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PREFACE

In 1962 1 published a book called British Foreign Policy: the process
of readjustment, 1945-1961 which covered the story of l'ir_xtams
external relations from 1945 until the first application to join the
European Economic Community in 1961. The present book, besxdx?s
involving extensive revision of the early chapters of that work, is
an account of British policy and experience until the country actually
joined the Community in January 1973, New chapters 1.1ave be:en
added on the Commonwealth as a factor in British foreign policy
(Chapter 7), defence and disarmament policies (Chapter 9), the
United Nations as a forum for the expression of British policy
(Chapter 10) and the ten years of negotiations with the six west
European states for membershin of the Community (Chapter 11).
Again, as in my earlier book, the main theme is one of dscline
from the summit of power which Britain occupied, whether rightfully
or not, in 1945 to the position of being an equal, and in the economic
field perhaps less than an equal, of the major states in west Burope
which constitute the Community. ‘The reasons for this decline should
be sufficiently obvious; perhaps behind them all lies a failure of the
will, a reluctance to face the implications of straightened circum-
stances and energetically apply them in daily work. Whether member-
ship of the European Community will, as often predicted by its
advocates, arouse Britain from lethargy and furnish it with an
invigorafing stream of fresh air remains to be seen. It must be said,
however, that- Britain as an organised community hias had a long
history and it is haid 6 Teach an oid dog new tricks. That ber-
ship of the Commiunily in the 1970s was incvitable for Britain the
present author believes to be uneontrovertible, and having at
length crossed the European threshold Britain’s duty must be to
make the change a success. Whether and for how long Britain can
continue to have an independent foreign policy within the
C ity is another lative question, but what cannot be
doubgcd _is that success in conducting one’s own policy and jin
contnbutm_g 0 a common European foreign policy depends alike
on suecess in managing the situation at home. Britain must be solvent
befor:_ it can hoge to affect the shape of things in the outside world,
As in my earlier book, the method used here is to try to recon-
grril:l_csththc successive ;itualicns in im;mgﬁonal affairs confronting
governments since 1945 and to indicate the grounds on which

they decided the issue. Naturally, this is an exercise which for the
present must do without access to confidential state papers for such
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a recent period. But the main facts about any great state's foreign
policy (especially the liberal-democratic state’s policy) are more
open to the public view today than cver before. Research at some
future date when all the documents are accessible may add marginally
to interpretations of contemporary events. But the author does not
belicve that the archives when opened up will yicld secrets totally
at variance with intelligent current interpretations.

F. S. NORTHEDGE

The Lomdon School of Econemics and Political Science, January 1974
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Chapter 1

BRITAIN AND THE WORLD IN 1945

The dominating feature of Britain’s world position when first
Nazi Germany and then imperial Japan unconditionally surtendered
in 1945 was its reduced status in the world scale of ower, Of all
the belligerents in the Second World War, Germany included,
Britain and its Commonwealth partners were the only ones to
fight from beginning o end, The war itseif, however, had in its
course been transformed from an essentially European into a world
conflict. Tn the end it was two largely extra-European Powers,
the United States and the Soviet Union, continental in extent,
gigantic in population and resources, which sealed the Allied victory
and then faced each other as the chief states of the day. After the
collapse of western Europe in summer 1940 Britain had been
Germany's sole active opponent until the latter attacked Russia
in June 1941; but after the entry of the United States into the war
in December 1941 Britain increasingly yielded precedence to that
colniry as the leading spokesman of the West., That fact was at
once a condition of Britain’s policy in the years after the war and
the source of some of its main problems.

The decline in British power was brought to a critical point by
the Second World War but it had begun some sixty or seveuty
years earlier. Once the German Empire had been created by Otto
von Bismarck in 1871 it was no longer open to Britain to act as &
mediator in European politics, leaning always towards the weaker
side in continental controversies. For a short time this role of fulcrum
in the European balance passed to Bismarck himself, and he per-
formed it at the Berlin Congress in 1878, but almost coincidental
with the Chancellor’s dismissal from office in 1890 there followed
the swift formation of the two Buropean alliances, the Austro-
German and the Franco-Russian, which fought the First World
War between them. After 1918 many British diplomats thought
it was still possible for their country to play a balancing role
between France and Germany; this was to some extent confirmed by
the Locarno agreements signed on 16 October 1925 by which Britain,
with Italy, confirmed the Franco-German and Belgian-German
frontiers. But with the remilitarisation of Germany under Hitler
fmd the German reoccupation of the Rhineland on 7 March 1936,
it became clear, not only that a mediatory role between France
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and Germany was now out of the question for Britain, but that
Britain and France together were no match for Germany without
the assistance of the United States (which prevailing isolationism
ruled out) or of Soviet Russia. Britain and France refused to pay
the price named by Stalin for this assistance, namely Soviet frecdom
to enter castern Europe with its armed forces, and this refusal,
coupled with British and French apparent unpreparedness for war
in 1939, persuaded Stalin to join Hitler in the partitioning of Poland
by the Nazi-Soviet pact of 23 August 1939. The coliapse of France
in 1940 left Britain no alternative, should war break out befween
Germany and Russia, but to accept Stalin’s terms for Soviet
hegemony in castern Europe, unless the United States entered the
war and threw its might behind the national independence of the
smaller states there. The United States did at length eater the war
but was unwilling to join with other Western states in forcing Stalin
to disgorge his gains in territory on his western borders.

The dramatic reduction in British world power which the closing
stages of the war disclosed was part of the general decline of Europe
in world politics. As late as the 1930s Europe was still the central
hub of diplomacy. At the Munich conference in September 1938
the four Powers, Britain, France, Germany and Italy, determined
the future frontiers of a central European state, Czechoslovakia,
which was the gateway to eastern Europe, without thinking it
necessary to consult Russia, But Munich was the last great European
congress. Europe, which from the origins of the intcrnational system
up until 1939 had been a centre of decisions which had extra-
European consequences, became the object of decisions reached
outside it. This change in the status of Europe, like that in the status
of Britain, had origins preceding the Second World War by many
years. fn 1902 Britain contracted an alliance with a non-European
Power, Japan, for the purpose of protecting itself against a rival in
Europe, Russia and later Germany. When it wound up that alliance
in 1921 it did so under pressurc from another nmon-European
Power, the United States. Morcover, the retirement of the United
States from European politics in 1920, after having helped the
Entente to re-cstablish the balance of power in Europe during the
war, did not mean its retirement from all European affairs. The
economic recovery of Europe in the 19205 was largely under the
impetus of American funds; likewise, the Great Depression of the
early 1930s, which opened the way to the total collapse of inter-
national order, was touched off by the American stock market
crisis of 1929 and the withdrawal of American money from Europe.
‘When the war ended in 1945 therefore it was clear that west Europe,
or all Evrope outside Sovict control, was almost wholly dependent
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on the United States for its economic recavery and national security.
For the time being Europe, and Britain with it, had become a
pensioner of the United States. . .

‘The tendency of the Second World War to transcend its ongmal
birthplace in Europe was further underlined by the way in which
the struggle against Hitler’s Germany was increasingly merged
with the struggle against Japan in the Far East, On 18 September
1931 the first great challenge to the League system came with the
beginning of Japan’s subj ion of Manchuria. But east Asia was
at that time so remote that this event was never regarded in European
capitals as opening the road to the Second World War. By the time
the Sino-Japanese war proper broke out in July 1937 Britain and
France were fully occupied with problems presented by the revisionist
states in Europe and had little time for anything else. The war of
1939 therefore had its real origins in Hitler’s challenge to an
essentially Enropean at the Treaty of Versailles. After
Hitler’s invasion of Russia in June 1941 a moment came when it
looked as if Germany and Japan might join hands over a devastated
Sovict Union and a Middle East from which all Anglo-Arerican
forces had been driven. That danger was averted by the halting of
German forces at Stalingrad and the British victory of El Alamein
in November 1941, But the defeat of Hitler's Germany still left the
formidable prablem of Japan; this task, though the British made
their contribution in south-east Asia, was mainly an American
responsibility after the war in Burope had ended in May 1945.
The American Chief of Staff, General Marshall, estimated that an
assault on the Japanese home islands would cost at least haif a
million American lives, Hence the ending of the Fapanese war before
the effectiveness of the atomic bomb was known necessitated Soviet
assistance and the price for this was British and American acquies-
cence in Stalin’s acquisitive aims in eastern Europe, Manchuria and
the north-west Pacific, In the agreement between President Roosevelt
and Marshal Stalin at the Yalta conference in February 1945 which
fixed this price Britain, now virtually a European Power in essence,
was to all intents a spectator.

But the immediate cause of the decline of Europe as a theatre of
wor_ld politics was the total collapse of Germany in 1945, occurring
against a background of physical devastation and political chaos
in almost every part of Burope. The Nazi destruction of every
element of free political life in Germany left the Allics no alternative
but to assume sovereignty over the country themselves when
‘G'erman military power was broken; in the words of Churchill, a
headless trunk had fallen on the table of the couquerors®, This
meant that Soviet military power was brought to the banks of the
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Elbe and the security of the whole of western Europe was made
dependent on the United States’ presence in Germany west of the
Elbe. Whatever the rights and wrongs of the Unconditional
Surrender policy decided by President Roosevelt and Winston
Churchill at their Casablanca conference in January 1943, the Nazis
had destroyed every coherent political force apart from themselves
with which negotiations could be held. Both Churchill and his
Cabinet colleagues had misgivings about the Unconditional
Sutrender policy as encouraging last-minute German resi: and,
when that was overcome, leaving a power vacuum in the heart
of Europe. But the view of the United States was that the basis of
peace in the post-war world must be Great Power co-operation
and this implied disarming Soviet suspicions about an Anglo-
Amcrican separate peace with Germany.

¥n the last months of Nazi Germany Churchill fell back on the
proposal that Anglo-American forces should strike at Trieste and
through to Vienna in order to check the spread of Soviet influence
in south-cast Europe.! Again, after the crossing of the Rhine he
suggested that American and British forces should race as far ahead
as possible, thus hampering the Soviet army’s entrance into the
German power vacuum and securing pledges for Stalin’s fulfilment
of the obligations in eastern Europe which he had assumed at the
Yalta conference.2 But this was of no avail; such proposals, the
Americans responded, would have reduced forces available for the
final assault on Japan and given still further grounds for Soviet
suspicions. Once the division of Germany between East and West
had been stabilised, however, it became all the more necessary,
equally in American and British eyes, to build up the strength of
western Europe lest it fall, Iike the Soviet-occupied zone of Germany,
under Communist control.

The qualifications of western Europe in 1945 for playing any
further effective role in world affairs were unpromising in the
extreme. Transport had in many places come to a standstill; farm
products were hoarded in the countryside through mistrust of
unstable currencies given for exchange in the towns; raw material
stocks for industry had been altowed to run down; shortages of
food and clothing kept workers unemployed at home. The sheer
problem of dealing with refugees and displaced persons caused
organised life to hang by a thread. In August 1945 Field-Marshal
Montgomery was reporting to the new British Foreign Secretary,
Ernest Bevin, that

! Winston S, Churehill, The Second World War, Vol. VI, Triwmph and Tragedy,
London, Cassell, 1954, p. 133.
2 Lidl., p. 407.
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‘So far nearly 1,100,000 displaced persons have been evacuated
from the British Zone (of Germany). Over 300,000 were west-
bound. Over 600,000 Russians have been transported from our
zone to the east and the movement of 200,000 to the south has
begun. One and a guarter million displaced persons are still based
in camps in our zone and perhaps another 500,000 are still at
large.!

Italy was convalescing from a war which had passed like a scythe
from one end of the peninsula to the other. As for France at this
period, ‘time and again foreign policy desiderata were based on the
image of themselves which the French had proudly created in
previous centuries rather than on a realistic evaluation of what
kind of policies they could afford’.? It was cven dounbtful whether
Europe was viable at all with the impenetrable bartier now shutting
it off from middle and east Europe. The only conclusion for Britain
was that everything must be done to rouse western Europe from
its state of shock and depression if the shape of the post-war world
was not to be wholly decided jn Washington or Moscow. Primarily
thatimplied the restoration of Britain's closest continental neighbour,
France. Churchill told the House of Commons in September 1944:
‘I have repcatedly stated that it is the aim, policy and interest of
His Majesty’s Government, of this country of Great Britain, and
of the Commonwealth and Empire to see erected once more, at
the earliest moment, a strong, independent and friendly France’,3
Thus, despite bitter conflicts with de Gaulle over the independence
of the old French mandates, Syria and Lcbanon, Britain was the
foremast advocate of France’s restoration to the rank of Great
Power. All the more was this so since President Roosevelt had told
the British at the Yalta conference in February 1945 that American
forces would remain in Europe only two years after VE day. It was
on Br.ilish insistence at Yalta that France was given an occupation
zone in Germany, to be formed out of the British and United States
2ones, a scat on the Allied Control Council for Germany and on
the Reparations Commission in Moscow and subsequently on the
Security Council of the new United Nations Organisation as a
permanent member,

There were two causes of Britain’s relative weakness in 1945,
One was the vast technical changes in warfare, The First World
War, by introducing the submarine and bombing aircraft, had

; gSg;tCi‘Deb. 55. Col. 285 (20 August).
er] Int, French Foreign Policy sir
§t Mot P 1972.111.02"?“ alicy since the Second World War, New York,
3403 H.C, Deb, 53. Col. 495 (28 September),
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struck at Britain’s traditional means of national security, sea power.
The Second World War and the tensions between the Great Powers
which followed it placed a premium on states which possessed
cither vast potential cconomic strength or the power to hold down
living standards in order to meet a vastly enlarged defence bill.
Britain was not well situated in either respect. Moreover, the
resort to flying bombs and missiles by Germany towards the end of
the war scriously jeopardised a small island, a score of miles from
Europe and with crowded cities near the coast. By the time of
Germany's surrender in May 1945 Britain had begun to design its
own guided missiles and had founded a permanent organisation for
that purpose. But all this was dwarfed by the application of nuclear
energy to warfare, news of which reached the leaders of the three
Powers from the United States at their conference in Potsdam in
July 1945, Just as Japan found it impossible to continue fighting
against an encmy possessing nuclear weapons, the similar geogra-
phical position of Britain gave it an even greater interest in the
maintenance of peace than before. For a brief period that interest
was belied when Churchill urged the Americans to take greater
risks with the atomic weapon than they were willing to run: his
view was that it should be used as a threat to force the Russians
to accept Anglo-Saxon conceptions of the peace. But the opportunity
was short-lived and was never used. It passed and the British interest
in cooling international tempers returned.

The other major disability facing British foreign policy when the
war ended was the economic plight of the country. Even in the late
1930s Britain was already drawing slightly on its foreign investments
in order to pay its way with the rest of the world, By 1941 the bulk
of British assets in the New World had been liquidated. At the end
of the war more than a half of total foreign investment, which had
gone far to pay for imported fooc and raw materials before the war,
had been sold and an external debt of some £3,000 million had been
contracted, to be repaid out of unrequited exports after the war.,
The effect was that after 1948 British exports had to rise some 67-7
per cent over imports in order to be in balance with the rest of the
world. ‘The scale of the loss and the structured adjustment required’,
wrote Sir Roy Harrod, ‘was greater than that of any other country.’t
After 1945 Britain escaped the mass unemployment from which
it suffered almost from the moment peace was signed in 1919 after
the previous war with Germany, but the heavy claims on the British
economy during reconversion from war to peacc were a serious
diplomatic liability.2 On becoming Foreign Secretary in the Labour

1 The British Economy, Nev: York and London, McGraw Hill, 1963, p. 30,
2 Sec below, Chapter 2.
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Government formed at the end of July 1945, Ernest Bevin discovered
that what e chiefly needed was 30 million more tons of coal.

Britain and the giant Powers

Britain in 1945 thus found itsclf one of the undoubted leaders of the
great international coalition against the Axis Powers, but neverthe-
Tess a junior partner compared with the two senior leaders, t.he
Soviet Union and the United States. Towards both states British
public opinion was almost equally sympathetic, though Aml{ch
Conservative mistrust of Russia remained. The harsh totalitarian
character of the Soviet regime had tended to be overlooked during
the war and great admiration was fett for Russian patriotism and the
achicvements of the Red Army under Stalin’s Jeadership, Critics of
social inequality prevalent in Britain between the wars saw in Russia
an advanced community from which much could be learned about
social services and economic planning. The Left in Britain, and many
on the Right as well, also believed that Soviet forcign policy in the
1930s had been far more realistic than that of Britain or France
and that if the latter had forged links with Russia instecad of
travelling the Munich road the Sccond World War might have been
avoided,

As far as the United States was concerned, while British opinion
feared a return in that country to the isolationism of the 1930s,
it was felt that President Roosevelt’s leadership was far more
subtle than that of his predecessor in 1919, Woodrow Wilson, and
that he had done far more than Wilson to educate American opinion
in the need for participation in world organisation. No one doubted
that in harmony between these two great states, America and
Russia, lay the chief hopes for peace, in itself the basic condition
of British security and welfare. Then in regard to that other major
Power, China, a not dissimilar attitude prevailed as in relations with
the‘ Soviet Union, namely that although the Chinese Nationalist
regime might fall short of democratic standards as understood in
the West, although its corruption and inefficiency were notorious,
the war itself had administered to China an impulse towards
Ffreclive and democratic government, which would be reflected
in proper demacratic institutions as soon as the struggle against
Japan_ ended. It was thought that the four Great Powers,
America, Britain, China, Russia, together with France, would
stand together in destroying the last vestiges of militatism in
Germany, Italy and Japan, and in safeguarding the world against
areturn te Fascism.

At the official level the closest co-operation undoubtedly existed
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with the United States of all the allies. Besides the obvious racial,
linguistic and ideological rcasons for this, President Roosevelt’s
carly recognition of the nature of the Fascist threat to peace in
Europe, his efforts in the 1930s to educate the American people
in the facts of international life and his various suggestions of the
principles to inspire international relations after the war, together
with the intimacy established between the President and Churchill
as early as December 1939, ensured that relations between Britain
and the United States would always be close. Anglo-American
co-operation in all the issues of the war, whether supply problems,
research, military planning or tactical operations, had reached a
point in 1940 at which the two countries were often regarded as
almost federated. Nevertheless, Anglo-American affairs were rarely
without their strains. Many of those arose from the clash between
traditional American jdealism and the more pragmatic cast of the
British mind. Before America’s entry into the war, President
Rooseveit had met Churchill in Placentia Bay, Newfoundland, in
August 1941 and had proposed the joint declaration of principles
which later became known as the Atlantic Charter. For Churchill
the significance of the Charter was psychological and he saw it as
an incident in the whole clash of world forces; for the Presidentof the
still neutral United States to meet the British Prime Minister and
put his name to a document which spoke of ‘the final destruction
of Nazi tyranny” must, he thought, depress Germany’s morale and
cnhance that of their opponents, while the intimation in the final
paragraph that the United States would remain armed along with
Britain after the war was an immense factor for good. He told
the Deputy Prime Minister, Clement Aitlee, to give the Charter the
widest publicity; ‘let this soak in on its own merits on friend and
foe’.l The reference in the Charter to the freedom of people to
choose the form of government under which they would live applied,
he argued, to territories liberated from the Axis; it could not be
used to prise open the British Empire.2 President Roosevelt sharply
dissented and attempted to move the British leader to revise this
statement, Roosevelt tended to regard the British Empire as a
species of the imperialism which he considered it to be an object of
the war to end. There was therefore a fear, which Roosevelt's warm
attitude to Marshal Stalin at Yalta tended to confirm, that the
United States might turn its weight against Britain’s imperial
position rather than support it. Already in December 1944 there had
been sharp criticism in America of British intervention, allegedly
for imperialist purposes, in the civil war in Grecce, At the Yalta
1 Churchill, op. cit,, Yol. 111, 1950, p. 398.
2374 H.C. Deb. 55. Col. 69 (9 September 1941).
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conference Roosevelt sided with Marshal Stalin in a move to create
voluntary trusteeships under the United States for all dependent
territories. Churchill’s retort was ‘never, never, never’.

At the same time, American doctrinal idealism clashed with
British strategical notions in another way. The Prime Minister
would have liked to sec az territorial understanding reached with
Stalin early, if possible before Sovict forces entered central Europe.
This was the course he urged on Roosevelt in March 1942,2 but
the President objected and the Anglo-Soviet treaty was signed in
London on 26 May without reference to territorial revisions after
the war., Churchill recognised that Stalin would demand the Baltic
States, the ‘Curzon Line' as the future Soviet-Polish frontier,3
half of East Prussia, Bessarabia, frontier adjustments with Finland
and Hungary and a predominant position in Bulgaria and Rumania.
These claims Stalin had revealed to the British wartime Foreign
Secretary, Anthony Eden, in talks in Moscow in December 1941.4
Churchill himself reached an agreement with Marshal Stalin in
Moscow in October 1944 in which Bulgaria and Rumania were
recognised as areas of Soviet predominance, while Britain was
accorded paramountcy in Greece.S Churchill’s assumption was that
Soviet territorial demands occupied pride of place in Stalin's
thinking and that it was wise to reach some understanding about
them while Britain and the United States were still fully under arms
and Russia stitl dependent on them for assistance while the grim
struggle on the battleficld continued. Against this President
Roosevelt firmly set his face. To all intents he believed that when
Stalin signed the Declaration on Liberated Areas at Yalta, guarantee-
ing fundamental rights and freedoms for eastern Europe, and when
ke agreed that the predominantly Communist committes created
by the Soviet authorities in Lublin, Poland, should be broadened
by the inclusion of Poles from London and from inside Poland,
he was accepting democratic usages as understood in the West, If
there was risk in making such assumptions, President Roosevelt
seemed to think this was a risk worth running if it meant that in

return the Soviet Union would enter the new world organisation, as
of course it did,

tE R. Sicnit}ius, Roosevelt and the Russians, London, Cape, 1950, p, 212,
lgz,leb&;l Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalén, Princeton, i, Prinoston P,
s 0. &0,
.3 A Saviet-Polish border suggested by the British in 1919 as a cotmpromise:
lllﬂ‘:l’i.s tmore favourable to Poland than ¢he final border agreed to at Riga in March
4 Iiedvcn Opie and others, The Searck for Peace Settl 1 i
Brookings Institatian, 1051, gp. 3335 tements, Washingioo,
3 Chorehill, op cit,, Vol. VI, 1954, p. 198,
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thn Rooscvclt dcnly in \‘é’;l_n Springs, Georgia, on
12 April 1945, therc was immediate uncertainty as to whether his
SUCCESSOF, Vlcc-l’rcsmlcnt Harry S. Truman, could adjust quickly
enough to his immense task to hold his own with Stalin. This was
what Churchill calied the ‘deadly hiatus’. The main lines, however,
of Roosevelt’s policy of Great Power co-operation contmued
Truman determined to provide no shred of evidence that he was
‘ganging-up’ with Britain against Russia. He led the way in accepting
the slight reconstitution of the Lublin regime before recognising it
as the Provisional Government of Poland in July and, while taxing
Russia with infringing the Yalta agrecments in regard to fundamental
rights and freedoms in Bulgaria and Rumania, was as anxious as his
predecessor not to drive Stalin into a hufl before the defeat of Japan.
Although the new President did not take long to acquire a much
more hostile posture towards the Soviet partner, the British attitude
towards the United States after Roosevelt’s death could not be,
for some ycars at least, other than onc of anxious watchfulness.

Towards his Soviet colleague Churchill entertained much the
same feelings as Stalin seemed to have towards him. The Prime
Minister conceived Russia as regarding its ties with the West as a
matter of convenience unmixed with gratitude or trust, which would
last only so long as it suited Russia’s purposes. Friendship between
leaders of states, the trust they had in each other as individual
persons, was confused by neither statesman with the long-term
interests and aims of the countries they respectively led. As in his
broadcast on the cvening following Hitler’s attack on Russia in
June 1941, Churchill kept ideology and foreign policy apart; there
was no rcason, he considered, why Russia’s territorial claims on
its eastern and western borders should not be frankly recognised
for what they were, the rewards of military power, without any
fecling of oblipation to cndorse its internal political or social
principles. The question was: where was the opposing military
strength fo put a limit to those Soviet claims? On his side, Stalin
never hesitated to define his claims with scarcely 2 veil of moral
Jjustification. He told the United States that in Poland he must have
a regime that was definitely friendly towards Russia; that was far
more important than Poland’s independence.! If an independent
Poland was anti-Russian (and the Polish government in exile in
London was undoubtedly that) then it must subordinate itself to
Russia’s sccurity needs, For Churchill, on the other 