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The thesis provides a new interpre'tation of Britain’s policy towards
German rearmament through an analysis of the views of government ministers,
Foreign Office officials and military planners. It analyses the-role of five key
influences.

British antipathy to the Germans was of seminal importance. Suspicion of
the Germans among Labour ministers produced a backlash against a policy of
German rearmament from September 1950. The Foreign Office feared a new
German-Soviet, Rapallo-style pact and sought to prevent this by integrating the
Federal Republic into the West. Once political and military integration were
conjoined in the EDC-contract negotiations they became supportive of the EDC
as a means of containing the German threat.

The American role was crucial in persuading the British to accept German
rearmament within the EDC. However, Washington consistently came into conflict
with London over Germany’s financial contribution to defence, the extent of
- German rearmament and British attempts to moderate German policy in order
to conciliate the Soviets. The Anglo-Soviet relationship constitutes a third crucial
factor. Initially, fear of Soviet reactions inhibited the British from supporting
extensive German rearmament. The apparently less provocative nature of EDC
was one reason for British acceptance of it. In 1951, 1953 and 1955 elements
within the British government sought to promote detente through concessions to
the Soviets on German rearmament.

Though the British military put the German rearmament issue on to the
government’s agenda in spring 1950, subsequently the strategic rationale became
less important than the diplomatic. From 1952 a German defence contribution
was seen as a means of compensating for NATO deficiencies rather than as part
of a wider force expansion. German rearmament involved substantial financial
costs for Britain but a series of favourable financial agreements with the Federal

Republic enabled policy-makers to discount this factor.
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PREFACE

I have greatly enjoyed researching and writing this thesis. It originated from
a desire to examine how Britain viewed the transformation of Germany, or at least
the western half of it, from a bitter enemy to a partner in the western alliance
system. The study of British foreign policy in the first post-war decade has tended
to concentrate on the problems experienced in adapting to the decline of Britain’s
global influence, Britain’s attitudes towards European integration and on the
souring of Anglo-Soviet relations. Less has been written on the effect which three
generations of hostility between Germany and Britain had on Britain’s view of the
post-1945 balance, or imbalance, of power on the European continent. Naturally
an interest in this subject leads one to consider British attitudes to the arming of
the nascent Federal Republic.

Much important research has of course been done on this subject,
particularly by Saki Dockrill, John Young and Klaus Larres. However, their work
centres around two particular facets of the German rearmament issue, namely
Britain’s attitude towards the European Army and the role of Churchill’s
diplomacy in this controversy. The development of the Labour government’s
policy between 1949 and 1951 has been somewhat neglected, as has the
reconsideration of policy which occurred in 1954-5. In addition the disagreements
within the western alliance over issues such as German arms production, the
German financial contribution, the role of German rearmament in Allied military
strategy and the decoupling of the EDC from the establishment of contractual
relations need further examination. My over-riding aim has been to discover the
nature of the internal debate within the British government on the subject of
German rearmament. As a result of my analysis I discovered that the uncertain
future of Germany played as large a role as the seemingly unremitting hostility of
the Soviet Union in the development of Britain’s Cold War policy.

This thesis could not have been completed without the assistance of a
number of people and institutions. I owe a huge debt to my supervisor, Dr John
Kent, for his help and encouragement, without which this project could never have
been finished within the three year deadline. The International History
department at LSE provided a stimulating environment for my work and I would

particularly like to thank Pat Christopher for her assistance in steering me through



a series of administrative obstacles. I received invaluable advice on the draft
manuscript from Dr Kate Morris, Christine Murray, Ian Speller and Bryan White.
Professor John Young assisted in the publication of the first chapter, provided me
with a draft manuscript of his book, Churchill’s Last Campaign, and scrutinised
the final draft for which I am very grateful. Professor Geoffrey Warner gave me
access to the Kenneth Younger papers which I quote with the kind permission
Lady Younger. I would also like to thank Mrs Elizabeth Al Qadhi for granting me
access to her father’s papers.

The staff at the Public Records Office at Kew supplied me with an endless
stream of papers from the government archives on which most of this thesis is
based. The resources of the British Library of Political and Economic Science
proved immensely useful and I would like to thank the staff there for their
assistance. I have receive help from the staff at a number of other libraries and
institutions and I acknowledge my debt to those working at the British Library; the
Imperial War Museum; the Churchill Archives Centre, Cambridge; the
Department of Modern Manuscripts at the Bodleian Library and the Nuffield
College Library, Oxford; the House of Lords Record Office; the Liddell Hart
Centre at King’s College, London; the University of London Librafy; the archives
centre at the University of Birmingham; the National Army Museum; and the
National Register of Archives and Historical Manuscripts Commission at Quality
House. ‘

I am immensely grateful to the British Academy who have funded my work
for the past three years and have been helpful and efficient in all my dealings with
them.

The greatest debt of all I owe to my mother, Mrs Sheila Mawby, who
unflaggingly typed chapter after chapter, draft after draft, while retaining an
unshakable conviction that one day at some hour we would eventually get to the

end. And, astonishingly enough, we did.



INTRODUCTION

The complexities of British foreign policy in the first half of the 1950s have
perhaps not yet been fully appreciated. During 1950 Bevin’s attempts to create a
viable Western Union based on a transatlantic partnership reached fruition with
the agreement to create an integrated NATO structure and the appointment of
an American Supreme Commander for Allied forces in Europe. However, a series
of new problems emerged during the course or the year. In rapid succession the
French proposed greater European economic integration in the form of the
Schuman Plan and a new European defence structure embodied in the Pleven
Plan. After a period of relative calm following the end of the Berlin Blockade the
outbreak of the Korean War appeared to signal an escalation in the Cold War.
The Soviets sought to exploit western fears through renewed offers of four power
negotiations. Meanwhile, the Americans became ever more vehement in their
insistence upon a greater defence effort from the European powers. Finally, the
new Chancellor of Germany, Konrad Adenauer, sought to utilise his domestic
weakness to international advantage by warning that without concessions from the
Allies on the subject of a security guarantee and the establishment of an armed
Federal police force, his position would be endangered. All of these issues fed into
the debate within the British government on the subject of a German defence
contribution and in various forms fears about Germany’s future, American
pressure, the Soviet Cold War challenge and the debate over European defence
were to create endless difficulties for British policy-makers over the next five
years. Perhaps because of these intricacies there is no full, accurate, narrative
account of the evolution of British policy towards German rearmament in this
period. This thesis is intended to provide such a narrative and to analyse the
factors which influenced British foreign policy-makers. In doing so it will
demonstrate that the British had a singular perspective on the Cold War in the
early 1950s and evaluate how influential the British view was in the international
debate over the arming of Germany.

The general view of British policy between 1949 and 1951 has been that

it was marked by the slow acceptance of the idea of German rearmament by the



Labour governmcnt.1 In fact the reverse is true. In the spring of 1950 the British
government developed a plan for a German defence contribution based on the
notion that this was essential to western defence in the long term but that such
a policy must proceed cautiously. After June 1950 a reaction set in which
accelerated with the forced acceptance by the British of the principle of German
rearmament at the New York Foreign Ministers conference in September. In the
winter of 1950-1 the majority of the Cabinet, most Foreign Office officials and
even some military analysts were seeking a delay or even the abandonment of the
policy of German rearmament. Chapter one of this thesis deals with the early
British plans for a German defence contribution and chapter two outlines the
backlash. Chapter three chronicles a series of Anglo-American disputes over
German arms production and the Federal Republic’s financial contribution to
defence. It argues that the European Defence Community (EDC) became an
essential component of the government’s policy for the integration of Germany
into the western system which was the central goal of British foreign policy.
However, there were dissenters from this line and the procrastination of the
French on this issue provided them with their opportunity. Chapter four analyses
Churchill’s failed attempt to revise policy and suggests that the defeat of his
initiative, combined with the emergence of a new military rationale for German
rearmament merely reinforced the status quo. The Conservative government did
eventually lose faith in EDC but only during the last months of its life. To suggest
they had been trying to strangle it since its infancy2 is a distortion. Chapter five
suggests that the real abandonment of EDC did not consist of the formulation of
plans for German rearmament within NATO, which many military analysts
believed were profoundly flawed but which have nevertheless been used as
evidence of British coolness towards the European Army, but of a plan to
postpone German rearmament in order to establish a contractual relationship with

the Federal Republic which did not emerge until the summer of 1954. The

1. Saki Dockrill, Britain’s Policy for West German Rearmament (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 1991), chs. 1-4; D.C. Watt, Britain Looks to Germany (Oswald Wolff, London, 1965),
p.102-8; David Clay Large, Germans to the Front (University of North Carolina Press, Stanford
Hill, 1996), p. 41-4.

2. For the extreme version of this view see Klaus Larres, 'British Attitudes to German
Rearmament and Reunification in the 1950s’, Contemporary Record, 5, 1991, p.292-3. Dockrill
also argues that Eden and the Conservatives were tepid towards EDC. See Saki Dockrill, "The
Evolution of British Policy Towards a European Army’, Strategic Studies, 12, 1989, p.38-62.
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primacy of the new political relationship is the theme of chapter six which
demonstrates the increasing indifference of the Foreign Office to a German
defence contribution and their willingness to negotiate over this issue with the
Soviet Union.

For the sake of convenience the main foreign policy decision-makers are
often discussed as members of one of three groups: Whitehall officials, of whom
the most important were the members of the Foreign Office, the military,
represented mainly by the Chiefs of Staff, and government ministers. Of these
three groups it was the permanent officials at the Foreign Office who had the
greatest influence. The Foreign Office was both the point at which information on
foreign affairs was collected and analysed and a centre for decision-making. Those
departments responsible for Germany received telegrams from Bonn covering
events in the Federal Republic but their staff also read reports from the other
embassies whose work impinged on German affairs, including Washington,
Moscow and Paris. At the centre of the decision-making process was an official
with the remit to supervise German affairs. His work included deciding which
issues needed to be addressed by his supervisors, the writing of advisory
memoranda to the Permanent Under-Secretary and the Foreign Secretary on
these matters and the taking of decisions when he believed further consultation
was unnecessary. For the 1949-51 period this official had the rank of Permanent
Under-Secretary in the semi-autonomous German sectiqn of the Foreign Office,
‘but subsequently German affairs were reintegrated into the parent organisation
and a superintending Deputy Under-Secretary took responsibility. As Permanent
Under-Secretary for the German section between 1949 and 1950, Ivone
Kirkpatrick exercised enormous influence, while Frank Roberts, as Deputy Under-
Secretary superintending German affairs, played a crucial role in guiding British
policy from 1951 to 1954. The former initially opposed German rearmament,
while the latter favoured it, and the change in personnel at least partially explains
the British government’s more positive attitude towards a German defence
contribution after 1951. Donald Gainer, the Permanent Under-Secretary for the
German section between 1950 and 1951, and Geoffrey Harrison, the
superintending Under-Secretary after 1954, were less influential. The key official

abroad was the British High Commissioner to Germany. Of the three occupants



of this post it was Kirkpatrick who, as High Commissioner for three years from
1950, had a commanding role. However his predecessor, General Brian
Robertson, who helped persuade Bevin of the need for a Federal gendarmerie,
and his successor, Frederick Hoyer-Millar, who stressed the need for an end to
the occupation after 1953, were also important figures. Other officials abroad,
notably the ambassador to the Soviet Union in 1950, David Kelly, and the
ambassador to France in 1954, Gladwyn Jebb, were influential on occasions. The
head of the Foreign Office, the Permanent Under-Secretary, often acted as a
conduit for the views of his officials rather than as an active policy-maker.
However, the two officials who held this post in our period, William Strang and
Kirkpatrick, both had strong views on German policy and played an active role
in its development.

The Cabinet was some distance removed from the process of active foreign
policy-making. They received periodic reports from the Foreign Secretary in the
form of memoranda drafted by the responsible Under-Secretary but with a few
exceptions, notably Hugh Dalton and Harold Macmillan, they were inevitably
distracted by the affairs of their own departments and were less well briefed than
the Foreign Secretary. Outside interventions were generally the result of either
party pressure or individual initiative. While the second Attlee government
suffered disruption from both sources, during Churchill’s second administration
Eden only had to deal with personal challenges. The increasing divisions within
the Labour Party during the 1950s began to exert a disruptive influence as Bevin’s
grip on foreign affairs weakened due to ill health in 1950. The Labour left, which
came under Anuerin Bevan’s leadership, persistently argued the case for
negotiations with the Soviets to achieve German unification and they gained
additional support from the strong Germanophobic elements in the party when
urging the postponement of the German defence contribution. The emergence of
this powerful coalition provided the background to Attlee’s increasing scepticism
about arming the Germans in the winter of 1950-1. There were numerous forums
in which this dissent could be expressed including the National Executive
Committee (NEC), meetings of the Parliamentary Labour Party and the annual
party conference. The controversy reached its climax at the 1954 Scarborough

conference when the leadership’s motion endorsing the rearmament of Germany



passed by a narrow majority following a bitter party row. InA the Conservative
Party the dissenters were a smaller faction, with greater loyalty to the party
leadership and less opportunity to express their discontent. During Churchill’s
second premiership German rearmament was increasingly tied to the EDC issue
and, though there was a range of opinion about the idea of a European Army in
the Conservative Party, when it came to votes on Britain’s association there were
few willing to abstain. This may have been at least partly a reaction to Labour
disunity.

Even without the constraints of party pressure there were a number of
prominent Cabinet ministers willing to oppose the development of government
policy on this issue. Hugh Dalton, who had been one of Labour’s leading
spokesmen on foreign affairs in the 1930s and was still a prominent NEC member,
provided leadership for a group of ministers determined to prevent Bevin’s
agreement to the principle of German rearmament in 1950 being put into practise
in 1951. In the 1951-5 Conservative government the most prominent opponent of
Eden’s foreign policy was Churchill himself. The Prime Minister was bitterly
critical of the form which EDC had taken and was infuriated when French
hesitancy about ratifying the treaty appeared to be blocking the path to detente.
Macmillan too regarded the EDC as a misconceived continental project which
ought to be abandoned but he was unable to muster the support Dalton had
gained within the Labour government and was defeated by the silencing authority
of Eden. Significantly, one Cabinet minister who never joined the dissenters was
the Chancellor of the Exchequer. Both Gaitskell and Butler accepted German
rearmament and seemed to regard the trade implications as advantageous, even
if the consequences for the balance of payments were not. The Treasury
arguments against a German defence contribution based on the increase in the
defence budget which would result from Britain’s assumption of occupation costs
in Germany were never put to the Cabinet by either Chancellor. It was left to
Eden to give the Foreign Office view of the economic consequences of German
rearmament.

The British Chiefs of Staff had access to foreign policy-making through

regular consultations with the Foreign Office, the Defence Committee and the
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presence of the Minister of Defence at Cabinet meetings. However, their
influence was circumscribed during the Churchill administration by the increasing
infrequency of Defence Committee meetings and the weakness' of Alexander as
a departmental head.3 Their most notable success came in early 1950 when they
persuaded Bevin to accept their conception of an armed Federal gendarmerie for
West Germany. After the outbreak of the Korean War they lost the initiative and
never regained it. Nevertheless, the views of two key figures, John Slessor and
John Harding, had some impact even after June 1950. Slessor, the Chief of the
Air Staff between 1950 and 1952, believed it was essential to harness German
military potential to the western cause and argued strongly that fears of a new
German threat were anachronistic because the threat of atomic retaliation was
bound to inhibit any future German government from pursuing an adventurist
foreign policy. The Chief of the Imperial General Staff from 1952, proved a
vigorous advocate of a substantial German defence contribution at a time when
its strategic rationale was becoming increasingly unclear.

The role of domestic factors, with the exception of party politics, has been
largely discounted in this study. It has generally been recognised that public
opinion has had a very marginal influence on British foreign policy.4 Kenneth
Younger, the Minister of State at the Foreign Office between 1950 and 1951,
could recall no example of a foreign policy decision being taken under the
influence of domestic p.rt':ssures.5 Though the Beaverbrook press launched a
campaign against the idea of German rearmament, there is little evidence to
suggest it had a great impact on policy-making. Indeed, if one examines the
Foreign Office files it is clear that they took a much greater interest in the state
of German than British public opinion. The formal reason for this was that,
whereas the High Commissioner in Germany sent a stream of reports to the
leading figures in the Foreign Office analysing the state of German opinion,
reporting and shaping British public opinion was left to the separate German

Information department, under the long serving but obscure functionary, Roland

3. Anthony Seldon, Churchill’s Indian Summer (Hodder and Stoughton, London, 1981), p.298-9.
4. David Vital, The Making of British Foreign Policy (George Allen and Unwin, London, 1968),
ch4.

5. James Barber, Who Makes British Foreign Policy? (Open University Press, Milton Keynes,
1976), p.11-12.
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Chaput de Saintonge. Despite constant reorganisation the German Information
department remained outside the policy-making‘structure. However, the central
reason for Foreign Office disinterest was their awareness that the British had at
least tacitly accepted the need for a western alliance to counter communist
influence and showed no sign of changing this view but the Germans had yet to
be persuaded of the West’s Cold War case and had traditionally been drawn
towards and eastern alliance. Countering this latter tendency was central to
Foreign Office strategy and was accepted as such by Bevin, Morrison and Eden.
Even the opponents of German rearmament tended to concentrate on opposition
to it in Germany rather than attempting to harness British public opinion in an
extra-Parliamentary campaign. Thus the February 1951 Attlee conditions called
for the consent of the German people to be demonstrated and the Labour Party
returned to this theme in May 1952, when they demanded new elections in the
Federal Republic to endorse Adenauer’s policy.6

In examining British policy towards German rearmament this study will
concentrate on five key factors:
1.British antipathy towards the Germans. The British had endured two recent wars
against the Germans and the quondam Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign
Office, Sir Robert Vansittart, held them responsible for the last five European
conflicts.” In order to understand British attitudes towards German rearmament
it is essential to be cognisant of the emotive nature of the issue.
2.The relationship with the United States. The Americans had been drawn into
European affairs by Hitler’s declaration of war upon them in December 1941 and
since that time it had been a goal of British policy-makers to maintain the Atlantic
alliance and avoid a repetition of the post-1918 era when American engagement
with the Old World seemed restricted to the exercise of dollar diplomacy. In April
1949 the Americans signed the North Atlantic Treaty and this was followed in
December 1950 by the commitment of American reinforcements to Europe and
the appointment of an American Supreme Commander for NATO. American

involvement inevitably implied American leadership and the role of Anglo-

6. Kenneth Harris, Attlee (Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1982), p.498.

7. In November 1939 Vansittart wrote his version of the origins of the Second World War and
called it “The Origins of Germany’s Fifth War’. See Norman Rose, Vansittart: Study of a Diplomat
(William Heinemann, London, 1978), p.239.
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American relations must be considered from this perspective in any analysis of
British policy towards German rearmament.
3.The relationship with the Soviet Union. After the ending of the Berlin Blockade
in 1949 Anglo-Soviet relations can best be deseribed as antagonistic but stable.
Despite the overt hostility between London and Moscow, the Soviets could still
offer British policy-makers inducements, in the form of a relaxation of tension
which would allow both countries an opportunity to confront their domestic
problems, and potent threats, ranging from intimidatory probes into the western
sphere of influence to the launching of all out war, in an effort to influence British
policy. Thus the influence of Soviet diplomacy must also be considered.
4.The military situation. The threat posed by the still vast military forces deployed
by the Soviets dominated British military thinking at the end of the 1940s. Since
August 1945 the British and the Americans had completed a vast demobilisation
programme which had produced a huge disparity between the armed forces of the
West and those of the Soviet Union. The rearming of the western zones of
Germany offered the opportunity to narrow this gap at a time when the West’s
technological advantage was apparently eroding.
5.The economics of German rearmament. British forces had been in occupation
of Germany since 1945 and though this had initially involved huge costs, by the
time of the founding of the Federal Republic in September 1949, the Germans
were making a substantial contribution to the British defence budget by paying for
the stationing of allied troops on their territory. The rearming of Germany implied
that the funds previously allocated to the occupying powers would go towards the
raising of German forces instead. The new costs on the Exchequer had to be
considered against the possible benefits which British exporters might gain from
the strains on the German economy resulting from a large scale rearmament
programme.

Of these five factors, the background to the Anglo-American and Anglo-
Soviet relationships are well known, while the military and economic aspects relate
specifically to the conditions prevailing in the 1949-55 period and will be examined
in subsequent chapters. However, the role of Anglo-German antagonism is rarely
discussed as a factor in the development of the Cold War and it is necessary,

therefore, to place this in historical context.
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Though it is often assumed that prior to the 20th century Britain had
developed close relations with Germany based on racial, linguistic and cultural
affinities, in fact the historical record is ambiguous. In geopolitical terms Germany
lies at the heart of Europe, while Britain is on the periphery, and this fact has
been reflected in the very different histories of the two countries. Since the start
of the Early Modern period Germany has been at the centre of European politics,
first as a battleground for the great powers, then as a hotbed in which the modern
phenomena of nationalism, militarism and totalitarianism developed at an
accelerated pace. By contrast, the British did not suffer the depredations which
accompany the march of foreign armies and were distracted from playing a larger
role in Europe by the process of acquiring a global empire. On the occasions
when the British did interfere it was not always to the benefit of the German
states. In 1704, for example, Marlborough conducted a brutal campaign of terror
in Bavaria as part of Britain’s policy of opposing the ambitions of Louis XIV and
his German ally, the Elector of Bavaria. Indeed Britain’s policy towards the
German states seems largely to have been conducted on the basis of the latter’s
utility in opposing French policy. Thus, when Prussia allied itself to France during
the Silesian Wars of the 1740s she found herself in conflict with Britain, but when
Prussia fought France, as during the Seven Years War, she gained British support.

Anglo-German relations were further complicated by the close dynastic ties
between the two countries. In the 18th century the Hanoverian kings had a dual
role as German electors and British monarchs. These dynastic influences survived
into the 19th century when Queen Victoria and her German spouse, Prince
Albert, became ardent advocates of close Anglo-German relations. However, the
disruptive influence of the rise of Prussia prompted many British statesmen to
question whether it was wise to encourage German nationalism, even if it did
provide a continental counterweight to Britain’s traditional foes, France and
Russia. Palmerston was prepared to align himself with despotic Russia in order
to prevent the Prussian annexation of Schleswig-Holstein. This venture ended in
humiliating failure and demonstrated that neither pro-Germans nor anti-Germans
within Britain had much hope of influencing events on the continent of Europe
in the mid-19th century.

In 1914 the British did intervene in Europe to oppose German designs and
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it is possible to trace the origins of this decision to the autocratic Bismarck era.
The first German Chancellor’s influence on Anglo-German relations was a baleful
one. Queen Victoria was shocked by his brutal treatment of the pro-British party
at court, led by her son-in-law, the Crown Prince Frederick. Liberals were
dismayed by Prussia’s comprehensive victory in the war against France, and then
further alienated by Bismarck’s contempt for Gladstone. Even some Conservative
politicians, such as Derby, who later defected to the Liberals, and Salisbury,
became concerned at the vigour with which a united Germany conducted itself.3
These worries intensified with the adoption by Bismarck’s successors of
Weltpolitik and, most significant of all, the emergence of a German naval
challenge. The erratic course of German foreign policy in the 1890s not only
strained relations between William II and his uncle, the Prince of Wales, but,
more significantly, soured Sir Edward Grey’s view of Germany.9 The outburst of
violent anti-British feeling during the Boer War cemented the new antagonism.
One crucial development during the years of escalating tension leading up
to World War I was the virtual takeover of the British Foreign Office by the
Germanophobes, the effects of which could still be felt half a century later.lo
The key figure in this group was Francis Bertie. As an Assistant Under-Secretary
he used his influence, which extended as far as the court, to advance the careers
of like-minded officials, including Charles Hardinge, Arthur Nicolson, Louis Mallet
and Eyre Crowe. Crowe was regarded as a mentor by the most famous of this
line, Sir Robert Vansittart, although Crowe himself was not particularly impressed
by his successor’s abilities. Vansittart’s own influence continued to be felt in the
post-1945 era when his close ally in opposing appeasement, Sir Orme Sargent, was
head of the Foreign Office. Though it may be argued that these officials were a
good deal more reasonable than some of the more violent Germanophobes
outside the Civil Service, they nevertheless showed a consistent hostility to the

Germans. Their existence proved a formidable obstacle within the government to

8. Paul Kennedy, The Rise of the Anglo-German Antagonism (The Ashfield Press, London, 1980),
especially ch.11.

9. CJ. Lowe and M.L. Dockrill, The Mirage of Power: British Foreign Policy, 1902-16, volL1
(Routledge, Kegan and Paul, London, 1972), p.18.

10. Zara Steiner, The Foreign Office and Foreign Policy 1898-1914 (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 1969), ch.3; Paul Kennedy, The Realities Behind Diplomacy (Fontana edition,
London, 1986), p.61-2.
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a policy of conciliation, though one which could be overcome, as it was in the
inter-war years. Furthermore, by any objective standard, their view of the German
people was bleak, and the outbreak of war in 1939 seemed to justify their beliefs.
In 1940 Vansittart wrote to Halifax that "eighty per cent of the German race are
the political and moral scum of the earth".11 After the Soviet Union’s entry into
the war, Sargent, contemplating the refugee problem which might result from the
removal of German-populated territory from the Reich, suggested it might be best
if those uprooted "disappear into Siberia, instead of forming themselves into a
compact and indigestible mass in Gcrmany".12 The descendant of this line of
Permanent Under-Secretaries in our period was Sir William Strang. At the
outbreak of the war he stated his view, which was the antithesis of the appeasers’
foreign policy perspective, that it was "less dangerous in the immediate future for
western Europe that Russia should displace Germany in Eastern Europe than that
Germany should maintain herself"13

The influence of this group reached its peak in the pre-1914 period, when
they had a sympathetic Foreign Secretary in Grey. Many Liberal politicians argued
against the drift towards a commitment to France and in favour of a neutrality
pact with Germany. In the summer of 1914 Morley, representing the Gladstonian
tradition within the party, resigned from the Cabinet with two of his colleagues in
protest against the drift towards war. After August 1914 tales of German atrocities
in Belgium gave impetué to a tide of anti-German emotion. More surprising was
the speed with which these feelings ebbed in the aftermath of the war. Curzon,
the Foreign Secretary, was sympathetic to Germany’s post-war plight, while
Keynes’s book, The Economic Consequences of the Peace, proved to many that
Versailles was unjust. The popularity of Wilsonian ideals and the League of
Nations demonstrated the wider public’s disillusionment with the war. As Martin
Gilbert has demonstrated, appeasement of Germany was not simply the policy of

Neville Chamberlain, but of the post-1918 gencration.14

11. Rose, op. cit., p.242.

12. Victor Rothwell, Britain and the Cold War (Jonathan Cape, London, 1982), p.38; Neil
Thomas, A Compromised Policy (Minerva Press, London, 1994), p.19-20.

13. Anthony Glees, Exile Politics During the Second World War (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1982),
p-58-9.

14. Martin Gilbert, The Roots of Appeasement (Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1966),
especially ch.6.
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The most interesting aspect of appeasement for those considering its
influence on the post-1945 period, is its connection with the Bolshevik threat. This
was most apparent in the aftermath of the October Revolution. In the spring of
1919 the new Bolshevik government was at war with Poland, Bavaria experienced
a Communist coup and a Soviet regime was established in Hungary. Churchill, the
leader of the alarmist party in London, advocated the use of German troops
against the Bolsheviks. When he publicly aired this idea in April 1919, it was given
a rousing rccc:ption.15 The first part of his formula, ‘Kill the Bolshie; Kiss the
Hun’16, was abandoned long before the second part. With Stalin’s destruction
of the Left Opposition in the 1920s, the Soviets recanted from their ideal of world
revolution and to a large extent withdrew from active European diplomacy. In
contrast, the threat of German recidivism remained a potent one which British
statesmen sought to counter by conciliating the government in Berlin. Lloyd
George explained the need to adopt a policy of judicious magnanimity in his
Fontainebleau Memorandum, which warned that the punitive peace favoured by
the French would leave Germany weak and vulnerable to a left wing take-
over.1” Surprisingly, this belief in the possibility of a communist revival was to
reemerge in 1945 and would again be used to justify a policy of opposition to
French revancheism. However, even more significant was to be the influence of
the Rapallo pact which was signed in the last year of Lloyd George’s premiership.
He had succeeded in asSembling the European powers at Genoa in an effort to
achieve reconciliation but found his efforts undermined by the signing of a
bilateral Soviet-German agreement at Rapallo in the middle of the conference.
Rapallo was to become a by-word for German duplicity.

The appointment of Hitler as Chancellor in 1933 finally galvanised the
opponents of appeasement. However, they were few in number, divided among
themselves and their antipathy to the Germans generally predated the Nazi era.
Macmillan, Duff Cooper, Dalton, Bevin and Boothby were all prominent in

publicising the German threat in the 1930s and, with the exception of Boothby,
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their dislike of the Germans predated the 1930s.18 All five went on to express
grave concerns about the policy of German rearmament in the 1950s. Those
politicians whose reputation survived their association with appeasement, notably
Morrison and Butler, later proved sanguine about the proposed recreation of
German armed forces. The two figures who do not fit this schema are Churchill
and Eden. Churchill did not have fixed views about Germany and his opinions on
Britain’s relations with that country fluctuated wildly, depending upon current
circumstances.1? This phenomena can be observed in the spring of 1953 when
he tried to reverse Britain’s policy on German rearmament, before switching back
to supporting it before the end of the year. Eden had a somewhat chequered
record as an anti-appeaser and his opposition to Chamberlain centred on Italian
policy.20 He would later reluctantly accept the Foreign Office thesis that
German rearmament was a regrettable necessity.

The anti-German views of Dalton and Bevin became increasingly influential
in the Labour Party, until by 1945 they were predominant. Between the wars the
party developed close links with the German Social Democrats and Ramsey
MacDonald was one of the most fervent advocates of friendship with the Weimar
Republic, arguing that it represented the "better Germany".21 However, the left
found the tactics of the Nazis repugnant and the Trade Unions in particular were
active in opposition to appeasement. By 1937 Dalton had persuaded the
parliamentary party to drop its opposition to the Service estimates which had
hindered efforts to portray the party as strong opponents of the Nazis.22 During

the war it was Labour ministers who were most active in arguing for a punitive
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peace. In 1942 anti-German Labour MPs formed the ‘Fight for Freedom’ group
to argue that the blame for Germany’s crimes was not restricted to the Nazis, but
extended to the population as a whole.23 Within the government, Attlee argued
that the eradication of Germany’s war potential must have priority over the
restoration of order and stability on the grounds "that everything that brings home
to the Germans the completeness and irrevocability of their defeat is worthwhile
in the end"2* Bevin favoured dismemberment and was insistent that the
Germans should not retain control over the industrialised Ruhr.2> After the war
anti-German feeling was not restricted to senior Labour ministers. Indeed
opposition to German rearmament in the 1950s was even more pronounced
among the next generation of Labour leaders. Harold Wilson, James Callaghan,
Michael Stewart, Tony Benn, Richard Crossman, Michael Foot and Barbara
Castle all opposed the idea of German rearmament during the early 19505.26
The Labour Party and the Foreign Office were the two bastions of anti-German
sentiment after the war, though their calculations about the best means of
preventing the reemergence of the German menace eventually led them to
different conclusions about the wisdom of German rearmament.

Distrust of Russia was one of a number of factors which influenced Neville
Chamberlain in his determination to settle European problems peacefully.27
The outbreak of war with Germany and the unforseen alliance with the Soviet
Union which came about two years later represented a complete defeat for
Chamberlain and his supporters. The likelihood of this new alignment outlasting
the war was an issue which the Churchill government preferred to ignore, but it

inevitably became a matter of controversy once victory was assured. Churchill

continued to demonstrate a somewhat eccentric attitude to the future of Germany.
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His main enthusiasm was for the detachment of Prussia and the creation of a
separate south German ‘Danubian’ federation, but he also proposed that a
proportion of German men should be separated from their womenfolk in an effort
to restrict population growth.28 Generally, however, Churchill was willing to
defer to the Allies on the subject of Germany’s future. At the 1944 Quebec
conference he agreed to the Morgenthau Plan for the pastoralisation of Germany,
and at Yalta it was left to Eden to argue the case against Soviet demands for the
dismemberment of the <:ountry.29 It was only when both the Americans and the
Soviets lost their enthusiasm for dismemberment that the idea was

abandoned.30

Below the ministerial level an important debate did take place among
civilian and military planners about the future of Germany. In 1943 there was
some discussion about the prospect of using the threat of aerial bombardment as
an alternative to policing Germany with ground troops. This idea was to be
revived by Sir John Slessor during the debates over German rearmament in the
1950s but was rejected at this time by the Chiefs of Staff.31 In the summer of
1944 the Post Hostilities Planning Staff raised an even more controversial subject
when they suggested that if the Soviets proved hostile to Britain after the war "in
the last resort this might even entail coming to some arrangement with our ex-
enemies”". Gladwyn Jebb, the Foreign Office representative on the committee,
reported to his colleagueé that the Chiefs were obsessed with the idea of drawing
as much as possible of Germany into the western sphere of influence after the
war. He suggested this view derived "from some kind of suicidal mania." The
Foreign Office were resentful of what they saw as military interference in their
sphere of competence and perturbed that the Chiefs’ advocacy of a post-war
alliance with Germany might be relayed to the Soviets. On 25 August a PHP
paper was submitted which, as part of a discussion of the possible tripartite

division of Germany, suggested that the British and American zones could be
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integrated into a future western alliance. The presupposition was "We must above
all prevent Germany combining with the Soviet Union against us". This prompted
Jebb to withdraw from the committee and Eden to intervene personally. In
September 1944 he warned the Chiefs that discussion of German membership of
a western bloc must "be avoided like the plague... we shall quickly destroy any
hope of preserving the Anglo-Soviet alliance and soon find ourselves advocating
the relaxations of the disarmament and other measures which we regard as
essential guarantees against future German aggression".32

A number of Foreign Office officials regarded the communisation of
Germany as a real danger. Geoffrey Harrison, who a decade later became Under-
Secretary responsible for Germany, believed that the Germans, with their "innate
reverence for ruthless power", might be attracted to Stalinism, and this view was
supported by Frank Roberts.33 Though these opinions have been criticised as
crude and unrca]istic,?’4 it should be stressed that generally Foreign Office
concerns centred on the threat of the Germans trying to undermine the wartime
alliance through an accommodation with Moscow, rather than the possibility of
a communist take-over in Berlin. They were surely correct in suggesting that the
Molotov-Ribbentrop pact had proved precisely the point that the two countries
could reach a rapprochement based on power-political, rather than ideological,
considerations. John Troutbeck and Orme Sargent were worried about a return
to Bismarckian diplomacy rather than a German swing towards communism. Thus,
Troutbeck was convinced that what was required in the post-war era was to
destroy, not communism, but "to stamp out the whole tradition on which the
German nation has been built"3® In his famous memorandum ‘Stocktaking
After VE-Day’ written in July 1945, Sargent warned that a revived Germany might
"put herself up to the highest bidder so as to play off each of the three Great
Powers one against the other".30

Between 1945 and 1947 the Soviet threat came to dominate Foreign Office
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thinking, but the possibility that a revived Germany could play a destabilising role
in the emerging Cold War was never entirely forgotten. It re-emerged forcibly
once Germany began to recover from the catastrophic post-war collapse and
Britain’s relationship with the Soviet Union stabilised. In this period the Foreign
Office saw itself in a competition for influence in Germany and developed the
view that the best means of countering Moscow’s strategy was to isolate and build
up the western zones.3’ The huge costs involved in maintaining the British zone
were also influential in persuading Bevin of the need to raise German industry
levels and ultimately to accept a merger with the American zone. The expense of
feeding the large population of the British zone, now swollen by an influx of
refugees, was a terrible burden. The British had to supply 70% of the food for
their zone at a cost of £80 million despite severe shortages in Britain.38 At the
1947 Moscow conference, Bevin encouraged the Americans to raise production
levels in the bizone, while fending off Soviet demands for reparations. The new
American Secretary of State, George Marshall, came away from the conference
disillusioned with the prospect of a deal with Stalin and it is generally agreed that
this was the period in which the chances of a deal on unification evaporated,
although the formal division of the country was not assured until the introduction
of currency reforms a year later.3?

During the evolution of the West German state there remained a latent
concern about what polfcy the Germans would adopt once they regained their
independence. In many respects developments in central Europe seemed to offer
Moscow the prospect of future successes even after an economic recovery had
begun. There were millions of refugees in the western zones of Germany who
hankered after the return of the territories beyond the Oder-Neisse line and only
the Soviets had the necessary influence to return these lands. Furthermore, the
division of the country was felt as a loss by practically all Germans and the Soviets
continued to retain the option of offering new, attractive terms for reunification

in an effort to win over the Germans and disrupt western plans. Bevin’s brief for
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the 1947 Moscow conference stated: "If a German government in Berlin fairly
reproduced the outlook of the country it would be neither wholly eastward looking
nor wholly westward looking. The question would then turn on whether the
western democracies or the Soviet Union would exercise the stronger pull. On the
whole the balance of advantage seems to lie with the Russians". 0

Fearing that the Germans would once more assume a position of influence
in world affairs, Labour ministers had hoped for a deal with Moscow on
unification, even when relations with the Soviets were clearly deteriorating, and
continued to seek restrictions on Germany’s future freedom of action. Bevin was
convinced that the Allies should retain control over Germany’s industrial heartland
in the Ruhr valley, and during 1946 pursued plans for international control and
the socialisation of industry despite the scepticism of his officials.*1 In January
1947 Bevin told the intensely Germanophobic British ambassador to Paris, Duff
Cooper, that he agreed with him that the Germans still posed a potent threat.42
At the end of the year he reiterated this view during a conversation with the
French Foreign Minister, Bidault.*3 Attlee too was concerned about what would
occur once Germany had built up its strength; a policy he described as "using
Satan to defeat Sin". He warned the Dominions Prime Ministers in May 1946 that,
"A Germany under Russian influence might in time develop into a Russia under
German influence”. 44 Though the enthusiasm of Labour ministers for industrial
controls and decentralisation generally went beyond what was desired by the
Foreign Office, some more independently minded officials were sympathetic to
their concerns. In December 1946 Nigel Ronald proposed cooperating with

Moscow to achieve the "long-term containment of Germany" and Gladwyn Jebb
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feared that, if such cooperation did not occur, Germany "might well, in default of
such agreement, become once again a menace owing to both sides competing for

her favours".45

The creation of the bizone and the introduction of the Marshall Plan gave
the Americans increasing influence over German affairs and brought them into
conflict with the British who, having taken measures to ameliorate conditions in
north-west Germany during the previous two years, now favoured a more cautious
policy which reflected their fear of the consequences of a resurgent Germany.
Bevin initially opposed the inclusion of the bizone in the European Recovery
Programme46, but this disagreement was far less serious than the dispute which
occurred over socialisation in the Ruhr. Bevin was determined that the Ruhr
industries should not be returned to the German industrialists who, he believed,
had abused their responsibilities in the past. With British encouragement the
German Social Democratic Party (SPD) had developed plans for nationalisation.
However, American policy was that the Ruhr coal mines should be run on the
basis of private enterprise, and in September 1947 the British finally
acquicsced.47 A year later Bevin again came into conflict with the Americans
when they proposed to halve the number of industrial plants on the reparations
list. He remained an enthusiastic advocate of dismantling and he warned
Washington that unless it was carried out thoroughly, Germany would remain a
potential danger to the peace of Europe. After months of argument a compromise
agreement, which favoured the American rather more than the British view, was
agreed in March 1949.48

At the same time as these arguments were proceeding, the constitution of
a new West German state was being formulated. In June 1948 a conference of the
western powers in London had recommended the formation of a provisional

government and during the following winter progress was made towards this
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objective, despite the Berlin Blockade. The Basic Law or constitution of the new
state, as devised by the regional governments or Lander, was presented to the
Military Governors in March 1949 and approved two months. later. In August
elections were held which were won by the Christian Democrats and Konrad
Adenauer became the first Chancellor of the Federal Republic.49 However, his
freedom of action was restricted by the Occupation Statute which, among other
things, strictly forbade the creation of German armed forces and gave the Allied
High Commission complete control over the demilitarisation process.5 0
Central to this thesis will be an examination of the tortuous process by which the
western powers finally gave up these rights and forged a plan for the creation of
German armed forces. It will be argued that British policy towards German
rearmament was governed by a set of assumptions which were derived as much
from pre-1939 as Cold War experiences. They were:-

1. The Soviet Union was hostile to Britain and the West and its aim was to
destroy the capitalist system. However, the Soviets did not want war and saw the
destruction of the West as a very long term goal. In the short term they were
willing to accept the status quo and consolidate their gains. The Soviets would
pursue limited tactical goals in order to avoid conflict with the West.

2. Britain’s relationship with Germany was much less stable than with the Soviet
Union. While it seemed clear that the Soviets would adopt a hostile but restrained
policy unless provoked, it was less easy to predict Germany’s future course. They
were the unstable element in international relations. As a race, they were
emotionally unstable and committed to the relentless pursuit of political
advantage. The combination of these two characteristics meant that they often
fervently pursued self-defeating and damaging policies.

3. There was a real danger of the Germans seeking a Soviet alliance once they
regained freedom of action. After 1918 the Germans, believing they were being
treated as parasites, had allied themselves with that other outcast state, the Soviet
Union. The tendency of the Germans to ally themselves with the Russians was

something of a historical tradition, which was only confirmed by the Molotov-

Ribbentrop Pact.

49. Dennis L. Bork and David R. Gress, From Shadow to Substance: A History of West Germany
(2nd edition, Blackwell, Oxford, 1993), part 2, chs.15-16.
50. Parliamentary Papers, 1948-9, vol. 36, cmd 7677.

25



4, A Soviet-German alliance would be a disaster for the West. The acquisition by
Moscow of German military and industrial potential would probably result in a
decisive Soviet victory in the Cold War.

5. The best means of preventing a Soviet-German alliance was to create
permanent institutional, economic and political ties with West Germany.
Continued occupation would only encourage Germany’s tendency to drift into an
eastern alliance, while giving her complete freedom of action was far too
dangerous. Though there was no ideal German policy, the tying of the Federal
Republic to western organisations was the best available.

These nostrums were never incorporated into a single document but I hope
to show that they were widely believed and formed the basis of British policy
towards German rearmament. They were undoubtedly influential in other areas
of policy, but the detailed discussion of such important issues as the treatment of
war criminals, industrial controls, the allied reserved powers, the Saar and Berlin
is beyond the scope of this thesis. Furthermore, though many of these beliefs were
shared by policy-makers in the United States and France, and even by Adenauer, -
the focus of this study is the British debate. The efforts of the nascent German
Defence Ministry or Blank Office to eradicate many of the malign traditions of
the German army, and subordinate its interests to those of a new civil society is
another subject of importance which cannot be addressed here. It was of very
little interest to British policy-makers in the early 1950s. They believed that history
had shown that the Germans were almost incorrigible in their bellicosity and that
Britain’s task was to restrain these impulses to as great an extent as possible. The
rearmament of Germany in a controlled manner was an essential part of this

process, but one which was believed to entail substantial risks.
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CHAPTER 1
THE GENDARMERIE SCHEME

When Ernest Bevin, the ailing British Foreign Secretary, arrived in New
York in September 1950 for a meeting with his French and American colleagues,
he brought with him a scheme for the arming of a German Federal gendarmerie
which had been the product of almost a years debate between British military and
diplomatic planners. Far from being a hastily devised expedient cobbled together
in reaction to the Korean War, the British plan was actually similar to an earlier
proposal put forward before the eruption of full scale war in the Far East. Though
the rationale behind the British scheme had somewhat altered during the summer,
Bevin’s proposal for the creation of an armed West German police force or
gendarmerie presented at the New York conference was similar to that put
forward by the British in the High Commission for Germany months earlier. The
period between the first discussions of German rearmament at the end of 1949
and the New York meeting was the time when British policy was least subject to
international pressures. In the absence of any rival scheme for German
rearmament, and with the Soviets unaware that the British were preparing to
provide the Federal Republic with an armed police force, the Attlee government
was able to make long-term plans for Germany’s future defence contribution, free
from either the threats or inducements which the superpowers would utilise after
September 1950. Furthermore, the British did not seriously consider the economic
consequences of German rearmament at this stage. These initial British plans
were, therefore, of particular interest as they constituted the British government’s
ideal solution to the German rearmament problem, with the proviso that, as
British policy-makers were constantly reiterating, any policy for Germany
contained inherent dangers.

The essence of the first British plan was the creation of an armed police
force similar to the paramilitary Volkspolizei which the Soviets had created in
their zone. Though this constituted a programme on which diplomatic and military
planners were able to agree in May 1950, there was an inherent tension between
the Foreign Office and the Chiefs of Staff. The former regarded the rearmament
of Germany as a long-term proposition which could only occur as part of the

wider process of integrating the Federal Republic into the West, while the latter
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saw it as a security problem requiring an immediate military solution. These
different perspectives produced a series of disagreements which began towards the
end of 1949, abated in spring 1950 and reached a climax in December 1950.
Another view among British policy-makers was that Germany should never
be rearmed. At the end of 1949 this was still the majority opinion among Foreign
Office officials and Labour ministers. Influential figures such as the Permanent
Under-Secretary in the Foreign Office, Sir William Strang, and the ex-Chancellor,
Hugh Dalton, were to continue to oppose the implementation of any proposal for
German rearmament long after the government had officially accepted its
inevitability. Strang’s passionate opposition to any scheme for the creation of
German arined forces was all the more surprising because he was known for his
equanimity. In contrast to his flamboyant predecessors, he was generally regarded
as colourless, bureaucratic and quiescent. However, having witnessed at first hand
the consequences of Britain’s appeasement of Germany in the 1930s, he was
unwilling to place his faith in German good will again.1
In February 1949 a Permanent Under-Secretary’s Committee was
established to discuss long term planning, with Strang as Chairman. They
produced a paper on Germany’s future in November. Despite the recent creation
of the Federal Republic, the committee still regarded the unification of Germany
as the long term aim of British policy. Among the disadvantages of maintaining
the current division was that "while there is no Four-Power control, it is easier for
the Germans to blackmail the Western Powers and the Soviet Union in turn and
so to recover their strength as a nation and a dominant influence in Europe." The
means of achieving unification was through the creation of "a strong and
democratic German Federal Republic", which, it was optimistically believed, would
force Moscow to accept free all-German elections. Though confidence in this
programme faded over the following years, the British government continued to
regard the unification of Germany as their ultimate goal and to retain reservations

about perpetuating the division of the country. Strang’s Committee were at this

1. William Strang, Home and Abroad (Andre Deutsch, London, 1956); Lord Blake and C.S.
Nicholls, Dictionary of National Biography 1971-80 (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1986),
p.817-8; Ritchie Ovendale, ‘William Strang and the Permanent Under-Secretary’s Committee’ in
John Zametica (ed.), British Official and British Foreign Policy (Leicester University Press, 1990),
p.213-4.

28



stage still convinced, however, that the Federal Republic must remain disarmed
and that even if reunification occurred, rearmament would have to be prohibited
for a specified period. Though they made a crucial concession in accepting that
a united Germany could have an armed gendarmerie, the Committee considered
that "In view of the possibility of a German nationalist revival, inflamed by a
desire to see German unity restored, the occupation and the essential controls to
prevent German rearmament should continue." The difficulty for Strang and his
colleagues was that this policy was somewhat inconsistent with another of their
stated aims: the raising of the prestige of the Federal Republic and its integration
into the West prior to unification.2

Following the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in April 1949, the British
military had the problem of devising a plan for the defence of western Europe
with the utterly inadequate forces available to the alliance. In the month the treaty
was signed, the signatories had only 12 ill-equipped divisions assigned to the
defence of western Europe. By mid-1950 there were still only 14 divisions
available. These units were unprepared for war and deployed for maximum
administrative rather than military efficiency. Lord Ismay, the first NATO
Secretary General, stated of British forces in Germany at this time, "It is difficult
to imagine dispositions that could be more unsuitable for operations in the event
of aggrcssion."3 Before the results of the first Medium Term Defence Plan
(MTDP) became available, British military planners worked on the assumption
that roughly 35 ready divisions would be required to provide an adequate defence
for western Europe.4 In April 1950 the Allies were shocked to discover that the
first draft of the Medium Term Defence Plan called for the creation of a force of
90 ready and reserve divisions and 12,000 aircraft by 1954 As the British High
Commissioner in Germany, General Robertson, stated in June 1950, the repeated

assertions that western Europe was indefensible without a West German
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contribution were, "a statement of the mathematically obvious."®

The significance of Robertson’s remark is further illustrated by an analysis
of Britain’s own vulnerable position in the NATO alliance. Though after June
1950 the Americans conditionally accepted the need for an American Supreme
Commander and an increased U.S. military contribution to European defence, and
the French promised a major rearmament programme involving an increase of 20
divisions, it is important to realise that the British military first proposed German
rearmament in the very different, pre-Korean War environment. Responsibility for
taking the lead in western defence had devolved on Britain due to American
refusals to participate in European defence planning.7 The American
government had declined membership of the Western European, Northern
European and South-Eastern Europe/Western Mediterranean Regional Planning
Groups within NATO.3 Furthermore, American strategy continued to be based
on the evacuation of continental Europe. Following the outbreak of war in
Europe, the American Joint Chiefs of Staff planned to send reinforcements to
Morocco from where, it was hoped, a bridgehead could be established in southern
Spain. The British Chiefs were critical of the American concept for a number of
reasons, but principally because such a strategy would be disastrous for French
morale. The Joint Planning Staff visited Washington in late September 1949 to
press British objections but were unable to secure any substantial change in
American strategy.9 On 19 October 1950 the Chief Staff Officer, Sir William
Elliot, recalled: "Almost to a day a year ago I was with Lord Tedder in
Washington discussing round the table with the American Chiefs of Staff what
they might be prepared to do for the land battle in Europe. The initial
answer...was that they would do virtually nothing..Thus a year ago American
strategy was content to liberate Europe. Today it insists on defending
Europe".10

On 13 February 1950 the First Sea Lord, Lord Fraser of North Cape,

6. FO 371/85022, C4350/20/18, Robertson to Bevin, 22 June 1950.

7. DEFE 5/20, COS(50)93, 16 March 1950, states that as the US will not provide troops for Rhine
defence Britain must assume the responsibility: "If we fail to do so, Western Union will fail."”

8. Timothy P. Ireland, Creating the Entangling Alliance (Aldwych Press, London, 1989), p.162-3.
9. DEFE 4/24, COS(49)131st mtg., minute 8, 8 September 1949; DEFE 4/25, COS(49)154th mtg.,
minute 5, 19 October 1949; DEFE 6/11, JP(49)136 (Final), 1 March 1950.

10. Sir William Elliot Papers 2/1, Some Reflections on the Present Deadlock over the Question
of German Rearmament, 19 October 1950.
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presented a paper which stressed the deficiencies in western defence and the
Chiefs endorsed its conclusion that the forces available "were at present quite
inadequate".11 France was the only one of the European- allies with the
manpower resources to close the gap in western defences but she was politically
unstable and the morale of the French military establishment was low. In March
the Joint Planning Staff recommended that Britain should promise to contribute
an additional two divisions to the continent at the outbreak of war, while
reiterating that France was the key to solving Europe’s defence problems. They
claimed that a promise of British reinforcements was essential to boost French
morale and provide them with an incentive to make a greater contribution to
western defence.1? Field Marshal Montgomery, as Chief of the Imperial
General Staff, had argued this case persistently, but it was his successor, Sir
William Slim, who in changed circumstances proved more persuasive. A modified
version of the proposal was adopted by the Chiefs and accepted by Attlee at a
Defence Committee meeting on 23 March.13 The change had little effect in
France however. In July Bevin complained: "at the present moment the military
effectiveness of France and the Benelux Powers is still very small. France is still
sick, perhaps more sick than at the time of the signature of the Brussels
Treaty."14

It was in these circumstances that the British Chiefs became accustomed
to making strategic plans without the resources to implement them. In May 1948
they instructed the British Military Governor in Germany, Sir Brian Robertson,
to fight on the Rhine in the event of a Soviet attack. In October 1949 they
reaffirmed their commitment to Rhine defence as the basis of Allied strategy.15
They accepted this concept despite the fact that it-"was not a policy which we
would advocate on strategic grounds alone as it was in some respects militarily
unsound." There was particular concern that the Soviets might make a limited

attack, delaying their main assault on the Rhine until Allied reinforcements were

11. DEFE 4/29, COS(50)26th mtg., minute 1, 13 February 1950.

12. DEFE 6/12, JP(50)22, 10 March 1950.

13. DEFE 4/29, COS(50)39th mtg., minutes 1 and 2, 13 March 1950; DEFE 5/20, COS(50)93, 16
March 1950; CAB 131/9, DO(50)20, 20 March 1950; CAB 131/8,DO(50)Sth mtg., minute 1, 23
March 1950.

14. FO 371/85050, C4807/27/18, Barclay to Gainer and others, 20 July 1950.

15. DEFE 4/13, COS(48)64th mtg., minute 1, 10 May 1948 and COS(48)73rd mtg., minute 1, 28
May 1948; DEFE 4/25 COS(49)158th mtg., minute 8, 26th October 1949.
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drawn into position and could be destroyed. Nevertheless, a declaratory policy of
Rhine defence was seen as essential to reassure the French.10

The problem of implementing this policy remained. At the end of 1949 the
probability of a Soviet attack in the immediate future was almost discounted; but
the possibility of ever building up a successful defence system in Europe which
could meet the long term threat appeared remote. The British military had been
forced to accept a strategy of Rhine defence which they regarded as unsound,
while making continued and largely unavailing efforts to persuade the French to
improve their armed forces and the Americans to abandon their plan to give
priority to North Africa in the event of war.

It was the future Chief of the Air Staff, Sir John Slessor, who took the lead
in addressing the problems of western defence. Unlike his colleagues, Slim and
Fraser, who gained their reputation as war time commanders, Slessor’s standing
is based on his influence as a strategic thinker. He was an iconoclast who proved
a formidable advocate for the RAF during inter-service disputes. By the late 1940s
his two principal concerns were the promotion of strategic bombing and the
countering of the Soviet military threat. This led him to develop an unusual
perspective on the German rearmament issue. In 1943 he had been "convinced
that Germany is and will be the danger, and the one way to ensure that we never
have a World War III is to ensure that Germany is never again in a position of
military strength." However, even at this stage, he regarded the revival of a
German air force, rather than armoured divisions as the essence of the German
menace. By 1949 he had accepted the need for a German defence contribution
which would in the long term allow NATO to push its defence line east of the
Rhine. He acknowledged that because of French susceptibilities it was an
inappropriate time to raise the issue, but warned that the Germans would never
become firmly allied to the West unless they could be given an adequate defence.
He wrote: "GERMANY has turned to Russia several times in comparatively
recent history. And if we continue to talk about the RHINE line the time will
come when the GERMANS, believing the Allies intend anyway to abandon them
to their fate if war comes, will reinsure with RUSSIA. And that will be a day of

mortal peril for the West."

16. DEFE 4/25, COS(49)154th mtg., minute 4, 19 October 1949.
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This was to be the theme of British discussions of German rearmament
over the next six years, but Slessor brought a singular perspective to the dilemma.
He argued that it was French ignorance of the true strategic situation which
prevented Britain from beginning the process of German rearmament. He
believed that the point "which Allied policy in GERMANY has overlooked is that
as long as we occupy GERMANY and in this Air and Atomic age even if we

cease to do so, we have the practical means of preventing potential becoming

actual, if we, the Western democracies, are prepared to face up to realities." The
idea which the French and others had failed to grasp was that the threat of aerial
bombardment could be used to control Germany in the same way as the British
had policed colonial areas between the wars. Slessor placed the failure of
Britain’s European policy in the 1930s on the absence of "the Will to Act" and
called for greater resolution in the future. The solution to the German
rearmament problem, according to Slessor, "involves a really drastic revision of
many of the historic cannons of military doctrine...it is the threat and if necessary
the use of the bomb (and, if appropriate, the atomic bomb) as the form of force
to be employed to prevent the expansion of the GERMAN peace economy to a
war footing." Thus Slessor’s confidence that German rearmament could proceed
was based on his belief that the western democracies could employ the threat of
bombing against the Germans to prevent them re-emerging as an independent
threat, rather than on any faith that the Germans had changed. The only
remaining obstacle was to persuade the Allies of the soundness of this view.17

The current Chiefs, while not embracing the whole of Slessor’s thesis, were
equally convinced that a German contribution was essential to provide an effective
defence for western Europe. When presented with the Strang Committee’s report
on Germany in November 1949, they suggested that the West should take the
initiative in proposing talks on unification because the division of the country was
"a permanent source of friction." They dissented from the Foreign Office view that
a united Germany should remain disarmed and argued instead that, "The size of
the German army should be related to that of the French army". Taking up the

suggestion that a united Germany should have an armed gendarmerie they applied

17. AIR 75/61, Slessor to Pakenham, 28 May 1949, Slessor memo on Atlantic Foreign and
Strategic Policy, 10 July 1949. See also Sir John Slessor, Strategy for the West (Cassels, London,

1954), ch.6.
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it to the Federal Republic and stated: "the creation of a German armed
gendarmerie...was urgent and should be set in hand as soon as possible." In reply
the Strang Committee accepted the latter suggestion but stressed that it could not
be the basis for the creation of an army in the Federal Republic. They believed
such action would be opposed by the Soviets and that "it seems too early to
decide to entrust an army to the German Federal Government, at least until we
have seen how the new state dcvelops".18 This discussion revealed that a policy
of arming the gendarmerie in West Germany provided an area of possible
compromise between the Foreign Office and the military, but also the potential
for conflict over the urgency with which German rearmament should be pursued.

The parlous condition of western defences led to similar discussions in the
USA, the Netherlands and West Germany. In America the Senate was unwilling
to consider the Truman’s request for a large scale Mutual Assistance Program
without guarantees that the Europeans would use the funds to create an effective
defence. Taft complained that "although the amount was not large enough to do
any good it was sufficient to start an arms race". 19 Many Senators believed that
the only method by which an effective defence could be created was to arm the
Germans. Vandenberg declared: "Western Germany is the final key to our peace
hopes in Western Europe and to our final victory in case of war"20 The
American military was also increasingly convinced of the need for some form of
German contribution. During November 1949 Generals Bradley and Clay both
hinted at the need for a measure of German rearmament.21

While the American Congress was concerned about the wasting of
resources on inadequate defence arrangements, the continental Europeans were
alarmed at the threat to their territory resulting from NATO’s military impotence.
By the end of 1949 the Dutch States-General were moving towards support for

West German rearmament. Their Foreign Minister, Dirk Stikker, became one of

18. DEFE 4/26, COS(49)166th mtg., minute 1,9 November 1949; DEFE 4/30, COS(50)52nd mtg.,
minute 4, 29 March 1950; DEFE 5/20, COS(50)109, 3 April 1950; DEFE 6/11, JP(49)156, 17
March 1950; DEFE 11/26, Makins to Barclay, 9 November 1949; FO 371/76386, w6137, FO to
Paris, 9 November 1949.

19. Ireland (1989), op.cit., p.153.

20. Ibid., p.156.

21. Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), 1949, vol. 3, memo of conversation by
Perkins, 16 November 1949, p.317-8 and Acheson to McCloy, 21 November 1949, p.340.
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the leading advocates of German rearmament during the course of 1950.22 The
position of the new West German state was even more exposed than that of the
Netherlands. Following his victory in the country’s first national election,
Adenauer began to agitate for a new Alliance strategy encompassing the defence
of German territory east of the Rhine. This inevitably raised the possibility of a
German contribution and he discussed this matter with the Allied High
Commissioners on 8 December 1949.23

All of this was very unwelcome to the Foreign Office. Though they were
not averse to the idea of an armed gendarmerie for the Federal Republic, they
did not trust the Germans sufficiently to accept that they should possess regular
armed forces. On 15 December 1949, Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick, the Permanent
Under-Secretary of the German section and future British High Commissioner in
Germany, produced a memorandum which contained many of the themes of
Foreign Office opposition to early German rearmament. Like Strang, Kirkpatrick
had reluctantly participated in the appeasement of Germany in the 1930s and was
determined to prevent that country from regaining a position of influence.
However, the two men had very different personalities. Kirkpatrick was highly
opinionated and his antipathy to the Germans was part of a more general
xenophobia. He once told an emissary from the United States government "that
foreigners were either redundant or insanitary".24 In his December
memorandum he explained his opposition to early rearmament on the grounds
that the French would not accept it, it was provocative to the Soviets, the
resources were not available and it might lead to an end to the occupation
followed by American withdrawal from Europe. Finally, Kirkpatrick argued that
the Germans were untrustworthy. Even if they did not ally with the Soviets,
"experience teaches us that an armed German soon develops a truculence and

arrogance which makes him impossible to deal with."25 This idea of German

22. FO 371/85050, C4582/22/18, Ministry of Defence minute, 13 July 1950 (Annex D, FO Record
of US and Western European views on German rearmament); FO 371/85087, C57/57/18, Nichols
to Shuckburgh, 28 December 1949 and C3360/57/18, note of Stikker’s speech to Benelux meeting
on 13 May 1950.

23. DEFE 5/19, COS(50)8, 10 January 1950 (Appendix 1, Telegram from UK High Commissioner
to FO).

24. FRUS, 1955-7, vol.5, memo of a conversation, 1 September 1955, p.573.

25. DEFE 5/19, COS(50)8, 10 January 1950 (Appendix 4, Kirkpatrick Paper on the Problem of
German Rearmament, 15 December 1949).
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duplicity, already hinted at in the Strang Committee’s paper on Germany, was a
constant motif during Foreign Office discussions of this subject.

Despite the stated opposition of the Foreign Office to a German military
contribution, the Chiefs raised the subject again in their paper on the Japanese
Peace Treaty completed on 23 December 1949. This argued that the Allies could
not be less generous to the Germans than to the Japanese and that therefore a
future treaty with Germany ought to allow "a German army within the North
Atlantic Treaty, whilst the other North Atlantic Treaty Powers would be
responsible for the navy and air force."20 Gilchrist, of the Foreign Office’s
German section, complained that this paper, combined with various statements by
Stikker, Clay, Bradley and Robert Schuman, was causing progress towards
German rearmament to be made prc:maturely.z7 At the end of December the
Foreign Office contacted British diplomatic missions around the world to urge that
discussion of a German military contribution "should be firmly discouraged". They
stated: "the attractiveness of German armed support for Western Europe against
an attack by the Russians themselves are superficial and outweighed by the risks
which, unlike the hypothetical contingency of Soviet aggression would be real,
immediate and inescapable." The risks included the threat of preventive war by
the Soviets, the sowing of discord in France, German dominance of Western
Union and even the possibility of a military coup in the new Federal
Republic.28

The Chiefs’ determination to present the case for early German
rearmament only increased when Slessor replaced Tedder as Chief of the Air
Staff. At a meeting on 29 March 1950 they discussed two Joint Planning Staff
(JPS) papers, drawn up in consultation with the Foreign Office, which emphasised
the diplomatic obstacles to a policy of German rearmament. The papers again
stressed the duplicitous nature of the Germans, stating: "we believe that the
Germans were no more than superficially interested in western democracy for
itself and their real concern is the restoration of a united Germany." They

suggested that the build up of other western defence resources and the political

26. DEFE 5/18, COS(49)453, 23 December 1949.

27. FO 371/85048, C27/27/18, Gilchrist minute, 1 January 1950.

28. FO 371/85087, C57/57/18, Telegram to HM representatives around the world, 22 December
1949.
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integration of the Federal Republic into western Europe were essential

prerequisites to German militarisation. Slessor complained that these papers "dealt

too much with political factors and did not bring out clearly enough the military

case for the eventual creation of a German army". Though the paper dealing with

specific Foreign Office questions was approved in amended form, the main paper

covering the military aspects of German policy was rejected. The Chiefs urged that .
the rewrite should consider the possibility of using German rearmament as "a way

of meeting part of the serious deficit between the forces required and the forces

available for the defence of Western Europe."29 This instruction was to provide

the basis for the later proposal to form a German army of twenty divisions. In the

interim Slessor wrote directly to Strang to suggest that the insistence of his

committee that Germany must remain disarmed should be modified. He suggested

Germany should be allowed to make a defence contribution while making it

"perfectly clear that if she ever attacks the West again... she is bound to get in the

first month what she got over 5 years last time, and then some with the atomic

weapon as the opening gambit."30

During the first months of 1950, though discussion of German rearmament

in Europe and America was less prevalent, in Germany the Allies continued to

come under pressure from Adenauer on the issue of a security guarantee for the

Federal Republic.3 1 on 28 April he proposed the creation of a gendarmerie

of 25,000 men to enforce Federal policies and as a police force for Bonn.32
This plan produced a brief truce in the dispute between the civilian and military
branches of the British government. Kirkpatrick had hoped that the issue of a
Federal gendarmerie could be postponed but, accepting the military’s assessment
that it was a matter of urgency, he agreed not to oppose Adenauer’s request.3 3
At a meeting on 2 May the Chiefs and the Foreign Office representative,
Gilchrist, agreed that Adenauer’s proposal "was a step in the right direction."3*

However, on 11 May the High Commissioners rejected Adenauer’s request,

29. DEFE 4/30, COS(50)52nd mtg., minute 4, 29 March 1950; DEFE 5/20, COS(50)109, 3 April
1950; DEFE 6/11, JP(49)156(Final), 17 March 1950; DEFE 11/26, Elliot to Shinwell, S April 1950.
30. CAB 21/1761, Slessor to Strang, 8 May 1950.

31. FO 371/85048, C3136/27/18, Kirkpatrick to Bevin, 28 April 1950.

32. FO 371/85324, C3333/3333/18, Robertson to FO, 28 April 1950.

33. FO 371/85324, C3335/3333/18, Kirkpatrick minute, 25 April 1950.

34. DEFE 4/31, COS(50)70th mtg., minute 9, 2 May 1950.
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offering instead a force of 5,000 men, carrying only small arms.3>

It is apparent that during the spring of 1950, with France still prostrate and
America unwilling to become fully committed to European defence, the arguments
of the Chiefs were becoming increasingly persuasive and that a consensus was
emerging in favour of the creation of an armed gendarmerie. On reading the
Permanent Under-Secretary’s Committee’s paper, Attlee argued in favour of the
close integration of German forces into those of the West. He suggested: "German
armed forces would be integrated with other Western Union Forces in such a way
that while adding substantially to their strength the German contingent would not
be as effective as an independent Force". In future discussions of the EDC these
arguments would become common place but at the time they were a novel
contribution to the debate.3® In Cabinet on 8 May the view was expressed that
"before long it would be necessary to consider how Germany could best contribute
towards the defence of Western Europe - though this raised grave questions which
would require most careful conside,ration."3'7 There were, however, strong anti-
German prejudices in the Cabinet. In an unscripted outburst to the House of
Commons on 28 March, Bevin had expressed the view that the Hitler revolution
had been an expression of the German character and had been "latent there right
from Bismarkian days."?’8 Nevertheless, Bevin was forced to consider the Chiefs’
case that western Europe could not be defended without a West German
contribution. The Chiefs presented their proposals in paragraphs 24 and 25 of
their paper on Defence Policy and Global Strategy which was produced in its final
form just a few days after Adenauer’s request for a 25,000 man gendarmerie. This
paper acknowledged French concerns about German rearmament and noted the
possibility that a strong Germany might play off West against East, but declared
that, "in the long run the defence of western Germany against a Russian invasion
can only be secured with the assistance of German armed forces". The danger of

a split in Western Union and of the Soviets opting for a preventive war meant

35. FO 371/85324, C3337/3333/18, Recommendations of the High Commissioners, 11 May 1950.
36. CAB 21/1896, Elliot minute, 9 June 1950.

37. CAB 128/17, CM(50)29th mtg., minute 3, 8 May 1950.

38. Alan Bullock, The Life and Times of Ernest Bevin, vol3 : Foreign Secretary 1945-51
(Heinemann, London 1983), p.764. See also p.90 and p.268-9. As on so many other issues Bevin’s
view on this matter chimed with that of Eden. Ten years earlier Eden had commented: "Hitler is
not a phenomenon but a symptom, the expression of a great part of the German nation.” Glees,
op.cit., p.62.
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that full German rearmament could not begin yet, but certain steps should be
taken. The main proposal was for "the formation of an armed gendarmerie similar
to the Bereitschaft in the East zone." This particular phrase indicated the
ambitious nature of the military’s plans, for the Bereitschaften was a miniature
East German army rather than a police force. That the Chiefs saw the proposed
gendarmerie as the basis of a future West German defence contribution is
confirmed by their statement that "The ultimate aim would be the formation of
a German contingent within the forces of Western Europe."39

The problem was that, though Kirkpatrick had now accepted the military
arguments for a gendarmerie, the Foreign Office and the Chiefs still differed over
the tasks it would be expected to perform within the Federal Republic. The
Foreign Office brief on Germany for the May London conference of Foreign
Ministers agreed, in line with the new policy, that the British government should
not oppose a German request for a gendarmerie. However, they suggested that
its main functions would be to give the Federal goveniment the means to enforce
its authority, thus relieving the occupying forces of this responsibility; to enhance
the Federal government’s prestige whilst lifting West German morale which was
being damaged by the expansion of the East German police; and to make a small
contribution to defence should war break out.40

The Foreign Office draft provided the basis for official British policy
‘towards the gendarmerie whilst the Chiefs of Staff paper provided an additional
covert rationale. The tension between these two visions of the future role of the
German gendarmerie was not resolved until after the outbreak of the Korean
War. When the Defence Committee discussed the Global Strategy Paper on 25
May they approved the section on Germany. This decision was in effect a victory
for the military as it meant that the government was not merely committed to the

principle of German rearmament, but was also prepared to take the first steps

towards achieving it through the medium of a heavily armed Federal gendarmerie.

39. The paper on Global Strategy and Defence Policy will not be released until 2000 but the
relevant paragraphs can be found in FO 371/8505, C4719/27/18, FO paper on the Communication
of Views to the US Chiefs of Staff, 12 July 1950. In addition an official version of their report,
which omits any reference to the Volkspolizei can be found in H.J. Yasamee and K.A. Hamilton,
Documents on British Policy Overseas: Korea, Series II, vol.2, appendix 1, p.419-20.

40. FO 371/85324, C3335/3333/18, FO brief on Germany for the London conference, 28 April
1950.
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Though it may appear anomalous that Bevin sided with the Chiefs on this issue
two additional considerations help explain his decision. The first is that Bevin took
this step somewhat tentatively and ensured it was not communicated to the Allies.
He stressed that "it would be wholly premature to discuss any such far reaching
measure with our Allies at the present time."*! The second key factor was that
Bevin was particularly susceptible to the advice of his military advisers and had
intervened on their behalf more than once in the past.42

The problem for British foreign policy was that it was practically impossible
to make the creation of a heavily armed German police force appear as anything
other than a first step towards a German army. British representatives in
Washington immediately questioned this new foreign policy departur‘e. The Chiefs
of Staff had sought to persuade the Americans of the need for a gendarmerie
through the representations of the British Joint Services Mission (BJSM) in
Washington.43 On receiving the minutes of the May Defence Committee
meeting, the BJSM asked for confirmation that the new policy was not to be
discussed with the Americans and that the government was now seeking to
establish a police force of 25,000 men in line with Adenauer’s request, rather than
the 5,000 men agreed by the High Commissioners. This was confirmed but was
then subject to further queries by the British Embassy in Washington. Oliver
Franks, the British Ambassador, noted that the paper on Global Strategy, "set
Federal police proposal in a context entirely different from that subsequently
outlined in the joint submission to Foreign Ministers... of 11 May.“44 When
Tedder, representing the BISM, went on to discuss the Global Strategy Paper with
the Americans, the reference to arming the German gendarmerie in the same
manner as East German para-military forces, who were being equipped with tanks
and artillery, was removed. The Minister of State at the Foreign Office, Kenneth

Younger, informed the Ministry of Defence of Bevin’s view that using the

41. FO 371/85325, C4587/3333/18, Mallet minute, 7 July 1950; DEFE 11/26, Elliot to Shinwell,
9 June 1950.

42. During the war Bevin had championed the military’s view that they must have priority in the
allocation of manpower. In January 1947 he had sided with the Chiefs of Staff when Attlee
attempted to reduce British commitments in the Middle East. Bullock, op. cit., vol.2, Minister of
Labour 194045 (Heinemann, London 1967), p.132-3, and vol3, p.348-51.

43. FO 371/85325, C27/3333/18, Gainer to Attlee, 6 July 1950.

44. DEFE 11/26, BJSM to MOD, 2 June and 8 June 1950; FO371/85324, C3854/3333/18, Franks
to FO, 8 June 1950.
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gendarmerie as a first step towards rearming the Germans was "a subject which
should not be pursued with the Americans at the present moment and that no
further exchange of views should take place regarding the studies now being
carried out by the Chiefs of Staff on this problem".45 |

Despite these efforts at concealment, the Americans were aware that the
German federal gendarmerie could form the basis of German armed forces and
their Joint Chiefs had already considered pursuing this method of German
rearmament.*® The American High Commissioner, John McCloy, and the State
Department disapproved of this scheme and became alarmed at the British
government’s vigorous espousal of Adenauer’s gendarmerie proposals. In June the
visit of Adenauer’s security adviser, Schwerin, ta London raised suspicions among
American officials that the British were conspiring with the West German
authorities to expedite the process of German rearmament. On 13 June McCloy
reported that it was "becoming increasingly evident that the UK is utilizing
pressure for the creation of a German police force as a first step towards the
remilitarization of Germany".47 On 6 July the American Ambassador spoke to
Attlee about Schwerin’s visit and urged the divorcing of the issues of German
rearmament and a Federal police force. He insisted "it would be premature to
discuss the remilitarisation of Germany and that any step in that direction might
serve to induce the Soviet (sic) to march in the west."48

The French too were concerned at the new British attitude. Their Embassy
warned: "it seemed to them impossible to disguise the fact that a Federal
gendarmerie, once created, would in fact form the nucleus of German armed
forces". They proposed that the Federal government make use of the local Land
forces in emergencies. A Foreign Office minute stated that, "Since one of our

objectives in supporting the creation of a Federal gendarmerie is, in fact, to lay

the foundations for an eventual armed force of some kind for employment within

45. FO 371/85050, C4719/27/18, Gilchrist to Barnes, 13 July 1950 and C4582/22/18, Younger to
MoD, 13 July 1950.

46..Records of the JCS, pt.2, reel 2, (A Microfilm Project of University Publications of America,
Washington 1980), JCS 2124/5, Report by the Joint Strategic Survey Committee on a German
Gendarmerie for the Western Zones, 7 July 1950.

47. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (W.W. Norton, New York 1969), p.390; FRUS 1950,
vol.4, memo by Truman for Acheson, 16 June, including footnote 1, McCloy telegram, 13 June
1950, p.688.

48. FRUS 1950, vol.4, Ambassador to Britain (Douglas) to Acheson, 6 July 1950, p.695-6: PREM
8/1209, Mallet minute, 6 July 1950.
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the Western European defence system, the French proposals here defeat our
purpose.” Ivo Mallet, the Under-Secretary superintending the German Political
Department, suggested: "Ministers will have to decide whether to attempt to
overcome French opposition by openly stating that we regard the proposed force
as the first step towards a Federal gendarmerie, which in turn will be a first step
towards a measure of German rearmament; or whether we content ourselves for
the present with meeting Adenauer’s request as far as can be done". 49

American and French opposition to any form of German rearmament was
also evident from their obstruction of the Federal gendarmerie scheme in the
High Commission. The plan for a force of 5,000 men sanctioned by the High
Commissioners on 11 May was insufficient to achieve the purposes agreed at the
Defence Committee meeting of 25 May and the British representatives therefore
set about trying to achieve agreement on stronger measures through the
establishment of a working party to examine alternative proposals for a Federal
police force. Robertson believed a gendarmerie was essential both for the defence
of western Europe and the maintenance of internal security. It was required to
prevent a recurrence of an incident in March 1950 when British troops were
forced to intervene following attacks on a British dismantling team at the
Salzgitter steel plant.50 Robertson was a figure on whom Bevin had come to
rely and it is probable that his views, along with those of the Chiefs, overcame
Bevin’s innate suspicion of the Germans during the summer of 195051

Though the outbreak of war in Korea on 24 June had a profound effect on
the Truman administration’s attitude to German rearmament and therefore
indirectly led to British acceptance of full scale German rearmament in response
to American pressure, its immediate effect on British policy has been exaggerated,
while its long term effects have been misunderstood. In June 1950 the Joint
Planning Staff at the insistence of the Chiefs of Staff were already making plans
for a German contribution to western defence. The Foreign Office had agreed to

support Adenauer’s request for a 25,000 man Federal police force though, as their

49. FO 371/85324, C4094/3333/18, Ashe minute, 22 June 1950 and Mallet minute, 27 June 1950.
50. Thomas Alan Schwartz, America’s Germany (Harvard University Press, London 1991), p.119;
FO 371/85022, C4350/20/18, Robertson to Bevin, 22 June 1950.

51. Barbara Schwepke, The British High Commissioners in Germany: Some Aspects of their
Work, PhD(Arts), London, 1991, p.29-30.
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brief for the London conference had shown, they believed its role should be the
maintenance of internal order. Their scepticism about the rearmament of West
Germany through a gendarmerie was only confirmed by events in Korea. Outside
the government, Churchill had written to Attlee on 5 May suggesting a
contribution of five divisions from the Federal Republic.52 Attlee, as we have
seen, was already contemplating a German contribution to an integrated NATO
force. In this context Churchill’s subsequent call, during a speech to the Council
of Europe, for the creation of a European army containing German units appears
less dramatic, though he did now privately speak of 10 rather than 5 German
divisions.?3 Admittedly, the Korean conflict persuaded many people who had
not been party to these arguments of the need for a German contribution to a
large programme of western rearmament. The Under-Secretary of State at the Air
Ministry, Aidan Crawley, after consulting with the Secretary of State for War,
John Strachey, wrote that unless "it is decided now that German forces must be
included in Western defence by the time we aim at making these defences
adequate all our money will be wasted".>* Similarly, Kenneth Younger wrote:
"it is surely essential to face the fact that without the Germans, realistic western
defence by 1954 or probably 1957 is out of the question".55
Initially Bevin remained committed to a policy of German rearmament.

This is evident from a note by Roderick Barclay, Bevin’s Private Secretary, written

after the Korean War in response to a minute from Mallet stating the Chiefs of

Staff’s view that, "Even if and when France can be rearmed the question of the
association of Federal Germany will have to be effected.” Barclay responded that

this was Bevin’s opinion also and "that once some progress has been made with

the rearming of France I do not think he would necessarily exclude the taking of

the necessary steps to incorporate the Germans in the general defensive system...

it is only on account of French and American susceptibilities that the Secretary

of State has felt we must be so very cautious."0 By the end of the year the

52. Martin Gilbert, Winston S. Churchill: Never Despair, vol.8 (Heinemann, London, 1988), p.530.
53. Churchill Papers 1945-65, 2/32, Churchill to Truman, 14 August 1950, telephone message to
Sandys, 15 August 1950.

54. John Strachey Papers, box 10, 1950, Crawley to Strachey, 14 July 1950 and memo by Crawley,
17 July 1950. Note that the Strachey papers are currently being re-filed.

55. Kenneth Younger Diaries, 6 July 1950.

56. FO 371/85050, C4807/3333/18, Mallet and Barclay minutes of 21 and 22 July 1950.
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positions would be reversed as the Americans pressed the issue of German
rearmament while Bevin and the Foreign Office sought to delay it, but during this
period it was evident that neither the French nor the Americans were willing to
accept British proposals for a police force of 25,000 men. On 1 July 1950
Kirkpatrick, the new British High Commissioner, who was evidently reluctant to
press the matter, was warning "that in the face of French opposition and
American hesitation the whole project may become irretrievably stuck.">’
Speaking to Mallet on the phone later that month Kirkpatrick warned "the
Americans are with the French on this."8
By 4 July Mallet was advocating the separation of the gendarmerie and
rearmament issues. He suggested that in order to overcome the opposition of the
other High Commissioners to the gendarmerie plan it was "necessary to make it
clear to the US and French Governments that we regard the question of the
German police as one wholly distinct from that of the rearmament of
Germany".59 This idea was implicit in a new plan put forward by Kirkpatrick
which became the basis of British policy at the New York conferences in
September 1950. In the interim the High Commission agreed to the creation of
a Land based mobile police force of 10,000 men.%0 After the rejection of the
initial British concept, the Foreign Office continued to support the idea of a
Federal gendarmerie but with a new rationale, based on the Korean experience.
The Chiefs of Staff pressed ahead with their demands for early German
rearmament which events in Korea appeared to have made more urgent and the
scale of which they calculated on the basis of NATO’s strategic requirements.
Foreign Office policy was largely the work of Kirkpatrick. He had accepted
the gendarmerie plan only with reluctance and failed to press for it vigorously
after replacing Robertson as High Commissioner. His primary goal was the
integration of the Federal Republic into the western system. In November 1948
he had written that West Germany should ultimately join Western Union, thus

"making them so dependent, economically, politically and militarily on the Western

57. FO 371/85324, C4374/3333/18, Kirkpatrick to Gainer, 1 July 1950 and C4414/3333/18,
Kirkpatrick to Gainer, 30 June 1950; FO 371/85325, C27/3333/18, Gainer summary of German
police position for Attlee, 6 July 1950.
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World that they cannot afford to break away and join the East."01 However, in
mid-1950 he was still convinced that military integration would be premature and
this view was confirmed by his first experiences as High Commissioner. He took
up his post only weeks before the Korean conflict began and was shocked by the
anguished reaction of the German public to events in the Far East. The
experience left him with a jaundiced view of the Germans which was to influence
his opinions in the years to come. In particular he identified a strain of instability
and unpredictability in the German character which he believed the West would
have to counter by a policy of judicious concessions mixed with a determined
effort to develop permanent ties between the Federal Republic and the West.
Kirkpatrick was concerned about the state of civilian morale in the Federal
Republic and about the panic induced by the Korean War. The West Germans
feared that the East German regime might follow a similar course to the North
Koreans. On 15 July Kirkpatrick warned: "Failing any evidence of our resolve
there will be an increasing tendency to compound with the Russians while there
is time." He was hopeful that the West could "hold the position", but only if there
was some evidence that they were tackling the defence problem.62 At the start
of August Kirkpatrick outlined a five point plan for restoring confidence among
the population without resorting to rearmament. He insisted that there was no
support for this idea among the German people and that the West would have to
continue to bear the main burden of defence. As an alternative to rearmament
he proposed that the Federal government be allowed an effective gendarmerie,
that alterations be made in the role of the Germans working for the occupying
forces as auxiliaries and that improvements be made in the German frontier
police. In addition, he suggested that studies should be made of the potential
refugee problem in Germany which would result from a Soviet attack and of the
possibility of West Germany making an industrial contribution to western
rearmament.%3

On 18 August, two weeks after the Kirkpatrick note was received, the
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Chiefs presented their paper on German rearmament.‘ It was based on a second
redraft of the Joint Planning Staff paper first presented on 29 March. At that
meeting the Chiefs had called for greater emphasis on the military arguments in
favour of German rearmament; but the redraft was rejected on 2 May in favour
of a more comprehensive survc:y.64 Thus the origins of the August proposals
can be found in the Chiefs’ pre-Korean War convictions that large scale German
rearmament had to be considered. Their plan was entirely different from
Kirkpatrick’s. Their proposal to immediately start building up a 20 division
German army with an additional 10 reserve divisions was the most ambitious form
of German rearmament proposed during 1950. The extreme nature of the plan
reflected the increased importance of western Europe in British strategy and the
vast deficit between the forces required and those available for European defence,
as revealed by NATO planning. The Chiefs knew that the deterrent value of the
American atomic bomb was waning and feared that Britain’s position would
become untenable should the Soviets take advantage of western conventional
weaknesses and overrun the continent. They believed that Britain would be highly
vulnerable once the Rhine defences were breached. Historically the Low
Countries had been an area of vital military interest to Britain and the Chiefs
recognised their continued relevance to British defence policy. They noted: "It had
become of vital importance for the survival of the United Kingdom that the
enemy should be held no further west than the line of the Rhine. Even with the
advent of improved weapons we could not afford to forego the early warning of
an air attack that could be obtained by Allied possession of the Low
Countries."® In 1949 the Chiefs had rejected the possibility of holding a
bridgehead west of the Rhine and so the defence line had to be drawn on the
Rhine or further east. The new importance of European defence was evident from
the decision to allot two reserve divisions to western Europe and the revision of
the three pillar defence policy to incorporate the defence of the continent into the

first pillar of British strategy, the defence of the home base.%0

64. DEFE 4/30, COS(50)52nd mtg., minute 4, 29 March 1950; DEFE 4/31, COS(50)70th mtg.,
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The inadequacy of the forces available to implement a strategy of Rhine
defence was obvious from the widespread lack of confidence in the Western
Union’s Short Term Plan, while the scale of rearmament required for an effective
system of Rhine defence was revealed by the negotiations over NATO’s Medium
Term Defence Plan. Montgomery, as Commander in Chief of the forces of
Western Union, noted that the Short Term Plan, which was based on Rhine
defence, "was quite inoperable because the forces available were totally
inadequate."67 Yet the task of building up an effective defence was formidable,
especially when economic costs were considered. Initial estimates of the forces
required to implement the Medium Term Defence Plan were so daunting that
they had to be scaled down to reduce the gap between requirements and the
forces likely to be available.98 The eventual targets, which did not take account
of a possible German contribution, required Britain to provide 7 divisions and 520
fighters by D + 90 days. As Sir George Creasey, Vice Chief of the Naval Staff,
noted, the UK "could not hope" to meet this figure, "without an upheaval in our
national economy". The French, whose defence establishment was in a state of
chaos and who were involved in a war in Indochina were expected to provide 24'2
divisions.®? During the summer the NATO planners considered a less drastic
programme of rearmament which would include the raising of 3 German divisions
and an additional American contribution of 3 divisions. Even in these
circumstances, however, the British Chiefs were dubious about their ability to
meet their allotted contribution of 6 British divisions by D+20 days.70

It appeared that the only means of filling the gap between the estimated .
requirements of western defence and those likely to be actually available was to
proceed with a more substantial measure of German rearmament. The Chiefs of
Staff had already noted on 8 March "the importance of enlisting German

manpower to redress the balance between east and west."’1 The problem with
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the plan that they advocated in August 1950, however, was that they allowed their
proposals to be based entirely on the extent of the likely deficit between defence
requirements and capabilities. The type of scheme this would produce was already
evident in the rejected Joint Planning Staff paper of 21 April, which estimated
that the deficit would be around 30 divisions and stated that West Germany had
the manpower to fill this gap.72 The revised paper of August 1950 merely
elaborated on this analysis. Its main conclusion was stated in the covering note
which read: "In view of the present defenceless position of Western Europe in
face of the impending threat and present mounting tension, and since the only
way in which this position can be remedied is to use the military resources of
Western Germany we recommend that HM Government should take the initiative
in effecting the necessary political and economic measures which will enable the
rearmament of Western Germany to start since without this measure there is no
possibility of defending Western Europe." Though deference was paid to Foreign
Office arguments about the need to give priority to rearming other west European
countries, the economic obstacles to rearmament and the importance of not
bargaining with the Germans, these factors are not evident from the actual
recommendations of the report, which involved a programme more ambitious than
that put forward by the Americans at the September meetings in New York or by
Adenauer’s advisers in the Himmerod Memorandum of October. >

The JPS recommended, and the Chiefs of Staff approved, that measures
be taken immediately to begin the process of creating German armed forces
consisting of 20 balanced ground divisions and 10 reserve divisions, an air defence
force of 1,000 fighters and a tactical air component of 1,100 aircraft. The size of
this force was a reflection of the deficiencies in western defences. Though a more
complex procedure is adopted to reach the figure of 30 divisions, essentially the
calculation is the same as that made in the rejected JPS report of 21 April. The
30 divisions were the minimum required to fill the expected gap between NATO
targets and Allied capabilities. Basing the plan on the NATO requirement for 56
divisions at M + 30 days to defend the Rhine, the JPS estimated that 60 divisions

72. DEFE 6/12, JP(50)46, 21 April 1950.
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would be required for a defence inside West German territory. Moving the
defence line further east was essential to fill Mhe military vacuum between the
Rhine and the Elbe", and gave the Chiefs the opportunity to change the emphasis
on Rhine defence which they had always believed was unsound. Apparently in
response to Foreign Office concerns, at this point the military planners introduced
the idea that German forces should constitute no more than a third of the total
Allied force. On the basis that 60 divisions would be required for a defence west
of the Rhine, the West Germans would be expected to provide 20 divisions by
M+30 days. The problem with this calculation was that the size of the German
contribution was calculated as a ratio of the troops NATO ought to deploy to
fulfil military requirements. As the paper admitted, however, the most optimistic
assessment of the non-German forces likely to be available in 1954 was 27
divisions. If this figure were used then the German contribution would have to be
reduced to 13 or 14 divisions. Rather than employing the two to one ratio to limit
German rearmament, it was actually used to urge the adoption of drastic new
measures for west European rearmament including "a major degree of industrial
mobilisation", increases in American financial aid and even the utilisation of
obsolete equipment to provide arms for the extra forces. In calculating the
German air contribution the planners estimated that 4,400 planes were required,
and the fraction to be provided by the Germans was one quarter, instead of the
one third used for ground forces. The resulting figure of 1,100 was only a small
proportion of the expected deficiency of 3,000 aircraft. Again, however, if the
proposals were implemented and the projected size of the Allied tactical air force
proved correct, the West Germans would supply closer to a half than a quarter
of the NATO air forces.”

In contrast to the ambitious plans of the Army and Air Force, the Navy
were distinctly unenthusiastic about a German defence contribution. Ofthe three
services they remained the most concerned about the revival of Germany’s war-
making capacity. Thus they insisted that the Federal Republic must be prohibited
from possession of, "All major war vessels, including submarines. "Z}: When the

Navy’s Director of Plans was forced to clarify the Admiralty’s proposals for the

74. DEFE 5/23, COS(50)305, 18 August 1950.
75. Ibid.

r BIBL >
LONDIN.
KUNIVj



planned German Navy during the EDC discussions of the following year, he
reiterated the view that the Germans should not be allowed destroyers of
submarines but restricted to the possession of coastal escorts and
mineswq::epers.76 Unlike their colleagues in the other services, Admiralty
planners consistently refused to contemplate a major German contribution in their
field and reacted with alarm whenever the Germans expressed any interest in
expanding their planned naval contribution.”’

The Chiefs presented their proposals at a time when a backlash against the
idea of either covert or open German rearmament was occurring in the Foreign
Office. Mallet told the Chiefs that their report gave "insufficient weight to the
formidable political difficulties involved in the policy proposed." Both the French
and the Americans were opposed to German rearmament, while the German
economy would be unable to support the scale of defence effort envisaged.78
This was not merely a reaction to the American refusal to countenance the
gendarmerie scheme, but also the product of a new assessment of the German
situation following developments in Korea. It was felt that an armed gendarmerie
of the type proposed by Kirkpatrick would have a crucial rule in combating the
threat from the East German para-military force and ought not to be regarded
merely as the basis for a larger scheme of rearmament. It was now evident that
the East German Bereitschaften, or Volkspolizei, was being turned "into a highly
trained regular German army of 150,000 men which is to include a number of
armoured divisions." In West Germany, negotiations for a Land based mobile
police were subject to endless delays, and at the end of August Adenauer made
a new request for a gendarmerie of 150,000 men to counter the East German
forces.79 Like the German Chancellor, Bevin believed that the threat of a
Korean style attack against the Federal Republic was genuine. Under his direction

a paper incorporating Kirkpatrick’s proposals was prepared for the Cabinet. It
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envisaged the cre:ation of a 100,000 strong gendarmerie and the expansion of and
improvements in the German customs police and auxiliary forces. This policy,
"would give us at an early date nearly 200,000 trained Germans an access[ion] of
strength which would be sufficient to deter the Russians from using the Eastern
German army against the western zones." On 1 September the Defence
Committee endorsed this policy and three days later Bevin informed the Cabinet
that he proposed to advocate the creation of a West German gendarmerie of up
to 100,000 men at the New York Foreign Ministers met:ting.80

The Chiefs’ plans had been by-passed. On 13 August a Foreign Office brief
for Bevin outlined their formal objections to the Chiefs’ ideas. Though the 20
division proposal is described as a useful "first estimate”, the paper is criticised for
paying "insufficient attention a) to the difficulties we are likely to have with our
allies, particularly in regard to the fear of Soviet reactions...b) to the ability of the
German economy to support such a load... and c) to the dangers of rearming
Germany."81 By the end of the month the Minister of Defence, Emanuel
Shinwell, had accepted that the proposals of his military advisors were impractical
and agreed to accept the Foreign Office line 82

More interesting than this debate are the comments of Ivo Mallet on the
new gendarmerie plan. On 15 March 1950, responding to a request from
Robertson that the Foreign Office take some action to reassure the West German
population, Mallet had clearly envisaged the formation of a gendarmerie as a
possible starting point for German rearmament. His minute stated: "If ultimately
an integration of German manpower and resources into western defence becomes
possible we may have some hope of defending western Europe and ourselves... As
this is at present impossible can we make a start with this most urgent problem
by beginning to create a gendarmerie?"83 By September he was complaining
that, to the Chiefs of Staff, "the federal gendarmerie has always been nothing
more than a first step towards a German armed force." The idea of ‘making a

start’ on rearmament with the gendarmerie now appeared ridiculous to Mallet. He
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explained that,"Just as there is a job for the frontier police and the auxiliaries so
there is a job for the gendarmerie." Their role was to deal with disturbances and
sabotage which would otherwise distract the attention of the Allied forces. In a
key section, revealing the change in thinking brought about by the Korean War,
he stated that the need for a gendarmerie, "has become urgent since Korea
opened our eyes to the danger that the Russians will use the Bereitschaften to
stage a civil war in Germany for the avowed purpose of reuniting the country and
freeing it from foreign occupation. It is doubtful whether the Allied forces, as at
present constituted... would be able to hold Western Germany by the end of next
year if the Bereitschaften continued to develop as they are doing."84

These comments by one of the senior Foreign Office officials dealing with
German policy illustrate the changes in British thinking about a gendarmerie as
well as undermining the current historical consensus about its role in British
policy. Christian Greiner has stated that prior to the Korean War the western
occupying powers "adhered strictly to their demilitarisation policy", while Saki
Dockrill has argued that it was only after June 1950 that the British began to
contemplate using a Federal gendarmerie as the basis for a future army.85
These accounts have strong intuitive appeal. After all, prior to the Korean War,
the British were thinking in terms of a 25,000 man gendarmerie, while Bevin was
railing against the Germans in the Commons; after June 1950 the Foreign
Secretary moderated his language and a scheme emerged for a 100,000 man force.
However, though we do not have a complete record of the May Defence
Committee méeting, it is quite clear that Bevin gave at least tentative approval to
the Chiefs’ plans at \this time, while at the Defence Committee meeting of
September he explicitly ruled out German rearmament "before Western Europe
was stronger".86 The strongest evidence that on the first occasions the
gendarmerie was regarded as a step towards full German rearmament is contained

in the minutes of Foreign Office officials such as Barclay and Mallet which suggest

that Bevin had now agreed to take the first steps towards German rearmament,
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and the reactions of British officials abroad who clearly discerned the change in
policy initiated at the May Defence Committee meeting.

It may appear anomalous that the British, who for four years after 1950
were to argue with the Americans for a more cautious approach to the
rearmament of Germany and a more conciliatory line towards the Soviets, were
the first to propose arming the Germans. However, when placed in their proper
context the British arguments in favour of an armed gendarmerie do not appear
so peculiar. Though the British military envisaged the gendarmerie as the basis for
a major defence contribution from West Germany, their arguments were never
wholly accepted. Initially the Foreign Office resisted the Chiefs’ conception
vigorously and they only reluctantly succumbed when Bevin was persuaded that
the long term military situation was hopeless without a German defence
contribution. The Korean War transformed the debate in a rather unexpected
way. With the West about to engage in a massive programme of rearmament and
with industry unable to meet the demands of the newly buoyant defence sector,
the prospect of finding any arms to supply to the Germans appeared distant.
Instead a new rationale for German rearmament emerged which was hinted at in
Kirkpatrick’s post-Korean War gendarmerie proposals. This argument was based
on the notion, which was already embedded in Foreign Office thinking, that the
Germans were unreliable and prone to extreme reactions. When combined with
the realisation that the occupation could not be permanent it produced a
conviction that West Germany must be rearmed in such a way that the country
would find itself bound by political and military ties to the West before the end
of Allied controls became inevitable. The door to an eastern alliance must be
firmly shut. However, this analysis did not triumph immediately and in the next
chapter the main theme will be the continuation of the post-Korean War reaction
during which the anti-German prejudices of the government, the belief that
German rearmament must be subordinate to NATO rearmament and the fear
engendered by the Chinese Communist intervention in Korea produced a backlash

against the whole idea of arming the Germans.
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CHAPTER 2
THE LABOUR BACKILASH

It was in the winter of ‘1950-1 that those factors militating against the
acceptance of German rearmament, namely a visceral antipathy to the Germans
resulting from two world wars and a fear of Soviet reactions, had the greatest
influence on the development of British policy. This was also the period in which
the government first began to consider the financial costs which would result from
Germany making its contribution to defence directly through the training and
equipping of its own armed forces, rather than indirectly through the payment of
occupation costs to Britain, the United States and France. However, there were
countervailing pressures which were to be more influential in the long run. The
most significant of these was American pressure to accept German rearmament.
The Truman administration gained a nominal success in September by persuading
Bevin to accept the idea of German rearmament in principle but they were to be
frustrated by a combination of French intransigence and British insistence that
agreeing to the principle did not imply agreement to the immediate execution of
the policy. The Labour government’s scrupulous adherence to this principle was
facilitated by the American decision of December 1950 to end the linkage
between German rearmament and American reinforcements to Europe. However,
the Franco-American agreement to support a German contribution to a European
army in the summer of 1951 left the British isolated. This development and the
realisation that some kind of arrangement for a German defence contribution
would be needed before the occupation ended, ensured that the British revolt
against the demands of American foreign policy petered out with the defeat of the
Labour government in the October general election.

An analysis of British policy between September 1950 and October 1951
reveals that the deep divisions which developed earlier in 1950 on the subject of
a German defence contribution persisted. The military chiefs and their political
masters had very different priorities. The military’s principal aim was the
successful completion of negotiations to provide additional forces to close the gap
between the force levels required to provide an effective defence for western
Europe and the forces available. They hoped that the Germans would contribute

to this process as soon as possible, though there were doubts about when this
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would be feasible. The Foreign Office, which had been pursuing a policy of
seeking to tie western Germany into the western alliance since 1946, were
primarily concerned with the completion of this process through the replacement
of the Occupation Statute with a contract between the Federal Republic and the
wartime allies. The majority of ministers and of the Parliamentary Labour Party
regarded the possibility of achieving a modus vivendi with the Soviet Union as a
more attractive goal than pressing ahead with German rearmament. Indeed, it was
hoped that the latter could be sacrificed to achieve the former. Despite the
collapse of the preliminary discussions with the Soviets in June 1951, it was still
hoped that German rearmament could be postponed. Even had the international
circumstances been propitious the British government were not prepared to
accept the immediate creation of German armed forces in this period.

The position of the Labour government with regard to German
rearmament and the prospect of four power talks was influenced by the enervated
condition of the second Attlee administration. Within the country at large, the
Parliamentary Labour Party and the Cabinet itself there was much anti-German
and anti-American prejudice but it was the lack of foreign policy leadership which
allowed these tendencies to flourish. At the February 1950 election Labour’s
majority was cut to five and for the next eighteen months the party continued to
govern under the constant threat of a general election.] This made the Cabinet
vulnerable to the pressuré of backbench and public opinion, but more important
in this respect were the deficiencies of Labour’s national leadership. The Big Five
were in decline and the bipolar world of Gaitskellite and Bevanite politics had yet
to emerge. By September 1950, when the decision to support German
rearmament in principle was taken, Bevin and Cripps were fatally ill, Dalton,
though still with some influence, was at the backwater of Town and Country

2

Planning, and Attlee appeared to be more diffident than ever.“ The key figure
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was the party strategist and electoral planner, Herbert Morrison. When he
replaced Bevin as Foreign Secretary in March 1951 he seemed the only possible
successor to Attlee. Yet it was from this moment that Morrison’s career went into
decline. He was regarded both by his contemporaries and by his future
biographers as a poor Foreign Secrc:tary.3 The consequence of Bevin’s frailty and
then Morrison’s weakness was that German policy became the subject of
numerous indecisive squabbles between ministers. In this atmosphere Attlee,
responding to the concerns of the Parliamentary Labour Party and hopeful of
some sort of rapprochement with the Soviet Union, guided the government
towards a policy of delaying German rearmament. Though it is possible that even
if Bevin had still been the vigorous, autocratic figure of the 1940s he would have
pursued a similar policy, he would never have allowed his decision to become the
subject of a prolonged governmental dispute of this kind.

The Chiefs of Staff, who were in the process of reassessing the Soviet
threat during early 1951, were eagre to begin the process of German rearmament
as rapidly as possible. As we shall see there was a certain inconsistency about their
views as to the effect this would have on Soviet policy, but despite this it is clear
that during this period the British military were making a serious attempt to assist
in the construction of an effective conventional defence for western Europe.
~ Indeed, in December 1950 the Chiefs had their most series clash yet with the
Foreign Office over the issue of German rearmament. They sought to downplay
suggestions from the diplomatic corps that it might provoke a dangerous Soviet
reaction. The strategy developed by Eisenhower at NATO headquarters called for
a defence east of the Rhine and if this was to be successfully implemented then
a German contribution seemed essential. During 1951 the Chiefs remained among
the most radical and persistent advocates of measures designed to achieve a

substantial German contribution to defence at an early date, but there was

3. Dalton recorded: "HM doesn’t work at Foreign Affairs and doesn’t know about them." Acheson
claimed Morrison "knew nothing of foreign affairs and had no feeling for situations beyond the
sound of Bow Bells". Dirk Stikker, the Dutch Foreign Minister, complained in June 1951 that
"inspirational” British leadership in foreign affairs "disappeared from the Labour Government with
the departure of Cripps and the death of Bevin." See the Hugh Dalton Diaries, part 1 vol.42, 4
June 1951; Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (W.W. Norton, New York, 1969), p.505; Louis
Galambos (ed.), The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower: NATO and the Campaign of 1952,
vol.12, (John Hopkins Press, London, 1989), Eisenhower to Harriman, 12 June 1951, p.346;
Bernard Donoughue and G.W. Jones, Herbert Morrison: Portrait of a Politician (Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, London, 1975), ch.36.
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increasing concern about how soon the alliance would have the resources available
to rearm the Germans. The Chiefs were generally more pessimistic than the other
allies about the length of time required to develop effective German armed forces
and were sceptical about the likelihood of the continental powers meeting their
obligations to NATO. German rearmament was an obvious solution to the
problem of closing at least part of the projected gap between the force
requirement prescribed by NATO and the actual contribution which the
continental powers were likely to make.

Foreign Office officials were, in general, less convinced than the military
of the need to achieve early German rearmament, but were also highly suspicious
of the attempts of the politicians to bargain with the Soviets over Germany’s
future. Though there was a great deal of hostility to Germany in the Foreign
Office, by 1951 this did not match the pessimism with which the Soviet Union was
regarded. The Russians were seen as implacable enemies. A global settlement was
believed to be wholly unrealistic and any partial settlement was likely to be
exploited by Moscow. The diplomats were particularly anxious that the
achievements of German policy since 1948 should not be prejudiced. The failure
of the London conference of Foreign Ministers in December 1947, followed by the
Soviet withdrawal from the Allied Control Commission in March 1948 and the
imposition of the Berlin Blockade allowed Bevin to proceed with the policy,
formulated by the British in 1946, of tying the western zones of Germany into the
West? A process of gradual liberalisation began with currency reform,
proceeded with the abolition of the Military Government and continued with the
reform of the Occupation Statute. Though even in 1951 the ultimate fate of West
Germany remained unclear, the Foreign Office were unwilling to sacrifice the
substantial achievements of the previous three years to embark on a risky new

policy based on the possibility of achieving an agreement with the quarrelsome

4. There is general agreement that 1948 was a watershed for British and western policy in
Germany. See Saki Dockrill, 'Britain’s Policy for West German Rearmament (Cambridge
University Press, 1991), p.6; Dennis L. Bork and David R. Gress, From Shadow to Substance : A
History of West Germany vol.1 (2nd edition, Blackwell, Oxford 1993), p.191; Alan Bullock, Ernest
Bevin : Foreign Secretary 1945-1951 (Heinemann, London, 1983), p.513-6; Geoffrey Warner,
‘Britain and Europe in 1948 : The View from the Cabinet’ in Becker and Knipping (eds.), Power
in Europe? (Walter de Gruyter, New York, 1986), p.40.
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Soviets.? Though the Foreign Office accepted that German rearmament would
be a part of the process of restoring sovereignty to the Federal Republic, they
were concerned about its timing, and believed the military were acting
prematurely. During 1951 they became reconciled to the idea that the moment
when the Germans ought to begin making a contribution to western defence was
approaching. This was only accepted as the corollary to the framing of a contract,
however, and the general, though not unanimous view, was that the contractual
negotiations should have priority.

By the time of the September New York Foreign Ministers meeting the
Foreign Office had won a clear victory on the issue of German rearmament, but
their triumph appeared hollow when the Americans presented their ’one package’
proposal. The British government had initially believed that American obstruction
of their gendarmerie schemes was indicative of a general opposition to German
rearmament in the Truman administration. Thus, on 6 July Gilchrist noted that
the Americans were unconvinced of the need for a gendarmerie and that |
"considered as a first step towards German rearmament its establishment would
be opposed by United States public opinion. The State Department do not feel
that democracy is well enough established in Germany to take any risks yet by
embarking on something which looks like rearmament." On 14 July the British
Embassy in Washington explained that the State Department "would like to see
clearer signs of political 'devc]opment in Western Germany... before committing
themselves to even such a moderate concession to German rearmament as a small
Federal police force."0

During the week prior to the New York meeting the British became aware
of Washington’s desire to see German units incorporated into European
defence.7 They remained unaware, however, that Acheson would advocate
German rearmament so vigorously, with the aid of a range of inducements linked

to rearmament in one package. In fact even before the Korean War the American

5. CAB 129/43, CP(50)294 annex A, 2 December 1950; CAB 129/44, CP(51)33 annex A, 26
January 1951.

6. FO 371/85325, C27/3333/18, Gilchrist minute, 6 July 1950 and C4689/3333/18, Penson to Allen,
14 July 1950.

7. FO 371/85327, C5757/3333/18, Washington to FO, 9 September 1950; FO 371/85053,
C5756/27/18, Franks to FO, 9 September 1950; FO 371/85052, C5049/27/18, Kirkpatrick to FO,
24 August 1950; DEFE 4/34, COS(50)144th mtg., minute 2, 8 September 1950.
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military had been determined to make American commitments "conditional upon
the other NATO countries doing their full share and of satisfying the United
States that they are doing their full share".8 The eventual package agreement
was the result of rushed negotiations between the Pentagon, who wanted to make
an American commitment to an integrated force dependent upon German
rearmament, and the State Department, who opposed the linking of these issues,
following Truman’s demand on 28 August that they develop an agreed policy.9
When Bevin met the American chargé, Holmes, he was informed "that United
States thinking was much in line with the Secretary of State’s" on the subject of
a gendarmerie. There was no hint that the American proposals for the creation
of a unified defence force would be linked to German rearmament, though
Holmes made clear that Washington did favour both of these proposals.10 The
true nature of the American scheme was not clarified until the Foreign Ministers
meeting on 12 September when Acheson, having reluctantly accepted the
military’s formula, promised American reinforcements for Europe and agreement
to an integrated NATO staff on condition that a policy of German rearmament
was approved. He later made it clear that the US administration had considered
how to defend Europe as far east as possible and had "concluded that without
some German participation the simple arithmetic wouid not work out".11

The American initiative in New York brought the issue of German
rearmament into the realm of Cabinet decision making for the first time. The
decision in May 1950 to support covert German rearmament had been taken in
the Defence Committee and there had been little discussion when Bevin had
informed the Cabinet on 4 September of the position to be taken at New York.

Despite Shinwell’s recollection that "none of us liked it", there were evidently

8. Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) 1950, vol.3, memo from Service Chiefs to
Johnson, 13 July, p.133-4; Records of the JCS, 1946-53 (A Microfilm Project of the UPA,
Washington), pt.2, reel 1, JCS2124/9, 20 July 1950.

9. FRUS 1950, vol.3, Truman to Acheson, 26 August, p.250, Acheson and Johnson to Truman,
8 September, p.273-7. See also Timothy P. Ireland, Creating the Entangling Alliance (Aldwych
Press, London, 1989), p.185-95; Acheson, op.cit, p.437-40; R. McGeehan, The German
Rearmament Question (University of Illinois Press, London, 1971), p.25-30; Geoffrey Warner,
‘The United States and Rearmament of West Germany’ International Affairs, 61, 1985, p.280-81.
10. Roger Bullen and M.E. Pelly, Documents on British Policy Overseas (HMSO), series 2, vol.
3, record of a meeting on 4 September 1950, including annex. p.4-8.

11. FRUS 1950, vol.3, memorandum of a conversation between Acheson and Schuman, 12
September 1950, p.285-7 and memorandum of a private conference of the three Foreign Ministers
and High Commissioners, p-293-300; Bullock (1983), op.cit., p.804-8; McGeehan, op.cit., p.34-5.
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considerable differences over the issue.1? Dalton, who subsequently campaigned
against it, was in a state of depression which prevented him opposing it during
September 1950.13 Bevin and Attlee, who favoured agreemient in principle
while delaying in practice, were at first unable to persuade the majority of the
Cabinet. At their meeting on 14 September the Cabinet refused to endorse the
Foreign Secretary’s proposals. The revolt was an ephemeral affair and the next
day, following further telegrams from Bevin, they agreed to accept German
rearmament in principle. 14 Once agreement was reached, however, Shinwell
became a vigorous proponent of the American scheme. The contrast between
Foreign Office caution and military urgency soon became evident. At a meeting
of Foreign and Defence Ministers in New York on 22 September, Shinwell
emphasised that 1951 would be "the critical year", that it would be "fatal" not to
accept the American offer and that planning the form of a German contribution
would have to begin immediately.15 In contrast Bevin’s deputy, Kenneth
Younger, complained that, "The Americans are rushing things too fast for the
French and the Germans and possibly, even, too fast for British opinion. We are
trying to stall them, but they have the bit between their teeth and I fear there will
be no holding them for a month or two at most". 16

It was the suggested change in American foreign and defence policy which
persuaded Bevin and eventually the rest of the Cabinet to accept the American
concept of German rearmament.!” The main points of the American offer were
the promise to increase American forces in Europe to a peace time strength of
4 infantry and 1'% armoured divisions, to reinforce these in the event of war and
to appoint an American Supreme Commander for NATO. 18 The British hope

was that agreement in principle would allow the substantive part of the American

12. Emanuel Shinwell, I've Lived Through It All (Victor Gollancz, London 1973), p.204.

13. Dalton collapsed on 18 September. See Hugh Dalton Diaries, pt.1/38 (1950), 8 and 18
September.

14. CAB 128/18, CM(50)58th mtg., minute 3, 14 September 1950, CM(50)S9th mtg., minute 1, 15
September 1950.

15. FRUS 1950, vol.3, Acheson telegrams to Assistant Secretary of State (Byroade), 22 and 23
September 1950, p.338-41; FO 371/85055, C6105/27/18 and C166/27/18, Jebb to FO, 22 September
1950.

16. Kenneth Younger Diaries, 17 September 1950.

17. FO 371/85053, C5845/27/18, Jebb to FO, 13 September 1950 and C5865/27/18, Jebb to FO, 14
September 1950; CAB 128/18, CM(50)63rd mtg., minute 3, 9 October 1950.

18. FRUS 1950, vol. 3, Acheson and Johnson to Truman, 6 September 1950, p.273-7 and Johnson
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proposals to be implemented before German rearmament began.lg The
American scheme certainly appeared to offer scope for extended negotiations.
The plan presented to NATO’s Defence Committee was for the incorporation of
West German balanced ground divisions into an integrated NATO force. The
number of divisions would never exceed one fifth of the total and the Supreme
Commander would control their operational activities.20

The problem for the British government was that the French would not
accept the American plan, and without French acceptance of the principle of
German rearmament the Americans would not proceed with the remainder of
their package. The result was a three month crisis in NATO which'only ended
with the adoption of the Spofford Plan by the North Atlantic Council in
December.2! The primary concern of the Attlee administration during this
period was to maintain the Atlantic Alliance, which appeared under serious threat,
while seeking to avoid unduly provoking the Soviets. Acceptance of the principle
of German rearmament, while leaving its detailed application as a matter for
future discussion was seen as the only way forward and the French were bitterly
criticised for obstructing this path. On 20 October Attlee told a meeting at 10
Downing Street: "It was not acceptable that the present situation should continue.
The French should be pressed by every form of argument to come to some
positive and helpful conclusion." The Pleven Plan for the creation of an integrated
European Army, introduced to the French National Assembly on 24 October, did
not, from the British perspective, meet either. of these criteria. At the NATO
Defence Committee meeting which began on 28 October, Shinwell told Marshall
that the Plan "did not seem to us to hold out any real or substantial hope for the
defence of Western Europe. On the contrary it seemed to be a political
manoeuvre which was designed to give the French ‘a way out’ of their difficulties.”

Privately Shinwell was even more outspoken, describing the Plan as, "disgusting

19. FO 371/85053, C5865/27/18, FO telegram to New York, 15 September 1950; CAB 128/18,
CM(50)59th mtg., minute 1, 15 September 1950.

20. FRUS 1950, vol.3, State-Defence Memo for North Atlantic Council, 6 October 1950, p.362-3.
21. For an account of this period see Dockrill (1991), op.cit., p.41-55; Saki Dockrill, ‘Britain’s
Strategy for Europe: Must West Germany be Rearmed?’ in Richard J. Aldrich (ed.), British
Intelligence, Strategy and the Cold War 1945-51 (Macmillan, London 1980), p.202-4; Maj-Gen
Edward Fursdon, The European Defence Community : A History (Macmillan, London, 1980),
p-86-98; McGeehan, op. cit., p.61-92; Ireland, op. cit., p.198-207.
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and nauseous...military folly and political madness."22 At the meeting the
French defence minister, Jules Moch, was intransigent. He insisted that integration
should be at battalion level as the creation of German divisions "would
unavoidably lead to camouflaged Ger general staff and Ger army."23 The
European Army idea posed a double threat to the British government by both
delaying, perhaps indefinitely, the American commitment to European defence
promised by Acheson in September and by promoting a European based defence
system rivalling the Atlantic Alliance.

Frustration with the French became intense. Attlee complained that the
failure of the NATO meeting was "entirely due to French intransigence and lack
of resolution. Valuable time was being lost; chances of substantial American
reinforcements in Europe were being thrown away; and there was little prospect
of being able to build up adequate strength against the real dangers of aggression
in Europe in 1951.724 Evelyn Shuckburgh, the head of the Foreign Office’s
Western Organisations department, was relatively unconcerned about the dangers
of German rearmament but regarded the French plan as potentially fatal to the
cause of Western security. He described the Pleven Plan as "a conscious move
away from the Atlantic conception of defence...and towards a European federal
solution which is impossible for us and which we consider futile...it overlooks the
present Soviet threat and concentrates on the remoter danger of a rearmed
Germany in Europe relieved of the Russian menace and abandoned by the
USA"25 In order to forestall the French, Bevin developed a plan for an
Atlantic Federal Force based, like the European Army, on the idea of creating an
integrated multi-national army in western Europe, but to include British,
American and Canadian forces. As with the Pleven Plan the participants would
have to sacrifice a degree of military sovereignty but this would strengthen rather
than weaken the Atlantic system. Bevin’s plan was designed to build on the
achievements of NATO, while by contrast the French design with "its emphasis

on the European idea, its determination to exclude Germany from NATO and its

22. PREM 8/1429, pt.1, note of an Informal Meeting at 10 Downing Street on 20 October 1950,
BJSM in Washington to Ministry of Defence, 28 October 1950; Walter S. Poole The History of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff 1950-1952, vol.4, p.212.

23. FRUS 1950, vol.3, Secretary of State (Acheson) to Embassy in France, 19 October 1950, p.416.
24. CAB 131/18, DO(50)21st mtg., minute 4, 8 November 1950.

25. Bullen and Pelly, op.cit., note by Shuckburgh for Bevin, 26 October 1950, p.212.
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covert hostility to US participation in European affairs...strikes at the very root of
the Atlantic ideal and threatens to undermine the whole treaty." The British
military, who were in any case less hostile to the European Army concept,
regarded Bevin’s plan as wholly unrealistic. They argued it had "no sound military
basis" and that it was unlikely to be acceptable to the Americans who were still
maintaining the link between the appointment of a Supreme Commander and the
German rearmament issue. The American offer to appoint a Supreme
Commander was regarded by the Chiefs as "a vital advantage which we must seize
now or may lose forever". Bevin’s plan was rejected by the Defence Committee
on 27 November on the grounds that it seemed likely to delay still further the
fulfilment of the American offer.20

The debate over the French proposals was conducted at the same time as
a separate discussion about whether the British government should seek to delay,
perhaps indefinitely, the implementation of German rearmament, despite having
accepted the idea in principle. Though the New York conferences of September
1950 witnessed the first open agreement to German rearmament by the British
government, paradoxically they also marked the start of a period of reaction
against the idea, facilitated by French delaying tactics and brought to a climax by
the intervention of the Chinese Communists in Korea. The more open nature of
the commitment lead to a much wider debate on the issue than had occurred in
May. This provided anA opportunity for opponents of German rearmament,
including the Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office, Sir William
Strang, to intervene to stop or delay the scheme. On 15 September Strang wrote
to Younger that a rearmed Germany would "possess a power of manoeuvre, with
or without the Soviet Union which will be profoundly disturbing and disruptive.
I have a conviction, possibly a foolish one which is not amenable to reason that
it is still a mistake to put arms into German hands for purposes of war"27 In
November Mallet proposed a bizarre scheme to rearm Germany on a Land basis,

thus recreating the Bavarian and Prussian armies of the 19th century. This gained

26. PREM 8/1429, pt.1, FO paper on ‘German Contribution to the Defence of Western Europe’,
24 November 1950, Elliot brief for Attlee, 25 November 1950; DEFE 4/37, COS(50)177th mtg.,
minute 1, 9 November 1950 and COS(50)186th mtg., minute 2, 24 November 1950; CAB 131/8,
DO(50)22nd mtg., 27 November 1950.

27. FO 371/85054, C5999/27/18, Strang to Younger, 14 September 1950.
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the support of another Deputy Under-Secretary, Sir Pierson Dixon. He wrote: "In
spite of all objections to it, it does seem to me that by basing ourselves on the
federal principle we should be less likely to risk the creation of a German monster
which we as well as the French would have reason to distrust... By the time we
have created an effective police force & army & when the economic controls
which rearmament are likely to involve have been reimposed the Fourth Reich
will be in being tho’ still divided".28

By contrast events in New York were welcomed by the Chiefs of Staff and
prompted them to return to the ideas set out in their 20 division plan. This
became apparent when the matter of safeguards against a resurgence of German
military power was discussed. Initially the military seemed unwilling to consider
any measures which might sacrifice military effectiveness for political expediency.
When the Ministry of Defence was consulted on this issue, the Chief Staff Officer,
Sir William Elliot, suggested "that on the assumption that we denied an Air Force
to Germany the best safeguard was the Allied power to pulverise the German war
industry in the Ruhr with the atom bomb."2? The role that strategic
bombardment could play in restraining Germany became a theme in military
discussions of German rearmament. Slessor and his deputy, Sanders, suggested
French fears could be removed if "we should undertake to maintain powerful air
striking forces, including a strong French element under French control ready for
immediate action agaihst Germany".30 Nor were the Chiefs prepared to
sacrifice the 2 to 1 ratio of Allied to German troops in favour of the American
suggestion of 4 to 1 or Kirkpatrick’s advocacy of 4 to 1 or perhaps 3 to 1.31
The Joint Planning Staff argued that restricting German forces to a third of the
total Allied strength should ensure that "the demands of Allied security would be
more than satisfied." Sanders and Creasey, the Vice Chief of the Naval Staff,

argued that the 2 to 1 ratio was based on the needs of the Medium Term Defence

Plan which the Americans had taken insufficiently into account in their
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scheme.32 Eventually it was accepted that the ratio of Allied to German troops
should remain subject to further negotiations. The principal concession made by
the Chiefs was over the level of integration at which German ‘troops would be
incorporated into Allied forces. In order to ease French concerns, they were
willing to accept a brigade group as the basic unit.33

The main disagreement between the Foreign Office and‘the Chiefs in the
aftermath of New York was not, however, over the safeguards which ought to
accompany German rearmament, but over its timing. Where the Chiefs were
determined to expedite the measures necessary to achieve a German military
contribution as soon as possible, the diplomats were anxious to delay it until the
West could build up its defences without German assistance. The initial dispute
concerned the Marshall Points which had been agreed by the American, British
and French Defence Ministers at New York. These constituted a series of interim
measures which could be implemented in the absence of agreement on German
rearmament, and included the establishment of an armed Land-based police
force.34 Bevin was unable to persuade the French and Americans of the
benefits of a Federal force under the control of the government in Bonn.3?
Despite the fact that the police force envisaged in the Marshall Points was to be
organised on a regional basis, the Chiefs apparently still regarded it as a starting
point for military rearmament. This was a return to the ideas of the May Defence
Committee agreement. On this occasion the Foreign Office, led by Bevin, resisted.
The Foreign Secretary warned Shinwell that using the mobile police as a means
to achieve covert German rearmament would "lead to a political crisis of the first

magnitude in Gcrrnany."?’6
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The second and more important confrontation came in the aftermath of
the Chinese intervention in Korea. On 25 November a massive Chinese counter-
attack was launched in Korea, precipitating a chaotic American retreat. For the
three weeks after the Chinese intervention, strategic planning in Britain and
America took place against the background of a massive American evacuation of
northern Korea. The atmosphere of crisis was further exacerbated by concern
over the Communist victories of Cao Bang and Langson in Indochina the previous
month. This increase in Cold War tension had a profound effect on British
attitudes towards German rearmament. On 12 December Bevin informed the
Cabinet that "it can legitimately be said that the conditions in which we are called
upon to accept the present plans for German participation are different from
those in which we committed ourselves, in September last, to the principles of a
German contribution.">’

Events in the Far East affected Foreign Office thinking about German
rearmament in two ways. Firstly, they increased concern about possible Soviet
reactions to an announcement that German rearmament was to commence. Just
as the Chinese had warned MacArthur not to advance to the Yalu, the Soviets
had issued clear warnings about German rearmament. Fear of Soviet reaction
had been an important factor in Foreign Office thinking for some time. On 1
September Bevin told the Defence Committee: "There was serious danger in
endeavouring to support- any measure of German rearmament which apart from
its effect on public opinion in Western European countries, might provoke serious
reactions from Russia, from Eastern Germany, from the Russian satellites, or from
all of these.">® The American package plan increased these concerns. Gainer,
Kirkpatrick’s replacement as Permanent Under-Secretary for the German section,
feared the deal offered by the Americans "will give us a negligible accession of
strength over the critical period of preparation... at the cost of alerting the
Russians by the fullest possibility as to our intentions.">? The escalation of the

Korean War in November and the Soviet request of 3 November for a four power
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Council of Foreign Ministers (CFM) to discuss German demilitarisation made this
tendency in Foreign Office thought still more pronounced. Strang stressed the fact
that the Soviets had declared they would "not reconcile themselves to measures
directed towards the restoration, in Western Germany of a German regular army."
The Foreign Office took the threat seriously. Gainer argued that, in light of the
Chinese intervention in Korea, the threat from Russia "has greatly increased and
I think we must regard the Soviet statements... and the Soviet request for a CFM
meeting on German rearmament in the light of serious warnings, to be
disregarded at our peril."40 |

Bevin was preoccupied during late November and early December with the
second problem that the escalation of the war in Korea posed: the possibility that
the American military effort might have to be switched from Europe to Asia. This
was va corollary of the first; the incentive for a Soviet attack would increase if the
Truman administration appeared to be distracted by events in the Far East. Both
dangers were discussed when Attlee and Bevin met Pleven, the French Prime
Minister, and Robert Schuman, the Foreign Minister, on 2 December. Bevin
stressed that "it was essential to avoid getting too heavily committed in the East"
and that Acheson’s proposals were "too good to miss". However, Schuman warned
that the Soviets might follow the same policy in Germany as they had in Korea
if the West proceeded with German rearmament. Attlee concluded by arguing
that a German defence contribution was a strategic necessity but that it would
take time to implement and in the interim other Allied forces must be
strengthened. Evidently French objections made some impact because at a
meeting the next day to brief Attlee on his trip to Washington, Bevin said that "as
a result of his conversations with the French Prime Minister and the French
Foreign Minister, he desired more time to consider the attitude which the United
Kingdom should adopt towards the problem of the German contribution to
Western defence. He undertook to send his considered views to the Prime
Minister in Washington."41 Three days later he sent a telegram to Attlee urging

the Prime Minister to suggest to Truman a delay in the implementation of
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41. Bullen and Pelly, op.cit., record of a meeting on 2 December 1950, p.310-16; CAB 130/65,
GEN 34772, 4 December 1950.

67



German rearmament. Bevin explained that he was "very much concerned" about
the fact that the Allied decision to rearm Germany would soon become known
and about "the effect which this is likely to have on the general situation at the
present time, having regard to the position of extreme weakness in which the
Western Powers now find themselves and the grave doubts which we must feel as
to whether any American reinforcement of Europe is possible in the near future."
He insisted that circumstances were "entirely different from those which obtained
when we first agreed with the Americans that it was safe to embark on German
rearmament”. The Americans had promised substantial reinforcements during
1951 but now "we cannot even be sure until the consequences of present Korean
developments are made clear, that we are not going to be faced with a situation
in the Far East in which a large proportion of Allied military resources would be
tied up for a long time to come." Bevin then went on to relay Foreign Office fears
about Soviet reactions to German rearmament. He recommended that Attlee
discuss these problems frankly with Truman to see whether he would accept a
delay in German rearmament.42

This telegram had precipitated a confrontation between Bevin and the
Chiefs of Staffs and coincided with an increase in Cabinet divisions on the issue.
The defence establishment continued to regard the resolution of the German
rearmament controversy as a priority. In November 1950 Shinwell was still
"impressed with the urgehcy of this matter and the necessity for a quick settlement
of the problem to meet a possible Russian move in 1951 or 1952", while the
Chiefs had written to the BJSM stressing the necessity of overcoming French
obstruction of the American proposals. They suggested that there would be
sufficient safeguards against a German military revival even without a European
army, including the fact that "with key industries concentrated on the Ruhr she is
particularly vulnerable to atomic bomb attack".43 When Bevin had proposed his
Atlantic Confederacy scheme as a counter to the European Army concept
embodied in the Pleven Plan, Shinwell had explained that his "main concern was
to ensure that an increase of strength on the ground was achieved by 1951" and

warned that Bevin’s scheme might cause further delays in achieving this.** The

42. FO 800/456, Def 50/21, FO to Washington, 6 December 1950.
43. CAB 21/1898, Ministry of Defence to BJSM, 17 November 1950.
44. CAB 131/8, DO(50)22nd mtg., 27 November 1950; CAB 131/9, DO(50)95, 7 November 1950.
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Chiefs were horrified when they discovered that Bevin intended to send a
telegram to Attlee voicing his concerns about German rearmament. Slessor
warned that Bevin’s prevarication might jeopardise the sending of American
reinforcements, while Elliot believed it would "have a deplorable effect in France."
‘On 4 December they agreed to make urgent representations to prevent the
telegram being sent. The following day Bevin and the British ambassador to the
Soviet Union, Sir David Kelly, met the Chiefs and explained their view that, with
the possibility of the Americans being distracted by events in the Far East, "we
could clearly not afford to gamble on the result of any decision which might
provoke the Russians into action." Kelly emphasised that there would be "a
dangerous time" between the announcement of German rearmament and the
appearance of German forces. However, the Chiefs continued to warn of the
disastrous effect the proposed telegram would have on the Americans and it was
agreed that it should be re-drafted. Considering this re-draft the following day,
they remained dissatisfied. Nevertheless, they agreed not to disassociate
themselves from it provided a statement of their views was included. 4

Attlee decided not to raise Bevin’s fears about German rearmament with
Truman, but a split was developing in the Cabinet on this issue. Bevin and
Shinwell had clashed on a number of occasions during the last few months and |
now Morrison insisted on Bevin communicating his support for the Chiefs’
position to Attlee.40 Fdllowing his return, the Prime Minister was confronted
by a recovered Hugh Dalton who expressed his reservations about German
rearmament and claimed that Bevin "shared my apprehensions".47 Kenneth
Younger, who gradually took over Bevin’s responsibilities during the next few
weeks, was highly critical of the Americans. In early January he complained they
had "been pressing for immediate German rearmament, regardless of the risk of
provoking the Russians at the moment of Europe’s greatest weakness, you could
scarcely get a more complete picture of dangerous stupidity on the part of a

leading power".z"8 This was the first phase of a bitter Labour Party dispute

45. DEFE 4/38, COS(50)193rd mtg., minute 3, 4 December 1950, COS(50)194th mtg., minute 1,
4 December 1950, COS(50)197th mtg., 5 December 1950, COS(50)198th mtg., minute 1, 6
December 1950.

46. FO 800/456, Def 5021, FO to Washington, 8 December 1950.

47. Hugh Dalton Diaries, pt.1/38 (1950), 9 and 20 December 1950.

48. Kenneth Younger Diaries, 9 January 1951.
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which lasted into the mid-1950s. Labour’s ambivalence about German rearmament
prevented the government giving full endorsement to a policy which they had
accepted in principle at New York. '

The failure of the Atlantic Federal Force idea and Attlee’s refusal to
backtrack on Britain’s commitment to German rearmament during his meetings
with Truman left acceptance of the deal engineered by the American
representative on the North Atlantic Council, Charles Spofford, as the only viable
alternative. The Spofford Plan sanctioned both negotiations for the creation of
German armed forces and separate discussions to examine the feasibility of the
Pleven Plan. As this compromise was to precipitate the vital negotiations of 1951
it is worth noting that the British government was unenthusiastic about it from the
outset. This was partly because it implied acceptance of the European Army.
Bevin informed the British representative on the NATO Defence Committee that
he had "grave misgivings" about the Spofford Plan because he objected to "taking
any risk whatever that the French might succeed in creating the European
Defence Force...it would be a weakening of the Atlantic Community as a whole
and might well result, in the long run, in the emergence of a neutral third force
in Europe."49 There was also a feeling that the plan would involve the western
powers in a process of bargaining with the Germans over the ‘price’ of their
defence contribution. The British representative on the North Atlantic Council,
Hoyer-Millar, "expressed concern that dual approach to Germans under US
proposals (by HICOMS on basis US plan and in Paris on basis European Army)
concurrently might cause German temporize on first until terms of second visible."
He did not begin to give support to Spofford’s plan until 28 November, a week
after Spofford presented his proposals and the day after Bevin’s Atlantic Federal

350 The Foreign

Force scheme was rejected by the Defence Committee.
Secretary still insisted that his acceptance "did not commit the governments as to
the precise timing of the approach to the Federal Government" and that there

must be flexibility over how the issue was to be raised with the West German

49. PREM 8/1429, pt.1, Elliot brief for Defence Committee meeting of 25 November 1950. See
also FRUS 1950, vol.3, memo of conversation between Deputy Director of the Office of European
Affairs (MacArthur) and Stecle, 30 November 1950, p.507.

50. FRUS 1950, vol.3, US Deputy Representative on the North Atlantic Council (Spofford) to
Acheson, 25 November 1950, p.484 and Spofford to Acheson, 28 November 1950, p.494; CAB
131/8, DO(50)22nd mtg., 27 November 1950.
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government. During December Bevin continued to make it plain that he had
"always felt very strongly that it would be fatal to go to the Germans cap in hand
with a request for their contribution, thereby putting them in a position where
they can bargain with us and...that if we put the Spofford Plan formally to them
at the present moment we should court a rebuff which may weaken our position
not only in Germany but also vis-a-vis the Russians".>1

By December 1950 Bevin was contemplating the prospect of some form of
rapprochement with the Soviets through a conference of Foreign Ministers.
Moscow’s warnings that they would not be reconciled to German rearmament
were balanced by the offer of new talks on Germany. In October, during a
meeting at Prague with their Eastern European allies, they called for the creation
of an all-German Constitutional Council consisting of representatives from the
East and West German governments and they subsequently requested a Council
of Foreign Ministers (CFM) to discuss this proposal and ensure a return to the
Potsdam formula for Germany. The British Foreign Office were sceptical about
Soviet motives and it was decided that the Prague proposals, or indeed any
discussion of German problems in isolation, was unaccc:ptable.52 However, the
Cabinet were more enthusiastic about the prospect of talks.>3 Partly this was
because of a desire to reassure British public opinion. On 5 December they
agreed that, "Although the chances of reaching a satisfactory settlement with the
Soviet government were Slight, public opinion in this country would not stand firm
unless it were felt that all reasonable steps had been taken to settle the many
outstanding points of disagreement with Russia.” Ministers subsequently tried to
alter the text of a Foreign Office note to make it appear more conciliatory to the
Soviets.”4 Though Bevin rebuffed these attempts at redrafting, there is some
evidence that he believed a CFM could have a successful outcome. His initial
reaction to the Prague proposals was that "the Russians were apprehensive about

the consequences of rearming Germany." He was unsure whether they wanted a

51. FO 800/456, FO to Washington, 7 December 1950; FO 371/85058, C8165/27/18, Aide-Memoir
from Paris, 18 December 1950. See also CAB 129/43, CP(50)311, 12 December 1950.

52. CAB 128/18, CM(50)73rd mtg., minute 3, 13 November 1950 and CM(50)82nd mtg., minute
2, 5 December 1950; CAB 129/43, CP(50)294, 2 December 1950; FO 371/93316, C1015/32, Dixon
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CFM "for the purpose of obstructing the plans of the North Atlantic Treaty
Powers or whether they were prepared to face a realistic settlement of outstanding
issues." In December the American chargé in Britain reported that Bevin felt "that
if we push our defense preparations resolutely there may be some chance of a
CFM producing at least a lessening of the tension between East and West.">>

With the acceptance of the Spofford Plan at the Brussels North Atlantic
Council in December 1950 it appeared that the American advocates of early
German rearmament had succeeded in their goal. The Plan stated that the
Germans could participate in the French scheme for a European Defence Force,
if militarily acceptable arrangements could be devised, but that "the generation of
combat worthy German units should not await solutions to these problems...the
formation of small units should be started in the immediate future and these
gradually built up to units of the required size® As in September 1950 it
seemed that American support for German rearmament had persuaded the
British government to acquiesce in a decision which would expedite the formation
of German military forces. The parallel turned out to be too exact, however,
because the prospect of early German rearmament proved illusory again. The
Foreign Office were quite satisfied that they had made no irrevocable
commitment to early German rearmament. In the brief provided by Pierson Dixon
for the Brussels meeting he made clear that one of the British objectives was to
ensure that German rearmament was not rushed. He stated: "political evolution
must develop first and rearmament come later". After the meeting he
acknowledged that this was "partly because we wanted to avoid producing any
unnecessarily sharp Soviet reaction”.>’ Dixon was content that at Brussels it had
been agreed that the Occupation Statute should be revised in tandem with
German rearmament. In the years that followed the Foreign Office continued to
give priority to the ending of the occupation.

The rearmament of Germany on a substantial scale had important financial

implications. Though these were perceived by British policy-makers at an early
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stage, little was done to address the problems which might arise. Furthermore,
even when in the winter of 1951-2 the financial debate became central to
discussions of German rearmament, it had little impact on British policy. The
opponents of German rearmament never really utilised the financial argument
against the creation of German armed forces. Their objections were based on
military and diplomatic factors. In 1950 the Federal Republic was paying for the
costs of British forces in Germany and it seemed inevitable that when the
Germans had to create their own army they would terminate these payments. At
a meeting of British officials on 22 September 1950 it was noted that the Federal
Republic’s budget was already "delicately balanced" and that, even without having
to pay for German armed forces, the cost of the increased number of Allied
divisions and the police force would be "extremely difficult" for the Germans to
meet. A fortnight later Stevens, the Under-Secretary responsible for the German
financial department who had chaired the meeting, raised this issue with Bevin.
He warned that the creation of German armed forces when added to the cost of
occupation could "impose an intolerable fiscal burden" on the Federal Republic
and suggested there was a "need for reducing occupation costs to the lowest per
capita figure in order to leave the largest possible room for direct German
contribution to her own defence". Bevin wrote to Attlee to inform him that the
British Exchequer would lose an estimated DM 1,376 million or £120 million if the
Germans could no longer meet the occupation costs. He warned that once the
cost of German armed forces began to mount "we shall be likely to pass the
taxable capacity of the country" and concluded that retrenchment in the British
occupation budget was "of capital importance".5 8

Despite this flurry of autumnal activity the issue of the German financial
contribution was allowed to lapse in the months that followed. General Sir Sidney
Kirkman was despatched to Germany to advise on how cuts in the British
occupation budget could be made but despite this the total cost of the occupation
continued to rise as allied reinforcements began to arrive. A British working party
suggested that occupation costs would increase from DM4.1 milliard to at least
DM?7.1 milliard in 1951-2. The High Commission meanwhile engaged in an

58. T225/229, minutes of a meeting 22 September 1950; DEFE 7/872, pt.1, Bevin to Attlee, 25
October 1950; Bullen and Pelly, op.cit., memo from Stevens to Bevin, 10 October 1950, including
appendix, p.147-50.
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acrimonious dispute, with the British and French arguing in favour of charging the
Germans approximately DM7 milliard and the Americans trying to reduce this
figure to DM6 milliard. The compromise figure eventually agreed was DM6.6
milliard, with the British share set at DM2.08 milliard.>”

As well as increasing occupation costs in Germany the expansion of NATO
armed forces created a further economic obstacle to German rearmament because
western defence industries would be incapable of supplying sufficient equipment
for the German armed forces. This was particularly true of the proposed German
air force, and it was Slessor who in early 1951 began to question the feasibility of
the planned German contribution. He had been one of the first to advocate
arming the Federal Republic but it was typical of him that he should now seek to
question those strategic orthodoxies which he had been so influential in
propagating. By March 1951 he was privately chastising the Americans for forcing
the British government to accept the creation of German armed forces when
"there appeared to be little chance of the Germans getting any equipment before
1954". This demonstrated some effrontery when one considers that Slessor had in
the summer of 1950 approved a plan for the creation of 20 German divisions.
Nevertheless, at this stage Slessor opined: "we have said so much that to go back
on our policy would presumably cause a lot of trouble in Germany and give the
Russians the impression that we have surrendered to their threats..we are now
in a position of having made a lot of public fuss about German rearmament - and
incurred the consequential risks and disadvantages - while being in fact quite
incapable of implementing it".60

Despite Slessor’s reservations, the strategic demands of the situation on the
European continent led the Chiefs to plan for a major German contribution. They
believed that a defence system based on the line of the Rhine was strategically
flawed. In their brief for a Commonwealth conference in December 1950 they
restated their view that a more forward strategy was "essential ih order that the

considerable potential of Western Germany is denied to the enemy and secured

59. CAB 130/69, GEN 369/24, draft report of a working party in Germany, 8 August 1951; DEFE
7/872, MAC(51)93, Mutual Aid Committee report on German occupation costs, 10 July 1951; FO
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for the Allies; to give depth and continuity to the ground and air defence of the
territories of all NATO nations in Europe and Western Germany; to honour the
pledge of all tripartite forces to protect Germany, and to retain the goodwill of
the Western Germans."®! In order to implement this forward strategy it was
apparent that greater military efforts would be required of the Allies. Despite the
fact that current strategy was based on the defence of the Rhine and not on a
more ambitious forward strategy, a gap had emerged between the force
requirements prescribed by the Medium Term Defence Plan and the forces
promised by western governments. The Americans estimated that the shortfall in
western Europe, excluding the northern and southern flanks, would be 1 and a
third divisions on D-Day, rising to 9 and two thirds by D+30. The NATO
Standing Group’s request that the Allies forward plans for filling this gap by 1

62 The British Chiefs were wary of

February 1951 met with little response.
committing precious resources to the European continent unless their efforts were
to be matched by the Allies. In October 1950 Slim contemplated allocating a
division earmarked for the strategic reserve to the British Army of the Rhine
(BAOR) but made this conditional on American reinforcements. By February
1951 while he was willing, in principle, to send the 6th Armoured Division, he
insisted that this would be "subject to satisfactory similar action by the United
- States and French governments."63
It was in these circumstances that the Chiefs sought to achieve the
maximum German contribution in the shortest possible time. The Petersberg talks
between the representatives of the Allied High Commission and Adenauer’s
military experts seemed to offer the best prospect of achieving this. The
discussions were a result of the Spofford Plan which called for the formation of
German units "in the immediate future". The Chiefs, therefore, instructed the JPS
to prepare a statement on the size of the military contribution the Germans could
be expected to make by the autumn of 1952. The JPS accepted the Spofford Plan

safeguards which stated that the Germans should not contribute any more than
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one fifth of the land based forces allocated to NATO but, as in the summer of
1950, they based their calculations on the figures prescribed by NATO planners
rather than the total contribution offered by the members of the Alliance. On the
basis that 34 and two thirds divisions were required in 1952 they argued that the
Germans ought to be allowed to contribute the equivalent of 7 divisions. As the
Petersberg negotiations were proceeding on the basis that the initial German units
would be formed at a level lower than that of the division, this figure translated
into 21 brigade groups.64 No account was taken of the difficulties of equipping
such a force.

The sense of urgency felt by military planners did not seem to be shared
by those negotiating at Petersberg. As during the negotiations over a German
gendarmerie in the summer of 1950, the discussions in Germany were being
conducted by Foreign Office officials who were not entirely persuaded by the
military’s case. Ward, the Deputy High Commissioner who was Britain’s
representative on the Petersberg committee, believed that a withdrawal from West
Germany was still a possibility because the pledge to defend it "would not depend
solely on having troops in Western Germany; the true defence would remain, as
today, in western air strength and the atomic bomb."0> Still more damaging to
the Chiefs’ cause was the attitude of the Americans. Eisenhower was not anxious
for an immediate solution. He had been "very sympathetic" to French concerns
during late 1950 and in‘January 1951 told the American Cabinet that he was
worried the Germans were becoming "cocky about their importance in the
picturc:."66 The State Department shared the concerns of Bevin and Eisenhower
that the public debate over the need for German rearmament would place the
"Germans in a bargaining position where they can attempt to fix maximum and

even unreasonable conditions." Rearmament, they argued, should follow the

64. DEFE 6/16, JP(51)19 (Final), 1 February 1951; DEFE 4/39 COS(51)23rd mtg., minute 5, 2
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Germans’ in Gunther Bischof and Stephen E. Ambrose (eds.) Eisenhower: A Centenary
Assessment (Louisiana State University Press, Baton Rouge, 1995), p.212.
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integration of West Germany into the western democratic system.67

If the Americans were unwilling to force the issue at Petersberg, then the
British government were certainly not prepared to take the initiative in
precipitating a solution. The Parliamentary Labour Party had reacted with hostility
to Bevin’s public acceptance of German rearmament at New York. Crossman
reminded Parliament of Bevin’s previous assertions that a decision in favour of
German rearmament would be "frightful”. Frederick Elwyn Jones summed up the
general feeling on the Labour benches when he warned that "a Germany armed
will add to the political dynamite that is already sufficiently powerful to blow up
the world."08 Within the government a group of ministers including John
Strachey, the Secretary of State for War, Kenneth Younger, the Foreign Office
Minister of State, and Attlee himself hoped that the threat of German
rearmament could be used as a bargaining counter which could be traded to
achieve concessions from the Russians. The Foreign Office, which believed that
a settlement of differences with Russia as a result of a conference of Foreign
Ministers was highly unlikely, opposed this idea but, with Bevin seriously ill, lacked
an effective spokesman to put their case.

On 11 January 1951 Mallet raised the crucial questions regarding the
proposed conference of Foreign Ministers: "What are to be our terms to agreeing
to discuss the demilitarisation of Germany? That is to say what other items do we
want put on the agenda? Secondly are we prepared to accept the demilitarisation
of Germany in return for a settlement of any of these problems on our lines, and
if so, which?"0? The Foreign Office proposed to put a disarmament treaty as
the first item on the agenda and warned that any settlement of the German
problem outside the context of a broader agreement on disarmament would be
dangerous. It would make it more difficult to retain the support of public opinion
for western rearmament, weaken American interest in Europe, cause severe
military problems and, worst of all, there would be a "grave risk that, with the
west lulled into a false feeling of relief, the whole of Germany would fall into the
hands of the Communists." It was admitted, however, that the possibility could not

be excluded that the Soviets "would force war upon us rather than see the
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manpower and industrial resources of Western Germany harnessed into the
military effort of the Atlantic Powers." 70

This analysis prompted Strachey to complain to Attlee, "an early general
war must be final catastrophe for this country... Yet the Cabinet is being urged to
decide tomorrow (Thursday 1 February) on a course which its advocates frankly
state, involves the serious risk of just such an early war." He insisted: "a settlement
of even the German problem alone appears to me to be an immense gain, both
to the cause of the West and the cause of peace." He reminded Attlee, "You told
me the other day that you considered that our proposals for German rearmament
might well be used as a bargaining weapon with the Russians to bring them to
reason on Germany and in particular force them to abandon their own
rearmament of the East German military police."'71 At the Cabinet meeting on
1 February it was agreed that the issue of German rearmament could be "a very
powerful factor" at a CFM. It was accepted that such a meeting should have a
wider agenda than just German problems but the general view was that the
Foreign Office were "unnecessarily pessimistic” about the prospect of a four-power
meeting producing a reduction in tension. The Foreign Office brief was rejected
in favour of retaining a "flexible" position.72 After the meeting Gaitskell
recorded the strength of opposition to German rearmament in his diary. After
suggesting that much of the opposition to German rearmament stemmed from a
dislike of American policies, he noted, "H[arold] W[ilson] is clearly ganging up
with the Minister of Labour... The others on Bevan’s side are very genuine, Jim
Griffiths for pacifism; Chuter Ede because he is anti-American and Dalton
because he hates the Germans." He was concerned that anti-American sentiment
"leads to accepting...an agreement with Russia which...might be extraordinarily
dangerous."73

On 6 February Strachey sent another memorandum to Attlee in which he

analysed the military situation in terms very similar to Slessor. He argued that the
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West was avoiding discussions with the Soviet Union "not so much because of any
practical gain in the military security of the West which German rearmament can
quickly give use (sic), as because the American reaction to an abandonment or
even postponement of German rearmament is so much feared...for some years
there will not be enough arms to equip all the troops which will be available to
the NATO armies without the Germans. During this time each German formation
equipped will mean, other things being equal, one less British, French or
American formation equipped. There would be no net gain in security." Strachey
went on to warn that, "expecting the Russians to sit passively by while we carry
out a full German rearmament...is asking a good deal". His advice was that the
government should "base our policy on a real instead of a simulated attempt to
come to an acceptable, limited agreement with Russia, in which we secure
substantial advantages from her (such as, for example, the disarmament of
Eastern Germany and/or an Austrian treaty) in return for a postponement of
German rearmament...to use the threat of German rearmament as a bargaining
weapon upon Russia".”% These persuasive arguments evidently had some effect
on Attlee. When the issue was debated again on 8 February he stated very
specifically, "we were anxious to use German rearmament as a bargaining counter
in the discussions at the proposed Council of Foreign Ministers."7> This
prompted Pakenham, the principal advocate of early German rearmament within
the government, to complain about ministers "trying to prevent German
rearmament by hook or by crook". 6

Within the Cabinet there was a strong feeling that they should now make
public their desire to delay the creation of West German armed forces. During the
8 February meeting they discussed a Foreign Office paper reassuring them that
"the opening of exploratory conversations with the German authorities do not
constitute any final decision on the part of the Allied Governments." The issue

was now whether they "should take any initiative to delay the moment at which
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a positive move forward might occur." Younger, deputising for Bevin, argued that
the lack of enthusiasm for German rearmament in the Federal Republic and the
absence of any urgency on Eisenhower’s part meant that there was no likelihood
of an early decision in any case. Attlee, however, suggested that it was necessary
to rearm the other western European countries before West Germany and that
the negotiations on a German defence contribution ought to be "spun out.” Dalton
complained that the Americans had "bulldozed" the government into accepting the
principle of German rearmament and declared that "there were some principles
that were accepted but never applied...Any forces raised in W[est] Germany would
consist of Nazis, SS & refugees... they would think of nothing but reconquering
their old homes beyond the O[der]-N[eisse] line." The Cabinet also noted that a
delay would be popular with public opinion and would thus be of "great political
advantage" as well as being less provocative to the Soviet Union. Though others
argued that German rearmament was necessary to counter Soviet moves in East
Germany and that it was inevitable in any case, the anti-rearmers again had the
upper hand.”’ The result of these deliberations was the adoption of a very
negative attitude by the British government to the Petersberg negotiations.
Already on 7 February Ernest Davies, the junior minister at the Foreign Office,
was insisting in answer to Parliamentary questions that no irrevocable decision
regarding German rearmament had yet been taken, somewhat to the surprise of
Eden who detected a distinct ambiguity in the government’s attitude to the
Petersberg discussions.”8 On 9 February, the day after the crucial Cabinet
discussion of the matter, Kirkpatrick told the other High Commissioners that he
believed the talks with the German military representatives had reached "complete
deadlock" and suggested referring the matter back to NATO. The Americans
wished to continue however, and Bevin instructed Kirkpatrick to allow further
discussions of the military problem but to ensure that "they should not outrun the
political discussions...there is no advantage to be gained in bringing them to a
head until agreement has been reached on the political discussions." He believed
that "the process of transferring authority to the Federal government should

continue whatever form the association of the Federal Republic in Western
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defence may take."’? On 12 February Attlee finally gave a public clarification
of the government’s strategy of delay. He told the Commons that "the time and
method" of German rearmament "will require a great deal of working out". The
final resolution of the issue would be conditional on the rearmament of NATO,
the preliminary strengthening of Allied forces, agreement on measures to prevent
the re-emergence of the German military threat and a deal with the West
Germans on the level of their contribution.8 Attlee could not reveal the full
extent of the government’s change of attitude without seriously alarming the
Allies. The so-called Attlee conditions were a means of publicly flagging the
Cabinet’s increasing disenchantment with German rearmament in order to
reassure Labour backbenchers.

The extent of the Cabinet’s misgivings about German rearmament and
their desire to have serious negotiations with the Soviets on the matter alarmed
the Foreign Office. Prior to the four power preliminary conference which began
in Paris on 5 March they began to marshal the arguments against a deal with the
Soviets on Germany. Gainer, Dixon and Shuckburgh all wrote papers setting out
the case against any agreement to a neutral, disarmed Germany. The core of their
argument was "that a neutralised (unitary) Germany must fall prey to Russia."
Shuckburgh concluded that "the freedom of Europe depends on holding Germany
in the Western camp, that we must regard this as a vital objective and take no
risks with it; and that faf from agreeing to loosen our hold on Western Germany
for the sake of a partial and temporary detente with Russia, we should keep our
eye on the ultimate objective of freeing the whole of Germany from Russian
bondage." This provocative language was regarded by Kenneth Younger as far too
uncompromising. He complained that the officials in the Foreign Office were
ignoring the "real danger of the Russians acting before Western defence has
become effective", and that there was a tendency "to underestimate the long-term
danger of maintaining the present division of Germany and proceeding with
German rearmament...As Western Germany gets militarily stronger...her influence
upon Western policy - and indeed her power of blackmail - will also increase." He

added: "British official policy until recently was opposed to German rearmament
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on its merits, and they (the public) will not understand if we now take the line
that German rearmament is so essential to us that it can be given up only in
return for larger scale Soviet disarmament." He disliked Shuckburgh’s paper and
favoured a memo by Strang, which argued that "By deciding to admit Western
Germany to participate in the defence of Western Europe...the Western Powers
have taken a step which is less easily defensible than, for example, the decision
to provide Western Germany with its own governmental institutions.” A brief was
prepared for the Secretary of State’s use at a future CFM, which tried to reconcile
the divergent points of view. It concluded that a united, demilitarised Germany
"would still involve grave risks and should only be adopted by the Western Powers
provided they could secure from the Soviet government further concessions which
would constitute a substantial alleviation of the underlying causes of tension." The
"minimum alleviation" constituted an Austrian Treaty, the proper settling of the
Balkan peace treaties and an armaments agreement based on East-West
pan'ty.81

The Soviet suggestion of a Council of Foreign Ministers and the American
agreement to the appointment of Eisenhower as Supreme Commander of an
integrated NATO force combined during the first two months of 1951 to produce
a definite shift in British foreign policy away from the idea of rearming Germany
in the immediate future, if at all. It must be stressed, however, that the Attlee
government had been inclined towards this position since the matter was first
discussed by the full Cabinet in September 1950. As the Cabinet papers state,
policy towards Germany had to take account of "the consideration, expressed at
almost every discussion of this topic and by the Secretary of State and other

Foreign Ministers... that caution must be exercised in the timing of the actual
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