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    Introduction


  




  There probably never was a war more susceptible to myth making than the Cold War. Largely fought in secret by the intelligence services of the USA, the Soviet Union, Britain

  and the two Germanies, it was a battle for and of minds in which the main weapons were propaganda and deception. Certainly, transparency was not the aim of any of the main protagonists, nor was it

  their wish to leave a clear record for posterity. As a result, grasping the reality of the Cold War can be as tantalising as catching a sunbeam.




  Manipulation of public attitudes was easier in the Cold War years than it is today. Compared to the world-weariness of the twenty-first century, it was a more trusting age. The

  aim of this book is to dispel some of the myths of the Cold War; to bring recently acquired knowledge to our understanding of events, and question perceptions which have, with the passage of time,

  tended to become certainties in the public consciousness. This book queries the validity of assumptions made in a world so divided that nearly everything was seen in black and white. As far as is

  possible, it peels back layers of deception and intrigue and moves beyond the mythology which has been so carefully constructed around the Cold War story. It examines events not only from the

  standpoint of the West but also from that of the Soviet Union and its allies. But there is a proviso. In the words of a British intelligence expert, governments offer only carefully packaged

  versions of the past.1 It is unlikely that the parcel will ever be fully unwrapped.




  Some of those who read this book will have lived through the Cold War and will have their own memories of events. I, myself, am a child of the Cold War, born in the year

  that Churchill added the term ‘iron curtain’ to the world’s lexicon. Others, the generation born around the time when that most potent symbol of the conflict, the Berlin Wall, was

  demolished, will know it only second-hand. Most people, old or young, will have personal opinions about it. My random enquiries about the meaning of the term ‘Cold War’ have elicited a

  variety of responses. Some remember it as a superpower conflict between the Soviet Union and the USA. Some recall it as the period when Europe was divided. There are James Bond aficionados, too

  young to remember the events themselves, for whom, I am assured, the words ‘Cold War’ conjure up merely an image of a white Persian cat – the trademark of the villainous Dr

  Blofeld who plotted world domination.




  In order to write about the Cold War it is necessary to define it. But this in itself is no easy task. For those who lived through it, it seemed real enough at the time. The world was rigidly

  divided along ideological lines for more than forty years. It was impossible to sit on the fence between communism and capitalism, try though many smaller countries did. The fear of nuclear

  annihilation was a constant menacing cloud. But the more time passes, the more amorphous the idea of the Cold War becomes. With its ending, the era of ideological politics seemed to vanish into

  thin air, the world’s leaders replaced by a new breed of managerial politicians, many of whom did not seem to believe in anything at all. How was it that the world could have fought so hard,

  for so long and so dangerously over what were merely philosophical ideals?




  But was it an ideological conflict? The question is one that has, over the decades, aroused debate in historical circles. Indeed, some historians have taken the ideology out of the Cold War and

  argued that it was about international power politics and national self-interests. The schools of thought can be roughly divided into three groups. During the early years of the Cold War, the orthodox view was that it was a struggle against Stalinist expansionism. During the middle years, the revisionists saw the conflict in terms of the USA’s

  determination to impose itself and its economic system on the rest of the world. It was the post-revisionists during the latter years of the Cold War who cast the ideological factor to the winds.

  Since then, there has been a gradual return to stressing the importance of ideology.




  This has partly come about because of the availability of new archive material from countries other than Western Europe or the USA, particularly the former Soviet bloc countries and Asia. This

  has added deeper understanding to the role that ideology played in dividing the world. It has shown more clearly how the main protagonists, particularly the two superpowers, judged other countries

  and regional conflicts by their ideological allegiances. This was the benchmark by which the Soviet Union and the USA determined which of the smaller nations were camp followers and which were not.

  Even when the political affiliation of another country was only skin deep, as was often the case in Africa or the Middle East, the perception from Washington or Moscow was of ideological

  commitment. There are several instances where US perception that an emerging African nation, for example, was ideologically sympathetic to communism, served to make it so.




  The history of the Cold War for most people living in the West was, until the 1990s, the West’s version of events. The availability of new archive material and a distance from events has

  enabled historians to redress a previously skewed picture. As a result, in recording this new history, some aspects of this book may be seen as unduly harsh on American and Western actions and

  motives. This is inevitable. The dissemination of information during the Cold War was not objective. It was aimed at winning a war. So, for example, the building of the Berlin Wall, still popularly

  portrayed as a heinous crime against humanity, was in reality a relief for the West because it stabilised an unstable situation. Or, nearer to our own time, the emergence in

  the 1970s of a strong new leader in Iraq called Saddam Hussein was greeted positively by both Britain and the USA. The Americans even sent a young emissary, by the name of Donald Rumsfeld, to have

  secret talks with him in 1983.




  During the Cold War the media, from which most people derive their awareness of current events, was susceptible, both wittingly and unwittingly, to government propaganda. Latterly, the US

  government itself has set the record straight on some issues by releasing previously secret documents. Twenty years after the event, for example, it was revealed that Kennedy and Khrushchev had

  arranged a secret deal during the Cuban missile crisis. The drip of information about the Cold War will continue for many years to come. There will be more revelations, and perceptions will be

  modified again. The haphazard manner in which archive material becomes available means that evaluating the Cold War will remain a problem. A new document does not provide the final answer. It only

  adds a piece to the jigsaw.




  All history is selective. This is particularly so with the Cold War because of its geographical extent and large time span. The tendency has been for historians to specialise in particular

  areas, either geographical or thematic. This book bucks that trend in that it ranges across the globe covering the period from the end of the Second World War to the quiet revolutions in Europe. In

  order to do this it has been necessary to select and to simplify the complex. The events described are a sample which illustrates the whole. They build up a picture. They contain and encapsulate

  the meaning of the Cold War. This book provides a starting point.




  On a point of style, I have used ‘Russia’ and ‘Russians’ interchangeably with the ‘Soviet Union’ and ‘Soviets’; likewise with America and the USA.

  All the countries on the eastern side of the Iron Curtain I have referred to as the Soviet bloc. America and her allies are ‘the West’. This is a crude way to

  divide the world, necessitated by brevity. However, it should be noted that there were frequent differences of opinion between countries in the same power blocs. They did not necessarily act with

  one accord.




  The chapter on Africa deals with sub-Saharan Africa, that area of the continent lying south of the Sahara Desert. North Africa is included in the chapter on the Middle East since the countries

  that make up this area – Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya and Egypt – are linked by history, religion, culture and ethnicity to the Middle East. Sub-Saharan Africa is the greater part

  of the continent including more than forty countries.
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    Communism and capitalism


  




  Throughout the centuries the human condition has exercised the world’s thinkers. Philosophers and philanthropists have sought to find ways of creating a better society.

  During the twentieth century, the ideal which dominated much of the world was of a society where all were free and equal, where no one was oppressed, and where everyone had everything they needed.

  It is possible to criticise this ideal as being hopelessly utopian but it does not appear to bear the hallmark of wickedness. Yet much of the last century was spent in a global struggle between

  those who purported to be the advocates of such an ideal and those who saw the doctrine behind it not only as a threat to existence but frequently as an evil. The utopian world was the world of

  communism; an integral part of the ideal was the annihilation of capitalism, the economic system which governs most of the globe, albeit somewhat shakily.




  Communism, whether in theory or practice, dominates the history of the twentieth century. Its story is one not only of revolutions, wars and persecution but also of idealism and crusade. Human

  baseness and brutality mingle with heroism and sacrifice. During the 1930s, for example, thousands joined the International Brigades and went to their deaths in Spain in a civil war which was not

  their own because they believed in the cause. Thousands more perished during the same decade as a result of Stalin’s purges.




  Based on the nineteenth-century writings of the German philosopher Karl Marx, communism’s first national power base was Russia. During the Russian Revolution of 1917,

  the monarchy was overthrown and a communist state established under Lenin’s leadership. The USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) emerged from Imperial Russia in 1922. Russia’s new

  revolutionary leaders faced hostility from Europe and the USA from the outset. They supported the counter-revolutionary forces, known as the White Russians. Winston Churchill in particular, at that

  time British Secretary of State for War, was vehemently opposed to Lenin and his comrades, known as the Bolsheviks, and advocated strong action against them. A Franco-British force landed in the

  Russian Arctic port of Murmansk in 1918 and occupied it for about two years. Civil war between the Whites and the Red Army lasted for nearly three years in the regions around Russia’s

  borders. Britain recognised the Soviet regime in 1924; the USA did not do so until 1933. America warned that the Bolsheviks were a threat to social order in nearly every European country.




  When, in 1918, the world’s leaders met in Paris to draw up peace terms at the end of the First World War, it was the threat of Bolshevism spreading from the east rather than the fate of

  defeated Germany which was uppermost in many minds. Despite the fact that Russia had fought with Britain, France and the USA against Germany, Lenin and his comrades were excluded from the peace

  conference which devoted much of its time to devising ways either of destroying his revolution or preventing its spread.1




  Three empires had collapsed by the end of the First World War – Russian, Turkish and Austro–Hungarian. With the map of Europe in tatters, one solution to the communist threat was to

  establish a cordon sanitaire of small independent nations in Eastern Europe, to isolate communism from capitalism. The new states were formed from the imperial remnants. But three decades

  later, as the Soviet army swept across Europe in the final months of the war against Hitler, these vulnerable nations fell under Russian influence. By 1945, they looked more

  like bridgeheads for communism than protection against the red peril. The Russian army stopped at the Elbe. The Iron Curtain descended roughly along that line.




  As the century progressed, communism spread from Europe to all corners of the globe. China, the most populous nation in the world, became a communist state. Many other Asian nations followed

  suit. Latin American and African leaders declared themselves to be communist, although Lenin might not have recognised them as such. In addition, communist parties were established and sometimes

  flourished in almost every country in the world, including Western European countries. Yet, come the millennium, the communist experiment seemed to be over. During the 1990s, communist states

  collapsed like a pack of cards, a mere handful remaining to fly the ragged red flag by the end of the century.




  Surely the big question about communism is what went wrong. Why did it fail? How was it that a humanistic doctrine became a Stalinist or Maoist tyranny?




  Communism: the great fantasy




  Many millions of words have been written in attempts to explain Marxism and communism since Marx first penned his brief Manifesto of the Communist Party in

  1848.2 Many millions have died fighting in the name of Marxism or communism. A significant number of these adherents have been killed, not by the

  opposition, but by others also claiming to be true Marxists or communists. So what is this creed which gripped and divided the world during the twentieth century and which remains, for some, a

  tyrannical abuse of humankind and, for others, the ultimate ideal?




  There are two things that most commentators seem to have agreed upon over the decades: Marxism is not the same as communism, and Marxism itself is a matter of

  interpretation. ‘There is scarcely any question relating to the interpretation of Marxism that is not a matter of dispute’, according to one of the world’s foremost experts on

  Marxism, the Polish émigré historian Leszek Kolakowski. His three-volume work on Marxism, in which he endeavoured to record the ‘principal controversies’, is regarded as

  one of the most influential books of the second half of the twentieth century.3 His oft quoted conclusion was that Marxism was ‘the greatest

  fantasy’ of the century. ‘It was a dream offering the prospect of a society of perfect unity, in which all human aspirations would be fulfilled and all values

  reconciled.’4




  For those coming new to Marxism, the best introduction is a reading of the philosopher’s own words on the subject contained in his brief Manifesto. First published in 1848, a time

  of revolution throughout Europe, it was a rallying cry to the dispossessed. Marx, the son of a prosperous middle class Jewish family, was banned from Germany and France because of his subversive

  activities and finally settled in London.5 Much of what Marx wrote in his Manifesto has a contemporary ring. He foresaw the rise of the global

  economy. Indeed, for him it had already happened. The industrial revolution, the huge increase in trade resulting from colonisation and the resulting rise of the bourgeoisie had all served to

  create world markets and an international conformity. They had also created the proletariat and the bourgeoisie whose only bond, according to Marx, was the ‘naked self-interest’ of the

  bourgeoisie, owners of the capital with which the proletariat was exploited. But the bourgeoisie also sowed the seeds of its own destruction. Ultimately it would be destroyed by the working class

  that it had created.




  The concept of inevitability in history is a crucial factor in Marxist theory. Marx claimed to have formulated a scientific theory by which man could know the future course of events. It was not

  possible to say, for example, when the revolution of the proletariat would happen, but it was possible to know that it inevitably would. This rigid belief in the eventual

  demise of capitalism made zealots of committed communists. Even in the direst of circumstances, the certainty of victory gave them strength. Communism, for some, resembled a religious faith with

  the added virtue that it could be scientifically proven. One theory to explain the collapse of communism is that, for a variety of reasons, this absolute belief weakened during the 1980s until

  there was no longer anything left to fight for.6




  The distinguishing feature of communism, according to Marx, was the abolition of private property. Marx realised that this radical move was likely to meet stiff opposition, not just from the

  bourgeoisie at whom it was aimed but also from peasant farmers and small traders. He dealt with the problem in his Manifesto arguing that there was no need to destroy the latter type of

  property because it was in any case being destroyed by industrial development. ‘Communism deprives no man of the power to appropriate the products of society; all that it does is to deprive

  him of the power to subjugate the labour of others by means of such appropriation’, Marx claimed.7




  Marxism provided the ‘ideological tradition’ on which communism was based.8 Communism itself came in many forms. There was Marxism,

  Marxism-Leninism, Stalinism, and Maoism, to name but a few variations. Chinese Marxism, for example, wove Confucian philosophy into its tapestry during the twentieth century. In the twenty-first

  century it has also adopted its own version of capitalism. Latin American Marxists tended to focus on the economic exploitation of their countries by foreign powers rather than the home-grown

  bourgeoisie.




  And then there is socialism. It is necessary, according to Marx, to go through a transitional stage between capitalism and communism and that stage is known as socialism. Communism is a higher

  form of socialism. During the transitional stage, the means of production are gathered into the hands of the state but the capitalist system continues. Some socialist parties

  never go beyond this stage. Many countries, as for example Sweden, practise a successful form of socialist welfare combined with capitalism. The use of the word ‘socialist’ to describe

  a political party or a government can be confusing as it can mean both one operating within the capitalist system or one which is on the road to communism. Many communist countries claimed to be

  ‘socialist’ and the word appeared in the official name of the Soviet Union.




  Essentially, the Marxist proposition that the ‘history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggle’ and that the proletariat would inevitably take control

  throughout the world was central to communist dogma.9 Once the proletariat had taken over, various measures would need to be introduced, Marx decreed.

  All ‘instruments of production’ would be placed in the hands of the state and all capital removed from the bourgeoisie. Initially the reorganisation of society would demand some

  ‘despotic’ measures, but once all production had been concentrated in the hands of the nation, public power would lose its political character. The state itself would wither away. For,

  as Marx put it: ‘In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the

  free development of all.’10




  Marx’s recipe for post-revolutionary society was followed on the whole by communist regimes. The problem was things did not follow the pattern that Marx had predicted. For example, those

  living under communism during the twentieth century found it more difficult to resolve the issue of private property than Marx had anticipated. Small farmers proved particularly resilient to the

  idea of losing their land. In many countries sweeping land reforms had to be watered down to prevent starvation. Even the East German leader, Walter Ulbricht, a committed communist and considered

  by many to be ultra Stalinist, dared to introduce economic reforms in the 1960s which borrowed from capitalism. Faced with the all too visible economic miracle of West

  Germany, Ulbricht saw that it was necessary to make his workers’ and peasants’ state a more attractive place in which to live if his citizens were not to abandon the country for the

  bright lights of capitalism.11 His heretical proposals, which spoke of profit and markets, were short lived, doomed to failure under pressure from the

  rigid orthodoxy of the Kremlin. Attempts by other Soviet bloc countries to liberalise their failing economies suffered similar fates.




  Most importantly, the state did not wither away as Marx had predicted; it tended to become increasingly powerful and all-pervading. Kolakowski is not alone in asking how it was that this

  ‘idea which began in Promethean humanism ... culminated in the monstrous tyranny of Stalin.’ One of the answers is that Marx was wrong to think that once private property had been

  removed, ‘human interest would cease to be in conflict’.




  Other commentators have taken a more critical view of Marxism. The historian Richard Pipes, a US presidential adviser during the 1980s, sees no good in Marxism at all. His bald assessment is

  that ‘Communism was not a good idea that went wrong; it was a bad idea’. Acquisitiveness is a powerful human characteristic. Communism could not refashion human nature. That is why it

  had to resort to coercion and violence in order to make people give up their private property. Communism, in Pipes’ view, ‘is a pseudoscience converted into a pseudoreligion and

  embodied in an inflexible political regime’.12 The only solution to the world’s problems is the free market; in other words,

  capitalism.




  Capitalism: the consumers’ creed




  Capitalism is not, on the whole, a rallying cry. Passions can be raised by demands for ‘freedom’ or ‘democracy’. Not many have

  taken to the streets on behalf of capitalism. And yet it is capitalism which has routed Marx’s cry – ‘Working men of all countries, unite!’13




  Perhaps the simplest way of differentiating capitalism from communism is to ask the question: who or what rules? The short answer for communism is the proletariat; the short answer for

  capitalism is the market. One of the first to expound on the concept of the free market was the Scottish political economist Adam Smith in the eighteenth century. He was an advocate of free trade

  at a time when, in Britain, the movement of goods was strictly regulated. His study of the development of industry and commerce in Europe, The Wealth of Nations, is regarded as a classic. In

  it, Smith argued that, if people were set free to better themselves, it would in fact benefit the whole of society.




  At the start of the twentieth century, the German political economist, Max Weber, attempted to capture the essence of capitalism in his book, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of

  Capitalism. Weber argued that the desire to accumulate wealth in order to acquire that which it can buy was an age old human ambition and not related to the concept of capitalism. What makes

  capitalism as practised in the West different is that the aim is to acquire wealth in order to invest it and in turn produce more wealth. This goal has its roots in the Protestant faith, Weber

  said. Those who use their money to buy fast cars and lavish lifestyles would not, according to Weber, be capitalists. Those who invest their money to expand their businesses, would be. In his

  words:




  

    

      

        Unlimited greed for gain is not in the least identical with capitalism, and is still less its spirit. Capitalism may even be identical with the restraint, or at

        least a rational tempering, of this irrational impulse. But capitalism is identical with the pursuit of profit, and forever renewed profit, by means of continuous, rational, capitalistic enterprise. For it must be so: in a wholly capitalistic order of society, an individual capitalistic enterprise which did not take advantage of

        its opportunities for profit-making would be doomed to extinction.14


      


    


  




  About forty years later, an Austrian political scientist, Joseph Schumpeter, attempted to tackle the vexed question of capitalism. His study, Capitalism, Socialism and

  Democracy, which examined the relationship between the political system of democracy and the economic systems of socialism and capitalism, opened up a new debate.15 Writing during the Second World War and with the memory of the Great Depression still strong, Schumpeter argued that socialism and democracy were not incompatible and that

  capitalism would eventually give way to socialism.




  Looked at from the perspective of the twenty-first century, Schumpeter seems to have been wrong. With the ending of the Cold War, not only was capitalism victorious but also a consensus was

  established that capitalism and democracy are inextricably linked. According to a study conducted in the early part of the 1990s, in which a number of leading scholars re-examined

  Schumpeter’s arguments, this link was forged at the end of the Cold War.16 The contributors to the study were asked to examine the validity of

  the perception that democracy can flourish only in a market economy. Interestingly, all of them, whether champions of capitalism or socialism, endorsed a mixed economy as the ideal though they

  differed on the emphasis that should be placed on state intervention and the market.




  More recently, the American political economist, Jeffry Frieden, has tried to answer the question of whether global capitalism will last. Globalisation, the economic system to which Marx

  referred in his Manifesto, is now, according to Frieden, taken for granted. Many people ‘regard it as the natural state of things, and expect that it will last for

  ever’.17 But, says Frieden, its base is as fragile as it was in the early twentieth century when it was swept away by the

  First World War, only to re-emerge at the end of the Cold War. Its survival, according to Frieden, depends on an acceptance by governments of social obligation. There is no moral yardstick with

  which to measure the suffering of a worker who loses his job in one part of the world against the benefits to another worker thousands of miles away whose job depends on globalisation, he writes.

  The success of global capitalism will depend on the ability of governments to co-exist with policies committed to social advance.18




  Some scholars predicted a crisis in capitalism, pointing out that the Protestant ethos, as referred to by Weber, has been lost. According to the American political theorist, Benjamin Barber,

  capitalism’s success is also its downfall. Too many goods are now chasing too few needs and so needs have to be manufactured.19 Shopping has

  become an addiction, consumerism ‘a surrogate for living’.20 ‘Global inequality means that while the wealthy have too few needs, the

  needy have too little wealth. Capitalism is stymied, courting long-term disaster.’ Barber asks the question: ‘How is it that when we see politics permeate every life sector we call it

  totalitarianism and when we see religion everywhere we call it theocracy, but when commerce dominates everything we call it liberty?’21 In order

  to survive, says Barber, capitalism will have to respond to real needs again instead of fabricating synthetic ones, or else it will consume itself – thus raising the question of whether

  Marx’s prophecy that capitalism contains the seeds of its own destruction could even yet prove to be true. The ‘credit crunch’ of 2008 and 2009 has seen capitalism struggling for

  survival.




  There was a logical inevitability to the conflict between capitalism and communism. Although there was a period during the late 1960s and 1970s when co-existence was attempted, the two systems

  could not exist side by side indefinitely. The problem was not only that, ideologically, the success of one entailed the death of the other; it was also that both systems

  demanded continuous expansion at the expense of the other. Growth is essential for capitalism in order to obtain return on investment. World domination was inherent within communism. Like two

  swelling toads in a confined space, one system was doomed to crush the other or both would explode.




  By the end of the twentieth century, it appeared that capitalism had triumphed. There was little to stand in its way as the former communist world scrambled to board the capitalist boat. But the

  free rein handed to capitalism with the demise of communism has resulted in a global crisis. The events of the first decade of the twenty-first century have demonstrated that there are unforeseen

  dangers inherent in the dominance of a global economic system unconstrained by alternative forces.
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    Propaganda, plots and bombs


  




  The conflict between communism and capitalism culminated in the Cold War. For more than four decades the world was dangerously divided along an ideological fault line. It was a

  largely secret war, the greater part being fought by the intelligence agencies of the main protagonists. What people were able to observe was only the tip of the iceberg. A few years after the Cold

  War had come to an end in Europe, a leading American historian famously wrote a book prematurely entitled We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History. Its author, John Lewis Gaddis, has since

  qualified that statement. What we know now is simply more than we did.1 Intelligence expert Richard J. Aldrich has detailed our lack of accurate

  information about the Cold War in a book about what he calls ‘the hidden hand’. This, he says, is the missing dimension of Cold War history, the work of the intelligence agencies. We do

  not yet know the full story of the Cold War and we may never know, he writes. What we can be certain of is that intelligence activity is ‘fundamental to any understanding of the Cold War ...

  [it] was fought, above all, by the intelligence services’.2




  It is this fact that makes the Cold War so unlike other major conflicts which have occurred throughout the centuries. Although intelligence services have almost always played a part in wars, the

  fact remains that conflicts have largely been determined by military operations. These are difficult to hide from public view even though attempts may be made to distort the outcomes. But the Cold War was not fought with set piece battles. Although it rapidly spilled over from its European origins to encompass Asia, Africa, the Middle East and Latin

  America, most countries did not experience warfare during the Cold War. Even in those countries which were ravaged by conventional battles, such as Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan, the conflict was

  primarily a civil war which was appropriated by one or other of the two power blocs thus enabling the Cold War to be fought by proxy.




  The tools of intelligence agencies are many and varied. They include deception, sabotage, espionage, subversion, secret propaganda and, on occasion, political assassination. This chapter offers

  up merely the flavour of the clandestine Cold War. It aims to provide an understanding of the context in which events took place, an antidote to the official versions preferred by governments.

  Western governments, for example, have tended to lead their citizens to believe that the nefarious secret deeds of the Cold War emanated from ‘the other side’, that the West’s

  intelligence role was largely defensive rather than offensive. In reality, both sides were actively engaged in the whole range of intelligence activities over several decades. The Russians, for

  example, were as concerned about Western infiltration as the West was about communist infiltration. Subversive plots were dreamt up in London and Washington as well as Moscow. But the history of

  the Cold War suffers from a problem common to the histories of most conflicts in that it is the victor’s version which becomes the norm.




  The area of intelligence activity which probably sits highest in the public consciousness is that of espionage, largely because this most secret of occupations was also, when spies were caught,

  the most public. There were many spy scandals throughout the Cold War. Examples include the Cambridge spies, chief among them Kim Philby, Guy Burgess and Donald Maclean.3 The East German secret service managed to place a spy in the inner office of the West German Chancellor, Willy Brandt. Günter Guillaume spent several

  years feeding information to the Stasi before being arrested in 1974.4 The traffic was two-way. In 1967 alone, the KGB claims to have identified more

  than 270 foreigners in Russia with links to Western intelligence services and uncovered twenty-two double agents.5




  Spies capture the public imagination. But the bulk of intelligence activity during the Cold War was focused on ‘the struggle for the minds of men’,6 otherwise known as psychological warfare – the art of influencing attitudes, not only of the enemy but also of non-aligned and domestic audiences. It ranges from the use

  of propaganda radio stations to the manipulation of the news media, the creation of resistance groups and a whole range of covert and often murky operations.7




  The common characteristic of Cold War psychological warfare was its ‘plausible deniability’. These words first occurred in an American National Security Council statement in 1948,

  which ruled that covert operations must be ‘planned and executed so that any US Government responsibility for them is not evident to unauthorised persons and that if uncovered the US

  Government can plausibly disclaim any responsibility’.8 The Labour Cabinet member and Second World War psychological warrior Richard Crossman put

  it more succinctly: ‘The way to carry out good propaganda is never to appear to be carrying it out at all.’9




  Although the main protagonists in the Cold War, both militarily and in the field of intelligence, were the Soviet Union and the USA, Britain played a role greater than her international status

  warranted when it came to the clandestine world. This was partly because of the close connections between the US and British intelligence agencies which had been established during the Second World

  War. Many Americans learned their trade from the British. In addition, British colonial history provided her with a wealth of worldwide clandestine networks and installations

  which, despite the decline of empire, continued to prove invaluable.




  The other country which punched above its weight was the German Democratic Republic (GDR), which rapidly established an impressive intelligence service during the 1950s. The Stasi, like the KGB,

  was responsible for both domestic and foreign intelligence activities. The great advantage for the East Germans in the field of overseas operations was the relative ease with which it could

  infiltrate its home-grown agents into the West German political establishment. With no language or cultural differences to overcome, an East German agent could easily pass himself off as a West

  German.




  The bulk of clandestine activity was low key. The intelligence services made use of people who had genuine reasons to be in a particular country – businessmen, journalists, religious

  leaders, academics – and used them to provide information and contacts. Foreign correspondents were ideally placed. The CIA, for example, is reported to have had more than 400 American

  journalists on its books during the first thirty years of the Cold War. Usually with the knowledge and agreement of their publishers, they provided the CIA with information and undercover services.

  While not being spies themselves, they helped the CIA to recruit spies by acting as go-betweens. Sometimes a publisher provided journalistic cover for official CIA operatives. Information about the

  CIA’s journalistic network was revealed by the Church Committee in 1975 and, subsequently, in greater detail by Washington Post journalist, Carl Bernstein.10




  The British conducted their own anti-communist propaganda operations through a secret organisation known innocuously as the Information Research Department (IRD), established in 1948 as a unit

  within the Foreign Office. The Foreign Secretary, Ernest Bevin, a member of the recently elected socialist government, had taken some persuading of the need for such an organisation. He preferred

  to promote the positive aspects of the British attitude rather than aggressively denounce communism. He also faced two other problems. A significant proportion of the British public still

  sympathised with the Russians as a result of wartime co-operation; and he risked a split in the Labour Party. A number of socialist MPs deplored what they called the ‘anti-red virus’.

  They, and indeed Bevin, wanted to see Britain taking a line between the Soviet Union and the USA. ‘You have got two great imperialisms [Soviet and American] without, I am afraid, quite all

  the experience that this stupid old country has got’, Bevin told the press in 1946.11 He had argued that it was up to the British government as

  European social democrats and not the USA to give a lead in the spiritual, moral and political sphere.




  

    

      

        

          The Church Committee was set up in 1975 in order to investigate American covert operations and was named after its

          chairman, Senator Frank Church. Its full title was the Senate Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities. The Watergate Affair and revelations

          about other US covert operations, assassination attempts and espionage activities persuaded the US Senate that it had been too lax in carrying out its duty of oversight over the

          administration. It concluded that clandestine operations needed to be carried out under the rule of law and proper safeguards should be in place to ensure that this was so. In effect, the

          committee conducted a detailed public appraisal of US intelligence agencies. The Church Committee issued fourteen reports in 1975 and 1976, most of which are now available to the public.

          They can be read on the website of the Assassination Archives and Research Center (AARC) at http://www.aarclibrary.org/publib/church/reports/contents.htm
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