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THE BRITISH ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE ATTEMPT AT
A RAPPROCHEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT IN
WARSAW AND THE FRENCH AUTHORITIES (1946-1947)

Recently an article by Wiodzimierz Borodziej appeared,’ particular-
ly interesting one because of the facts to which it refers; the subject of
which are the Polish-French diplomatie talks conducted immediately
after the second world war. The author made use of the incomplete
documents put at his disposal in the archives of the Polish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. However he did not investigate the French diplomatie
sources in the archives of the Quai d"Ovsay. Before this gap is filled I have
decided to complete, at least partly, the picture traced by Borodziej. My
article has been written on the basis of British documents kept in the
London archives, the Public Record Office. The British diplomats who
watched the situation developing in the Franco-Pollish relations arrived
at conclusions which I do not think should be dismissed. Of course they
could not be correct in every detall but on the whole they were
charactetiized by a good deal of common sense. Anyway the British did
not attribute to the initiatives emanating from Warsaw the designs they
did not actually have, that is to make Poland’s relations with the Soviet
Ally more distant in favour of closer political connections with the West.

Five days before the public statement that the Polish-French
deplomatic talks were being held, which was done by the Polish deputy
foreign minister, Zygmunt Modzelewski at a session of the KRN (Home
National Council) on 28 April 1946, the British ambassador in Paris,
Alfred Duff-Cooper informed the Foreign Office, quoting a reliable

! W. Borodziej, Rozmowy polsko-fiancusifiée 1945-1947: zapormiany epizod
z historii dyplomaciii (Pollsth-Framee Talks 1945-U947- a Forgotem Episode ffiom the
History of Diplomaey)), “Kwartalmik Historyczny”, 1986, no. L, pp. 75-109.
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jourmallist, that the Polish side had recently put forward to the French
government a proposai of coneluding a treaty of friendship. He added
that the Polish government declared itself ready to support the French
postulate to put the Ruhr area, separated from the rest of Germany by
a customs barrier, under international control.? It constituted part of the
British occupation zone of Germany and London was not prepated to
let other States administer that very important industrial area.
Duff-Cooper also quoted the opinion of an unnamed Polish journalist
that the Polish government rarely acted without consulting Moscow.?
At the same time the British politicians did know the Soviet project of
depriving Great Britain of her right to rule the Ruhr and of using that
area's resources for paying réparations.*

The british ambassador in Poland, Victor Cavendish-Bentinck, after
his talks with Modizelewski and having read the Polish press of early
April, came too to the conclusion that the Warsaw authomiities were
supporting the French stand on the future of the Ruhr. He thought “it
likely that the Polish Government would be glad to conclude a treaty of
mutual friendship with the French Government particulaty if this was
approwed by the Soviet Government™.> However Cavendish-Bentinck
was informed on May 3 by the French ambassador in Warsaw, Roger
Garreau, that no Franco-Pallish negotiations were going on. True, “the
Polish Government had in the past suggested the conclusion of a treaty
of friendship and mutual assistance and were still anxious to conclude
such a treaty but the French Government had so far been reluctant to
accede to this request”. Garreau expressed then an almost open threat
that if at the session of the Foreign Ministers’ Council (the deliberations
were held in Paris from 25 April to 15 May and from 15 June to 12 July)
the French postulate concerning Rhinland was not accepted (and it
implied not only the detachment of the Ruhr from Germany, but also of
the territoties on the Rhine’s left bank with the French occupation
stretching down to Cologne which was in the British zone) (the French

2 Public Record Office (farther PRO), FO-371, vol. 56638, N S3#/2712/55,
Duff-Cooper’s telegram to FO, no. 230, 23 April 1946; cf J. Krasusski, Paolityka
czterech mocarstw wobec Niemiize (Policy of the Four Powers Towards Germany),, Poznah
1967, pp. 33-34.

3 PRO, FO-371, vol. 56638, N 5344/2712/55, Duff-Cooper’s telegram...

4 J. K raswskii,, Historia RFW (Histamy of GFR)), Warszawa 1981, p. 25.

5 PRO, FO-371, vol. 56638, N 5639/2712/55 Cavendish-Bentinck’s telegram to FO,
no. 739, 29 April 1946.
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government would be prepared to conclude a treaty of friendship with
Poland.®

It appeared that in Paris the relationship with the Warsaw aut-
horities was treated simply as a means. The French wanted apparently
to make the British and Americans anxious and thereby more inclined to
meet the French postulates on Germany. And Modizelewski, on his part,
was acting entirely in accordance with the intentions of Joseph Stalin
and Viacheslav Molotov the foreign minister, who obviously wished to
position France in such a way that in her contest over Germany with the
United States and Great Britain she might be restricted in conducting
a policy contrary to Soviet interests. At the same time Modzelewski was
trying to strengthen the position of the communist — led Provisional
Government of National Unity vis-a-vis the Anglo-Saxon powers
which, by virtue of the Yalta and Potsdam decisions, were jointly with
the Soviet Union guarantoks of “free and unfettered €Elections” in
Poland. A political treaty with France would have strengthened the
hand of the Provisional Government of National Unity ifi its arguments
that the Americans and British had no right te interfere in Poland’s
internal affairs.

The Foreign Office took mote of tiiat particular agpect of the syggestiad
Franco-Pollish treaty of friendship. In a note on May 7 Denis Allen, of the
northern departement, stated that “it would ... be a pity if the French
Government were to give the present Provisional Government of Poland
the prestige success of a treaty of friendship”. He did admit however that
the French goverament’s attitude towards Polish authorities was “rather
too delicate” to try and make the French give it up. The British specialists
in Polish problems realized that it was impossible to induce the French to
act on the British pattern, that is to make the ratification of the projected
treaty depend on the Polish side holding clections (that was what the
British had done in June 1946 in regard to the already signed Bri-
tish-Polish financial agreement) (since no French représentatiives had
been signatories to the Yalta and Potsdam décisions.’

But by the late May it was already known at the Foreign Office that
there was no political treaty on the cards but simply a Poligh-Franco

§ Ibid., N 5900/2712/55, Cavendish-Bentinck's telegram to FO, no. 767, 3VV 11946; cf
J. Kraswskii,, Politgka..,, p. 34

7 PRO, FO-371, vol. 56638, N 5900/2712/55, Allen’s note, 7 May 1946, note (sign,
illegible), 28 June 1946.



144 MAREK KAMINSKI

déclaration stressing the two parties’ interests in preventing a revival of
Germany which might threaten peace and declaring a mutual exchange
of information on any questions relating to Germany. While informing
Cavendish-Bentinck on it, on 23 May, the Polish deputy foreign minister
indicated that the Polish-French treaty of February 1921 was still valid
but “would require to be renewed in an amended form when the future
of Germany was settled or could at least be more clearly foreseen than at
present™.®

Five weeks later, on July 2, the negprésentatiixe of the French ambassy
in London, Roché, called on Denis Allen at the northern department of
the Foteign Office to inform him that on 10 July Modzelewski would
arrive in Paris in order to sign the Framco-Polish déclaration of
friendship and a cultural convention. Allen could learn that in the
déclaration the two sides would commit themselves, among other
things, to co-operate on the delimitation of Germany’s boundies *in
such a way as to facilitate Germany’s disarmement and to prevent
a recurrence of German aggression”™. Roché was trying hard to convince
Allen that the docurment was of a general character and contained less
substance than the Polish side had initially wished it to have, so the
British should regard the declaration as ‘“relatiively harraless”. The
French diplomat justified the step of his government by its wish to draw
Poland more closely to the western world. He met however with
a sceptical response from his British colleague who feared that “the
present Polish Provisional Government would do all it could to make
capital out of this Agreement for internal political purposes”. Allen
drew his attention to the possibility that the Polish Provisional
Government could make use of the Franco-Pollish undertaking on an
exchange of information concerning Germany and ask for the par-
ticipation of the Polish side in discussions on all German matters
conducted by the nepresentaliinass of the four powers. Roché denied that
this could be the case and indicated that the French government would
pass on to the Polish authorities only that kind of information it
considered proper to give on the basis of mutuality.’

So the French side began to act so as to dispel the British suspicions
and doubts. To some extent it succeeded in achieving it, an evidence of

§ Ibid., N 6855/2712/55, Cavendish-Bentinck’s telegram to FO, no. 173, 23 May
1946.
% Ibid., N 8870/2712/55, Allen’s note, 2 July 1946.
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which was the exchange of opinions between the Foreign Office offffiiciedis
in early July. The adopted British position was expressed in a cable of
8 July sent by the head office to its Warsaw post. It was noted in the
telegramme that the Franco-Poliish declaration might have no major
practical conséquences. It was even assumed that it could have for the
French a desirable psychological effect and they would be able™ to
regain their self-confidence and feeling of security”. But many objec-
tions did remain. It was likely that instead “of drawing the Poles
westwards”, as the French had suggested, it would have the effect of
“drawing France eastwards and making her less dependent on Great
Britain and America for her security”. According to the cable’s authors,
the Franco-Polish declaration would make it more difficult for Great
Britain and France to reach an agreement on the futiire of the Ruhr and
Rhineland, “though the extent to which the Poles will be able to make
their voice heard in discussions on German affairs will probably depend
in practice on how far the French and Soviet Governments can reconcile
their views on Ruhf and Rhineland question™. The Britisth were coming
to the conclusion that they should not undertake any actien almed at
making the signing of the declaration difficult for the French because the
former would put themselves “in a false pesition” and become
villfierable to the “propaganda from Eastern Europe that we are really
in favour of building up German strength”.'®

Differences in the approach by the French and British authoriities to
the political struggle waged in Poland manifested themselves clearly on
4 July at the talks the ambassadors of those two States held in Warsaw.
Garreau told Cavendish-Bentinck bluntly that “the French Govern-
ment did not care what form of Government might be in power in this
country (in Poland) but they wished Poland to become as strong as
possible and her population to increase as a guard against future
German agression™." As it appeared from that statement the French
ambassador did not grasp the actual situation Poland found herself in
after the second world war. Nor did he understand the reasons why the
Polish side was asking for a change in the declaration when three weeks
later on 20 July he spoke with the British chargé d’affaires, John Russel.
The British diplomat was informed that the signing of the declaration

 rpid., FO's telegram to the embassy in Warsaw, no. 1235, 8 July 1946; note (sign,
illegible) 3 July 1946; Dean’s note, 5 July 1946.
" Ibid., N 8871/2712/55, Cavendish-Bentinck’s telegram to FO, no. 214, 4 July 1946.
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and its publication had been postpomed indefinitely because of an
amendment introduced by the Polish foreign ministry into the agreed
text which was of essential significance for the document’s content.
Garreau saw in it “a deliberate intervention from Moscow to force the
Poles to withdraw the hand they had stretched out towards the West™.!?

It does not seem likely that Stalin had feit it necessary in this case to
intervene in order to harden the Warsaw authoniifies’ position towards
their French partmers. Instead one must assume that they themselves
came to the conclusion that it was necessary to stress in the declaration
a difference between the status of the German eastern boundary along
the rivers Oder and Nysa Luzycka, accepted at the Potsdam conference
(with the formal proviso that its final delimitation would take place at
the peace conference) and the German western boundary which for the
time being was not altered despite the Freach demands to mowe it to the
Rhine. The Polish Workers’ Party leaders were at that time still
concerned over a speech delivered by Molotov on 10 July which, as it
later would appeat, started a competition with the American secretaty
of State, James Byrnes to win German society. So the Polish side could
not, in the changing situation, accept unclear statements in the joint
declaration with the French authoriizs® As for Garreau, whom Rissel
described as *“a highly eccentric and excitable character”, having stated
that he had falled in achieving a Framco-Pollish agreement he intended to
go soon to Paris for consultations.*

In the afore-mentioned Molotov’s pronouncement at the Foreign
Ministers’ Council the Russian politician, though he spoke in favour of
the Ruhr being put under the control of the four powers, declared
himself against the detachment of that industrial area from Germany
and so, generally speaking, against the breaking up of the German State.
This caused the French foreign minister, Georges Bidault, now isolated,
to embark on a policy of rapprochement with the Anglo-Saxon powers.
Both Byrnes and the British foreign secretary, Ernest Bevin, agreed on
a partial concession for their French colleague by declaring, on 11 July,
their support for his plan to link the Saar to Framce by a customs and

2 fpid, N 9681/2712/55, Russel's telegram to FO, 25 July 1946.

3 E. R e allec, Raponty, Rudldia ID¥55-1946 ((Reports, Roland 19455-1946), Fmiis | 9663,
pp. 220-224; cf W. B o rodziiejj,, op. cit. pp. 91-93.

“ PRO, FO-371, vol. 56638, N 9681/2712/55, Russel’s telegram...
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monetary union.™ This created a favourable climate for dloser consul-
tations between the French and British representatiives on the French
policy towards Poland.

On 20 August a meeting took place between the general secretary of
the French Foreign Ministry, Jean Chauwel, and the representative of
the British embassy in Paris, Ashley Clarke who had the rank of
minister. Chauwel spoke in a way suggesting that the French authorities
would like to justify their conduct. He claimed that the French
government was under constant pressure from the Polish and Czecho-
slovak governments, which wished to sign treaties of friendship with
Framce. He indicated that in Quai d’Oksay those propasais were received
with reserve because “the fact of concluding pacts of this kind with
various Russian satellites at a time when they (the French Government)
had nio political treaty with us (Great Britain) would be inopportune”.
Chauvel despite suggestions of initlating steps towards a Franco-British
allianee did not give up the possibility of realizing in future agreements
with Poland and Czechoslevakia “in anodyne forf without guarantee
of frontiers” in erder “not to discourage them from looking towards the
West”. As an example of the Freach intrasigence on essential matters
he indieated that the Freneh did niet agfee to give a guarantee for the
Oder-Nysa Euzyeka boundary and had rejected the Polish amendment
introduced at the last moment ifto the text of the projected Fraf-
co-Polish declaration. In faet Chauwel was trying te win British
aceeptance for the Freneh attemmpts at a rapprochement with Peland and
Czechoslovakia and was persuading his guest that France weuld see to it
that the agreements were fermulated in general terms and were fiet
obligatery. Clarke prornised hif that the British side would present its
pesition oA the problems under discussion.’s .

This particular conversation did not dispel the anxiety of British
politicians. Duff-Cooper, ambasador in Paris, warned that France
could “become a Russian satellite herselif’ and be involved in alliances
connected with the Soviet Union. The view was shared by the foreign
secretary Bevin. The Foreign Office came to the conclusion the French
should be informed that the British would like the negotiations with

3. K raswskii,, Polityia..,, pp. 34-37.

% PRO, FO-371, vol. 56638, N 11759/2712/55, Duff-Cooper’s letter to Harwey, 22
August 1946; N 11450/2712/55, telegram from the British délégation to the Paris peace
conference to the British embassy in Watsaw, no. 3, 7 September 1946.
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Poland and Czechoslovakia to be postponed until the conclusion of
a British-French treaty of alliance. And the talks on the latter could
be started only after the French had given up their conditions
concerning a British consent to the French demands on the Ruhr and
the future of Germany. It was felt in London, too, that choosing the
lesser of two evils it would be better to accept a Franco-Czechoslovak
treaty “since they (Czechs) are at least ostensibly making an effort to
keep on the borderline between East and West with links in both
directions™"”

Before the British were able to work out their final position on the
matters discussed with Chauwel, on 4 September a meeting had been
held between him and the deputy undersecretary, Oliver Harvey.
Harvey spoke favourably of the idea of the British-French alliance
expressing the hope it would be eventually concluded. He stated
however that Great Britain was opposed to *“‘vague pacts of mutual
friendship of this kind with the Eastern European states as we (Great
Britain) do not consider that they really strengthen the links between
those countties and Western Europe™. Besides the two diplomats agreed
(and it was even Chauwel who was the first to make that remark) that
“propaganda use could be made of such pacts equally well by the
pro-Russian elements in those countries”. Chauwel, taking into con-
sideration a stronger position of the Polish communists than of the
Czech ones in the ruling authorities opted for the conclusion of a pact
with Czechoslovkia rather than Poland. He also confessed he had never
been in favour of the alliance treaty with the Soviet Union signed on 10
December 1944, He thanked his interlocutor for communicating to him
the British views on the questions under discussion.” The respective
positions of the two diplomats seemed almost identical.

Three weeks later, on 28 September, ambassador Duff-Cooper met
with Chauvel. Acting on the Foreign Office instructions he repeated
Harvey’s recent Statement indicating apparently that till the signature of
the British-French treaty of alliance “it is not desirable that France,
which is of special importance to us (Great Britain), should drift into
alliances with Eastern European powers and risk being sucked into the

Y fhid., N 11759/2712/55, Duff-Cooper’s letter, Harvey's notes, 3 Sept. 1946, 4 Sept.
1946.

® rbid., N 11450/2712/55, telegram from the British delegation N II7S8/2712/55,
Harvey's note, 4 Sept. 1946
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Soviet orbit”. Chauwel replied by informing him that already when he
had been requesting the British side to take position on the Fran-
ce’s pacts with Poland and Czechoslovakia, that is in late August, the
French government had decided to give up any further talks on that
subject. And only in the case of Britain’s positive attitude towards the
projected pacts was he ready to reconsider those problems. Chauvel
admitted that France made its conduct towards the two East-European
States dependent on the British acceptance. But she did not intend to
“burn her boats” in her relations with Poland and Czechoslovakia. The
French side preferred, therefore, to say neither “yes” nor “no” and
maintained that the “suitable moment™ for these discussions had not
come yet."

The Polish foreign minister realized, in the second halfiof September
that the French side would not sign with the Polish authorities any
document till the Elections in this country.?® And in the opinion of
ambassador Cavendish-Bentinck, after a speech by the secretary of State
Byrnes in Stuttgart on 6 September in which he stated that the size of the
territories assigned to Poland at the expense of Germany had still to be
finally determined, there was in Warsaw an increased demand for the
French recognition of the Oder-Nysa Euzycka boundary. Caven-
dish-Bentinck thought that a pact of friendship concluded at that time
even without that recognition in its text would still be regarded by the
Polish public opinion as the French government’s actual suport for the
existing Polish western frontier. Ambassador Gartreau, who next day
after Byrnes’ speech gave a rather spontaneous interview to the Polish
Press Agency stating that:

“the whole of the French nation regards the Polish frontier drawn up
at Potsdam as completely justified”, left Warsaw for three weeks in
order to persuade the Polish delegation at the Paris peace conference
that the Polish side should give up its demand to get in writing the
French guarantee for the Oder-Nysa Luzycka frontier. On his return
from Paris the French ambassador complained to his British colleague
that he had been unsuccessful in his efforts to remove the Polish
amendment to the project of the common declaration and thought that

¥ mwid., N 11830/2712/55, Harvey's note, 20 Sept. 1946;
FO'’ telegram to the British embassy in Paris, no. 1811, 25 Sept. 1946; N 12519/2712/55,
Duff-Cooper’s telegram to FO, no. 432, 28 Sept. 1946.

* Ww. Boroduziicjj,, op. cit. pp. 95-96.
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only in that case he would be able to make the French government sign
that pact of friendship.?* Thus towards the end of October the British
could already be sure that in the near future no form of Franco-Polish
agreement would stand any chance of realization.

Only after the elections held in Poland in January 1947, Modzelew-
ski, who by then had become minister of foreign affairs, came to Paris to
sign, on February 10, the Polish-French cultural convention. In the
communiqué issued at the end of the visit the two sides deemed it
necessary to revise the political treaty of February 1921. The Quai
d’Orsay spokesman stated however that until a new treaty was signed
the old one would remain valid.22 Soon, on 4 March a Franco-British
treaty of alliance and mutual assistance was signed at Dunkirk.

The treaty between Great Britain and France was to remain in force
for fifty years and it provided for an assistance against a German
agression after consultations between the two sides even if it were
necessary to consult other powers “having responsibility for action in
relation to Germany". Paragraph 2 of article 5 contained essemtial réser-
vations in regard of future Franco-Polish, or rather the then put in the fiirst
place Framoo-Czechoslovak, talks on a political treaty. France and Great
Britain had pledged themselves that neither of them “will conclude any
alliance or take part in an coalition directed against the other High
Contracting Party; nor will they enter into any obligation inconsistent
with the provisions of the present Treaty”. There was an mmportant
Statement in the treaty’s preamble which defined the future policy of the
two States and which said that they considered “most desirable the
conclusion of a treaty between all the Powers having responsibility for
action in relation to Germany with the object of preventing Germany
from becoming again a menace to peace”. The treaty would come into
force only after an exchange of ratification documents which took place
half a year later in London on 8 September 19473

2 PRO, FO-371, vol. 56638, N 116640/2712/55, Cevendish-Bentinck’s telegram to
the British delegation to the Paris peace conference, no. 8,11 Sept. 1946; N 14230/2712/55,
Cavendish-Bentinck’s letter to Hankey, 28 Oct. 1946.

2 W.T. K owallskii,, Polityku zagranicona RP 1944-1947 (Pollandl’s Foreign Policy
1944-1947)), Warszawa 1971, pp. 337-338.

B MK. K amiiislkii, Wielka Brywamiia wobec czechosfowackiith préb stworzenia
“pomostu miedzy Wschodem a Zadhodlemi” (G. Britain's Attitnedde Towards the Czecho-
slovak Attampits to Become “'a Bridge Between East and West")), “Studia z Dziejéw ZSRR
i Europy Srodkowej”, vol. XXI, 1985, pp. I&2-164.
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The treaty of Dunkirk restricted the elbow-room of the French side
in its talks with the représentatives of Polish authonmifies. However,
Chauvel, the general secretary at Quai d’Orsay, indicated that the
project of a political treaty had already been exchanged between the
French and Polish diplomats in March. Initially the Polish side had
beeen prepared to accept the French conditions but then it put forward
a proposal of extending the allies’ obligations against Germany over the
states allied to her. It was the reason for the negotiations to be suspended
till the end of August 1947. The French government replied it could not
accept the extended obligations sifice they went beyond the conditions
established in the treaty with Great Britain.?* But W. Borodziej affirms
that in March only the Polish project arrived at the French foreign
ministry ( in discussing its content he does not say whether the proposal
of a pact against the States allied to Germany was included in it) while
the French counter-project was delivered to the Poles in eatly July (the
Polish author remarks surprisingly that “in article three a Statement on
Germany’s possible allies was left out™). He adrits however that in the
documents put at his disposal in the archives of the Polish Ministey of
Foreign Affairs the coutse of the Polish-French negotiations “is not
elear: %hce more there are no Polish sources on those talks of May
1947,

Without the knowledge of French diplomatie sources one can hardly
systematically reproduce those negotiations. Anyway, till the end of
August the British government was interested in the questions of
Framco-Pollish relations only as far as they concerned the development
of Framco-Czechoslovak contacts? So one can assume that nothing
particulary important was at that time happening between Paris and
Warsaw. I should like to add incidentally that I do not think correct. W.
Borodziej's Statement, who while comparing the différences in the
formulation of particular treaty articles says that “the extension of the
pact’s force over (Germany’s) future allies seems less essential.” Indeed
this was a key question because it threatened to involve Framce in
activities against the Anglo-Saxon States should they ever be considered
in Moscow as Germany”s allies.

% PRO, FO-817, vol. 48, Ashley Clarke’s letter to Bevin, no. 799, 17 Sept. 1947.
3 W. Borodziijj, op. cit. pp. 97-99, pp. 102-103.

% of MK. Kamifdskii, gn oit. p. IR

7 W. Borod ziiejj, opp.cdit.p. 1063,
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One and a half month after the rejection by Polish authoiities of the
offer to participate in the Paris conférence on the so called Marshall plan
of Europe’s post-war reconstruction on 28 August the Polish project of
the political treaty did arrive at Quai d’Ousay® Chauwel informed
Duff-Cooper about it immediately. The general secretary of the French
foreign ministry was surprised at the Polish initiative of a pact which
“referred not only to Germany but contained a vague reference to
certain other nations™. He also informed the British ambassador that as
the minister of foreign affairs Bidault had left for a two-week holiday the
French side had not decided yet on a reply but “he did not think that
(Quai d'Otsay) would agree to the inclusion of the senence in
question™®

At the Foreign Office a plan was adopted already iin early July, winich
the undersecretary of $tate Christopher Warmer called “the official
doctrine™. It implied that Great Britain drew “a elear distiimctiion™
between anti-German pacts with her immediate neighbours whom she
could effectively help in the case of an enemy attack and make use of
their territotties for attacking the agressor, and the pacts with States
situated at the heart of Europe, such as Poland and Czechoslovakia. The
British thought that both the French and they themselves, if they signed
political pacts with the afore-mentioned States would be unable to fulfil
their treaty obligations not only because of the geographical distance.
The efficiency of those pacts would have been diminished by other
alliances binding Poland and Czechoslovakia, the signatoties to which
the two western States had not been. Thus Great Britain should try to
realize a project put forward by the American secretary of State Byrnes
in May 1946 suggesting the conclusion of a four-power pact for the
control of German disarmement which would safeguard the European
continent against a new war.%

The information Duff-Cooper got on the Polish authorities’ new
initiative made the British draw further conclusions. It was indicated at
the Foreign Office that an extension of treaty obligations against
Germany’s possible allies had been demanded not only by Poland’s
representatiives from the French side but also by the Soviet side from the

% fbid,, p. 105.

» PRO, FO-371, vol. 66 211, N 10163/3800/55, Duff-Cooper’s telegram to FO, no.
845, 30 August 1947.

® M.K. K amiimskii,, op. cit. pp. 167-168.



ENGLAND AND POLISH-FRENCH RAPPROCHEMENT 153

British and by the Czechs from the French. Hanock of the northern
department came to the conclusion that: “it seems to confirm our belief
that the Soviets aim at using such a clause for some ulterior end — no
doubt in order to divide French and British opinion against the
Americans in certain conceivable future eventualities in which the
Russians were able to argue that the Americans were in some way
supporting the Germans™.

On 10 September Duff-Cooper was instructed to have a talk with
Chauvel and explain the British position on the Polish proposal
according to “the official doctrine™ while drawing attention to the
danger of creating divisions in the western world. The ambassador was
also supposed to prompt the French they might indicate to Poland’s
representatives that the best safeguard against a German agression
would be for Poland to join the treaty of the four powers as proposed by
Byrnes.® But the American proposai stood almost no chance of being
realized in view of Molotov’s statement that it did not contain sufficient
guaraniees for Germany's real disarmament.

On 16 September, an official of ministerial rank at the British
embassy in Paris, Ashley Clarke, came to the meeting. Chauwel told the
Englishman the Polish side had after all moved a little on the road to
making closer the respective positions of the two States. It had namely
renounced from putting in the treaty project of the late August, in article
2, a note on Germany’s allies, restricting itself to a statement in article 3.
Consequentlly France would be obliged to act against Germany’s allies
only in case of war. But she would be under no obligation to undertake
common action aimed at preventing a menace from a State other then
Germany. Chauvel indicated however that he did not at the moment
expect much progress in the Framco-Poliish talks though “they (the
French Government) were now awaiting further developments™. Any-
way the Polish side had been notified that the French did not accept
article 3 in its proposed wording.*

At the Foreign Office the content of the talk was received with
dissatisfaction. It was noted that Chauwvel had not even mentioned the
possibility of suspending negotiations with the Polish government.

3. PRO, FO-371, vol. 66211, N 10163/800/55, Hanock’s note, 3 Sept. 1947.
52 Jbid., FO's telegram to Duff-Cooper, no. 1786, 10 September 1947.

B M.K. K amiihskkii, op. cit. p. 167.

% PRO, FO-817, vol. 48, Ashley Clarke’s letter to Bevin, 17 Sept. 1947.
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There was little comfort in the fact that also in her negotiations with the
Belgians France had promised to keep consulting the British ally (The
British stand was that a political rapprochement with Belgium could
take place only after economic décisions had been taken as a resuit of
discussions on the Marshall plan). They did not accept Chauvel's
arguments that the Byrnes' quadtipattite treaty had little chance of
becoming reality., As an example of the ineffectiveness of western
alliances with Poland they quoted the pacts concluded with her by
France and Great Britain before the war. In his letter of 22 October
Bevin was telling Duff-Cooper that “in 1939 both Framce and this
country (Great Britain), in spite of our clear obligation towards Poland,
were unable — although we went to war with Germany in pursuance of
that obligation — to do anything at all to assist Poland when that
countey was invaded by Hitler”.

The Foreign Office did not agree with Chauvel’s opinion that, unlike
in Czechoslovakia, in Poland the commumiists wanted to conclude a pact
with France against Stalin’s wishes. In the afore-mentioned letter Bevin
held on to the opinion that “both in Poland and Czechoslovakia, the
Commumists, under inspiration from Moscow, were insisting upon the
extension of mutual assistance obligations to cover States associated
with Germany”. Thus in London it was said that the meeting between
Ashley Clark and Chauvel was by no means a success.®

The British were not wrong because three days after that talk, on 19
September, the French submitted to the Polish foreign ministry their
project of a treaty. It turned out that they accepted the Polish proposal
of article 3 relating also to Germany’s allies.3® But only one month later
did Duff-Cooper learn about that concession from e Figaro newspaper
of 18 October. On that day, too, he asked for expliemation Jacques Camil
Paris, director of the European department at Quais d'Orsey. The
representative of the French foreign ministry confirmed that infor-
mation in Le Figaro's article did correspond with the facts. He stressed
however that the negotiations were at a deadlock because the Polish side
objected to a fragment in the preamble indicating France's respon-

% fbid., FO-371, vol. 66211, N 10992/800/55, Hankey’s note, 26 Sept. 1947; note
(sign, illegible), 29 Sept. 1947; Hankey"s note, 1 @xitt. 19347; Witammen"s mutiz, (6t t. 19477 modee
(sign, illegible), 9 Oct. 1947; Hancock’s note, 13 Oct. 1947, Warner's note, 20 Oct. 1947,
FO-8117, vol. 48, Bevin's letter to Duff-Cooper, no. 1326, 22 October 1947.

% W. Borodziej, op, cit. p. 106.
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sibility as one of the four powers occupying Germany. Whereas the
article expressed the idea that the signing of the pact with Poland
depended on the signing of the quadripattite treaty on Germany and the
negotiations with Czechoslovakia would be completed only after the
talks with the Polish side had brought positive results. Camil Paris
indicated on his part that the foreign minister “Bidault was now
absolutely opposed to concluding political agreements with these two
(Poland and Czechoslovakia) countries™.*’

London did not inquire into the sudden firmness of the French
minister. Perhaps Bidault ceased hesitating under the impact of new
experiences he had won while co-operating with Bevin at the Patris
conference in July on the Marshall plan. It cannot be excluded that
a declaration proclaimed at Szklarska Poreba in late September, signed
by représentatiives of the communist parties of the Soviet Union, six
Central European countries and of France and Italy, in which a division
of the world into two opposite blocks was announced, made Bidault
more cautious in his dealings with Polish diplomats. From 4 May there
were no longer communists in the Freach government, a fact which
enabled the Christian-Democrat minister to conduct a policy that did
not depend on their opinion on co-operation with the Central European
countties.

It seems however that Bevin still did not believe in a radical change of
his French colleague’s attitude. Too long had lasted France’s “flir-
tation™ with Poland and Czechoslovakia. He was paricularly alarmed at
Paris’s opinion that “if unexpectedly the Poles were suddenly to give
way on the reference to France’s obligation as one of the four powers
responsible for Germany the' French Government would admittedly
find themselves in a somewhat embartassing position”. Nor was he
convinced by the next words of the French diplomat that “they (French
Government) would have to extricate themselves as best they could™.
Bevin felt that there was “a distinct risk of agreement” between France
and Poland sifice only at one point the positions were not co-ordinated.
“You were quite right — he cabled to Duff-Cooper on 23 November
— in saying to M. Paris that my apptehensions would continue so long
as these negotiations had not been finally buried”. In his view the
essence of Soviet policy on French pacts with Poland and Czecho-

¥ PRO, FO-1371, vol. 66211, N 1:3246/800/55, Duff-Cooper’s telegtam to FO, no.
1023, 18 Nov. 1947.
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slovakia was “to put all possible obstacles in the way of the Byrnes
project... just because it would dispose of the German menace and so
deprive the Soviet Government of the pretext for building up a system of
interlocking bilateral pacts in Eastern Europe in which they (Soviet
Government) clearly hope to involve Framce, thus detaching her to
a certain extent from the West”. On the other hand, France herself,
without British and American assistance, would be unable to support
her eventual East European allies.®

Paris suggested that Bevin himself should discuss these problems
with Bidault who was Gaming to London for a session of the Foreign
Ministers’ Coungil.*® Bevin, on his part, instructed Duff-Cooper to ask
Paris for the projects of the Franco-Paliish treaty to be delivered to the
British side. Almost four months earlier, on 7 August the French
ambassador in London, René Massigli had handed the undersecretary
at the Foreign Office, Orme Sargent, copies of the projected pact with
Czechoslovakia® On 25 Nowvember, Paris promised Duff-Cooper to
gratify Bevin’s request. The French diplomat assured once more his
interlocutor that Bidault was absolutely opposed to the sighing of pacts
with Poland and Czechoslovakia. When the Czechoslovak vice-premiet,
Peter Zenkl, of the natiomal-socialist party, visited Paris the French
foreign ministry gave a negative answer to his suggestion of discussing
a Franco-Czechoslovak political pact. In a telegram to Bevin of 23
November Duff-Cooper was expressing the hope that “if a break with
Russia occurs at the Council of Foreign Ministers the Freach will be
prepared to take up a more definite stand in the sense which we desire”.*
Besides, Bevin had no longer any doubts that the meeting of the four
powers’ forelgn ministers would end with a fallure.®

The by then clear situation was somewhat blurred by the telegrams
from British representatives in Prague and Warsaw (the first of
5 November, the second of 21 November). Both of them informed that
the Soviet government was impeding the negotiations of Czechoslovak
and Polish sides with the French. The British ambassador in Poland,
Donald Gainer maintained that “in Soviet eyes France is not ripe

% fbid., N 13246/88/55, Bevin's telegram to Duff-Cooper, no. 2474, 23 Nov. 1947.
® mhid., Duff-Cooper’s telegram; Hancock’s note, 20 Nov. 1947.

“ mpid., Bevin's telegram to Duff-Cooper.

‘L Ibid,. N 13492/800/55, Duff-Cooper’s telegram to Bevin, no. 1045, 25 Nov. 1947.
2 Ibid., N 13246/800/55, Bevin’s telegram to Duff-Cooper.
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enough to be tied to the Soviet satellite system™. But in his view it did not
mean, as Chauwel thought, that the Polish commumists were at odds with
the Soviet leadership. The ambassador had no doubts that the Polish
authorities “are required to submit each clause for the appoval of the
Soviet Government”. So he was inclined to think™ that Poland is more
eager alslan is Soviet Russia to see this political pact concluded at an early
date™.

Under the impact of those telegrams, the Foreign Office revised
somewhat views on the possibility for an agreement between Framce and
Poland. Bevin came to the conclusion that the Polish-French pact would
constitute for the Russians a risk of western influences spreading in
Poland which would remove the advantages of France being involved
“in the Eastern European Treaty network’. He was anticipating that the
Soviet side would apply the policy of holding back the treaty’s
fmalization while waiting for the Marshall plan to break down, for the
French communists to win an influencial position in the government,
and for the French side to accept the conditions put forward by the
Polish side. In spite of all these considerations Bevin stressed: “I still
consider that the conclusion of the pacts (between France, Poland and
Czechoslovakia) would involve Framce dangerously in the European
Treaties network™. In his instruction of 31 December he asked the
ambassadors in Warsaw and Prague to follow closely the developments
and inform him in detall.*

Even in the late 1947 and early 1948, Bevin could not free himself
from suspecting his French partner, despite the fact that the London
session of the Council of Foreign Ministers, which had lasted from 25
November to 15 December, ended its deliberations with a fallure which
almost automatiicallly pushed Framce back to the western camp since the
diplomatie game of the Soviet Union over Germany was €mming to an
end. The distrust could be deepened by the fact that the French, though
they had promiised to do it, did not deliver to the British in December the
project of a political pact with Poland.*® At the beginning of that month
some rumours had already reached the Foreign Office that the planned

3 Ihid., N 13548/800/55, Gainer’s telegram to Bevin, no. 352, 21 Nov. 1947.

“4 Ibid., N 14922/800/55, FO's letter to Gainer, no. 614, 31 December 1947;
N 13548/800/55, Hancock's note, 9 December 1947, Hankey’s note, 9 December 1947,
Warner's note, 14 December 1947.

4 Ibid., Hancock’s note, 23 December 1947.
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Czechoslovak-Hungariam treaty would not only include no mention
about Germany herseif or about Germany and her allies but that it
would also provide for mutual assistance in the case of “any agression™.
At the same time in the British press appeared reports that the already
concluded political pacts in Central Eastern Europe would be revised by
the extension of the term ‘“agressor” over any State. Although the
Foteign Office waited for a confirmation of this news from more
authotitafiive sources it was getting convinced that Framce was conduc-
ting a game which was the more dangerous the longer it lasted. Because
one could put even more easily under the term “any agressor” the
United States or Great Britain than one could do it in the case of
a “Getmany’s ally”*

A meeting between Bevin and Bidault took place on 17 December.
The French minister stated at it that the Czechoslovak and Polish
ambassadors had been informed that “the present was not the right
moment for such (political) treaties” with their States.”” Earlier, in
November ambassador Garreau had been recalled from Poland as “his
strongly pro-Soviet bias had embarassed his own Government™*® On
the other hand, the British ambassador was told in early December by
the French chargé d’affaires, de Beausse that the latter could not
imagine any other French government to be able to sign a political treaty
with Poland than the one led by the general secretary of the French
Communist Party, Mautice Thorez® At the Polish Socialist Party’s
Congress in Wroctaw, vice-premier Wiadyslaw Gorutka for the first
time expressed an accusation against a member of the French govern-
ment, the socialist minister of the interior, Jules Moch, which provoked
a French note of protest.®

During the December conversation with Bevin, Bidault did not
misinform his colleague. The veracity of his Statement was additionally
confirmed by the fact that the French minister was accepting without
réservation the Anglo-Saxon thesis that the Polish western frontier
along the Oder and Nysa Luzycka line had not been established yet and

% mphid, N 14922/800/55G. Hancock’s note entitled “The Framco-Pulish and
Franco-Czech Pacts of Mutual Assistance™, 3 Decem r 1947.

4T fbid., note entitled “Anglo-Czech Conversation” of December 17th 1947.

“ fbid., N 13548/800/55, Gainer’s telegram to Bevin.

4 hid., n 14125/800/55, Gainer’s telegram to FO, no. 1809, 18 December 1947.
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so the Polish-Franco political pact of 1921 could not guarantee it. “The
French guarantee — he stated — if it could be said to exist, applied to the
soul rather than to the body of Poland™ > So for the British diplomacy
a period of some tension, caused by the uncertainty in which direction
France would go, was Caring to an end. The development of the general
international situation, influenced by the break-down of any forms of
co-operation between Moscow and Washingtion, also affected deeply
France’s political position. Her co-operation with Gteat Britain and the
United States could now no longer be replaced by the Soviet Union.

(Translated by Ludwik Wiieewiddkicomsdi)

St 1bid., N 14922/800/55 G, note entitled Anglo-French conversation.





