britain to maintain and enhance its interests weide! Information was crucial; then as
now the relationship between original informatiomdantelligence, and its eventual use by
the government has to be borne in mind when asgptse appropriateness and efficiency
of British foreign policy. Despite its central p&aen the assessment and formation of
British foreign policy versus an increasingly calgint and dominant Soviet adversary the
Northern Department, as the central point for imfation, analysis and discussion of
foreign policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, has liged surprisingly little attention from

historians.

Although the available literature on the Foreigrii€&f continues to grow, it is significantly
under-researched for a government department sfaésand importance. Many works on
British foreign policy concentrate on the Cabinetdl of debate and decision-making.
Others discuss British foreign policy within clogelefined parameters, such as the Cold
War, decolonisation and imperial decline or the mymece of the European Union. Few
place the Foreign Office at the heart of their angat and thus lose out on fully exploring
and discussing the impact of it for British foreigolicy. A few books

! Interference from outside departments is an isghieh continues to exasperate Foreign Office staff,
Christopher Meyer, former British ambassador touls&\ in The Sunday Time48.10.2009.
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published in the decades after 1945, neverthelessle a tentative stdrtAccess to
documents was difficult or impossible, and the asston of important memoranda and
developments was thus very limited. These studiee whowever, extremely useful for
their descriptions of the internal processes botlthe Foreign Office and the British
embassies abroad. Written at the height of the Gdlak and within the orthodox
discussion of British foreign policy the Foreignfioé, possibly inadvertently, came off
lightly. Later studies have benefited greatly frdine continued release of files to The
National Archives in Kew and the Freedom of Infotimia initiative, and have offered new
ways of understanding the process of foreign polaynation in Britain. As a result a
more thorough re-evaluation of the role of the kpreOffice has been going on since the
1980s.

Despite prevailing restrictions on the study ofgoral documents Victor Rothwell in
Britain and the Cold War, 1941 to 194written in 1982, offered the first comprehensive
new assessment of the Foreign Officget, as the title suggests, within the historipbya

of the Cold War and revisionist attempts to situBt#ain’s role and responsibility within
that conflict, it was a landmark study. Starting kamination during the war when Britain
had no choice but to edge closer to cooperatioh thié Soviet Union, he stopped when
most historians agree the Cold War became a reatity the short years of cooperation
finally ended. After the praising and often ratlaeimiring words of previous historians,
Rothwell was critical of the Foreign Office. Padiarly the continued efforts to come to
some form of modus vivendi with Stalin after 1948icials’ apparent passiveness and the
perceived failure to realise that there was no rittmo Communist world movement
aroused his disapprovalThis, in his view, held Britain back from a morecisive foreign
policy. While Rothwell was quite severe on Fore@jfice officials for failing to note and
fully consider Soviet motivations behind Soviet éign policy, and for misjudging
American willingness to resist Soviet expansion, di@ not explain the basis of this
thinking by officials. Ideology or Foreign Officavareness of Soviet domestic affairs were
not discussed; neither were the important rolespalftical warfare and propaganda.

2 Lord StrangThe Foreign OfficéAllen and Unwin, London, 1955); J. Conndlhe Office Allan Wingate,
London, 1958); D. Bisho@,he Administration of British Foreign Relatio(Syracuse University Press,
Syracuse, 1961); D. Buskhe Craft of DiplomacyPall Mall Press, London, 1967); E. Plischke (ed.),
Modern Diplomacy: The Art and the Artisasferican Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Rasch,
Washington, 1979); Z. Steindthe Times Survey of Foreign Ministries of the Wdilimes Books,
London, 1982); R. Bullen (ed.Jhe Foreign Office 1782-198®Jniversity Publications of America,
Frederick, Md, 1984).

% V. Rothwell,Britain and the Cold War, 1941-194Jonathan Cape, London, 1982).

* Rothwell, Britain and the Cold Warmp. 161, 205, 364.
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Overall, few of these officials were present in ffeges and their important contributions

to British foreign policy seemed to go unnoticed.

Documents released in the past fifteen years hdgedamuch to the discussion and have
thus contributed to a more nuanced picture of thekpround of British foreign policy
decisions. By the 1990s a new generation of Briti@iorians studying British foreign
relations emerged. Taking advantage of a lessigestraccess to archives and new trends
in the historiography about Britain during the Caihr, they kick-started a new debate
through close study of newly declassified matedahn Zametica, Anne Deighton, John
Saville, Sean Greenwood, Gaynor Johnson and Ritlendale were among those who
followed in Rothwell’'s footsteps and contributedgkly to the present understanding of
the Foreign Officé.Zametica and Johnson with their edited collectioage offered much
to the debate by focusing on individuals and specifepartments. Zametica and
Greenwood writing about Frank Roberts, Rothwellwd®obin Hankey and Peter Boyle
and Ritchie Ovendale about Oliver Franks and Willi&trang respectively, have finally
brought these important Foreign Office staff to filvefront of the debat®.

Deighton, Greenwood and Saville have, like Rothwilken a broad view of British
foreign policy and the role of the Foreign Officadachose, in line with the ongoing
reassessment of the British role during the postyears, the Cold War and the post-war
Labour government as the external parameters af diseussion. Deighton’Britain and
the First Cold Waypublished in 199Qprovided a collection of essays by specialisthe t
field. Within the new post-revisionist context thisok declared an end to the bipolarity of
much of the Cold War historiography and reclaimadraportant role for Britain in this
conflict.” But with a leading role came questions about Briaresponsibility for the
cooling of relations with the Kremlin and thus tlude of the Foreign Office came under
new scrutiny. Not surprisingly, views on official&ry. Raymond Smith sees them as

®J. Zametica (ed.British Officials and British Foreign Policy 1949%0 (Leicester University Press,
Leicester, 1990); A. Deighton (edByritain and the First Cold WafMacmillan, Basingstoke, 1990); J.
Saville, The Politics of Continuity: British Foreign Poli@and the Labour Government 1945-Aerso,
London, 1993); S. Greenwoodritain and the Cold War 1945-199Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2000); G.
Johnson (ed.)The Foreign Office and British Diplomacy in the Tiveth Century Routledge, London,
2005).

¢ Zametica, Rothwell, Boyle and Ovendale in Zansefitish Officials Greenwood, ‘Frank Roberts and
the ‘other’ Long Telegram: The view from the BritiE mbassy in Moscow, March 194BCH 25(1990), pp.
103-122.

" Deighton Britain and the First Cold War
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‘hawks’ who ‘offered the most unqualified and unrgimgly hostile view of the Soviet
Union.” Deighton herself, discussing British polidpwards Germany, noted more
positively that officials were important in the @epment and adoption of new policy
ideas® Sean Greenwood iBritain and the Cold Warpublished ten years lateppears to
agree with Smith noting that the Foreign Office wassophobe’ and that one of its
important committees, the Russia Committee, waskgd with born-again hardliners.’
John Saville, continuing that revisionist line.eigen more critical of the Foreign Offit®.
According to him, from the top, Ernest Bevin, toetlbottom, the officials in the
departments, the British failed to see the sigmsveere too inflexiblé! The assumption of
aggressive tendencies by the Soviet Union, hedstatas endemic. The ‘collective mind’
of the Foreign Office, in his argument, was pregedi in favour of preserving the Empire
and Britain’s world rolé? What is missing from some of these accounts iaratysis of
the information officials based their advice on. Whhere may well have been personal
opinions opposed to cooperation with the Kremlindaes not do these men justice to

argue that their advice would have gone againstimtion available at the time.

Research by other historians on new departmentsamainittees set up to deal with the
changed international scene added much to this rdetailed picture of the Foreign

Office. Here the Information Research DepartmdRD(lin particular has received a lot of
attention from historian¥’ Its importance lay with its central position iretexecution of

British foreign policy at a time when psychologicabrfare and extensive propaganda
campaigns were at the heart of it. To look closerdepartments, committees and
individuals is important as it illuminates the hend fears of policy makers at the time.
The shift towards first covert and then overt pggeda campaigns, for example,

8 Smith and Deighton in DeightoByitain and the First Cold Warp.40, 49, and 53ff.

° GreenwoodBritain and the Cold Warp. 33, 42.

1% saville, The Politics of Continuity

! Saville, The Politics of Continuitypp. 6ff, 66, 93.

12 saville, The Politics of Continuityp. 6, 20, 51, 54.

13|, Smith, ‘Covert British Propaganda: The InforinatResearch Department: 1947-19318 9(1)

(1980), pp. 67-83; R. Merrick, ‘The Russia Comndattd the British Foreign Office and the Cold Wa946-
1947’ JCH 20 (1985), pp. 453-468; R. Aldrich, ‘Putting Culturgo the Cold War: The Cultural Relations
Department (CRD) and British Covert Information \fédae’ INS 18(2) (2003), pp. 109-133 andihe Hidden
Hand: America, Britain and Cold War Secret Intedlice(John Murray, London, 2002), pp. 443-464; T.
Shaw, ‘The IRD of the British Foreign Office anagtorean War, 1950-5JCH 34(2) (1999), pp. 263-
281; J. Vaughan, ‘Cloak without Dagger: How the IRDght Britain’s Cold War in the Middle East, 1948
56’ CWH 4(3) (2004), pp. 56-84; W.S. Lucas & C.J. Morris,V&ry British Crusade: The Information
Research Department and the Beginning of the Cad W R. Aldrich (ed.) British Intelligence, Strategy
and the Cold War, 1945-5Routledge, London, 1992), pp. 85-110; ForeigriceéfHistory Notes: IRD,
Origins and Establishment of the Foreign Officeomnfation Research Department 1946-1%89 (Foreign
Office, August 1995).
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illustrates the fact that this conflict was deemedous and potentially long-lasting enough
to warrant such an investment. This focus on prapdg and political warfare incidentally
added much to the debate about the cultural anthlsaspects of the Cold War. The
cultural turn of the 1990s, although concentratimgother avenues of historical enquiry,
has not bypassed political history completely. Neformation and arguments provide
much needed insight into the use of soft versusl lpmwer in the implementation of

foreign policy during the Cold War.

The release of more documents has also encourbgagrawth of more research into the
still relatively unexplored world of intelligencen@ counter-intelligence. Even though this
might appear to be of limited impact on the stutljoceign relations, the new information
has been invaluable. Richard Aldrichfeie Hidden Handet a very high benchmark for
those who follow. Apart from the sheer breadth isf fesearch, the attention paid to the
structural set up of the Foreign Office, Whitehalhd various other government
departments provided a lot of detail on their in&¢organisation. The understanding of the
more obscure details of the Cold War, he arguedssential to the understanding of this
conflict* The supervision of parts of the intelligence seevduring the war as well as the
running of the Political Warfare Executive gave Baeign Office status, experience and
know-how that was quite unmatched. Aldrich’s distos of the IRD, for example, was
invaluable in understanding the procedural problehsarrying out the long desired
propaganda campaign against the Soviet Union theed in early 1948 Other studies
which concentrated on very specific organisatigtalctures in the Foreign Office have
also greatly contributed to the better understamdihits early Cold War organisational
change® They support the notion that Britain's harder linéh regards to the Soviet

Union really started with the formation of the IRD.

Due to the nature of the released documents, gr@genests in intelligence and security
guestions, and in general the possibilities ofRrmedom of Information initiatives, much

of the newer historiography has concentrated ofergifit avenues of investigation to

% Aldrich, The Hidden Hangdp. 5.

13 Aldrich, Hidden Hand pp. 122-142.

16 Aldrich, ‘Putting Culture into the Cold War’; ShaiWhe Information Research Department’; Merrick,
‘The Russia Committee’; Smith, ‘Covert British Peganda’; G. Bennet€hurchill's Man of Mystery:
Desmond Morton and the World of Intelliger{f&outledge, London, 2007).

" R. Smith, ‘A Climate of Opinion: British Officialand the Development of British Soviet Policy, 1945
IA 64(4) (1988), pp. 631-647.
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explain and illuminate British foreign policy dugnthe early Cold War. This reflects
changes in the historical profession and the isdeeated which now increasingly use the
newer disciplines of intelligence, social, gender cnltural studies. Interdisciplinary
efforts, in addition, have opened up further pathgesearch while also providing new
vocabulary. Political science, sociology and ecoiesmin particular, have greatly
enhanced the debate and stimulated new discusEiennew cultural and social histories
are filling gaps left by decades of focusing onitpal histories. However, as Margaret
Macmillan has recently pointed out, the understagdof political history is of vital
importance if one is to understand any modern sptieAs much as political history
seems old fashioned now, there are still many ésterg and important stories to be told,
and this new and differently focused historiograjghay help in telling them. The present
focus in much of historical writing on individuaknd their role in history, and the
popularity of these histories, could help to drateraion to those in the British political

establishment who have so far received little éitterfrom historiang?®

The emerging discussion about the structures ag@h@ation within the Foreign Office is
proving important to the discussion of the oveimlpact of officials’ suggestiorS. This,
after all, is an important point: how much influendid officials have and how did they use
that influence. Adam Adamthwaite was dismissiveFofeign Office efforts to make it
more efficient in its handling of information ant$ discussion, and argued that in the end
‘the Foreign Office failed to meet the challengeFocusing mainly on structural issues, he
did not, however, take into account the other ckangstituted by the Foreign Office and
its departments. Zara Steiner, much along the sasme has written that the ‘Foreign
Office presents an image of a traditional orgarsathat has failed to move with the
times.?> However, the Northern Department, for example, dicinge its method of
reporting several times to keep up with changimguenstances and continuously adapted
to better meet its brief of providing accurate,tapdate and well analysed policy advice.
Alan Bullock had noted earlier that the Foreigni€xdfwas crucial for the work of the
Foreign Secretary and the Prime Minigter.

8 M. Macmillan, The Uses and Abuses of Hist¢Byrofile Books Ltd, London, 2009).

9 Sean Greenwood made a first step by offering atejsth study of Gladwyn Jebbitan at the Foreign
Office Gladwyn Jebb and the Shaping of the Modern Wdkitartinus Nijhoff, Leiden, 2009).

20 For example, Merrick, ‘The Russia Committee’.

2L A. Adamthwaite, ‘Britain and the World, 1945-4hd view from the Foreign OfficéA 61 (2) (1985), p.
232.

22 7. Steiner, ‘The Foreign and Commonwealth Offieesistance and Adaptation to Changing Tin@8H
18(3) (2004), p. 28.

2 A. Bullock, Ernest Bevin, Foreign Secretary 1945-19bteinemann, London, 1983), pp. 65ff.
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A few years ago Gaynor Johnson has noted that si#revas no extensive study of the
Foreign Office after 1948' The disparity in the discussion of British foreiggiations in
the historiography between large numbers of bookading on Cabinet level debates and
far fewer books analysing the discussions in thevesmt government departments before
recommendations were made to the Foreign Secratalyhe Cabinet means that there is a
substantial part in the policy debate that hasasobéen neglected. What is needed are
more departmental studies and more work on theopalsprofiles of those who were
intimately linked to the information analysis analipy formation process at a lower level
in the hope that these studies will contribute tawch better overall understanding of the

role of the Foreign Office during these years.

The Northern Department

The Northern Department of the British Foreign Cdfiwas one of about forty
departments. The number varied occasionally as departments were established or
some were closed. In 1945 there were thirty foyr1B48 there were fifty seven, including
the ten departments now dealing with German affaing central focus of this thesis is the
Northern Department which after 1945 consistedevkesal desks dealing with the Soviet
Union, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Estonia, Finlameldnd, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway,
Sweden and Poland. Each desk in the departmen¢doakter one of these countries. The
Soviet desk dealt with all incoming letters ance¢ebms regarding the Soviet Union as
well as additional information that came from theo&omic Information Department
(EID), the Foreign Office Research Department (FQRBDthe Intelligence Services. The
annualForeign Office Listnames on average only three staff directly resptn$or the
Soviet desk. Staff thus dealt with a significantoammt of information. Continuity of
personnel here was important and generally it seébatswhen staff were moved to other

departments or to embassies abroad at least oorlsgiaemained in the department.

Staffed by older and experienced senior officialsl energetic and argumentative junior
ones, the Northern Department provides an intergsiase study of the Foreign Office, its
organisation and policy advice, and the differihognking within it about Britain’s role in

the world, the plans for the retention of that ratel the methods available to diplomats at

the time. While the younger staff may well haverbaa occasional nuisance to their older

24 G. Johnson, ‘Introduction: The Foreign Office @ritish Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century’ ®BH 18
(2004), p. 4.
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superiors, they also provided the impetus for mdisbussion and were not afraid to voice
critical and unpopular opinions. The real expedsstin Folly has noted, were the junior
staff, while the more senior officials were thd-@unders.?® This was an important issue:
while the experienced officials, like Hankey, JeBlrgent, Dixon or Warner, were aware
of the difficulties of formulating, presenting amdplementing new policies, the younger
staff, like Roberts, Brimelow, Galsworthy, Harris@md Hohler were arguably much more
willing to look at all the available informationhibk outside the box and present
memoranda that raised controversial points and diitee help the understanding of
particular issues: the discussion of ideology,eoample, really took off in the later 1940s.
Few of these men have been the subject of critstatly resulting in a lack of

understanding of how and why specific policy recaenaations were made.

Younger staff had not spent their careers in aigor@ffice that could argue and negotiate
from strength but had entered it at a time whemaBris position in the world had already
begun to slip. Their perspective was thus differ@md their proposed solutions arguably
more radical and realistic. Steiner has graciouslied that ‘no department is better than
the men who staff i?® Continuity and change helped to retain importamviedge of
Soviet affairs and know-how of the policy formatipmocess amongst officials while
equally allowing new staff to make their mark antuse the process with new ideas and
energy. Permanent Under-Secretaries, like otheiosafficials, were, as Johnson has
rightly pointed out, incredibly important for a senof continuity within the Office; people
who knew how the system worked and how it oughbdéoorganised. Arguing along the
same lines, Steiner noted that Foreign Office rengs acted like a ‘departmental memory
bank.?’

1945, in more ways than one, proved a watersheth&Foreign Office and the Northern
Department. Long planned reforms were implemengatty into the Foreign Office was
opened up to applicants from a broader social kas®,ts structure at home and abroad
was streamlined. The new Labour government supgdinks setting up of new committees,
such as the Russia Committee, and created moretaeas within the Foreign Office to

deal with the complex post-war situation in Eurdpetting up, for example, the Eastern

%5 M. Folly, Churchill, Whitehall and the Soviet Union, 1940-5$¥acmillan, Basingstoke, 2000), p. 5.
%6 7. Steiner, et al (edsJhe Times Survey of the Foreign Ministries of thelMTimes Books, London,
1982), p. 28.

2" Steiner;The Times Survep. 13.
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European Information Department) and with the deisaof the administration of the
occupied Germany. But even after extensive refahmsrganisation of the Foreign Office
left, according to some historians, something talésred. Bishop pointed out that the lack
of clear channels of authority and an inadequatehmary dealing with information and
intelligence particularly hampered effectivengsd.ord Strang, on the other hand,
appeared quite pleased with the results when héevihat ‘certainly it needed both the
world wars to bring British Foreign Service funct® to their present pitch of
complexity.?® Gaynor Johnson has, | think rightly, pointed dttalthough the Foreign
Office hierarchy was fairly rigid, it was also fiele enough to allow an effective

discussion and flow of informatiofi.

Although the speed, force and extent of the emgr@ald War did come as a surprise to
the Foreign Office, it was not wholly unpreparednt& of its wartime structures had been
left in place, like the JIC, to analyse and coaatininformation, while others, like the

Political Warfare Executive, were soon resurreateder a new name (the Information
Research Department, hereafter IRD)The Chiefs of Staff (COS) remained closely
interested in foreign affairs and the Foreign Qffmontinued its lectures at Camberley.
Many staff had spent the war years in the Foreiffit®and were thus familiar with the

difficult situation. Although the transfer from thgartime to the peacetime pursuit of
foreign relations took time (the Prime Minister Bee less involved as the Foreign
Secretary took over in a more active and decisi@) rofficials soon returned to taking the
initiative with important memoranda to discuss pieg issues. While Attlee took a back
seat and let Bevin get on with his job, staff & Horeign Office thrived in a new, though

admittedly externally caused, busy environment.

In addition to these challenges the Foreign Offadso had to contend with outside
influences which it could not control. The emergi@gld War, the nationalist liberation

movements fighting the European colonial powerthenFar East, a catastrophic financial
situation in Britain and the general repercussioinsix years of war greatly enhanced the

influence of the Chiefs of Staff and the TreasUiye Foreign Office nevertheless tried to

%8 Bishop, The Administrationp. 226; also BullerThe Foreign Office

9 Lord StrangThe Foreign Officep. 39.

% Johnson, ‘Introduction: The Foreign Office’, p. 2.

31 Adamthwaite bemoans the absence of a proper plgmachinery to deal with the complicated
international situation, ‘Britain and the World,4849’, p. 232.
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wrestle as much power back as it could; arguingithelone had the expertise to properly
assess Britain’s international situation and oighthough the Foreign Office continued
to work closely with and was influenced by thesd ather government departments, lack
of space here prohibits a fuller discussion of ¢héeks. Only occasionally, when a
Treasury or Chiefs of Staff paper was mentionedngmently or when particular problems

arose with regard to these departments, will tispseific connections be discussed.

The Foreign Office essentially had to demonstrate it alone was equipped and able to
assess the available information correctly andbtoe up with realistic and implementable
foreign policies that would safeguard British imgis without alienating either the State
Department or the Kremlin (too much) in the procddishop had noted that ‘with the

advent of dictators, the diplomat had almost ceésedunt’, and one could argue that this
affected officials at the Foreign Office as w&llAs much as the change of government in
July 1945 and then again in October 1951 was imapgrtit did not change the

international scene and both governments found ttheit scope of policies was rather
limited. So possibly more than before, the govemmimeas dependent on accurate and

realistic advice from the Foreign Office.

A new assessment of Northern Department perceptions of the Soviet Union

This thesis seeks to demonstrate, through the otrat®n on one department, how the
information analysis and policy formation process-a+vis the Soviet Union within the
Foreign Office worked. By focusing on the Northddepartment, which has not been
given a lot of attention from historians so farfvbeen 1945 and 1953, it is possible to
show where this information was coming from and ttha advice was based on in detail.
Thorough analysis of the available sources revissseveryday worries of a department
that was at the centre of the policy debates abmitSoviet Union. Many issues were
discussed which are not surprising, like Soviet dstic affairs or potential Soviet
international interests. Other findings, howevergrev more unexpected, such as the

ongoing debate about the likelihood of war.

%2 Bishop,The Administrationp. 281.
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A more balanced post-revisionist argument with rdgao the Foreign Office has, it
seems, yet to emerge and this thesis hopes toilmatetra small part to that discussion. It
will illustrate, using this department, how the &gn Office worked and why these lower
ranking officials were so important for the fornaetiof British foreign policy. Although
many records are not released yet, but can be segfhander the Freedom of Information
Act, it is possible to show through departmentabrds how diligently and conscientiously
staff worked to identify and promote the best palssbption for British foreign policy.
While this study is set in the early years of th@ddCWar and necessarily has to be seen
within this context, it is mainly concerned withighvery early stage of policy formation
and thus cannot address some of the bigger quesifddold War history which have been

discussed sufficiently elsewhere.

This thesis demonstrates, in comparison to Sasidegument, that there was no official
mind with regards to the best way of dealing witle Soviet Union during the difficult
post-war years. There were many disagreements eetwéicials and agreement was
often only reached after detailed and prolongedatiebAn official mind, moreover, in an
age of waning imperial power and economic prowess] ever changing international
circumstances would have been a liability. Frargcaésion and ‘thinking outside the box’,
particularly by the ‘Young Turks’ in the Northernepartment, proved important in
enabling broad discussion and thus in preventingalistic policy advice. There was a
real desire to understand the basis of Sovietdareolicy and its concern with security,
ideology and prestige. The ‘Kremlin Memorandum’r &xample, was an attempt to see
the world through Soviet eyes. The discussion ef various choices available to the
British was an asset that proved highly benefitoaBritain’s understanding of the world

and Britain’s role in it.

The simple issue of information stands at the eeoftithis thesis. The main aim is to show
what the British Foreign Office knew about the @bvwnion and Soviet plans, and how
officials discussed and used this information. @keailable information was good despite
obvious and large gaps. Reports and memorandanebytincluded detailed information
about Soviet politics, economy, ideology and fomefplicy. Too often British foreign

policy is discussed entirely from the perspectif/¢éhose at the top, the Cabinet, the Prime

20



Minister or parliament® Hankey himself, Rothwell noted, was worried tHaise at the

top may not fully understand the threat and reacbalingly; i.e. that those not privy to all
the available information were picking and choosivtat they believed or did not grasp
the significance of particular developmefitslt is, therefore, hugely important and
rewarding to understand what the original informatiand policy advice from the
specialists at the Foreign Office was and why acifipetactic or strategy had been

suggested or criticised.

With the release of more Foreign Office files te tNational Archives these issues can
now be more comprehensively researched and addressel it becomes clear that
officials’ advice was far from pre-determined ongle-minded. As this thesis will show,
their advice was based on thorough examinationllotha available information and
extended discussions about memoranda and briefshwaid out specific problems or
policies, and that their suggestions therefore weaistic and pragmatic. Although
Britain, just like the USA and the Soviet Union, smMaot averse to taking advantage of a
situation, Britain tried to retain policies whicHloaved the possibility of continued
dialogue with the Kremlin. Isolation, whether chosar imposed, was more dangerous
than difficult dialogue. It could be argued thatviis precisely the information available to
officials that supported both cases: that for alasdations with the USA and that for a
continued effort to achieve a modus vivendi with Boviet Union, which despite all the

problems and set-backs provided the best altem#tian accelerated arms race and war.

Far from being simple early Cold War thinking, dow@nts suggest that the knowledge and
discussion of Soviet policies and motives in thetNern Department was extensive and
careful. Many avenues were researched and argdeckleefinal consensus emerged after
often weeks or months of discussion and debat@rrirdtion was not used to distort
arguments to support a specific case but rathedetérto illustrate both sides of an
argument before advising a particular policy. Ragsmore realistic than the Foreign
Secretary and the Prime Minister, officials triem dvoid policies seen as too severe
towards the Soviet Union but advocated those wbaakid be supported and which would
preferably not lead to an intensifying Cold War fiGéls were not Cold Warriors but
realised that British policy towards the Soviet dmhad to be balanced in order to avoid

% R. Smith, ‘Introduction’ in Zametic&ritish Officials p. 5.
% V. Rothwell, ‘Robin Hankey’ in Zametic&ritish Officials pp. 170ff.
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endangering peace and an escalation in the cagtaoihament. Bound by an increasing
dependence on the United States and an obviousolijezg) interest in Europe, the
Foreign Office had no choice but to support the sitht appeared more likely to preserve

peace and that was most able to defend peacedaésaq, the United States and the UNO.

Research for this thesis was based exclusivehherfiles of the Northern Department of
the Foreign Office in the FO371 General Correspondeseries. The timeframe between
1945 and 1953 was chosen to analyse the early pédhe Cold War until the death of
Stalin when regime change in the Soviet Union tedrt overhaul of the country’s foreign
policy. Although this may appear to be too narrofoeus, the sheer wealth of available
information made an in-depth analysis within a éargmeframe impossible. Although
many files have been recently declassified, manyenaoe still not readily available and
have to be requested separately under the Freedommfamation Act. Important
documents which have not been previously discustsglvhere have been used in this
study to show that British foreign policy advice the time was based on experience,
thorough analysis of all the available informatiand a measured dose of pragmatic
realism. This allowed the British government toqu& a foreign policy that was based as
much in concrete evidence as on a well developel#rstanding of the shifting political

and economic power realities after World War I1.

This thesis is divided into three similarly orgadsparts, each of which covers a period of
roughly three years: the first part discusses #m@og between July 1945 and December
1947, the second part investigates January 194BMiatch 1951, and the third part deals
with the period between March 1951 and the summe&r963. Each part begins with a
chapter discussing the Northern Department, andchialenges and changes it faced
during each three year period concentrating pdatilyuin organisational and structural
issues. To set the scene with regards to the Sowiein, both in her domestic sphere and
her international ambitions, the following chapdetails the most important developments
within the Soviet Union and its foreign policy. Theddle chapters of the first and second
parts discuss particular issues which were regaageditally important by the Northern
Department in the debate about future British fgmgdolicy. They illustrate very specific
concerns and allow a detailed study of the disomsssurrounding these issues. It was the
perceived Communist threat which attracted the ratsntion in the second part. In the

third part Political Warfare, and Western Europ&safience and the proposed rearmament
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of Germany constitute the heart of the discussitr final and main chapter of each part
deals with the Northern Department’s response ésdlissues and perceived threats, and

features the discussions and policy proposals etingrfaom these issues.

The first part centres around the early post-wairasons of cooperation and those
elements of Soviet opportunism which proved indregg difficult to negotiate. Between
1945 and the end of 1947 the Northern Departmex@dfaa most challenging time: it was
confronted with a very different international sition as compared to 1939 while there
was no efficient way to effectively deal with thHedd of telegrams and letters from the
Moscow embassy which followed the end of the wargaDisational and structural
changes during these three years, detailed in €haphe, optimised the process of
information analysis and discussion. A variety @wnweekly, fortnightly or monthly
reports were introduced to summarise the large aimotiinformation and to make it

accessible to those outside the department who nagrSoviet specialists.

With regards to British foreign policy this threeay period constituted what Orme Sargent
aptly described as ‘stocktaking’. Long periods efatiation with the Soviet Union as well

as with the USA clarified areas of British strengthd weakness, and staff started to
discuss those options viewed as best serving Briiterests. The Conferences of Foreign
Ministers, ongoing until the December 1947, whiahrmot be detailed here as the Northern
Department was not concerned with them directbywbi clarified areas of policy division.

The peace treaties, the continuing debate abodtithee of Eastern Europe and the central
problem of Germany were discussed in detail in Nlogthern Department as they were
central to Soviet foreign policy immediately aftee war. Some of the important issues,
discussed in the following two parts, only emer¢gdr on. For this reason there is no
middle chapter in this part. There was no one conoe debate that towered over other
iIssues. Rather than look too much into the futwieich was, of course, also done, the
department concentrated on assessing Britain'stipopsand the strategies and tactics

available to her.

The second part follows the change from the negotidor a post-war settlement and an
expressed wish to cooperate to a much more coational approach and attempts of

consolidation on both sides. The Communist thrieeiuding Communist ideology, the
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Cominform and the Peace Campaign, was perceivadvable danger to British interests
in Europe and the Far East. Discussion about gkkcis of it was extensive and often
heated, new committees were formed to discuss papera more formal and
interdepartmental level, and Northern Departmentsipence finally paid off when
Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin sanctioned the stfadn, initially localised, counter-
propaganda campaign. Consolidation of Communisttrahnparticularly in Eastern
Europe, symbolised by the coup in Czechoslovakieionruary 1948, worried the Northern
Department extensively. The dearth of informatiord &he increasing harassment of
British representatives in these countries added &ense that a final break with the
Kremlin was imminent. The information that was ai¢a from these countries told a
broadly similar story: that of increased Sovieimat of parties, governments,
bureaucracies, and industry and agriculture. Wihtélguent Western protests calling for the
implementation of the Declaration of Europe wenhegded, efforts to speed up closer

cooperation with the United States and the Wedteinopean countries were stepped up.

The Berlin Blockade, the first openly military cootation of the early Cold War,

manifested the threat from the Soviet Union andrdicth to accelerate developments in
the West. Stalin, just like Britain, was gettingetd by the continuing deadlock over
Germany’s future and, possibly understandablydtt@ test the waters a little further.
While Tito’s expulsion from the Cominform in 1948ddmuch to damage the idea of a
monolithic Communist bloc wholly controlled by tk&emlin, it added relatively little to

the Western propaganda ‘war chest’. The threat af khad, in the estimation of the
Northern Department, increased and Bevin as weMasshall and then Acheson put all
their efforts into bringing NATO into existence April 1949. Cold War fronts, by then,

had been hardened to an extent that even the d#tehte after Stalin’s death could not

really penetrate.

The third and last part details the activities loé tNorthern Department a period that
witnessed other momentous events of the early ®é#: the conflict in Korea and

Stalin’s death. During these years it concentrategromoting policies which countered
Soviet Cold Warfare that helped to consolidate ¢fans made so far; for example,
Western European defence through the proposed &amopefence Community and the
rearmament of West Germany. The relationship whh t/SA, by no means equal or

straightforward, was also still being built and evibe Truman Doctrine and the Marshall
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Plan had not fully ended speculation about thealbdlty of the US as Britain’s main
foreign political partner. Stalin’s death addedpsisingly little to these developments.
Consolidation on both sides continued although ohEnof communication were opened.
Local and limited settlements were achieved butlémguage of the Cold War that had
emerged over the previous few years did not chawjeat the Northern Department had
achieved by 1953 was impressive: a tighter and refirgient structure and organisation,
closer cooperation within the Foreign Office andthwbutside agencies, and most
importantly it had helped manoeuvre Britain intpasition where it still led, though not as
decisively as before 1939, the fight for prograsd peace.

Britain in 1945 and British foreign policy

The large and continuously growing body of workRnitish foreign relations reflects the
importance of foreign policy in British history. Mever, the discussion of British foreign
policy, and thus of the Foreign Office, since 19s invariably been set within the
parameters of imperial decline, Cold War and Euaopategration. Although the debate is
ongoing about the influence of these issues owtests personally, it seems that orthodox
as well as revisionist and post-revisionist histosi have felt specific desires to absolve of
or attribute blame. The revisionist and post-rengt debate, often much more precise
than previous discussions, has broadened new aawicled old arguments. Better access to
archives has enabled historians to look much clasgre motives and methods of decision
making. International relations theorists have adttethese debates by questioning the
perceptions and uses of economic, political andtanyl power in forcing or facilitating
domestic and foreign policies after 19%5While American motives have subsequently
been most severely questioned, British and Sowaktips have also come under criticism.

As a result, the Foreign Office has not surprisirggen seen in a more critical light.

The historiography regarding British foreign polisynow so extensive that it cannot be
discussed here in detail; rather the focus willbbethose issues important for this thesis.
While Britain’s role during the early Cold War hagen slowly reclaimed by British

historians during the past decade through revisioand post-revisionist debate, the
external parameters of that role have inevitablgamed the same: a great imperial power

in decline, massive economic and financial exhaunstfter the war which limited foreign

% J. Kent & J. Younglnternational Relations since 1945: A Global Hist¢®UP, Oxford, 2004).
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political choices, tenacious attempts of the Brig®vernment to situate itself in a position
where it could influence, much more than its weakkrstate would otherwise have
allowed, those policies of the US State Departnvdnith were seen as important in the
maintenance and rebuilding of an independent RBrifisfluence worldwide. This is

important as any new discussion which now focusecenalosely on the impact of British
policies during those years cannot ignore thosamaters which, in a largely American

led debate, have limited Britain’s role in the daf

Britain’s foreign policy has traditionally been ses&s concerned with issues of maintaining
a favourable European balance of power, the estab&nt of an optimal international
trade environment with a particular preference fimde within its empire, and the
maintenance of naval lines of communication to @ and protect its empire and
external trade routes. Alliances were sought whesresssary but entanglement was avoided
when risks and benefits appeared disproportiornki® world wars changed Britain’s
ability to maintain these interests and to direatiffluence these issues through its own
strength. After 1945, for example, as a responseets technologies defence priorities
changed® By May 1945 Churchill, in government for anotheotand a half months, saw
his foreign political choices extremely limited. &te edge of a war ravaged continent,
with a crumbling empire and debilitating debts theice was simple: closer relations with
the USA, despite some difficult demands, or a ca@d relationship with the Soviet
Union which would always have been fraught withfidifities. The Permanent Under-
Secretary’s Committee (PUSC) argued that the ‘tlurde’ idea was unrealistic and that in
the end, there was not really a cholt&ritain edged closer to Washington while keeping
a foot in the door of Europe as the relationshiphwiloscow, established despite a lot of

suspicion during the war, disappeared into thin air

Historians generally agree that 1945 for Britairsv@avatershed. Although not yet bipolar,
international power was shifting away from WestEBurope towards the Soviet Union in
the East and the USA in the Wé&SDevelopments that had started during the previous

decades came to the fore while new developmentshatid been a result of the war or

% R. Ovendale (ed.J;he Foreign Policy of the British Labour Governnseh945-1951Leicester University
Press, Leicester, 1984), p. 7.

3" R. Ovendale, ‘William Strang and the Permanentédfecretary’s Committee’ in Zametidjtish
Officials, p. 225.

% D.C. Watt, * Britain, the United States and theeBing of the Cold War’ in Ovendal&he Foreign Policy
of the British Labour Governmenis. 45.
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had been aggravated by it merged into that prodéstory in 1945 had not achieved the
sense of security that all sides had craved andaeasing lack of confidence and mutual
suspicion about future intentions became ltkgmotiv for much of the Cold War and its
diplomacy; ‘a legacy of mistrust’ as Geoffrey Warmeted, which created, as Norman
Davies put it, ‘a sense of futility> War, or the fear of it, became a common denominato
in international diplomac§’ At the same time the arena of conflicts now mosastwards.
With the stalemate in Europe and the rise of Cliineope slipped behind America and

Eurasia in importancé.

Most of the future conflicts were located elsewhand neither superpower, the USA and
the Soviet Union, nor the dominant Great PoweraGBgitain, had real plans for the post-
war period that went beyond the usual concerngeioitorial integrity, national security
and post-war reconstructiéhThe UNO was still in its infancy and the contingiiconflict

of rival political systems proved very difficult tsmderstand and counter. Hegemony, Peter
Taylor has argued, is rare in the modern world,, andould be argued, could not be
sustained for long. In 1945 there were five possds and three choices for alliances, he
noted: either all would cooperate or all would failt, alternatively the US and Britain
could have formed an anti-Communist front, Brit@ind the Soviet Union an anti-
hegemonic front or the US and the Soviet Union ati-imperialist front** Rapidly
changing international relations, however, madedheice a much more prolonged and

less well defined issue.

The old balance of power in Europe, as David Rejsohas written, completely
collapsed* Although the reality of the situation appearedlyailear, the overall impact of

the change brought on by World War Il, it is arguealy slowly filtered into the thinking

% G. Warner, ‘From Ally to Enemy: Britain’s Relatismvith the Soviet Union, 1941-1948’ in M. Dockll
B. Kercher (eds.Diplomacy and World PowdCUP, Cambridge, 1996), p. 221; N. Daviagrope: A
History (Pimlico, London, 1997), p. 1057; see also D. Ré&gs@ne World Divisible: A Global History
since 1945Allen Lane, London, 2000), p. 22; J.L. Gaddibe Cold WakAllen Lane, London, 2005), p. 27;
B. Smith,Sharing Secrets with Stalin: How the Allies tradiedlligence, 1941-1948Jniversity Press of
Kansas, Kansas, 1996), p. 249.

% Lord Strang, ‘War and Diplomacy:1939-1945'’ in DIK3 (ed.),Retreat from Power: Studies in Britain’s
Foreign Policy of the Twentieth Century, Vol.2:tekfl939(Macmillan, London, 1981), p. 100.

1 J.M. RobertsThe Penguin History of Euro®enguin Books, London, 1996), p. 579.

“2 Davies,Europe p. 1062, 1064.

43P, Taylor Britain and the Cold War: 1945 as Geopolitical Tsition (Pinter Publishers, London, 1990),
chapters 3 and 4.
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of those in the British Foreign Office, Defence dbdishment and governmefitin the
first few years after 1945, as Elizabeth Barker iated, ‘the British in their relations with
the two superpowers acted both as bull-dog andftagl’*® Peter Taylor, in the same
vein, wrote that there was a considerable diffezdmetween the image Britain wanted to
project and the actual reality.The ‘cultivation of prestige’, as Holland has aedunow
probably derived from a sense of weakness contitude at the centre of British foreign
policy.*® While the war further encouraged the move to tolwaEuropean integration,
Britain remained sceptical of closer cooperatiot-with strict parameters; some have
even argued that Europe was only a distraction fileenEmpire’® Leadership ambitions,
initially supported by Bevin in his quest for a ichiForce and in the implementation of the
Marshall Plan, were in the end abandorfe@he ongoing uncertainty of which way to

look, West to the USA or East towards Western Eeropntinues to this day.

In this situation, one of reality, aspiration aretéption, a profound change occurred with
regard to the perception and projection of poweritaB®, in particular, now was
uncomfortably reminded that an independent forgghcy in the absence of sufficient
economic means was essentially impossible. Militayability, a willingness to make use
of ever evolving military technology and the format of alliances which supported and
demanded this thinking moved to the centre stagatefnational affairs. NATO became
‘the bedrock of British policy’ while the Soviet im and its satellites in reply became a
‘muscle-bound empire’* But the resulting over-extension of military armis economic
responsibilities created new problerig\s economic prowess now became vital in order

to maintain an impressive military deterrent andgé¢oure a place at the top of the table of

4P, KennedyThe Rise and Fall of the Great Pow¢dnwin Hyman, London, 1989), p. 472, 474; Britain
continued to play the role of a Great Power witreenpire, E. BarkeiThe British between the Superpowers
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international diplomacy, Britain’s severe financidifficulties and declining industrial
performance had a significant impact on her statia great military powe&f. While the
Foreign Secretary often demanded briefs that dészlisproposed policies and the
implications in a way he agreed with, officials onbttedly used their influence to
persuade him of their ideas as well as use the galatlons they had with him to restore
the Foreign Office as the main body of foreign pplformation>* The conviction all

shared was that Britain was despite her probleiths sbreat Power®

With a better, though still limited, access to aebk and within an international
atmosphere that demanded a re-assessment of #@seafothe World War 1l victors and
their responsibilities for the ongoing Cold War ##80s saw a rush of books setting out to
re-evaluate British policies since 1945. Titles glmoning a ‘Retreat from Power’, the
‘Rise and Fall of the Great Powers’ or a Britaietlieen the Superpowers’ suggested a
negative assessment of British efforts to retarrale and possibly even a failure of that
effort>® Increasing subordination to the USA, in particulaas seen as evidence of a
much weakened Britaitf. The ongoing Cold War with its frequent criseshat $ame time
demanded in the wake of several foreign intervestiby Washington a re-assessment;
Rothwell here was one of the first to set Britisheign policy specifically in this context.
Balancing this debate, Britain’s relations with tKegemlin were subjected to more

scrutiny.

Elizabeth Barker has illustrated the varying catgliwhich British policy makers had to
take into account after the war. She argued thatag essentially an understanding of
profound weakness which influenced policy makihgrocusing on realistic choices
available at the time, Bevin was willing to setite a Soviet sphere of influence in the
East, while pursuing a close relationship with Wiagton. Europe, despite his initial
attempts to secure a ‘third force’ in the ‘middletloe planet’ never became a priority and

3 G.C. PedemArms, Economics and British Strategy: From Dreadytus to Hydrogen BomiEUP,
Cambridge, 2007), p. 7.

>4 Adamthwaite, ‘Britain and the World’, p. 224; Aeihton, ‘Towards a Western Strategy: The Making of
British Policy Towards Germany, 1945-1946’ in A.ifon (ed.) Britain and the First Cold War
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lagged far behind other efforts to secure benéfrelations particularly with the USA but
initially also with the Soviet Union. There wasllstBarker argued, a certain ‘sense of
superiority and arrogance towards Western EurbbBritish efforts to secure closer
relations with Western Europe, she noted, were s{imbnly; it was rather late in the day
that the British saw the economic benefits of WesEurope®® John Charmley contended
that ‘even though Europe was important enough fitald to die for, it was not important
enough for Britain to reconstruét'Bevin, John Gormly has written, was more intergste
in obtaining his sphere of influence between theeAoan and the Soviet spheres than
concentrating on Eurogé.But he was worried about Britain’s prospects rptimat ‘if we

are not careful, our victory in war may lead tdbeing plucked by our allie§®

While it had previously been a British prerogatiwe base policies on a well defined
globalist thinking due to concerns with her empatter 1945 both the USA and the USSR
quickly saw the opportunities and benefits of pplptanning based on broader concepts
and with broader aims. The post-war Pax Americah@lwemerged as a result necessarily
led to concurrent re-adjustments of British aimd arethods, and the emerging ‘politics of
decline’ were, according to Paul Kennedy, diffidait the British who were used to a fully
independent foreign polid/. Britain’s status and power rapidly declined aft&45 and
has not recovered since. The rules of internatidipdbmacy had changed by 1945 leading
Saunders to note that ‘if one party plays poweitigslin an anarchical system then those
with threatened interests’ have to do so%#n alliance to one of the two sides of the
conflict thus appeared imperative for national siguBritish determination to remain a
great power as close as possible to the doming@rgawer, the USA, cost her dearly.
Military expenditure rose well beyond indefiniteystainable levels and the efforts to
possess her own atomic bomb arguably did not resbktter cards at the negotiating table
with neither the USA nor the USSRDespite these issues, there is the argumenthbat t

Cold War was a blessing in disguise for the Brifish
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Issues of national security in an age that sawiigeof the ‘national security state’ cannot
be under-estimated in this discussidrfo see the Cold War against global changes in
power, as revisionists and post-revisionists darifeés the importance of the conflict
between issues of security and national confliéteen though the Cold War is over and
the atomic holocaust never materialised, the fearthe time were real and have to be
taken into account when assessing the motives atlaals of British as well as American
and Soviet policy makers. Although Saunders mad#r@ng argument for the role of
realism in British policy vis-a-vis the USSR afte945, there was also a strong ideological
undercurrent promoting liberal values across thelds8 By 1947 against a scenario of
accelerated Soviet consolidation of their orbitl shdecided American support for Britain
and Europe, nationalist uprisings across the BriEmpire and impending economic crisis
the mood was one ‘of panic akin to that of MarcB4.9° Although Reynolds may well be
exaggerating here, indications from the sourcesulypest that the feeling of nearing a
new abyss were quite pronounced. Britain was alweeyg sensitive of its interest and
while it was willing to acquiesce to a Soviet sgher Eastern and South Eastern Europe, it

was not prepared to allow any interference in\is aphere'?

What was needed, and what some historians haveddoon, was finding and proving a
political masterplan; Kennedy argued that the URiadstration certainly believed that the
Kremlin had oné? No side really knew what the other was up to aittinthis absence
of hard information suspicions and guess work reardg emerged. It can be argued that it
took Britain rather long to agree and start to ienpént well defined and interlinking
policy initiatives. Debate was, despite Savillesseations to the contrary, extensive and
thus prolonged? In a full-blown revisionist account, he was exaemally critical of the
Foreign Office, its workings and expertise. Accagdto him its knowledge was ‘pitiful’
when compared to that of the State Departrfiefifficials’ opinion was stated to be a

result of pre-conceived notions rather than thelted discussion. Since there was no in-
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depth analysis of the available information in tRerthern Department or the State
Department and its Policy Planning Staff, it seethat this criticism was largely

unfounded.

The last ten years or so have seen new attemptgtain British foreign policy during the
second half of the Twentieth Century and the actessore sources than ever before only
benefited that effort. Britain’s newly claimed ratethe Cold War has come under scrutiny
as the bipolar nature of the conflict was reconéidf? ‘Superpowers’, Reynolds has
argued succinctly, were countries that had ‘greatess plus great mobility of powef®’
After 1945, according to this definition, there wemly two: the USA and the USSR. This
left Britain with little choice but to ally herseld one of the two. Britain, however, tried to
go a middle way. The focus of British foreign pgliéGreenwood noted, was not the East-
West conflict but international cooperation in wais bodies! Germany, not the Soviet
Union, was the focus of the years after 1945 andiged much common ground with the
Kremlin.”® Once cooperation here had given way to conframatiie main focus of the
conflict shifted back to Washington.

While foreign policy was limited in its scope bystections imposed by British relations
with both the USA and the Soviet Union, propagamaeided a backdoor to a more active
pursuit of foreign relation§. Perceptions were vitally important during the Caldr and
could, with much effort and guile, be manipulatBdit even here the FO was under the
continued pressure from the COS to be more pre@ctiith a realisation that traditional
diplomacy may have reached its limits and withttireat posed by the Berlin Blockade in
1948/49, that the Foreign Office’s Russia Commitsggeed to a support the COS’s
stance®® To argue that the Russia Committee consisted lfaafeborn-again hardliners’
who ‘wanted an all-out offensive’ was, | think, teevere and did not take enough account
of the information available which gradually supedra harder stance against the Soviet
Union in the absence of an equally effective poficplso, the argument that the Foreign

Office was essentially ‘russophobe’ and anti-Soween before the Soviet Union had
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ended cooperation may not take the available indion and the massive change in

international diplomacy after 1945 enough into act8?

That it was the Labour Party that presided oveplacy of gradual withdrawal from the
wartime alliance with the Soviet Union and thengaeded to initiate an actual propaganda
and diplomatic offensive against it was difficudir fthose in the Labour Party who still
craved a, rather unspecified, ‘socialist foreignigy ®® While there was a definite
continuation of the previous governments foreigticgp there were understandably also
some departures, in particular over imperial poladyhough there is the assertion that the
‘old imperial consciousness held sway’ over theti&mi political establishment after
194554 The fact remains that the Empire fell apart uraleabour government. Some have
argued that Labour never had a distinctive forgighcy and struggled with the demands
of reality, although pressure from all sides mayehieft it little room for an imaginative or
even radical foreign policy Others recognised that Labour went in new dirastio
Stephen Howe noted that ‘Bevin broke with Lord Radston’s dictum that Britain has no
permanent friends or enemies, only permanent isiefeThorpe stated, along the same
lines, that the Labour government had a leading imkhe formation of the new system of
alliances which characterised the Cold War but led its reforming momentum by
1949% Labour ministers were even seen as ‘enthusiagild @/arriors.?” Others, like
Robert Pearce, have argued that Labour made thefteslifficult situation®®

Britain, the USA and the Soviet Union
Any discussion of Britain’s relations with the Uk States, and the Soviet Union,

necessarily has to start during the ¥afhe alliance between governments with opposing
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views of domestic and international politics hasgointerested historians: ‘a most
improbable event’, Bradley Smith noted, an ‘unnaltualliance’ Frederick Samuel
Northedge concluded, an accident that was ‘enfoeretl uneasy’ Geoffrey Warner has
argued” When the alliance fell apart a culprit was soughtquest re-ignited by the
revisionism of the 1970s and 1980s. That there measuch thing as a frank exchange of
information even during the war has been convirgisgown by Smiti* Even during the
war, as allies, equality was sought but certairdy provided; for example, a unified joint
command including all the allies was never esthblis Sometimes it even appeared as if
both sides were fighting a different wAr.

The serious disagreements between the wartimes alier the treatment of Germany and,
particularly the future of Poland and Eastern Eardpave been examined many times.
That the USA realised early on that its influenoepost-war Eastern Europe might be
rather slight and Churchill’'s quick negotiation kwiStalin over spheres of influence
indicated that despite rhetoric and grand declamatirealism was the basis of Western
thinking with regards to Stalin’s likely sphere iofluence after 1948 Churchill saw
himself as the most experienced of the wartime deadnoting once: ‘with the great
Russian bear on one side of me, with paws outstdicand on the other side...the great
American buffalo, and between the two sat the pitite English donkey who was the only
one...who knew the right way hom®&He was convinced that the Empire and a special
relationship with the USA would guarantee Britairtentinued Great Power roie.
Wishful thinking did creep into the thinking of allartime leaders as neither had a detailed
plan, nor often the physical or psychological sgtarto fight a war of attrition after 1945.
Cooperation was a much more likable and potentpibfitable option. Stalin’s intentions,

it seems, were to work within the alliance alreatgsenf’ One argument is that the
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interest in spheres of influence was exactly whalirsthought would be workable: if each

power had its own sphere there would be less @l

Relations with the USA during the early post-waiange were difficult. The wartime
military and intelligence alliance did not translatasily into a political and economic
peacetime alliance and the British desire to instihalise the alliance with the USA
proved difficult’® The ‘special relationship’, much debated sincentheas essentially a
tool, as Reynolds has argud.Attlee, not surprisingly, complained that ‘there a
tendency in America to regard us as an outpostroérca.’®® Britain had to prove its
worth and the price Britain paid for American sugpeas to help with the ‘defence of the
free world.*® Even though Britain and America had been andstile economic rivals,
there was no alternative to this alliance; ChutcHor example, never doubted the
correctness of this choic& ‘Too great an independence of the USA would baregdrous
luxury’, Adamthwaite quoted in his article alongetisame line&?* Britain needed the
cooperation of the American government in the Meddast, Germany and over the
Atomic Bomb, in its fight against the expansion@dmmunism, for the retention of its
world role, and, most importantly, it needed Amaridoans?’® Others, however, continue
to argue that Britain’s independence from the Uhiates was what would guarantee a
Great Power role for Britaitf’ The USA was certainly equally aware that it contst
pursue a foreign policy completely independentlyBotain. Not to be seen by others to

treat Britain in a preferential way, the Anglo-Anoan relationship was portrayed as part
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of a broader Western alliance not a close bilatefiationship™®” Real independence from
the USA and the pursuit of a fully independent iigme policy nevertheless proved
unrealistic. Britain certainly understood the methm of dependence and the implications

of economic diplomacy for foreign affairs.

Britain’s problematic relationship with the Unit&tates is important in explaining British
post-war foreign policy choices. The perhaps iradblé rise of American power had direct
influences within the British foreign policy estabiment. As Erik Goldstein has pointed
out, American policy discussions, plans and methmmldd not be ignoret’® Although
sharing a common set of ideas, liberal capitalidemocracy etc, the continued hesitation
to take on more responsibility until 1947 when adiminist ideas still loomed large and
British adherence to the concept of imperial poweved difficult to reconcile. British
and American aims were similar but not identfalAmerican commitments after 1945 it
is argued were reactive rather than a conscioesnpttto take the lead in world affairs
although it was obvious that the status of the US#l increased immeasurabty.
American preponderant power was, according to Gveed, initially used ‘by proxy’

through its relations with other countrigs.

Once, however, Truman took note of the fact that ititernational situation really had
moved in his favour, he, believing in the greatnafsthe American system, went to build
up American influencé'? The United States thus found itself in a positidrere it had to
take responsibility, even if initially only econoeally, if some form of international
stability was to be re-establish€d.The USA like the Soviet Union strove to consoléat
its half of the planet'* The Marshall Plan therefore, cornerstone of masrpretations of

the early Cold War, remains of interest to histesizoday**> Some see it as an inspired
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partnership between the USA and Europe while othave argued that it was designed to
‘foster American influence and powét® Economic motivations, though important, were
secondary to political ones: the threat of an egjmanof Communist influence in a war
ravaged Europe was a gamble that the USA was epiaped to take. Britain necessarily
had to pay more attention to what the State Departrwas saying and doing but by the
same token did not want to be dragged into thelicomirising between the USA and the
Soviet Union*!’ Through taking advantage of the rising Americaar fef Communism,
once the State Department had finalised its podayps and methods, for example,
containment, Bevin was as Greenwood has eloquangiyed ‘shackled to Washington’s

golden chariot*!?

While Britain undoubtedly courted and benefitedrira closer transatlantic connection, it
came at a price, as discussed above; althoughirBsithases, military and economic
potential made it an obvious ally anywdy.The British attempt within this emerging
alliance to steer the State Department toward<ipslimore in line with British thinking
was a mixed success. Ovendale quoted from offdmaliments in his book which stated
that ‘Britain [had to] exert sufficient control avéhe policy of the well-intentioned but
inexperienced colossus on whose cooperation oetysdépends = While Roosevelt had
been happy to follow more internationalist policiesh the creation of a collective
security organisation after the war, Britain empéeds its traditional policy of balance of
power’?* The American wish for Britain to take a more aetand leading role in Europe
towards a European Union was vetoed by the For@fjite as a threat to the British

Empire and her national sovereignfy.

Britain’s relationship with the Soviet Union wasesev more difficult and ambiguous.

Chances for closer cooperation between the wardbad missed, cementing the distrust
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of the Kremlin towards the We&t Pro-Soviet opinion among British policy makers and
the public in general, a necessity during the waade a quick reversal of policies in the
face of increased Soviet recalcitrance difficullhefe was no concert of powers but only
two superpowers, one of which adhered to a strict¢asionally flexible ideology which
advocated conflict with the Capitalist world. Batbuntries, Britain and the Soviet Union,
Martin Folly has noted, were, however, adherenpitagmatism and realism, and both

understood the importance of strength in intermatialiplomacy***

British relations with the Soviet Union under Stalvere fraught with problems. The need
to maintain cordial relations with the Kremlin, ad® Hostilities Planning Staff (PHPS)
paper argued during the war, was essential in dnéa;nment of Germany after the allied
victory.** Despite the experience of working closely withitt8oviet counterparts, a real
and potentially lasting basis of trust which woeldable continued cooperation after the
war was never established during the war. Churdhié Stalin, recognised the importance
of strength in international relations. He was alis¢, occasionally given to flights of
fancy, whose efforts for a better understandindhvtalin, according to David Carlton,
were pretence; a claim vigorously disputed by Régmand Max Hasting€? The British
government during and after the war simply may lmete had a choice: Erik Hoffmann
has argued that one of the enduring targets ofeSdureign policy was the principal
power in Europe which by 1945 after the defeat efrBany was Britai?’ After the war,
F.S. Northedge has noted in a revisionist argumémt, new Labour government
immediately moved away from cooperation with thevi8oUnion?® This notion, after

careful study of the available evidence, canndty&® sustained today.

Stalin, Zubok has contended, was a realist whowalprepared to ‘squeeze as much out

of his temporary capitalist partners as possitffeAn active desire to play off his former

123R. Manne, ‘The Foreign Office and the failure afglo-Soviet rapprochementCH 16(4) ( 1981), pp.
725-755; Ross, ‘Foreign Office Attitudes’; M. Kiten,British Policy towards the Soviet Union during the
Second World WaMacmillan, Basingstoke, 1986).

124 Folly, Churchill, Whitehall and the Soviet Uniop. 3,6,106.

12 Ross, ‘Foreign Office Attitudes’, p. 530.

126 b Carlton,Churchill and the Soviet UniogfManchester University Press, Manchester, 200Q)8;
ReynoldsFrom World War to Cold Warp. 219; M. Hastinggsinest Years: Churchill as War Lord, 1940-
1945(Harper Press, London, 2009).

127 E_Hoffmann, ‘Soviet Foreign Policy Aims and Accplishments from Lenin to BrezhneRAPS 36 (4)
(1987), p. 13.

128 NorthedgePritain and Soviet Communism. 104.

129/, Zubok,A Failed EmpirgUniversity of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill(Z), p. 22.

38



allies against each other was another way to cneatee opportunities for his foreign
policy, and here he only followed Roosevelt's poeog who had sought closer relations
with Stalin by occasionally trampling on Churchilf.Frank Roberts argued in 1945 that if
Britain was firm with the Kremlin, there was no essal conflict between the two
countries. Later, of course, he became much mossimpéestic as to the outcome of the
deteriorating international relatioh¥. The general debate argues that either Stalin was
most interested in territorial integrity, nationsgcurity and the consolidation of gains
already made, or that he was actively seeking déurttxpansion while exporting his
revolutionary ideology abrodd? In the end his faith in the accuracy of Communist

ideology did not achieve what he desif&d.

That he created and further enhanced already mgigtinsion cannot, | think, be denied,
however, he just like Roosevelt/Truman and Chul#iilee had to take those decisions
he thought best in the interest of his country.ligta&Roberts noted, was interested in
peaceful coexistence but could not realise his dhmsugh the available methods of the
Cold War, although, as Taubman has argued, coopetaad proven beneficial for hifi?
Stalin was doggedly determined not to loosen hs@n Eastern Europe. He thus mirrored
the concept of containment spreading through Wedtaeign policy at a time when he
was still on the defensiV€® It was difficult, Antonio Varsori has argued, fail to
understand the complexities of the new world enmerd@i Eastern Europg&® By the early
1950s with several conflicts still raging, Sovierdign policy started to pursue a more
stabilising policy within the Cold Wat’

Neither side wanted war nor actively pursued itt Bunsions undoubtedly continued to
rise. Stalin was at a loss of how to change Sqwidities to suit himself and to suit his
former allies at the same time. The fewer countatethe end of a war were in a position to
impose their views, the greater the impact anddhger the time until a final settlement,
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in this case two blocs in the Cold War, was reacfiédt the Soviet Union immediately
after the war was the only Communist state in erist made this situation more difficult.
With the emergence of other Communist states abdegsuent splits between them, the
international influence of the Kremlin evened ooimewhat. As discussed above, the
adherence to the concept of military strength deeyw determinant of the impact of a
country’s foreign policy drove the Kremlin, juskd the State Department and the Foreign
Office, to emphasise the defence parameters infibr@ign policies rather than those ideas

with facilitated cooperation, like tradé®

Soviet foreign policy achieved a lot despite ak thdds but, of course, this is precisely
what partially aggravated and continued the Coldr.fa‘Stalin’s political strategy’,
Donaldson and Nogee noted, ‘combined opportunigticbing with caution about
provoking a military reaction®® The ensuing ‘policy of tightfistedness and hard
bargaining with the Russians’ made negotiation:ewere difficult'** That, after years of
trying to find some accommodation with the Sovieidsh, the Foreign Office by 1947/48
had shifted its emphasis towards a more conframtati outlook, was not surprisifitf
Over two and a half years as the Foreign Ministérthe erstwhile allies negotiated, the
situation had been deteriorating. Robert Manne \Wwaten that Britain sacrificed its
relations with the Soviet Union over its unwilliregs to settle the German question more
in the Kremlin's favour; Deighton agrees, addingttthe settling of the German question

meant the abandonment of East Germany in favocoméentration on the Wekt

That Stalin used the worsening Cold War partly asasgon to force through more policies
on social control in the Soviet Union has convigiygnbeen demonstrated by Elena
Zubkova'** Only by 1948 when consolidation in the East hadceeded faster than

possibly anticipated did Western governments attémmitiate a policy of ‘roll-back’ in
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order to liberate the Eastern satellt&sAs much as a settlement was desired by both
sides, the emerging structures in both East and W¥ssicted their governments’ ability to
offer incentives substantial enough to maintaird@rrelations between the Allies and to
negotiate arguments. By 1951 as Lord Strang hasdnttere was no alternative to closer
Anglo-American relation$?® While the role of ideology in the East had beerogmised,
the new demand for, and emergence of, a set ofeohigleas in the West in Containment
created a similar vocabulary of superiority, sttbngnd conflict. The primacy of foreign

policy had created new circumstances and thus déedamew solutions.

The failure, during the war, to agree a peaceesettht, particularly for Germany and the
Balkan states, proved a turning poifit.Geoffrey Roberts noted that ‘neutralising the
German threat’, which had been one of Soviet forgiglicies most important issues, ‘was
a goal whose achievement was worth a high priddipagh, as Greenwood made clear,
Germany still provided the common denominator betwBritain and the Soviet Unidf®
Thereafter military realities, for example the @nese of occupation forces, provided the
lever to hold out during negotiations for bettettlsenents. Not surprisingly, in 1945 with
the Red Army occupying most of Central and Easkrrope, the Foreign Office wanted
to keep some cooperation with the Kremlin goinge tid idea of spheres of influence,
discussed between Churchill and Stalin in Octol®di4]1 was a concept that would survive
the end of the waf*® Whatever may have been said in private, Realpddiipulated that
Britain kept up its diplomacy with the Soviet Uniddhurchill, a fan of summit diplomacy,
trusted Stalin to at least get things done. Asdbm@mmitment of America to Europe was
still uncertain, the Foreign Office was interestadmaintaining good relations with the
Kremlin just like the Soviet Union was interestednnaintaining good relations with her
former allies'™®® What Stalin did not realise, Gaddis argued, wastte change situation at
the end of the war in return changed the possdsliand opportunities for Soviet foreign

policy.**
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The concept of Soviet Communism was difficult tasp completely. Even now the
arguments still rage over the question why suckistesn managed to survive for so long
and why it exercised so much influence over intéonal relations. It may have been
single-minded determination and ruthless will: Russia’, John Gooding noted, ‘the
Socialist regime would itself create the conditioresessary for socialism rather then be
created by thent®? Ideology, as well as other factors was vital irdenstanding Soviet
foreign and domestic policy® Stalin’s claim to leadership, initially not uncested,
lacked the sharp intellectualism of Lenin, and wliénin favoured discussion, Stalin used
trials and purges to consolidate his hold on tlpeabthe party. ‘Soviet leaders paraded as
democrats while strengthening tyranny’, Robert germoted inComrades: Communism —
A World History™® Robert Conquest has argued with regards to Stalinthat ‘the
Westerner has a certain blockage against the realahdegradation of evit> While the
evidence of this was noticed by foreign observigrsy found it difficult to make sense of
it. ‘Kremlinology’ became a widespread but not wiopersuasive science. Even
weathered specialists could not argue their casewimcingly without much better
information than that availabf&® Possibly that reason, the lack of enough and ateur
information, led to a much closer focus on Soweeign policy in order to understand the
political system behind it through its externaktens than might otherwise have been the
case. The portrayal of strength outward while degyinformation about the actual
situation inside, led to a severe over-estimatib8aviet strength and was thus a factor in
public anxiety and the severe American responseSawet foreign political muscle-

flexing.®’

Hoffmann has helpfully listed the foreign policyre of Britain, the USA and the Soviet
Union to see if and where they overfapAccording to him they did not. Britain and the
USA were interested in Western Europe, the UNOthed-ar East (the order of priorities
differed) and Britain, of course, still paid mudteation to its empire. The Soviet Union,

by comparison, was most interested in national ri#gcucontrol, reconstruction and
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territory. International cooperation and securiig dhot rank at all. Any threat to his
perceived needs required a quick retaliation fraily a man who understood power
politics possibly better than anyone else. His mempire, Vojtech Mastny noted, proved

both ‘his triumph and his nemesis.” On the roatheoCold War, he concluded, ‘Stalin was
both a victim and an accomplicé>®

139y, Mastny,Russia’s Road to the Cold WgZolumbia University Press, New York, 1979), p. 22@6.
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Part Two. Cooperation and Opportunism, 1945 to 194

7
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Rather than focus on specific issues, like the ®daampaign or Western European
Defence which later emerged as important topics, Roreign Office and the Northern
Department after 1945 made a serious effort tcee'tstiock’. Britain’s position vis-a-vis the

Soviet Union, and to a lesser extent the USA, aedfdreign policy options now open to
the British government were discussed at lengthirippoint the best options available and

develop suitable foreign policy strategies.

After the upheavals of the war years the Foreigfic®mheeded some time to settle back
into the peacetime routine of information analyaisl policy proposals. While initially
reports sent in from abroad and discussion of thech other relevant material were the
main means of debate, staff soon started to wiapens detailing the available information
and state of discussion on very specific issuesthgylater 1940s their briefs were the
main means of conveying complex information quickhd succinctly. Once the Moscow
embassy had re-organised itself to work within paate parameters, closer attention paid
again to the Soviet press which, for example, @elthrge amounts of information for use
in London. A Joint Press Reading Service betweerBtiitish and the American embassies
in Moscow spread this very time-intensive work owveral staff and thus made
important information available much quicker tharmad previously been. The Northern
Department during these years focused on the rabtheat was readily available to build a
picture of the Soviet Union and its interests atirttagage possible short and longer term

objectives, and then pointed out opportunitiesngotiation and realistic foreign policies.

The first part consists of three chapters. Chapte will introduce the department and the
most important officials while Chapter Two explassme of the most important aspects
of Soviet domestic and foreign trends during thgsars to provide some background to
the major Soviet foreign policies. Chapter Threekkat the discussion and formation of

British foreign policy.
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Chapter One: Institutions and personnel: The FO, th e ND, and the Moscow
Embassy, 1945-1947

This country could not again be used as an outpasdve other countries.

Notes of a conversati@tween Bevin and Zarubin, 27.1.1847

The Foreign Office and the Northern Department

To protect Britain from bullying by the Kremlin, ¢ine State Department, and to maintain
and enhance her ability to negotiate effectivdiyg Northern Department had to provide
the best possible policy advice that had to bedaseaccurate and up to date information.
Britain, as Bevin made clear to the Soviet ambassambuld not again find itself in a
situation where it fought a powerful enemy almdseha. Having come through the war by
the skin of her teeth and now having to face u@ teastly changed, and not yet fully
comprehended, balance of political and economicgpamwthe world, Britain could not but
explore every avenue that could lead to an accomatiayd with Moscow. Initially this
seemed the cheapest option of bridging the timé Bntain had evaluated her choices
more fully and had a chance to allow for a frand egmalistic discussion of possible foreign
policies in the immediate future. The most impatrtagrson in this quest was undoubtedly
the Foreign Secretary, Ernest Bevin and the For@ifjite understood his importance to

herself and her future role in the formation oftBh foreign policy.

For the Foreign Office to once again occupy thedreeof foreign policy decision making
after 1945 required a Foreign Secretary who wadidemt vis-a-vis the Prime Minister
and who understood and valued his staff. ErnesirBead the full confidence of Clement
Attlee, the Prime Minister until 195%* His relationship with the Prime Minister was close
and trusting, and allowed for frank discussion &l as a significant level of autonomy in
the day-to-day running of the Foreign Office. Dgrithe war the situation had been
markedly different as Anthony Eden and Winston Chili's relationship was fraught
with difficulties. So much so that by the end of thar officials in the Foreign Office were

'*F0371/66362-8109.

161 Although they too had their differences, Steitiene Foreign and Commonwealth Office’, p. 15;
Rothwell,Britain and the Cold Warp. 228; Smith, ‘A Climate of Opinion’, p. 634; Aththwaite, ‘Britain
and the World’, p. 225.
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used to backing their Foreign Secretary againstPtfime Minister'®> Aware of all the
information available at the time and worried abih repercussions of potentially wrong
decisions on the part of the Prime Minister, theysistently supported their Foreign
Secretary® Once Winston Churchill was re-elected Prime Mimish October 1951 after
the Conservative election victory and Anthony Edgain became Foreign Secretary the
relationship between Prime Minister and Foreignr&acy became difficult again once
more. In 1945 the Foreign Office knew that Bevirsvita direct route to the Cabinet and
Prime Minister, and thus to the implementationh&f policies they regarded as in Britain’s
best interest. They knew that he had to be persufidt. Policy advice given therefore

had to be persuasive, realistic and implementable.

Bevin, although appearing only on the fringes a$ tinesis, occupied a central place in
Foreign Office structure and thinking. Major decis were taken by him and only him,
and therefore his views had to be taken into adcednen presenting information. His
relationship with senior staff and his ability twett their work was crucial to the fast and
efficient work of the Office. Bevin, who inheritethe post of Foreign Secretary from
Anthony Eden after the Conservative defeat in teaegal election in July 1945, was
central to British foreign policy between 1945 amd rather forced resignation due to
severe illness in March 1951. As much as traditibisiorians may have glorified him and
revisionist historians possibly argued too critiaatase, he was central to ideas of Britain’s
place in the new post-war world and inspired fidmalty among those who worked with

h|m 164

Uneducated in a conventional sense, Bevin had tieless acquired considerable skills
before and during the war that were to aid himrafteéA man of much common sense and
a lot of pragmatism, particularly in his dealingghathe Soviet Union, he may well have
been the rock that the Office needed after the andie of the pre-war and wartime period.
Many, though not blind to his weaknesses, were @sged by his undoubted abilities.
William Strang, who became Permanent Under-Segr@tat 949, recalled much later that

182 For this issue with regards to Bevin and Attlesadreements about the strategic importance of ihdl
East see, for example, Smith, ‘A Climate of Opinjgn 643; Kent has argued that it was preciselyiBe
interest in Britain’s imperial possessions whichsp@ded the Foreign Office to refuse concessiotiseto
Kremlin, ‘British Policy and the Origins of the @bWar’ in Leffler, M. (ed.)Origins of the Cold War
pp.155-167.

163 5mith, ‘A Climate of Opinion’, p. 634.

184 For example, Connellhe Office Steiner, ‘The Foreign and Commonwealth Office’1p.
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‘his knowledge of that world [Bevin, according toré&hg, saw the world as a complete
whole], in its essential aspects, was profoufidlJohn Connell, iThe Officepointed out

the difficult international situation Bevin was dmmted with, noting that ‘the scope and
the gravity of the decisions which he had to tale] of the negotiations in which he had

166

to take part were without parallel in British higto™" David Reynolds has described him

along similar lines as ‘almost Churchillian in hisitudes.**’

Frank Roberts, who served him most closely as rrcipal Private Secretary after Pierson
Dixon had been appointed ambassador to Pragug] tiwe‘he was a man of vision” with
the ‘memory of an elephant.” To him, writing in 199Bevin simply was ‘a great
Englishman, warts and all, worthy to stand comparis his own day with Churchill or in
the past with such figures as Oliver Cromwell ommfgaston.*®® Even though rose-tinted
glasses may be obvious in Roberts’ comment, he uadée the important point that Bevin
was as important for Britain after 1945 as Chutdiald been before it. Others disagree, of
course. Zara Steiner wrote that Bevin by 1947 digd ‘increasingly rigid and
ideologically based anti-Soviet attitudé®'Victor Rothwell also noted Bevin's hostility
towards the Soviet UnioH? No doubt that Bevin's anti-Soviet stance needsemmesearch
while the literature on British foreign policy anéinglo-Soviet relations, although
extensive already, would nevertheless benefit feorloser examination of the role that
ideology played for senior British foreign policyakers after 1945.

Although Bevin at times required a lot of persuagiwhen he finally had been convinced
of the benefits of a particular policy he stoodniy behind it:’* Great policy shifts, such
as the start of a more aggressive propaganda padiggtering Communist propaganda in
1948 (which will be more closely discussed in Ckafight), had to be based on firm
evidence and workable strategies and tactics ds [goiccies were difficult to reverse. He
thus took his time and then occasionally, as Rayhtemith has argued, ‘became trapped

by the momentum of this official policy”® To institute said propaganda initiative the

185 ord StrangHome and Abroadp. 288.
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setting up of a more specialised committee or depart had been discussed but, as
Christopher Mayhew, Parliamentary Under-Secretatwben 1947 and 1950, recalled,
‘Bevin was not persuaded’ minuting that ‘I am notteisiastic for more machinery/?
Bevin here had, of course, a point. Machinery dodsecessarily mean a more organised
discussion or execution of a strategy. Howeverth@ absence of a department that
oversaw short and long-term policy proposals it wasessary to find an effective way of
keeping all strands of policy proposals togethes; dstablishment of the Permanent Under-
Secretaries Department in 1949 was an attemptswve this problem. Some historians,
nevertheless argue that the Office was too sloadapt to new times and a diminished

British world role!’*

The Permanent Under-Secretary was the Foreign taegeechief adviser, occasionally
even receiving foreign ambassadors on his behatially appointed by the Foreign
Secretary he was the head and most senior offiniaghe Foreign Office, and thus
responsible for the whole organisation. He was niiksly someone who had had a
distinguished career in the Foreign Service and was sometimes the last assignment
before retirement. Permanent Under-Secretarieg tither senior officials, were, as
Gaynor Johnson has rightly pointed out, incredilbiportant for a sense of continuity
within the Office; people who knew how the systerorked and how it ought to be
organised. Arguing along the same lines, Zara 8tainted that Foreign Office ministers,

acted like a ‘departmental memory bahR’

Sir Alexander George Montagu Cadogan had been aathasin Peking before taking up
his post as Permanent Under-Secretary in Janua8g a9d thus served through the
difficult pre-war and war years. He was, as Otte &leilson contend, ‘an invaluable
advisor' to the Foreign Secretdry.Sir Orme Garton Sargent, who was appointed to the
post in February 1946 had been Deputy Under-Segrisianearly seven years prior to his
appointment and led the Foreign Office during thellenging post-war years until
February 1949. He, among others, as McKercher baggad out, was at the ‘heart of

professionalism in British Foreign Policy’; well skyved and rather rare praise for a senior
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civil servant!’’ Saville, extremely critical, has described him ‘pejudiced, narrow-

minded and politically illiterate’”®

His successor, William Strang served until 1953.
Strang was the only senior official who, betweeBa&nd 1933, had served in Mosct.
All were career civil servants who had previouslgriked in a variety of posts in the
Foreign Office in London and abroad. They had adgoslationship with the Foreign
Secretary and proved indispensable to him, keelpimginformed about developments as

well as implementing reforms and new policies.

The Permanent Under-Secretary was supportedseniar level by three Deputy Under-
Secretaries who supervised eight Assistant UndereSwies (these numbers occasionally
varied). Each of them, Deputy and Assistant Undmr8aries, supervised several
departments, as superintending Under-Secretanmels, an the basis of instructions from
the Foreign Secretary, worked out policy guidelined recommended courses of action.
One example was Oliver Harvey, who, having beemapei secretary to Eden, became
Assistant Under-Secretary in 1943 before being pteohto Deputy Under-Secretary in
1946. He worked in this post until 1948 when he s@st as ambassador to France. As in
any big institution, there was always the chancmtwe vertically as well as horizontally,
depending on expertise and experience. Supervisegeral departments was as
challenging as it was interesting. In 1945, forrapke, Oliver Harvey headed the Western
Department, dealing among others with Belgium, Eearitaly and Europe General, and
the German Department. In the same year Alexan@delogan, then Permanent Under-
Secretary, was in charge of the News and the Senli@aison Departments which in the

early post-war years were usually under the supenviof the Permanent Under-Secretary.

The superintending Under-Secretaries, as the neosbrsofficials working in the Foreign
Office, supervised the departments. Their worklogas often extremely heavy. For
example, in 1946 and 1947 Christopher Fredericki@dshVarner supervised the Northern
and the Southern Department in his capacity assfsgi Under-Secretary. In 1948 he
became superintending Under-Secretary of the Amerinformation Department, the
Cultural Relations Department, the Western Europé&#ormation Department, the

Eastern European Information Department, the LAtimerican Information Department,
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the Far Eastern Information Department, the InfdiomaPolicy Department and the
Middle Eastern Information Department. Althoughikelly to be aware of all the details of
information passing through these departments, t(iddvhave read most if not all major
papers leaving the department and would have taleet of the major policy debates
within his departments. Such broad expertise addpell to put Soviet foreign policy into

perspective and to identify likely sources of digsgnents early on.

Sargent was the superintending Under-SecretarhefNorthern Department until 1946
when he was succeeded by Christopher Warner whdead of the department since
1942, knew its staff and work very well. When Satgbecame Permanent Under-
Secretary in 1946 Warner, not surprisingly, wasnmted to Assistant Under-Secretary
and succeeded him in this capacity as superintgndimder-Secretary of the Northern
Department where he remained for the next two y&sesner was followed in his post in
1948 by Charles Harold Bateman who took over &80 and who, in turn, was followed
by the Oxford educated and experienced Andrew Mdpable. Last but not least, Paul
Mason, born in 1904 and educated at Cambridgegesdet Noble in 1952 after becoming

Assistant Under-Secretary in the same year.

These men were the most senior officials, apannftbe Permanent Under-Secretary
himself, whom staff in the Northern Department tlegth on a regular and often daily
basis. Far from being Office ‘creatures’ they hadved abroad and acquired an extensive
knowledge of international affairs, (although ndreel worked in the British Embassy in
Moscow) and of the workings of the Office and Whéa#. Their occasional demanding
treatment towards their staff reflected this exgrere and the reality of the foreign policy
formation process. They were advisers as well askgapers of information, and their
guidance and expertise was crucial to the workefdepartment. All important papers and
memoranda would go through their hands before beasged on to the Foreign Secretary,
the Cabinet or Parliament. They often commentedsues they thought were not clear or
which had to be re-thought. It was their respofigjtio ensure that the papers eventually
arriving at Bevin’s desk were well-written, acc@ratealistic and had taken all important
issues connected to a particular topic into accdeot this reason, many papers were re-
written several times to ensure that only thoséhefhighest quality reached the Foreign

Secretary.
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Under the superintending Under-Secretary workedHbad of the department who had
everyday supervisory duties for the departmentdf.sHe was the first port of call for
questions and would read anything that was to gberi up the seniority chain in the
office. Warner, already mentioned above, had pexidontinuity during the war since
1942 and was succeeded by Robin Maurice Alers HamkEebruary 1946 who remained
Head of the Northern Department until 1949. In Nuber 1949 he was appointed chargé
d’affaires in Madrid and left London. Geoffrey Haon, a few years younger then
Hankey, took up the post of Head of departmentntawerved in Tokyo, Berlin and
Brussels. Experience abroad was of vital importamicen assessing information, and the
Foreign Office was well aware that such expertiss weeded in order to avoid any form
of tunnel vision which could easily develop wheneowas stationed exclusively in
London. Henry Arthur Frederick Hohler, the Headwestn 1952 and 1953, came from a
slightly different background. Born in 1911 he atted Eton before studying at the Royal
Military College in Camberley.

Service in Moscow was very important for a bettederstanding of the Soviet Union and
its domestic and foreign policies. Some of thefstathe Department, in particular junior
officials like Thomas Brimelow, Joseph Dobbs andghliiMorgan would or had at one
time spent time in Moscow and had therefore gafitvetthand experience not only of the
country and its leaders but also of the problemsvafking there. Living in the country
revealed more about it than any book in the addiittextensive Foreign Office library
ever could do. This library held, and still holds, extensive collection of books dealing
with any aspect of foreign countries deemed imporfar the formulation of British
foreign policy. Thousands of volumes were at hamerthance the knowledge of those
appointed to a particular post or department. S#\enes in the documents staff referred
to the library as their first port of call in ordir read up on all aspects of Soviet history,

foreign policy and ideology, in particular.

The Northern Department Soviet desk was a very dding post and many who worked
here later went on to have great Foreign Officeea. The Northern Department’s junior
staff, constituting the centre of this thesis, aleserve an introduction. Among the first to
feature prominently in the documents examined ligg thesis is Thomas Brimelow. Born
in 1915, and thus one of the younger officials he tlepartment, he joined the Foreign

Service in 1938 as the best in the Civil Servicanexation that year. Intelligent and
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resourceful he served, among other places, in Rig®39 and in Moscow between 1942
and 1945. The historian John Zametica argued kteawas perhaps the only person in the
entire Foreign Office who could plausibly be desed as a Russian expé&ft.Although
his tough line vis-a-vis the Kremlin has been cisied by some historians, his outlook was
actually much more nuancétf. He certainly never argued a case without backingi

with detailed evidence.

Other junior officials equally made their mark & twork of the department. Although not
all could be found in th&oreign Office Listor theDictionary of National Biographyhe
details of several of them are available. John @ity worked at the Soviet desk of the
Northern Department in 1945 and 1946. Thomas Bomglalready mentioned above,
joined the Department after his return from Mosdaowlune 1945 and stayed until 1948
when he was sent to Havana; it was a general puogenf the Foreign Office to rotate
staff to broaden their knowledge and expertisemBlow returned in 1951 to take over the
newly formed Russian Secretariat at the British Bssly in Moscow until 1954. He was an
outstanding Soviet specialist who contributed hygdelthe Department’'s expertise. John
Pumphrey, after three years in the Foreign Officas posted to the Department in 1946
where he stayed for a year and thus worked with &#lsworthy and Brimelow during
the difficult early post-war years. A. E. Lambeafter fourteen years of Foreign Office
experience, started in the Department in 1947 adaining there until 1949. His
experience in the Near East prior to this post, wadoubtedly an advantage to the
Department during the early post-war crises in €yrkand Iran. Starting just after
Lambert’s arrival C. R. A. Rae, Eton and Cambridgleicated, had entered the Foreign
Office in 1947 and, although thereign Office Listunfortunately does not provide exact
dates, likely joined the Northern Department adihs$ post.

The personnel changes in 1951 as apparent iRdregn Office Lisshow that there was a
significant change with no continuing service falyanember of staff who had worked
there prior to 1951. The reason is not clear buy mell have been a result of regular
rotation of staff. One important improvement wagsabée though: the Soviet desk now had

four instead of the previous three staff, in 1958r¢ were even six staff. While most of

180 3. zametica, ‘Three letters to Bevin’ in ZametiBétish Officials and British Foreign Poligyp. 62;
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them are elusive two can be introduced in moreildétagh Travers Morgan, had served
in Moscow between May 1948 and May 1950. He joiteddepartment in 1951, where he
remained until 1953, and provided much needed liasid experience of the Soviet Union
during a time of increasing political Cold-warfavweorldwide. Equally, Joseph Alfred
Dobbs joined the Department in 1953 with extensixperience of the Soviet Union. He
had served in Moscow from 1949 until 1951 and heehbappointed Head of the Russian
Secretariat at the British Embassy in Moscow inoDet 1950.

The skill of these officials to assess the mostdrtant and pressing points first, to distil
large amounts of data into memoranda often ongwagages long and to write clearly for
an audience that often was not necessarily intim#&eniliar with the intricacies of Soviet
ideology, Soviet history or the Soviet bureaucrasyd governmental system greatly
enhanced understating of the Soviet Union. Thaie @a accumulating the knowledge to
give precise and accurate summaries and policyosalp were hugely important in
allowing the Permanent Under-Secretary, the For8igeretary and Cabinet to decide the
best options for British foreign policy initiative$heir importance in providing a mostly
realistic, pragmatic and implementable foreign @glshould not, as this thesis will show,

be underestimated.

The flow of information within the Department arttetForeign Office in general during
this period appears, as far as can be seen fromainees, flexible and well organised.
Staff commented on the most important or pressoigtp and passed the file to their head
of department who would, in turn, send it on toduperiors. All would minute their ideas
and arguments on sheets attached to the origilegrégan or memorandum and it is thus
possible to follow the argument from bottom to tégcreasingly, after 1945 information
which demanded a specific expertise was sent fdhédu comment to the Foreign Office
Research Department (FORD), the Economic Inteltgddepartment (EID) or to the Joint
Intelligence Bureau (JIB) which collated intelligengathered through military channels
and reported to the Chiefs of Staff (COS) and thetdntelligence Committee (JIC). Once
all relevant staff or departments had commented particular telegram or memorandum,
a summary was written or a separate memorandunregaested to link this information
with other facts or policy ideas. These memorangigyally written for the Russia
Committee, the Foreign Secretary or British deliegatto Conferences etc, often included

detailed policy proposals or suggested methodseafiy with a particular issue. One
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piece of information, therefore, may well travel aipd down the Foreign Office hierarchy

gaining volume in the process.

To deal more efficiently with the increase in infa@tion and the changed international
scene after 1945, several committees were set tigiRoreign Office. Important and best
known in the historiography was the Russia CommifteSet up after advice from both

Warner and Frank Roberts, it first met on Aprll%,21946. Although the Northern

Department was not in charge of the Russia Comeiitgplayed a central role in it thanks
to its expertise of Soviet affairs. The Russia Cottem assessed information relevant to
the Soviet Union and its worldwide policies, regaedsspecific reports and debated policy
options and methods. The initial members consigtedl the Assistant and Deputy Under-
Secretaries. Over the years this membership greaedord with changes in policy and the
demands of policy implementation, and included espntatives from the BBC, the

Services, the Treasury and later the Permanent nBeleretaries Department and the
Information Research Department (IRD). The IRDlitses established in late 1947 to
organise and co-ordinate the recently agreed policy ‘defensive-offensive’ propaganda
campaign against the ever increasing worldwide Camst propaganda campaign which

is discussed in detail in Chapter Five.

While this represented a large pool of expertise,task for officials participating in the
meetings of the Russia Committee was far from elBytiple Soviet policy initiatives
across multiple fronts following various strategesd using varying tactics required a
different sort of expertise. Here, the Northern &ment in conjunction with Foreign
Office Research Department (FORD) undoubtedly meadigference. Staff at the Soviet
desk provided detailed memoranda on a large nuofiiepics to aid discussion and to lay
out the choices available. Ideology, for exampiel the state of Soviet industry and armed
forces became focal points for the assessment efctuntry as a potential military
adversary, in particular after the outbreak of erean War in June 1950. Information
about the continuing weakness of the Soviet econpmyided the background for the
discussion of using economic pressure as a ‘hasticypoption in negotiations with the
Soviet Union. Ideology, on the other hand, openpdthe ‘softer’ option of cultural
warfare within the ongoing propaganda battle. ThtuCal Relations Department, which

182 Merrick, ‘The Russia Committee’; see Russia Corteminotes in FO 371/56885.
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kept an eye on international organisations andvateed covertly if required, was by then

already up and runnin§®

The Moscow Embassy

In 1954 William Hayter raised the question whetlvensidering the virtual isolation of the
embassy, expense issues and the never-endingardsst staff, Britain should maintain
its embassy in Moscow” Many years later Rodrick Braithwaite, ambassaddhé Soviet
Union in the 1990s, raised the same point arguirad the embassy really did not do

much®

These were not the first times the issue wasdai3aring the severe harassment
of foreign embassies in Eastern Europe in the 18#0s this point was discussed several
times. The Chiefs of Staff, however, always mairgdi that eyes and ears on the ground
would be invaluable in case of a future militarynftict. Information, all recognised, was
key to any strategy, tactic and approach to forgighcy initiatives. As Donald Bishop
wrote in The Administration of British Foreign Relatiofiee Foreign Office cannot rise
above the level of information provided to is, ahd diplomat cannot rise above the level

of the policy instructions sent to him from Londdff Lord Strang agreet}’

The Foreign Office in London was politically impatewvithout accurate information given
to it by its missions abroad. These were the unsbims that would at times provide the
impetus for a new policy or strategy towards aipaldr country. Primary information
about Soviet domestic and foreign affairs came Ipeaxclusively from the embassy in
Moscow. Although work and life in the Soviet Uniaras very difficult for those who were
posted there, their work was incredibly importaot their colleagues in London. First
hand information, bits of conversations overhearthongs seen in shops, changes in the
presence of military or security forces around theital or the personal appearance of
Soviet leaders were important information that donbt be gained from out-with the
country®® Staff soon acquired substantial experience ofaekitrg useful information
from scarce sources but their task was neverthekygsdifficult. One embassy, including

183 Aldrich, ‘Putting Culture into the Cold War'.

184\W. Hayter,The Kremlin and the Embasgyodder and Stoughton, Suffolk, 1987), p. 40.

185 M. Hopkins, ‘Worlds apart: The British EmbassyMioscow and the Search for East-West
UnderstandingCBH 14(3) (2000), p. 138.

18 Bishop,The Administration of British Foreign Relations,288.

87| ord StrangThe Foreign Officep. 18.

18 For a discussion about possible sources of infdomaluring the war see Follghurchill, Whitehall and
the Soviet Unionpp. 40-44.
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a military mission, reported on a country many Sm#e size of Britain. Working
conditions were difficult and required patience aperseverance: David Kelly, the
ambassador, had noted in early 1951 that ‘it wayg fard from the ivory tower of this

embassy’ to assess Soviet internal affdirs.

British representation in the Soviet Union had beemplicated®® Those diplomats who
were posted to the Soviet Union after the revotuamd Civil War had experienced the
abject poverty but also the excitement of the psamof Communist ideology and social
progress. By the 1930s much of that excitementduag when the realisation had grown
that another large country was being turned inimtalitarian dictatorship. They worked in
what many saw as a very undesirable post. Thomestd?r, stationed in Moscow in the
late 1920s, thought of the embassy as a ‘luxurjmison’** Most were glad when after
about 3 years, according to Foreign Office routthey were posted somewhere else. The
Moscow embassy in 1945 was a rather small affagadéd by Sir Archibald Kerr it
comprised of only fourteen staff. In addition, #hewas at least one service attaché,
seconded to the embassy from the British MinistnpDefence. By 1947 the number of
staff had swollen to 33 but by 1953 there were dflystaff. This decrease in numbers was
a result of the increasing paranoia of the Sowatérship about possible espionage. In
comparison, the British Embassy in Washington ib3L%ad 58 staff while the Soviet
Embassy in London in the same year had 39 staff.

Between 1945 and 1947 there were two British andakgs in Moscow. Sir Archibald
Clark Kerr served in Moscow between 1942 and 19460 October 1945 he had told
Bevin that having spent fours years with Molotovswaguite enough for any mart He

was then posted to Washington in 1946 succeedimd Halifax. Clark Kerr's successor,
Sir Maurice Drummond Peterson was appointed to B\esm March 1946 where he
remained until June 1949. Moscow was to be his &mgtointment® Both men had

189 F0371/94805-0850, ‘Outline of Soviet Policy foetRe-organisation of the Soviet Countryside’,
6.4.1951.

1% 5ee M. Hughesnside the Enigma: British Officials in Russia, D90939(The Hambledon Press,
London, 1997); for more information on the orgatimaof British embassies see Bu3ke Craft of
Diplomacy

I Hughes)nside the Enigmap. 196.

192 Gillies, Radical Diplomat: The Life of Archibald Clark Ketrprd Inverchapel, 1882 — 1951B.
Tauris, London, 1999).

193 zametica, ‘Three Letters to Bevin’, p. 64.

19 His memoir isBoth Sides of the Curtain: An Autobiograg@onstable, London, 1950).
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extensive expertise in diplomatic matters; a nergsisasis for the difficult post that was
Moscow where skill and experience were vital fag ttonduct of diplomacy. Both were
briefed extensively before taking up their postd amrere routinely called back to London
to be updated on important developments in per&iplomatic reality in Moscow
certainly was very difficult and regular ambass&dowork though not impossible was
very challenging. Lord Strang, who had been to Masmoted in his booRhe Foreign

Officethat a diplomatist really was occasionally a ‘dnftfer between hard surfacés”

To acquire the information needed and demandedimdan, for example economic data
or information about particular events or peoplaswlifficult and this situation left staff in
Moscow with a number of serious problems. Ever elging cooperation with their Soviet
counterparts meant less face to face contact aswl dpportunity to directly gage the
reaction of Soviet leaders to particular problembhsalso meant that information had to
come nearly exclusively from second hand sourdes newspapers, radio and propaganda
material. In addition, staff increasingly found tllaeir travels were restricted to Moscow
and a few major cities. A possible source of fliahd information, actual contact with
Soviet people, very quickly disappeared. New Sos@shpaigns on vigilance in the face of
the perceived encirclement of the country by thatalist class enemy encouraged a new
wave of denunciations. As a result most were afiaioe seen talking to foreigners. Soviet
staff at the embassy, often known to be reportmghe Ministry of Internal Security,
periodically disappeared only to be replaced by nmdarmers. Because of this difficulty
of obtaining reliable information it is not surpng, that the flow of reports to London was

not constant and that there were considerable gaps.

In other respects, however, reporting from a tt#aln country had its advantages. All
information in the public sphere, in newspaperdiadroadcasts etc, was at least partially
sanctioned by the government and thus reflectedpisions. There was virtually no
information that was independent or opposed to éhesting regime. Bearing the
insufficient supply of radios and the size of theumtry in mind, newspapers and
magazines were essentially the only source of médion for the vast majority of the
population. Radios channels were routinely monddog embassy staff and news items
analysed just like regular newspaper articlesothsthing was important enough for the

199 1he Foreign Offic€Allen & Unwin, London, 1955), p. 18.
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government to be concerned about or necessaryllftw &now, the press was the only
conduit that guaranteed full coverage. The embaskyourse knew that a lot of the
information in the official press was likely to leleen manipulated. The difficulty was to
assess what was likely to be true and possibl®nsdsehind the manipulations. To live, as
the members of the British embassy did, in an emcthat was highly controlled and
riddled with rumours and suspicions made this taskn harder. The assessment of
available information was really akin to somethihg Foreign Office liked to call ‘crystal
gazing'. It was above all the skill of the stafetiturned official Soviet information into

something useful to the Foreign Office.

While diplomats and staff generally felt well tredtby London, differences of opinion
between the centre and the periphery were not Moscow staff were much closer to
Soviet affairs while staff in London had more infa@tion available to them. Moscow
argued for continuing negotiations with the Kremlang after the Foreign Office had
decided that a tougher line had to be taken teeptdritain’s interests vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union. The Embassy, feeling it was closer to tharhef the matter and more intimately
familiar with the nuances of Soviet diplomatic mauneres, repeatedly argued for caution
in dealing with the Kremlifi®® It is probably true that, despite being far aweynf the
Foreign Office and its information and debates, dadpite having very limited contact
with Soviet leaders, the Moscow Embassy had a rb&ttding for the peculiarities and
sensibilities of the Soviet leaders. On the othendh it is also true that some who had
served in the Soviet Union were now working in therthern Department and therefore
should have been aware of these issues as welértheless, it is generally the people on
the ground who can give important advice aboutebhders and policies of the countries to

which they are posted.

Although the occasional nudging from Moscow mayeéhawnffled feathers in London, it
was certainly good that a variety of opinions weftered for discussion. Many times
issues were raised from Moscow in a way that hadeen considered in London. It was
precisely this, the ability and confidence to arguth and against commonly held views,
which enhanced the overall discussion and ensunadpolicy decisions were not taken
lightly. Many saw Bevin and the difficult internatial scene after 1945 as a chance to

19 zametica, ‘Three Letters to Bevin’, p. 49.
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regain Foreign Office purview over foreign relasdf’ If the Northern Department, and
the Foreign Office in general, were to benefit frBewvin’s stature as Foreign Secretary it
had to earn his trust. The only way to achieveds to provide good policy advice based

on accurate and well analysed information abouSihnget Union and Soviet affairs.

197 Adamthwaite, ‘Britain and the World’, p. 225.
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Chapter Two: The Northern Department view of the So  viet Union and Soviet
foreign policy, 1945-1947

A judicious blend of bamboozle, bluster and bluff.
Ronald report on the Soviet Union, 1.11. 1926

The years between 1945 and 1947 saw a Soviet Uhainin its core had remained the
same but that in its domestic and foreign politexalbition had also changed significantly.
Victory in 1945 had come at a high cost. Vast sestbf the West and South of the
country had been devastated, industry had beendnavéions of lives had been lost and
many had been left disablé. Communist Party control of the localities had been
significantly weakened especially in those aread tlad been occupied by the German
army. Party membership, which had been increasgaurinto admit soldiers and ensure at
least a measure of ideological control of the arhag diluted the solid knowledge base of
the Party in the process and partially ended thisral of the Party. Millions of returning
slave labourers and prisoners of war added thewwito the flood of knowledge of the
outside world which now had to be reined back ialtow a return to a uniform view and
acceptance of Communist ideology as the basis weSgovernment and society. The war
also proved an emotional and political watershethetame the main reference point for
many people in their history, often displacing #heents of the 1930s or re-interpreting
them?°® While the emergence to the status of superpoviereaaf potentially great rewards

with regards to foreign affairs, this was not ati®available in the domestic arefia.

As a result of the wartime devastation and post-e@rfusion the Soviet government
immediately concentrated on domestic issues. Rapatr of those still abroad was one
priority, the preservation of internal control atfe strengthening of the Communist Party

198 F0371/56887-N14732/5169/G38, report for the RC.

199 For exact figures see Hosking History of the Soviet Uniopp. 297ff, ZubkovaRussia after the War
pp. 20ff; R. ServiceA History of Modern Russia: From Nicholas Il to PuPenguin Books, London, 2003),
pp. 293ff; T. JudtPostwar: A History of Europe since 19@%mlico, London, 2007), pp. 18ff; for a
discussion about the economic implications of tlae see, for example, S. Linz, ‘Measuring the careyo
cost of WWII to the Soviet People, 1945-195FH 20(4) (1983), pp. 375-386; the financial basis of the
Soviet war effort is discussed in J. Millar, ‘Firtaimg the Soviet effort in WWIISS 321) (1980), pp. 106-
123.

20 A, Weiner, ‘The Making of a Dominant Myth: The $ed World War and the Construction of Political
Identities within the Soviet PolityRR 55(4) (1996), pp. 638-660; Zubkoviaussia after the Wap. 34.

21 5ee FO371/47870, 47923, 47924, 47925, 56728, 5663456, 56759, 56835, 56883 and 66290.
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was another. Repatriation was pursued by the Kremilih iron determinatio”’® It came
in the wake of demobilisation of the Red Army, paufarly after the end of the war in the

Far East, and naturally was a major concern of Fbeeign Office?®

The virtual
occupation of Central and Eastern Europe by Alkedl Soviet forces had opened up
foreign political opportunities as both sides hadckly realised. Domestic control was
another pressing issue with frequent reports oldasness making the headlines in the
Soviet Unior?® The vast slave labour force in the Gulag, whichl ltantributed to
victory, was a further problem that needed addngss partial post-war amnesty released

millions of prisoners during the summer of 1945.

The enforcement of internal cohesion as the bdsGoomunist control, and the further
acceleration of industrialisation and collectivisat(the newly acquired areas in the Baltic
States, for example, had to be incorporated ingostystem), both ultimately designed to
increase Soviet military capabilities, were deemgdlly important in order to maintain
and expand the newly gained role of Great Powarworld still recognised as hostile. The
Communist Party, aware of these and the many gifessing issues, strengthened Party
control over central and local affairs while sinaméously restructuring the party and its
admission system to secure a more ideologicallyca&ma, homogenous and trustworthy
membership. An iron grip on the whole country alhasinhabitants was deemed vital for
the perceived post-war struggle with the capitANgtst. Life for the population was bleak;
the Russia Committee argued in late 1946 that étherlittle or no trace of applied

Communism in Russi&® The country was undoubtedly totalitarian.

The elections to the Supreme Soviet held in Feprda@6 were the first countrywide
opportunity for major policy announcements and aeashlining of Communist

propagand&®’ Important speeches by all leading party membersahded a return to

292 The files for General Ratov's Mission to the Ut én FO 371/ 47855 and 47894; many did not wish to
return and some were forcibly repatriated to thei®dJnion, see JudBostwar pp. 30; ServiceComrades

p. 226.

*% Files dealing with demobilisation are in FO37188%, 47858, 47894, 47917, 47925, 47954, 48005,
56724, 56725, 56848 and 56849.

24 See, for example, ZubkovRpssia after the Wap. 37.

295 1n July 1945 the Supreme Soviet announced an agndesree releasing hundreds of thousands into the
workforce, G. Alexopoulos, ‘Amnesty 1945: The rexnf) door of Stalin’s GulagSR 64(2) (2005), pp.
274-306; J. Keeq,ast of the Empire@OUP, Oxford, 1995), pp. 10; A. Applebau@ulag: A History of the
Soviet CampgAllen Lane, London, 2003).

2% Ronald memorandum discussed in the FO371/568872:3218169/G38.

297 7ubkova,Russia after the Wach. 8.

62



ideological conformity, hard work and more sacaficddeology regained its primary
importance for all aspects of life and Communisns Wald out as a carrot for the Soviet
donkey?®® The election also massively promoted the new Figar Plan (the Fourth since
1928) which became law on March®2119462%° Industrial managers and local party
administrators were put under severe pressurestoucgure and deliver. Peasants, at the
bottom of the social hierarchy and used to subistasuffering, found that their lot
deteriorated significantl§*° The widespread famine of 1946 again demonstrahted t
vulnerability of the countryside and the knock-dfeets it had on the towns and cities, and
thus on industrial recovery and progréssit became a top priority for the Kremlin after
1945 to manage and eventually escape this congrdependence on passively resisting

peasants.

While the Party, industry and agriculture were Ilgittuback into line, the Kremlin dealt
with another issue that more than those just meatcaroused the suspicion of the West
about Soviet domestic matters: the Leningrad Waitdfair which erupted in the summer
of 194622 Zhdanov's 1934 vision of Soviet writers as ‘engrgeof human souls’ had
apparently not produced the desired results. Tlaed rules during the war, when writers
such as Konstantin Simonov and Vasily Grossmanegataxceptionally popular and did
much to enhance the Soviet war effort, were rederBlw ideological conformity was
tightened again; ‘an ideological house-cleaning’swa progress, as was noted at the

time 23

Stalin, sixty five at the end of the war and undedly in charge of his government, had
during the war relied increasingly on his colleagu&/ith influence naturally came power

and this resulted in an ongoing debate, in foraigoles, about divisions within the

28 F0371/86711-N8772/1015/38/49, ND comment on FORPep, ‘The transition to Communism’,
20.1.1950.

299 Economic data was notoriously difficult to asses®, for example, the debate between S. Roseafield
‘The Riddle of Post-war Russian economic growtlatiStics lied and were misconstruct&hS 553)
(2003), pp. 469-481 and M. Harrison, ‘Post-war Rarsgconomic growth: Not a riddIEAS 558) 8
(2003), pp. 1323-1329.

10 Keep,Last of the Empiregp. 19ff.

211 7ubkova,Russia after the Wach. 4, 6.

?12 For details see FO371/ 56730, 56733, 56734, 66A86kova,Russia after the Wach. 9;Gorlizki &
Khlevniuk, Cold Peacepp. 31ff.

23 FO371/56734-N13480/24/38, US embassy report divéiK Moscow Embassy , ‘Internal political and
social developments in the Soviet Union during Astdi946’, 10.9. 1946.
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Kremlin 2

We now know that the conflict between Georgi Maten and Andrei
Zhdanov was probably the most viruléhtBut it is still not clear, how much control over
particularly foreign policy Stalin’s lieutenantsatly exercised. A relatively small purge
beginning in 1946, affecting Molotov and Malenkawang others, removed those from
their positions of power who were perceived by iStak too independent and served as a
reminder of Stalin’s continuing power. The Politbuas the core of the decision making
process, became ever more important during Stalass years and Stalin paid close

attention to it

Soviet foreign policy during the early post-war sgeavas difficult to assess, and foreign
intelligence here played a still relatively littkesearched rol€’ Frequent changes in
tactics made the overall evaluation of its ultimateategy and aims challengifig.
Lacking specific information and at times confusdd/ contradicting policy
announcements, experts had no choice but to usedeet, educated guess work and
intuition. Even when there were statements by sdaaxers, for example Stalin’s speech
on the eve of the election to the Supreme Soviékiloruary 1946 or Zhdanov’s speech at
the Cominform foundation conference in Septembé71@ proved tricky to unravel the
problematic relationship between politics and pggrala. The importance of ideology, of
possible alternative opinions within the Kremlimdaof continuities and change between
the old Tsarist Empire and the Soviet Union thatvrfound itself in a position of

international power were difficult to quantify’

214 Some argue against any divisions in the Kremlinkfllevniuk, Master of the Housgrale University
Press, New Haven, 2009), pp. 247.

2155, Harris, ‘The Origins of the Conflict between Malenkand Zhdanov: 1939-1948R 352) (1976),
pp. 287-303; J. Harrighe Split in Stalin’s Secretarigitexington Books, Plymouth, 2008), pp. 77; S. Pons,
‘Stalinism and Party Organisation, 1933-1948’ iclannon, (ed.Rolitics, Society and Stalinism in the
USSR (Macmillan, Basingstoke, 1998), pp. 107ff.

218 Gorlizki & Khlevniuk, Cold Peacepp. 46-58, HarrisThe Split in Stalin's Secretarigbp. 87, E.
Mawdsley, ‘An Elite within the Politburo/Presidiuntembership under Stalin, 1927-1953’ in E. A. Rees,
(ed.),The Nature of Stalin’s Dictatorshiipacmillan, Basingstoke, 2003), pp. 59-78.

“I"H. Romerstein & E. BreindeThe Venona Secrets: Exposing Soviet Espionage amagiiéa’s Traitors
(Regnery Publishing, Washington, DC, 2001); C. vemes & J. Elkner, ‘Stalin and Foreign Intelligende’
H. ShukmanRedefining StalinisrFrank Cass, London, 2003); P. Henne3$g Secret State: Whitehall
and the Cold Wa(Penguin Books, London, 2003), prelude.

218 Folly noted three distinct policies: the ‘bearidicating a ‘hostile and aggressively expansiveitpr
policy, the ‘lone wolf’, suggesting an ‘isolatioh&snd uncooperative’ government, and the ‘retrigueypy’,
suggesting some form of cooperati@urchill, Whitehall and the Soviet Uniop. 76.

219 This new position led to a greater focus on GReater politics, Nogee & DonaldsoBpviet Foreign
Policy, p. 1; Judt has argued this it was vital for theerstanding of Soviet policieBpstwar p. 119.
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While the Alliance was sustained during the war,siae really put a lot of effort into
sustaining it afterward€® Even though both sides professed to work for oot
cooperation, political realities and opposing viesfsa post-war settlement meant that it
died a slow death after 194%. The wartime conferences, although establishingriai
parameters for the envisaged post-war Europe, hraddy highlighted the differences
between the Allie§* Stalin’s inability to understand the viewpointsdaconcerns of his
former Allies, or his unwillingness to take thentdirccount, was a significant probléf.
This is an important point: with regards to the i8bleadership one could not hope that
they saw the world as Western leaders did. Expansiodirect influence, Soviet and
American, both with arguably similar aims but diffet strategies, was not a post-war
development but had started during the ff&rThe Conferences of Foreign Ministers
(CFM) meeting between September 1945 and Decem®éy Exposed incompatible
differences, and resulted in a severe disappoirttmleout the lack of progress. Post-war
political, military and economic strengthening adtiv sides out-with the UNO and the

CFM soon solidified the emerging division betwelea Allies.

Eastern Europe, understood by Stalin as largelfimvihis sphere of influence after the
October 1944 agreement with Churchill, a fact atagthough not openly) by the US
State Department, was important to Britain for salveeasons: Poland had provided the
raison d’etre for entering the war in the firstqdavhile the security of the most southern
part of Eastern Europe was considered vital forti®ri imperial defence and

communicatiorf>> European trade was another important concernnide difficult issue

220 For a discussion about the Wartime Alliance se@a¥ies, ‘Soviet perceptions of the Allies durimhg t
Great Patriotic War’ in C. Brennan & M. Frame (@dRussia and the Wider World in Historical Perspestiv
(Macmillan Press, Houndsmills, 2000); G. Gorodetskize Origins of the Cold War: Stalin, Churchitic
the Formation of the Grand AlliancBR 47(2) (1988), pp. 145-170; S. Kudryashov, ‘Stalin aimel Allies:
Who deceived Whom™MT 45(5) (1995), pp. 13-19; Judt noted that four yedrlleance could not
eradicate decades of suspici®ostwarp. 103.

221 Kennedy-PipeRussia and the Worlg. 81; G. Roberts;he Soviet Union in World Politi¢4999), p. 14.
222\/ Mastny, ‘Soviet War Aims at the Moscow and TistreConferences of 1943MH 47(3) (1975), pp.
481-504.

223\/. Mastny, ‘Stalin and the Militarisation of theold War’ IS 9(3) (1984/1985), pp. 109-129; Taubmann,
Stalin’s American Policyp. 114; RobertsThe Soviet Union in World Politicp. 21.

224 R .C. Raack, ‘Stalin’s Plans for World War JCH 28(1) (1993), pp. 53-73.

25T D. Sfikas, ‘Toward a Regional Study of the Onigof the Cold War in South Eastern Europe: British
and Soviet Policies in the Balkans, 1945-13MGS 171999), pp. 209-227; J.M. Siracusa, ‘The Night
Stalin and Churchill Divided Europe: The View fraffashington’RP 43(3) (1981), pp. 381-409; Zbigniew
Brzezinski has argued that Yalta was an exampteeSoviet attempt to win Western approval for 8ovi
dominance of Eastern Europe, ‘The Future of Yaftd'aird & Hoffmann,Soviet Foreign Policy in a
Changing WorldW. De Gruyter, New York, 1986), pp. 949-956.
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to resolve, however, was Germai§ Concerns and demands about territory, reparations,
political control and economic unity proved impdssito negotiate. Although of central
importance to both sides, none had had a viable foait when the war ended and the
failure to solve this central post-war problem veagital ingredient in the development of
the Cold War?’

Stalin’s foreign policy was as much the produchistory, precedent and experience as of
personality??® It was also, however, the result of a narrow idgimal construct that left
limited room for manoeuvre and of a vast bureaicraaichine that was unable to function
like its Western counterparté Within this ideological construct a conflict witthe
capitalist West was for Stalin unavoidabteWhether or not Stalin, using the defence of
national security in the face of ‘Capitalist ent@roent’, actively sought expansion is still
debated. The issue was often not necessarily sigigation for a particular policy but the
methods used to realise”it This was much evident in his policy of consolidgtiand
partially Sovietising Eastern Europe after 1945jngsforced nationalisation and
collectivisation, rigged elections, the eliminatiohrivals in show trials and the increased
enforcement of ideological conformity in the aftattm of Tito's defiance in 19482
Realism was part of the equation, but similarly agppnism and pragmatism were
important characteristics of Stalin’s view of thend; although it was difficult to make
assumptions about Stalin’s motivatidii$.The occupation of the Red Army of vast

% Garson, ‘American Foreign Policy’; J. Nijman, ‘Thimits of Superpower: The United States and the
Soviet Union since World War IAAAG 82(4) (1992), pp. 681-695.

22T Raack, ‘Stalin’s Plans’; R.H. Wagner, ‘The Decisto divide Germany and the Origins of the Cold War
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contrast, that the division of Germany may havbiksgd EuropeThe Lives and Times of Ernest Bevin
(OUP, Oxford, 1983), p. 29.
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Policy’ SR 364) (1977), pp. 563-589.

229 C. Keeble, ‘The Roots of Soviet Foreign Politd’ 60(4) (1984), pp. 561-578; Hoffmann argued that
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Policy Aims’; ConquestPresent Dangermpp. 17ff; Adomeit, ‘Soviet Ideology’; RoberfEhe Soviet Union
p. 16.

230 Nogee & DonaldsorSoviet Foreign Policyp. 86.

%1 5o0me argue that Stalin was bent on world dominatldVl. MackintoshStrategy and Tactics of Soviet
Foreign Policy(OUP, London, 1962), p.17; H. Han&gviet Foreign Policy since the Death of Stalin
(Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1972), p. 1; Daviergin argues that Soviet territorial demandseaver
indicative of expansionist motive§hattered Peacgeutsch, London, 1978), p. 118; Roberts, ‘Statid a
Soviet Foreign Policy’, ch. 2; Saunders calledi8tbpolicy ‘defensive expansionism’osing an Empirgp.
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232 Judt,Postwar pp. 49ff; M. PittawayEastern Europe 1939-20@8rnold, London, 2004), ch. 2, 3; Nigel
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23 ConquestPresent Dangerp. 9 and 13; TaubmanStalin’s American Poligyp. 131.

66



stretches of Eastern and South Eastern Europelises&band cemented Soviet political
influence while showing off its main instrument, asip from national or imported

Communist leaders, of maintaining and solidifyihgttinfluence.

The Soviet post-war concept of peaceful co-exigemas as much a real hope as a shrewd
tactic to soothe the Western leader’s anxietiesratatd Western consolidation in Europe
and in NATO. Propaganda became a favourite metbogriomoting it and other Soviet
policies. When the Kremlin during the summer of 29ecided that neither the Soviet
Union nor any other Soviet bloc country would papate in the Marshall Plan and East-
West relations took a turn for the worse as a tesubt even propaganda could
persuasively explain the motives behind this denisiThis rejection, for various reasons,
of economic aid that would undoubtedly have beedfithe bloc and also would have
bought time to sort out Europe’s political post-vipmoblems, was the first decisive step
towards a separate futlié.Peaceful co-existence after that (discussed ipteh@even)

was seen in the Foreign Office as a diversion meabhoffer of cooperation.

34 Roberts, ‘Moscow and the Marshall Plan’; Yerdsattered Peacepp. 309-317.
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Chapter Three: ND input into FO policy, 1945-1947

The last thing one would wish to suggest is thastwauld fail to endorse
Lippman’s thesis of the need to equate diplomadk wower; nevertheless
diplomacy has its place.

Carcoe ifetter to the Northern Department, 10.9.15235

3.1. Taking stock

After the cessation of hostilities and the end died conferences it fell to the Foreign
Office to deal with the outstanding issd&$The large presence of various armies across
Europe, the huge numbers of refugees still crosBorgers and no clear ideas when the
peace treaties would be signed left no choice butry to assess options and start
negotiations as soon as possible. Since the lighede issues was extensive, possible
points for future friction were numerous. Althoughrope was not completely pacified by
the time of the German surrender in May 1945, astito use military force were very
limited. In addition, already during the war itchkecome clear that Soviet diplomacy was
unlike any other. Facing forceful, uncompromisingdavolatile opponents who
increasingly operated from a strong perception ofidh weakness and Soviet strength,

British diplomats took time to take stock and atljus

Trying to sum up the problems so far to see whatrttore immediate implications for
British foreign relations might be and to refocusrdign Office staff for the upcoming
Potsdam conference, Orme Sargent, then superingehthider-Secretary of the Northern
Department, produced the first comprehensive Foredjfice assessment of British
interests after Word War |I: ‘Stocktaking after \[Eay.”**” Soviet military occupation of

Eastern Europe, now a reality, was not surprisiagtyajor problem; rival influences there,

% FO371/47856-N13263/18/18.

238 Eor wartime reports see, for example, FO371/478608/20/G38, JISC report ‘Russia’s strategic
interests and intentions from the point of viewhef security’, 18.12.1944; FO371/47860-N4101/20/G38
Bruce Lockhart, ‘Russia’s future intentions’, 11945.

237 3tocktaking after VE day’, 11.7.45 in G. Ro¥#ie FO and the Kremlin: British Documents on Anglo-
Soviet RelationfCUP, Cambridge, 1984), pp. 210-217 or in FO3718B0Adamthwaite, ‘Britain and the
World’, pp. 226ff; Zametica, ‘Three Letters to BeVipp. 53ff, Zametica here pointed out the differes in
opinion between the Foreign Office and the MoscambBssy with regards to this assessment.

68



as Ross has argued, were not going to be tolef&tdah make matters worse ‘this time
control is to a large degree in the hands of theesdJnion and the USA, and neither of
them is likely to consider British interests ovewrhuf they interfere with their own and
unless we assert ourselves.” Effective foreign tjali influence would be difficult to
achieve and continued Great Power cooperation, meigh favoured by Sargent, was not a
certainty. Realising that strength was vital iremiational relations where Britain needed
to be a Great Power to secure her aims, he fratetyanded that ‘it is this misconception
[that Britain is now a secondary power] which itshbe our policy to combat.” The trump
cards to achieve this, although valid in themselvesre somewhat vague: ‘our political
maturity, our diplomatic experience, the confidemdech the solidarity if our democratic
institutions inspires in Western Europe, and oaomparable war record’; no word here of
hard political, military or economic facts. To fagp to these and incorporate them into
actual political planning in the Foreign Office koa little longer.

As it turned out Sargent was right: British expece in world affairs coupled with her
enhanced role in Western Europe and her persidefahce of Social Democracy against
Communism would help retain her role as a GreatdPoiwhe problem was that a Great
Power was not a Super Power. Sargent did recognikeut a doubt that Britain would sit
at the top of the table only through her collaboratvith other Western/European powers
and the Dominions. Nevertheless, however difficultvas to make sense of Britain’s
changed role, Sargent was quite clear on the rdélehe Soviet Union. Military
preponderance in Eastern Europe meant that shelwsbute to secure her territorial gains
and her border. He advanced the idea of an ‘idembdiebensraum’ which Stalin might
create to satisfy this need for security but ditlgminto a detailed discussion about what
this may look like. The overlap in British and Selvistrategic interests was obvious:
Finland, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Austria, Yugosla@ermany, Italy, Greece and Turkey
according to him had to be defended as Britishrésts; this overlap becomes a more
pronounced problem by 1950 and it discussed in ndetail in Chapter Fourteen. The
Soviet government had, not surprisingly, made tim@rest in most of these very clear. As
a result, the choice of potential areas of conflias extensive and any opportunity to settle

conflicts had to be made the most of.

2% Ross, ‘Foreign Office Attitudes’, p. 534.
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The British followed a dual strategy: safety anfiu@nce through negotiation and political
consolidation. It thus became ever more importantttie British to find reliable foreign

policy partners, secure continued US presence meuand focus on the formation of a
strong British foreign policy doctrine. A new daog, although difficult to agree on in the
absence of clear foreign policy statements frorheeithe US or the Soviet Union and
while lacking good information and intelligence frowashington and Moscow, would
give British foreign policy stability and a new dmrence®*® This would enable the British

to ignore the frequent Soviet provocations andtreanfidently to the numerous changes
in Soviet tactics: the ongoing Conferences of Fpreilinisters, for example, were not
only opportunities for settling disputes but alsoitef good opportunities to rattle an
opponent. Facing these problems the mood in theéhBior Department did occasionally

dip very low.

The Russia Committee bluntly noted in December 1846 ‘our present difficulties with
the Soviet Union are indeed not due to our notnigeip to fundamental problems...but
rather to our having to face up to so many funddaigmoblems at oncé™ The absence
of further high-level talks after Potsdam madeeitydifficult for the British to accurately
gage Britain’s place in the new world order whessues of cooperation, dependence and
independence still had to be clarified and wheeeSbviet Union and her intentions were
still being evaluated. This assessment followedrediptable course and reflected first
wartime and then peacetime experiences and raalliering the war the closest contact
between the two countries had been through thadees, their military and occasionally
intelligence representatives. After the German eswter this changed back to a more
traditional diplomacy thus making the diplomats @ragain the main point of contact.
Predominantly military issues (strategic, technadagand financial), but also general
issues of post-war collective security and respwliy, were replaced by detailed
discussions about political, economic and sociatens; so that by the end of the war not
only the points of contact but also the objectiiad changed. As a result of this, reports
on reflections of wartime experiences were followsdassumptions and predictions of
peacetime diplomacy. Reactions to peacetime diptgnveere followed by increasingly

detailed strategy proposals.

29 £0371/56887-N6004/5169/G38, RC, 12.12.1946.
240 £0371/56887-N15843/5169/G38, RC, 10.12.1946.
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Diplomacy continued to drag its heels. Military tary had immediately reduced the need
for political concessions. The Conference of Fareiginisters in London in September
1945, charged with working out the peace treathes a case in point. Both Byrnes and
Molotov, overly confident, overplayed their handdddritain was unable to influence the
other two. However, this was also a new experiéocthe Kremlin. The war was over and
the Kremlin now had to get used to being in the antg on issues of dispute. The
resulting frequent changes in Soviet tactics becanfiertiie ground for analysis and an
obsession for the Northern Department’s staff. Byhyel947 papers started to appear on
Soviet tactics worldwide which were intended toistsgoreign Office diplomats in
London and around the world in dealing with thedvi®t counterparté* It was important
but difficult for the British to determine wheth#re behaviour of Soviet diplomats was
based on short-term tactical issues or on a marg-term strateg$’? One idea was that
Molotov expected the Labour government to be maecommodating ...than its
predecessor$*® This issue would not be resolved until the follogiyear when the
Foreign Office had looked very closely at Sovietalbgy and her behaviour so far to state
confidently that although tactics would changefaict most of Soviet post-war behaviour,
possibly excluding Germany, was now based upomaléng-term strategy. Whatever the
answer to the question of tactics and strategies, existence of definite spheres of

influence was now a reality?

Soviet tactics at the Conferences of Foreign Mamgstdisplayed an acute awareness that
these were opportunities to be exploited. Soviescupulousness could not be
misunderstood: as Pierson Dixon wrote in a top eteomremorandum at the end of
September: ‘the opportunity will not recur withowtr.””*® Pointing out that the stakes
were high and that all were aware of it, he wentasay that ‘the Russians have applied
them [characteristic Soviet bargaining tactics] muore obstinately here, because the
issues at stake in the present conference are mooé vital than those in the war-time
conferences.” This was an indirect admission that-tve diplomacy had missed vital
opportunities to settle disputes. But in the enddweput his faith in the hope that Russia

241 FO371/66294-7840, 24.1.1947.

242 £0371/47856-N13432/18/38, Warner, 3.10.1945; FCBB85-N6274/5169/38, RC, 10.5.1946;
FO371/66371-N10159/271/38, RC, 20.8.1947.

243 £0371/47856-N13101/18/38, Dixon, 2.10.1945.

244 The RC discussed the split in Europe many tim@8#./66362-N837/271/G38, 21.1.1947;
FO371/66371-N8811/271/G38, 28.7.1947; FO371/6639%49/271/G38, 16.8.1947; FO371/66372-
N12137/271/G38, 22.10.1947.

245 £0371/47861-N13101/20/G38, FO, 24.9.1945.
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was economically weakened and therefore depengisntike Britain, on US financial aid.
This point, though discussed many times over theé m@nths, was only resolved when in
July 1947 the Soviet Union and the Eastern Europsttes withdrew from the

negotiations for the ERP.

Apart from military and territorial issues, it wdse idea of a Western Bloc which played
its part in derailing the discussion about the pdaeaties ® Although only in a very early
discussion stage on the British side, the ovexailcept was clearly seen as plausible and
implementable enough by the Soviet side to beddefitom the start as a viable future
threat to Soviet interests in Europe. As any blat £xcluded the Soviet Union was seen
as an aggressive gesture, Britain, perceived tpussuing just that, had in Soviet eyes
become hostile to the Soviet Union. The outlook fidure diplomatic negotiations was
therefore bleak. Furthermore, the atomic bomb hadeninternational relations even more
complicated. The toughness of Soviet diplomacyi@agrly at the CFM in London in
September was a direct result of this. In the ateserh possession of the bomb itself but
with enough confidence that it would not be usedlregi her, concession from the Soviet
side were not granted. The white flag offered byrigég at the next CFM in Moscow in
December that year was thus duly exploftéd.However, it was clear that the Soviet
Union had to be shown the limits of British congess, otherwise the position of Britain
would be possibly permanently damaged as concessi@ne regarded by the Soviet
Union as weakness and as something to be explditdtiat time the US and Britain were
not yet following the same principles of in dealwgh the Soviet Union and the unhappy

grumblings in the Northern Department about thisengetting louder.

The failure of this conference was the first sesipost-war international setback and had
huge repercussiorf&® Without the peace treaties, Europe could not léheevar behind.
Without the peace treaties diplomatic relations aegotiations, particularly with the
former aggressor states, would be difficult. Momgvas John Galsworthy pointed out
soon afterwards: ‘since Russian suspicions can belypanished by the acceptance of

Russia’s views and demands, the harbouring of sigsg@@ — both artificial and genuine —

246 F0371/47856-N13432/18G38, Roberts letter, 28.%180371/66373-N12755/271/G38, RC, 4.11.1947.
247 For this conference see Bark&he British between the Superpowes. 32ff., Barker argued that Bevin,
just like Churchill in 1944, was seeking a sphdramfbuence agreement with Stalin, particularly witegards

to the Middle East and the Mediterranean.

8 See, for example, FO371/47856-N13432/18/G38, Wanieute, 6.10.1945.
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becomes a profitable policy for the Soviet Governtri#”® Diplomatic recognition of the

Soviet imposed Romanian and Hungarian regimes hatkep completely unacceptable to
the US, even if not to Britain. However, if Britaamd the US were left dissatisfied with the
outcome of the conference, so was the Soviet Unitis conference had shown quite

clearly that without concessions on all sides tlvgae no progress.

Roberts pointed out the implicatioff.The Soviets ‘have been consciously reducing the
tension. It looks as though they want to resumeudisions which they had not expected to

break down so completely.” However, he went onaipthat

the US chargé d’affaires agrees with me that theesgovernment regard this
as an important test case of Anglo-Saxon firmnesisthat they are confidently
expecting us to weaken first in which event it witit be necessary for them to
make any attempt to meet us half way.

In other words, Britain found itself between a roakd a hard place. To secure US
acquiescence with regards to British territoridlerasts at that time proved extremely
difficult. To obtain concessions from the Sovietitinwas near impossible.

The Middle East, for example, particularly with aeds to Persia where the Anglo-Soviet-
Persian Treaty was about to run out, was an aremadr Allied antagonism at that
time?*! Any talk about interests there which would havédéonegotiated with the Soviet
Union on a bilateral basis, would alarm the Ameargcavho were violently opposed to a
return to the old balance of power think#gBritain, the Foreign Office knew, had little
to give to the Kremlin at that time. Roberts’ hamhmnented on this issue in an earlier
telegram where he noted that ‘Stalin’s attitudetvihe US congressmen] was that Britain

and the Soviet Union had little to give each othtepresent, whereas Soviet-American

24 F0371/47939-N17024/1508/38, 16.12.1945; FO371/87853432/18/38, Roberts, 28.9.1945.

>0 £0371/47870-N14132/78/38, 8.10.1945.

51 Greenwood argues that Stalin was intentionallggirg his demands to the point of resistaBeciain

and the Cold Warp. 39; for British policy in the Middle East séametica and Aldrich, ‘The Rise and
Decline of a Strategic Concept: The Middle Eas#5t81’ in Aldrich, British Intelligence, Strategy and the
Cold War, 1945-51pp.236-274.

2 E0371/47858-N16807/18/38, FO, 27.11.1945.
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relations were all-important>® The ongoing Foreign Office debate about the idepst
state British interests and ask the Soviets tee dtairs could in these circumstances go
nowhere. The main loser in this instance, of cquvseuld be Britain as ‘there was a
growing danger that if the present internationaddieck remained unbroken, we, rather
than the Americans, would be the main sufferermfamny Soviet tendency to pursue a
more aggressive foreign polic§’* One could not ask for a more open statement of the
dependence of Britain on the whims of the two napespowers. Face to face talks which
may have been useful to settle disagreements werml extremely rare and even then
Stalin did not respond well to prodding from othé8y October 1945 Allied relations, as
Warner quite openly stated, had entered a ‘staleffidtThis situation tested all sides and
in the absence of any means to force an agreeinbanéfited those who could afford to

wait. Waiting, of course, carried its own risksrtpaularly for the West.

Russia’s economic interests in Eastern Europe le@drbe an ever greater worry to the
Foreign Office as ‘the political means they empbbye establish a stranglehold on Eastern
Europe ...keep us and the Americans ddf.Warner suggested that rather than addressing
individual issues the whole of Soviet policy theshould be tackled, preferably in
cooperation with the US, thus forcing the Sovieiddnto lay their cards in the table. To
this effect he attached a memorandum entitled &ffect of Russian influence in Eastern
Europe on the European econorfif.The implications in it were clear. To seal off fan
Europe politically was one issue, to refuse or miee economic interaction was plainly
dangerous; particularly if the country ‘in chargeas a socialist planned economy with a
poor economic track record and no interest in affite for its people. Markets were vitally
important to European recovery, as Britain wellwnand (Eastern) Europe as the nearest
could not be given up without a fight. The US suyrehderstood, Warner thought, and
would support that argument even if they requireche nudging. Overall, Britain had to
become much more proactive. Changing policy, adbptece the CFM in London, the
Foreign Office decided to implement ‘a reversaloolr present policy of leaving the
Russians alone and leaving it to the Americanalke the initiative 2

253 F0371/47856-N13432/18/38, Roberts, 28.9.1945.

254 F0371/47858-N16807/18/38, Roberts to Warner, 2945.
255 FO371/47857-N15085/18/38, Warner to Cadogan, 25940,
256 F0371/47857-N15085/18/38, Warner to Cadogan, 25940,
257 FO371/47857-N15085/18/38, undated FO paper.

28 £0371/47857-N15321/18/38, 27.10.1945.
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3.2. Discussing options and policies

The Northern Department knew that without a strguagtner in Europe, and being
dependent on US financial aid, Britain did not havehoice but to look West. It had
become clear that military and economic strengthld/effectively dictate diplomacy but
without accurate information about economic proldear potentialities on all sides,
strategy recommendations were difficult to make.t@p certain point Britain had to wait
and see how the US and the Soviet Union would had where their declared interests
and allegiances would If&? In the meantime, as much as Bevin tried to pwéod a case
for continued British independence in cooperatiathwhe US, it had become clear that

present British diplomatic weight had decreaselderadramatically.

In 1946 Kennan and Roberts wrote their famous delpa kick-starting a serious debate
about a new foreign policy doctrine and new orgatiosal structures for dealing with the
Soviet Union on both sides of the Atlantic; Chulicg@ve his Fulton speech, Warner wrote
his famous memorandum, the Russia Committee waasblessted, new British and
American ambassadors arrived in Moscow, the CFM foet times and an invitation to
the Supreme Soviet for the visit of a Soviet defiegato the UK had been accepted. More
movement within the Foreign Office and internatiopalitics offered a better chance to
analyse the international situation more precigelyrder to establish a baseline for a more
effective foreign policy. There was just one probleAlthough there were numerous
departments, there was still nothing like a pditimtelligence department. The Russia
Committee, established in March 1946, was an attempartly rectify this situation.
However, it was a committee, not a department aetl only weekly, later even only
fortnightly. And since all Deputy and Assistant @ndecretaries attended, along with
representatives from the Ministry of Defence arel @hiefs of Staff, the Treasury and the
BBC’s Foreign Service, membership varied. As anisy body its task was to assess
information, recommend strategies and help impldéntieose sanctioned by the Foreign
Secretary and the Cabinet. To counter the ‘Souigicika and the offensive of militant
Communism’ was expected to use a large percenthgfeed-oreign Office’s resources.
But it had no permanent staff, no independent irdmrmeans and was not closely linked
to non-Foreign Office departments and organisatiddging an extra-parliamentary

committee, it could also not pressure the Foreigacr&ary to adopt certain

9 The RC pointed out several times how vital cladations to the USA were for Britain, FO371/56885-
N5170/5169/G38, 9.4.1946 and FO371/66362-N1183(238/27.11.1947.
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recommendations. As a result, its overall impaguably remained well below its actual

potential even though its achievements are undkmgb

January and February 1946 was an important timetHfer Northern Departmenthe
election campaign to the Supreme Soviet was insiwihg and while there was a lot of
emphasis on domestic issues, foreign policy issue® never far away. The election
speeches were generally very ambivalent. All leadecluding Stalin made comments
containing thinly veiled warnings about Soviet daipges if not intentions. The main
arguments used were not new. However, this timsetipints were made by the Soviet
leaders themselves, thereby lending much more atytho these statements. Essentially
the attack upon the West was three-pronged: agBnitsiin as an exploitative imperialist
power and an inadequate social democracy, agaapstatist countries in general for
having caused the war and for being likely to doagain, and by presenting the Soviet
Union as a country fully capable of defending hiérsethe future against any aggressor.
Roberts stated not for the first time that ‘Sopebtpagandists seem unable to boost their
own achievements without the help of a foreign lyof&*

Although there were intermittent comments about desirability of continued allied
cooperation, an atmosphere of tension was cleaslyethable and clearly desired by the
Kremlin. It is no coincidence that internationallipcs at the time were particularly
difficult. The Soviet Union was obviously testinget ground and so confirmed what
Brimelow had stated in February: ‘there is no bedéamf power in Europ€®® The
continued role of the US in Europe was still in bbwhile Soviet intentions in Europe
were now becoming clearer. The peace treatiestivtfiormer aggressor states had not yet
been signed and the new world organisation, beasgdb in the US, left Europe without its
own framework for dealing with European matterstba absence of war the overt threat
of military intervention could not safely be usedahat left only diplomacy to deal with a
very complex situation. However, political uncentgi could influence diplomatic reality.

Uncertainty in the West potentially also meant utaety in the Soviet Union:

260 £0371/56885-N6274/5169/G38, FO, 10.5.1946.

261 F0371/56780-N1965/140/38, Roberts, 12.2.1946.

262 F0371/56780-N1965/140/G38; Keeble argued thaKteenlin tested British responses to the new world
order,Britain and the Soviet Unigmp. 209.
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the Russians fear the Americans much more than fdeayus, which perhaps
makes them all the more eager to avoid provokimgntiioo far...on the other
hand the Russians, in contrast to the Americails,seem to regard us as a
great world empire and are in no danger of undémngais as a small island on
the edge of Europe,

Roberts’ here echoed Sargent's sentiments from?3ti¢hether or not this was actually
true did not really matter. Diplomatic strategigsall sides, in the absence of hard facts,

were based on assumptions and occasionally wigfiking.

Much of the discussion in the Northern Departmentrd) that year continued to be based
on Soviet foreign policy and how to deal with its Aegards detailed information about the
country itself, the gaps in knowledge remained msitee: ‘we are here at present so
completely cut off from contact with what happengsade Moscow that it is perhaps a
mistake not to seize any opportunities that offienselves for extending the scope of our
knowledge’, Clark Kerr wrote in September 1945The Northern Department did not
have much choice but to base their assessmenedbdkiet Union and her intentions on
readily available information: mainly the Sovieeps and Soviet behaviour in international
politics, particularly at the UN and the variousNI¥; Soviet foreign policy itself and on
any other information the Moscow embassy could iglev In May 1946 this issue was
addressed at a JIC meeting: ‘the unanimous opioiothe committee was...that our
sources of information inside Russia were so feat thwas in our interests, so far as

intelligence is concerned, to do our outmost imgveay.’ 2°°

One event possibly more than any other illustratetP46 how much of a threat the Soviet
Union/ Communism was becoming. In February of 1@4@iplomatic bomb of sorts
exploded. The Canadian authorities had made itigtitt they were investigating a case
of Soviet espionag€® The Soviet Embassy in Ottawa had undoubtedly tieerentre of
a spy ring and the Soviet authorities had admitesghonsibility. In June 1946 the report

263 £0371/56763-N405/97/38, Roberts to Warner, 2851

264 FO371/47858-N17222/18/38, 5.9.1945; a problemdbatinued, FO371/66373-N12959/271/38, Hankey,
8.11.1947.

265 £0371/56878-N6240/3858/G38, Caccia comment, 946.19

2% On the Gouzenko case and its implications see ésmyiThe Secret Stat@p. 84ff.
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was published®’ It revealed a sophisticated Fifth Column networkicli had recruited
and trained highly educated Canadians, and somtgstBmationals. This case proved
especially damaging with regards to atomic and tam}i matters. Reports on atomic
research as well as advanced information about,radéi-submarine devices, explosives
etc. had been handed to the Russians; informaliah detailed research developments
‘which would play an important part in the post-velafences of Canada, the UK and the
US.’ For Britain this was particularly serious. Nwily had a possible military advantage
been lost, but the much desired idea of a continnfEamation exchange about atomic
research suffered another serious setback.

Churchill's Fulton speech on March"51946 did nothing to relieve the international
tension’®® His concentration on the ‘two giant marauders, arat tyranny’ and his linking
of them to the ideas of democracy, collective secuand communism essentially
addressed all the points that had caused concerstate that ‘a shadow has fallen upon
the scenes so lately lightened by the allied victias more than an understatement. The
furore this speech caused everywhere came as moissurand Stalin’s response was
predictable. Asked by a Pravda correspondent hovadsessed Churchill's speech he
stated ‘I appraise it as a dangerous act calculatasdw the seeds of discord between the
allied states and hamper their collaboratf@i.As usual he deliberately underplayed the
friction between the allies and refused to take @sponsibility for it. The article went on
to say that ‘it should be noted in this respect tMa Churchill and his friends strikingly
resemble Hitler and his friends.” That Churchilldhaot been authorised by the British
government to make this speech and was therefdrepsaking for them did not matter.
However, having used the threat of war extensivalySoviet domestic propaganda
throughout the year, Stalin was eventually foroedytant interviews to several western
journalists to calm the waves of a serious war dnatthat had engulfed the Soviet

Union?"°

The heated public debate which followed Churchgf®ech possibly allowed the Northern

Department to voice its concerns and ideas morspolenly. For the US, Kennan had

%7 See FO371/56912 for the details of the CanadigrmaRBommission’s findings, the so-called Blue Book,
the report was published 27.6.1946.

%8 See also Reynoldsrom World War to Cold Warch. 14.

29 FO371/56782-N4171/140/38, Pravda article, 16.318¥%fact the Kremlin was caught by surprise by
Churchill’s outburst, Zametica, ‘Three Letters tev1, p. 69.

219 see, for example, FO371/66380-N11323/343/38, Hankee, 8.10.1947.
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already started this reorientation about the Sdyreon in his Long Telegram of February
22" of which the Foreign Office was well aware of. ¥memorandum, which had made
such a big impact on the State Department, cawssddf a sensation in London; possibly
British policy makers thought that they understdbd Soviet Union and its political
system better then the Americans and thus requiss teaching on ! Kennan’s
equivalent in the British embassy in Moscow wasnkrRoberts, also charge de affaires
while Clark Kerr had left and Peterson had not yived. He and Kennan frequently
socialised and exchanged idé&sHis famous three letters to Bevin were sent ondiar
14" 17" and 18' 1946; often seen in the historiography as ‘Brigimong Telegram?’®

Essentially he was taking stock from his side efforeign Servicé’*

Dissecting the international situation after thel eh World War II, Soviet history and its
implications for her present and future foreignipgland the situation of Britain, he made
a series of suggestions. Not surprisingly certaints, already discussed within the
Northern Department on previous occasions, aroagathe Soviet preoccupation with
her national security, the role of ideology in h#wmestic and foreign policies, her
problematic negotiating behaviour, the problemslistinguishing between Soviet short-
term tactics and long-term strategies, and the gdmoles of different countries within
international society. As he wrote: ‘instead of tié balance of power there now exists a
UNO and the Big Three’, just what this really measats not yet clear. In February already
a concerned Warner had written: ‘I am afraid thes$®ans no longer remain faithful to the
big three idea®”® Robert's discussion on who really wielded powettia Soviet Union
was somewhat inconclusive. What was presented bligpmay not have been a true
reflection of power behind the scenes. Robertssralll summary of the USSR though,

was short and sharp:

"L For a detailed discussion of Kennan’s views, lisitipn in the State Department vis-a-vis Dean Acine
in particular and his fall from favour see W.D. asnble, ‘Rejected Architect and Master Builder: @geo
Kennan, Dean Acheson and post-war Eurdie@’58(3) (1996), pp. 437-468.

2’2 Roberts Dealing with Dictatorsp. 90.

"3 The letters are in FO371/56763; Zametica, ‘Threters to Bevin’, Zametica noted that Robert’s was
essentially arguing for containment with an ackregement of spheres of influence; Smith argueditimsat
wrong to overstate the importance of these telegrdut according to him Warner had already madeisip
mind independently of Roberts, ‘A Climate of Opimiop. 636; Greenwood asserts that Roberts’ letiene
‘central documents of the early Cold War’ in ‘FraR&berts and the ‘Other’ Long Telegram’, p. 104.

"4 Roberts later noted that he wrote the letters ®iitain’s declining power in mind)ealing with
Dictators, p. 108.

?® F0371/56780-N3040/140/38, 25.2.1946.
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the USSR is ideologically and economically a closechmunity, controlled by
a small handful of men, themselves cut off from théside world, whose
system of government is based upon an all-perggsolice system and the
most widespread propaganda machine.

Months later he would add one more problem: ‘weutthalways remember that the Soviet
Union has an almost religious conviction of infaility.” ’® Moving on to strategy Roberts

discerned six Soviet long-term objectives: to depethe Soviet Union into the most
powerful country, to weaken capitalist or sociainderatic countries, to keep America and
Britain apart, to support communism everywhereattack social democracy and to use
propaganda to maximum effect. In response, Rolseiggested, Britain could do several
things: ‘the first essential is to treat the problef Anglo-Soviet relations in the same way
as major military problems were treated duringwtae.””’’ That a man like Roberts should
resort to such suggestions revealed a seriousfetitah with Soviet diplomacy, a

disappointment about the absence of sufficient y@ssyand a lack of hope for future
cooperation. Next, the public had to be educatetiBuitain to be portrayed as the leader
of a free world based on the principles of socehdcracy, freedom and prosperity for all.

On a more tactical basis he recommended that

we should base ourselves firmly on the principlerexfiprocity ...this means
that we must be strong and look strong...should adwalge account of Soviet
susceptibilities and prestige. Above all we shon&ler rattle the sabre and
make it difficult for the Russians to climb downtkout loss of facé’®

This, of course, severely restricted the choicdipfomatic manoeuvres the British could
attempt, since the Russians were hypersensitiadl forms of overt criticism or pressure.
Without the choice to do as they thought bestBish were never going to be in charge.
This became quite clear at the CFM in Paris whmbktplace in three long haggling
sessions between April #&nd October 15194627

?"® F0371/56763-N12214/-/38, 17.9.1946.

2"’ This view helped establish the Russia Committeep@wood, ‘Frank Roberts and the ‘Other’ Long
Telegram’, p. 117.

2’8 Hankey minuted in February 1946 that ‘firm recigitg should be our motto. No give, no get’,
FO371/56780-N3039/140/38.

" F0371/56885-N9543/5169/38, RC, 16.7.1946.
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After numerous telegrams, letters and memorandahwhad made the rounds in the
Northern Department and the Foreign Office, it tellWarner as superintending Under-
Secretary to summarise and continue the discussidoviet intentions just before the
Paris CFM was to take place. His memorandum on ‘$beiet campaign against this
country and our response to it was designed tdhphe Secretary of State more than
possibly the Foreign Office itself into a more ddeft and decisive foreign polié§°® At
one point, the Northern Department knew, Britainuldohave to make a definite choice
between the need to move closer to the US and tihestsong wish to find some
accommodation with the Soviet Union. In the endaks arguably a choice that was made
for Britain, rather than by her. It had become padin clear that financial dependence
entailed a certain foreign political dependencewvali, particularly since Britain wanted
closer relations with the US. Thus American opposito some British ideas in Europe
and the Middle East could not just be brushed aviag. Soviet Union, of course, did not
care about British desires at all as long as theathof any serious retaliation was nearly
non-existent. Warner in his attempt to dissect Sofeiture domestic intentions settled on
three: ‘a return to the pure doctrine of Marx-Lefitalinism, the intense concentration
upon building up the industrial and military strémgf the Soviet Union, and the revival of
the bogey of external danger to the Soviet Unf8hThe implication here was that only an
internally strong Soviet Union could project stringutwards. So the Soviet government
zealously returned to those methods that had gtesarits survival so far. For the Foreign
Office ideology long after Lockhart’s initial suggen now made it to the top of the

agenda.

As Warner frankly continued ‘we should be very usevhot to take the Russians at their
word just as we should have been wise to tsllen Kampfat its face value?® This
statement was extraordinary. It not only admittegeaous failure in the assessment of
Germany prior to World War Il on the part of thevgohnment, if not the Foreign Office,
but it also admitted that the Russians were indegdrded as a serious threat whose nature
had not yet been fully understood. In order to teuthis threat effectively he demanded
that ‘the Foreign Office must claim a voice in thesatters which before the war was often
denied to it’; foreign policy would only be succkgsf the Foreign Office was allowed to

return/remain at the heart of the foreign policychiae. Here he laid the ground work for

280 Attlee was not keen on this memorandum, Zamefldage Letters to Bevin’, p. 87.

*8- Warner's memorandum is in FO371/56832-N6344/608/G3

%82 Roberts agreed that the role of Marxist orthodagt been under-estimated, FO371/47854-N8096/18/38,
30.4.1945.
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an increased Foreign Office influence across therdolrhe Russia Committee was to be
based in the Foreign Office and senior Foreigndeftaff continued to attend a range of
extra-Foreign Office committeé&® The Foreign Office essentially asserted its pasiti
above that of the Ministry of Defence, which stiéld considerable influence in the
government. Soviet actions could not be counterdéd awert military initiatives on a
wider scale anymore leaving only diplomacy to dedh problems and thus confirming

the renewed primacy of the Foreign Office.

According to Warner Soviet strategy appeared tgetaseveral points: that Russia would
try to obtain her objectives through all methodsrsbf war, that her present foreign policy
was likely to be based on long-term plans and ithetas aggressive and threatening to
British interest worldwide, that one aim was to Weza Britain as much as possible, that
this behaviour was likely to continue for a longéi and that Soviet policies in different
areas would be coordinated. In order to defendaBrihe advocated the adoption of a
‘defensive-offensive policy.” This made him thesfirto suggest an actual strategy that
could be adapted to be used in different areas fiéw policy was needed to counter the
three main Soviet foreign political initiatives: ittstall communist or friendly governments
wherever she could, to divide the countries oppdseter and to weaken Britain. The
implementation of a ‘worldwide anti-communist cangpa however, required apart from a
sanction of this by the Cabinet, American acquieseenhich would be very difficult to
obtain?®* The US had still not declared her future intergiom Europe and viewed any
suggestions by Britain to ‘gang up’ on the Sovietidh with suspicion, while Britain
could not afford and did not want to alienate hartime ally’® In any case, propaganda
matters were incredibly difficult to deal with: Sid campaigns be anti-Soviet or anti-
communist? How should people be addressed who alezady used to an aggressive

propaganda? How to deal with local prejudices? @dteom line, though, was clear:

83 The Russia Committee was established after anatherorandum by Ivone Kirkpatrick assessing its
potential usefulness and needs, Smith, ‘A Clim&@®minion’, pp. 640ff; Zametica argued that Apdly, the
day the Russia Committee met for the first times wee beginning of Britain’s Cold War, Zameticahf&e
Letters to Bevin’, p. 87; Keeble noted that thisntoittee was only re-established, having been formed
originally in 1918 Britain and the Soviet Unigm. 214; see also Merrick, ‘The Russia Committpp’,453-
468.

%84 This was something the Soviet Union was well avedy&0371/56786- N9816/140/G38, Balfour,
Washington, 24.7.1946.

285 British efforts to persuade American political gnublic opinion are detailed in C. Anstrey, ‘The
Projection of British Socialism: Foreign Office Higity and American Opinion, 1945-50CH 19(3)
(1984), pp. 417-451; P. Taylor, ‘The ProjectiorBoitain Abroad, 1945-51" in Dockrill & YoundBritish
Foreign Policy pp. 9-30.
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the interests of this country and the true demacmatinciples for which we
stand are directly threatened. The Soviet goverhmmatkes coordinated use of
military, economic and political weapons and aléahe communist ‘religion’
...we must at once organise and coordinate our defeagainst all these.

This in actual fact was a suggestion of a declamatif a new form of waf®° Although the
Northern Department was generally in agreemetdpoit Bevin much longer to accept this
as a basis for future policies with regards to Suwiet Unior?®’ In September Warner

reminded the Northern Department that

we should not allow considerations of not irritgtithe Russians to influence us
in the tactics adopted in specific matters ....andatlow such considerations to
deter...us from taking any action necessary to watis$t Soviet political
aggression and the spread or consolidation of $osied Communist
influence... in the world. We should point out therdage of the doctrine of
non-irritation leading initially to appeaseméfit.

Unfortunately, the Northern Department found itcher persuade the Secretary of State of
this and even in March 1947 Sargent still stateat th policy of ‘defensive-offensive’
against communism had never been authorised exdééptegards to the Middle East®

As much as Bevin was loved by his staff and proae@sset to the Foreign Office, he was
not someone who liked to be prodded too much. M&yd made up his own mind but
once that had been done he displayed a single-ohidelermination that proved often very

effective.

Against Northern Department recommendations, theresmy of State’'s desire for
cooperation was still stronger than the will tokdweyond it and consider the alternatives
and this limited the options that could be usedhyain to achieve her aims. As long as
this did not change, Britain could not re-assertgiace as an independent great power. On

the other hand, it was still unclear whether thei&@dJnion was acting from a position of

28 smith argued that the overall acceptance of Wariaend Kirkpatrick’s views came with the formatioh
the IRD in late 1947, ‘A Climate of Opinion’, p. 64

87 See Adamthwaite, ‘Britain and the World’, p. 228.

?88 F0371/56790-N14169/140/38, Warner to Hankey, 11945.

89 F0371/66367-N4235/271/38, Sargent, 13.3.1947; TACEB885-N6092/5169/38, the RC knew that any
propaganda initiative had to be coupled to polieyesnents to be more effective, 7.5.1946.
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strength or weakness. Weakness meant that it wk®elyrthat she would resort to military
force, while strength meant unpredictability andswitaerefore the real worry. The JIC had
concluded that the Soviet Union would not risk warthe next five year8® This,
however, was not really much comfort, particulasilyce there was ‘an inherent danger of a
situation in which the Russians had to depend eir tlmaided judgement in deciding
whether or not to carry through some foreign polmyich might lead at once to a major
war.” This point was problematic not only for theitBh. On both sides of the Atlantic
there was a pronounced fear that a new war migkkbout because of serious Soviet
misjudgements. Since the end of the war the Saungdn had been testing her power and
influence along her perimeter, and in the new mdgonal organisations which,

considering the length of her border, provided nereling irritation for alf®*

In organisational terms it took time for the Norh®epartment attempted to get on top of
dealing with Russia. There had been a debate dbeutsefulness of a committee dealing
specifically with Russia as Roberts had suggested the Russia Committee was
established in March 1946 just before Robert’'s despreached the Foreign Office. It met

for the first time on April 2nd?? Brimelow’s point had been more than clear:

two people at the Russian desk [in the Northerpadenent] ...three people in
the Russian section of FORD...rarely any hard thigkom what the Russians
are up to and what we ought to do about it excdpnsa JIC paper is on the
stocks...there is no proper machinery for ensuringt thecisions on topics
which at first sight to no concern the Soviet Uname considered in advance
from the standpoint of the opportunities they afftw communist inspired anti-
British propaganda.

This was essentially an admission that the For@ffice had to become more proactive
and better organised. To anticipate Russian actwmsld be invaluable for effective
diplomacy; shortly after discussions started alibatneed for ‘ideological reporting’ in

20 F0371/56832-N5572/605/38, memorandum of discussidmief Peterson before going to Moscow,
18.3.1946.

#1 gee, for example, FO371/56832-N5628/605/38, Reh2it4.1946; FO371/56887-N14732/5169/G38,
RC, 1.11.1946.

292 Brimelow and Hankey were in favour with some reations, Warner was not convinced, minutes in
FO371/56763-N157/97/38.
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order to expand the Foreign Office’s knowledge baseut Communism and its present

forms and threats”> Months later Hankey returned to this point whemiete that

the Russians see almost everything in terms of thepaganda value for
bludgeoning their enemies ... a counter attack migite a useful effect in
making the Russians realise that their present adstimay well be turned
against thef*:

just like Warner had suggested in April. Propagamdacourse, worked both ways. The
near complete ignorance of the British public of tiostile Soviet propaganda campaign
against Britain as well as Soviet behaviour worliisviwvas a major concern for the
Northern Departmerft> Just like the American so the British governmead o wean
their populations off the idea of the great wartially and persuade them that the Soviet
Union had in fact become a serious threat. To detl this and also to streamline
information from Moscow, new guidelines were issuitht refocused diplomatic
reporting. The increase in the foreign politicaligte of the Soviet Union coupled with the
relative stagnation in the number of staff botlth@ Northern Department and the Moscow
embassy required some rethinking about how to niaddvest of available resources. The
increased need to properly digest available inftiona in order to turn it into useful
policy advice, intensified the pressure on the Nemt Department. In the end, Bevin took
his time to come round to the Northern Departmevigsvs and in the meantime this new

system could be perfected.

Halfway through the third session of the Peace @unice in Paris, which took place
between July 28 and October 1%1946, and presumably exasperated by the very poten
mix of stubbornness, aggressiveness and singleedimtktermination displayed by the
Soviet delegation, Roberts moved closer to the ssion that there were now two hostile
camps; something the Foreign Office should finalbknowledgeé™® Even though there

had been increasing talk of opposing even hostileshin reality two irreconcilable camps

298 £0371/56887-N14737/5169/G38, Radice, 19.10.19@87M/66362-N271/271/G38, FO minute,
12.12.1946; FO371/66362-N613/271/G38, RC, 15.1.18@871/66365-N3237/271/G38, Sargent to
Cooper, 11.3.1947.

294 £0371/56763-N12214/-/38, 17.9.1946.

29 On continued Northern Department concerns seexample, FO371/66365-N2853/271/38, Warner,
25.2.1947.

296 £0371/56835-N11298/605/38, Roberts, 4.9.1946.
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had existed for twenty years before the outbreak/ofld War Il. Now, the underlying and
particularly long-term motives of Soviet foreignlipg were discussed as something like

the Holy Grail of international diplomacy. For Rotse

the essential long-term explanation of Soviet cahdithat the Soviet Union is
not simply another totalitarian dictatorship playiat power politics, but a
unique and abnormal member of international socighpse policy is governed
by dynamic ideological motives.

Here again he confirmed the primary importancedeblogy. Worryingly for the Foreign
Office he continued that ‘Soviet policy is...a comstaffensive-defensive...and growing
strength will only remove the chief check upon &etions i.e. the fear of consequences.’
Although he thought that some form of arrangemeas \wossible, friction along the
frontier between Capitalism and Communism wouldyantrease. The expansion of the
number of Communist states would only lengthen thosmtier and the corresponding
friction would thus intensify. Thomas Brimelow, otuin favour of tougher action against
the Soviet Union, spelt out the implications. Thevit leaders ‘preach a doctrine of
permanent hostility .[and] the result of this hostility is a permaneiskrof war.?®” The
consequences for the Soviet Union were clear: ttiension of the military-industrial
complex in the Soviet Union, the tightening of mmi@ control and the aggressive
continuation of the search for an effective cordamitaire. In all but name this was an

admission that the Cold War was a reality.

The diplomatic choices for Britain appeared slirmt to exacerbate the already existing
problems and not to create new ones. The prefatrategy to Brimelow was clear: ‘we

must have a basic, logical, coherent and soberidedhat will be acceptable to men of
common sense everywhere...the time has come whenusé mmake up our minds on a
political strategy.” However, in the event neithdankey nor Warner were completely
convinced. They did not think that more could beelat the time or that some form of

balance of power was unattainable.

271 £0371/56835-11298/605/38, Brimelow note, 4.9.1946
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By 1947 the Northern Department had battled its #agugh numerous discussions and
memoranda and had arrived, though not unanimoaslg, fairly firm conclusion. A new
foreign policy doctrine was needed and it had tdilpe yet flexible, without being overly
alienating to opponents. The focus was on the Uthepreferred and needed partner in
international relations. The Soviet Union would aundtedly have to be treated as a threat
to British interests worldwide. More certainty alseant less discussion. Most had been
won over by the new way of thinking and improvedhoaunications procedures within the
Northern Department made analysis quicker and eafle Russia Committee slowly
sprung into action and arguably improved commuioocatvith other segments of the
government. In the highly fragmented organisatibrBotish governmental departments
any close exchange of information though occasigndifficult to achieve was very
valuable. To assess and counter the threat posédeb$oviet Union demanded nothing
less. Information, as usual, proved to be the Kanyd the challenge to obtain what was
needed kept the Moscow embassy extremely busytdldte first time there was a lack of
suitable staff in London and Moscow. Although the@ddow embassy profited from a
small increase in staff, the Northern Departmeseesally had to make do which those
they had already got. The government drive to t&oniet specialists to work in various

government posts only kicked in much later.

The focus of allied discontent had shifted and Geynwas now recognised as a main
battle ground. Animosities between the former slligad steadily increased making
effective cooperation there impossib&.The ACC and the EAC had both proven to be
ineffective. The Bizone, created on Janualy1947, had been a result. For Germany the
downward spiral continued until in October 1949 t@@rmanies were in existence.
Elsewhere Greece, Turkey and Iran were also stiesplved issueS? The Secretary of
State here eventually made a decision that chabg#dBritain’s and the US’s role in the
world. The Northern Department had long desireth fstatements of intent, not only from
others but also for Britain. On February"2#947 Bevin instructed Kerr, the ambassador to
Washington, to inform the US State Department Braain would withdraw from Greece

2% gee, for example, FO371/66294-N1011/49/38.
299 _effler, Origins of the Cold Warchapters 5, 6, 7.
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on May 30".3% Financial difficulties had made a continued Bfitisilitary presence there
impossible. Greece proved crucial. The wartime golbdowards the Soviet Union
amongst the American public and politicians wasipliearing fast and thus revealed new
options in foreign relations. In the end, it wae tinal trigger that persuaded the US
government to admit that the Soviet Union had bexoacognised as a big enough threat
to US interests to warrant continued involvemeriumope. It, however, also proved again
that US diplomacy was still more reactive than ptive when it came to a bigger scale.
Only an admission of weakness by Britain persuddedJS to make her future intentions

clear.

Meanwhile the violent propaganda campaign againgtiB continued unabated while
country after country in Eastern Europe fell un@ewviet control. Having learned their
lesson the hard way the previous year, howeverRilgsians were more careful in their
behaviour so not to prejudice the CFM in MoscowMarch/April 1947. They also
possibly did not want to jeopardise the visit af ttelegation of the Supreme Soviet which
came to Britain in March 1947. Bevin played aloAgdraft speech for the Secretary of

State by the Northern Department continued aloegréditional line:

the formal foundations of our relations with thevieb government is entirely
satisfactory, namely our common membership of thedud of the CFM, our
belief in Great Power collaboration and unanimitg aut Treaty of Alliance...I
believe that we shall...continue to work for Four Rowollaboration in the
framework of the UNG%*

As this draft did not reflect Northern Departmeatiéfs and demands, it is safe to assume
that it was written with instructions from the Setary of State in mind. Although Bevin
had admitted defeat over Greece, he had not yeipteat the futility of a policy towards
the Soviet Union that was not based on a firm doetof reciprocity. He still held out
some hope that things could still get done. And thustrated one of the major problems
of the Northern Department. Without a Secretanbt#dte who agreed with the Northern

390 The background to this decision is still hotly dtsl, Robert Frazier noted that there is some ditut n
much evidence to suggest that Bevin deliberatellzgdwew aid in order to pressure the USA back ihto t
international arena, it was more likely that Bewé&ved in to Dalton’s pressure, ‘Did Britain stidm¢ Cold
War? Bevin and the Truman Doctrinéd 27(3) (1984), p. 723 and 726; Judt, with regardsabamly
British but also European weakness, has arguedt tivas a problem and not an opportunity for theAUS
Postwar p. 95.

301 F0371/66365-N3020/271/38, unsigned draft for Besyigech, 22.2.1947.
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Department and made their suggestions officiali@ripolicy, there would be not much
movement in foreign relations and certainly no egeace of a more determined and
independent British foreign policy. It also did rfeglp the Northern Department that the
Secretary of State was equally determined to igtieedlood of anti-British propaganda in

Moscow?>%?

Overall, this was not a promising background to tiegotiations for a revised Anglo-
Soviet Treaty which got underway in January of 184d led to heated arguments during
the CFM in Moscow which started on MarcH"f8® When Bevin had offered to extend the
Treaty Stalin immediately took up the offer to s&discussion about a proper revision of
it. Not surprisingly this was something the US fathbivalent about, especially since
Byrnes had already proposed a Four Power Treaty woald deal with German3*
George Marshall stated quite frankly that ‘thisippl[the Four Power Treaty] has the
overwhelming support of our people who pin theithfdo this rather than to the attempt to
reach international security through bilateral agrents3® The US was obviously not
amused and the Foreign Office promptly telegrapbeck to confirm that closest Anglo-

American cooperation was very much desit&d.

The problem was that a proliferation of bilatergteements would make the US idea of a
Four Power Treaty unnecessary, while it could sestioharm the work of the UN&’
The British, of course, suspected that Stalin hagpgsed to extend the new treaty
precisely in order to bypass quadripartite agreesidn a confidential memorandum to
Sargent Oliver Harvey voiced his suspicions: ‘thiateral obligation is precisely what the
Soviets ...want, because they do not trust the ¢padite machinery to work

promptly.*°® And not only that, as Sargent admitted in a tetieDuff Cooper

%2 £0371/66367-N4455/271/38, Dixon to Hankey, 15.4719

393 RC meeting notes on the Treaty re-negotiationsreF®©371/ 56887, 66365, 66368, 66371, 66373 and
66375; the original Treaty had been signed in Landio May 26th, 1942 and was intended to protednaga
German aggression only; it did not bode well fa sluccess of the negotiations that the Russians had
removed the painting of the signing of the Trdedyn the Soviet government guest house in June, 1946
FO371/56785-N8319/140/38; also KeelBeitain and the Soviet Uniqm. 215.

%94 Something the British COS supported, see FO37 B668399/271/G38.

395 FO371/6363-N1631/271/38, Clark Kerr telegram, 31947; Acheson also voiced his concerns,
FO371/66363-N1748/271/38.

%% F0371/66363-N1631/271/38, FO to Clark Kerr in Wagton, 6.2.1947.

%7 F0371/66365-N3196/271/38, Sargent to Bevin, 19471

%98 F0371/66364-N2046/271/G38, Harvey to Sargent]1945.
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while the Western Bloc as such has not yet maiseid| it is, as you know, our
policy that our affairs should be ‘mixed up’ monmedamore closely with those
of France, Belgium and the Netherlands and we awagve in view the

possibility of closer association with all the atheountries of Western

Europe®®

As much as Britain needed US financial aid andcoatinued military presence in Europe,

Britain did not trust US motives enough to relytbis support alone.

Apart from obvious geopolitical implications of hag only the US as a major ally, it
made sense to secure the protection of peace aBdtish interests from different points.
The parts of the treaty dealing with German aggpessad been in actual fact superseded
by the establishment of the UNO. However, bothipatiad to acknowledge this, therefore
both had to trust the UNO to be up to the job. Wniwately the Soviets were not interested
in putting their faith in the UNO, not surprisingdfter the experiences with collective
security in the 1930s, and demanded specific amentimand additions to the tredty As
the British openly acknowledged, war was a fasheamd whether the UNO was able to
respond in an appropriate time frame was questlen&dtso, the Grand Alliance in any
meaningful military sense had ceased to exist igust 1945. For now Britain was still
obliged on a bilateral basis to come to the asuistaf the Soviet Union in the case of
future German aggression for another twenty yeassa memorandum pointed out, this
situation was far from desirable: ‘we cannot wage effectively without the Dominions
and also America’ and so an extension of bilatetdigations was not desiréd: Even
out-with the treaty negotiations this was a sumpgly honest admission of British

weakness at a time when international diplomacyallsabout strength.

There was one more reason that made the Britishyvweaxtending this treaty without a
change in the military provisos. The Foreign Offtbeught that the likelihood of a war
between the US and the Soviet Union in the Far,Easthich Germany might join the
US, within the next fifty years was just as greatlzat of a war between the Soviet Union

and Germany*? In both cases Britain would under the existingtyehave to come to the

39 F0371/66365-N3237/271/G38, 17.3.1947.

310 5ee FO371/66364, 66365, 66366, 66367, 66370.

311 F0371/66363-N1378/271/38, Hankey to Warner, 294871
312 F0371/66367-N4274/271/38, Sargent to Bevin, 184171
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existence of the Soviet Union, overall a highly esidable situation. In the end, the British
wanted to delay the signing of a possible new Atgjwiet Treaty until it was clear where
the Four Power Treaty would go. They saw it as ligigindesirable to leave the CFM in
Moscow with a new bilateral treaty with the Sovi#tion while a multilateral agreement
with the US had not also been sigri&tiThe wrangling over these issues lasted several
months and certainly did not enhance mutual godd-Whe Soviets were increasingly
exasperated with the British for their refusal xtead the military provisions of the Treaty,
while the British could not persuade the Sovietpubtheir faith in the UNO. Negotiations
never broke down, merely remained ‘in progressatTivas something that could not be
said for the last CFM in Moscow in London duringvember and December of 1947.
Despite Bevin openly stating to Molotov that ‘wedhao many sessions that this was
probably about the last chance of reaching agregntba conference ended as usual in
disagreement™*

Looking back at the previous CFMs this was not ipaldrly remarkable. More
problematic was the fact that this was the last GbMhe time being. Losing this forum
of discussion reduced the diplomatic contact betwiée one-time Allies even further.
Germany, of course, remained the main issue ontalhée and disagreements far
outweighed agreements. There were strong suspiciortbe British side that the Soviet
Union had been delaying effective agreements tsaatate their gains in Germany so
far3™ As Roberts put it ‘the Russians never take ‘halbaf’ until their have exhausted
every means of getting the whole 103f’To get that ‘half a loaf however, proved
increasingly difficult as cooperation between Bntaand the US had improved
considerably. Like the British, the Americans haohg through ‘a lengthy series of
disillusioning experiences to exhaust the grearkesl fund of goodwill created during the
war by the achievements of the Red Ariy.’ And just like the British they arrived at a
similar conclusion. The new policy of ‘patient fin@ss’, the US version of the Foreign
Office idea of ‘firm reciprocity’, was finally begimplemented. President Truman and
General Marshall had confirmed it in their speecard American political and public
opinion was lining up behind them. US continuectiiest in Europe and US financial aid

were now much more likely to continue with the fapproval of Congress, even though

313 A point Clark Kerr confirmed in a telegram from ®¥ngton, FO371/66367-N4498/271/38, 16.4.1947.
314 FO371/66483-N13522/13273/38, conversation, 2494171

315 F0371/66379-N6323/343/38, Hankey, 11.6.1947.

16 F0371/66379-N6323/343/38, Roberts to Hankey, 294.

317 FO371/ 66425-N10052/1380/38, Balfour from Washingp Bevin, 23.8.1947.
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many Americans still struggled with the differendestween Social Democracy and

Communism, and may have longed for the old ide@téating into isolation.

That the Soviet Union and her Eastern Europeanllisggehad withdrawn from the
negotiations for the ERP in July came as no swpasd just compounded Western
suspicions about future prospects. The British wals® finding American demands
connected to the ERP rather humiliatfiy.The term ‘Cold War' slowly crept into
diplomatic correspondence, although some presumadstage rather then a permanent
problem**® For the Foreign Office and the Northern Departnikase developments came
only partially as a surprise as periodic drivesettsure the ideological supremacy of
Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism had been a constantuieabf Soviet domestic political life
since 1917. Now however, with Soviet hegemony ist&@m Europe and an expressed
interest in other areas of Europe, the Middle aadBast, the export of this ideology and
its methods became a major concern. Information iatelligence were increasingly
perceived as vitally important: to back up politiserategies, not only to aid negotiations
but also to ensure the longevity of the eventuatagents; to find ways to counter this
perceived threat to the Western political and dosyatem; and to deal with issues of
national security and future military planning iretWestern countries. The integrity of the
Soviet political system, the strength/potential iodustry/agriculture and domestic
content/discontent were important markers in esthinlg just how strong the muscle
behind the Soviet face really was. But although tdsk was clear, the ways to get this
information were extremely limited. In a totalit@ni police state any sensitive information
is tightly controlled and when released has todgmrded as having been manipulaféd.
At the same time, those individuals with accessnformation are usually unwilling to

volunteer it.

Roberts in his first full report since the Germarmrender wrote in late May 1945 that more
confidence on the part of the Soviet Union lediggger plans and a desire to play a bigger
international rolé*! He clearly saw that as a result Britain was fawét limited options
but thought that, even though the Soviet Union wakkely to treat Britain with any
special kindness with regard to her ‘peculiar diffties and embarrassments’, she would

%18 GreenwoodBritain and the Cold Warmp. 51.

319 F0371/66425-N10052/1380/38, Balfour from Washingt@3.8.1947.
30 5ee FO371/56758-N6961/76/38, FO paper, 24.5.1946.

%21 F0371/47923-N6582/627/38, Roberts to Eden, 244519
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not aim for a reduced British military or generadnd role. This of course was only part
of the truth as increased intervention of both th& and the Soviet Union would
necessarily alter the British role in the world. wéver, it took a while to see through
declarations of intent and actual actions. Brimelsas undoubtedly right when he later

commented that ‘it is more important to watch wihaty do than what they sa3??

Despite attempts to maintain a workable relatigmshkith the Soviet Union and despite
huge efforts to understand this country, its histand ideology in detail it proved
impossible to find a level on which to discuss pieg issues and reach agreements
agreeable to both sides. Soviet post-war opportumisEastern Europe and her paranoia
about her security as well as her undoubtedly gtheamed international position led to a
stagnating international diplomacy. Britain, ecommatly and financially severely
weakened, could not disguise her slipping inteomai position; and, like Lippmann had
argued, diplomacy without power could not really ékective. For Britain therefore
realism and pragmatism, rather then confidence apdortunism, were the main
cornerstones of her diplomacy. Until the USA wagerfomly on Britain’s side and until
some Western integration was achieved in the WedBdoc and NATO her room to

manoeuvre was limited.

The Northern Department led the discussion of jpdesgpolicy initiatives. Staff realised
very quickly that although Britain had lost its doating position in world politics
possibly for good, this newly found weakness caudti be shown. Firmness towards the
Kremlin, and within limits also towards the Statefdartment, was necessary in order to
maintain the remnants of its former power. As titerinational scene was shifting towards
a real division between East and West, and as fooonial empires were suffering
severe civil unrest and slowly broke up, Britaicdsed on Western Europe and the USA
as future allies and sources of strength. Stafigefiltly analysed large amounts of
information, and discussed and presented thoseefpiniicies which in their opinion best
supported Britain in this changed world. Dedicaa@d realistic they established the basis
of the discussion during the early Cold War abaw to deal with the Kremlin and how

to ensure that this emerging conflict would notadete into a new war.

32 They’ were the Soviets, FO371/47924-N9762/627B@nelow note, 9.8.1945.
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By the end of 1947, with all peace treaties but tsigned and spheres of influence
essentially entrenched, the need and will to caperirtually disappeared. Crises in Iran,
Greece and Turkey had been dealt with; GermanyAarstria were still occupied. War
had been avoided although talk of it had increaseer time. The next three years,
however, were to see the first clash in Europe @®estin, the first war in the Far East in
Korea and the emergence of three new countriesnmithclose to the Allied spheres of
influence with the FRG, GDR, PRC (not including secessor states in the Far East). In
this charged atmosphere both Britain and the Samebn acquired the atomic bomb thus
breaking the American monopoly. The Northern Deapartt, not surprisingly, found that
the need for an accurate and speedy assessmeamnyt aVailable information regarding the

Soviet Union had increased dramatically.

After a lot of stocktaking and the increasing expace of failure in international
diplomacy to settle outstanding disputes, all sishesed towards a more thought through
and determined approach. Political and military smdidation, and the pursuit of an
effective domestic and international propagandaewew cornerstones of both Western
and the Soviet policy. 1948 hailed a new post-waaise as British plans for increased
Western European consolidation, which included WasGerman rearmament, elicited a
severe Soviet response with the blockade of Beridune that year. Stalin’s Peace
Offensive and fairly low key negotiations allowdgktSoviets to withdraw less than a year
later but the Soviet tactic of using peace propdgaim maximum effect remained. The
Peace Campaign had already penetrated the intmahtpress when the Korean War
broke out in June 1950. The first post-war war,e#lnot in Europe, hastened
consolidation on both sides and further hardeneddtplomatic front. A tactical mistake
by the Kremlin allowed Western forces to fight imi€a thus bringing hostile armies very
near the Soviet border. Like Greece, Korea hadltegsin a more determined American
response in an area it might not have otherwisee H#en interested in. Against this
background it is not surprising that the NorthempBrtment continued to push for a more
determined and confident British foreign policy.
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Chapter Four: Institutions and personnel: The FO,t  he ND, and the Moscow
Embassy, 1948-1950

We...must go over to the offensive so that we dohawe to lead from
weakness.

Wallingertep10.5.194%°

The Northern Department in 1948 was well organised included new as well as

experienced officials. Charles Harold Bateman tamler as superintending Under-
Secretary of the department replacing Christopharnét. Robin Hankey remained as
Head of Department until 1950 when, after four ge&eoffrey Harrison succeeded him.
All were supported at a higher level by Sargeng Bermanent Under-Secretary until
February 1949 when William Strang took over. Strangself had served in the Soviet
Union between 1930 and 1933 and had thus valuabtehbind experience of the country.
Thomas Brimelow and A.E. Lambert, who had joined Boviet desk of the Northern

Department in 1946 and 1947 respectively, remaiaed ensured a much needed
continuity of knowledge about Soviet affairs. C.RRae, who had entered the Foreign
Office only in 1947 complemented their team at $owiet Desk. In 1949, after Brimelow

left for his new post in Havana, the thirty fiveayeld J.Y. Mackenzie joined them.

In British Embassy in Moscow had been headed byrMadweterson since June 1946. On
his retirement in June 1949 David Kelly took ovetiluhe in turn retired two years later.
Both guided their embassy through difficult timdhe number of staff had decreased
between 1947 and 1948 from thirty four to twentyeniln 1950 Kelly would preside over
only twenty two staff. The deepening Cold War dmel problematic situation in the British
embassies in the Soviet orbit made it even morertapt to secure accurate information
and a careful analysis for the Northern Departmientondon to work with?* A
significant change of staff in the embassy may haaede this quite a challenge. Two well

regarded specialists left: the first secretary (@sarBolsover and the embassy

33 F0371/71650-N5416/31/38, note on ‘The Communishagn’.
324 For example, FO371/86747-NS1051/22, Treatment e$téfn diplomatic missions in the Soviet orbit,
13.3.1950.
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counsellor/minister Frank Roberts. Bolsover wentmteach at a London University while
Roberts took over from Pierson Dixon as Bevin's\Bipal Private Secretary. Only Roger
Allen remained as first secretary. Neverthelessy @ble new faces joined the embassy in
these three years. Geoffrey Harrison arrived towesén Moscow until 1950 when he
returned to London to take over as head of thehWdont Department, and William Barker,
a Slavonic linguist who had worked at BletchleykPauring the war, became the head of

the new Russian Secretariat.

To remain effective and on top of new developmemtd the resulting demands on the
Foreign Office, new committees were formed and g@doces changef®> The Cold War
sub-committee of the already well established Ru€simmittee was to facilitate a wide-
ranging and accurate discussion of the new phapestfwar Anglo-Soviet relatiorié® As
part of the ongoing assessment of Foreign Offideiefcy the Russia Committee itself
was, not surprisingly, re-evaluated to ensure itper functior®>’ At a higher level the
Permanent Under-Secretary formed his own Commitiéie a view to discussing longer
term policies while the Russia Committee was toai@nthe focal point for short term
policy proposal§?® The Information Research Department (IRD) wasugein January
1948 to oversee the propaganda aspect of Britigkigio policy. Its importance for the
Cold War fight against Communism, cannot, as Allmoted, be overstatétf Being at
the forefront of this fight back, the IRD, not sugmngly, soon found itself pressured by the
COS to include covert operations in its portfdfidAs British foreign and defence policies

slowly narrowed, the COS not surprisingly gainestranger foothold in Foreign Office

25 Especially after the spy scandal of the Cambrigige, Kim Philby, Donald Mclean, Guy Burgess,
Anthony Blunt and John Cairncross, some of whomteld pivotal posts in the fight-back against Sovie
Communism in London and Washington.

326 More information is in FO371/70272-W7836/7836/6M371/77615-N103/1051/38, meeting of the RC
Cold War Sub-Committee, 4.1.1949; Aldrid@rjtish Intelligence p. 22.

%27 F0371/71687-N12649/765/38, Revision of the RuSsimmittee, 22.11.1948; the discussion is also in
FO371/77616 and FO371/77623; Adamswaite, ‘Britaid the World’, p. 235.

328 R. Ovendale, ‘William Strang and the PermanentédsBecretary’s Committee’ in Zametidrjtish
Officials, pp. 212-228; Adamswaite, ‘Britain and the Worldp. 228-231, Adamswaite here compared the
PUSC to the US State Department’s Policy Planntadf,30Ovendale had argued earlier that there were
similarities in outlook between the two bodigbe Foreign Policy of the British Labour Governnsgpt 17.
329 Aldrich, British Intelligence p. 20.

330 For more information on the IRD see the introdartio this thesis; also H. Wilford@he IRD: Britain's
secret Cold War Weapon reveal&dS 24(3) (1998), p. 357; A. DeftyBritain, America and Anti-
Communist propaganda, 1945-1953: The I@dutledge, London, 2004).
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committees. While the existence of British embassiethe Eastern bloc was difficult, all

agreed that they had to remain despite severedmess levelled at the staff!

A Committee on Communism, which included Foreignficg@f as well as military
personnel, was sanctioned by Attfé&To use and distribute the ever growing material on
the Soviet Union and the Soviet orbit frequent dtills were started. FORD, often
instrumental in producing them, for example, regulpublished aBulletin on Communist

Party Affairs®®®

Amongst other internal reports were the frequitanthly Review of
Soviet Tacticand theSummary of Indications regarding Soviet Foreigni@&olWithin

this debate it was occasionally argued that theadrigchelons within the Foreign Office,
the Deputy and Assistant Under-Secretaries, shioalg access to the Cabinet papers on
foreign policy and the Cabinet conclusions on tHé&hThe link between policy suggestion
and its discussion at a higher level was seemitagliyweak for those who wanted to ensure
that these two parts of British foreign policy ptamg would complement each other while

suggesting the best possible policy options.

The primary problem of securing relevant and uplte information from the Soviet
Union continued and elicited frank discussion witthhe Northern Department; within this
debate the discussion about the usefulness ofrrgdde Soviet press for clues to future
Soviet policies was important. The Joint Press Regp8ervice in Moscow was expensive
and had a difficult time keeping up with translgtiall relevant material. While Rae and
Hankey argued against paying too much attentioth@éoSoviet press, Roberts and Violet
Connelly of FORD remained convinced that the stoflyavailable Soviet newspapers
could yield important clue¥” This was a crucial point as the still relativeBwnIRD used
material from the Soviet press and Soviet contdotsproduce British propaganda

$31F0371/86731-NS1023/18/G168, FO, ‘RST February yad 950’, 16.5.1950; FO371/ 86709-
NS1013/12/, Kelly, ‘Quarterly report’, 19.5.19500871/86748-NS1051/30/, FO, ‘Brief for the Foreign
Secretary for a conference with the US State Dapant on ‘Relations with orbit countries”, 21.4.185
FO371/86747-NS1051/22/, FO, ‘Treatment of Westéplothatic missions in the Soviet orbit’, 13.3.1950.
%32 F0371/71648-N134/31/G38, notes of meeting in Mayseoom on December $01947, 30.12.1947;
FO371/77617-N4692/1051/G38, Terms of referenceéav Committee that was to review HMG's Anti-
Communist policy and organisation, 12.5.1949.

33 For example, FO371/77563-N2015/1015/38 and FOFBH3-N3830/1015/38.

334 F0371/71687-N1869/765/G38, Jebb to Sargent, 1%48.1

35 F0O371/71670-N2883/207/38, ‘Importance of the Sopiess as guide to Soviet policy’, 2.3.1948.
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material®*® Reading and reacting to the Soviet press alsmtist implications; it was, for
example, considered to answer more fully to Sdeledtrges’ in its propaganda in order to

possibly prompt clearer statements about futuréebplans’’

By 1948 the Northern Department was more than ewefore aware that Soviet
propaganda was part of a consistent and sustaitt&ck aon British democracy and its
foreign policy. Peace in particular, Judt has adgusecame the ‘centre piece of Soviet
cultural strategy*® Retaliation had proven more difficult than inijalanticipated:; to
persuade the Foreign Secretary and the CabinetBhttin had to step up its own
propaganda campaign while taking off its still exthvelvety gloves took longer than
officials had imagined in the face of the growingn@munist threat. But by then the
Northern Department by 1948 was well linked to m#sagencies and well prepared in its
expertise to deal with Soviet policies worldwidéeTspecialists spent a lot of their time re-
visiting Soviet ideology and its propaganda andaargational tactics to devise the best
possible retaliation approach. Communism, the Ctomm as the international centre for
the organisation and dissemination of the Kremlplans for world revolution, and the
Peace Campaign were major issues discussed. Tieust®ovietisation of Eastern Europe
and thus the extension of Communism’s geograplkeii@nt was another important area of

interest.

The continuous diplomatic fighting over Germany atsl future role as well as the
surprising defection of Tito from the grip of Stalcomplicated British policy towards
these countries. Much was still uncertain and thé eesult not yet clear. The British
nevertheless had by now put their faith firmly ine¥%rn consolidation and a close
relationship with the USA as well as in conflicsotution in the UNO. NATO and the
Western Union institutionalised these plans, a bgveent reciprocated at least partially in
the Soviet bloc. Another major concern, especiaftgr Berlin, was the likelihood of war.
Although ostensibly a military issue, it was nelietess extensively discussed in papers
and memoranda reflecting a very real concern atheuprospect of a new European war.

%36 F0371/71713-N8986/8986/38 and FO371/71714-N11BBBMS, IRD digests for 1948; the first was
published on July 27 1948.

37T FO371/71632A-N13368/1/G38, Rae note and discusgid2.1948.

338 Judt,Postwar p. 221.
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Chapter Five: The Soviet Union and Soviet foreign p  olicy, 1948-1950

Anything to do with the Politburo and the activitief its members is shrouded
in mystery.

Harrison to Hankey, 19183

While the Northern Department remained very intiexésn Soviet affairs, the progress of
post-war reconstruction and the Five Year Plan,tvitagpened at the top of the Soviet
hierarchy became an ever more important issue.aNhd previous few years had seen the
main focus on economic, military and social deveiepts, these, although still playing an
important role in the assessment of the countryl348 were overshadowed by important
personnel changes in the Soviet UnihBut here, as elsewhere, the lack of first hand
information, as Harrison indicated above, was sea@d at a time when the importance of
psychology in policy and propaganda was increagingcognised this proved a real
disadvantage. Playing into the hands of the Sdestk, however, were changes in the top
party leadership which were discussed at lengtthénSoviet press. As this information
came in and as the complexities of the proces®reign policy formation in the Soviet
Union were better understood, theories in the oréffice became more sophisticafét.

The death of Andrei Zhdanov, considered Stalinghtrhand man, on August 311948

started a re-shuffling of posts between older amdeninexperienced party personff&l.

The longstanding differences of opinion betweenatioy and Malenkov, now regarded as
likely successor to Stalin, seem to have gone maosthoticed at the time. Concerning the
role of top party leaders in the organisation amthmg of the economy, the dispute was
settled only with Zhdanov’s dealff The following year saw the beginnings of the first
real post-war purge with the elimination of Zhdasosupporters and protégés within the

Leningrad party organisation. Eventually resultingthe deaths of senior party leaders,

%9 F0371/71666-N10226/95/38.

%40 By 1948 the destruction caused by the war had besentially overcome, Gorlizki & Khlevniu€old
Peace p. 69.

%41 AspaturianProcess and Powep. 39.

*20n Zhdanov’s death see FO371/71666.

3 Harris, The Split in Stalin’s Secretariatarris, ‘The Origins of the Conflict’; Gorlizki &hlevniuk have
argued that Zhdanov's death sparked the powergizumgetween different groupSpld Peacep. 73.
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like A.A. Kuznetsov, Popkov, Kaputsin and Rodionand of highly qualified economic
specialists, like N.A. Voznessenskii, the head os@an, it heralded according to some
historians a much bigger purdfé.When later reports appeared suggesting similangss
to the Moscow party organisation conclusions weffcdlt to draw because of a lack of
reliable first hand information. The Northern Ddapaent, however, with only access to
official information released in the Soviet pressdha difficult time analysing these
important event3* Khrushchev, officials reckoned, was in the aftettnef this Leningrad
Affair brought in as a counterweight to Malenkoirsreased national profifé® Equally,
changes within the Ministry of State Security, Ire tpast a good indicator of purges to
come, were noted but staff had difficulties to assdhe importance of these

developments?’

The literature addressing issues regarding théetgership of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union has grown rapidly in the past few geainlike the Northern Department at
the time, access to archives, interviews and th®igation of memoirs has helped piece
together the last years of Stalin’s reign. In gatar, the mechanics of the party leadership,
their patronage networks and the differences betwheease at the top have been addressed.
These discussions have helped to shed more lighbme of the events mentioned above:
the ministerial changes in 1948, the Leningrad iAffa 1949, and, in addition, the
Doctor’s plot (which will be discussed in the thjpdrt). Patronage networks have attracted
a lot of attention from historians. This is impartas a better understanding of them, their
impact and their place in the ‘affairs’ and purgégshe later 1940’s could facilitate the
understanding of the Soviet system at work. Gorkzid Khlevniuk have argued that these
m3i48

‘neo-patrimonial’ networks resulted in an unstabjste The Mingrelian Affair, for

example, is thought to have been executed to reBada’s increased power and influence

344 Eor example, HoskingA History of the Soviet Uniop. 315.

35 For example, FO371/77580-9553 and 77580-9560, Mesthancery and Rae notes, 22.7.1949 and
26.7.1949; FO371/77601-N2581/1023/G38, notes ahertlinary RC meeting, 11.3.1949; on the debate
about Voznessenskii see FO371/77630-N5013/1102/888ison note, 25.5.1949; FO371/86719-
NS10111/10, Russian Secretariat, ‘Recent Pers@imehges in Moscow’, 15.2.1950.

36 FO371/77565-N10757/1015/38, election of KhrushcieWloscow Communist Party Secretary,
18.12.1949.

7 FO371/86719-NS10111/27, Uffen note, 30.10.1950.

%8 Gorlizki & Khlevniuk, Cold Peacep. 9 and 64.
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which was largely based on such netwdfkRigby, however, noted that these networks

in actual fact stabilised Soviet political lite’

Thought to have been the result of rivalries betwPelitburo members, the Leningrad
Affair/ Gosplan Affair was the first instance in ggewar years of a purge that resulted in
the executing of some of the accud&dStarting after Zhdanov's death with the explicit
motive of removing his supporters and protégeés, tmd to break up his patronage
network, it led to the conviction of over two huaedrparty member§? It appears that a
‘cadre revolution’ was being carried ofit. It is argued that it was Stalin himself who,
always fearing that his lieutenants did not neesl duidance anymore, oversaw these
events™* Others see it as Beria’s success or a combined/Bitalenkov effort>
Volkogonov, more colourfully, noted that ‘the MoscoCamarilla’ wanted actiofr?
Nearly all agree that one underlying reason fas thirge was the perceived independence
of the Leningrad party organisation which, to Stakt least, suggested possible

disloyalty>*’ The Soviet political elite itself, Stalin knew, svthe real threat to himself.

The replacement of Viacheslav Molotov, who had Idegted the nerves of British
diplomats, with Andrei Vyshinski, who had come t@minence as state prosecutor in the

infamous show trials of the 1930s, after the devasf the Berlin Blockade was much

39p s, Deriabinlnside Stalin’s Kremlin: An Eyewitness Account nftBlity, Duplicity and Intrigue
(Brassey's, Dulles, VA, 1998), p. 69; A. KnigBteria: Stalin’s first LieutenantPrinceton University Press,
Princeton, 1993), p. 159ff.

0T H. Rigby,Political Elites in the Soviet Union: Central Leadend Local Cadres from Lenin to
GorbacheyEdward Elgar, Aldershot, 1990), p. 127.

%1 Zubkova,Russia after the Wap. 132-133; D. RayfieldStalin and his Hangmen: An Authoritative
Portrait of a Tyrant and those who served HPenguin, London, 2005), pp. 430ff.

%52B. Tromly, ‘The Leningrad Affair and Soviet Patame Politics, 1949-1950" iBAS 565) (2004), p.
707; J. Crowfoot & M. Harrison, ‘The USSR CoundilMinisters under late Stalinism, 1945-1954: Its
Production Branch Composition and the Requiremehiéational Economy and Policy’, i8S 421)

(1990), p. 54.

%3], Cooper, M. Perrie, EA Rees (edSgyiet History, 1917 to 195%t. Martin's Press, New York, 1995),
p. 170; ZubokA Failed Empire p. 50.

¥4 Gorlizki & Khlevniuk, Cold Peacep. 88.

$53. Sebag Montefior&talin: The Court of the Red Ts@Weidenfeld and Nicholson, London, 2003), p.
613; Hosking A History of the Soviet Unigmp. 313ff; S. Pons argued that it was Malenkov wias the
main ‘purger’, in ChannorRolitics, Society and Stalinisrah. 5; J. Lowenhardt, J.Ozinga and E. van Ree
(eds.), The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Politb{téCLP, London, 1992), p. 36.

%% D. Volkogonov,Stalin: Triumph and Traged§Weidenfeld and Nicholson, London, 1991), p. 521.

%7 G. RobertsStalin’s Wars: From World War to Cold War, 1939-89%ale University Press, New Haven,
2006), p. 338; Keep,ast of the Empirep. 34.
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discussed in the Foreign Offié& While the Northern Department thought that he had
indeed fallen out of favour, Peterson in Moscowadieed; although a few months later
rumours appeared suggesting the arrest of Molotwifs®*° Although Vyshinski was seen
by the Northern Department as tactically superoiMbolotov there was only little hope
that this change of personnel would lead to beHEest West understanding. The
appointment of Andrei Gromyko as one of Vyshinskdeputies meant the return to the
Soviet Union of a man who had gained a lot of firahd experience of the West in the
Soviet embassy in Washington and the UN headgsarnter New York. But this
appointment equally did not result in an easingAaflo-Soviet tension. This change

among those in close contact with the West waslimagzz

Although the composition of the Politburo was knowinwas of little use when the
functions of the members and their relationshipsrewanknowrt®® The issue of
divergences of opinions within the Politburo, thbuguch discussed, has not yet been
settled. Without further archival access it is ddwibif it ever will. Khlevniuk states
categorically that there were no factiofis.Harris argues equally convincing for a
significant split between Malenkov and Zhdanovjlugtdanov’s deatfi®? At the time the
Northern Department tended not to speculate becthese was no evidence to support
either casé€®® It seems clear, however, that there was a steuggfween groups to gain an
advantage with Staliff’ Interestingly, Zubkova has written that it seertreat Stalin, in all
this, was not actually able to control his ‘ent@eavery well3®®

The Soviet Union between 1948 and 1950 went throagmumber of important
developments which ultimately were designed tonsftiteen the leadership and its hold on
the country as well as the industrial/military putel of the Soviet Union. Speeches and

%8 FO371/77576-N2197/10112/38, Peterson, 5.3.1948;RD371/77576, FO371/77577; Zubdkrailed
Empire p. 78.

$9F0371/77576-N2265/10112/38, FO, ‘Significance afliov’s replacement’, 7.3.1949 and
FO371/77576-N2303/10112/38, 9.3.1949.

%0 E0371/77577-N2580/10112/38 and FO371/77577-N2®&413/2/38.

%1 0. Khlevniuk,Master of the House: Stalin and his inner Cirt¥ale University Press, New Haven,
2009), p. 249.

%2 Harris, The Split in Stalin’s Secretariat

%3 Mastny,Russia’s Road to the Cold War.212.

%4 Keep,Last of the Empires. 25.

%5 Zubkova,Russia after the Wap. 147.

103



articles pointed out the threat from abroad whi@mdnded a further acceleration of
industrialisation and the extension of the militamglustrial complex®® The race to build
and test a Soviet atomic bomb, achieved in 1949timoed as a race to develop a
hydrogen bomb. Aspaturian points out quite righlist possession of the bomb, amongst
other technological innovations, were of prime imigance for a country considering itself
a global power; Britain, of course, saw it exattlg same way?’ As more and more of the
total Soviet budget was used for these effortsstaadard of living for the population not
surprisingly stagnated and at times even decreda3ssl.perseverance with which Stalin
tried to secure reparations from Germany, agairlstopposition, may be more
understandable against this backgrotfid.

While Stalin used his iron will to form the counthe thought he needed in order to
succeed in his eventual goal of a Soviet contrgiedetarian world revolution, his foreign
policy was not so successful. According to Vladislaubok he never succeeded in
understanding the motivations of American foreigrliqy and its interventions, while
Mastny argued that Stalin followed a policy of iegtthe West's ‘soft spots®® The
resulting disasters in Berlin and Yugoslavia (dssad in detail in the next chapters) only
added to his anxiety about the dangers of encirtenThe British ambassador Sir John
Killick much later suggested that ‘my convictiontisat Soviet foreign policy since 1917
essentially was a position of turning Clausewitz it head: Foreign policy was a

continuation of war by other meari$®

Roberts has classified this phase as that of ‘@¢éd confrontation’, lodged between that
of the ‘Grand Alliance’ and eventual ‘De-escalatidft Mackintosh, much earlier, had
suggested that between 1944 and 1947 the Kremfiloieed its victory in World War I,
while between 1947 and 1953 it was reduced to ireptb policies emerging from the
USA and Britair®’?> Much evidence can be provided to support this tpam particular

Soviet policies and initiatives following the anm@ement of the Truman Doctrine and the

%% TaubmanStalin’s American Policyp. 172; Mastny, ‘Stalin and the Militarisation’.

%7 AspaturianProcess and Powep. 11; Saundergosing an Empirgp. 15.

%8 A. Nove,An Economic History of the Soviet Union, 1917 t8li@enguin Books, London, 1992), p. 296.
%9 Zubok,A Failed Empire p. 49; MastnyRussia’s Road to the Cold War. 305.

370 Quoted in G. Staerck, ‘The Role of HM Embassy iosgbw’ inCBH 14(3) (2000), p. 150.

371 Roberts;The Soviet Union in World Politicp. 13.

372 Mackintosh Strategy and Tacticpp. 17-18.
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Marshall Plan, the founding of NATO and the suggesto include West Germany in a
European Defence Community. The stalemate in iatemmal diplomacy between East and
West reached by 1953 was in the end a defeat @inShis successes were essentially
limited to those areas originally liberated by fRed Army>"® Efforts elsewhere had met
with very limited success. Stalin found, as Willid@maubman has noted, that the ‘West

refused to play the role assigned to it by hif.’

Although, as Hosking argues, Stalin from 1948 omlsaoversaw a Soviet empire in
Eastern Europe, it did not provide the securithaeé craved’® Yalta remained unfinished
business as Stalin continued to hope for an AmefBritish acceptance of his Soviet
preponderance in Eastern Europe; the Kremlin too& October 1944 agreement
seriously’’® Formerly promising developments in the Far Easth whe victory of Mao
over Kuomintag forces in 1949 and the promise sii@t conflict in Korea in 1950, turned
into a double-edged sword. While Mao proved a daddt but independent Communist,
the conflict in Korea brought American forces clésehe border of the Soviet Union in a
war that proved difficult to end. Nevertheless éhetas hope for Stalin. The detonation of
a Soviet atomic bomb evened out the perceived iamgal of American technological
superiority. Today there is little evidence that thmerican possession of the atomic bomb

was an asset in discussions with the Soviet lehiterand possibly vice versa’

At the same time, it also became more apparent ttieatworld order was becoming
bipolar3”® This, Robert Service argues, actually increasedféeling of security for the
Kremlin, until, it can be assumed, the outbrealthef Korean War’® The turn in Soviet

foreign policy noted in the historiography occurned1947 after the withdrawal from

373 Mackintosh,Strategy p. 30 and 61.

374 TaubmanStalin’s American Policyp. 129.

37> Hosking,A History of the Soviet Uniomp. 320; Mawdsley has argued that Stalin’s feahefoutside
world grew after the waihunder in the EagHodder Arnold, London, 2005), p. 405.

378 Brzezinksi, ‘The Future of Yalta’, p. 949; A. BrawThe Rise and Fall of CommunigBodley Head,
London, 2009), p. 161.

3770n the role of espionage here see, for examplelaSking,Russia and the Russians: From Earliest
Times to 2001Penguin Books, London, 2001), p. 513; D. Hollow&yalin and the Bomb’ in Leffler,
Origins of the Cold Warmpp. 72-91.

378p G. Lauren, G. A. Craig, A. L. Geordegrce and Statecraft: Diplomatic Challenges of dimegOUP,
Oxford, 2007), p. 93; according to Watt the worldld45 was not yet bipolar, in Ovendal&e Foreign
Policies pp. 43-61.

379 Service Comradesp. 243.
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negotiations for the Marshall Plan and were preddale a telegram which supported a
very ‘hawkish’ interpretation of American foreigmlizy.*® Marxism, it had been noted,
did not provide a blueprint for Communist diplomanya world considered as hostife.
And this, it could well be argued, may well haveeieat the root of the problem. No
blueprint demanded an assessment of choices andasuned response to secure the
envisaged objectives. However, this demanded adeaegotiating skills as well as an in-

depth understanding of international relationsfutetion and methods.

%0 C. ReadThe Stalin Year6Arnold, London, 1999), pp. 180-183.
%1 Nogee & DonaldsorSoviet Foreign Policyp. 14.
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Chapter Six: The ND view of the threat from Communi st ideology, 1948-1950

International Communism, organised and tightly caied by the Kremlin is,
in combination with the foreign policy of the Savignion, such a threat to
peace that we may be justified in making use offange capable of disrupting
it.

Russia Committee memorandum, 6.10%85

The simple kosher Jew goes to see the rabbi alsdhiet, ‘Rabbi, the world is
in turmoil; they’re preparing for a new war. Youweao wise, tell me: can we
really not avoid war?’ ‘War? No, there will be n@armvmy son. But the fight for
peace will be so bad that no stone will be lefbdiag.

Joke citedHammer and Ticki&®

Realpolitik should, towards the end of the war, éhalictated to end the pretence of
indefinite cooperation; Capitalism and Communism idgological definition were
incompatible, each awaiting the other's demise itsr own ends. The dithering in
diplomacy, particularly on the Western side, betwte end of the war and the failure of
the last CFM in London in December 1947 was oneltres this indecision. As important
and understandable as the discussion and prenpsettteof political issues during wartime
was it also tied the hands of those who had to dehl the detailed implementation of
these after the war. Since there had been no petéar this sort of alliance, there was
now no precedent of how to maintain or end it. Agly, a realistic assessment by all three
sides would have revealed that the prolongatiothif alliance out-with the UNO was
improbable and that some form of peaceful coopamatias all that should be expected. As
the Russia Committee concluded in the quote abGeepmunism in British eyes had
turned into a credible threat. The Foreign Offieew that having proven its worth on the
battlefields of the war, the Soviet government wioglemand not only international
recognition but also a commanding voice in intaoval politics. However, to match the

aspirations, strategies and tactics of the libanal democratic West and the totalitarian and

382 £0371/86750-NS1052/4, RC, ‘Anti-Stalinist Commumis6.1.1950.
83 Ben Lewis,Hammer and TicklgWeidenfeld & Nicholson, London, 2008), p. 128.
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Communist East proved essentially impossiBf&.Communist ideology proved to be a
new and sustained threat that could not be ignaneidhad to be fully understood in order

to be effectively addressed.

6.1. Communist ideology

By the end of World War | ideology had emerged asagor force in European politics and
by the 1930s as a major threat to European peamewn@nist ideology had survived
World War Il and emerged as an established pdlitdeology. The war had elevated the
Soviet Union, as the first country practising Sbsm, to the position of a world power
with commensurate diplomatic influence and politiggavitas. Newly confident, the
Soviet Union now made her future intentions clea proclaimed that the expected post-
war chaos in Europe in particular offered greataspmities for the spread of Communism
through revolution. World revolution would enharthe security of the country itself and a
secure Soviet Union could more effectively direarl revolution. In order to take the
lead in this crusade, it now became vital that deimoestrength mirrored external strength
and that Communism was promoted as an attracta@ady with a lot of potential for the
future. It was not surprising, that the Western pmaperceived Communism soon as a
global challenge which, so far, had been contaimgyl in Europe’® Not without reason
has Mastny noted that ‘never did the totalitarideoiogy of a fully regimented body
politic come closer to perfection than in RussidemStalin.?®® As a result this ideology,
as a potent tool in the hands of the Kremlin anthrooinists abroad, presented a real

danger to Britain and British interesfs.

The Foreign Office was no novice in the apprecrattd Communism and the overall

consensus was clear:

%84 Bevin had confidently referred to Communism asranfof totalitarianism in a speech, FO371/71687-
N765/765/G38, 15.1.1948.

%% Dobson Anglo-American Relationsh. 5.

%8 Mastny,Russia’s Road to the Cold War. 7.

%7 Conquest has argued that it was not only ideothgywas the problem but the inability of Sovietders
to see the world in any other wa8resent Dangermp. 12.
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Communism is the vehicle of an aggressive ideoledych takes the] hostility
of the non-communist world to the Soviet Union [@&s]asic assumption of
Marxist —Leninist thought. Not only aggressivewds also considered militarist
to the point that the use of armed interventioregnised as a legitimate means
of extending the revolutioft

In January 1950, after experiencing four and a yedirs of Soviet inspired Communism in
Eastern Europe, Thomas Brimelow in a lecture toJthat Services Staff College equally
concluded that the Soviet Union ‘is inspired byamgressive revolutionary ideologi’
Attlee himself thought the Soviets ‘ideological iemfalists.?*® The semicircle of satellites
around the Western border of the Soviet Union hadidght this ideology directly to the
front door of the Western European democracies.o@ppities for the careful territorial
expansion of the Soviet Union had taken precedenee the retention of good relations
with her Allies. If the study of history had taughie Soviet leaders one certainty, it was
that opportunities should be exploited when thesnsed to present themselves so readily.

The ultimate aim, the Russia Committee reckoned, warth the risk:

the eventual planned organisation of a planned dvedonomy and political
system directed from Moscow by means of the ‘dactdtip of the proletariat’, in
other words by the means of a self-appointed proext of Communist leaders,

and in more direct terms: ‘a Stalinist worfd” The only consolation was that war for the
Soviet government was neither an objective nor anmseo an ent? The merging of
Russian expansionism with Communist ideology presennew opportunities and
problems for the Soviet leadership while the perglestruggle between the will and need
to export Communism and the requirements of Sawa¢ibnal security remained difficult

to overcome®®

388 £F0371/71631-N10521/1/38, FORD paper on Anglo-Saeiltions, 3.9.1948.

%89 F0371/86731-NS1023/3/G8, draft lecture, 19.1.1950.

390 sfikas, ‘Towards a Regional Study’, p. 217.

%91 FO371/77603-N4488/1023/G38, RC, ‘The Peace offensactical deviation or change of long term
policy’, 13.5.1949.

392They are not madmen like Hitler’, Mayhew notelQ371/86733-NS1023/40, 18.9.1950.

893 F0371/77622-N11007/1051/G38, FO, ‘British polioyards the USSR’, 28.7.1949.
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The reality of Communism, in such close proximibdahe prospect of continuous Soviet
expansion to further enhance the security of thenttg worried the Foreign OfficE” To
the Northern Department this presented a threatlwbecame serious once the Soviet
Union sprung into action to export this ideologwrtitularly by the spring of 1948, once
the Eastern European countries had been safelghtooore or less into line, the Kremlin
stepped up its initiatives to achieve what had km®mounced as Communist policy at the
Cominform foundation conference in September 194&:defeat of the ERP in order to
retard Western European recovery, hinder furthemjgan integration and engineer a
revolutionary situation of which to take advantdgeHankey, then Head of the Northern

Department, worried that this might be rather gasihieved®®

Communism was attractive to many who did not knettdy and the weakened not exactly
unified democratic governments of Western Europe iat put up a strong or effective
defence so far. It was not really surprising thhé tSoviet government in these
circumstances, seeking security and Communist estpantried to take advantage of the
situation. But even then, the Northern Departmegi@d, ‘one cardinal rule of Communist
procedure is not to proceed to a major attack @verything is ready and there are very
good chances of succes¥”'This, of course, was exactly the problem and tieti®n to
the Foreign Office: good information was necesdaryassess how strong Communist
support and organisation really was, and preciaasphnd Cabinet approval were needed
to thwart any Soviet efforts to increase that sfterand extend Soviet influeng®. Until
that time when definite Soviet strength emergee Mitest would be relatively safe: ‘one of
the differences between Hitler ...and the ruling wign Moscow today is that while the
former did not really mind if he did provoke a mayear, the probability is that the latter
do not wish to do so, anyhow at present...’, Harrisoted in March 1948

394 F0371/86761-NS1053/17, RC, 9.5.1950; FO371/867600%$2/102, draft text for a speech for the
Foreign Secretary, 1.12.1950; FO371/77604-N521(BAB28, Cripps note, 27.5.1949.

395 FO371/ 71650-N5404/31/38, Hankey, ‘The Communainfaign’, 8.5.1948.

399 F0371/71650-N5416/31/38, Hankey, 10.5.1948.

397 FO371/71670-N1759/207/G38, Hankey, 13.2.1948}aarguably ignored in Korea a few months later;
also FO371/77560-N705/1013/38, Rae comment on ‘Enxation of the main internal weaknesses of the
present regime in the USSR from the standpoinisdbng-term durability’, 13.1.1949.

3% The use of intelligence in the discussion and &ifom of British foreign policy is still under-remehed.

39 FO371/71670-N3449/207/38, Harrison, 12.3.1948&; théory was broadly agreed on throughout the
Foreign Office.
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The Marxist theory of an economic slump across Gagitalist world promised a neat
solution to the problem of exporting the revolutiand, mistaking normal post-war
economic difficulties for a proof of Marxist thegrthe Soviet leadership decided to keep
up the pressure across Europe through its massisagians and propaganda considering
Capitalism doomed and already in its death thf8&As Marxism taught, during a post-
war period the economic difficulties would prove textensive to be dealt with sufficiently
by the respective governments thus leading to sewder-power rivalries for resources
and markets. At the same time the deterioratingh@toc and social conditions would
radicalise the workers. This emphasis on a slungapitalist countries was, apart from the
Peace Campaign, the main Soviet propaganda themeekiemlin simply hoped that with
an economic crisis American support for the ERP Idvovane and leave the continent
open to Communist penetration. They had a poi, Nlorthern Department reluctantly
admitted’® A year later Rae succinctly pointed out why: ‘tl®ld War is more
destructive to this side of the curtain than todkieer, and the Politburo must surely know
it.”*°’All the Soviet Union had to do was to wait and @mepthe ground as effectively as

possible to reap the rewards when the time came.

Stalin’s doctrine of Peaceful Co-existence wasatiffely only bridging this time and did
not change the fundamental Soviet truth that was @ssentially inevitable. ‘Peaceful Co-
existence was a Soviet tactic calculated to luipstion [and] it cost nothing’, Barker
concluded in a memorandum by his Russian Secret&ti®eaceful Co-existence also
offered other opportunities, as the US chargé diads Foy Kohler told Harrison in
February 1949:

the Soviet Union seems to have been basing poliaie$ actions in the
expectation of peace for the near future, believisglf save from attack the
Soviet government has deliberately chosen to wedketf to a certain extent
during the next few years - the Tito dispute, parg®llectivisation etc — in order
to gain strength for a later inevitable conflicwhich it continues to believ&?

400 For example, FO371/71670-N3820/207/38, Barker mianaum, 24.3.1948.

41 F0371/71679-N642/368/G38, Lambert and Harrisoes\at6.1.1948.

402 F0371/77601-N2632/1023/G38, Rae paper, 7.3.1949.

493 F0371/71670-N3820/207/38, Baker Memorandum, 284B1F0371/86767-NS1073/1, Oleshuk in a
lecture on ‘The international situation’ pointed that it was only possible within a narrowly cordd
historical perspective, 22.5.1950.

404 FO371/77599-N1344/1023/38, 4.2.1949.
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All this, not surprisingly, provoked intense delsateithin the Northern Department and
the Foreign Office in general. Of particular int@revas the problem of whether or not the
Soviet leadership actually believed in their idggioHankey certainly suspected that they
did, as did nearly all those in the Department ti@dMoscow Embassy. Others, however,
disagreed. Dixon pragmatically wrote that ‘afted, aCommunism was merely a
convenience for the Russian revolutionarié8.The major problem here was that personal
contact was so limited that it was impossible t&kena confident judgement in this matter.
That leaders might say one thing in public and lagoin private was well known. Soviet
public pronouncements on the issue were therefooblgmatic, a fact often admitted

amongst official$®®

The apparent nearness of Communism caused its losanetical problems and the more
the public discussion suggested that it was neaitlyin reach, the more these had to be
addressed. The Northern Department followed thésmussions very closely to assess if
and how they might offer opportunities for the Wiesthe coming years. How Communist
ideology was adjusted to changing reality would éestrong indicator of how much
potential Peaceful Co-existence really had and looyg it would be a useful Soviet tactic;
how Soviet Communism was organised domesticallydcptovide important clues to the
future stability of the country and the possibéi#i for covert intervention. Stalin’s
management of this was a perfect example of thgingeof Realpolitik and a well defined
ideological construct and, as the Northern Depantraegued, ‘represents perhaps the best

hope that the world may avoid catastrophé.’

It revealed both the strengths and weaknesses win@mist ideology. It was obviously
able to evolve and adapt to different realitiesesgiired, and even more importantly it also
revealed that these adjustments were made in responpressure applied from outside.
Here potentially lay a real chance for Westernifprgolicy to have a significant impact
on the perceived threat of Soviet Communism. Everugh the adjustments had been
made as a last resort, the Soviet leadership dictrtieese adjustments rather than to retain
an ideological model which proved difficult to rexie with their own perceived needs.

405 FO371/71671-N5284/207/38, Dixon from Prague tokégn30.4.1948.
406 F0371/66373-N12959/271/38, Peterson, 8.11.1947.
TEOQ371/77564-N7745/1015/38, FO, ‘Transition fornti@tism to Communism’, 22.8.1949.
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This struggle between a relatively neat ideologotaistruct and the need to apply it to ever
changing circumstances proved challenging for thenin*® Stalin was frequently
flexible in tactics to get what he wanted. DurinRassia Committee meeting it was noted
that ‘Hankey thought that Stalin’s foreign policyght be compared to his war strategy, in
that when one offensive failed or ceased to yieklits he always has another ready to be
launched*®® The combination of ideology, preparedness, flditjbiimagination and

boldness was considered highly effective.

All this led to the question of what Communism wobuéally changé*® Although this
appears to be foremost a theoretical point, ithdide huge implications for the future and
the potential disaffection of millions with a fueuthat might not be as fabulous as it had
previously been described and it could offer unigpeortunities to the West. If, as the
Northern Department considered during the late senoh1949 when this issue was hotly
debated, it all came down to ‘Lenin’s famous edquatof electricity plus socialism’, it
would be difficult even for the Soviet propagandacimne to see this as the future of
world Communism. On the other hand the Kremlin dowkll choose to make a drastic
distinction between the reality of Communism in 8&viet Union and in other countries.

In early 1950 a memorandum on the ‘Transition ton@wnism’ assumed that

the purpose of the propaganda ...is to point outéneot to the donkey [because]
without the propaganda the donkey might forget alloel carrot and it is fair to
assume that this particular donkey needs quité aflpersuading that the carrot
is there at alf!*

Communism, it seems, was still not really a head aninds ideology but, as always

argued in the Foreign Office, an imposed politaattrine.

408 F0371/77604-N5832/1023/38, note on a FORD memararmh ‘The deviation factor in Soviet foreign
policy since 1924’, 24.5.1949.

“9F0371/77623-N3817/1052/38, 26.4.1949; a Northezpddtment lecture concluded in January 1950 that
Stalin was undoubtedly a realist, FO371/86731-NS1%219.1.1950.

410 F0371/77563-N3830/1015/38, Hankey note on FORDI&En on Communist Party affairs January-
March 1949’, 28.4.1949.

41 FO371/86711-NS1015/9, FORD, ‘The transition tav@aunism’, 20.1.1950; FO371/77564-7912, Rae
note, 22.8.1949.
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A related and important issue, and a discussion eesely watched in the Foreign Office,
was that of the security and armed forces in ComsnunFor the Northern Department
this was a major issue of concern and interest patientially very important implications
for Soviet, and therefore British, foreign policgdamilitary strategy. When an economic
slump in the West became a more distant hope b9,19dviet propaganda turned more
directly to the theme of Western preparation foraggressive war against the Soviet
Union. Here more than in any other propaganda aeguindid the issues of post-war
reconstruction, internationalism and peace comethmy and in actual fact helped the
Soviet government support another major adjustrme@ommunist ideology. Being part
of the state, the army and punitive organs too shioutheory wither away with the state.
However, the capitalist encirclement was used stifjuthe continued existence of these
services. At the same time, on the internation@nec the Soviet Union very neatly
manoeuvred herself into the position of champiopedce, unable to initiate a war due to
restrictions by its ideology, by declaring that &ese of ‘its very nature the land of
Socialism cannot wage aggressive war [and] canmiue imperialist aim$*? The West,
pursuing military consolidation in NATO and the posed European Defence
Community, was thus on the defensive. That this \wasexample of creating an

environment fertile for specific Communist propagarnitiatives was well recognised.

Even if the Kremlin would not intentionally starm aggressive war, the Foreign Office
knew that any decision to do so would be based @shron facts as on perceptions of
strength, weaknesses and of threats both of theetSdmion and of the outside world. The
fear of attack by the Capitalist powers was, thesigm Office admitted, probably quite
genuine*®* A more immediate problem, as the Northern Depantnaed the COS well
realised, was that the danger of conflict woulé esponentially once the Kremlin grasped
that she could no achieve her aims by other metf6ta paper by the PUSD on ‘British
policy towards Soviet Communism’ made this pointyvelear: ‘Russian policy today is
more dangerous...Russian and her satellites repraseadt agglomeration of power [and]

this power is animated by a militant ideology whams at the overthrow of all systems

M4 0371/77568-N3719/1017/38, 22.4.1949; Warner arlty ktethe RC agreed, FO371/86761-NA1053/7,
21.2.1950.

413 £0371/77603-N4488/1023/38, RC, 13.5.1949.

414 FO371/77609-N769/1024/38, Hankey, 18.1.1949.
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not on conformity with it**®> Not without reason did Rae remind his audiendbaStaff
College in Camberley in March 1950 that ‘we musheenber that the Soviet Union is
organised permanently on a more or less war footifigoavid Kelly, British ambassador

in Moscow, added a worrying implication:

they will continue to believe in the approachinguitable disintegration of the
West...but my feeling of the atmosphere leads mditktthat we should now
reckon on there being some limits to the extenwtoch this ‘apocalyptic’
doctrine will act as a brake in all circumstantés.

Aggressive war, it seemed, was not that far oultrwhie purview of Communism as to
make it impossible. This interplay of reality, idegy, perceptions and intentions was

dangerous, as subsequent Cold War crises wereve.pr

The Foreign Office knew that Soviet foreign pol&cigere based on Realpolitik as well as
on Communist ideolog$*® What was used in which circumstances dependedhen t
Kremlin’s assessment of the international situationa way, both the Soviet Union and
the West had limited choices in the matter of idggl the West could not ignore
Communist ideology since it was so prominently use&oviet propaganda and foreign
policy, and the Kremlin could not do without thaeblogy as a large part of its domestic
and international credibility depended on it. Thajon difficulty was that it was essentially
impossible to accurately gage the personal opinadrice Soviet leaders. Educated guess
work was thus, as in many reports at the time, raportant part of the Northern
Departments assessments. The Northern Departmeénmichaehoice but to take it seriously
although the discussion of Communism, possibly wite exception of China, centred

around the issues of Soviet intentions and futlaag

413 F0371/77622-N11007/1051/38, PUSC, ‘British poliewards the Soviet Union’, 28.7.1949; Stepanyan
comment during a public lecture in June 1950, FO88Y14-NS1015/62, FORD paper ‘Bulletin of
Communist Party affairs January-June 1950’, 6.15019

1 F0371/ 86712-NNS1015/20, text of Rae lecture ¢éoStaff College Camberley, 7.3.1950.

47 FO371/86714-NS1015/61, Kelly letter ‘Personal apis of Soviet life’, 19.9.1950.

“18 See Aspaturian for a detailed assessment of tiwifun of ideology in Soviet foreign policprocess and
Power, pp. 194-195, 200.

115



Communism was seen as weak and unlikely to sumeddwide if divorced from the

Soviet leaders and their determination to impleniemiwareness of this issue as well as
of the problem of trying to be a Great Power whilaultaneously being the ‘fatherland of
the international proletariat’, both with differesmdd not always reconcilable opportunities,
responsibilities and freedoms, prompted furtheri&aaction. The Cominform became the
instrument to establish and then streamline comtvel foreign Communist parties, and to
issue directives. Through this organisation theedhrof Communism as a potentially

subversive force became more appaf&ht.

6.2. The Cominform

The Northern Department was aware that the expgn@aviet empire after 1945
presented the Kremlin with new problems. The tetdgically still relatively restricted
communications opportunities at the time meant @@nmunist leaders on the spot were
unable to consult the Soviet leadership about mdblems which arose. While overall
policies and strategic aims could periodically lscdssed at meetings and conferences,
the everyday administration of the satellite coesthad to be left in the hands of trusted
Communists. National sensibilities, varying expeces throughout the inter-war and war
years, and differing ideas of how to realise Mdrtieories, however, meant that, while
Communism might in theory appear to be a coheréatlogy, its implementation in
countries with such diverse backgrounds would iy raise questions which would
hardly be answered identically within the orbitteta Individuality meant deviation which

made central control from Moscow harder if not irsgible.

The Foreign Office was interested to see if and HeevKremlin would try to achieve and
maintain control over its new orbit. The Cominforimrmed in September 1947, was to be
the conduit between the centre and its periphélsd opened a new stage in the conflict
between East and WeP 1t was to act as an advisory body to maintainamiity within
the Communist parties in the satellite states dbasgeact as an enforcing agency for the
Kremlin ensuring that policies dictated in Moscowuld be implemented by these parties.
Interestingly, the SED in the Soviet occupied zoh&ermany was not allowed to join

419 F0371/77569-N7491/1017/38, FORD, ‘Survey of Comisnmin Western Europe’, 16.8.1949.
420 F0371/66374-N13701/271/38, RC meeting notes, 2B9T and FO371/66373-N12755/271/38,
4.11.1947.
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even though it had proved itself more radical atalii8st than most other Communist
parties. For Western Communist parties it was toaaca sort of intermediary; not all
questions which arose could be directly dealt vaghthe Kremlin itself. To increase its
profile and distribute its propaganda more effeativit organised frequent congresses and
issued journals. The association of high profilem@wnists with this agency was an
attribute of its importance. Although Northern Depeent staff argued about its real
influence and long-term impact, at the time it veather tool for the Soviet Union to

increase and maintain control in East and Westtlaemfore had to be watched closéfy.

The Foreign Office, it appears, was interestechen@ominform because it was central to
communications between Western Communist partiestia@ Soviet Union. This direct
contact was a serious concern. Propaganda andfetsivee distribution, the 1930s had
proven, could be highly effective in destabilisiegtablished political systems. The
Northern Department had no choice but to take theni@form seriously; at least until its
actual impact could be properly assessed. By 19fhably to the relief of the Northern
Department, it had become clear that although rtspgganda output was high, the
Cominform had little impact on Western Europeanaie$t Its prestige had suffered
substantially through an aggressive Soviet forggficy. As a result its main impact

remained restricted to Eastern Europe.

The Cominform, established in Poland in SeptemBdi7 1was a much smaller and more
streamlined organisation than previous far leftgvinternational bodies had been. It was
founded in a politically defined and, crucially, gpavar environment. Andrei Zhdanov’s
‘two camp speech’ had pointed out the battle lindhe wartime Grand Alliance was
unmistakably deatf? Whether or not there actually were two camps wesermtially
irrelevant. It was the perception of this realifytiois idea that made it so potent and that
quickly induced substantial paranoia in Easterrwalf as Western governments. It was
clear, and had been confirmed by Zhdanov, thatiteenlin demanded the leading role
within the Communist world movement and that it Wabfollow its aspirations as far as

421 F0371/77590-N10210/10119/38, Rae note on Manch€stardian article about the Cominform,
29.11.1949.
22 Roberts Stalin’s Wars p. 319.
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was safely possible. A memorandum by FORD, revigwhmglo-Soviet relations since
1939, stated in September 1948 that undoubtedly

the dominant feature of Soviet domestic and forgiglicy since the end of the
war has been the vehement reassertion of uncomgirgnMarxist-Leninist
orthodoxy [and that] the creation of the Cominfonvas the ceremonial
restatement of the central truth on which Sovidicgas based that the world is
divided into two irreconcilably hostile cam{s.

Taking this as a basis for its assessment of Spwiéties and diplomatic manoeuvres, the
outlook was bleak: any Soviet gestures of goodwilloffers to negotiate outstanding
issues of contention were tactics ofy.The basic strategy would not change if the

primary assumption it was based on did not chasgeedl.

But the Cominform was by no means just a toughey ad earlier attempts to dominate
Socialist/Communist parties elsewhere. Both in t@30s Comintern and in the
Cominform there was only one centre of importamees supreme leader and one overall
plan®?® If one added the Soviet criticism of foreign Conmist leaders, the purging of
their parties and the hard-line propaganda issyethé Comintern, it was not surprising
that it thus became an important instrument forrdo@ating working class responses to
different Soviet tactics: anti-ERP strikes, the d&&ampaign, the Stockholm Appeal, the
strikes against the Korean W& As the Kremlin and obedient Communist leadersaatE
and West knew, organisation, cooperation and coatdin were keys to success. By
bypassing the national governments, a favoured Qamsntactic, the Cominform called
on the ‘peoples from below’ to implement Sovietattgies in their countries where,
adhering to Marxist doctrine, the working class Wotake the main role in the struggle.

But the Cominform was also to work against the gngwand for Stalin troubling, forces

43 F0371/71631-N10521/1/38, FORD, ‘Anglo-Soviet riglas since 1939’, 3.9.1948; FO371/71631-
N10702/1/38, Foreign Office minute on a memorandomnthe meeting of Commonwealth Prime Ministers
in London on international relations with regardgtte Soviet Union, 4.10.1948.

4 See also FO371/71667-N96/96/38.

%5 F0371/71648-N528/31/G38, Gainer, Warsaw, 9.1.1948.

2% F0371/77589-N6937/10119/38, note by an unidentififficial, 25.7.1949.
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of nationalism within the orbit statéS. To avoid direct attack from the West the
Cominform was run almost like an underground orggimn: it was heard but not really
seen. This, in particular, made it a real worrythe Foreign Office as it made the

assessment of its structure and potential verycditt

There were inherent weaknesses in its organisatiomever. The Cominform did not
prove to be the major super-weapon to wield whegimgrto solve disputes or enforce its
policy against reluctant opponents; it could netylsanctions as such. When the Kremlin
tried to use it to bring Tito back into the Sovmintrolled Communist fold it failed
miserably; this episode more than anything elseasestnated its tactical limits. To deal
with the national Communist parties proved extrgmaifficult for the Kremlin. While
Communist leaders within and out-with the orbit nieave sincerely dreamt of a Marxist
paradise, their national aspirations had been gavéoost by their wartime experiences.
Western ally during the war or not, the defeat oé @ppressor was preferably not to be
followed by the imposition of another. What theynied, and what Stalin could not grant,
were different roads to Communism within a loosetganised Communist movement.
The Soviet idea of simply imposing its will on tiveaker states quickly proved difficult to
implement. In the end the Cominform revealed itpantance more over its publications of

Agitprop and for directing the conduct of the Pe@aenpaign.

Cominform propaganda was violently anti-Westerguarg that ‘like the Fascist aggressor
the Anglo-American Bloc is engaged in preparingew mvar in all sphere$? Whether or
not the Kremlin actually believed that war waslfaimminent did not really matter in this
instance, the aim was to put the West on the defentn the absence of Communist
participation in national governments in Westerrmdpe other avenues of influence and
subversion had to be explored and it was here ttt@tCominform saw its chance for
further activities. This definition of battle linegpened up opportunities for the West. The
Soviet aim of preventing Western consolidation loy aneans short of war was actual
political warfare and required a strong, consistard continued response from the British

427, Girault, ‘The Partition of Europe’ in Varsori, & Calandri, E. (eds.)The Failure of Peace in Europe
(Palgrave, Basingstoke, 2002), p. 327.

428 F0371/77590-N10214/10119/38, Summary of Cominfartitle, 28.11.1949; FO371/77591-
N10423/10119/38, Suslov speech to the Cominfor®.5949.
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government. Here the IRD, the BBC, and other smallganisations were at the forefront
of this new peacetime war. As the Soviet Union embi@ted its propaganda more and
more on the West, the Northern Department realisatithe battle for the support of their

own population would be one of the real challengjebe Cold War.

What remained to be debated was how serious thelikréook this organisation and its
propaganda. Verging often on the hysterical imafipeals to the ‘suppressed workers’ of
the world, it seems unlikely that the Soviet leatigy took too much notice of it. This, at
least, was in the end the consensus within thehdortDepartment. Mayhew wrote in
September 1950, when the Peace Campaign had bemonmereasingly frantic tool by
Communists everywhere, that ‘it would be strangdhd# kind of nonsense which is
purveyed by the Cominform was taken seriously l®yuhdoubtedly able and clever men
who form the Politburo®*® Nevertheless, the Cominform did fulfil an impottdnnction
within the orbit, even though some historians argjueas inadequate both in foiling the

Marshall Plan and enhancing cooperation acrossothé state$>

Conformity was
deemed vital to the Kremlin and the Cominform wag @ool of achieving it. In usual
Soviet style, it was not the only tool. If it waseined necessary, as it was by early 1948,
other tools would complement it to enforce confaympolitical terror, suppression by the
secret police and the imposition of Soviet commisnis satellite governments and armed

forces.

6.3. The Peace Campaign

Soviet propaganda had been fairly consistent vatfards to its main aims, the disruption
of Western European recovery and the frustratiomrof Western plans for political or

military consolidation of its sphere of influengagrticularly if this included Germany. But

although it mercilessly attacked the West for ltsgeed hostility towards the Soviet Union

and her satellites, for the West’s imperial pokogit-with Europe, for ‘ganging up’ on her
by forming Western defence coalitions and for piagrthe next war, it had apparently
mainly influenced those already interested in ameutted to the Soviet Union. A real

429 £0371/86733-NS1023/40, Mayhew, ‘Must there be witin Russian’, 18.9.1950.

40g, Dockrill, “The Partition of Europe 1947-48: Arv@view’ in Varsori, A. & Calandri, E. (edsJhe
Failure of Peace in Europ@algrave, Basingstoke, 2002), p. 267.
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publicity coup was needed that would unite thesangs and permeate broader sections of
society out-with her immediate sphere of influenaed that could be repeatedly
manipulated to suit various circumstances. The @daampaign was to be just that.
Although the overall impact may actually have beather limited, the overwhelming
presence of this campaign in the press and thdtiregdiscussions about issues of national

security and the probability of war gave it an imtpace far beyond its propaganda.

The war of nerves between East and West intensdiguhg 1948 when the coup in
Czechoslovakia, numerous trials in orbit countidsch ended with death sentences and
imprisonment for many prominent men, and increasgity in the SBZ in Germany had
clarified Soviet intentions. Her new ‘empire’ wasré to stay and the methods of control
were being fine-tuned while outstanding issues vireieg addressed. But while a secure
ring of satellites promised improved national séguor the Soviet Union, the prospects
for influencing and penetrating the West incredsinghrank. The French and Italian
Communist Parties had been voted out of the ndtigmeernments in 1947 while in the
West German zones the population proved surprigingluctant to embrace any ideas
emanating from the East. Increased consolidatiothefWest of Germany and of the
Western European states out-with the UNO, and asa@ international cooperation in
halting Soviet manipulation in the UNO provided iemlin with a broad front to attack.
The additional very heated debates about the dooftratomic energy, allied intervention
in Far Eastern affairs and the continuing issu@atfonal self-determination for colonial
peoples gave the Soviet Union a highly populisindgeon which to campaign for herself.

Peace was the common denominator for all of these.

Although the Peace Campaign is usually referredstdhaving started in April 1949 in
response to plans finalising the North Atlantic atgeOrganisation, its first salvo was fired
during the previous year. Tiring of Soviet intedice in transport links between Berlin
and the West German zones President Truman in Ny Instructed Bedell Smith,
American ambassador in Moscow, to make it cleareoand for all to the Soviet
government that the USA would not withdraw from IBerBedell Smith on May 4 1948
met Molotov, then the Soviet Foreign Minister, ceped this message and was persuaded

to leave a copy of his memorandum for the recohds proved to be a costly mistake and
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started a propaganda war that was quite new irstitvg of the Cold War so f&f* The
statement had made American intentions clear ndiutbge to Soviet pressure but the
version of the note released to the Soviet prepiechthat the USA had made an approach
to the Soviet government to settle their differepcever Germany in particular, on a
bilateral basis.

This was reminiscent of appeasement and the Norfbepartment was at a loss over what
had apparently happened. Lord Inverchapel, forrmebassador to Moscow and now
ambassador to Washington, was instructed to seappointment with George Marshall,
the US Secretary of State, immediately. The majmcern was that the USA was
implementing a change in foreign policy in whichit&in did not play a key rol&? In the
absence of any definite US military commitment todpe the Northern Department was
extremely worried. Extraordinarily it seems thati@éls took Molotov’'s remarks in the
Soviet press and the published document at faceevalctual fear seems to have clouded
their initial judgement. After a flurry of telegranit turned out that American foreign
policy doctrine had not in fact chang& Marshall, with Kennan and Bohlen present, had
explained the situation and made the Soviet maaijoul of events as well as the rather
limited confidence of the UK in her American partmather obvious. Marshall was

seriously displeased with this British lack of trus

While the Soviet propaganda machine milked this@ge and the apparent Soviet peace
offer for all it was worth, the American adminidtcm was forced to engage on a damage
limitation exercise. The Kremlin had, quite impigs$/, shown its superior skills of
merging opportunity with the effective manipulatiof events*** That Stalin had made
this ‘peace’ offer to negotiate without a respogdmove by the Western allies was seen as
extremely damaging: the Northern Department statgg clearly that even though ‘the
object is to ...disorganise the resistance whichKhemlin Cold War tactics have been

building up against Soviet expansion ...Stalin’sdettannot be ignored [and] must be

431 See Peterson’s rather cruel comments in his @egFO371/71680-N5525/368/38, 11.5.1948 and
FO371/71681-N5936/368/38, 14.5.1948; see also TanpBtalin’'s American Policypp. 184ff.

432 5ee FO371/71680, FO371/71681, FO371/71682 foletagrams and papers regarding this issue.

433 FO371/71680-N5580/368/38, Lord Inverchapel telegral.5.1948; Marshall and Bohlen gave
interviews to that effect in Oregon 28.5.1948 amiz@na 26.5.1948 respectively.

434 FO371/71681-N6031/368/38, Lambert note, 21.5.18& kintosh argued that the whole campaign was
‘hypocracy’ from the starStrategy and Tacticp. 64.
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dealt with positively**®* However, the alleged champion of peace had notesated in

bullying the USA into bilateral negotiations ane tmajor issues thus remained unsolved.

The second phase of the Peace Campaign startée later winter 1948/early spring of
1949 in response to further Western consolidatiagh the imminent signing of the North
Atlantic Treaty. A successful settlement with thedVand/or the delay of this treaty would
have scored a victory for the Kremlin which hadrbksdt humiliated by the Tito affair, the
rejection by the Norwegian government of the otiea bilateral non-aggression pact and
the success of the British and American air fomesr the supply of Berlin. On March 31
1949 the Soviet Union delivered formal notes to gbgernments of the Brussels powers,
the USA and Canada which condemned the plannedy teesa aggressive. The West
remained firm and the treaty was signed in Apritd9With hindsight Kelly, the new
ambassador to Moscow, wrote in November 1949 tteatgeace campaign certainly made
no headway at all commensurate with the effortsipiat it.”**° But nevertheless, as the
Northern Department realised, it had to be adddebsethe West. To stand back in this
propaganda war was not really an option which ig thie IRD and the BBC among others
were placed right at the centre of British planfidht back.

The emphasis of the Communists to link themselwnelstheir ideology to the preservation
of peace was hugely attractive to many so shorfilgr aa major war, but it did not
necessarily increase grass-roots support for tidém.most disturbing aspect of this whole
campaign was that it allowed those involved to rwausly talk about war while
ostensibly talking about peace. Another was thaginessed all available Communist or
affiliated outlets into it: trade unions, local enést groups, papers and journals,
international congresses. The momentum was therefdways kept up and the
governments on both sides, in a self-perpetuatiageldpment, spend an increasing
amount of time trying to deal with it. While thexgwnments arguably knew better than to
expect war any minute, the concern among many pewpk real. To take advantage of
this the Kremlin had, as the American chargé diedfaFoy Kohler put it, planned and

3% F0371/71681-N6006/368/38, Lambert note, 19.5.1948.
43¢ FO371/77562-N9753/1013/38, Kelly, ‘Quarterly repiuly- September 1949’, 8.11.1949; shortly after
the Kremlin announced the foundation of the StBiace Prize worth 100.000 roubles.
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executed a ‘war scare’ campaign in order to retAleistern recovery and frighten the

populations'*” The Peace Campaign thus fell on fertile ground.

The discussion in the Northern Department aboutthdrethis campaign was outright
propaganda or whether it revealed a real Sovietryabout war and a willingness to
negotiate to avoid it went on for many months. Bnieh, from the IRD, argued that the
‘next war is purely a bogey and thus that the prepeace campaign is merely a racket.’
Rae, rather unconvinced, retorted that ‘such arpnétation seems scarcely to accord with

our general practice of finding at least some liedind Soviet smok&®

Violet Connelly

of FORD quite rightly pointed out that ‘fear of wir certainly being manipulated by the
Kremlin...but surely one of the basic reasons fos thovement is precisely some fear of
war.”®® A month later the Russia Committee concluded that Peace Campaign had
‘emerged as a sustained smoke screen for the st&eviet military preparedness and
their sacrifice of butter to gun&®® The talk of war will be addressed in a followirtzapter
but it has to be said here that neither side savuae war as one it could win. In February
1949 the JIB had been ‘forced to conclude that Rissmilitary strength is vastly superior
to that of the Commonwealth/ USA' The Soviet government was equally worried about
its prospects in a new war so soon after just lgasurvived another. The massive Soviet
propaganda effort and desire to enhance Eastesokdation by all means short of war

was an admission that it too did not perceive veaa &iable tactic to get what it wanted.

The Russia Committee in May 1949 discussed the ammnpn a paper entitled ‘Peace
offensive, tactical deviation or change of longrepolicy.”*? Because the Kremlin was
seen under the influence of Leninism/ Stalinisnuolerstand politics in military terms it
was assumed that the Soviet discussions of taatidsstrategies would be fairly accurate.
They also agreed that the long term objectivedi®fdremlin had not changed. Placing the

start of the campaign with the dismissal of Molotas Minister for Foreign Affairs,

43" FO371/77599-N1344/1023/38, Harrison note on treptit on American estimates of Soviet intentions
and foreign policy’,4.2.1949.

438 FO371/77591-N10423/10119/38, Rae on Suslov speeCominform, 5.12.1949.

439 F0371/77591-N10423/10119/38, Connelly on Susl@esh to Cominform, 5.12.1949.

440 F0371/86750-6442, RC, ‘Trends of Communist propegal 949, 20.1.1950.

441 F0371/ 77630-N2281/1102/38, JIB, ‘Relative strér@fitain, the USA and the USSR’, 18.2.1949.

442 F0371/77603-N4488/1023/38, RC, ‘Peace offensaetidal deviation or change of long-term
policy’,13.5.1949.
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alongside the other already mentioned compondmsRussia Committee concluded that
the Soviet Union, faced with numerous problemsveteze, was interested in calming

relations for the time being. The Peace Campaigs tas possibly a rather poisonous
olive branch held out to the West. In August 1949CGRD paper assessing the campaign

concluded that so far its success was rather litiifte

For the Foreign Office it became ever more impdrtarsecure a solution to outstanding
issues in order to deal with this barrage of prepag emanating from the Communist
movement. It was necessary to calm the nervesoskthVestern governments which were
not involved in top level international diplomacydatherefore rightly worried about their

future security, and about what happened behinsedaoors when the Great Powers did

negotiate. Hankey explained that

so far as Denmark and Norway are concerned, whateed is the right degree
of pressure by the Russians to frighten the she&pthe fold. It seems about
right now. We do not want that growling of the b&areach such a pitch that the
sheep take panic and scatter into isolati6n.

Although this was a Great Power talking, his commevealed the problem of the

possibly lacking attractiveness of belonging ta amy bloc. The threat of subversive Fifth
Column activity in their respective countries wag#id and potent concern and one which
neither Britain, the USA, the UNO nor NATO could gwch about. But in the absence of
an actual military threat from the Soviet Unioname of its satellites, British hands were

essentially tied.

To counter this campaign various ideas were digclssthe Northern Department during
these three years: publicity offensives — overtig aovertly, an extension of the work of
the IRD, broader use of the BBC, the leaking obinfation to sources which would use

4“3 F0371/ 77569-N7491/1017/38, FORD, ‘Survey of Comismn in Western Europe April-June 1949’
16.8.1949.
444 FO371/77610-N1196/1024/38, Hankey note on Peteedegram, 5.2.1949.
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them to educate the public at home. Two ideas wéed the agreement that hostile
propaganda had to be addressed vigorously and irateBd and that the consolidation of
the West had to progress, even in the face of moati Soviet opposition to it. In effect the
West had to mirror what was happening in the Easefsolidation and aggressive
propaganda, but with an emphasis on freedom, dexopceconomic progress and social
equality. The West, suggested General lan Jacemn ith charge of the BBC'’s foreign

service and member of the Russia Committee, hadrtee up with a ‘positive reply*

To match the appeal of peace ideas and an appapentiressive ideology it would have
to be attractive, emotionally involving and conuim: This emphasis on Positivism had
gradually emerged in Northern Department adviceroter for British propaganda to be
more appealing, persuasive and to get away fronmégativity of being seen to be anti-
Soviet /anti-Communist. But the British during s$@ring of 1950 were still at a loss what
to offer in return: ‘our side still lacks an impaly gospel’, an unnamed Foreign Office
official noted**® This lack of an appropriate answer made an effeatétaliation to the
Peace Campaign very difficult. Any good campaigsigieed to appeal to a broad mass of
people had to have a strong central message. fnhMI®50 Chip Bohlen, the American

minister in Paris, plainly stated to a Foreign Gdfofficial that

the Russians ...had cornered the market in peacgydhee campaign had not
been a great success...but the fact remained thatsithe Russians who started
it and who had now more or less jockeyed us infwosition where we were
organising military defensive groups whilst theyrevénnocently concentrating
on the pursuit of peacé’

That was as near as anyone in the West would gdrtotting defeat in this instance of the
Cold War. It also demonstrated the overwhelmingbfamms the Foreign Office faced in

dealing with the fairly sophisticated propagandainiae of Soviet Communism.

*5F0371/77624-N8665/1052/38, RC meeting notes, 2949.

446 F0371/86731-NS1023/17, note by an unidentifiectiaff 29.3.1950; FO371/66374-NS13701/271/38,
RC meeting minutes, 23.10.1947.

447 FO371/86731-NS1023/17, Russel note of conversatitmChip Bohlen, US minister in Paris,
29.3.1950.
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Globally, and worryingly for the Northern Departnhed950 was dominated by two
developments. Firstly, the Stockholm Appeal, lawithih March 1950 and demanding the
control of atomic weapons, proved to be the biggasgle initiative within the Peace
Campaigri:*® Although mass saturation of this campaign wasachteved, the outbreak of
the Korean War and the threat of the use of atom@apons revived the campaign later
that year. The war in Korea, which had startedwre2%' 1950, provided the background
to the second important campaign that year. Hemetiaafirst hot war of the Cold War at a

time when both sides had dug in their heels ovar tlespective positions in Europe.

The Soviet inspired and slowly increasing criticism the UNO against this background
betrayed a more sinister Soviet idea: that the WBgace Congress could be built up to
challenge the UNO as the most effective and reptatiee international organisatiéft
Two articles, in the Cominform journal and the Sb\journal of Soviet State and Law,
hinted that this new organisation would be a ‘aegliament of the people$€® A Foreign
Office paper concluded in December 1950 that it wikesr that the activities of the peace
movement are to be characterised more and moreebthought of Signor Nenni’'s dictum
[that] we [the peace movement] have most positivld concretely become the sixth
great power®! This suggestion was not only worrying becauseoitl¢ endanger the
UNO but also because its call for outright subwarsof the post-war international order
might prove attractive to those who felt that th@ was too dominated by the Great
Powers and their exclusive Security Council.

A Soviet lecture referred to the UNO in June 1950aaliving corpse which no one could
look upon as a means for ensuring pedteThis was probably largely a result of the, un-
acknowledged, constant manipulation and blockingthef organisation by the Soviet
Union. The idea of collective security had turnedoi a nuisance for the Soviet
government. Still, to challenge the UNO, to whosendation Stalin personally had

consented, was a bold act. This was a potentia@hgdrous proposition. The whole post-

448 F0371/86710-NS1023/18, Moscow chancery, ‘Fortygsimmary’, 11.8.1950.

49 E0371/86733-NS1023/49, FO, ‘RST’, 27.11.1950; FO88760-NS1052/99, FO, ‘SWWPI Nr. 69,
5.12.1950.

450 £0371/86759-NS1052/89, FO, ‘SISFP’, 6.10.1950.

451 F0371/86760-NS1052/99, FO, ‘SWWPI’, 5.12.1950.

452 FO371/86767-NS1073/1, Moscow chancery report @sklk lecture, 22.5.1950.
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war order had been based on the premise of colestcurity and multilateral diplomacy.
A return to Great Power or bilateral diplomacy wbulpset not only a multitude of

countries but also seriously endanger peace arithoed economic recovery.

Many in the Northern Department agreed that thee®€zampaign had formed the most
important campaign for Soviet interests since tbembtion of the Cominform in
September 194%3 It had staged conferences, formed a bureau witmaeent staff,
issued journals and made numerous declarationsappeéals to the people, governments
and organisations. Its propaganda, in contrasttdodissemination, was not terribly
sophisticated but in its simplicity was appealiogniany who wanted nothing more than
peace. That it failed had several reasons. Wheevbcabulary had been adjusted to suit
Western ears, its methods had not. In addition, dhestant targeting of the British
government as a warmonger did not sit well with ynaro vividly remembered their
government’s fight against Nazi Germany when no-eise did. Even though economic
recovery in Britain was slow, the establishmenthed NHS, the nationalisation of some
industries and the real sense that much more wasm® possibly reduced the potential
attractiveness of Communism. Democracy it seemsanaschievement that would not be

given up lightly.

53 Historians are divided about its effectivenessjbraan argued it was not very effecti@alin’s
American Policyp. 206; while Nogee and Donaldson see it as ratiecessfulSoviet Foreign Policyp.
108.
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Chapter Seven: The ND and Soviet policy in Eastern Europe

[There is now] an aggressive Communist controlled b the East.

Hankey, 1.1. 1948

7.1. The Soviet orbit
The Northern Department reviewed the events of ybar and by January 1948 had
clarified its position. ‘The Soviets’, they notéfhad] ruthlessly consolidated their position

in Eastern Europé®®

Eastern Europe in contrast to the West ‘showsiigéonm and
melancholy picture of Communist infiltration, intidation, gradual domination and finally
complete control’, Hankey noted in October 19#8The Kremlin was using Eastern
Europe, as the Germans had done, for economic ietsn*>’ The Eastern European
countries had been increasingly tied very closelthe Kremlin, effective control of them
had been in nearly all cases achieved, manipukdtsdions, a ruthless administration and
the elimination of opponents had reduced the foymiexddependent successor states to
colourless servants of the Soviet UnfdhThe Marshall Plan and the Tito dispute had

resulted, according to Reynolds, in the Stalinisatf the satellite statés’

This bloc had been cemented using ‘every form dasgure including undisguised
terrorism.*®® In one of the most severe assessments to datéldhiteern Department
effectively ended any hope of reaching an agreematht the Kremlin with regards to
achieving a status quo in which some spirit of @apon could still underline the Kremlin
doctrine of Peaceful Co-existence. This doctrinaulban the immediate future ensure
peace in Europe but nothing more. By August 1948 dssessment had been adjusted to

454 F0371/71629-N1141/1/38, Hankey paper, 21.1.1948.

45°F0371/71629-N1141/1/38, FO, ‘Soviet hostility todsBritain’, 21.1.48; the RC had already likened
this development to ‘Nazi Gleichschaltung’, FO3BB®1-N10279/271/G38, 1.9.1947.

450 £0371/71652-N11597/31/38, Hankey, 26.10.1948.

457 Judt,Postwar p. 167.

58 Andrew’s has pointed out the important role the BA@ayed in the achievement of this, ‘Intelligeraoel
International Relations in the early Cold WarRihS 24(3) (1998), p. 324 ; see also A. Hilger (edd den
SpionenV & R Unipress, Géttingen, 2006).

59 ReynoldsOne World Divisiblep. 21.

0 F0371/71629-N1141/1/38, Hankey, 21.1.1948.
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state that a ‘military bloc is growing up in Eastéturope.*** This development had, not
surprisingly, angered and upset the democratic tciesnn the West, and had reduced the
options for their governments. In geo-strategiomeanyone looking at a map at that time
had to be worried. The already extensive territwiryhe Soviet Union had been bolstered
by the bloc on her western border while a poterdlsl was emerging in China as the
Kuomintang under Chiang Kai-Shek increasingly gjied to control the Communist
forces of Mao in the Chinese civil war. As a reafitthese developments the Foreign
Office, Ann Lane has noted, ‘ became obsessed &ymarxist fusion of economy and
politics’ as it seemed now focused on the buildmigan economic bloc in Eastern Europe
to be used for political objectivé® The Northern Department reckoned that the Soviet
preponderance in Eastern and South Eastern Eurap¥ not be the last step in Soviet
designs for that area. There were strong suggestitat a consolidated bloc, thoroughly
infused with Marxist-Leninist doctrine and orgamisen strictly Soviet lines, might be
eventually totally absorbed into the Soviet Unféh.

The Czech coup in February 1948 stunned the Waesbteasured that nearly undivided
attention was paid in the Northern Department teettgments there and in Moscow.
Evidently planned for some time and brutally cafri@ut, it showed increasing Soviet
disregards for worldwide opinidfi* But the Kremlin had possibly either underestimated
the outrage this coup would provoke abroad or siadregarded any thought about the
consequences; presumably judging the benefits tdelbwed from this course of action
more important. Czechoslovakia was of vital impoce strategically because it
maintained routes of communication to the Sovieuped zones in Germany and Austria.
An overall estimation of events in February 1949natoded that ‘the rape of
Czechoslovakia was an outstanding example of Corignepnnquest by infiltration®®
The setting up of labour camps, reported in Octoed of ongoing campaign against big

farms confirmed the trend towards Sovietisationthef country*®® After Benes’s death in

401 F0371/71638-N8944/14/38, Hankey, 6.8.1948; in JMadlinger noted that the Communist aim was ‘to
increase the military potential of the orbit’, FAZ71651-N7504/31/G38, 28.6.1948.

462 A Lane, ‘British Perceptions of the SovietisatwfrEastern Europe, 1947-48’ in Varsori, A. & Calan

E. (eds.);The Failure of Peace in EurogPalgrave, Basingstoke, 2002), p. 327.

463 F0371/71631-N10702/1/G38, FO, 4.10.1948.

464 FO371/71649-N2771/31/38, FO, ‘RST’, 26.2.1948.

455 F0371/77566-N1225/1016/38, RC, ‘The progressaiolidation of the Soviet orbit in Europe in 1948’
2.2.1949.

466 FO371/71652-N11024/317/38, FO, ‘RST’, 15.10.1948.
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1949 the Russia Committee concluded gloomily thatfar as can be seen here there is no

resistance of any kind®’

Tito’s defiance of Stalin created not surprisinglpblems for the building of a coherent
Soviet controlled bloc. The resulting mutual abuseeasingly poisoned relations between
the orbit states. But more importantly, this stiegbrought to the forefront another
worrying development for Stalin: nationalist tendies brought out into the open during
and after the war were starting to merge with Comistusentiments creating potentially
strong regional forces which might not prove tooeaable to Soviet interference.
Orthodox Marxists and national Communists, bothtiigg for control in the post-war
governments, could de-stabilise the orbit. Thisellggment was, in the eyes of the
Northern Department, particularly likely in Polar@zechoslovakia and Hungafy? A few
months earlier, discussing the implications of Bitexpulsion from the Cominform,
officials argued that there was the ‘danger of gy\&erious schism which threatens their
[the Soviet Union] whole policy in Eastern Europe saious crack has developed in the
monolith [and] may possibly widefi*® This, with hindsight, proved an unrealistic hope.
As long as the Kremlin was willing to directly imiene in satellite affairs hopes about

even partial independence from Moscow remained|filigd.

To deal with Tito, national Communism, varying ecomc difficulties, the ongoing
blockade of Berlin, to name just a few of the isstlgat had to be resolved, the Kremlin
resorted, possibly overwhelmed by the complexityhaf problems and the geo-strategic
extent of them, to tried and tested methods: shialgt secret police terror, the installation
of absolute control by the Soviet Union over ajpexds of their satellites’ administration,
armed forces, economy ét¢.In October 1948 the Northern Department had enough

evidence to suggest that ‘relations between theeSbtinion and the satellites are uneasy’

47 FO371/77566-N1225/1016/38, RC, ‘The progress afotidation of the Soviet orbit in Europe in 1948’
2.2.1949.

% F0371/71671-N10231/207/38, FO, ‘SISFP’, 16.9.1948.

49 F0371/71671-N8059/207/38, FO, ‘SISFP’, 9.7.1948.

470 FO371/77599-N1281/1023/38, FO, ‘SISFP’, 4.2.19%@as suggested that the decision to arrest Tito
was taken by the Cominform, FO371/77599- N834/1823kee also FO371/77600-N1698/1023/38, FO,
‘SISFP’, 15.2.1949; FO371/77624-N10886/1052/38, RL12.1949; FO371/ 86752-NS1052/30, FO,
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Europe: Interpretation of the Purges’, 20.3.1950.
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and that as a result efforts to further speed usa@idation were accelerated* So while

the process of Sovietisation continued, tensiongweowing; ‘in Poland the temperature
is rising’, an official minuted the same moiifA. The Kremlin ruthlessly repressed
creativity and ideological idealism in the East,il@has a result, in the West the rosy

picture of the Communist paradise in the East W@aslg destroyed.

Economic dependencies and quarrels among theitsatthtes were finally to be sorted
out through the new Council for Mutual Economic i&tance (CMEA), set up in January
1949 in Moscow at a conference attended by reptatsezs of the Soviet Union, Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania and Bulg&fia@he apparent intent was to counter or
mirror the Marshall plan and to increase econonmigperation between the orbit states.
The precise formal machinery for coordinating Sopiaicy in the orbit remained unclear
though a permanent secretariat apparently existeMascow. The Russia Committee
speculated whether this development indicated gome of economic boycott of the West
whilst there was also some speculation to whetherkoc could be expanded into a
‘rouble area** Though there was information about CMEA meeting®ss the orbit, the
precise agenda or instructions of these remaineduse’’® In the absence of any formal
organisation to coordinate economic policy throughbe orbit, the setting up of CMEA,
representing the governments rather than just #ngy peaders, was seen by the Russia
Committee as potentially closing this g¥p.That this in all but name described the
consolidation of an actual empire was not lost lba Northern Department. Mayhew

demanded that this fact be more prominently empkdsi future British propagand4.

The Northern Department found it difficult to fullynderstand the reasons behind these
Soviet initiatives and to assess their long-termeviance. Why press for developments
which would be hugely unpopular and alienate \stgdport when long-term control would
always have to be based on a degree of local asmpriee? Seeing the Soviet Union as

largely self-sufficient with regards to food stuéfad raw materials Kelly suggested purely

41 FO371/71672-N11140/207/38, FO, ‘SISFP’, 14.10.1948

412 £0371/71672-N11785/207/38, FO, ‘SISFP’, 28.10.1948

43 FO371/86770-NS1103/43, 31.8.1950; the GDR waspiedeénto CMEA in November 1950.
414 E0371/77599-N1281/1023/38, Bevin note on FO BBESFP’,4.2.1949.

45 EOQ371/ 77606-N7902/1023/38, FO, ‘RST’, 25.8.19409.

418 F0371/77623-N1388/1052/38, RC, 3.2.1949.

47" FO371/86750-NS1052/1, RC, ‘Soviet foreign policy1.1950.
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political motives behind Soviet economic polfé§. Political dependence of the orbit had
to be increased while economic dependence was ¢echeana number of bilateral trade
agreements. However, economically, at least Ihjtighe orbit was a stone around the

neck of the Kremlif”®

Most of the satellites were agrarian countrieshiitle industry
and little proper use of their natural resourcasy Aevelopment would require substantial
capital investment with little immediate returnsdaBoviet style agrarian reform would
wreak havoc in the meantifi® The enforced trade links between orbit and Sdvigbn
were also artificial and largely untested. Kellyewr two main conclusions from this
assessment. Firstly, he re-iterated that politcasiderations appeared more important to
the Kremlin than their economic implications. Arecendly, he realised that the Kremlin
would need and ask for capital goods which the &dvnion obviously could not produce
herself in sufficient amounts or procure from hateflites. Extending this problem to the
orbit states, Kelly warned that if today the bloasamainly an ideological opponent it may
in the future well be ‘a bitterly hostile camp’. iShissue created a number of problems
between the USA and Britain which could not agreeh®e details of possible economic
sanctions. It is fair to say that by this stagenecoic ‘Cold’-warfare had emerged as a
tactic available to both East and West. The orlais w1 essence lost to the West. All the
Foreign Office could do was to increase diplomptiessure, mainly through the UNO, and
to continue with the IRD and BBC propaganda canmmighich exposed Soviet actions in
Eastern Europe to the outside world.

Of more immediate concern to the Northern Departmeas the apparent military
consolidation of the orbit with Moscow establishiagmore direct foothold over the
military forces of her satellites. In November 1948nstantin Rokossovskii, Marshal of
the Soviet Union and a victim of Stalin’s 1937 puaf the Army, was sent to Warsaw as
Polish Minister of Defence and Commander in Chiéftlee Polish armed forcé8!
Rokossowskii was the first high profile impositiafi a Soviet official on a nominally
independent orbit government and the Northern Depart speculated about the real
reasons behind this appointment. Essentially thver@ two: either the Polish government
was so confident in its position that it would d#eato deal with any anti-Soviet feeling

418 F0371/77569-N8019/1017/38, FO note on the cousetof the words ‘Communism’ and ‘Socialism’,
27.8.1949.

49 FO371/86747-NS1051/22, FO, ‘Treatment of Westéptothatic missions in the Soviet orbit’,
13.3.1950.

480 See, for example, FO371/86759-NS1052/88, 23.9. 8960 FO371/86760-NS1052/96, 20.11.1950.
81 See report in FO371/77594-N9660/10124/38, 4.10194

133



triggered by the appointment, or the Polish goveminwas so weak that it had to call on
Moscow to send some weighty support. The care taeseal with Polish affairs and
control over it does suggest that Stalin saw thentg as a vital part of his empire which,
providing the only direct access to the SBZ in Gamyn had to be totally loyal. In Bulgaria
these developments were mirrof&dWarner argued that the Kremlin, aware of a growing
anti-Soviet sentiment in the orbit, was taking dirmeasures to control®® In any case,
this further intermeshing of personnel made a ticeecnmand structure more likely and
efficient while maintaining a close eye of the lo€@ammunists could function as an early-

warning system for various problems.

The overall plan, the Northern Department suggestes to ‘weld the satellites into an
economic union by the coordination of their ecomorplans in order to increase the
economic and war potential of the Soviet bl§¢.Occasional information suggesting the
meeting of high-ranking orbit military staff andmours about a possible Eastern European
defence agreement added to the sense of unea&nd&seen if one could accuse the
Foreign Office and the COS by now of suspecting praparations in most Soviet actions,
one has to concede that the British governmentinvassery difficult position with regards
to the Soviet Union and the orbit. The Iron Curtdar from being a proverbial one only,
was a nearly total and very effective news/infoiorablackout that affected a large part of
Europe and Asia. Unable to go and look for themeseldecision makers had to rely on
sparse information collected by embassies and gftreernment agencies. Little concrete
information necessarily led to a more imaginativayvof seeing the Soviet Union and,
possibly necessarily so, to demands for more decblicies and actions. Hankey argued
in April 1949 that the focus of Soviet actions vetidl in Europe?®® This assessment, not
surprisingly, led to further pressure on the Fare@ffice to suggest possible action in

Europe.

4820371/ 86755-NS1052/57, FO, ‘SISFP’, 3.6.1950.

483 £0371/77624-N9737/1052/38, RC, 8.11.1949.

484 FO371/77566-N1225/1016/38, RC, ‘The progress abotidation of the Soviet orbit in Europe in 1948,
2.2.1949.

485 £0371/86754-NS1052/41, 14.4.1950.

486 £F0371/77568-N4711/1017/38, 5.4.19409.
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Harrison, in the same memorandum, explained what atasstake: ‘Stalin now had at his
disposal a monolithic power bloc which can be used manner which his power politics
and the interests of world revolution may requir€tiough not spelt out directly the
implication was that the Soviet orbit had now beeoafully fledged threat to peace.
Effective control had been supplemented by an ingmoadministration, increased
coordination and cooperation. Propaganda themesead established and with them a
quite sophisticated network for their disseminatiéimd while the iron curtain became
largely impenetrable from West to East, Communisttips in the West, through the
Cominform for example, maintained a direct linkvbe¢n East and West. At the end of
1950 the Northern Department, reviewing budgetrégufor the satellites, noticed that
military expenditure in Hungary, Poland, Romaniad aBulgaria was to increase
substantially during 195%’ However, it was agreed that this was a sign ofiov
confidence in its orbit and an indicator of its tohover it and that * no aggressive intent
it to be read into this.” This assessment was flybfair. The re-establishment of national
forces after war, occupation and consolidation @fi& influence was to be expected. But
an armed Soviet orbit, supporting a still highlylitarised Soviet Union, represented a
clear danger to the security and interests of Brittnd Western Europe. Only two

anomalies still prevented this bloc from being lgteohesive: Germany and Yugoslavia.

7.2. Germany, Berlin and the Soviet Occupied Zone (  SBZ)

Germany, militarist and aggressive throughout rebestory, economically still strong and
still possessing a bruised but intact national @goyed the real challenge with regards to
the post-war settlement and post-war diplomacy entr@al Europe. It, initially, could
neither be neutral nor incorporated into eithethaf two blocs now emerging west of the
Rhine and east of the Oder. The non-agreement Geemany’s future at Yalta and
Potsdam now cost a heavy price as the way of tmémealliance slowly turned towards
the Cold Waf® As much as both sides made statements to theacpnand bearing the
haggling over its future during the year in minde tsuspicion remains that both sides
realised early on that the country would have tcspié in two. By 1946/47 Four Power
control was obviously not working and both sided retarted to make their own

arrangements.

" F0371/86760-NS1052/99, FO, ‘SWWPI’, 5.12.1950.

“88\W. Loth, Die Deutschlandplannung der Siedéwus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, Bundeszentrale fiir
Politische Bildung, 2005); p. 29, 33; E. CalantBgtting the Limits of the Soviet Hegemony in Eugbm
Varsori, A. & Calandri, E. (eds.T;he Failure of Peace in EurofgPalgrave, Basingstoke, 2002), p. 84.
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The American and British zones had merged in Jgnl@47, and France joined them soon
after. While Britain favoured a federal system, 8mviet Union insisted on a centralised
government. In a divided Germany the Kremlin wolbiéle lost all influence over policy
in the West and could then neither support nor \sgecific initiatives’® While the
Western occupying powers stopped reparations thraligmantling and out of current
production very soon and actually economically swiga their zones, the Soviet
government ordered wave after wave of dismantladsrwhile East German industry was
producing largely for the benefit of the Soviet bimi While in the West a rudimentary
system of a democratic local administration wasugetthe Soviet government pushed in
the East the Communist Party to prominence ancetuthe SBZ into a ‘totalitarian police
state.*° The post-war CFMs had not managed to agree omraapent settlement and so
the issues of political control, the army and paliocal administrations, supervision of the
industrial areas of Saar and Ruhr etc. remaine@saived. Soon it became clear that
despite all these problems the German questiontdndme successfully addressed as the
discussion changed from an emphasis on the congainai Germany to that of the Soviet
Union/*! The major European aggressor situated right irh&@et of Europe thus became

more and more a necessary prize to win ratherahesppressor to hold down.

Berlin, the Foreign Office realised, was likely ¢ause future problems: control of the
capital city of a country symbolised overall cohtaad supreme power. While in the West
of the country Soviet influence was minimal, despiiuge propaganda efforts by the
Kremlin, Soviet control over the SBZ was rapidlycrieasing. Berlin, sandwiched in
between the two, was not only an uneasy comprolnisa liability to both sides. Already
in January 1948 th#&lonthly Review of Soviet Tacticencluded that: ‘it is not unlikely

2 In March the Russia

that the Russians will in fact try to force us tdathdraw.*®
Committee stated that ‘the situation in Berlin viasly to come to a head within the next

forty eight hours [and] that it had been decidedh®/ Foreign Secretary that the object of
our policy was to remain in Berliff®® Even if control over the West was secure, Berlin

had slowly turned into a major headache for the tMesable to leave but equally unable

89 Girault, The Partition of Europepp. 69ff.

490 F0371/71631-N10521/1/38, FORD, ‘Anglo-Soviet rigias since 1939, 3.9.1948.

1 pilks, Retreat from Poweiintroduction.

492 FO371/71648-N147/31/38, FO, ‘RST’, 5.1.1948; dse aoncerns in FO371/71671-N8813/207/38,
31.3.48; Girault has pointed out that both thelligience and military services warned about thesjimkty
of a blockadeThe Partition of Europep. 76.

498 F0371/71687-N8167/765/38, RC, 1.4.1948.
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to continuously counter the petty administrativerferee of the Soviet organs in the city,
the situation continued to deteriorate. In additias the Russia Committee worried, the
fact that 1948 was an election year in the USA damlpact on any American decision that

might be required to deter Soviet aggres$in.

1948 had seen a definite intensification of thedOMar on both sides. The Office of the
Military Governor (OMG) in Berlin reported to theokeign Office in the spring of 1948
that

Soviet tactics in Berlin over the transport quessoggest that they are pursuing
a deliberate plan of gradual encroachment aimedndermining our position
while at the same time avoiding a direct challetogeurselves or the Americans
which might involve the risk of war. Intensificatiof the Cold War in Germany
has been in fact in progress for some wééks.

Linking local and a more global Soviet foreign pglithe OMG, like the Foreign Office,
recognised that opportunities, though presentdarestime, might only be exploited when
overall circumstances were either right or simpgmanded it at that time. The OMG
report noted that ‘although the main Soviet strategn be forecast with reasonable
confidence, their tactics and timing are much mdifécult to estimate.” The Northern
Department was well aware of the fact that one c¢awt look at Soviet foreign policy
anywhere without also casting an eye over developsria seemingly unrelated places and
that timing for Soviet initiatives was always import. Perhaps not noted clearly at the

time, Germany had become the catalyst for an isec&ast-West antagonis$ti.

In the SBZ by 1947/48 the political process of ®tsation made progress, although the
Kremlin did not appear to have a proper plan wibards to the detaif€’ The SED,

494 £0371/71687-N7350/765/38, RC, 10.6.1948.

495 FO371/71650-N5091/31/38, OMG, Berlin, ‘Soviet test Germany’, 29.4.1948.

49 Mastny,Russia’s Roadp. 267.

497 FO371/71670-N1759/207/38, FO, ‘Soviet foreign pgli 13.2.1948; Raack, ‘Stalin plans his post-war
Germany’, p. 55.
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forcibly formed out of SPD and KPD in February 19%éted of the SBZ becoming a
‘fully fledged satellite power’, making the partyteemely unpopular among large sections
of the populatiod® Officially, however, in usual Soviet fashion theeihlin pursued a
policy of establishing a People’s Democracy; repnéstive of all sections of society and
democratically elected® The Northern Department anticipated that, whenifitavould

be clear that no agreement between the occupyimgengocould be reached about the
control of a unified Germany, the SBZ would undadlby be turned into a Soviet satellite.
Officials were equally convinced that the Sovietggmment would wait until the West had
made the first step in this direction to pre-empt eriticism?>

In Germany, as elsewhere in the orbit, pressingi@oic problems required attention and
limited the policy choices available. The Northddepartment thought that ‘Stalin’s
attitude betrays certain signs of hesitation ok lat confidence in both the political and
economic position in the Soviet zor&" It was confident that the Soviet policy of
supporting the SED had not been successful and tti@ateconomic situation was
deteriorating®? Economically the SBZ remained a liability for tKeemlin and proved a
real test for Soviet willingness to use whateveanseto establish a stranglehold over the
country in order to control all important aspectstoPreparation for the occupation of its
zone or, now after several years of peace, themctiment of Soviet influence had been
inadequate. A lack of funds and of staff familiathnGermany and the Germans, and of
staff trained to administer a country that was gterent from their own, as well as the
initial rampage caused by the dismantling squadsaareal lack of ideas of what to do with
their zone now that it was clear that they werestierstay, had left the SMAD with a series
of unfocused initiatives that had failed to createohesive and sustainable momentum for
internal developments. This resulted in an appbcadf Soviet ideology and experience to

a German state which was not really suitable for it

498 F0371/71651-N8852/31/38, FO, ‘RST’, 26.7.1948:H.atgued that Stalin was doubtful about whether
the GDR would ever be a part of the ‘Socialist camity of states’Stalin’s unwanted ChilgMacmillan,
London, 1998), p. 171.
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Politically, the SMAD, as the highest Soviet orgarthe East, supported Moscow’s plans.
When those did not consider future cooperation adahle means of administration
anymore, Marshall Sokolowski on March"221948 walked out of the ACC, effectively
ending Four Power control of Germany and BerlireiSg relations with the West part of
a ‘war of nerves’ the Kremlin was determined toyar¢hat they were not intimidated in the
face of growing opposition from thet® Communication and cooperation between the
former allies was thus reduced even further. Thadinlg with the practical problems of the
every day administration of the city became negmgossible. By August 1948 it seemed
to the Northern Department that the Kremlin now sidered the partition of Germany
inevitable and that consequently the timetableti@ir plans in the eastern part of it was
likely to be brought forward®* These plans were to quite a large extent deperuettie
actions of the Western allies who by now had mageheir minds: there would be a
separate German state in the West and it wouldhenfuture, be part of the Western
alliance of states in NATO. In the East, Stalin \stk trying to stop the implementation of
this plan through propaganda and frequent changeactics in his now frosty relations
with the West.

The Berlin Blockade, in effect from June™241948 to May 1%, 1949, was then and now
regarded as a pivotal moment in the struggle betviisst and West and a demonstration
of rather aggressive Soviet tacti€3The Cold War contest, as Sean Greenwood has noted,
had beguri®® Stalin, miscalculating the possible response sratiempt to force his former
Allies back to the negotiating table, and willirgibcrease the political tension in Europe
provoked the first crisis of the Cold WE. It forced both sides to face up to reality. The
subsequent haggling over the ending of the blockaskeshadowed some of the problems
of the later Cold War: both sides, even if detemedincould not in all circumstances force
the hands of the opponent, and it was very diffital extricate oneself from a conflict
between two violently opposed sides. Realising thatWest could not withdraw without
losing face and influence in German politics, andfident that Stalin would not push this
issue to the brink of war, an airlift was commentegupply the city from the West. That

%3 Holloway, ‘Stalin and the Bomb’, ch. 4.
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Stalin, after Bedell Smith’s warning, had sanctibrtleis action is surprising. Here, as in
Greece and later Korea, Stalin directly precipdatn American response, with the
stationing of US bombers on British soil, that afiycontributed to his anxieties about a

militarily strong encirclement by capitalist powg&Fs

The blockade was a good example of the desperafidghe Soviet government which
faced an increasingly successful adversary in thestWThe consolidation of West
Germany had proceeded rather well and support ashotige population for those
developments was quite solid. But a West Germae stauld mean no chance of Soviet
influence in or benefits from the industrial heand of the country. It also meant that a
future German state could join an alliance of Wkest®untries or establish a new German
army, both highly undesirable developments, withpabr consultation with the Soviet

Union.

Stalin is strikingly anxious to get the Westerneallto desist from establishing a
government in West Germany, no doubt because itotigerun it is likely to be
the best if not the only defence against Commuiistne West,

the Northern Department concluded in August 194& month earlier it had been noted
that the choice available to the Kremlin was narréivthey are to prevent us from
carrying out our objective [Western consolidatiard ahe formation of an independent
West German state] ...the Russians must ultimatelyosd between negotiation and
force.®*? ‘It should be said here that the view among redgstbrians is that the Soviet
leadership actually used force to secure negotistam their terms'* It is likely, some of
these historians argue, that Stalin really wantadwral Germany. To achieve this, he was

% DobsonAnglo-American Relationgh. 4; Dockrill, “The Partition of Europe 1947:4p. 267; Girault,

The Partition of Europgp. 82; Peden noted that the British governmenttbadtcept these bombers in order
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1 Yergin, Shattered Peace. 372; Alan Bullock had argued earlier that i&talas determined to hold on to
GermanyErnest Bevin, Foreign Secretary 1945-19B8&inemann, London, 1983), p. 696.
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willing to offer a unification of the country. Butot all historians agree: for example,

Harrison Wagner thinks that both sides consideredr@ny as too important to give .

The issues involved were complex. The West wasiasdabout Communist infiltration in
their zones, future cooperation from the local stien presidents of the Lander and about a
delay in the establishment of a West German 8tatewas now three years since the end
to the war and a solution to the German questitirhad to be found or forced. That Stalin
saw the foundation of an independent West Germaiie sts a threat to Soviet national
security was appreciated by the Foreign Office; évav, what to do about it and what to
offer, if anything, was difficult to decid@? This potentially, as the Northern Department
acknowledged, could be the long decried situatidnickv would ‘prove’ that (military)

conflict between the two camps really was inevieaht

By October the airlift, after initial problems, hadoven a resounding success both with
regards to the supply of the city and the affediohits population. The bond created at
that time was to prove extremely durable for desadecome. Apparently quite satisfied,
the Northern Department concluded in August thia¢ ‘Russians have not achieved the
easy success in Berlin which they evidently anitgn.®® When the conflict was taken to
the UNO in September the Soviet government derhiat there was a blockade in place
while the acceptance of any offer to find a solutimsed on prior Soviet concessions was
refused by the Soviet delegation out of haHd\evertheless, the issue was debated in the
Security Council much to the chagrin of Stalin. Aomth later the Russia Committee
mused whether the Kremlin was now waiting for thikcome of the American elections
before taking any further steps, even though thesevmow obviously interested to secure
further talks with the Western allie€

*12| oth, Stalin’s unwanted Childp. 1 and 138; Roberts agreed, arguing that Gereatrality was worth a
high price,The Soviet Union in World Politicp. 38; Judt has disagreed, noting that Germarsywital to
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Trying to work out a solution to the outstandinglgems in order to end the blockade, the
Allies met in Moscow in September 1948. The Fore@ffice, even if not actually
hopeful, still expected actual negotiation. Howewebecame clear very soon that Stalin,
still, was not ready to compromise on his demamdrfoltilateral control of Germany, the
end of plans to form an independent Germany inest and overall control over Berlin.
Apparently feeling that he had nothing to loserdfesed to compromise and ‘left for his
annual holiday in the Soutf*? While he could supply the East of the city and est,
should his help be asked, the West had no choitedogontinue the airlift, at huge
expense and, in worsening weather, to substansialfor the crews. So Stalin simply
decided to wait and see. When the city had surviliedvinter and the fronts had become
so hardened as to seriously damage the relatiomgeée the former allies to breaking
point, Stalin relented. At a meeting in New Yorktle spring of 1949 he agreed to end the
blockade on May 12 demands for the re-establishment of Four Powatraband for a

share in the Ruhr were flatly denied by the Wesadlias.

Situating his offer within the Peace Campaign Staktensibly emerged as a reasonable
politician willing to compromise for the greateragb Extensive propaganda to publicise
this idea in Europe had, as the Northern Departrgeagped early on, ‘enabled the Soviet
government to make, without excessive loss of féoely proposal for the unconditional
lifting of the blockade of Berlin>*® Hankey, thinking about the wider implications ribte
that ‘the Politburo have not abandoned the comnmupi®f Europe and particularly
Germany, [they have] merely failed to carry it bytassault>** Harrison, agreeing to this,
recorded underneath that the blockade had hadranfhiaeffect on the Soviet position in
Germany.’ Nevertheless, in the longer term he wall aware that Soviet policy was
unlikely to change as a result of this episode. dieeement was in the end bought on the
promise that trade between the two parts wouldebestablished and that the CFM would
meet once again to discuss a final settlement éo'@erman question’. But Stalin had
waited too long. On April A NATO was founded and on Aprif"@he three Western allies

signed an agreement on the formation of a West @&eretate which would be self-
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142



governing and benefit from the ERP. Elizabeth Bahas noted that after the blockade the
priority of British defence planning had moved freme Middle East to Europé?

Overall, it was the West not the East that bengfitem the blockade. The brutality of it, it
was recognised, had crystallised Western opiniah @moothed the way for a separate
West German state as well as for the formation \Western defence alliance in NAT®.
When the Federal Republic of Germany was formedst\Berlin became a proper enclave
within the territory of a hostile power. Its inh&dnts now found themselves surrounded by
320.000 Soviet troops and 51.000 German militarjsglite>** When in September 1949
the Western commandants finally decided to susjpend Power talks the writing was on
the wall®®® Following the Western lead Stalin gave permissionform the GDR in
October 1949. He had little choice but to follove tWestern example. What had initially
seemed like a good bargain, ready to be exploitedlbawithout too much concern about
repercussions, had now turned into an actual ressipiity with, momentarily, few actual
benefits. While the West had planned and implentetités step in quite considerable
detail, the Kremlin appeared over run by eventse @ctual decision seems to have been a
very sudden one and the new state has been formiecthe signs of improvisation and
haste’, the Northern Department noted soon aftetsvaf Four years after the end of the

war the Iron Curtain had finally descended comete

Not unsurprisingly, this situation of a relativepldimatic stalemate in central Europe did
not last. On September 194950 the Soviet government handed a note to thstaife
powers suggesting talks to discuss German rearntaienrther note was delivered on
November & advocating a meeting of the Foreign Ministersiszuakss the demilitarisation
of Germany’?’ Developments detrimental to Soviet prestige inRaeEast with successes
for the West in the Korean War had, not for thetfitime, triggered Soviet initiatives

elsewhere. The Foreign Office admitted that theas & ‘perceptible hardening of opinion

22 Barker, The British between the Superpowers232.
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in the FRG against remilitarisatiorf® It could not be pushed through against the federal
government and certainly not against widespreatstegse amongst the population. If
done in this way, the Soviet inspired Peace Campaiuld have had a field day accusing
the West of aggressive intentions in the heartwbpe.

7.3. Yugoslavia

The Yugoslavian problem in Eastern Europe arosegasproblems over Germany, and
Berlin in particular, were becoming more pronoundaternal dissent in what had become
an increasingly monolithic whole could potentialyave had huge consequences for
dealing with Germany. When Zhdanov had declaredvibréd to be split into two camps at
the Cominform foundation conference there had lmeehint that rather then consolidating
it this new organisation with its demand for tagabordination to Moscow would actually
help to split the emerging Eastern Bloc. Stratdlyicdito’s decision to deny Moscow any
influence in foreign policy, defence and internatrity matters, was highly significant; it
was also wholly unexpected for Stalffl.Bordering on the Soviet occupied zone of Austria
and the contested Italian city of Trieste in thetin@nd Greece in the south, control over
Yugoslavia maintained a line of Soviet influencenfr Rostock at the Baltic Sea to
Dubrovnic in the south of the Adriatic S¥4.

Politically, the situation was ‘virgin soil’. Neidr Marxism nor Leninism had really dealt
very much with the matter of several underdevelo@mmmunist countries in close
proximity, all with different histories, culturesn@ roads to Communism. Shared
revolutionary ideals and the common experiencetrfggle were deemed sufficient to
form the basis of close cooperation. The issueos¥ ko deal with two, or more, strong
Party leaders who, not even in their own countresy tolerable of criticism and
opposition, could emerge as rivals in the integireh and implementation of Communist
doctrine seemingly did not arise. In September 18480RD paper had concluded that
‘the fact that the USSR seeks absolute controhefgroupings she consents to join, and
the extreme tactical flexibility of Soviet foreigmolicy, make friendship with her extremely

°28 £0371/86759-N1952/95, FO, ‘SISFP’, 4.11.1950.
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132.
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precarious>*! This assessment applied to both the Eastern Eamoplc as well as to
international organisations. The Foreign Officet moirprisingly, was cautious. Tito
supported the civil war in Greece with detrimentakults for the West: ‘[he] can
effectively keep Greece in such a state of turthait reconstruction is virtually impossible
and so far as Greece is concerned the Marshall Wilafail.’ >*? Tito also still hankered

after the security of the Communist East.

Defiance of Stalin therefore, as the Northern Depent realised, did not imply a pro-
Western approach and instability in the East couddl lead to further problems in the
West. But Yugoslavia was not just any orbit stéteias seen by the Foreign Office as ‘the
leader of the satellites’ with an advanced ideaCafmmunism already appareft.
Working behind the scenes, the Communist Partydtaded well before the end of the
war to permeate vital areas of the economy, adimaien and military while initially
maintaining the ‘fiction of the People’s Front.” Neurprisingly, Tito, having achieved
victory against the Germans without Soviet helmieled Moscow any say in that control
and also, not surprisingly, Stalin did not takedkjnto this decisiori>* Internal quarrelling
within the Eastern bloc between two sovereign coemtoffered few opportunities of
direct intervention by the West and, anyhow, Titd miot make it easy for the West. Even
after defying Stalin, he voted with the Eastern®Bio the UNO and supported Soviet
claims in the outstanding settlements in Europayifey the Foreign Office struggling to
understand what the split meant and why Tito reethfiaithful to the Soviet camp Still,
this situation did provide a vital opportunity tearn how the intricate system of
Communist parties, personal relationships and appged support networks, like internal

security troops, across Eastern Europe was coadralhd enforced.

When in June 1948 Tito openly defied Moscow’s resgjdier more control, the Cominform

was quick to react. Stalin was testing his abildyactually create a unified front against

31 F0371/71631-N10521/1/38, FORD, ‘Anglo-Soviet rielas since 1939’, 3.9.1948.
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the capitalist West® Usefully in this case, it allowed the Eastern Blogortray a united
front behind this organisation where there was ipbssione. As usually, the attack was
played out over several fronts: Tito’s apparenhituy away from Marxism-Leninism, his
identification with the capitalist/imperialist Weghe false assumption of the continued
existence of a Communist Yugoslavia without thepsupof the Soviet Union and a veiled
call to those in disagreement with Tito's decisiorrectify the situatior>’ In the West, it
appeared initially as a ‘family quarrel’; presumatilie sheer audacity of an actual attempt
to defy Moscow was seen as unlikeéfy.However, the situation quickly gained other
dimensions. At the end of July Tito had emergedadbkero not only to the Yugoslav
Communists...but also to all those Yugoslavs who woptefer anything to outright
control by Moscow>*° But Tito by no means offered a democratic versibBommunism
and the repressions for both workers and peasanielh as a general loss of liberty were
well pronounced. The forced implementation of anpled economy coupled with the still
only slowly recovering industry and agriculture hiaft the country in an increasingly
difficult economic situation and the attachmentpaifitical conditions by the West to

requests for economic aid was problemafic.

Titos’s actions clarified Soviet intentions withgeeds to Soviet plans for Germany. With
regards to control over ideology and the loyaltyCaimmunists outside the Soviet Union
there could be no debate and no divergences. Megityeof the resulting purges, probably
planned to be pushed through anyway but now brofmftard, might have been an
indication of this. ‘Titoism’ was not tolerated artd illustrate this point, the accusation of
it was incorporated in some of the trials in theiot*! Direct Western intervention was
undesirable. First, Tito had made it clear that d&lgvia would be Communist, not matter
what, and would follow the Soviet Union on the path fast industrialisation and

collectivisation. The support of an openly Commurdsuntry was incompatible with

British foreign policy intentions. Secondly, a Conmmst regime not associated with

3 G, Valderit, “Yugoslavia between the two emergBigcs: A Reassessment’ in Varsori, A. & Calandi, E
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Stalinist excesses and criticism, and thus ostgnsilffering a better version of

Communism, could lead to further interest in anlkdesdnce to this idea in the West.

By the spring of 1949 unable to persuade Tito tarreinto to fold the campaign against
him was stepped up: anti-Tito newspapers, the alyandnt of Soviet support for Tito’s
claims on Austrian Carinthia, a cherished Tito res¢, and border skirmishes with
Bulgaria and Romania increased the pressure ortfiim.October 1949 the Soviet Union
announced the repudiation of the Soviet-Yugoslaealy just as Tass announced that the
Soviet Union did possess atomic enetyThe Soviet Union thus removed all her
obligations to Yugoslavia. Diplomatic relations weessentially cut off, the Soviet
ambassador was recalled and did not return whigethhgoslav ambassador had been
recalled even earlier, but not formally broken 3ff.Stalin had made it clear that Tito
could return only on Soviet terms with no room fieanoeuvré? Increasing instability in
the Eastern Bloc was thus coupled with an increaséthry potential of the major power
within it. In addition, it seemed likely that therénlin would permit a coup d’état to

remove Tito and establish Soviet control over thentry.

The usefulness of this development to the Nortlizepartment was only partially clear.

The suggestion that the Soviet hold over the Badferopean countries was still tenuous
even though accelerated consolidation might haggested otherwise was an important
indicator of overall Soviet strength. That the Kienproved unable to persuade Tito to
relent while being equally unable to wrest contreér the army and security services from
him showed that Soviet influence in her satellitelspuld someone really stand up to
Kremlin control, was far from total. With regards the future, however, the Northern
Department well recognised that ‘the Kremlin is ik@lly to make the same mistake
again.?® The Tito heresy, the embassy maintained, was lsgéne Politburo ‘as a poison

capable of infecting the Communist movement througtihe world’, though there were
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few sign so far that it had actually done >$0Nationalist tendencies and hints of
Nationalist Communism were repressed while the iptisg of ‘forming a ‘fifth’ or

‘titoist’ international’ was considered essentialignexistent?®

Tito himself sought contact to the West as someeissvere increasingly causing concern
to the Yugoslav leadership. The continuous flowedtigees from Bulgaria and Romania
streaming into the country, where economic cond#iovere already deteriorating, was
difficult to handle>*® By the spring of 1949 there were rumours abouitanjl intervention
by the Soviet Union or one of other Cominform staé@ainst Yugoslaviz’ In August
that year a Northern Department review concluded twe can no longer exclude the
possibility that the Kremlin may take more forcilbleasures against Tito in some form or
other at an early daté>* This would present the West with a difficult siioa: a direct
appeal for help by Tito could hardly be ignoredyezsally if it came through the UNO,
while the prospect of war within Europe was as peafing to all as ever. The Russia
Committee, just a few weeks later, took up theasagain and noted that although the
Kremlin was unlikely to wage war against Tito, ibwd continue to apply severe pressure
to Yugoslavia>?

In February 1950 Tito told the US ambassador toosiayia that he had information that
‘something was brewing for Yugoslavia in the Kremkitchen.®®>® The Foreign Office
remained sceptical of any overt Soviet interventiomnternal Yugoslav affairs, partially
because it was assumed that the Kremlin was weltetiat Tito could defend his country
against any attack that was not directly suppobtgdhe Red Army and Because Stalin

presumably did not want to give ammunition to thaglko thought that his Peace
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Campaign was a fluke by sanctioning Soviet intetigenin Yugoslavi>* Still, to support
her policy calling for Tito to be removed, the SsiviJnion in August 1950 claimed that
Yugoslavia, in cooperation with the USA, was abioustart a war in the Balkans. With no
evidence of troop movements, and against the bapkdf North Korean aggression
against South Korea which had started just fiveksezarlier, the Northern Department
rejected this rightly as propagarta.

Titoism and its possible use in an anti-Soviet Camism campaign remained interesting
to the Northern Department. Discussing Anti-Stali@ommunism, the Russia Committee
in January 1950 identified Titoism as one of thgamatrands of it. Unable to use it for its
own ends as ‘we will kill Titoism if we appear tapport it publicly’, the Northern
Department nevertheless saw it as potentially \dduaas a useful weapon purely for its
disruptive value’ in Eastern Europe. In Westerndpe; however, they argued ‘Titoism
could be used as a means of confusing and breaking Communist loyalties>® The
Russia Committee agreed, seeing Anti-Stalinist Camism as a third alternative between

far left-wing Stalinism and more right-wing Natidr@ommunism.

In the autumn of 1950, reviewing the relations ket Britain and the Kremlin since the

end of the war, Mayhew argued that

if they were merely pursing the traditional impésia Russian policy...they
would certainly not have made the crassly stuprdrerof policy which have
united the non-Communist countries against themgd atso lost them
Yugoslavia>’

Hindsight is a great thing. At the time it was by means clear that Tito would not work

out a deal with the Kremlin or that no-one withingoslavia would take matters into their
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own hands and do away with Tito from within. Thedxter implications with regards to
the interpretations and possible forecasting ofi@dereign policy had been clarified. As
much as opportunism and realism were importantcspd Soviet decision-making, the
ideological dimension just could not be underestadaRisking a break with Yugoslavia
will all the associated possible implications fioe ttohesion and strength of the Soviet bloc
at a crucial time, the Soviet leadership demoretr#ttat, as much as changing tactics with
regards to ideology and policy were possible, @iek lof complete submission and the
development of any form of national Communism withier sphere of influence would
not be tolerated. The Northern Department as mugchtalin himself had realised that
Titoism did offer an alternative between far lefingg Communist and far right wing
nationalist parties. An alternative meant compmiitand that meant possibly divided
loyalties. In a totalitarian empire choice with aeds to loyalty was simply not an option.
The problem of the relationship between centre pedphery within the Soviet bloc

remained unresolved; with serious consequencesSttién’s death.
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Chapter Eight: ND input into FO policy, 1948-1950

In the deadly game of power politics, it is lesfficlilt and dangerous for an
expanding power to cease its advance than foreatdbmed power to retreat.

Mayhew memoramdiviust there be war with Russia?

International diplomacy after 1945 had proven symekhausting. The main areas of
contention between the Allies had remained the sa@emany, European recovery,
eastern and western consolidation; and the NortBbeqpartment thought that even if the
next two years would ‘see a decisive trial of sgterbetween the two camps’, Britain had
to remain determined? The problem, a Northern Department lecture in 18B@ed, was
that ‘we shall be faced with a problem of entiraBw proportions in history, namely the
continuation of a period of crisis and tensionad€old war’ of indefinite duration>® To
prevent any deterioration, the lecture continueduld prove very difficult. The Soviet
Union, seen as powerful as well as fundamentallgresgsive, would be increasingly

difficult to handle and thus the outlook, in sumgavas rather blea¥*

Despite an actually impressive manoeuvring on GeynmBdATO and Western European
cooperation, the British government continued taggle with its new post-war role of a
declining power; a fact not necessarily apparenadmitted at the time. Policy makers
found it difficult to adapt to the role of a gremwer with reduced abilitie$? Great power
status, although much desired, was now tied tortamtenance of close relations with the
USA and an increased economic and political coatthn within Western Europe and the
British Empire and Commonwealth. But a severe ladk funds and of superior
technological and military capabilities led to tthecline of British influence on the world

stage and it has been argued that some of thosée&lteved in Britain’s continued role as
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a world power may actually have welcomed the Coldrf# One result was a certain
‘pretence and posturing’ in British foreign polieyyd an emphasis on ‘manipulating the
symbols of power®* Although this could be criticised, it must be aoWfedged that the
British government and the Foreign Office had ledithoices at the time.

8.1. Evaluating Britain’s position in international politics

Working increasingly on the assumption that theespé of influence in existence would
remain unchanged for the foreseeable future, thim fiogus of British policy returned
more directly to issues of collective security dne continued progress of the ERP as the
main guarantors of European recovery and Britagmduring Great Power rof& This
role, the Foreign Office knew, demanded that Bmitlgave a lead in Western Europe and
helped strengthen its democratic forc®sBut that was easier said than done. Roberts
noted in a memorandum in January 1948 that Sowktypwas ‘now on the offensive
everywhere>®’ However, war on multiple fronts also offered npiki opportunities for the
West. The increasing weakness of Communism in WeskEurope could also be
exploited®®® Hankey noted confidently that if ‘we played ourdsright’ the prospect for a
Communist victory in Western Europe could be reducesuch an extent as to not make it
worthwhile for the Kremlin to even tR° Interestingly, he also admitted that had Britain
known what Soviet policy in Europe would really ldee, the Potsdam agreement could

well have looked very different?

Against the background of a Soviet Union which curgd its stated aim of disrupting the
ERP and of engineering a revolutionary situatioexploit, the Secretary of State made it

clear that bullying by the Kremlin would not beemdted anymor2’! It was helpful that
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when compared with 1945 Britain could sit back Hglig more relaxed. Western
consolidation, in the Western Union, the OEEC amdlT®, had progressed well and
provided much needed security, cooperation andasgd of information. As much as this
was a real achievement, however, it was also ansatmn that Britain could not go it
alone anymoré’? Unfortunately also, these developments had byplatsse original plan
for collective security in the UNO. The future ppests of this organisation were by now
seriously questioned® The success of Mao and his Communist Party haetupe
constellation in the Security Council while the Kan War provided the first instance for
the council to act decisively in favour of militargction. When Malik, the Soviet
representative, returned a few weeks later afteingawalked out over disagreements
regarding the Chinese representative, the damadjéden done and confidence in future
cooperation between the Great Powers within theur@8gcCouncil was low. Lingering
doubts about Soviet commitment to the organisat@mained’* This was a worry as,
according to Gaddis, the Soviet Union was the ‘ardyntry that combined hostility with

capability.®™

The two countries maintaining a buffer zone betwientwo blocs, Germany and Austria,
were not surprisingly seen as the most likely aofamnflict>’® Undoubtedly, the Foreign
Office knew, the Soviet government would see tloeiiporation of Western Germany into
a Western Union as a threat to its national sectiitApart from stopping Western
consolidation or acquiescing to Soviet dominancenath of Europe, the Kremlin could
not be pacified over this issue. Britain had ineese already acknowledged Soviet
preponderance in Eastern Europe; it had had noicehdo deny the obvious in the
absence of means to alter this situation wouldheedpposite of Realpolitik. With this
admission came the concession that, just like Brithe Soviet Union did have legitimate
geo-strategic interests and security neétiThe problem was that the Soviet government
was largely unwilling to negotiate these. The repssions of this policy had increased
every year and Western consolidation had increasegjruently with the heightening

conflict. Russian expansionism, viewed variously aggressive-revolutionary, tsarist
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expansionist or plainly militant imperialist, hagread the morally repugnant system of
totalitarianism across wide areas. This vast eenpresented a considerable and direct
threat to Britain’s national security and her imakemterests. Adding further potential to
this threat, Communist ideology had emerged asablesiand attractive tool for the
realisation of Soviet designs. The Russia Committaher alarmed about the prospect of
a red tidal wave swallowing up Western Europe, adgin 1950 that ‘{Communism] is

now such a threat to peace that we should makeofuaay force capable of disrupting
it.1579

A major problem remained the dearth of intelligenoeforecast Soviet intentions and
assess possible British counter-actihThe implications were obvious: ‘crystal gazing’,
very popular in the Foreign Office, was practicedan extent that upset some of its
staff>®! Although the Northern Department was mostly cdriiecits assessments, the
inherent danger of this practice was clear. Jebb¢cerned about Soviet intentions in the
Middle East, demanded in August 1948 that Britishusity and intelligence services be
strengthened® To obtain any information from official sourcesoped equally difficult.
Peterson, British ambassador in Moscow, in earB8l€ated his concern about the nearly
complete absence of direct contact with high-rapkBoviet officials’®® The CFM in
London in December 1947 had ended on a bitter amadeeven three months later relations
had not recovered. Although desired, détente, lygesied, should not be forced; the
Foreign Office had to wait until the Kremlin reaisthat it had overplayed its hatfd.

At the same time, in the Northern Department, Lambeted that Bevin agreed that ‘the
time has not yet come either to warn the Sovieeguwent of the dangers of their present
course or to try and work for a détent& 'Détente, Peterson argued shortly after, could
only work if the West felt sufficiently secur& If the Kremlin was to offer wide-ranging

concessions now, the danger was that people iNVig&t, not realising the tactical nature
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of this step, would feel reassured and might densandnd to Western consolidation and
rearmament®’ By late 1949 Kelly, the new British ambassadoMascow, noted that a
‘stabilisation of cold warfare’ could be detectedicating a certain trough between Soviet
foreign policy initiatives’® The Berlin blockade had been resolved and Staih theen
left insecure by Tito’s continued refusal to bowSoviet pressure. By the end of 1949 the
foundation of the FRG, the GDR and the PRC hadhalped stabilise the Cold War
further; defined fronts were easier to deal witlbweéver, Anglo-Soviet relations remained
uniformly poor>® That both the British and the American ambassaladsbeen changed
in the spring of 1949 had possibly worsened thisagion>®°

The Soviet Union remained Britain’s major opponeAssessing its strengths and
weaknesses, the Russian Secretariat in Moscow Bat&er noted in a paper in January
1949 that Stalin’s Communist dictatorship was naalitly entrenched [after having
passed] the supreme test [of World War 3f}-"Confident and relatively strong, it was an
adversary that would use this strength to securk exiend its position elsewhere to
maximise its own security. The Kremlin used militaliplomacy as a weapon to achieve
its aims. Britain, in comparison, was much leshklags. As a result, satisfying outcomes of
smaller policy initiatives were not guaranteed. ldoer, this Soviet tactic, unintentionally,
helped consolidate the West as country after cgualised that only the old idea of
‘strength in numbers’ would protect them from Sovwrderference in their internal affairs
through Communist parties, Fifth Column activitydirect pressure. This, in combination
with patient firmness, had actually proved veryeefive in warding off a determined
Soviet attempt to infiltrate Western Europe. Evesrenmportantly, a FORD paper argued
in March 1949, ‘Soviet diplomacy is responsible fine final demise of American
isolationism.*®* Soviet aggression had achieved what the Britisbnealhad been

impossible to obtain. This, however, was accommhbig the problem of how to handle
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90 Sijr Kelly for Britain and Admiral Kirk for the USArrived in the early spring of 1949.

91 F0371/77560-N705/1013/38, Barker, 13.1.1949.

%92 F0371/77612-N2255/1024/38, FO, ‘The aims and nusthud Soviet diplomacy’, 4.3.1949.
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and influence the new partm&f.The post-war ‘special relationship’ was thus peottic

from the start and even now the debate continuesits/usefulnes¥?*

Increased coherence in the West led to increasaitlence of its governments to claim to
offer a good alternative to Soviet controlled Cormism?>® This point was one of the
most vital ones in Western propaganda to its pajuis: the threat of Soviet interference
in the relationship between Western governmentstiaeid people had to be countered at
all costs>® National policies had to be shaped to support fiteign policy of the
government and foreign policy, as Lucas and Mdraige noted, was increasingly linked to
an effective use of propagantfa.But this took time and a lot of preparation. Cogin
indirectly to the aid of the West, Mao defeated kuemmintang under Chiang Kai-Shek in
1949. Increased instability in the Far East wighgbtential opportunity to increase Soviet
influence in the region reduced Soviet pressureWgstern Europe momentarily and
allowed governments to concentrate more on doma#taas. The Soviet Union, Barclay,
noted in January 1950, ‘will not make any fresh mav Western Europe until the issue

between Stalin and the Chinese is setttéd.’

Adapting Kennan’s original idea of containment b@ thew circumstances Acheson, US
Secretary of State, had in 1950 introduced his adesituations of strength’ which were to
provide deterrence for the Soviet Union against amyher encroachment of Western
interests”® Bohlen, US minister at the Paris embassy, in ghiag of 1950, had stated un-
mistakenly that ‘the time had manifestly come wleserybody must recognise the fact
that the world is irretrievably divided in tw8’® Containment had been proven difficult to

carry out as Soviet tactics varied and as pointSadiet pressure were widespread: these

%3 Heuser, ‘Covert Action’, p. 77; Ovendakjtish Defence Policypp. 42-43; in comparison, Bartlett
argued that Britain overestimated the experiendbefJSA British Foreign Policy p. 91.

% saunders,osing an Empirgpp. 44-46, 71; Weiler, ‘Britain and the Cold War’ 134; Charmley,
‘Splendid Isolation’, p. 144.

% For example, FO371/77612-N2255/1024/38, FO, ‘Tinesand methods of Soviet diplomacy’, 4.3.1949.
% For example, FO371/86710-NS1013/20, Moscow, ‘@uriReport’, 4.9.1950.

97 Lucas & Morris, ‘A very British Crusade’, p. 86; Bucas,Freedom’s War: The American Crusade
against the Soviet Union 1945-19@8anchester University Press, Manchester, 19995 chumacher,
Kalter Krieg und Propagand@VVT, Trier, 2000).

%8 F0371/86731-NS1023/7, Barclay, 31.1.1950.

*% Eor example, FO371/86761-NS1053/11, RC, 17.3.1950.

80 F0371/86731-NS1023/17, FO, ‘Evidence of major nsawgthe Soviet Union in other countries’,
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had by January 1950 been identified as the SBZtiriaussreece, Finland, the Middle East
and Far East but also included international ogditns as points of frequent contact
between the bloc®* Perimeter defence, as World War Il had just prowess inefficient

while strongpoint defence, ie situations of stréngtquired time to implement.

While the USA was able to function properly, BritaiWestern Europe including Western
Germany, and Japan were all still in need of rettooBon and unable to support
containment independently of the USA. Callagharen#eless argues that by 1950 Britain
no longer needed Marshall &%. Although national foreign policies were determined
independently, some issues, like containment, ésfigrbased on economic strength, had
to be organised in cooperation with other Westéaites. To rectify the ongoing economic
weakness, initiatives like the Schuman Plan werglemented. Bevin's idea of
establishing Western Europe as a ‘Middle Powemvarld politics between the USA and

the Soviet Union continued to be discussed ag#iisbackground®

Particularly difficult, against this background oflative weakness, was the need to
maintain and even increase rearmament. ‘The arme ntinues with gathering
momentum’, Mayhew worried in September 1880Unremarkably the Kremlin, aware of
this Western attempt to restrict its options fotufe foreign policy initiatives, was not
pleased. Both the USA and Britain were dutifullbgeted to a new barrage of Soviet
propaganda within the ongoing Peace Campaign.cRkly harsh was the continued
assessment of Britain as the handmaiden of Ameriogmerialism®® The Northern
Department realised that Western initiatives haatnaéd the Kremlifi®® As much as
Soviet policies had increased Western consolidamWestern responses to these policies
had increased Soviet efforts to protect itself asdjains®®’ Also, the idea of containment

neglected the notion of conflict resolution throubgh-level talks®® Although the

01 F0371/86731-NS1023/3, updated Brimelow lecturetierdoint Services Staff College, 19.1.1950.

%92 CallaghanThe Labour Partyp. 189.
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Kremlin put out feelers for a high-level meeting1if850, not until 1955, ten years after
World War Il and well into the Cold War, would theaders of the Great Powers meet

again face to fac®?

8.2. The risk of war

War, or more specifically the talk of it, took uda of the Northern Department’s time.
The overwhelming presence of the Peace CampaigrBehin Blockade, the defeat of the
Kuomintang army in China in 1949 and the outbrebkhe Korean War a year later, all
contributed to a sense of impending doom. Evenghothe Foreign Office remained
convinced, and was with hindsight proven right,ttdaect war would not break out
between the Great Powers, the, however slight,iliigsof it could not be neglectet’
Jebb had warned that ‘a mechanised barbarian neust ibe underestimated if civilisation
is to endure®* Appraising the foreign policy of a country and ftgure intentions did
include, if relevant, the assessment of its militaotential and possible foci of future
aggression; undoubtedly the reality of the Cold \Mdrimply a definite threat of conflict.
It was impossible, Mayhew argued convincingly incBaber 1948, ‘to draw a distinction
in practice between foreign policy on the one hand Cold War on the othet® It is
probably fair to say that the risk of war would balween reduced substantially if the
Kremlin had refrained from using this threat in piopaganda, even though Communist

ideology maintained that a clash remained a ceytain

Stalin’s doctrine of Peaceful Co-existence from @,94cknowledged by the Northern
Department to be a tactic rather than a change ti@tegy, looked increasingly
unconvincing®™*® The doctrine from the start had a hint of falsitjout it; to imply

something is possible did not mean that it was idensd normal or even desirable. A
memorandum by William Barker, head of the Russiacr&ariat at the British embassy in
Moscow, from March 1948 summed up Northern Depantntl@nking at the time stating

that co-existence could not be trusted as thisrohectmeans in practice that war is
ultimately inevitable [and that the doctrine wasgirtpof the preparation for the harsher

69 F0371/86759-NS1052/92, FO, ‘SISFP’, 20.10.1950.

®10 For example, FO371/70272-W7836/7836/50, FO, 94819

11 F0371/86736-NS1027/1, Jebb lecture to the ImpBrédiénce College, 24.2.1950.

12 F0371/70272-W7836/7836/50, Mayhew, 14.12.48, 9481

®13 F0371/77590-N10399/10119/39, Rae note on FO paperCominform resolutions’, 29.11.1949.
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probability’ of eventual conflict** On the same day Peterson, British ambassador in
Moscow, wrote that the ‘coming months are likelysé® a decisive trial of strength in this
phase of the conflict between the Capitalist andidist systems®™ Only two months
before the first endeavour of the Peace Campaidroaly three months before the start of

the Berlin Blockade, these proved to be quite petiplwords.

The COS in late 1948 made it clear that ‘the chamdfeBritain surviving a war with the
Soviet Union waged with weapons of mass destruatronld be extremely slight [and]
that the danger of such a war will increase af@36L, they also pointed out that Britain
now had to ‘wage Cold Waf*® The JIB, shortly after, agreed: ‘[we are] forced t
conclude that Russia’s present military strengthvastly superior to that of the
Commonwealth/ USA%” What this assessment was based on is not evidemt the
documents and thus it is difficult to pass judgetranit. The JIB did, however, point out
that the combined economic strength of the Wedikrmwas much greater than that of the
Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc so that in a dongar the West would prevail;
economic supremacy would make its weight felt dyran longer war. The date of a
potential war was eventually brought forward to 49%he underlying assumption of the
profound British weakness was serious and necéssad to influence British foreign
policy initiatives both to the West and the E¥8tThe COS finished by saying that ‘the

danger [of war] is now so great that all steps sbbwar should be taken to avertit?

It seemed that desperate times required desperdsures, although war should equally
not be provoked. The Northern Department was ngiréssed but the options were
limited: further, and unashamed, military consdimla accelerated rearmament, pre-
emptive action, continued negotiation or the rgabt a vastly expanded Soviet Union/

Communist movement which could potentially dictdte terms in world politics. If the

11 F0371/71670-N3820/207/38, Barker, Russian SedagtMoscow Embassy, 24.3.1948.

®1° F0371/71670-N3962/207/38, Peterson letter, 28481
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®18 For example, Kelly, 26.9.1950, FO371/86732-5498;Remo, 23.9.1950, FO371/86762-8288.
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Foreign Office was just as worried about the whaeytappeared more reluctant to admit
their fears to the COS, though references aboutlable of new information detailing
Soviet plans for military action are scattered tiglmout Northern Department
document§?° Whatever the options the COS, like the Foreigrid®ffknew that Britain
finally had to take a more aggressive stand vissadhe Soviet threat. But Bevin, as the
Foreign Office knew, would not make decisions owham. He wanted detailed analyses

of the pros and cons of any future foreign poliffpre. °*

The widely agreed notion that the Soviet Union wlotrly to achieve her aims ‘by all
measures short of war’ is a good example of thé&cdifies the Northern Department
faced. While the basic idea appeared sound, ttelekimplications were much harder to
pinpoint. Another problem was that the war of nerwas finally taking its toll. Harrison
pointed out in January 1948 that ‘it is not onlg fanatic fringe that talks of a preventive
war [in the USA] since comparatively responsible ékiwan politicians are apt, as Balfour
says, to over-dramatise the Soviet men&te Rash decisions by scared politicians could
well have caused the war that the Soviet Union agsarently waiting for. The British
knew that Western consolidation had not progrefsednough to undertake and win such
a war’® The Russia Committee, not surprisingly, pointet] again, that the Soviet Union
did not want a wat?* A recent high-ranking Czech defector had confirtet the Soviet
Union was momentarily unable to start an offenswae against the West, particularly if it
would take her beyond her bordéf3Long lines of communication had proven more than
once detrimental to the war effort of even a suggoower. Questionable loyalties in the
sovietised countries were equally difficult to asseNevertheless, a preventive war which

the Kremlin might start out of fear was considese@al possibility?®
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When Harrison noted that ‘it was essential to d@giish between the assessment of Soviet
military strength or weakness and their capacity dgpanding by means of political
warfare through Communist parties’ he was pointiogt the differences between
conventional warfare and Cold Warfare. The newnalssCold Warfare, particularly
extensive political warfare, made the assessmerfbaviet means and measures very
difficult. Just as the West was trying to find madk that could be used fairly safely to
achieve precise aims, so the Soviet Union was wsitngl and error procedure to find out
how far it could go unscathed. What the Northerrpdament was sure about by early
1949 was that it was not going to be distracted mraeh by supposedly sincere peace
offers by the Kremlin. At the height of the Bertirisis and with potential instability in the
Eastern Bloc as a result of Tito’s nationalist piels, officials decided that the focus had to
remain on speeding up Western consolidatfdmlthough the Peace Campaign was in full
swing at the time, military consequences to thaism of the North Atlantic Treaty in

April 1949 were seen as unlikely.

The detonation of a Soviet atomic bomb, howevers@nted a new and much more potent
threat than conventional or Cold Warfare had dongate. Regarded as the main deterrent
against an adventurous Soviet foreign policy atethe of the war, it was now in the hands
of a rather unpredictable and still inexperiencege3power. Aldrich argues that it was
this rather then the outbreak of the Korean Warear yater which prompted a major
reconsideration of British polic?® The atomic monopoly had been broken much sooner
than anticipated, and the Soviet Union had proverhrmore resilient and determined
than many had thought® A lack of ideas of how to look at the implicatioofthis afresh
prompted Hayter, in March 1949, to admit that thistter should be dealt with by the JIC
rather than the Northern Departmé&fftThis issue was so secret that there just was not
enough information available to the Foreign Offioehave any useful discussions about it.
Hayter did, however, raise an interesting pointe$tadowing the later MAD controversy
he asked if ‘the Russians would be sufficientlyedestd by the idea of the destruction of an
atomic bomb to avoid war even if they thought thelves certain of winning it.” Through
rearmament, technological advance and bloc-buildingooth sides East and West had

627 F0371/77599-N1344/1023/38, Hankey, 4.2.1949.
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achieved a situation were war could actually haaenbfought. But increased strength and
confidence in its own position also made the SobMieion more unlikely to risk it all by
initiating a military conflict. The Soviet powerbmasvas restricted to a geo-strategically
fairly coherent area in Europe and Asia. In latd8L.¢here were Soviet forces in Eastern
Europe, Finland, the SBZ and Austria, and in Mamehand Korea. The West, by
comparison, had been building up its ‘strong pdiefence’ clusters across the continents

and along the rim of the Soviet empire.

The permanent suggestion that war was likely irewdaan already pronounced fear of a
possible future war between East and V{&sfThis obsession with war and national
security was not new but by using it to promotergihéng from Fifth Column activity and

a Peace Campaign to world revolution, the Kreméd hreated a problem for the West by
encroaching on its vital interests and issues dfional security. A controversial
memorandum by the Northern Department, intended aas exercise of ‘devil's
advocacy’and colloquially named the ‘Kremlin menmmatam’, made the rounds in the
Foreign Office in May 1950. It tried to see the ldothrough Soviet eyes and not
surprisingly focused on the apparent aggressiveneS®viet foreign policy>? It argued
that

aggressive acts are often if not always promptedeljings of weakness and
inferiority [and that] Russian policy like that ohost countries frequently
subjected to invasion has in modern history beenl@ly characterised by this
mood of ‘defensive aggressiveness’ and Marxistggieibhy...[it] has so to speak
sharpened it at both ends by the dogma of A — iabla Capitalist hostility to
Socialism and B — the corresponding duty of the RSS promote world
revolution.

Rumours about Soviet intentions continued to spréach heavily sanitised document
dated March 1950, it is alleged that the Sovietodnivas planning a large scale military

631y, Mueller, ‘Public Expectation of War during thel@ War’ AJPS 232) (1979), p. 304.
632 F0371/86754-NS1052/48, FORD, ‘Foreign policy thgbuhe looking glass’ (the Kremlin
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move in Europe, possibly in France or It&}y.Although this war scare proved to be
without basis, any suggestion of impending militamgnoeuvres within Europe alarmed
the British government. The source was seen aabielby the Americans, who provided
this information. But rather than a straightforwanditary threat, the US was always liable
of seeing the implications for other areas as gemere as well. Tired of haggling with the
Kremlin in the UNO in particular, an American diplat was stated to have said that
‘attempts to organise the world on a basis invgvieliance on the good faith and

cooperation of the Russians, such as the UNO, m@tenger worth fooling for®**

For the Foreign Office this was problematic. Evathwhe Iron curtain down and spheres
of influence now plainly signposted, and even waiifitary competition increasing, Britain
did not want a total break in relations with thevi®o Union. The UNO remained
essentially the only direct point of contact betweke countries and thus kept lines of
communications open. Face to face contact betwg#anhts in other areas was much
more low key. Mayhew, writing in September that ryepointed out that ‘fear and
suspicion are constantly increasing between the sides.®*® A further reduction in
communications would only aggravate this situatidelly, writing from Moscow, agreed
and stuck to his assessment that Stalin wouldislowwar®*® Jebb, who had worked in the
Foreign Office for decades and had seen it throwggly difficult times before, was much
more specific in his assessment. Realising thatithe for talk was over and that action
was required, he told the Imperial Defence Collega lecture in February 1950 what he

though needed to be done:

The Cold War in this sense can indeed only be coteduf the government
as a whole is profoundly convinced of the necessitycombating and
resistingg Communism and consequently gives the ssacg

directives...what is required in other words is ratheonstant act of will on
the part of the politicians than bright ideas om plart of civil servant®’’
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remains; also FO371/86754-NS1052/42, RC, 17.4.1950.
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Jebb knew that the Northern Department had dong @uld to point the Cabinet in the
right direction and that now it was time for thevgmnment to use Foreign Office advice
and to take the initiative. Five years after thd eh World War 1l he wanted the Labour
government to start being tough with the Sovietddnin order to protect the interests of
Britain and the democratic West. For those who igdrrin his view too much, about
possible retaliation by the Kremlin he added tlfathowever, the policy of fear of war is
seriously to influence our policy, then we mightwasll resign ourselves to having no
policy at all.” Foreign policy is inherently trickgnd repercussion cannot often be predicted
very accurately but in difficult times that stiliddnot mean that the gloves had to stay on.

The COS’s problems with the Foreign Office weregiady understandable against this
background. The essential initial problem was CQ®happiness about what they
considered an inefficient machinery to deal witle threat present. Jebb, in a note to
Kirkpatrick and Sargent, argued in late 1948 tohabfficial war having, as they [the COS]
would think, already broken out between the Soleion and Great Britain’ they were
interested in having a dedicated planning stafiieal with the Cold Wat*® The original
Foreign Office minute detailing the complaints lo¢ {COS had been discussed over several
weeks and Northern Department staff were seriouk$pleased with Lord Tedder’s

complaint. Dening wrote bitterly that

if we are to believe Lord Tedder, the COS thinktthacause we have no
planning staff as such in the Foreign Office we soenuddled and fuddled in
our conduct of international affairs and in anyecéy nature so defeatist that
we are, however unconsciously, fertilising the seefl the next war. Lord
Tedder said that if we did not win the Cold Wae thOS would have to fight
the hot war and they did not want to.

Mayhew minuted underneath that

they are critical of us because we are not yetifigithis kind of war [without
restraints or inhibitions] and because we havesatip the machinery to do it.
But neither the Cabinet nor the Foreign Secretay duthorised this kind of
Cold Warr.

838 FO371/ 70272-W7836/7836/50, Jebb, 19.11.1948.
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As Jebb made clear shortly after, the Cabinet bashnction the setting up of a special
body dealing with policy discussion and particytapolicy implementatiot*® The
problems were manifold: official authorisation weeeded to set up a peacetime version of
the PWE, staff had to be seconded, a command steubtid to be established, terms of
reference to be worked out, and funding had tooo@d at a time when the Treasury was
proving increasingly reluctant to release new momeyactual fact, the Foreign Office had
set up a sub-committee to the Russia Committeestusls specific Cold War issues in late
November. At its first meeting the objectives opeassible counter-offensive had been
considered: to disaffect the Soviet orbit, to deslitr the Soviet regime, to frustrate Soviet
efforts, all to be achieved by means short of wat, dearing the JIC estimate of 1956 in
mind, rather soon. At a meeting a month later Sdargkebb and Makins all agreed that
more aggressive policies would indeed necessitdteseic cooperation between
departments. However, Sargent made it clear thainB&ould never agree to permit

defence staff to determine foreign policy.

Eventually all those concerned about war got ingdlin the discussion. Sir John Slessor,
then commandant of the Imperial Defence Collegppstted the setting up of an inter-
departmental committee to deal with the Cold Wart Bst like Lord Tedder, he lacked
intimate knowledge of the inner workings of the éign Office and the business of
diplomacy. Foreign Office staff were quickly tiringf this interference in their affairs.
Even Strang, not one to lose his temper easily,ptaimed to Bevin in March 1949 that
‘Sir John Slessor's zeal has | think outrun botk Hiscretion and his knowleddg¥®
Retaliating against this barrage of criticism aefedding their organisation of the Foreign
Office, an official wrote in a memorandum to Betrat ‘we are adjusting the organisation
of the Foreign Office to respond to the changeénproblems it has to deal witf* With
the Russia Committee already in place for sevesats; the IRD and now the Cold War
sub-committee fine-tuning actual planning and galesaction to be taken, another new
committee was set up to coordinate efforts at dpelével of the Foreign Offic¥? The
Permanent Under-Secretary’'s Committee (PUSC), etiadirectly by the Permanent

Under-Secretary, was to consider questions of Ietegen policies while the Russia
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Committee would focus on short-term and medium-tessues. To pre-empt further
criticism and forge closer links between the Fangiijfice and the service departments the
Foreign Office, in early in 1949, suggested tenty that the service departments were
best educated about the ways of the Foreign Officé the problems and option of
diplomacy in the Cold War through the ongoing leetuat the IDC delivered by Foreign

Office staff®*®

8.3. Rollback

To make sense of all the different strands of idefdsow to interpret and fight the Cold
War while trying to determine if changes in Soviethaviour were caused by actual
modifications in Soviet strategies or were justtitad deviations, was exceedingly
difficult. The assessment of information and maiatece of an overview of developments
in various countries and on several fronts, fellnyato the Northern Department, and it is
here where one is most aware of their crucial joll @anmense responsibility. The
hardening of the Cold War fronts left no room fashation. Both the Kremlin and the
White House had made their policies clear in starkns. Beatrice Heuser has argued that
from 1948 both Britain and the USA followed a pwliof ‘rollback’ in order to reclaim
Eastern Europe for the West although by 1950 it h&tome clear to the US
administration that the Kremlin really was deteretinto hold on to its orbit stat&¥.
Within this discussion of how best to affect changenaintain the status quo the Northern
Department was determined to make its voice he@h@& Soviet threat could not be
countered through small or tentative initiativédsre had to be a confident and pro-active

approach. Harrison in this vein noted in JanuadgBl®at ‘the gloves are off*

But it was hard for the British government, now sdp tied into and committed to a
Western Defence system, to retain an individuateopolicy ideas on both sides of the
Atlantic did complement each other but did not taeron all point$*® Geographical
separation from the USA was probably an importaattdr in giving the British
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government the breathing space it needed to makeowa choice$?’ The choices,
however, were somewhat limited; as Mayhew notedh@ chapter quote, retreat in
diplomacy could be dangerous. Possibly againstitackground the Northern Department
had made it clear that it had become increasingjgnt for the Cabinet to sanction a more
pro-active foreign policy. As talk of war continudtroughout Whitehall, ‘the question of
peace or war’, as the Foreign Office knew, ‘is deiaed in the last resort by the balances
of forces throughout the world, but especially iwr@pe.?*® Despite events on the Korean
peninsula, during the late summer of 1950 Westemofie was re-affirmed as the ‘key area

for the defence of the whole free worf4>

In November 1948 Bateman had stated the ForeigiceXfideas of containing the Soviet
Union: the strong points along the Soviet periméta to be strengthened first, then the
Foreign Office had to concentrate on ‘exposingyentéing and combating Soviet attempts
to penetrate or divide the non-Communist pow&sShortly after, the main aim in
Europe was stated thus: to ‘disaffect the Sovibitoloosen the Soviet hold, discredit the
Soviet regime, frustrate Soviet efforts.” Europé an particular, the increasingly cohesive
satellite bloc were be the immediate focus for ¢ewaction. Just like during World War
Il it was presumably the idea of a second frontahattracted the Foreign Office. To
focus British policies on Eastern Europe, thusateeing the Kremlin’s hard won empire,
would reduce potential Soviet action elsewhereo Tad done the Foreign Office a favour
by exposing the innate weakness of the orbit. ThesR Committee Cold War sub-
committee noted that ‘we already know that the guasolt of one satellite country has
had profound psychological effects on the r&8tPossibly underestimating actual political
and economic cohesion at the time as well as ostarating the potential for internal
resistance, they had based their points probabhg oo an idea rather than definite actual

potential.

%47 For example, FO371/71670-N3962/207/38, Peters, 2948; FO371/71670-N4057/207/38, Harrison,
1.4.1948.

848 £0371/70272-W7836/7836/50, FO, 14.12.1948.

%49 F0371/86766-NS1072/5, FO, ‘Policy towards the 8bunion’, 4.9.1950.

50 FO371/71631-N10702/1/38, Bateman to Hankey, 494®1the strong points were Northern and Western
Europe, Greece, Turkey, the Eastern MediterranedrParsia.

51 FO371/70272-W7836/7836/50, RC sub-committee re@drt1.1948.
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Nevertheless, the assumption that Soviet strengdlpeestige was intimately linked to the
orbit and would suffer by serious problems withirwas sound. History and the British
experience had taught the Northern Department rilbaempire is indestructible even
though it might require a sustained effort to dmstt. The Northern Department also knew
that an empire would be defended. As a result Britead to be strong enough to
implement and defend its policies, and to offepreeid moral support to those on the same
side®? The COS's idea to try to undermine the Communisty™ hold over the Soviet
Union, for example through covert operations in 8wwiet Union, in these circumstances
was plainly dangeroU8® The focus thus remained on Eastern Europe, naherSoviet

Union itself.

In December 1948 these ideas were fine-tuned iNtrehern Department. In a draft paper
the initial foci of future action were suggestedtas SBZ, Yugoslavia and Albania. Action
was to be mainly political warfare: anti-Soviet paganda, aggressive publicity (overt and
covert), ‘the spreading of rumours and the sowitigsaspicion among Communists
...bribery...defection and sabotage...encouragement sfedt’, in essence those tactics

the Kremlin had used with varying success in Westurope®>*

The major underlying
problem and the one which was to limit British heti@on against Soviet tactics initially
very severely was the threat of war. Although Comistuideology and Soviet propaganda
both stressed that the Soviet Union was not amsiffe country, Dixon had pointed out in
April that ‘it is true that Russia in history hasuer yet taken the offensive. But there was a
time when Germany was a defensive courftyThe same draft made it clear that ‘none
of the above suggested measures should be takeas thought that it would involve us in

a serious risk of hostilities with the Soviet Uni6rf

The JIB's and COS'’s assessments that Britain cootdvin a war with the Soviet Union

quickly, if at all, and the severe lack of detailedelligence assessing Soviet military

52 F0371/71631-N10702/1/38, FO, minute for Commontietime Minister meeting in London,
4.10.1948.

633 F0371/71632A-N13824/1/38, FO draft paper, Decen9ds.

%34 F0371/71632A-N13824/1/38, FO draft paper, Decen9ds.

655 FO371/ 71671-N5284/207/38, Dixon note, 30.4.1®i&pn also suggested the setting up of a ‘western
fighting force’.

6% FO371/71632A-N13824/1/38, FO draft paper, 12.1948.
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strength and preparations had left quite a marth&nNorthern Departmefit’ National
confidence was based on economic and military gtherand foreign policy was weak if it
could not portray that confidence onto the outsiaeld. Dithering would be noted and
exploited, and could therefore not be allowed. Deuitad to be dealt with if Britain was to
retain its worldwide role. Any smaller country, owath no empire or leadership
ambitions, would have not found it so hard to ad&ptpost-1945 realities. Britain,
however, as Wallinger minuted in mid-1948, ‘mustayer to the offensive so that we do
not have to lead from weakne§2That was easier said than done. In early 194%eidto
Office paper noted that Britain still refrained fida policy of pure retaliatior®>® Patient

firmness remained the order of the day.

While the discussion about possible British forempticy initiatives remained focused on
political warfare, other tactics were discussedurChill, maverick of British politics, had
suggested a showdown with the Kremlin. Surprisinthg Russia Committee agreed that
the idea warranted further discussf6hTedder and the COS were apparently convinced
that something had to be done to prevent the Stln&n from ever becoming a major
threat; preferably before 195% But, of course, any hint of preventive war coultsip the
Kremlin to initiate the war that no-one wanf&d.in the absence of military action, the
COS were very keen on re-instituting the politiearfare machinery of World War I,
thus enabling so-called ‘black of8* The Russia Committee then debated the possible
three branches of a political warfare organisatian: offensive branch unmasking
Communist methods and realities, a defensive brdeakling with hostile propaganda and

a ‘positive’ branch to promote the Western countedel to the Soviet mod&f?

By the end of 1948 the discussion had progressgleiu while Western consolidation and

recovery had to be speeded up, counter-measuteasiiern Europe were to be initiated.

57 FO371/71632A-N13824/1/38, FO draft paper, 12.1948.

%58 F0371/71650-N5416/31/38, FO, ‘The Communist cagmpail0.5.1948; also FO371/71671-
N10522/207/38, Hankey lecture notes, 28.9.1948.

59 F0O371/77612-N2255/1024/38, FO, ‘The aims and nusttad Soviet diplomacy’, 4.3.1949.

0 F0371/71687-N1372/765/38, RC, 6.2.1948.

661 F0371/71687-N13677/765/38, RC, 16.12.1948; thesyeba possible future war vary in the documents.
%52 5ee Mayhew’s concerns about this in ‘Must therevaewith Russia’, FO371/86733-NS1023/40,
18.9.1950.

663 F0371/71648-N134/31/38, minutes of meeting in Mawls room, 5.1.1948.

664 FO371/71687-N1372/765/38, RC, 6.2.1948.
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Since direct action against the Soviet Union wagddravate the Cold War when the West
was still relatively weak and unprepared for ret@liy military action, and since direct
intervention in Yugoslavia might kill off the stillery fragile idea of an independent non-
Soviet Communism, Kirkpatrick, in a Russia Comnaittéscussion, suggested Albaffia.

A civil war could be engineered although there tesdanger that UN observers stationed
there might find out. Tedder, also present, stik$ise importance of letting the Americans
know about any such intentions. They, however, wengch less keen on sharing
information about their intentions. Makins disagreeith the whole idea. The orbit was
lost, he argued, and efforts should concentratareas that could be won: Berlin, Greece,
China and South East Asia. Considering Britaingese financial difficulties, it was not
remarkable that the resulting limitations for pbssiactions were well acknowledged by
all those present. To fight on several geograplaadl political warfare fronts was just too

expensive.

A very interesting and untested idea about dealiitly the Soviet threat was discussed in
the Foreign Office in the summer of 1949: the appoent of an expert social psychologist
to help decipher the personalities and intentiohthe Kremlin's resident&°® Although
enthusiasm among several of the officials wasalitirather muted, it was decided to try it
out and see if the results would be worthwhile ¢fffert. After weeks of discussion and
vetting by MI5, Mayhew contacted Dr. Dicks who praihg told him that he had already
been approached by the State Department with dasireguest. He had decided to accept
that offer though suggested to share, with Ameri@eguiescence, the results. The whole
debate has a quite comical feel about it altholghbiasic idea of it was very interesting.
This was the other side of psychological warfaoeunderstand the leader meant a better
chance of winning the war. The Northern Departmeas very much aware of this and
diligently looked at every piece of information arder to gain more insight into the

thinking and dynamics within the Kremlin.

That propaganda, already being distributed low tkegugh the IRD, was to be the main
idea for an offensive, was thus understandableniritored what the Agitprop department

665 £0371/71687-N13016/765/38, RC, 25.11.1948.
%66 Discussion in FO files FO371/77618, FO371/77613F1/77622, FO371/86747, FO371/86865.
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of the Soviet Communist Party had sanctioned okerpast few years. The results had
proven disruptive, offensive and embarrassing Inat actions had not triggered any
military retaliation by the West, ergo propagandss\a relatively safe and potent weapon
to use. It could also be used to take the Cold Mtarthe Soviet Union itself by attacking
its domestic weaknesses: its dictatorship, natibeslproblems and class issi&sThis
tactic entailed its own problems however. WhenIR2 published the personal account of
experiences in the Gulag of a Soviet man withoukintarelevant changes to dates and
places, the man was arrested nearly immediatety pftblication. The Moscow embassy,
which had sent the report to the Northern Departmerthe understanding that it would
not be used carelessly, and the Northern Departitsait, which had not been informed
about the use of it, were outrag8® Mayhew himself, it was noted, had sanctioned the

use of it for propaganda purposes.

Tellingly, and pointing out another factor causigtish policy to be still hesitant, just a
month before Murray, working with Mayhew in the IR@emanded that no action should
be taken which would subject individuals to ‘sevezpressive measures’ in respoffSe.
But if there were fears for a retaliatory war opabthe prospect of the possible torture or
killing of individuals, political warfare would bdifficult to carry out effectively. Jebb,
aware of these concerns, stuck to his guns. Bifitiskign policy with regards to the Soviet
Union had to be carried out more aggressively\fas to have any effe€® Although he
pointed out a few months later that the training@énts would require a serious long-term
commitment’* While bearing the apprehensions of some officialsnind, the idea to
initiate a more aggressive foreign policy and #ghtup the planning bodies for the
execution of it was approved by most senior offscien the Foreign Office and thus
became official Foreign Office advice to the Forefecretary and the Cabinet.

7 FO371/77560-N705/1013/38, FO, ‘Examination of tain internal weaknesses of the present regime in
the Soviet Union from the standpoint of its loegrt durability’, 13.1.1949.

%8 All notes for this are in FO371/ 77581-N2097/10/BB3 ND paper, “Mr T’s account of his experiendes
Siberia’, 24.2.1949.

%9 F0371/77615-N103/1051/38, Murray, 4.1.1949.

670 FO371/77616-N2454/1051/38, Jebb note on FO dexfepfor the Defence Committee, ‘British policy
towards Russia’, 11.2.1949.

71 FO371/77617-N5232/1051/38, Jebb note on ‘Waysgdimising resistance in the Soviet Union and other
Communist states’, 24.1.1949 and 10.6.1949.
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Having decided to toughen British propaganda, agieement ensued about the initial
focus of it. Sargent argued that it should be Waskirope and aim at the eradication of
Communism there. The West would thus be strengthane Britain could then initiate
further action in Eastern Europe. Roberts, thenimBgvPrincipal Private Secretary,
conveyed Bevin's ideas as saving Greece, helpitgahid initiating action in Albani¥{?
He thus mirrored the ideas of the Russia Commétek Kirkpatrick from late 1948. This
discussion incidentally also provided a good illasbn of how long the gestation periods
of policy ideas often were. Sargent, however, reeiunconvinced. To him it appeared
that the Secretary of State was trying to re-créaevartime SOE. The discussion ended
with the instruction to discuss details in a spectanmittee. What Bevin had made clear
from the start though, was that he wanted the U&tav about British plans and possibly
to get involved as well; a courtesy not extendetht British with regards to American
plans for overt and covert action in Europyé.

A pressing problem was that of constantly chan@ouiet tactics. Although recognised as
intended to confuse the West and divert attentiomfSoviet initiatives elsewhere, it had
nevertheless to be assessed for potential oppbesithese changes might offer. The Cold
War, just like a conventional war, was a conflicflux and even though basic fronts, aims
and strategies were unlikely to change, small shift focus and tactics could produce
some desired results. But shifting emphases magadbessment and planning of longer-
term initiatives difficult. The Russia Committeethar stoical pointed out in early 1950
that ‘all theories on Soviet policy were only hylpeses and should not be regarded as
axioms on which policy could safely be bas¥d.Trying to think afresh about the main
options for British relations with the Soviet Unian unidentified Foreign Office official
noted in March 1950 that Britain had three mainioés the Kremlin would do what the
British government wanted it to do, the world wosldbilise by acknowledgement of its
political division or the Cold War would continuetvall the associated problerfS.The
first two were seen as unlikely, the last as thetnpoobable outcome. NSC 68, issued in
1950, clarified American foreign policy parametarsl aims, and as a result increased the
stakes for the British as well as the Sovfétsviewing the Cold War through a strongly

672 F(0371/77616-N2454/1051/38, Roberts note, 11.2.1949

673 The debate is in FO371/77616-N2454/1051/38, F@pdp..2.1949.

674 F0371/ 86761-NS1053/6, RC, 14.2.1950.

675 F0371/86731-NS1023/17, FO, 29.3.1950; see als&/ EC®B5748-NS1051/31, FO, 21.4.1950.
676 For example, LefflerA Preponderance of Powerhapter 8; AldrichThe Hidden Hangdpp. 317ff;
Gaddis,The Cold Warpp. 164ff, Saundersosing an Empirgpp. 67ff.
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ideological lens and placing it in a global contetkte procurement of information, its
quick analysis and use, and a measured and reaksponse from the British side became
even more important in order to prevent the US a@tration pursuing policies regarded

as not in the British interest.

Kelly had a suspicion that the Kremlin leaders twitheir doctrinaire addiction to
grandiose planning are working to a broad genératable.®’” To ‘counter-challenge the
Soviet championship of a Pax Sovietica’ the Wesuldohave to do a lot more in
achieving Acheson’s aim to built up ‘situationsstfength.®”® Bullying of the West by the
Kremlin had been essentially stopped by late 1950ftr the bullying of Moscow the
West just had not enough leverage or political peiler, yet. Western and Eastern
consolidation was continuing, neutral and new coesitwere being wooed by both sides,
an arms race was in progress, political warfare erae again used as a viable political
tactic, covert activities were discussed serioaslg direct contact between the leaders of

the main camp was practically non-existent.

By 1950 the Northern Department had achieved whhad desired since 1946: a more
confident and targeted foreign policy and respottséhe ongoing Soviet propaganda
campaign. While the efforts to consolidate the Westfight against the expansion of
Soviet Communism had succeeded in the formatiorfldA0fFO and an independent West
Germany, these had largely been high-politics sssg® At the grass roots level much
more needed to be done to persuade the public itailBrand elsewhere, that Social
Democracy despite its problems, was the best arad vible alternative to Soviet inspired
Communism. Thanks to officials in the Foreign Gdfithe knowledge and expertise of
Soviet affairs, her strategies and tactics wasdw wastly better than they had previously
been. Although, as noted in the introduction tcs ttiiesis, there is the charge of ‘cold
warrior-ism’ against these men, detailed studyhef $ources suggests that they were in
actual fact realists. Access to primary informatéomd experience had given them a better
platform from which to assess new information aheytwere thus often well ahead of

77 FO371/86732-NS1023/31, Kelly, 26.9.1950.
678 F0371/86748-NS1051/31, FO, 21.4.1950.
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others in their discussion of options. In the ety opted for realistic and pragmatic
advice. For this they cannot be blamed.

The testing of each others parameters of interdsts,example in Berlin, was not
surprising. While diplomacy proved unsuccessfulnigotiate outstanding issues, the
resorting to a more active approach was to be exge8ritain’s response, together with
the USA, to forcefully pursue containment was adidation of the level of threat
perceived by both governments as well as an indicatf new realities of Cold Warfare: a
more direct involvement through financial and mailit means worldwide in order to stop

the expansion of Soviet inspired and led Communism.
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Part Four. Entrenchment, 1951 to 1953
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The Foreign Office, alongside the US State Departnand their Western European
counterparts, had by 1951 decided on its coursesandred the support of the Cabinet.
Although there was now a Conservative British gowegnt, the broad course of British
foreign policy remained essentially unaltered. WI@hurchill at times proved difficult to
handle, the Foreign Office patiently defended tpeiicy proposals. While the West could,
relatively speaking, be confident that their plavsuld come to fruition, the concurrent
development in the East centring on the Soviet bivi@s much slower to get off the
ground; the country also was once again plaguedhtoiguing domestic developments
which the Northern Department at times found hardinderstand (Chapter Ten). As a
result there was a flurry of diplomatic and propatg activity initiated by the Kremlin to
stall Western efforts for increased consolidatiod enore anti-Soviet propaganda (Chapter
Eleven). In its relations with the Kremlin, Westdétaropean military consolidation and in
particular German rearmament during these threesywaved the most controversial and

fought over issue (Chapter Twelve).

In the Northern Department these developments seea with a certain sense of calm in
the knowledge that the USA through had made a ideftommitment to Europe. Although
the British position in world politics was as vydillsfairly undetermined, the close
relationship with the USA and the continued exiseeaf an empire and Commonwealth as
well as its leading role in Europe at the time gieepolitical gravitas that brushed over its
severe economic problems and the growth of naigtnalovements which threatened the
integrity of its empire. By now the way informatievaes received, analysed and used had
been perfected, and its use by different committéeeisagencies well established. Some of
the main problems since the war had been dealtifuitbt solved and the focus was much
more concentrated. A better focus, more confideara® an increased will to stand their
ground meant that the department offered more denfiand implementable solutions to
present problems. One major diplomatic issue reataihow to determine whether Soviet
conciliation moves were genuine, for example af&lin’s death, and whether they were
worth jeopardising the special relationship with émoa in order to take advantage of

them.
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Chapter Nine: Institutions and personnel: The FO,t  he ND, and the Moscow
Embassy, 1951-1953

It is hard from the ivory tower of this embassysty how the new [Soviet]
policies are being received.

David Kelly, Mcow, 6.4.195%°

Of importance for British foreign policy but withuiprisingly limited impact for the
Foreign Office and the Northern Department itseldswthe change in the British
government in 1951. The well-respected Bevin hadl énd the Labour government after
six years in power was voted out of office and aepl by a new Conservative
government. Churchill and Eden (Morrison who hagalaeed Bevin was himself replaced
by Eden after a few months) as Prime Minister amctign Secretary respectively took the
helm. Eden, Reynolds has remarked, ‘returned toFtbmeign Office like a man going
home.®® Having closely worked together previously durihg war this was not a team
that required a lot of time to establish a workiatationship. Churchill, according to Klaus
Larres, thought that the British Empire and thecgdeelationship with the USA would
secure the achievement of his foreign politicalori$®' Bullock has argued that Churchill
‘romanticized’ this relationship while Bevin was goiumore pragmatic about®f® As
before, Churchill attempted to make his mark veuyckjy. Against the advice of the
Foreign Office, and against the preferences ofuiBeState Department, he brought back
the old idea of summit diplomacy to negotiate pressssues. Although forever associated
with the war effort of the British people, he wasnnbeyond his prime and difficulties
between the Prime Minister, his Foreign Secretanyl dhe Foreign Office soon

developed®?

679 F0371/94805-NS1015/28, Kelly, ‘Outline of Sovietliey for the Re-organisation of the Soviet
Countryside’, 6.4.1951

%80 D, Reynolds)n Command of HistorgPenguin, London, 2005), p. 179.

%81 | arres,Churchill’'s Cold War p. 90.

%82 Bullock, Ernest Bevinp. 80.

%83 HastingsFinest Yearsp. 423.
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The Northern Department took these changes in thieide. Led by the dependable
William Strang as Permanent Under-Secretary sir®eg,1he represented a continuity of
organisation and interest that was very usefulfficials. First Andrew Noble in 1951 and
then Paul Mason from 1952, both experienced officisupported Northern Department
staff as superintending Under-Secretaries throbghttansition period. The two Heads of
Department during these years, Geoffrey Harrisoth ldenry Arthur Frederick Hohler,
were equally experienced staff with an in-depthvidedge of the intricacies of Soviet
affairs and diplomacy. H.T. Morgan and K.J. Uffeanpleted the team as the specialists
working at the Soviet desk during this time. Alideubtedly benefited from the knowledge
and information accumulated by their predecessimiseshe end of the war which was
now used extensively by the department itself, dab by FORD, the IRD and other

Foreign Office departments and government agencies.

The Moscow Embassy in 1951 was still headed by d&elly who had arrived there in
June 1949. On his retirement in October 1951 Ala@ascoigne succeeded to his post.
After extensive service abroad and an ambassagasdiapan he was sent aged fifty eight
to one of the most difficult posts within the FagmiService. Trying to maintain his
dignity vis-a-vis the representatives of the Sogevernment who always noticed these
things Gascoigne begged the Foreign Office forva car: ‘the Rolls is off the road and in
a very bad condition. You know now necessary fioisprestige reasons for the number
one to have a really good c&?* A very budget conscious Treasury and the unfalmera
exchange rates for diplomatic personnel made thaimg of the embassy a challenging
and expensive task. Ably supported by J.W. Nichatld then Paul Grey as Ministers at
the embassy, Gascoigne led a team of seventednnsbat of which were exchanged
during 1951. J.L.B. Titchener and F.A. Warner pded continuous service during the first
two years. Additional help and expertise was ab#lafrom 1953 when the Russian
Secretariat was reorganised under the leadershimaias Brimelow. Having worked at
the Moscow Embassy between 1942 and 1945, anckilNgnthern Department between
1946 and 1948 he knew the Soviet Union probabliebéhan anyone else in the Foreign
Office. In 1956 he became the Head of the Northgepartment and ended his Foreign

Office career as Permanent Under-Secretary in 1975.

684 F0371/94841-NS1051/130, 25.10.1951.
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While the Northern Department and the Foreign @ffieere by now very well organised
and ready to receive, analyse and discuss infoomatery quickly, the essential problem
of the procurement of credible and up-to-date miaiion remained. The ‘deepening
Russian blackout’ had resulted, Kelly admittedaiflarge element of speculation in our
assessment® As Kelly noted in the introductory quote, relaobetween the Soviet and
the British government had cooled and further estaated the difficulties faced by British
diplomats in Moscow and the Soviet orbit. Trave]lim the Soviet Union, although
undoubtedly highly beneficial for the understandaighe country, could provide only so
much detailed information. Cooperation between Hueeign Office and the Soviet
Embassy in London were not much better. The Irortauwas hard to penetrate and the
Soviet government had perfected its complex sysiEmformation control and targeted
propaganda. One result was that it remained cliafignto suggest and develop
appropriate policies for the Cabinet to discussesswork and a limited information
exchange with other friendly governments filled sogaps. Some low key reorganisation
of the flow of information continued and concerb®at missing important announcements
in the Soviet press, for example, were also deith.%® The PUSC slowly overtook the
Russia Committee as the main information and patiegrdinating committee. Together
with the JIC it was at the forefront of Britain’sold War fight against Soviet

Communisnf®’

The ongoing Korean War, the continued discussiopgutathe integration of West
Germany into the European Defence Community anddifieult sessions in the UNO
dealing with the production and control of atomieapons increased the tension between
East and West. A new spy scandal, this time inngithe ‘Cambridge Five’ who had held
vital posts in the British fight against Soviet tmiled Communism, did nothing to aid an
easing of that tension. As Max Hastings noted rigethe real danger here was that by
that time ‘British intelligence and diplomacy wedeeply penetrated’ by these nféh.
Since Foreign Office and British intelligence effowere known to the Soviet government,
it was difficult to tell how much the British effoso far had been damaged. Nevertheless,

the fairly well developed consolidation on bothesidhad stabilised the Cold War in

685 F0371/94845-NS1053/43, Kelly's last despatch, @1.951.

68 F0371/94806-NS1051/34, Connelly, discussion afmiteporting from Moscow, 1.3.1951; for a fulklis
of the reports prepared in and out-with the For&diice see FO371/94824-NS1021/60.

%87 GreenwoodBritain and the Cold Warmp. 71.

%8 The Sunday Time€ulture sectionbook review, 11.10.2009.
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Europe. Clearly drawn battle lines meant that a beween the two sides was less likely

and this resulted in a reduction in the talk of &r

689 £0371/94808-NS1015/68, Hohler, 13.9.1951.
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Chapter Ten: The ND view of the Soviet Union, Sovie t foreign policy, and the

likely succession to Stalin

These [Soviet leaders] are hard-boiled fanatics.

David Kelly, 5.7.195%°

The last two years of Stalin’s life were defineddmyweral important events: the Nineteenth
party Congress in October 1952, the long delayedrskpost-war (Fifth) Five Year Plan,
and the preparation and partial carrying out of pemges. The Party Congress confirmed
and increased domestic coherence while personraigels in party and bureaucracy
cemented the Stalinist syst&M.Stalin, as Roberts Service has argued, was dtiiteat to
his follow party member¥? By the time of his death on MarcH51953 the complete
Communist Party hold on the country had been rabished after the upheavals of the
war and post-war peridd® The famous grandiose schemes of Soviet enginesis a
architects fired the public imagination and coneithanany in the West that the Soviet
Union would only grow strongéf? This increased concern in those who knew that
increasing industrial strength would necessarilgneowith a more confident approach to
the solution of internal and external problems.liGthimself, the Northern Department
agued, retained his absolute control of the courdryclaim now questioned by some

historians®®®

The Soviet population had by now recovered fromwigstime losses and stood at about
203 million, 39.2 million of whom where industriabrkers®®® Tony Judt estimates that in

1952 about 5.2 million were held in labour campabpolur colonies or special

%% F0371/94850-NS1073/15.

91 F0371/100826-NS1023/26, Gascoigne, 30.8.1952; @mgyed that the Soviet government only now had
finished its reassessment of the changed intemedtsituation after WWII, FO371/100831-NS1026/32,
‘Survey of the international implications of theopeedings of the XIXth congress of the CommunistyRat
the Soviet Union’, 23.10.52; Gorlizki & Khlevniukold Peacep. 152; ServiceA History of Modern
Russiap. 327.

%92 Service A History of Modern Russig. 327.

%93 Gorlizki & Khlevniuk, Cold Peacep. 12 and 170.

694 FO371/94800-NS1013/1, Moscow Embassy, ‘Quarteport’, 1.1.1951; it was known that many of
these projects used forced labour.

69 Zubkova,Russia after the Wap. 147; KnightBeria, pp. 166ff and pp. 172ff.

6% F0371/94852-NS1101/2, EID paper, ‘Monthly econorejgort for February and March 1951,
27.3.1951.
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settlement§®” But the reality of living in a totalitarian cougitmay well have been less
worrying for Soviet citizens at the time than manythe West thought. Embassy staff
travelling the country in 1951 reported back saytimat ‘the fact of living in a police state
iIs merely an accepted background to normal lifstriéngthens the desire to keep ‘out of
trouble’ but is not felt as an oppression from whiother happier races are fré&:
Gascoigne, the new ambassador, wrote in his faterl that ‘while the people look
adequately clad, they do not look happy...I get thmpression that it is one of the
gloomiest and saddest cities | have ever seenp&bple all seem to be in mournirtg”
Though deeply pessimistic this assessment reflebtediews of the Foreign Office.

The big news at the beginning of 1953 was the amce@ment of a wave of new arrests.
Frequent purges and re-organisation in the buraaycParty and local government bodies
were nothing unusual. In 1951 a Northern Departnugfitial had noted that ‘this is a
recurrent disease of the Communist mind and | dotmok we should attach any great
significance to the present campaidif.Arrests in the 1930s had served domestic as well
as foreign policy purposes and the new purges wWeemned to be a completely internal
affair; possibly a sort of Soviet house cleaniffgThis time a group of Jewish doctors,
among them very prominent Kremlin doctors like \@nadov and Egorov, were accused
of planning terrorist activities in the instruct®mf Western, in particular British and
American, intelligence servicé® In 1953 after months of silence and expectatidna o
new show trial, the new leaders announced soon &fédin’s death that the men had been
wrongfully arrested by the Ministry of State Setwff* How far Beria himself was
implicated and how much this affair aided his sqgoeat fall remains unclear. Amy
Knight proposed that it may have been Khrushchéwg disliked Beria, who was behind
this plot to discredit the security servid@The Moscow embassy noted, slightly at a loss,

that ‘the doctor’s plot remains a curious episdde.’

697 Judt,Postwar p. 191.

69 F0371/94908-NS1632/13, Kelly, ‘Impressions of lifehe Soviet Union’, 11.4.1951; also FO371/94808-
NS1015/68, Peck note, 13.9.1951.

9 F0371/94808-NS1015/83, Gascoigne, ‘First impressiaf Moscow’, 5.12.1951.

"0 F0371/94802-NS1013/19, Uffen comment on ‘FortdigBummary’, 11.7.1951.

%1 F0371/106513-NS1017/1,Hohler note, 13.1.1953.

92 F0371/106504-NS1013/4, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union wgekimmary’, 16.1.1953; J. Brent & V.P.
Naumov,Stalin’s last Crime: The Doctor’s Plgdohn Murray, London, 2003); ZubkovRussia after the
War, pp. 135-137.

"3 FO371/106504-0146, Soviet Union weekly summarg,1953.

%4 Knight, Beria, p. 173.

"5 FO371/106504-NS1013/19, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union terly report’, 8.4.1953.
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Despite the developments since 1945 and the pesshlisation that he had a part to play
in the cooling of relations between the erstwhiles, Stalin was orthodox with regards to
his world view. While he was willing to alter soretrategies as well as tactics, his basic
assumptions remained the same. Undoubtedly, Robastsaargued, the Soviet leadership
believed in its own ideolog$® But Stalin’s attempt to view the post-war worlddihgh
the prism of Marxism-Leninism, while providing hiwith explanations and opportunities,
weakened his understanding of the changing intemalt scené®’ Nevertheless,
‘dogmatism was one of the most important pillarsSeélinism.”®® As new necessities
merged with old certainties the export of the retiohary movement into those areas
deemed susceptible to it remained, apart from dooasd military strength, the main line
of the defence of the Soviet Uni6H.The problem for the Kremlin was how to reconcile
the massive capital investment programme needettheve the basics of Communism
while rearming at the same time and the Soviet gouent was undoubtedly aware of this

huge problem at the heart of its domestic and matgwnal policy.

When the staple of Soviet propaganda, the immimeohomic slump in the capitalist
countries, proved to take longer than anticipatedl thus less useful as a threat, the focus
shifted towards the impact of rearmament on workees in the West!° The new mode
of attack included frequent claims that Westernreggjve policies were the source of the
international tension and that therefore war in fiitere was likely’** Soviet policy, the
Northern Department argued, could not hope toraitaiforeign policy aims with regards
to the spread of Communism by inter-governmentatiores. Therefore it was entirely
dependent on grass roots support abroad. The rigialground was therefore important
and the Kremlin worked hard to give the impressadroccupying it alone. High-level
diplomacy was designed to divert attention awaynfrimese efforts and to optimise the
ground as much as possible while maintaining pedae.hope for any significant

conciliatory moves, Gascoigne argued, was poinfféss

9% F0371/94823-NS1021/52, Roberts paper, 31.5.1951.

97 For example, FO371/106504-NS1013/3, Gascoignejébtinion quarterly report’, 1.1.1953.

%8 \/olkogonov,Stalin, p. 552.

"9 F0371/94824-NS1021/55, Kelly, ‘Soviet foreign ogli 20.7.1951; see FO371/94848-NS1071/4 for a
Moscow Chancery letter on a Soviet article on ‘Tdle of the masses in the defence of peace’, 66819
FO371/100836-NS10345/19, Dixon note on FO papeviggd@ropaganda against the Western powers’,
10.6.1952.

"0 F0371/94801-NS1013/10 , ‘Soviet Union quarterfyar’, , 20.3.1951.

"1 F0371/94829-NS1024/7, ‘RST’, 29.6.1951; FO371/348856 , ‘RST’, 1.1.1952.

"2 F0371/100830-NS1026/3, Uffen note on Gascoigrerles.3.1952; FO371/100831-NS1026/32, Grey,
‘Survey of the international implications of theopeedings of the {9Party Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union’, 23.10.1952.
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The Soviet bloc far from being a finished prodwanained very much a work in progress
while, apart from Germany, the Korean War was iteamber one on the negotiation
list.”** Soviet intentions were still unclear and NichoNsote from Moscow that ‘the
Korean campaign was more a limited exercise and waiti@n the general strategy of
plucking ripe plums were no great risk was involviedt there could be no certainty that
the Politburo did not intend it as the opening sifat general offensivé™ Kelly argued a
few months later that ‘the inability of the Sovggvernment to resist the temptation of an
apparently easy prize in Korea was a turning pdimtSoviet policy’™ It had made a
mistake that was now difficult to rectify. Dixongared therefore not surprisingly that the
next time the Kremlin might be more careful witlyaeds to any foreign adventurés.
Accordingly, Soviet confidence and propaganda wedevith military fortunes in Korea.
When making progress the Soviet Union blockedtshapts to secure a cease fire. By late
1951 it was clear that the Korean War was a ligbib all sides. The main problem was
that China appeared to be in charge of negotiatans the realisation of all Chinese

desiderata for negotiation appeared impossible.

A long memorandum in July 1951 summarised the #ritonsensus about the aims of
Soviet foreign policy}’ The Soviet foreign policy in Europe was charastdi as
nationalist imperialism aimed at the realisatioraoEommunist world ordér? Germany
remained the key to success in Eurbpelhe Kremlin would try to defeat both Western
European recovery and Western consolidation ofkamy. American and British influence
in Eastern and Western Europe was to be eradicatedder to achieve these it would use
all methods of Cold Warfaré® Since Soviet leaders did not have to pay attention
domestic pressures and thought that concern amorgigh Communists and non-
Communists alike was being dealt with adequatetguph the Peace Campaign it was

able to follow its foreign policy objectives fairlyonsistently. Although the West should

"3 FO371/94801-NS1013/10 , ‘Soviet Union quarteriyam’, 20.3.1951; FO371/ 94825-NS1021/74, lecture
for the Joint Services Staff College, ‘Basic FaxftSoviet policy’, 6.10.1951.

"4 F0371/ 94800-NS1013/1, Nicholls, ‘Soviet Union gasy report’, 1.1.1951.

"* F0371/94824-NS1021/55, Kelly, 20.7.1951.

"% F0371/94843-NS1053/17, RC, 16.3.1951; Dixon ndhed it was ‘certainly a cardinal principle of
Russian policy to get others to do the fightingtfe@m’, FO371/94845-NS1053/35, RC notes, 23.8.1951.
"TFO371/94815-NS10114/19, FO, ‘Soviet foreign paliyief for the UK deputy to the North Atlantic
Council of Deputies’, 3.7.1951; also FO371/94842tN53/2, ‘Proposed telegram for Four Power talks’,
RC, 2.1.1951.

"8 FO371/94844-NS1053/25, RC, 7.5.1951; the Nortlepartment noted that ‘Soviet policy might be
called Marxism harnessed to the service of Rudsmperialism’, FO371/100847-7088, Brief for the UK
deputy to the North Atlantic Council of Deputie4,.2.1952.

"9 F0371/94821-NS1021/25 , ‘SWWPI’, 1.3.1951.

" Roberts had argued two month prior to this thabeding to the Soviet attitude ‘the ends justifies
means and no faith need be kept with non-Marxigdefs’, FO371/94823-NS1021/52, 31.5.1951.
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not appear weak it had to refrain from appearingttoeatening. Backed into a corner it
was impossible to say what the Kremlin might dot Norprisingly, Gascoigne warned
from Moscow that ‘the Soviet Union would fight raththan yield on any point which

threatened sovereignty, either of Soviet territonyof the territory of their satellite$**

Stalin’s death in March 1953 was a turning poihe end of an era and the chance for an
easing of the Cold War. Although the new leadersldithave to negotiate about the form
of government and ensure the domestic stabilithefcountry, and therefore were unlikely
to make wide-ranging concessions quickly, smalleps could well lead to bigger
gestures?? The embassy confidently declared that there wigmessthat the new leaders
were keen to dissociate themselves from partidialetics of their predecessor and soon
detected a moderate disengagement internatioffligome in the Air Ministry even
wondered, in view of the continued calm and busiressusual mentality, whether the new
leaders ‘were working to a pre-arranged pi&h.While toning down the severe anti-
Western content of their propaganda and expresk&igdesire for peace they maintained
that the Soviet Union would continue to strengtimemself. The Northern Department
thought that this reduction in aggressiveness vezergially due to a real fear in the

Kremlin about what the West, and in particular tH@A, might do’®

Many remembered
the intervention after the revolution in admittedifferent circumstances but nevertheless
this idea was not entirely illusionary. The baclkdbad been opened and no one was quite

sure of what to do next.

By the summer this very fleeting détente was esagnover. It had lasted only as long as
the new leaders needed to secure their own positidme unrest in GDR in the summer of
1953 was dealt with in typical Soviet manner — gi@elly and ruthlessly. However, a ‘new
look’ was being portrayed across the orbit: forragke, in a tactical withdrawal the Soviet
style collectivisation campaign was halted, localvernments showed restraint with
regards to the expression of criticisms of natiggwlernments. Overall nothing important

21 F0371/100825-NS1023/13, Gascoigne, 3.5.1952; semé&¥ note on the ‘Amended NATO deputies draft
in Soviet foreign policy’, FO371/100846-NS1071/8,21952.

22 The Soviet leadership was perceived as alwaysrigemternational politics as secondary to donuesti
politics, FO371/106540-NS1073/1, Russian Secrdtpdper, ‘Peaceful Co-existence’, 13.1.1953.

'3 F0371/106504-NS1013/19, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union terly report’, 8.4.1953; FO371/106530-
NS1023/47, ‘Trends in Soviet policy’, 9.6.1953.

2 F0371/106516-NS10110/80, W.J.S. Batho, Air MinyistBtalin and after’, 18.5.1953.
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had been conceded; the most urgent internationtbm#he Korean War, would not be
over until late July 1953. However, by offering shwncession to minor problems the
Kremlin had gained the upper hand and now the Westforeign Office feared, was in

the defensive and would have possibly have to dffeir own concessions next,

Those who succeeded Stalin in the period of goventry committee presented a united
front. While Malenkov, Beria and Khrushchev knevattlsome reform was necessary,
Molotov and Kaganovich disagreé&d.Beria even had, as Rayfield has argued, ‘lost his
taste for blood”® However, as usual in Soviet history, a leadersioiptest had at some
point to come out into the open. Although we stdlnot know exactly what happened and
why, it was announced on July"™L@953 that Malenkov had in a report to a plenasgiea

of the Central Committee of the Communist Partackiéd Beria for alleged criminal
attempts to ‘undermine the Soviet state in ther@steof foreign capital and to set his
ministry above the government and the CommunistyPef the Soviet Union’*
Although Stalin was dead his tactics still provather useful to the new regime. Beria was
relieved of all his posts and expelled from thetyalit is safe to assume that his
involvement in the many crimes of the Stalin eravai as his undeniable power by way
of his ministry frightened the other party leadensl that they took the first opportunity to
get rid of him. Interestingly, the Foreign Officachat the beginning of the year argued that

a purge of Beria’s ministry was in actual fact notikely.”*°

International opinion in the summer of 1953 wagd#d between those who saw Beria as
the architect of the Soviet ‘new look’ and thoseowwhought he was the main opponent of
it. Gascoigne argued that Beria may have been®hitHist since April”>* The result was
that Malenkov appeared to be even more robustlgharge. Beria was arrested on June
27" and not heard off again. It is still a mystery wieshad not protected himself bettér.
Although it was later stated that he was executethea end of the year, he had in fact

almost certainly been shot during the summer. Hissawas concluded to be the result of

26 F0371/106526-NS1021/64, Connelly ‘A summary ofdations of Soviet intentions since the death of
Stalin’, 3.6.1953.

27 Service Comradesp. 308.

28 Rayfield,Stalin and his Hangmem. 447.

29 F0371/106505-NS1013/35, Moscow, * Soviet Union kigsummary’, 16.7.1953.

"0 FO371/106513-NS1017/1, FO, ‘The Plot inside therilin’, 13.1.1953.

31 F0371/106518-NS10111/27, Gascoigne, 11.7.1953.

32 Rayfield,Stalin and his Hangmenm. 447.
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a power struggle at the top of the party at a twmhen the collective government fagade
was breaking dowf®® The Foreign Office even speculated that the aroésBeria
illustrated the emergence of the Red Army as a n@btical force with the army leaders
supporting the anti-Beria forcé¥' What this assessment was based on is uncleartfrem
documents and it is certainly surprising to see Nuwgthern Department endorsing an

opinion like this.

Probably necessarily, bearing his high internafipnafile even after the loss of his post as
Soviet foreign minister in mind, Molotov was seaitially as the most likely successdr.
However, while appreciating the importance of damgsolitics for the Soviet leadership
the Northern Department curiously failed to look those in the party leadership who,
even if lacking international profile, had a higbndestic profile. Admittedly it was easier
to speculate about those who were known in the Westal succession contest was seen
as unlikely. The Northern Department noted in M&®p1 that ‘in all probability the
mechanism for a smooth transference of power tdin&asuccessor is already in
existence’, surprisingly underestimating Stalintipgon his Politburd>® Although even
today we have no information about a possible mdnsuccession, it is unlikely that a
leader like Stalin would willingly nominate a susser thus ostensibly weakening his
power by admitting his own mortality. In actual tftdee did everything in his power to
dilute the influence of some of his potential s\ sswEs.

On March 1953 a communiqué was issued that Stalin had tiakéH Having had a
supposed brain haemorrhage the day before thiswasnouncement without precedent.
To take the decision to publish this informatiorplrad that Stalin really was mortally ill.
Now, of course, the succession debate became @ abhiot debate. Then at 9.50 pm on
March 8",1953 Stalin’s death was announced. The longestingeiSoviet leader had
finally died and left no immediate successor. 8tdlad, the Moscow embassy noted,
‘when he died [been] czar in all but nan&’

33 FO371/106518-NS10111/29, FO to Moscow, 10.7.1953.

34 £0371/106528-NS1022/9, FO, ‘TCP’, 31.7.1953.

35 £0371/94806-NS1013/12, Harrison, 2.7.1951.

36 F0371/94815-NS10114/7, FO, 25.5.1951.

8" FO371/ 106504-NS1013/12, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union kiggsummary’, 5.3.1953; Volkogono¥he Rise
and Fall, pp. 171-177.

38 F0371/106504-NS1013/19, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union tgrdy report’, 8.4.1953.
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The speed with which the succession changes wetiedcaut suggests a certain degree of
agreement among the senior party leaders or pgsailre-arranged plan. No obvious
power struggle was taking plat®.Malenkov appeared to be accepted as the new man in
charge of the country and certainly portrayed tinapression to foreign observefS.
Malenkov, Hohler suggested, ‘is an adroit politiciho may well succeed in riding the
collective horse without falling off** However, he continued, ‘totalitarianism and
collective government cannot survive together fongl and...a single leader must
eventually emerge.” The collective leadership psact at that time would sooner or later
be replaced by the emergence of another supreree’HilThis, of course, was viewed
with apprehension in the West as a new leader wampredictable entity. As it turned out
government by committee worked until the changes linought about Beria’s arrest and
subsequent execution. By that time the struggledtaryone had been waiting for was in

full swing.”**

Stalin’s funeral was by all means an odd affairraAged with haste but following set
precedents, it lacked a sense of real {65&ascoigne noted that ‘it was a mean, and to my
mind a shabby, funeral cortege for so great a rffahe Hall of Columns, where Stalin’s
body lay in state, was not very remarkable and &h&ance hall was full of soldiers
behaving as if they were enjoying an interval #heatre.”*® The indifference of ordinary
people to this event was commented upon severassfithPublic displays of grief were
very rare although Archie Brown has noted that mesgretted his deatlf® The party
leaders obvious haste to get this funeral overdame with attracted not surprisingly some
comment at the tim&° By April 1953 there even were rumours that ‘Stalias assisted

out of this world.”°
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Chapter Eleven: The ND and ‘Cold Warfare’, 1951-195 3

The easiest way to capture a fortress is from withi

Stalin, ‘Short Hisy of the CPSU®!

Cold Warfare, the aggressive and prolonged useolifigal and economic pressure
through propaganda and trade sanctions, for exargatesince 1945 become a recognised
method of applying pressure on the West. In thermdss of effective diplomacy due to the
inability and unwillingness of both sides to talkdafind ways to negotiate outstanding
iIssues, it had become a tested Soviet means ofigutie West under pressure and on the
defensive in Europe and worldwide. The Cominforhg Peace Campaign and ceaseless
propaganda as well as economic pressure and aveesy policy in the UNO meant that
the Foreign Office was faced with some form of ®bwittack nearly continuousfy? Even
though the Northern Department was by now usedisotactic Britain was still relatively
slow to respond. A fast, appropriate and targetsganse required a policy change that the
British government had not yet taken. The Foreidfic® had, however, admitted a COS
representative to the Russia Committee thus acledpiig the importance of defence
considerations in foreign policy. Greenwood argtieat this in actual fact constituted a
victory of the COS?>® Although the IRD, for example, was now trying tisseminate
information that set Soviet propaganda in perspecthis effort was still very much low
key. It was more in the international institutiongke the UNO, were the British
government felt able to take a more pro-active aygtressive approach.

The Peace Offensive, which had run slightly outstdam but was still a formidable
propaganda platform, continued to placate peoptatdwide with Soviet inspired slogans
and campaigns. ‘The Western democracies are now omare the declared enemy’, a
Northern Department paper noteéd.The Korean War, of course, proved a godsend for

Soviet agitators. The first war since 1945, it emlanxiety among peoples and politicians

1 Quoted in FO371/100831-NS1026/33, FO paper orichtibns from the (a) 19Party Congress of the
All-Union Communist Party and (b) Stalin’s ‘Econmmproblems of Socialism in the USSR”, 6.11.1952.
52 F0371/94815-NS10114/19, FO, ‘Soviet foreign palidyief for the UK deputy to the North Atlantic
Council of Deputies’, 3.7.1951.

53 GreenwoodBritain and the Cold Warmp. 71.

" FO371/94820-NS1021/14, FO, ‘SWWIP’, 6.2.1951.
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alike about the immediate future. It was a pertggortunity and the Kremlin exploited it
to the fullest. Apart from campaigning on a peatafgrm it also provided a further
opportunity to speak to and engage peoples out-thith UNO and bypassing their
democratic governments in the West.

The Peace Campaign was an odd invention: propagatace while using methods of
political warfare. It was, apart from Communisttpes and the Cominform, a main arm of
Soviet foreign policy>® On the other hand, the campaign restricted thenKneto those
policies which fitted into its main concept. Funtlatempts to settle outstanding issues by
military means, such as the Berlin Blockade, weffecdlt to justify. This possibly further
supported a more stable Cold War at the fifidlthough calls for a final settlement of
the German question continued, the Peace Campalgmot make much headway on this
issue’’ Dixon, during a Russia Committee discussion, woedlevhether the Kremlin
really attached as many expectations to this cagnpas thought>® Others wondered as
well, arguing that the campaign had been mostly orildly successful>® However, since
the Soviet Union’s aim was to dissociate the pefple their respective governments and
to create and then exploit revolutionary situatjotie attainment of this goal stood in
direct relation to the amount of effort put intd% For this reason the Peace Campaign and
its possible successors where here to stay. Ittwasmain, as a Northern Department
memorandum argued, the ‘chief vehicle for Sovietitisal warfare.”® The Russia
Committee agreed; Soviet propaganda would usepimece campaign as the main vehicle

for their campaign of attrition against the We$t.’

Since Soviet propaganda had failed in its attermgidrsuade the Western peoples that a
catastrophic economic slump was on the way, it gbdrtactics and now concentrated on
peace. This was very clever and possibly quite esgfal. Most of the vital diplomatic
issues at the time could be incorporated into tthie: Korean War, Western European

55F0371/94821-NS1021/24, FO, ‘Soviet political aggien: Brief for the UK delegation to the prelimipa
Four Power Conference’, 27.2.1951

"5 F0371/94825-NS1021/69, Etherington-Smith, 17.91195
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Party’, 6.11.1952.

782 £0371/100831-NS1026/31, RC, 6.11.1952.
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military consolidation, West German and Japanesemament, British policy in the
Mediterranean and the Middle East, and the cowofritie atomic bomB% The underlying
aim was, however, to affect actual political changegime change achieved through the
disaffected in the West was a main concern of thenin.®* A popular avenue for this
was the colonial issue. In an attempt to further ghoblems the Western imperial powers
were already facing in South East Asia and theHaast, the campaign to resist colonial
suppression and exploitation, and to fan natioih@ration and independence forces was
stepped up®® But the campaign was also aimed at internationdlds and variously tried
to increase Soviet influence in them or changentiréo tools of the Kremlin. The Peace
Campaign, in particular the World Peace Councithie West was aiming at setting itself
up to replace the UNO when the time was right. Thieve its overall objective it
propagated the idea that the people themselves &top a possible future war if they
‘take the cause of peace into their own haitfsWhile the Peace Campaign varied in

intensity it was always presefi.

The Korean War was not surprisingly one of the mangets of the campaign. It allowed
the spread of fear while ostensibly talking aboedqe; it also allowed frequent calls for a
negotiated settlement in Korea through a Five Pd®aat, something very much desired
by the Kremlin. By offering to attend a conferertcethis end the Kremlin was again
taking the initiative thus leaving the West in awkward position’®® The Soviet
government undoubtedly wanted the war to end abBad essentially exhausted its
usefulness and was a drain on resources with tbenipe of only limited benefits.
However, the Kremlin, just like the Chinese goveemty wanted peace on their terffis.
This close linking of Soviet and Communist aims gaxdics with the Peace Campaign was
problematic and alienated those who saw throughrieeoric’’® But Uffen’s comment
that ‘the Soviet Peace Campaign has been expodbdcamsiderable success as a thinly

veiled Soviet game’ may have been slightly too mjiic/’* Many were new to

53 F0371/94800-NS1013/4, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union fogtritly summary’, 23.1.1951.
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propaganda and this use of it, and genuinely betigliat the Soviet Union desired nothing
more than world peace. Kelly, not usually takenptaising Soviet tactics, called the
campaign a ‘stoke of geniu§? All measures short of war were used and thus Igreat
expanded the possible scope of action. This, thehlimm Department worried, included
subversive agitation and sabotage in countriesunder Communist contrdl® Possible
areas of conflict suggested were Greece, Finlaedn@ny or Persia. Particularly Germany
and Japan were portrayed as becoming bastions pariaist aggression that threatened
world peacé* With a well organised campaign on different levastinuously in action,
the Northern Department was well aware that thed@ghr with all its side-effects was

here to stay.

Europe had always had close trading links amongoaitsitries. The importance of trade to
economic and social recovery after the war gaineek\a importance in the discussions
about a possible division of Germany. With the isgabf the Iron Curtain and the actual
division of Germany into two by October 1949 thesadission about the serious
repercussions of this loss of age-old trade limkenisified. Both sides were worried. The
Soviet bloc needed Western imports to acquire lggguity industrial goods that would aid
economic recovery while the West was interestddan stuffs and natural resources it did
not have enough of. Restrictions thus hurt both.aA®sult both Britain and the Soviet
Union spent a lot of their time looking for workabsolutions to the East-West trade
issue’’® An ongoing problem was that the Soviet governnadways achieved a positive
trade balance while the British one tended to lg@tiee’’® The British government would

have liked to see a more even balance but Stafexte discipline was well developed.

The increasing references to trade in Soviet prapdg reflected a real concern that a
reduction in trade could harm the Soviet Union ateday economic progre$§. The
Kremlin even suggested an international conferetwediscuss worldwide tradé®
Although this behaviour suggested that the Kremluas worried about lacking
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international, and in particular European, trade Russia Committee argued that this
might not actually mean muéh? Assumptions in the West did not necessarily havieet
correct. All this could possibly be a ploy to sugpbe Peace Campaign with little cost to
the Kremlin. Since direct evidence of the econositgation in the Soviet Union and the
satellites was difficult to get, a lot of assumpBowere necessarily based on insufficient
information. It was, however, known that the Sowaethorities were unhappy with the

economic progress made so far.

Britain was in a difficult situation. Further restions of trade with the Soviet Bloc would
seriously harm the already precarious dollar badarmd make the country more even more
dependent on American financial i Any such action therefore would only be instituted
if there was a real chance of achieving resultsetard Soviet economic and thus military
progress, the likelihood of which was questioff&dThe US were, of course, in much
better shape economically and could thus afforcbttemplate stricter economic measures
vis-a-vis the Soviet Bloc. In response, the Krendlid not sit back but took the offensive.
As usual linking several issues to make their posttvernik, president of the Supreme
Soviet, himself told Truman in a letter that an royement in trade was of vital
importance in order to improve international relag’®® Not surprisingly, the Russia
Committee at the end of 1951 decided to take a&closk at this issue. The memorandum

warned that

to add further measures of control to existing isigg export controls’ would
mean economic warfare and would represent a funa@iehange of policy on
our part, which could be justified only if we beled that war was both
inevitable and imminer(t®

This, of course, was an important point and thennpaoblem. Although talk of war was
essentially permanent, there was still no diredtlenwce that war on a larger scale than
Korea was about to or would break out in the nesuré. War as a justification of
increased trade controls was therefore of limiteshdbit. The implications of the

imposition of these controls were severe: the Kiemias likely to close off the Soviet

™ FO371/94845-NS1053/38, RC notes, 18.9.1951.

80 F0371/94845-NS1053/39, RC notes on paper by theidlldid Department, 18.9.1951.
81 F0371/106531-NS1024/1, FO, brief for the Secretdigtate, 30.1.1953.
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bloc to the West and may well also flex its museléh regards to China and potentially
other countries. The ‘strategic criteria’ deviseg Western governments to restrict the
trade of those goods seen as vital to the enhamterh&oviet war potential would have to
be rethought. A connected issue was the tradethirtth countries that were known to trade
with the Soviet Union. How to restrict trade to $kan an attempt to prevent a possible re-
sale of imports to the Soviet Union was a politicdlighly complicated and charged
matter. Overall, the Northern Department thoughtthés talk of an improvement in trade
relations was most likely to be an effort to putbal over the eyes of the West. The Soviet
Union, it was argued, would undoubtedly ‘try to elecate the process of disintegration of
the Capitalist West by economic warfaf&'Stalin himself had stated that the division of
the world market was one of the most important eatin consequences of the witHe,
however, took no responsibility but continued t@lex this idea when trying to persuade
the West to keep particularly that trade open blesefited him most.

While the Peace Campaign and the extensive dismsssibout the state of international
trade took up a lot of the time of the Northern Bment, proceedings in the UNO in
New York were often even more important. This wae tost high-profile platform for
discussion and propaganda available and was dudlipieed by the Kremlin. But unlike
attacks and accusation elsewhere, here they hdm tefuted vigorously by Britain if
damage or the appearance of weakness was to bdedv@s a result it was here were
information about the Soviet Union and about caadg in the satellite countries was used
to counter Soviet claims and to raise the stakepoilitical warfare. While the Soviet
representatives had for quite some time been ableseé the UNO as a platform for
attacking the West without an equivalent reply frehe Western governments, this
situation had changed by the late 1940s. As thesBrgovernment sanctioned the use of
information about the Soviet bloc in the UNO ansgeglhere, the British representatives

became more confident and more outspoken in thigéicism of the Communist policies.

The UNO was fought over by both sides. It was teesgnification of the new idea of

collective security and responsibility, and judtelithe League of Nations after 1919,
resulted from the desire to prevent another wordd. W could also, due to is composition
and voting procedures, not easily be exploitedneySoviet government. As a result Stalin

84 £0371/100851-NS1102/23, FO, 3.10.1952.
8 FO371/125006-ZP15/5, RC paper, 17.10.1952.

194



and other senior leaders attacked it for beingomge of Western, and in particular
American, imperialism. With the increasing effortpnto the Peace Campaign, Soviet
criticism became more outspoken in an attempt eéarclhe way for a transfer of peoples
allegiance away from the UNO should the opportusenent aris€=° Criticism, of course,
did not mean that the Soviet Union was likely tavie the UNO. It would only do so when
absolutely certain that a large number of countriesld follow this example and that the
Peace Campaign and its World Peace Council coudige an alternative’®’ That this
never happened is one indication of the transpgrand actual political weakness of the
Soviet Union. It may have also been partly dueht® tise of the veto in the Security
Council to block those policies regarded as unwakdy the Kremlin. As long as the
Soviet government perceived some form of benefimfrremaining in the UNO it
continued to stay. The mistake to leave the UNOQufgcCouncil over the continued
presence of the Kuomintang representative provedsfly mistake and was difficult to
rectify. It was unlikely that the Kremlin would makhat mistake again. At the same time,
the inability of the UNO to secure a settlemenkKorea had dampened hopes of its overall

usefulnes<®®

Britain supported the UNO for what it was: a megfitace to discuss matters and a way to
keep contact with the Soviet government that hadeated further behind the Iron
Curtain’® It could not but benefit from the organisationsitioued presence even though
the Soviet representatives often exasperated thet.We was, however, a difficult
balancing act. The Soviet representatives continoegress for the control of atomic
weapons while being aware of their superiority @fiventional arms that did not fall under
any such control. Progress was also slow in theud&on in the various councils dealing
with social and economic issues and the ongoindleno of Germany. While the Soviet
government flatly refused to allow a UNO commissamtess to the GDR to investigate
political issues, particularly the new voting systeit continuously argued against the
incorporation of the FRG into the Western bloc. Qpecific issue raised by Vyshinsky
was the apparent incompatibility of NATO with th&0.”®° This was dangerous for the
West and thus required very careful handling andcipe preparation. The Soviet

government, it was well known in the Northern Dépent, usually sent their best

8 FO371/94801-NS1013/6, Moscow ‘Fortnightly summagt.1.1951; FO371/94801-NS1013/10,
Moscow, ‘Soviet Union quarterly report’, 20.3.19%1)371/94825-NS1021/77, FO, ‘SWWIP’, 16.10.1951.
87 F0371/94822-NS1021/36, Morgan, 27.3.1951..
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diplomats to the UNO indicating the importance tretached to a good performance
there’®! Increasingly Britain had to do the same, ensuringre staff and better
preparations before important debates. Politicafava had thus permeated all layers of
policy making and could not be ignored in the dsston of any matter regarding the
Soviet Union.

%1 F0371/100830-NS1026/26, Watson minute, 9.10.1952.
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Chapter Twelve: The ND on Germany and Western Europ  ean defence, 1951-
1953

A Germany free to conduct its own affairs wouldab@ost dangerous experiment
for either side.

Gascoigne, Moscow, Ba52 %

Germany remained at the heart of the conflict betwéhe erstwhile allies: geo-
strategically too important at the heart of thetownt to be conceded to the other side
without a fight, economically too critical for wesh European recovery, politically
potentially too independent to be left completa@yits own devices. While 1949 had seen
the end of the Berlin Blockade and the resultaninffations of two Germany’s, that
settlement was, at least to the Soviet Union, maessarily final and 1951 saw another
attempt, initiated by the Soviet Union, to reachagneement over Germany’s future. The
West had been steadily integrating the FRG intodéfence planning of Western Europe,
some political control had been given to Adenaugdsernment and while the war, the
Holocaust and the resultant de-nazification wer@dyneans forgotten or finished, slowly
some normality began to emerge in the country. icatibn remained important to the
wider public but the threat of a Sovietisation oé%W Germany by guise had been averted.
The GDR remained a pawn of the Soviet Union ingame of stalling Western attempts to
consolidate Western strategic planning. Britain nfbuit difficult to chose sides. Its
problematic relationship with Europe and the reduce to commit fully to it has long
interested historians. Greenwood, for exampleather critical about Bevin’s slipping
interest in Europe while pursuing a closer relattip with the USA'®

An exchange of notes commenced between the Sowieinland the West in December
1950. Complaining that German rearmament contradicthe Potsdam agreement,
specifically agreements on the demilitarisationGd#rmany and clauses 2 and 7 of the
Anglo-Soviet Treaty of 1942, the Soviet Governmenmt,December 22 1950, requested

the Western allies to halt further plans for Germesarmament, hoping that France may be

792 F0371/100825-NS1023/17, notes of conversation éatvivason and Moscow embassy staff, 3.5.1952.
93 GreenwoodBritain and the Cold Warmp. 72.
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susceptible to that argument. The West, by now awedre of this Soviet tactic of trying to
cause divisions amongst the Allies (particulahg tFrench were not keen on German
rearmament), replied by proposing a Four Power imgéb consider the grievances and
offered an agenda for discussidis. Shortly after the Soviet government in principle
agreed to meéf® A long period of haggling over the terms of thegmsed meeting
ensued. Britain denied that Western defence plgnoamstituted a threat to peace while
the Soviet Union slowly changed the focus of thetierest in these talks from Germany to
the wider issue of Western defed@0Only the location of the meeting was settled fast:
Paris. One area of contention was the insistendbeoiVest to include the discussion of
the sources of the international tension in thedkstwhile the Soviet Union wanted
initially to concentrate solely on Germafy.It wanted, if possible, to sort out the problem
of Germany without compromising interests anywhase’*® To shore up support among
the Germans for these talks the Soviet governnmeméased propaganda emphasis on the
two issues guaranteed to interest most of themmifieation and a peace treaty with the
implications of an early end to both the occupatioh the country and possibly

reparations® In the West of the country this strategy provety onildly successful.

By March 1951 the Soviet government had agreedeetnm Paris to discuss an agenda for
the foreign ministers to me® Gromyko'’s attempt to keep the discussion exclugive
Germany failed at the first meeting on March 8951. But while the Soviet Union was
unwilling to discuss issues important to the Westwas not averse to press for a
discussion of those topics important to herself: DA Western defence plans and US
bases in Europ&! The Kremlin was, as in this instance, obviouslgcting to Western
policies rather then coming up with new ones onoitm®%? Gromyko fought hard to
secure an agenda which acknowledged the signifecafdcGerman demilitarisation. The
usual stalemate duly arrived. Tiring of Soviet meunores the Western Allies suggested a

meeting of foreign ministers in New York in July.rdgnyko remained unwilling to

94 FO371/94800-NS1013/2, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union fogtitly summary’, 6.1.1951; FO371/94834-
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compromise; eventually rejecting all three Westemposals for an agen&® Unable to
secure an agenda on his terms his interest in tr@ewdea declined rapidly. Trying to
salvage a possible high-level meeting for the firae in years the West compromised and
agreed to put NATO on the agenda. A full discussibiVestern plans, however, was not
promised. Unwilling to see this as enough of agesand unwilling to suggest an agenda
of her own, the Soviet Union stalled. Eventuallfeafweeks of haggling an exasperated
West finally ended discussions but made it cleat the invitation to a CFM remained
open. Gromyko blamed the West for this breakdowndddcussions but probably
intentionally caused f?* Not surprisingly, Soviet propaganda had a fielg déth this,
claiming that the West was unwilling to negotiate relieve intentional tension while
building up NATO as an aggressive t881These preliminary discussions broke down not
because the issue of Germany was too difficult lmgause each side was unwilling to
discuss those issues most vital to themselvesimesd Western European integration and
Western defence, including Germany, which leftSlo@iet Union facing a mighty military
alliance on its door step, and those Soviet pdiofeStalinisation, oppression and sedition
which so worried the West. Both sides accused eabler of causing the rise in

international tension that was so palpable attthe.

David Kelly, British ambassador to the Soviet Unisammarised the implications of this
episode in a letter to Dixon: the Soviet focus ba tearmament of Germany had been
overtaken by an even more intense focus on then#tl®act. Even more importantly, he
pointed out the problem at the heart of the WesEuropean defence effort. Germany
would only be rearmed once the Western powers h#atiently armed themselves and
that ‘the military strength of the Atlantic Treatations themselves was thus both the basis
of Western policy and a prerequisite of Germanmeanent.®°® But he also argued that
the Soviet Union must have realised by now thetais very difficult to retard the Western
defence efforf®” The COS by then supported the rearmament of Wesmany**®
Germany remained the crux of the matter: vital thee Western rearmament effort but
simultaneously also guaranteed to inflame the dlireaversized anxiety of the Soviet
Union. Germany had to be a part of the Westernndefeffort if that was ever going to be

a potent deterrent or actual weapon.
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The resulting threat of a preventive war to prewvig fortified front from coming into
existence was a well recognised issue in the W&stowever, the alternative, as the West
and the Soviets well realised, was to leave Gerntanis own devices. Both sides knew
that the West at this stage in the Cold War waslgnaeven if willing, to do so. As
Nicholls pointed out very clearly ‘peace in Eurolaegely depends on our ability to
maintain stable conditions in Western Germany unpkroper balance of military strength
has been restore® And that balance, as was argued by Harrison shafter, would
massively favour the Soviet Union if the Westerrdiedee programme was abandoned.
That programme was, in his words, a ‘serious impedit to their overall programme of
expansion.” The Soviet leaders, he continued toegrgvere interested in controlling the
whole of Germany while simultaneously preventingrdm re-emerging as a military
force® While working towards this aim, a neutral Germavas foremost on the Soviet
mind and Germany thus remained critical to bottesitf In the absence of a neutral
Germany, a divided one was the preferred optiorthef Soviet Unioff*® A smaller
country, in the Soviet mind, equalled a smalleredtr Divided resources and possibly
divided loyalties would make the emergence of amependent and forceful German
nationalism difficult. The British government, dmetother hand, realised that cooperation
with the Kremlin over Germany was only realistic British terms. British interests in

Europe, Deighton has noted, made that essentiappssible®

The Northern Department was well aware of theseessand debates. It also knew that
time was of the essence. Without the inclusion efn@any the Western defence effort
would stall. Without further British rearmament tledfort would not get off the ground in
the first place. The French, not keen on the idemremilitarised Germany, were difficult
partners and any hint that Germany need not beneshhad to be silenced immediat&fy.
Other smaller countries were also not exactly @yeq by that prospect. That is why the
British and Americans had to be involved, as ifgttarantee a safe administration of a
remilitarised Germany, and why France had to remairsupport of her allies. Once
Germany would actually be rearmed all this suppartild be needed as Soviet counter-
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measures were widely anticipated, although the iR@&smmittee quite rightly asked what
Soviet military action was possible that would negult in a European wit® The Soviet
apprehension of this scenario could not easily tmentered. While fear of a renewed
German militarism/expansionism could not be distedrout of hand, a strategic change
in Western thinking was unlikef}’

The value of Germany to the Soviet Union, howestsp had another interesting aspect to
it. There was a spirited discussion in the embas®y the Northern Department about
whether the Soviet Union was willing to ‘give ugiet GDR in order to prevent the
remilitarisation of the FRG. Although argumentswitd back and forth, the eventual
consensus was that the Soviet Union would not berdsted in thi€!® The ‘safety
features’ of such a deal were too slim. Even morportantly, as the Russia Committee
argued, ‘to incorporate the manpower and industesburces of the whole of Germany in
the Muscovite Empire is one of the chief aims ofi8bpolicy.®® To expect the Soviet
Union to give up the hard-won half of that priceswarealistic. By the same token, the
West would not give up its hard won half eitherdémilitarised West Germany at this
time was open to be manipulated through propagandapolitical pressure by both the
Soviet Union and the GDR; a resultant expansio8afiet influence was a real possibility
and would move the Iron Curtain even further towaitte West. Foreign Office opinion
faced with this prospect was unanimous in caut@minat the West should not fall into this
‘Russian trap®° The threats to Western security should the Smdeernment succeed in
splitting Western opinion at the Paris talks weealr Soviet proposals to halt or end
Western and German rearmament within a generad doivend the emerging arms race or
a detailed attempt to enforce the Potsdam agreeome@erman disarmament could negate
any progress the West had made by then in consolidiés political will and resources in

the face of Soviet aggression.
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Disagreements in the assessment of the purposeesfewi rearmament could easily have
led to further disagreements further down the pidist of the British and American
governments, eg. further European economic intiegratiecolonisation, free trade and an
end to preferential tariffs. Germany had a cenplate in some of these plans and its
contribution to Western defence was deemed crubisarmament was, as a ministerial
meeting in Dixon’s room pointed out, in any caseacls a complicated question that we
cannot possibly expect an immediate solution amgles four power meeting.” Although it
was agreed that the possibility of serious talk# whe Soviets should not be doomed from
the start by a Western unwillingness to discussisisae, it was equally important to
project strength, not weakness, and not to leavst\@ermany open to Soviet penetration.
The Soviet government was to be made to understiaatd ‘German contribution to
Western defence is part and parcel of the wholélpno of European security and ...was

forced upon us by Soviet polic§#*

Whenever the issue of Germany came up or threatenedme up in conversations in
Moscow, for example between the British ambassadat a member of the Soviet
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, a change in topic wamlicated®?? Britain and the West did
not want a change in policy which would negate progress made so far towards greater
economic and military integration in Western Eurep@le concomitant progress in the
easing of international tensions held out by th@i&@oUnion was highly likely to be
merely a passing episode of mainly tactical sigaifice. Germany was about to become a
central part of the Western defence effort but@omtractual Agreements with Germany
and the creation of the EDC still had to be firedisand ratified?® Until that was done
Germany was not to be a topic of conversation Wit Soviets. With the increasing
importance of the FRG another issue emerged: Aderend his government had secured
a Western promise not to do deals behind his B&cklthough occupied by the Western
Allies the FRG was not actually run as an occupgedintry. Much of the local
administration, re-emerging industries and socedusity networks were build up and
operated by the Germans themselves. As a largdqapaountry in the middle of Europe
it could not be treated as dice in a board gamenAder was well aware of this. He knew

that his country was needed to provide a countghteito the GDR and that
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remilitarisation was in effect only a matter of @nirherefore, in the FRG the government
and its people could sleep slightly more relaxe@nvthe foreign ministers of the western
occupying powers openly stated their intent to swpthe defence of the country and
explicitly acknowledged the FRG'’s right to defenerdelf. Later this was broadened to
include the decision to admit Germany to the Euaoparmy?*°

The possibility of a remilitarised West Germanyesdilly backed by the military might

not only of Britain but also of the USA was a sasaworry, and one that could not be
easily brushed aside by the Foreign Offft€The concern to the Soviet Union, they well
realised, was legitimate. Nevertheless, in the rdsef a genuine willingness on the part
of the Soviet government to reach an agreementwast acceptable to both sides the
options were extremely limited. The Soviet governtrmontinued to press for Four Power
talks in order to prevent the ratification of deferagreements and the full integration of
West Germany into the Western European defence amexh but did not offer

significantly improved suggestions to secure topelenegotiation§?” In August 1952

Roberts commented during a Russia Committee methatgthe Soviets seemed to have

given up all hope for a German settlement with\est. 522

The dogged haggling over German remilitarisatiors wat surprising. The tactical and
practical implication of an effective Western Eueap defence system demanded the
stationing of troops on German soil. In order toalbde to proceed uninterruptedly on the
Western side, Soviet intervention leading to pdssidoubts in the minds of the more
wavering of the European allies had to be silenpeefferably from the start. The whole
defence of this Western defence system was badeshreo common aim as such but on a
common threat. The public as well as the politestblishments had to be convinced that
the massive effort to rearm their countries so safter a world war was worth the effort.
Once the suggestion of a common enemy was gortegftba would be nearly impossible
to sustain. For that reason any hint of a relaxatiiothe Soviet Cold War tactics in Europe,
the UNO or in bilateral diplomacy had to be cargfuinonitored. Another issue of

importance here is the, justified, feeling on thartpof the Western allies that any
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discussion about the future of Germany which they klefeated, was foremost their

responsibility.

Stressing that the EDC would not be an instruméatggression, the British nevertheless
pointed out that the result of the ongoing negmtiest would lead to ‘powerful armed
forces of NATO ...entrenched all along the Westeamfrof the Soviet world.” While the
Soviets were alarmed the Northern Department kinaavthe West had few choices: ‘if the
Allies are obliged to withdraw their armies fromr@any there is absolutely nowhere else
where those forces can be stationddhé implications would be severe: ‘a withdrawal
from Germany therefore means the crumbling of thele American position in Europe
and the consequent abandonment by European caumfieny concerted policy of
resistance to Soviet expansidfi'Thus the stakes in the Cold War game of internatio
diplomacy were extremely high. Stalin himself intmed at the international stage when
he chose to reply to several questions put to himfmerican newspaper editors in April
1952. Being aware of the Western apprehensionsaiudsing German matters outside the
camp of the Western allies he, in typical fashengressed the issue directly. When asked
whether he considered the present moment to bé fogtihe unification of Germany he

replied ‘yes, | do3%°

Unification would mean potentially less Allied amdgore Soviet control and possibly a
swift peace treaty with the resulting withdrawalaafcupation troops. The moment might
then be ripe for the SED, the Communist Party en\i¥est, trade unions etc. through local
activities, intimidation and propaganda to sectne whole country for the Eastern Bloc.
Tactical withdrawal, the use of local communistcis, propaganda and sedition, all well-
known Soviet tactics, would thus give Stalin thetery he craved through the backdoor.

That could very possibly lead to Western inten@mtnd war in Europe.

Stalin embodied the growing confidence of the Sorggime not only to have an opinion
on world affairs but also to make it known interoaally. The focus of the Soviet

government had since 1949/1950 shifted from a gunatton on German remilitarisation
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to efforts to prevent the ratification of the Gemm@ontractual Agreements and the EDC,
and to a more conventional Communist effort to vesakhe resolve of the Western
European allies and erode their trust in theirdagliantic ally. This new Soviet confidence
however did not ignore the fact that Stalin and Paditburo had twice failed to read the
international signs accurately before, once in JL@#&1 and once again in June 1950. If
war were to break out again, it was not clear hawfident they would be this time in
reading the signs correctly to take the approp@aten. Grey, visiting Germany, Austria
and Poland in February 1952, noted that Soviecpdbwards Germany was possibly an

‘equal measure of hope and fear...| suspect thatdfesdtominates®®’

To negotiate from
fear was bound to be more difficult than to nedgetfaom strength; the Soviets had shown

several times before that they would not be badkieda corner and surrender.

831 F0371/106524-1205, Grey, 24.2.1953.
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Chapter Thirteen: ND input into FO policy, 1951-195 3

Partial war.
G. F. Kennan, 1.10.198%

13.1. Assessing Britain’s interests and policies

The British government had long realised that d kot have enough political gravitas on
the international stage to pursue a fully indepabhdereign policy. As a result the
importance to form a special bond with the USA dmthg Western European nations
closer together and closer to Britain, particulatyainst the backdrop of increased tensions
with the Soviet Union and China, had become a tyioA leading role in Europe and a
close second to the USA in the world were whatRbeeign Office was aiming for. It
would safeguard British interests and ensure aeplat the top table should the
international situation deteriorate. The Foreigficefagreed with the American concept of
containment as a doctrine of foreign policy and asbut implementing it. In Europe,
however, the undecided state of Germany made tmalementation difficult. The
consensus with France to rearm West Germany wasrréitagile and amidst growing
pressure to curb the increasing rearmament in iByithe Foreign Office had to take a
more active role to educate both Britain and Eurapeut the danger of allowing the

Soviet Union to retard the Western European defanderecovery effoft®

Two developments had greatly improved the Westengdning position and Western
confidence: military strength had increased subistéynand the West had demonstrated in
South Korea that attempts to militarily intervemethe national affairs of a sovereign
country would be met by for&&* Other developments too had allowed an increased
Western firmness vis-a-vis the Soviet Union andn@hAlthough a Germany peace treaty

832 £0371/125006-ZP15/3, letter to the US State Depent, 6.9.1952.

833 F0371/94808-NS1015/68, Kelly, ‘Considerations @mning HMG dealings with the Soviet
government’, 13.9.1951.

834 F0371/94802-NS1013/20, Kelly, ‘Soviet Union quésteeport’, 13.7.1951.
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was a distant hope, the Japanese peace treatyebacsigned San Francisco in 1$%1In
Europe, the Italian peace treaty was under re-deraiion to permit the rearmament of the
country while both Greece and Turkey were in tatkpin NATO thus increasing Western
military muscle as well as its geo-strategic extéhAgainst this backdrop a short note by
Hohler is revealing. Commenting on a letter by Ké&lé minuted that

he [Kelly] then goes on to suggest that, if the Wespowers play their cards
right, a state of equilibrium may be reached —ames ways comparable to the
19" century balance of power — which may endure foineefinite period. This
is certainly a thesis to which we would subscribeisifundamental to the
policy being pursued by HM&

This effectively argued against the relatively negea of collective security and
responsibility. A balance of power implied, as e told days, great power diplomacy, the
dominance of a few great powers over smaller camtiThe UNO, as the face and means
of the new collective idea, had not yet really mowself. So it is not surprising that it was
difficult for any government to put its faith inabmpletely. Kelly, in his letter, went on to
explain that ‘it is highly probable that it is &glst as much thanks to this doctrine [Stalin’s
doctrine that time is on his side] as to the Atoon® that Western Europe has not been
already overrun.” If the Soviet Union was not nesdly provoked, for example by
adhering to ‘supple and tactful diplomacy’, a wauld hopefully be avoide¥® By the
same token, a balance of power that would guarah&e®Vest’'s security had to be secure
and include as many Western European countriesoasilje to balance the Eastern

European Soviet bloc.

While the West could sit back a little more easihg Soviet Union, as the Foreign Office

well recognised, had had a series of reverses tbeepast few years. The Marshall Plan,

835 The peace treaty was followed by a bilateral Ugadase defence pact which worried the Kremlin
immensely, see FO371/94824-NS1021/61, FO, ‘'SWWAI'8.1951; Dixon argued in a memorandum that
this could push the Soviet government to go over war economy, FO371/94824-NS1021/63, ‘Soviet
intentions and allied policy’, 31.8.1951; the tyeauld in the Northern Department’s opinion leadatre-
evaluation of Soviet policy in the Far East, FOB3B25-NS1021/68, ‘SWWPI’, 18.9.1951; FO731/94825-
NS1021/69, Etherington-Smith note on ‘Views on flusseffects of signing the Japanese peace treaty o
Soviet worldwide policy’, 17.9.1951.

836 F0731/94803-NS1013/27, Kelly, ‘Soviet Union quésteeport’, 11.10.1951; both Greece and Turkey
joined NATO in 1952.

%87 F0731/94808-NS1015/68, Hohler, 13.9.1951.

838 F0731/94808-NS1015/68, Kelly, ‘Considerations @mning HMG dealings with the Soviet
government’, 13.9.1951.
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Tito’s defection, increasing Western consolidatiand rearmament, and a failure of
Western European Communist parties to make a gignif impact had left the Soviet
government on the defensive, often apparently igatd Western initiatives. As a result
of this and unless specific proposals were put &dy the Kremlin was unwilling to
negotiate to reduce international tensioh.lt was the substantially higher level of
conventional armaments that the Soviet Union pasgesvhich made her unlikely to
succumb to Western pressure, although some ar¢pa¢dhiese was intended mostly as a
deterrenf*® One point of the accelerated Western rearmamentjactrine of containment
and efforts to establish situations of strength weabalance that superiority to be able to
negotiate from strength and achieve local or lichigettlements. The downside to that
argument, as a Northern Department memorandum Isgveas that while the West
rearmed and consolidated, the Soviet Union wadylike put all effort into achieving
economic parity with the West which was likely gatl to a deterioration rather than an
improvement in Soviet attitudes towards the non-Gomist world®** Gascoigne, the new
British ambassador in Moscow, thus rightly discdssgee possible success of a high level
meeting in these circumstances and found that ¢ wvdikely to lead to an easing of that
tension. British policy towards the Soviet Unioe, drgued, should continue to be firm and
consistenf** The Northern Department agreed but acknowledgatBlitain should still
be prepared for this eventualf§? Essentially, however, Strang argued in a notetgust
1951, Britain had to continue what had emerged petla since 1945, that is to say that the

West was going ahead in international affairs witithe Soviet Uniofi**

Soviet foreign policy, defined by a nationalist enalism and the intent to create a
Communist world order, was ambitious. Although dinatervention in Western European
affairs was rare (for example, the Berlin Blockad@)direct intervention through

propaganda, national Communist parties, and intiemmal organisations and campaigns
was frequent and tenacious. Aimed, in Europe, eventing further Western integration
particularly in NATO, at stalling the Western Eueam recovery effort and at bringing
Western European Communist parties into positidnpoaver, it betrayed a determined

effort to subject the West to direct Soviet inflaerand move the global centre of political

839 F0371/94808-NS1015/83, Gascoigne, ‘First impressiaf Moscow’, 5.12.1951.

840 F0371/94819-NS1021/4, Nicholls, ‘Analysis of cunr&oviet policy’, 6.1.1951.

81 F0371/94815-NS10114/7, FO, ‘The stability of thaviBt regime and its effects on Soviet relationthwi
the non-Communist world’, 25.5.1951.

842 F0371/94808-NS1015/83, Gascoigne, ‘First impressiaf Moscow’, 5.12.1951.

843 F0371/94808-NS1015/83, Hohler, 5.12.1951.

844 F0371/94824-NS1021/63, Strang minute, 24.8.1951.
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and military gravity East’> ‘The Russians’, as Dixon so eloquently noted, ‘are
expansionist, flowing like the tide into any arehene the dams are dow#{® If confronted

by concerted and firm reaction, as in Berlin, thavi€t government would probably
retreat?*” Overall, however, the Northern Department assessofdikely Soviet reactions
was more subdued: ‘it thus remains our estimatetbi@Soviet government still does not
want a global war. But we believe it will run greatisks of war then hitherto in the face
of growing Western resistance rather than modifyohjectives®*® This risk was likely to
increase if the four former Allies should not atreopoint reach an agreement on some of
the most pressing points of the early Cold War:n@ery, Korea, disarmament and the

control of atomic energy.

The British fear was that the Soviet Union wouldaed in pushing the West towards a
point where it had no choice but to declare #aA united West was the best insurance
against this eventuality and precisely this wasr@blem. Britain and the USA were
dependent on each other in the event of a war sighie Soviet Union and thus foreign
and military policy discussions on both sides tmthke this fact into consideratié. The
British enthusiasm for NATO, Bartlett has arguedswpartly a result of the perception that
Britain would now be able to subtly influence Anvan foreign policy’>* This, of course,
was a complicated matter and fraught with diffimdf®® The Soviet government
relentlessly tried to divide the Western governmeamtd thus reduce opposition to its plans
while at the same time trying to reassure them thay were not interested in a new
war 22 Soviet proposals of what to do with the Germansatened to reduce the resolve of
particularly the French to continue on the planpath. The COS, just like the Foreign

Office, were worried about this possibility, arggithat a ‘calming campaign’ by the

845 F0371/94825-NS1021/74, lecture for the Joint SewiStaff College, ‘Basic factors in Soviet politjre
Communist state in theory and practice’, 6.10.1951.

8% £0371/94819-NS1021/4, Dixon note, 6.1.1951.

847 F0371/94815-NS10114/19, FO, ‘Soviet foreign paliyief for the UK deputy on the North Atlantic
Council of Deputies’, 3.7.1951.

848 F0371/94819-NS1021/3, FO, ‘Estimate of Sovietritites of there is no general settlement with the
West’, 1.1.1951.

849 F0371/94819-NS1021/3, FO, ‘Estimate of Sovietititss of there is no general settlement with the
West’, 1.1.1951.

80 OvendaleBritish Defence Policypp. 73ff.

81 Bartlett, British Foreign Policy p. 83.

82 Bullock, Ernest Bevinpp. 50ff.

853 F0371/94819-NS1021/4, Nicholls, ‘Analysis of cunr&oviet policy’, 6.1.1951; see also FO371/94820-
NS1021/16, FO note on Stalin interview, 17.2.1951.
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Soviet Union would present a real danger to Westerity®>* However, the Soviet
government, in the opinion of Kelly, had severetyglerestimated the strength of European
recovery and the progress of consolidation as althe moral strength of the Western
population$>° To sustain a consistently high pressure on themurents and peoples in
Western Europe while trying to balance a massiyg@talainvestment programme and
increased rearmament in the Soviet Union was a udiicult task. To keep the
emerging worldwide Communist movement from fractgriwas another immensely

difficult task. As a result, Western opportunittedight back were only going to increase.

Trying to stay focused while reassuring allies tosdering new relationships, the Northern
Department periodically reassessed the interndtisitaation to test new ideas and
incorporate new developments. Just before the tensiof the four allied powers met in

Paris to discuss a possible solution to the Gerprablem the Northern Department
produced a paper to prepare the delegates. Muctheoffocus is on Cold Warfare,

presumably because the Soviet government was bnlikemake real concessions but
would try to use the meeting to further its aimdfision and procrastination. While the
opportunity to reach an agreement could not beidsed out of hand, the real risk that the
talks would break down and result in a propagandtony for the Soviets was all too

real®° ‘Political aggression’ covers, the paper arguetl,those aspects of Soviet policy
which make up the Cold War...[it] is the chosen iastent of the Soviet leaders for
bringing about world revolution.” The main technéguin this were ‘propaganda, support
of subversive elements in active rebellion or agnat a coup d'état, diplomatic and
economic sanctions, aggression by proxy.” Propagamarthermore included the

Cominform, the Communist parties and the World Bédovement>’

Reacting to possible intervention and manipulabonso many different levels was truly
challenging and the delegates had to be awareesttpotential problems. The objective

84F0371/94825-NS1021/67, COS Committee note, 1753;1te ND in a paper on ‘Possible conciliatory
moves by the Soviet government’ argued that Briteid to be prepared to meet those moves, FO37139484
NS1053/42, 16.10.1951.

855F0371/94824-NS1021/55, Kelly, ‘Soviet foreign pgli 20.7.1951.

856 F0371/94821-NS1021/24, FO, ‘Soviet political aggien: Brief for the UK delegates to the preliniina
Four Power conference’, 27.2.1951; FO371/94834-83M0, Etherington-Smith, ‘Exchange of notes with
the Soviet government about the Anglo-Soviet Tredty.1951; FO371/ 94824-NS1021/63, Dixon, ‘Sovie
intentions and allied policy’, 31.8.1951; see dldten’s comment that Stalin still seriously undeiasited

the political bond between the USA, France andtkieFO371/ 100851-NS1102/23, 3.10.1952.

87 F0371/94821-NS1021/24, FO, ‘Soviet political aggien: Brief for the UK delegates to the prelinmina
Four Power conference’, 27.2.1951.
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for the Soviet Union, as the Northern Department #a was to ‘exhaust all possible
diplomatic, propaganda and subversive means ofeptang West Germany’s inclusion in
the NATO defence system and to secure a neutralBsanany which might later be
brought wholly under communist influend8® Kelly shortly after persevered with this
point, writing that in his opinion there was a gadthnce that Soviet foreign policy was at
a watershe8>® In a memorandum to NATO ministers the Foreign €@ffargued that it was
absolutely vital that Europe was defended as fat Bs possible and that this, necessarily,
had to include Germari{i° Vigilance in negotiations with the Soviets therefthad to be
high.

Mirroring the Soviet attitude to world events, henainly having the confidence, based on
a prescriptive ideology (or in Britain’s case a Mgdfined foreign policy doctrine), to take
a longer-term view, Roberts urged the Northern Bepent to do the same. He declared
that ‘if we are to survive...we must take a similand term view of the road ahedd" It
would broaden the horizon and reduce the tendemggt over-anxious at every particular
event. Since the West now had its own ‘ideologytontainment it could afford, while not
neglecting to react to certain events, to standk k@l concentrate on progressing its
overall plans rather than to be constantly heldkldac concerns over individual matters.
Dixon agreed, noting that there ‘must be no changaur basic policy’, particularly with
regard to the fact that the progress of the Sawigdn in Europe had been halt¥d.

Months later, just before the %arty Congress of the CPSU in October 1952, Morgan
reiterated that argument, confirming that the Sol@adership still envisaged a ‘long
period of Cold War®?2 In the absence of any promise of a relaxatiorh@international
tension Britain had to remain determined. This we&sn more important against the
background of increasing problems in implementihg aigreed doctrines of Western
foreign policy. Containment was more a theoretamaicept than a doctrine that could be

88 F0371/94821-NS1021/25, FO, ‘SWWPI’, 1.3.1951.

89 F0371/94824-NS1021/55, Kelly, ‘Soviet foreign pgli 20.7.1951; the same idea is also found in
FO371/106504-NS1013/19, Grey, ‘Soviet Union quéytasport’8.4.1953, this time with regards to Stai
death; others argued that this watershed was giningi of the Japanese Peace Treaty in San Francisco
FO371/94845-NS1053/35, RC, 23.8.1951.

80 F0371/106530-NS1023/43, FO, ‘Brief for the ministemeeting of the North Atlantic Council’,
13.5.1953.

81 F0371/94823-NS1021/52, Roberts, 31.5.1951.

82 F(0371/94824-NS1021/63, Dixon, ‘Soviet intentionsl allied policy’, 31.8.1951; he was well aware of
the fact that this policy would lead to problemshaiegards the standard of living in Britain.

83 F0371/100823-NS10110/12, Morgan, 4.10.1951.
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flawlessly executed. Just like the Soviet governnwéth its longing for world revolution
and worldwide Communist control exercised by Moscewvthe West found that its policy
ideas looked better on paper than in the real w@&mocracy, protected at such a huge
cost only a few years earlier, now came at a diant cost. To persuade the political
establishments and populations alike, Western gowents also had to resort to
propaganda and the release of compartmentalisedmation. To provide a balanced
picture which gave full attention to both sides wamsidered harm-full rather than
politically necessary. The situation was therefar8ux and needed very careful attention.

Gascoigne, writing from Moscow in the spring of 296ame right to the point:

outside the NATO area there are wide gaps in oatatement policy which
show no signs of being filled...NATO itself is shogisigns of considerable
stress in attempting to convert political unityoimhilitary effectivenes&>*

Disarmament, another area of intense Soviet irtenas captured the public imagination.
Dixon, not mincing his words, proclaimed that ‘t@ ifthe purpose of] rearmament is that
it places the club in the hands of a defenceless tmeatened by thug&® Two world
wars and the effects of two atomic bombs had detratesl how far the developments in
the manufacture of weapons of mass destructionrcbatk and how easy the practical use
if them was. The emerging arms race, the relentlksf war and peace, and the notable
effects these developments had on public finantesralined the public imagination.
Although Western populations did by and large supfiteir government’s policies, the
next crisis as well as the next elections alwagsreel just around the corrf&f.The newly
established UNO Disarmament Commission at oncenbeda target for Soviet political
warfare and manoeuvring. Particularly difficult amalyse and counter was the Soviet

tactic of merging political demands with propagaadéd ideological pronouncemefifs.

Should the Soviet Union succeed in banning atonmgapens, it would be a step further

towards achieving overall Soviet military supetiprias her conventional arms still

84 F0371/100825-NS1023/17, Gascoigne, 3.5.1952; oM Aee also FO371/106538-NS1071/106, Dixon
minute, 26.5.1953.

855 F0371/100831-NS1026/31, Dixon comment on a papétamnan, 16.9.1952.

86 For FO concern about American policy after thetrmdaction see FO371/100836-NS10345/30, Watson,
10.10.1952.

87 F0371/100851-NS1102726, Grey, ‘Memorandum on i8tadirticle on the political economy’,
16.10.1952.
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outnumbered those of the W&&.In return for a reduction in and inspection ofraio
weapons and facilities, the Foreign Office worridte West might get nothirf§® ‘The
main argument in favour of rearmament’, the Ru€anmittee argued, ‘was not that we
expected the Russians to start a war...but that we irgghtened of Russian policy
creating a situation from which war could resff.1f the most potent available deterrent
the West possessed was effectively worthless thfende of the West would be
substantially weakenéd* An early end to this an all-out arms nuclear arate would
also, as the Northern Department was well awarehugely beneficial to the domestic

capital investment plans of the Soviet governniént.

A higher budget for the Soviet military and a lessg threat from the possible Western
use of atomic weapons would also greatly enharnedighting strength and confidence of
the Soviet forces. In the Soviet Union internal dackign affairs were arguably much
more interlinked than in the West. Appeasementha face of the various opportunities
was unlikely and the f9Party Congress had not really altered this pictuneromised any
significant relaxation in international tensidli8. There was still no fundamental change
towards the governments of non-Communist countmestactical cooperation was all that
could be expecte” Stalin, as Grey wrote during the™BC of the CPSU from Moscow,
was confident that the Cold War so far had brougitards and would continue to do
5027 He noted that ‘we must learn how to stick outatiacted struggle for predominance
both in the economic and in the psychological fiegdgjain demonstrating how far British

foreign policy making still had to go to achieve @verall aims.

In these circumstances to anticipate, correctherpret and manipulate, if possible,
American foreign policy was an important strandwadrk in the Northern Department.

Although mainly occupied with Soviet affairs, themArican angle had become

88 For example, FO371/100827-NS1024/1, FO, ‘SWWRE, 1952,

89 F0371/100827-NS1024/2, FO, ‘SWWPI’, 22.1.1952.

870 F0371/125006-ZP15/6, RC, 16.10.1952.

871 Brimelow argued that the West's possession of ateveapons and NATO rearmament after the outbreak
of the Korean War have curtailed Soviet militargegssion, ‘Communisms answer to the rearmameiteof t
NATO powers’, FO371/100868-NS1192/1, 10.3.1952;Ri&agreed, FO371/125006-ZP15/1, RC,
17.4.1952.

872 F0371/100830-NS1026/3, FO, 31.1.1952.

873 F0371/100830-NS1026/3, FO, 31.1.1952.

874 F0371/100841-NS1052/14, Moscow chancery to ND1932.

875 FO371/100830-NS1026/30, Grey, 16.10.1952; seeRla¥1/100831-NS1026/32, Grey, ‘Survey of the
international implications of the proceedings @& ¥iXth PC of the CPSU’, 23.10.1952.
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increasingly important. Although the State Departmacluded well-regarded experts like
Kennan and Bohlen, there was no real confidendeittmaould choose policies which the
British government favoured or even that it intetpd events with an open, well-informed
and far-sighted mind. In the past, the US governnmaa occasionally paid too much
attention to Stalin’s manipulative interviews or Miomv's poisoned diplomatic olive
branches. When during the™.®C of the CPSU some speeches hinted that thentiewe
of war was an aim of Soviet foreign policy and thia Soviet government was going to
concentrate increasingly on internal affairs, theté&Sdepartment apparently was positively
surprised. However, coming soon after the expulsidkennan, the American ambassador
in Moscow, over an unfortunate comment in BerlinghAson was curiously over-
optimistic®’® This was one example of the problematic ongoinaciy of even seasoned
American politicians to elevate Soviet commentgtdicy announcements despite of a

lack of concurrent actions.

In the other extreme, Kelly argued, the disappoeértta of Cold War diplomacy and the
cost of rearmament led some in the US governmerd te@ry negative assessment of
possible future policies which could require muahpbasis on war in American internal
propaganda and lead to a professed unwillingnesegotiate with the Soviet Unidf’
The point was an important one: the West was noaxlwed in a war on two fronts, at
home and abroad. More worryingly for the expertthim Foreign Office, the British Prime
Minister, Winston Churchill, had taken to makingtsiments that suggested that Russia’s
aggression could now be countered much better wetpeir expressed doul5t§. That
these statements could seriously weaken the detatiom to continued the British defence

effort was a worry in the Northern Departm@fit.

Kennan, well known and well regarded, neverthetegfered in his policy analysis from
the same problems as the Northern Department, gathel occasional lack of actual
evidence for his conclusions. Kennan'’s views of NDAS importance, of the problems of
implementing containment partly as a ring of NAT&ses on the Soviet Union’s outer rim
and of the probable future course of Soviet forgigticy did ring true in the Northern

Department. However, he was criticised for undereding the ability of the Soviet

87 F0371/100830-NS1026/30, Grey, 16.10.1952; moes fin the incident in FO371/100836.
877 F0O371/94845-NS1053/43, Kelly, ‘Final despatch’,101951.

878 F0371/125006-ZP15/1, Warner, British ambassad8rssels to P. Dixon, 17.4.1952.

87 See FO371/125006-ZP15/1, Dixon note, 17.4.1952.

214



leadership to put themselves into Western shoedoaradguing a case too theoretical to be
completely persuasivi® Acheson, argued Makins, ‘did not regard Kennaarasracle in
general policy but he might regard him as an oranl¢he Soviet Unior®* However, his
real importance, argued Watson from Washington, Waé Kennan's view had real
gravity in Congress, the Pentagon and elsewhetkasma result he had made sure that the
views of the State Department were heard. Kenneetall as American ambassador to
Moscow thus weakened both the State DepartmentA@héson himsel®* At a time
when the USA had taken over from Britain as belregdountry most consistently attacked
by Soviet propaganda a weakened State Departmeitd oeell mean an ineffective or
delayed foreign policy response to Soviet actiansrovocation$® That could potentially

be hugely damaging to the whole Western defenceansblidation effort.

A real watershed moment, some in the Northern Deyant thought, may have arrived on
March 8" 1953 when Stalin finally die®* If this opportunity for both sides would
amount to much nobody could foresee. Jebb, theare®@ritish diplomat, noted that ‘Il am
sure that something is stirring on the other siléhe curtain though what exactly it is |

have no idea®®®

Only a few weeks prior to Stalin’s death Gascoipad written that the

Soviet government had ‘slammed all doors to the tWafer Vyshinksy had treated the

UNO to another of his venomous speecti@sNevertheless, this was an opportunity
unlikely to return any time soon. As a result theses a pronounced willingness on both
sides to at least listen to any proposals the atigler had to make. Churchill’'s proposal for
a high-level conference, however, met with a lukemeesponse not by the Soviets but by
both the Americans and the experts in the Foreiffite?®’ They argued that there was

real doubt if the new leaders could or even wantednake concessions which would

80 F0371/100831-NS1026/31, comments by Hohler, MaBormn and Gascoigne on Kennan, ‘US views
on Soviet foreign policy’, 16.9.1952; also FO37B006-ZP15/3, Kennan, ‘The Soviet Union and the
Atlantic Pact’, 1.10.1952.

881 F0371/100833-NS1028/11, Makins, RC meeting min@8sl1.1952.

882 F0371/100836-NS10345/30, Watson, ‘Recall of MmKan’, 10.10.1952; the RC argued that State
Department opinion was significantly influenceddmth Kennan and Bohlen, FO371/94845-NS1052/40,
RC, 1.10.1951.

83 For example, FO371/100830-NS1026/30, Grey, 169621

84 Stalin’s death was announced on Marthi®53; FO371/106504-NS1013/19, Grey, “Soviet Wnio
quarterly report’, 8.4.1953.

8%° F0371/106525-NS1021/36, Jebb, 28.3.1953.

8% F0371/106524-NS1021/8, Gascoigne, 9.1.1953.

87 F0371/106505-NS1013/27, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union weekmmary’, 28.5.1953; FO371/106524-
NS1021/8, Gascoigne, 9.1.1953 and the ND's respéim@er noted that the Americans were not
considering a Four Power meeting, FO371/106533-8$/X1,17.3.1958%® FO371/106524-NS1021/21,
Hohler, 16.3.1953.
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demonstrate a new Soviet foreign pol{€yMalenkov’s statement that ‘at the present time
there is no question...which cannot be decided bggfahmeans on the basis of mutual
agreement of the interested countries’ did notysas the British ambassador that a real
change in Soviet foreign policy could be expedfédll the talk was simply a matter of
calming the tumultuous waters of international dipacy. The main danger, argued
Gascoigne, here again revealing the deep-seatadtiasxabout the strength of the new
‘special relationship’, was that the American goweent would give up on the idea of
containment®® Without the USA, it seemed, there would be noctife resistance against
Communist expansion in East and West.

For the British caution was to be the word of tlag.dThe attitude of hoping for the best
while planning for the worst remained intact. Nékieless, the opportunity to settle
outstanding issues and thus permanently reducenatienal tension could not be ignored
completely. In 1952 Connelly had warned that tiveas a danger to overlook real chances
of negotiation because of the Soviet ineptitudéattor its vocabulary to its ideas when
looking for even a slight détent&. Although hopes to achieve anything meaningful and
worthwhile appeared slim, the Northern Departmddt bt neglect this opportunify?
The consensus was that the Soviet government shakedthe initiative and let the West
see its hand before the West would reciprocatec@gse, eloquently, noted that ‘the
Russians can easily make further gestures of géalyrmean business — they are not dumb
and we are not deat®® Any lessening of the Cold War, however grudgingfforded,
would be appreciated by both sides. The defencdseiWest, nevertheless, should not be
lowered. Believing that Molotov was ‘pulling the wlb over the eyes of the West,
Gascoigne warned that the Western defence and aezent effort had to continue
unimpeded. These olive branches, he went on to ,wamre poisoned. But while
acknowledging the inherent danger of a relaxatibrthe Western defence effort, he
nevertheless admitted that opportunities preserttiamselves for negotiations should not
be neglected® It was to be a case by case analysis of motivests @and benefits for each
side. This would invariably take time when theregntinot be any but it would also

89 F0371/106524-NS1021/23, Gascoigne, 20.3.1953.

890 F0371/106515-NS10110/33, Gascoigne, 6.3.1953;)8®, in the event of the talks failing, was
according to a ND memorandum likely to step upGloéd War very quickly, ‘Future policy towards Russi
FO371/100825-NS1023/8, 12.2.1952.

891 F0371/100868-NS1192/1, Connelly, 10.3.1952.

892 F0371/106524-NS1021/23, Gascoigne, 20.3.1953.

893 F0371/106524-NS1021/23, Gascoigne, 20.3.1953.

894 FO371/106524-NS1021/29, Gascoigne, 26.3.1953.
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safeguard British interests and future plans. Thettérn Department had already advised
to exercise caution: ‘we should show great resamveur dealings with the new Soviet
regime...at the same time we do not wish to add ®r thuspicion and self-created
isolation.®%> One may doubt here whether the Soviet governmeggarded themselves to
be in diplomatic isolation. The balance sheet istEBand West could well be adjusted to
suit different occasions. Stalin, after all, haderbethe supreme master of political

manipulation.

What could be achieved were, as before in timefieeting détente, small scale or local
agreements. Bigger issues such as Germany, Koredisarmament were unlikely to
benefit from this cooling of tensions. Austria, thre other hand, was a much simpler and
therefore possibly more worthwhile case and, ifeheas a choice, Korea was more urgent
than German{’® Once the new government was able and ready totiagg@ list of
specific issues could be advanced to test the waberBritain this meant problems such as
the Anglo-Soviet fisheries agreement, the GeorgedBuk case, the case of the last Soviet
wife Mrs Hall, a reduction in the restriction of mement of foreigners in the Soviet Union
or a new Sterling-Rouble exchange f&feAs banal as this list may appear now, these
were matters of real importance to Britain and erattvhich would relatively easily show
how far, if at all, the new Soviet government waspared to make concessions. Strang
noted in a slightly defeatist tone that ‘the listapics is indeed very thin. This is because
Anglo-Soviet relations, in their bilateral aspeate themselves very thif’® Here, in a
short few words, was the admission of the seveitthe problems of diplomacy with the
Soviet Union. Even if Britain had wanted to, thesiBafor immediate expansive
negotiations just was not there anymore. As itedrout, Mr. Bundock was allowed to
leave the Soviet Union, Mrs Hall was refused art ®iga, the fisheries agreement was
extended and movement of foreigners was, for at ¢hoe, less restricted; the exchange

rate, however remained for the moment unchanged.

%% FO371/106533-NS1051/15, Hohler minute, 12.3.19%3371/106537-NS1071/30, Mason agreed,
16.1.1953.

89% F0371/106538-NS1071/61, record of tripartite nmeetd discuss future policy towards the Soviet Wnio
25.4.1953.

897 Gascoigne discussing issues that could be ratseid proposed interview with Molotov, FO371/106534
NS1051/38, 29.4.1953; FO371/106534-NS1057/51, Ggseoeport of his interview with Molotov,
26.6.1953; on the Soviet wives see also FO371/1%850371/106526, FO371/94800.

8% F0371/106537-NS1071/40, Strang note, 28.3.1953.
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Churchill’s call for a Four Power meeting might Wwkehve been an attempt to test this
apparent good-will a little further and with highstake$®® The Northern Department
consistently argued that the German question vatanmd to Western European defence
and the German Contractual Agreements had to Hewliéla first in order to have a solid
basis for British policy prior to any further agments on Germany with the Soviet
Union®®° A possibly very fleeting détente was not enoughlter this basic assumption. It
was true, as Hohler argued, that ‘a few swallowsndb make a summet™ A draft
message from the Prime Minister to President Eieeh was more direct: ‘the basic
determination of the Bear to bring us down remaimasitered *°2

The flurry of excitement and busy-ness that folldw&alin’s death did not immediately
add up to actual or important advances in AngloiSorelations. Apart from the issues
mentioned above, it became clear that the Sovieergonent was very wary of being
‘ganged up’ on by a united USA and Britain. Coliethe American magazine, had not
helped when it had published, in November 1951 halevissue devoted to an imaginary
attack on the Soviet Union. The pictures in patiachad probably sent shivers up of most
of American and British, and possibly Soviet, spitfé While smaller agreements could
still be reached, more difficult negotiations bagrthat risk were much difficult to get off
the ground®* Since any discussion on Europe was beset wittcdifies, more agreements
could possibly be reached with regards to South-Bai®, in particular the Korean War.
Here was a genuine opportunity for both sides tthdvaw from a conflict that had

exhausted all potential benefifs.

13.2. Discussing options

The assessment of Britain’s position and futureomgst provided a mixed picture. Western
strength and consolidation had undoubtedly inciéasel would continue to do so for the
foreseeable future. However, it had come at theepof sacrificing a fully independent

89 Although Churchill could by now not simply overei@serman apprehensions about deals made without
them.

90 For example, FO371/106537-NS1071/32, Roberts mjr.3.1953.

%1 F0371/106537-NS1071/40, Hohler, 28.3.1953.

%92 F0371/106537-NS1071/41, draft message by the E@éoPrime Minister to the US president,
10.4.1953.

993 F0371/94803-NS1013/30, Moscow, ‘Soviet Union wgekimmary’, 23.11.1951; copies of the actual
magazine are in FO371/94832-NS10345/17.

94 F0371/106538-NS1071/106, Nutting, 26.5.1953.

%5 F0371/106538-NS1071/106, Roberts note, 26.5.1953.
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British foreign policy to the whims and nationalselssions of other nations. It had also and
would continue to demand a massive financial efara time when the population was

getting used to new ideas of social security améry nationalised managed economy.

Furthermore any important moves in the diplomapbese had to be discussed if not

agreed with the United Stat&8.‘At all costs’, Dixon wrote in May 1953, ‘must wavoid

a break with the USA such as would be brought abpuiMG going it alone®’

The bout of international meetings, discussions raegbtiations reflected the fact that the
Korean War with all its problems and implicatioresdhprovided an opportunity to come
together and finally agree on a common Westerncpdbbwards the Soviet Union. Of
course, the more countries were involved and theemdeas were floated, the more
difficult this task became. Nevertheless, there p@ssibly a new confidence that the first
steps had been taken and that from now on theanistillying by the Soviet Union could
be countered in unison. The successes of not owdgiating both West Germany and
Japan into the Western group of nations but alaonmg them while clearing the way for
Greece and Turkey to join NATO were major foreigiqy successes for Britain and the
US. The theoretical rivalry between the blocs enslar in Communist ideology had
become a practical rivalry now taken very seriousfyboth sides. Not surprisingly Grey
wrote in a letter in September 1951 that ‘we mustiny case recognise that we have
approached a crucial and possibly dangerous pevioeh the Soviets are fully alive to
what is happening and we are not yet fully prepat€dThe line between confidence,

over-confidence and recklessness was a thin ondaahtb be watched at all times.

The basic assumption of British foreign policy makeemained negative on the
assumption that the Soviet government was notested and would not invest in a real
improvement of Anglo-Soviet relation% Firmness and consistency in British foreign
policy would only be matched by a similar attitude the Soviet side. The status quo
appeared to be to sit in a trench and peek outsamtaly to see if the air had cleared.
Some argued that the old Soviet idea of creatingluéionary situations to exploit them

was still intact. NATO, it was thought, had forc&falin to be more cautious but

%% For example, FO371/106537-NS1071/41, FO, ‘Higlele¢alks’, 10.4.1953.
%7 F0371/106538-NS1071/106, Dixon note, 26.5.1953.

98 F0371/94825-NS10217/71, Grey, 28.9.1951.

%9 F0371/94808-NS1015/83, Gascoigne, 5.12.1951.
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essentially no less opportunistf€. A more active approach was needed. Containment on
the American side had been paired with the Westhra of situations of strength. While
the gap in conventional armaments was still soelgiaomic weapons were expensive,
could be used only in very serious circumstances$ \&are likely to fall under UNO
inspection at some point in the future) these sina of strength could be built up to
allow the negotiation of limited local settlemeftsThese would take time to build up but
would equally be part of a longer-term view of tbeld War. To concentrate exclusively
on defence arrangements was anyhow unlikely to $&fuli in most circumstances.
Moreover, Britain’s financial situation left litleoom for manoeuvr&? A more varied
Western response was needed, in particular witardetp the Foreign Office assessment
that the Soviet leaders tended to underestimakeraban overestimate their strength.
Co-existence provided an overall concept that iedhbie to suit various circumstances
and as much as this idea lacked a really positote,rwas seen as the momentarily only

realistic way of conducting international relationghe Cold War.

Peaceful-coexistence as a concept was not newslirhessence been in place since 1945,
or even 1917 as some would argue, and althougfffated not much apart from the
prevention of a global war, this lowest common deimator in international relations
would prove enough in the long run. Recognising thes rhetoric without costing much
could sway the public and political imaginatione tBoviet government in another episode
of minimal détente opted to publish a new jouriNgwswas to concentrate on two vital
issues: Peaceful Co-existence and the importanéeast-West trade. By taping into the
anxieties of various groups in different countties Soviet government hoped to capitalise
on any potential slackening of the increasing @ummunist and anti-Soviet feeling in the
West?* Peaceful co-existence, however, was highly semsito changes in the
international balance of power. When, during thedém War, Chinese troops achieved
well-publicised victories, the tone was inadverfgntowngraded to suit the new
confidence. By the end of 1951 Connelly not sumpgly noted that it was time to review
the use of that concept by the Soviet leadershgmi@enting on an article by Deborin,

which discussed Soviet foreign policy, she argued the article ‘confirms the aggressive

910 F0371/106531-NS1024/1, FO, brief for the Secretdi$tate on ‘Policy towards the Soviet Union’,
30.1.1953.

911 F0371/94808-NS1015/83, FO, 5.12.1951.

%12 A, Gest, ‘We must cut our coat according to ootttlthe making of British defence policy, 1945-894
in Aldrich, British Intelligence, Strategy and the Cold \\Veln. 6.

913 Eor example, FO371/94823-NS1021/52, Roberts’ 181te5.1951.

91 For example, FO371/94825-NS1021/75, FO to Grey19851.
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implications of the Soviet connotation of ‘peacefolexistence’ and means in effect that
the Kremlin claims the right to immobilise resistanto its policies within foreign
countries through the paralysis of their man-powdisaffection, civil war etc™®
Gascoigne, writing from Moscow, agreed. ‘When tlevi&t authorities talk of peaceful
co-existence’, he argued, ‘they mean not co-extgtewithout conflict but only co-
existence without major wars.” Still, the only attative according to him was World War
111. °*® With such an analysis of a political concept itilcobe assumed that it would mean
the end of it. However, it had captured the pubti@gination and without a workable

alternative the Foreign Office had not choice loypay attention to it.

To tie up loose ends and provide a coherent arguBranelow, of the Russian Secretariat
of the Moscow embassy, drafted a memorandum oneReaCo-existencé:’ Reiterating
the points above he argued that as a tactic itoka@eubtful usefulness but in the absence
of an alternative it was the only concept so farfdon the basis of a non-aggressive
international diplomacy. The Russia Committee werdgtep further and noted that ‘the
peaceful co-existence of the Socialist and Capttalystems means ...a period of active
rivalry and competition®'® Several months later this point was boiled dowiorie basic
assessment when Morgan argued that the Cold Widir éissentially equalled peaceful co-
existence™® The Soviet government would only accept this cphead promote it if other
avenues of political or subversive activities haithex been exhausted or where
momentarily unavailabl&® Thus it was a stale-mate rather than a genuing wisuse
time, effort and money to rebuild the world aftbe tlast war. In actual fact, Brimelow
argued, Peaceful Co-existence was ‘the advocapyowisional non-belligerencé? Even
the concept of peace could not get away from tloalvolary of war.

In the absence of progress in Europe the signinthefJapanese peace treaty in 1951
signalled a final end to the post-war settlemertha Far East. The signing, alongside of
the peace treaty, of a bilateral American-Japardefence pact reignited Soviet and

915F0371/94848-NS1071/8, Connelly minute, 15.12.1951.

916 F0371/94848-NS1071/8, Gascoigne, 15.12.1951.

%17 F0371/94848-NS1071/8, Brimelow, ‘Peaceful co-eise’, 15.12.1951.

918 F0371/100847-NS1072/1, Russian Secretariat, ‘Palaoe-existence’, 7.1.1952.
19 F0371/100823-NS10110/12, Morgan, 4.10.1952.

920 For example, FO371/106528-NS1022/1, RC, ‘TCP’,1253.

921 F0371/106540-NS1073/1, Brimelow, 13.1.1953.
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Chinese fears about Western, and in particular Aoaer intentions, in the Far E&ét.
While Germany was divided, the Western part of ¢hentry was now well on the way
towards complete integration into the Western malitand defence system and now Japan
had also chosen a side. Thus the two most impoaggtessors of World War Il were
firmly attached to the West. As a result NATO wobkl/e access to air and naval bases on
the outer rim of the Soviet Union. Soviet policwgh regards to Korea and Japan had
decidedly failed. The repercussions were immedaaie prolonged. Local wars and the
stirring of national sentiments against colonigbigssion were assisted by both the Soviet
and the Chinese governments. As the opportunitiesviertly offensive action was slowly
reduced the West still had to fear subversive anert fifth column activity. The Foreign
Office concentrated on keeping all the strandsotight together. It prepared memoranda
for important meetings of Western governments amisead NATO on Soviet history,
ideology and foreign policy. Importantly, the Nagth Department also reiterated its basic
objective: ‘we stand firmly by the principle of #igtg our differences by negotiatiof?>
However, not at any cost. Pure propaganda exchamgesof no interest to the British and
neither were very public meetings with unknown outes. They held onto their belief that

more could be achieved in private.

The old idea of a psychological offensive againsiis and the Soviet Union was in the
light of this new Western confidence revisited. tleatarly the State Department was
interested in implementing it. A long US draft ¢ve tPsychological offensive vis-a-vis the
USSR: Objectives, tasks, themes’ was circulatethén Foreign Office in early 1951

While many welcomed the idea of a much more actwe, offensive, approach to dealing
with Soviet propaganda and Soviet inspired propdgarthere was widespread
disagreement particularly about specific objectiaes the detailed implementation. The

American view that the Soviets did not understdrariature of propaganda and admired

922 5ee FO371/94825-NS1021/4, FO, Joint Services Stfége lecture ‘Basic factors in Soviet policyhel
Communist state in theory and practice’, 6.10.1951.

923 £0371/100825-NS1023/5, Hohler, 16.1.1952.

924 F0371/94831-NS10345/4, State Department, ‘Psygfidb offensive vis-a-vis the USSR: Objectives,
tasks, themes’, 1.2.1951; FO371/94831-NS1034%&e Pepartment, ‘An analysis of the principal
psychological vulnerabilities in the USSR and & fhrincipal assets available to us for their exptan’,
27.4.1951; FO371/94832-NS10345/11, State Departriigéstpolicy towards a future liberated Russia’,
17.5.1951, this document discusses the future eéRafter a defeat in war; the British effort tarsa
discussion with the Soviets took the form of afcirtby Morrison published in Pravda on Augudt 1951,
in FO371/94835, FO371/94836, FO371/94837; Pravagly is in FO371/94837 and FO371/94838; the
IRD at the same time was preparing a pamphlet amrament to be released to the public in an efifort
explain British policy to the wider public, FO37484-NS1053/25, 7.5.1951; General Bedell-Smith &dad
a Psychological Strategy Board which included regnéatives of the CIA, State Department and Pentag
FO371/100825-NS1023/8, 12.2.1952.
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Stalin as a demi-god was discounted in the Northeapartment. But even more
importantly there was real hesitation about whetherUSA, and Britain for that matter,
would have the political will to match the Soviéyle or to find a new equally powerful
one. According to Morgan one major problem wasthes IRD had also found in the
previous years with regards to British policy makehnat ‘if it is argued that the Americans
are simply proposing to fight the Russians at tbain game, then my reply would be that
even American publicists are too gentlemanly toehamy success at that.” The use of
political warfare as an actual weapon was stillits infancy in the West and the
willingness to ‘get dirty’ was very low. So rathiéran attack Stalin, or any other leader, it
was important, Willetts pointed out, to ‘attack tlseientific pretensions of Soviet

Marxism.®?°

Since Soviet foreign policy was openly based onxXaideas of historical materialism it
made sense to attack this basis and thus withdravwmuch claimed legitimacy of Soviet
foreign policy from the Soviet government. The Bht{ however, were still rather
reluctant to sanction overt, aggressive and offengiropaganda to deter Soviet and
Communist propaganda. Many, like Churchill, favalitbe softer option of a return to
great power top level meetings. As discussed puslyo the Foreign Office was not in
favour of this approach. However, an idea by thedh&f the government could not just be
discounted. Strang suggested the alternative as@ekt meeting presumably under the
auspices of the UN&® A lengthy discussion followed but in the end notstmeeting took
place. The icy relations between the former alvese the single most important brake on
progress in the UNO and post-war European recarigirubut by 1951 no government
was willing to pay a big price for an improvemehtimse relations.

To understand those problems better from the pafiiew of the Soviet government a
new ‘Kremlin memorandum’ was written by Nicholfs. The first, written in May 1950,
although heavily discussed and by no means acceptedjuivocally, had been a

successS?® Now there was another attempt to see the worltlititr Soviet eyes. As usual,

925 F0371/94831-NS10345/4, Willetts note on ‘Psychimlagoffensive vis-a-vis the USSR: Objectives,
tasks, themes’, State Department Document, 1.2.1951

926 £F0371/94841-NS1051/129, Strang, 9.11.1951.

927 FO371/ 94821-NS1021/26, Nicholls, ‘Kremlin Memodam’, 23.2.1951; also FO371/94843 and
FO371/100868-7435.

98 F0371/86754-NS1052/48, ‘Foreign policy through kboking glass’ (the Kremlin Memorandum),
20.5.1950.
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evidence was in short supply but guess work waslikworn and accepted path in the
Northern Department. The Russia Committee, in anharfgshorter-term policy analysis,
endorsed the pap&’ Whether or not the committee conclusions wouldoh®ren to be
right, it argued, was irrelevant. What was importaas to take a step back and imagine
how the Soviet leadership could possibly view éeréavents and which actions they might
take. The view was that the Soviet government waudd all means at her disposal to
achieve her aims. It saw the UNO as an Americahaond would probably be much more
careful in sanctioning or starting wars in the fetuWestern resistance had not changed
but modified Soviet strategy and tactics.

About a year later Brimelow, then in Moscow, wratesimilar paper discussing Soviet
resistance to NATG® One of the most experienced Soviet specialistténNorthern
Department he took on a topic of vital importanzdoth the US and Britain. NATO was
the centre piece of the Western resistance andnegzaent effort and was likely to find
itself permanently in the Soviet firing line. Thetter the detailed Soviet concerns and
likely accusations could be worked out in advartiee,more time the West would have to
tailor specific responses to Soviet allegations.imBlow argued that Stalin’s
pronouncements on present and future Soviet pobieyd be taken at face value and that
NATO would not stop the eventual worldwide triumph Communism. Agitation and
propaganda, revolution and civil wars would be thain instruments of Soviet and
Communist policy. According to him the Soviet leest#p believed that the tide was
slowly turning in favour of more revolutions andaththe only two reasons for Soviet
hesitation to take full advantage of the situatieas the American atomic bomb and the
continued rearmament of NATO. In the absence of el hope of a negotiated
settlement, essentially precluded by Soviet idegldge West had to remain active and
determined since the maintenance of the presemtypotf firmness and of consensus of
opinion in the Western countries would be just &g & problem as dealing with any
military problems. Eden, possibly not surprisingtgmplained that Brimelow had been too
negative in his assessment of potential progresadreed that the hopes for a settlement
were slim. A final, important, word of warning carmem Connolly and it is worth quoting

her in full as she pointed out one of the majobfems of the later Cold War:

929 F0371/ 94821-NS1021/26, RC notes on the ‘Kremlemdrandum’, 23.2.1951
%0 F0371/100868-NS1192/1, Brimelow, ‘The Communishvaer to the rearmament of the NATO powers’,
10.3.1952.

224



Soviet theoretical pronouncements on foreign polaeg on the whole so
dogmatic and uncompromising that there is a daregpecially in the present
period of intransigence, that spectacular compresnjgossible to the Kremlin
when they have seen the red light, either at homealwoad, may be
momentarily overlooked®*

Compromises on both sides required a certain cendie that the other side was willing to
negotiate honestly and in the thick haze of Easind Western propaganda that

willingness might well be overlooked.

13.3. Implementing British foreign policy

The British government had no problems justifyitggpolicies to itself but acknowledged
the necessity to pay attention to educate the puBhe was a great power, possessed a still
impressive empire and Commonwealth, she had rewchaineefeated on the victorious
side in both World Wars, she had been pivotal i dhganisation of post-war Western
European recovery and thus had to remain strong aaned®? Without Britain the
Western European defence effort would falter. Wiastearmament, as an IRD pamphlet
argued, was not the end but the beginning. In ra@meirchillian sentiment it reassured its
readers that ‘we...will survive long after the prdsemenace has gone the way of all
tyrannies and become an evil dreafi.’With this status, however, came huge
responsibilities and significant financial commimm® In addition, Britain had to avoid
any suggestions that rearmament was necessary nfounavoidable war. Negative
propaganda was dangerous. Britain therefore haghpear positive and confident that the
much talked about war was never going to breaklmgortantly, as the Moscow chancery
noted, confidence was good ‘provided we keep owdeo dry and have enough of 1
British foreign policy therefore had not only taopect Britain and her achievements but it
also had to be sustainable in the longer term. fesalt the stakes really were very high
and there was little room for mistakes or for unémmable manoeuvring with someone

else’s (ie. American) foreign policy>

%81 F0371/100868-NS1192/1, Connolly note, 10.3.1952.

%2 Eor example, FO371/106530-NS1023/43, FO, 13.5.1953

933 F0371/94844-NS1053/25, IRD pamphlet on rearmantefit]1 951.

934 F0371/94848-NS1071/4, Moscow chancery, 6.6.1951.

%5 For example, FO371/100825-NS1023/8, FO, ‘Futulieptowards Russia’, 12.2.1952; FO371/100825-
NS1023/11, Franks, Washington, 1.3.1952.
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Containment and rearmament were not only designétippede further Soviet progress at
the expense of Western freedoms but were alsodateto build up what Acheson called
situations of strength. By the summer of 1951, idarr argued, the idea was already
proving promising>® Others disagreed; Uffen noted that ‘in my opinive are not yet
really practising a policy of containment — or athare not yet able to do s8” He
thought that what the West needed first of all wasufficiently counter-balance Soviet
military strength; a view also held by GascoidffeThe British expanded the American
concept of containment and strong point defencsténting to concentrate on Soviet ‘sore
spots’. The idea was to analyse Soviet foreigncgadind identify potential problem areas.
Those areas could then either be targeted thropghifec pressures to elicit a Soviet
response or they could be essentially protecteh fray such intervention so as to make
sure that disagreements in those areas did nofagsaato a wider conflict. A meeting in
Strang’s room on February 21952 discussed the first paper on this itea.

Six years on from the Long Telegram Kennan hadntisdy been proven right. The
Soviet Union had emerged as the main opponentdoU® and containment now had
become official American and British policy. Thebdée was quite fierce. There was a real
disagreement between the Secretary of State arfeoiieégn Office. Eden worried that the
conclusions increased the risk of war. Strang afghat one point of the paper was to
inform and warn the COS about these particular dapgints. He knew that high-level
politico-military talks with the Americans were meel and that Britain had to identify,
prior to any such talks, potential areas of disagrent as well as those areas where
agreement was most likely. Detailed strategic plagrwithin and out-with NATO
following the doctrine of containment would necedganeed to take into account any

areas where implementation would prove either @mbkic or outright dangerod®

The memorandum itself started with one simple psdmpm: the West, under the
leadership of the US, would soon be in a strongsition to push a more forward policy

vis-a-vis the Soviet blo¥' Since this would restrict independent British nmvéhe
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Foreign Office should assess the situation angbatential implications while there still
was a chance to influence the State Departiiféfthe second important assumption was
that any pressure applied to these sore spotsikedg o increase the risk of war but that a
more forward policy towards the Soviet Union conttt afford to avoid these spots. Since
Western military consolidation was to increase amde that would act as a deterrent to
and brake on Soviet expansionism, the amount afspre applied could progressively be
increased** However, although the Soviet Union did not want,viemight resort to it if
sufficiently provoked and exactly that remained therry of Eden. So, as if to justify
Western policies, the Northern Department again anadpoint of labelling them as
‘defensive and non-aggressivé” The sore spots specifically identified included
Germany, Austria, Yugoslavia, Turkey, Persia andgh&histan, with Afghanistan being
the only one where foreign intervention of any kuas unlikely to be tolerated under any
circumstances. As opposed to these actual gedeabkore spots, other problematic areas

highlighted were the atomic bomb, and economicsythological warfare.

A major problem in assessing these issues wasmyptloe dearth of reliable evidence but
also the ongoing paucity of actual face-to-facdaiyatic relations with Soviet diplomats.
The less contact there was the less British diptemere able to gage Soviet sensitivities
and intentions. How to deal with this was a difficissue. Grey suggested to reduce
contacts with the Soviets even further so as tagedhe ability of the Soviet government
to harm the British. Hohler argued that this wobt#l highly dangerou¥® His argument
was not new. Reduced contact made it more likelyte Soviet government to draw the
wrong conclusions with regards to Western interstioRurther isolation of the Soviet
Union was not beneficial to anyone. Isolation wowdly increase paranoia and the
willingness to sanction desperate policies. Greynmarised the argument in a
memorandum discussing the issued of how to dedl thié Russians in the future in
February 1952. Advocating a tougher line he argesdentially against Northern
Department opinion. Britain, according to him, slklouse the methods of the Soviet
government against them. He noted that ‘basicallly aontainment of the Soviet Union
will work, not by making the Kremlin ready for cassions, but by inducing them to

adopt a more cautious and conservative pofit}.Implying that a reduction in
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negotiations could be a viable alternative to Sowdglomatic games, he implicitly
suggested that armed strength was the only wayakerthe Cold War safe; a ‘policy of

unconcern’ he called it shortly aft&Y.

Many, however, in the Foreign Office agreed thati@some as dealing with the Soviets
was, in the UN for example, the alternative waadtual fact dangerous. Dixon argued that

‘| believe that we ought to employ precisely thepogite technique’*®

Channels of
communications had to be kept open in all circuntsta. An end to negotiation could well
spell the end to a safe Cold War. Zarubin had ewddh Eden that it believed that
diplomacy could well lead to an improvement in intgional relationg?® Roberts felt that
Grey had been too negative in his assessment aadthle paper therefore lacked
confidence€® All in the Northern Department agreed on one issumvever, whatever
tactics were chosen to best pursue British forgigiitical interests, continuity was vital.
British policy had to remain focused on the two miasues: to provide a military deterrent
against Soviet aggression and to ensure that thietSdea of Western collapse in the Cold
War would not occur. Britain had to remain operdiscussion and negotiation, and aim
for the settlement of local problems. Patience, tinoity and unity as well as
psychological warfare were the means to achieve #nd. Even then, a Northern
Department paper noted, ‘it will probably be yeae$ore there is any chance of going over
from ‘containment’ to active ‘compression’ withoundue risk*** The Soviet Union, of
course, faced similar problems. Morgan noted qugbtly that ‘the Soviet government

like ourselves have to walk along a razor’s edge.’

The whole discussion has to be understood agaiesbackground of Western military
consolidation, especially NATO. With the increase NATO’s capabilities and extent
Western governments felt, not surprisingly, safad anore confident; peace through
strength, as some put’® Military security, however, was likely to redudeetwillingness

of some to solve problems the old-fashioned roteyugh diplomacy. A deterrent was

unfortunately not the best means to produce a tanfgir détente on either side and further
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concentration on the extension of Western strategipabilities would reduce the
probability of that happening even further. Brimeldiscussed this important point in a

paper’>* It was essentially a catch 22. He argued thaethers

no prospect that, when the NATO rearmament haseshits peak, it will be
possibly to negotiate a settlement with the Comwitubloc. The hope of a
settlement is precluded by the Communist ideolofganmflict...There is no
prospect of the NATO powers being able to negotieden strength with the
Soviet government...the latter...will not be intimidzte

One might wonder why then rearmament was see ssswtant not only for self-defence
but also for negotiation. Eden, not surprisingligadgreed with Brimelow, feeling that he
had been too negative. Interestingly, however, dreed with the near impossibility of
negotiating a lasting settlement with the Staligeternment. According to him all that
could be hoped for were, again, local and limitettlsments>° The Soviet Union had
certainly noted the increased Western defence tiabiliwhich had greatly enhanced
military and psychological strength to resist ferttsoviet encroachment. Overconfidence
on the part of the West, nevertheless, as the &uSsimmittee noted, was to be
discouraged®® Military intimidation, as Kennan had noted in agomemorandum, was a
vital part of the Kremlin's forcefulness with regarto the West:’ Without it a major
pillar of Soviet foreign policy would be gone; ahet reason why the Soviet government

possibly continued the arms race against all this @hd perhaps against better judgement.

Propaganda, as a relatively inexpensive but efftareans of political warfare, was often
discussed in the Northern Department. The moreSthaet Union and other Communist
countries and international organisations used rtieans to full effect, the more Britain
had to come to terms with the use of it. To ledwe ihitiative completely to the Soviet
Union was lazy and, in the long term, damaging.datied populations might well start to
wonder why their governments did not reply in kbodthe continuous barrage of Soviet
accusations. Equally importantly, Western poputatibad to be brought solidly on board

with regards to their governments policies, theiaginations had to be fired and the Cold

%4 F0371/100868-NS1192/1, Brimelow, ‘The Communishvaer to the rearmament of the NATO powers’,
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War explained in a way that would retain their gilmce in all eventualities. As an
unnamed official in the Northern Department notdtke ‘free world badly needs to be
shown some light at the end of the rearmament {ufitfeTherefore a positive, more
aggressive and more offensive propaganda campagmeeded. Although this was never
going to be more important than actual foreign golnitiatives, it was an important

secondary tool.

What was needed was a great idea that would caibteiienagination of the free world and
that exactly, as already discussed, was the probRnopaganda by definition is rather
boring, lecturing and prescriptive and thus notirelyt suited to the educated and free
minds of the West. A more offensive and manipuatiwvopaganda was advocated by the
British Naval Attaché in Moscow Captain Fitzroy.ghing that the Soviet Union was
trying, through false propaganda, to portray aypebf Soviet strength onto the West thus
forcing the West to rearm, he suggested that RBritdirough clever propaganda
provocations could possibly force the Soviet lesdigr to reveal more about their
preparedness and actual strength than it initielynted to™>° Noting that a possibly
unnecessary Western rearmament could potentidfpplerthe West economically, in his
view one of the main reasons for this projectiorSo¥iet strength, he called for a review

of what British propaganda should address and hetauld be done.

Stalin’s death on March™ 1953 in these circumstances was both a problethaan
opportunity. Although Soviet foreign policy was rattirely predictable a certain pattern
had emerged since the war in Soviet responsesrtaircesituations and problems. Stalin
had essentially guaranteed that a specific levélostility would not be increased and had
thus helped to stabilise the Cold War. Even if Beand Korea had shown how thin the
international consensus on wishing to avoid war,wastary opportunism had remained
confined to very localised areas. Although the alstons about factions in the Kremlin
and questions about Stalin’s mental abilities hashtioued, he had remained the
figurehead of both the Soviet Union and worldwidanm@nunism. It was unavoidable that
as a result of this a certain predictability hasoabeen cemented. Problematic now was

that the new men arriving on the international scerere, mostly, not recognised as

%8 £0371/94849-NS1072/3, unnamed official, 26.9.1951.
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prominent Soviet faces. All had been central tdifssapolicies of the previous years but
none had, in Western eyes, either real leadershtpnpal or Stalin’s iron will and
determinatior’® To govern a country with such an immense varidtyationalities as
well as to push through a capital investment pnogna and to continuing to engineer a
social revolution on a massive scale while keepingginternational Communist movement

together required undoubtedly an outstanding leader

To reflect the increasing Soviet self-confidencel éoviet foreign political ambitions

against an ever more consolidated Western opponsdemanded even more specialist
skills. With Molotov lacking the absolute will taopver, Malenkov and Beria both possibly
restricted by their experience in a field too nerror broad appeal and support (in the
Party and the NKGB respectively), and with Kagaobvand Khrushchev seen as rough
trouble shooters rather than leaders, the Norti@epartment necessarily resorted to
speculation. Junior men like Kosygin, A. KuznetsBepov, Suslov or Ponomarenko were
deemed even less likely to climb the dangerous eésdgadership ladder any time soon.
Older members of the Politburo, men like Mikoyamy®shilov or Bulganin, had not really

been at the forefront of national policies for satinge. In the end, Malenkov emerged in
the Foreign Office as the most likely candidatéstad the committee that was likely to rule
until a supreme leader had emerged. New leadeentnaity meant new policies or at least
a modification of existing policies. The Westerrciggment about this prospect, however,
was very limited. It appeared unlikely that Stadimeath would in the intermediate term
offer spectacular opportunities. Nevertheless, evdémited settlement in Korea, Austria

or in the international disarmament talks wouldnad worth the effort.

Gascoigne, not surprisingly, reported that the séauarter of 1953 was of ‘vital interest’
to Western observef&" A certain tension had arisen not because of agaddlems with
the new Soviet leaders but because many in the ®Wegaed in different directions about
potential Soviet moves and their motives, and thpl#t the previously fairly coherent
Western thinking about them. One certainty, Gaseo@gued, was that the Soviet Union
had entered a probably limited period of collectigadership and that the ‘cult of the

outstanding individual’ had ended. In order to adigste their power and ensure a safe

%0 Eor example, FO371/106530-NS1023/43, FO, 13.5.1953
%1 F0371/106505-NS1013/34, Gascoigne, ‘Soviet Unjoarterly report’, 9.7.1953; also FO371/106530-
NS1023/47, FO, ‘Developments since Stalin’s de&l8,1953.
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transfer of responsibilities it was likely that tinew leaders would actively aim for a
détente and would offer limited solutions to outsliag problems. When Churchill, on
May 11" 1953, argued in a speech that the ‘security of $owiet Union was not
irreconcilable with the freedom and safety of WestBurope’ and, again, suggested a
Four Power meeting the door had been opened a fittther for a return to traditional

diplomacy negotiating solutions to the benefit bparticipants 2%

The ambassador made his thinking about the disagpeaof Stalin from the international

scene very clear: ‘l do not, repeat do not, loothwgatisfaction on Stalin’s disappearance’,
he wrote on the day Stalin’s death was annoud®etle, like others, was extremely

worried about potential instability within the SeviUnion which could spread across the
globe. Stalin, he noted, had understood the Wedthad provided a point of contact

should it be needed. Others were more optimistib végards to both Western and Soviet
abilities to deal with Stalin’s death calmly and keahe best use of opportunities were
they arose. Wahnerheide, in Germany, argued thatiliness and death of a potentate
might become the turning point in the Cold WA.’

Anxiety, opportunism and optimism were thereforeacly visible in East and West. The
situation was not completely surprising, Stalin len seventy four at the time of this
death, but speculation about a particular evers,dsiath, and dealing with it when it
actually arrives proved two completely different ttaes. British fears about American
resolve vis-a-vis the Soviet Union immediately résced, although there was no real
evidence that the State Department considered rgeht@ the policy of containment the
Northern Department was worrié®. The Soviet leaders, by the same token, were in
reality unlikely to make substantial concessidfisAny détente was seen as probably
short-lived and very limited. ‘All our actions vésvis the Soviet Union’, Gascoigne
warned, ‘should be tempered with great caution hes telicate moment in Soviet

history.®’
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Coherence and determination in foreign policy remadia vital basic ingredient for the
Foreign Office. In any case, it was argued, it wakkely that the new leadership was able
or willing to offer anything new while they werergmlidating their hold and, presumably,
figuring out who was to be supreme leader. Sowdity would not change overnight, and
neither would Western policy. Despite all this eamtthere were real opportunities to ease
the Cold War tension. With Stalin’s death, a chaimgine administration in the US and an
explicit willingness of the British Prime Ministéo talk all sides kept their options open.
This first sense of hope of a possible easing®fGbld War tension was quickly squashed.
In late April, assessing Soviet foreign policy gabsible intentions Gascoigne wrote from
Moscow that unmistakably ‘the Soviet government wdt accept threats, reproaches or
preliminary conditions and that they remain truetheir previous policies’®® The much
wanted détente was possibly nothing more thanradig of the Western imagination. Real
concessions, so far, had not been made and withemosupreme leader in place, were
unlikely to be made in the near future. ‘The Soleipard has not changed its spots’, as a

Northern Department official notéd’

Two months after Stalin’s death the Russia Committmaned that a rapprochement had
not been achievet!® Concessions, in general, are made from a positicstrength and
confidence and neither West nor East was suffiiesdnvinced that such a position had
been achieved on either side yet. The flow of lewel conciliatory moves by the new
Soviet leaders, such as the release of Bundocksigimng of the Anglo-Soviet fisheries
agreement etc, had by May slowed down considerabijhough diplomatic relations
between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia as welsesel had been re-established, really
significant moves had not been made on either Jide.Northern Department advised to
wait and see but to be prepared; the Soviet lehgievgould still do anything short of war
to improve its position and secure its hold over¢buntry and the Eastern bfgé Britain,
just like the Soviet Union, had to remain firm, Ireiic and willing to negotiate if that
situation arose. It also had to be aware that acyease in Soviet suspicions or her
isolation were not only unwanted but could alsoategany opportunities for new talks.

Gascoigne summarised the situation: ‘I think thaag patience, deliberation and astute
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diplomacy will be necessary in the future if we @rdeed to profit at all by the ray of

sunshine which the new administration has shed tiposcene®?

The lack of a prime Soviet contact remained a @moblNow that there was a choice,
although Malenkov as chairman of the Council of igiers was the senior Soviet party
leader, foreign diplomats and governments were mcharted waters. Even more
problematic was the low-level discussion in the Yas a possible power struggle. This
made the choice of a first contact even more difficThe US State Department was
certain that such a struggle was taking place. Biftesh were more hesitaif® In the end,

it was all speculation with no actual evidence.tTdhadence only arrived with the arrest of
Beria and the shuffling of positions between thadkrs afterwards. A long Northern
Department minute from May 1953 discussed thisei8§uwWhether or not there was a
power struggle going on behind the scenes, Chlinela, as always, not afraid to voice
his opinion. Talking to Gromyko, who was now Sowvéehbassador in Britain, he noted
that ‘I felt much safer while Stalin was alive. hs/five years older than he was and sure
old men were not likely to make war.” Referringhis visit to Moscow in October 1944,
the scene of the infamous ‘Percentages Agreenmemstated that he regarded that time as
the ‘highest level we ever reaché®’Reading these words now, one cannot help but be
surprised by both Churchill’'s naivety and his stitivious love of great power diplomacy.
Backroom deals with other leaders had always bgentecular love of his.

Long expected and now widely evident, the Cold \Wadl by the early 1950s definitely
arrived. Several low key military struggles as waddl the first war after 1945 raised the
stakes for the British Foreign Office. Long debaaad some bitter experiences during the
years since 1945 had substantially reduced Br#agtioices in international relations.
Close relations with the USA as well as a formdlaate in NATO became the
cornerstones of British foreign policy. They alkowever, limited the options should the
Kremlin choose to pursue détente. Stalin’s deatd #re ensuing discussion in the
Northern Department demonstrated how far this ae&dhad actually proceeded. Trying

not to give anything away while continuing to lostkong meant no side was really going

972 F0371/106534-NS1051/38, Gascoigne, ‘Interview wilotov’, 29.4.1953.

93 For example, FO371/106525-NS1021/51, Sykes nétd, 11953.

974 FO371/106530-NS1023/43, FO, ‘Brief for the ministemeeting of the North Atlantic Council’,
13.5.1953.

"5 FO371/106533-NS1051/8, FO, note of a meeting batv@hurchill and Gromyko, 24.2.1953.

234



out of its way to make the first substantial stegvards an indication that renewed

negotiation was in fact very much desired.

Some in the Foreign Office found these developmpuizling. Germany, the old enemy,
was now the new friend, while possibly fruitful agbns with the former wartime ally,
were reduced to a minimum as the assessment gathem@entum that the Soviet Union
was now the new enemy. At the time of Stalin’'s Healthough there may have been
opportunities, this seismic shift in Soviet domestifairs proved of limited impact to the
outside world. Although many by no means were fieernf the Soviet Union, some
realised that low key cordial relations would hdezn the cheapest option for Britain to
maintain peace and avoid being dragged into a exgpgnsive and highly disadvantageous
arms race with both the USA and the Soviet Union.
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Part Five. Conclusion
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Proximity to information gave Northern Departmeriafs a prime opportunity for
suggesting those policies to the Foreign Secretad/the Cabinet they regarded as most
beneficial for British interests at the time. Oftehings were, however, not that
straightforward. Information had to be accuratetapate and relevant to pressing issues
in order to be useful. But the collection of it fmothe Moscow Embassy and various
departments outside the Foreign Office, such agdiBgetook time. Extensive debate in the
department and the Foreign Office in general widpgrs moving up and down the
hierarchy took time as well. While British foreigiolicy up to May 1945 had been geared
towards winning the war and securing some basionphg for a pacified Europe, after
1945 there were a large number of issues all o€kvhiere urgent and had to be addressed.
The Soviet Union was, although very important,iatly only one of them. Problems
regarding the Empire, and imperial security and mamication as well as financial
discussions with the USA were of equally pressmpgartance.

Only with the slow breaking-down of the CFMs and tksulting stagnation in the settling
of important post-war issues did it become cleat the Soviet Union had become central
to the achievement of workable settlements in Eeirapd elsewhere. Massive efforts on
part of the Foreign Office to be prepared and paaby flexible in these negotiations met

with only limited results and the realisation tlaatual negotiation with the Kremlin, the

offering of deals, for example, was seen as a weskrto be exploited by Soviet

negotiators. As in the absence of war betweendhedr allies the use of military power

was essentially impossible, this reduction in tke of old style diplomacy was a major
hindrance in achieving a post-war settlement thas vacceptable to all sides. The
movement towards a close cooperation with the U809 in the wake of an increasing
financial dependence on the country, hinted atftlmeation of a bloc perceived to be

threatening to the emerging Soviet empire in Easteid South Eastern Europe by Stalin.
To a surprising extent both sides mirrored eaclerstimoves with each side occasionally
taking the lead.

The historiography of these crucial early yeargerati945, during which some Cold War
patterns were set and slowly solidified, is extemsand divided. Mostly focusing on the
higher level of policy formation in the Cabinethas largely neglected those Foreign
Office departments, like the Northern Departmeriticlv have played a crucial role in the

initial process. When officials are mentioned thguanent usually follows the main
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historical debates. While orthodox historians h&een lenient with the foreign policy
establishment in the wake of putting most of theni# for the deteriorating international
relations on the Soviet government, revisionistdmians have argued a different case.
Seeking to balance the discussion by attributingesdeserved blame for these problems
mostly on the USA but also Britain, they necesganéd to be more critical of Foreign
Office suggestions and attitudes. Most importaittiwas the resurrection of the British
role in the context of the Cold War which put tharéign Office firmly in the spotlight.
Here criticism has been severe with some postimeisgs arguing a very critical case
against the Foreign Office.

Officials in the Foreign Office in general and therthern Department in particular have,
as this thesis has shown, not received the resipeticthey actually deserve. Far from being
narrow minded ‘Cold Warriors’ or ‘russophobe’ offits these men through diligent
analysis of the available information proposed ¢éhgolicies they regarded as most
efficient to achieving British foreign policy amimhs and most suitable to Britain’s
undeniably weakened position vis-a-vis her two fermvartime allies. Although the
impact of personal opinions and experiences oretbesisions is very difficult to quantify,
it is much more likely and obvious in the sourdest teventual suggestions were based on
good analysis, extensive discussion and a good dbsgragmatic realism. In-depth
knowledge of previous relations with both the Souimion and the USA was another

important factor in decision making.

Information here was key. Despite unsurprisinglgngicant gaps in the availability of
information on several issues, the overall knowtedfSoviet domestic affairs was good.
The basis of the regime, its ideology, its mechani®r maintaining its power and
extending it to its new empire in Eastern Europeeweell understood. Knowledge of
Soviet industry and agriculture was despite theasiomally shaky interpretation of data
equally good. It was a great help that these twaes in particular were widely reported
and debated in the Soviet press. Here, as on ottesions, it is clear that the Soviet
government underestimated the extent to which itapbrinformation could be gleaned
from relatively mundane press reports. There weoblpms with this way of gathering
information, of course. Information vital to thevgat military and atomic energy research
effort, for example, were not addressed in the r¥ghile there was a debate in the

Northern Department as to the extent of this rebeand possible people involved, this
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was necessarily guess work. If more detailed igitice was available at the time, it was

certainly not accessible to staff in the department

Overall it is clear that new policy suggestionkeliWarner's ‘defensive-offensive
strategy’, the increasing push for more firmnessasvis the Kremlin or a more confident
and determined British propaganda campaign tow@miget inspired Communism, were
only advanced after long and detailed discussionthé Northern Department and the
Foreign Office. All eventual policy proposals wexlgvays backed up by evidence and the
reasons for these proposals were made clear thoatgWhile the COS were less than
impressed with Foreign Office efforts at the tinmal dnistorians have at times argued that
the institution was too slow to adapt to new timess clear that this was in actual fact not
true. Officials were keenly aware of the changed still changing international scene and
they adapted accordingly. They also realised thalheé information relevant to British
foreign policy was to be used in a way that wouddddfit Britain, it had to be the Foreign
Office that needed to be in charge of the initi@lgess of policy formation. The MOD and
the Treasury, for example, argued their cases faifferent point of view and were not
privy to all the information the Foreign Office hafihey could thus not be allowed to
advance dangerous policies or hinder those thae ween as most suitable to achieve

British aims.

The debate about the likelihood of war was a goample. While Churchill in his last
days as Prime Minister had demanded a plan to wihla possibly dangerous Soviet
Union after the war, Operation Unthinkable, and@@S were understandably reluctant to
let go of their newly found influence within the I@aet, the Foreign Office realised from
the start that these plans and attitudes were nigt ot implementable but potentially
dangerous for British interests. While the rolefarfeign intelligence in Soviet decision
making is still under researched and unclear, passible that Stalin, had he found out
about Operation Unthinkable, would have had grarecerns and necessarily would have

had to ensure a higher than planned military pres@nthe Soviet Union and the orbit.

Against this background of possibly questionabkuasgptions and perceptions the rise of
an ideology such as Communism in an already anxittesnational sphere could not but

aggravate existing problems. Although discussiothisfideology was extensive and much
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information was available, there can be no doudt blecause of its less tangible nature this
threat was possibly over-estimated. Any hint thabgde could be turned against their
democratically elected governments in the West assalt of extensive indoctrination
through propaganda proposed a new kind of dangaileVounter measures were being
discussed and slowly implemented, it is rather wstdadable that Western governments
sought to bring all their resources to bear in agsing this issue. Communist witch hunts
as in the US in the early 1950s were not replicateritain. But the discovery of Soviet
agents in the heart of the Foreign Office and thstence of a sizable group of Communist
sympathisers in Britain meant that the threat @had Column could not be disregarded

out of hand.

The edging of Communism closer to British bordeithvihe successful building of a
Soviet empire in Eastern Europe brought this thveay close to the British border. In the
Foreign Office this necessarily caused concern. détermined and well argued demand
for an effective British counter strategy, Westeconsolidation and propaganda,
demonstrated the efforts of the Northern Departnteninake use of their information,
expertise and policy suggestions. The difficultyparsuading first Bevin and then the
Cabinet shows that major changes in British forgighcies were not taken lightly. Both,
the Foreign Office and the British government, krtéat new policies had to be solid as
they would be difficult to change. Frequently chiaggforeign policies would have
conveyed a sense of British dithering and weakrasanpression the Foreign Office was

trying to avoid.

That the British government succeeded in persuavegtern governments to take the
threat emanating from Moscow seriously was partasda on the diligent work of

Northern Department officials and Moscow embassff.sDetailed analysis of often

minute pieces of information yielded results thatved very usable for discussions in
Cabinet, CFMs, meetings of NATO representativebNO General Assembly meetings.
The more details emerged about the nature of tiveeSegime, and its occupation and
consolidation policies in Eastern Europe, the mumecise predictions of future Soviet
policy aims and actions could be taken. Although Korean War was unexpected, the
problems arising out of the joint occupation of IBehad long before the actual blockade
indicated that such a move was likely. Outspokenigéodemands ostensibly situated

within the Peace Movement and the Cominform furtbehanced understanding of the
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Soviet regime and its ideology. Once the idea toolk that it was in actual fact following
a pre-determined ideology which was intrinsicallystie to the Western world and its

governments, foreign political choices for Britanere even more limited.

Faced with various Soviet actions across multipdats the Northern Department was one
of the departments urging the establishment ofoaetl! relationship with the USA and
made huge efforts to solidify this relationshipoirh more formal alliance. Staff had
realised soon after the end of World War Il thay aew international system would be
based on strength, in particular military and eeoicopower. The UNO was new and still
had to prove its usefulness. In these circumstaBaésh officials fell back on the old and
trusted idea of alliance building to secure Britisterests. Rather than a move backwards
it was a necessary move to maintain Britain’s woolé while she was trying to gather her
strength after the exertions of the war. But NamtH2epartment staff knew that rather than
putting all their eggs into one basket, efforts iadbe spread out. Between the UNO,
NATO and a closer Western European cooperationsBriinterests were much better
served than would have been possible if the Brgsbernment had solely concentrated on

one idea alone.

Because the Soviet Union crept up in many poliscussions at the time, the Northern
Department and its expertise were of vital impartam ensuring that appropriate and
realistic policies were chosen to secure Britigeriests. While they were as well informed
as could be expected at the time, the informatsedlby them to advance their arguments
was not distorted to support arguments but rathea imatter of fact way. Of course,
officials were interested in making sure that tingre heard and that their views mattered
but it is wrong to assume that policies advanceadmsideration to the Foreign Secretary
or the Cabinet were personal opinions. Foreignd®ffitaff were servants of the state and
understood their role as such. While they may hareed their opinions in private notes
and conversations, they were professional whemgiadvice to those who did not have an
expertise or in-depth understanding of Soviet edfalrhey were as much concerned with
Britain’s new role in the world as with maintainiag cordial relations with the Kremlin as
possible. When facing the ultimate choice betwdmgmiag Britain with either the USA or
the Soviet Union the Northern Department advoc#tedright and only choice, a closer
relationship with the USA. Although staff recogrdghat the Soviet Union had legitimate

security concerns, these could not be allowedftonge on British concerns.
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The Northern Department and its staff warrant mondre research. Their dedication and
vitally important work as well as the dearth of iaale literature on specific Foreign
Office departments reveals an imbalance in theoh@giraphy on the Foreign Office.
Taking and getting little credit for their work,fafials worked tirelessly towards their aim
of securing a continued world role for Britain. &ry heavy work load, many hours of
reading through at times tediously detailed reporterder to extract the most important
and relevant information, and the willingness te ugormation and ideas that had come
from outside the Foreign Office meant that Attleel 8evin as well as Churchill and Eden
could confidently argue their cases in debates whiir foreign counterparts. British
foreign political successes of the early post-wearg were to a significant extent the result
of the work of those much lower down the hierarshthe Foreign Office, as well as other
government departments. To resurrect these mers@and women, from obscurity greatly
enhances our understanding of the Northern Depattwhile making the reading of

British foreign policies during the post-war yearach more interesting.
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Bibliographical information on Foreign Office staff

Staff at the Foreign Office served abroad as welhaLondon. The focus here is on their
experience abroad, on positions relevant to the XD the Moscow Embassy, and on
senior positions in the FO. It is very difficult $&cure details about more junior staff and
the information provided here is therefore necdlystmited. All information was taken

from The Dictionary of National BiographyheForeign Office LiseandWho’'s Who

Roger Allen

Born 17.8.1909, educated Repton, Corpus Christhi€Calige
Entered FO April 1940

Served in Moscow 1946 to 1948

UK Deputy High Commissioner at Bonn 1954

AUSS September 1953

Sir John Balfour

Born 26.5.1894, educated at Eton and New Collegérd

Entered FO April 1919, retired September 1954

Served in Budapest, Washington, Madrid, Sofia, exelg, Lisbon, Moscow 1943 to 1945
Ambassador Buenos Aries 1948 to 1951 and Madrid 199954

William Barker

Born 19.7.1909, educated at Liverpool University

Based with the Intelligence Corps in Bletchley Park

Served in Prague 1945

In Moscow 1947-51 as Head of the Russian Secrétaria

Ambassador to Czechoslovakia 1966

AUSS 1965

Slavonic linguist, 1956 acted as interpreter whénushchev and Bulganin visited Britain
Retired from FO 1968

Sir CharlesHarold Bateman

Born 4.1.1892

Entered FO 5.1920

Served in Santiago, Bagdad, Lisbon, Cairo
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Ambassador in Mexico City, then in Warsaw July 1950
SUS of the ND 1948 to 1950
AUSS January 1948

Thomas Brimelow

Born 25.10.1915, educated at Oxford

Entered FO 1938 as the first in the examinatiaimee November 1975

Served in Danzig, Riga 1939, New York, Moscow Jui8é2 to June 1945, Havana 1948-
51, Moscow October 1951 to September 1954, Ank&24-1956, Washington 1960-
1963, Moscow 1963-1966

Ambassador in Warsaw 1966-1969

Clerk in the ND 1946 to 1948

Head ND August 1956, DUSS 1971, PUSS 1973-1975

Sir Alexander George Montagu Cadogan

Born 24.11.1884, educated at Eton and Balliol, @kfo
Entered FO 10.1908, heading the list

Served in Constantinople, Vienna, China, UN 1945-46
DUSS October 1936, PUSS January 1938 to Februafy 19

Violet Connolly

Born 11.5.1899

Entered FO April 1943

Served in Moscow

Joined FORD November 1946

Advisor on Soviet affairs in the ND 1953

Sir Pierson John Dixon

Born 13.11.1904, educated at Cambridge

Entered FO 1929, as the second of the group

Served in Madrid, Angora, Rome

Personal Private Secretary to Bevin 1945

Ambassador in Prague January 1948, UK represeatatiBrussels Treaty Permanent
Commission with rank of ambassador until Novem{&&21

DUSS June 1950
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Joseph Alfred Dobbs

Born 22.12.1914

Served in HM forces 1939-1945

Served in Moscow October 1947, appointed head s6ian Secretariat October 1950

J. Galsworthy

Born 19.6.1919, educated at Emmanuel and CorpustCi@ambridge
Entered FO August 1941

Served in Vienna, Athens

Clerk in the ND 1945 to 1946

Sir Alvary Douglas Frederick Gascoigne

Born 6.8.1893, educated at Eton

Entered FO 3.1919

Served in Budapest, Paris, Peking, Madrid, Osétefan, Tokyo, Budapest, Tangier
British Political Representative to Hungary 1945

Ambassador to Japan 1946 and to Moscow October 1951

Paul Grey

Born 2.12.1908, educated Charterhouse and ChristcGhOxford

Entered FO October 1933

Served in Rome, Rio de Janeiro, The Hague, Lishlmscow 1951 to 1954
AUSS September 1954

Hon. Robin Maurice Alers Hankey

Born 4.7.1905, educated at Oxford

Entered FO 25.11.1927

Served in Berlin, Paris, Bucharest, Cairo, Teheran
Charge d’affaires in Warsaw 1945 and Madrid from 49
Head of ND from March 1946 to 1949

Geoffrey Harrison

Born 18.7.1908, educated at Cambridge
Entered FO 20.10.1932

Served in Tokyo, Berlin, Brussels, Moscow 1949

Head of the ND 1950 to 1951
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Sir Oliver CharlesHarvey

Born 26.11.1893, educated at Cambridge

Entered FO 10.1.1910, retired 1954

Served in Rome, Athens, Paris

Seconded to the Ministry of Information August1940
Ambassador in Paris January 1948

AUSS November 1943, DUSS February 1946

Sir William Goodenough Hayter

Born 1.8.1906, educated at Oxford

Entered FO 10.1930 as the third of the group, nesidl958

Served at the League of Nations 1932, Vienna, Mest®34 to 1937, China, Washington
At the Potsdam Conference, then in Paris

Ambassador to Moscow October 1953 to February 1957

Chairman of JIC of the COS

AUSS February 1948

Henry Arthur Frederick Hohler

Born 4.2.1911, educated at Eton and the Royal &fyliCollege in Camberley
Entered FO October 1934

Served in Budapest, Berne, Helsinki and Moscow Béex1949 to 1951
Head of ND October 1952 to 1953

Rt. Hon. Lord Archibald John Clark Kerr Inverchapel

Born 17.3.1882

Entered FO 22.3.1906, retired March 1948

Served in Berlin, Buenes Aires, Washington, Ronehefan, Tangier, Cairo, Guatemala
Santiago, Stockholm

Ambassador to Bagdad 1935, China 1938, Ambassadscdiv February 1942 to 1945,
Washingon May1946

Sir Hubert Miles Gladwyn Jebb

Born 25.4.1900, educated at Eton and Oxford
Entered FO 19247, retired 1960

Served in Teheran, Rome

Private secretary to Robert Vansittart and Alexaf@Zidogan
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Chief executive of SOE 1940-42, Head of the Ecoleanid Reconstruction Dept.
Present at Teheran, Dumbarton Oaks, Yalta and &uotsd

1945 executive secretary of preparatory commissfdsN, acting Secretary General
of UN at first UN meeting in February 1946 pendagpointment of Trygve Lie

In June 1950 succeeded Cadogan as Brit rep at UN

Ambassador to Paris 1953-60

AUSS March 1946, DUSS February 1949

Sir David Victor Kéelly

Born 14.9.1891, educated at Oxford

Entered FO 4.1919, retired October 1951

Served in Buenes Aires, Lisbon, Mexico, Brusselsciéholm, Cairo, Berne
Ambassador in Buenes Aires, Ankara, and Moscow 1948 to October 1951

Sir Ivone Augustine Kirkpatrick

Born 3.2.1897, educated at Balliol, Oxford

Entered FO 10.1.19109, retired 1957

In 1945 ran network of British agents operatingGerman occupied territory in the
Netherlands

Served in 1940 in the Ministry of Information

Served in Rio de Janeiro, Rome, Berlin

Seconded to BBC October 1941, British High Commoiss in Germany 1950-53

AUSS August 1945, DUSS January 1948, PUSS Novef3-1957

A. E. Lambert

Born 7.3.1911, educated at Harrow and Balliol, @xfo
Entered FO October 1934

Served in Brussels, Ankara, Beirut, Stockholm, Athe
Clerk in the ND 1947 to 1949

J. Y. Mackenzie

Born 13.1.1914, educated Kelvinside and Christ €imu©xford
Entered FO October 1938

Served in Montevideo, Beirut, Chungking, Baghdaufje&§ Athens
Clerk in the ND 1949 to 1950
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Paul Mason

Born 11.6.1904, educated at Eton and Cambridge
Entered FO 11.1928

Served in Brussels, Prague, Ottawa, Lisbon, Sofia
SUS of the ND 1952 to 1953

AUSS April 1951

Christopher Paget Mayhew

Born 12.6.1915, educated at Oxford
Served with the SOE during WWII
Elected as MP in 1945, lost seat 1950
Under Secretary of State 1946

H.T.Morgan

Born 3.8.1919, educated Winchester and Magdalexier®
Entered FO November 1945

Served in Moscow 1948 to 1950, Mexico City 1954
Clerk in the ND 1951 to 1953

J. Nicholls

Born 4.10.1909, educated Malvern and Pembroke, @xfo
Entered FO October 1932

Served in Athens, Moscow 1949 to 1951

AUSS July 1951

Sir Andrew Napier Noble

Born 16.9.1904, educated at Eton and Balliol, Oxfor
Entered FO 12.1928

Served in Rio de Janeiro, Rome, China, Buenos Alitelsinki
AUSS September 1949

Sir Maurice Drummond Peter son

Born 10.3.1889, educated at Rugby and Oxford
Entered FO 30.12.1913, retired June 1949

Served in Washington, Prague, Tokyo, Cairo, Ma®iafia
Ambassador in Bagdad
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Controller of Foreign Publicity at the Ministry bfformation July 1940, resigned 6.1941,
Back in FO January 1942

Ambassador in Ankara November 1944 and Moscow Jariig7 to 1949

SUS of the ND 1951

J. Pumphrey

Born 22.7.1916, educated at Winchester and Newe@eJlOxford

Entered FO August 1945

Clerk in the ND 1946

Assistant Private Secretary to PUSS October 19d€istant private secretary to Prime
Minister October 1947 to 1950

Working for the Control Commission for Germany 1961953

E.A. Radice

Born 2.1.1907, educated at Winchester and Magdaexierd
Entered FO January 1946

Served in Copenhagen

Clerk in the EID 1946 to 1948

Transferred to MOD 1953?

C.R.A.Rae

Born 20.2.1922, educated at Eton and Trinity, Cadhgjer
Entered FO July 1947

Clerk in the ND 1948 to 1950

Served in Rome

Sir Frank Kenyon Roberts

Born 27.10.1907, educated at Rugby and Cambridge

Entered FO 10.1930

Served in Paris, Cairo and Moscow January 19494d 1

Principal Private Secretary to Bevin January 1948

Deputy UK High Commissioner in India April 1949 Aaigust 1951

Ambassador to Yugoslavia November 1954, to NATOr&aty 1957, to the Soviet Union
1960 to 1962, to Germany February 1963 to May 1968

AUSS February 1949, DUSS October 1951
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Sir Orme Garton Sargent

Born 31.10.1884

Entered FO 16.3.1906, retired February 1949

Served in Berne, with the Peace Delegation in R&19 and in Paris
SUS of the ND 1945

AUSS August 1933, DUSS September 1939, PUSS Fgb194i6

William Strang

Born 2.1.1893, Educated at UCL and in Paris

Entered FO 19.9.1919, retired 1953

Served in Belgrade, and in Moscow July 1930 tcoBet 10.33

Acting AUSS November 1939, Joint PUSS German secdictober 1947, PUSS February
1949

Sir Christopher Frederick Ashton War ner
Born 17.1.1895, educated at Oxford
Entered FO 11.1920

Served in Constantinople, Teheran
Ambassador to Brussels February 1951
Head of the ND 1945, SUS 1946 to 1947
AUSS February 1946
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