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lon) Thr ->  poce of this thesis is to analyse

the Relation betveen the traditional Socialist principles 

of foreign policy developed "by the Labour Party "before 

1945 and the principles actually employed by the Labour 

Government from 1945-51, and to consider how members 

of the Party challenged the Government's foreign policy 

in the nane of traditional values and ho?? the Govern­ 

ment successfully resisted these challenges.

(Chapter I) The most significant evente influencing 

the development of Labour foreign policy were; the 

outbreak of r.orld "ar I; the Russian revolution; the
?. . - '

reaction against v:ar and balance of power politics; 

the creation of the League of nations and the achieve­ 

ments of the two minority Labour governments there;

the riee of Fascism; the Spanish Civil War; and the t
i     

co- operation of the Big Three during ? orld  ' ar II.

FroaB the Party* s responses to these _iu other situations 

one can abstract the following as its basic principles* 

international co-operation, clars-consciousnese in 

foreign affairs, mipre-nationallsm end anti-militarism. 

In rfhe following four chapters these principles are

to specific problems faced by the 1945-51 

Government.



Chapter II) TL. _._a that since the peoples 01 *l nations 

have essentially the same interests their * DV r-runente 

csulr* co-operntf tested by the Government and 

proved a fnilure. In the case of German reparations, 

the r r^rnment from the first held that its differences 

with Russia were irreconcilable. Russia wanted 

reparations payments Immediately; this vould create 

deficits in Germany that the British would have to payw 

In Anglo-Russian relations from 1945 until 1948, Bevin 

pursued a dual policy. He w or iced simultaneously to 

secure co-operation \f'ith iluesia and to Mf*£ua*4L. 

British interests without regard to Pussio., by agree­ 

ment \vitv *merica ana other nations. Finally, Russian 

intransipence and threats of aggression drove the 

Government to abandon all efforts at co-operation* 

In Palestine, the Government sought to co-operate 

with the United Stater? in arranfinr " ^ttlement, * 

because of their similar economic uncl military intcre&ta», 

The Unitec t:itee, in spite ->f Its close alliioice witb 

Britain in F.urope, would not r^o-operate* '' Britain 

 olved this problem by unilateral action*?. ..

(Chapter III) The principle of cj. .-consciousness meant 

that a Labour Government v/oulii work especlolly v^eli 

with other governmentr representative *jf the common 

people, and oppose reactionary governments. The Labour



consistently r ""  ' "~ ~--!t ideological 

affinity " e "round for eloeer diplomatic relations 

vith Rusela; after the Communist purge of Eastern 

European ^ocialiste, it made Russian Communism its 

major Ideologies! enemy, /  minority in the Party 

pros Bed for a continued close ^Bsociation v.'ith Russia, 

"but without eucce&s. A larger group of MPe attacked 

the Government for its cloee association with capitalist 

A«eric8, The Government did not Ict'thle criticism 

prevent It from strengthening the Anglo-American 

alliance. The crltice, hy rapid shifts in their 

assessment of America, showed it wae not American 

capitalism that they disliked, Taut certain aspects of 

American foreign policy. The Government was recurrent­ 

ly pressed "by pane of itr supporters to organise a 

"third force", BO that Socialism would provide an 

alternative allerl&nce for nations wishing to fiieenga0§ 

from the cold war "betw**n Russia and America* In 

Spain the Latour Gove -ent conriptently opposed 

strong diplomatic action againet Franco t and worked 

to eacpanfl tra<?e. In it? treatment of Comoiunist China, 

the Government wae careful not to take sides in the 

"battle "between the forces of rocial revolution and 

reaction. Government leaders carefully refrained

from associating themselves with the International
' ''  f iob 

Conference. This wac/aone "by people who



were only Party officials.

(Chapter IV) The internet!Dualism of the Labour Party 

\7as not maintained once  ?, :;overnrient of Britain 

came into It? hands. At the United Nations it did 

make an effort to ertahlish a supra-national organisation 

for atomic energy, "but the failure "- nr- more significant 

than the proposal. The inability of v..~- International 

Court of Justice anc; of the Security Council to defend 

British interests .made the Government conclude that using 

the machinery of International government was not the 

 -'- -- to secure the peaceful eettleinent of disputes 

"between major nations. The varied negotiations and 

proposals for European unity tested the Government1 s 

attitude towards ceflinfr sovereignty In a limited area. 

The Government consistently oppose;,, all such proposals, 

although the Party gave lip-eervice to the idea of a 

United Socialist Europe. It? reaction to the Schuman 

plan for a mipr^-national coal and steel authority 

showed ho?' the nationr-llsati^n of British industry 

etlnulated the nationalication of Labour's foreign 

policy, ^

(Chapter V) Traditionally the Labour Party opposed the 

use of military force and "balance of power politics 

as immoral and unsuccessful; it relied primarily 

upon moral, economic ana diplomatic influence. 

Economic difficulties following the end of r; or Id ' -r»
-



IX Made the Government p recipient, rather than a 

distributor, of ir.Tir-r.- e economic assistance. The 

Government 1 e desire t"> protect vital interests by 

military force led it to continue conscription in peace­ 

time. The apposition to thie "bill produced the one 

partially successful "back-bench revolt on foreign 

affairs in this period. The signing of NATO marked 

the Government*F full acceptance of the balance of power 

eyetem, which Socialist? hmd traditionally abjured. 

In the Korean ' ar, the Labour Government supported 

plane for the re-unification of Korea by military 

force   until Communist China intervened. At the 

gtttte time ae the Government was denying the advisability 

of eettlinp- the Korean dispute by military force, it 

wee making its final and greatest commitment to rearm­ 

ament in Europe. In spite of criticism on socialist, 

on pragmatic and on economic grounds, the Government 

continued its large-scale rearmament programme, f The 

traditional anti-militarism rithin the party greatly 

strengthened Aneurin Bevan politically when he resigned 

in April, 1951, because it provided a principle to 

Justify hie attack upon the Government and to attract 

support to his group. In itc final diplomatic problem, 

the Anglo-Iranian j.j. .icpute, the Government did act 

upon the belief that military force would not enable 

it to get itr ^ , anO. -hen negotiations failed, it



left Abadan, in spite of severe criticiem from the 

C onservativee. 

(Chapter VI) :iy Socialists had criticised British

diplomats because they were recruited from a relatively 

 mall an* privileged social group and not from the 

daises which formed the great bulk of the Labour 

movement. Birvin rejected the idea that diplomats 

should be Judged by their social origins; instead, 

he applied standards of business exiiciency. The 

charge that Bevin1 & mind was made up for him by the 

Foreign Office was used by some critics to explain 

^hy the Labour Government abandoned its traditional 

Socialist principles. The charge was developed 

without regard to the poi... ^hat Ernest Bevin1 s 

personality, hie understanding or foreign affairs and 

his position a© head of a department gave him.

(Chapter VII) Policy-making in the Labour Party was

radically altered by the sudden creation of a Labour 

Government* ^r lth sources of strength and responsibility 

that extended far* beyond the active membership of the 

Labour Party, r ithin the Cabinet Bevin was the 

strongest political figure. Because representatives 

of all sections of the Labour movement were in the 

Cabinet, and were thus bound by the rule of collective 

responsibility to uphold its decisions, the Cabinet 

became the place where Party foreign policy "TS
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effectively determined. The Pfrty machinery was used 

to support the Government, rather than to apply 

pressure to it. Most Party members were little 

concerned with foreign policy; rank-and-file M?s 

and mem>w  ^r> were interested primarily in, domestic reform. 

Numerous and far-reaching achievements in domestic 

policy maintained support for the Government from most 

MPs and the great tnilk of the trade unions. Since 

the trade unions commanded the majority of votes in 

the K£C and in Annual Conference, these organs did not 

challenge the Government's foreign policy. The 

majority factionr in the major unions had industrial 

interests thnt paralleled the interestE of the Govern­ 

ment, and conflicted vrlth those of the rebels. Attlee 

and Bevin exercised complementary leadership* Bevin 

wae outspoken in defending the Government's foreign 

policy, and in rejectinr traditional Socialist ideas. 

Attlee was a conciliator, ready to give a soft or an 

ambiguous answer, rather than precipitate a quarrel 

a"bout porde or atoetract principles. He W&B content 

with winning on points of substance.

(Chapter VIII) The attack upon the Government's foreign 

policy centred in the Parliamentary Labour Party. 

The criticc, vrhile ostensibly repeal-cine in order to 

advance traditional Socialist i , in fact had a



variety of motive?, some poli' J ~~ and eo:v- ^T 

v ithin the Pit!5 tliv.- - rllent and dominant group, 

consisting of ministers ana aspiring ministers, traue 

union M?e and MPs interested in (lomcstic affaire; 

all were willing to truet their chosen leaders on 

foreign policy. By making matters of foreign policy 

questions of confidence, the Cabinet ai-, ^jj ;,~ cured 

support for its actions from the PLP, Informal 

groups quickly sprang up outside established channels 

to express opposition. The Keep Left group was we ait, 

lacking a leader of senior status. The Bevanitee 

were strong, "because they were able to offer alter­ 

native leadership and "because the rearmament programme, 

which they attaeked, adversely affected the interests 

of many Pe.rty member® in greater prosperity and 

welfare servicee. The Government paid lieed only to 

the opposition of the anti-conscriptionists, who were 

normally loyal supporters; given a concession on 

this one issue, they would not seek more.

(Chapter IT) The *tu®j photve that the traditional

Socialist principles of foreipn policy developed "by 

the Labour Party during decades of opposition were 

in ff».<?t a "a^^^^tie foreign policy", forrned primarily 

in response to demsndp within the Party for t, ^olicy 

that vonl3 rexnnke the rorld of internet i .. - relations,



rather than with regard to specific and immediate 

problems of external affaire. The leaders of the 

Party learned, during the Coalition of V.orld " ar II, 

how difficult theee problems -/ere. With the political 

powers of office, a popular domestic i rramme and 

harmony among leaders, the Government succeeded in carrying 

out a programme "based upon principles radically different 

from those formerly held b^ the Party. The shift in 

Party foreign policy since 1951, and particularly since 

Aneurin Bevan became shadow foreign secretary in 1957, 

has shown that although traditional Socialist suppositions 

could be subdued while Labour   :,.. in office, they have 

remained strong enough to be asserted in opposition. 

The result is that Labour has had tro foreign policies, 

not one.
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INTRODUCTION

"The only eound test of a political doctrine 
is its practical effect on the lives of human beincs." 

K.K. Tawney, quoted in Review of Politics
(1946) p. 227.

The diplomatic achievements of the Labour Government 

and the controversy they engendered cannot be underotODd 

properly without considering the historical attitude of 

the Labour Party towards foreign affairs and the distribution 

of power within it. Thus, the purpose of this thesis is 

first to analyse the relation between the traditional 

Socialist principles of foreign policy developed by the 

Labour Party and the principles actually employed by the 

Labour Government from 1945 to 1951, and secondly, to 

analyse the political methods by which the Government 1 s 

policy was challenged within the Labour Party "by self- 

styled defenders of the tradition, and the way in which 

the Government successfully resisted these challenges. 

The thesis is not intended to be a narrative history of 

the Labour Government's foreign policy. It is an analysis 

of the interplay of ideas, Government responsibilities and 

party politics, and the Government's foreign policy is 

considered selectively from this point of view.

For generations in Britain political propagandists 

have not only dissented from Government foreign policy but 

also rejected the existing eyetern of international



T 
1

relations. For decades before the 1945 renercJ. election 

the Labour Party was the party of dissent on foreign 

policy. Like earlier counterparts, it rejected the claim 

that there could be only one way of conducting Britich 

foreign policy, regardless of what party was in power, 

just as it rejected the claim that there could be only 

one way of regarding property rights. Views about 

foreign policy have varied not only in relation to events,

but also in relation to the principles by which facts
2 

about events were accepted and ordered. Thus, the

world of International relations as seen by Arthur Henderson 

in part reflected those principles of co-operation and 

morality that he brought to it; to a Churchill, the 

same world returned indications of a more bellicose nature* 

The Labour Party proudly preached that it rejected the 

existing system of internstional relations and asserted the 

desirability of adopting a radically different approach*
 

Clement Attlee explained in 1937;

rt There is a deep difference of opinion between 
the Labour Party and the capitalist parties on foreign 
as well as on home policy, because the two cannot be 
separated. The foreign policy of a Government is the 
reflection of its internal policy ... Particular 
instances of action which can be approved by Socialietc

1. See e.g., A.J8 P, Taylor The Trouble Makers (1957) and 
L.W. Martin Peace Without Victory (1958).

2. This elementary but extremely important point is very 
well brought out by R. A. Dahl CLOiiscrees and Foreign 
Policy (1950) p. 17ff, "The Pictures in his Head".
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do not affect the truth of the general proposition 
that there is no agreement on foreign policy betr/een 
a Labour Opposition and a capitalist government." ^

In contrast ^ith some of the 19th century isolationists 

and pleaders of special interests, the Labour Party v?as 

not trying simply to avoid international commitments or 

to sound a single note. It accepted the need for Great 

Britain to take a leading part in international politics, 

and framed comprehensive proposals for action in keeping 

with its role as a political party prepared to form an 

alternative government. The Party ??ae ready to consider 

a ?>ide range of problems ?/ith confidence because of its 

belief that Socialist analysis would produce the correct 

solution. As Arthur Henderson said:

*<Labourt s policy at home and abroad forms one 
organic ?'hole, because our foreign policy is a 
function of our domestic policy and both spring 
from our faith that the future belongs to Socialism,"

It was confident because Socialist theory asserted that, 

beneath the superstructure of national conflicts, there 

were coamon interests shared by all peoples. Thus, 

conflicts between nations were not inherent in the nature 

of international relations. The duty of a Labour Govern­ 

ment would be to further the coumon interest of all peoples 

in peace and prosperity, thus securing their support.

2* Labour Party in Perspective (1937) pp. 226-7, 

8. LPCH 1934, p. 156.
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The difference in kind "between domestic problems, in 

which a British government had complete sovereignty, and 

international problems, which could only be settled by 

multi-lateral bargaining between sovereign states, was 

largely ignored. The Party assumed that the foreign 

policy of a Labour Government would have behind it the 

compelling power of self-evident truth. Its proposals 

would be accepted by other nations because of Britain' s 

diplomatic influence, reinforced by moral exhortation, 

economic benefits and the power of world public opinion. 

It regarded the achievements of the two minority Labour 

Governments of the 1920s in foreign affairs as a promise 

of what would begin to happen ?ihen Labour was returned to

full power*   ; i v -ti'. Pa.^1. , ' ,- .- . .:..? :

  ..» ;. Most dissenting groups were saved by exclusion from 

office from the consequence® of relating their preconceptions 

about foreign policy to the often intractable material 

with which a Foreign Secretary works. Althourh the 

Labour Party was, after 1922, the second party in Parliament, 

it did not gain full power until 1945, ?^hen it was returned 

to office with a majority of 150. The principles of 

foreign policy that the Party had developed in decades 

of opposition could now be put into practice; the trans­ 

formation of international relations could take place 

simultaneously with the alteration of domestic society. 

There were few geographical limits to the Party members*
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expectation of a "brave new vorld. But the Government 1 e 

actions In foreign affairs usually appeared to contradict 

or to Ignore the Party's previously declared principles. 

The Labour Government, although bred in discent, never­ 

theless accepted the existing system of diplomacy, ^ith 

all its restrictions upon achievement. The support for 

the traditional expectations wae strong enough, however, 

to result in dissension and revolt within the Party, 

within the House of Commons and, finally, within the 

Cabinet itself.

Before proceeding further, it would be well to define 

the recurring phraee "traditional Socialist principles 

of foreign policy. " Traditions are difficult to describe 

and difficult to uproot. The hand of the past rested 

heavily upon the Labour Party. Until 1945 it had been 

primarily devoted to planning a new society. The Party 

was relatively leer concerned with immediate solutions 

to immediate problems, because it was normally in opposition. 

The early visions of Cocialist pioneers had been preserved 

through the decades and strengthened by repetition, 

familiarity and by the failures of Conservative governmentB. 

These traditions ??ere neither exhausted by success nor 

shattered by responsibility. The intellectual, social 

and physical isolation of mort of the Labour movement 

from the leaders of the nation shielded the Party against 

the full impact of changes in international politics,
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and crested a noticeable time-lap in the Party 1 e response 

to many events outside Britain. It could concern itself 

primarily with those aspects of foreign policy that most 

interested the Labour movement, and ignore factors that 

those in office could not ignore*

The hold of tradition was strengthened by the Party* e 

commitment to making policy through its mass-membership 

Conference. A change in Party policy could not take 

place simply because a few particularly well informed 

leaders believed it should- Instead, changes in Party 

policy required the assent of Annual Conference, and the 

consideration of myriad groups, not all of them interested 

in foreign affairs. The Party had recruited a number 

of prominent members because of its position on inter­ 

national Questions at the end of Vorld War I, and 

converted many members to a specific set of views about 

disarmament, power politics, the League of Nations, etc. 

Raving once been converted to dissenting principles, many 

had no wish to change. While all Party policy statements 

contained an element of propaganda, a basic requirement 

for their success, even as propaganda, was that they must 

be believed to be true by many who were meant to read 

them. Hence, the Importance of traditional beliefs in 

policy-making, and the small impact that the participation 

of the leaders in the 1940-45 Coalition had upon the rank- 

and-file.



The first chapter will show that the assumptions 

which the Party accepted about foreign affairs were 

homogeneous and capable of definition* While one may 

now make the retrospective Judgment that they represent

an outdated way of thinking about foreign affairs, this
1 

wae not recognised within the Labour Party in 1945.

How> v/hy and to what extent these traditional views v/ere 

rejected by the Government and the Party after that date 

is the point of this thesis. There is, after all, no 

automatic invalidation of principles of action by the 

passage of time. Consider, for example, the present- 

day respect for Eyre Crowe* s observations on the balance 

of power, which were made in 1907. <

The principles are called £;Oclallst because this 

wae the term commonly used within the Labour Party to 

describe its traditional (that ie, pre-1945) position on 

foreign affairs. The term wme current in political 

debate; it was used by Party members v;lth a favourable 

connotation, by opponents, as a term of disparagement.

1, Significantly, of the many ex-LabDUT ministers inter­ 
viewed in the course of preparing this thesis, all 
agreed that before 1945 the Labour Party was committed 
to a distinctively different approach to foreign 
policy from that of the Conservatives; only one, 
P.J. Noel-Baker, maintained that the Labour Government 
followed its traditional principles after 1945.
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The word Socialism, like other words in politico, has 

many meanings and uses, depending upon its context. The 

Party's own claim to a socialist basis was recognised

in 1908 by the fecond International, the largest and
1 

most representative association of Socialist parties,
2 

and was openly declared by the Party in 1918* The claim

of f oclalict theorists to have achieved final and 

universal truth in their analysis gave Party policy 

sanctions of permanence and rightneGe. This in turn 

stimulated in many Party member e a strong emotional 

enthusiasm, and even a quasi-religious fervour and faith 

In the Party's ability to remake Britain and the world.

of foreign policy are neither distant

and general like goals nor Immediate and specific like 

policies. Vthlle the broad goale defined by the Labour 

Party   the full material and spiritual development of 

each Individual ?;ithln a classiest society and a world 

at peace under brotherhood and lav   might influence 

policy, they could not be a BUbetitiite for it. Likewise, 

policies towards particular events were not formed by

1. See LPCR 1909, p. 14. The Labour Party later became 
one of the founding members of the post-1918 Labour 
and Socialist International and of its successor, 
the Socialist International, organleed after V/orld War 
II.

2. See G.D.H. Cole A History of the Labour Party From 
j.914 (1943) p. 53ff.
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objective- observers devoid of all intellectual preconcept­ 

ions and prior coir.T.itments. -"hen a series of policy 

statements can be shov;n to have reflected an underlying 

assumption, thic assumption can be abstracted and referred 

to as a principle. Thus, principles have immediate

application to specific situations yet maintain a relevance
1 

not restricted to any one situation. Traditionally,

the Party maintained that its principles of foreign policy 

were as necessary to the achievement of a Socialist 

society as its domestic principles, for international peace 

and social justice v/ere mutually dependent.

The task of isolating the essential principles of 

Labour foreign policy has been greatly simplified by the 

policy-making structure of the Party, v;hich regularly 

defined, through Annual Conference, its National Executive 

CommJttee and the associated Parliamentary Labour Party, 

what was official Party policy. As in any Party long 

out of office, a certain number of personalities were 

minority-minded, content with the role of perpetual 

opposition. But the persons chiefly responsible for 

framing traditional Party policy were men uho had held,

1. For the way in which such rules of action can be derived 
Fithin the Foreign Office see Lord Strang (Permanent 
Under-?ecretary to Erneot Bevin) "The Formation and 
Control of Foreign Policy" Durham University Journ^l 
(June, 1957) p. 93.
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or were to hold, minieterial poets relating to foreign 

affaire. They included the two Labour Prims Ministers, 

MacDonald and Attlee, the four Labour foreign secretaries, 

MacDonald, Henderson, Bevin and Morrison, and Junior 

ministers at the Foreign Office such as Poneonby, Dalton 

and Noel-Baker, These men and their associates worked 

for decades to convince their cohorts and the country 

that a Labour Government v/ould inaugurate a new order in 

international relations. They succeeded in convincing 

the rank-and-file of the righteousness of their cause,
"-»"' 

and they created expectations they were not to fulfil.



Chapter I 

DEVELOPING THE PRINCIPLES

"War, with all its horrors, is always 
inimical to the interests of the working-class." 

Keir Hardie and Arthur Henderson, Joint 
statement, LPCH 1913, p. 123.

"The Conference looks to the strengthening 
of the foundations of international peace and 
the raising of the living standards of the 
peoples everywhere ae vital. It believes that 
the spread of Socialist ideas and the increasing 
application of Socialist measures in all parts 
of the world are both fundamental to these ends." 

Resolution, LPCR 1944, p. 132.

A foreign policy can exist in theory without 

existing in fact. For almost all of its pre-1946 

history, the Labour Party had a policy that could only 

exist in theory, because Labour never had a majority 

in the House of Commons. Instead of forming policy 

in direct response to the external responsibilities 

and conflicts that confronted a Government, the Labour 

Party1 s policy was immediately determined by internal

Party pressures, and only indirectly by the course
1 

of external events. Although Party policy statements

rarely affected British diplomacy, the discussions on

1* For a full discussion of the internal power
structure of the Party and the Government see 
Chapters 7 and 8.



foreign affairs within the Labour Party v/ere conducted 

with great earnestness. Many respected Labour leaders 

believed that it was the duty of the British Labour 

Party to lead the way to world peace. They tried, 

in their own way, to live up to this heavy obligation* 

Certain assumptions about foreign policy permitted this 

belief to flourish. The object of this chapter is to 

survey this response to International problems in order 

to determine the principles of action upon which the 

Labour Party based its foreign policy in the decades 

before 1945,

The impetus behind the formation of the Labour 

Party was not foreign policy* The Party was born of 

domestic discontent. As Keir Hardie explained:

"The population of these islands is roughly 
43 millions, of whom 1 1/4 millions are rich, 
3£ millions are comfortable and 39 millions are 
poor; and of these, half are very poor. It is 
to remedy and redress that condition of things 
that we exist. " •*-

Within the Labour movement at the turn of the 

century there was general indifference to foreign 

affairs. In 1899 the Trades Union Congress voted
t , ' '?   1; '" .

against the exchange of publications with unions in

LPCR 1910, p. 56. For detailed accounts of the 
formation of the Labour Party see F.W. Bealey and 
H.M. Pelling, Labour and Polities 1900-1906
(1958) and P.P. Poirier T'le Advent of the Labour 
Party (1958).



other countries, when this was proposed as a means of
1 

furthering international la"bour co-operation.

Congress denounced the Boer War in 1900 "but "only by

a small majority. A large number of delegates remained
2 

neutral." Similarly, the Pabian Society was divided

into groups of pro-Boers, Imperialists, and those who

were neutral. To prevent a split within the Society,
3 

the members voted not to take any stand on the war.

The ILP was the centre of Labour opposition to the war.

Its resolution denouncing the war was carried without
4 

discussion at the end of the 1901 Labour Conference.

In its early days the fledgling Parliamentary Labour 

Party, existing in obscurity as well as in opposition,

!  TUCR 1899, p. 71. 

g. TUCH 1900, p. 55,

3. In 1920 Sidney Webb admitted that early Fabians 
had been guilty of **a failure to 'think inter­ 
nationally 1 ." See Fabian Essays in Socialism 
(1920 edition) with an introduction by Sidney 
Webb, p. x. See also E.R. Pease ghe History of 
the Fabian Society (1916) p. 128ff, and 
Beatrice Webb Our Partnership (1948) pp. 217-9.

1901, p. 20.



1
scarcely concerned itself with foreign affairs, except 

for a small group of about ten Labour MPs representing 

dockyard, ordnance and heavy engineering constituencies. 

They welcomed the Government's rearmament programme and

supported it with their votes. More arms meant more
2 

jobs.

The Labour Party soon became important enough to 

"be noticed abroad* The Second International invited 

it to send a deputation to its Congress at Amsterdam in 

1904. The executive recommended that the Party 30in 

the International "so that when simultaneous action is

advisable or necessary it can be taken." The Annual
3 

Conference approved this by a large majority. The

Social Democratic Federation, which was not affiliated 

to the Labour Party but v^hich was affiliated to the 

International, protested to that body about the Labour 

Party's doctrine. The International, after reviewing 

the Party's objects, decided to admit it to full- 

fledged membership in the Socialist fraternity*

1* In a lengthy summary of the policies of the Party and 
the PL? from 1906 to 1910, J.H. S. Reid does not once 
refer to foreign affaire. The Origins of the British 
Labour Party (1955) pp. 115-204.

2. For details, see W.P. Maddox Foreipn Relations in 
British Labour Politics (1934) pp. 203^

3. LPCH 1905, pp. 27-8, p. 41.



Conference, in turn,endorsed the vork of the International. 

At this time the chief theme of the meetings of

the International was: "?;hat could the members of the
2 

International do to prevent war?" In 1907 at Stuttgart

it resolved:

"If war threatens to "break out, it is the duty 
of the working class in the countries concerned 
and of their parliamentary representatives, ?;ith 
the help of the International Socialist Bureau, 
as a means of co-ordinating their action, to use 
every effort to prevent \?ar by all the means which 
seem to them most appropriate having regard to 
the sharpness of the class war and to the general 
political situation. Should the war nonetheless 
"break out, their duty is to intervene to bring 
it promptly to an end." 3

The Labour Party itself faced the question of the 

general strike against war at a special conference on 

disarmament and the international situation at Leicester 

in January, 1911. The Conference unanimously approved 

a resolution presented on behalf of the NEC which 

declared "disputes "between nations should be settled, 

not by brute force, but by reason and arbitration."

It called for the workers in all lands to join together
4 

to further international peace and social justice.

1. See L?CH 1908, pp. 10-11; L?CR 1909, p. 14, 
pp. 89-90.

2. Jamee Joll The Second International 1889-1914 (1955) 
p. 126.

3. Labour Yearbook 1916, p. 15.

4. LPCR 1911, p. 113.
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Nearly every speaker denounced the efforts of 

governmentc, capitalists and the press to seek private 

profit from war, Keir Hardie moved that the Bureau 

of the International take a poll of its members "on 

the utility of the strike as a means of preventing 

war* 11 Hardie argued that because of the machinations
*

of capitalist governments, war was imminent, and that 

war would not benefit the workers any where* "When 

they had the power to stop the machinations of their

enemies, they would be paltry cowards if they did not
2 

use that power," he said. Arthur Henderson doubted

Labour1 s strength; he argued that such a strike 

would only lead to working-class suffering and detract 

from the Party* s claim to be a parliamentary 

organisation. The motion was only ;}ust defeated, 

125-119.

At the same time a group of British rationalists, 

utilitarians and moralists was gathering around 

Norman Angell to oppose war on grounds similar to 

those espoused by the Labour Party, This group 

believed, as Angell put it:

1. LPGR 1911, p, 116

2. Ibid, p. 117.



"That human nature is not unchanging; that the 
warlike nations do not inherit the earth; that 
warfare does not make for the success of the 
fittest or virile; that the struggle "between 
nations is no part of the evolutionary law of 
man's advance ... that society is classifying 
itself "by interests rather than by state divisions; 
that the modern state is losing its homogeneity 
and that all these multiple factors are making -, 
rapidly for the disappearance of state rivalries."

Keir Hardie was so impressed v/ith Tfte Great Illusion 

that he wanted the ILP to publish a penny edition of it. 

Angell and his friends were dra?/n towards the Labour 

Party because it ^?as rationalist in its approach to

foreign affairs and "because it seemed to mean business
2 

about its internationalism, "

The Labour Party recognised the growth of mutual 

fear between England and Germany, and tried to combat 

it, because, as the 1912 Conference declared, regardless

of the bickerings of governments, "There is no quarrel
5 

between the peoples of Germany and England. " It also

exchanged fraternal delegations with the strong German 

Social Democratic Party, and upon one occasion gave a 

German fraternal delegate a set of Shakespeare* s works. 

In spite of such tangible and intangible signs of regard,

1. Norman Angell The Great Illusion (1910) p.ix.

2. Norman Angell After All (1951) p. 170. Angell 
formally joined the Labour Party in 1920 and 
became a Labour MP.

3. LPCR 1912. p. 103. Italics supplied.
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the German Socialists derided the Labour Party for 

supporting a Liberal Government which, it asserted, 

was arming against Germany.

"The country they lived in, bad as it was, 
was the "best he knew of."

Jack Jones, General Workers Union, 
Jt§_th Annual C onf e r enc e of the Lab our 
Party C1918) p. 35,

The outbreak of general war in 1914 had a deep 

and long-lasting effect upon the Labour Party* The 

PLP on July 30th, 1914 called upon the Government to 

keep Britain out of a conflict in which "we have no 

direct or indirect interest. M This declaration was 

in harmony with the statement issued the day before by 

the Bureau of the International at Brussels, with Keir 

Hardie 1 s approval. That called upon the British 

workers to use "all the power at their command" to 

secure peace in Europe. On August 1st, Arthur Henderson 

and Hardie issued on behalf of the British affiliates 

to the International a manifesto which denounced the

idea of war and called upon the workers to "compel*1
2 

the governing class to keep Britain from war. The

following day the Party sponsored a rally in Trafalgar 

Bouare, which reaffirmed the idea of the international

1. Joll OP. cit. pp. 140-S.

2. See Labour Year Book 1916, p. 16, for all 
quotations.



unity of the workers to keep the peace. It also urged
1 

the British Government not to enter the war.

MacDonald, speaking in the House of Commons on August 

3rd as leader of the PLP, opposed Britain's participation 

in the war. He declared that neither her interest

nor her honour was involved in the conflict of pov/ers
2 

on the Continent. The next day, following the attack

upon Belgium, Great Britain went to war. The same 

day the German Social Democratic Party voted for war 

credits in the Reichstag. The meeting of the International 

Socialist Congress originally scheduled for Vienna in 

late August was never held.

These abrupt changes caused the Labour Party, in 

an HEC statement of August 7th, to announce that it 

would now concentrate its efforts upon mitigating the 

destitution that war would cause. It strongly denounced 

the way in which the politics of the balance of power 

had led to war. 1?;hile reiterating its faith in

international Socialist co-operation, the Party did
3 

not threaten to oppose the war effort in Britain.

!  Ibid, p. 17. Beatrice Webb wrote: "It was an
undignified and futile exhibition." Beatrice Y.ebb* s 
Diaries, 1912-24 ( edited by M.I. Cole, 1952) p. 25. 
The v;ebbs refused to si^n petitions for or against 
the war. Kings-ley Martin, New Statesman 9.11.46.

2. See 65 HC 1329ff.

3. G.D.H. Cole Labour in Tar-Time (1915) pj>. 29-30.
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Ramsay MacDonald could not remain silent. In disagree­ 

ment with the PLP on the question of war credits, he 

resigned hie position as leader and denounced the war

as the futile result of "balance of power alliances and
1 

couanercial rivalries. By the end of August, 1914 the

Party was co-operating with other British parties in 

support of recruiting* In announcing its participation 

in the recruiting drive the PLP added the qualification 

that "speakers in the cao^paign would not necessarily 

be responsible for any contrary opinions regarding

the original causes of the war, or the chain of cireum-
2 

stances which led up to it." MacDonald equivocally

declared that volunteers "will be in the right'*,
3 

regardless of the merit of the war. The KBC agreed

to an electoral truce with its political opponents on 

August 29th, in the Interest of the war effort, a few

days after TUG representatives had pledged themselves
4 

to terminate trade disputes without resort to strikes.

By October, 1914, the Labour Party leaders were'h

unreservedly justifying the war and denouncing aggressive

1. G.D.H. Cole Labour in War-Time (1915) p. 31.

2. LPCR 1916, p. 51.

3. Cole OP. cit. p. 31.

4« LPCH 1916   p. 4; Laboxir Year Book 1916, p. 22.
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German militarism. Military victory was given first

priority; national interest was not concealed "by a
1 

fig-leaf of international ideals. A similar position

was outlined, albeit v/ith reservations, "by a 

convention of Socialist partiec of ^llied nations 

which met in London in February, 1915.

The co-operation of the Labour Party with its 

peace-time opponents in defence of the nation was

given formal expression rhen Arthur Henderson entered
2 

the Cabinet in May, 1915, to handle labour problems.

When the subject came up for discussion at the January, 

1916 Annual Conference, the first held since the 

outbreak of ?;ar, G.H. Roberts, MP, summing up for 

the liEC, said that the resolution on the Coalition

simply asked: "ft'ere they for or were they against
3 

their country in this great war?" MacDonald evaded

all such pointed questions in his speech, which was 

primarily a plea for tolerance. G.J. Wardle, the 

Party chairman, asserted in the debate, "There is no 

way of meeting force except by force. '* He demanded

1. Cf. the October 15th statement of Labour MPs, Labour 
Year Book pp. 20-1, with the statement of August 
7th. The distance travelled in two months was great.

2. The move ?ras opposed by a majority of the PLP but 
gained approval at a joint meeting of the PLP 
and KEC. Cole Labour in 7 ar-Time p. 36.

8. LPCR 1916, p. 105.
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rhetorically: "Who has the right to epeak on "behalf of 

the Labour Movement? Was it the small coterie of the

Independent Labour Party or the great trade unions of
1 

the country?*1 The strongly anti-German resolution in

support of the Coalition war effort was carried, 1,502, 

000 to 602,000. At the same time trade union leaders 

were prominent in two small labour groups organised to 

support the war effort, the Socialist National Defence

Committee which included John Hodge, acting leader of
2 

the PL?, and H.M* Hyndman*s National Socialist Party.

Even the Government 1 s introduction of conscription
3 

against the opposition of the Labour Party and the TUC

did not alter the course of the Labour movement's 

leaders. The traditional British antipathy to 

conscription had been strengthened in the Labour Party 

by fears that military conscription would lead to 

industrial conscription and by the feeling that 

conscription of manpower without conscription of wealth 

and property was discriminatory. Conference had

!  LPGR 1916, p. 103. At this time the affiliated
Party membership of the Socialist and co-operative 
societies was 42,000; of the trade unions, 
2,170,000.

g. See C.F. Brand British Labour*s Rise to Power (1941) 
pp. 74-7, p. 172.

3- See TUCK 1915, p. 91; LPCR 1916. p. 117; LPCR 
1917, p. 4.
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1 
expressed itself on this point "before the war.

Nevertheless when the question of approving the v;ar 

arose once again at the January, 1917 Conference, in 

a resolution on Arthur Henderson's entry into the War

Cabinet, Conference approved this "by almost as "big a
2 

majority as it had shown against conscription. The

Party leaders, in the spring of 1917, saw no alternative 

to military victory except military defeat.

The Reaction to War.

"They /the UDC7 were right and we /the soldier^ 
were wrong. H

Major C.R. Attlee, quoted in H. M. 
Swanwick, Builders of Peace (1924) p. 60.

The events of 1914 showed members of the Labour 

Party that foreign policy was too important a subject 

to be ignored, or to be left to others to determine. 

The Initial consequence was the division of the Labour 

Party, The majority put their allegiance to the 

nation first, and supported the war as an act of 

national self-defence, invested with idealistic aims.

1. See LPC.R 1910, p. 94. 

S* LPCR 1917, p. 98.

5, For comments on their psychology, see Beatrice 
Webb's Diaries. 1912-24. especially pp.73-4.
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The leaders of this majority consistently supported 

the Coalition, and asked little in return, except 

for a few ministerial appointments for trade union 

MPs. Many of the rank-and-file benefited from the 

wartime "boom in employment and Y/agee. The minority 

placed the pre-war policy of international Socialist 

co-operation in the common interest of the workers 

"before national interest. That the Party did not 

split wae a tribute to Henderson* 6 wisdom and 

MacDonald* 8 tact and vagueness. Henderson believed

the Party was stronger with its critics inside the
1 

ranks than v/ith them expelled. MacDonald regarded
2 

the war as a "purely passing affair". By refusing

to be specific and doctrinaire in his statements he 

gave his opponents little opportunity to expel him. 

The centre of opposition to the war within the 

Labour Party was the ILP, ?/hich was also the centre 

of militant Socialist propaganda. The ILP was prompt 

to take its position and consistent in holding it* 

On August 13th, 1914, it reaffirmed the previous 

position of the Second International and of the 

Labour Party.

1. . M.A. Hamilton Arthur Henderson (1958) pp. 95-100.

2. IggCR 1916, p. 102.
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Out of the darkness and the depth we hail 
our working-claec comrades of overy land. 
Across the roar of guns we send sympathy and 
greeting to the German Socialists. They have 
laboured unceasingly to promote good relations 
with Britain, as we v/ith Germany. They are no 
enemies of ours, "but faithful friends.

"In forcing this appalling crime upon the 
nations, it is the rulers, the diplomats, the 
militarists who have sealed their doom* In 
tears and blood and "bitterness the greater 
democracy will be born." 1

In April, 1916, the ILP Conference declared; 

''Socialist parties should refuse support to every war 

entered into by any Government whatever the ostensible

object of the war, even if such war be nominally of
2 

a defensive character."

Because they remained loyal to the pre-war position 

of the International, the ILP leaders were violently 

abused by the war-time leaders of the Labour Party. 

The correctness of their deductions from principles 

was not questioned; the Party leaders simply denied 

the value of their conclusions. John Hodge, acting

leader of the PLP, told a TUG meeting "The men who
3 

talk of peace today are traitors to their country. M

When Keir Hardie 1 s death in 1915 caused a by-election

1. ILP Report of the National Administrative Council 
1915, p. 33.

2. II*P Report 1916, p. 83. Cf. LPCR 1922. p. 200 
cited infra p.

3. 1UCR 1915, p. 328.
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at Nlerthyr Tydvll, the IL? candidate nominated to 

retain his seat was opposed and defeated "by a trade 

union supporter of the war. At the 1916 Annual 

Conference a motion on post-war aims in foreign policy

proposed by a prominent member of the ILP was defeated,
1 

688,000 to 1,045,000.

The war also brought a number of Liberals into 

the Labour Party, albeit ae members in agreement with 

the IIP position on foreign affairs rather than with 

the position of the war-time leaders of the Party. 

Most of them came to Labour via the Union of Democratic 

Control, formed in November, 1914. There Liberals 

such ae Horman Angell, Arthur Ponsonby, C.P. Trevelyan 

and Hoel-Buxton associated with ILP members such as 

Ramsay MacDonald and Philip Snowden. The UJDC platform 

called for self-determination, democratic control of

foreign policy, an international council to guarantee
2 

peace, the reduction of armaments and free trade.

This was identical with the ILP platform on post-war 

aims except for its Inclusion of free trade.

!  I*PCH 1916, p. 132. The resolution called for an
end to the balance of power, disarmament, an inter­ 
national council to keep the peace, no secret 
diplomacy, and other objects that became standard
features of the Party's foreign policy as from 
December 1917.

2. H.M. Swanwick Builders of Peace (1984) p. 39. See 
also A.J. P. Taylor op^ cit^ . p. 132ff and I*?/, 
Martin op. cit, passim.
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"The tremendous change occasioned in the v/hole

international outlook "by the success of the Russian
1 

Revolution" in 1917 revived T/ithin the Labour Party

the pre-war faith in Joint action by Socialist parties 

ae an effective force in international relations. 

Social revolution and joint working-class action offered 

a possible way to peace that avoided the harsh alternatives 

of military victory or military defeat. The importance 

of the Revolution to the Labour Party is indicated by 

the fact that, whereas early in 1917 the Party rejected 

requests from the ILP, froia the French Socialist Party 

and from a group of Socialist parties in netitr&l nations

to attend international meetings on war aims and peace
2 

plans, when the Russian Council of " orkers* and Soldiers'

deputies shortly thereafter issued an invitation to 

Socialist parties of all nations to meet in Stockholm 

to formulate "a general working-class peace policy" the 

HEC recommended acceptance and a special Party conference 

on August 13th approved participation "by a margin of

1. In 1913 there were tr/o conference reports, the Report
of the Seventeenth Annual Conference, held in Nottingham 
on January 23-5, 1913, and in London on February 26th, 
1913; and the Report of the Eighteenth Annual Conference, 
held in London, June 26-8th, 1918. These two will 
be cited as LPCR (17th) 1918 and LPCR (18th) 1913 
respectively. The above ouotution is froni the NEC 
report in LPCR (17th) 1918 p. 3.

2. See LPCR 1917, pp. 125-7, and LPCR (17th) 1913, p. 3.
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1 
1. Henderson, who had been in Russia for the

Coalition Government, recommended attending the 

consultative meeting so that the British Labour point of 

view could "be properly presented.

1*he distance that the Labour Party had moved in less 

than six months is indicated "by the agenda that 

Conference endorsed. MacBonald and Henderson had drafted, 

with French and Russian delegates, a proposal that the 

Stockholm meeting discuss the war, the peace, the

International and "the rays and means of realising this"2 

programme and "bringing the war rapidly to an end."

The Labour Party delegation did not reach Stockholm 

because of domestic political opposition* The upehot 

was that Ken&erson resigned from the War Cabinet and

transferred hie energy and ability to work for the Party* s
3 

domestic and international programme* The momentum of

the pro-peace and internationalist section of the Party
4 

was growing. It secured at a joint Party-TUC Conference

1. LPCR (17th) 1918, pp. 4-5. 2. Ibid, p. 46,

3. See M. A. Hamilton op.cit pp. 150-62, for an account 
of Henderson1 e position at this time, and also 
Henderson1 s speech of August 10th, 1917, LPCR 
(17th) 1918, pp. 47-51*

4. See LPCR (17th) 1918, p. 6ff.
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on post-war aims on December 28th, 1917, the adoption 

of a manifesto which called for a "supernational 

authority or Leapue of Nations," the settlement of 

disputes "by adjudication or conciliation, the limitation 

of arms, an end to conscription, the spread of democracy,

open diplomacy and the international allocation of
1 

scarce commodities. The aims were immediately

incorporated into the Party's new constitution, which 

was adopted in February, 1913 and marked the Party 1 s 

formal commitment to Socialism. The constitution gave 

as the Labour object in international affairs:

MTo co-operate ??ith the Labour and Socialist 
organisations in other countries and to assist in 
organising a Federation of Nations for the 
maintenance of freedom and peace, for the establish­ 
ment of suitable machinery for the adjustment 
and settlement of international disputes by 
conciliation or judicial arbitration and for 
such other international legislation as may be 
practicable. " 2  

The assumptions of this new policy ??ere to "be reflected 

in virtually all the Party 1 s statements on foreign 

affairs for more than a generation to come. Even 

Beatrice Webb Tvas impressed by the intensity of the

1. Text, Paul Kellogg and Arthur deacon British Labour 
and the r;.ar (1919) Dp. 343-351. Cf. "Labour and 
the Kev? Social Order7', (LP, 1913) pp. 22-3. The 
statement was drafted by Sidney Ti'ebb.

2- LPCR (17th) 1918, p. 141. Thie section remained 
unaltered until 1953, when it was revised to make 
its lan^uop^e suitable to the era of the United 
Nations. Cf. LPCR 1953, p. 217.
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Party's internationalism. She wrote in December, 1918:

"The one outstanding virtue of the La"bour Party, 
a virtue which is its very own, not imposed upon it 
by its intellectuals, is its high tense of inter­ 
national morality. Alone among British politicians 
the leaders of the Labour Party do honestly 
"believe in the brotherhood of man. " ^

The crucial event in the development of the Labour 

Party's foreign policy during the war was not the 

decision to support fighting in 1914 but the resignation 

of Arthur Henderson from the War Cabinet in 1917 to 

support international Socialist co-operation to secure 

peace. The joint efforts of Henderson and MacDonald 

were symbolic of the changed state of affairs* 

Henderson had been forced to choose between the War

Cabinet and the International, and had opted for the
2 

International. Furthermore, the manner of his exit

from the Cabinet gave him an intense dislike of Lloyd 

George and made him anxious to create a Party strong 

enough to have done with collaboration and coalition. 

The pro-peace section pained influence by the co-option

of a number of UDC members to the Party* s newly
3 

established advisory committee on international questions.

The Labour ministers who remained In the Coalition held

1* Beatrice v;eTrt) f 6 Diaries. 1912-24, p. 139.

8 » %bld. p. 94, M,A. Hamilton op. clt. op. 149-50, 
p. 199ff.

3. See W.p. Maddox op. cit. pp. 99-103.
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office but lacked power, either in Government or in the 

Party, Of the pro-war Labour MPs, only Henderr.on was 

influential in foreign affairs after the war. Some of

the v/artime ministers left the Party to fight with the
1 

11 coupon" in 1918; others dropped into relative obscurity.
*i

In the 1918 general election the Labour Party urged a

peace of reconciliation and a foreign policy based upon
2 

the Conference declaration of December, 1917. The

election left the Labour Party weak in Parliament. 

Both Henderson and MacDonald v/ere defeated. The only 

Labour man selected to attend the Peace Conference was 

O.K. Barnes, a prisoner of the Coalition, not a represent­ 

ative of the Party. Piqued at its exclusion from the 

official Peace Conference, the Labour Party, in collaboration 

with its associates in the International, held its own 

Peace Conference and drafted its own post-war settlement 

at Berne and Amsterdam early in 1919. The Amsterdam 

meeting recommended establishment of a League of Nations 

with supra-national authority, an international police 

force, an international court to settle disputes by

adjudication instead of war, total national disarmament
3 

and open diplomacy.

1. See G. D.H. Cole A History of the Labour Party Prom 1914, 
(1948) pp. 37-8. J.R. Clynes, who did retain 
prominence, was not influential on foreign policy.

2* LPCR 1919, p. 185.
3» Ibid, p. 210. For further details see pp. 3-28 and 

pp. 196-230.
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When the preliminary peace treaty 1 e terms v/ere

announced, the NEC declared them "very defective from
1 

the standpoint of world peace." The Annual Conference

the following month carried "with enthusiasm" a

resolution asking the League of Nations to revise "the
2 

harsh provisions f of the Versailles Treaty. In

particular the Party disapproved of the failure to make 

the League into a supra-national organisation and to

establish general disarmament. It opposed the
, . . , 3 

provisions on Germany as vindictive. Ae Ramsay

MacBonald said, denunciation of the Versailles Treaty
4 

was "like the Confession of Faith."

The result of the Party* s peace policy was to make 

it pro-German and anti-French, The Party held that 

"both Labour and Germany had "been treated unfairly "by 

the peacemakers. It opposed the French desire for an 

Anglo-French alliance against Germany, "because it 

"believed this would be playing power politics, y^hich 

could only lead to another war. MaePonald declared

!  Ibid, p. 216. 

2. Ibid, p. 14S.

5. For a full account see "Labour and the Peace Treaty; 
an examination of Labour declarations and the 
Treaty terms," (LP, c. 1919) pp. 21-67.

4- LPCR 1922, p. 190.
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the idea of military alliances was inspired "by "a
1

suicidal mania". The National Joint Council, a co­ 

ordinating committee for issuing joint Labour Party 

and TUG statements, declared;

"The Council is absolutely opposed to any Pact 
involving a guarantee of military assistance "by 
this country and it demands that the Government 
do not enter into any such Pact without an appeal 
to the country. The Council believes that the 
only safe policy is that of a League of Nations 
in which all countries would reciprocally guarantee 
one another against unprovoked aggression and 
invasion. Until that Lea«me is created, the 
country should ieep its hands absolutely free 
from any obligation of military assistance to 
any single power or group of powers." ^

The Party said it was necessary to revise the treaty 

with Germany in craer, "in the interests Df the v/hole of

Europe, to give Germany a chance to return to a
3 

position of stability." The restoration of the German

economy was believed to be important to Britain as well 

as to Germany. The Party regarded the disruption of 

normal channels of trade to be due largely to the war

and the peace treaty. Unemployment in Britain rose to
4 

more than 2,000,000 in 1921. In place of Britain

1. See J. Rf^nsay MacDonald " ^rotocol or Pact?" (LP, c. 
1925) p. 3. See also LPGR 1921, p. 201.

2. LPCRJL922, p. 31. . 3. LPCR 1920, p. 50.

4. See LPCR 1922. pp. 5-6, p. 33; 1923, p. 20; C.L. 
Mowat Britain Between the "-are, 1918-1940 (1955) 
pp. 125-32.



aligning Itself v/ith France against Germany, the 

Party urged the co-operation of all nations for the 

common ^ood.

Asa means of developing co-operation the Party 

pressed for the re- establishment of the International.
• * * '• -'--, "• .*.•'•* - * .

This desire wae based upon the "belief that, although 

Socialists had different nationalities, their common 

ideological outlook and interests made it possible for 

them to agree upon a single foreign policy. The doubts 

that events of 1914 had cast upon this assumption were t \
• **•.*.:*•.••• - i '. .'.. ••• »;JO •'•••• I- • *• ''••<?• •-'•-•-^i . ' -

ignored. The effort to find a common basis for peace
• V;TV , ,., W;,jv • ,.,-. ••„ *,... . .

in 1917-18 was more recent and more encouraging; it 

was this that was taken as the model for the future. 

Because the International had failed the test of 1914••-" ••.-'•, - • ••'• f'"- : ' Lafc^:j--• i&^r ::.-iii-i»'.: • : • :.,--^^^ . >. • 
did not mean that the International was at fault, but

' :' V i, ^s* '4*i """ •" V "ijf .'" „ »•-'"'*'>,.' "•* - "*••« • •" " -'V -j • . .>-~ f -„'•" " 
' ' ' • ','•. -*FA "•#'*.' ,j ,' i -V .(4 _ " , t J - « , ;-r '•'•.*•... - *^.--; •-•.,* - - -•-• ' , .«•; '- " , '* '•' ,- ' -'j.

that the test should never come again. The overthrow 

of reactionary governments in Germany and Russia and 

the rise of left-wing parties in many nations stimulated 

new hopes of euccess* As the revived International,
> ;'•.• '. .*•' '•.".,> If .:• , S'*T' *"* *~ "'' " ' ; "'- "''- '••''• • * . . •'

meeting at Berne in 1919, declared:
'•' • JiV-- : ' ' . * ,:- : :s ,, . ,. . ..-.,* • .: ~. '-,.,- .• • . •

lfFrom no?; onward, the united working-cla.sr.es 
**-v v of the whole world will prove the most powerful 

_ guarantee for the supresslon of all militarism 
and of every attempt to deetroy international 
democracy. f1 •*•

The post-war Labour Party did not place the blame for
"** ,. y>--( •'> fvl.^>*' t /•••"'' ' '.''-. .'.

, a*, ^iii £ )-•.. s i-. *r*- . f, . - - . .

the war entirely upon the Germans. Instead it blamed
I'?., •.-; , I , •:. , ...•••

1* kPCR 1919, p. 196.
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the existing system of international relations — 

"balance of power politics — v,hich implicated all 

national governments. Its delegates to the Inter­ 

national reported:

"Pew sections are entitled to throvr stonee at 
others. Ue must judge of the future International 
not "by the war years "but by the policy which it 
is now to pursue." 1

The International was handicapped by the conflict 

within the left resulting from the success of the 

Russian Revolution. At Berne in 1919 the British 

delegation supported the Branting resolution, which 

declared that the Socialist society "rests upon

triumphs of democracy and is rooted in the principles
g of liberty.* This principle became the basis for

membership in the Labour and Socialist International. 

After lengthy negotiations and attempts to conciliate 

both the Communist International and the International 

Working Union of Socialist Parties (also called the 

Vienna Union, or the "2?" International), the Labour 

A Socialist International was formally constituted at

Hamburg in 1923, as a legitimate descendant of the
5 

Second International.

1. LPCR 1921, p. 5.
2. LPCR 1919, p. 198. This position was endorsed by the 

1920 Mmual Conference, 1,010,000 to 516,000, vrtth 
approximately 1,600,000 abstentions, an unusually 
large number. LPCR 1920, p. 142.

3. For"details Bee LPCR 1919, p. 3ff; 1920. p. 3ff; 1921. 
p. 3ff; 1922. p. 13ff; 1923. p. 4ff, and C.?. Brand 
pp. cit. Chapter VII.
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The principles of the LSI in foreign policy v;ere 

defined at the Hamburg Congress. It urged:

1. The use of international vrorkinr-class activity 
to avert war, which could only mean the end of 
civilisation.
2. Self-determination and opposition to imperialism,
3. General disarmament,
4. The repudiation of military allifxnces.
5. Strengthening and democratising the League of 
Nations.
6. Opposition to capitalism*
7. International action against international 
reaction:

a. support of Russian independence
b. opposition to Russian persecution of Socialists.
c. opposition to the use of foreign policy to
support reaction abroad, ^
d. opposition to Fascism. '

The LSI in its constitution asserted the effectiveness 

of common action by Socialist parties.

"The resolutions of the International v/ill 
therefore imply a self-imposed limitation of the 
autonomy of the affiliated organisations.

"The LSI is not only an effective instrument 
in peace but just ae absolutely essential during war.

"In conflicts "between nations the International 
shall be recognised as the highest authority." 2

During its life, there was no difficulty between the 

Labour Party and the LSI about the "self-imposed1* 

limitation, because of the wide measure of agreement•'" .. r ' > - , 4''€.::.. k

between Socialist parties, regardless of nationality,
- .,*-, .'•«, .,. • - .- . •'•- ... '. .& V '. : . - • ' ' ~- • ' .

about the aims and methods of foreign policy.

1. LPCR 1923, pp.11-15, "The Imperialist Peace" and
"International Action against International Reaction." 
Sidney Webb was rapporteur for the former, and H.N*

..._*,. Brailsford presented the latter to the Congress,

2. rbi&. p. 16. *•••<-
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By the time that the LSI was constituted the inter­ 

nationalist anti-war section of the Labour Party had 

established its ascendancy. The 1922 general election, 

which made the Labour the official opposition, resulted 

In the return of 30 UDC members as Labour MPs and the 

election of Ramsay MacDonald as leader of the PLP. In 

the same year Annual Conference approved an ILP motion 

which declared:

"That this Conference is of the opinion that the 
Socialist and Labour Parties of all nations should 
agree to oppose any 7?ar entered into by any 
government, whatever the ostensible object of the 
war." 1

The wheel had turned. The reaction against war was 

eoeiplete.

Governing- — On a Leash

"Labour stands for arbitration and disarmament." 
General Election Manifesto, LPCR 1929, p. 306.

Entry into office in 1924 provided the first test 

of the Party's views of international relations. 

Although the Government had only a short life and never 

was independent of Liberal support in the House of 

Commons, it was so active in foreign affairs that its 

achievements came to be regarded by its supporters as the 

ma^or accomplishment of this term of office. MacDonald 

was Foreign Secretary as well as Prime Minister.

LPCR 1922, p. 200. Cf. the ILP motion cuoted 
supra, p. 15.
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The chain reaction development of renerfil v?ar in 

1914 was not forgotten. Dislike of sanctions and the 

particular guarantees involved led the Government to 

refuse to sign the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance 

"because, as MacDonald wrote, "If the obligations created 

"by the treaty "be scrupulously carried out, they will

involve an increase rather than a decrease in British
1 

armaments.*4 The Prime Minister had previously warned:

*0ur interests for peace are far greater than 
our interests in creating machinery of defence. 
A machinery of defence is easy to create "but 
bewar e lest in creating it you destroy the chances 
of peace." 2

In place of the Draft Treaty the Labour Government 

supported the Geneva Protocol at the League of Nations. 

In contrast with the Treaty, which emphasized military 

sanctions, the Protocol was more concerned with settling

international disputes "by conciliation and arbitration
3 

before they led to war. The sanctions of the Protocol

were based upon the willingness of the signatories

1. Cmd. 2200 (1984) p. 12.

2» Arnold Toynbee Survey of International Affairs f 1924 
(1926) p. 41. Henceforth, volumes in this series 
will be referred to as RIIA purvey. See also Angell 
After All, pp. 841-58, and W.M. Jordan Great Britain, 
France und the German Problem. 1918-1959 (1943) 
p. 202ff.

3. See RIIA Survey 1924, p. 49ff for a detailed 
comparison of the two documents.



29

"... to co-operate loyally and effectively in 
support of the Covenant of the League of Rations 
and in resistance to any act of aggression in 
the degree which its geographical position c.nd 
its particular situation as regards armaments 
allow. rt *

The determination of aggression wae to "be decided by 

international arbitration; the refusal of a nation 

to accept arbitration would be prima facie evidence 

of aggressive intent.

Although Arthur Renderson, who was the guiding 

force behind the British delegation at the drafting of 

the protocol, had no reservation about the use of 

sanctions under the Protocol, the Prime Minister had. 

MacDonald preferred to believe:

"The new order of the Protocol will be its 
own sanction. So soon as it has worked once or 
twice it tfill be impossible for a nation to 
defy it — impossible not owing to the menace of 
force but to habit and other psychological and 
moral reasons. The nations Y/ill simply accept 
It. The era of pe&ce will have come at last.'' 2

Philip Noel-Baker, an advisor to the Labour delegation, 

argued that the risk of sanctions leading to a League 

of Nations v/ar was only nominal, since sanctions by 

their very existence would lessen the risk of war.

Besides, he pointed out, a British government *ould bea 
free to choose the kind of assistance it supplied.

1. Quoted in Ibid, p. 50.

2. J. Ramsay MacDonald "Protocol or Pact: The Alternative 
to War" (LP, c.1925) p. 5. For Renderson1 e vievrs, 
see M. A. Hamilton op. cit. p. 242ff.

3. Hoel-Baker The Geneva Protocol (1925) pp. 132ff.
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MacDonald prevented the British delegation from signing 

the Protocol at the same time as the French signed it, 

to the chagrin of Henderson and Lord Parmoor. Before 

the Labour Cabinet could discuss the Protocol, Labour 

was out of office. The 1925 Annual Conference and

the Bureau of the LSI endorsed the agreement, but the
1 

Conservative Government refused to sign it.

The Government demonstrated the regard the Labour 

Party had for the new Soviet regime by granting de Jure 

recognition as one of its first acts. Trade and loan 

negotiations were also initiated. Accusations of

"softness*1 to Communism arising out of the Campbell
2 

case precipitated a general election. The Government

fulfilled the Party1 s pledges about secret agreements

by announcing it would lay all treaties with other 5 
nations on the table of the House of Commons for 21 days,

Conciliation between Prance and Germany was aided by 

agreement on the Dawes Plan and the evacuation of the 

Ruhr. Plans for the development of a naval base at 

Singapore were suspended, although the Government did 

begin eight ships for the Navy. MacDonald told Labour

!• LPCR 1925, p. 252, p. 342 and Cmd. 2368 (1925).

2. For an account of the Labour Government's policy 
toward Russia, see S.R. Graubard British Labour 
aftd The Russian .R_ev_pj,utionu. .1917-1924 (1956) 
Chapter XIII.

3. 171 H£ 2001-7, 1.4.24.
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critics that these ships were only replacements, not

additions to the Navy's strength, and construction would
1 

keep 4750 dockyard men from losing their Jobs* When
2 

the 1925 Conference reviewed the Government 1 s record

it declared!

"with pride and appreciation that the nine 
months of the British Labour Government was an 
expression of a new spirit in diplomacy and 
the beginning of a policy for Great Britain 
of the promotion of peace and reconciliation 
among the peoples. M 3

The temper of the time is indicated by the willing­ 

ness of a Conservative Government in 1928 to sign the 

Kellogg-Briand pact to "outlaw" war. Both Labour and

Conservative parties agreed that another war was too
4 

terrible to contemplate. So anti-war was the Labour

Party that it again endorsed the idea of a general 

strike against war at the 1926 Annual Conference, five 

months after the collapse of the British general strike 

in May. When the Labour delegation brought this 

conmitment to the attention of the LSI executive committee 

in February, 19S7, the latter agreed to call a ;joint

LSI and International Federation of Trade Unions
5 

conference in case of rf an imminent danger of war* 11

1. 169 E£ 2131-33, 2.2.24.

S. For this, see R. ?»'. Lyman The First Labour Government. 
1924 (19GV), 3. LPGR 1925, p. 252.

4. Note the similarity between the LSI declaration, LPCR 
1923, p. 11, and Stanley Baldwin's statement on the 
horrore of v;ar, quoted in RIIA Purvey 1928, p» 9.

5. LPCR 1926, p. 256; 1927, p. 63.
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The Labour Party in the 1929 election urged, among 

other things, disarmament, the arbitration of inter­ 

national disputes and the re-establiehment of relations
1 

with Russia. In office, it lived up to these pledges.

"On foreign affairs the Party was? not only loyal it was

enthusiastic. Foreign Office days were good days in
2 

the House." Although Arthur Hendereon had "a cheerful
3 

ignorance" of geography and of foreign languages there

was no doubt anywhere that he had a very clear idea of 

what he wanted to do as Foreign Secretary, and how to go 

about achieving security and disarmament* There was a 

subtle shift in emphasis between the League policy of 

the first and second MacDonald governments. The sanction 

of law was replacing the sanction of force. The first 

government tentatively agreed to support a loose form of 

military sanctions to maintain security. The second 

government stressed disarmament, rather than sanctions, 

as the way to maintain peace. Disarmament would stop 

war from beginning, whereas sanctions would risk bloodshed 

in order to stop war after it had begun.

1*

2. M.A. Hamilton op. cit. p. 348. For an account of the 
Government's achievements, see Ibid, p. 283ff, and 
Hugh Dalton Call Back Yesterday (1953) pp. 218-58. 
Henderson resigned as chairman of the LSI executive 
when appointment as Foreign Secretary made him 
ineligible for the former post under the LSI 
constitution. LPCR 1929, pp. 898-9.

3. M.A. Hamilton gp. cit. p. 92.
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The Government promptly authorised signature of 

the Optional Clause of the Statute of the Permanent 

Court of International Justice, which provided for

the Court to settle ^justiciable disputes "between nations,
1 

as had "been urged by Annual Conference in 1926. It

also signed the General Act for the Pacific Settlement 

of International Disputes, which dealt with the 

arbitration of non-justiciable disputes between nations. 

The atmosphere of achievement was such that the Prime
Q
<W

Minister was assuming the risk of war was virtually nil. 

This was an assumption that Henderson was not ready to 

share, because international disarmament was not yet

settled. H0f all security measures, disarmament is in
3 

itself the most important, 11 he believed. Thie showed

in his efforts to call a World Disarmament Conference, 

long the aim of the Party. Henderson succeeded. The 

League fixed February 2nd, 1932, as the date for opening 

the Conference. Arthur Henderson was named its 

president. But before the Conference met, the Labour 

Government was out of office. The years of 'National* 

Government had begun. The Labour Party found itself 

without hope of immediately regaining responsibility

1* LPCR 1926, p. 331.

9* Documents jn British Foreign Policy 1919-1939. ed, 
by E.L. Woodward and K. Butler, second series, vol, 
I (HMSO 1946) p. 215.

*• M.A. Hamilton op. cit. p. 337,
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for the nation's affaire.

Prom the collapse the Party salvaged the memory 

of the Government 1 B achievements in foreign affairs. 

It had "been active in working to strengthen the League 

of Nations and it had re-established relations with 

Soviet Russia. The Party could see fruits of the 

Labour campaign for disarmament in the suspension of 

work on the naval base at Singapore, started "by the 

intervening Conservative administration, and in the 

signing of the five-power agrocacnt at the London Naval 

Conference in 1930. The promise was even greater* 

Labour wae increasing its recognition abroad too*

In 1934 Arthur Headereon recsived the Kobel Prize for
1 

Peace; he was the second Englishman so honoured.

Collapse
_t

The defection of MacDonald and the overwhelming 

defeat of Labour at the 1931 general election altered 

the temper and the leadership of the Party. Gradualism 

was discredited because it was associated with MacDonald 

and the Party's policy statements reflected this. The

1. The other two Englishmen to receive the Peace Prise 
before 1945 were Norman Angell and Viscount Cecil 
of Chelwood, both of whom v/orked with Henderson.



1 
46 members of the Parliamentary Labour Party, half of
whom were miners, already embittered by the strikes 
of the previous decade, were living in a different 
world from their opponents, safe with a majority of 
almost 500. There were few contacts between the parties; 
each was deaf to the arguments of the other. George 
Lansbury became leader of the PLP and Clement *ttlee 
was named his deputy* Sir Stafford Cripps quickly 
showed the ability to rank next to these two. All three 
rejected outright the existing system of international 
relations. As alternatives, Lansbury offered pacifism, 
Attlee urged a World Co-operative Commonwealth and
Cripps, class war. They owed their prominence to the

2 
electoral defeat of better established men.

The collapse of the PLP and the reaction against 
strong leadership gave increased influence to Annual 
Conference. Transport House officials were moving left. 
Beatrice Webb noticed the "relief" that the defection

1. This number of Labour MPs is taken from the Party* s official statement on the election, LPCR 1932, p. 9. Some books give larger figures; these are obtained by adding together officially sponsored MPs and those who, from the point of view of their 
parliamentary conduct, were Labour supporters*

2* Defeated leaders included Henderson, dynes, Tom Shaw, Charles Dukes, H.B. Lees-Smith, ?*edgwood Benn and Fred Jowett. Younger MPs defeated included Arthur 
Greenwood, Dalton, Herbert Morrison, "Emanuel shinwell, Noel-Baker and A.V. Alexander. Eevin stood for Gateshead to demonstrate his support of the Party, and \vas defeated. Only one M?, Lansbury was on the 
NEC from 1931 to 1933.
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had caused, since it ^SE believed that the Party, while 

in opposition, could now develop a plan for governing

that would not be smothered in office "by the Court, the
1 

aristocracy and the City. The trade unions, then in

a period of militancy, took a more active interest in 

Labour Party affairs after 1931. The influence of 

Walter Citrine and Ernest Bevin was felt at meetings of

the National Joint Council, which co-ordinated policy for
2 

the Labour Party and the TOC.

In the atmosphere of betrayal, confusion and
3 

change, breakaway groups flourished. The British Union

of Fascists, formed in 1932 by an ex-Labour Cabinet 

Minister, made Labour supporters sensitive to the dangers 

of Fascism at home as well as abroad. The Independent 

Labour Party disaffiliated in July, 1932 to campaign 

militantly for a left-wing programme. A dissident

!• Beatrice I'-ebb* s Diaries. 1924-32 (1956) p. 292,

2. After the 1933 Conference the body changed its name
to the National Council of Labour. LPCH 1934, p. 14. 
This term v/ill be used henceforth. In September, 
1939, representatives of the Co-operative Union 

„, joined the group. LPCE 1939, p.

3. See J, Jupp The Left in Britain. 1931-40 (M. Sc.Econ. 
thesis, University of London, 1956) for a thorough 
study of these groups. Jupp warns, p. 248: 
w Individual ism was a characteristic of the Left 
despite its ideological stress on the workings of 
social forces. A,n individualist inability to fit 
into conventional politics drove many dominant 
personalities into the unconventional minorities. "
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group within the ILP "broke away to form the Socialist 

League, working nominally within the Labour Party, 

with Sir Stafford Grippe as ite leading figure. The 

Communist Party of Great Britain uced unemployment 

and fear of F&eci&xa to recruit members from the Lao our 
movement and to make friends within the Labour movement.

The one direct contact the Party had with foreign 

affairs was a personal one — Arthur Henclerson was 

chairman of the Korld Disarmament Conference which 

opened in Geneva in 1932. Henderson, however, was a 

man without a country. His personal efforts were 
defeated. The Labour Party blamed the British 

government in particular for the failure of the Conference 
and accused it of sabotaging disarmament* The collapse 
of the Conference embittered relations between the 
parties and increased the determination of Labour to 

achieve international disarmament. Preoccupied with 
the fault£ of MacDonald, Baldwin and Simon, the Party 

spoke as if the return of a Labour Government would be 
followed by an all-around agreement to disarm* The 

opposition of other governments to disarmament was 

largely discounted.

1. See If. A. Hamilton .pp. cit. pp. 404-444; LPCH 1932, 
pp. 59-60, p, 504ff; 1933, p. 192; 1935, p. 3ff; 
and MtNational 1 Government's Disarmament Record" 
(LP, 1935).
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"Take No Part In War"

"The pacifist Is the realist."
C.R. Attlee, 286 HC 2044, 8.5*34.

The "bitterness of the Labour Party toward the 

foreign policy of the 'National* Government was intensified 

"by ite conviction that the Government was wasting a 

great opportunity to secure peace by means of British 

influence. ftorld War I had not shaken the confidence 

of Labour leaders in the dominant position of Britain 

among the major nations. As the 1934 manifesto declared,

**No Government has more influence at Geneva than the
1 

British. " A Labour Government would increase Britain* s

influence by giving to it "the moral leadership of the
. , - . .,8 , . , . . .. . . ,. . . . . .
world1 j a major asset in the minde of Party members.
t ;> • *: ,

Although the Party continually urged Britain to 

use the League of Nations to preserve peace, in the 

Manchurian crisis of 1931 it placed limits upon its

demands for action. The military problems involved•<'*"»•-
were not faced. Limited action was believed to be

enough. As George Lansbury said:

&PCR 1934, p. 242. Arthur Benders on was a product 
of Victorian England; Clement Attlee also shared 
in this upbringing and its long-term influence. 
C.H, Attlee A?"It-Happened (1954), p. 97. Ernest 
Bevin, who was twenty ?/hen the Queen died, was raised 
in an environment of Victorian economic conflict, 
rather than of security.

LPCE 1932, p. 521.
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"There need not "be war. The European powers, 
with the USA, have only got to make it plain that 
they will "boycott Japan unless it acts reasonably 
and Japan will give away. " •*•

When the National Council of Labour, taking a similar view,

endorsed the withdrawal of ambassadors, if necessary, it
2 

added: "We trust this withdrawal vrill not be necessary."

Col. Josiah Wedgwood, no pacifist, expressed the implicit 

reservation of the Labour Party when he said of the 

Japanese:

H I do not think that they will be ideal governors 
of China "but I am not prepared to go to war with them* 
I do not think that any of my honourable friends on 
these benches are prepared to do so." ®

The Labour Party was not alone in its opposition 

to war. Stanley Baldwin's belief "The bomber will always

get through1* was quite the same as that of Attlee, who
4

held, "There is no effective defence against air attack."

Public and political opinion had changed since the 

bellicose summer of 1914. The point of the Oxford 

Union's refusal to fight for King and country was that 

these undergraduates had been raised by their battle-weary

!• Daily Herald. 2. a. 32

2. LPCR 1932, p. 63.

3. 275 S£ 91, 27.2.33.

4. See 270 S£ 632, 10.11.32 and 286 EC 2044, 8.3.34, 
respectively. Attlee quoted Baldwin1 s statement 
approvingly, Daily jjepala. 4.4.35.
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elders to believe that war was a terrible waste, not a
1 

romantic adventure. The Pulham by-election of October,

1933 was widely interpreted et the tirae as a sign that 

the Labour Party1 B opposition to war had become a strong 

political asset. The ffancheeter Guardian said of John

Wilmot, the Labour victor, MKe made them believe that
2 

he was a peace man and his opponent was not. M

At this time, the Labour Party's attitude to 

pacifism was ambiguous. the 1925 Conference had endorsed 

the Geneva Protocol, which depended ultimately upon the 

sanction of force. A year later, the 1926 Conference 

endorsed the refusal to bear arms. The conflict between 

these two positions had not been resolved. There were 

three main views within the Party. Absolute pacifists 

opposed the use of force under any circumstances* They 

were a minority, but a very vocal, well organised and 

respected minority. One of their number was leader of 

the Party. At times Lansbury would speak as leader 

and at times as a private person. In a personal capacity 

he even asked world leaders to call a truce of God on

1. See Oxford Magazine 16.2.55. pp. 426-7.

2. Manchester Gusrdian 23.10.33* Se<3 also J.S. Wrench 
Geoffrey Dawson and Our Times (1955) p. 308; S. 
Bslcvln, 517 HC 1144, 12.11.36, ana the comments on 
this speech by H. 0. Bassett, Max Beloff and J. C. 
Maxv;ell in the Camtr icirn J ournn 1 November 1948, p. 
84ff; January, 1949 p. S37; and March 1949 p. 378.
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1 

Mount Calvary.
2

The conditions! pacifists were of t^:> kinds. One 

group opposed the use of force except in a war in defence 

of the working-class. Grippe v/as the chief spokesman 

for these class-conscious pacifists. He held:

"I am not opposed to working-clase rearmament 
if it is necessary to provide protection for the

rs against their class enemies in this or 
any other country, hut I certainly am opposed most 
"bitterly to rearming the British National Government 
for the purpose of increasing their power, so that 
they may do more evil in the future than they have 
done in the past. " 3

The absolute pacifists and the class-conscious pacifists 

successfully asserted themselves for the last time at the 

Hastings Conference in October, 1935. A resolution was

offered "by Sir Charles Trevelyan, reaffirming the 1922
4 

and 1926 Conference decisions to take no Dart in war.

1* The Times 19.8.35.

2. The word "pacifism" normally suggests an unconditional 
position, hut to describe the Labour Party policy in 
the early 1930s without using this 1,vord conditionally 
involves awkward circumlocutions and does not convey 
the vehemence with which views were expressed*

3. S* Grippe "The Political Reaction to Rearmament" in 
Pare We Look Ahead? (1938) p. 184. Cf. P. S. Mumford 
An Introduction, to Paciffisffi (1937) p. 97: "So many 
of the anti-militants fall to the old temptation
of hating war — except against their particular 
enemies. *•

4. These decisions had not lapsed. In 1952 Arthur
Hendereon said of the 1926 resolution: tf lf the time 
coiuec, if the necessity arises, that resolution viill 
Btill be the policy of the Party," £JPCR 1932, p. 232.
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In view of the dramatic changes in Europe since 1926, 

pacifism was a more dancerous policy than it he.- ~oon 

in the rener:-.lly exhausted Europe of the 1920s. The 

resolution asked the Party:

"To pledge itself to take no part in war and to 
resist it with the whole force of the Labour Movement, 
and to seek consultation forthwith -ith the trade 
union and co-operative movements Vvith a view to 
deciding and announcing to the country what steps f 
including a general strike, are to be taken to 
organise the opposition of the organised working- 
class movement in the event of war or threat of 
war, and urges the national ^oint bodies to make 
iMnediate approaches to endeavour to secure 1 
international action by the v/orkers on the same lines."

Hugh Dalton, ^ho responded for the NEC, later declared:

'•The Conference was in no mood to reject it or allow it
9 

to be rithdravm. rt Dalton accepted the resolution with

the misleading statement, "the resolution does not carry

us perhaps auite far enough," that is, endorse economic
3 

and financial sanctions as well. Renderson, speaking

next, welcomed "this nev; spirit, this willingness to dare
4 

and to risk all things in the cause of peace. 11

National pacifism may be used as a term to describe the 

doctrine that it is absolutely wrong to use force for 

national defence, although the use of force under

1935, p. 136.

2. Hugh Dalton The Fateful Years (1957) p. 45,

3. LPCR 1933, p. 138.

4. Ibid, p. 139.
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international auspices is permissible. As Attlee 

explained to the House of Commons i

ffWe on these "benches do not believe in national 
armaments; we could only agree to armaments if 
those armaments were part of a system of pooled 
security to be used on behalf of the League." •*•

The doctrine assumed that national governments could not 

be trueted to act with proper regard for the common 

interests of the people of all nations, but that the 

League of nations (aided by a strong lead from a Labour 

Government) could subdue the rivalries and suspicions of 

national governments and act in the best interests of all. 

Following the 1933 Conference, which had accepted

a resolution approving an international military police<•••.
force as well as a resolution to take no part in war, 

the Party, in conjunction with the TUC, faced the task of 

reconciling these views at meetings of the National Council 

of Labour. The result was the memorandum "War and Peace",

which was approved by the October, 1934 Conference,
3 

1,519,000 to 673,000. The document rejected the idea

of a general strike against war because: -

1. 287 SB, 466 , 14. 3. 34.

2. LPCR 1933, p. 192.

LPCR 1934, p. 178* For the full text see pp. 242-6. 
This memorandum served as the basis for an official 
Party pamphlet "For Socialism and Peace. if
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"The lack of an independent trade union movement 
in such countries as Germany, Italy, Austria, etc. , 
makes the calling of a general strike against 
their Governments an impossibility. In other 
countries such at; Japan the trace union organisation 
is too weak to "be a~ble to restrain, its Government.

"It is quite possible that aggressive action 
might come from some of those countries* 1' 1

It accepted national pacifism, maintaining that decisions 

on war and peace could not he left to a national 

government, that "loyalty to the world community on 

the issue of peace overrides any national duty and 

notably our duty to the government in war. We are world 

citizens because of our country's membership of a world 

community." The overriding claims of world citizenship 

were:

tt l. Arbitration Insistence — the duty to insist 
that our Government settle all its disputes "by 
peaceful means and eschew force.

H 2. Sanctions-Assistance — the duty unflinchingly 
to support our Government in all the risks and 
consequences of fulfilling its duty to take part in 
collective action against a peace-breaker.

"3. War-Resistance — the refusal to accept our 
Government's unsupported claim to "be using force 
in self-defence; insistence on submitting this 
clairn to the test of international judgment, or 
of willingness to arbitrate; refusal to serve or 
support our Government if it were ever condemned 
as an aggressor by the League or designated itself 
as an aggressor by becoming involved in 7/ar after 
refusing arbitration*" *

An international police force was to be substituted for

1. LPCR 1934, p. 245. See alro Bevin1 s speech, TOCE
1934,

2* frPCH 1934, p. 245. Cf. these three duties of world 
citizenship with similar declarations of the LSI 
Congress, LPCR 1928, p. 332.
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national orraed forceo. Preventive ir'?rrirrr- *r-e~r to be 

co-ordinated with positive action to further econ^nlc 

and epsinl Jur-tice ty tic use of "world planning, world 

action and world control in economic and financial 

cmesttcnF, raw Materials, tr&npport, travel and coramun- 

lestions, h3ure ane conditions of labour, public health, 

etc. "

The email Pcxlionentary Labour Party in the Ilouee 

of Cammone acted in accord rcitb the amnifesto, opposing

the Government 1 s eervlee estimates for national defenct*
2 

It offered motions celling for disarmament* The

gradual collapse of the v orld Dlflanuaaient Conference in 

the o.utTamn of 1955 and the cprlng of 1934 Increased 

Labour diseatl^f action Tdt'n the MacIX-m^ld Governraent* B 

foreign policy. It did not alter the Party* e national 

pacifism, nor did thq Government's disclaeure in the 

spring of 1935 that Germany was rearming in violation of 

the Versailles Treaty. As Attlee said, "It is JUqpor.elble 

for ue to get any kind of security through re~ati8affient»

The only way we can have It le "by trusting each other,
3 

and armsjsoatn breed distrxist, rt The PLP, the KI.C and

the General Council of the TtfC discuBeed the question of
;,'. ' /•'. . - Jf 'i • * -

rearmar^ent in May 1935. Bevin, Citrine and Dalton 

urged the PLP to stop voting against the eetiinates,

!• LE52 1934, p. 044.
S. i-;ee, e.g., 281 gg 6?9, 13,11.53. The vote was charac^ 

terirtic: 54 to 409,
Herald 4.4. 35, * • ,
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Dalton accusing Attlee of v/anting "to sponge on the Red
1 

Army." Attlee emphatically supported the Party* s

position. There was no question of trying to match 

Germany in rearming, "equality and parity, in the present 

conditions of international anarchy, "being "but new names

for the old balance of power and the old armaments
2 

race."

Italian demands on Abyssinia "brought home to the 

Labour Party in immediate terms the distance between

the absolute pacifists and the class-conscious pacifists
3 

on the one side, and the national pacifists on the other.

At the Annual Conference debate on October 1st, 1935, 

Lord Ponsonby, a former under-secretary at the Foreign 

Office, argued that sanctions would not solve the real 

problem, which was to keep Mussolini from wanting to 

use force. Dr. Alfred Salter recommended the Abyssinians 

to offer hospitality to the invaders and "trust to the 

moral jud@nent and moral pressure of the whole world. M 

George Lansbury, in a speech that was a moving personal 

testament, declared:

"God intended us to live peaceably and quietly 
with one another. If some people do not allow us to 
do so, I am ready to stand as the early Christians 
did, and say, 'This is our faith, this is where we 
stand, and, if necessary, this is where we will die. f M

1. Dalton Fateful Years P. 64. See also LPCR 1935, p. 88,

2. HEC otatement, LPCR 1935, p. 5.

3. See LPCR 1935, p. 153ff for all quotations.
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To Sir Stafford Cripps the important thing was not what 

should he done hut who should do it. He would not 

trust a capitalist government in war, even in defence 

of League principles. H It is unfortunate, tragic, 

"but inescapably true that the British workers cannot 

at this moment "be effective. 1*

By contrast, Attlee defended the use of sanctions 

lf f or insuring the rule of law. *f Bevin "bluntly pointed 

out to the Conference that the Party had already 

endorsed the principle of sanctions in 1934* To

suggest they should not "be followed now was to "be
<•' ', ** .. • -• , •
disloyal to the Party. A Mineworkers delegate simply 

declared: MForce is the only thing the "bully and the 

"blackguard understands. Yet force works "both ways; 

that the bully also understands. He will surrender
"' '<•'. •-:'.' •" ?•'. - s v* .

only when faced with a stronger force than himself. w

There were only 103,000 votes against sanctions:
1 

2,168,000 votes were cast in favour of sanctions.

The Conference decision made Lansbury* 8 position'• •• /; _' , i.: u . ' * '•'" ' "•••"• • ••

impossible. Attlee succeeded him shortly before the 

general election, which, by returning 154 Labour IPs, 

restored the PLP to prominence in Party affairs and 

increased its quality and debating strength.

1. Noel-Baker reported in an interview in April, 1958
that Hugh Dalton was at this time canvassing 

v privately within the Labour Party for support for
the stresa front. Dalton confirmed this, in an 
interview in February, 1959.
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The entry of German troops into the Rhineland

faced the Labour Party with an awkward situation. It 
was firm in ite opposition to Nazism in Germany, yet 
it was also firm in denouncing the Versailles Treaty, 
which had originally limited German rearmament and 
military re-occupation of the Rhineland. The HEC the 
year before had even assigned to the Treaty H a not 
inconsiderable share of responsibility for the present
German menace, in so far as it has been created by

1 
external factors. n Consciousness of German grievances
and the dislike of using force kept the PLP from 
protesting strongly against the German action. In 
the House of Commons Attlee made it clear that the 
Party attached no military significance to the Rhineland.
Its motion in the debate simply declared support for

2 "the rule of law and not particular territories."
Dalton wound up by frankly stating:

"Public opinion in this country would not support and certainly the Labour Party would not support, the taking of military sanctions or even economic sanctions against Germany at this time in order 3 to put German troops out of the German Rhineland. 11

3U LPCR 1935, p. 3.

fi. 310 HC 1535, 26.3.36. Continental fears of Germany made the LSI take a more strongly anti-German line 
on the Rhineland crisis. See the joint stateraent of 
the LSI and the IPTU, SO. 3.36, LPCR 1936, pp. 302-3.

8, 310 HC 1454, 26.3.36. Dalton does not quote this in 
his usually thorough autobiography. He does record- that at the time he had a high regard for the German 
air force. Fateful Years p. 88.-- >H
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Afterwards, Dalton tried to get the PLP to abandon its

practice of opposing the estimates, "but he was defeated
1 

"by a vote of 57 to 39. The Party preferred to have

clean hands rather than strong hands. Some Labour MPs 

preferred to have things both ways. $ir Thomas Inskip, 

Minister for the Co-ordination of Defence, charged in 

the House that "both front and back-benchers in the PLP

had *'besought me to place order© for munitions of war
2 

in their constituencies. w Inskip's statement went

unchallenged. >.

, (i , The National Council of Labour, where Bevin and 

Citrine, as well as Dalton, Attle© and Morrison, were 

present, reacted more sharply to the invasion of the 

Rhineland, denouncing it as a violation of the Locarno 

Treaty, which Germany had freely signed. It called 

the action an indication of "the clear determination of

Nazi Germany to repudiate its obligations and take what
3 

It wants by force, ** The Council scorned the idea that

Hitler recognised the rule of law and denounced him as 

an aggressor, but it nevertheless urged w a sincere effort
.3 ' V .-

must be made to discover a basis of negotiations with
4 

Hitler. 1* Although its analysis of the European

1. Hugh Dalton Fateful Years p. 90. He noted in his diary; 
"Hitler1 s rearmament races on. Pew people in the 
Labour Party seem to know or care anything about it» lf

2. 315 S£ 74, 20. 7. 36.
3. "Labour and the Defence of Peace*' (May, 1936) p. 3.
4. Ibid, p. 9.
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situation indicated the need for strong military forces, 

the pamphlet spoke of collective agreement among

League powers as leading to "the lightening of the
1 

burden of armaments which are pressing on the world. ft

It welcomed the prospect of German participation in an 

all-in European settlement. It firmly rejected the 

notion that military alliances could "be relied upon

because "war is the inevitable result* British Labour
2 

cannot and will not support such a system, 11 That the

more militant views interpolated in this pamphlet did 

not represent Party views is shown by the HEC resolution 

offered to the Annual Conference at Edinburgh in 

October* 1936, While the resolution declared "Armed 

strength of the countries loyal to the League of Hat ions 

must be conditioned by the armed strength of the 

potential aggressors" it added, ^having regard to the 

deplorable record of the Government, the Labour Party

declines to accept responsibility for a purely
3 4 

competitive armament policy**1 Amidst some confusion,

I. "Labour and the Defence of Peace" (May, 1936) p. 10. 

p. 5. 3. LPCR 1936, p. 182,

4. See in particular, Morrison's speech, LPCR 1936, pp« 
192-4, for a good example of the kind of distinctions 
drawn at that time regarding the use of force. 
Bevin called the speech "one of the ?/orst pieces of 
tight-rope walking I had ever seen in this 
Conference." p. 203.
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the resolution wae passed. The meaning of the

resolution wae made clear in the House of Commone:
1 

the PL? continued to oppiee the estimates* If only

reanneraent could be limited, then* in time, a British 

Labour Government could give a lead, a lead that would 

result in the eub&aarsion of national antagonisms and 

an era of International peace*

From 1931 until 1937 the Labour Party remained 

optimistic about maintaining peace and disarmament 

through negotiation and discounted fears of German 

rearmament, because it believed that time wae on the 

side of the peacemaker®, A@ Arthur Greenwood, deputy* 

leader of the PLPf said in a Rhineland debate in the 

House of Cannons on March 10th, 1956 1

"Ho one believes there is a danger of war
Everyone knoira that there is time in 

to talk.* 8

The Party framed its policy upon the assumption that
' J*.v V--

there trould be ample time to provide arms for an

international police force or for sanctions ajEfrej* an

all-round international security agreement had "been
• - * 

signed. To aqpport rearmament under a Conservative

1936, pp. 109-11 for a mnamary of ite 
opposition* 
309 Sfi, 1976.

3* Bee e.g. * Attloe, 305 ££ 45-6 f 22*10,35* Hendereoa
lived juet long enough to conclude that the failure to 
put security before disarmament was the chief short- 
cooing of Labour foreign policy. Angell. After All"*" * n **
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Government was regarded as increasing the chance of 

war, not strengthening peace "by providing the resources 

for sanctions. As Aneurin Bevan put it, rt lt is no 

argument to say that because I may need a sword in the

future that I should therefore out a sword in the hands
1 

of my enemy now. rt

The continued existence of the League of Nations 

ae a facade for co-operation strengthened the Party1 s 

faith; a Labour Government would stop the deterioration 

of the League as a force for peace. Labour leaders, 

by strongly advocating meetings at the League, supported 

H the comfortable impression that as long as these want 

on, all would be well. tt The belief in conmon 

interests with the German, Italian and Japanese peoples 

and in real grievances of Germany gave the Party the 

idea that war could be stopped by eliminating these 

grievances* Britain's superior military strength was
"' ** t - ; . ' .''••. •

regarded as a legitimate German grievance. There wae, 

as Clement Attlee recognised, little knowledge of or 

Interest in military matters. "Until 1935 the

Parliamentary Labour Party had given little or no serious
3 

attention to defence problems.*1

!• Tribune 19.2.37, quoted in Tribune 21 (1959) p, S9»

2. Harold Butler yhe Lost Peace (1941) p. 36.

3. As It Happened p. 136. See also Labour Party in 
Perspective (1937) p. 248. The PLP did not have a 
committee on defence until 1935.
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Comrades Aiding Comrades

The Spanish Civil War revealed a significant 

difference between the views of the Party 1 s nominal 

leaders on foreign affairs and those of the rank-and- 

file delegates. The attitude of the leadership, after 

consultation with Leon Blura, Socialist Premier in Prance, 

and with British Government leaders, was to avoid all 

risks of spreading the flames of war. The attitude of 

the rank-and-file was to rush into the fire to aid their 

Spanish comrades. The chief point at issue within the

Party was whether the Republican Government should be
1 

allowed to buy arms from Britain.

The Trades Onion Congress faced the question on 

September 10th, 1936, a month before the Party* s Annual 

Conference met. Citrine argued in favour of non-inter­ 

vention, because, "Whatever the rights and wrongs of the 

situation might be, whatever the technical rights of the 

Spanish Government, they had to be considered against a
• »; f- -••'" ' '"" ';"••'•' ; *:" ' ' '

much larger and much greater and much graver question'*:
2 

the risk of general war. Citrine accepted reports

1. The LSI on 28.7.36 called for tf concrete, material and 
immediate" aid for the Spanish Government. LPCR 1936, 
p. 304. The National Council, faced with Fascist aid 
to Spanish rebels, in a statement of 28.8.36 expressed 
hope for the success of the Conservative Government's 
non-intervention policy. Ibid, p. 29. See also Dalton 
Fateful Years p. 95ff.

2. TUCB 1936, p. 362.
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that Germany and Italy were supplying men and anas to 

the Spanish rebels. He said this meant Anglo-French 

non-intervention was necessary to lessen the risk of 

general war. Citrine admitted, rt lt is a most difficult

policy for Socialists to follow with all their sympathies
1

the other way.*1 The Congress approved non-inter­ 

vention, 5,029,000 to 51,000. The confusion of the 

period ie illustrated "by the interruption of this 

debate so that Congress could approve overwhelmingly a

resolution stating that it would rt actively resist*1
2 

conscription in the event of war.

At the Labour Party Annual Conference in Edinburgh

the follo^inr; month, Arthur Greenwood moved a resolution
3 

that meant continuance of the non-intervention policy.

He said the governing consideration was "the fear of 

general war*. In support of the prudent NEC position 

Greenwood invoiced the wishes of the coamon people to 

avoid war. After he spoke there was silence. The 

chairman finally had to ask the audience of 1200 

delegates: "Will someone second the resolution?** 

Someone finally did. Sir Charles Trevelyan, who had 

moved the Hastings resolution, opposed non-intervention;

1. TUCR 1936, p. 366. Bevin supported him.

2. fold, p. 389.

3. See LPCR 1936, p. 169ff, for the debate and quotations.
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he said the Spaniards 1 immediate need wac arms, not 

"bandages and cigarettes. The resolution carried, 

1,836,000 to 519,000. A Manchester Guardian reporter 

noted, "If decisions T/ere counted "fay hearts, not heads,

the Labour Party Conference today saw the heavy defeat
1 

of the official policy of non-intervention* H

The NEC line held for only two days* On October 

7th, Conference heard ttro speeches from Spanish fraternal 

delegates which greatly increased the sentiment for 

ending the non-intervention policy immediately. A 

private session of the National Council of Labour was 

held afterwards. It decided to send Attlee and

Greenwood at once to London to consult the Government
2 

about violations of the non-intervention agreement.
!•:*.? \=: iJV".. • ,„:"- '.it -.-. T': ' •

fwo days later Attlee reported back that there \*ras good 

reason to believe that the non-intervention agreement 

had broken down. Before the month was out the National 

Council admitted the failure of non-intervention and
''. '.--- :• ••.vVfVtA . ,'- ' -*Y •-•:.-.•..-.'• - • •

was supporting the right of the Spanish Government to 

buy arms, notwithstanding its previous statements about 

the risk of an arms race in Spain leading to general war* 

When the Conference met the following year, Sir Charles 

Trevelyan moved the unanimous resolution calling for the 

sale of arms to Spain* $he NEC spokesman in the debate

1. Manchester Guardian 6.10,36. Dalton called this 
"wallowing in sheer emotion, in vicarious valour*" 
Fateful Years p* 100.

2. LPCR 1936, p. S15*
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1 

eager to implement thle policy* The sense of

fraternal solidarity with Spanish workers had proved 

strong enofurh to make the leaders follow their supporters 

along a path they did not wish to tread.

Tl|e Consnj.tmen^ to War*

"Whatever the risks involved, Great Britain 
must make its stand against a£gressian. There is 
now no room for doubts or hesitation**

C.R. Attlee, Manchester Guardian 27,9.38.

The Spanish Civil T;ar had a strong impact upon
2 

many members of the Labour Party. It made immediately

evident the etrength of the military forces ready to 

challenge peace and the speed with which they could 

strike. The threat of general war seemed nearer. 

Pacifists were isolated, or, like Fenner Brockway and 

Sir Charlec Trevelyan, converted to the use of force.

This vicarioue fcaptiam of fire was followed "by 

the alteration of the Party* s position on rearmament. 

For several years members had been in a quandary. 

They distrusted both the British Government and the 

Fascist governments. Because they feared the 

conseouences of Conservative rearmament for national

!• See LPCR 1937, pp. 5-16, pp. 214-5.

9. See e,g. f K.I. Cole grgrelng. UP Into Revolution (1949) 
p. 182; Mowat op.clt. pp. 572-82; George Orwell
"Inside the Khale" Selected Essays (10*7) passim-
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self-defence, they had opposed the service estimates. 

But in July, 1937 after extensive lobbying by Balton, 
the PLP voted 46 to 39, to stop opposing the estimates* 

Advocates of the change argued that war might break out
at any moment. If it ?ms right to arm Spain to fight

1 Fascism it wae right to arm Britain similarly. While

the PLP stopped opposing the estimates it continued to
2 harass the Government in defence debates.

Under the pressure of events, the NSC prepared 
with much care for the October, 1937 Conference a 

statement, "International Policy and Defence," which 

accepted the temporary need for British rearmament 

because of the failure of the Conservative Government 1 s 
foreign policy. It added that a Labour Government would
continue rearmament "until the change in the international

3 
situation caused by its advent had had its effect. M
The pamphlet urged renewed efforts to develop collective 
security within the framework of the League of Nations. 
It maintained that the security system would not be an 

*f exclusive alliance of the pre-war pattern." Instead, 
the League "must "be open to any nation to ;join and to

1. Balton Fateful Years pp. 132-140; Daily Herald 
23. 7. 37.

2. See ^nterim Beport of the NSg 1938, pp. 85-9, for a 
summary of such actions.

3. H International Policy and Defence" (LP, 1937) p. 4.
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1

share Its "benefits. ft It refused to accept the inevit­ 

ability of war. There was, however, a grand confusion 

"between theory and practice. In theory the Party was 

not markedly altering its early position, except for a

change of Parliamentary tactics. It still remained
2 

committed to the idea of defence through the League.

Because of Fascist defections, however, the League was 

dominated "by Britain, France and Russia. Therefore, 

to argue for collective security within the League was 

to argue in practice for a revival of the Triple Entente. 

Supporters of rearmament within the Party, recognising 

the political strength of their opponents, were satisfied 

with a policy statement that reaffirmed the old Party 

doctrines, although they now had a new significance.

When the Czech crisis was at its height in Fepteniber, 

1938 the threat of war was immediate. Blit trenches 

were dug in London parks and gas masks distributed. 

The Labour Party's position was clear "but nualified: 

"The British Government must leave no doubt in the mind 

of the German Government that they will unite with the

French and Soviet Governments to resist any attack on
3 

Czechoslovakia. " This was the position maintained

1. "International Policy and Defence" (LP, 1937) p. 7.

2. See e.g. , PLP motion and debate of 7.3.38, 332 HC 
1567ff.

3. National Council of Laoour statement, 8.9.38. 
LPCR.1939, p. 14.
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throughout the tense period — a firm stand on "behalf 

of Czechoslovakia was coupled with the assumption that 

Britain would "be acting in conjunction with Its fellow 

League members, France and Russia. This was an 

assumption that British cabinet ministers did not share. 

The Party gave no indication of what the Government 

should do if France or Russia was unwilling or unable 

to act effectively. The motives stressed were those 

Of morality, compassion and international law. The 

military consequences of opposing Hitler were not 

talked about.

When Chamberlain came back from Munich, the Party 

was in a very difficult position. It was politically 

impossible to call for rejection of the Munich agreement 

and invite war, yet the Party leaders did not like the 

terms that had forestalled war. The PLP had to step 

with special care, for fear that if it opposed Chamber­ 

lain too strongly he would call an election on the 

issue of war or peace, with electoral results as 

disastrous for Labour as 1918 or 1931. Its motion in 

the Commons debate cautiously welcomed the avoidance of 

war but disapproved the Csiech concessions and called 

for renewed efforts for a security alliance without 

regard to German participation. Attlee said Munich left 

him with the same emotions he had at the evacuation of 

Gallipoli, a mixture of shame and relief.
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HWe all feel relief that war has not come this 
time. Kvery one of us has been passing through 
daya of anxiety; we cannot, however, feel that 
peace has been established but that we have nothing 
"but an armistice in a state of war. ?'e have been 
unable to go in for carefree rejoicing. We have 
felt that ?re are in the midst of a tragedy. 
We have felt humiliation. This has not been a 
victory for roeson and humanity. It has been a 
victory for brute force." -*•

Among the few who took exception to this from the Labour

side during the lengthy debate were Lansbury, an absolute
2 

pacifist, and James Maxton, a class-conscious pacifist*

After Munich there were second thoughts within the 

Party about the imminence of war. An attempt was made 

to rationalise the conflict between the Party* s readiness 

to fight Hitler and its antipathy to war. In November,

1958, an official pamphlet asserted that at the time
3 

of Munich "war was not the alternative. 1* It accused

Chamberlain of failing to make use of Britain1 s strong 

military position, fortified by mobilisation of the 

British fleet, and the unwillingness of German generals 

to fight. Interpretations like this made it much easier 

for Labour to continue opposing conscription when it 

was proposed by the Government. Bevin and Citrine 

protested strongly against conscription when consulted

1. 339 HC 61, 5.10.58.

2. P*J. Noel-Baker told the 194J. Conference: "The road 
to war, and I say it with all veneration, was paved 
with Lanebury's good intentions." LPCR 1941, p. 142,&.•->•

3. "The Full Facts of the Czech Crisis" (LP, 1938) 
p. 13.
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oy Chamberlain. The trade unions did not nish to

give a strongly distrusted government powers of compulsion 

over their members. The National Council of Labour

in April, 1939 announced its Muncompromising opposition"
^ 2 

to conscription. The PLP opposed it in the House.

In May, Conference endorsed its opposition to conscription, 

1,967,000 to 674,000,

Although it refused to support conscription, in 

April, 1939 the Party was ready to support military 

guarantees to Poland, Greece and Rumania. The chief 

criticism was that these guarantees did not go far 

enough, that is, that they did not include a formal 

military alliance with Russia and Prance. Behind the

scenes Labour leaders tried to develop support for an
3 

Anglo-Russian alliance, with little success. Arthur

Greenwood, deputy leader of the PLP, even invoked 

strategic considerations to favour the pact; Russia's 

*immense resources in raw materials and men, her huge 

area, her rapidly developing industry and her powerful

1. Viscount Templewood Nine Troubled Jfear^ (1954) p.338»

2. LPCH 1939, p. 23. See also Attlee, 346 g£ 1353, 
7, 4. 39.

3. Contrast Dalton Fateful Years pp. 846-57 with Keith 
Peiling ffhe Life of Heviile Chamberlaiyi (1946) 
p. 40l5ff. Tlioee Labour activities were in raarked 
contrast to 20 years of Party criticism of the 
entangling alliances that led to World ?;ar I*
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1 

military forces,'1 When the House of Commons met on

Aupust 24th, Labour policy was in ruins, destroyed by
2 

the RusEO-G-erman Pact. The National Council of Labour

maintained after this surprise that "the obligations

undertaken by Britain In defence of the independence of
3 

Poland shall be honoured to the full* M v

The morning after Germany invaded Poland the NEC 

and the executive committee of the PLP jointly agreed 

that Britain should go to war in fulfilment of its

pledges* Later in the day, the PLP voted 51 to 15 to
4

support conscription. Arthur Greenwood, the chief

PLP speaker in the debate in the House that day, asked 

the Government to declare war forthwith. In contrast 

to August, 1914, it was the Government that appeared 

hesitant and the Labour Party that was pressing for war. 

The accumulation of Fascist triumphs in Atistria, Czecho­ 

slovakia, Albania and Spain had impressed the Party with 

the need to adapt its policy in order to oppose Fascism

1. "The Soviets* Fighting Forces" (1939) p.3,

2. Tribune, which welcomed the Pact because it "reinforced 
the power for peace*1 (25.8.39) was outside the Labour 
Party ambit at this time, Cripps and his associates 
had been expelled earlier in 1939 for advocating 
co-operation with Commmiets. L?CR 1939, p. 44ff, 
p. 2l9ff, p. 274.

3. LPCR 1940, p. 8.

4. Dalton Fateful Years t>. 265ff.
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with military force, Just as the cry for the revival 

of the Triple Entente had bsen disguised in League of 

Nations language, so the Party's readiness to "bear arms 

for the nation was justified "by reference to accepted 

Party values. Fascism ?;as not so much treated as a 

threat to the national interest "but ac a threat to the 

interests of the working-class everyv/here. As Ernest 

Bevin put it;

**The middle classes are not doing too "badly 
as a class under capitalism and Fascism. The thing 
that is "being wiped out is the trade union movement 
It is the only defence that the workers have got."

Attlee explained the need to fight "by telling critics 

at the May, 1940 Conferences

j have to preserve the hope of our movement, 
Whatever may be the conditions in capitalist 
democracies, there is always that hope, there is 
always that opportunity; but where Nazism reigns 
all hope has gone. tf **

Such an interpretation of Labour1 s stake in the war 

harmonised with decades of Party propaganda. It did 

not make the war a broad challenge to the presuppositions 

upon which Party foreign policy statements had earlier 

rested.

1935, p. 179.

2- ffiC-% 1940, p. 124, The IL? declaration of September 
15th 1939 echoed the 1914 declaration, but its 
reverberations v/ere as slight as the earlier 
declaration's v/ere great. Of. J. McNair James 
y ax t on : the B e 1 ov e d Reb el (1955) p. 287, and supra.
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In retrospect, one can see that the Labour Party 

tended to keep its head in the clouds while the 

Conservative Party buried its head in the sand. From 

the Labour point of view, the most jjnportsnt feature 

of the period is that the Party was not responsible 

for governing Britain; responsibility rested over­ 

whelmingly with the Conservative Party, which had great 

majorities throughout the period, and rcas ready enough 

to govern without regard for the Labour Party's wishes* 

Both parties were milling and anxious to believe that 

rar could be averted; they feared that the alternative 

tras the destruction of Britain* They differed more 

on cicanc than ends. But war came. Ernest Bevin 

?rac not speaking for the Labour Party but as a 

Coalition minister when he delivered his judgment:

"If anybody as&s me who ',var responsible for 
the British policy leading up to the war, I will,

- as a Labour man myself, make a confession and say, 
'All of us. * Vie refused absolutely to face the

r facts. "£hen the issue came of arming or rearming 
millions of people in this country, people who 
have an inherent love of peace, v/e refused to 
face the real issue at a critical moment. But 
\vhat is the good of blaming anybody?*1 2

1. Dalton Iciter apportioned blame between the parties 
"according to our degrees of responsibility." 
.395 HC 1065, 8.12.43."

2. 373 HC 1362, 29,7.41. Cf. Stanley Baldwin's comment 
in April, 1939: ''There are statesmen who have never 
made a mistake. I am not one of them. I leave 
judgment to those who come after, None of us is free 
from blame." G.M. Young Stanley Baldwin (1952) 
p. S48,
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War Again

"Thir war is a v:ar in rhieh the v/orkers 
are involved. M

C.R. Attlee, LPCR 1940, p. 12-1.

7/hen the HEC and the executive cooiraittee of the 

PLP jointly agreed that Britain should support Poland 

they also decided that the Party should not go into 

coalition with the Chamberlain Government. Their dee-o.&•

distrust of Chamberlain was strengthened by the failure 

of Munich to prevent ^ar, Attlee also believed that

"in the conditions obtaining there ras much to be said
1 

for having an alternative administration available."
2 

The Party agreed to an electoral truce. The electoral

truce did not, however, rule out political activity* 

The PL? rt challenged the Government repeatedly in the 

division lobby and has vTgoroticly fought to uphold 

the declared policy of the Party in foreign and home

affairs alike," the PLP report to Conference in 1940
5 

declared.

Ideas on foreign policy maintained by the Party 

were not abandoned because of the outbreak of war* 

For example, Attlee told a Labour audience in November 

1939$

1. ^8 It Happened p. 105. 

2* LPCR 1940, p. 19.

3. Ibid, p. 93. See the Conservative Party'8 "Notes 
ror"speakers and Workers" (1945) pp. 245-7 
further details of this.
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ore firm in our determination tocl?.y, "but 
' we do hate the thought of the continuance of this 

v,r?r \vith 11 ItT cruelty, misery r nd ^?t^, ^nd 
we would seize any opportunity that may present 
Iteclf to "brine it to ^.n end, provided that in 
so doing we can secure the aims for which we 
have entered upon it, -na the conditions necessary 
to acquire a lasting peace. " •*•

In February, 1940 the EEC declaration "Labour the War 

and the Peace" supported the war, "but it stated 

hopefully:

"Before the peoples are still further estranged 
"by hatred and suffering, s lastinp and Just peace 
may "be "brought nearer "by stating clearly now 
what our immediate war purpooe is. rt a

It recognised the legitimacy of the German claim to
T

equality as well as the French clair, to security, "but 

declared that German evacuation of Poland and Czecho­ 

slovakia rmi£t come "before peace. In the traditional 

manner of the Internet lonal, the NEC spoke of the Nazi 

Government collapsing "because of an internal revolution.

The reconstruction of the Government in May, 1940 

followed the Labour Party's decision to press for a vote

of no confidence against Chamberlain, "but directly
3 

resulted from the defection of Conservative HPs.

Chamberlain inariCdiatel^ "began negotiations with Labour

1. C.R. Attlee, speech of 8.11.39 in Tar Comes to Britain 
(1940) P- 238.

2. LPCR 1940, p. 188.

3. See Dalton Fateful Years p. 297ff; Attlee As It
Happened p. 112ff; J.T,r . ~Yheeler-Bennett King George VI; 
His Life and Rgj^m (1958) p. 441ff,
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leaders on the terms of coalition. "It was not a

pleasant task to tell a Prime Minister that he ought to
' * 

go, hut I had no option hut to tell him the truth,"
1 

Attlee later related. Attlee, keeping in close touch

with the NEC, accepted the offer of places for himself 

and Arthur Greenwood in the five-man War Cahinet of 

Winston Churchill* Since the Lahour Party held only
*

one-quarter of the seats in the House of Commons, it 

was treated generously. The Annual Conference over­ 

whelmingly endorsed the coalition three days later. 

Arthur Greenwood explainedi

"If we stand out of the effective prosecution 
of the war, what right have we to ask for terms 
of peace? ... The deeper we get our foot in now, 
the more certain it is that we can impose on 
the other elements in the Government the kind of 
peace which we helieve in. rt 2

Coalition

"We go in, as we say, as partners and 
not as hostages.*1

C.R, Attlee, LPCR 1940, p. 124.

The chief prohlem of the Lahour Ministers in the 

Coalition Government was to keep in touch with their 

followers in the Party while keeping in step with their 

colleagues in the Cabinet. Because the Lahour Party 

leadership was determined to maintain the Coalition 

until after victory in Europe, whenever the interests

1. As It Happened p. 158.

2. LPCR 1940, p, 132.
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of the Party and the Cabinet could not "be reconciled,

Party interests had to "be temporarily suspended* But 

this did not happen often. Party differences had little 

to do with disagreements about how "best to achieve the 

all-party aim of military victory. The varied complexion 

of the Cabinet meant that pragmatic, rather than 

doctrinaire reasons had to be used to justify actions. 

As Wineton Churchill said of his war-time association

with Attlee: rt Our only differences in outlook were
1 

about Socialism, but these were swamped." In contrast

to World War I, the Labour members of the Government had 

power as well as responsibility. The power enabled them 

to do things to satisfy their supporters. The spread 

of Socialist ideas in war-time planning was evident 

from the first. On May 22nd, 1940, Attlee introduced 

the Emergency Powers Bill, which called for all persons

to place themselves, their services and their property
2 

at the disposal of His Majesty1 s Government. Strong

Labour leaders were placed in charge of many fields of 

special interest to the Labour Party. Bevin became 

Minister of Labour and National Service, Morrison Home 

Secretary, and Cripps ambassador to Russia, While

1. Winston Churchill The Second World Way: Volume II 
(1949) p. 11.

2. 361 HC 151. See Attlee's speech, Daily Herald 12,7.43, 
for a list of Coalition actions in harmony with 
Labour1 s domestic principles.
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Labour ministers did not occupy departmental positions 

in foreign affairs, a few were actively involved in the

War Cabinet's consideration of foreign policy; all
1 

ministers shared responsibility for it. For six months

of the war Attlee presided over the Cabinet in the
2 

absence of Churchill.

There was frequent consultation between Labour

ministers and backbench members, both formally and
3 

informally. The entry of Soviet Russia into the war

had eliminated all opposition to the war, except for that
4 

of absolute pacifistsf but within the PLP a small ginger

element, including Aneurin Bevan and Emanuel Shinwell, 

frequently criticised the Government* s conduct of the 

war. The critics moved a number of motions against 

the Government. Divisions showed their weakness* For 

example, in a division in July, 1942, Aneurin Bevan found 

himself one of 25 in company with James Maxton, Hore-

1. See Attlee1 s reminder on this point to the PLP, 408 HQ 
1614, 1.3.45. Churchill was more restricted by his 
Coalition colleagues than Roosevelt by his Cabinet, 
See R. Sherwood The White House Papers of Harry Lf 
Hopkins; Volume I (1948) p. 362, and J.G. Winant & 
Letter"from Grosvenor Square (1947) pp, 150-1,

2. See R. Jenkins Mr. Attlee; an Interim Biography (1946) 
p. 222ff for a good sketch of Attlee 1 s work in the 
War Cabinet and his relations with the PLP then*

3. Interviews. Letter of 13.1.59 from Lord Pethlck- 
Lawrence, an acting chairman of the PLP then.

4. Rhys Davies continued to present the absolute pacifist 
line at Conference. See LPCE 1942, p. 102j 1943 
p. 122.
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1 

Belieha and Sir Roger Keyes. One organisation within

the PLP, the Parliamentary Peace Aims group, campaigned,

like the UDC and ILP in World War I, for a 'Socialist 1
2 

statement of peace terms. But unlike the UDC, its

leaders, Rhys Davies, ?7.G. Cove and R.R. Stokes, were 

political lightweights and remained so after the war. 

The Coalition was so "broad that it could only "be opposed 

from within. Latour ministers were loyal. Because of 

their influence, they had little cause to complain.

The Party organisation was maintained at reduced

force throughout the war, hut was diverted to presenting
3 

propaganda for the war effort. Conferences were of

shortened duration. Differences within the Party on 

foreign affairs were obscured "by the immediate aims of 

the war effort. So strong was support for the Coalition 

within the Conference that even the Government 1 s highly 

unpopular Greek policy was carried, as a question of

confidence in the Coalition, "by the overwhelming majority
4 

of 2,455,000 to 137,000. In the country, the atmosphere

of the war effort, with its emphasis upon co-operation,

1. 381 fig, 610 f 2.7.42.

2. See Parliamentary Peace Aims Group "Ignored Speeches" 
(1941); "More Ignored Speeches" (c, 1942).

5. See LPCR 1940, pp. 19-20, and follov/ing reports. 

4. LPCR 1944, p. 150.
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planning, government control and securing peace, was 
congenial to the Labour Party's philosophy. Several 
hundred meetings were held under Party auspices during
the war to discuss post-war policy. Transport House

1 
was more active than the Conservative Central Office.
In addition, independent and Commonwealth candidates 
opposing Conservatives in many "by-elections often put 
the case for Socialism without Toeing restricted in 
defining the term by the HEC.

The principles of foreign policy which the Labour 
Party had supported before the war were reiterated 
regularly during the course of the conflict since, as
Attlee put it f H If our policy had been followed, you

2 
would never have had this war.* The disappointments
of the inter-war years strengthened the determination 
that after the Second World War international relations 
must be different. As an NEC report succinctly concluded;

**No peace, therefore, which does not aim at a Socialist reconstruction of international society can be accepted by the Labour Party as adequate* ft 3
The first comprehensive treatment of post-war plans 

was "The Old World and the New Society1*, an KEC Interim

1. The opinion of R.B. McCallura and A* Headman The British General Election of 1946 (1947) pp. 3-6*

2. LPCH 1941, p. 133. 

8. Ibid, p. 4. ,
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pamphlet issued in the spring of 1942. The statement 

was generally in agreement with pre-war statements of 

Party principles on foreign affairs; in so far as it 

differed in tone it was because of a "bias to the left. 

This was not simply due to Harold Laski* s influence upon 

the drafting of the document. The report was considered 

"by a "broadly representative policy committee, which 

included Attlee, Dalton and Morrlson as members. It

was released as a Transport House document, and the Party
1 

organised 33 regional conferences to discuss it. In

retrospect, Hugh Dalton declared, w lt fairly reflected

what we ?/ere thinking at the time,* although adding

the qualification that "because of the very heavy demands

ministerial jobs made upon the time of leading NEC
2 

members, "it was not profoundly analysed,"

The document reaffirmed Labour assumptions about 

the international nature of the interests of the common 

people in an elaborate description of the coming world 

government. It defended the League, which "failed less 

because of any inherent error in the objects at which it 

aimed, or in the rules of law it established and the 

institutions through which it worked, than because selfish

1. The collective nature of the manifesto was strongly 
emphasized by a Transport House official when 
interviewed in January, 1959.

2. Interview, February, 1959.
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national interest deprived it of the conditions precedent
1 

to success. w War-time allied co-operation was seen
,?•

as foreshadowing post-war co-operation "between the Big 

Three. With left-wing logic the pamphlet indicted 

capitalism: "Conflict is the necessary consequence of 

dictatorship, and dictatorship is the logical outcome of 

a capitalist economy. M Support for the working-class 

movement in other countries was given:

rt lt would be a grave disservice to the future of 
the world to use the pov/er of the victors, under 
penalty Df postponement of recovery, to promote in 
any country where revolution may occur the claims 
of any privileged interest, whether of class or 
religion or dynasty, against which that revolution 
is a protest."

The foreign policy resolution presented "by the KEC to 

the 1942 Conference was based upon this statement. It 

was more moderate than the manifesto in some respects, 

but gave even greater prominence to support of the 

Soviet Union. It recognised also? "The British Labour

movement has a special responsibility to the international
2 

working-class, «

In response to agitation from the floor at the 1945
'•: ' ^

Conference for a more specific statement of post-war 

aims, the NEC agreed to prepare a new statement. Hugh 

Dalton, a prominent member of the International Sub- 

conroittee of the NEC, was appointed to prepare the first

1. All quotations; tfThe Old World and the New Society" 
pp. 22-5.

2. LPCR 1942, p. 152.
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draft. Dalton was determined to impress his personal 

views on the statement, and saw to it that he was named 

to prepare each revision of the document, so that he 

could prevent sections containing his own strong opinions 

on Germany, the need for military self-defence, etc., 

from being diluted. In order to placate critics, after 

rt a long struggle of euccessive revisions, compromises

and conciliations,* it was agreed to accept "substantial
1 

new sections" from Laski and Noel-Baker. Dalton later

recalled, "I didn't care what vague generalities got in

as long as the much more precise and practical sections
2 

I wrote remained substantially unchanged. tf The most

noteworthy feature is not the difference between the 

manifestos written two years apart, but the internal 

contradictions of the later one. Leonard Woolf commented 

that "The International Post-war Settlement'1 epoke with

"Two contradictory voices, one that of international 
Socialism and the other of an apologetic Socialism 
which assures the world that it is just as 'realist 1 
and 'strong1 as Tory nationalism and not really 
very different from it," 3

Such were the internal contrasts that Konni Zilliacus 

cited it frequently to support his criticism of Ernest

1. Dalton Fateful Years p. 423.

2. Interview, February, 1959.

3. "The International Post-"ar Settlement" (Fabian Society 
Research Series ^85, 1944) p. 3.
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1 

Berin1 s actions after the war, although in parts it

anticipated Bevin* s own handling of immediate post-VE 

Day problems.

Of the traditional Labour principles, the "Inter­ 

national Post-War Settlement 11 unequivocally affirmed 

only one: the need for co-operation, particularly 

between Britain, Russia and America* Ae regards inter­ 

nationalism, the document faced two ways. In a section 

headed "Hucleue of a World Organisation*^ the "basis of 

the forthcoming international organisation was seen as 

the Big Three, and the limits of the organisation were 

defined as the limits of Big Three agreement, without

regard to traditional Party ideas of a supra-national
2 

organisation. The idea of an International police

force was rejected as "Utopian11 ! instead, joint occupation

of Germany was suggested as M a practical experiment in
3 

an international force." In contrast to this was

the tone of the section headed **International Political 

Organisation." It etateds "The international political 

organisation must establish the binding force of Inter­ 

national law'- and proclaimed the need for military

1. See, e.g., LPCR 1947, pp. 160-1. G.D.H. Cole,
History of the !Lab:nir Party givee a thorough account 
of The "Old Vi or Id and the New Society'1 pp. 414-9, 
but does not refer to the w International Poet-War 
Settlement".

2. LPCR 1944. p. 5. 5. Ibifl. p. 6.
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1 

enforcement of decision? of the world court. The

document contained contrasting attitudes as regards 

military forces.. One section stated "It ie "better 

to have too much armed force than too little"; a

subsequent section presented disarmament as a major
2 

object of the international political organisation.

The conclusion, which was headed "The Further Future'^ 

stressed the need for Social!em throughout the world 

to insure peace and justice. It did not match the 

tone of the opening sections.

The NEC resolution approved "by the December, 1944

Annual Conference in conjunction with the policy
3 

statement emphasised those elements consistent with

the traditional Labour outlook and not the character­ 

istically Talton views. It urged H an international 

staff disposing of an adequate armed force, tf as well 

as a world court and an effective economic organisation 

rt to secure full employment and rising standards of life," 

It reaffirmed the need for a reduction of arms, inter­ 

national co-operation and the close association of 

Socialist parties in all countries. In moving the 

resolution, Attlee looked backwards, emphasizing the 

continuity of the Party's views, rather than anticipating 

difficulties in post-war foreign affairs. Dalton, in

1. LPCR 1944, pp. 7-8.

2. Ibid, pp. 6-7. 3. Ibid, pp. 131-2.



77

summing up for the NEC, dealt primarily T/ith amendments 

and speeches from the floor; he did not stress 

reservations about the effectiveness of traditional 

Labour ideas on foreign affairs. The tenor of the 

debate, which included speeches "by 7/ill Lawther, of 

the Mineworkers Federation, and Arthur Deakin, of the 

Transport and General ?/orkers Union, indicates that 

the delegates agreed with Attlee about the need to 

reform the conduct of international relations* At 

meetings v/ith foreign Socialist parties held about

the same time NEC delegates again affirmed their
1 

commitments to their pre-war ideas*

During the war, the articulate rank-and-file 

repeated with increased militancy the traditional Party 

demand for reorganising international relations* 

Militants talked as if the post-war world could "be 

made safe "by the accession of Labour and Socialist 

parties to power. As Michael Foot recalled:

*There was a general belief that Europe was 
going left. 1945 would be like 1848 all over again, 
with left-wing governments everywhere, and a 
Labour Government in Britain that would take 
the lead." s

Disagreements and worries within the Cabinet did not affect

1* See LPCR 1944, pp. 212-4 and LPCR 1945, pp. 163-70.

8* Interview, January 1959. To this he added: HWe 
didn't stop to think then that we would be faced 
with the problem of considering what kind of a 
Labour Government we would get. *
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the rank-and-file in the country, whence came the great 

majority of members of the Parliamentary Labour Party 

in 1945, and als:> the great z&ajority of Ernest Eevin1 s 

post-war critics. The job of the Labour ministers in 

Coalition ^?as to maintain the confidence of their 

supporters at that moment, not to risk losing it "by 

uttering unpalatable truths about what might "be necessary 

in the post-war world. Only by maintaining confidence 

in themselves within the Party could Labour ministers 

maintain their position in the Coalition. There were 

precedents to remind them what would happen if they 

became estranged from their supporters while in Coalition. 

Attlee was content, when speaking of the post-war 

situation, to act as spokesman for the Party, voicing 

the hopes of the ordinary member, rather than to act as 

an educator of the Party, meaeuring hopes against 

Bpeci/ie difficulties of government. Kor was Attlee 

alone among British and American leaders in encouraging 

optimism in war-time about post-war possibilities. He 

had a personal reason for going along with the NEC and 

the rank-and-file in their optimism, inetead of trying 

to stand againct it. His own political position ae 

leader was not fully secure. Taking an unpopular line 

on foreign affairs could have lost him supporters, and 

presented his opponents with an issue upon which they 

might have capitalised. It would also have been out
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of character for Attlee to say more than was absolutely

necessary.

The nearer victory came the more hopes roee that

the post-v/ar world would see a revolution in international
1 

relations. Major Denis Eealey summed up this point of

viev/ when* speaking as a returning soldier, he told the 

ttay, 1945 pre-election Conferences

"The crucial principle of our own foreign policy 
should he to protect, assist, encourage and aid in 
every way the Socialist revolution wherever it 
appears ... If the Labour Movement in Europe finds 
it necessary to introduce a greater degree of 
police supervision and more immediate and drastic 
punishment for their opponents than we in this 
country would "be prepared to tolerate, we must „ 
"be prepared to understand their point of view* 1*

When Ernest Bevin addressed the same Conference on foreign 

affairs it was not his warning, "You will not do it by 

slogans" or his plea to the Party "not to bury its head 

in the sand" that was remembered. The phrase that

stuck in the minds of many Party members was his claim
5 

"Left understands left." Attlee, recently returned

from the difficult negotiations of the San Francisco 

Conference of the United Nations, for the first time 

spoke cautiously, instead of optimistically, about the 

immediate post-war world. He distinguished between 

traditional Labour foreign policy and what a prospective

1* See Tribune. 30.5.45.

8* LPCR 1945, p. 114. 8, Ibid, p. 115,p. 117
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Labour Government might be able to do. "I am afraid 

that sometimes people think that if only we get the

nations top-ether, they will accept our ideas," he said,
1 

but it is "not so easy. rt Conference delegates were

working up enthusiasm for the general election; they 

were not meeting to anticipate the problem of government. 

In two speeches, Clement Attlee and Ernest Bevin could 

hardly redirect the faith developed by decades of 

propaganda and experience, and defined and continually 

reaffirmed by the leaders of the Labour Party.

The General Election

"The future will not be easy* But this 
time the peaoe must be won. "

"Let us Pace the Future11 
(LP, 1945) p. 2.

The differences in opinion that wore just beginning
of

to emerge in the Party on questionsA foreign affairs 

were of little importance in the general election campaign; 

if anything they were a slight asset. The moderate 

statements by Attlee and Bevin could appeal to independent 

voters; the militant prediction of drastic changes in 

international relations could stimulate enthusiasm among 

the converted. As long *s the Party could keep foreign 

affairs froai becoming a major issue it stood to gain, 

because domestic issues more iiamediately concerned voters,

!• EPflR 1945, p. 107. The NEC did not present a foreign 
policy resolution to the 1945 Conference,
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and here the inter-^ar record of the Conservative Govern­ 

ments was considered especially vulnerable. A British 

Institute of Public Opinion poll, for example, found

interacted in housing and only 5^ interested in problems
. :, - - -• .,- 1 , 

of international security. The Labour Party's manifesto,
* '•• '

"Lot us Pace the Future, 11 relegated foreign affairs to 

the end. Under the heading "What the Election will be 

About** it listed food, work, homes and welfare services.

An effective foreign policy, it said, required successful
2 

handling of domestic affaire, The section on foreign

policy was broad enough to encompass the views of almost 

all member*; of the Party; it reiterated Labour1 s faith 

in co-operation, in internationalism and in working-class 

interersts that transcended national boundaries.

During the campaign, two contrasting themes emerged 

in Labour speeches* Attlee and Bevin expressed hopee 

that Coalition agreement on foreign policy would continue 

in the post-war world, hop CD that were also echoed by a
'. ! :. ' ' ' ' ,'i:<.V - • • - •

variety of persons, including fiden, Viscount !Templewood,
3 

the Archbishop of York and the Time$ itself. Bevin

declared, during the campaign:

1. McCalluai and Headman op. cit, p. 150.

2. p. 3.

3. pie Times 28.6, S2.2, 31.5 and 5.7 1945, respectively*
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"The foreign policy "being pursued at the moiuent 

was deviled "by the Coalition Government, not by 
tho Tory members alono, but by a combined effort 
and is baeed upon collective security, a policy 
for v/hieh Labour has always stood* As long as 
that object is vigorously pursued, then Labour 
T5ill find an opportunity of co-operating with 
all other parties* * 1

Attlee faced both ways* When he accepted Churchill* s 

invitation to attend the Potsdam Conference, he eaid, 

H I do not anticipate that we should differ on the main

lines of policy, which we have discussed together so
8 

often. M In his exchange of letters with Churchill

in early July about his position at Potsdam, he pointed 

out i

"The fact that in the late Government members of 
all parties were in sccorO on the main linee of our 
foreign policy does not alter the fact that the 
complexion of the new Houee of Commons will decide 
the course of future policy as it did before the 
war, v;hen you and I both disagreed with the policy 
of the Conservative Party.*1 3

Simultaneously, other Party figures were emphasizing 

the differences between a foreign policy based upon 

Socialist principles and a Conservative foreign policy. 

Harold Laski, in questioning the appearance of Attlee at 

Potsdam, was not only trying to assert the authority of 

the Party chairman but also to draw a sharp distinction 

between the foreign policy of Mr, Churchill and what a

1* The Times 25,6.45,

16.6,45,

The Times 3*7.46.
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Labour foreign policy would "be. Attlee could not "bind 

the Party to support Churchill 1 e Potedarn commitments 

unconditionally, Laolti declared, "because;

"When we win this election, we \?ant to be free 
In Socialist terms to make our policy for our oizm 
Socialist purpose. " 3.

Sir Stafford Cripps frequently repeated the point, made 

by Bait on and Bevin at Conference, that the Labour Party 

would "be "better able to co-operate vrith Soviet Russia

than the Conservatives because of a caciaiunity of class
2 

interests. Labour* s election manifesto warned*

lfl»et it not be forgotten that in the yeare leading 
up to the war the Tories were so scared of Russia 
that they missed the chance to establish a partner­ 
ship which might well have prevented the war." $

As had been the case before the war, Labour 

candidates for the House of Canmone distinguished them­ 

selves from Conservative candidates in their approach to 

foreign policy* The chroniclers of the election noted 

that while 84 per cent mentioned foreign affairs in their 

addressee, "Much of the attention which they gave to

foreign policy in the nineteen thirties survives, and also
4 much of the spirit of that period. tf Conservative

1- *hc Tiqes 20.6.45. See also Key; Stutesqan 25.6.45,
and Kingaley Martin Harold Laskl (1953) p. 169ff. 

g. See KcCalltun and Keadman opr. cit. pp. 114-5, p. 138.
3. "Let tls Pace the Future" (LP, 1945) p. 11.
4. Ibid, p. 97. See e.g., the election addrees of Konnl 

Zilliacus, reprinted in his pamphlet Mfthy I was 
Expelled" (1949) p. 10. It was approved by Transport 
House.
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t, they added, treated, foreign affaire "T7ith 

more vigour and in less facile language than the Labour

, and they link the question of foreign policy 

to the maintenance of strong amed f orcee. " Only 12 

per cent of Labour coididates mentioned this need, 

coinpared v/itii 59 per cent of the Conservatives.

The general election did not depend upon fine 

distinctions. The result rau; & landslide; 593 Labour 

MPs were j.-eturned, 198 Conservatives and 49 raeribers of 

other groupe. The afternoon the results were announced 

a "veiv surprised" Clement Attlee T?ent to Buckingham

Palace and received a commission from the King to form
S • • 3 

the Government. The following day, after hesitations,

he settled upon Ernest Bevin as Secretary of State fop 

Foreign Affairs. Attlee and Bevin flew to Potsdam the 

following morning, to resume the Big Three Conference.

1. McCallum and Readman pp.cit. p. 98. 

S. As It Happened p. 148,

3. Wheeler-Bonnett op. cit. p. 638, quotes the King 
ar writing in his diary for the evening of July 
26th that Attlee "suggested" Dalton as Foreign 
Secretary. "The King said f l hoped he would make 
Mr, Bevin take it. 1 He said £& irvould. ?l (The 
underscored he Is ambiguotie.) The f oil owing day 
Attlee told Dalton just "before lunch, "Almost 
certainly the Foreign Office." At 4 p.m. he named 
Daltoa Chancellor of the Exchequer. Dalton Fateful 
Years p. 468. Attlee denied that the King determined 
the .uatter. (Intervicv;, January, 1959). Questions 
of personality quite unrelated to foreign affairs 
al^o entered into the decision. See The Observer 
2£.8.59.
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The Labour Party, for the first time in its history, 

was fully responsible for the conduct of British foreign 

policy.

The Principles Defined

In its political development the Labour Party showed 

the inclusive and absorptive character of an Established 

Church, rather than the divisive sectarianism of some 

Continental Socialist groups. Politically, it rested 

first upon the trade unions, whose immediate Interest 

in political action was motivated "by a desire to protect 

and advance their members. The energy that raised 

Labour to a national party came primarily from Salvationist 

Socialists, who preached the Socialist cause, not as a 

means of piecemeal industrial gain, but as a means of 

sweeping away the existing structure of society and 

bringing about a world-wide millenlum. Important in 

developing the Party into a body capable of forming a 

government were the middle-class social reformers, who 

found in Socialism a method for remaking the world along 

humanitarian and rational lines. One notable element 

in the Party was devoted to Socialism in order to promote 

pacifism; another, to wage class war. Like any political 

organisation, the Labour Party attracted a number of
*•'."

cranks and opportunists.

British Socialists differed in their manner of 

thinking about politics. Pragmatic Socialists were
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concerned chiefly with short-term programmes. The gains 

envisaged were immediate, as in the trade union world; 

the Socialist society was placed above the battle, a 

sign of the world to come — at a somewhat later date. 

These people ran the risk of meeting problems in which 

their pragmatism prescribed one solution and their 

Socialism another. Utopian Socialists always kept 

their goals immediately before them, as a guide and 

subject for analysis, a constant inspiration for propaganda, 

Because the gap between these goals and the world was 

great, Utopian Socialists ran the risk of being 

compromised or being ignored* The two outlooks inter- 

acted, within the Party and within individuals.

Because of the diversity of political pressures in 

a mass-membership party, the principles of action that 

Labour developed in foreign policy were not as systematic, 

logical or original as the principles developed by 

seminal writers on Socialist theory and international 

relations* But the $ob of a political party le not to 

make an original contribution to political philosophy 

but to influence government. The relative freedom of 

the Labour Party from doctrinal splits helped it to 

become one of the most successful of the parties 

affiliated to the International,

Prom the preceding survey, the following emerge as 

the traditional Socialist principles of foreign policy
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developed by the Labour Party prior to its achievement 

of power in 1945*

A Labour Government would;

1. Act in the belief that there were no essential 
conflicts of interest between nations and therefore 
bring about increased co-operation between nations, 
by means of the mutual recognition of common interests. 
(Co-operation)

2. Rely upon common class interests with left-wing 
governments in other countries to provide the original 
nucleus of states to practise international economic 
and political co-operation, and oppose the continued 
existence of reactionary governments. (Class- 
consciousness)

5. Surrender national sovereignty in military, 
economic and Judicial matters in order to create a 
European or global organisation \vith sufficient power 
to maintain permanent peace. ( SUP r a-na t i onal i sm)

4. Use diplomatic, economic and moral influence 
to secure its ends and reject the use of military 
force for national ends and the system of balance 
of power politics. (Anti-mill tar ism)

An underlying assumption of these four principles was 

the reality of internationalism, that is, of regarding 

the interests of the British people as transcending 

the boundaries of the United Kingdom and fundamentally 

the same as those of the majority of peoples in other 

countries* As Arthur Rentier son. explained;

Labour and Socialist movement is inter­ 
national to the core. We are against national and 
racial as well as class barriers. We stand for 
economic organisation, social justice and freedom, 
not only within one country but throughout the 
world. We know that Socialism in any one country
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live poorly and dangerously so long as the 
rest of the world is a prey to capitalist anarchy. 
We know that in order to get on safely and swiftly 
with "building the Socialist commonwealth we must 
underpin its foundations "by making peace more 
secure than it is today. We recognise that 
international anarchy is as much the enemy of 
Socialism as economic anarchy." 1

It was this commitment to internationalism as a viable 

alternative to the existing practice of "basing foreign 

policy upon national interests that gave the Party a 

positive as well as a negative programme. No Labour 

leader was more the weathervane of the movement in the 

1930s than Clement Attlee; none was more emphatic in 

his assertion of internationalism as the "basis of the 

foreign policy of the next Labour Government.

The enduring nature of these traditional Socialist 

principles is illustrated by the declaration, "International 

Democracy", Issued by the Socialist International upon 

its rebirth in July, 1951, as a statement of the basic 

principles of international Socialism. The British 

Labour Party concurred in maintaining, among other things, 

that:

HAbsolute national sovereignty must be transcended." 
"Democratic Socialism is international "because

it alms at liberating all men from every form of
economic, spiritual and political bondage." 

"Democracy must therefore be established on
an international scale under an international rule
of law."

1. LPCR 1933, p. 189.
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"Democracy, prosperity and peace require a 
redistribution of the world1 s wealth and an increase 
in the productivity of the underdeveloped areas. M

"Peace can be secured only "by a system of 
collective security. This will create the conditions 
for international disarmament," *

But durability is not the only standard by which to 

Judge political principles. The next section will 

consider their utility, in the light of the experience 

of the 1945-51 Labour Government.

All quotations from S. Rose "The Socialist Inter­ 
national" (I*P, 1955) p. 19. The original text was 
drafted by Solomon 0rurobach, a French Socialist, 
and revised by a committee of which Denis Healey 
was one of the three members.
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Chapter II 

CO-OPERATION DOES NOT COMB

HWe are confident that the vital interests of 
all nations are the same. They all need peace." 

"The International Post-V?ar Settlement" 
LPCH 1944, p. 4.

Traditionally, co-operation was "both a means and 

an end in Labour foreign policy. By means of co­ 

operation the peoples of the world would secure peace 

and prosperity. The aim of international relations was 

to build the World Co-Operative Commonwealth, an inter­ 

national Socialist society in which all peoples would

achieve fulfilment by working harmoniously for the good
1 

of all* The Party regarded diplomatic co-operation

as something quite distinct from compromise. The two 

terms should not "be confused. Co-operation meant action 

in the common interest of all. Compromise meant action 

acceptable to all parties, although it might not be 

in complete accord with the interests of any of thenu 

For example, to the Labour Party, the Dawes Plan was 

not an example of international co-operation but of 

compromise. The principle was justified on the grounds 

that: "Although states differ in their internal

1. For an outline of this society see "War and Peace" 
LPCH 1934 p. 242ff.
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constitution and methods of government, the interests of

all demand their co-operation for the coranon end of
1 peace. fl

To talk of irreconc little conflicts of 'VJ v£ « 

interests was to speak in the outmoded and discredited 

language of power politics. It was to introduce the 

serpent of knowledge into the Socialist Eden. The 

Labour Party held as a basic tenet that exclusively 

national interests were illusory or based upon transitory 

misconceptions. 'Real 1 interests were international, 

They were rooted in the nature of man, as defined by 

the Party1 s thinkers. International co-operation meant 

that the old system of power politics, in which groups 

of nations co-operated with each other, to the exclusion 

or at the expense of mutual opponents, was wrong. 

Limited co-operation for selfish ends had always led 

to quarrels and then to war. By contrast, a Labour 

Government in Britain, by acting in the common interests 

of all peoples, could lead the peoples of the world to 

global co-operation and peace.

This faith in co-operation gave the Party1 s inter­ 

nationalism a very tender-hearted quality, In marked 

contrast to the internationalism of the believers in class

1. "Labour and the Defence of Peace" (National Council 
of Labour, 1936) p. 11.
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war. The Party 1 e special and immediate interest in
1 

working with left-wing forces in other nations was

not allowed to obscure the greater and wider goal: 

the elimination of all class and regional differences 

"by the establishment of an international society* 

The two policies were complementary and derived from 

different strands in the Party1 s heritage. They did 

not conflict, since the Party's class-consciousness 

never led it to assert that class differences would 

inevitably cause an international class war*

The optimism within the Party about the prospects 

for all-round international co-operation was greatly 

reinforced "by the achievements in foreign affairs of 

the two Labour governments of the 1920s* The Party 

had not developed before 1945 a mature and informed 

approach to irreconcilable conflicts of interests 

between nations or to political dilensnas since, && 

frypothesi* nations should and could be brought to 

discard these selfish interests for the sake of the 

common good. For example, the Party did not see any 

great difficulty in resolving the post-Versailles 

conflict between Prance and 0ermany* Labour proclaimed 

that the conflict could be ended by the development of

1, The Government* s record in the light of this 
principle is discussed in Chapter III.
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International legal institutions to preserve the peace. 

Even the rise to power of Nazi Germany did not alter 

the Party 1 s faith in co-operation. Within the Labour 

Party Hitleriam was interpreted as a result of the 

Allied failure to conciliate Germany after the 1918 

Armistice; it wae cited as another example of the 

danger of trying to secure the interests of some nations 

at the expense of others. World War II, like World 

War I, was explained as the result of the failure of 

the existing order of international relations. Like

earlier conflicts, it was further proof of the need
1 

for a new international order "based upon socialism*

Allied co-operation to achieve victory in World 

War II raised hopes in the Labour Party of post-war 

co-operation. In 1942 "The Old World and the Hew 

Society1' declared*

partnership in war can, if properly organised, 
be the "basis of an international experiment from 
the experience of which a creative peace may 
emerge. * %

At the end of the war, co-operation, in the first instance, 

meant Big Three unity. The December, 1944 Annual 

Conference, facing this issue, triumphantly reaffirmed 

the Party's traditional position, by quoting and

1. See e.g. , Aneurin Bevan Tribune 7.4.44.

2. p. 22.
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endorsing the words of Stalin:

"'The alliance "between the U. S. S,R., Great Britain 
and the United States is founded not on accidental 
transitory considerations "but on vitally important 
and long-term interests." 1

Many problems that confronted the Labour Government 

could "be examined in order to study ho,7 it responded to 

irreconcilable diplomatic conflicts. For example, the 

Government failed to find grounds for compromise, let

alone co-operation, in its relations with Communist China,2 
in the Schuman Plan and in the Anglo-Iranian Oil dispute.

Here, problems of co-operation among the Big Three will 

be used as case histories, "because hopes for Big Three 

co-operation were so great in 1945 and "because these
'-••*' *

relations were so important to the Labour Government.

3
*A Snag of Reality"

Ernest Bevin "brought to the Foreign Office a mind 

developed by a lifetime of trade union work. Because 

he knew the high cost of industrial conflict, Bevin was 

a strong believer in co-operation. He deprecated 

militancy for its own sake, and the militant's conception 

of essentially antagonistic interests. Ever since

1- LPCS 1944, p. 131.

2. These topics are examined from other points of view in 
Chapters 3, 4 and 5, respectively.

3. The phrase is that of James P. Byrnes Speaking; Frankly 
(1947) p. 82.
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visiting America in 1915 he had before him the vision 

of the fruits that could be garnered by co-operation 

on a continental and worldwide scale. As a transport 

workers1 leader in a trading nation, he knew from first­ 

hand experience how much Britain depended upon good 

relations with other nations, and the reciprocal benefits 

which other nations received from good relations with 

her. Bevin was unusually skilled in keeping long-term 

as well as short-term aims simultaneously in mind*

Co-operation was not the only element in Bevin1 s 

negotiating technique. He also knew from his trade 

union experience that the terms of co-operation reflected 

the power relationships of the parties concerned* In 

foreign policy, Bevin considered co-operation as the 

resultant of disparate national policies, instead of 

the consequence of the general recognition of the Tightness 

of a single policy in the interest of all nations.

As soon as Bevin took office he was confronted with 

the problem of 0ennan reparations. After World ?^ar I 

the Labour Party had found it possible to conceive of a 

f practical f settlement of the reparations problem; since 

its proposals were never put to a test, the irreconcilable 

nature of the interests involved was not properly 

recognised within the Party* In 1946 Labour was
< t

responsible for putting a solution into practice. In
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office, the Labour Government never pretended that 

there was a single solution that would satisfy all. 

Prom the first, the conflict "between the British (and 

the United States) and the Russian (and often the French) 

interests was recognised and accepted. The reparations 

problem refuted the traditional Socialist idea of 

harmonious interests. Russia wanted German reparations 

payments of capital goods and of current manufactures 

to "begin at once, so that they could "be used to help 

rebuild Russia, which had suffered so severely from the 

German invasion. The Labour Government, which did not 

have the same need of German goods, was concerned in 

the first place with making Germany self-supporting, 

eo that It would not need to divert scarce dollars and 

foodstuffs to the British occupation zone, Russia, 

victorious in war, could see no reason why its claims 

should wait upon the rebuilding of Germany. Since 

the occupying powers had pledged themselves to maintain 

the economic unity of Germany, the Labour Government 

did not see why it should pay for deficits in Western 

Germany while Ruesla was taking sa much in capital and 

products from East Germany. British experts said that 

the Russian proposals treated Germany like a cow, fed 

"by Britain and milked by the Soviet Union* Within the 

limits of occupation policy agreed to before Labour
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took office, there was no way to reconcile these
1 

differences.

The conflict on reparations had begun before the 

war ended. At Yalta, the Big Three accepted Kussia1 s 

claim of ^10,000 million in reparations as the basis 

for discussions. The American representative on the

Reparations CoromlBcion publicly proclaimed that an
2 

amicable settlement could easily be reached. The

British were not satisfied until the Potsdam Conference, 

where the powers declared that:

HPayment of reparations should leave enough 
resources to enable the German people to subsist 
without external assistance. In working out the 
economic balance of Germany the necessary means 
must be provided to pay for imports approved by 
the Control Council in Germany. The proceeds of 
exports from current production and stock shall 
be available in £he first place for payment for 
euch imports.'* °

The Labour Government soon found that the appearance 

of co-operation at Potsdam could not be translated into

1. For an outline of occupation policies, see M. Balfour 
& John Mair Four Power Control In .Gey- nany. and Austria 
1945-46 (RIIA, 1956) p. 14ff and Lord Strang Home 
end Abroad (1956) Chapter VI, For a criticism, see 
IB, P. Penroee Economic Planning for the Peace (1953) 
p. 216ff. A first-hand account of American policy 
is contained in General Clay's Decision in Germany (1950)

2. See Penrose pp. cj^t. p. 277ff.

3. Cmd. 7534 (1948) p. 9. An exception was made to
cover the shipment at once of some industrial capital 
equipment from the Western occupation zones to 
Russia.
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reality, "because the parties involved still held fast

to their original conflicting claims. In the next two 

and a half years Russia riacle the most of the "ambiguity"

and the "opportunities for dissension" in the Potsdam
1 

agreement. Disagreements on the German standard of

living, the dismantling of German industry and German
2 

government were no less important than those on reparations,

but the disagreement ofl reparations can "be isolated 

"because it shows clearly the conflict of major power 

interests. c

The first shock to the Potsdam policy, ironically, 

came from France. In the autumn of 1945 the French 

unexpectedly "blocked the efforts of the Allied Control

Council to establish an all-German economic policy in
3 

conjunction v?ith the payment of reparations. Prance

feared that a Germany with a strong central administration 

Would "be a greater threat to French security than a 

weak and decentralised Germany. Here again was another 

conflict of interests which scarcely permitted compromise, 

let alone co-operation. Each occupation zone was thus 

administered solely "by its occupying power. There

1. The phrases are those of Penroee OP.cit. p. 284.

2. They are conveniently summarised in Balfour and 
Hair OP. cit. p. 123ff.

3. For details, see Byrnes OP* cit» p. 167ff; Balfour 
and Mair op.cit. pp. 123-6; and Ernest Bevin 
LPCR 1947, p. 178.
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* ge facto division of Germany, Britain had less chance

of influencing Russian occupation policy, "but more 

freedom in its own zone.

The collapse of pl^ns for a co-ordinated German 

economic policy greatly increased Britain1 s occupation 

difficulties, "because the British zone was unable to feed 

itself. It had great industrial resources, but "before 

the war it had relied upon the exchange of its hard 

coal, steel, fertilisers and manufactured goods with

East Germany, which supplied grain, potatoes, "brown
1 

coal and timber. Food was needed "before workers

aould produce, and particularly for miners. By February, 

1946 the British ssone was only providing itself with

food sufficient for a ration of 400 calories a day, well
2 

"below minimum human needs. Russia, which was intent

upon securing speedy delivery of reparations from its 

own zone, was not interested in alleviating the plight 

of the British zone "by sending food from East Germany. 

Between June 1st, 1945 and April 15th, 1946, the Labour 

Government had to iiaport more than one million tons of

foodstuffs into the British sone, including 500,000
3 

tons originally intended for British consumption*

1. See Cmd. 7534, p. 10,

2. Statement of John Hynd, then responsible for German 
occupation policy, 430 g£ 499-500, 7.3.46.

3* H. Slorrieon, 423 gg, 1511, 31.5.46.
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Shortly thereafter, the v/orldvride food shortage, which

faced Britain v;ith special responsibilities ii* India, 

caused the Labour Government to ration bread in Britain* 

In 1946 it cost Britain £80,000,000 to feed its 

occupation zone, and much of this was spent in dollars.

Bevin "blamed Russia for the creation of this "terrific"
P •^

financial liability. Since Sast Germany could only 

supply Western Germany at the immediate expense of its 

reparations to Hussia, there sras no basis for agreement. 

. Because the occupying powers were then committed to 

a low ceiling on German industrial grov;th, the British 

could not argue that the Eastern zone's short-terra 

sacrifice would be offset by long-term Russian gains. 

It was precisely the short-terit gains that interested 

Russia, just as it \vas the immediate drain that worried 

Britain.

P^ced with such conflicts, the Labour Government 

spent little time in attempts to establish all-round 

co-operation, since success was unlikely. Hor did it 

consider modifying its demands in order to achieve 

co-operation with Russia on ^useian terms. Its 

Germans had to be fed to prevent chaos. But what

1. For details of the world food shortage, see Cmd* 
6735 and Cxnd. 6379 (1946).

2. 446 ££ 386ff, 22.1.43. See also L?CR 1947, p. 178.
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the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Hugh Dalton, called

"British payment of reparations to the Germane," also
1 

had to stop. Because of the de facto sovereignty

of each occupying powei1 within its acme, the Government 

was able to act promptly. It stopped the delivery

of reparations to -Russia from the British zone in May,
3 

1946. In the summer of 1946 it solved its problems,

not by four-power co-operation but by a bilateral 

agreement with the United States. The American 

Government, like the British, was primarily concerned 

with cutting its occupation costs and in seeing that

its subsidies to Germany did not finance reparations
3 

to other nations. In July, 1946 the United States

and Britain announced plans to merge their occupation
4 

zones and share the costs of occupation. Although

both parties announced that they would welcome France 

and Russia as partners in this new arrangement, no more

time was wasted in efforts to secure all-round
5 

co-operation* The bizonal agreement, signed in

1* ?ne Times 17.10.46. Bate also Bevin* & reference to 
Daiton*s protests about the dollar drain in Germany, 
LPCB 1949, p. 187.

8. See B. U. Rathhford and William Boss Berlin Reparations 
As sirriment (1947) pp. 193-4.

3. Byrnes op. cit. p. 82.
4. Ibid, p. 195 and P.J. Hoel-Baker, 426 J& 554-5,29.7.46.
5. For France, see Byrnes op.cit. p. 197 and D.M. Pickles 

French Politics; the first years of the Fourth 
RepubITc~Tl953) p. 188ff. France did not integrate 
its zone with those of Britain and America until 
1948. See Clay OR.cit. Chapter 21,
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December, 194€, was successful in its short-term and 

long-term aims. It cut the estimated 1947 British 

deficit in Germany from ^400 million to ^300 million, 

and it laid the foundations for rebuilding the shattered 

and fragmented T.est German economy. The agreement 

was criticised from the traditional Socialist standpoint

by Trj-buTie • which charged that it frustrated chances of
2 

all-round co-operation by excluding the Soviet Union.

The Labour Government paid 10 heed to such criticism.

Prom the first, the Labour Government, in its 

handling of the reparations problem and German occupation 

costs, ignored the traditional Socialist principle of 

co-operation, even though its American associates v;ere

originally ouitc optimistic about four-power agreement
3 

there. The Government rcas never optimistic about the

2

Chances of reconciling its claims v?ith Russian ones 

It disliked Russian policy and was irritated by the

c*

1. For the terms, see Cmd. 7001 (1945).

2. 2.3.46.
- ."' «* - - A > '

5. Robert P^ier^ood later noted that the reparations 
probleir "was not permitted to die of inanition, 
as Roosevelt undoubtedly hoped it would be." 
yhe "'hite HOUPQ Patters of Harry L. Hppkins (1948) 
p. 851. Penroee notes, op* cit. p. SOS: "Mr. 
Pauley and Mr. Byrnes both conceived of negotiations 
with the Russians as a process of bargaining in 
which real compromises were made by both sides."
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French. It did not act as if differences were transitory

or could "be dispelled by the forces of 'right 1 action 

and 'right* reason. It did not reconsider its demands 

in order to make its policy more acceptable to Russia 

or Prance — at the expense of the British Exchequer. 

Instead, after brief and futile attempts to administer 

Germany by co-operation, the Labour Government decided 

to work with the one nation which was able and willing 

•to work with it.

The Response to Intransigence

wWith the support of every member of the Cabinet 
' I tried from the day I took office until 1947 to 
be friends with Russia ... What did we get? 
Nothing but aggression or threats of aggression* 

Ernest Bevin, LPCR 1960, pp. 146-7.

German occupation problems faced the Labour Government 

from the first with irreconcilable conflicts of aims. 

In 1945 Anglo-Russian relations did not present clearcut 

antagonisms. There were differences, to be sure, 

particularly in Germany. But the wartime allies, in 

the initial view of the Labour Government, had a common 

interest in European peace and prosperity. As rtThe 

International Post-War Settlement* declared in 1944: 

"Our first aim, therefore, must be to continue the
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1 

closest possible Anglo-American-Russian co-operation. lf

Since Anglo-American co-operation was of long standing 

and had deep roots, the future of Big Three relations 

turned upon British (and American) co-operation with 

Russia. The Labour desire to work with Russia was 

reinforced within the Party "by a traditional sympathy 

for its left-wing government.

Srnest Bevin* s policy towards Russia evolved slowly; 

it was shaped by Russian actions and by Bevin* s apprec­ 

iation of Britain* s needs. While in retrospect it 

appears as a simple and consistent policy, it did not 

begin with a single end. It started as a dual policy 

and continued to have two objects from 1945 until 

January, 1948. On the one hand, the Government tried to 

secure co-operation among the Big Three because such a 

concert of powers could best insure peace and promote 

economic reconstruction. On the other hand, it was 

ready, in case of disagreement to forgo co-operation 

with Russia and work with those nations that would work 

with it. As Bevin told the House of Commons on November

1944, p. 5. Optimism was not confined to the 
Labour Party. The Times stated in a leader of 
November 6th, 1944:^Russia, like Great Britain, 
has no aggressive or expansive designs in Europe, 
... It is certainly not true that Russia is at 
present using her influence in other countries 
to promote 'Communism* or anything like it; nor 
is there any reason to suppose that her attitude 
in this respect will change. H
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25rd, 1946: rt l cannot accept the view that all my

policy and the policy of His Majesty's Government must
1 

"be based entirely on the Big Three.*1 The first part

of this policy was in harmony with traditional Socialist 

ideas* The second part of the policy was not in 

keeping with Labour expectations: it was in keeping 

with the existing system of international relations. 

The dual policy seems an obvious, almost a platitudinous 

basis for action, but the f obvious* is not always 

ascertained at the time, and different people may 

disagree as to which of several policies ie f obviously1 

right. At the end of the war Churchill stood primarily 

for the second approach and Roosevelt almost exclusively 

for the first. Similarly, before the war, Baldwin and 

Chamberlain placed virtually all their hopes upon the 

co-operation of the Locarno Powers, and for too long * c » 

neglected to make alternative arrangements.

The two strands of the dual policy reflected two 

contrasting aspects of Ernest Bevin*s mind. The first 

showed Bevin the believer, the passionate democrat who 

at an early age transferred his energies from preaching 

Methodist salvation in the next world to preaching 

Socialist salvation in this one. The second reflected

1. 416 HC 762.
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Bevln the fights^ the suspicious trade union leader 

who secured tangible advantages for his own intereet 

group by whatever method would bring results. The 

two parts of the dual policy were applied simultaneously, 

for there was no necessary conflict between them. 

Russia1 s sphere of influence was contiguous v/ith 

Britain's, but at the end of the war there was no 

consciousness of antagonisms like those which had for 

BO long poisoned relations between France and Germany 

or Poland and Russia.

The story of Anglo-Russian relations for the next 

two years is one of repeated British attempts to find 

areas of co-operation and of Russian intransigence. 

Conflict with Russia over Germany was not unexpected. 

Russian opposition to British proposals was disliked 

but it was understandable. On the other hand, Russian 

efforts to use the peace settlement to get a foothold 

in the Mediterranean created suspicions and distrust. 

Britain recognised Russia's sphere of influence in 

Eastern Europe. Bevin told Molotov at the London 

Conference in the autumn of 1945 that he expected

Russia to recognise Britain's strategic interests in
1 

the Mediterranean. % Russia, however, tried to secure

1. Byrnes OP. clt. p. 95.
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a trusteeship in Tripolitania, to put pressure on Turkey 

in hopes of gaining control of the Dardanelles, to 

encourage guerilla war in Greece and finally, to threaten 

British interests in the Persian Gulf. Bevin1 8 reaction 

was blunt. He told the House of Commons on November 

7th, 1945s

"One cannot help being a little suspicious if a 
great power wants to come right across, shall I 
cay, the throat of the British Commonwealth, which 
has done no harm to anybody. '* 1

Simultanemisly, Russia launched an anti-British propaganda
' :.: g

offensive, a further obstacle to co-operation. It 

refused to co-operate with the British Government in such 

minor matters as educational exchange. Bevin took
a

private note of such actions as signs of possible trouble* 

Publicly he said that he was H a little resentful11 of

Moscow radio* s charge that rtl am to be regarded as a
4 

criminal. M

The London Conference of Foreign Ministers in 

September and October, 1945 broke down as the result of
• ' ?>< • -i

a sudden Russian show of intransigence on the question

1. 415 g£

2. For details, see W.H. McHeill America. Britain and 
guasia (1953) p. 653ff,

3. Interviews, P.J. Noel-Baker, April, 1953 and Hugh 
Dalton, February, 1959.

4. 415 H£ 1338, 7.11.45.
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1 

of the peace treaties with the minor Ajcis powers.

was notable also as the first of a series of slanging 

matches between Bevin and Molotov, At one point Bevin 

told Molotov that he was talking like Hitler, Molotov 

"flew into a passion" and started to walk out, until 

Serin laughed and withdrew his remarks. Holotov spoke

with "bitterness of Bevin and regretfully recalled
2 

happier days with Anthony Eden* Such remarks were

not the cause of conflict; they were symptomatic of 

disagreements on substantive matters. The quick-tempered 

Bevin was not only ready to show irritation, but also 

to laugh and apologise, once his anger had been released* 

It was his normal w*y of doing business. As he explained 

to the House of Commons:

"After all, those who make up the Soviet Union 
are members of the proletariat and so am I. We are 
used to hard hitting, but our friendship remains. 
I do not think an exchange of views of this kind 
does any more harm than the exchanges of views 
at a Labour Party Conference. M 3 «**

1. For a summary of this controversy see McNeill, pp.cit. 
p. 696ff.

i

2. Duff Cooper Old Men Forget (1953) p. 363. See Byrnes
OP.cit. p. 277ft for en account of Molotov 1 s irritations, 
and The Private Papery of Senator Vanderiberg (1953) 
pp. 271-88. >.....'

3. 419 HC 1359, 14.3.46. Bevin ignored the bitterness 
felt toward him by some whom he had attacked from 
Conference platforms.
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At Annual Conference, once Bevin** views had "been 

criticised and, as usually happened, his critics 

defeated, the matter was settled. But in meetings of 

the Foreign Ministers, once Bevin*s views had been 

criticised and his principal critic voted down, the
4

trouble had only "begun*

In January, 1946 Russia went out of its way to 

court further trouble ?/ith Britain by formally charging

in the Security Council that the continued presence
1 

of British troops in Greece endangered the peace.

The same day the Ukraine presented to the Security Council 

a complaint against the presence of British troops in 

Indonesia, notwithstanding Bevin1 s refusal to use 

difficulties in Iran as the basis for a diplomatict
attack upon Russia. The Russian attack on Britain's 

Greek policy touched the Labour Government at a sensitive 

point, because many Labour MPs had been outspoken in 

opposing the aid that was being given to the right-wing
* - . ' *

Greek government. The Government had been equally 

firm in continuing to support the existing Greek 

Government, in spite of backbench resentment*

1. jgC 6th meeting, 1.2.46, p. 74.

2. The Persian dispute, while a temporary source of 
anxiety at this time, was settled to the satis­ 
faction of Britain. The fact that Russia did 
back down on its original claims there contributed 
to uncertainty about Russia1 s diplomatic intentions.
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The Russian attack upon Britain "brought forth 

countercharges from Bevin, who resented the implication 

that "by threatening the peace he had committed "the most 

diabolical crime against humanity, rt

"The danger to the peace of the world has "been 
the incessant propaganda from Moscow against the 

t; British Go-amonwealth and the incessant utilization 
of the Coamunist parties in every country of the 
world to attack the British people and the British ^ 
Government, as if no friendship existed "between us."

The blunt-spoken Foreign Secretary demanded of the

Security Council "a straight verdict" on Britain's
8 

Innocence or guilt. The Government's defence was that

British troops in Greece were helping to establish and 

protect democracy; it was the insurgents, rather than 

the Greek Government, who constituted the threat to 

peace. Because of the veto in the Security Council, 

a straight verdict was the one thing it could not give. 

Ernest Bevin, who lived his life by the majority rule, 

saw the majority's willingness to acquit Britain frustrated 

t>y a Russian veto. The Security Council finally

disposed of the matter In a resolution that took note
3 

of the charge and recorded its removal from the agenda.

1. SC 6th meeting, 1.2.46, p. 88. •* Ibid*

9. SC 10th meeting, 6.2.46, p. 165ff. When Russia returned 
the matter to the agenda in August, 1946 the British 
delegate, Sir Alexander Cadogan, dismissed the complaint 
as "unbridled propaganda." SC 62nd meeting, 5.9.46, 
p. 243.
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Russia, "by diplomatic attack, had only succeeded in

rousing resentment and suspicion in the mind of the
1 

Foreign Secretary.

These Russian charges did not deter Bevin from seeking 

co-operation with Russia. The reward of success was 

great enough to Justify repeated efforts to find common 

ground. The Government carefully tried to maintain 

friendly relations with Russia. In a House of Commons 

speech that followed the outburst of ill-will on Greece,

Bevin offered to extend the Anglo-Russian Friendship
2 

Treaty of 1942 from 20 to 50 years. He also invited

the Russian Government to have frank high-level talks 

with British officials, as was the practice in Anglo- 

American relations.

Bevin explained to the July, 1945 Annual Conference: 

"I have not pressed unduly even for an alliance with 

France or with the Western Powers "because I have been

actuated all the time in this approach "by the wish not
3 

to divide Europe. rt The two elements of the Government 1 8

dual policy were both represented at that Conference,

1. The ill-feeling displayed in this debate M deeply
shocked" Trygve Lie. See Lie In the Cause of Peace 
(1954) pp.

2. 419 gC 1349, 21.2.46.

3. LPCR 1946, p. 168. The Treaty of Dunkirk was not 
signed until March 4th, 1947.



112 
Philip Noel-Baker, then Minister of State, opened the

3 * ; . •

debate by reaffirming the traditional Labour view:

"The only way in which we can remain united 
with the Soviet Union and the United States is 
... to accept the Socialist principle that the 
interests of nations are not in conflict but 
are common interests which can only be promoted 
by common action." •*•

Bevin was less sanguine in his review of the "bewildering" 

problems resulting from the war and from the breakdown 

in Big Three co-operation in Germany.

"If I cannot get reciprocity, what can I do? 
I cannot make them reciprocate. I cannot go to war 
and force them ... No one nation is going to keep 
me in a state of war forever with other countries. 
I do not commit myself to any method, but a way 
will have to be found* We cannot go on in this 
way. It is indefensible. ff 2

Because there was friction where co-operation was desired, 

Bevin tried hard to minimise its effect. After Morgan 

Phillips, the secretary of the Labour Party, returned 

from a goodwill tour to Russia in August, 1946, he 

discussed with the Foreign Secretary the line he should 

take on Russia in some articles for the Daily Herald*

Bevin emphatically urged; "Por God's sake, Morgan, be
3 

friendly.* Bevin1 s inherent optimism about the future

1. LPCS 1946, p. 150. ' " 

9* Ibid, pp. 167-8.

3. Interview, Phillips, February, 1959. For another
example of Bevin1 s efforts to "cheer up" public 

' opinion, see his optimistic comments in 427 HC 
1511, 22.10.46.
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made the first part of his dual policy as congenial as 

the second* He differed from a number of Socialists in 

that he did not use hopes of the future to veil difficulties 

in the present.

In negotiations Bevin repeatedly presented to the
X 

Russians the diplomatic alternatives in Europe. There

could "be a "balance of power between "blocs of equal strength; 

the Continent could be dominated by one power, or the 

Big Three, with their associates, could act in concert to 

stabilise Europe. Bevin stressed that the Labour 

Government was not seeking to re-establish the balance 

of power and that it would not permit the hegemony in 

Europe of a single power, i.e., Russia. The aim of the 

Labour Government was to establish a concert of powers, 

because this was the course most likely to produce 

stability and peace. The Government's German policy 

showed, however, that it was not prepared to let the desire 

to work in concert lead it to conclude agreements that 

denied minimum British demands. If forced to choose, 

Bevin was ready to sacrifice hopes of co-operation rather 

than his appreciation of Britain1 s needs.

While the Labour Foreign Secretary tried to steer a

1. See e. g. , statements to Molotov at the Paris Peace 
Conference In July, 1946 (Byrnes OP.cit. pp. 175-6) 
and in the House of Cofomons on October 22nd, 1946 
(427 H£ 1510).
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difficult course between the Scylla of appeasement and 

the Charybdis of intransigence, he was violently attacked 

from "both sides of the House of Commons. Conservatives
•«-'

accused him of conceding too much to Russia for the 

sake of co-operation; some Labour critics accused him

of conceding too little. The Iron Curtain speech of
1 

Winston Churchill in March, 1946 was a considerable

political and diplomatic embarrassment to the Labour 

Government 1 s efforts to pursue, and, just as important, 

to appear to pursue, a policy of co-operating with 

Russia. Many outside Britain still regarded Churchill 

as the spokesman for the British nation, and considered 

the former Prime Minister's plea for an Anglo-American 

alliance against Russian expansion an expression of 

official British anchor American policy. At first the

Government tried to ignore the speech. Bevin refused
2 

to disavow it when requested to do so by Russia. In

the House of Commons, 120 members of the PLP, representing 

many different shades of Party opinion, tabled a motion

which strongly criticised the Fulton speech and urged
3 

Big Three unity and ^orld government. Tribune

1. For the text, see The Times 6.3.46.

2. T. Lie op. ci.t. p. 37.

3. Parliamentary Papers Notices of Motions, (1946-46 
session) p. 3894.
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1 

headlined, "Nothing doing, Mr. Churchill!" The

Manchester Guardian political correspondent reported
that many MPs "believed that the Foreign Secretary

2 
sympathised with Churchill*s view. Protests and

speculation drove Bevin to declare of the Fulton speech;
3 

"There was no consultation* We are not a party to it« ff
The speech handicapped the government's later efforts to 
secure support from Labour members for its evolving 
policy toward Russia "because it identified the checking
of Russian expansion with Churchill, whose views on

4 Russia had always "been suspect within the Labour Party.
Thus, when the Labour Government, in response to the 
events of the following two years, adopted a similar 
policy of working to halt Russian expansion, its critics 
within the Party could denounce it for following a 
f Tory f foreign policy. These critics impugned the good 
faith of the Government in its negotiations with Russia 
In 1946-47 "by ante-dating its consistent resistance to 
Russia to the time of the Pulton speech*

1. 8.3.46. S. 7.3.46. 

3* The Times 18.3.46.

4. On the other hand, the speech did alert persons outside 
the Labour Party to the danger of diplomatic diffic­ 
ulties with Russia and the need to counteract 
Russian expansion. For this reason, one of Bevin1 s 
principal assistants regarded the speech as a useful 
stimulus to public opinion outside the Labour 
Party. Interview.
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In the autumn of 1946 the Foreign Secretary was

faced v/ith etrong hut ineffective criticism within his 

own party for his handling of Anglo-Russian relations. 

On October 29th, two days after Bevin sailed from South­ 

ampton to uttend diplomatic meetings in New York and a 

week after he had reaffirmed in the House of Commons 

his desire for a concert of powers, a group of 21 members 

of the PLP sent a private letter to the Prime Minister 

which strongly criticised the Government* They asked 

the Government to abandon its misguided foreign policy

and act upon "our basic social democratic creed" in
1 

international relations. When a Government spokesman

privately told the rebels that the Government would not 

change its ways, the rebels tabled an amendment to the

Address that was hostile to the Government 1 s foreign
2 

policy. It was signed by 55 Labour MPs, including

R.H. S. Croesman, Michael Poot and Sydney Silverman* In 

the debate on the Amendment, Crossman charged that the 

Government had gone back on its 1945 campaign pledge

. 1. For the text of the letter, see Manchester Guardian 
16.11.46. In this thesis the term "rebels" will be 
used to describe those Labour MPs who signed this 
letter and those who tabled the Amendment to the 
Address a fortnight later.

The emphasis of the rebels upon a foreign policy 
based upon class-consciousness is discussed in the 
next chapter. The political tactics and failure 
of the group are analysed in Chapter 8,

S. Text, Manchester Guardian 14.11.46.



to co-operate with both Ruscia and America. Crossman

argued that war losses made Russian aggression "out of
2 

the question"; therefore, the Government had no need

to worry about the alleged strategic risk from Russia. 

By confusing military and diplomatic aggression, 

Crossman did not have to face the problem that the 

Government foresaw* A number of the Labour MPe in the 

debate, particularly those who Y/ere pro-Russian on 

grounds of class, spoke as if the Labour Government
\

could, by unilateral action, insure international co-oper­ 

ation. Since Crossman and his fellows demanded that 

the Labour Government end its close association with the 

United Btates, it was the rebels, in fact, who were 

denying the correctness of the traditional Party principle 

of co-operation with all nations.

In answering for the Government, Attlee denied that 

it was committed to co-operation as an end in itself. 

Instead, Britain was determining its policy according 

to the merits of each issue. It was not the Government 1 s

fault if the Russian position was often inconsistent
3 

with the merits of a case. He then proceeded to read

1* 430 KG 527, 18.11.46. The reference was to the state­ 
ment in "Let Us Pace the Future" p. 11s HWe must 
consolidate in peace the great war-time association 
of the British Commonwealth with the USA and the 
USSR."

8. Ibid. Col. 537. 

3. Ibid. Cols. 582-3.
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his critics a lecture on the difficulties of conducting

foreign policy in a world of conflicting interests.

The giet of it was that co-operation would not come through

the acceptance by all nations of a policy "based upon

common interests, as the Labour Party (and as he) used

to preach. Foreign policy consisted of an endless series

of compromises. The Amendment failed ignominiously.

The Council of Foreign Ministers did agree on peace

treaties for the minor Axis powers at their Nev/ York
1 

meeting in December, 1946. But there was no attempt

to settle the German problem* Bevin used these minor

successes to justify an optimistic pre-Chrisraas "broadcast
2 

on Big Three relations. Prayda seized upon Bevin's

innocuous statement that Britain only owed allegiance 

to the United Nations as proof that it had repudiated 

the Anglo-Eusaion Friendship Treaty of 1942« The Govern­ 

ment promptly denied this. Stalin thereupon corrected 

Prayda and re-pledged friendship. Bevin used this

tempest as another occasion for offering to extend the
3 

treaty, "but Russia was not interested.

1. MclTeill Q'D. cit. p. 722, notes that Russia stood to
gaia more than Britain and America from the signature 
of these treaties.

2. Among other things, he declared, "I believe we have 
entered the first stage of establishing concord 
and harmony bet?/een the great powers. ft The Listener 
26.12.46, p. 940.

3. See The Times 20.1.47, 25.1.47 and 433 HC 2301-2, 
27. 2. 47.
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In 1947 the tempo of diplomacy quickened. It was

not a small matter that created misunderstandings at 

the Moscow Conference of Foreign Ministers in the spring; 

it was Germany. The Foreign Ministers could only agree 

to abolish uhe Prussian state. After several v/eeks of

talking at cross-purposes, Bevin declared, "There doesn't
1

appear to "be any agreement anywhere." While disagree­ 

ments flourished Bevin held to his dual policy* By this 

time, however, the emphasis was upon the second part* 

Shortly "before the Conference opened, the Government had 

arranged for the United States to take from it the task 

of aiding Greece and Turkey to withstand Russian pressure* 

Y«t the first part of the policy was not discarded. At 

the same time as the Foreign Secretary was faced with 

a diplomatic impasse, he was urging the Board of Trade 

to commence negotiations for an Anglo-Russian trade 

agreement. Bevin hoped a trade agreement could keep 

open lines of communication with Russia. Agreement on

trade might, to some extent, offset political disagree-
2 

raente. The government met with some success, "but no
3 

trade agreement could counterbalance the conflicts ahead.

1. General W.B. Smith Mosc ow .Mission 1946-49 (1950) p. 208. 
For a summary of the discussions see RIIA .survey 
1947-48, pp. 227-36.

2. Interview, Harold Wilson, July, 1959.

3. The trade agreement is discussed infra p. 174,



120 
The American offer of Marshall Aid in June, 1947

provided the acid test of Russian intentions* It 

faced Russia, in plain and public terms, with a choice 

between co-operating or contracting out of European 

reconstruction. Russian co-operation in a programme 

of Marshall Aid could regain much of the diplomatic ground

lost in two years of wrangling at the Council of
1 

Foreign Ministers. All-round co-operation might "be

a first step toward the development of an international 

Socialist economy, ae well as an immediate solution
" V ,/ '. • •- "- " - ' -

to pressing problems* On the other hand, Russian 

obstruction in a planning committee might prevent the 

birth of the programme, or negate much of its value* 

In keeping with Bevin1 s dual policy, Britain and France 

agreed that the Russians "must be invited to participate

and at the same time they must be given no opportunity
2 

to cause delay and obstruction." When the Ang2o-?rench

invitation to the preliminary conference on planning 

was issued to Hu@siat Bevin told the House of Commons,
• ' "'-.. . -y '• ' -'• -'•)-. * - " *" •

f< The guiding principle that I shall f ollow in any talks
3 

on this matter will be speed. tf .„<_,

•The first Parie Conference on Martehall Aid opened on

1. See Ernest Bevin LPCR 1943, p. 196.

2. Duff Cooper QD. cit. p. 575. He added in his diary: 
~ MThis will not be easy.*1

; J . t » -" .. '5?

3. 438 HC 2338, 19.6.47,
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June 27. Molotov, after several days of sparring, soon 

made hie position clear. Russia, he said, did not need 

American aid; capitalism compelled America to export to 

Europe. Russia would "be willing to receive assistance 

from the United States, "but it refused to present its 

claims as part of a co-ordinated programme, a pre-condition

Marshall had placed upon aid. Such co-ordination would
1 

constitute an infringement of Soviet sovereignty. The

Conference adjourned on July 2nd. Less than a week was
i.i ••-'••''

devoted to negotiating with Russia. Russia had, however, 

stayed long enough to demonstrate its completely intrans­ 

igent attitude toward co-operation, in spite of the 

immense importance of aid to all nations, Russia and its 

satellites not excepted. A Low cartoon depicted Molotov 

bowing, and ready to step "behind an Iron Curtain. It
o. >C-

was labelled "Final Performance." There were hints 

of ominous consequences. Before leaving Paris, Molotov

warned Britain and France that their co-operation with
3 

America would lead to further estrangement in Europe.

!• The Times 30.6.47. On the same day the Manchester 
guardian reported Harold Laski as saying in Paris, 
^Without any doubt whatsoever Generalissimo Stalin 
wants to reconcile Russia with the West*" See 
RIIA Survey 1947-8, p. 32ff and French Yellow Book 
( Document c of the Paris Conference, 1947) especially 
p. 26ff, for details of the Ruseian position.

2. Manchester Guardian 4* 7.47. 

3* The Times 3,7.47.



While Molotov's intransigent role at Paris was not 

quite hifc final performance, it did mark the "beginning

of the end of Eeviii1 s dual policy. Clement Attlee
1 

called the Russian action "a declaration of tjie cold war."

The opening of the T;e stern European conference on Marshall 

Aid in mid-July showed Ml growing emphasis upon the 

second part of the dual policy.

The dual policy survived for another five months,
i

but hopes of co-operation were now fading fast. Russia, 

"by its suppression of political opposition in Eastern

Europe and "by the organisation of the Cominform, in the
2

autumn of 1947, was hinting at further trouble. The

setting 7vas hardly auspicious for the London Conference 

of Foreign Ministers in November. Bevin rightly regarded

it as lf almost the last chance for Anglo-Russian co-oper-
3 

ation. " The subject was equally unpromising. Again

it was Germany. The gradual drawing together of France''••'- . • •
with Britain and America accentuated the gap "between 

Russia and the three Western powers on this question* 

After t^70 years of conferring, the Foreign Ministers were 

still far from agreement, and in the process they had 

lost their hopes. The Labour Government was not only

!• As %t Happened p. 170.

2* See in particular the Cozninforin declaration of Sept­ 
ember, 1947 Documents on International Affairs 1947-48 
pp. 122-5,

3. The Times 25.11.47.
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disillusioned tut also impatient. Shortly after the

Conference began, Bevin yarned Molotov, "fve cannot go
1 

on forever with chaos in Europe." Molotov soon made

clear that Russia saw no reason to co-operate. After 

several particularly stormy discussions of German

reparations, the Conference adjourned on December 15th*
2 

The adjournment was sine die,

This was the end of Ernest Bevin1 s dual policy. 

The Labour Government had tried, in accordance with 

traditional Labour principles, to c-o-operate vith Russia 

in order to bring about peace and prosperity in Europe.
(

But in fact, co-operation did not come. The longer 

Britain negotiated, the stronger was the impression 

of Russian intransigence, and the wider were the gaps 

between the interests and objects of the two 

nations. Paced with a Russian policy in conflict with 

his own, Bevin did not try to purchase co-operation at 

the price of appeasement, nor was he at a loss for an 

alternative policy. Efforts at co-operation had not 

prevented prompt and effective action without Russia. 

The latter half of Bevin1 s dual policy served as the

!• The Times 29,11.47.

8. For a summary of the points immediately at issue 
see RIIA Survey 1947-8, pp. 238-41.
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foundation for the second phase in the Labour Government's 

policy towards Russia, after the Soviet Union had, "by 

its repeated refusal to work with Britain, demonstrated 

publicly and clearly that common interests did not then 

exist.

Stalemate

"Negotiations can sometimes "be worse than 
useless, they can "be a source of irritation, 
they can be a source of dangerous illusions. lf

C. Mayhev,, UncLer-Secretary jf State for 
Foreign Affairs, 450 H£ 2470, 14.5.48.

In January, 1948, the Labour Government accepted 

stalemate ae its norm for Anglo-Russian relations. It 

no longer hoped that negotiations might lead to co-oper­ 

ation. Further negotiations were regarded as time- 

wasting, and potentially harmful to British public 

opinion, because diplomatic conversations would encourage 

those who still believed in the possibility of Anglo- 

Russian agreement. Ernest Eevin, in his House of 

Commons speech of January 22nd, 1948, not only sought 

to extend co-operation with Western Europe, but alco

to exclude Russia and its satellites from further
1 

ventures in economic, political and military co-operation.

The second part of the dual policy — working with a 

limited number of allies — now stood by itself; the

1. European unity, the main theme of Bevin's speech,
is discussed in Chapter 4. KATO is analysed in
Chapter 5. *



125 

first part had "been abandoned.

Tne coup dVe'taft in Czechoslovakia in February showed 

that Russia was not satisfied with the equilibrium of ^ 

stalemate. It was trying to swing the balance in its 

favour by means of indirect aggression. Even the New 

Statesman accepted the .eoug as proof of the partition 

of Europe, although it denied that it could be called 

"in any sense Russian aggression*" The blow gave
J

impetus to negotiations for the Brussels Pact, which was 

signed on March 17th, 1948, and became the forerunner 

of NATO*

It was in Germany, long the bone of contention, that 

the great test came. Russia tried, by a blockade of 

Berlin, to force Britain and its allies to agree about 

occupation policy — on Russian terms. Soviet pressure

started on March 30th, 1948. By July 10th, the land
2 

and water blockade was complete* The Labour Government

recognised the symbolic importance of Berlin. The 

alternatives were to maintain its occupation rights, 

regardless of Russian pressure and the danger of war, or 

to co-operate with Russia on terms that would be equivalent 

to capitulation. While the screws were being tightened,

1. 6.3.48. See also Croseman* s dispatches from Prague,
New Statesman 20. 3. 40 and 27, 3, 48,

8. For an account of the steps involved, see Cmd, 7534 
pp. 15-20.
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Bevin marls it clear that he was ready for the trial of 

strength and wae uninterested in further parleying. 

He tolrl the House of Commons on May 12th;

rt l am not anxious to enter into further confer­ 
ences until the ground has "been cleared. I have 
had to; many failures. It is aboolutely essential 
that a good deal of preparatory work is done and 
u £.ood deal of what I once called 'putting the 
earde on the table face upwards 1 has to take place 
*., I really think thct to have a conference and 
to have it fcreak down again would cause terrible 
disappointment in the world." 1

Bevin firmly committed the Government to remaining in

Berlin, "whatever the provocation may "be* and "in epite
2 

cf the danger of war," Bevin viewed the Berlin

blockade as a conflict betv^een irreconcilable interests.

The choice in Berlin was "either to stand firm there
3 

or turn and #o to another Munich."

To stay in Berlin in order to maintain the deadlock 

in Germany involved grave risks of war. In March, 1948, 

the American commander in Germany, General Clay, had 

warned of w a subtle change in Soviet attitude ^hich I

cannot define but which now gives me a feeling that it
-7 4 

e. , war/ may corre with dramatic suddenness. " Bevin

1. 1-50 HC 2125

1948, p. 195, speech of May 80th* See also Bevin. 
452 EC 22501T, 30.6.48.

3. 456 HC 910, 22.9.48.

4. The Forrestal Diaries, edited by W* Millie (1951) 
p. 387.
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was very concerned about the risk of war. American 

visitors found him "highly volatile and explosive"

in hie concern with Britain* s exposed military position
1 

rt in the front line. H The Western powers could rely
2 

upon the American atom bomb, hut little else. Russia

had military superiority on the ground and superior 

lines of conmunieat ions. The Western sectors of Berlin 

were continuously exposed to surprise attack from 

Russian troops, In the event of war, the city would 

have "been untenable* Worst of all, the British forces 

were not ready. On July 7th Viscount Montgomery, the

C.I.G.S. , advised the Minister of Defence that the
3 

Army was not properly prepared for war in Europe* In

spite of such unfavourable circumstances, the Labour 

Government preferred to risk ^ar rather than purchase 

Russian co-operation at a dear price.

The ma3or weapons upon which the Western powers 

relied were the airlift and the morale of the West 

Berllners. Both were unknown quantities when the

1- The^ Forrestal Mar 1esit edited by W, Millis (1951) 
p. 469, p. 489,

2. Forrestal wrote that Attlee told him that the Labour 
Government was willing to use the atomic bomb if 
necessary to maintain the Allied position in Berlin* 
3ft.id. p. 523,

3. Viscount Montgomery jge..mo.lrs (1958) pp. 482-3. He
indicates- thf-t A.V Alexander, the Minister of Defence, 
was too irresolute to faoe up to the implications of 
this £ap between diplomatic rislcs and military 
capabilities.
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governments c sennit ted themselves to stay in Berlin.

The morale of the Berliners cuickly "became an Allied
1 

asset. Many responsible Anglo-American officials,

including General Clay, at first doubted that Berlin
2 

could he supplied indefinitely hy airlift. Within the

Partc , the crisis called forth "bellicosity and timorous- 

nee s. Aneurin Bevan urged that the Government supply

V. est Berlin "by -an armed land convoy, whatever the
3 

consequences. The Hew Statesman urged that the Government

come to tcrxris vrith Russia "by negotiation. It did not 

pretend that there were comnon interests. It said, in

defeatist fashion, that the Allied position was "neither
4 

Lilly nDr militarily tenable. rt

Because Russia could end the dispute by unilateral 

action, the Government agreed to confer in Moscow on 

the German problem, including Berlin, in late July, even 

though earlier that month it had made the end of the

blockade a prereauisite for the start of negotiations on
6 

Germany. ?'hile the negotiations dragged on for

1* See tf.P. Davison The Berlin Blockade (1958). especially 
p. 307ff.

8« Ibid, p, 105ff and yhe Times 25.6.48. Cf. Clay op. cit. 
p. 365, p. 376.

5. Later reported in the flev. Stategman 30. 9. 50 f and by
J. & C. Aleop "The Washington Correspondent" Encounter 
(January, 1S59) p. 53.

4. ]g67.' St-"t""fflmp 14. 8. 48.

5. For details of this meeting, see Cmd. 7534, pp. 20-43.
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eight weeks, the Western allies worked feverishly to 

make the airlift a success, Without this, the stale­ 

mate policy would collapse. The minimum daily require­ 

ments of West Berlin Y<ere estimated at 5500 tons of 

freight in summer and 4500 tons of freight in winter. 

A Y;eek "before the talks in Moscow "began, General Clay

reported that the airlift v.r as carryinr about 2400 tons
1 

of freight daily. The discussion that followed this

report to the American National Security Council reflected 

doubts the same ae those in Britain. The American 

Air Force Chief of Staff disliked the airlift. He 

feared it would place too great a strain on his limited 

number of planes and manpower, and greatly reduce air 

defences elsewhere, By August 20th, the .joint Anglo- 

American operation, in which Britain carried about one- 

third of the freight, was bringing in an average of 3300 

tons daily. Stockpiles of food and coal were growing. 

On September 9th it was reported that the airlift was 

carrying an average of 4000 tone of supplies daily, and 

5000 tons could be carried easily if additional cargo 

planes were msde available, By the time the Hoscow 

meeting ended on September 27th, the airlift had proven

1. Harry Truman Years of_T Irial and Hope (1956) p. 131. (Hence­ 
forth, this will be cited as Truman Volume II.) The in­ 
formation that follows is derived from Truaan1 s narration, 
pp. 131-9. See also Clay pp.cit. Chapter XX,
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its ability to meet the essential needs of Berliners 

indefinitely. Furthermore, the allied eounterblockade

of tr^de from V.'est to Sact Germany ?/as beginning to
1 

have effects. The American presidential campaign
2 

as not jeopardizing American cupp:rt for the airlift.

The policy of ctalcuiate was technically and politically 

possible, as ^ell as diplomatically desirable,

Given previous experience of Rusuian intransigence 

at the United nations, the Allied decision to appeal to

that agency on September 27th, 1943, was not a departure
3 

from the policy of stalemate. It was a propaganda

gesture. The Labour Government had even advised against

it for fear that public debate at a time of crisis
4 

might increase tension. The discussions at the United
6 

Nations were sterile. Terms of settlement acceptable

to the Allies were vetoed by Russia. The Allies were 

unwilling to enter into any agreement that depended 

upon f our-pOY/er co-operation for its results. The 

efforts of the UN Secretary-General; of Dr. Evatt, then

1, Reported later in The Times 5.2.49.

2* For the negotiations that produced this result see H» 
Bradford 7>'ecterfield Foreirn Policy and Party Politics 
(1955) p. 306ff.

3. See SC Document S/1020 (29.9.48) for the full statement
of the Allied case.

*• The ?orrestal Diaries p. 436ff.

*. For an account, see RIIA survey 1947-48 m> 
%. See Truman Volume II p. 1377^ ' pp-
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President of the General Assembly, and of representatives

of minor powers to "bring the opposed nations together
1 

were of no avail. The Labour Government and its

associates preferred the certainty of stalemate to the 

uncertainties and dangers of trying to co-operate with 

Russia.

When the settlement came, it ?;as not, as Labour 

tradition would have suggested, the result of conciliatory 

action by a Labour Government* Negotiation and then 

settlement were the outgrowth of a reply by Stalin 

on January S7th, 1949 to an American newspaperman* s 

questions. The Initial reaction of the Labour Govern­ 

ment to Stalin's answers was negative* Hector McHell
2 

dismissed them as a propaganda gesture. It fell to

an American representative at the United Nations to

sound out Ruseian representatives Informally. Terms
3 

were agreed on May 6th, 1949. As a part of the

agreement another meeting of the Council of Foreign 

Ministers was scheduled for later in May* There was 

no pretence or hope of co-operation* The Horth 

Atlantic Treaty, designed to guard Britain against 

Russian aggression, had been signed the previous month*

See Lie OP, cj.t* Chapter XII and RIIA ^urvcff 1947-48, 
pp. 249-50.

*, 461 SC 159-63, 7*2*49.

8* See The Times 6*5,49 for text.



152

The day that the Foreign Ministers met, a basic law for 

the n*w V.eet German Government was approved in Bonn* 

The foundations for the Government 1 s revised European 

policy were complete; they were not to alter substantially 

as long as the Government remained in office. fcithin 

the Government no hope remained, even in a modified form, 

for the traditional Labour principle of co-operation. 

As a Transport Rouee publication put it»

"After striving at Conference after Conference 
to fret these problems solved or to get agreement, 
the Government was forced to the conclusion that 
the only way out of the difficulty was to work 
with those who would work with us. H 1

Conflict on Palestine

"Most of the policy in recent years has been 
run from New York and how can I deal with American 
nationals?**

Ernest Bevin, L?CR 1947, p. 177

"One of our main problems was that Palestine 
was not ours to dispose of. It had been legally 
entrusted to the British."

Truman, Volume II. p. 154*

The Palestine problem embraced many irreconcilable 

interests. In this section the eaophafiie will be upon the 

Labour Government's attempts to co-operate with the 

United States in order to settle the future of Palestine. 

Although the Labour Government soon learned that no 

common basis for co-operation could be found between Jews 

and Arabs, it hoped that a common basis could be found

• »V £*-••

1. Labour Party Speakers* Handbook 1949-60, p. 411*
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with the United States. Both nations had interests 

in the military security of the Middle East, in the 

area4 s political stability and in its oil reserves, 

notwithstanding these factors co-operation did not come. 

This was another instance in which the traditional 

Labour principle of co-operation showed itself to be 

irrelevant to the conditions in which the Government 

framed its policy* The failure of the United States 

and Britain to co-operate is more noteworthy than the 

failure of Britain to co-operate with Russia in 

Germany, since Anglo-American differences on Palestine 

were contemporaneous with Angl>-Ameriean agreement in 

Europe. '

Conflict in Palestine transcended the narrow question
1 

of Anglo-American policy there. The Labour Government

inherited in Palestine fundamentally contradictory 

British pledges. The Balfour declaration of 1917 

had called for the establishment of a Jewish National 

Home in Palestine, The Government*s White Paper of 

May, 1939 f had placed strict limitations on Jewish

For background on the Palestine question see A
Palestine, two volumes (Government Printer, 

Palestine, 1946), especially Chapters I-IV, XXII, 
XXIII. A chronicle of events from the British point 
of view is found in G.E. Kirk The Middle Baelfr 
1945-50 (RIIA, 1954) pp. 187-319, and from that of 
an American ex-State Department adviser in J»C« 
Hurewitz The Struggle for P 
especially Part III.
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immigration and declared that after 1944 "no further

Jewish immigration will be permitted unless the Arabe1 
of Palestine are prepared to acquiesce in it*** The

2
Jews, in their Biltmore programs, adopted in New 

York in May, 1942, demanded the establishment of a 

Jewish state with control over immigration. The Arab 

League, formed in March, 1945, W*B pledged by its 

charter to oppose Zionism and Jewish immigration into 

Palestine.

Fron the first the Labour Party had been sympathetic

to the Zionist cause* for reasons which were as much3 
accidental and personal as ideological. In 1917 it

4 
hailed the issuance of the Balfour Declaration*

!• Cmd. 6019 (1939) p. 11.

8* The distinction between non-Zionist, anti-Zionist 
and pro-Zionist Jew is one of the points outside 
the terms of reference of this section*

3. Party principles could be used to support contrasting 
arguments* The nationalism of the Zionists and 
their religious exclusivenees was opposed to the 
Labour belief in the internationalisation of 
interests. Bevin consistently stated his opposition 
to Jewish exclusiveness. See e.g., LjPCH 1946, 
p. 166, and 416 _HQ 1934, 13.11.46. CrOBsman, who 
had originally suspected Zionists because of 
their exclusiveness, came to support their cauee 
after visiting Palestine. He was impressed by the 
achievements of "ionist Social Democrats. See his 
Palestine Mission (n.d. , 1946-47) ff&egj^ Pro- 
Zionists in the Labour Party referred to Zionism 
as an outpost of social progress in the Middle 
East.

4. "Memorandum on 7<ar Aims*1 (Labour Party and TUG, 
1917) p. 5.
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"The International Poet-War Settlement", approved in 

1944, was extremely optimistic about Zionist claims* 

The section on Palestine, drafted by Dalton himself, 

argued that there was an H irresistible case** for

establishing Palestine as a Jewish state, Arabs
1 

could be evacuated to other Arab states* When

justifying thle declaration later, Dalton relied heavily
2 

upon traditional Socialist assumptions. First, he

declared that conflicts deeply rooted in history, in 

nationalism and in religion could be destroyed over­ 

night, because "we were at a point of sharp discontinuity 

in world history. 11 A new order could be built up, 

after the break with the past, by extensive changes 

in the economies of Jews and Arabs. Within three 

months after taking office, the leaders of the Labour 

Party had completely reversed their position on

Palestine. Instead of putting Zionist claims first
3 

they now gave precedence to Arab demands. The

abruptness of the shift in views le an Indication of

1* kPCR 1944, p. 9. Dalton took the same line at the 
May, 1945 conference, when speaking as a member of 
the NEC. LPCR 1945, p. 103.

•• Fateful. Years* pp. 426-7.

8. See e.g., the Government's communication to
President Truman In October, 1945. Truman Volume^ II 
pp. 149-51*
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the extent of previous ignorance within the Party of

the Arab case, and of the glib way in which the Party
1 

could coDinit itself to a position on foreign policy.

That the Party had not thought about the question deeply 

did not, of course, prevent later critics from charging 

it with apostasy and selling out to the Arabs.

The Labour Government 1 s interest in Palestine was 

iHffiwdiately oriented towards questions of military 

•ecurity. It desired friends in the Middle East to 

guard its oil and the route to India and Asia. Because 

of trouble with Arab nationalists in Egypt, the 

Government even considered using Palestine as its major 

Middle Eastern base, The Government's first object 

was to maintain its friendship with the Arab states, 

which were numerically and geographically preponderant. 

There was always a fear that if Britain alienated the 

Arabs in Palestine, Ruscia, then fishing in the troubled 

waters of the Mediterranean, might secure alliances in 

an area deemed vital to British security. The Labour 

Government* s appreciation of the Palestine problem was 

shared by the United States State Department and by ite

Kimehe Seven Fallen Pillars (1950) Chapter XIII, gives 
an excellent account of the factors behind the 
Party's earlier pro-Zionist policy, and the reaction 
of the new ministers to the issue, once in office. 
For the political position of British Jews generally, 
see Mark Raven "British Jewry in Heavy Weather11 
Commentary (May, 1947) especially pp. 450ff.
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Army and Kerry experts, including James V. Porreetal,
1 

Secretary of Defence. Oil and concern about Russian

expansion were etrong reasons for accommodating the Arabs* 

British hopes for the recognition of a common Anglo- 

American interest in Palestine were to come to nothing. 

Truman from the first was sceptical of "some of the

views and attitudes assumed "by the f striped pante boys'
2 

in the State Department, 11 The President took personal

charge of his government 1 s Palestine policy. He gave 

precedence to the claims of the Jewe for greater 

Immigration and a state of their own. He believed that

they had reparation due to them for their sufferings
3 

under Hitler* < American Jewe believed that Palestine

should become a Sioniet state, and were active lobbyists* 

The President was under continuous pressure to support 

the Zionist cause. He found the beet way to meet this 

proasura was to give in to it* and give in promptly, so

See Truman Volxnae II p. 141ff , for emotes from a number 
of State Department recommendations to the President 
about the issue. Truman usually ignored this advice.
See also ffhe Forres^al pl^yj.cg-» passim. Hurewitz 

. p. 174ff» gives details of America's oil
Interests in the Middle East at that time.

8* Truman year of Decisions — 1345 (1955) p. 72. Hence­ 
forth, this will be cited as Truman Volume %•

8. This was one of the strongest Zionist arguments* 
It particularly influenced
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that hie Republican opponents would not steal the credit 

for "being firet to support this Important pressure 

group in its demands* AB one student wrote, "Palestine 

IB the classic case in recent years of the determination

of American foreign policy by domestic political
«1 

c oneiderations.

Differences between America and Britain on 

Palestine arose at once. When Attlee returned to 

Potsdam as Prime Minister he was confronted with a note 

from Truman which asked for Britain to abandon the 

"drastic restrictions" upon immigration contained in 

the 1939 White Paper. Truman made no mention of Arab 

View**- Attl*« noneomraittally aclcnowledged receipt
,,**.

of the note. Upon returning from Potsdam, Truman told 

his first press conference that he favoured greatly 

increased Jewish immigration into Palestine, and that

the United States was not prepared to commit troops
2 

to keep the peace there. British policy on immigration

changed little. Britain offered the Zionists the

right to bring in 1600 immigrants monthly; they refused
3 

this as insufficient to meet their needs.

X, Westerfield ffp.clt. p. £27. See pp. 227-39 for his 
account of the pressure upon Truman. Congress, 
similarly lobbied, sided *'lth the President against 
the State Department.

8. Truman Volume II pp. 143-4, 

5. Manchester Guardian 25.9.45.
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The Labour Government continued to seek common 

ground with the United States, in spite of these marked 

differences, because by itself it could not maintain 

peace and et&bllity in Paleetine indefinitely. The 

exigencies of post-war economic reconstruction and of 

worldwide military commitments limited what Britain could 

do there. It sought to surmount the difficulties posed 

"by the Arab-Je^ conflict through co-operation with 

America, Together the two countries might impose a 

settlement. The Labour fcoversment thus proposed, and 

Truman accepted, the establishment of a Joint Anglo- 

American Conmlsslon to inquire Into the problem of
1 

Palestine and the position of the Jewe in Europe.

Bevin, In announcing the appointment of the CoraniBBion to

th© House on Hovember 13th, 1945, stressed arcumente of
2 

the Arabs and the anti-Eloniets. Truman, in accepting

the proposalf made it clear to the Labour Government

that he continued to favour the prompt admission of
3 

100,000 Jewish immigrants. fh* Cocranlesion deliberated

under strong political pressure from Zionists, who made*% 
much of the real plight of Jewish refugees. Crosrjnan

H Por it-s terms of reference, see Cmd. 68S2 (1946)*
8, See 415 i|£ 1929ff,
ft. Truman Yol^e \I P« 151.
4* For acidulous comments on Zionist publicity, eee Kirk

pp. clt, p. 203ff, TWO members of the Commission later 
published accounts of its work. See Grossrran Palestine

fission, and Bartley Crum Behind the Silken Curtain 1947).



140 

was "surprised and Irritated" "by the "almost complete

disregard of the Aral) case*' shown in Washington "by all
1 

"but a few Middle Eastern experts.

In April, 1946, the CommiseiDn issued a unanimous 

report, in hopes that Bevin would live up to his

statement to them that he would do his best to implement
2 

their report, if unanimous, The recommendations

were diffuse; they alternately conciliated and alienated 

Arabs and Zionists, The Commission recommended against 

the establishment of a Jewish state; it preferred 

regional autonomy within a framework of central govern­ 

ment administered by Britain as a trustee* It recommended

the prompt admission of 100,000 Jewish refugees from
3 

Kurope and an end to Jewish and Arab terrorism. A

British suggestion that the United State© join with

Britain to maintain order in Palestine was rejected
4 

at the behest of American members.

The report of the Coamlseion did not bridge the 

differences between the British and the American

8. ffbid. p. 66.

5. For the text, see Crad. 6808 (1946). There is a lengthy 
summary in The Times 1* 5.46.

4* Grossman Palestine Mission pp. 185-6 and J. G* McDonald 
My Mission in Israel (1951) p. 22.
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governments. Truman imneC lately endorsed the 

Commission* e call for the prompt admission of 100,000

Its reconamendati^ns for a political settle-
1 

ment were said to require further study. Attlee at

once told the Eouee of Commons that eo large a number 

of immigrants could not "be admitted until Jewish terror­ 

ists were di Banned; he aeked to v/hat extent the United 

States would share in the additional military and

financial responsibilities that would follov/ renewal
2 

of immigration. (At this time the American Joint

Chiefs of Staff were urging that American troops should
3 

not become involved in Palestine)* Bevin, writes his

biographer, fie1.? into "one of the blackest rages I ever
4 

saw him in" upon hearing of Truman1 s statement on

immigration* The Labour Government recognised that 

acceptance of the report would alienate the Arabs without 

satisfying Zionist demands for a Jewish state* It was 

not prepared to furnish the division of troops and 

£200,000,000, which it estimated would "be required to

1* See yhe .Ti&es 2.5.46 and Truman Volume II (letter to 
Attlee of 8.5.46) pp, 156-8,

»* 422 HC 197, 1.5.46.

8* Truman Volume II p. 159.

4. P. Williaum Ernest Bevin p. 260,
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keep order after the admission of more immigrants.

Truman, on the other hand, continued to press for the
1 

unconditional admission of the immigrants.

The situation became increasingly turbulent.

Jewish terrorism was making the British position in
2 

Palestine difficult and awkward. Bevin further

alienated American opinion by charging at the Labour 

Party Annual Conference in June that the United States

was interested in Palestine because "they did not want
3 

too many Jews in New York. rt This and similar later

comments helped to strengthen the bonds between Zionists 

and the President and to widen the gaps between them 

and the British Foreign Secretary.

The anti-Zionist policy of the Labour Government 

created only a limited amount of unrest within the 

Labour Party. Jewieh terrorism strengthened support 

for the Government 1 s ostensible campaign to maintain 

law and order, although some backbench Labour MPs 

strongly attacked the Government for arresting leading 

Zionists in Palestine to curb terrorism. Sydney

1. See Bevin LPCR 1946, p. 165 and Truman Volume II 
p. 158ff.

2. See Cmd. 6873 "Palestine: Statement of Information 
Relating to Acts of Violence" (July, 1946).

3- LPCR 1946, p. 165, The United States Government was 
unwilling to admit large numbers of Jewish refugees 
into America. See Kirk or>* cit. pp. 188-9,
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£ilvera;an succeeded in moving an emergency adjournment 

of the House on July 1st, 1946, and Crossman and 

Michael Foot, among others, joined him in protest — 

to no avail* The foreign affaire group of the PLP 

recommended that the Government accept the Commiesion1 s 

report. By late 1946 Crossman recognised:

"There was no hope of modifying the Cabinet* s 
policy "by any parliamentary action. It could rely 
on the Conservative opposition; and the majority 
of Labour members, knowing little of Palestine 
and anxious that nothing should disturb the 
Government 1 s domestic programme, either supported 
It strongly or gave it the "benefit of the 
doubt." s

Notwithstanding their known differences, the 

Labour Government and the United States Government 

established the Grady-Morrison committee, to consider 

the Commission* e report. It met in London in July. 

The upshot was that in late July Herbert Morrison

presented, on behalf of the ailing Foreign Secretary,
3 

another proposal to settle the Palestine problem*

The plan provided for provincial autonomy under a

strong central authority, v/hich would control immigration*

Admission of 100,000 Jewish immigrants was made

1. See Attlee 424 HC 1795-1801 for the Government's 
position and Silverman, et al. , Col. 1859ff.

2. Palestine MJSSJOQ p. 203.

3. See 426 HC 962ff. Full details are in Cmd* 7044 
(1947) pp. 3-8.
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conditional upon the acceptance "by Jevrs and Arabs of 

the whole proposal. Morrison declared, "The full

implementation of the experts* plan as a whole depends
1 

on United Stater co-operation, !t A fortnight later

Trumnn rejected it. He wrote Attlee that American
2 

puhlic opinion made acceptance impossible. The Jews

and the Arabs likewise rejected the plan,

After this second failure in four months to find 

conmon ground rith the United States, the Lahour 

Government decided to negotiate directly v/ith Arahs and 

Jewe. Conferences in London "began in September, 1946. 

Although the United States was nominally excluded from 

these negotiations, 77Mch lasted until early in 1947, 

it did Intervene. On October 4th, President Truman 

publicly urged the creation of a viable Jewish state with

control of its own immigration, and the immediate
3 

admission into Palestine of 100,000 Jewish immigrants.

The declaration ^as intended to anticipate a statement 

from Governor Dewey, so that the Democratic Party could 

keep the support of American Jews in the November, 1946

1. 426 HC 970.

2. Voluine_II pp. 162-3. He was at that time receiving 
"all sorts of pressure'* from Zionists. See also 
Kirk OP.cit. p. 226.

3. See MThe Month in History" Commentary (November, 1946) 
p. 452ff.
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Congressional election. Bevin "pegged" the State

Department to prevent issuance of the President 1 s state-
1 

ment. Once again Bevin found his plans upset by

Anglo-American disagreement. At that moment he had

high hopes of a settlement, "but following Truman1 s
2 

declaration, negotiations "broke down. Bevin was left

with a very strong distaste for the way in which

Truman let his Palestine policy be influenced by domestic
3 

political considerations.

Although the Labour Government no longer sought 

American co-operation in Palestine, it could not ignore 

American support for Zionism, and the difficulties this 

caused. In Palestine, the two allies in Europe could 

only agree to differ. After the failure of negotiations

with Jews and Arabs, the Labour Government turned the4 
problem over to the United Nations. Ostensibly, the

Government was prepared to co-operate with the United 

Rations to settle the future of Palestine, but the 

conditions placed on this offer were devastating. Sir 

Alexander Cadogan told a UN committee on May 9th, 1947

1* 433 HC 1903, 25.2.47.

8. Ifcid.

&• Tbid. For Truman*s rebuttal, see ^olume II p. 164.

4. Bee Bevin, 433 HC 985-994, 18.2.47.
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that the United Kingdom

"... should not have the sole responsibility for 
enforcing a solution which is not accepted by 
both parties and which we cannot reconcile with 
our conscience. M 1

In other words, the Labour Government had abandoned all 

hope of finding agreement, as traditional Socialist 

principles had suggested, by co-operation in an inter­ 

national assembly. Because both sides were doomed to 

disagree, the Government reserved its right to act 

unilaterally, without regard to United Nations declarations. 

It pressed forward its plans for evacuating Palestine 

oblivious of the protests of the United States and of 

the resolutions of the UH, The creation of the independ-
•v --- ••

ent Jewish state of Israel was a triple defeat. It was 

a defeat for the Arabs, it was a defeat for the Government, 

which gave the Arabs its support, and it was a defeat 

for the traditional Labour principle of co-operation. 

The Labour Government had left the Palestine problem to 

"be resolved by the trial of war.

Conclusion

There is "a clear divergence of fundamental 
principle which seems almost impossible to be 
bridged. ft

Ernest Bevin The Times 3.6.49

In oome instances under review the Labour Government

1. GA 1st comnittee, 52nd meeting, p. 184.
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failed to seek co-operation with its fellow nations 

in matters of common concern. In other cases, 

co-operation was sought but it did not come. The 

shift in the Labour position wae immediate and abrupt* 

In 1944 "The International Poet-War Settlement*1 could 

still declare, "We must "begin, without delay, to "build a 

world order in which aill peoples unite to pursue their 

common interests," Two years later Clement Attlee 

expressed an opposite view:

**We can formulate a most admirable policy, the 
policy which we think the world should follow, 
but we cannot get the world to follow it just 
by formulating it, because other nations have 

- their views. We have to work with them, and
sooner* or later, with whatever particular policy 

: we go into foreign affairs, we find that we are 
up against this question: 'shall I compromise 
on this point or ehall I refuse co-operation 
and break?'" 2

In the final sentence quoted above, Attlee typically 

confuses the issue by using "co-operation1* to mean 

"compromise". He ignored the emphasis that pre-war
1 f \ r • _- , t - '

Labour statements had placed upon achieving co-operation 

by uncompromising British efforts* Tiiis dogmatic 

policy was often urged upon the Government by post-war 

Labour critics.

The apparent inconsistency of the Labour Government

LPCR 1944, p. 4. Italics supplied.

450 HC 579, 18,11.46, the debate on the amendment 
to the Address.
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disappears upon closer exr.mlnat5.3n. The traditional 

Labour faith was "based upon a belief in the common 

Interests of all peoples — and in the ability of a 

single Labour Government to take a great many steps 

towards realising them. From the first, the 1945-51 

Labour Government rejected these assumptions. It 

did not frame its policy in relation to a set of assumed 

common interests. As the above quotation from Attlee 

illustrates, the Government used specifically British 

Interests as its touchstone. The Prime Minister had 

to point out that fl other nationo have their views'1

since this maxim had not been sufficiently appreciated
1 

by the makern of Labour foreign policy before 1945.

The traditional Labour principle of co-operation was 

logical, given Labour assumptions. It ras rejected 

by the Government because the assumptions were found to 

be impractical.

The Labour Government adopted policies calculated 

in relation to vital British interests* This in turn 

was possible because the Government put its obligations 

to the people of Britain before wider but vaguer

1. Nor has the maxim been given full v/elght in Labour 
policy - making in the past several years. Labour 
•tateiaerits on summit conferences, on Suez, on 
disarmament, the H-bomb and the Middle East assume 
a much greater amount of common interest than 
the Labour Government ever did.
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obligations to the peoples of the world. Policies 

were sometimes justified on supranational grounds but 

they v/ere framed v/ith regard to vital national interests* 

The Government reasoned, from established military and 

strategic concepts that had often been scorned by the 

Party before 1945,

In practice, the Government had little difficulty 

in defining vhvt were the British Interests that could 

not be forfeited or placed in jeopardy for the sake 

of co-operation. Co-operation was no longer a goal 

of the Labour leaders: it was only one of several 

means to the ends of greater British security and 

prosperity. In the occupation of Germany, the 

Government held that Britain could not agree to any 

propose! that would increase its deficit there; it 

would only accept all-German economic unity if the 

plan would reduce Its occupation costs and not affect 

its military security. In Berlin, Britain's interest 

was in morale and in diplomatic face. The high value 

placed upon these intangible factors was shown by 

the grave military risks that the Government ran, while 

uncertain about the success of the airlift.

In two of the Instances under consideration, Anglo- 

American relations and Anglo-Russian relations, the 

Labour Government did not regard its vital interests 

as opposed to those of the other parties. It tried
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to aftrs.nce therr. t-y co-operation. With regard to America, 

the Labour Governrrervfc wa? rr.iBtalr.en in its hope th^t the 

United States would agree rith Britain on mutually 

acceptable terms in Palestine. It failed to reckon 

with the strength of P.ionlst influence in America and 

the reaknees of the (government's Middle Eastern advisers. 

When the Labour Government finally resolved the Palestine 

problem it did eo by unilateral action, not co-operation*

Ernest Pevln*s duel policy in Anglo-Russian relations 

WPS a compound of hope and self-Interest. The first 

part *r?.r in accord with traditional Socialist thinking. 

The principle of co-operation played an important part 

in the development of Britain*£ Russian policy, even 

though co-operetlon did rot come. Bec?.f.ce the Labour 

Party was so cornmitted to co-operation, particularly 

with Russia, it was politically wise to etrive for it, 

and to appear to etrive for it, until Russian initiative 

made even the attempt to co-operate Impoesl'ble. ^hile 

Churchill ?ras pressing for an Anglo-Americs-n alliance 

against Russia and while some Labour rebels were writing 

off co-operation with both Russia end America, the 

Foreign Secretary was actively seeking, until the end of 

1947, to find a bacie for agreement. When the break 

came, there res the oiniaiuni of doubt ahaut where the 

blame should be placed. In contrast with Chamberlain, 

who sacrificed Czechoslovakia "before discovering that
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Hitler would not co-operate, Bevln sacrificed nothing 

In the course of demonstrating Ht^.?*ris f ?? Intransigence. 

When the dufxl policy cndec", public opinion rrithir the

Labour Party »n£ Ite Brit air was wllllnr? to accept the
1 

burdens of defence* It Is unlikely that advocacy

of a. policy of stalemate and non-co-operation, eay, 

from the date of Churchill* 8 Iron Curtain speech, or

even sftsr the end of the Moscow Conference in March, 

194?, would hare produced as strong a desire and will 

to develop TTATO* The result of Bevln's efforts to 

co-operate and to appear to co~operate was that his 

later policy of stalemate wae, until 1961, widely 

accepted within the Party t even "by many of MB earlier 

critics, although it war clearly opposed to a traditional 

Socialist principle of foreign policy.

Contrast thie with the Party1 s readiness in the
to "blame the British aavernr^ent rather 
other goverrBv.ontc fop the failure to secure 

ell-round co-operation for European disarmament 
and s
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Chapter III

LEFT AND RIGHT IN FOREIGN AFFAIRS

"Left understands left; "but right does not. " 
Ernest Bevin, LPCR 1945, p. 119.

"We are not acting as the representatives of an 
ideological abstraction but as representatives of 
the people of this country."

C.R. Attlee, 430 HC 581, 18.11.46

The principle of class-consciousness in foreign policy 

had deep roots in the Labour Party. It was a pledge to

assist left-wing forces in other countries, and to oppose
1 

reactionary ones. It was "based upon two assumptions:

that the working-class of Britain had common interests 

with the working-classes in other countries and that

permanent peace required the eventual realisation of
2 

Socialism everywhere. The Party first acted upon these

assumptions when it joined the Second International. At 

that time the International stressed joint extra-parliamentary 

action by Socialist parties to preserve peace. The collapse 

of the International in 1914 revealed the fragile nature 

of this policy.

1. In this chapter the term "left-wing" includes labour, 
Socialist, Marxist and other working-class parties 
outside Britain.

2. For typical examples of the place of these assumptions 
in policy statements, see Conference resolution, LPCR 
1933, p. 188 and "War and Peace" LPCR 1934, p. 243.
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As from 1917, the reaction against war v/ithin the 

Labour Party revived faith in international Socialist 

action. The object — world Socialism — was the same, but 

tactical principles were altered. The Labour Party 

recognised the limits of joint action by Socialist parties 

in opposition. The split of the old International into 

Communist and Socialist groups further increased the diffic­ 

ulty of acting through parties. Primary emphasis was now 

placed upon joint action by left-wing governments. 

Labour was moving towards office in Britain. The workers 

had seized control in Russia. Hopes were great for social
»

revolution in other countries. Action through govern­ 

ments was consistent with the Labour Party1 s non-revolution­ 

ary domestic policy. The Party preached that the best 

way to advance Socialism internationally was to secure

permanent peace and economic co-operation through the
1 

League of Nations. This would create conditions conducive

to the growth of Socialist parties; in turn, the spread 

of Socialist governments would hasten the day when the 

League could be converted into the World Co-operative 

Commonwealth. In the interim, left-wing governments would 

work together to further their common aims. The Labour

1. For example, the 1934 policy statement "War and Peace" 
makes no mention of the International, although it 
showed a very class-conscious approach to the League 
of Nations.
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and Socialist International served as a meeting place for 

parties of all nations, "but the British Labour Party 

regarded party talks as supplementing governmental talks 

at the League. The Labour Party was much quicker to 

recognise fraternal links in international relations than 

it was in domestic matters. In foreign policy statements, 

co-operation with the workers of the Soviet Union was 

frequently mentioned. Domestically, the Party rejected 

repeated requests for joint action from the Communist 

Party of Great Britain in the 1920s and 1930s.

The spread of Fascism on the Continent and the 

creation of the British Union of Fascists in 1932 further

emphasized to Labour Party members the connection between
1 

class interests, domestic and international problems.

The special advocates of co-operation and of class- 

consciousness were united in demanding a League of Nations 

security system, which would be based upon Britain, France 

and Russia. Class-conscious Party members thought in 

terms of an Attlee-Blum-Stalin front. This, as Attlee

pointed out in his Labour Party in Perspective in 1937,
2 

could result in economic as well as security agreements.

1. See e.g., National Council of Labour statement of 
March 24th, 1933, LPCR 1933, pp. 277-8.

2. p. 225.
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In 1936 the sense of class-consciousness was rtrong enough 

within the Party to force the leadership to shift its 

position on the question of intervention in the Spanish 

Civil War. Intervention was justified on the grounds 

that the fight between left and right "is an international 

war. The duty /to assist7 which is imposed upon us is 

an international Socialist duty." As the threat of war 

came closer, the estimated military strength of Russia 

greatly increased the already strong desire within the 

Party for an Anglo-Russian alliance. The Party regarded 

the Conservative Government's appeasement policy and its 

lack of interest in Russia as a further proof of the 

importance of class considerations in foreign affairs.

In World War II the military enemy and the ideological 

enemy were one. It was convenient and common for the 

Party to give war an ideological gloss. In 1939 and

1940 the Party even held out the hope of peace coming
2 

as the result of a working-class revolution in Germany.

After Russia entered the war, Britain's chief European 

ally was, for the Labour Party, an ideological ally as

1. "Spain Campaign Appeal", November, 1937. Interim Report 
of the NEC 1938, p. 36. See also LPCR 1937, p. 212.

2. LPCR 1940, p. 9f, p. 188. Penner Brockway, then in the 
ILP, received eight messages from German urade unionists 
before the invasion of Holland. In July, 1942, he 
was informed of the revival of the Spartacus Bund in 
Hamburg. Brockway Inside the Left (1947) p. 324.
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well. The mood of the times is indicated "by the National 

Council of Labour's May Day manifesto in 1942, issued 

"in the spirit of international solidarity.'1

"Upon the victory of the free nations every 
possibility of social progress depends. The main­ 
tenance of international solidarity among the 
workers of the world is essential to the realisation 
of their common aim to make an end of poverty, 
unemployment, low wages, excessive hours of toil, 
and to raise the standard of life, health and 
education for all. lf 1

The liberation of occupied countries in Europe 

faced the Coalition government with political problems 

of post-war significance. A major difference of 

opinion arose "between many "back-"bench Labour HPs and 

Labour ministers on Coalition policy in Greece. Seymour 

Cocks moved an amendment to the Address on December 8th, 

1944, which regretted the Coalition policy as out of

harmony with the traditional Labour principles of
2 

supporting left-wing groups. Labour critics saw the

action as suppression of a working-class uprising in 

Greece. They equated the policy of the Churchill
&

Government with Churchill 1 s anti-Communist policy towards 

Russia after World "ar I. Incidents in Belgium and

!• LPCR 1942, p. 9. The manifesto also called upon the 
German and Italian workers to overthrow their 
governments.

2. 406 HC 90S. See also'for. Churchill's New War", 
New Statesman 16.12.44.
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Italy were adduced to amplify the charge that the Coalition 

was following an ant1-working-class policy. Arthur 

Greenwood, acting leader of the PLP, spoke against the 

Coalition policy "but abstained from voting. No Labour 

minister epoke in support of the Government, although

ministers voted for it. The division result was 279 to
1 

30. At the 1944 Annual Conference, held the following

week, Ernest Eevin strongly supported Coalition policy

in Greece, saying, MThe British Empire cannot abandon
2 

the position in the Mediterranean. M Jim Griffiths,

winding up the debate for the NEC, invoked the need to 

maintain the Coalition. The non-commital motion, an

implicit vote of confidence, was approved, 2,455,000 to
3 

137,000.

Opposition continued within the Party. Backbench 

La"bour MPs were well supplied with complaints from left-

1. 406 H£ 1011.

2« LPCR 1944, p. 147. There was only a "brief reference 
to strategic considerations. Bevin spoke much more 
explicitly six years later. "It is all moonshine, 
you know — this attack on Greece. It is strategic, 
my friends, and why do you not recognise that it is 
strategic? ... This country could not have afforded 
to stand "by and see the whole Bjlicldle East down to 
India go. You could not maintain your standard of 
life; you could not maintain your power; you could 
not maintain your position if that were to happen*" 
LPGR 1950, p. 147. Churchill twice commended Bevin1 s 

- support of the Greek policy in v/riting to Roosevelt. 
Cfeurchill The Second ^ogldLWars Volume VI (1954) 
pp. 261-2, p. 265.

3- LPCR 1944, p. 150.
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wing cnjerillie, The HEC snnt a delegation of protest

to Churchill in January, 1945. Aneurin Bevan, from a 

back bench, urged conciliation of the left-v/ing guerillas.

"If we can persuade the Greek people of the bona 
fides of the British Government, the difficulty will 
be over, (Laughter)." 3

A committee of* leaders in the Labour movement, headed by 

Sir v.'alter Citrine, made a first-hand investigation of 

events in Greece. Their report endorsed the Coalition 

policy, but it did not eliminate differences between

Labour ministers and back-bench Labour MPs on the r>oint
4 

of principle. When Attlee spoke out in January, 1945,

justifying; the Coalition action, he invoked a Government
5 

claim to superior knowledge and asked for trust.

T.'hlle the 1945 Conference did not vote on foreign 

policy resolutions, there was no mistaking the temper 

of the Conference; it favoured left-wing co-operation. 

As Hugh Dalton said:

1. C.M. Woodhouse Apple of Discord (1948) passim*

2. LPCR 1946, p. IS.

3* 407 HC 571, 19.1.45.

4. See Manchester Guardian 9.2.45, for a summary. iVood- 
house, op.cit. p. 225, declares that the committee 
made a point of interviewing British soldiers in 
the ranks, rather than officers, in order to get 
more expression of British working-class views. 
He adds: "There was a good deal mere bias against 
EAB^£L/^S among the former, who had just fought 
them at grimly close quarters, than among the latter, 
who had not,"

6. 407 HC 487ff f 18.1.45.
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"One of the great arguments which we should address, 
not only to ourselves "but to the electorate at large, 
is that a British Labour Government would be more 
likely to create more quickly a state of confidence 
and mutual trust between London and Moscow than any 
alternative Government in this country. lf 1

Bevin repeated Dalton's claim that Labour would work 

better with Russia than a Conservative Government would.

He also held out the prospect of special relations with
2 

French Socialists and Indian nationalists. Attlee,

uncharacteristically speaking against the tide of opinion, 

nevertheless recognised the strength of class-conscious­ 

ness by cautioning against it.

"It is just as well to remember that all who 
shout for democracy are not democrats and that both 
on the right and on the left in some of these 
countries are people who seek to enforce the will of 
the minority on the majority by force. It is no 
good ignoring these things. " °

The campaign manifesto invoked the old faith instead of 

Attlee 1 s new doubts,

**The British Labour movement comes to the tasks 
of international organisation with one great asset: 
it has a common bond with the working peoples of all 
countries, who have achieved a new dignity and 
influence through their long struggle against Nazi tyranny.»» 4

1. LPCR 1945, p. 104.

2 - LPCR 1945, p. 115ff. Bevin used the phrase "Left 
understands left" to refer to the future of Anglo- 
French relations.

s « Ibid, p. 108. Of. the remarks of Healey and Foot, 
cited supra, pp. 77-79,

4. "Let Us Face the Future" p. 11,
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In principle, these "bonds were relevant to problems that 

the Labour Government faced in its relations with Russia, 

America, Spain, China and the International Socialist 

Conference. The object of this chapter is to consider 

their influence in practice.

Russia

"Russia would deal "better ana with greater confid­ 
ence with a Labour Government than with the historical 
men of Munich. Left can speak to left in comradeship 
and confidence. "

Ernest Bevin Daily Worker. 9.6.45.

"Soviet Communism pursues a policy of imperialism 
in a new form — ideological, economic and strategic 
— which threatens the welfare and the way of life 
of the other nations of Europe. "

C.R. Attlee The Times. 5.1.48*

The traditional sympathy within the Labour Party

for Russia "developed not from an intellectual affinity
1 

"but from an emotional attraction. " The emotion was

grounded in fact. The Russian Revolution threw over 

Czariet tyranny and capitalism in one of the great

countries of Europe, and "brought to life a government
2 

acting in the name of the common people. In Russia

the Socialist dream was to "become a reality.

1. S.R. Graubard British Labour and the Russian Revolution. 
1917-24 (1956) p. 243.

2. Conference had earlier associated itself with anti-
Czarist activities. See LPCR 1905, p. 40. The British 
alliance with Russia in World V.ar I had "been cited by 
the Labour Party in attacking the claim the war was 
fought for democracy.
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' Th* impact of the Revolution was demonstrated at

the Council of rorkers' and Soldiers' relegates at Leeds 

in June, 1917, It approved ths establishment of Councils 

of Action for "initiating and co-ordinating wording-class

activity" in support of the Russian Revolution, a negotiated
1 

peace, civil liberties and industrial rights. Among

prominent Labour figures speaking at the Conference in 

support of this policy were four future Cabinet ministers

— MacDonald, Snowden, Pet hick-Lawrence and Lansbury. 

Ernest Bevin was shouted down after he denounced the group

as dominated by the "fatuous friends of the ILP" and "the
2 

professional politicians of the Labour Party." The

temper of the meeting was taken by Robert Williams, 

general secretary of the Transport Workers 1 Federation, 

who said; ,. - .. ..-•, > • ,- • • , •„ . • .. • ...- •-• ..

"We are competent to speak in the name of our 
own class and damn the Constitution. (Loud cheers) 
Had the Russian revolutionaries been disposed to be 
concerned with the Constitution of Holy Russia 
the Romanoffs would have been on the throne to-day, 
and I say to you: Have as little concern for the 
British Constitution as the Russians you are praising 
had for the dynasty of the Romanoffs. (Cheers) ...

••*:.- • "If you are really sincere in sending greetings to 
Russia, I say to you: 'Go thou and do likewise. f 
(Cheers)" 3

The programme was forgotten, but the emotion lingered. 

In 1951 Aneurin Bevan spoke of the Revolution as "one

1. "What Happened at Leeds" (council of Workers* and
Soldiers 1 Delegates, second edition, 1917) pp. 13-14,

8. Ibid/pp. 10-11/ 

*. Ibid, pp. 16-17.
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of the most emancipating events In the history of mankind"* 

He called forth the memory of "the miners, vrtien they 

heard that the Czarist tyranny had "been overthrown, rushing 

to meet each other in the streets with tears streaming

down their cheeks, shaking hands and sayingt 'At last
1 

it has happened. 1 "

The emotional support in the Party for the new 

government in Russia was increased whan the Western allies 

intervened against it in the Russian Civil "Var. At the 

1919 Conference the Party threatened "the unreserved use 

of their political and industrial power" to stop intervention.

The vote 7/as 1,893,000 to 935,000, in spite of an NEC
2 

recommendation against the policy. At the June, 1930

Annual Conference, J.H. Thomas and Ernest Bevin were 

successful in securing rejection of a resolution endorsing 

a general strike to stop British intervention in Russia;
*

they said British workers would not support such a resolution
3 

"by their actions. Two months later, however, when there

was great fear in the Labour Party that the British Govern­ 

ment might soon declare war on Communist Russia, a Council 

of Action was officially established to plan industrial

X- I*PCR 1951, p. 121.

*• LPCR 1919, p. 156, p. 161. Rhys Davies presented the 
motion,

8. LPCR 1990, p. 13Sff, Bevin's speech should be read and 
contrasted with his later claim to have been the great 
British protector of the Russian Revolution after 
World War I.
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1

measures to stop such a war. Since the British Govern­ 

ment did not declare war, and peace was concluded in 

October, the strength of pro-Russian sentiment was not 

fully tested. The Party regarded its August demonstration 

as an important factor in the conclusion of peace.

The ambivalence of the Labour Party's attitude towards 

Communism wae demonstrated by the NEC rejection of the 

first request of the Communist Party of Great Britain for 

affiliation on September llth, 1920, when the Council of 

Action spirit was very strong. Henry Felling later 

wrote:

"The main explanation of the Labour Party's 
duality of attitude — friendliness to Bolshevism 
abroad, hostility at home — is surely to be found 
in the basic trade-union principle of undivided 
jurisdiction. Lenin and Chicherin were not challeng­ 
ing the jurisdiction of the British unions but 
MacManus and Murphy, the Shop Stewards 1 leaders, 
were." 2

The 1921 Annual Conference endorsed the NEC action,
3 

4,115,000 to 224,000; the decision was continually

reaffirmed toy large majorities throughout the inter-war

1. LPGR 1921, p. llff. See also "The Council of Action: 
Report of the Special Conference on Labour and the 
Russo-Polish T,rar, August 13th, 1920" (LP, 1920). 
Bevin1 s speech, pp. 6-13, is in sharp contrast to 
the previously cited one of June, 1920,

8, H. Felling, review of S.R. Graubard op. cit.. Political 
Studies (1957) p. 203. See also Felling The Communist 
Party of Great Britain (1958) p. 24ff and C.E. Brand 
op, cit. p, 232ff.

1921, p. 166.
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period. While refusing the request of the Communist 

Party of Great Britain for affiliation, Annual Conferences

were simultaneously demanding British recognition of the
1 

Soviet government. An interest in Russian trade

reinforced the political "blag of the Party. To counter 

the charge of having Bolshevik tendencies, the Labour 

Party opposed Bolshevism in Britain, "but it r.uffered

Communists and pro-Communists in the Party and trade
8 

unions. The 1924 Labour Government granted full recog-

nation to Russia and the 1929 Government renewed diplomatic 

relations T/ith it.

The sudden deposition of the Labour Government in 

1931 greatly increased suspicion of capitalism and to 

some extent, of parliamentary government within the 

Labour Party, thus producing a reaction in favour of 

Communist Russia. The 1933 Hastings Conference approved 

a resolution statingj

"That this Conference Condemns all efforts to 
discredit the practice of Socialism in Russia ... 
and instructs the NEC to establish such cordial 
relations with the Socialist rulers of Russia 
as ought to characterise two bodies professing a 
similar economic ancL social objective under 
different conditions." 3

1. LPCR 1920, p. 132; 1922, p. 193; 1923, p. 221.

2. See e. g, Bevin1 s speech LPCR 1925 pp. 183-4; for
MacDonald's views, LPCR 1927, pp. 243-4; statement of 
the Anglo-Russian Joint Advisory Council TUCR 1927, p. 
369; Wowat op. cit, p. 287ff; Beatrice "ebb's Diaries. 
1924-32, passim; M. A, Hamilton or>. cit. p. 284,
pi>. 309-13.

3. i/fiCR 1933, p. 230. The same Conference debated and
maintained the practice of proscribing Communist- front 
organisations. £ee p. 18, pp. 143-6.



165

In the 1920s the Labour ^arty "believed Russia would be the 

Immediate beneficiary of improved relations. In the 1930s 

it maintained that Western European nations would "benefit 

greatly If Russia joined the League* s security system, 

"War and Peace* in 1934 asserted that *f a condition for

carrying out this policy is to "bring the USSR into the
1 

League." The presence of Russia in the Learue Tas used
2 

to increase the stature of the League in the Labour Party.

The militancy of British Communists in fighting Pasc•sm 

led to a "blurring of differences "between the Labour 

Party and the Communist Party by xxx£xx#x Labour figures 

such as Cripps and Laski, In 1936 the Communist Party's

regular r>lea for affiliation received the relatively high
3 

total of 592,000 votes, with 1,723,000 against. In

1936 the National Council of Labour specifically rejected

any European settlement that would leave Germany free to
4 

attack Russia.

The drive of the Labour Party for closer links with 

Russia reached its climax in 1939. Chairman George Dallas 

told the Annual Conference in May; ''Moscow is the

1934, p. 244.
,• y

8. See e, £•„ , E. Bevln, LPCR 1935, p. 179.

3. LPCR 1936, p. 211. See also, Pelling The Communist
Party p. 8 Off, and nil Lawther 1 s speech as president 
of the M.P.G.B. , LPCR 1936, p. 210.

4. "Labour and the Defence of Peace" p. 9.
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custodian of peace." It was w a difficult job" to get

the PLP to support the Polish guarantee without a Russian
2 

alliance, The signing of the Nazi-8oviet Pact in August

was a shock, "but the Party 1 s own propaganda about the 

anti-Russian character of the Chamberlain government gave 

La"bour Party members grounds for justifying the Pact, if 

they wished to do so. When the National Council of

Labour denounced the Pact it avoided direct criticism of
3 

the Soviet Union. The following spring the Party urged

aid to Finland, "but it "indignantly repudiated" the

suggestion this would risk the "grave misfortune" of war
4 

with Russia.

The German invasion of Russia sho\ved, "by the flood 

of pro-Russian sentiment released within the Labour Party, 

that such feeling had "been dammed up rather than dried up 

"by events since August, 1939. The National Council of

Labour's "Help for Russia" fund totalled £762,000 before
5

the war's end. The wartime aura of Big Three co-operat­ 

ion and the military achievements of the Russian Army

LpCR 1939, p. 216. 

8« Dalton Fateful Years p. 242. 

** LPGR 1940, p. 8. 

4* I^id. p. 14. 

fi. LPGR 1945, p. 4.
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strengthened ties that were already strong. Hugh Dalton

accurately described the atmosphere v.'lieu he later wrote;
2 

"Most of UB Trere Russophile "but not Communist. "

Against ouch forces, pamphlets from Transport House

cautioning members about Communist activities availed
3 

little. Pro-Russian sentiment reached such a height

that a resolution calling for "progressive unity 1 ' in the 

1945 general election failed of passage by only 95,000 

votes at the 1945 Annual Conference, the best showing

ever in 25 years of attempts at a common Labour-Coiumunist
4 

front. In the 1945 general election the Party stood

to benefit tactically by emphasizing, as did Sir Stafford 

Cripps, among others, that "the most cardinal feature in 

our future foreign policy ^as whether or not we could

maintain a sincere friendship with the Soviet Union," and
5 

that only a Labour Government would be able to do this.

Pro-Russian sentiment appeared strong at the May, 

1946 Bournemouth Conference because Harold Laski, as 

chairman, gave the opening address. He emphasized the

1. And, incidentally, strengthened the Communist Party. 
Felling The Communist Party p. 120ff.

8. Dalton Fateful Years p. 240.

3» Bee e.g., "The Communist Party and the War; a Record
of Hypocrisy and Treachery to the Workers of Europe" 
(LP, 1943).

4* LPCff 1945, pp. 81-2, 

i» The Times 2.7.45.
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need for co-operation with Russia "because:

"The achievement? of their* Revolution are one of 
the pillars of our own strength ... Let capitalist 
government8 mistrust one another; that mistrust 
Is inherent in capitalist society. But governments 
like the Russian and our o^n are the surest hope 
of peace."

The retiring Party chairman referred to "alleged"

Russian espionage in Canada only to cite this as an
1 

argument against keeping atomic secrets from Russia.

Nevertheless, at the same Conference the tide of 

wartime goodwill "began to recede visibly within the Party. 

A few months "before, Herbert r/Iorrison had seen "ominous

signs" that the Communist Party micrht gain sufficient
2 

Conference votes to carry its request for affiliation.

The Manchester Guardian reported on March 26th, 1946 that 

four of the six largest trade unions affiliated to the 

Party(the NUM, NUR, NUDAW and the AEU) were in favour of 

admitting it, and Conmunists were "working very hard to 

get others." This early show of strength was belied 

at Conference. The NEC was carefully prepared, not only 

to secure rejection of Communist affiliation but also to 

secure approval of an amendment to the Party Constitution 

which ^oulci. make the Communist Party permanently inelig­ 

ible for affiliation. The amendment carried, although

of
1946, p. 106. See H. A,. Deane The Political Ideas 

Harold J. Laski (1955) pp. 302-29 for a critical 
analysis of Laeki'e poet-war ideas on foreign affairs,

** LPCR 1946, p. 169.
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Morrieon, vrhen recormenfl.inr it, T;'- careful to confine his 

criticisms to the C.P. G.B. and not to attack Russia. 

The chief suhctantive notion criticising the Goveminent* 8 

Russian policy asked for "co-operation v/ith the progressive 

forces throughout the ?:orld, and in particular 'with' the 

U. E.S.R," and "reaffirms the pledges made "by Conferences 

of the Labour Party in the past to ... assist in every

possible way the struggles of the working-class movements
2 

in all countries towards Socialism." Supporters of the

resolution were members of the Labour Party who had been

led to "believe i vi Hur5sia f s Tightness "by previous propaganda
3 

within and without the Labour Party. Bevin, in

answering this resolution, posed as the victim of Russian 

Ingratitude.

"Is there any man in this Conference who historic­ 
ally did more to defend the Russian revolution than 
I did? . . , The thanks I got for it was an attempt "by 
the Communists to break up the Union that I built. M 4

The resolution was defeated.

After the 1946 Annual Conference it became increasingly 

apparent that in Anglo-Russian diplomatic relations left 

was not understanding left. A minority of members in 

the La"bour Party were so firmly attached to the traditional

1* kPCR 1946, p. 14, p, 169ff.

p. 157. See also p. 151 and pp. 159-60.

5. For a diecuseion of the role of Cormminlste within the 
Labour Party at this time see infra p. 491ff .

4. LPCE 1946, p. 167.



170

Socialist principle of friendship v;ith Ruccia that rhcn 

friendship did not come, they decided that it nust be 

the Labour Government, not the principle (or the Russians) 

that was at faj.lt. These apologistc can "be styled 

Russophiles, although one might r.iore awkrvardly call them 

Sovietophiles, since their attachment v^ -ot to Russia 

"but to the Soviet Union's political institutions. The 

"basis of their position v;as succinctly stated "by Jack 

Tanner of the AEU:

"Russia was the first and is still the only country 
in the world where capitalism hae been abolished and 
whether vs like their methods or not, v,r c cannot escape 
from that fact." 1

Since Russia had already abolished capitalism, it was, as

another speaker said, "up to us to show the Soviet Union
. ...- , .. 8

that a new spirit is now ruling Great Britain. "

Some but by no means all of the 1946 rebels were 

Russophiles. The letter sent by 21 rebels to the Prime 

Minister ambiguously referred to Russia's "security*1 

measures as "the greatest cause of preoccupation to the 

Government in the field of foreign affairs. " More 

explicitly, it recognised Communism as "ill-suited" to the

United Kingdom but assumed it was well suited to some
3 

societies. The amendment to the Address drew as sharp

1. L^OR 1946, p. 173. 2. Ibid, p. 158. 

3. Manchester Guardian 16.11.46.
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a line "between Communist Rusria. ^nr1 Labour Brit? in a<? it 

did "between Labour Britain and capitalist America. Cross-

man, v.'ho moved the amendment, emphasised the differences
1 

"between Russia and Britain, Other speakers looked at

matters differently. The seconder, -Joe Reeves, a Co-op

member of the NEC, spoke of the affinity of interests
2 

"between Russia and Labour Britain, Sydney fH

winding up the debate for the rebel group, expressed 

"intense admiration and affection for the Socialist achieve 

ments of Russia" and asserted that the Labour Government

had no ri,eht to Insist uoon freely elected (governments in
3 

states bordering Russia, Although the rebels had a

relatively hir*h decree of discipline, they had neither the

means nor the desire to eliminate the conflict in their
4 

views on Russia. Attlee rejected the idea that the

Government should frame Its foreign policy with regard 

to class interests,

430 US 626 ff , 18.11.46. 2. Ibid. Col. 540-2.

. Col. 576-6. Silverman was strongly criticised 
afterwards by Foot and others for taking such a pro- 
Russian line. Interview S. Silverman, June, 1959.

4. One of the prominent rebels said in an interview that he 
believed that Silverman had deliberately sought critics 
of Bevln who were also critics of Russia to support 
the motion, in order to give it greater respectability 
and influence.
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"Keep Left", issued by a rebel group in the following 
April, also contained contrasting statements on Anglo- 
Russian relations. r.hile seeking diplomatic disengagement 
from Russo-American conflicts, which concerned two alien 
ideologies, the pamphleteers nevertheless foresaw an
eventual merger of economic plans for Western Europe,

1 
Germany and Russia. Like the Russophiles, it placed
upon the Labour Government the "burden of proving "the 
sincerity of our Socialist intentions. 11 As part proof 
it suggested withdrawing British troops from Greece,
Palestine and Egypt and internationalising the Dardanelles2 
and Suez, a policy completely in contradiction to that

3 
of the Labour Government.

For the first eighteen months of the Government, the 
staff at Transport House maintained the Party 1 s traditional 
ambivalence toward Communist Russia and Russian Communism* 
This complemented Bevin1 s dual policy at the Foreign Office. 
NEC members on a goodwill mission to Russia in July, 1946 
reminisced with Stalin about acts of solidarity in 1905 
and 1926. The mission reported the visit was "well 
worth-while, although it would be foolish to assume that

1. "Keep Left" (1947) p. 41. 2. Ibid, p. 43.
5. "Keeping Left", published in the much different environ­ ment of January, 1950, accepted that "the foreign policy in which we believed in 1945 had to be scrapped," "but nevertheless urged the Government to secure atomic disarmament, without reference to Russian non-co-oper­ ation on this point at the UN. p. 19, p. 22.
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difficulties and differences do not exist or that all

1 
misunderstanding has "been dispelled." A sign of the

beginning of a change in temper occurred at the 1947 Confer­ 

ence, when a delegate tried to move the reference back

of this report on the ground that it was an affront to the
2 

"slaves" in Eastern Europe and Russia. Harold Davies

commented: "Never before in my recollection have I heard

a speech like the last one coming from the rostrum of the
3 

Labour Conference." The reference back died for lack of

a seconder.

In the spring of 1947 the Party organisation explicitly 

began to deny traditional Socialist ideas about Anglo- 

Russian relations. This was done emphatically in "Cards 

on the Table", prepared by Denis Healey, the international 

secretary of the Party. The pamphlet admitted that the 

Government came into office "pro-Soviet" and also that

Hfor many people, non-communist means capitalist and
4 

capitalist means Fascist." Ideological principles were

shown as contradicting strategic principles. Russia was 

opposing vital British interests and America would support 

Britain in defending them, The statement concluded that 

security considerations rightfully determined foreign policy, 

and accepted Anglo-Russian antagonism.

1. LPGR 1947, p. 219. 2. Ibid, p. 102.

3. Ibid.

4. p. 12. See infra pp. 417-19 for a discussion of the 
publication of this pamphlet.
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The Russophiles were not to be convinced "by logic 

or "by considerations of military strategy. At the May, 

1947 Conference, shortly before General Marshall's Harvard 

speech, their attack was repeated, this time emphasizing 

the advantages of Anglo-Russian trade and the dangers of 

Anglo-American trade. Konni Zilliacus asked Conference 

to declare:

"It believes that subservience to capitalist 
America will inevitably draw us into an anticipated 
slump and that the only way to avoid this is to 
co-operate with all countries with Socialist-planned economies." •*•

The resolution was defeated. A moderately phrased resol­ 

ution asking for increased Anglo-Russian trade was accepted 

by the NEC, with Bevin adding the comment, "There is no 

need to call on us to speed up trade. I have been

trying for 18 months now to get negotiations going with
2 

Russia on this question."

A trade aggrement was finally signed in Moscow in 

December, 1947, after negotiations had once broken down

because of the British difficulty in bargaining with
3 

Russian delegates. A Manchester Guardian correspondent

noted that the agreement would "help the Government
*

politically at home. Lack of a trade agreement with 

Russia has been a sore point with the left-wing elements

1. LPCR 1947, p. 160. 2. Ibid, p. 181.

3. See Cripps 441 HC 37, 28.7.47, and Manchester Guardian 
29.7.47,
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1

of the Labour Party and of the trade unions. H The Govern­ 

ment, however, was not trading with Russia "because of 

supposed similarities "between the two countries 1 economic 

or social systems "but "because, as Harold Wilson, the

chief negotiator put it, "It was to our economic advantage
2 

to do so. 11 Britain, in this period of shortages, had

good use for the grain, fish, timber and plywood from 

the Soviet Union. Russia, in turn, benefited by receiving 

British machinery, woollens and re-exports of cocoa, wool 

and rubber. The proof that trade was a business proposit­ 

ion is that as diplomatic relations worsened, trade 

increased. In 1947 Britain retained £6,689,000 in Russian 

imports, in 1948, £26,197,000 and in 1951, when rearmament 

against Russia was straining the economy, £53,775,000,
»-'"- »•> -'• • • • • rura-ji

Similarly, Russian imports from Britain increased from

£7,078,000 in 1948 to £14,210,000 in 1950 and £24,145,000
3 

in 1951. The Labour Government rejected pleae from its

left-wing supporters to increase trade for ideological

reasons, and from Republican Senators in America to decrease
4 

trade for the same reason.

1. 29.12.47. For the te^t of the agreement, see The Times 
29.12.47.

2. The Times 8,2.49.

3. Trade figures from Annual Statement of the Trade of the 
United Kingdom 1950, Vol. IV (HMSO, 1952) pp. 131-3; 
1951, Vol. IV (HMSO, 1953) p. 56.

4. See e.g., The Times 25.3.49, 12.7.49. Gaitskell told
American critics; "We do not import luxuries from Russia 
but necessities." New York Times 22.9.51.
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The systematic purging of Socialists by Communists 

In Eastern Europe after the war had an Impact upon all 

"but the most strongly convinced of the Russophiles within 

the Party. It led Aneurin Bevan to write, in reviewing 

this "grim, depressing narrative", that

lf lt is necessary for Socialists to understand that 
they are not no?/ talking the same language as those 
who have come under the influence of Stalinist 
doctrines." 1

Many members of the Labour Party, and even Transport House 

itself, did not believe in 1945 that the co-operation of 

Communists and Socialists in Eastern Europe would have 

such a bloody and disastrous end. When the remnants of 

the Labour and Socialist International constituted the 

Socialist Information and Liaison Office (SILO) in 1946, 

Socialist parties collaborating with Commmunists in 

Eastern Europe were admitted to full membership. Even 

Leon Blum, who had long been respected at Transport 

House, headed a government in Prance with Communists in 

its Cabinet. Through its International Department, the
»v

NEC maintained contact with East European Socialist 

parties in 1946 and 1947. It sent a number of fraternal 

delegates to Socialist Party congresses in Poland, Czecho­ 

slovakia, Hungary and Rumania, and received their
•-• 2 " • * - - 

delegates. Some militant members of the Labour

1. "The Curtain Falls" (edited by D, Healey, 1951) p. 6. 
Italics supplied.

8. LPCR 1947, p. 17ff; 1948, p. 20ff,
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Party were ready to defend undemocratic procedures in Eastern

European countries as necessary "because of the rapidity
1 

and scale of their transition to "Socialism". The Labour

Government, like Transport House, followed a policy of 

publicly seeking co-operation "between Eastern and Western 

Europe.

By means of its contacts with East European Socialists 

the Party was able to get firsthand private accounts of 

Russian pressures on its satellites. ?ttien the Russian 

purge of Eastern European Socialists began, the impact

upon the Labour Party leadership was strengthened by their
2 ,

personal knowledge of the victims. The COUP dT etat in

Czechoslovakia in February, 1948, was the final "blow to
" ' - * :" ''* ' • '-' ' '",*..-,

hopes, within the Labour Government and at Transport House, 

that Socialists and Communists might be able to v/ork 

together politically. The NEC statement on the Czech 

coup declared; r.<• "

, . . "For Democratic Socialists still free to choose
their future the fall of Czechoslovakia is a warning 

' and a lesson ... Individual Socialists, by permitting 
or abetting Communist attacks on democracy have 
connived at their own destruction," s

See e
LPCH

.g., D. Healey, LPCR 1945, p. 114: Tom Driberg, 
1947, p. 173; G.D.H. Cole "Labour 1 s Foreign Policy"

(1946) p. 10; the letter of 21 rebels, Manchester 
Guardian 16.11.46.

2. For a more complete account of events in Eastern Europe 
and their impact upon the Labour Party see LPCR 1948, 
pp. 23-5; 1949, pp.23-5. "The Curtain Falls" contains 
detailed accounts of events in Poland, Czechoslovakia 

<• and Hungary, as well as coruffients by Healey and Bevan,
For the reaction of the International Socialist Conference 
see infra p. 226f.

3. LPCR 1948, p. 23.
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The Labour Government promptly decided to remove Coiuiminists
1 

from jobs affecting the nation's security. By May Day,

1948 the usually mild-mannered Clement Attlee was 

comparing Communism with Fascism and denouncing the "busy

little people" in the Labour Party who were urging
2 

support for Russia's foreign policy.

The most conspicuous of the Russophiles remaining 

in the Labour Party after this date was Konni ?,llliacus» 

Perhaps the most concise statement of his position was 

made at the May, 1948 Annual Conference in support of a 

lengthy 12-point resolution on foreign policy,

HWe must either co-operate with the working-class 
leadership of Europe, such as it is, as it really 
exists in fact, or else we will be driven into the 
position of getting ready with Mr. Churchill to 
fight the Socialist Revolution in Europe." 3

The resolution was defeated, 4,097,000 to 224,000. The 

irrepressible 7.1111 was not to be prevented by the Cold 

War from maintaining his beliefs. In 1949 the NEC 

expelled him for being "more in sympathy with Communist

international policy than with the policy of the Labour
4 

Party." In his defence at Conference, one delegate

1. See Attlee's statement, 448 HC 1703-9, 15.3.48.

2. The Times 3.5.48.
MM^MP^M 4HMh»^b*^ «^MW«

3. L?CR 1948, pp. 186-7. See also Zilliacus Why I Was 
Expelled (1949).

4. LPCR 1949, p. 18.
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pleaded with good reason that the chief trouble with the

veteran Labour propagandist was "that Zilliacus*s foreign
1 

policy has never changed,"

The distance that the Party had moved from its pre­ 

war position was emphatically shown in the February, 1950 

general election campaign. In 1945 Labour had sought 

votes with the claim that it could work better with 

Russia than the Conservatives could. In 1950 Churchill 

asserted that he was much better qualified to reach 

agreement with Russia. Four days after Clement Attlee 

had turned down a Quaker appeal for a great power confer­ 

ence because "it would be presumptuous to suppose that

personal contact .., would do anything but raise hopes
2 

unduly," Churchill declared at Edinburghi

H I carnot help coming back to this idea of another 
talk with Soviet Russia upon the highest level. The 
idee appeals to me of a supreme effort to bridge the 
gulf between the two worlds, so that each can live 
their life, if not in friendship, at leat't without 
the hatreds and manoeuvres of the cold war. I am 
grateful to you for marking my words in these matters, 
because I have not always been proved wrong." ^

With considerable rhetorical skill Churchill contrasted 

his wartime co-operation with Stalin and the postwar 

disagreements between Russia and the Labour Government.

!• LPGR 1949, p. 122* See also infra p. 492ffe

3. Quoted in H. G. Nicholas The British General Election of 
1950 (1951) p. 102.

$• The Times 15. 2. 50.
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Labour did not file a counter-claim for Russian friend­ 

ship. Instead, it rejected the idea that any British 

government could hope to end the stalemate in the near 

future. Bevin said, "If Russia shows the slightest change 

of attitude and indicates her readiness to settle these

relationships and give the world complete peace, then we
1 

shall "be ready to enter into discussions. " Although the

election came a week after Churchill's Edinburgh speech,

there was still time for numerous Labour leaders to declare
2 

that hopes of agreement •*T ith Russia were empty ones.

Only the New Statesman, among Labour supporters, favoured 3 
Churchill's proposal, but it scorned Churchill ae an agent.

The Government v/as soon given another opportunity to 

ehow its opposition to Russia v,rhen Trygve Lie proposed, in

the spring of 1950, a 20-year peace plan to include the
4 

major powers. Pro-peace and pro-Russian sentiment within

the Party was reflected within the PL?; 150 Labour MPs, 

almost half the total, signed a motion supporting the

1* The Times 16.2,50, Italics supplied. See the same 
paper for Attlee's rejection of Churchill's proposal.

8, A detailed account of these speeches is contained in 
Nicholas op. cit. p. 102ff.

8. 18.2.50. In the 1951 general election, Churchill said 
. of his Edinburgh speechj "It might be that if such a 

meeting as I urged had taken place at that time the 
violent dangers of the Korean Var and all that might 
spring out of it would not have come upon us. " The 
Listener 11.10.51, p. 605,

Document A/1304 (1950).
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1
Secretary-General's efforts. The Government firmly

rejected the proposals. Attlee told Lie that if he

wished, he would put the matter up to the Cabinet, "but
2 

without recommending it. Lie declined the offer.

Bevin likewise rejected the idea, "because of the existence
3 

of so many specific disagreements.

The chief political problem for the Labour Party in 

maintaining its stalemate policy was not the handful of 

MPs who accepted Russia as a Socialist state, "but the 

larger number of MPs who retained a limited amount of such 

sympathy, its importance varying in relation to other 

international events. Just as the Czech coup caused a 

great reaction against Communist Russia in the Labour 

Party, so the spectre of German rearmament, approved in 

principle "by the Labour Government in September, 1950, 

gave rise once more to hopes that common ground could be 

found by negotiations between Britain and Russia. Russia

encouraged such hopes through the Stockholm Peace Appeal,
4 

Issued in March, 1950. The Russian Government's Prague

proposals in September and November, 1950 for a four-

1. Parliamentary Papers Notices of Motions (1950) p. 970.

2. Lie op. cit. p. 312. The Secretary-General noted that 
Attlee had "the appearance of agreeing without this 
seeming to produce the positive results the other person 
is led to expect. "

p. 309.

4. See RIIA Surrey 1949-50 p. 58ff.
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power conference to discuss Germany, found a number of

willing advocates within the Labour Party. The Government*•
rejected the Russian offer ar an inadeouate "basis for a

1 
Conference. The Octoner, 1950 Annual Conference easily

defeated an omnibus left-wing motion which included a plea 

for friendly relations with Russia, hut the fact that it

gained 881,000 votes is indicative of the increase in
2 

disquiet on foreign policy. In November, 83 members of

the PL? signed two motions supporting the Russian proposal
3 " 4

for a four-power conference on Germany. Tribune said
V

it would be "madness" not to discuss keeping Germany 

disarmed. Pressure was rising, not only within the Party, 

but also in France. The Labour Government, in agreement

with America and France, rrade counter-proposals in December
5 

for a deputy foreign ministers 1 meeting. The decision

to have a meeting came as a "surprise" to the British

deputy 9 the Under-Secretary of ?tate for Foreign Affairs,
6 

Ernest Davies.

1. See Eevin 480 HC 1384, 13.11.50.

2. LPCR 1950, p. 141ff.

3. See Parliamentary Papers Notices of Motions. 20,11.50, 
p. 384, 21.11.50, p. 404; and statement of keeping Left 
group, Daily Herald 18.11.50.

4. 15.18.50. 5. The Times 23,12.50.

6. Interview, July, 1958. Davies added that he had warned 
Bevin in September, 1950, following announcement of plans 
for ^est German rearmament, that the dissatisfaction 
within the PLP on foreign affairs was too great to be 
ignored, and required conciliation.
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V.'hile the Labour G-overnment did talk vith Russia at 

the 74 sessions of the deputy foreirn ministers 1 conference

at the Palaie Rose in Paris from March 5th, 1951, this
1 

did not alter its acceptance of stalemate, The Russian
— --— -• ' - 2 

Government wanted to lessen tension "by weakening. FATQ.

But for the Lahour Government "The Atlantic Treaty is not
5 

open for discussion." The Conference ended in complete

disagreement on June 21st.

The Labour critics of the Government's Russian policy

failed in their efforts to uphold the Party* s traditional
4 

policy partly "because of their politically v?eak position.,

and partly "because of a ma^or shift in the Party* s assess­ 

ment of itself, "brought about "by postwar developments. 

Before World War II the La"bour Party had emphasized the 

need for economic democracy ae a complement to political 

democracy. The Soviet Union was regarded as pursuing 

the same goal, although in reverse order* Even after

the war Attlee could speak of similarities "between British / 
Socialism and Russian Communism. He told the House in

his reply to the amendment to the Address!

!• For details, see RIIA Survey 1951, pp, 150-44.

S. Iftanches.ter Ouardian 31. 3. 51.

3. Statement of Ernest Davies The Times 1.6.51.

4. This is discussed in Chapters 7 and 8.
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11 In matters of economic planning we agree with 

Soviet Russia ... V.hcn it comes to a r.atter of wh^t 
we consider to be democracy — a matter of freedom 
of thought ana. of the incivid.i-'il — vre cifi'ee v/ith 
the Americans and disagree v/ith the Russians. " 1

The development of the concept of "fair shares" in domestic

planning- satisfied many class grievances and weakened
2 

the importance of claee-consciousness in foreign policy.

The attacks of Communists upon Socialists in Eastern 

Europe impressed many "backbenchers with the danger of 

collaboration with Communists. Factional disputes \rdth

Comrrviinists in the British trade union movement underscored
3 

this point. The result was that the Labour Party

placed increasing emphasis upon the primary importance of 

political democracy, as the Government found diplomatic 

allies among politically free but non-Socialist governments.

The frecuent use of the phrases "Social democracy" and
4 

"Democratic Socialism" is indicative of the shift.

Attlee recognised this change when he declared in 1949;

"There is great danger in this repetition of old 
slogans without any realisation of changed circumstances. 

There are some of our own people who still think that 
tne Communists are the left wing of the Socialist 
movement. They are not. The Socialist movement was a 
movement for freedom. •' 5

1. 430 HC 580, 18.11.46.

2. It also stimulated the growth of nationalistic feeling 
within the Party. This point is developed in the 
conclusion to Chapter 4.

3. See infra p. 421f.

4. See in particular the ISC resolution of June, 1943, 
LPC& 1949, pp. 226-7.

5. The Times 11.4.49.
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America

"The people of this country simply will not
follow him ̂ Ernest Boviry to 7.r r.r, now or in five 
years time, against Soviet Russia in partnership 
with the barbaric thugc of Detroit and the Mammon 
imperialists of Washington and Wall Street."

T.E.1J. L'riberg, 430 HQ, 365, 14.11.46.

"They arc not all millionaires in the United 
States. They are ordinary human folk like ourselves, 
and their actions spring in the, same way an ours. 
We are bound together by our common belief in civil 
liberties and the rights of the individual. There­ 
fore our basic approach to the future is the same 
and \ve intuitively understand one another. "

Ernest Bevin The Times, 13. IS. 47.

Whereas opponents of the Labour Government's policy 

towards Ruceia could always claim that it contradicted 

traditional Labour principles, backbench critics of the 

Anglo-American alliance could justify no euch claim. 

While the Labour Party wae committed to work specially 

well with working-class governments in other nations, 

and to oppose Fascist governments, it recognised that 

most governments were neither Socialist nor Fascist. 

AB Walter Citrine said:

"The Labour movement is based upon the assumption
we can do something in combination to restrain 
other elements now operating under the capitalist 
system." ^

Since the Labour Government was greatly in need of 

foreign aid, and since the American government was willing 

to give it, the Anglo-American alliance was of crucial 

importance to the Government* s economic programme as

TUCR 1934, p. 335.
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to 1 

well ac/its diplomatic aims. Ernest Bevin rightly

regarded a? one of hie greatest achievements the v/ay in 

which he helped involve the United States in postwar 

Europe through the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan and 

NATO. Such co-operation did not come automatically. 

Attlee later said of American diplomacy at the end of the 

war:

"At first, you know, they thought the two "big 
toys could manage everything, and we were rather an 
obsolete old imperialist, colonial power. T:.at was 
very much Roosevelt's line at Yalta. However, the 
tendencies, even at Potsdairi, were to think they 
could run the whole show. They learnt very, very 
elowly the facts of life, the facts of European 
life particularly." 2

Thus when Labour critics attacked the alliance as making 

the Labour Government subservient to capitalism ( a charge 

scarcely substantiated by the Government* s domestic 

programme), they were attacking one of its fundamental 

supports. They were even without past Conference

resolutions to cite against the Government, because of
3

pre-war lack of interest in America. The critics found

1. Labour Party views on Anglo-American relations in this 
period are described at length by Leon Epsteln 
Britain —Uneasy Ally (1954).

2. Listener 22.1.59, p. 155. Cf, Truman Volume II« pp. 
13-15.

3. Occasional commente are found in LPCR 1922, pp. 38-9; 
M^ar and Peace" LPCR 1934, p. 244; and "International 
Policy and Defence" (LP, 1937) p. 9.
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that denouncing American policy -—- r.n indirect viy of 

striking at the Labour Government* Faults in Government 

policy were caused, the critics charged, "by /jaerican 

dictation. Ending the Anglo-American alliance was the 

neceseary first step towards a "Socialist" foreign policy. 

Projecting "blame for the disillusioning diplomacy of the 

Government on to the United States was a convenient way 

for critics to ignore the shortcomings of the principles 

that had created their expectations.

The Anglo-American loan, announced in December, 1946, 

stimulates the firct raa^or attach upon the alliance. 

Jennie Lee, one of the few Labour critics who spoke in the 

House of Commons debate, denounced the loan "because it 

would strengthen the influence of American capitalism over

Britain. The "hardf aced "businessman* s government 1 * in
1 

Washington would "be as ready to squeeze the British

worker as it was to squeeze his poor American counterpart,
2 

Tribune denounced the loan as tf a savage "bargain". In

the division S3 Labour MPc voted against the Government and
3 

321 members of the PLP voted for the bill.

The rebels, in their letter to Attlee in October, 1946, 

denounced:

1. 417 HC 670, 13,12.45.

8. 14.12.45.

&, 417 HC 735, 13.12.45.



188

M the extension of United States military bases from 
Greenland to the Faroes, from Japan to the Pacific 
islands and in the Mediterranean itself, ... the 
United States monopoly of the atomic bomb, her 
inflated military budget and the capitalist expansion­ 
ist nature of her economy." 1

In the House of Commons debate on the Amendment, Crossman 

charged that America was endangering peace by playing balance 

of power politics as described in Churchill 1 s Pulton speech. 

America was the only nation with the economic and physical 

potential for aggression. Joint Anglo-American military 

staff conversations were provocative to Russia. America^

Croseman said, was manoeuvring to secure a position in which
2 

"Britain provides the soldiers and America the guns."

The Republican victory in the 1946 Congressional election

had delivered American Government into the hands of "the
3 

vested interests." Attlee, on the other hand, called

Americans "the people who can help and who are helping
4 

Europe. "

"Keep Left", issued in the following spring, also 

contained a strong attack upon the Anglo-American alliance! 

it charged that the Labour Government was becoming "a pensioner

1. Manchester Guardian 16.11.46.

2. 430 HC 533, 18.11.46. Cf. "Cards on the Table" p. 15; 
"That suits us better than providing both the men and 
the money!"

3. Ibid. Col. 534. Personally, Crossman was quite fond of
Americans. He wrote at that time: "The atmosphere I liked 
best of all £\*J Anglo-American teamwork." Palestine 
Mission p. 12,

4. Ibid. Col. 583.
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of America, earning its living "by fighting America's wars

overseas". Such a military alliance would make a third
1 

world war "absolutely inevitable." Unlike many critics

of the Anglo-American loan, these pamphleteers accepted
that "for some years at least" Britain was still dependent

2 
upon America, The real issue, therefore was the terms
of the relations. The group stated, in a typical 

Crossman paradox:

"Work on the assumption that we are in a strong 
bargaining position as a debtor country which is 
the greatest importer in the world — but don't 
get any further into debt, " 3

Recognising common interests along class rather than 

national lines, the Labour rebels claimed to speak for 

the underprivileged American worker as well as the

British worker; they dreamed of an Anglo-American left-
4 

wing front. Ironically, the comparable left-wing

American critics of foreign policy, led by Henry Wallace, 
originally distrusted the Anglo-American alliance, fearing

1. p. 33.

2. p. 37,

3. "Keep Left" p. 46.

4. See e.g., The Observer. 15.12.46. The class interest 
common to both groups was that of the middle-class 
intellectual.
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British, rather than American, imperialism. The re"bele

and the V.allace group soon recognised their kindred outlook. 

The two groups exchanged ideas through Wallace's New

Republic and the New Statesman, which called Wallace "the
2 most lovable and most individual figure in American politics."

When America did, through Marshall Aid, win the 

rebels' approval, it was not due to Wallace "but to a

President whom the Hew Statesman had recently denounced
3 

for "Babbit-like incompetence" and with the support of a

Republican Congress that Crossman had said was dominated 

by 'the vested interests." Wallace himself opposed the 

aid programme. Even the New Statesman welcomed Marshall

Aid — although declaring it v/as prompted by pressure from
4 

the American left and by business 1 8 need for markets.
5 

This view Transport House decisively rejected. The

Government 1 s reaction was never in doubt. Even before a

conference was held Bevin hailed the offer as "one of the
6 

greatest speeches made in world history", a judgment he

often repeated. Prom April, 1948 to December 31st, 1950, 

Marshall Aid to Britain totalled fj 2,784milllon, of which

1. See Hopkins OP. cit. passim. Crossman reported distrust 
of British imperialism widespread after a trip to the 
United States. New Statesman 9.2.46.

2. 12.4.47. 3. 28.9.46. 4. 14.6.47.

5. See L?CR 1948, pp. 222-6.

6. The Times 14.6.47.
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fjfl,827raillion took the form of direct gifts. The prospect
of such gigantic generosity prompted Jennie Lee, an

opponent of the loan, to call America "the most perplexing
2 

country in the world." The impact upon the Government's
programme for domestic reconstruction and full employment 
was great, and was recognised "by virtually all members of 

the Labour Party. Sir Stafford Cripps told a 1948 press 
conference;

"Without Marshall Aid something like l£ million 
might have been thrown out of work for lack of raw 
materials, unless we had all accepted a very much 
lower standard of living, too low to allow us to 
produce efficiently." *

R.H.S. Crossman testified to the impact of the Marshall 
Plan upon "backbench critics. He told the House of Commons 
on January S3rd, 1948:

"My own views about America have changed a great 
deal in the last six months. Many members have had a 
similar experience. I could not have believed six 
months ago that a plan of this sort would have been worked out in this detail with as few political 
conditions." 4

1. See "United States Aid to the World, 1945-55" (English- 
Speaking Union, 1956) pp. 10-11. See p. 21 for a list 
of products received.

2« Tribune 5.12.47. £, Daily Telegraph 15.7.48.
4. 466 EC 566. There was some displeasure in Washington 

about this absence of conditions. See The Forrestal 
Diaries, passim. Porreetal, his editor notee, p. 80, 
"seemed to have a mild obsession with Laski." Contrast 
this Fith the following Vandenberg statement to a con­ 
stituent; "We are not entitled to dictate to the 
British what kind of a government they shall freely chooss 
for themselves. (I do not like the Labour Government in • many respects any better than you do.)" Private Papers 
of Senator Vanderiberg, p. 490.
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The victory of Harry Truman in November, 1948 and

hie announcement of the Point Four and the Pair Deal 

programmer, in the following January "brought pro-alliance 

feeling to a peak among the Quondam critics of "both the 

Labour and the Truman governments. The former critics 

justified their pro-Americanism "by arguing that with 

allowance for differences in tactics due to different 

environments, the two governments had common ideological 

interests and "both represented the working-class. In 

"Keeping Left", published in January, 1950, the Crossman 

group declared;

"The Pair Deal, backed at laet by a politically 
conscious Labour movement, is based on the three 
moral principles which inspire our Socialism. 
Though it is most unlikely that the American labour 
movement will ever adopt an explicitly Socialist 
programme, over a wide field the Truman administrat­ 
ion and the Labour Government have the same interests 
and ideals — and the same enemies." 1

The rearmament which followed the development of 

NATO revived discontent about the Anglo-American alliance 

among Labour back-benchers. At first the doubts vere 

confined to the columns of the New Statesman. In its 

issue of December 31st f 1949, it declared; "Russians 

are much more afraid — and rightly — of the .Americans 

than Americans can possibly be of the Soviet Union." 

Turning to Asia, where Anglo-American differences on China 

and Formosa were ^ust becoming prominent, it urged further

p. 25.
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grounde for disagreement. When it declared, on May 20th,

1950, "Y.ar hysteria in Y^ashington has reached a new high," 

it was once more referring to Europe. After the outbreak 

of the Korean War, the New Statesman called repeatedly for

America to leave Formosa to Communist China, without
2 

going into the military implications of such a gesture.

Crossman, "by contrast, was praising America for defending
3 

collective security. Disquiet had spread far enough

"by October, 1950, for Bevin to take note of it in his 

speech to Annual Conference. He argued, "there is no

atom in their policy" that justifies fear of American
.- . • .-..- 4 
aggression.

The American military drive into North Korea, and 

the consequent Chinese Communist intervention, spread 

concern about American intentions in Asia through the 

Party and the Government. This did not so much reflect 

anti-Americanism, as it did different British and American 

conceptions of interests in Asia. Simultaneously, the 

American demand for increased British rearmament and for 

German rearmament created opposition to the European policy
• . " '-.-,. ~!. ...'-"' "

of the alliance. Further differences arose in the Middle 

East as the result of the dispute with Persia about the

1. 7.1.50, 14.1.50.

2. See e.g. , 2.9.50.

3. See e.g., 478 HC 718, 27.7.50; 478 H£ 1269, 14.9.50.

*• LPCR_1950, p. 146.
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Anglo-Iranian Oil Company.

The Bevanite movement stressed Britain* 8 differences 

with America when attacking the Government's foreign 

policy. Furthermore, it fundamentally disagreed with

the Government about the amount of influence Britain had
1 

upon America. In July, 1951, the group argued:

"The whole present American strategy is founded 
on the possession of "bases in Britain ... The 
existence of these vital American "bases on our 
territory gives us the right to play a much bolder 
part in shaping the strategy of the alliance than 
we have yet exercised." *

The Government could, in collaboration with progressive 

Americans such as Walter Reuther, put a "British peace

initiative" "before America and help "assist the Truman
5 

Administration in its battle against MacArthurism."

Simultaneously the Bevanites were reviving the idea that 

the United States might be a greater risk to peace than 

Russia. Discussing the immediate military superiority 

of America in terms of atomic weapons, the pamphlet noted,

"It is not unknown for a giant to wish to use his strength,
4 

even though he is not attacked." In the Bevanite

arguments of this period, there is ambiguity as to whether

1. Oaitskell had the reputatisn of being one of the most 
pro-American members in the Cabinet.

2. "One Way Only" (1951) p. 12.

3. Ibid, p. 4.

4. Ibid, p. 10.
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or not the group would accept a "break in the alliance.

The tone of their argument suggested a readinesc to "break. 

Because of the way they analysed the international 

situation, they did not need to face the question publicly. 

The Government rejected the idea of trying to rest the 

alliance upon the insecure foundations of American liberal 

strength, in viaw of the dominant conservative co&ition 

in Congress. It rated much higher than the Bevanites 

the strength of American isolationism and of the "Asia

First 11 group, and regarded British "bases as of only
2 

limited interest to the United States.

The quick shifts in the attitude of back-bench critics 

towards America show that while they claimed to be 

influenced by ideological factors in fact they were not. 

The same Congress that approved the f liberal* Marshall 

Plan also passed the 'reactionary 1 Taft-Kartley Actt 

The critics 1 estimation of Truman veered from one extreme 

to another. The rebels were really not concerned with 

the nature of American intentions during the period under

1. One Bevanite said in an interview in 1959 that Britain 
need not have worried about retaining a formal 
alliance. "The Americans could no more have sacrificed 
us to the Russians than they could have sacrificed 
the South Koreans. Bases in the Atlantic were too 
Important to them."

2. For details of the Government policy, see Chapter 5,
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review. They showed ignorance of the dominant forces 

in American government, as well as of the relative 

"bargaining power of the British and American governments. 

What they favoured was a particular foreign policy. 

*'hen the Anglo-American alliance acted in accord with 

this policy, as in the Marshall Plan and in resistance 

to aggression in Korea, they praised the United States,

and tacked on ideological reasons afterwards. When
1 

America acted otherwise, they damned it.

*

The Third Force

"Democratic Socialism is the only final "basis 
for world government and can therefore provide a 
genuine middle way between the extreme alter­ 
natives of American free enterprise economics 
and Russian totalitarian socio-political life."

Letter of the Rebels, Manchester 
Guardian 16.11. 46.

The idea of a European "third force 1' acting in 

accord \vith traditional Socialist principles was the 

main positive alternative offered "by critics of the 

Labour Government's foreign policy. The persons using 

the term "force 11 thought much more of moral, diplomatic 

and economic pressure than of military strength. The 

idea rested upon the assumption that Britain and other 

European countries were strong enough economically, 

militarily and diplomatically to disengage from both

See Epstein op. cit. for a detailed exposition of this 
point.
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Russia and America. Such disengagement would lessen 

the risk of a global conflict between the two colossi by 

creating a group to check aggression by either side, 

By the attractiveness of its example, it was also expected

to lead the domestic and foreign policies of both nations
1 

in a more "Socialist" direction. Smaller nations that

did not wish to choose sides in the cold war could join 

the "third force 1*.

The "third force" idea was stressed in the 1946 

rebellion on foreign policy. The idea had been brought 

forward almost as soon as the Labour Government took office;

Crossman proposed in the preceding winter a "natural
2 

neutrality union" of Britain and Western Europe, The

rebels wrote to Attlee in October that the Government 

should "bridge the antagonism between the United States 

and the Soviet Union by the vigorous pursuit of Socialist 

policies at home and abroad," They likewise charged 

that the Government "have not only alienated the newly

1. A minority of "third force" advocates defined the policy 
as one of splendid isolation; it would allow British 
Labour to contract out of international political 
conflict. See e.g., L. Woolf, "Foreign Policy: The 
Labour Party Dilemma (Fabian Research Series JP121, 
1947) p. 14ff,

2. R.H.S. Crossman, "Britain and Western Europe" Political 
Quarterly (1946) p. 9. G. D, H. Cole also argued for a 
Socialist "third force" in an April, 1946 pamphlet, 
"Labour* s Foreign Policy*" A major premise of his 
argument was that Britain must co-operate with 
Russia because Britain was militarily weaker, pp. 35-6.
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emergent Communist societies "but have also "brought 

discouragement to the Democratic Socialist? in countries

where 7'estern Socialism was rioe for establishment, had
1 

we cared to assist them." In the amendment to the

address the rebels:

"express the urgent hope that His Majesty's Govern­ 
ment will so review and recast its conduct of inter­ 
national affairs as to afford the utmost encouragement 
to, and collaboration with, all nations and groups 
striving to secure full social planning and control 
of the world's resources and thus provide a demo­ 
cratic and constructive Socialist alternative to an 
otherwise inevitable conflict "between American 
capitalism and Soviet Communism in which all hope 
of world government would "be destroyed. " 2

Crossman declared that the job "of a British Socialist 

government was to show the world that it was not faced
* -- - -_--«.-- -

with the bleak and blank alternative of American free

enterprise or Russian Communism, but that there was a
3 

better way of living." In order to do this, he said,

the Government should;

"refuse all exclusive commitments on either side 
and remain really independent, even at economic cost 
to ourselves, and through that independence ... axert 4 
that moral influence which alone can save the world."

In replying to the rebels the Prime Minister, as 

was often his custom, used two contrasting themes to 

justify Government policy. First, he showed how the 

Government*e foreign policy was conditioned by non-'deolog- 

ical factors, such as geography. Secondly, he emphasized

Manchester Guardian 16.11. 46. 

2. 430 HC 526, 18.11.46. 3. Ibid. Col. 530. 

4. Ibid. Col. 538.
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the extent to which the policy wae in accord with traditional 

Labour principles, particularly as regards the United 

Nations. Both arguments were employed to reject the idea 

of a "third force'1 : the former to demonstrate that 

diplomatic co-operation could not "be determined "by ideolog­ 

ical preferences, and the second to deny the propriety of 

anything so exclusive as a 'third* force. He also accused 

his critics of over-simplifying problems of foreign affairs*

"They have got a theory and they stretch out for facts
I

to support it. 11

The tactical defeat of the rebels did not deter 

their leaders. In April, 1947, the Keep Left group made 

the "third force" a major point in the programme it 

presented to the Labour Government. Alliance with Russia

would be "betrayal** of Socialism but acceptance of
2 

American leadership would be "equally fatal." The group

declared that a "United Europe, strong enough to deter an 

aggressor but voluntarily renouncing the most deadly

offensive weapon of modern warfare, would be the best
3 

guarantor of world peace." This argument was knocked

down in "Cards on the Table". It denied the logic of a 

"third force" because;

1. 430 EC. 582, 18.11.46.

2. "Keep Left" p. 35.

3. Ibid, p. 41.
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"Britain herself was too weak to cut herself off 
from American aid, and as such she could offer- 
little to attract any European country away from 
the rival appeals of American money ana Russian 
military power ...

"The idea that we should have extricated ourselves 
from the ouarrel "between Russia and the USA does not 
make sense; during the period under review, Britain 
was the main target of Russian hostility, while 
until a few months ago America was an undecided 
spectator." *

j

Events did more than speeches to repress enthusiasm 

for a "third force. " The Marshall Plan, the Berlin 

blockade and the formation of NATO firmly bound the Labour 

Government to alliance with America. As Tribune now saw 

It, the Question was no longer whether Britain would act

independently of America but whether the Anglo-American
2 

alliance was to be a liberal or a reactionary one. A

few supporters of the idea transferred their enthusiasm 

to planning a European Union, free of Russo-American

conflict, but this group was neither as practical nor as
3 

important as the earlier critics. The election of Truman

in 194*3 suggested to many former critics that Socialism 

could now be advanced Internationally by working through 

a liberal Anglo-American alliance. Grossman confessed in 

the House of Commons a few days before the outbreak of 

the Korean W*rt

1. pp. 17-18.

8. 6.2.48.

5, See Chapter 4 for a discussion of their views,
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"I was a third forcer ... It seemed the only thing 
to do in 1947 and 1948, to try to create a third 
middle group "because America was not going far enough 
for most of us who took that position* We could not 
forsee what would happen. We were wrong in our 
failure to see the great expansion of American foreign 
policy and possibilities since that date." 1

No sooner had Crossman spoken than the Korean War 

"began and events once more released among back-bench 

critics, and finally within the Cabinet, ideas which had 

been repressed for several years. America appeared less 

attractive and more demanding; Russia was conducting a 

'peace 1 campaign. The potential rewards for a "third 

force" policy were great, in the minds of the Government's 

critics. Advocates now included India as a ma^or partner 

in the group. Aneurin Bevan set his seal of approval upon 

the policy in his resignation speech*

"This great nation has a message for the world 
which is distinct from that of America or that of 
the Soviet Union," 2

The Bevanlte pamphlets issued In 1951 did not call for an 

outright break with America, although they argued for a 

strong British line in opposition to American foreign 

policy. The Bevanites called for an immediate effort 

by the Labour Government to redirect the policy of the 

alliance along Socialist lines, so that the "third force"

would become a 'second* force, a viable alternative to
3 

Communism. The leadership claimed such a position had

1. 476 :g£ 2040, 26.6.50. 2. 487 H£ 38, 23.4.51. 

3. See e.g. "One Way Only" (July, 1951) pp. 10-13.
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already "been reached and denounced the idea of a neutral
1 

third grouping as a "sterile and dangerous concept."

The advocates of the "third force" were in the main­ 

stream of Socialist thinking, only deviating from traditional 

Party policy in rejecting alliance with Russia. The appeal 

of this class-conscious alternative policy is shown by the 

way in which it was continually "brought up, although 

often in slightly altered form. The reason for the 

Government*s rejection of the "third force" was simple; 

it "believed that the only feasible basis of national 

military security and economic well-being was the Anglo- 

American alliance.

Spain

"The Spanish Government is defending democracy 
against Fascism and is entitled to the support of all 
democrats and Socialists ... A victory for Fascism 
in Spain would be a tragedy and a disaster in itself. 
It would also be an encouragement to Germany and 
Italy to repeat the same tactics elsewhere in Europe. M

"International Policy and Defence" 
(LP, 1937) pp. 10-11.

The strength of the traditional Socialist principle of 

co-operation along ideological lines was most clearly shown 

"by Labour Party support of the Spanish Republican government 

in the 1930s. The Conservative Government's advocacy of 

non-intervention during the struggle between the forces of 

dark and the forces of light was regarded as one of its

1. "European Unity" (LP, 1950) p. 9.
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greatert sins. The defeat of the Republican government 

did not alter the Party's position. The May, 1939 Confer­ 

ence approved an NEC resolution which stated:

"The Conference declares that the cause of Spain 
is not lost, and calls upon the National Executive 
and the whole Labour movement to continue unremittingly 
their efforts to aid the Spanish people in Spain and 
elsewhere." 1

In moving the resolution, Ellen Wilkinson declared, "We

are still in the Spanish fight, only in a different setting."

The resolution was easily carried; a few objections came

from delegates who protested that the leadership had not
2 

been staunch enough in support of Spain. During World

War II the weapon of intervention was aimed against Britain 

instead of Spain. The Labour Party could scarcely hope 

to crush Franco as long as Britain's own survival was in 

doubt. Spain was a threat to Britain, looming over 

Gibraltar, North Africa and the route through the Mediterr­ 

anean to India. The Party was discreetly silent about 

Franco until after D-Day. Then Churchill made some 

favourable comments about the Spanish Government, The 

National Council of Labour on June 27th, 1944 replied by

denouncing Franco and expressing hopes for "a great act
3 

of democratic self-liberation" by the Spanish people.

The end of the war and the victory of the Labour

1. LPCR 1939, p. 257.

2. LPCR 1939, p. 258. 3. LPCR 1944, p. 41.
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Party In the 1945 general election "brought about another

reversal of roles. Now the weapon of intervention could 

"benefit Spanish workers and harm Franco. The reaction

In Madrid to the Labour victory was described by The Tiir.es
1 

as expectant and wary. Harold Laski, Party chairman,

told an election night audience that "Franco and every

other rotten dictator left in the world would auake in 
2

his shoes. " The New Statesman announced: "Franco must

now realise that the days of hie dictatorship are number-
3 

ed. " At the Potsdam Conference in early August the

Labour Government joined in a Big Three declaration which 

denounced Franco and declared that his government v/ould 

be kept out of the United Nations because it was founded 

with the support of the Axis Powers.

The exuberance over the impending removal of Franco 

was short indeed. When Ernest Bevin made his first major 

foreign affairs speech to the House of Commons on August 

20th, 1945, he committed the Government to a policy of non­ 

intervention in Spain's internal affairs, the policy that 

the Partv had formerly opposed. He said, "The question

of the reVime in Spain is one for the Spanish people to
A 

decide." The Foreign Secretary asserted that British

X. 30.7.45.

8. Quoted by R. T. McKenzie, "Laski and the Social Bases of 
the Constitution" British Journal of Sociology (1952) 
p, 263.

S. 18.8.45. 4. 413 HC 296.
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intervention in Spain's internal affairs would only

strengthen support for Franco among the Spanish neople
1 

and encourage civil war. The policy of non-intervention,

he said, v/ould be approved "by "many ardent Spanish Repx^b-

licane. rt The Manchester Guardian commented: "It seems
t 2 

that Franco' s regime has "been granted a new lease of life."

The announcement of the Labour Government's non­ 

intervention policy called forth comments from all sections 

of the Party. The KEC, while approving Bevin's speech, 

expressed in January, 1946 the hope that the Labour 

Government would "in conjunction with its Allies, seek to 

restore in Spain the democratic rerime so wantonly destroyed 

by Hitler and Mussolini.*1 It reaffirmed its conviction

that the persistence of a Fascist government in St>ain
3 

was a threat "to freedom and peace," Hector McNeil,

Undersecretary of State for Foreign Affairs, told a

Fabian Society gathering that the Government v/as "impatient"
4 

to see Franco go. An "Emergency Committee in Aid of

Democratic Spain" was established at a London rally under

1. Bevin frequently compared the quarrelling Spanish 
parties to hueband and wife, often disagreeing but 
ready to unite against anyone else who might tell 
them what to do. Interview, C. Mayhew, November, 1958.

-*' • -.»'-,
2. 22, 8.46. - ' ; ''-':

3 - LPCR 1946, p. 26.

4. New Statesman 15.12.45.
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the chairmanship of Kingsley Martin. It asked for Britain
1 

to sever diplomatic and economic relations with Spain.

Tribune.which at first opposed intervention, changed its

line to demand material assistance for Spaniards trying
2 

to get rid of Franco. Bevin went so far as to repeat
3 

in the House of Commons his dislike for the Franco regime.

With the United States and France, the Labour Government 

issued a statement expressing dislike and distrust of 

Franco, "but it carried the qualification: "There is no 

intention of interfering with the internal affairs of

Spain. The Spanish people themselves must in the long
4 

run work out their own destiny. "

When Poland introduced a resolution into the Security 

Council on April 17th, 1946 which charged that Franco's

Government "endangered international peace and security"
5 

and asked UN members to sever diplomatic relations, the

La*bour Government opposed even this limited action against 

Spain. Sir Alexander Cadogan said that removing Franco

The Times 10.12.45. 

8. Contrast 4.1.46 and 8.3.46.

3. 416 HC 2315, 5.12.45, and 418 HC 142, 23.1.46.

4. Text, The Times 5.3,46.

5. SC 34th meeting, p. 167. See John A. Houston "The
United Nations and Spain", Journal of Politics (1952) 
pp. 603-709, for a detailed account of the U. N. 
discussion. Broadly speaking, Russia and France were 
in favour of much stronger action than Britain and 
America.
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was "not eo simple ae it might at first sight appear. "

He pointed out the importance of the principle of non­ 

intervention and doubted whether the Franco regime was 

strong enough to threaten international peace. The 

special committee on this question later reported that

Spain was not an existing but only a "potential" threat
2 

to peace. It recommended that members break off

diplomatic relations if Franco remained. Cadogan reaffirm­ 

ed Britain1 s non-intervention policy; he tried to delete

from the report references to breaking off diplomatic
3 

relations. Tribune commented. "Britain now stands out
4 

as the champion of Fascist Spain." Notwithstanding its

protests, the Labour Government voted in favour of the

report, but only because it did not wish to oppose the
5 

majority.

The Government had to answer for its Spanish policy 
the 

at/1946 Annual Conference, held in June. A resolution

was offered calling for an end to diplomatic relations, 

a stoppage of all exports to Spain except food supplies,

and appointment of a representative to the Republican
6 

government-in-exile. The mover declared! "To leave

1. SC 35th meeting, 18.4.46, p. 180.

2. SC S/75, 31.5.46, p. 5.

3. SC 46th meeting, 17.6.46, p. 344ff. 4. 21.6.46.

*. SC 47th meeting, 18.6,48, p. 379.

*• LPCR 1946. p. 155.
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the Spanish people to work out their own salvation is as

cynical and as unrealistic as to ask a prisoner to saw
1 

through the iron "bare of his own cage with hie "bare hands. "

Francis Noel-Baker, who had visited "underground" groups 

opposing Franco in Spain, urge 3 sending them "technical

assistance" and giving aid through "methods which we used
2 

in occupied Europe throughout the war," In answer,

Bevin declared that the Government's policy was in the 

interest of the workers in Spain, who "dread civil v/ar ... 

If you start troubles you will get the resentment of the 

Spanish people instead of their support." Bevin dismissed 

economic sanctions as penalising "the ordinary working- 

man in Spain." Severing diplomatic relations was, as an

isolated act, valueless, "a gesture without a Dositive policy
3 

"behind it. " The resolution was defeated "by a voice vote.

The vote against aiding Spanish Republicans did not, 

however, keep Conference from approving by acclamation

Harold Laski's proposal to send, a telegram of good wishes
4 

to the provisional Spanish Government-in-exile.

The nreseure on the Government from within the Labour
5 

movement was matched by diplomatic pressure at the United

1. L?CR 1946, p. 156. 2, Ibid, p. 159. 

8 - LP°R 1946, p. 166-7. 4. Ibid, p. 176.

5. See the manifesto of nearly 100 Labour MPs, Manchester 
Guardian 18.7.46; statement of General Council of the 
TUG, TUC.R 1946, pp. 139-40; vote of the Trades Union 
Congress, 1946, in support of severing economic and 
diplomatic relations with Spain, 4,534.000 to 1,391.000 
Ibid, pp. 473-4. *
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Nations, where Britain stood alone among the Big Five 

in approving diplomatic relations with Spain, as it was 

alone in having an ambassador in Madrid. When a vote 

was finally taken in the General Assembly, the Labour 

Government preferred to vote with the majority although 

disagreeing with it. The resolution not only asked for 

the recall of ambassadors from Madrid if Franco remained 

in power, "but also suggested that "adequate measures" be

taken if this was not sufficient to bring about a change
1

in government.

When Franco* s Government refused to fall, in spite 

of the huffing and puffing at the United Nations, the General 

Assembly* s first committee decided reluctantly that the 

non-recognition policy was a failure, and threatened, by

its ineffectiveness, to diminish the prestige of the
2 

international organisation. Therefore, in 1949 the

committee recommended restoring full freedom to member 

nations to treat Spain as they wished. The Labour Govern­ 

ment abstained from voting on this recommendation, which 

failed of adoption. Hector McKeil explained that the

Government did not want to favour "a relic of Fascism" yet
3 

it did not like the UN policy of non-recognition. When

1. GA 1st committee, 43rd meeting, 9.12.46, p. 305* See 
also The Times. 14.12.46.

8. UN Document A/852, 1949, p. 60.

3. GA 214th meeting, 16.5.49, pp. 474-5.
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pressed on the point in the Hoxise of Commons, Eevin replied,
1 

MWe do not attach great importance to this question."

When the question came up again the following year in the

General Assembly, the Labour Government once more abstained,
2 

This time the earlier decision was rescinded* The United

Nations position was now the British one:

"The establishment of diplomatic relations and 
the exchange of ambassadors and ministers v/ith a 
government does not imply any judgment upon the 
domestic policy of that government. " 3

The Government was prompt to appoint a career diplomat
, 4 

as ambassador to supersede its charge d* affaires.

While the Government was now in agreement with the United 

Nations, it was also in complete contradiction to traditional

Labour principles. Tribune denounced Its policy as "a
5 

disastrous blow to the cause of liberty."

The relative weakening of the British position after 

the outbreak of the Korean I'.'ar brought one more change 

in the course of Anglo-Spanish relations. Franco now 

began a press campaign in Spain demanding the restoration 

of Gibraltar. The British base was described as If a fruit

1. See 464 H£ 1827, 11.5.49.

2. GA 304th meeting, 4.11.50, pp. 380-1.

3. Ad Hoc Political Committee A/1475. 2.11.50, p. 4,

4. 12.1. 51.

5. The Times 9.1.51.
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which is ripe and ready to fall" although "not worth a
1 

war. " At the same time the Labour Government w&s kept

"busy denying recurrent rumours that Franco was about to
2 

"become an ally through NATO. As Viscount Alexander

explained in the House of Lordtj

"The project should not be proceeded with on the 
ground that the "bad effect on Western morale in
Europe of the association of Spain v/ith Western 
defence arrangements outweighed any military or 
other advantages of the proposal." 3

The Government knew that Spanish "bases for Allied protection 

against Russia did not require Spanish membership in NATO.

The Labour Government made no effort to deny its 

dislilce of Franco, ;)ust as it made no effort to support 

any proposal that would involve it in Spain's domestic 

affairs. It opted for traditional principles of inter­ 

national law rather than traditional Socialist principles 

as the basis of diplomatic recognition* From 1945, 

Labour leaders carried out, with the additional political 

strength given them by virtue of Government, the policy 

they had been thwarted in carrying out in 1936. A ma^or 

cause of the Government*s consistent defence of relations 

with Franco Spain was the importance of Spanish imports to 

Britain at a time when food stocks and raw materials were in

Manchester guardian 11.12.50.

8. See e.g. Manchester Guardian 17.2.51; The Times 
17.7.51, 19.7.51.

8. 172 TIL 1069, 18.7.51.



212 
1 

gravely short supply. Sir Kf.rtley Shakeross indicated

the importance the Labour Government put upon this trade

when he told a UN group considering economic sanctions against

Spain:

"In the present eltuatic.-i Spain v/as the only source 
of supply for Great Britain of fresh fruits among other 
things and the United Kingdom Government could not be 
responsible for a course which would reduce the present 
low food standard of its own people and adversely affect 
their health. The only British economic interest at 
stake was the health of its children and the welfare 
of its common people. " 2

1. The following are figures of Spanish imports to Britain:
(£OOOs omitted). 

Principal Categories 1945 1947 1943 1949 1950 1951

Oranges, grapes,
onions etc. 6,272 9,243 11,583 12,200 15,690 23,064

Raw materials espec­ 
ially scrap iron 3,046 3,133 3,252 3,350 3,676 7,056

Manufactured & pro­ 
cessed goods: cork, 
chemicals etc, 2,910 2,162 2,128 2,529 4,654 7,711

t " ; : • ; .... *

Canary Islands:
tomatoes etc. 4.272 8.765 12.220 14.065 8.793 11.496

Totals . £16,440 23,150 28,921 32,146 32,870 49,355

British exports to Spain more than doubled at the same time as 
imports were tripling. In 1946 exports "ere £6,666,000 and in 
1951, £15,339,000.
Sources: Annual Statement of the Trade of the United Kingdom 
with British Countries and Foreign Countries, 1948. Vol. IV (HMSO 
1950) p. 179, p, 182, p. 223; Ibid. 1950 Vol. IV (HMSO 1952) 
p. 189ff, p. 233j Ibid. 1951, Vol. IV (HMSO 1953) pp. 87-8, p. 
108. The figures listed for principal products do not add up to 
the totals given because minor imports are not itemised*

2. GA 1st committee, 43rd meeting, 9. IS. 46, p. 306. Economic 
sanctions were defeated, 32 to 10. See also H. McNeil, GA 
1st committee, 261st meeting, 7.5.49, p. 223; W.G. Hall, 
436 HC 1206, 23.4.47.
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There were other reasons that made the Labour Government 

loath to involve itself in Spain. The over-extension of 

British military power would have greatly handicapped it 

in giving military support for economic sanctions. As

Bevin sav/ the position, "Directly you start sanctions you
1 

must "be prepared for war." There was no certainty within

the Government that the successor of Franco would "be an
2 

improvement. Bevin feared that a Communist government
3

might result from a collapse of Franco. It would not make 

sense to oppose Communist seizure of Greece in the Eastern 

Mediterranean and at the same time invite ite success in 

the Western Mediterranean, since the Mediterranean was an 

area of vital British interest.

By 1951 the great Socialist crusade of the 1930s to 

aid the Spanish workers had "become a subject "better left 

unmentioned "because, as Herbert Morrison, a strong supporter 

of the Spanish cause before 1959 said, the points of morals

involved in recognising and dealing with such governments are
4 

"a little difficult." Among the rank-and-file of the Party,

the sense of Socialist solidarity with Spanish workers died

1946, p. 167.

2. C.R. Attlee, 425 HC 2035, 5.6.46. The International
Socialist Conference did not a^ree until April, 1948 
upon which of two competing factions should "be recognised 
as the Spanish Socialist Party.

3. Intcrviev/, P.J. Hoel-Baker, April, 1958.

4. 485 HC 2411, 21.3.51.
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down after the war, when other issues came forward. In 

1939 there were 21 resolutions presented to Annual Confer­ 

ence on Spain, "but from 1944 until 1951 only five were 

submitted, all, of course, anti-Franco, In the pamphlet 

attacks upon the Government anl in "back-bench meetings in 

the House of Commons, Spain was usually ignored* When it 

was mentioned, "back-benchers used it as a dart, \vhich could 

sting the Government but not inflict a fatal wound. The 

one place where the Spanish question remained alive was 

at the International Socialist Conference, where represent­ 

atives of exiled Spanish Socialists frequently appealed to

their comrades for support. The Conference gave the exiles
1 

moral support, Labour Party delegates concurring. The

Party's identification with such resolutions did not, 

however, prevent the Government from continuing to enjoy 

satisfactory trade with Franco Spain*

China

HWe shall be ready to trade. ft 
- . Ernest Bevin, LPCR June, 1949, p. 191.

While the Labour Government was engaged in the recon­ 

struction of Europe, a civil war was raging in the largest 

country in Asia. To members of the Labour Party the rivals 

appeared as a reactionary Government and a revolutionary

1« See e.g. , the ISO resolution adopted at Vienna in June, 
1943. This was not reprinted in the lengthy account of 
the meeting contained in LPCR 1949, pp. 226-7.
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army or peasants, whose grievances, Fit-hough propounded 

"by Communists, were justified "by the "backward state of 

the Chinese social and economic order. Chinese Communists 

were not regarded as potential enemies in the cold war 

"but as potential Titoo, Traditional Socialist principles 

suggested that the Labour Government should offer the 

Chinese revolutionaries tangible or moral support. The 

Labour Government did neither. This is not to say that 

the Government was uninterested in the coarse of events 

in China. The contrary was the case. A Labour tendency 

to favour the Communists as the more progressive faction 

was balanced "by the prudential desire not to intervene in 

a civil war. The size and nature of British property

and trading interests also kept the Government from
1 

supporting one side or the other in the conflict. The

Latour Government was ready to overlook the politics of 

the contending forces in order to keep a foot in "both 

camps. A® Ernest Bevin told the House of Commons on 

December 9th, 1948;

"We cannot be indifferent to the fate of either 
our national or our extensive trading interests in

• • China, I can assure the House th&t we are watching

1. In 1941 the value of the physical property of British 
trading interests in Chins was £124,000,000, a figure 
which did not, of course, indicate the total value of 
British trade with China, or through Hong Kong. Only 
£14,000,000, was written off "because of war damage. 
475 HC 6^7, 8,5,50,
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the Liatter very carefully, and it is our earnest 
hope that both parties in th6 conflict will respect 
British lives and property. " -*•

In spite of the Government 1 e effort to avoid involve­ 

ment in the Chinese Civil r'ar, four British ships ^ere 

shelled "by Communist forces, v/'th the loss of 42 British

lives, when the "boats v/ere caught betv/een the two armies
2 

in the Yangtse River in April, 1949. The Government made

it clear it would not seek reprisals or register other 

than a diplomatic protest. In the resulting debate, the 

Defence Minister, A.V. Alexander, referred to the Chinese

s as "ideologically opposed to our v ay of thinking, 11

but this, he added, "does not of itself Justify our inter-
3 

vention. " The Nationalist Chinese attack upon the

British merchant ship Anchises in June gave the Labour 

Government a chance to demonstrate its impartiality by 

deploring the incident as it deplored the Yangtse ehellinge* 

Alexander reiterated, M 0ur object is to maintain the friend­

liest possible relations T'/ith whatever may be the Government
4 

of China."

When it became clear that the Chinese Communists v/ere 

going to "be victorious, the Government was faced v;ith

1. 459 EC 566-7. Fee also Bevin, L?CR 1949, p. 191.

2. See 464 HC 25ff, 26.4.49 for details.

3. Ibid. Col. 1239, 5.5.49.

4. 466 HC 208, 22.6.49.
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pressure from British trading interests in China, as well as
1 

from Labour back-benchers, to establish friendly and

profitable relations with the new government. For example, 

The Times on September 3rd, 1949, carried a report from 

Hong Kong which stated that in Lpite of -'heavy losses, 

frequent indignities and the mounting frustration" caused 

by the Communists, British businessmen were nevertheless 

firm in their desire to remain at their posts, ready to 

trade, instead of withdrawing like the Americans. Their 

view was that China wanted to industrialize rapidly and 

only Western nations could supply sufficient goods to make

this possible. Hence, Chinese self-interest and the
2 

interest of British traders would coincide.

After Mao Tze-tung proclaimed the People* s Republic 

of China in Peking, on September 31st 1949, Bevin cautiously 

declared that British recognition would depend upon treatment

of British nationals in China. So far, he added, speeches
3 

had "a familiar ring," Within a few days of India,

Pakistan and Ceylon granting diplomatic recognition to 

Communist China, the Labour Government announced it v/as

1. See e.g., W. Wyatt, a Birmingham MP f 464 HC 1263, 
5.5.49.

2. See also The Times 4.10.49; Manchester Guardian 
21.9.49.

3. Manchester Guardian 5.10.49.
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1 

glvlnr de jure recognition to the new rcrime. Since the

Commonwealth was going to be divided for some time on the 

issue of recognition, the Government Tras deterr.ined that

it would not countenance the division "being along racial
2 

lines, A long-term consideration was that since America

was withdrawing from China it "behoved Britain to maintain 

contact to prevent China from "being Isolated from the fteet*

Otherwise, Bevin "believed, "TTe ehould have thrown away
3 

9VLT position In the Far East for ever." This emphasis

upon not Isolating the new government suggest? that 

leaders were recalling the policy of Britain towards 

Russia after Its revolution. The exposed position of llong 

Kong, dependent upon trade with China, waa a consideration 

that was more thought a"bout than talked about publicly. 

There was also, as, Bev.ln acknowledged, "pressure on the

Government from all our Chinese interests and experts to
4 

recognise, 1 ' The only group within the Labour Party to

stress the ideological basis for recognising Communist Chlna wa s

"Keeping Left", a group consistently out of touch with
5 

Governmert thinking. Although the Labour Government was

** The Times 7.1.50 for statement. Harold Wilson, President
of the Board of Trade, had told the House a month before 
that there was "no evidence yet" that China was ready to 
receive a British trade mission. 470 HQ 2062, 8.12.49.

8, Interview, K. Younger, July, 1958.

8* 475 HC 2033, 24,5,50, 4. Ibid. Col. 2032.

0, See "Keeping Left" p. 24.
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rertfy to overlook potential ideological obstacles standing 

in the way of "better relations, the Chinese Communists 

were not, British businessmen "blamed Chinese subservience 

to ideology for its shift of trade to Ttaesia, In April,

1950 The Times reported, "Nearly all the former optimism
1 

of the British merchants has evaporated. "

The issue of Communist Chinese participation in the 

United Nations found the Laoour Government supporting the

new regime in principle, although cautious ee to the timing
2 

of the change. In the spring of 1950 the British

delegation "began working for the admission of Communist
3 

China to the UN. When India proposed the seating of

the Peking government in September, 1950, Britain, with

the A elan Commonre&lth nations, supported this tinsuecees-
4 

f ul attempt "becaure of Peking1 e de facto control of China.

As a British UN delegated noted, "moral considerations
5 

were irrelevant* " ;-, .

*• The Times 14.4.50. ?ee also, 1.5.50.

2. See SC 461st meeting, 13,1.50, p. 9; 459th meeting, 
10.1.50, p. 6* See also T. Lie op. clt. pp. 258-9.

3. Bevin, 475 HC 2005, 24.5.50.
;',:*• tf L;,-:*..ij,V t* : '•• -.-t '.-• '• '•• •

4. GA 277th meeting, 19.9.50, p. 15.

$. Cmd. 8264 (1951) p. 45. Later Britain voted to postpone 
acceptance of Peking's membership in the Trusteeship 
Council, Trusteeship Council. 346th meeting, 5.6.51, 

r p. S.
*^ *•*. • <> * . ::
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The entrance of Communist China into the Korean V.ar 

in November did not change the Labour Government's fundament­ 

al attitude towards that country, but it did change its 

sense of priorities. The first task was no longer to make

recognition effective by the exchange of ambassadors and
1 

trade missions but to stop the fighting. The Government

promptly co-sponsored a resolution in the security Council

to assure China that its internal security was not being
2 

threatened by UN action in Korea. Bevin himself was

remarkably iitild in his attitude towards the Chinese inter-
3 

vention. The speeches of a number of back-benchers were
4

strongly pro-Chinese. Throughout the winter the Govern­ 

ment* s policy remained conciliatory, not because of

ideological sympathy but because the Government feared the ^-
outbreak of general war in Asia.

The naming of Communist China as an aggressor by the 

United Nations made relevant to the situation another 

traditional Labour principle, that of applying economic 

sanctions against an aggressor. The Labour Government, 

which had already disregarded class considerations, now

1. See Chapter 5, for a discuseion of the Korean 7,'ar.

2. SC 530th meeting, 30.11.50, pp. 22-3.

3. 482 H£ 1456ff, 14.12.50.

4. See ag., J. Paton, Col. 1423, and Harold Davies, 
Col. 1432.
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hesitated to support full sanctions against an aggressor. 

It maintained, insofar as possible, trade with China. 

The policy quickly came under criticism, although not from 

Labour MPs, many of whom denied the validity of the UN 

ruling; they considered it extorted by American pressure 

and therefore not truly 'international*. Criticism came 

from General MacArthur, who told a Senate committee that

exports from Hong Kong to China in February and March,
1 

1951, had been of "substantial assistance" to the enemy.

Attlee could only give a qualified reply to such criticism; 

he informed the House of Commons that no strategic goods 

from the United Kingdom or the colonies had gone to China 

in the past three months, but that there v/ere differences

of opinion as to whether products such as natural rubber
2 

were strategic goods. Sir Hartley Shawcross, President

of the Board of Trade, justified the British policy of 

shipping goods to China with the argument that greater 

restrictions would adversely affect Hong Kong's trade, and 

create a centre of pro-Communist agitation there. Denial

1* See Manchester Guardian 5.5.51. See Manchester Guardian 
12.5.51, for a summary of American criticism, and R. 
Blackburn I Am An Alcoholic (1959) p. 129ff.

d* 487 HC 1427, 3.5,51. Communist China had imported from 
Hong Kong 46,500 tons of natural rubber in the first 
quarter of 1951, as compared with 77,624 tons for the 
year 1950. See 486 HC 106. 12.4.51.
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of rubber from British sources would not prevent the Chinese

from getting supplies elsewhere in Asia, at the expense
1

of British trade. Singapore businessmen offered the
2 

same arguments. American pressure, not respect for

sanctions, resulted in the Labour Government limiting 

British trade with China. The United States successfully 

introduced into the General Assembly a resolution calling

for an embargo on the shipment of all supplies useful as
3 

war material. The G:vernment then announced that license

controls would be imposed upon all British exports to

China and HDng Kong, but reiterated that trade in non-
4 

strategic materials would not be curtailed.

Although the Labour Government ignored traditional 

Labour dicta in its China policy in hopes of greater trade, 

trade did not come. In the period 1946-51, British 

exports to China were at their peak in 1947, totalling

£12,824,000. In 1951 they were nearly at their lowest,
0 

£2,696,000. Communist China was trading in accordance

1. 487 HC 2157ff, 10.6.51.

2. The Times 5,5.51, In general, Britain's China trade 
was declining and consular offices were being closed. 
See 485 HC 278-9, 21.3.51.

3. A/1802, 1951; approved, QA 330th meeting, 18.5.51, p.742.
4. 489 HC 245-52, 19.6.51.

5. See *.nnual statement of the Trade of the U.K. 1960. Vol, 
IV (HMSO.1952^ DO. 86b-8: Ibid.Vol. IV 1951 (HMS0.196S) 
pp. 123-4. These figures do not indicate the full value of 
the China trade to Britain, since they exclude exports 
to Hong Kong (£36,058,000 in 1951), profits from 
internal Chinese and coastal trade, and invisible 
returns.
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with its own ideological preferences. It was diverting
1 

trade from Britain to Russia and Eastern Europe*

The International Socialist Conference

"Socialism has always been on international 
movement because its principles are universal." 

S. Rose "Socialist International11 p. 5.

Traditionally the Labour Party asserted its class- 

consciousness in foreign policy through membership in the 

International. Victory in the 1945 British general 

election greatly altered the attitude of the Labour Party 

towards the International. It was one thing for a Party 

in opposition to join with Socialist parties in other 

countries in statements that were critical of the British 

Government1 s foreign policy* It was gulte another thing 

for a Labour Government to submit to such extra-parliament­ 

ary critic!am. Therefore, the leaders of the Labour 

Government were anxious to disassociate themselves from 

their links with other Socialist parties* In contrast 

with the practice of a number of Continental parties, which 

sent ministers as delegates to meetings of the Internetional 

Socialist Conference, the Labour Party was careful not to 

send ministers ae delegates, once the Conference was fully 

established* This formal distinction between Party and 

Government was always clear to the chief Labour delegates,

1. See RIIA Survey 1951, pp. 364-5*
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Morgan Phillips and Denis Heal^y, although sometimes 

Continental members tried to hold Party representatives 

fully accountable for Government actions. There was no 

doubt that, ae far ae British Labour was concerned, its 

first obligation was to maintain its domestic position, 

AB Morgan Phillips put itt "The best contribution that

the Labour Party can make to international Socialism is to
1 

have a strong Labour Government in Britain."

In February, 1946, Morgan Phillips, who was to become 

chairman of the new International, invited European 

Socialist parties to send delegates to an informal Conference 

to re-establish fraternal contacts and H to work out, if 

possible, common policies on problems of common and mutual 

interest." The Conference, held at Clacton in May, 1946, 

was attended by delegates of 19 Socialist parties. The 

chief question facing it was the organisational form their 

association should have. The French, Belgian and Austrian

parties were the chief advocates of reconstituting the
2 

International. Eastern European parties were opposed to

this. Being in coalition governments with Communists, yet 

anxious to keep alive contacts with ? ©stern P^uropean groups, 

they did not wish to choose between having one but not the

1. Interview, February, 1969.

2. D. Healey "The International Socialist Conference, 
1946-50" International Affaire (1950) pp. 366-7.
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Other; they feared the formation of an International would

force the.Ti to do this. The Labour Party delegates agreed 

With the East European proup and favoured the maintenance

of an informal organisation including Eastern European
la 

nations. Its point of view won. The Socialist Information

and Liaison Office(SILO) was established in Transport House 

to exchange information between Socialist parties, without 

power to make political pronouncements. It was not until 

the Antwerp Conference in November, 1947, when the 

Committee of the International Socialist Conference

(COMISCO) was established, that the group began making
lt> 

political statements.

One of the major aims of the Labour Party in having 

the Conference was to maintain contacts with East European 

Socialists. Similarly, the TUC was ready to co-operate 

with Communist trade unionists in the WPTU. The hopes 

raised "by wartime co-operation did not last long. The 

typical Eastern European delegates at the ISC were "doct­ 

rinaire Marxists who differed from the Communists only on 

the degree of democracy required in a Socialist revolution,

and, of course, on the need for automatic subservience to
o**v

the Soviet Union." The differences came to a head at

It). S. Rose OP. citA p. 6. For the sake of convenience,
decisions taken "by any of the organs of the Conference 
have been referred to as decisions of the ISC*

fl» Healey "The International Socialist Conference" p. 366,

la. Some Labour delegates privately explained their
position as aimed at weakening the Socialist "body 
in relation to the Government. Interview.
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the November, 1947 meeting in Antwerp, simultaneously 

with the increase in cold-war tension and the creation of 

the Cominform. The Conference tried to frame a coranon 

European Socialist policy towards Marshall Aid as its 

first poet-war policy statement. There was no basis for 

agreement between East and ?*eet. The majority of the 

Conference agreed that "Socialism is inseparable from 

democracy." The pliraee was reminiscent of the Branting 

resolution at Berne in 1919; what followed also repeated 

the previous quarrel "between Social Democrats and those 

who did not make democracy a necessary condition of Social-
.*

ism. The Antwerp meeting was the last one attended by x 

East European delegates. The break was the result of 

Russian pressure upon its satellites to fuse Socialist 

and Communist groups. The Czech COUP df etat was the 

climax of Russian pressure, and the point of no return 

for the ISC, In March, 1943 it expelled the parties of 

Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary and excluded the Czech

delegates. Appeals were made to Polish and Italian
1 

parties to sever their links with the Comaunists. At

the same meeting the ISC once again began to make arrange­ 

ments for refugee Socialists. The following year a 

Socialist Union of Central-Eastern Europe was established 

and the refugee parties admitted to tJ*e Conference with

1. B. Hose OP. clt. pp. 6-7.
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observer statue. The development within the ISC of 

conflicts between Eastern and Western Europe that parall­ 

eled the conflicts of the Labour Government with Russia 

gave increased political strength to the KEC in its

campaign against Communism in the Labour movement and in
1 

Britain, The fate of East European Socialists was cited

as evidence of what could happen in Britain if the 

barriers between the Labour Party and the CPGB were lowered. 

The split was not a prime motive for the Government 1 8 

foreign policy; it was a useful political adjunct.

The Labour Party found itself uncomfortably in the 

minority when the question of European unity began to 

dominate ISC discussions. The majority of the affiliates

to the ISC favoured greater eteps towards European Union
2 

than did the Labour Government. Many of the Continental

parties hoped that the organs of European unity would be 

means to the establishment of Socialist co-operation on a 

Continental scale. This wae in harmony with earlier 

pronouncements of the Inter national, and of the Labour

1. Not all Continental Socialist Parties reacted as strong­ 
ly against Coinmunisir. as did Transport House. In March, 
1951, COMISCO voted not to issue a May Day manifesto, 
rather than accept a draft proposed by the British 
Labour Party, which strongly attacked Communism and 
urged a hiph level of rearmament against Russia.

g. See e.g., L^CR 1950, p. 202, p. 800. The subject of 
European unity is discueeed at length in Chapter 4; 
see especially infra p . 269,
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Party. But Labour in office took a different view. 

Denis Healey, in the climactic ISO debate on the issue in 

Paris in October, 1950, *?ent so far ae to assert that 

Socialist principles did not provide guidance on the 

question. The result was an impasse. At Frankfurt in 

June, 1951, Van der Goes van Naterc reported that the 

special ISO committee on the subject could only deal with 

the theoretical aspects of the question; it could not agree 

upon specific proposals for action.

Only once during the Government 1 e term of office did 

the Labour Party actively intervene in the domestic 

politics of another nation. This came about through the 

ISC, which nominated Denis Healey as one of its chief 

agents in negotiations that were intended to produce an 

independent and united Italian Socialist Party. This, 

it was hoped, would offer a democratic alternative to the 

CDTT Government in Italy, Alcide de Gaepari, leader of 

the CDU coalition, protested to Bevin, when the latter was 

in Rome early in 1950, about the ISC'e efforts to unite

his political opponents, and asked him to intervene to stop 
1

them. Bevin pointed out the formal difference between

the Labour Government and the Party, and refused to put

8ee The Times 2, 2.50 and Healey "The International 
Socialist Conference" pp. 269-71.
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pressure mon Healey. The Labour leadership, notwithstanding, 

allowed the Party, through the ISO, to continue to intervene 

in domestic Italian politics. Thie was a unique instance 

in which the distinction "between the Party and the Govern­ 

ment let the Party play an active, Independent role in 

international politics. It was also the only instance in 

which the Government, albeit tactfully and indirectly, 

encouraged Labour intervention in the domestic politics of 

another nation for reasons of Socialist solidarity.

When the ISO "became the new ^oclallst International 

in 1951 the organisation did not claim increased powers* 

In its founding declaration it stated?

"Socialist co-operation must "be based on consent* 
The resolutions passed "by an international tocialist 
body must reflect agreement freely reached. They can 
never constitute a bin&ing* coianand on parties which 
are individually responsible to their own members and 
to a national electorate. An international Socialist 
body cannot claim mandatory powers." i

A major aim of the earlier Internationale had "been to make 

a common foreign policy in accordance with the common inter­ 

acts of the workers. In post-1946 Europe, when a number 

of Socialist parties had governmental responsibility, this 

was no longer the ease. Socialist parties in government 

tended to put their national responsibilities ahead of their 

duty to the ideals of the International. As it grew, the 

Conference came to place more emphasis upon Its experts 1

1* 8* Rose op, clt. p. 8.
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conferences, at which individuals could discuse subjects 

such as nationalisation and municipal adminletration from

a focialist viewpoint "without compromising the national
1 

parties themselvee. " This de\relopment marked a tacit

recognition that for the time "being the common interests 

of Socialists were not sufficient to "bridge the gape 

"between doctrinaires and empiricists, betv;een federalists 

and nationalists, between Government parties and parties 

in permanent minority, and even between northern Europe 

and Southern Europe. Denis Eealey noted, "On major

international issues the Socialist parties differed among
2 

themselves almost as widely as with other parties." Ae

Solomon Gruiribach, a French Socialist, said to a Conference 

in 1947: **A11 agreed with Laski about the tins of world 

Socialism; the difficulty was the meane of achieving 

them,"

Cone lug .

"It ia not for me or any Foreign Minister to 
question the economic system of another country; 
Russia is Socialist, we are partly Socialist, America 
may believe in private enterprise. The great task 
of Great Britain is to weld these forces together to 
keep the peace. "

Ernest Eevin L?CH 1946, p. 168 
• *••'. . • ' ' • •

The Government rejected the traditional Party belief

1. Healey "The International Socialist Conference" p. 371, 
ee also S. Rose oft. cit. p. 7ff.

2. Healey "The International Socialist Conference" p. 368,
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in the importance of class ties in foreign policy because

that assumed that friends were on the left and the eneroy on
been 

the right. This "bipolar is at ion had/strengthened by the

unity of the Allies in fighting Fascism in World War II. 

The disappearance of a common enemy revealed the tenuousness 

of the links between parties of the left. The post-war 

experience of the Labour Government in the Council of 

Foreign Ministers, in Greece, in Germany and in Czecho­ 

slovakia firmly convinced it that while international 

diplomacy was still bipolarised, now friends were on the 

right and the enemy on the left. The opening of this gulf 

between Socialists and Communists greatly reduced the 

number and importance of parties with which Labour wished 

to claim ideological affinity. The emphasis that the 

Government placed upon curbing Russian fcxpaneion led it 

into alliances with right-wing governments, particularly 

with America, which throughout the period retained a 

capitalist government, notwithstanding occasional state­ 

ments to the contrary from the less consistent of the 

Labour rebels. NATO was the culminating achievement of 

the Government. It rested upon the participation of a 

number of Christian Democratic governments, as well as ones 

that the Labour Party had alv/ays considered reactionary, 

such as the re.rjmes of Portugal and Greece.

The majority of the backbench critics of the Govern­ 

ment's foreign policy came to admit that the traditional
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dichotomy of left and right was no longer valid* In its 

pl^ee they suggested a division of diplomatic forcee into 

three, in which a Socialist Britain would stand "between 

and above the extreme© of capital inn and Consnunlaau 

Although the Labour Government could and did maintain a 

domestic policy which placed it between these two forces 

and mate it ideologically distinctive, it could not maintain 

a similar position in international relations once the 

danger of Russian aggression in Furope was recognised* 

The ideologically minded could and did interpret the Govern­ 

ment1 e alliance with America ac a elpn that America Itself 

wae moving left. The ending of Marshall Aid and changes 

in American foreign policy in 1950-51 again revived 

arguments for a British foreign policy independent of the 

United ftatee. The mot*e sophisticated of the Bevanites 

esw this * independent 1 policy "being conducted within the 

framework of NATO, In fact, they were urging what
t

might "by analogy "be called the rt £3^ Force*" 

•'^•'- Wt» Labour Government recognised, ae the Party had 

not and its critics did not, the limits that the change 

from opposition to office placed upon its relations with 

Socialist parties in other countries. Hugh Balton tried 

to make the 1948 Conference understand that M a government 

must have ^/amicahl^ relations with ©very other 

with whom it has diplomatic relations, whether that
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government is Connninist or capitalist or whatever elsa
1 

it ia." The International could ignore nations such

as America or China if they lacked effective Cocialist 

parties) a Labour Government could not do ED and still 

play a leading part in \vorld affairs. Those "backbenchers 

who were intellectually least affected by the transition 

to Government charged the Government with the duty of 

strengthening Socialist parties on the Continent, and

when left-wing governments began to dissolve, the Labour
2 

Government was assigned heavy blame. The failings of

the French and the Italian Socialist parties, the two 

moet significant ones, were not of the Labour Government's 

making. Both were victims of the cold rrar, ^hich forced 

upon them the unpalatable choice between alliance with 

Communists or capitalists, or ineffective opposition. 

The Labour Government did not intervene in French and 

Italian politics because it realised that any temporary 

advantage it might derive from the accession of a Socialist- 

led government w^uld be more than offset by the long-term 

complications. In addition, differences rithin the ISC 

on European unity, an issue of great importance from 1948 

to 1950, showed that ideological similarities could not 

overcome the great gulfs created "by national differences.

1. p. 119.

2. See e.g., "Keeping Left" p. 26; "Full Fpeed Ahead" 
(Tribune pamphlet, October, 1950) p. 22.
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Only in the case of the Italian Socialist Party did Labour 

Intervene in Continental domestic politics. Because the 

Government had prudently insisted upon keeping its 

ministers away from the activities of the International 

Socialist Conference, it could formally dissociate itself 

from the Conference's intervention in Italian politics. 

As the issue of German reparations illustrated the 

straightforward conflict betY/een national interests, so 

the issue of Franco Spain illustrated the conflicts 

created within the international working-class "by 

national interests. Before and after the war there was 

no official doubt that the interests of the Spanish workers 

required the defeat of Franco and the establishment of 

a Republican Government* After the war the Labour Govern­ 

ment realised that the immediate interest of the British 

workers dictated the importation of foodstuffs and raw 

materials from Spain. The Government decided against
»

rocking the "boats that brought fruit, vegetables and
1 

ores to Britain from the land of the Spanish dictator.

The traditional bonds of Labour and Socialist solidarity,

put to the test, turned out to be no more than a rope of sand.

Harold Wilson, President of the Board of Trade, had no 
use for left-win^ sentiments in his job. He liked to 
refer to his standards as those of a greengrocer, who 
would buy and sell where terms were best.
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Chapter IV
I *'.'.• - - 

*

THE NATIONALISATION OP SOCIALISM

"" e have absolutely abandoned every Idea of 
nationalist loyalty, "e are deliberately putting a 
world order "before our loyalty towards our orm 
country, "

C.R. Attlee LPCR 1934, p. 174.

"The safety of our respective countries must "be 
the first claim upon responsible statesmen. "

Ernest Eevin 450 H£ 1110, 4.5.48.
... ,f

Traditionally the Labour Party was committed to a 

supra-national solution for problems of national foreign 

policy. It rejected the idea that the British Government 

should determine for itself whether or not to use force to 

protect its interests. Instead, Labour consistently
• '••'•• -- * . • ' . i

asserted that Britain could only remain secure if it ceded 

its right to determine Questions of sucb magnitude to an 

international organisation which v /ould settle disputes 

peacefully by International law, or, If necessary, marshall 

itlfflclent military force to deter or arrest aggressors. 

The aim vae as clear as the need was great. 

' The Party advocated a policy transcending the limits 

of national boundaries and national interests because it 

held thnt the divisions in society rere not between nations 

but within nations. Ae Leonard toolf put it:

arguments apainpt international government 
based on assertions thot it r^uld endanger vital 
national interests should be regarded with the
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pyeatest suspicion. The most vital interests of 
human "beings are hardly ever national, almost always 
international. The interests which most nearly affect 
man's life are thoe/ of the international group, e.o, 
labour or capital." i

The nation-state was regarded as an inetruinent of the 

property-owning class. The rivalries within this clasp, 

expressed in the form of national conflicts, had led to an 

arms race and then the holocaust of war in 1914. To 

prevent this recurring reauired an international organisation 

with sufficient power to control distrusted national 

governments, if necessary by the use of military force. 

It could aleo lessen social injustice through international 

economic co-operation. The international organic at im 

would represent the common people, who ipoke through world 

public opinion. Together they would raise international 

relations to a new level of morality, which would prepare 

the way for the " orld Co-operative Commonwealth.

The disappointment within the Party at the terms of 

the Versailles Treaty led to a short reaction against the 

League of Nations, but this \vas soon overcome by hopes of
o fj

strengthening the League. The League, placed above the 

taint of national self-interest, stood for disarmament and 

international action to prevent war. The Party regarded 

the League diplomacy of its two minority governments ac 

highly successful, and a promise of greater things to come.

1. L. vyoolf InternationaZ Government (1916) p. 354

2. See LPCR 1919, p. 139ff, p. 210; 1920, p. 132ff; 1922. 
p. 193. '
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After 1931, the Party continued to frame its policy in 

termr <3f ^hat the Leapue did, or, when the infirmities of 

the League "became apparent, in terms of what the League 

ought to have done and what the Leapue could have done — 

if a Labour ^oreign Secretary had been there. The Labour 

policy was fully developed in "$'ar and Peace", the most 

characteristic of the Party* s statements on foreign affairs

in the 1930s. It made "loyalty to the world community1 '
1 

the first claim upon the individual Englishman. The

international organisation was to make it impossible for 

any British government to use force -\r an instrument of 

purely national policy without violating the laws of the 

land. Thus, to the charge that the League v/ae too weak 

to stop war, the Labour answer was: Strengthen it. Even

when the Party accepted British rearmament in 1937 it2 
only did so in the name of Learue principles.

In the reaction against the Great ' ar within the 

Party, patriotism and nationalism were discredited. AB 

Attlee wrote in 1937:

"A true roclalist cannot allow his sympathies to 
be bounded by anything so narrow fis a nation, for 
nationalism is only egotism writ large. It follows

LPCR 1934, p. 245. The statement was reprinted in full 
in January, 1938. See suora p. 43ff.

t. LPCR 1937, p. 4.
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that it ie Impossible for a Socialist Government to 
pursue a foreign policy that is at variance with 
its principles." 1

The patriotic claim of loyalty to the state was repeatedly 

denied. For example, Attlee told the House of Commons in 

1933I

"You have to put loyalty to the League of Nations 
above loyalty to your country ... If our country \<?ere 
declared to be an aggressor state, it v/ould be right 
for all to p^o againet her. " 2

The moral basis of this belief vms simple. As the 1934 

manifesto declaredi "Because it is a Socialist Party, the

Labour l^arty believes in the brotherhood of man ... It
3 

detests national and racial as much at class barriers."

Patriotism was rejected as an irrational and emotional 

appeal for a cause intrinsically wronp;. Although the 

*>arty policy declarations made out a rational case for 

internationalism, much of its success was due to the 

widespread emotional revulsion from the slaughter of V orld 

1 ar I. Moreover, the idealism of the Party's international- 

ism was in part "founded upon a real sense of disaffection 

resultinr frora the exclusion of the ?jorkinf-class from 

affairs of state.

1. The Labour Party in Perspective pp. 157-8. See also 0* 
Orwell OP. cit* -parejgu for comments upon Labour's 
anti-patriotism.

2. 281 HC 148, 7.11.33. Bee also ,\ttlee, LPCR 1934, p. 174, 
?*nd "War and Peace".

3. "For Socialism and Peace" (LP, 1934) p. 9.
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Before 1945, the Party eirqphaeized the goals of inter­ 

nationalism. There was an ample supply of inf orrnation 

about what the world government ^-ould do and how its 

constitution would "be formulated, "but very little consider­ 

ation of the problems of the transition to v?orld govern­ 

ment. It was assumed that the development of a Socialist 

society in Britain and the development of a world govern­ 

ment would proceed simultaneously and harmoniously. The 

transfer of national sovereignty to the international 

organisation was regarded as a stimulus to the spread of 

Socialism. The Labour Party considered Europe as it was, 

only to turn from it with revulsion; it preferred to 

discuss Europe as it ou^ht to be. Even Ernest Bevin, 

normally ready to point Dut the limitations of environment, 

could paint an optimistic picture of the future international 

order in May, 1939. He told the Annual Conference that 

it would come through Labour co-operation in the Common­ 

wealth leading to co-operation with the United States. 

The Scandinavian powers, Prance, Rueoia and other nations 

would ^oin thereafter. Finally an invitation would be

extended to nations threatening peace to solve their
1 

problems by moving "towards a world order."

The chaos of war gave added strength to old beliefs* 

An NEC Manifesto of February 9th, 1940, stated that Labour's
./..,!

peace aim ?/ac the creation of:

L?CR 1939, p. 244.
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H . ..anew association or commonwealth of states, the 
collective authority of rhich niuet transcend, over 
a proper sphere, the sovereirn rirhtB of separate 
states. This authority must control such military 
and economic pov.'er ac will enable it to enforce 
peaceful "behaviour as "between its members."

The organisation could only he secure if based on Socialiera 

and democracy. All would fail "if the peoples remain

divided Internally into two nations, sundered by wide
1 

differencee of wealth, privilege and opportunity." The

report was endorsed "by a voice vote at the May, 1940
2 

Conference.

The ehift from the Phoney v;ar to the war of the 

United Nations gave even greater force to the Party 1 e 

faith in world organisation to secure peace, because of 

the example of the unity of the nations in battle and 

"because of the belief that the elimination of Fascism

would mean the elimination of the ma^or obstacle to Inter-
3

national co-operation* At the December, 1944 Annual
•

Conference Attlee reaffirmed,*, "There must be an authority

armed with pover that transcends the will of the individual
4 

state." It was not until after Attlee had attended the

1. "Labour, the ' ar and the Peace" LPCR 1940, pp. 189-90. 
Gee also Attlee Lab our * s A ims, in Tr ar and Pe ace (1940) 
p. 102ff; E. Bevin .The Job, to be Done (194S) p» vii. 
Dalton "Hitler's T' ar" (1940) p. 164, said that Britain 
must ''dilute national sovereignty as much as possible 
over as wide an area as possible,"

2. LPCH 1940, p, 138.

3. See e. p. , "The Old 7, oric and the New Society" p. SSff; 
NEC statement, LPCR 1942, p. 3.

4. LPCR 1944, p. 133.
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San Francisco Conference for drafting the UH ch— "---r that 

he "began >ubllcly to suggest to the Party that Its tradit­ 

ional principle of supra-national! em would not iinmediately 

fit the post-war rrorld. In defending the veto from critic­

ism (the New gtotqiBftt- for example, had called it "simply
1 

a pledge of anarchiete to stick together.") , Attlee admitted,

H It is very, very easy to criticise this arrangement" 

"but added in mitigation:

"You have got to do your utmost to ret a workable 
arrangement and that arranf ernent will be in^roved as 
time goes on; but the vital thing is that we should 
take the first step, that ve should ^et a v/orld organ­ 
isation and that we should keep in step with our 
great allies. " 2

1
10. 3. 45.

LPCR 1945, p. 107. Attlee was not the only person 
disillusioned at San Francisco. Sir •alter Citrine 
was also chagrined. He hnc renuested, on "behalf of 
the TUG, permanent trade union representation "in 
the structure of the ner world security organisation 
... The trade union interest could not properly be 
represented by any organisation except one formed 
by the unions themselves." TUGR 1945, pp. 118-9. 
The Coalition Government, \vhich had named Ellen 
"ilkinson (formerly of NUDAV<) and George Tomlinson 
(UTVVFA) to accompany Attlee and other ministers to 
San Francisco, turned darn the renuest. The TUC 
pressed its claim unsuccessfully at £an Francisco. 

The Labour Government was more conciliatory in 
manner but as firm in principle. Trade union represent­ 
atives were ppointed to go vith the British delegation 
to the Paris Peace Conference in 1946 — as were 
representatives of British industry. TUCR 1946, 
p. 157ff and The Times 15.1.46.
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The United Nations

"We are determined to use the institutes of the 
United nations to kill power politics, in order that, 
by the methods of democracy, the will of the people 
ehc11 prevail."

P.J. Noel-Baker, Minister of Ctate, 
419 KG 1262, 20,2.46.

"The last few years have, however, shov/n that 
Soviet misuse of the veto and Slav intransigence have 
eo hampered the United nations that it can no longer 
provide the security ^hich the nations desperately 
require."

Crad. 7692 "Events Leading Up to the 
Signature of the North Atlantic Treaty" 

(1949) p. 2.

The traditional Socialist principle of supra-national- 

lam implied three thlnpej a world political authority, 

international lar and an international military force to 

uphold it. In the circumstances in which the Labour 

Government took office in 1945, the principle meant support 

of an international authority to control the atomic "bomb, 

an international police force, the acceptance of a \vorld 

court for settling disputes between nations and the 

elimination of the veto power in order to convert the 

United Nations into a truly supra-national organisation.

The La"bour Government ^rae willing; to limit Its 

sovereignty in order to promote the International control 

of atomic energy. Bevin announced this policy in hie 

second speech as Foreign Secretary. This position was 

in sharp contrast with previous British foreign policy,

1. 413 HC 1946, 23.8.45.



Juet ae it wae in harmony rlth traditional Lal principles, 

Agreement on International control was quiskLy re . ed 

with America and Canada, which ha£ shared in developing 

the tomb. The three . ?re c -tic ab 3ut the

need to retain their secrets until international contral
1 

was eetabllehed.

At the first meeting- ol *,.,«, Jnited 

Energy Commieeion on June 14th, 19;^, , ;,ruch plan was

presented by the United States, r.'ith the support of the
9 

Labour Govornraent. It called for the ere* " :>f an

International Atomic Development Authority "to ™Mch eh-ould 

"be entrusted all phaees of i iopment ;..,-.. of 

atomic energy.** Upon establishment of a control system, 

exietlnp etockB of Corahs would be ••"< rtroyed* The agency 

•would operate without the veto* Baruch en^haBized that

effective punishment of violators of direct ivec ;t
3 

the heart of the echeme. The Russian counterproposal

was for an authority under the supervision of the veto- 

ridden Security Council; bombs werr +• -> be banned before 

It rould bo establlehcd. Then ti. _ ... - . . ion and the 

diBflpreenent began. After more than a year of talk the

1. fee Attiee 416 H£ 604-B, "",11.46, and Truman Volume I 
p. 477ff.

1st meeting, p, 7ff; ,. ... etln^, 19.6.46, 
pp. 21-3.

3. There was r<^ ) i for euepicion. A. Canadian atom spy 
ring hr,d already been broken and miepectc charged, 
On thle point, cer _ ; GW PtatetiLan 14.9.46.
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Commission agi»eed to the creation of the rupra-national

agency. Russia rejected this as "radically unsound"
1 

and'contrary to the principle of national sovereignty."

Fight months later, v;hen Britain and America still

insisted upon supra-national control, the Commiecion
2 

reported it had reached an impasse. Talke were suspended.

Although they v/ere recumed a year later, they again

failed; the Commission reported that differences on the
3 

question of sovereignty were "irreconcilable , !f

The unwillingness of Russia to co-operate should 

not obscure the fact that on a major military and economic 

issue the Labour Government was willing to cede initial 

technical and military advantages ancl final sovereignty. 

This was In accord with traditional Socialist principles* 

Because it had tested this principle by a firm diplomatic 

proposal, the Labour Government found in 1948-49, after 

negotiations had failed, that there was then relatively 

little political opposition within the Party to British 

rearmament. There wae no doubt within the Government as 

to where the blame rested for the atomic arms race. Eevin 

bluntly told the General Assembly:

"If the black fury, the incalculable disaster of 
atomic war should fall upon us, one Power, by refusing

AEG 13th meetlnr, 10.9.47, p. 44. 

ABC 15th meeting, 7.5.48, p. 2. 

AEC £4th meeting, 29.7.49, p. 38.
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its co-operation in the control and development of 
these great new forces for the uce of humanity, will 
alone "be reeponrlt^e for the evils which : • • "be 
visited upon mankind," 1

Parallel rlth the disagreement on supra-national 

control of atomic energy there v;ae disagreement on the

establishment of a multi-national armed force for use by
2 

the rorld organisation to preserve peace. This was

viewed as a first step tov/ards an international police 

force. The Labour Government supported the idea strongly. 

Bevin told the Houee of Commonc that he desired to ''stretch

it ^£the United Hationjg7 to the limits of its capacity,
3 

f rorn the security point of view. " By early 1947 the

United Nations discussions were stalled* Britain 

demanded that contributions of forces by the Big Five 

should be comparable but not necessarily identical.

Russia arpned that contributions should be identical in
4 

composition. Britain r/ished that provisions for military

bases and rights of passage should be incorporated in the 

original agreement; Russia objected to the provision of
5 

military bases for international forces. Russia opposed

the stationing of troops reserved for UN use outside

1. The Times 28.9.48.

5. See SC Special Supplement It 1,1947 Report of the Military 
Staff Committee pp. 8-32, for a point by point state­ 
ment of differences between Russia and other nations. 
See RIIA Survey 1947-48, pp. 5ilff, for a summary of 
events.

3« 416 HC 761, 53.11.45. Attlee haa made similar pledges, 
LPCR 1944, p. 133, and 1945, p. 1)7. Bevin repeated 
his desire at the United Nations a year later, uiancheeter 
Guardian 22.11.46.

*• Hepprt of the Military Staff Congnittee p.6. Ibid, p, 21. ——————————— P
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national "boundaries when not under internetijncj. super­ 

vision, stating that such troops could threaten the 

independence of other nations. The Labour Government 

opposed this attempt to interfere ?;lth its disposition 

of troops for Imperial defence. It declared that as

long ae forces were legally accepted "by other nations,
1 

there could "be no infringement of national independence.

By 1948 Bevln was ready to write off the military staff
2 

eoffimittee talks ac "a complete failure. M

When the Labour Party spoke before the ^ about 

the value of a world court it envisaged a tribunal with 

sufficient power and prestige to adjudicate major differ­ 

ences bet\7een nations, as well ae settling minor commercial 

and treaty disputes. The Labour Government did test 

the effeetiveneT of the International Court of Justice 

in two instances, the Corfu Channel dispute with Albania 

and the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company ease. Both cases 

illustrate Geoffrey Ooodwin1 s point that poet-war Britain 

has had rt a strong vested interest in the rule of I,-—"

because "her legal rights tend to outrun her capacity to
3

defend them." The Corfu Channel case wae taken to the

*• Hesort of the Militaryrtaff Coini/dttee p. 27. ' 

8 « LPCR 1948. p. 193.

3. Goodwin Rritain and the TJnit,ed_Nations (1967) p. 379. 
See p. 386ff for a summary of proceedings in the 
two caees.
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International Court after a Russian veto frustrated 

Britain's attempt to eecure a settlement in the security 

Council. Although the ̂ ourt awarded judgment to Britr.in 

in 1949, the £843,000 award was not paid by Albania. 

The point of this failure ?me noted. In the Anglo-Iran­ 

ian case, the Labour Government went to the Court "before 

going to the recurity Council, and was granted an interim 

order in itc favour. The Court ?;ae unatle to secure 

respect for its order» In "both inBt?:;nce6 the use of the 

Court lost the Government nothing, and gained it eome

propaganda advantage. The real loeer, from the Labour
1 

viewpoint, wae the International Court. Traditionally,

Socialists had argued th**t international law would settle 

conflicts "between nations. The Labour Government come 

to recognise thnt agreement between nations wae a prior 

condition for the acceptance of international law.

The question of eliminating the veto in the United 

Nations to reauce dangers inherent in national sovereignty 

had been raised within the Labour Party as soon ae the 

provisions of the Charter were made knovn. Attlee had 

justified the veto to the Houce, while still deputy

prime minister. "If we insist on no power to veto, we
2 

simply rill not get the thing- started." He agreed with

1. See e. £% , 0* Jebb, SO 565th meeting, 19.10.51, pp. 7-8. 

S. 410 HC 88, 17.4,45.
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1

"back-bench Labour critics that the UN rlth a veto ~ ~
2 

"a step forward," but not "a final step."

Curing the firet year of office, encouragement was 

given from the Labour front bench to those focialiets 

who maintained that only by limiting national sovereignty 

could peace be made secure, Eevin told the House of 

Commons on November 83rd, 1945 that the UN was only "a 

prelude to further development. "

need a nev/ study for the purpose of creating 
a world assembly elected directly from the peoole 
of the Torld, a? a v:hole . , . I am willing to eit 
with anybo y of rny party, of any nation", to try 
to devise a franchise or a constitution — just 
as other great countries have ( one — for a world 
assembly. " 3

4
The speech was greeted with "passionate cheers of approval*"

The Foreign Secretary's declaration was reiterated to the 

House by P. J. Noel-Baker, then Minister of Ctate for 

Foreign Affairs, the following January, when he said 

the Government was " conscientiously and deliberately"

1. See e.g., B. Levy, 413 HC 729, OS.8.45$ K. "'llliacus, 
413 HC 875, 23.8.45.

2. 413 HC 670, 22.8.45.

3. 416 !!C 785-6. 'rile always a believer in internation­ 
alist iaeals, Bevin had never, like some of his 
colicagueF 9 foresworn his sense of nationality. 
Attlee calle him "firet and foremost a great English- 
man." As It Happened p. 203. Francis V;llliams 
subtitled his "biography of Bevin: "Portrait of a 
Great Englishman."

4. Manchester Guardian 24.11.45.
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1
\70rking with the achievement of \r;orld government in mind. 

The Government went ae far as to introduce legislation 

in April, 1946, which permitted Orders in Council to "be 

issued to compel British citizens to obey Security

Council decisions on measurer "not involving the use of
2 

armed force." At its rhiteun Conference the Party

approved a resolution from the NUG&Mft which called for

"the development of an international authority as 
the only alternative to the old diplomacy of national 
sovereignty and Isolation ana the groupings of 
nations, ^hich lead inevitably to international 
conflict. " 3

By contrast, the Under-Secretary of Etate, Hector i 

told the House, in an adjournment debate in March, 1946 

that a supra-national United Nations v/ae "not practical

politics," an objection as infuriating to Socialist
4 

propagandists as it was familiar. This time it aid

not come from a Conservative but from a Labour Government.

The McHeil statement aptly represents the Government 1 s 

position in practice during its six years in office. It 

did not regard the veto, but Huceia, as the major stumbling 

block to the achievement of peace in the United Nations* 

Abolishing the veto rDuld force Russia (and perhaps other

1. 418 HC 630-1, 28. 1.46.

2. 421 HC 151-3, 5.4.46. Cf. the provisions of the Peace 
Act ^upra p a 44.

3. LPCR 1946, p. 150.

4. 420 HC 1400, 14.3.46.
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nations) to leave it. The modified "body vould "be no more 

able to override the covereign decisions of recalcitrant 

stater than previously, and it rould "be less useful as 

a centre for diplomatic negotiation. Institutional 

chanres could not resolve political conflicts. AB Sir 

^artley rhav/cross said early in 1947:

"It is an over-rimplification of the complex 
relationship between the natione of the world 
to suppose thnt everything can be settled by 
the simple device of a majority vote." 1

By chance, the Korean V.ar gave the United Nations 

the opportunity to act as Socialists had traditionally 

said it should. The temporary absence of Russia was 

regarded by the Government as a fluke, not a foretoken.

?hen the United States sought, in its "Uniting for Peace"
2 

resolution to by-pase the veto-bound Council by creating

a special General Assembly committee, the Labour Government 

did support the action. Kenneth Younger argued publicly

that the proposed changes would aid member nations to act
3 

quickly in response to aggression. In private, however,

he 8U£gested to the United States delegation the danger 

of taking such a step, because it mip;ht lead Russia to

withdraw from the United Nations and form another f ?,rorldf
4 

organisation, centred on itself and Communist China*

1. Cmd. 7320, 1948, p. 65. 2. £A A/1456, 1950.

3. GA 300th meeting, pp. 307-8, 2. 11.50.

4. Tee T. Lie pp. clt. pp. 253ff, Goodwin OP. cit. p. ^49ff, 
Interview K. Younger, July, 1958.
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The failure of the United Rations to meet Labour 

expectations was treated "by the Government as a symptom 

of a disorder too deep to "be cured "by simply altering 

itB constitution. Ae Sir Hartley Shawcross put it:

"The plain fact is that the machinery of the 
Security Council hap shown itself to "be ill-adapted 
to the circumstances of a stage in the world1 b 
history when the five Great Powers are no longer 
hound closely together in the pursuit of a common 
objective." 1

The creation of a supra-national v;orld "body was now 

regarded as a hardly possible outcome of an all-round 

political settlement; it was no longer urged "by Labour 

as the practical means of settling major differences 

between nations. The Government instead relied 

increasingly upon action outside the UN to achieve its 

diplomatic aims. It found that the UN was helpless 

to settle even relatively minor disputes, such as those 

in Greece, in the Corfu Channel case and in Persia, 

where British interests vere involved. With regard to 

atomic energy, the Labour Government tried for a limited 

period of time, to bring about an international authority 

in accord with Socialist tradition. But it was not 

willing to sacrifice provisions it considered vital in 

order to secure the form of an authority at the risk of 

substance. Frustrated and disappointed in its efforts 

at the UN, the Government lowered its estimate of the

1. GA 110th meeting, 13.11.47, p. 790*
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organisation. Ernest Bevln, lone an advocate of inter­ 

national co-operatio,o, finally admitted that ''hoDes had
2 

"been set too high." Only among Labour "backbenchers
3 

did hopes for world government remain high. But their

speeches, pamphlets, motions and letter? to The Times 

were of no avail.

European Unity

"It may be, after all, that if world government 
cannot come as we had hoped, out of those very 
regional structures to which the nations might now 
turn there might yet grow that world government 
for which humanity yearned and for which it had 
been striving and struggling for so long."

Ernest Bevin, GA 144th meeting, 
27,9,43, p. 160,

At the end of 1947 the first phase of the Labour 

Government's foreign policy was at an end. The United 

Nations had failed to provide international security. 

Russian intransigence made co-operation between the Big 

Three impossible. Bevin told the House of Commons after 

the conclusion of the 1947 London Foreign Ministers' 

Conference, "7/e cannot go on as we have been going on ...

1. See e.g., Attlee* s comments, 427 HC Io73ff, 23.10.46.

2. GA 144th meeting, 27.9.48, p. 159. The Government's 
disappointment with the United Nations was reinforced 
by the personal friction between leading Labour 
ministers and the Secretary-General, Trygve Lie. A 
colleague of Bevin said that the Foreign Secretary 
regarded Lie as "a politician and a windbag, not a 
diplomatist." Interview. See also Lie op. pit, p. 31,

3. See e. g. , Parliamentary Papers Hotices of Motions. 
(30.1,47) p. 1229, a motion eignecl by 72 Labour f/i 
supporting a world federal constitution; "Keeo Left 1 ' 
p. 47; Rebels 1 amendment Manchester Guardian 
16.11.46. ~ "
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I do not know what IB going to happen in the future."

What happened was that the Foreign Secretary initiated a 

month later, in hie House of Commons speech of January 

22nd, 1948, the second phase of the Labour Government's 

European policy, "based upon the close association of 

Western European nations; For two year? the precise 

nature of the association remained in doubt. At the time, 

there were three major alternatives. First, forming a 

supra-national body, a European Union. Secondly, building 

institutions of European co-operation which might or might 

not override national sovereignty, depending upon their 

functions. Thirdly, proceeding, as in the Marshall Plan 

and OEEC, through inter-p-overnmental co-operation to reach 

agreement between fully sovereign states. Traditionally

the Labour Party had supported the first alternative, as
2 

a substitute for or a step towards world government.

The distinctions "between these types of association 

were not always made clear in discussion within and 

without the Labour movement. One can see in retrospect 

that Bevin' s own mind was fixed upon developing organs 

for inter-governmental co-operation. But the speech 

with which Eevin brought the subject of European unity

1. 445 HC 1381-2, 18.12.47.

2. In the following sections the underscored terms will be 
used as defined above. The phrase 'European unity' 
will be employed to describe the general subject.
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to the Immediate attention of governments had a double 

existence. First, there was the printed text, ^hich 

may be examined in Hansard. Secondly, the speech must 

be considered in terms of its impact in Britain and on 

the Continent, an impact that owed something to the force- 

fulness with which Bcvin delivered grand hut not alv ays 

deer phrases and even more, to the longing of many 

politicians to gain official British support for their 

plans for European union*

The printed text shows that Bevin made no firm 

commitment to "European Union, or to ceding British 

sovereignty, but such a commitment could be fairly inferred 

from statements such as, "Britain cannot stand outside

Europe and regard her problems as quite separate from
- • .' • 1 

those of her European neighbours," and "The time is ripe
2 

for a consolidation Df Western Europe.'1 He also paid

lip-service to the idea of fitting the group into a UN
3 /~~\ i • "7

framework. UnHike Winston Churchill in his Zurich ^ckc '

speech of 1946, Bevin did not explicitly rule out British 

participation in a European Union, He emphasised the 

importance of regarding Western Europe and its overseas

1. 446 HC 397, 22.1.48. 2. Ibid. Col. 396,

3. Ibid. Col. 401.

4. See The Times SO. 9.46.
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dependencies as a self-sufficient economic unit vith a 

common cultural and spiritual heritage. About the 

means of association he v,ras varue, "but Bevin pledged the

Labour Government to foster "both the spirit and the
1 

machinery of co-oneration". He added that unity should
2

be "more of a brotherhood and less of a rip id system." 

Given such sentiments it is not surprisinr that the speech

was taken in some quarters as a promise of British partic-
3 

ipation in a European Union.

The first product of the British initiative was the 

Brussels Treaty, signed on March 17th by Belgium, the 

Netherlands, Luxembourg, Prance and the United Kingdom.

It had a broad title: "The Treaty of Economic, Social
4 

and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self-Defence."

In retrospect, the Treaty can "be seen as a prelude to
• . • -i« • . . -.

the military alliance of ITATO, which rested upon functional
f,- \

inter-rovernmental co-operation. At the time there was 

much hope of an association in keeping with the full title

of the Brussels Treaty. Bevin, reporting to the House
5 

of Commons on May 4th, W*s pleased Trith the agreement.

446 HC 397, 22,1.48, At this time Bevin was urging, 
against Treasury and Board of Trade advice, a customs 
union and common currency with Prance. Duff Cooper 
op. cit. p. 376.

t, 446 HC 408, 22.1.48.

3* See e.g., RIIA Survey 1947-8, p. 93ff, pp. 108-9, and 
Pickles op. cit. Chapter XIII.

4. See Cmd. 7367 (1948) for the text. 

6. See 450 HC 1107ff.
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Attlee, winding up the same debate, recognised Immediate 

dlfficultiesfbut declared: "We are prepared with other

powers to pool come degree of authority" with the
1 

eventual object of "federation of Europe." E.": . Mill-

ington, a member of the Keep Left group, called for
8 

"the cosmic, the universal approach."

Simultaneously the United Europe movement, led "by 

Winstori Churchill, was demanding closer British assoc­ 

iation with the nations of the Continent, The movement 

was ostensibly non-political and non-partisan* In view 

of its object it could not be non-political; in view 

of Its sponsors, it could not "be non-partisan. Its 

campaign, headed by a man who was still regarded by some 

as capable of speaking for Britain, helped confuse what 

was at this time an unclear Government position. 

Shortly after Bevln made his speech on January 22nd, the 

group invited the Labour Party to send official delegates

to attend it8 Conference on European Unity at the Hague
' 3 

in May. The KEC refused the invitation. This refusal

was ignored by a number of Labour MPs, who regarded the 

question as in fact non-partisan, (Of the 91 MPs 

supporting a European Union motion tabled in the House 

in March, 1948, 43 were members of the PLP). A total of

1. See 450 RC Cols, 1318, 1317, 5.5,48.

8. Ibid. Col. 1310.

9. The Times 13.2.48.
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42 Labour ?.!Ps announced their intention of attenc7 ' - 

the Harne Conference* Transport House requested their

withdrawal; the number of Laboiir MPs attending wae thus
1 

reduced to 26. They ™ere a mixed lot, including R. r . G.

Mackay, the Rev, Gordon Ls.ng and R. R. Stokes. Their 

common characteristic was a certain dissatisfaction ^ith 

the Government's foreign policy combined with very little 

political influence. This v/ae not the first panacea 

many of them had urged.

There also arose at this time rlthin the Lafcfour 

Party a demand for a United Socialist Europe. As Fenner 

Brockway put it, when moving a resolution at the Annual 

Conference in May, 1948:

"The issue, therefore, is not whether we are to 
have a " estern Union, "but the kind of Western Union 
we are to have. The Churchill conception is a 
Europe in ?/hich capitalism is restored. Our 
conception is a new Europe, which moves toward 
Socialism," 2

The idea of a United Socialist Europe ?/as, of course, in 

accord with traditional Party principles. Advocates of 

the plan gave it a variety of nuances. For example, six 

Keep Left M?B, in a statement in January 1948, urged a

"United Democratic Socialist Western Europe" as a diplomatic
9 

"third force," Another group of 16 MPs, including

1. For a full list see ITotes on Current Politics (ft-11, 1943) 
p» 21. Continental Socialists also attended the 
meeting.

2- LPCR 1948, p. 172.

3 - See Daily Herald 22.1.48.
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r'illiam Vvarbey end Sydney Pilverman, urged a Socialist

Eurooe as a mean? of drawing together East and " est
1 

European economies. Other advocates advanced the idea

v/ithout reference to details, in "keeping with their naive 

and idealietic faith in the simple efficacy of traditional 

Socialist principles of action.

The Government regarded the proposal as irrelevant to 

its problems. The fragmentation of working-class parties, 

particularly in Prance and Italy, meant that there was no 

immediate prospect of a sufficient nrmber of Socialist 

governments "being formed on the Continent to make the idea 

attractive to other nations. Advocacy of a doctrinaire 

Socialist plan would only have antaponised continental 

governments, and complicated Labour's delicate task of 

immediately strengthening V-estern Fur ope's military defences 

against Communist Russia, The day after Bevin*s January 

22nd speech, Attlee made clear that the Government would 

not set ideological preconditions upon co-operation.

"I naturally derire to see all countries embracing 
the principles of democratic Socialism "because I 
"believe that her-e is a dynamic counter to Russian 
Communism, but it is no part of Socialist policy to 
force Socialism upon other nations."

But at a meeting of the International Socialist Conference 

it was as difficult to deny the validity of these principles

1. See their pamphlet, "Stop the Coming V.ar" (c. 1948).

2. 446 HO 619.
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as it was difficult to maintain them in Whitehall. 

Transport House took the initiative in keeping the old 

slogans alive. In February, 1948, the secretariat 

submitted a memorandum to an ISO meeting on Marshall Aid 

which asserted:

"Western Europe and democratic Socialism stand 
or fall together. The ideal of European unity can 
only be saved from corruption by reactionary polit­ 
icians if the Socialists place themselves at the 
head of the movement for its realisation." 1

At another meeting of Socialist parties in Paris on 

April 24th-25th, the Party delegation of Dalton, Phillips
o
f- f

and Healey opposed planning a European Union as "premature" 

but they were outnumbered and eventually joined in a 

unanimous resolution which repeatedly urged the development 

of European institutions limiting national sovereignty, 

although containing a provision, probably requested by 

the Labour Darty, that the immediate emphasis should be

upon intergovernmental co-operation through organs such
3 

as OEEC. This saving clause could not detract from

the general impression of the statement, which favoured 

a United Socialist Europe in substance if not in name.

The resolution that Brockway presented to Conference 

in May was specific as well ac Utopian. It

!• LPCR 1948, p. 231. The Conference declaration called 
for action "according to the principles of demo­ 
cratic Socialism." p. 232.

2. The Times 24.4.48.

3. LPCR 1949, pp. 224-5.
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"... urges the Labour Party to co-operate v/ith the 
European Socialist parties in talcing practical 
steps to achieve the United Socialist States of 
Europe (including the establishment of supra­ 
national agencies to take over from each nation 
powers to allocate and distribute coal, steel, 
timber, locomotives, rolling stock and imports 
from hard currency countries) in complete military , 
and political independence of the USA and USSR."

The declaration specifically endorsed the ISO manifesto 

of April 24th-25th. The first step would "be for the 

Labour Party, "in combination with the Socialist parties 

of Europe to adopt one Socialist plan which we advocate

across the frontiers, strengthening their hands and
2 

strengthening our hands." International public opinion

would then provide the momentum for success.

This resolution placed the NEC in an awkward position. 

It was not in harmony with the Government's policy, 

particularly in view of the rider advocating a third 

force, but it was in harmony v/ith traditional Socialist 

principles. On the other hand, rejection of a resolution 

that endorsed, a manifesto that Transport House had just 

accepted at the ISC would embarrass the Party in its 

relations with Continental Socialists, as well as 

requiring the KEG once again to attack traditional Party 

beliefs on foreign affairs. Undoubtedly, the NEC 

could have defeated the resolution through the support of

1- LPCR 1948, p. 172. 

2. LPCR 1948, p. 173.
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the major trade unions; of 12 delegates speaking, for 

the motion, only one, Walter Padley of USDAW, was a trade 

union delegate. Fortunately for the NEC the resolution, 

while specific a"bout Socialist goals, did not deal with 

the problems immediately facing the Government. For 

example, it could "be interpreted as favouring or opposing 

a European Union. Since the resolution was not so 

much in conflict with the Government* s policy as irrelevant 

to its immediate fecks, the Executive could accept it 

without opposing the Government* s policy of the moment. 

The NEC had things "both ways. It conciliated Party 

members frequently critical of the Government* s foreign 

policy "by accepting the Brockway resolution. At the 

same time it protected itself and the Government against 

charges of neglecting the will of Conference "by making 

its acceptance subject to reservations*

, By the time Hugh Dalton had finished stating the 

NEC reservations it was clear to any detached observer 

that the Labour leaders were embracing the resolution 

only to smother it. Dalton's tribute to the idea of a 

Socialist Europe was confined to the conclusion of his 

'accepting1 speech. It was the only weak part of it, 

The rest of the speech was devoted to stating objections 

to the principle of Labour participation in a supra­ 

national Furopean organisation. His major argument
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struck at the root of Socialist internationalism.

"fte are not goinr to throw away the solid gains 
brought to us "by a whole generation of political 
agitation and "by the votes 3f our people and by three 
years of eolid v ork in power in Parliament, in the 
trade unions and in the Government, upon any 
doctrinal altar of a federal V estern Kurope. r.hen 
it comes to clever lawyers drafting a federal 
Constitution it must be made ruite clear, I think, 
that Fe are not going to have chance majorities of 
reactionaries who might be throvn up from any part 
of r estern Europe having the power to decree that we 
in Britain shall go back tD the inter-?/ar yeare of 
trade depression and all the rest of it." 1

In addition, Balton urged.ethnic and Imperial claims to 

deny that Britain1 e primary external interest wae in Europe,

"It is no pood denying that we are very much 
closer in all respects except distance to Australia 
and New Zealand than we are to ' estern Europe. 
Australia and New Zealand are populated by our 
kinsmen. They live under Labour Governments, they 
are democracies, they speak our language, they have 
high standards of life and have the same political 
ideals as we have*" 8

In contrast to "conclaves of chatter-boxes," Dalton urged

the advantages of "the practical British functional
.-..-..,, ,- ft 

approach" based upon intergovernmental co-operation*

During the summer of 1943 expectations rose of a 

great political advance v;ithin the European community, 

Bevin himself contributed to this feeling, with statements 

such as8

LPCR 1948, p. 179.

Ibid, p. 178. For a sample of statements from Common­ 
wealth minister e favouring European co-operation, see 

. Survey 1947-8, p. 139*

9. LPCR 1948, p. 177.
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must have more and more economic integration 
with Europe, fte cannot go on killing each other — 
I mean even in trade, or industrially, and v;e must, 
if we are to make a planned economy work here, get ., 
a planned economy over as wide an area as we can."

The United States Government, whose assistance was vital 

to Britain in military as well as economic matters,

publicly supported increased British participation in
2 

organs of European co-operation. In September, Transport

House issued an aptly titled policy pamphlet, "Feet on 

the Ground. " In moderate language it argued that the 

immediate needs of European nations were so pressing that

they must "be met as quickly as possible; inter-governmental
3 

co-operation, as In OEEC, would "be "best for prompt action.

The statement did not make any objection in principle to 

a European Union. It hedged on the relationship of 

Socialism to European unity. After declaring that social 

justice and Socialist planning were necessary for 

European progress, it stated that such requirements could 

"be met by parties that did not call themselves Socialist, 

and that the Labour Government should not judge other

governments* actions on ideological grounds. It should
4 

be satisfied with a "realistic approach. " The idea of

a United Socialist States of Europe v/as ignored. Unlike

1. NUM Annual Conference Report (July, 1948) p. 118.

2. See e.g., The Times 28.8.48. The pressure continued 
throughout the lifetime of the Government.

3. See especially, p. 1, p. 13, p. 23. 4. p. ?3.
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the Dalton speech at Annual Conference in May, this NEC 

declaration was capable of satisfying moderate supporters 

of European Union as well ae advocates of inter-govern­ 

mental co-operation. Some Continental advocates of 

Union found this confusing and annoying.

Bevin was now sounding a note of caution. He told 

the House of Commons on September 15th that the proposed

constitutions for European Union that he had seen "
1 

not stand the test of examination for a moment." The

immediate need was for European nations to advance their 

interests jointly through inter-governmental co-operation. 

The relative economic weakness of Europe was also 

brought forward "by the Foreign Secretary, who said, "I

amalgamated a lot of unionr into one big union, but
2 

the first thing I looked at was the assets. "

In the autumn of 1948 negotiations within the Council 

established by the Brussels Treaty forced the Labour 

Government to define its immediate attitude towards 

European unity. The appointment of Hugh Dalton to head

the Government* s delegation was regarded as an ill omen
3 

by federalists. Throughout the negotiations the Labour

1. 456 H£ 104. See also LPCR 1949, p. 189.

2. Ibid. Col. 105.

3. See "A Poor Choice", Manchester Guardian leader, 
19.11.48; RIIA Survey 1947-8, p. 145.
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group strongly opposed attempts to form a political 

assembly that would serve as the basic for a European 

union. It proposed that all effective decisions be made 

by the unanimous consent of the foreign ministers. The 

result vas a compromise. The Continental nations 

accepted the necessity of making the Foreign Ministers 

all-powerful, in order to secure British participation. 

The Labour Government accepted the creation of a 

European Assembly, so long as it was subject to the 

guidance of the ministers. While it could not get the 

other nations to agree that national delegations should 

vote as a national block, since some Continentals wished 

to develop the Assembly into a European Parliament, the 

Government did have the satisfaction of knowing that 

delegates from the PL? voted virtually as a block.

The Council of Europe Assembly

"This agreement lays the foundations of something 
new and hopeful in European life. We are witnessing 
today the establishment of a common democratic 
Institution in this ancient continent of Europe. 
No one can tell y/hat vill be the future of this 
experiment Fhich v/e are undertaking "but we are 
all fixing our hopes upon it. M

E. Bevin, at the signing of the Statute 
of Europe, Manchester Guardian 6.5.49.

"The only salvation for Europe and the ?,est" — 
NATO.

E. Davies, 480 H£ 1398, 15.11.50.

The Labour Government, with a secure majority in 

its national parliament, opposed the creation of the
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Assembly. v.hen the id»a was first proposed, Bevin is 

reported to have responded: "I don't like it. I don't

like it. r hen you open that Pandora 1 s "box, you will find
1 

it full of Trojan horses." After the Assembly "began

operation, Labour still criticised it. In June, 1950, 

a party pamphlet declared;

"In its present form the Assembly is quite unfitted 
to exert legislative powers. Its members sit as 
individuals, not as official representatives of 
countries or even of parties. Since most countries 
have refrained from appointing Ministers as delegates 
to the Assembly, the case of the European govern­ 
ments is not often adequately presented. In fact 
the Assembly has tended to become a sort of unofficial 
Opposition to the European governments as a whole." 2

-• ' '

While the Labour delegation contained a very represent­ 

ative and heterogeneous group from the PLP, including 

such well-known critics of Ernest Eevin as Seymour Cocks, 

its members consistently voted with Labour ministers,
*•• . .. - . . 3 

except for R.W.G. "ackay, a member of the Keep Left group.

The Labour delegation made it clear at Strasbourg that it 

would act according to its own national interests; it did

1. Strang Home and Abroad p. 290.

S. "European Unity" p. 13. For government criticism, see 
e.g., E. Davies, 480 HC 1392ff, 13,11.50. Denis 
Healey v-as quick to reiterate Labour's opposition to 
the Assembly when the British delegation there was 
criticised "by foreign Socialists at meetings of the ISC.

I. Mackay once told the Assembly: "Unemployment in Rouen 
is as important to me as unemployment in my town of 
Hull." C on.sul. t a t i ve A s s emb ly 6th sitting 17.8.49, p. 
266. Mackay was the strongest advocate within the 
Labour Party of full and immediate Union. See his books: 
Britain in Vonderland (1948); "e stern Union in Crisis
(1949); Heads in the_£aindi_ajgriticljBfa of the Official 
Labour Party Attitude to Unitv~( 1950) f ——~
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not credit the multi-national Assembly with superior 

wisdom. For example, at the 1950 session a proposal was 

made that delegates should support in their national 

parliaments resolutions approved in the Assembly by a

majority vote. This was firmly rejected by Dalton, in
1 

the name of British parliamentary procedure. Again in

1950, when the Assembly initiated a discussion on European 

defence, at the instance of Churchill and Ramadier, the 

Labour MPs ignored it, considering, with some reason, 

that it was outside the Assembly* s statutory powers. 

The Labour MPs at Strasbourg were treated with a reciprocal 

coolness. William Vv'hiteley, chief whip of the PLP, was 

nominated to serve as a vice president at the first 

meeting of the Assembly, but Churchill questioned his

eligibility, because the Assembly claimed to be "free
2 

from any ministerial authority." The Assembly endorsed

Churchill 1 s view; Whiteley was defeated in the balloting. 

The Labour Government was willing to accept the Churchill 

idea. Individual parliamentarians could speak out at 

the Assembly, free from the restrictions of ministerial 

responsibility. In return the Ministers would meet and 

make decisions, free from responsibility to the Assembly.

1, Consultative Assembly. 81st pitting, 28.8.50, p.1212. 
At this time the Government had a very small majority.

2 « Ibid. 2nd sitting. 11.8.49, p. 20. Herbert Morrison 
endorsed ".hiteley's eligibility.
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The Labour Party did accept the proposal of the French

Socialist party in 1949 to maintain a secretariat for 

Socialist delegates at the Assembly, since this did not 

"bind Socialist delegates to act together. The provision 

of a "bureau could not resolve the differences between 

British and French Socialists about the future of the 

Council of Europe, Vhile an 13EC delegation agreed with its 

Continental comrades at Copenhagen in June, 1950 that the

Council of Europe should be "a step on the road to a
1 

permanent European Union," two months later the British

and French Socialists were quarrelling publicly at Stras­ 

bourg, because Hugh Dalton refused to support in the Assembly 

a motion he had supported in the General Affairs committee, 

Dalton explained that his committee vote haa been dictated 

by personal opinion, but that he could not vote the same 

way in the Assembly since Ernest Bevin had opposed the

committee action, and both were members of a Cabinet with
2

joint responsibility. Mollet was furious. The bitter­ 

ness of Mollet was increased by the fact that Dalton and 

other Labour delegates were siding with his opponent within 

the SFIO, Andre Philip, in an internal French disagreement 

on European co-operation. Philip and his associates 

favoured a supra-national European organisation which would

1* L?CR 1950, p. £02.

2, See Manchester Guardian 29.8.50, ;for a good summary of 
this incident; also The Times 29.8.50.
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not surrender its supra-sovereign character cimply to 
secure British participation. Mollet desired British 

participation as a sine cua non for further developments, 
BO that GPIO v.ould have the support Df British Labour 

against the influence of Roman Catholic and German 
parties. Labour, by favouring European integration 

without British participation, encouraged the extreme 
federalists in SPIO, much to Mollet 1 s disappointment.

These disagreements came to a head at a meeting of 
COMISCO in Paris pn October 21st-22nd, 1950. Mollet 
denounced the Labour Party 1 s negative attitude. Spaak 
called Dalton's attitude detestable. In answer, Morgan 
Phillips asserted, "The British Labour Party does not 
believe in absolute national sovereignty." This did 
not stop him from defending the Labour Government 1 s 
opposition to French plans for European unity. The upshot 
was a resolution calling upon Socialist parties to urge 
their governments to take account of the strong desire 
for European unity j it declared that this would be 

valueless without British and Scandinavian participation* 
The resolution was ignored by the Labour Government and 

the development of the Coal and Steel Community was a 

de facto rejection of it.

The Labour Government consistently opposed strength­ 
ening the Council of Europe Assembly because it was 
Jealous of the recently acquired power of Labour, and
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"because it v/as anxious not to detract from the strength

of its extra-European ties with the Commonwealth and with 

the United States. These were the areas that offered 

more immediate military and economic advantage to Britain. 

Glenvil Hall, chairman of the PLP, told the Assembly:

"Our first aim must now be to strengthen the 
developing links "between the nations on this side 
of the Atlantic and those on the other side." 1

that 
The result was/the Council of Europe remained something

much less than the Labour Party had traditionally supported, 

"but much more than the Labour Government wished to accept.

The Last Chance — the Fchuman Plan

The French offer of the Schuman Plan was the final 

and the most significant proposal for European unity made 

to the Labour Government. In the "-ords of the French

ambassador to London, it was "the first concrete proposal
2 

to bring about unity of Western Europe." Tribune called
3 

it" fl a plan to seize." Here, if anywhere^ was an oppor­

tunity for the Labour Government to follow its traditional 

principles, since the plan combined functional co-operation 

with supra-national controls. It did not do so.

The Labour position was complex, if not confusing.

1. Manchester Guardian 15.5.51.

2* Cmd. 7970 (1950) p. 3. For the text of the proposal 
see pp. 4-5.

3. 19.5.50.



271

While the Party and the Government agreed in rejecting 

the French overtures, they gave very different reasons 

for doing BO. The Government was inclined from the first

to "be sceptical about the plan, and particularly, about
1

the French method of presentation. Reports of negot­ 

iations suggested a caricature of national characteristics. 

The French argued for acceptance of principles first, and 

talks about procedure afterwards; the British delegates 

refused to commit themselves to the principle of supra­ 

national control until they were informed how the principle
2 

would work in practice. After a month of negotiations

the Labour Government formally rejected the Schuman 

proposals. It gave as its reason an unwillingness to 

accept an authority in principle without knowing what the 

authority would be like in fact.

When it defended itself in the House of Commons, the 

Government justified its actions upon the much broader 

ground of national economic interest. It had been subjected 

to lobbying from a number of trade unions which opposed

1. An ex-minister informed me in an interview that he
believed the French were so insistent upon principles 
because they were not greatly concerned about British 
participation in the Plan. Germany was the object 
of their interest. British participation woulc. not 
be necessary and would possibly be prejudicial to 
the achievement of a supra-national authority. Cee 
also Cripps, 476 HC 1937, 26.6.50.

2. See Cmd 7970, pp. 6-15..



272

the loss of British sovereignty, particularly unions in 

the affected industries — the NUM, the Iron and rteel 

Trades Confederation and the Amalgamated Union of Foundry 

Workers. The strong NUM delegation in the PL? was out­ 

spoken in its opposition to placing control of the British
1 

coal industry in the hande of a non-British authority.

Sir Stafford Cripps argued that since the plan involved 

coal and steel, v/hich were the dominant industries of the 

nation, no British government could let control of these 

"basic industries pass into the hancs of a supra-national

authority and still "be responsible in fact as well as in
2

name for the British economy. In the debate, the supra­ 

national authority, which Labour had traditionally 

pictured as a means to peace and international prosperity, 

was now described as an anti-democratic, irresponsible

agency unworthy of trust because it would not be directly
3 

responsible to any electorate. Attlee once again

Justified a change in views by using a traditional Socialist 

phrase in an untraditional way. He denied that the 

government favoured retention of absolute national

1. See Daily Herald 22.6.50; The Times 27.6.50. A motion 
supporting the Schuman Plan v/as easily defeated at the 
Trades Union Congress in September, 1950; the General 
Council recommended its rejection. TUCR 1950, pp. 
397-402,

2. 476 H£ 1933ff, 26,6.50,

3. See e.g., Arthur Greenwood, 476 HG 1957-8; J.B, Hynd, 
Col. 1978ff; G. Bing, Col. 2002, et al.
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sovereignty, citing its adherence to the Atlantic Charter
1 

and the United Nations as cases in point. The front-

"bench La"bour speakers made no special reference to Social­ 

ist principles in explaining their rejection of the 

Schuman plan.

The Party p-ave tacit support to the Schuman plan at 

the International Socialist Conference but outspokenly 

rejected it in Transport House statements for domestic 

consumption. It agreed early in June, to an ISO resol­ 

ution which supported "a permanent European Union with 

common administrative, economic and social services" and

a "co-ordinated and planned economic programme" for
2 

European nations, Morgan Phillips, in a forceful

speech that gave the impression of "being a frank statement, 

epoke as if in general agreement with the idea. He 

proclaimed: "Socialism is above all an international 

faith" and "The wealth of the world is at present danger­ 

ously concentrated in a few fortunate peoples and must be 

more equally distributed unless the world economy is to 

break down." A special conference of V-;est European 

Socialist parties held in London to consider the Schuman 

plan, attended by a 15-member K£C delegation, issued an 

agreed resolution on June 17th welcoming the Schuman offer

1. 476 HC 1957-8 Col. 2163-4,

2. LPCR 1950, p. 202.
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as "a bold example of European initiative/' and express­ 

ing agreement "with the general purposes" of the French 

idea.

Four days "before this endorsement of the Cchuman 

plan was announced on "behalf of all Socialist parties in 

Western Europe, including Britain, the National Executive 

Committee released a pamphlet entitled, ironically, 

"European Unity". It contrasted sharply with the ISO

resolution. ?.'hile the ISO statements stressed the views
2 

of what were called "International Socialists", the NEC

document very firmly presented the arguments on behalf 

of 'National Socialists 1 . It v/as, as the Daily Herald

said, "the most important declaration on international
3 

relations made by the British Labour Party since the war."

The document v/as carefully considered over a period of 

months; originally it was intended to dampen enthusiasm

at the second session of the Council of Europe 1 s Assembly
4 

in August. The NEC had thoroughly debated the draft

!• LPCR 1950, p. 200. The qualifications the Conference 
attached to its support were that the authority must 
involve trade union participation and be based upon 
an expanding demand for its products and full employ­ 
ment for workers.

2. See LPCR 1950, p. 200, paragraph two.

3. Daily Herald 13.6.50,

4. Statement of Arthur Greenwood, NEC member, 476 HC 
1956, S6.6.50.
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of the international sub-committee, as Denis Heaiey out
1 

It "going over it line by line. " r.laile the "blunt and
2 

forceful presentation of the argument indicated the

co-authorship of Heaiey and Dalton, the statement was 

not a personal manifesto "but an agreed narty one.

The pamphlet addressed itself to "the central 

question":

"Should the peoples of the existing European 
states surrender to a supra-national authority some 
part or all of the constitutional powers which they 
exercise at present? Or should unity continue, as 
now, to "be pursued through co-operation "between 
responsible governments "by mutual consent?" 3

It stated that the answers it would give to this question

would "be dictated "by the principles of democratic Socialism
4 

— and "by the interests of the British people. The

argument was derived from a simple calculation of national 

self-interest. The core of it was:

"The La"bour Party could never accept any commit­ 
ments which limited its ov/n or others freedom to 
pursue democratic Socialism and to apply the 
economic controls necessary to achieve it,'' 5

The pamphlet referred to British connections with the 

Commonwealth, the sterling area and America, as obstacles

1. Interview, February, 1959.

2. Dalton described the document as "a plain-spoken essay 
in practical international co-operation "based upon 
realism and common sense and. not upon empty verbiage 
and airy-fairy theories.'' LPCR 1950, p. 166.

3. "European Unity" p. 3. 4. Ibid. 

5. Ibid, p. 4.
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to its co- operation with Europe. The statement even 

rejected the possibility that at some future date the 

"basis would exist for a United Socialist Europe.

"No Socialist Party with the prospect of forming 
a government could accept a system "by which important 
fields of national policy were surrendered to a 
supra-national European representative authority, 
since such an authority would have a permanent 
anti-Socialist majority." 1

The traditional Socialist ideal of human brotherhood 

was also subjected to a fiercely John Bull judgement;

"Civic and administrative traditions would prevent 
some countries from applying the methods of demo­ 
cratic Socialism as practised in Britain and Scan­ 
dinavia even if their parliaments had a Socialist 
majority. M 8

The pamphlet surprised and shocked politicians in 

other countries, American advocates of European Union 

and of free enterprise disliked its Socialist and isolat­ 

ionist tone. Paul Hoffman told a Senate committee that
3 

the pamphlet was "deplorable." Continental advocates

of European Union, Socialist and non-Socialist, were 

equally unhappy with this public notification that the

Government was "no longer dragging their feet but treacling
4 

a path of their own." Because Attlee, Dalton and other

Cabinet members belonged to the NEC, the pamphlet was 

treated in some quarters as virtually a white paper. 

Attlee, speaking as Prime Minister in the House, at first

1. "European Unity" p. 8. Italics supplied. 2. Ibid, p. 7. 

3. The Times 16.6.50. 4. Ibid. 14,6,50.
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disavowed any responsibility for the Party statement and
1 

refused to answer for it at question time. Two v.'eeks

later he relented to the extent of accepting "my share 

of responsibility" for the pamphlet.

"It is equally true that, as it happened, I 
was away for a week at Vv'hitsun and I did not know 
the date of publication and that when it came out 
it did surprise me as coming out then. But these 
things do happen. " 2

in the House of Commons made clear that a strong 

case could be made against British participation in the 

Schuman plan "by the Government without appeals to Social­ 

ist principles. Protection of the standard of living

of the British worker against competition from lower-paid
3 

workers abroad was not a traditional Socialist principle

although it was a very wise principle for a Labour 

Government to base its case upon.

One last effort was made to confuse the issue at 

the 1950 A.nnual Conference. This indicated the tenacity 

with which some rank-and-f lie members could hold to 

traditional views, events and NEC declarations notwithstand 

ing. The Holborn and St. Pancras South constituency 

party presented a resolution which asked the Government

1. 476 HC 38ff, 13.6.50. 2. 476 HC 2167-8, 27.6.50.

3. For example, when the Labour Party abandoned its long­ 
standing, but not essential, commitment to free trade 
in 1935 it simultaneously denounced tariffs, offering 
"International Socialist Co-operation" as the alter­ 
native to the Liberal free trade and the Conservative 
Imperial preference policies. LPCR 1933, p. 166.
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to mak a " con truct1ve approach to the unific ation of 

European heavy industry on a p ol icy of public ownership 

and full employment lthin the Sociali s t declarations of 
1 

the Party." The mover inquired politely hy nothing 

had been done about the 1948 Brockway proposal. Hugh 

Dalton aooepted this resolution "with thanks" on behal.f 

of the NEe , even though it contradicted the essential 
2 

argument of' "European Unity". In spite of this return 

to duplicity, there as now little misunderstanding, 

excep t perhaps in the mind of the delegat e from Holborn 

and st. Pancras South, as to the posit ion of' British Labour 

on the issue of supra- nati onalism and national sovereignty. 

,Conclusion 

"The nations must sacrifice (": ome of' their past 
ideas of sovereip-nty .... The British Government, :ror 
its part, must turn a deaf ear to vested interests 
whose olaims would conflict with the needs or inter­
national eo-operat ion. tt 

NEe statement , LPCR 1943, p. 3. 

"Our people, the common people all of u s in this 
hall spring from, have more to defend here than in 

ny c rner of' the globe. The trade unions, the co­
operatives and es ecially the Labour Party in the 
l ast six years, have given us more to defend." 

- am \'ateon, Chairman's address 
~C? 1950, p. 78. 

One of the moststril{.ing feature s of the traditional 

vocialist view of f reign poltcy i"as it s strong co I 11 tment 

t 'J the idea of supra-national authority. Before 1945, 

1. ~PCR 1950, p. 164. 2 .. Ibid. pe 166. 

, 



279

when the Labour Party offered to give up British sovereignty 

for the sake of peace and prosperity, it was offering 

something that it did not possess, i.e., control of the 

British Government. Furthermore, the sovereignty was 

to "be assigned to an organisation that would "be, if not 

Socialist in allegiance, at least working towards Socialist 

goals. After the 1945 election the Labour Party for the 

first time faced the prospect of surrendering its power 

to control the British Government in important matters 

and giving it, not to an ideal agency formed in the 

spirit of the Socialist International, but to an authority 

that would represent a compromise of the myriad wishes 

of many nations.

In one notable field — control of atomic energy — 

the Labour Government did act in accord with traditional 

Socialist principles. The Attlee Government saw its 

efforts for the international limitation of armaments 

carried to the bitter end, as the second MacDonald govern­ 

ment had not. The result was the same with both attempts; 

disagreement, "breakdown and increases in armaments. But 

the fact that the Labour Government had been In office 

when this occurred, and that it had sought an international 

convention to control atomic weapons and been blocked 

by Russian intransigence, did make it much easier for the 

Labour Government to secure support within the Party for 

its subsequent programme of rearmament. Similarly the
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failure of the International Court of Justice, when 

tested, to settle international disputes to the satis­ 

faction of the Labour Government, increased acceptance 

within the Party of the policy of protecting vital 

interests without regard to international adjudication.

Demands for the conversion of the United Nations 

into a supra-national political authority "by the elimin­ 

ation of the veto were consistently opposed by the Labour 

Government. Its leaders took this line in the last 

days of the Coalition, and never abandoned it. The 

Government preferred to keep the UN 1 s membership all- 

inclusive at the cost of greatly reducing the organis­ 

ation's constitutional authority, rather than increase 

its nominal power and greatly diminish its membership 

and effectiveness. Traditionally, the Party had 

preferred a supra-national institution to one that was 

more inclusive but v:eaker.

European Union was an issue in which a strong British 

lead. might 7/ell have produced significant results. The 

lead was not given although statements by leaders of the 

Labour movement created hopes that it would be given* 

For more than 50 years British Socialists had urged a 

supra-national authority to control the vested interests 

of the capitalist nation-states. When the Labour 

Government came into office, it f3und that British 

workers, as well as capitalists, had a vested interest
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in national sovereignty. The electoral plea, "Put the
1 

Nation first" had an unintended double meaning. The

nationalisation of major British industries marked the 

achievement of domestic Socialist principles, "but it was 

a defpp.t for Socialist principles of foreign policy. 

The Labour Government did not wish to exchange its 

exclusive control of British industry for a minority 

chare in a larger combine. The failure of Continental

nations to maintain full employment was contrasted
2 

unfavourably with the Labour Government's achievement,

High British wages, in comparison vith those of France

and Italy, were, in the v/orcls of an NEC statement, "the
3 

greatest of all obstacles to closer unity in Europe,"

Ernest Bevin was speaking as a leader of the Labour move­ 

ment as a whole when he said:

"I cannot be a party to an act or policy \7hich 
would result in lowering the wapes and purchasing 
po^er of Great Britain, Let those who want to do 
this be honeet to their constituents and tell them 
what the effect 1 of their ambitions would be on the 
pay packets of the people they represent." 4

The Labour Government also found political, military

and psychological arguments against ceding sovereignty
i

to a European Union. World T"'ar II had shown many members

1. "Let Us TR'in Through Torether" (LP, 1950 election 
manifesto) p. 12.

2. See e. g. , "European Unity" p. 13ff.

3. Ibid, p. 15. 4. 437 ££ 1964-5, 16.5.47,
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of the Labour Party that the nation per se was still worth 

defending. National governments were discredited with 

many Europeans by the war, and national morale low; the 

reverse was true in Britain. The Labour Government's 

domestic policies weakened the sense of class-consciousness 

and internationalism within the party, and increased the 

stature of the national Government. The "European Unity" 

pamphlet claimed, with some reason that: "Pull employment

and fair shares have created a degree of national unity
1 

never "before known in peace-time Britain. " V/axvtime

reliance upon the Commonwealth and the United States 

continued in the post-war world. The Government feared 

that any closer association with Europe, especially one 

that limited British sovereignty, might reduce the value 

to Britain of its extra-European contacts. The Govern­ 

ment also rejected the idea that Europe was still a self- 

contained entity; it viewed V.estern Europe as only a 

part of the North Atlantic area. Inter-governmental 

co-operation in groups such as NATO and OEEC was considered 

satisfactory and sufficient. Infirm coalition governments 

on the Continent, with large Communist minorities, were 

another factor militating against closer British identif­ 

ication with Europe.

The Labour Government' s protection of British 

sovereignty would have been more readily understood, if it

1. p. 7.
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had not "been for the verbal hold of traditional Socialist 

principleB. Ernest Bevin usually shoved an unusual 

ability to distinguish "between short-term and long-term 
goale "but on this question he mixed the t^o distinctly 
different approaches together in his speeches to the

temporary hope and final dieappointment of the "good
1 

Europeans," Bevin1 s probably unintentional blurring of
objects v/as combined with the more conscious confusion 
between the ideal and the immediate maintained by Transport 
House, which for two years gave lip-service to an ideal 
of a United Socialist States of Europe. Finally it 

concluded that this task was not worth the effort. In 
June, 1950, with the publication of "Ruropean Unity" the 

Labour Party admitted publicly that, having had experience 
of office, it would sooner trust itself than its tradit­ 
ional principle, for that v/ould mean surrendering into 
uncertain hands the power it had worked so long to secure.

1. Consider Bevin1 s speech of January 25th, 1949, made after the Government had become the major stumbling block to closer European political co-operation. The Foreign Secretary told a London meeting that "Europe* s only salvation was unity"; it v;ould be "the crowning thing of my life. "
The speech buoyed up hopes among his pro-European 

critics. The usually unfavourable Manchester Guardian 
London correspondent proclaimed: "He is very far from breaking up. Of course, the Foreign Secretary 
did not finish all his sentences and there v/as more 
rhythm than logic in his peroration, but these are 
old weaknesses of his oratory." 26.1.49.
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Chapter V 

POWER IN FOREIGN POLICY

"The Party IB agreed in Its rejection of the 
policy of the Balance of Power and of the use of 
force as an instrument of policy."

C.R. Attlee Labour Party |.n Per spec tive« p. 214.

1
Power, the ability to get one's way, takes many forme.

Traditional Socialist principles of foreign policy 

asserted^ that a Labour Government would, achieve results

"by relying upon economic co-operation, diplomatic influence
2 

and moral example* It would renounce the use of military

force to achieve national ends and delegate responsibility 

and control of it to a supra-national authority. The 

negative part of this policy, keeping national armamentB 

small and giving an international organisation the force 

to police the world, -was supposed to prevent short-term

1. In this thesis, the term "power" i8 used as defined 
by L.J. Halle: "The ability to get one's way." 
Civilisation arid Foreign Policy (1955) p. 53.

2. Some members of the Labour Party thought of morality 
as a source of power; others, as an end in itself. 
For example, the 1954 statement "Y ar and Peace" 
relied upon moral suasion for the achievement of 
its objects and the absolute pacifists in the Party 
Bar; non-resistance as a good thing in itself. In 
most issues of foreign policy, a sharp line could 
not be drawn between instrumental morality and 
morality as an end in itself. In any case, the 
distinction is usually a subjective one since even 
absolute pacifists coulc. and did defend their views 
as practically desirable as well as ethically 
valid-
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risks of war. The positive part of the policy was 

designed to eliminate, in the long run, the discontents 

and rivalries that Socialists believed caused wars. 

Since man was considered essentially pacific and good by 

nature, it reouired only the alteration of his environment 

to bring about fundamental changes for the better in 

international relations, This millenial conception was 

best summed up in the 1934 policy statement, "war and 
Peace''.

"Labour believes we must abjure once for all the 
old negative, backward-looking, competitive idea of 
maintaining the 'Balance of Power* as the final goal 
of British foreign policy. That idea is based, on 
belief In State absolutism, international anarchy 
and the inevitability of v?ar. In it.? place LabDur 
resolutely substitutes as its goal in foreign policy 
the constructive, positive forward-looking idea of 
a Co-Operative V'orld Commonwealth. The f Balance of 
Power 1 is based on belief in the necessity for 
eternal enmity between abstract entities known as 
States. It does not believe mankind can ever rise 
above the present stage of political organisation. 
It is a profoundly pessimistic doctrine, the product 
of a decaying social order without hope of saving 
civilisation ,..

"The idea of a Co-Operative ""orId Commonwealth is 
based on the Socialist faith in the brotherhood of 
man, on our belief that v/e can and must build a new 
world-wide society on the crumbling ruins of the 
class and nation-bound old order, " 1

In theory the Party opposed power politics because 

that system assumed conflicts between nations; in practice 

it did so because the balance of power system, by stimul­ 

ating national armaments, was believed to have caused t'.'

1. LPCR 1934, p. 245.
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War I. After the event the Labour Party argued that 

the Great '.''ar was the Unnecessary War, "because it was

causer; by the building up of military alliances in an
1 

attempt to maintain the balance. In its place the

Party desired an all-inclusive league for peace. The 

importance of the distinction between the tv:o is that the 

balance of power implied armaments and distrust v/hereas 

planning peace implied disarmament and mutual confidence*

The Labour Party assumed that a Labour Government 

would be able to get its way in international relations 

because it would be so obviously e.cting in the best 

interests of the international community as well as in 

the best interests of the British community. Peace-loving, 

plain-speaking British Socialists could pioneer the ''inter­ 

nationalist" approach to diplomacy and win converts by 

reason and inspiration, just as Socialist propagandists 

had won converts in Britain. As Noel-Baker told Confer­ 

ence in 1933: "The next war is not inevitable if the
2 

British people want to stop it." Socialist governments

in other- countries would respond more quickly than other 

governments, "but gradually the magnetic power of f right 1

1. Herbert Morrison, in an aside, told the House of Commons 
in 1948: "I was against the first vrorld war, bitterly 
against it and stood against it, and I see no reason 
still for differing in my oninion about it." 
443 HC 3400, 25.3.48.

2. LPCR 1933, p. 138.
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reason and 'right 1 action rould bring all governments 

Into agreement. Tforal and diplomatic influence y?ere 

to "be prudently reinforced "by econoraic co-operation, which 

would spread social ^urtice and public ownership, thus 

eradicating the economic rivalries that, in the words 

of "War and Peace", "not only give rise to social 

Injustice that imperils peace, but also breed vested

interests Those scramble for markets and for fields of
1 

investment are a direct cause of war. "

Because the Party traditionally regarded reliance 

upon national armies as dangerous as well as morally : 

wrong, the Labour Party opposed conscription. Since the 

Labour Party neither advocated violence, nor feared the 

army* s intervention in domestic politics, it preferred 

a small standing army of professionals*, The reasons 

adduced from principles of foreign policy v/ers strongly 

reinforced by objections raised by trade unionists to 

military conscription. They feared it r/ould be followed 

by industrial conscription and the consequent suspension 

of many trade union rights.

The Labour Party* s theoretical bias towards pacifism 

and the pacific settlement of disputes had been greatly 

reinforced by the holocaust of ?r orld ?;ar I» Such 

sentiments were not confined t3 the Labour Party. Baldwin 

was especially notable for warning of the dangers of

LPCR 1934, p. 243.
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another war. The national revulsion from the use of 

force, and Britain's insular position, permitted the two 

minority Labour Governments to play important roles in 

foreign affairs without resorting to the sanction of 

military force. The V.orld Disarmament Conference of 

1932 was to climax their work. The collapse of the 

Government in 1931 pave the Party a perfect scapegoat 

for the subsequent failure of that conference. Labour 

policy could scarcely have remained the same if it had 

been a Labour, rather than a *National 1 Government that 

had failed to secure agreement.

When the Labour Party finally began to shake itself 

free from its ambiguous relationship with absolute and 

class-conscious pacifism in 1934, it was only on the 

condition that force was used on behalf of an international 

authority.

"There might be circumstances under which the 
Government of Great Britain might have to use its 
military and naval forces in support of the League 
in restraining an aggressor nation which declined 
to submit to the authority of the League and which 
flagrantly used military measures in defiance of 
its pledged word. " 1

The PL? continued to vote against arms estimates. The 

Party's decision to stop voting against the estimates in 

1937 was presented as a temporary measure, reouired by 

the existence of unlawful dictators and corrupt governments 

that had failed to enforce international lav/. After a

1. LPCR 1934, p. 244.
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short time in office, a Labour Government would be able 

to undo the consequences of the Conservative Government's 

power politics, and return to traditional Socialist 

principles.

The outbreak of general war in September, 1939, once 

again faced the Party with the challenge of fighting for 

national self-defence. The Labour Party accepted it, 

not because it loved the Conservative Government more, 

but because it liked Hitler less. Only military force 

could stop Hitler; since he was the leader of the ideolog­ 

ical reaction against the left, he had to be stopped. 

As Arthur Greenwood saids

"This man is not open to reason. This man has 
one method — that of brutality in a thousand different 
forms, forms too frightful to repeat. The only thing 
to stand up to him, I grieve to say, is the use of 
force." 1

The war was regarded as a further proof of the bankruptcy 

of the existing system of international relations, and of 

the need after the war for a Labour Government, which 

would radically alter British foreign policy. The failure 

of Conservative governments, the Party charged, v/as not 

that they had rearmed too slowly, but that they had 

permitted an arms race to begin in the first place. The 

post-war world would be different. In the words of the 

1945 Labour election manifesto:

1. LPCR 1940, p. 133.
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"An internationally protected peace should make 
possible a known expenditure on armaments ap; our 
contribution to the protection of peace; an expend­ 
iture that should diminish ae the world becomes 
accustomed to the prohibition of war through an 
effective collective security." 1

' From Big Three to Big Two

"The British Labour movement is fully aware of 
the special and proud position our country has come 
to occupy in the public opinion of the world. 
British aims and British conduct will determine in 
large measure the aims and conduct of all nations 
in the years which follow victory."

- NEC statement "The Peace" LPCR 1941, p. 7.

World War II did shift slightly the Party's concept­ 

ion of Britain's role in world affairs. The war 

emphasized the relative decline of Britain* s military 

force. The country had now become one of the Big Three, 

sharing with Russia and America the leadership of the 

world. While it was less than an equal of Russia and 

America in military power, the Party suggested, partic­ 

ularly in the 1945 general election, that a Labour 

Government could be the most important member of the 

Big Three, because it would be ideologically able to 

understand (and, by implication, influence) both nations. 

Neither Attlee nor Bevin, in their cautionary talks at 

the 1945 Annual Conference, suggested that Britain was 

anything less than one of the greatest powers.

Traditional Socialist principles had assumed that

1. "Let Us Pace the Future" p. 11.
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the Labour Government 1 s economic policy would, "by strength­ 

ening the nation's economy, give it greater power abroad, 

as an exemplar and as a "bargainer. In fact, it was 

Britain1 s economic difficulties that led to the Government* s 

recognition, first in finance and secondly in foreign 

policy, that its sources of power had so diminished and 

its needs so increased that the country could no longer 

claim equality among the Big Three. The war, and espec­ 

ially lend-lease, had concealed the actual and relative 

depletion of British resources in the preceding decades. 

Shortly after the war ended, Britain was at its military 

height, "but soon it started the precipitous and rapid 

economic plunge that was to reduce greatly its sources 

of power. The descent was immediate and obvious. It 

began with the end of lend-lease by the United States 

on August 21st, 1945 f following the unexpectedly early 

conclusion of the war with Japan. In the typically

mild phrase of the Prime Minister, this was "not
1 

anticipated, lf Douglas Jay, one of Attlee* s assistants
2 

at the time, called the news "a bombshell." The Treasury

1. 413 HC 956, 24.8.45. Truman felt he had no choice but 
to do this because of the strong opposition in the 
U. S. Senate to the use of lend-lease to aid post-war 
European reconstruction. To have acted otherwise 
would have caused "a lot of trouble", he believed. 
Truman, Volume I, p. 102; see also, pp. 410-11.

2. Interview, July, 1958.
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was faced with an immediate deficit on imports of £1200 

million. The country was in the worst possible economic 

position, having directed its entire economy to the now

relatively useless demands of war, having depleted its
1 

overseas investments and having accumulated large debts.

Within a month of assuming office the Labour Govern­ 

ment v/as threatened v/ith bankruptcy if it did not get 

economic aid from abroad. Keynes assured the Labour 

Cabinet that it would be easy to collect from America 

the dollars promised them for British reconstruction in

discussion v/ith Roosevelt and his associates shortly before
2

the end of the war. In recognition of Britain's war­ 

time sacrifices, the country*s leading economist expected

the United States to provide about ^6,000,000,000 "as a
3 

free gift, or, failing that, as an interest-free loan."

The shock of negotiating with the representatives of the 

new American government in Washington was great. Keynes 

was quickly piven to understand that his hopes were "not

practical politics and that the Congress of the United
4 

States would never consent to any such arrangement."

1. See Cmd, 7046, "Economic Survey for 1947" p. 9. Only 
two per cent of the nation's manpower v/as engaged in 
producing exports and 42 per cent was directly engaged 
in work for the armed forces at the end of the war.

2. See e.g., Sherwood op. cit. p. 805; C. Hull Memoirs (1948) p. 1613ff. ——————

3. Harrod The Life of John Maynarcl Keynes (1951) p. 596. 
Harrod commented: "This v/as surely vithin reason."

4. H. Dalton, 417 HC 428, 12.12.45.
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American negotiators were not interested in hearing of 

Britain* e sacrifices for the common cause in 1940. 

They wanted to talk about specific arrangements for multi­ 

lateral trade in the post-war world, and especially to 

"bargain for an end to British discrimination against

dollar trade and to secure the convertibility of sterling
1 

into dollars. The recently elected Labour Government

found that important decisions about the British economy 

were bein<? debated 4000 miles from Downing Street. The 

basic point of reference was not traditional Socialist 

principles, or even PLP desires, but the interests of 

the United States Government in international trade. The 

fact that the loan was so important to the Labour Govern­ 

ment only weakened its bargaining position, in a situation
8 

in which strength, not sentiment, determined decisions.

Lord Halifax, then Ambassador in Washington, did state 

that the failure of Britain to get a loan would reduce

British imports from America, but this was a thrust that
3 

would cut both parties, and Britain was the more vulnerable.

1. For details of the negotiations see R. N. Gardner,
Sterling-Dollar Diplomacy (1956) Chapter X; Harrod 
pp. cit. Chapter XIV, especially pp. 591-616; Truman 
Volume I pp. 412-15.

2. Secretary of the Treasury Fred M. Vineon proposed that 
the loan be for $3,100,000,000, since this was the 
amount upon which Britain was believed capable of 
paying Interest. Truman Volume I p. 414.

3. Manchester Guardian 24.9.45.
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The New Statesman argued that Socialist planninp of

resources and production would permit the Labour Govern-
1 

ment to dispense with a loan. Other Labour critics

said that if Britain refused the loan because of its terms 

the shock in America would "be sufficient to make it soften 

the terms of the loan, and the Labour Government could then 

accept it.

\Vhen the details of the ^3,750,000,000 loan were
2 

announced, opposition was expressed on "both sides of the

House of Commons. Ernest Bevin rested the Government's
4

case for accepting the loan upon the v/eakness of Britain:

"The fact is that we have got to borrow and we 
are not in a position to dictate terms." ^

The Chancellor of the Exchequer stated that Britain was 

dependent upon America for food, tobacco, cotton and other 

raw materials. To reject the loan would lead to a trade 

war, v/ith Britain likely to lose. There was no sign that

its overdrafts on current trade account would be ended for
4 

at least several years. Labour MPs who opposed the loan

argued that the American insistence upon changes in 

sterling policy would cripple the Government* s Socialist 

planning and make Britain economically and militarily

1. 1.9.45. 2. See Cmd. 6703 (1945).

3. 417 HC 728, 13.12.45.

4. 417 HC 426ff, 13.12.45.
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1 

dependent upon American capitalism. In the division,

the Government was supported by 321 Labour MPs, more
2 

than 80 per cent of its members; only 23 opposed it.

The margin of support for the loan in the United States

Congress was much less, for debates there were marked by
3 

"a great deal of bitterness and anti-British talk."

Congress approved the loan by a small majority.

In 1946 the rebels against the Government seized 

upon its failure to give a strong lead in foreign affairs.

"With few if notable exceptions the Government have 
appeared to act more in reaction to what other 
countries have done and to have lost that initiative 
in foreign affairs which was expected by democrats 
everywhere on its assumption of office. We have 
answered the power politics of others by pursuing 
power politics ourselves." 4

They accused the Government of ignoring Socialist sources 

of power and making military force a major support of 

its policy. This, they said, was not only unnecessary 

but undesirable, because it drained off money and resources 

from the economy. Reducing military commitments in 

Greece, Palestine and the colonies would give it enough 

additional resources to make the economy strong enough

1. See e.g., 417 HC 470ff, 665ff. Pew Labour opponents of 
the loan were called to speak in the debate.

2. Ibid. Col. 735.

3. The Times 15,7.46. See also, Council on Foreign Relat­ 
ions The United States in World Affairs 1945-7, pp. 
358-69; Gardner op. cit. p. 236ff; Private Papers of 
Senator Vanderiberp; pp. 230-1.

4. Manchester Guardian 16.11.46. Rebels' letter of October 
29th.
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to form the nucleus of a Socialist "third force" in inter­ 

national relations. Its force, of course, would "be 

derived more from moral, diplomatic and economic influence 

than from military power, since, as Crossman argued, 

there was no immediate risk of var. There was an ideo­ 

logical "battle, and, ideological "battles could not "be
1 

won "by military means. The critics advanced similar

ideas in "Keep Left" the following spring, although

accepting that economically, at least, "Yv'e and the other
2 

nations of Western Europe are still dependent on America."

The development of the Marshall Plan, which symbolised 

further British reliance upon America, silenced most of 

these critics, "because it was helping Britain to resume 

its role as an independent economic power in the forsee- 

able future and "because it was aid in accordance with 

traditional Socialist principles.

Although the Labour Government was conscious of the 

uncertain economic basis upon which the country and its 

foreign policy rested, it continued during 1946 to carry 

heavy burdens of post-war military police work and to 

maintain an independent diplomatic position as one of 

the Big Three. Instead of improving,the country's 

economic position remained critical. The deficit on 

imports in 1946 was £450,000,000. A world food shortage

1. See 430 H£ 537ff, 13.11.46.

2. p. 37.
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led to bread rationing. In the severe winter of 1946-47

coal reserves were rapidly depleted. Finally, on 

February 7th, 1947, electricity consumption was drastically

reduced and many industries shut down. The test of
1 

convertibility was soon to come.

One can date precisely the moment when the Labour 

Government formally took Britain out of the category of 

the greatest powers. It was Friday, February 21st, 1947, 

the day that the British ambassador in Washington notified

the United States Government of its intention to withdraw
2 

support from Greece by March 30th. The decision had

been taken reluctantly by Ernest Bevin, after pressure 

had been steadily and intensely applied by Dalton at the

Exchequer to reduce the cost of Britain's diplomatic
3 

commitments. As the Economic Survey described the

situation:

"The central fact of 1947 is that we have not 
enough resources to do all that we want to do. We 
have barely enough to do all that \ve must do. " 4

For more than two years, in the Labour Government and in 

the Coalition, Attlee and Bevin had worked to maintain the 

anti-Communist government in Greece, because they considered

1. See Cmd. 7046, "Economic Survey for 1947" for details.
See Cmd. 7210 (1947) for the suspension of convertibility,

2. Truman Volume II p. 105. Byrnes had earlier been discuss­ 
ing in Washington the possibility of the United States 
supporting Greece and Turkey. Forrestal Diaries, p. 
210, entry of 25.9.46.

3. Interview, Dalton, February, 1959.

4. Cmd. 7046, p. 16.
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this necessary in order to defend a vital British interest 

in the Eastern Mediterranean. Notwithstanding the high 

importance that the Labour Government had given this aid, 

it now admitted that it no longer had the power to do what 

it wished to do. The United States was asked to assume 

the mantle that Britain had worn in generations past. 

Ironically, economic factors did not enable the 

Labour Government to play a more influential role in inter­ 

national affairs: they prevented it from acting as much 

and as Independently as it wished to do. As Ernest Bevin 

said in explanation of the diminished role of Britain:

"What could I offer? I had neither- coal, goods 
nor credit. I was not in the same position as my 
predecessors at the end of the Napoleonic wars, 
who devised the policy for nearly 20 years, of 
spending our surplus exports to rehabilitate the 
world. It was a case of our exports then. I did 
not have them. " 1

"Cards on the Table" drew a good contrast between tradit­ 

ional expectations and Government experience.

"Many of us expect Britain to act as if she v/ere 
still as in the nineteenth century, the only world 
power in existence, a mighty empire unchallenged 
either in the military or economic spheres. Even 
more seem to imagine that in 1945 the Labour Govern­ 
ment could survey the world scene free from any 
immediate problems or commitments and choose among 
infinite possibilities the precise policy best 2 
calculated to achieve a world Socialist millenium."

Instead, the Government, "too weak to cut herself off 

from American aid," could only play a very limited role

1. 438 EC 2358, 19.6.47. See also, As It Happened p. 170,

2. "Cards on the Table" p. 4.
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in international relations, and try to reduce "our foreign

commitments as much and as fast as possible consistent
1 

with our security. ;f

Conscription

"We consider conscription to be a "bad thing 
in itself."

C.R. Attlee, 347 HQ. 152, 8.5.39.

The Labour Party had "been unequivocally opposed to 

conscription "before World Vvar II. Absolute pacifists, 

class warriors, League of Nations enthusiasts and trade 

union leaders were united in resisting what Keir Hardie 

called "the "badge of the slave." World War II showed 

the leaders of the Labour Party the importance of having 

arms at the ready, and arms required men. At the end 

of the war the leaders tried to impress this lesson 

upon their followers in the Party, although qualifying 

remarks about the value of military force by identifying 

it with an international police force. Ernest Bevin 

told the 1945 Conference:

"I do beg Labour not to bury its head in the 
sand. It is no use talking abDut an international 
police force unless you supply policemen." 2

Therefore it was hardly surprising that the Labour Govern­ 

ment decided to continue conscription after the v/ar.

1. "Cards on the Table" p. 17 and p. 6, respectively.

2. LPCR 1945, p. 117. See also Attlee, ibid, p. 107;
410 H£ 83, 17.4.45; The Times 6.6.45. Cf. "Internation- 
al Post-'' ar Settlement" quoted, supra pp. 75-6, The 
leaders v-ere discreet about the means of raising 
levies.
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Just "because the arguments for conscription were so 

strong, the issue provides an excellent test of the 

extent to which a traditional Socialist principle could 

limit the conduct of foreign policy.

The Government showed its respect for the tradition­ 

al views of the anti-conscriptionist "by temporising on

the issue when presenting its first white paper on defence
1 

in the spring of 1946. It reviewed British military

commitments in Germany, Japan, Austria, Venezia Giulia, 

Greece, Palestine and other territories in Asia and the 

Empire. In such unsettled places the Government could 

not hope to get its way simply "by moral, diplomatic and 

economic influence. It was declared necessary to 

continue conscription on a short-term "basis, while 

simultaneously running down the services from 5,100,000 

men to 1,100,000 at the end of 1946. This survey was 

approved "by the House with little criticism*

The leadership treated kindly two resolutions on 

the subject presented at Annual Conference in June, 1946*

One sought to end conscription and the other to modify
2 

conditions under which conscripts served. As the mover

of one resolution declared, "I feel this is a subject 

upon which the heart sometimes, rather than the head.

1. Cmd. 6743.

2- LPCR 1946, pp. 184-5.
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1 

should rule," Arthur Greenwood, replying for the NEC,

assured Conference that the Government "are not con-
2

scriptionists at heart." But, he declared, the diffic­ 

ulties in the way of a peace settlement and the uncert­ 

ainty of UN demands upon Britain for an international 

police force meant that conscription would have to be 

continued for the time "being. The NEC sought to avoid 

a vote on the issue by asking that the resolutions "be 

withdrawn. They were put to the vote; "both were 

defeated.

VJhen the Government faced the question of long-term 

conscription in the autumn of 1946 there v/as division. 

In the Cabinet, Cripps led the opposition to the measure, 

which Attlee and Bevin favoured. Cripps was particularly

concerned with finding sufficient manpower for the
3 

civilian economy. After Cabinet agreement was secured

to continue conscription the issue was "broached to L at our 

supporters. The Government took the unusual step of 

consulting "both the General Council of the TUC and the 

PLP privately "before announcing its intentions. Opposition 

to conscription had already appeared within the PLP. In 

June, 1946, 68 Labour MPs had signed a motion tabled by 

two pacifists which asked for the end of conscription "as

1. LPCR 1946, p. 184. S. Ibid, p. 188. 

3. Montgomery op a cit. pp. 476-7.
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soon as practicable 1 ' and denounced it as "alien to the
1 

traditions of this country. f> As soon ae the Government's

position became clear, opponents of conscription tabled 

another motion, opposing it. This v:as signed by 70 

Labour MPs£ This ras pressed, to debate and division 

the same day as the amendment of the foreign policy rebels. 

In presenting it Victor Yates and his associates summoned

up the ghosts of Labour leaders past to shov; how the
3 

Government r/as betraying traditional Socialist principles.

To the conventional arguments against conscription Yates 

added the suggestion that the atomic bomb haa made it 

unnecessary since soldiers could provide no defence 

against the bomb. In the debate the Government received 

support from many of its foreign policy critics. Cross- 

man declared, "I am not prepared to deny this country
4 

arms because its foreign policy is v/rong. " Among prominent

critics supporting the Government in the division were 

Crossman, Lriberg, Jennie Lee and Michael Foot. The 

amendment vrae defeated, 320 to 53, with 211 Labour MPs 

supporting the motion and 45 opposed. The Government 

passed this test without trouble.

1. Manchester Guardian 26.6.46.

2. The Government expected about 50 to protest. The Times 7.11.46. ———————

3. 430 HC 594ff, 13.11.46. 4. 430 HC 528.
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The major test came the following March, when a 

substantive measure, the National Service Bill, 1947, 

was introduced. It proposed conscription for 18 months 

as from January 1st, 1949. The white paper explained

that a large pool of trained reserves was needed for
JL 

national defence "in the unhappy event of a future war".

This assumption was conventional for a Government, hut 

it was unconventional for a British Socialist. The

opposition to the "bill produced an alignment unlike
2 

that on any other matter affecting foreign policy.

Both the New Statesman and Tribune. frequent critics of 

the Government's foreign policy and often in aisagreement 

with each other, supported conscription. In the Hew 

Statesman, Crossman and George Wigg argued that 

conscription was "a political necessity for a socialist 

Britain conscious of its duty to Europe." It would 

provide a shield "behind which a "third force" could 

develop. Conscription would "be far better than making

long term voluntary service attractive, thereby encour-
3 

aging militarism. Tribune defended conscription on

grounds of national self-defence. This stand provoked 

so much criticism from its readers that the weekly had to

1. Cmd. 7042 (1947) p. 7. 2. Gee infra p. 48 Off

3. New Statesman 29.3.47. By 19.7.47, the weekly was
urging cuts in the army to prevent economic collapse.
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repeat its case at greater length. Then it argued that 

there could "be nothing wrong v/ith combining Socialism

and conscription since this had long "been done on the
1 

Continent. Both papers argued, as did the Government,

that full employment had destroyed the most effective 

recruiters of volunteers - hunger and unemployment - and 

that conscription was a small sacrifice to make in return.

The opponents of conscription were riot active in 

the press, "but within the PL?. A week after the Govern­ 

ment "bill was announced, a pacifist-arranged motion
2 

opposing conscription was tabled with 66 signatures.

The Government counter-attacked at a special PLP meeting 

on the morning of the first day 1 s debate. After the 

meeting, the Guardian estimated that about 40 Labour MPs

were expected to vote against the bill and about 60^3 

abstain. The opponents of conscription brought forward

few new arguments. Most of them based their opposition 

upon an absolute principle, which could not be sacrificed 

because of the special problems of post-war Britain, 

Some pointed out that since economic strength was more

!• Tribune 4.4.47 and 25.4.47.

2. The Times 21.3.47. Eight more names were later added, 
The Times 27.3.47.

5* Manchester Guardian 1.4.47. The Times 1.4.47 had
estimated about 35 were expected to vote against and 
many others abstain. Ehortly before the meeting The 
Observer (30.3.47) put the Government 1 s estimate of 
opponents at a maximum of 30.
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important than military strength, the Government was wasting 

in the forces manpower that could "be more usefully employed 

in "building a Socialist economy in Britain. This trad­ 

itional ranking of sources of power wae rejected "by the

Government, which held that there wae a military minimum
1 

below which it could not go. The surprise Fas not in

the speeches, but in the division lobbies. Voting against 

the Government were 70 members of the PLP. There were

about 70 Labour abstentions, some of them public,
2 

Government spokesmen were shocked. Even worse was to

come, for R.H. S. Crossman had announced during the debate 

that he and hie friends, while approving conscription in

principle, would, in the committee stage of the bill move
8 

to reduce the period of service to 12 months. Reducing

conscription by six months would, this group felt, be an 

effective means of forcing an alteration in foreign 

policy since 12-month conscripts would be of limited 

value overseas; it would also increase the supply of 

manpower for the civilian economy, Neither the Government 

nor Crossman was certain how many more votes would be 

cast against the Government if such an amendment came to a

1. See in particular Alexander, 455 E£ 1954ff, 1.4.47.

2. Manchester Guardian 3.4. 47.

3. 435 HC 1869. In the division, 12 members of the Keep 
Left group voted with the Government, two opposed, 
and one did not vote.



306

division. The Cabinet decided against risking another 

challenge in the lobbies. Two days later A.V. Alexander 

announced that he would cut the proposed length of 

service to 12 months after the Chiefs of Staff said that

if overseas commitments were ended by January, 1949, this
1 

would be acceptable. The Government had suffered a

defeat that 7/as humiliating in character, if not substantial 

in size.

'Vhile the result was humiliation, particularly for 

Alexander, the concession was only half a victory for 

opponents of conscription. The principle of conscription 

was accepted by the PLP. Alexander later claimed that 

this was why the Government changed its mind, since the 

important point to win was not conscription for 18 months

but the rejection of the Party's traditional opposition to
2 

conscription. For the 35 members of the PLP who voted

against the amended National Service Bill in the third
3 

reading the result was defeat. Never again was the Labour

Government challenged strongly on conscription. As the 

cold war increased in intensity and the achievements of the 

Labour Government gave their supporters an increasing stake 

in the nation, the question of compelling men to help defend 

the nation was no longer an important one within the Party,

1* Montgomery op. cit. p. 478,

8. 458 HC S006ff, 1.12.48.

5. 437 HC 2619, 22.5.47.
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Such changing circumstances, rjid a ctrong Cabinet lead, 

made the post-war Party as ready to accept conscription 

in principle as the pre-war Party had "been to reject it. 

Tribune commented:

"The British Labour movement could afford its 
anti-conscription attack only so long as Britain 
was the dominant v;orld power, a"bove all, the dominant 
naval power, and could rely for her defence on the 
Navy and a small standing Army. Today, however, 
Labour is responsible for Government policy, which 
includes defence policy, in a totally changed 
situation. It cannot contract out of this respons­ 
ibility, Until an effective -world organisation is 
formed, a Labour Government with teeth will be a 
far greater factor for peace than one with only 
pious resolutions at its disposal. " 1

NATO — The Acceptance of the Balance of Power

"The Labour Party rejects utterly and forever the 
maintenance of the balance of power as the aim of 
British foreign policy." 

' ' A* Henderson Labour* s V ay to Peace
...,.,..,_ (1935) p. 104.

"The tragic lesson of the last few years is 
that Russia has no respect for goodwill without power."

"Feet on the Ground" (LP, 1948) p. 18.

In Retrospect nothing that the Labour Government did 

in foreign affairs seems more reasonable, necessary and 

obvious than helping to organise NATO to protect Britain 

and Western Europe from Russian military aggression. 

Likewise, nothing it did represented a greater divergence 

from traditional Socialist principles of foreign policy. 

Before 1945 balance of power politics was anathema to the

1. 16.5.47.
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Labour Party it was considered a certain means to v/ar.
^ 9

Prom 1948 onwards the Labour Government "believed that 

only "by invoking the balance of power could war "be 

avoided.

Socialists had two major objections to the balance 

of power system, also called "power politics". First, 

it set nation against nation and alliance against alliance. 

Second, it weighed nations in terms of military strength. 

The system was essentially negative; it was designed to 

prevent war or the development of threats to British 

security. It accepted the statue QUO* It did not 

offer hope of anything better, Given its interpretation

of the causes of the Great War, the Labour Party was, as
1 

Attlee said, "entirely opposed to separate alliances,"

Conducting diplomacy in the light of military considerations

was rejected because, as Henderson said, it put "force
2 

behind the litigants instead of behind the law." The

two Labour Governments of the 1920s worked unceasingly
/

at the League to stop the use of military force to settle 

disputes between nations. Y'hile accepting British 

rearmament in 1937, the Labour narty urged the creation 

of an all-round security eyetern in which Germany and 

Japan would become members. Nothing could better 

Illustrate the Party's approach. Collective security

1. 292 HC 685, 15.7.34. 2. LPCR 1934, p. 156.
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was to insure all nations equally against aggression "by 

any one; it was not intended to protect one faction from

another, but to eliminate factionalism "by international
1 

co-operation and trust. During the war the Labour

Party continued to maintain that the post-war world 

would "be kept at peace through the provision of internation­ 

al security, if not immediately through the United nations, 

then "by the de facto alliance of the Big Three, which 

would be so powerful that no counter-balance could be 

constructed,

At the end of the war the Labour Government was ready 

to conduct its foreign policy on the assumption that 

military alliances were unnecessary since there was no 

national enemy although, of course, there remained national 

interests to defend. Bevin was particularly conscious of
N

the importance of not trying to build a divisive alliance,
2 

because of the threat this might create to Big Three unity.

This part of Bevin1 s dual policy was not to be fulfilled. 

The Russian sphere of influence in Eastern Europe became

1. See e.g., "International Policy and Defence" (1957) 
p, 4ff; Labour Party in Perspective p. 224.

2. As late, as November, 1947, the International Socialist 
Conference, meeting at Antwerp, could declare "That 
the existence of antagonistic blocs would constitute 
a perpetual danger of collision and conflict; that 
any policy which is directed to this end should be 
opposed by all Socialist parties."
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a closed "hi DC. res let ing British efforts to "build up closer 

associations. The "beginning of the Labour Government* s 

reliance upon a divisive alliance was the Brussels Pact, 

agreed to in March, 1948, The Pact was not explicitly 

aimed at Russia, since Germany was also a threat to these 

nations. It provided for mutual defence in all instances. 

At the May, 1943, Annual Conference Bevin now put mutual 

defence ahead of all-round agreement, saying:

H vYe must proceed to develop regional pacts of 
collective security v/here we can, and not wait for 
the final agreement of everybody. Let those vho will 
come in, come in,'1 ^

Developments in Russian foreign policy in the spring of 

1948 made the Government fear the threat of Russian 

aggression. It anxiously sought to convert the Brussels 

Treaty into the nucleus of a military alliance that would 

provide countervailing power against Russia, along the 

traditional lines of the "balance of power.

Ernest Bevin was not only prompt to recognise the
.S" •-

need to restore the equilibrium of power in Europe, "but 

also to see that Britain no longer had sufficient weight 

to prevail against a power as great as Russia, Therefore, 

he proposed to the United States on April 23rd, 1943, a

formal treaty of association to give the North Atlantic
- -'• , 2 

nations protection against Russia. The new world was

1. LPCR 1943, p, 198.

8. Truman Volume II p. 257ff.
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once more asked to come in to redress the "balance of the 

old. The reason stated "by Bevin clearly indicated the 

high value the Government placed upon military force 

and its low estimate of British power.

"It would "be very difficult for the British or 
other free nations to stand up to new acts of 
aggression unless there was a definitely worked out 
arrangement, which included the United States, for 
collective resistance against aggression." ±

Initial American hesitation was overcome in informal 

consultation; two months of hard and secret "bargaining 

in Washington resulted in agreement on essentials in

September, 1948. The North Atlantic Treaty was signed
2 

on April 4th f 1949. There was no pretence that the

Treaty was anything "but an alliance against Russia. 

Bevin explicitly spoke of the pact as directed against 

Russia when debating it in the House, and a Government

explanation of the Treaty declared: "Russia's Western
^ o

neighbours fear her intentions. "

The Labour Government had learned from the disillus­ 

ioning experience of the 1930s, what Arthur Renderson 

had learned — the grave danger of putting disarmament 

"before security. Ernest Bevin explained:

1. Truman Volume II p. 259.

2. Text, Cmd. 7789 (1949). See also Lord lemay NATO; 
The First Five Years, 1949-1954 (n. d. c. 1955).

3. 464 HC SOllff, 12.5.49, and Cmd. 7692 (1949) p. 6, 
respectively.



312

"Now I am a believer in disarmament and small 
services, "but I am not going to be a party to it 
until I have real collective security. That must be 
the fundamental basis. I represent a Labour constit­ 
uency and I would never leave those people exposed 
to vhat the Conservatives left them exposed to in 
1939 and 1940." 1

The Government's reasoning was not an innovation at the 

Foreign Office, for Eyre CroTre had expressed similar views 

more than 40 years before, but it was a departure as 

radical as it was reasonable from traditional Socialist 

principles of foreign policy. Since rords are Protean 

as well as politicians, there were those in the Labour 

Government who hailed NATO as the realisation of the 

collective security system traditionally sought by British 

Socialists. Bevln, for example, told the 1949 Conference

that NATO was "the biggest step in collective security
2 

that has ever been taken in the history of the world*"

The year before, however, he was still using the phrase 

in its pre-war sense of an inclusive agreement, within 

the framework of an international organisation. At the 

1948 Conference he had said of collective security: "We

cannot get it. The Military Committee ^of the Ulj7 has
3 

been a complete failure."

Because the Government had, through its dual policy, 

given Russia the time and opportunity to show its

1. TUCR 1947, p. 424.

2. LPCR 1949, p. 189. 3. LPCH 1948, p. 198.
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intentions, there was very little opposition to the North 

Atlantic Treaty within the Labour Party when it was signed, 

in spite of its extreme deviation from the Party's trad­ 

itional position. William V.arbey was exceptional in 

charging in the debate in the House that the alliance was

provocative, the traditional complaint against military
1 

alliances. In the division, only six MPs voted
2 

against the Treaty. Crossman was strongly in favour of

gaining American dollars for British defence; he called
3 

it the only way Britain could afford military security.

Tribune supported NATO strongly and denounced Russian policy
4 

in terms as strong as those of Ernest Bevin. One of its

editors, lan Mikardo, resigned as a result, because to 

him NATO meant the abandonment of the "arbitrament of 

reason" and hope for a Socialist "third force." It is 

significant that Mikardo, for all his experience and interest

1. 464 HC 2035ff, 12.5.49. Bevin himself had been worried, 
while the Treaty was being negotiated, about a Russian 
attack before security arrangements were completed. 
Truman Volume II pp. 258-9.

2. Of the Keep Left members, seven supported the Treaty 
and eight did not vote. Since a large number of MPs 
did not vote in this division or in other divisions 
in the House that reek, it is difficult to draw any 
firm conclusion from these figures.

3. 456 HC 1151-2, 23.9.48. Contrast this with "Keep Left" 
p. 46.

4. 25.3.49, 20.5.49.

5. 20.5.49.
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in organising opposition to the Government, could not do

so on this iesuc. Later he explained, "There weren't
1 

enough opponents to organise, lf Only six critical

resolutions on foreign policy rrere submitted for the June, 

1949 Annual Conference, by far the lowest number during 

the lifetime of the Labour Government. Even the usually 

critical New Statesman was willing to accept NATO; it 

declared that NATO would work so long as American and

British taypayers insisted that only a limited amount of
2 

money was spent on arms. In answering the few critics

of the balance of power politics alliance within the Party, 

Attlee charged that they were acting "just the same as

the Nazis did rtfien every attempt by the nations to get
3 

together was denounced as the encirclement of Germany."

The comparison was as apt as it v/as misleading, for during 

most of the inter-war period the leaders of the Labour 

Party were also denouncing military alliances as unholy 

manifestations of balance of power politics.

Korea'''''.'

"If the United Nations is not to go the way of 
the League of Nations, the members must be prepared 
to act when the need arises."

C.R. Attlee, 477 HC 493, 5.7.50.

The invasion of South Korea was an occasion when the

1. Interview, March, 1959.

2. New Statesman. 9.4.49. The Government had previously
announced a £107,500,000 increase in arms expenditure in 
February, 1949. Cmd. 7631, p. 7.

3. The Times 11.4.49.
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Labour Government was a"ble and willing to act in accord 

with traditional Socialist principles. A report of 

aggression was presented to the UN, which immediately 

considered the case and called upon its members to assist 

the victimj members forthwith furnished assistance. 

The Government acted just as the Party said it should in 

the years before the war. Attlee 1 s justification of 

defending South Korea might have "been spoken in 1935:

"The salvation of all is dependent on prompt and 
effective measures to arrest aggression wherever it 
may occur, using for this purpose the international 
machinery which the peace-loving nations have set 
up for this very purpose ... This is naked aggression 
and it must "be checked." 1

The first contingent of British forces was committed to 

serve under UN auspices on June 28th. That Britain was 

able to fight in the name of the UN was purely fortuitous,

the result of the absence of Russia from the Security
2 

Council and its consequent failure to veto action.

There is no evidence to suggest that use of the UN flag 

was, for the Labour Government, a necessary condition of 

aid to South Korea. It was a flag of convenience, albeit

1. 476 HC 2160-61, 27.6.50. See also SC 473rd meeting, 
25.6.50, pp.8-9; 474th meeting, 27.6.50, p. 4ff, and 
Attlee, The Times 31.7.50.

2. The New Statesman doubted the legality of acting
without Russian participation in the Security Council 
decisions. (8.7.50). This argument was answered by 
Attlee, 477 HC 489, 5.7.50, and Younger, Manchester 
Guardian 10.10.50.
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of considerable political convenience for Labour, given 

the moral and internationalist standards of many Party 

members and MPs.

The Government's action received strong support 

within the La"bour Party. Tribune called resistance "the

correct and inevitable course/1 although regretting that
1 

it had to be taken in aid of a reactionary Government.

Even the New Statesman, after a number of Qualifications,
8 

supported the defence of South Korea. When a group of

23 Labour MPs, led by Sydney Silverinan, tabled a motion 

calling for the pacification of Korea by negotiation

Instead of by arms, the Cabinet succeeded in securing the
3 

withdrawal of five signatures. Silverman defended himself

from the charge of appeasement by saying, with an accurate

sense of the Party's past, "Before Munich to seek peace
4 

was not dishonourable. Nor is it nov/." Another opponent

of the action, S. 0. Davies, also recalled the days of 

Munich, probably unintentionally, by telling the House it 

was not worth risking world war over "a country 12,000 miles

1. 30.6.50. Morrison declared that matters of domestic
policy did not affect a nation's right to be free from 
external aggression. 477 EC 593, 5.7.50,

2. 1.7.50.

3. The Times 20.7.50, 21.7.50. A similar motion was
defeated at Conference in October. LPCR 1950, p. 141.

4. Tribune 28.7.50.
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away and the people of the country are unknown to many of 
us."

When the fortunes of "battle changed, and the United 

Nations forces approached the 38th parallel in September, 

1950, the Labour Government eupported the American decision 

to cross the parallel and carry the Y/ar into North Korea,

co-sponsoring a resolution to this end at the United
2 

Nations. It rejected the proposal of Trygve Lie that

the UN forces should halt at the parallel in order to
3 

attempt the settlement of the dispute by negotiation.

In late October Attlee, speaking on the Korean situation

to the House of Commons, was optimistic about the progress
4 

of the UN forces in North Korea. Tribune, which had

suggested negotiating at the 38th parallel \vhen UN troops 

were suffering defeats, declared in the flush of victory

that there was an "indisputable moral right" to cross the
1 

parallel. A TUC manifesto plainly stated, tfr?he line
6 

must be erased." The New Statesman. however, sounded

warnings about the risk of crossing the parallel and

17

1. 477 HC 547, 5.7.50.

2. A/c. 1/638, 29.9.50. See also Truman ̂ olurne II -p. 380ff, 
There were, of course, legal arguments readily avail­ 
able to justify this action as a means to the end of 
establishing an all-Korean government under United 
Nations auspices.

3. Lie op.cit. pp. 344-5.

4. 480 HC 31, 31.10.50.

5. Cf. 7.7.50 and 6.10.50.

6. Quoted in Labour November, 1950, p. 83.
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inviting Chinese intervention. The Keep Left group of 

MPs on October 18th tabled a .motion v/hieh asked the 

Government "to seek an immediate line "beyond which the

UK forces will not advance, with a view to "bringing the
2 

fighting to an end as quickly as possible."

The Labour Government did not publicly express doubts 

about the policy of settling the Korean dispute "by military 

force, as long as the North Koreans remained weak and 

alone. On December 4th, 1950, Ernest Davies, speaking

for the Government, repudiated a suggestion that MacArthur 1 s
3 

drive north had "been opposed "by Britain. While members

of the Government may have had private reservations about 

MacArthur1 s tactics, the Government did not publicly 

question his authority or oppose the rapid advance of 

troops. As Kenneth Younger later explained;

"The idea was that we had a right to be consulted 
before the decisions were taken but it was recognised 
by both sides that the decisions would be taken in 
Washington." 4

After Communist China entered the war, there was no time

1. 23.9.50.

2. Daily Herald 18.11.50. 22 MPs signed the motion.

3. 482 HC 26-7.

4. Interview, April, 1959. For an indication of forces 
urging the United States to continue pressing north 
see, The United States in ".orld Affairs 1950, p. 357ff.
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lost by Labour ministers in claiming publicly that, while 

they shared Joint responsibility for the attempt to

reunify Korea by force, in fact they really had not
1

expected it to be followed in the way that MacArthur did.

The Chinese intervention caused an abrupt change in 

the Labour Government* s Korean policy, and substantive 

disagreement with the United States. Britain abandoned 

its earlier support for a policy of military victory* 

Henceforth it sought peace by negotiation. Ernest Bevin 

announced on November 29th that Britain was willing to

respond to the "slightest sign" from China that it was
2 

ready to end fighting and start negotiating. A fortnight

later he denied that negotiating a settlement would be
3 

appeasement; instead, he said, it would be compromise.

As Kenneth Younger summed up the Government's position:

"We see no alternative to a negotiated peace in 
the Par East which would not be a disaster both for 
China and for ourselves." 4

1. See e.g., Ehinwell and Dalton, The Times 4.12. 50;
Bevin, 482 HC 1959-60, 14.12.50. Younger was insistent 
in two interviews (July, 1958, April, 1959) that 
British delegates at the UN were quite concerned about 
the risk of Chinese intervention in October and 
November, 1950, but he admitted that the British 
delegates, powerless to control the advance of 
MacArthur s troops, could not make a major issue of 
their concern. See also, A. Schlesinger and R. Rovere 
The General and! the President (1952) p. 123ff*

2. 431 HC 1166. See also British resolution, SC 530th 
meeting, 30.11.50, pp. 22-3.

3. 482 HC 1461, 14.12.50.

4. 484 HC 153, 12.2.51.
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The differences "between the United State? and 

Britain were of two kinds. For military reasons, the 

Labour Government did not v/ish to risk a major war with 

China. It feared such a war would invite a Russian 

thrust against a weakened Western Europe. Since Western 

Europe was much more important to British security than 

was China, it preferred not to risk a major war for a 

relatively minor interest. The United States, with its 

vital interest in the command of the Pacific, had a u

stake in checking Chinese DOwer, and pressing forward to
1 

military victory in Korea, The positive alternative

that the Labour Government put forward was based upon 

value judgments that differed markedly from those of 

the United States. Labour, in accordance with traditional 

Socialist principles, argued that the best policy was to 

attempt to reform China by means of negotiation, concil­ 

iation and trade. The United States, equally Insistent 

upon the rightnese of its judgment, argued that military,

not diplomatic, force v/as necessary to settle the conflict
2 

in Korea.

These differences became quite apparent during 

Attlee's Washington conference with President Truman in 

December, 1950. When Attlee and Truman met, the first 

point that the Prime Minister raised was what would be

1. Truman Volume II Chapter XXV, passim.

2. These differences are excellently summed up by Jebb, 
OA 1st Committee, 431st meeting, 25.1.51, p. 545.
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the Chinese terms for a cease-fire. They were "apt to 

be distasteful" "but no more so than any other alternative, 

he said. Secondly, Attlee wished to know what v/ere 

the chancec of the United Statee being pushed into an 

all-out war with China, To Attlee there were just two

choices: "We would wind up either in a shootinp; war or
1 

in negotiations." A number of American leaders strongly

urged fighting to military victory, rather than accept
2 

stalemate through negotiation. Probably as the result
3 

of British pressure, the two groups agreed to seek an

end to the Korean fighting by negotiation, with the

Implied threat that if the Chinese did not wish to negot-
4 

late, further measures might have to be taken, Having

secured a promise that the United States would not 

suddenly begin using atomic bombs or extend the war into 

Manchuria, Attlee was able to report to the House of

Commons uoon his return that he was satisfied with the
5 

limits placed upon UN action in Korea.

The agreement was conditional and short-lived.

1. Truman Volume II p. 421, p. 427*

2. New York Times 8.12.50; The Times 9.10.50.

3. See the claims by Attlee, The Listener 1.5.59, p. 156, 
and Morrison The Times 26.S.51. The Labour Govern­ 
ment, of course, was not alone in urging the Truman 
Administration to negotiate a settlement in Korea.

4. See Truman Volume II p. 436.

5. 482 HC 1353, 14.12.50.
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Efforts to negotiate a cease-fire 7/ith Communist China
1 

failed. The United States then presented a resolution

to the United Nations that gave it a mandate to consider 

"further measures" against China, i.e., extension of 

the war to Manchuria. The resolution also named 

Communist China as an aggressor. The British delegation 

argued that further attempts should be made to negotiate 

with China. Jebb added, as rebuke to UacArthur, "It 

might also "be legitimately asked whether there might

not have "been some grave misunderstanding on the part 2 
of the Chinese of the real purposes of the UN in Korea."

The Labour Government argued that harmony was necessary 

for further action. As Jebb put it: "It would be wise

to look well before leading and desirable, if it became
3 

necessary to leap, that all should do so together."

But there was no harmony of aims between Britain and 

America at this moment. The American Government* s 

proposal to use "further measures" was interpreted as 

increasing the risk of general war in Asia. At this 

point, the Labour Government was forced to choose between 

maintaining the unity of the Anglo-American alliance 

or risking a break v/ith the United States on Asian policy,

1. See e.g., Attlee, 483 HC 40, 23.1.51, G. Goodwin 
op.cit. p. 138ff.

2. GA 1st Committee, 431st meeting, 25.1.51, p. 546*

3. GA 1st Committee, 421st meeting, 8.1.51, p. 472.
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with all the consequences that might entail for its

position in Europe. The Labour Government 1 6 disagreement 

with America on this issue \vas BO fundamental that the 

Cabinet decided to oppose the United States resolution 

at the UN, and accept the risks inherent in a split. 

Gladwyn Jebb announced that unless the section sanctioning 

"further measures" against Chinese aggression was deleted

from the American resolution, the British Government
1 

would vote against it.

The Laboiir Government was not then forced to risk a 

rupture with the United States over China policy "because 

the American government, in the face of euch strong 

opposition, was willing to compromise. The result v;as 

that America received satisfaction in form - China "being 

named an aggressor - and the Labour Government won the 

victory of substance, - the clause on ":further measures" 

being deleted. Shortly thereafter Younger claimed that

it was "almost entirely" due to British pressure that the
2 

United etater had modified its position. V.ithin six

months, remarks made by Jacob Malik led to the beginning

1, See GA 1st Committee, 437th and 438th meetings, both on 
30.1.51, especially pp. 591-2, p. 602.

8. K. Younger "Socialist Foreign Policy" (Fabian Tract 
April, 1951) p. 26. Churchill later disclosed (495 HC 
969ff, 26.2.52), that the Labour Government in May and 
September, 1951 had agreed to carrying military action 
beyond the Korean borders if heavy air attacks came 
from China. Morris on explained that the agreement was 
made, subject to consultation before retaliation, so 
that American officials would not feel they would be 
handicapped in the event of a major change in Chinese 
tactics. (Cols. 974-5).
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of discussions on the terms of an armistice in Korea.

The Labour Government originally based its Korean 

policy upon using military power, nominally on "behalf of 

the United Nations. It rejected efforts "by the UN 

secretary-general 'and pleas from a fev; of its "backbenchers 

to seek an end to the Korean War "by negotiation when its 

troops reached the 38th parallel. The entry of Communist 

China into the war created problems of a new magnitude. 

The Labour Government, fearful of the consequences of 

general war in Asia, promptly abandoned all hopes of 

achieving a settlement by military victory. Acting in 

accord with traditional Socialist ideas of power, it 

argued that the way to resolve the difficulties with 

China was by negotiation and conciliation. In its 

calculations, both fear of military disaster and faith 

in the lone-term efficacy of negotiations played a part.

The Battle of Priorities

"Soviet Communism cannot conquer the world except 
as a result of social and economic collapse in the non- 
Cormnunist world, and the first line of democracy's 
defence must be a policy of full employment and fair 
shares. Military strength, because it is a defence 
against the less immediate clanger, is the second line."

"Keeping Left" p. 44.

1, The differences between America and other nations were
probably an advantage in negotiations, for it confronted 
the Chinese with the possibility that failure to 
negotiate an armistice might lead to a broader military 
attack tip on them.
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"" orla peace will not be safe until the free v;orld 
has produced enough military strength on its frontiers 

; to deter Rusria from risking any such aggression."
"Our First Duty — Peace" (LP, 1951) p. 3.

"Something has to ^ro. Some pruning has to be 
' done. The question is -."here is the pruning to be 
made?"

• H. Gaitskell, 480 KG 1560, 8.6.51.

"The language of priorities is the religion of 
Socialism. "

Aneurin Bevan, LPCR 1949, p. 172.

* Socialist analysis traditionally assumed that peace 

can be established only if it ic based on social justice,

that moral and economic Influences shaped society more
1 

than military force. In foreign policy this meant

that the Party's negative objection to armaments was 

complemented by a positive demand for the spread of social 

reform throughout the world. This would not only 

prevent aggression, but also destroy the desire within a 

nation to commit aggression. As Attlee explained in 

1937;

"I believe that the way to meet Fascism is not 
by force of arms, but by showing that with co-oper­ 
ation in the economic sphere far better conditions 
are obtainable than by pursuing a policy of aggress­ 
ion. " 2

World V ar II, in which the planned economy and the 

principle of domestic "fair shares" were considered necess­ 

ary to military victory, confirmed the Party in its belief

1- LPCR 1934, "V:ar and Peace" p. 243. 

2. Labour Party in Perspective p. 224,
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in the importance of domestic well-Toeing to national

defence.

; .• r This emphasis upon economic rather than military

determinants was immediately relevant to the major

problems facing Britain at the end of the war. The 1945

election manifesto spoke of "a new war on hunger, ignorance
1 

and want." The failure of the Government to demobilise

more quickly was criticised strongly from the baclc "benches 

in 1946-7. "Keep Left'% which devoted much of its 

argument to advocating ways of achieving a stronger 

economy, held: "It is not the numbers in uniform that

decide prestige in the world. It is the strength of
2 

industrial potential," The Party leadership rejected

this view. "Cards on the Table" stated;

* "The objection remains that our foreign policy 
entails a diversion of resources and manpower from

' ; home production which this country cannot afford. / 
But our foreign policy costs much less than another 
war ... A nation v/hich puts domestic comfort before 
its own security and independence is condemned to 
a foreign policy of appeasement leading inevitably 
to capitulation or to war under unfavourable 
circumstances. "5 

,t r •
The differences within the Party were reflected within the

Cabinet. Cripps, in charge of production, opposed 

conscription in early 1947; Attlee, concerned with military 

matters, and Bevin, in charge of foreign policy, favoured it.

1. "Let Us Face the Future" p. 11.

2. p. 30. 3. p. 18,
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Although conscription was introduced in response to the 

economic crisis of 1947, the Government altered its

position somewhat, even setting a limit of £600 million
1 

on the arms estimate in August, 1947.

t The simultaneous development of the cold war and the 

Marshall Plan put most differences into abeyance. The 

need for military defence was increasingly recognised, "but 

there was not a major rearmament progrcjnme. The economy 

grew stronger and "better a~ble to meet the demands made "by 

all sections upon it. The criticism that was voiced came 

from advocates of a "third force", who defined the inter­ 

national conflict as essentially an ideological conflict, 

which could not "be won "by force of arme, pace the Russian 

Revolution. Socialism was ideologically right; if the 

Labour Government applied it in practice on an ever- 

increasing scale, victory in the ideological conflict 

would surely follow, R.H.S, Croesman explained:

"Communism does not follow the Red Army; it goes 
in advance of it, and it comes every time where Social­ 
ism has failed to hold the confidence of the workers. 
Our first job in foreign policy is to make it possible 
for the workers to be held by the Socialists. That 
means giving them a decent standard of living. The 
first line of defence against Communism is not 
military armament, it is Socialist policy." 2

1. Montgomery op.cit. p. 480, See also a motion to reduce 
the armed forces to strengthen the nation* s economy, 
proposed by Harold Davies on behalf of the Keep Left 
group, LPCR 1947, p. I40ff. Although defeated, it 
received 1,109,000 votes.

2. LPCR 1949, pp. 193-4.
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The New Statesman, which was foremost in campaigning for a 

militarily weak and ideologically strong "third force, 11 

declared that unless money was diverted from military 

expenditure to raising the workers* standard of living

there was the real danger that "the class struggle will
2 

turn into a world war. " Tribune much more moderately

asked for greater emphasis upon long-range economic

planning to underpin military security, but it did not
3 

deny the immediate need for military defence. '

' "Keeping Left", issued in January, 1950, contained 

the first full statement of v/hat was to "become the "basic 

idea of the Bevanites: the need for the Labour Government 

to combat Communism, not by rearmament, but by making 

international the benefits of Socialist economic planning 

and welfare services. The ginger group declared: "The

first thing is to get the priorities right," and
4 

"Armaments <£are/ NOT the first priority." The simple

existence of the NATO alliance, by establishing a tripwire

to define Russian penetration, was rt an infinitely more

effective deterrent against aggression than any number of

1. See e. g. , 9.10. 48.

2. 27.3.48. Presumably, the working-class would side with 
Communist Russia, an indication of the difficulty the ' 
New Statesman had in deciding whether Britain or Russia 
was more nearly the Socialist society,

3. See e.g., 8.4.49.

4. p. 21.
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divisions or a stockpile of atom "bombs y/ithout an agreed
1 

policy." Both NATO anc3 the Hue-elan group were "rearming

ruinously out of fear of the other." This was foolish 

eince "a policy which gives priority to armaments

expenditure, and so accentuates the social crieis, actually
2 

increases our insecurity." To continue to make

military defence the first priority anc to ignore the need 

to spread social justice v/as simply to play the Russians* 

game. As a first step the group recommended placing a

ceiling of 6 per cent of the national income upon the
3 

defence estimates "by the end of 1951.

The critics suggested as an immediately practical

programme a World Fair Deal, in which "Britain v;ould "be
4 

one of the givers and no longer one of the receivers."

The policy was "based upon traditional Socialist principles 

of power:

"The most vital need today is that Britain and 
America should accept the viev; that the first line of 
defence is social and economic, and that armaments are 
the second line. If foreign policy is to "be subord­ 
inated to military requirements "by ourselves or "by 
our allies, there is no chance of preventing another 
v/ar. Our military commitments are not, as the Tories 
affirm, a first call on our resources; economic commit­ 
ments at home and abroad must have priority over them*"

I n PP • j./. fjt-j*

2. Ibid. This was all italicised in the original text.

3. p. 23.

4. p. 7. The pamphlet mentioned incidentally that better 
markets for British exporte would thereby be created. 
This point was not stresses^p. 45.

6. p. 23.
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Whereas giving priority to the "trappings of military 

greatness" was dangerous in itself and would destroy 

Britain's moral leadership, advocacy of a V.orld Fair Deal

would insure that the country retained "the moral leader-
1 

ehip which is her real power in the world today." The

pamphlet did concede that, while a Labour Government

could provide moral leadership, it would "be chiefly the
2 

responsibility of the United States to provide the cash*

The Marshall Plan, Point Four, and the Fair Deal were 

cited as evidence that President Truman v/ould readily 

respond to a "moral lead" from Britain.

The Labour Party endorsed many of these arguments 

in the KEG document "Labour and the New Society", issued 

in August, 1950, and approved "by Annual Conference in 

October. This comprehensive statement of party policy

suggested development of a TYorld Plan for Mutual Aid
3 

following suspension of the Marshall Plan in 1952*

Aneurin Bevan, in summing up the Conference debate on the

1. p. 7.

2. A similar difficulty, although not so great in extent, 
faced the Labour Government in its development at the 
same time of the Colombo Plan. In spite of broad 
hints dropped by the Government that American finance 
would be welcome, the United States initially let 
this programme remain essentially a Commonwealth 
programme. For this reason, the Plan falls outside 
the ambit of this thesis. See Cmd. 8080 (1950), 
especially p. Iff, p. 54ff; and RIIA Survey 1949-50, 
p. 531ff.

3. pp. 8-10.
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pamphlet for the NEC, declared that the V'orld Plan was
*

necessary "because world capitalism had failed to
1 

continue its policy of imperialist penetration. The

document did not, however, try to establish priorities 

for military and economic po^er. "Military prepared­ 

ness together with economic development are part of a

single plan for defending and developing the whole
2 

free world." Bevan declared that the Government was

going to have "a very difficult time" in settling the
3 

question of priorities. He added that the Torld Plan

meant "We shall be called upon to deny ourselves many

things in order that we may give them to the under-
4 

developed parts of the world," The unity on foreign

policy that this document was designed to achieve did

not come about, because of the outbreak of the Korean
5 

War.

The Korean v.'ar hit the United Kingdom at a time 

when economic problems seemed to be nearing solution* 

On the day of the first debate on Korea, Sir Stafford

1. LPCR 1950, p. 131.

2. "Labour and the IMew Society" p. 7,
3. LPCR 1950, p. 132. 4. Ibid, p. 131.

5. For a "might-have-been" description of the plan see 
R. Hinden "Challenge of the Underdeveloped arsas" 
£ocialist Coi;jr;entary (May, 1951) pp. 116-7, and R. 
Rinden "A World of -eace and Plenty" (LP, April 1951), 
especially p. 13ff. Denis Kealey found the plan 
useful as a counterweight to European Union in a 
speech to the Frankfurt Congress of the ISC in 
1951.
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Grippe told the Houee that British Fo3,d and collar reserves

had risen ^438 million in the second quarter of 1950,
. 1 

"bringing them up to .£2422 .million. At the same time,

the defence programme seemed to have reached a point at 

which it could "be stabilised. Cripps had "been pressing

Shinwell to hold service estimates at £700 million a
2 

year, and the March, 1950 estimate called for an expend­

iture of £780 million. The Russian development of its 

own atomic bomb had, however, modified the military 

balance of power. In the United States, upon v/hose 

military and e con ami c support the Labour Government had

relied, the Korean War Droduced a "general simplification
3 

and 'toughening up 1 of American foreign policy."

The Labour Government's first reaction to the Korean 

War was to increase its arms expenditure by £100 million,

a change announced to the House of Commons on July 36th
4 

by Emanuel Shinwell, the Minister of Defence. Shinwell,

discussing the difficulties of rearmament in detail, 

declared that, while a much greater increase would be

1. 477 KG 479, 5.7.50,

2. E. Shinwell Conflict Without Malicg (1955) pp. 197-8.

5. The United States in 7/orld Affairs 1950, p. 261.

4. 478 KG 473ff.
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required in order to put Britain's defences in a condition

of readiness, '" e can cio no more f r om our ov/n re s our c e s
1 

than make a beginning on such a programme. "
2 

By this time the Labour Government had adopted a

position which recognised three things: First, that the 

possibility of Russia provoking a war in Europe was 

great, and that Russia was militarily superior to NATO.

Ehinwell estimated there ?/ere 175 Russian divisions on
3 

active duty. Secondly, Europe, including Britain,

could not be defended without American soldiers, equipment 

and money. Thirdly, because of its greatly increased 

military commitments in Korea, and because of American 

domestic political pressures, there was a real danger 

that the United States might not help develop adequate

European defences, and might place primary or exclusive
4 

cis upon defence in Asia. The consequence of an

American withdrawal from Europe would be a Russian 

advance which Britain could not effectively resist. 

Britain was only marginal to American security; America

478 EC Col. 479. Italics supplied. He also said that 
projects begun in the £100 million programme would 
eventually require more money for their fulfilment.

3* The following pages have been checked for emphasis
by off-the-record interviews ?;ith responsible ministers, 
and information from them has been incorporated.

3. 478 HC 469ff, 26.7.50.

4. The issue was debated, for example, at the Attlee- 
Truman Conference in Washington In December. New 
York Times. 5.12.50. ——
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was indispensable to Britain. The one thing the Labour 

Government could offer the United States, military "bases 

in the United Kingdom, was even mei*e important for British 

security than for American. In the words of one senior 

minister, "Hone of us was taking the American alliance 

for granted. V

Late in the summer of 1950 the United States "began 

to cash in its goodwill. For almost five years the Labour 

Government had built up its European policy and its 

domestic economy, with American assistance. No?;, the 

United States began to ask for assistance in return. One 

senior official at the Foreign Office described this

American pressure for more British and for German rearm-
1 

ament as "by far the heaviest in the post-war era. "

The first si^n of this was a request from Washington 

asking ho\v much the Labour Government was prepared to spend 

on rearming as its contribution to North Atlantic defence, 

(At this time the United States was in process of doubling 

its defence budget.) Given its assumptions, the Labour 

Government felt compelled to attempt a programme that 

would show America that Britain was making great sacrifices 

for defence, not only to strengthen Britain1 s own forces, 

but, more importantly, to assure doubting elements in the ) 

United States that its transatlantic allies deserved large-

1. Interview,
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scale American assistance in developing an effective 

NATO shield. Economic considerations were strictly 

secondary. "You can always do anything, if you want to

"badly enough," said one minister- in an interview. "Look
1 

at what we spent in the war. " If one thought war an

immediate danger, then any large defence programme, 

regardless of Its cost, '^ould "be ^ustified. In drawing 

up its revised defence programme, the La"bour Government 

was not unconcerned with the costs and the prospects of 

American aid, Tsecfmse war, while a possibility, was not 

a certainty. The Government vras given "to understand

that it could rely on approximately £500 million in three
2

years. In ten days the Government prepared a three- 

year defence programme costing £3400 million, an increase , 

in spending on defence from nearly 8 to 10 per cent of 

the annual national income. In announcing it, the 

Government warned that this would "inevitably slow down" 

economic recovery and reouire "real and substantial

1. Of, Harold Wilson "In Place of Dollars" (December, 
1951) p. 8: "It is one thing for financial experts 
('little men doing their silly suras, 1 Mr. Aneurin 
Bevan has called them) to add up all the hundreds of 
millions and set them against their calculations of 
the total national income, and to say that this or 
that programme is 'economically practicable. 1 It 
is quite another, except under the compulsion of 
total war, to ensure that the raw materials, the 
skilled labour, the specialised factory space, the 
components and intermediate products will "be available 
... to guarantee that such programmes are carried out."

2. Inter-views. See also The United States in World Affairs 1950, p. 266. "————————————
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sacrifice?" "by tho British people. The £3400 million 

figure was, however, intended to "be a maximum rather 

than a minimum. "How far it will "be possible to go 

towards this new and upper limit y-'ill depend on the amount 

of United States assistance forthcoming." Any larger

programme, the Government declared, would "be inconsistent
1 

with the military need for further economic recovery.

Nevertheless, "by extending conscription from 18 to 24

months, the cost of the three-year programme was increased
2 

6 per cent, to £3600 million, later in the month,

When the Government faced the House of Commons in a 

three-day September debate, it wae caught in a cross-fire. 

A large number of Conservatives attacked the programme as 

insufficient, or denounced alleged Labour incompetence in 

previous defence spending. The Conservatives were 

unusually bellicose and vigorous "because of the small 

margin "by which the Government retained office. simul­ 

taneously, a number of Labour back-benchers voiced concern 

with the level of spending on armaments. They argued 

that it was against traditional Socialist principles to

1. Text, The Times 4.8.50. The Times parliamentary
correspondent remarked this was "a much bigger increase 
than contemplated 1 ' before American pressure and 
promises of American aid were broiight to bear.

2. 478 HC 1410-1508, 15.9,50. See also Cmd. 8026 (1950).
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give such a high priority to military defence. In the

debate Attlee emphasized:

"This great expenditure ^£36007 represents the 
maximum we can do "by expanding and using to. the 
full our industrial capacity without resorting 
to the drastic expedient of war economy." ^

At the Annual Conference in October, Ernest Bevin 

made his last appearance. He came to argue that the 

rearmament programme was not a subject for debate, "but a

necessity. "The man who would do that for fun would go
3 to hell for pleasure." The case that the Foreign

Secretary drew upon for an analogy was not the traditional 

Socialist model of an arms race leading to the war of 

1914, "but his memory of the 1950s, when Britain's failure 

to rearm promptly had resulted in disaster and nearly in 

defeat. In spite of the fact that the military forces 

in Korea were progressing well and the economy was boomingf

1. See 478 KG lOllff, September 12th-14th. Among the 
Labour back-benchers questioning the ?/isdom of the 
Government's priorities were J, Lee, s. Silver-man, 
R.W. Sorensen, G. Bing, J.H. Hudson and S.O. Davies. 
Crossman defended the programme, (Col. 1263) as a 
wise increase in the force behind the NATO tripwire, 
but he deplored any effort to match Russia man for 
man in military power, and called for economic aid 
to Asia. (Col. 1268).

2. 478 HC 959, 12.9.50. Italics supplied.

3. LPCR 1950, p. 149.

4. Gaitskell spoke in the City of "a remarkable and
favourable change in our circumstances." The Times. 
4.10. 50.



338

there was still sharp, if not strong opposition to the 

Government's programme. Harold Davies, a member of the 

Keep Left group, moved a resolution urging the Government 

to redirect its policy along traditional Socialist lines, 

including the creation of friendly relations with Russia 

and the establishment of "satisfactory economic and 

social conditions for the peoples in the "backward 

countries." While the motion was defeated, 4,861,000

to 881,000, the Government's critics showed greater voting
1 

strength than in 1946-48.

At the same time ttMb the Government was, to the 

accompaniment of considerable heckling, putting its 

£3600 million defence programme through the House of 

Commons. Although it promised that this would be the 

limit, pressure was already developing in the United

States for another round of increases, even if this meant
2 

cuts in what nations spent for social services. The

announcement by President Truman on September 9th that 

additional American troops would be committed to Western 

Europe was coupled with a warning to Britain and its 

allies: "Firm programmes for the development of their 

forces will be expected to keep full step with the

!• LPCR 1950, p. 141, p. 150.

g. Bfee The Times 5.9.50, a report of NATO deputies 
meeting.
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dispatch of additional United States forces to Europe." 1 

The United States also "began re-examining Marshall Aid. 

Britain* s increasing "balance of payments led the American 

government to conclude in the autumn of 1950 that its

Marshall Aid could "be discontinued, except for money in
2 

the pipeline, and so to inform the Chancellor in October.

Yet "by the time the decision was announced in December, 

the economic troubles that were to plague the Labour 

Government and its Conservative successor were becoming 

evident. Gaitskell, nov? Chancellor, told a London 

meeting on December 6th that changes in the terms of trade 

would increase defence costs by £300 million and require 

a further £300 million in exports to balance higher

import prices. The situation was, he said, "bleak" but
3 

"in no way intolerable." To the problems of a change

in the terms of trade and a demand for more exports, the 

Minister of Supply added the materials shortage, due to 

the post-Korean rise in world demand. He said, "These

1. The United States in 7/orld Affairs 1950. p. 264;
Montgomery op.cit. p. 55Iff, notes that about this time 
there was suspicion on the Continent that Britain 
was slacking in rearmament, and hesitant about committ­ 
ing its land forces in strength to defend that side 
of the Channel.

2. ERP receipts: 4th Quarter 1950, $145 million; 1st 
quarter 1951, ^98 million; 2nd cuarter 1951, ^55 
million. Source: 489 HC 2320, 4.7.51. See also, 
Gaitskell 1 s speech, 482 HC 1162-3, 13.12.50, and 
mimeographed text of his press conference, 13.12.50, 
especially p. 5.

s » The Times 7.12.50.
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changes are "bound to lead to some redundancy or unemploy­ 

ment in some areas "but it is quite impossible to estimate
1 

to what extent,"

Military and political influences were pushing for 

yet another increase in the defence budget, economic diff­ 

iculties notwithstanding. The entrance of Communist 

China into the Korean War, and doubts about the Russian 

reaction to plans for German rearmament, made the military 

situation in Europe and Asia fluid and ominous. Speed 

was important. Politically, relations between America 

and Britain had deteriorated due to differences about 

China. The result of the November Congressional elections 

placed Truman in a relatively weakened position as against 

his Republican critics, suspicious of Britain, suspicious

of committing American troops to Europe and vitally
2 

concerned with Asia. The attack led by Senator Taft

and ex-President Hoover against the President* s ability

to send American troops to Europe without Congressional
as 

authority concerned British security as mucl^, if not more

than, American security. The debate was not resolved 

until April, 1951, and the after-effects not dissipated 

until much later.., At a NATO foreign ministers' meeting 

in Brussels in December, 1950, the decision was made to

1. Manchester Guardian 29.12.50.

2. See United States in World Affairs 1950, p. 412ff, 
p. 437ff; 1951, p. 48ff.



341 
1 

have another round of arms increases.

The Labour Government was threatened with grave 

economic disturbances if it did this, and grave military 

dangers if it did not. There were risks in both choices; 

there were sections within the Party and within the 

Cabinet that supported both points of view. Traditional 

Socialist principles suggested that greater priority 

"be given to economic considerations, especially as the 

alternative was to enter an arms race. The Government, 

however, chose to put military considerations first. 

Having already come to the conclusion in the autumn that 

the £5600 million programme could "be achieved v/ithout 

American aid, it now "began to plan a second increase in 

armaments, without a firm commitment as to what American 

aid would "be. In part, it would depend upon the size

of the "burden the Labour Government placed upon its own
2 

economy. The Government came down firmly for increased

arms to defend (in more senses than one) the Anglo- 

American alliance and NATO. On January 29th it presented

!• The Times 21.12.50.

2. See The Times 14.12.50, 21.12.50. The NATO committee 
appointed to consider the problem of "burden-sharing" 
by the allies did not reach a definite decision 
while the Labour Government was in office. Even­ 
tually Britain received £351 million in American 
mutual aid during this three-year period including 
£35 million in surplus agricultural products. 
"United States Aid to the World 1,1 1945-55 p. 20.
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a three-year programme allocating £4700 million for
1 

defence. The Prime Minister insisted:

"The Government have one clear aim "before them; 
to see that we carry as much of the load as possible 
ourselves now and refrain from mortgaging the future 
"by running into debt abroad or reducing the invest­ 
ments on which our industrial efficiency depends. 
This v/ill be a task of great difficulty, because 
the industries which will have to carry most of the 
increased defence orders, the engineering and metal- 
using industries, are the very ones on which he have 
relied to make the biggest contribution to exports 
and to industrial equipment," 2

The Prime Minister explicitly pointed out that the new 

programme would demand sacrifices from all.

The PLP had to have three meetings before criticisms 

of this £1100 million boost could be answered. The Times 

parliamentary correspondent declared: "Ministers are

not finding it easy to convince all their supporters that
3 

the international outlook compels such precautions." .

Politically, the Cabinet was handicapped in supporting 

the programme, Bevin was too weak to assume his official 

duties and Attlee was in and out of hospital. The Foreign 

Secretary had established a rule that no minister could 

talk about foreign affairs without first clearing his speech

1. Shinwell oo.cit. p. 217, declares that the new estimate 
did not so much represent a change in the defence 
.,.-chiefs' requests but in the Cabinet's attitude towards 
"them.

2. 483 HC 584.

3. The Times 1. 2. 51.
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with 'the Foreign Office. Much of the work of defending

the arms programme rested upon Gaitskell, a very junior 

senior minister, whose promotion had made him enemies. 

Although Gaitskell was conscious he was carrying too much 

of the political burden, he was unable to share it more 

widely. Trade union leaders were distracted by rank- 

and-file pressure for wage increases, which not only 

limited their ability to campaign for the Government but

also forced them to adopt industrial policies that
2 

contradicted Government desires.

Aneurin Sevan revived the flagging fervour of some

Labour MPs by his defence of the new £4700 million
3 

programme when it was debated on February 15th. The

speech is notable for the fact that the recently appointed
i

Minister of Labour, while nominally defending the arms 

increase, used many arguments that were shortly to be 

known as "Bevanite" arguments and denounced as heretical

1. The Observer 7.1.51, 21.1.51.

2. See infra p.

3. The Times 16.2.51, spoke of Bevan1 s skill in develop­ 
ing an argument that faced Labour critics of the 
Government's defence programme with the realisation 
that a Conservative defence budget would be even 
less palatable to them. The Manchester Guardian 
more fulsomely stated that Bevan brought the whole 
House "into enthusiastic agreement with him with a 
definition of the moral objects of our foreign 
policy and rearmament programme. Neither Mr. Bevin 
nor Mt. Attlee has ever done that," 1*7.2.51.
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"by defenders of the Government* s policy. These discrep­ 

ancies were not noticed then. The important point was 

not what Bevan said, but the position from which he spoke, 

Instead of discussing the need for more and more arms,

Bevan asserted, "The essential pre-requlsite for a modern
1 

war machine is the technical basis of civil industry."

Furthermore, he inferred, from the fact that Russian 

industry produced less than 25 million tons of steel a 

year:

"I do not "believe that a nation, however large its
manpower, coldly contemplates launching 25 million 
tons of steel per annum against the combination of 
140 million tons per annum. !> 2

Because Bevan had so little regard for the economic 

resources of Russia he argued:

"For Heaven1 s sake do not let us have so much bogy 
man talk. I am speaking about those evil people in 
many parts of the world who are talking as if the 
third -world war had already begun. We deny that • • • 
Every opportunity must be eagerly sought in order 
to try to bring about an alleviation of international 
tension." $

The arguments that Aneurin Bevan used in defending 

the defence programme were based upon traditional Socialist

1. 484 HC 733, 15.2.51.

2« Ibid. The Alsops op, clt. p. 58, reported that Bevan 
had once argued that if Russian steel production 
ever did reach a certain limit then there might be 
good reason for NATO to launch a preventive war 
against it.

3. 484 HC 733 and 735, 15.2.51.
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ideas of the sources of power. The Cabinet 1 s reasoning, 

however, wae increasingly in conflict with these ideas. 

It placed more and more emphasis upon the needs of military 

defence, it made considerations of economic stability 

secondary, and it gave even less weight to the social 

services and the workers' standard of living. The 

conflict on priorities was quickly "brought to a head in 

the discussions within the Cabinet on placing charges on 

the health service in the Budget. Bevan, who believed 

that the social services were as important as, if not 

more iinportant than, armaments, opposed this. He and 

his associates argued that for industrial reasons Russia 

would not start a v;ar, and moreover, the 1951-2 arms 

programme could not be achieved because of shortages; 

hence, there was no need to save money on the health

services since the full sum estimated for defence could
1 

not be spent in the budget year. The Chancellor 1 s

argument was that military power had first priority because 

of the risk of war with Russia, and equally, because of 

the need to maintain the confidence of America, The

1. On this point the Bevanites were right. Even with 
inflation only £1,131 million of the estimated 
expenditure of £1300 million for defence in 1951-2 
was actually required. Cf. Cmd. 8146 (1951) and 
Cmd. 8475 (1952), and Churchill's provocative 
explanation, 494 HC 2601ff, 6.12.51. See also 
H. '"ilson "In Place of Dollars" p. 9.
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Government was therefore obligated, to try to hit its 

defence target (up .€680 million from the previous year) 

and budget on the assumption that it would. The uncert­ 

ainties in "both arguments could not "be resolved by 

appealing to facts, for they arose from differences of 

principles. Aneurin Bevan believed that the country*s 

real strength was in ite economic and social achievements. 

Gaitskell believed that the country had to rely first

upon military strength and that the social services had
1 

to bear some of the defence burden. The Cabinet

supported the Chancellor* s viev»r of priorities; efforts 

by a four-man Cabinet committee to find a compromise

failed. Neither Gaitskell nor Bevan was of a mind to
2 

make concessions. Aneurin Bevan resigned. The last

and strongest attack upon the Labour Government's foreign 

policy in the name of traditional Socialist principles 

began.

The Bevanlte revolt moved on three interacting levels
3 

— the ideological, the psychological and the tactical.

1. While Gaitskell, in his budget speech, 486 Hg 851-2,
10.4.51, tried to make it appear that charges amounting 
to £25 million in a year on the health service were 
the only source of necessary additional revenue, this 
was not the case. He could have chosen to raise the 
money from any number of sources.

S. See L. Hunter The Road to Brighton Pier (1959) pp.32-4,

3. The political tactics of the Bevanites are analysed 
in Chapter 8.
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To state that differences in ideas, clashes in personal-
cf

itles and calculationsApolitical interest combined to 

drive the Minister of Labour out of the Cabinet and into 

a campaign against his own front "bench is not hedging; it 

is to see the Bevanite movement as a whole. Aneurin Bevan, 

full of frustrations and tiring of office, could no more 

have resigned, giving as his reason pique at being passed 

over twice for promotion, than he would have resigned on

an issue of principle if all his emotions and ambitions
1 

had suggested he should not. A political leader needs

issues with which to clothe his actions; political issues 

require leaders to carry them, if they are to "become

effective. That Bevan, in the v;ords of his critics,
2 

resigned first and thought up his issues afterwards does

not alter the role of traditional Socialist principles 

in the conflict that followed. The existence of discontent 

within the Labour Party about the rearmament programme, 

founded upon long-held beliefs about the nature of inter­ 

national relations, presented Bevan with a ready-made 

cause to champion as soon as he left the Cabinet. Having

1. Attlee commented later, a propos of the resignation: 
"In politics you have to take into account personal­ 
ities as well as politics. Each has a pretty strong 
influence on events." News-Chronicle 20.4.59.

2. See the exchange of letters between Bevan and Attlee, 
Manchester Guardian 23.4.51.
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a cause rooted in traditional principles helped to make 

Bevanism a significant political movement. Without a 

cause, op with only the charges on teeth and spectacles 

to complain about, the Bevanites would have appeared as 

factious, niggling and disappointed critics. Long "before 

resigning, Bevan had his own predispositions, for, as he

once wrote, "In so far as I can he said to have had a
1 

political training at all, it has "been in Marxism."

With Bevan' s resignation the "backbench defenders of trad­ 

itional principles were given a leader; the leader found 

principles that were congenial. The facile orator, with 

a tendency to "base his arguments upon the smooth-flowing 

logic of "Socialism" rather than upon the detailed consider­ 

ation of complex facts in specific situations had, "by 

resigning, taken the cork out of the bottle and released 

forces long restrained under pressure by joint Cabinet 

responsibility.

Just as the Bevanite movement combined criticism of 

foreign policy, defence and the domestic economy, so its 

genesis was not simply in differences on foreign affairs, 

but fue to a combination of domestic and external consider­ 

ations. There was sharp disagreement within the Cabinet 

in the summer of 1949 on the question of nationalising

1. Bevan In Place of Fear (1952) p. 17.
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the iron and steel industries. In the debate, Bevan 

found himself opposing Attlee and Morrison. Prom about 

this time there was a noticeable cleavage among the 

ministers "between those who favoured, as a second five- 

year programme, more nationalisation, and those who 

preferred consolidation. Broadly speaking, the latter

group won; Bevan was among the losers. The differences
2 

were reflected within the PLP and so v/as the unhappiness.

The discontent was extended to include foreign policy
£ 

after the announcment of the Government*s decision toA

embark upon a three-year £3400 million rearmament 

programme in early August, 1950. In its issue of July 

28th| 1950, Tribune had supported rearmament. "What can 

happen in the Far East can happen in Germany." Rearmament 

was called discouraging but inevitable. When the size 

of the demands was announced, the weekly, run by Bevan1 s 

friends, shifted its editorial policy. In a leader of 

August 18th, "Keep the Generals in their Place", it argued 

that the Government should pay more attention to rebuilding 

Britain's economic strength and the economies of other

1. See LPCR 1950, pp. 59-60.

2. See L. Hunter op.cit. passim. Hunter quotes Bevan as 
saying shortly before the 1950 election, "£ am not 
interested in the election of another Labour Govern­ 
ment .. 0 I am interested in the election of a 
Government that will make Britain a Socialist country. 1 " 
p. 22. r .
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countries, and curb the excessive demands for military 

supplies. Prom this date onward the publication began 

advancing arguments that were to be used by Aneurin Bevan 

after he resigned. Por example, a Tribune pamphlet, 

"Pull Speed Ahead", issued pseudonymously on October 27th, 

1950, argued that military rearmament should not have an 

over-riding priority because this would destroy the 

nation1 s economic strength. Whether it had already been 

given such a priority the author coyly refused to say. 

It argued that Russia lacked the economic potential and 

strategic advantages for starting a war. The pamphlet 

stated that the Labour Government could stand up more 

to American pressure because it had a good bargaining 

card —' British bases for American troops. It also 

suggested the use of a capital levy to raise money for 

armaments so as not to subtract revenue from the social 

services.

Differences within the Cabinet, based upon off-the- 

record interviews, on rearmament were reported in American 

publications in November, 195O. Bevan was said to be 

opposing any increase in British rearmament or receipt

of American aid, so that the Labour Government could
... ... .. ._.',.,....... 1
pursue a more Independent policy. The statements were

1. See Newe^eek 27.11.50 and 4.12.50, and Mew York Times. 
19.11.50.
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officially denied. Attlee, hov/ever, discussed disagree­ 

ments on rearmament in his visit to Truman in December. 

Domestic political difficulties at this time were giving

Truman much greater leverage on Attlee than the latter
2 had upon the former.

The case against rearmament that Aneurin Bevan 

advanced in his resignation speech to the Kouee of Commons 

on April 23rd, 1951, was "broadly the same as that advanced 

"by "Keeping Left1 ' in January, 1950. Bevan showed the 

force of a priori principles "by holding to them, in spite 

of intervening events in Asia, in America and in Europe. 

The resigning minister "based his disagreement with his 

colleagues on differences in priorities.

"The defence programme must always "be consistent 
with the maintenance of the standard of life of the 
British people and the maintenance of the social 
services ... as soon as it "became clear we had 
engaged upon an arms programme inconsistent with 
those considerations, I could no longer remain a 
member of the Government. " 3

The Cabinet' s priorities were weakening the best means "by 

which Communism could "be combatted, the social services, 

which had given Britain "the moral leadership of the 

world." By contrast, the Cabinet's decision to rearm 

so much had resulted in a situation in which "the

1. See The Times S8.ll. 50 and Tribune 1,12.50,

2. Truman Volume II p. 434

3. 487 HC 37, 23.4.51.
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f ouncLatione of political liberty and parliamentary demo-
1 

cracy will not "be able to sustain the shock. " Bevan

Invoked once again the vision of a Socialist "third force":

"There is only one hope for mankind and that hope 
still remains in this little island. It is from 
here that we tell the world where to go and how to 
go there." 2

In addition, he used pragmatic arguments to show that 

economic difficulties would prevent the Government from 

spending the amount it had "budgeted for rearmament in the 

next twelve months, and hence the charges on the health
: . • 3

service were unnecessary. Materials shortages would
4 

"bring "mass unemployment," he charged. The speech of

Harold Vilson, who resigned as President of the Board of 

Trade, and the statement of John Freeman, who resigned 

as parliamentary secretary to the Minister of Supply, 

primarily emphasized practical arguments against the 

"budget estimate of the amount that could "be spent on
' K

defence. They also challenged the Government* s priorities. 

The psychological "basis of Aneurin Bevan* s resignation

1. 487 HC 37, 23.4.51. 8. fbid. Col. 39.

5. Ibid. Col. 35. 4. Ibid. Col. 37.

6. See 487 IIC 228ff, 24.4.51, and The Times 25.4.51.
The Daily Express asserted that the exchange of letters 
"between V'ilson and Attlee was not printed "because 
Wilson's was highly critical of Herbert Morrison's 
role in the controversy. 25.4.51.

There were expectations that G. H. Strauss, Minister 
of Supply, would also resign and some Bevanites felt 
"bitterly towards him when he did not.
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had long-term as well as short-terra causes. Temper­ 

amentally, he T»as always on the left, that is, given to 

drawing sharp verbal contrasts "betv/een the world as it 

was and the world of Socialist ideals, without detailed 

interest in or consideration of the complex difficulties 

and limitations of the moment. In the two previous 

major crises in the Labour Party, over unemployment in 

1930-31, and over the Popular Front in the late 1930s, 

Aneurin Bevan both times left the Party in order to 

advocate more extreme courses. Even during the war 

Bevan gloried in the role of a backbench critic of the 

Coalition, It was only after 16 years of freedom from 

responsibility and administrative detail that he took a 

governmental post. He gained considerable personal 

credit from the establishment of the National Health 

Service, The success of the health service led him to 

hope for promotion in 1950, when the older Labour leaders 

were passing on, and men of Bevan1 s age were reE-.ching 

their peak. The appointment of Gaitskell, his junior,

1. Much of the following is based upon the correlating 
and cross-checking of published sources and 
confidential interviews \*,r ith leading supporters of 
Aneurin Bevan from 1951,
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as Chancellor wounded him deeply; the naming of Morrison 

ae Foreign Secretary was a second wound. Sevan, disliking

the administrative reorganisation that was about to take
2 place in hie own department, took the poet of Minister

of Labour in Januarjr, 1951, as a consolation prize, 

Attlee, by giving him this promotion, saddled the 

programmed ma;jor critic with the. job of defending what 

he disliked. The temperamental minister 1 s personal sense 

of frustration Fas played upon by some of his closest 

friends and political associates, ecually opposed to the

rearmament programme and to the general drift of the
3 4 Cabinet. Sevan's wife, Jennie Lee, lan Mikardo and

Michael Foot were all pressing Bevan to resign long before 

he did. Foot urged him in the summer of 1950 to resign

and start a nation-wide campaign for "more Socialism" in
5 

the Labour Party, Bevan would have to have been a

1* The removal of Cripps from the Cabinet was also import­ 
ant. Bevan had always looked up to Cripps, his leader 
in Socialist League days, as a person v;ho could and 
would force a "left" line upon the Cabinet if convinced 
of its Tightness. Attlee said later of Bevan: "He is 
one of those horses who work very well in harness. For 
six years the harness was Stafford Grippe." The 
Listener 22.1.59, p. 153.

8» See The^Qbserver 7.1. 51.

5. Jennie Lee was effervescent at the news of her husband' s 
resignation, telling one associate happily: "We 1 re out! 
We're out! I can hardly believe it." Interview.

4. Mikardo has called Bevan "easily the greatest political 
intellect of this century, "

5. See e.g., The Observer 24.9.50,
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dessicnted calculating machine to ignore the cumulative 

effect of these "blandishments, which complemented so well 

his personal grievances. ?/hen the debate arose within 

the Cabinet on the health charges, personalities and 

principles united to make him oppose them. A v/eek "before 

the "budget speech he said at a meeting in Bermondsey:

"I will never "be a member of a Government which 
makes charges in the National Health Service for a 
patient." 1

The gauntlet was thrown down. As one senior minister later
2

characterised it, Bevan had turned to ""blackmail, " Char­ 

acteristically, it is impossible to determine whether the 

challenge to the Chancellor was fully premeditated or 

whether the orator had, in the course of his speech, suddenly 

hit upon a phrase that crystallised his complaints around 

an issue of principle, and offered release for his personal 

frustrations. At a minimum, it can be assumed that he had

no long-term carnpaign against the Government in mind when
3 

he spoke.

1. Quoted Manchester Guardian 23,4* 51* Bevan had agreed in 
principle to putting charges on prescriptions when 
Minister of Health and Cripps was Chancellor, "but this 
proposal had "been abandoned as administratively 
impractical,

2. Interview.
3. Relevant here is the folloY/ing character sketch, offered in 

an interview as a complimentary one, "by one of Sevan's 
prominent supporters:

"Nye is one of the few creative men in Parliament. He 
can only think when he is talking. If you want to see Nye 
at his "best, get him with a group of people and "buy him 
a drink. Then put up a point to him, and watch him take 
what you have said and tear your idea to pieces. He 
won 1 t leave anything. Then, a few days later in convers­ 
ation elsewhere, you may hear him use exactly the point 
you had made. "
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Following the announcement of the health charges, 

there was a 13-day struggle "between senior Cabinet ministers 

and "backbench critics for the right to claim Kye Bevan as

one of them. Bevan was taunted "by Conservative MPs for
1 

not resigning at once, as he had pledged. At a PLP

meeting, Bevan, when asked if he intended to resign,
2 

declared he supported the budget generally. Cabinet

leaders sought to keep Bevan in office to prevent their 

critics from having a leader of senior stature, and also 

because a minister of Bevan1 6 experience could not easily 

be spared at that time. Excluding Gaitskell* s resignation, 

there v/as nothing that could be offered to him except 

toil and tears, mingled with the sackcloth and ashes that 

would be his for recanting hie Bermondsey speech. The

rewards that might have purchased his consent to the
3 

programme had already been riven to others. His friends,

1. Manchester Guardian 12.4., 13,4.51. The New Statesman 
14.4.51, and The Times parliamentary correspondent 12. 
4.51, both reported Bevan would not resign* Tribune 
denounced the Gaitskell budget as ''dangerous" and 
compared Gaitskeli with Snov/cien in 1931, the penultimate 
insult in the Labour anthology of maledictions. 20*4*51.

2. Manchester Guardian 12.4,51. The meeting was dominated 
by news of the dismissal of General MacArthur, announced 
that morning. This led to speculation about a ma^or 
shift in American foreign policy in the direction 
Bevan had suggested, for co-operation with "good" 
American liberals was part of the Eevanite policy. 
Truman, by firing MacArthur, had returned to the rank 
of "good" Americans, from which place he had been 
expelled the previous autumn.

3. Sot all the leading Bevanites were urging resignation, 
Barbara Castle and R.H.S. Crossman were reported as 
opposed, although accepting it when it occurred.



357

"by contract, could offer Sevan much: a chance to speak 

out in defence of his o^vn version of racialism; release 

from the arduous and unpleacant responsibilities of office, 

which involved defending things he did not like; the 

adulation and regard of many "backbenchers .and of many 

militant Party workers; and, at the end of all this, 

the opportunity of gaining the position of leader, already 

once denied him. Aneurin Eevan would have needed more 

self-control and more modesty than his "best friends credit 

him with to have resisted all this. He resigned. His 

friends had won, and, as it later turned out, he was to lose. 

The Bevanite group kept to its promise to support

the Government in the House of Commons, so that it v/ould
1 

not fall on a vote of confidence. It also kept to its

promises to raise a campaign against the rearmament 

programme in the country, Personal attacks upon ex- 

colleagues spiced arguments "based on principles* At a 

Keir Hardie rally in Ayrshire, Bevan said:

"The movement should "be careful to select its 
leaders in the main from those who have spent 
their lives in the La"bour and trade union movement,

1. Bevan could not, however, guarantee that some of his
fellov critics might not decide, independently of him, 
to refuse to support the Government on a vote of 
confidence. The Government whips and Herbert 
Morrison, "by then Foreign Secretary, had to spend 
much energy and worry to make sure that this did 
not happen. Interview, Lord Ghackleton (former 
PPS to Morrison) June, 1959.



358
and who not only understood Socialism with their 
heads "but knew it with their hearts. " 1

Two pamphlets were promptly published "by Tribune to etate

the Bevanite case; "One Way Only", issued in July, and
2 

"Going Our Way?", issued in September, The pamphlets

stressed the military and the economic risks inherent in 

the Government's rearmament programme, for the creation of 

"a great war machine" must lead to "a debilitation of the

civil impulses of society and a declining reliance on reason,' •• ; 3 
discussion and co-operation as the ultimate arbiters."

Unlike the Government, which was haunted by Britain's failure 

to rearm sufficiently before 1939, the Bevanites were 

haunted by the pre-war Labour belief that arming would lead to 

war, as Socialists charged it had done in 1914. They believed:

"War is not inevitable, but will certainly become 
. so if the rearmament race continuer unabated. For 
that reason, a supreme effort must be made to 
negotiate a settlement with Russia in the next 
two years. " 4

Bevan urged a return to traditional Socialist priorities. 

He told a May Day Rally: "I believe that the piling up of

the war machine in the absence of a sane social policy, v *•
5 

of itself makes war inevitable. " Instead of giving arms

1. Manchester Guardian 13.6.51. See also Shinwell pp.cit. 
pp.224-5, for an indication of the resentment caused 
among some who were not Bevanites by the promotion of 
Gaitskell to the Chancellorship inx!950.

2. The former carried the subtitle: "A Socialist analysis 
of the present ^orld crisis" and had a foreword by 
Bevan, Wilson and Freeman. The three also contributed 
signed sections to the second pamphlet,

3. "One v;ay Only" P . 3. 4. IMeu p- ^ 

5. Manchester Guardian 7. 5.51.
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first priority, the Bevanites said:

"The military rearmament of the Atlantic Powers 
should "be subordinated to a ".orld Plan for Mutual 
Aid. Britain should urge the use for this over­ 
riding purpose of a considerable part of labour 
and resources at present allocated to the combined 
rearmament programme; and we should give a lead 

: "by announcing our determination to do this with
our own rearmament programme in the coming year. " ^

This should "be done, the manifesto declared, "because

Socialists had "their proclaimed principle of fair shares2 
and their faith in the "brotherhood of man." The July

declaration urged that some of the 'extra* £1400 million 

scheduled for arms expenditure "be transferred to meet 

the anticipated £700 million deficit in the six-year 

Colombo plan. The September pamphlet recommended

cutting the rearmament programme to "something less than
» 

£400 million." It was dubious about the value of any

large military force in the cold war, "because, as John

Freeman put it: f- • *•* I

"We cannot win it "by arms; for the way of life 
v vr to which we aspire cannot "be imposed on others "by

force. V;e shall achieve it when we can demonstrate 
to the world — to our ov/n people, our allies, our 
opponents and those who have yet to choose — that 
Socialism "based upon political freedom offers the 
"best opportunity for full and happy lives." 4

The Labour Government did not let the Bevanite 

attacks pass without rebuttal. With Bevan and Wilson

1. "One Way Only" p. 4. . 2, Ibid, p. 5. 

3. "Going Our Way?" p. 16. 4. Ibid, p. 11,
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out of the Cabinet the "balance of power within it shifted 

sharply to the right, in favour of consolidation of the 

domestic programme and heavy rearmament. This homogeneity

of views within the Cabinet was, ae The Observer pointed
1 

out, "a weakness, not a strength." Gaitskell asserted

in a speech on April 28th; "There must be priorities

within the social service field as elsewhere within a
8 

planned economy. tf Shinwell more pointedly declared,

"Anyone who tries to persuade the public that in these 

times freedom can be defended v/ithout sacrifices and with­ 

out hardships is deceiving himself and our people, and is
3 

doing a grave disservice to the nation. " George Strauss,

Minister of Supply, said there was no reason to doubt
4 

that defence targets could be reached. On April 26th

Richard Stokes was named Lord Privy Seal and placed in 

charge of raw material supplies to counter criticism that 

the Government was not paying enough attention to materials 

shortages.

The greatest handicap at this time for the Government 

was that it was beginning to lose the wagers it had made 

upon the ability of the British economy to meet the demands

1. 29.4.51.

2. Mimeograph text of speech, p. 5. In fact, the total 
expenditure on social services was increased in the 
budget, with a notable rise in pensions. See Gaitskell 
486 HC 847ff, 10.4.51.

3. 487 HC 1137, 1.5.51.

4. The Tirae_s 28.4.51.
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of the rearmament programme. But "because the heavy 

programme had "been undertaken for military and diplomatic 

reasons, the Government could not suddenly abandon its 

commitments on account of economic difficulties. In

1950. v/hen the Government first accepted commitments to 

rearm, the terms of trade, the "balance of payments and 

exports were all highly favourable. By the summer of

1951. these factors had all "become unfavourable] the 

reversal of fortunes took place with "incredible speed."
I--

The budget had been prepared in the spring with expect­ 

ations of difficulties, but also with the expectation
1 

that the difficulties would be overcome. The balance

of payments, however, dropped ^304 million in the April- 

June quarter of 1951. By June exercises were started 

at the Treasury, but the difficulties, given a head 

start, outraced the Government's efforts to meet them. 

Many of them, such as materials shortages, terms of 

trade and American aid were beyond the control of the 

British Government. It was, as the TUG special committee

on the economic situation politely phrased it, "a period
2 

of considerable social and industrial strain." The

1. Interviews.

2- TTTCE 1951, p. 284. Trade unionists were doing their
bit to contribute to the Chancellor's woes by 

-' pressing for higher wage claims in spite of his 
public and private pleas to union leaders for 
continued wage restraint.
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Government struggled 3n. If not fully committed to a 

war-time psychology, ignoring civilian needs, it 

certainly put military needs first. This "became clear 

after Gaitskell told the House on July 26th that the 

economic position had deteriorated considerably, and that

exports would need to increase 25 per cent above those
1 

for the first six months of 1951. Following this

speech, which the Bevanites claimed as an admission that
2 

their criticisms were right, the Government reiterated

its commitment to the full rearmament "budget. Shinwell 

stressed at a press conference promptly called to point 

up Russia 1 s military strength:

"This is no time to talk of going alow or turning 
back. I am satisfied that the share of this general 
effort allotted to the United Kingdom is reasonable. 
We cannot do less. " 3

In August the economic situation became even worse. The 

drain on the gold and dollar balances was so severe that

the Chancellor was recalled from his vacation to consider
, 4 

the matter. The third quarter's loss was ^638 million.

In spite of these heavy buffetings, in the short time 

left to it, the Labour Government did not waver in its

1. 491 EC 651ff. See also The Times supplement; "The 
First Year of Rearmament; Financial Survey" 20.9.51.

2. See "Going Our Way?" passim.

3. The Times 28. 7. 51.

4. Manchester Guardian 4.10,51.
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commitment to place military considerations first. Before 

the Government was defeated at the general election on 

October 25th, there v/as no effort made within the Treasury 

or the Cabinet to calculate a defence programme "based 

upon lower spending.

Ironically, a pamphlet that Transport House issued 

in August, 1951 to defend the Government's rearmament 

"budget affirmed: "The allocation of resources to the

various demands is a "balance of priorities. In the choice
1 

"between them lies the true nature of Socialism." By

the standards that the Labour Party itself had established 

in decades of propagandizing for Socialise, the Labour 

Government did not act in accord with traditional Socialist 

principles about the sources of power. In the debate 

on rearmament, the Bevanites were the defenders of the 

traditional Socialist faith. This did not bother the 

leaders of the Labour Government. Paced with the same 

set of facts as the Bevanites, they drew opposite conclusions 

from different principles. Military defence came first, 

and economic development and social services were very 

poor also rans. Attlee, Bevin, Morrison and Gaitskell 

looked back upon the results of the Labour Party's oppos­ 

ition to rearmament in the 1930s and its underestimation 

of immediate military dangers, and concluded that

1. "Our First Duty — Peace" p. 10.
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traditional Socialist principles had been wrong and the 

advocates of priorities for military forces were right.

Neither Law IIor War.

M^;e have no right "because we happen to "be a 
stronger power in a number of cases to impose our 
views "by force of arms upon the people of another 
country. "

A. Bevan The Times 10.10. 51.

While traditional Socialist principles of foreign 

policy justified the use of military force under inter­ 

national auspices, they also denied a nation the right 

to use force exclusively for its own benefit. ft'hat was 

true of disputes "between European nations was even more 

strongly felt with regard to those between Britain and 

non-European nations. A guilt complex about imperialism 

compounded with other arguments to make Labour insist 

upon conciliation, reason and respect for native rights. 

For example, Arthur Renderson, while handling a dispute

with Egypt as Foreign Secretary, said, "The policy of
1

force is hardly worth a moment*s discussion." The Anglo- 

Iranian oil dispute of 1951 is a good case with which

to measure the actions of the Labour Government in relation
2 

to this traditional principle. The proposed Iranian

1. M, A. Hamilton op. cit. p. 306.

2. The history of the events can be found in RIIA Survey. 
1951 pp. 292-337; Cmd. 8425 (1951) and A.W, Ford 
The Anglo-Iranian Oil Dispute of 1951-2 (1954).
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nationalisation of the Company threatened a British 

investment of £350 million, of which the British Govern­ 

ment owned 51 per cent. The oil met 25 per cent of 

Britain's needs and sales of it were of "very great

importance" as a dollar earner at a time of economic
1 

crisis. The Labour Government had no doubt about the

legal rights of the Company to exploit Persian oil until 

1993, under terms of existing agreements. Within the 

Party and within the House of Commons there was absolute 

agreement as to the end to be achieved — the protection 

of British property rights in Iran. The differences on 

means were considerable.

Throughout the dispute there was an undertone of 

demands from the Conservative benches for an assurance

from the Government that military force would be used, if
2 

necessary, to protect the Company* s rights* The

cumulative resentment of the Conservatives with the Labour 

Government*s colonial policy had found a point of focus. 

WInston Churchill gave official approval to the backbench 

clamour when he told the House at the climax of a debate 

on July 30th, 1951:

1. Interview, Douglas Jay, July, 1958. The former 
Financial Secretary at the Treasury particularly 
stressed the dollar value of the oil at the time. 
The long-term importance of the oil was being 
diminished by increased exploitation in Basra, 
Kuwait and Iraq. RIIA Survey 1951, p. 294,

2. See RIIA Survey 1951, p. 322ff, and B. Sandys 489 
HC 763-5, 21.6.51.
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"They /The British in A"badan7 must stay and we 
must never agree to their "being v/ithdrav-n. If 
violence is offered to them we must not hesitate 
to intervene, if necessary. "by force, and give all 
the necessary protection to our fellow subjects. M

"Mr. Ellis Smith: 'That means war. 1 " I

The Labour Government rejected the use of force to secure 

its property. Throughout the dispute it relied upon

diplomacy, negotiation and adjudication, the traditional
2 

Socialist means of settling disputes. Of course,
.,- •-' ' . ' • . 5 
pragmatic considerations influenced the Government*

Many defenders of the Government's position mixed arguments
r

of principle and of pragmatism. Sir Hartley Shawcross, 

for example, in one speech opposed the use of force 

"because "the general climate of world opinion makes

1. 491 HC 995. Italics supplied.

2. Interviews strongly suggest that Herbert Morrison, 
the Foreign Secretary, was for some time personally 
in favour of defending British property with military 
force, but that his personal views never received 
serious consideration in the Cabinet. Morrison told 
the House of Commons, on April 13th, when questioned 
about riots resulting in British deaths in Iran: 
"We are watching the situation closely and reserve 
the right to act as we see fit to protect British 
lives and property. We must hold the Persian 
Government responsible for all injuries and loss 
that may be sustained by British nationals and 
interests." (436 HC 1333-4. See also Lord Henderson, 

. Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 170 
. HL 1094, 14.3.51. )

The movement of British ships and paratroopers 
.. around the Middle East from March 23rd (KIIA Survey 

1951, pp.311-2; New York Times 27.5.51) is not 
conclusive evidence that Morrison's view was ever 
official policy, since troops would have been held 

•'• in readiness to protect British lives and their 
presence would serve as a bluff.

3. They are best summed up by R t? 
494 HC 842, SO. 11. 51.
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gunboat diplomacy no longer possible" and also because, 

even if force were employed, "It is most probable that

the refinery would have been destroyed and the lives of the
1 

British staff at Abadan would have been endangered."

The Government hoped for some time that the Persian need 

for oil revenue, for foreign technicians, transport and

marketing facilities would prevent Persia from expelling
2 

the British. Likewise, it feared that armed intervention

would lead to the destruction of much of the Company 1 e 

property in the oil fields and a refusal by Persians to 

work for the Company. These beliefs were also known to 

Conservative advocates of the use of force. That they 

should be determinant was only f self-evident* if one believed 

that military force could not eettle a political and 

economic grievance. If, however, one believed, as many 

Conservatives did, that military force was sufficient, 

these considerations could be discounted. The different 

values the two parties put on these considerations were

differences of principle resulting from different ideas
3 

about the nature of power.

When negotiations failed to progress, the Labour 

Government submitted the dispute to the International Court

1. The Times 8.10.51. See also H. Morrison The Listener 
25.10.51, pp. 650-1; LPCR 1951, p. 129, and 494 HC 
65, 19.11.51.

2. See e.g., Morrison 487 HC 1008ff, 1.5.51.

3. The Conservative Government's Suez intervention in 1956 
and the Labour Party 1 s opposition to it underscore this 
point.
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of Justice, although, as The Times diplomatic correspondent 

wrote, there was "no reason to be hopeful that a judgment

In favour of this country would toe honoured by a Persian
1 

government of the same character as that now in office."

The Court's Interim opinion, issued July 5th, held that 

operations in the oilfields should continue on the terms

of May 1st, without aggravation, pending settlement of
2 

the dispute. This decision, which favoured Britain,

was rejected by Iran. * : 

.'•'">•'. The Government then turned once more to negotiation,

upon the basis of Persia owning the oil company and Britain
3 

participating in operations and sales. The Lord Privy

Seal, Richard Stokes, was placed in charge of the British 

delegation to Tehran. After two weeks of negotiation 

optimism evaporated. There the xenophobic fervour was 

stronger than the commercial Instinct. Negotiations

broke down, nominally because of disagreement on the terms
- - •• .- • • -w ' 4 

under which British technicians were to work. 'As a

result, the Labour Government decided to apply economic 

sanctions against Iran. Facilities for banking were

1. 28.5.51.

2. See International Court of Justice Reports 1951, pp. 
39-94 for the text.

3. The Times 4.8.51. Given the British confidence in the 
inability of the Iranian Government to refine or sell 
oil, this concession to nationalisation was more 
symbolic than real.

I "' ' \;- ' ' '"- :', ' ' _'

4. See Cmd. 8425, p. 54ff, for details.
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suspended and some supplies of goods from Britain to
1 

Iran were stopped en route.

At this Juncture the Labour Government could have 

decided to resort to military force, to the United Nations, 

to another attempt at negotiation without hope of settle­ 

ment or do nothing. In spite of the fact that the 

United Nations had shown itself singularly unsuited to 

protect particular British interests, the Government 

appealed to it on September 28th. This could not over­ 

come the "basic difficulty — the unwillingness of Iran 

to negotiate a settlement on any but its own terms* The 

way in which the Government viewed the situation was 

indicated by Sir Gladwyn Jebb 1 s remark to the Council,

that appealing to the UN was "the onl.v course open to
2 

the United Kingdom at the present time." The Security

Council politely heard the British justification of the
3 

good works of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company and its

resolution,which called for the continued production of

oil at Abadan by British staff under terms of the Inter-
4 

national Court's ruling. The resolution was twice

watered down. The final draft approved October 19th,

1. The Times 11.9.61.

2. SC 559th meeting, 1.10,51, p. 11. Italics supplied, 
Kenneth Younger put a moral gloss upon this: "We 
encourage others to settle their disputes in the 
United Nations, "'e must do the same ourselves." 
The Times 10.10.51.

3. SC 559th meeting, 1.10.51, p. llff.

4. UN Document S/2358, 1951.
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only noted that Britain accepted the Court's ruling and

Iran did not. It aleo called for the resumption of
1 

negotiations.

By the time the Security Council reached this com­ 

promise! the immediate problem had "been resolved. The 

Labour Government, in response to Persian pressure, ordered 

the total evacuation of Abadan. This was completed on 

October 4th. Diplomatic debate at the UN had lasted long 

enough to provide a cover for the Government 1 s refusal

to use force, a policy for which it was strongly attacked
2 

"by Conservatives in the election campaign then raging.

Attlee*s statement to the House of Commons on July 30th
3 

- "Our intention is not to evacuate entirely" - was

frequently cited against the Government. The Prime 

Minister answered that while the Government had not

intended to evacuate, it wae equally its intention not to
4 

use force to keep Britain in Iran. Compelled to choose

between the use of force or evacuating an important 

British property overseas, the Labour Government chose 

not to use force.

Ironically, the immediate cause of the failure of the 

Labour Government 1 s policy was that the Mossadeq govern­ 

ment was acting directly contrary to traditional Socialist

1. See UN Document S/2358, Rev. 2, 1951, and SC 565£h 
meeting, p. 12.

S3. See e.g., Churchill, The Times 3.10.51.

3. 491 HC 1072.

4. The Times 6.10.51.
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expectations. It rejected arbitration, refused juris­ 

diction of the International Court, showed little willing­ 

ness to negotiate and was truculent at the United Nations* 

The xenophobic nationalism of Dr. Moseadeq was as much 

unaccounted for in traditional Labour policy-making as the 

nationalism of Dr. Dalton. But the fact that the Persian 

Government had acted unexpectedly did not justify the use 

of military force "to the Labour Government. As Ernest 

Davies explained:

"Because wrong methods arc used and the rule of 
law set aside, it is no justification for resorting 
to force to insist on the maintenance of rights in 
the territories of foreign powers which wish to 
terminate those rights* " •*•

The action of the Cabinet was in full harmony with sentiment 

within the PLP. The oil dispute was one of the few 

foreign policy Issues on which the Government was not 

attacked by Its own supporters. The imperialist basis of 

the British claims made the interest an unpopular one in

the PLP. "Oil politics was one of the last things for
2 

which Labour members wanted to fight." The Government's

defeat in the general election of 1951 prevented it from 

being in office to enjoy fully the justification, in 1954,

The Times 11.10,51. John Freeman, in a debate on the 
Egyptian question at about the same time, declared 
explicitly that public opinion and national claims 
took precedence over the legal rights of the British 
government. 49'5 HC 859, 5.2,52.

Ernest Davies, Interview, July 1958. Even Ambassador 
Shepherd, in a letter to the Persian Prime Minister 
on February £3rd, 1951, did not deny charges of British 
imperialism; he only said they were "out of date". 
Cmd. 8425, p. 24.
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of its action in accordance with traditional Socialist 

principles in 1951.

Conclusion

"I accept that if we are to create and build up 
a Socialist society we have a right to face up to 
the responsibilities of the defence of that society." 
John i'cGovern (Ex-ILP) 458 ITC 2088, 1.12.48.

"We "believe that the rearmament programmes of 
the democracies offer the "best hope for peace.'1 

H. Gaitskell, TUCR 1951, p. 363.

In the weakened state of Britain at the end of World 

War II, traditional Socialist principles of power appeared 

to offer a particularly congenial policy for a Labour 

Government to follow. The nation's economic weakness 

meant that only if moral and diplomatic sources of power 

were rated highest could Britain remain an equal among the 

Big Three. For example, Tribune argued that since 

Britain was the v/eakest of the Big Three it ?/ould gain

most if it tried to exert a "Socialist" influence in
1 

international affaire rather than play power politics.

The Labour Government, however, did not follow this 

traditional and congenial way of assessing its sources 

of power. After five years in the War Cabinet Clement 

Attlee and Ernest Bevin were strongly devoted to defending 

British interests by military strength. Whereas

1. 2.2.45.
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traditional Socialist principles held that reducing arm­ 

aments was the way to reduce international tension, the 

Labour Government held that only after the reduction of 

international (and colonial) tension would it dispense 

with a large military force. Given post-war full employ­ 

ment and low recruitment, the Government had to continue 

conscription, or else alter its policy. It chose to 

abandon one of the oldest Party principles rather than 

reduce its military manpower.

Because the appreciation of military power developed 

"by Labour leaders in the wartime Coalition had not 

completely filtered down to the rank-and-file, there was 

strong opposition to conscription from a sizea~ble section 

of the PLP, The anti-conscriptionists won a single, 

limited and isolated victory. After that their claim 

to resist conscription on principle was shattered. A 

different and much less effective group of critics 

continuously criticised the Government*s emphasis upon 

military force as a factor contributing to world tension 

and a drain upon the domestic economy. These backbench 

critics assumed either that there was no risk of military 

trouble in Europe, or, after the formation of NATO, that 

Russian aggression could be forestalled by the threat of 

American counterattack, rather than by the presence of 

substantial British and American arms. At this point, 

however, the Labour critics vvrere accepting, often without
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recognising it, the "balance of power, long the chief ogre 

in the chamber of Socialist horrors. As the "Keeping 

Left" pamphlet illustrates, while most "backbench critics 

accepted NATO, they retained their traditional Socialist 

notions about the sources of power. For the Government, 

the North Atlantic Treaty was only an extension of its 

1945-46 policy of defending national interests by military 

force. As Sam Watson explained, in hie speech as chairman 

of the Labour Party in 1950:

"The history of war is not the history of the 
attack of the strong on the strong, but of the strong 
on the weak. " 1

By strong, Watson and the Government meant, strong in 

military force. By weak, they meant, supplied only with 

diplomatic and moral weapons to check an aggression. These 

were the weapons that had notably failed to stop the armies 

of Hitler.

Differences of principle once more came to the fore­ 

ground in the debate within the Party and within the 

Cabinet on rearmament in 1950-51, Because the Bevanites 

placed economic and moral power first, they doubted the 

immediate threat of Russian aggression. They were concerned 

with continuing the development of welfare programmes, in 

Asia as in Britain. As John Freeman put it:

1950, p. 78. The whole speech is Tell worth reading.
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"A power station in India, a ton of tinplate 
in Denmark, a railway in V.'est Africa or a health 
centre in Hong Kong are almost certainly worth- 
far more in terms of cold war strategy than the 
equivalent industrial effort expended in armed men." 1

The Government rejected the Bevanites 1 evaluation of the 

nation's dangers, and ho?/ to meet them. Instead, it 

ranked military force as the most important consideration. 

7/oodrow Wyatt, once a Keep Left member "but "by 1951 Under­ 

secretary of State for War, explained:

"If Stalin or Mao Tse-Tung intend to march, they 
will only "be deterred "by arms and not "by coffee- 
growing schemes in Africa or irrigation schemes 
in India." 2

The Eevanites were right in their major practical charge: 

the 1951-52 service estimates were not fully realised, 

"because of economic problems, and the three-year target 

of £4700 million was abandoned "by no less a military 

expert than Winston Churchill. The Government could 

also claim it was right, in spite of the economic failure 

of its rearmament programme, for it was not framed with 

reference to economic criteria, nor was it designed to 

meet short-term or long-term economic problems. Instead, 

the programme was designed to meet an immediate military 

and, as regards America, a diplomatic danger. The NATO 

alliance held; war did not come. This was the object

1. J. Freeman "Rearmament — How Par?" (Pabian Tract 
#288, September 1951) p. 11.

2. W. Wyatt "Outlook in the Cold ?/ar!f Pabian Journal 
February, 1952) p. 24.
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of Gaitskell's 1951 rearmament "budget. At this point 

the Government was farthest from the v, orld of Labour 

ideals, and at this point the discipline thc.t the Govern­ 

ment had exercised upon its critics failed to work. 

Aneurin Bevan resigned from the Cabinet and challenged 

the Government's policy. It is relatively unimportant 

whether it was primarily conviction or personal frustration 

that led Bevan to quit the Cabinet to campaign for 

traditional Socialist values. The important point is 

that once he had left, he collected a group of supporters 

sufficiently strong to result in the "biggest split in 

either Party since the 1930s.

: Two other major problems involving force faced the 

Government. Its action in helping resist the invasion 

of South Korea Fas a model of international collective 

security, made possible by the temporary absence of 

Russia from UN meetings. The differences between the 

United States and the Labour Government on the response 

to Chinese intervention illustrate different attitudes 

held by the two Governments when confronted with a given 

set of facts. The United States wished to punish China 

by inflicting military defeat; the Labour Government

wished to reform China by diplomatic negotiation, moral So.as/c/7
1 

and long-term economic co-operation. Each Government

1. Broadly speaking, similar differences have been shown 
"between Conservatives and Labour in debates in the 
House of Commons on crime.
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"believed that the other 1 s policy threatened eventual 

disaster on the Asian mainland, The Labour Government's 
position was compounded of military prudence and 

traditional Socialist ideas of the nature of power.

The Anglo-Iranian oil dispute was notable as an 

instance in which the Conservative and Labour parties 
disagreed about the Government's conduct of foreign 

relations. Their differences on the use of force to 
secure British interests reflected a fundamental 

disagreement about the nature of power. The Government, 
by refraining from using force to secure its ends, was 
here acting in accord with traditional Socialist principles. 
Thus, it showed in one of its last acts in office that 
it was as unwilling to commit itself completely to 

military ideas of how to get one* s v/ay as it was to 
commit itself completely to traditional Socialist 

principles.



378

Chapter VI 

THE FOREIGN OFFICE

"There must "be an absolute "broadening of the 
curriculum and of the right of entry into the 
diplomatic service. If the "boys from the secondary 
schools can save us in the Spitfires, the same 
"brains can "be turned to produce the new v/orld. " 

Ernest Bevin TUCR 1940, p. 325.

"I am not one of those who decry Eton and 
Harrow. I was very glad of them in the Battle of 
Britain. Those fellows paid the price in the RAF 
on those fatal days. H 
^ . Ernest Eevin LPCR 1946, p. 164.

Traditionally, the Foreign Office and the diplomatic
1 

service were suspect within the Labour Party. The iden-
"**"• «. •* '. •» . _,

tification of particular career diplomats such as Eyre
-- -.. * : " •

Crowe and Sir Nevile Henderson v/ith policies especially 

disliked "by the Party reflected general discredit upon 

the Foreign Office. The Party was against the existing 

system of diplomacy and the men who were an essential part

1. Because the Party did not consistently and officially 
criticEethe Foreign Office, its reform could not "be 
considered a traditional principle of the same 
authority as those discussed earlier in this thesis. 

For a sample of pre-1945 criticisms see "Control 
of Foreign Policy"(LP, c. 1920); J. Ramsay MacDonald 
LPCR 1921, pp. 172-3; R. Nightingale "The Personnel 
of the British Foreign Office and Diplomatic Service, 
1851-1929" (Fabian Tract ̂ 232, 1930); H.R.G. Greaves 
"The Parliamentary Control of Foreign Affairs (New 
Fabian Research Bureau ̂ 11, c.1933); F.W. Pethick- 
Lawrence, 387 HC 1373ff, 18.3.43.



379 

of it. Both required reform. As Socialism emphasized

the importance of environment, class and education, Labour 

Party members often drew from this the inference that 

persons "born into relatively privileged and aristocratic 

homes and educated in the public schools would "be unable 

to represent a Labour Government properly, "because they

could neither understand the British working-class nor1 
the common people in countries where they served. Since

the traditional aim of Socialists was to realise in
o 

foreign policy the wishes of the common people everywhere,

it followed that a Labour Government would need to change 

the personnel as well as the direction of the Foreign Office.

Both MacDonald and Henderson selected as political 

associates at the Foreign Office men from relatively priv­ 

ileged and even aristocratic backgrounds. MacDonald was

served by Arthur Ponsonby and Lord Parmoor; Henderson, by
3 

Dalton, Noel-Baker, and Viscount Cecil of Chelwood.

Although MacDonald had denounced the Foreign Office for

1. Lord Strang wrote of such charges: "These criticisms
were not entirely without substance." The Foreign Office 
(1955) p. 70. Until 1918 a candidate for the diplom­ 
atic service had to have a private income of £400 per 
annum. Thus, a large number of senior officials in 
1945 (that is, men more than 50 years old) had private 
incomes.

8. For example, Konni Zilliacus in an interview in March, 
1959, stressed several times the need for "democratic 
control" of foreign policy. This in turn reflected 
his early associations with the Union of Democratic 
Control. ••£

3» Ponsonby was a sor of Cueen Victoria1 s private secret­ 
ary; Dalton and No^l-Baker were both at King's College, 
Cambridge. Dalton was an Etonian and was raised at 
Windsor Castle, where his father was chaplain to the 
Royal Family.
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reouiring "as essential to its continuance not only secrecy
1 

but deceit," he did not attempt to reform the service.

While MacDonalcl annoyed some Party members interested in

foreign affairs, including Norman Angell and Sir Charles
2 

Trevelyan, his achievements as Foreign Secretary were

sufficient to reflect credit upon Labour; they did not 

generate increased suspicion of diplomats. Arthur
?•"••• "'' .••- : , ;• ,-.:, --.•''.

Henderson, upon hie appointment as Foreign Secretary in 

1929, felt that his permanent officials tried to dominate 

him at first "by rushing him with recommendations.
• * -n

Henderson refused to "be rushed. When written orders
-<<••.....• -. r K.'-'.r -:-••.•-.

sometimes failed to secure proper attention from subordinates,

Henderson let his anger speak for him. In the words of
3 

his biographer: "He was at the helm and they all knew it."

Henderson and Baiton even circulated copies of "Labour
4 . , ....... ......

and the Nation" to the staff. - ' • ^.

'-' During World V,ar II, arrangements were made by the War 

Cabinet to recruit and re-organise the foreign service 

after the war. The White Paper which announced these

1, "A Policy for the Labour Party", quoted in L. MacNeil
- ' Weir The Tragedy of Ramsay MacDonald (n. d, , c. 1938)

p. 148. 
9* See Angell After All p. 239ff and Beatrice Webb Diaries.
— 1924-32 p. 60.

3* M. A. Hamilton op. cit. p. 290.

4. Dalton Call Back Yesterday p. 219ff. Dalton also invest­ 
igated the number of Roman Catholics in the department.



381

changes admitted in part the Labour charge that British 

diplomats had not always "been qualified to meet alterations 

in the conduct of international affairs. It stated;

"The conditions which the diplomatic service 
originally grew up to meet no longer exist unchanged 
in modern international affairs. Economics and 
finance have become inextricably interwoven with 
politics; an understanding of social problems and 
the labour movement is indispensable." 1

The reforms announced in 1943 were intended to broaden the2 
outlook of new recruits to the foreign service. Bevin

was particularly proud of the provisions made for labour

attache's at major embassies, a reform in which the Party
3 

had long been interested, and one he promoted.

The return of a Labour Government at a time when all 

Europe v/as believed to be going left made many Labour 

supporters expect that new diplomats would be found to 

represent the 'new* diplomacy. The New Statesman argued 

that this would be necessary since "professional diplomats", 

a term used with some contempt, were "quite incapable"

of providing the Foreign Secretary with adequate inform-
4 

at ion. S oc i al.i s t C omrqent ary cautioned that it would

take time to develop a foreign service that "represents 

the British people and not a section of its privileged

li Cmd. 6420 (194-3) p. 2. '

2. See Strang The Foreign Office p. 68ff, and E. Bevin, 
441 HC 823, 11.8.47.

8, See F. Williams Ernest Bevin p. 236; LPCR 1946, p. 164. 

4. 4.8.45. See also, 11.3.45.
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classes," but it assumed that this change would come. 

Major changes were not made.

Bevin explained why in his address to the June, 1946 

Annual Conference. He told critics of the foreign 

service that he had decided "to stick to the career man."

"You talk of a Foreign Embassy as if it were a 
place dealing only v/ith political things. It is a 
"business and I am determined before I go out to 
make it a very efficient "business ...

"I am not going to sack right and left. Before 
I make a change I v/ant to know I can make a "business 
change and carry on successfully. "2

He said it was important to remember that there was a 

shortage of experienced personnel to cope with the many

diplomatic problems at hand, that many members of the
, * ' •'•'... - - . • . •••• *.••- • - • 

permanent staff had "been doing good work, and that

abandoning the seniority principle and giving high posts 

to inexperienced newcomers would destroy the morale of 

his diplomats. Bevin also "believed that if ever he
• -»"-• '-\ \-- ' "•* ' ••,'••--i *-_ \--~-L , - /-"• -.- . • "

"began to distribute some diplomatic appointments on a
••' *?•"'•' ..•'..- :'..'-•••• '..*:

party "basis he would "be continually besieged by seekers 

after places, and the demand for jobs would always outrun 

the supply.

Arguments of administrative efficiency did not silence
• r »'. • >". ' • * -r

those who had long been suspicious of the professional 

diplomatic corps. The Government* s retention of Duff

1. Agust, 1945, p. 143.

2. LPCR 1946, p. 164.
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Cooper, a prominent Conservative and society figure, as 

ambassador to Prance and the appointment of £ir Alexander 

Cadogan, v;ho was Permanent Undersecretary at the 

Foreign Office at the time of Munich, as permanent

British representative to the Security Council, v^ere
1 

particular causes of protest. In the House of Commons

Jennie Lee explained:

"The "background of discontent on this issue is 
that the diplomatic service of this country is 
almost solely in the hands of people who apparently „ 
do not understand the philosophy of this Government."

Hector McNeil denied charges that Cadogan was occupying 

a position concerned with making policy and declared he 

had "been a civil servant trusted "by Arthur Henderson. 

Private discussions of diplomatic appointments "became

"quite stormy"; Labour MPs wanted to know why survivors
3 of the era of appeasement were not "being discarded*

There was an undertone of desire for patronage, if 

not personal advancement, in some of the criticism of the 

foreign service. The New Statesman reported that many 

Labour MPs "cannot stomach" some of the new diplomatic
''-'' v '* f • ,.

appointees because of their inability to understand Labour 

movements, It asked that the Government use men who had

1. Cooper was the son of a knight and nephew of a Duke; 
Cadogan, a younger son of the fifth Earl Cadogan. 
Both were Etonians and Oxonians. Cooper pp»cit* p. 
360ff, had expected to be sacked after the 1945 
general election.

2. 418 HC 1350, 4.2.46.

3 * See Manchester Guardian 5.2.46, for a detailed account 
of the views of the critics.
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shown special understanding of conditions on the Continent

"by their work in wartime intelligence and propaganda
1 

activities. This was the sort of war work for which

R. H. S. Crossman, the assistant editor, had won an 0.B.E.
'" * ."** • ' ^

The PLP*s foreign affaire group, chafing at its lowly 

status, lobbied for the establishment of a committee of 

full-time experts outside the foreign service to supervise

the day-to-day execution of long-term policy. Tribune
2 . >,-- ,- - 

supported this.

At the 1946 Annual Conference the critics of the 

foreign service presented a resolution which urged "a
i

drastic revision of existing methods of recruitment" and
£... ' \-.-: ••:.}': -. :* ,'... Cfs - ' :,<"{'.-•* -i " -•-.. • •

the early retirement of men "whose whole background and 

tradition have rendered them incapable of understanding

the first principles of such a policy," i.e., a "Socialist"
3 

foreign policy. The mover of the resolution declared
•', f: , >- v- .• ; - •"<m T>- r-pr, r ->-- • * •
that diplomatic appointees should be sympathetic to 

Socialism:

"They should not be men who were brought up in 
the old narrow ruling circles of Eton and Harrow and 
Rugby, followed by Oxford and Cambridge, These men 
are quite incapable of representing us." 4

The seconder asserted, "Men who represented appeasement and 

were appointed by Tory Governments are not people who today

1. 9,2.46, < —/> 2. 7.6.46. 3. LPCR 1946. p. 152

4. Ibid. At that time, there were four Oxford or Cambridge 
graduates in the Cabinet (Attlee, Bait on, Jov/itt and 
Pethick-Lawrence) and six Cabinet ministers who had 
attended public schools (Attlee, Dalton, 
Pethick-Lawrence, Cripps and Stansgate).
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can understand the forces of revolution in Europe."1

Sir Richard Acland assumed that the full co-operation of 

the foreign service in carrying out Bevin' s policy would 

be proof of the wrongness of it, since foreign service men

had also carried out, and presumably approved, the policy
S 

of Munich. The resolution failed.
3 

Criticism nonetheless continued. At the 1947

Annual Conference a resolution was presented which asked 

for the appointment of diplomats "more in touch with the 

aspirations of the common people of the world." The 

mover, Bob Edwards, declared that since Socialists believed 

that foreign affairs concerned the common people "the

people should be allowed to have a greater responsibility
4 

in that field of activity." One speaker suggested that

appointments be made in consultation v;ith trade unions*

"It cannot be said that to use the existing machinery of
5 

the trade unions can be patronage. " Bevin gave the

1. LPCR 1946, p. 153. There were never any suspicions 
shown in the Labour Party about Foreign Office staff 
being too far left, as turned out to be the case with 
two Cambridge graduates, Burgess and Maclean, whose 
disappearance became known in June, 1951.

2. Ibid, p. 160.

3. See e.g., a report of a study by the foreign affairs 
group of the PLP. Manchester Guardian 11.12.46.

4. Bevin more than once talked in a similar way. He told
the Miners: "Foreign affairs in the past has been treated 
as if they were something over the heads of everybody; 
they were supposed to be matters for very clever diplom­ 
ats. Believe me, that is all moonshine. Foreign affairs 
is commonsense people talking to commonsense people.
That is all it amounts to. % Conference Report. 1943. p. 117. NUM AnnualX7 ——————————————"————'

5. All quotationr, LPCR 1947, pp. 155-6.



386 

request "brief and somewhat humorous consideration. He

assured Conference, "The new examination is such that
1 with ordinary intelligence, people can win through." In

fact, the minimum academic qualification was a second class 
honours degree or the equivalent thereof. Of qualified 
candidates, only 8 per cent — 64 out 793 — were successful
in the period 1948-51. After that the percentage of

2 
successful candidates was cut in half. The resolution

was withdrawn after Bevin requested that it "be rejected. 
Interest in reforming the foreign service then declined. 
Whereas 21 motions had been offered on the subject at the 
1946 Conference and 4 in 1947, no resolutions were sub­ 
mitted in the four succeeding years.

The critics were correct when they charged that the 
advent of a Labour Government had not caused a marked 
change in the social characteristics of the new members of 
the foreign service. Of 250 candidates accepted from the 
end of the war up to 1950, about 180 had been at public 
schools in the Headmasters' Conference, and 53 at Eton, 
Winchester or Rugby, The lesser public schools educated 
a relatively larger number of successful candidates than 
before the war. Of university graduates 206 had been at

1947, p. 179.

2. See Cirnd. 232 "Recruitment to the Administrative Class of the Home Civil Service and the Senior Branch of the Foreign Service" (1957) p. 17.
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Oxford or Cambridge; London, with 15 graduates, v;as

third on the list. Of the staff of atout 700, 32 were 

retired prematurely on pensions "because of unsuitability, 

under terms of a change introduced in 1943. In so far 

as the types of candidates from these backgrounds were 

different from "before the war, this was largely due to 

Coalition decisions to fill vacancies created "by the war 

through special recruitment. Bevin himself was not 

interested in the social characteristics of his assistants; 

all he asked was that they would assist him in carrying 

out the Government's foreign policy. Satisfied in this, 

he saw no need for change, and tried to protect hie career

civil servants from losing promotion because of their
2 

social class,

v;ho Ran fchom?

"Bevin couldn1 1 be any place where he wasn1 1 in 
charge."

P.J. Noel-Baker, Interview, April, 1958.

"Class has nothing to do with success as Foreign 
Secretary. What it takes is ability. Some men have 
it and others don't. M

~ Lord Henderson, Interview, May, 1959.

Critics of the foreign service were also critics of

1. See The Times 17th April 1950. Similar figures were 
reported for the final two years of Labour in office, 
See Ernest Davies, "The Foreign and Commonwealth Serv­ 
ices" Political Quarterly (1954) p. 347ff. Statistics 
in Cmnd. 232, p. 25ff, indicate that from 1948 to 1956 
the class of persons recruited had not significantly 
altered; only 9.4°-' of successful candidates came from 
working-class or lower middle class families.

2. See e.g., LPCR 1946, p. 164.
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the Government 1 s foreign policy. Instead of making a 

frontal attack upon one of the Government's foremost 

members, a number of critics attacked Bevin' s policy by 

charging that, since it differed so much from traditional 

Labour expectations, it was not really determined by the 

Government but by the Foreign Office. A variant of this 

theme was to indict Bevin for carrying out a 'Tory' foreign 

policy. The foreign service was charged with conducting 

a successful conspiracy to maintain the existing order of 

international relations and prevent a Socialist foreign 

policy from being born. Bevin was sometimes pictured as 

an unwitting puppet of his subordinates and at other times 

as a ready convert to the so-called Foreign Office view­ 

point, ftilliam v;arbey, drav/ing upon his own difficulties 

in keeping up with foreign affairs as a backbench MP, 

concluded that Bevin "must inevitably to a very great

extent rely upon his permanent officials.' 1 They, of course,
1 

v/ere unreliable, from the Labour point of view. The

New Statesman, by contrast, charged:

"Never has the Foreign Office had a master with 
a more monumental power of putting over its policy 
as his very own, both to his own party and to the 
House of Commons. Instead of reforming the foreign

1. LPCR 1946, p. 162. Ernest Davies OP.cit. p. 354, found 
that the trouble sometimes was that officials leaned 
over backward to agree with or attempt to flatter 
the Foreign Secretary.
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service as many Socialists hoped he would do, he 
has identified himself with it v/hole-heartedly. Tl 1

Rather than believe that their traditional Socialist 

principles were unsuited to the post-war world, these 

Party members preferred to look elsewhere for faults,

.T- These critics ignored, hov/ever, the fact that both 

Attlee and Gripps fully endorsed Bevin1 s actions. If 

critics had suggested that Attlee and Grippe had assented 

because of ignorance of foreign affairs, they would have 

been placed in the embarrassing position of asserting 

that the two test-known advocates of their ideas in the 

19506 did not understand what they had been talking about. 

In fact, the critics of Ernest Bevin did not broaden .,:*? 

the charges against him to include the whole Cabinet, 

Yet constitutionally and in practice, because of the 

ramifications of foreign policy into other fields, v/hat 

was done in the Government 1 s name required the continuing 

assent of senior ministers. .^ ** >: r «* *
*. -- -r-f *. V.'^ £ S • '• M ,.'

As an assistant of Bevin later pointed out, "The C 

extent to which the Secretary of State will be influenced

depends upon the strength of his personality and that of
2 

the permanent under-secretary. ̂  Hugh Dalton adds as u

New Statesman 10.8.46. See also. Harold Laski 
Reflections on the Constitution C1951) passim.

E. Davies op.cit. p. 356.



390 

the second Important consideration, "If you know what

you want to do, you can tell your civil servants t:> do
1 

it." , Significantly, almost all the criticism directed

at Bevin carne from per cone v/ho had had least chance to 

work with him and few dealings with civil servants. 

Among those who worked with Bevin in the Government, 

there was no doubt ahout the commanding nature of hie 

intellect and of his personality. In public, it was 

Bevin's personality that made an immediate impression; 

in private, it was, above all, his power of mind that 

impressed those v/ho worked with him. As Lord Etrang, 

a permanent under-secretary, said in paying tribute to 

Bevin* s grasp of the v/orld of foreign affairs:

r "His knowledge of the world, in its essential 
aspects, was profound. It was dra?/n from trans­ 
actions with trade union leaders in many lands and 
from conferences with governmental, trade union 
and employers 1 delegates at meetings of the Inter­ 
national Labour Organisation. Nothing could "be 
less professional in its formation th^i his equipment 
for his new office, yet nothing could have been 
more adequate, even for professional purposes." 2

A • •*•' <•- - :,*• -: -s; . - • ,. .•/«,,

1, Interview, December, 1957. Bevin shared this view.
LPCR 1946, p. 165. Bevin had the reputation of being 
a strong Minister of Labour and one of the few members 
of the ?.ar Cabinet who could stand up to Churchill. 
see Francis Williams Ernest Bevin Chapter XIX.S«

2. Lord Ptrang Home and Abroad (1956) p. 288. See also, 
p. 292ff, where Etrang speaks of what the permanent 
officials learned from Bevin, Alan Bullock, v/ho is 
preparing a two-volume "biography of Bevin shares 
this view.
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Bevin had unicue opportunities to put his ov/n knowledge 

to use and to test information conveyed to him by the 

foreign service, because he so often had personal contact 

with leading officials from every continent except South 

America. At the Council of Foreign Ministers, Common­ 

wealth conferences and NATO meetings, he not only talked 

with representatives of other nations, but also negotiated 

agreements with them. Pew, if any, of his predecessors 

or contemporaries dealt personally with so many high- 

ranking foreign officials as did Ernest Bevin. He was 

well known for the emphasis he placed upon loyalty. 

If, at international conferences, he had felt himself 

poorly or dishonestly advised by his subordinates, there 

is no doubt that he would have let his resentment become 

known.

What Bevin's critics overlooked in constructing their 

model of decision-making at the Foreign Office was that 

the lines ran down as well as up. The Foreign Secretary,. 

as the source of all authority in the department, could 

ultimately assert himself as well as initiate specific 

policies. No one ever accused Ernest Bevin of being 

unaware of the facts of power. The staff at the Foreign 

Office at all levels was personally devoted as well as 

loyal to the Foreign Secretary. This devotion still
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ehlnos in their recollections of him. Bevin's will­ 

ingness to protect them from criticism from the Labour 

backbenches, and his ability to insure an easy passage 

through the Cabinet for agreed policy, strengthened the 

bond between Bevin and his subordinates. Because of 

different responsibilities and different experiences of 

members, there were always grounds for differences of 

opinion within the service itself. In the process of 

briefs being minuted on their way up to the Foreign 

Secretary, a wide range of opinions could be presented 

for his consideration. To the charge that responsible 

professional diplomats were narrow-minded by virtue of 

their training, it could be answered that Labour critics 

were by training not responsible.

Ultimately, criticism of Ernest Bevin as a tool of 

the foreign service was not directed against the man, 

or even against the institution, but against the policy,
r

Ae Max Beloff has pointed out, people wanted a more cr

less democratic foreign service in direct proportion to
2 

their desire to change foreign policy. The foreign

1* Strang Home and Abroad* passim, repeatedly emphasizes 
this point, which has been confirmed in numerous 
interviews.

8* Foreign Policy and the Democratic Process (1955) 
p. S5.
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service provided a much more attractive target for critics 

than the constitutional and real culprit — the Labour 

Cabinet. That the objection was more to policy than to 

personnel is indicated by the fact that the foreign
i

service under MacDonald and Renderson was even more suspect 

on social grounds than the personnel serving Bevin. 

Because the foreign policies of these men were popular 

in the Party, their professional assistants were not 

attacked strenuously, and credit and blame were placed 

where they rightfully belonged, with the Secretary of 

State for Foreign Affaire.
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Chapter VII

THE POLITICC OF EUCCECS

flt The question is, 1 2C,id jlurroty Bumpty, N-'hich 
is to "be master — that is all. 1 "

L. Car roll, Thr oupfc the 1> o o&ing-G lass*

The Labour Party originated - r - r.ovement of men 

hitherto excluded from government; it developed with the 

freedom from responsibility allowed in opposition. The 

Party was opposed to the domestic and foreign policy of 

the governing parties, and lacked experience of governing 

by itself* It was the Annual Conference of the member­ 

ship» not a parliamentary caucus or a cabal of cabinet 

ministers, that ?»ras the centre of the Party's life and 

the j)lacr for ratifying policy. The members called 

forth the leaders, and maintained the show of rank-and- 

file direction of policy, since the leaders for so long

lacked the prestige of Government office and the powers
1 

that go with it. Before 1945 the Party had a relatively

small membership in the House of Commons. For only three 

years betv/een 1906 and 1945 did it constitute as much as 

one-quarter of the House, and never ae #iuch as one-half.

1« Beatrice "ebb noted in May, 1923, that in the Labour 
Party, in sharp contract to the Liberals and Conserv­ 
atives, "The leaders do not dominate; insofar as 
they lonci, the:;; Ien3 V,y perpetual consultation with 
the rank-and-file members. H Diaries• 1918-Q4 p. 837.
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Eetatc in Annual Conference provided a focal point for 

the activity of Party memberF, and vot^f, there afforded 

a Psychologico,l substitute for the traditional excitement 

of nineteenth century Parliamentary divisions. By 

making explicit in resolutions jur-t vhat vme supported, 

the Party could also disown Ideas that opponents and erst- 

vhile supporters tried to foist on it in the name of 

Socialism* The concept of Conference determining future 

Government policy coulci "be tuetained because of the 

Party's growth as a party of opposition. There was 

little serious consideration of the practical difficulties 

of translating Party policy into Government achievement, 

especially in the field of foreign affairs, where British 

governments had to vrork through agreement p. with other 

sovereign states* The generally hesitant reformism of 

the two MacDonald governmento v»as discounted later as

evidence of incipient * treason1 or as the result of the
1 

dependence of a minority government upon Liberal support.

Before 1945 the three policy-making sections of 

the ?arty tsrere the Annual Conference f its National Executive 

Committee and the Parliamentary labour Party. The groups 

interacted. Conference was regarded as "the fountain of

1. For a detailed statement of these nolnts see R.T.
McKensie British Political parties (1965). McKenzie 
note*; ho'*; the term "L«>>our ^Q.rty" urAinLiy refers to 
participants in Annual Conference, whereas the term 
"Conservative Party" usuclly connotes CDneervatlve 
members of parliament.
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authority." To it the Party Constitution gave the

"direction and control" of the work of the Party. The 

constitution left to the NEC and the PLP considerable 

discretion in the task of p-ivtnr effect "as far a» may "be

practicable, to the principles from time to time approved
o«:<

ty ths °arty Conference." Such delegation of authority 

was neeeesary "because the KEG un., the ?1*P met frequently 

whereas Conference met annually, When issues arose on 

wfcich Conference had not pronounced an opinion, or when 

events or pressures within the Party suggested changes in 

policy, the KEC and the PL? were able to take the init­ 

iative, although they al?/ays had to calculate what - 

Conference would accept, or could "be led to accept* The 

pov/er of initiating statements and drafting resolutions . •-• 

and policy documents gave to the KEC the power to influence 

the tone and the nuance of declarations. Sometimes this 

power was used to emphasise differences within the Party 

on foreign affairs; sometimes it was used to gloss over - >^. 

them in compromise documents that were vague or contra­ 

dictory. The PL? met much more often than the li&G and had 

opportunity for initiative in parliamentary debates. V;hile 

in opposition, it wae not so well suited for preparing

The phrase of ; ara Barker "How the Labour Party "orks" 
P, 1955) p. 11.

kPCR 1945, p. 154.
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long-term policy statemente, for it lacked a research staff 

Of its ov/n and had onlv limited accer.c to Annual Confer-
L/

ence and the TUG. Ay . . .»ors of tl>o national legielature, 

the Ltfcour M^e ubjcct to the r ritinh Constitution and 

to Erckine May*E precedente t *fe well ce to the Party 

constitution, "but th--r? restrictions rested lightly upon 

than. The ?LP TT^S not constantly manoeuvering in V.'eet— 

mincter to shade foreign policy in one direction or another; 

the members had much rrtore of en all-or-nothing approach. 

They worked for the day when they would have their majority, 

and ull things would be made new.

The National Council of Labour, which consisted of 

representative-s of the KEC, the PLP, the General Council of 

the TUG, and later, of the Co-operative Union, issued agreed 

statement6 on policy matters of fcroad general interest. 

It could claim, ae no other tody could, to speak in th« '"'* 

name of the Labour movement. Labour propagandists, rarely 

with influential positions" in the Party hierarchy, frequently 

ueurped this claim in their rr---times strident, sometimes 

reasoned criticism of the existing order of society, both 

dqsnestic and international. These propagandists were
*j_

often writers, lecturers or orators firet and only incident­ 

ally concerned With problems of Government. Many opposed 

the Party 1 s official policies* They were prolific but not
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influential, in contract to the leaders1 - J -, o-n -horn G.B.K.

Cole later said: "They didn't ;, to v/rite any "books;
1 

they ha* the power. "

Making policy for a mne*- membership party has always 

"been a difficult operation, involving st times the striking 

of a "balance "between factions, ind at other times the use 

of one faction to defeat nnother* This was particularly 

so in the Labour Party, federal in form r*nd in its 

structure of power. The ma^or trade unions, the ?LP, the
V

Transport House secretariat and r-emi-autonomous "bodies 

euch ae the ILP "1 the racialist League had their own 

leaders and spokesmen, and their claims to partial 

independence, Ultimately, decisions y/ere made in Conference. 

Initially, the direction of policy was pointed out "by the 

PLP, the EEC, or the National Council of Labour, It would 

be false to Bpeak of there bodies iirposing their will upon 

Conference, or of Conference imposing its? will upon the 

leadership. rlfferent views on tactics and on policy 

were normally represented in all centres of decision-making. 

T'.'hlle the concentration of large block votes in the hands 

of a relatively fer trade union leaders greatly facilitated 

harmony between the three policy-making "bodies, it did not 

guarantee it, since trade unions often differed among them­ 

selves.

The Party has had few leaders. Generalisations are

1. Interview, January, 1958.
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dangerous. Henderson and MacDonald led their followers 

"by voicing opinions on foreign affairs that were quickly 

accepted by them. The pre-v/ar Attlee skilfully took the 

pulse of Conference, and acted much more as spokesman than 

as leader, Bevin, and, within the PL?, Dalton, took positions 

that were originally unpopular, waiting and working until 

gradually the majority came close to their vie?/s. Principles 

of foreign policy ?;ere also important in choosing the Party 

leader. MacDonald in 1914 and Lansbury in 1935 had to 

resign "because of differences on foreign policy. For much 

of the 1930s, the leader's position was weak.^being held 

"by Lansbury and then Attlee. The 1936 Conference debate 

on Spain was the most notable example of the NEC miscalcul­ 

ating its ability to secure support in Conference. In 1933 

at Hastings the Executive was caught by surprise and did 

not attempt to oppose tna pacifist sentiment of Conference. 

The leadership was forced to spend much of its energy and 

authority in fighting splinter movements, and the immediate 

threat to the Party's political independence posed by the 

United Front and the Popular Front. The machinery of 

policy-making was suddenly altered when the 1945 general 

election established apart from and above the NEC, the 

PLP and Conference, a Cabinet of Labour ministers, making 

decisions first of all in the nerne of a Labour Government, 

and incidentally, in the name of the Party,
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The Cabinet

The formation of a Labour Government with a majority 

150 gave to the leaders of the PL? chosen for the 

Cabinet ex officio powers of initiative, administration, 

patronage and decision that had previously been denied 

them. The new ministers took office at a time when the 

exigencies of war-time Coalition government had raised 

their power and influence to a new peak. The Labour 

Cabinet, favouring centralised planning and anxious to 

secure maximum efficiency in passing an extensive legis­ 

lative programme, continued as far as possible to strengthe
n 

the Cabinet in relation to its parliamentary supporters.

In foreign affairs, the effective power to influence 

and take decisions was concentrated in very few hands. 

Clement /Vttlee, as Prime Minister, nominally had the final 

authority in all subjects. Attlee had grown in stature 

and authority as a member of the War Cabinet for five years.
 

Previously, he had been regarded by many as a weak and 

stop-gap choice with few independent views on policy. 

As Attlee himself later wrote, Coalition experience made hi
m:

"... acquainted not only with all the outstanding; 
problems but with the course of events out of which 
they had developed. I had had a full experience of 
high and responsible office, understood the machinery 
of government and knew personally the leading figures 
in the Civil Service and in the Fighting Services. 
I had many experienced colleagues." 1

1. AS It Happened p. 151. The King also noted the value of 
Attlee 1 s var-time post. See J.V*. r heeler-Bermett 
OP* cit. p, 653, diary entry of November, 1945.
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In the Y,ar Cabinet Attlee learned how to face up to immed­ 

iate needs and solve problems v/ith little regard for ideal 

eolations, and how to take the temper of the nation in a 

way that could not be learned in Opposition, Thic would 

have been much more difficult to learn if hie first Cabinet 

poet had been that of Labour Prime Minister. HiB wartime 

office and the passage of time strengthened Attlee 1 s hold 

on the position of leader, as Morrieon and Laski learned 

to their regret in 1945, fthen the authority of Prime 

Minister came, Attlee was ready to exercise it. Gradually 

he developed from an "efficient chairman" into a man who

took advantage of his prerogative to summarise discussions
1 

and etate conclusions. Later he explained in a television

interviewi

"The job of the Prime Minister is to get the 
general feeling — collect the voices, so to epeak. 
I mean, his judgment when everything reasonable has 

n said is to get on with the job. Then, he says 
and here Attlee's voice speeded up considerably/? 
vVell, I think the decision of the Cabinet is — this, 
that or the other. Any objections? No. 1 " s

As chairman of continuing Cabinet committees on economic

1. F, Williams Triple Challenge (1948) p. 43.

2. The Listener 22,1.59, p, 152. In an Oxford talk 
Attlee declared "The most Important of the Prime 
Minister's functions Is to give a firm lead In 
Cabinet so that decisions can be taken quickly," 
The Times 15.6.57.
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policy and defence the Prime Minister could supervise 

departmental matters ae well as- preside over the Cabinet.

The existence of the Attlee Cabinet was scarcely 

challenged before the Bevanite split. During the economic 

crisis of 1947, attempts were made to drive a wedge between 

Attlee and Bevin and replace the Prime Minister* Bevin 

scotched this effort by declaring his loyalty to Attlee. 

Another challenge occurred in January, 1949, as the 

consequence of continued uneasiness within the Party on 

Palestine. The Conservatives unexpectedly pressed a vote 

of censure on Palestine. The Government 1 s majority

dropped to 90; and at least 50 members of the PLP abstained
2 

in the House. Recognition of Israel was announced

shortly after this division. The abrupt challenge quickly 

disappeared, leaving only the crushed hopes of some back­ 

bench Labour M?s, who had predicted that the King would

ask Morrison or Cripps to form a Labour Government with
3 

Lcrd Mountbatten as Foreign Secretary.

1. P. "illiams Krnegt Bevin (1952) p. 240. See also 
Manchester Guardian 30. 7. 47, Characteristically, 
Attlee took care of the dissenters by giving some of 
them ministerial appointments. E. Shinwell oo« cit« 
p. 134, Shinwell claimed that the differences centred 
on personality and ambition, not on policy* Interview, 
April, 1959. Leslie Hunter op. cit. p. 18ff , names 
Cripps as leader of the AMGO (Attlee must ^o) movement. 
Cripps was promoted to the position of Minister of 
Economic Affairs on September 89th, 1947.

2. The Times 27.1, 28.1.49. 460 J£ 1059ff, 26.1.49.

3. Manchester Guardian 23. 1. 49,
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There was no standing Cabinet committee on foreign

affairs. Ernest Bevin was pre-eminent in this field. 

Bevin supported /vttlee loyally against his critics v/ithin 

the ^arty; similarly, ^ttlee supported hie Foreign 

Secretary, and there is no evidence that the tv/o ever

disagreed on a major issue, or that the initiative in foreign
1 

affaire rested */ith anyone but Bevin. Attlee wrote of

their relationship: "*if you have a good dog, don't bark

yourself, 1 ie a good proverb, and in Mr. Bevin I had an
2 

exceptionally good dog." For Bevin, the Prime Minister

was a man to be consulted daily, and to be squared in

advance of Cabinet meetings, but not a man who was his
3 

superior in foreign affaire. Prom an administrative

point of view, it wae to Attlee 1 s advantage to let Bevin 

carry as much work as possible, since the Government's
-'•-• ••."•' ;-•"*•,'.. ' •

full legislative programme made so many demands upon his 

time. From a party point of view, Attlee was wise in 

lettinp responsibility for an unpopular part of the Govern­ 

ment* s programme fall upon the man most impervious to 

criticism. Temperamentally the arrangement suited both.

1. During his final year of office, a certain amount of
initiative devolved upon ^ttlee because of Bevin1 s poor 
health. The most notable example was Attlee'e flying 
trip to Washington in December, 1950. Time was of 
the eseence and Bevin was too ill to fly.

2. As It Happened p. 169.
-U ••.^. , :K ._ ._:;^ _

3. Strang notes, "If he^Sevin/ had the Prime Minister with 
him, and he usually made sure that he had, he luiew 
that the Cabinet rould support him." Hone and Abroad 
p. 293.
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Attlee was accustomed to keep oulet and in the "background, 

as long as things were going hie way. Eevin was accus­ 

tomed to step forwarc and take full charge of whatever 

was hiB task, ,

Ernest Bevin was 64 years old vhen he "became Fecretary 

of State for Foreign Affairs. If he had not "been invited 

to serve in the V.ar Ca"binet, he would probably have passed 

his life without entering Parliament. Bevin had grown 

up in the environment of trade unionism, an environment 

which produced, as Ben Roberts noted;

*.. • tough, self-reliant, pragmatic individuals, men 
of courage and determination who, better than most, 
know how to take a decision and stand by it. They 
tend to look with suspicion on theorists ... Though 

t their manner of dealing with issues tends to be 
blunt and direct, it expresses their confidence in 
their own rightness of purpose and action. It is 
this self-confidence which makee them determined 
advocates and excellent negotiators.'* ^

This environment conditioned half of Bevin, a half that 

was always very much in evidence. But there was also in 

him a touch of the poet, a visionary ^ho kept in his mind 

a picture of the ideal society, a picture like that of 

many other inspired Focialists. Even after the Cold ":ar 

had reached a peak in 1948, he could maintain that;

>•• "He still pinned his faith on the ordinary people 
of the world, who would not be deceived in the end by

B.C. Roberts Trade Union Government and Administration 
in Great Britain (1956) p. 505.
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either dialectics or slogans. They might be confused 
for a time "but in the end, the simple folk would 
discern the truth." •!•

Unlike many idealists in the Labour Party, Bevin was always 

conscious of the immediate limitations of his environment, 

and the need to deal with things as they were before things 

at they ought to be. Unlike many self-styled realists, 

Bevin had the ability to keep long-range goals immediately 

before him, and to connect immediate and long-range objects.

In contrast to Clement Attlee, Ernest Bevin made no 

attempt to hide his strength and self-confidence behind
.'"' "" • •••* "• : ; . .'

the facade 0T a humble chairman. Among the senior members 

of the Cabinet, he occupied a lonely eminence. Confident 8 

in his own power, he spoke of the Government as "I" and
' . ' • • 2 • '.•-.. .; - ', *

of the Cabinet as "they". Politically, Bevin was strong
1-"; • :v: e^r- : -v ^^-t ->?; • -; • ,, • - 3 

because he was the leading trade unionist in the Cabinet*

He retained as the foundation of his personal influence an 

industrial base, which could not be easily challenged by 

opposition in the Cabinet. H© was "singularly little ; r >•.$.-,

1* GA 144th meeting, 27,9.48, p. 159. See also, his world 
government speech of S3.11.45, 416 gfi 781ff ana his 
European unity speech of 22.1.48, 446 Kg. 395ff.

-, . * ;,' '' ' - - * * " "

2. Strang Home and Abroad p. 287. i */
vr ' • "' .?.• - v-

3. One of Herbert Morrison's assistants ae Leader of the 
House of Commons said in an interview that Bevin 
"left the dirty work of enuaring the Party" with 
Morris on.
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perturbed" by criticism within the Party, Lord Ctrang
1 

notes. The reduced majority of 1950-51 did cramp

Bevin's style, although there is no evidence that it 

resulted in major shifts in policy. Institutionally, 

Bevin was strong because he could base policy upon his 

department 1 s special knowledge of conditions in other 

countries; this sort of information was very difficult for 

minieters in domestic departments to challenge, particularly 

when hie recommendations were made during or after confer­ 

ences of foreign ministers. Personally, Bevin was strong 

in Cabinet because of his power of mind, his understanding 

of problems of foreign affairs, his trade union connections, 

and his steadfastness in asserting the rightness of his 

policies. Among his associates and subordinates, Bevin
•

left the sense of having worked with a great man, v/ith a
2 

mind as original as it was powerful. The Job of Foreign

1. Strang Home and Abroad p. 293. Ernest Davies, in a
letter to the author on 23.7.58, pointed out a concession 
regarding arms shipments to Egypt ae an example of the 
sort of Influence critics did exercise at that time. 
See 481 HC 339 and 424ff especially columns 463-4, 
22.11. 50.

2* Denis Healey and Christopher Mayhew, in paying tributes 
to Bevin1 s inelght, both used the word "non-rational" to 
emphasize its freedom from logical thought processes, 
and the instinctive Tightness of hi? analysis. Another 
contrasted him with £lmon, saying that Simon was a 
master °*t analysing reasons for action, but poor at 
choosing which action to take; Bevin was poor in explain­ 
ing policy logically, but was usually rifht in his 
decisions.

For a very personal view of Bevin at the Foreign Office 
in comparison with Fden and Halifax, see an article by 
their one-time secretary, Valentine Lawford "Three 
Ministers" The CornMll ('inter 1956-7, Ko. 1010) 
pp. 73-99.
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Secretary, as one remarked, "fitted him like a glove."

In the exercise of effective leadership upon the 

Party outside the Cabinet, Attlee and Bevin were uniquely 

complementary, Attlee played the part of a humble servant 

of the Party, temporarily holding office, "but always ready 

to do the v/ili of the majority. The imprest!on was 

strengthened "by the fact that he showed few political 

desiree and was uninterested in using debate to establish 

clearcut definitions. Attlee explained to the 1948 

Conference:

"I have always felt that the ri^ht course Is to 
put my views "before my colleagues, discuss with them 
and then accept their decision. They may not convince 
me that they are right, "but I "believe that the 
foundation of democratic liberty IB a willingness 
to "believe that other people may perhaps "be wiser 
than oneself. " •*•

The implicit corollary of Attlee' s argument was that it 

was also incumbent upon Party members to accept the will 

of the msjDrity, as their leader did. It was Ernest 

Bevin's function to insure that the will of the majority 

was "brought to favour the Attlee-Bevin foreign policy. 

By strength of arpTiment, pressure of events, blunt speaking 

and resources of personal loyalty Bevin was consistently 

able to secure euch a majority. Although controversial, 

Bevin was effective. And next to him was always the
v

uncontroverelal conciliator, Clement *ttlee, nominally 

offering loyalty, while in fact demanding it.

LPCR 1948, p. 160. Cee also Labour Party in Perspective 
p. I08ff.
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Within the Cabinet there were usually two other 

persons with sufficient power and influence to command

respect on guestions as important as foreign affairs —
1 

the Chancellor of the Exchequer ana Herbert Morrison*

By virtue of the authority of his position as director 

of financial policy, the Chancellor* s views on the cost 

of foreign policy commanded respect, and, on issues such 

as the occupation of Germany and the evacuation of Greece 

in 1947, economic considerations, as stressed "by the 

Chancellor, influenced policy. Dalton, however, did 

not add much personal influence to the Chancellor's position* 

He v/as without a source of political strength independent 

of his office. Nor did he have much reason to wish to

alter Dolicy, for he had thought along the same lines as
2 

Bevin on foreign affairs since before the war. It was

probably anticipation of the need for a foreign Eecret- 

ary with a large reservoir of political strength that led 

Attlee to substitute Bevin for Dalton as Foreign Secretary 
the day before returning to the Potsdam Conference. AB

1. See P. v illiams Triple Chr^leru?e pp*47-8. In a grudg­ 
ing tribute to the senior four ministers, the Hey/ 
Statesman said their real achievement was measured 
by the distance they had taken the Party from its 
1945 platform. SI. 4.51.

2. For an interesting account of what might have happened 
if Dalton had become Foreign Secretary in 1945 see 
frlole Challenge pp.66-7. Dalton himself suggested 
similar conseouencee. Interviev/, December, 1957.
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Attlee himself explained it later, "I thought the going

might be rough and it would be the place for a heavy
i 

tank instead of a sniper." Bevin could consaand loyalties

that Hugh Dalton could not.

Grippe, who had proved his ability to hold office 

during the wartime Coalition, usually agreed with Bevin 

on foreign policy. fthen Cripps died, Attlee paid partic­ 

ular tribute to the way Cripps and Eevin "two Gloucester

(sic) men coming from such very different social environ-
2 

mente, worked closely and harmoniously together." The

acauiescence of Grippe in Eevin's policy was politically

Important, because of the influence Cripps commanded in
3 ' ' • , , ... ,. • , , • . 

the Cabinet, and because he had been the leader of the
'*•"•' ».

Labour left wing, and a leader of great personal stature. 

When Grippe took office, the left-wing critics lost 

their one spokesman who merited real respect within the
* -

Labour movement.
' • * ' T " ". - s -

Herbert Morrison did not concern himself particularly 

with foreign affairs until 1951, nor did he exert influence

1. BBC broadcast, 16.2.58.

2. 499 HC 222, 22.4.52. See also C. Cooke The Life of 
Richard Stafford Grippe (1957) p. 358.

3. K. Younger said, that v;hen presenting Cabinet papers 
on foreign affaire during Eevin1 s illnere, he felt, 
"If I could get Cripps on my side, I was all rirht. !l 
Interview, July, 1958.
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there by virtue of hie position as leader of the House of 

Cannons. Hie interests had never concerned diplomacy.

Personal animosity "between him and Eevin wae another reason
1 

for Morrieon to avoid the subject. Personal and political

considerations, rather than reasons of foreign policy gave 

Morrison the Job in 1951. As Attlee later explained:

"It was rather difficult just then. A lot of 
people were just a bit too young for the Job. There 
wae a considerable press move in Morrison's favour. 
Re was a leading member of the Government."

..."I don't think it was quite his line of 
country. But he wae very keen on it." 2

Reading a life of Palmerston, one of Morrieon* B first acts 

after his appointment, could not immediately compensate
, , - t ,,- . ••»''-.£.'• • 1 . ' ' ' ' - - V- ,

him for hie previous unfamiliar!ty with international affairs. 

There are indications that on matters of major importance, 

Attlee quickly took the work into his own hands. The one 

policy that is usually attributed to Morrison — the plan

to use British troops to defend the refinery at Abadan —
. . . • ,-,"< • • <: • .- , , .-.•• ",. <:,;; : "=•;•• 3 
was never given serious consideration by the Cabinet.

The Cabinet that had begun in 1945 as a strong, stable

1. Interviews, See Dalton Fateful Years p. 467ff, P.
iams Ernest Bevin pp. 183-7, for the background of this 
illwill.Attlee1 s desire to keep Morrison and Bevin 
as far apart as possible rithin the Cabinet was a 
factor in making Bevin Foreign Secretary. ...

2. News Chronicle 20.4.59. Contrast this, however, with 
L. Hunter OP. cit. p. 28. One associate said in. an 
interview: "It was a mistake for Attlee to offer 
Morrieon the Foreign Office and it was a mistake for 
Morrison to accept it."

3. Interviews.
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and relatively harmonious unit did not last out the 

Government's second term of office. By 1951 the tired 

were Joined to the inexperienced; the ambitious and the 

dissatisfied were Jostling the important and the content. 

When /Vneurin Eevan resigned, the men who were left to 

defend themselves against the strongest challenge yet

encountered formed a Cabinet that had been reduced, by
1 

illness, death, age. and fatigue, to its weakest point.

soort House.

MHy recollection of the function of Transport 
5 House when Labour wae in power ie that it was

employed to convince the movement that what Ernest 
Bevin had already decided was right rather than to 
tell Ernest Bevin what the movement expected him to do." '••-• *•'•- -.-

K. Youngex> "Public Opinion and Foreign Policy" 
' British Journal of Sociology (1955) p. 171.

,'« ,.;,, •,.. ,;„ .

Transport House ie a term used to describe the 

National Executive Committee, which meets there about once 

a month, and the full-time secretariat which conducts 

Party business under the direction of the KEG. During the 

life of the Labour Government, Transport House was also 

the head office of the TOG and of the Transport and General

!• The Manchester Guardian, in commenting upon Sevan's 
resignation, declared that it war "inconceivable" if 
Ernest Eevln had not died. 25.4.51, ^hile an over­ 
statement, it is undoubtedly true that if Bevin had 
remained In good health Bevan would have had a 
much tougher fight.



Workers' Union. Ernest Eevin had been responsible for 

this convenient and symbolic arrangement.

The question of the relationship "between the NEC 

and a Labour Government was made an issue of the 1945 

general election, "by the ebullience of Harold Laski, then 

Party chairman, and of V ineton Churchill. Laeki declared 

of Attlee's position at the Potsdam Conference:

"The Labour Party cannot be committed to any 
decisions arrived at, for the Three-Power Conference 
will be discussing matters which have not been 
debated either in the Party executive, or at meetings 
of the Parliamentary Labour Party." 1

Laski continued to press claims for the NEC and Conference 

to influence the Government, Attlee wrote to him later:

"You have no right vrhatever to epeak on behalf 
of the Government. Foreign affairs are in the capable 
hands of Ernest Bevin. His task is quite Guffic-^ 
iently difficult without the embarrassment of 
irresponsible statements of the kind which you are 
making. I had hoped to have seen you but you were 
away in Paris. I can assure you there is widespread 
resentment in the Party at your activities and a 
period of silence on your part would be welcome." 8

Laski*s prominence was short-lived, since by custom the 

post of chairman was only held for one year by any individ­ 

ual. This was a good way to weaken the political power 

of its holder. V ith Laski's example fresh in their 

minds, no future chairman challenged the Government's

i •

1, K. Martin OT?. clt. p. 170. The incident is treated at 
length in R. T. "cKenzie pp.clt. p. 330ff. Attlee 
rejected Laski's rirht to speak for the Labour Party. 
Manchester Guardian 16.6.45.

2. K. Martin op. cit. p. 182.
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, and none, from 1945 to 1951 was so left-wing as 
1 

Laekl.

The duty of the NEC was to support Cabinet decisions, 

once arrived at, particularly in foreign affairs. This 

was constitutionally round and politically practical, 

since all the major forces in the Labour movement were 

represented in the Cabinet of that time. At NEC meetings 

during the lifetime of the Government, Cabinet ministers

tended to dominate discussions. This was, as one member
2 

of the secretariat put it, "natural and inevitable,"

Ernest Bevin v;ae never a member of the K&C, so that he 

could not be made to answer directly for his foreign policy, 

and Attlee, v/ho could answer for him, was a past master 

at glvinp soft and unchallengeable explanations. Bevin 

did not ignore Party affairs* He continued to call in 

often at his union office, and then po down a floor to

talk vith Morgan Phillipe, the Party secretary, Phillips
5 

saw more of Bevin than of any other Cabinet minister.

1. Contrast Sam Watson's speech as chairman, LPCR 1950, 
pp. 76-81, with that of Laski, LPCR 1946, pp. 105-8.

2. TV. Fienburgh (former head of the research department)
"Put Policy on the Agenda" Fablan Journal (1t6, February 
1952) p« 25, Hugh Lalton regretted that ministers 
busied themselves with Party and KEG work, but explain­ 
ed, '^inisterE:, not surprisingly, think that they can 
do this work better than anyone else." Interview, 
February, 1959.

5. Interview, M. Phillips, February, 1959.
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Attlec attended less than half of the NEC meetings in the 

first three years of the Government.

In the formative years of the Government's foreign 

policy, 1945-48, Harold Laski, *lice Bacon and Joe Reeves 

were alone on the NEC as occasional critics of the Govern­ 

ment's foreign policy. Laeki was so depressed "by his 

Impotence that he did not stand for re-election in 1949, 

By the autumn of 1950 there was a nucleus of members of 

the NEC who were known to "be critical of the Government* s 

foreign policy. They included Driberg, Mikardo, Reeves 

and Barbara Castle. After Aneurln Bevan resigned, Bevan, 

Castle, Briberg and Mikardo formed a recognised Bevanite 

"block. The Ineffectualness of their protest against the 

NEC endorsement of the rearmament programme demonstrates 

the relationship of the two "bodies at that time. The 

argument of the Bevanite s v/ae an interesting development 

of Attlec 1 s statement of the independence of the Cabinet 

vie a vie the NEC. They held that the IlECs

*. • • has rightly, no power to issue directives to the 
Government| in turn it should not "be called on auto­ 
matically to endorse Government policies, even major 
policies, which have not "been pronounced upon "by the 
Party Conference."

To this Morgan Phillips replied?

"I cannot believe that you ?'ould wish to confine 
National Executive Committee statements to problems 
of internal Party organ!setion, since some of you

1. K. Martin OP. cit. p* 213. Ris place was taken by Tom 
I'riberg, an equally strong critic of Bevln1 s foreign 
policy.



415
i • • •

have In the past subscribed to statements "by the 
National Executive Committee on political issues 
whl^h v?ere not fore&een at the previous Party 
Conference." 1

The NKC further endorsed the Government 1 c rearmament 

programme in a pamphlet, "Our Firet Duty — Peace", 

issued in August, 1951, "but opponents in the NEC succeeded 

in moderating its language, which was much less provocative 

to the faithful then earlier pamphlets.

1 i thin the secretariat, Denis Ilealey, the secretary 

of the international department of the Party, had the 

tack of furthering the Party's policy in foreign affairs. 

Healey was directly responsible to Mougan Phillips, the 

Party's chief administrative officer, and Hugh Ualton, 

chairman of the international sub-committee of the NEC.

In turn, all three were responsible to the National
2 

Executive. , The three were outspoken in defending the

Government's foreign policy, agreeing among themselves

and supporting the Government on every matter of consequence,

Both quotations, LPCR 1951, pp.5-6.

The following section Incorporates much information 
obtained in lengthy interviews with Denic Healey, Hugh 
Dalton and Morgan Phillips.

From May until November, 1947, Harold Laski was 
chairman of the international sub-committee. Dalton 
had relinquished the post because of the pressure of 
work at the Exchequer. Hedged In by supporters of 
the Government policy, Laski did not use this position 
to create trouble for the leadership, as he had done 
when Party chairman, Dalton resumed his chairmanship 
of the sub-conanittee after resigning as Chancellor.
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although sometimes using ae Justification arguments clothed 

in the traditional language of Socialism, instead of the 

Justifications of the Government. They had no doubt 

about their role in the Party: it rac to follow Bevin* 8 

lead and secure support for v.'hat he did, Dalton could 

follow the direction of foreign policy in the Cabinet; 

Morgan Phillips had direct access to Ernest Bevin, "both at 

the Foreign Office and at Transport House; Denis Healey, 

through "old "boy" and political contacts, was able to talk

freely v;ith Eevin1 s political and foreign service assistants*
* 

Healey was a "brilliant and aggressive international

secretary. Kis raind has tended to extremes. In May, 1945,
"* -- • " - 9

he was advocating Labour Party support of revolutionary 

Communism on the Continent. Tv;o years later, after becom­ 

ing a Party official, he v?at equally strong in arguing, in

harshest power politice terms, for the defence of British
1 

military interests against Communist pressure. Healey1 s

chief duties *,vere educational \vork within the Party and 

representing it at meetings of the International Socialist 

Conference, Kealey felt that re-educating the active 

Party members, most of whom retained faith in traditional 

Socialist principles of foreign policy in spite of post- 

1945 events, was an uphill and unending task. The chief 

ideological stumbling blocks were the continued prevalence

Contrast LPCR 1945, p. 114 and his "Cards on the Table'1 .
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of Utopianisra and parochialism v/ithin the Party. He was

handicapped in propaganda <rork "by a shortage of speakers
2 

whom he could "trust." T.'hlle weekend schools and speeches

in the constituencies could re-educate some Party members, 

the constant turnover in active members depreciated the 

value of theee occasional contacts, $hen Tribune and the 

Bevanites began attacking the Government* s foreign policy 

at meetings in the constituencies, Healey found his task 

further complicated by their efforts at counter-education* 

His ability to speak frankly was reduced by the absence Df 

agreement in policy within the NEC.

In their desire to promote acceptance by the mase- 

memberehip of the Government's foreign policy, the secret- 

ariat once over-reached itself, by publishing "Garde on 

the Table" in the spring of 1947 without first receiving 

authority from the HEC. This very outspoken Justification 

of Bevinf s foreign policy was sharply in conflict with 

traditional Socialist principles of foreign policy. So 

harsh was the language, and the picttire it presented of

international politics f that Anthony Eden called it,
3 

"diplomacy by insult." The pamphlet wae drafted by Healey

1. £ee r. Healey *P(er Polities an* the Labour Party" 
New Fabian Kssaye, (1952) p. 161ff.

S. Healey1 s own term. Interview, February, 1959. 

3. The Observer 23,5,47,
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after he and Balton agreed that a statement about the

Government 1 e foreign policy was needed to combat the
1 

criticism of the rebels within the Party. Because the

Annual Conference was soon to meet, Dalton was anxious to 

issue the pamphlet at once. Dalton told Healey he would, 

on his own authority, authorise release of the pamphlet,

if Bevin approved its contents. Bevin was given a copy
2

"but he delegated to Hector tfcMell the task of reviev/ing it,

McXell approved the statement and rait on authorised its 

release. As a courtesy he posted copies to members of

the international sub-committee. The I)all.v Herald greeted
3 

it as "of course, an official Party publication,"

The style and content of ''Cards on the Table" caused 

a sharp reaction against it among critics of the Government, 

who easily found out that it had not "been approved by the 

NEC. At Conference, Crosoraan and ^illiacue raised the 

question of the statue of the pamphlet. Dalton stalled, 

saying that the pamphlet was only a restatement of ** certain

accepted principles 1 ' in the Party! ne Promised a further
4 

statement. He then presented it to the HEC and, after

some debate, secured it 6 approval as n a contribution to

1. The following correlates information from published 
sources and from interviews with Dalton and. Healey* 
The two agreed in substance in their account, but not 
in emphasis. Gee also H.H. £» Cros^aan I*e\v Statesman 
7. 6.47.

2. Healey said that after controversy arose Bevin read 
the document and approved of it.

3. S3.5.47. 4. LPCS 1947, pp. 106-7.
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the discussion and interpretation of foreign policy."

7-illiacus claimed this was a " face-saving repudiation"
2 

of the Government's policy. In fact, it was no more than

a mild retake "by the Executive to Balton and Kealey for 

acting rashly in defence of the Government. In 1950, 

when Dalton and Healey again drafted a provocative state­ 

ment, "European Unity", they took the precaution of having 

it first put through the formal Party policy-making 

procedure BO that official approval was secured for this 

outspoken defence of the Labour Government and scathing
r» 
C

attack upon traditional Socialist principles,

In the field of foreign policy the Government was 

constantly presenting the National Executive with :f

accompli 5. Furthermore, it could claim special knowledge 

and constitutional responsibility. To note that the HEC 

and its secretariat accepted a very subordinate relationship 

to the Government in matters of foreign policy Is not to 

say that the political forces the NEC represented could "be 

ignored. That this position was acceptable to the Executive 

was to a large extent the result of the confidence placed in 

the Government "by the raa^or trade unions, whose votes

1. L.PCR 1947, p. 159.

S. Manchester Guardian 29.5.47.

3. Interviews, Statement of Attlee, cited suprft* p.
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elected the majority of the members of the NEC.

The Trades ITniori Conrreee

The Labour 'Party "ip the partner,' not the servant 
of the Trades Union Congress."

C.R. Attlee, Lab 3ur Party Ti n Per epec t Ive p. 66.

owe this Government a vote every v/orking 
day. It has done much i'or the worker. " 

Bern T" at son, Pally Herald 28.6.49.

The work of the NEC in support of the Government was 

greatly simplified "by the fact that most of the trade 

unions, which "by their votee dominated the Executive and 

Annual Conference, approved the foreign policy of the 

Government, The trade unions were sleeping rather than 

active partners in the field of foreign affaire. The 

tJ.nl one were organised for industrial ends, and put Indust­ 

rial and domestic policy first. The bagie of their support 

for the Government was its economic and welfare policy, 

which directly "benefited many of their members, and which 

through nationalisation particularly concerned, among

others, the HUM, the NUR, the T&GTO, the G&MWU and the
2 

Iron and Bteel Trades Confederation.

1. As M. Farrison notes-, while the trade union section has 
not been monolithic, "its weight falls right of centre*'1 
The Political .Attltudes._of_,Britl$h Trade UnAons.A 1945-54 
(D.Phil/"theeF8/ Oxford University, 19&8T~p, 761.~~

2. Of the 33 members of the TUG General Council in 1950-51, 
13 were from unionp which had many members employed 
In nationalised industries.
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The Government was assisted in ECcuring trade union 

support for its opposition to Russia by the parallel 

development within the TUG of internal and international 

issues vrhlch directly affecteo trade union activities and 

reflected Big Three discord. During this period there v/as 

continuous conflict within the leadership of five of the 

six major unions — T&G?'IJ, \EU, HUM, UEDAW and KUR — 

"between groups of moderatee v/ho, among other things, 

supported the Government's foreign policy, and groups of 

Communists and left-wing militants who, among other things, 

attacked its foreign policy. Issues of foreign policy 

"became important within trade unions as additional grounds

upon which "battles could be conducted "between these
1 

competing factions. Because of the structure of unions,

control of the leadership meant effective control of union 

policy on non-industrial matters. While the moderates, 

led by Deakln, uilliamson and La?:the? 9 normally secured a 

majority in the TUG, the existence of a non-concurring 

minority could not "be ignored.

. In foreign affairs, Marshall Aid was of major importance 

to British trade unionists and v/as welcomed by them. The 

Communists and their associates ?;ere, however, compelled

1, See M. Harris on yx cl1£. g» eg irn, and V. Tewson 
1949, p, 349ff,
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to attack it. At the September, 1947 Congress, the Fire 

Brigades Union presented a motion which opposed the 

Marshall Plan as a form of subservience to capitalism;

It advocated instead more trade with Ruesia. This wasi
JU

"overwhelmingly defeated." Tv/o years later a similar
2 

motion failed for lack of a seconder. Disagreement

within the V-orld Federation of Trade Unions, which had 

Arthur Deakin of the T&G'VU as chairman and a French pro- 

Communist as general secretary, wac intensified "by Marshall 

Aid. Finally, the TUG, v/hieh had helped found the group

in hopes of Russian co-operati3n broke with it in January, **
<v

1949. In th© following December the TUG helped to found 

the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions, 

which "broadly reflected in its membership the division of 

Europe into rival alliances "by the cold war.

The limits of the loyalty of the TUG to the Labour 

Government were well indicated in the 1950-51 controversy 

over foreign policy, rearmament and the domestic economy. 

Congress in September, 1950, faced two major questions! 

wages policy and rearmament. From the point of view of 

the Labour Government, it was desirable to continue wage-

1. TyICR 1947, p. 491 2. TUCK 1949, p. 349.

3. £eo oarticularly TOG?. 1948, p. 176ff, p. 4S9ff; TUCR 
1949, p. 3Slff, p. 524ff; V.L. Alien Trade Union 
Leadership (1957; pp. 294-312. A detailed accDunt of 
the organisation and split in the TfrFTU is contained 
in John P. ' inomuller American Labor and the Inter­ 
national Labor Movement. 1940 to 1953
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restraint and to carry out the rearmament programme fully. 

Because the requirements of reurmament adversely affected 

the real wages of 7/orkerr, a narr.' industrial construction 

of their interests would have led Congrees to oppose "both 

wage restraint and rearmament. In fact, Congreee 

compromised. By a vote of 6,942,000 to 595,000 it gave 

the Government e-upport in its military programme of 

rearmament, even though "There will inevitably "be some

diversion of the country1 e limited resources from the
1 

task of rebuilding the national economy." At the same

time it rejected the continuation of wage-reetraint, the

industrial complement to the military programme which it
2 

accepted. Rank-and-file pressure T/ithin the unions

for higher wages was strong enough to defeat the statesman­ 

like efforts of the leadere of the General Council of 

the TUC to harmonise the organisation's industrial and 

political policiec in favour of the Government* In 

February, 1961, after further increasee in arms spending, 

Hugh Qaitekell and Aneurin Bevan approached the General 

Council to seek its co-operution in the restriction of 

wage claims. The Council declared itself unable to help 

the Government in eueh an industrial programme, "because 

of continuing pressure from meiribere for higher wages.

The value of the political support of the trade unions

1950, p. 425, p. 684, 

2. Ibid, p. 475.
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to the Government wae beet demonstrated v/hen Aneurin 

Bevan resigned and proteeted against its domestic, economic 

and foreign policies. The General Council promptly 

eouelched any Bevanite hoper of intensifying the eplit

in the Labour movement "by endorsing the Governments* s
1 

programme, 13 to 6. The Councils policy of opposing

Bevan, who was neither popular nor trusted among trad* 

union leaders, v/ae sustained by Congress in September. 

Resolutions opposing Government policy on East-Vest trade,

British rearmament, German rearmament and the health
2 

service were defeated by .large margins. Significant

of the strength of pro-Government sentiment at this 

critical time was the geeture of USDA^, which had often 

opposed the Government on foreign affairs issues; it

seconded the motion on the coet of living, which accepted
3

the need for the rearmament programme.

Every foreign affairs ircue that came before the TUG 

was not ae important as rearmament. Occasionally on a 

minor matter Congress took a position opposed to that of 

the Government. For example, in 1946 it approved a 

resolution of the Association of Engineering and Shipbuilding 

Draughtsmen which called for the severance of economic ae

!• Manchester Guardian 26.4.51.

2. TUOR 1951, pp. 423, 437, 455, 501.

3. Ibid, p. 517.
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well as diplomatic relation? ^ith Franco r'-~iru The

Government was even opposed to "breaking off diplomatic 

relations. TVhile Arthur Deakin, cpeaklng for the 

General Council, indicated th«t the resolution went further 

than wae desirable, there was no recommendation against 

it* This T;ae an issue in which the Council judged that 

its opposition to the resolution would create more friction 

within the unions than approval of it would create between 

the unions and the Government, The resolution was 

carried by a majority of 3,143,000 votes. The General 

Council lived up to its obligations to Congress; it eent

deputations to the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary
2 

to convey the position of Congress on Spain, The

deputation® did not secure their object, and the Council 

exercised its discretion not to pursue the matter further, 

having discharged its responsibilities. By contrast, 

the General Council proved itself willing to use its ' 

influence to defeat militants roundly on non-industrial 

matters which it considered of major importance. Fox* 

example, when USDAV* offered a resolution urging atomic

disarmament in 1950, it wae rejected on the grounds that
3 

its terms played into the hands of the Communist Party.

TUCR 1946, p. 473ff.

8. TUGR i.947, p. 204.

•* TUCR 1950, p. 411ff.
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Detailed information about the mechanics of the 

relationships "between the Government and the TUC is not 

available. Private conpultstionc "between the General 

Secretary, Sir Tvalt?r Citrine, and the Foreign Secretary 

of the day ha£ "be tTun <5.urin£ the 19305. F.ecause of the 

Government*e ability to claim superior knowledge, its 

initiative and its constitutional responsibility, such 

talks could easily "become a channel "by %vhich the Foreign 

Secretary might influence the trade unions on foreign

policy, This clid happen, notably on the question of non-
1 

intervention in Spain in 1936, The practice continued

after the v;ar when Arthur Deakln, Pevin1 s former assistant 

and the head of the international r.ub-comrrdttee of the 

Council, frequently conferred with the Foreign Secretary. 

Both Deakin and Citrine need their talks with the Foreign

Secretary to establish claims to superior knowledge when
£ 

addressing Council in support of the Government. Bevin

was particularly able to appeal for trust from hie former 

colleagues "because of his previous record of leadership 

in the TUC. The political ctrength of the TUC after the 

end of the war was lessened, in part, "ey the replacement 

of a very strong General Tecretary, Cir '.alter Citrine,

1. See Citrine's constant references to the difficult 
Government position in hir ~^"-"-~h to Congrese. TUCR 
1936, p. 359ff.

£• Interview.
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"by a relatively weak one, °ir Vincent Teweon. There

is no indication that the National Council of Labour, the 

formal co-ordinatlnjr agency for the TUG and the Party, was 

active in discussing foreign policy. The Council met 

lese than eight times a year during- the life of the Govern­ 

ment. Eerin himself never formell-r reported to it. It

confined ite activity in foreign affairs to endorsing
2 

Government policy*

Individual unions u?ere poorly placed to put political
3 

pressure upon the Government in foreign policy, Unless

a union could secure TUG endorsement of it? viewe, it vould 

only represent a minority of the Labour movement to men 

who were accustomed to managing majorities. In a period 

of full employment and full order "books, major unions were 

not individually affected by matters of foreign policy, 

The ABU, the most left-wing of the big six, was alone in 

once threatening to apply industrial pressure to support 

its criticism of foreign policy. After its 1946 policy 

conference recommended the severance of economic and 

diplomatic relations with Franco Spain, its executive 

considered ordering members not to work on erigineering goods

1. Contrast the description piven of Citrine and his
interest in foreign affairs, Beatrice V»e'tjb|B Diaries, 
1924-52, p. 148 , with comments on Tewson, Tfee Observer 
10,

2. See e, g, , statement on Korea, l*PC4 1950, p. 11.

3. See M, Harrieon pp. cit. Chapter IV, for a detailed 
treatment of the political activities of individual 
unions.
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export to Spain. It sought the opinion of the T(JC 

General Council, snd was informed th^t euch action vould

not strengthen the machinery of the United Nations. The
1 

union did not press the point further.

To say that the Trades Union Con^ree* did support 

the Labour Government in it? foreign policy and did not 

initiate or veto decisions le not to say thot it had to 

give its support. The unions were organisationally 

independent of the Government and catered to a sectional 

interest rroup, rather than to the electorate as a whole. 

AB Martin Harris on has observed, "It le difficult to 

continue to picture delegates of, say the T&GW.U and the 

NUG&MWU as men of straw after meeting them at conference." 

£o indeterminate war. the balance of poorer "between moderates 

and militants In many unions shortly after the end of the 

war that it is possible to imagine how conflict between the 

TUG and the Government on f ore ij^n affairs might have arisen, 

given clifrhtly altered circumstances. Such a hyp ot heels 

Is usefully kept in mind BO that a conclusion about a 

specific set of events ie not turned, into an iron law of 

necessity.

2

!• AKU .Sep.^t. of Proceedings of the £9th National Committee 
1947, p. 140.

p. 419,
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Annual C onference

"The Labour Party Conference lays down the policy 
of the Party and incues instructions which muDt be 
carried out "by the Executive, the affiliated organ­ 
isations and itc representatives in Parliament."

C»R. Attlee Lab TOT Party in Perspective p. 93.

to deeply v/as the condition of opposition rooted in 

the Labour Party that little realistic consideration was 

given, prior to.1945 f to the question of the relationship 

between Annual Conference and a Labour Government. The 

differences between Conference views and the views of the 

two minority governments could always be explained away 

as evidence of 'treachery 1 . Philip Pnowden declared, 

after leaving the Labour Party, that it was evidence of 

something ©lee.

"There is all the difference in the world between 
the license and the irresponsibility of a Conference 
and the position of a Government which has to face 
practical difficulties and knows that no Government 
can move far ahead of public opinion. Nobody knows 
that better than the members of the Labour cabinets."

The traditional version of the relation "between the ?LP 

and the Annual Conference was reaffirmed by Transport House 

in a publication in 1948.

'' "In the Labour Party the final v/ord reete with 
the Annual Party Conference and between conferences 
the National Executive Committee ie the administrative 
authority. The Parliamentary Party carries through 
Its duties within the framework of policy laid down 
by the Annual Party Conference; to v/hich it reports 
each year. The Parliamentary Party has no power to

1. Philip Viscount Snorcden An Autobiography! Volume I 
(1934) p. 83.
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issue orders to the national executive, or the exec­ 
utive to the parliamentary party. Both are responsible 
only to the Party Conference." 1

The Labour Government did not wish to have statements 

of responsible ministers fudged by reference to Conference 

declarations because of its constitutional and de facto 

political allegiance to a much larger number of people. 

The Government viewpoint was best summed up by Herbert 

Morrison, when reading a sharp lesson to his East Lewisham 

constituents, who had submitted a resolution to Annual

Conference which asked that its decisions be made binding
2 

on the Government,

11 Our Labour Government has to take proper account 
of Labour Party policy ar declared at Annual Conference, 
and more particularly, as set out in "Let Us Pace the 
Future", but the Government has to govern and impose 
taxation on all the peo le and it is democratically 
right for it to take into account the opinions of 
all the people. Otherwise the Government T/ould be 
a dictatorship and we would not like that if v/e were 
in Opposition." 3

Controversy about the relationship of Labour leaders 

with their followers v/as, during the lifetime of the Govern­ 

ment, a controversy over shadows. The leaders, by keeping

1. "The Rise of the Labour Party" (Labour Discussion 
Series#1, 1948) p. 14.

2. See "Resolutions for the 47th Annual Conference of the 
Labour Party" (1948) p. 4.

3. The Timeg 17.3.48. The difference between the position 
the leaders of the Party take when in Government and 
when in Opposition is illustrated by Morrison1 s state­ 
ment at the 1954 Conference that a Conference decision 
against German rearmament would leave a future Labour 
Government "with a situation in which we are tied 
and fettered and cannot think in relation to the 
facts of a changing situation." LPCR 1964, p. 108.
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the support of the frreat majority of the trade uniDns on 

foreign affaire, had no difficulty in securing Conference 

approval for their actions. On most occasions a majority
, ,. ,^

of the constituency parties also supported the Government
1 

position. Conference only rejected NEC recommendations

nine times during the lifetime of the Government and not
2 

once on an issue involving foreign policy. Occasionally

the leadership made concessions to the rank-ancl-flle "by 

accepting relatively minor foreign policy resolutions that 

did not harmonise with the declared policy or the future 

actions of the Cabinet, e.g., the Keep Left resolution

on Germany and Brockway 1 s United Socialist Europe resol-
3 

utlon. Acceptance of such resolutions was a sop to

the militants, rather than a tribute to their influence* 

Their Conference 'victories* were not Whitehall victories*

Militant critics of the Government's foreign policy 

resented the fact that the Government could not "be checked
" ' y-

"by the rank-and-flie, and that Conference had so little 

influence upon the Government. After the 1946 meeting, 

in which ministers were prominently featured, Crossman 

publicly regretted the decline of Conference as a

1, R.T. McKenzie pp.clt. p. 502, Hie statement IB confirmed 
"by M, Harrison* e study OP. clt. p. 505ff. Because votes 
of delegates at Conference are not recorded separately, 
a precise analysis cannot be made,

S. HcKenzle 07% cifr. p. 513. Because most resolutions on
foreign affairs in this period were not pressed to a card 
vote it is not possible to calculate shifts in the 
strength of the critical minority by reference to Confer­ 
ence votes.

3. LPCR 1947 p. 163 and LP£R 1948 p. 172ff, respectively.
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1 
forrmilator of policy. Mikardo declared tvo years later

that Conference, as a policy-making institution, had
,-•-.-•-. 2 

"become n as dead as a dodo." Because of their impotence,

thepe critics "began to develop a theory which instead of 

asserting the right of Conference to dominate the Govern­ 

ment, declared the independence of the tv:o or£animations. 

The reason for this ostensibly was, as Mikardo wrote, that 

since a Lahour Government was "responsible tD the electorate 

as a whole, it may therefore be compelled to take actions,

temporarily or permanently, which are not in accordance
3 

with Party policy." In fact, the reason was that the
-'"--'' i- t '

Government critics hoped that if the ministers were
j*

•xcluded from a major role in Party policy-making, their 

opponents might capture control of the Party. Then they
'",'', • *r ." - . •

could lohby the Government from a position of greater
,»,-.>, • • " -. -- •*-.* • • - • • • 

- - . -' -'- * - *.,'.*.-.-% •.. i - •- . ... .__..__

strength. Reflective of the permanent minorIty-mindedness 

of some critic© Is the idea that Labour ministers would 

never agree with the militantr 1 conception of "Socialist"
- >•.'.

policy.
* * .• i. *'•'-'•• ' ''" " ' j.. ' ' * ; ,.

The place in the Party organisation in which the critics
to •l-si.*.-. : 3 "''J ••'-•• ^ - -•- > - ^ .

were strongest — the constituency organisations — was also

1. ITe?/ Statesman 15.6.46. 

2» Tribune 28.5.48.

3. I. Mikardo, "Do Ti/e Need a New Constitution?" Labour 
Forum (April-June, 1948) p. 19. Italic? supplied.
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the place where least power and Influence rested. The 

constituency proupe had atout one-eeventh of the votee in 

Conference. In 1930 Sidney ftebb described them as 

"dominated "by fanatics, and cranks and extremists," a 

description of some durability ae regards those members 

interested in foreign affairs. Most active constituency 

members ?-ere interested in local politics, domestic policy 

or social activities, not in foreign affairs. Those who 

were interested in foreign affaire were sometimes cranks, 

even when Judged by the relatively tolerant standards of 

the Labour movement. Consider the statement of Mrs. 

Dorothy Archibald, a delegate from Bath to the 1945 Annual

Conference. lf lt Is foreign policy primarily which produces
2 

war, M The constituency votes were fragmented among more

than 600 groups, and never cast as a bloc. It was only 

after the Government went out in 1951 that a semblance of 

organisation and concerted action began to appear within 

the groups. It was not difficult for the active minority 

of members, often militant and critical of the Government, 

to express protests, but impossible to make them effective 

against strongly entrenched minister?.

The evidence of constituency discontent is in the

1. ruoted in R. T, McKenzie OP.cit. p. 506. For a descript­ 
ion of the limits of political knov/ledge in a group 
of Manchester T7ard parties, see "Put Policy on the 
Agenda" Fabinn Journal (#6 February, 1952) p. 37ff. 
See also, the V.ileon Report, LPCR 1955, p. 70ff.

2. LPCR 1945, p. 113.
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resolutions presented to \nnual Conference from 1946 to 

1951. That the resolutions were overwhelmingly critical 

ie not so important as that constituency groups did choose 

to use the one or two resolutions permitted them to raise 

a question of foreign affaire. The flor of resolutions 

indicates the intensity of feeling, Just as the paucity 

of foreign policy resolutions from trade unions indicates

less interest in foreign affairs there. The following
1 

ta"ble shows how the interest eb"bed and flowed*

Conference Resolutions

Government Government Unclascifiable Total 
Favoured Opposed

1946
Foreign Policy 2 38 7 47 
Conscription 2 6 3 11—58

1947
Foreign Policy 2 31 6 39 
Conscription 1 11 1 13—52

(Permitted Resolutions reduced 
. r from two to one per affiliate.)

1948
Foreign Policy 1 17 10 28—28

1949
Foreign Policy

1950
Foreign Policy

1951
Foreign Policy
Rearmament

0

3

0
2

6

25

37
27

2

2

0
8

8 —— 8

2
30 — 30

37
37—74

1. Source: "Resolutions for the Annual Conference of the 
Labour Party" 1946-51.

2. In 1950 there were also 58 resolutions on wages, prices, 
profits and the cost of livinf, many of them critical 
of the direction of the government 1 s financial policy 
following the rnnouncement of the rearmament programme.
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Regardless of the number of resolutions, during the lifetime 

of the Labour Government they shared a common fate. 

Because the movers of the critical resolutions had a low 

proportion of votee, the governmental Goliath was never 

defeated by the small bands of assailants from the 

constituencies. Lacking the votes to pass resolutions 

against the Government 1 e foreign policy, the critics also 

lacked the votes to change the rules that made them impotent.

Opinion Groups

Because the Labour Party originated in a clase excluded 

at that time from the chief circles of 'informed1 public 

opinion and political society, its leaders and active 

members developed the habit of paying little attention to 

opinions expressed outside the Labour movement. Convinced 

of the Tightness of Socialist analysis and of their pro­ 

gramme, Party members worked for the day when a Labour 

Government would come to power, without regard to the 

criticism and abuee of hostile sections of the community. 

The 1945 election created such a large Labour majority, 

and was so strong an endorsement of the Party, that a 

sense of eecurity and self-confidence marked the attitude 

of the Party In power from 1945 to 1950, in notable contrast 

to the conditions prevailing in the tro minority governments. 

The support the Conservative Party gave to Ernest Bevin1 s
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foreign policy during his first five years in office 

strengthened the Government's political position in this 

field. Bevin often showed personal sensitivity to attacks 

upon hie policy in the press and in debate?, and answered 

hie critics with great force, and sometimes harshly. He

did not however, let critical comments alter the direction
1 

he gave to foreign policy.

There was no tangible evidence of the Government 

redirecting its policy because of the influence of public 

opinion. Kenneth Younger declared, after reflecting upon 

the role of public opinion in the formation of the Govern­ 

ment's foreign policyj

"I was somewhat shocked to find that I could not 
immediately recollect any occasion v(hen I or my super- 
lore had been greatly affected by public opinion in 
reaching important decisions." «

Younger miniIfled his statement by declaring that he referred 

to an absence of specific influence. Only in exceptional 

circumstances, such as the debate on the Anglo-American 

loan, vas public opinion cited by the Government as a 

specific factor in its calculations. Then Dalton declared

that the loan was necessary in order to maintain a standard
3 

of living acceptable to it. But even in this case, the

JU See Strang Home and Abroad pp.293-4. It is possible that 
in his policy tovarde Jev.s and Arabs in Palestine he was 
sometimes forced to modify his position because of 
adverse criticism.

2. K. Younger "Public Opinion and Foreign Policy" p. 169.

3. 417 HC 441ff, 12.12.45.
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primary factor was not fear of public opinion but fear of 

bankruptcy. There is no indication that the "broad limits 

which public opinion imposes upon any government 1 s freedom 

of action were ever in conflict with the Government's own 

wishes. Governors and electors shared common assumptions 

about the need for national defence and national prosperity.

The Government never had public oninion veto the means it
1 

willed to theee ends. Ernest Bevin was supremely confident

that when he spoke he was in fact expressing the views of 

the ordinary Englishman. The critics of the Government 

often asserted that it acted against the wishes of the

people, but they produced little evidence to substantiatei
this el&fca.

Because of the Government's large majority in 1945, 

it had no special need to calculate the problematical and 

distant electoral consequence of its foreign policy during 

the first three years in office, when its pattern was 

determined. While Labour in Opposition could advocate 

diplomatically dangerous policies for reasons of political 

tactics, Labour in office v;as restricted in ite political 

manoeuvres by responsibilities. The reduction of the 

Government1 e large majority at the 1950 general election 

created difficulties for the Government but did not make it

1, Lord 8tran#, in discussing at length the vetoes by 
, public opinion of policy decisions, ciid not cite 
any instance as occurring in the period 1945-51. 
"The Formation and Control of Foreign Policy" p. 93ff.
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subject to electoral pressure, "because of the magnitude 

of the problems facing it in Europe, the Middle East 

and Aeia. One false step might have led to general war. 

Foreign policy entered marginally into the 1950 election, 

when T.Vinston Churchill injected a call for a conference 

with Russia. The Nuffield survey concludedi "It is 

never possible to aay how many voters are swayed "by any 

single issue, "but if one may judge "by outv/ard signs, Mr»

Churchill* s suggestion v/ould seem neither to have won
1 

votes nor to have lost them. " In 1951 the Persian

oil dispute "became a major election issue and was cited 

"by both sides. The Conservatives indicted Labour for 

weakness and Labour speakers declared the Conservatives 

would have risked war. This was the election in which 

the Dail.v Mirror demanded; %hose finger do you want on 

the trigger?" Milne and Mackenzie found in a survey of 

a Bristol constituency that while voters in "both parties 

regarded peace as a very important issue in the election,

few gave it as the explanation of why they voted as they
2 

did. Although these writers concluded that the Labour

Party largely failed in its efforts there to identify 

the Conservative Party v;ith war, they nevertheless credit

the peace issue in that constituency with swinging about
3 

400 votes (0.5 per cent) to Labour. The Nuffield study

1. H.O. Nicholas OP. cit. p, 107.
2. R. 8. Milne and K.C. Mackenzie Straight Fight (1954). 

Cf. pp. 101-2 with Table 46, p. 126.

3. Ibid, p. 128 and p. 138.
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concluded that in this exchange the Labour Party may

have benefited slightly more than the Conservative
1 

Party.

Besides the intangible and comprehensive public 

opinion that concerned itself with Government policy, 

there were smaller and highly compact opinion groups that 

7?ere continuously interested in Labour policy. The most 

notable of these extra-parliamentary groups clustered

around the Hew Statesman and Hat ion* Tribune? and the
2 

Fabian Society.

Among the political weeklies, the I<ey; gtateemai> wae 

pre-eminently the journal of the left-wing, middle-class 

intellectual. One of the few things upon which Kingeley 

Martin, the editor, and Erneet Bevin would have agreed 

was that the periodical had no influence whatsoever on 

the Government 1 s foreign policy. It has been cited in

this study because it hae, as George Orwell once noted,
3 

a "symptomatic value.'* The editorial policy of the

D.E. Butler The British General Election of 1951 (1952) 
pp. 118-28.

2. Since the groups considered in thie section did not 
have a discernible influence upon the Government's 
foreign policy, the following summary of their roles 
is not intended to be a comprehensive description of 
their activities in this period, but a brief explan­ 
ation of their ineffectualness in one field.

3. G. Orwell "Culture and Democracy" Victory or Vest eg, 
Interest (1942) p. 84. For an analysis of the 
magazine 1 s readership, pee "Newstatesmanehip" (1955)

?. n pamphlet published by the weekly for -advertisers.
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paper was often in record with traditional racialist 

principles of foreign policy. Kingsley Martin could not 

"bring himself to accept the importance of military defence 

or opposition to Russia. '* oodrow V.yatt, at one time a 

contributor, noted! -

there is a risk of war it seems as though he 
feels that all principles must be sacrificed to avert 
it. He has always ( as he hae often explained to me) 
had the uneaey feeling that the Communists are the 

*- heirs of the future, and that it ie useless to expect 
victory against them in the long run* Therefore, 
he eees rearmament and a firm stand against Russian 
Communist militarism as provocative to the Russians. 
He hopes that if only we are polite to them they 
may leave us alone. " 3.

In signed articles the Key; Statesmap. rave prominence to a 

number of left-wing M?B, Journalists and intellectuala f
•;• ; '". < '"'" i. ' ,~* "'• .•• •'•r:,, -», ' —— ..- -',"*? :

most notably, R.H. S. Crosrman, the assistant editor, G.E.H.
I ":t * , '--«-(. TV',, -; .":„•:. ...

Cole and Harold Laski. Cole had alienated Ernest Bevin 

in 1932, when both were officers of the Socialist Society 

for Information and Propagancia, Laeki alienated Attlee at
• vf. > ' f. •••*••'*.?'. ..-.-. , .•* ^ •••-'-_ -

the time of the 1945 general election and CrosBinan be earn*
Tf-.-? .;-.r>- *, --x^rx, ;• • **.*• . •• , --r—- *;. ,?.

persona non rrata to Bevin the following spring, because 

of his comments on Palestine. The frustration of the group 

was given ite most succinct expression by Cole in an article 

in February, 1951, in which he announced his intention to
- • ». '"•' i 0? • ' •.••-• ' ,-• ' • ;- -'.: . .-

support China against America in the event of a military 

shov/down in / si a*

, of course that what I do personally will 
make a ha1 p f orth of difference. " *

.**

1. Tyatt Into the Dangerous V.orld (1952) p. 15S.
2. New Stp^nmcTi 3. 2. 51.
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Tribunr t ?rhlch originated ap a vehicle of Sir rtafforu 

Grippe, foil-owed an uneven course "between 1945 and 1951, 

At the end of the war the re Icly was definitely on the 

left and critical of Party leadership. After the cold 

war began Tribune broadly supported the Government 1 s 

foreign policy until the autumn of 1950, It was then 

more ginger than left-v/ing in its vl«w«. During part of 

this period it regularly published a supplement written 

and edited by Transport House. Late in the summer of 

1950 it began to criticise the Government 1 s foreign policy 

more sharply, and after the resignation of Aneurin Bevan, 

It became the recognised amplifier of the arguments of 

the Bevanlte group, While Tribune veered from right to 

left, the Government moved steadily forward in Its consistent 

policy, Ignoring the weekly's advice, Aneurin Bevan, 

whose wife r/as an editor, success fully separated himself 

from the periodical's policies until after his resignation. 

The most significant feature of the period, perhaps, was 

the attempt of fribiine to appeal to both the intelligentsia

and the rank-and-file. Writers were as likely tj use'•'" - <•' . •
football allusions as literary ones. Contributors were

a heterogeneous lot. They Included George Orwell, Randolph

Churchill and Daniel George, as well ae MPs such ae Foot,

Mikardo* J*jp.«v«. Mallalieu and Jennie Lee.~i'- '" / .'.',?""
The Fabian International Bureau, the branch of the 

Society concerned v^ith international affairs, exercised no
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Influence within the Party or upon the Government during 

this period. Since the Government ministers concerned 

with foreign affairs had not previously been prominent in 

the Bureau, it had had no opportunity to influence their 

thinking prior to appointment. Ernest Bevin, unlike some 

other ministers, had no need to call in outside experts 

for advice, for he had a firm grip on his subject and hies 

department. The Bureau ^ae disorganised as vrell as 

ineffectual. Ito ststed purpose was to "prepare the ground

for an International Pociallst policy in international
\ 

affaire." But the organisation, whose merriberc included

Leonard ? oolf (chairman), Denis Healey, Harold Laski, 

Ernest Davies, Konni Zilliacus and R.H. 8, Crossrman, could 

not agree as to the content of this policy. The Bureau's 

first poet-v/ar pamphlet v/ae called "Foreign Policy — the 

Labour Party Dilemma." In fact, the dllenma was that of 

the Fabians. The pamphlet proposed three alternatives, 

two of them justified in the name of Socialism. Laski 

explained in the introductions

"About a year ago the Fabian International committee 
set out to try and define the outlines of a Socialist 
foreign policy for Great Britain and to see whether 
agreement could be reached on its major principles. 
It was obvious that there v/ere various, even opposed 
points of view in the Labour Party, and that these 
differences were pretty accurately represented among 
Fabians." 1

Leonard ftoolf offered as a distinctive feature of an inter-

!• "Foreign Policy—the Labour Party Dilemma" (Fabian 
Research Series #121, 1947) p. 3.
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national Socialist policy "no pov/er politics" and

"complete impartiality and dissociation from all strategic
1 

movements of the USA and the USSR.'1 r;.N. Ewer, diplomatic

correspondent of the Daily Herald, dismissed V- oolff s 

proposals as having "small relation to reality" and suggest­ 

ed a policy in accord with that of the Government. Laski, 

noting the "striking contrast" between the two major 

contributors, proceeded to elucidate a third policy. 

The dilemma v/ae far from resolved at the end of the Govern­ 

ment f s life, for "Rearmament — How Far?" published in 

September, 1951, did not offer a single basis for an 

international Socialist policy, but tv/o bases. It was a 

debate between Denis Healey and John Freeman, a Bevanite

IIP.

Conclusions
» . -*p i »P««*W*WW««""»«W****^il*l*"«»«i*

•'••*•

"Parties are usually content to be led; but thie 
is largely because there is no other way in which 
they can operate. This does not mean, however, that 
party leaders can ignore with impunity the moods 
and aspirations of their follov/ers; they must carry 
their followers (and above all their followers in 
the parliamentary party) Fith them. And to do so, 
they have to take into account at every stage the 
clearly defined currents of opinion within their 
party. Blind appeals to loyalty (either to the 
person of the Leader or to the party itself) are 
frequently reported to, and often they achieve their 
purpose. But they are rarely successful in bridging 
a real gulf when one does develop between the leaders 
and their followers."

R.T. "icKenssie British Political Parties p. 587.

The Labour Government was constantly criticised

1. "Foreign Policy—the Labour Party Li lemma "(Fabian 
Research Series *&£!, 1947) p. 17.
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within the ?arty "because it did not carry out a foreign 

policy based upon traditional Socialist principles. 

Nevertheless, it 7/as strong enough to maintain itself for 

all "but six months of its six years in office without a 

major split in the Party, At no time was it ever prevented 

"by Internal dissension from carrying out a major policy 

decision of its leaders. The Government 1 F success in 

defending itself against internal criticism was due to a 

complex series of causes.

First, the leadership, when it took office in its 

own name, had behind it five years of experience and 

achievement in the v/ar-tlme Coalition* The achievements 

in office gave them prestige; the experience gave them 

practice in governing the nation, and also, their followers* 

Accession to office fundamentally altered the task of the 

Labour leaders. In opposition, their jo"b was to advance 

the welfare of the Party. Success was judged in terms of 

Party criteria. In office, they had a dual allegiance — 

to govern the nation as well ae to advance the Party* 

In the field of foreign affairs, it was the responsibilities 

of Government that altered Party policy, rather than 

traditional Socialist principles that revolutionised inter­ 

net ional relations. The Government wae forced to act 

promptly in response to individual incidents of great 

magnitude, such ae General Marshall's speech and the 

invasion of Korea. There wae no time at the Foreign Office
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to defer to opinion within the Party, c-.e thn-~ night be 

at the Ministry of Fducation. Furthermore, a Foreign 

Secretary could not attach conditions to his plane, as 

could, a maker of Party policy, Re had to v/ork \?ith the 

world as it was, in all its imperfection. The result was 

that the °arty policy-making machine was presented vith 

a series of falts. accomplis. Because of Cabinet respons­ 

ibility, the accomplishments were presented to the Party, 

not in the name of an individual, "but collectively in the 

name of all the major political figures in the Party. 

Former critics of the Party's foreign policy such as 

Stafford Cripps and John Strachey were ready enough to 

stifle any possible reservations on foreign affaire in 

return for the right to play an active part in formulating 

Government policy in another field. In facing backbench 

MPe the Cabinet was safely entrenched against its critics, 

until the Bevanite revolt, because the critice could not 

offer the Party membership alternative leadership. At 

long ae the leadership was also the Government, the critics 

were hobbled by the need to support the Attlee Government 

or overthrow it and face the even less pleasant prospect 

of Churchill in office.

The existence of interlocking directorships within the 

Laboiir movement did not by itself make for Government control 

of the machinery, for this also permitted minority movements 

to fight simultaneously on several fronts. The distribution
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of nrivy Councillorships to Labour ler a —- -Ud not auto­ 

matically secure the ^-r»ty machinery for t:.:. 0 overrule nt,

for tv:o~thirds of the NEC and approximately five-sixths
1 

of Conference ^rcre controlled "by trade union votee. The

Government secured the support of the trade unions and of 

a part of the meee-memberchip, not "because the merits of 

its foreign policy v/ere fully understood and created 

enthusiasm among the rank-and-flle, but "because of a deep 

and widespread appreciation rithin the Labour movement 

of the many major accomplishments of the Government in 

domestic affaire. In a thesis devoted exclusively to 

foreign affairs it ie sometimes difficult to keep in 

perspective the environment in \vhich a Government ^orks. 

To the average Party meiriber or member of the PL?, questions 

of foreign policy were of limited interest. Questions

of economic and social policy concerned him most, or
. 2 

exclusively. Here the Government fulfilled the great

expectations of all "but the most Utopian of Party members* 

It could claim credit for maintaining full employment^ 

directing a planned economy -^ith a view to "fair shares";

1. Etrang notes of Bevln: "He had little fear about the
attitude of the Party, if he could count on the support
of the trade unions. 11 Home one? Mproad p. 293,

2. The more astute of the Government 1 s critics recognised 
this, and tried to ehov; the allegedly harmful effects 
upon domestic policy of the Government's foreign, 
and particularly, its defence programme.



448

nationalisinr the minee, the Bank of Fn"l?.nd, gas, elec­ 

tricity, iron, steel, the railways and other forms of 

inland transport; heavy taxation of the rich and restrict­ 

ions upon landlords and rentiers 1 rights; eliminating 

the means tert; instituting the National Health r ervice 

and repealing the Trades Union and Trade Disputes Act 

of 1927, The major domestic pledge of its 1945 manifesto 

that it failed to meet was that to rai»« the school-leaving 

age to 16. Given such a quantity and range of achieve­ 

ments, it is hardly surprising that among the multiple 

loyalties of leaders of the Labour movement, loyalty to 

the achievements of the Labour Government was a pre-emptive 

loyalty. ..

In office, the leadership was both willing and able 

to use ite position to develop support for its innovations 

in Labour foreign policy. Between tfce wars, the lead 

given to the mass-membership by the 2SEC had often been < 

naive and unrealistic. In the years Immediately before 

World "'ar II, the leadership was some timer ~ moderating 

influence upon extremist sections. It did not, however, 

try to educate its followers about the difficulties and 

dilemmas posed by problems in international relations* 

It was difficult enough to revise Party policy while in 

militant opposition without adding to thic the burden of
-> i' . • ..

attempting to re-educate members, Curing the war the
t . _ .•: i.. : ' ,,.v« *.. *•«.,* »' : • '••• - .,

leadership secured endorsement of the Coalition's pragmatic
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policy "but it simultaneously encourage ..pectationL of 

a new era in foreign affairs after the ~;ar. It may "be 

claimed that some Party leader conscious reservations

atout the value of traditional Sociali&t principles of 

foreign policy. If this is so, their silence is mute 

testimony to the power of Socialist principles • ithin the 

Party. Alternately, if there were few doubts about 

principles within the leadership, this indicates how strongly 

the ideal and unreal rorlu of Socialist principles was 

accepted as eminently capable of realisation*

After the war, the Labour Government was faced with 

a bill of expectations. In justifying their inability to 

satisfy these claims in foreipn affairs, both Attlee and 

Bevin did their best to concentrate upon specific problems 

confronting them, instead of making broad attacks upon 

traditional Socialist assumptions about international 

relations. Eevin stirred anger because he would sometimes, 

when challenged, make declarations, in harsh and often 

personal fashion, in defiance of these preconceptions, 

and what was even v?oree from the point of vie?; of the 

faithful, reinforce with votes his arguments based upon 

events. Attlee was a complete contrast. Verbal precision 

and historical accuracy were not hie forte; given his pre­ 

war views, these qualities would have been handicaps. 

Attlee frequently invoked the language of the 1930s to 

justify the very different policy of the 1940s. The use
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of cuch language by Attlee and by various Trrnrport House 

spokesmen was not so much a conception to crlticr ars a 

confueion of critics. By pasting: old labels onto nev; 

policies, the Government could and dlfl. justify It? depend­ 

ence upon American aid ac working throng the United 

Nations, the balance of power NATO pact ac Gll-roun<5 

collective security ejid opposition to the Pchmnsn Plan 

as furthering Socialist planning. Clement Attlee wae 

not a man to quibble over the meanlnr of words, particularly 

\?hen he vme winning arguments about matters of substance.
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Chapter VIII

THE POLITICS OP REBELLION

"There are al7;ays a lot of silly asses on the 
"back "benches, "

Anonymous minister.

The Parliamentary Labour Party was "both an organisation

with a corporate identity and a collection of 393 individuals,
1 

each seeking personal fulfilment. As a corporate "body,

the chief function of the PL? was to support or oppose His 

Majesty's Government. The individuals collected within 

the PL? did not regard it with the single-mindedness of a 

constitutional lawyer. Activities described in this 

thesis have usually had an ostensible political aim and

were justified in political terms, "but It is as dangerous
2 

to ascribe all acts of politicians to rational motives or

to make political conflicts simply conflicts over principles, 

ar it is to ascribe everything to personal likes and 

ambitions. It might be argued that in some cases,

1, In ?,'. Fienburgh's Mo Love for Johnnie (1959) p. 69, the
hero speaks of the House of Commons as "the unpredictable,

'•' '•* cruel destroyer of self-esteem. Six hundred and twenty- 
five egocentrice all locked up in their own ambitions,

'"••" disappointments and successes. Six hundred and twenty- 
five politicians each deluding himself that the other 
624 revolved around him." 7;hile this over-estimates 
the number of egocentrics in the House, it does indicate 
how an egocentric "J? can regard Parliament.

8. For example, at least two prominent critics of the
Government were considered alcoholics. See e.g., R. '•< 

;l . Blackburn OP. cl±. p. ISSff.



particularly among dissenters, personal traits have "been as 

important as ">arty principles in ntiinulatinp protest. In 

many respects,- two MPs of different parties, both of whom 

were crusaders or Journalists, may have had more in common 

than two MPs in a single party, rho differed in occupations.

A Foot and a Boothby; an Emrys Hughes and a fir 'valdron
an 

Smi there; a Folllck andAI,J. Pitman have shown personal

slinllarities as T;oll as Party differences.

- •., In practice, the corporate influence of the PLP upon 

the Government's foreign policy was minimal, because of the 

strength of the leadership, discussed previously. The 

PLP had the right to warn and to encourage but it lacked 

the power to be consulted in advance. Instead of asking 

advice before taking action the Government came to the 

group afterwards and sought ex r>ost facto consent. " The * 

Cabinet had superior initiative, prestige, knowledge and 

leadership. The chief sanction of the PLP, the power to 

overturn the Government end invite dissolution, was a.i s 

weapon that cut two ways...,;/,. v- • '••••• .:.,•• . '••,:.•'*• • - ••^••s .' -* ' ""

•;,,x.^ V,lth regard to foreign affaire, the PLP can be divided 

into several ma^or groups. The majority consistently 

supported Cabinet policy. Foremort among the supporters 

were the office-holders. Ministers and junior ministers 

formed a blo_c_ of about 65 ?4io voulc^, because they shared
*~?

responsibility, be expected to support the Government. 

Their number v;ac augmented "by about ^0 parliamentary private
^ :,' .- • '

secretaries. In the flrpt Labotir Parliament they could



provide about half the votes require ~ • majority In the 

PL?, and In 1950-51, more tl" • '" ---.or cent. The riiininter- 

ial bloc was supplemented "by a nin..,.._ of junior members of 

the PL? who covett _.ointments. They did not v/ieh to 

bee; 'mown as persistent trouT . -.xJiero in foreign 

affairs, since Bevin, .long with the Chief r;hip, had 

considerable influence upon appointments, and "both put a 

high premium Dn loyalty. By the time Morrison reached the 

Poreifn Office the same was true of him. The carrot of 

office £id not always v/ork ^ell at first, "because so many

Labour V"-- --re inexperienced, and thus ignorant about
1 

waye of advancement.

The second major source of support for the Calbinet
2

within the PL? consietea. of trade union :.!?;?. rhile the

1S1 trade union-Bponsored members returnou In 1945 did not 

act as a conscious, disciplined group, tho ctcadlneee v;ith 

•v ; ich the great majority of then supported the Government on 

foreign policy and abstained froir* retjellion does permit of 

generalisation. ^hile individuals varied from the pacifist, 

Rhys Navies of USi . , to George Brown, a Ijellicose member of 

the WOV.U, moet trade uni ;i -?s had littio interest in 

foreign affairs. They -were concerned *<vlth induetrial 

matters. Because of their need to '.ntaln goodwill with

1, One observer commented that the different betv/een the
?L^ in 194^-'and 1059 -.-^ tl^.t nov; thcr, . ..-o "more 
careerietL and fe?/er aeeee.'4

S. Their intereetr are alecuesed In detail in :/:, H^rrlson
P. 711ff.
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party leaders In order to advance industrial interests, 

there was pood reason for them to avoid identification 

with an anti-Government faction. Trade union MPs cannot 

"be rifIdly separated from a third important group, described 

"by one dissenting MP ae:

"... the many members of the PLP who looked at things 
In ouite a simple way. They had been elected to support 
a Labour Government. Therefore, it was their duty to 
support their leaders in what they did, and to trust 
their judgment in foreign affairs* This outlook was 
typical of much of the Labour movement." •*•

Some of these MPs were actively concerned with the Govern­ 

ment 1 s domestic programme, as "backbenchers or junior ministers* 

Others, like Millie Oldfield, a veteran Party agent who

"became MP for Gorton, Manchester, neither epoke rebellion
2 

nor thought rebellion. AB long as these three overlapping

groups were in agreement, they could easily dominate the 

votinp, if not the talk, In the PLP.

Vhile there were pressures upon Labour JfiPs to support 

the Government, there were also conflicting pressures 

impelllnr some to dissent. The backbench MP, when his Party 

is in office, occupies an awkward position. He is elevated 

far above hie fellows, on important man in his constituency 

and to the public, yet, in the House of Commons, he is the 

lowest of members, lacking even the freedom to criticise
.".'*'•"-• .-, , :

the Government that he had while in Opposition. This MP is

1. Interview, E. Silverman, June, 1959.

2. During the six yearr of the Labour Government, Oldfield, 
a borough councillor and a rugby fan, made only two
speeches In the House of Commons, one on cotton and one 
on gas.
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without office yet elcted to shov come sense of official 

reap one ibility. He must almost always support the Govern­ 

ment, even though this makes him seem redundant, or a 

rubber stamp. Such irritations would not overcome the 

restraints of the ambitions, "but they vould spur those 

with a tendency toward minorlty-mindedness, especially 

when, as in foreipn affaire, one could simultaneously attack 

the Government and appear as a defender of traditional 

Socialist ideals.

The institutional impulse toward criticism from the 

"backbenches was strengthened in the PLP by the attitude of 

mind developed in many Party members by decades of attacking 

the status cuo and the powers that be. The habit of 

criticism in the name of idealism and even milleniallaa 

Wft not easily discarded, especially v?hen the Government's 

policy wae so comfortless. Many of the more idealistic 

MPs v/ere placed in a dilemma, although not all of them * "
t

— - -«•*- * «fc-. .!•".• • - .-•>,. . .'.fjtt - , . f- : • . -' - -.- v-s. .- i%*. • ^ .-i'fk- - . - -j

realised this. Either they were to support the Government 1 e 

foreirn policy loyally, thus abandoning their traditional 

hopes, or else attack the Government in the name of traditions 

ideas, and thus abandon loyalty to the leaders. As one 

prominent Keep Left and Bevanite MP, a veteran of rociallet 

League crusading in the 1930s, e'ald later, "It's hell when 

your Party is the Government. You don't know whether to
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follow your conscience or your loyalty to the Party." 1
2 

Often conscience won and loyalty lost. Critics such as

Michael Foot or Harold Baviee eav; themselves as idealists. 

Veteran propagandists on behalf of Socialism, they had no 

desire to mute their propaganda simply because there was 

a Labour Government, which had to deal v/ith immediate and 

often intractable problems. Such idealists were closely 

related to the einple-minded MPs — Dick Stokes, the 

single-taxer, R.T.O. Mackay, the federalist, and Konni 

-illiacus, the defender of the v/orldwide social revolution.

Temperamentally, many of the idealists were close to 

the journalist MPs, carefree and happy on the back benches. 

As backbenchers men such ae R.H.S. Croseman, Tom Driberg 

and Maurice Rdelman enjoyed the right to free-lance as they
s

pleased, without regard to the restraints of office. They 

commanded large audiences and were centres of attention. 

One of the Keep Left Journalists later admitted, "There was 

very little careerism in our group, but there was a certain 

amount of egotism." They could disdain the slight prestige

1. This nuotation, like much other information in this
chapter, was obtained in one of a number of interviews 
with participant? in the conflict Dn foreign policy. 
The interviews were conducted vrith the understanding 
that material was for quotation but not for attribution.

2. Attlee has frequently ouoted approvingly Tom Chawf s
sayings "When I was young I wae always talking about my 
conscience till one day I realised that what I called 
my conscience v?as ;}ust my own blooming conceit." See 
Attlee, "The Attitude of MPs and Active Peers", Political 
Quarterly 1959, p. 32. The article pives a very clear
picture of ho\7 the Prime Minister sized up his assoc­ 
iates in the PLP. *
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of being parliamentary secretary to the Ministry of V,orks for 

the preater prestige offered by the Funday presc and the BBC. 

A political Journalist earning £2,000 or £3,000 a year from 

hie writing would not be tempted by the salary that went \vith 

office; or, as one of them put it, " fr>e could afford to have 

ideals. 11 In order to be interesting as journalists, these

MPs were reaulred to be provocative and this meant criticising
1 

the Government, even though it was nominally their own.

R.H. S. CroBsman was in a class by himself. He did not 

need to be compelled to be provocative; he was provocative by 

nature and gloried in the nickname of "Double-Crossman", which 

his unpredictable ways had earned him in the lobbies. 

Illustrative of the determination with which he avoided the 

responsibility of office was his action in 1946, when he was 

appointed to the Anglo-American Palestine Commission as a

preliminary to being offered an under-secretaryship at the
2 

Foreign Office. Crossman chose to fling away his chance for

appointment and advancement by using the Commission's report 

as the basis for his first violent attack upon Ernest Bevin. 

Within the PL? there were some members with a propensity

1» "An arpiring young politician should not commit himself to 
write periodically for the press," said Hugh Dalton, wise 
in the ways of the front bench, rhen discussing the 
tactics of advancement. Interview, February, 1959. Many 
of the Government critics did not necessarily aspire to 
places on the front bench.

2. For the background to the offer, see Crossman Palestine 
Mission pp. 11-12.
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for organisation, — their enemies called it intrigue. Of 

theee, lan Mikardo was the most prominent; he was notoriously 

unsuccessful, "but this did not deter him from planning numer­ 

ous schemes for challenging the front "bench. In his activ­ 

ities he vas sometimes abetted by skilful parliamentarians 

such as Sydney Silverman and Geoffrey Bing. They found 

fertile ground, not only among the gullible and the idealists, 

but also among the disappointed office-seekers. The 

Government* s patronage created enemies as well as friends. 

Persons named to office rere silenced, while MPs passed over 

for appointment or promotion would sometimes be driven into 

opposition to the leadership out of spite. A critic such 

as Seymour Cocks would only have been human to resent his 

failure to get a position in 1945 after 16 years in the 

House of Commons and previous service to the Union of 

Democratic Control. Ivor Bulmer Thomas v/ent to the extreme 

of quitting the Party after dismissal from office.

The minority-minded, the single-minded, the idealists, 

the free-lancers, the disgruntled and the organisers were 

united in one respect — the gentle threats and promises of 

the Party whips had little relevance to their motives and 

ambitions. As long- as the opposition faction remained large, 

expulsion was impractical as a normal method of discipline* 

Recantations and promises of future good behaviour were often
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ueed "by critics to counter threats of expulsion.

The criticism of the Government's foreign policy ^r 

intensified "because of the emphasis the Labour Party had 

traditionally placed upon the "belief that foreign policy

was not a difficult matter to "be left to experts and
2 

aristocrats, but simple enough to be understood "by anyone.

There were many self-appointed experts on foreign affaire

in the PLP, It was common in the lobbies to refer to the
3 

"Amalgamated Society of Potential Foreign Secretaries."

Nor were these intending secretaries shy about pressing 

their claims. Attlee later recalled, "I've known some

very ridiculous people. Vithout any experience. Thought
4 

they ought to be Foreign Secretary, Several," The amateurs

of foreign affaire were encouraged in their back-seat driving 

by trips abroad and contacts with embassies. For example, 

John Mack, after a trip to Bulgaria, then very unpopular in 

Britain, assured the House that;

1. One parliamentarian said that this very readiness of some 
MPs, particularly those of the Keep Left group, to back 
down under pressure, and to apologise for 'unintention­ 
ally* embarrassing the government, only increased 
dislike for them among the PLP members loyal to the 
Government. They regarded this as indicating cowardice 
and lack of conviction.

2. A national officer of USDA& commented in an interview that 
because of the mixed trades and skills of members, 
annual conferences of that union devoted a disproportion­ 
ate amount of time to debating foreign policy because, 
among other rearonr, "That was a subject upon which all 
members felt themselves equally well informed."

3. Shinwell OP. cit. p. 244. 

4- News Chronicle 20.4.59.
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"The Bulgarian people have their faults, 
like everyone else ana they are the first to admit it, 
but they are decent and honourable people with warm 
hearts v/ho only want friendship v;ith Britain." 1

The general election of 1945 was a landmark in the 

history of the Parliamentary Labour Darty. Because there 

had been no general election in 1940, changes of personnel 

that would normally have taken place over two parliaments 

were compressed into one. Vvhen the House rose in May, 

1945, the PLP still had two members, John Clynes and 'ill 

Thorne, v/ho had become Labour MPs in 1906 and had entered
•».

the trade union movement well before that. V.hen Parliament 

met again in August, the PLP had a large contingent of 

youthful MPs who came of age politically in the 1950s, a 

period of strenuous Labour campaigning for a Socialist 

foreign policy. It was this group that furnished many 

of the most prominent critics of the Government, v;hich was 

led by men who had come of age politically before the 

outbreak of the Great " ar. The conflict of generations 

added to the conflict on policy. It was sharpened by 

the suddenness of change and by the fact that more than 

half of the Labour MPs were new to Parliament, and inexper­ 

ienced in its ways.

The size and the unexpectedness of the Labour victory 

created further problems. The difficulties of selecting 

candidates after the dislocations of six years of war gave 

nomination and victory to a very heterogeneous lot, some of

1. 443 HC 223, 22.11.47. The whole speech is worth 
reading.

...M



461

whom, it wae rumoured, had not previously "been members of
1 

the Labour Party; others had been Cam-mini etc. As one

veteran recalled, for a time there was "organised chaos".

''Dozens of people who had never expected to get 
into Parliament ruddenly found themselves there. 

' Some of them were not even members of the Labour 
Party. No one knew anybody else and this created 
difficulties at Party meetings. It was hard to 
anticipate what would happen, or to know for certain 
which were your men, A lot of members were green 
in Westminster. It took about three yeare for people 
to sort themselves out. A few were defeated in 1950 
and left the House without ever learning how to act 
there. »• 2 .

Inexperience, idealism, confusion and irresponsibility 

characterised many, but not all, of the new backbenchers. 

Michael Foot recalled: \

tf ln 1945 we were a very new party and pesple did 
not know each other* Members had many different left- 
wing notions about foreign affairs. They were mostly 
similar, occasionally conflicted, and were never homo- 

.. geneous. Therefore, there were no groups at first* 
There wae confusion. I do not think most of us had 
much idea of how to go about things. I know I hadn't. 11

The Foreign Affairs Group

The PLP formally maintained contact between backbenchers 

and ministers through a small liaison committee of MPs and 

minietere, and groups formed according to subject-matter. 

These groups were desirnefl to provide MPe with special 

interests, such as foreipn affaire, with a chance for their

1. Raymond Blackburn op»c:j.t« p. 52, writes of V oodrov/ V.'yatt 
during World ' ar II. "At the time he was a Liberal but 
wae perfectly prepared to join the Labour Party if he 
would thereby gain the chance of petting into Parliament."

'; {...-- '• • "

2. Interview. See also, A. Baker The House ie Sitting 
p. 236.- ,r... . . , ——————————————fe

3. Interview, January, 1959.
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1 

"initiative and individuality to have full scope*' Prom

the "beginning the Cabinet made clear that ministerG, in 

discussions with groups interested in their departments,

were to act "without prejudice to their responsibilities
2 

to Parliament*" ..This was a roundabout way of saying that

the groups were not to be consulted regularly in advance of 

statements to the House, nor were they to be accorded the 

deference or influence given to some legislative committees. 

^;-,, Seymour Cocks, a veteran Labour MP, was offered the

chairmanship of the foreign affairs group instead of ,, .<>.,
3

receiving a ministerial appointment. The group had sub­ 

committees, which seriously discussed such questions as the 

beet method for recruiting the international police force 

and what colour their uniforms should be. There was no 

limit upon the number who could attend a group meeting^ An 

MF interested in getting the foreign affairs group to support 

a particular proposal could lobby friends to pack the , 

meeting. „ Jn the early days of the Parliament, there was a 

sense, albeit mistaken, of purpose and promise about this 

group. These hopes were quickly dissipated by contact with

. , , .. . . , .
!• L^CR 1946, p. 56. See also J.M. Burns, *The Parliamentary 

Labour Party in Great Britain" American Political Science 
Heview (1950) p. 358ff, and a very detailed report on 

•m the formation of subject groups, Manchester Guardian
1.9.45.

* "v .,.:<•!,,:. ... j. ,,..^ ,, .y,,- :*• •• ,. .... ^ £ ,v •*• V.7J.; •*, 'T-i! '': •••••:-• l-

• LPCB 1946, p. 56. _

A.t this time it W» known ae the external affairs group. 
Follov/inp the establishment of a Commonwealth and Empire 
group in the 1946-47 session, the committee became known 
as the foreign affairs group. The more familiar term 
has been used throughout.
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Ernest Bevin. Early In 1946 the group took up the question 

of Labour policy towards Greece, and came to conclusions 

opposite to those of the Foreign Secretary. Arrangements 

were made for it to egress its disagreement rith Cabinet 

policy at a PLP meeting in March, 1946, shortly before 

elections in Greece. Cocks opened the unusually well 

attended meeting with a statement of what the group "believed 

was wrong with the Government* s Greek policy. After some 

general discussion, Bevln spoke for an hour, justifying 

not only hie policy in Greece "but also the major outlines 

of his international policy. "hen he sat down a motion 

was promptly offered from the floor "that the Parliamentary 

Labour Party endorses the foreign policy of His Majesty* s 

Government." It was approved on a show of hands, vjith 

more than 300 in favour, 6 opposing and about 30 abstentions. 

Most of the 70 or more members of the PLP who had shortly

before signed a memorandum asking for changes in Greece
1 

did nDt back their signatures with votes. Bevin1 s critics

were reported to be "rather nonplussed" vhen faced with a
2 

vote of confidence.

The same dilemma repeatedly faced the group throughout 

the lifetime of the Government, If it criticised the broad 

outlines of the policy of the strongest member of the Cabinet, 

It would be suggesting no confidence in the Government.

1* ITew rtatesman 23.3.46. See also Manchester Guardian 
11. 3. 46.

2. The Times 28.3.46.
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Bevln was too strong within the Labour movement to be 

turned out "by a group of light-heights lacking Btrong 

support within the Cabinet. Alternatively, a criticism 

of a specific item of Bevln*s policy could still be treated 

by the Foreign Secretary as a p-eneral oueetlon of confidence, 

and support secured on this basic. The critics were also 

faced ^^ith the disadvantage of presenting their case to an 

audience that was too big to deliberate on matter;? of policy. 

As one opponent of the Government explained laterj

"The trouble with the PL? meeting was that we had 
a very large^group, really too lar^e for the committee 
rooms here /l7e, , in the House of Commonj-/. Many 
people did not care to talk about, or listen to 
discussions on foreign policy. After perhaps 30 
minutes of debate eome of the members would begin to 
get hungry or thlrety and you would, get a chant of 
'Vote, Vote* from the bade of the room*

"After a while I gave up going. tf '•-'."•

Members of the foreign affairs group quickly became 

disillusioned about the value of their committee work. 

Ernest Bevln regarded their activities as a nuisance, and 

complained about having to meet them when informed his

presence was necessary in order to explain and defend
2

Government policy. In addressing the group, he spoke

forcefully and made no effort to conciliate his critics* 

They were weak and he was strong. He did not hide his 

contempt for their activities. Herbert Morrison gave the

1. This reaction was not, of courcc, the same in all PL? 
groups.

2. Cf. the comment of one of Bevln*e senior civil servants; 
lfThe House of Commons is like a lamp post in the dark. 
You recognise ite existence in order to avoid collision. 11
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groups an ambiguous tribute — "valuable in clarifying the
1 

mindr, of members taking an interest in their v/ork."

Because policy-makinp WFXB excluded from the work of the

groups, some MPc f*lt they were maintained ae a device for
2

keeping "backbenchers occupied but irapotent. Cocks, dis­ 

appointed 7'lth the futility of the foreign cff^ire group, 

resigned the chairmanship in 1947 and it pasted to John 

Hynd, who had recently left the Government, and \*?as heading 

for obscurity. Unlike Cocks, he was'an inconspicuous 

chairman; like Cocks, he was politically Impotent.

There were other recognised channels of protest in 

Parliament. Question time ?/as useful for assessing Party 

opinion. Kenneth Younger recalled;

"From the Minister*s point of view, ill-informed 
or even stupid cuestionp may be quite as informative 
as those of experts, and the murmure of approval or 
protect evoked from different sections of opinion in 
the House can be as significant ae anything that is 
said." 3

Questions and spontaneous comments could offset the express­ 

ions of opinions contained in motions that were tabled but 

not debated. After the suspension of the standing orders 

of the PLP in January, 1946, there was no Party regulation 

requiring that MPs had to consult the v/hips before tabling

1. Morrison Government and Parliament (1954) p. 126.

2. Burns OD.clt. ppt 859-60.

3. K. Younger "Public Opinion and Foreign Policy'1 p. 173.
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1 
motions or amendments. The terms of many motions on

foreign policy were often too vague to "be meaningful, or, 

as in the case of iLOtione on world government, irrelevant. 

The Government regarded many MPs as ready to eipn anything, 

and signatures were discounted. The number of signatures 

was a tribute to the energy and the skill of the sponsors 

as tt'ell as to the ideas contained therein. Critics of 

the Government rarely secured more than 50 signatures for 

motions on f oreip-n policy. This was less than 14 per 

cent of the PLP. The feelings of MPe could also be 

assessed through the network of Parliamentary Private 

Secretaries and through the Thips. Such party-wide 

sampling of opinion gave due weight to the Government's 

quiet supporters whose votes spoke loxider than their 

voices. This put into perspective the activities of 

the relatively small number of devoted amateurs*

The Rebels f Keep Lef^ and Anti-Conscriptionists 

Many Labour MPs entered the House of Commons in 1945 

with the enthusiasm inspired by a double victory. The 

fight against Fasciem had been won abroad; the fight 

against Toryism had been won at home. The old ivorld of 

unemployment, poverty end power politics was to be

1. See Manchester Ouardiroi 31.1,46 and LPGR 1946 p. 221. 
Also, it meant the suspension of the rule forbidding 
Labour MPe to vote in the House contrary to the 
decisions of Party meetings.
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transformed into a new society, in international relations
1 

ae veil as in domestic affairs. " oodrov ' yatt, muring

about this period, explained; "We thought we were going to

change the world in a \yeek. Three days had gone "by already
o

and nothing had happened. The Government must be at fault. ""*

That these criticr. thought first of Questioning their own 

Party leaders rather than the principles that had created 

great expectations underlines the importance they attached 

to traditional Socialist values.

The Labour Government quickly showed by its actions 

towards Greece, towards Franco, towards the United States and 

towards Russia, that the conduct of foreign affairs was not 

about to be transformed. Disappointment \vithin the PLP 

did not take full shape at once. In the division on the 

Anglo-American loan on December 13th, 1945, later critics 

of the Government found themselves voting in opposite lobbies* 

Croeeman, Mikardo and Sydney Silverman supported the Govern­ 

ment; Jennie Lee, Barbara Castle and Michael Foot voted
3 

against it. The Hew Statesman, however, which had praised

Bevin as recently ae December 1st, 1945 t was declaring in

March, 1946 that Labour MPs were asking, "V.hat is to be done
4 

about Erneot Bevin?" By July, 1946, lan Mikardo was hinting

1. Bee e.g., maiden speeches in the House by Michael Foot, 
413 K£ 336ff, 20,8.45, Benn Levy, 413 HC 729ff, 82,3.45, 
Captain Raymond Blackburn, 413 HC 908ff f 23.3.45 and T.F, 
Peart, 413 RC 357ff, 20.8.45*

S. Interview, February, 1959.

3. 417 2C 735 ff. 4. 83.3,46,
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darkly that a "powerful" group of "backbench MP r * " die-
1 

satisfied with Beviru

The springs of discontent overflowed the channels of 

normal PL? grievance procedure in the autumn of 1946, and 

while the flood\7aters of protest were to rise and fall 

thereafter, they were not to "be dammed up again during the 

lifetime of the 1945-51 Government. The confidence that 

the leaders had shown in their supporters "by suspending 

standing orders, was premature. The first move against 

the Government was taken privately. A group of SI members 

of the ?LP, including Crossman, Michael Foot and Sydney

filverman, sent a letter to the Prime Minister on October
a 

89th, two days after Ernest Levin had eailed for New York.

They asked for the adoption of a "Socialist" foreign policy, 

A deputation from the dissatisfied MPs saw Hector Mclteil, 

Minister of State at the Foreign Office, on November 12th. 

The highly critical Amendment to the Address was tabled 

that night. Its sponsors were Crossraan, Foot, Mark Hev/it- 

eon, Benh Levy, Joe Reeves, Oilverrnan and Jennie Lee* The 

next day Attlee and Morrison spent two hours at a PLP

1. Daily Mail 27. 7. 46.

2. Text and signatories, Manchester Ouardian_ 16.11.46. 
Rebels ?;ere reported to be encouraged by the larre 
minority vote against the Government 1 a f oreign policy at 
the Trades Union Congress in September. The
27,10.46. Some of the dleeenters, including Crosernan, 
Foot and rilverman, had formed "an informal group" on 
^alestine following the adjournment debate of July 1st, 
1946. Bee C rose man Palestine Mission p* 203.
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meetinp, seeking withdrawal of the Amendment. The PLP voted 

126 to 32 in favour of withdrawal. The rebels were well 

disciplined enough to agree, as a "body, to press their 

Amendment to debate. As long as they numbered ab;:>ut 50, 

they were too big to need to fear harsh punishment.

In BO far ae the object of the rebels wae to stinulate 

public discussion of the Government's foreign policy, they 

succeeded. The rebels had their day of debate in Parl­ 

iament, in the PLP, and a run of several Sundays in the news- 

papers. But to the extent that the rebels wished to alter 

the foreign policy of the Cabinet, they failed. The 

awkwardness of their position became clear in the debate on 

the Amendment. Unwilling to vote against their own front 

bench, the rebels sought leave to withdraw the motion at 

the end of the debate. Leave was refused. Two members of 

the ILP volunteered to act as tellers for the Ayes. There 

were no Aye votes to record. Some 50-60 Labour MPe 

publicly abstained. At the same time, in spite of a three- 

line whip, only 231 of the 387 members of the PLP, or 59.7

per cent, voted for the Government. 52.3 per cent of
2 

Conservative MPs voted with the Labour ministers, The

critics of the Government's foreign policy revealed the
I '• ':'••'•

limite of their opposition. They were willing to talk 

against the Government "but loath to vote against it. On the

1. Manchester Guardian 14.11.46.

2. See 430 HC 590ff, 18.11.46. The ETeninr: Standard
" 19.11.46 had the percentage figures.
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other hand, while the Government secured victory, its 

failure to poll 40 per cent of its M?c in an important 

division was evidence of the unpopularity of its foreign 

policy.

The Government eounter-attack^u. the following v;'eek 

at a PLP meeting. A letter from the KEG was rcc.-, eclar- 

ing that there must "be no repetition of the rebellion 

"because it Yould have disastrous electoral consequences. 

Morrison reminded members that all of them required KEG 

endorsement in order to stand as Labour candidates at the 

next election. Attlee delivered a very sharp speech, 

attacking the formation of a "party within a party"*

" f If you do not like your leader, you can go 
ahead and change him, 1 he cried. 'In the meantime, 
you must be loyal.'" 1

Crossman confessed to the meeting, "It was a wrong thing
2 

to do" thereby provoking laughter and die trust* The

chief result of the attack upon the absent Foreign Secretary 

was to increase his contempt for his critics within the 

Party. The mentality of some of the rebels is indicated 

by their later claim that the success of the Council of 

Foreign Ministers 1 meeting in New York in December, 1946 

was to a considerable extent due to the impression their 

protest had made upon the Foreign Secretary and the Russian^. 

Recognising that the ad hoc demonstration arainet

1. Eveninit Standard 28.11,46. S. 1*4 ft. 

3. The Observer 29,12.46.
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the Government v -s a v.-rong thing to do, a group of leading 

re"bels decided that the right thing to do j/as to organise 

a faction that could continuously attack the Government* 

The result was Keep Left, v^hich "began meeting early in 

1947. The original memberrhip consisted of M?B v;ho 

were already friends. Because the group ULW the

"blackball when considering new members it remained
1 

quite homogeneous. The members who signed the "Keep

Left" pamphlet in April, 1947, were Crossman, Foot, ^ikardo, 

Bing, Tonald truce, Harold Davies, Leslie Hale, Fred Lee, 

Benn Levy, Mackay, J.P.Y.. Mallalieu, Ernest l<lillington,
2

Stephen Swingler, George ?.igg and V ooclrow V.yatt. Most
3

of them had also signed the Amendment to the Address.

Ostensibly, the purpose of the group was to promote

"a more drastic Socialist policy"; it prooeed action
4 

"where the Government v.hite Papers left off." In fact,

its real functions were diffuse and complex. First, the 

group did gain public attention for its views on policy.

1. In explaining why trade union MPs were absent, one 
member said contemptuously: "You can't penetrate 
ivory," Much of the contempt v/as reciprocated.

: -» j T " -

2. There v;ere others who 7/ere considered members at one 
time or another "but did not sign the pamphlet. These 
.Included L. J. Callaghan and Barbara Castle. »'!rs. 
Caetle did not sign "because she felt constrained "by her 
position ae a ?.?.£... to Grippe.

3. Exceptions were ling, Hale, Lee, Cwingler and <yatt. 
Only Lee, a trade unionist, had voted for the Govern­ 
ment in the division.

4. r!Keep Left" inside cover.
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Mth Ite regular meetings, formal organisation anu recog­ 

nised position as a ginger element within the PLP f Keep 

Left could amplify the voice of &n individual MP, although 

the voice of the group KS a whole wae negligible in relation 

to that of the Government leaders. Since seven of the 15 

^ere recognised journalist?, the group easily attracted 

publicity for its vie^s, at the cop,t of antagonising many 

in the PLP, The second major function of Keep Left was 

to plan tactics and concert efforte, BO that the more 

drastic policy it advocated ^ould be adopted by the Govern­ 

ment. In retrospect, most members preferred to forget 

this function. "We were an educational group, like the 

Fabian Cociety," one member inaccurately recalled* But 

education WRR not itc only function. The diellke and 

contempt that Keep Left inspired in the PLP was not caused 

by their efforts at eelf-education, but by their attempts 

to influence policy. Ian Mikardo and Geoffrey Eing were, 

as one member put it, "the echemers," Keep Left had an 

efficient internal organisation, perhaps modelling itself 

on the Cabinet. It met rerrularly and privately in Room 

11 of the Houee of Commons. There v/as a chairman and a 

secretary and minutes ^ere kept ana approved. An agenda 

on policy was prepared, and papers were circulated to 

members in advance of meetings, where the papers T?ere 

criticised. Crossman, for example, often wrote on foreign 

policy, and Dr. Thomas Baloph, on economic affaire.

Following discusrions, votes were taken to determine policy
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for the group. "Otherwise," one member explained import­ 

antly, "**e would have been just a mere diieustion croup.''

The group tried to insinuate its recommendations into 

the policy-making sections of the Party and the Government, 

In foreign affairs it wae singularly unsuccessful. The 

publication of "Keep Lef t ; *, shortly "before the 1947 Annual 

Conference, was the most publicised of its achievements. 

Another display of its activity was put on at the 1947 

Conference itself. The group decided in aCvance not to 

confront Pevin with a "broad criticism of his work, a method

employed eo unsuccessfully in the House the previous Novem-
1 

"ber. Instead, it decided to concentrate its attention

upon motions dealing specifically v ith Germany and with 

defence and manpov/er, on the grounds that these subjects 

were of more interest to delegates. Dalton, in recommending 

rejection of the resolution Harold Davies offered on defence,

declared that it should really have "been presented in the2 
foreign policy debate instead of the production debate*

Mikardo and Croseman spoke in support of Daviee 1 resolution. 

It was defeated, 1,109,000 to 2,357,000. The resolution 

that Crossman and I^ikardo supported on Germany was, as Croseia£n

1. As Crossinan coyly explained, the group decided to abstain 
from the debate on foreign affaire because it could 
accept neither the "iliiacus n:>r the : :evin policy. Her/ 
Ctatesraan 7. 6. 47.

2. LPC.l 1947, p. 140, p. 153. Jennie Lee's constituency 
presented a similar resolution. It was withdrawn in 
keeping »vith a reouest from the ,<&C. p. 143ff.
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noted, "rather surprisingly" accepted "by Bevin, although, 

as it turned out, he later ignored it, Notwithstanding 

their careful calculations, Bevin lashed out at his critics. 

It v;as at thie Conference that he accused them of leaving
f

him "staVbed in the "back"' when he was negotiating in
2 

America. As Crossman reported, curiously enough, in the

third person plural, ''Completely out-manoeuvred, they

found themselves routed on the issue they had decided not
3 

to debate. 1 - It was, he said, "a whole eotae leeeon."

The one tactical victory that the group could, claim 

was a qualified victory* In the debate on conscription 

in the spring of 1947, the Keep Left MPs, in conjunction 

with opponents of conscription, were successful in forcing 

the reduction of the length of national service from 18 

to 12 months. 'Vhile providing reinforcements, the members 

neither fought the main "battle nor did they contribute the 

"bulk of the votes that wade the Government change its 

policy. Their importance resulted from their threat to 

shift their votes in the committee stage of the "bill. 

Without allies, it is doubtful whether thie. move would have

!• LPCR 1947, p. 163ff.

8» Ibid* p. 179. To this he added, "I gre?; up in the trade 
union, you Bee, and I have never "been used to this 
kind of thing."

&• Ne^ rtateeman 7. 6. 47.
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met with success.

The third major function of the group was educational. 

Meeting together and discussing specific items of Govern­ 

ment policy informally and critically was excellent 

preparation for speaking in major debates. The average 

backbench M? did not have this chance to prepare himself 

for debate in the House, or to hear and. discuss privately 

papers on Government policy, Members have liked to 

compare these seminars with educational work "by the Fabian 

Society. Here again, the comparison is mistaken. The 

Fabian tociety succeeded by means of experts outride the 

House of Commons quietly presenting recommendations to 

powerful ministers within it. Keep Left operated by 

moderately informed backbench members of the House discuss­ 

ing expert papers, not with influential ministers, but 

with fellow malcontents.

Fourthly, the group ^ave pleasure and psychological 

fulfilment* Talking with a group of like-ininded friends 

about what otight to be done satisfied wordmongers and 

idealists; it made them feel they were doing something 

constructive, althDugh what they were in fact doing ^as 

antagonising those in control of Government and advertising 

themselves and their ideas to the public at large. The 

knowledge that one had friends who were in agreement and 

ready to make interjections was of benefit to any relatively

1. See infra pp.480-83 for a comparison of the anti- 
conscriptionista and the members of Keep Left.
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new speaker In debates. Belonging to a proup gave statue;

it helped unimportant "backbenchers to stand out from 

their undistin?niished comrades. The Cabinet procedure 

that the group incorporated ?,ras entertaining to some, v/ho 

enjoyed playinr at beinr ministers. As one prominent 

member recalled later:

t( It v/ae fun, tremendous fun. Vc were all friends, 
mostly bright, middle-class Oxford sort of idealists. 
I v/as Borry vhe.n the group broke up, for I missed 
seeing everyone regularly."

Although v/ell organised for action, the Keep Left 

members were not able to stick together under the impact

of shifts in British policy in 1947-48. The interests of
1 

the critics had been various to begin with. Mackay

began to put European federation before all else. Mikardo 

and Foot disagreed about the need for NATO, Croesman 

became strongly pro-American following the development of 

the Marshall Plan; others aid not follow him. In response 

to a Tribune nuery, "What's Left?", Croesrnan replied that 

the proup had die-banded because the Marshall Plan made 

its original proposal for a third force out of date, and

the Government's response to the economic crisis of 1947
2 

had largely satisfied the group 1 s domestic v/iehe-s.

Furthermore, unity ?ras needed in view of the approaching 

general election.

The pleaBuree of belonging to a recognised clioue were

1. For comments on the differences among the critics see
e.g», T.F.N. Bribers Reynolds Keys 17.5.46; R.H.8. Crose- 

; man Sunday Pictorial 6.11.47; "Bevin*s Parliamentary 
Critics" Socialist V>orld (June-August 1947) pp. 7-10.

2. Tribiuie 19.11, S6.ll.43.
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too strong to "be denied; about eight months "before the 

1950 election, the group "began meeting e.gain. In the 

sumzner of 1949 there were new political issues to separate 

backbenchers from their leaders — particularly, the pace 

of nationalisation and the relative insportance of economic 

and military programmes* The re-organised group issued

a second pamphlet, "Keeping Left", in January, 1950,
1 

shortly "before the election, The ostensible aim of the

revived organisation was ^re-thinking our 7;hole policy 

in terms of the principles of Socialism." The group 

added "cometimee principles have teen over-ridden by

expediency, ana here it is the attitude of the leadership
2 

which is rightly questioned*" It carried on its

discussion activities much as before, "but the Government's 

very small majority did not give it as much room for 

manoeuvre within the House of Cormnons. Thece limitations 

'became relatively unimportant with the advent of new 

Issues of controversy following the Government's intro­ 

duction of its rearmament programme. The Keep Left 

group was then superseded by the Bevanite movement.

The Keep Left group was the most important of the

1« M?s rho signed the firet "but not the second pamphlet 
*ere Bine, Lee, Levy, Mackay, Mallalieu, Millinrton, 
V.yatt and Foot. Foot did not sign because of his 
KI.C membership. Ketr signatories rere Cir Richard 
Acland, Barbara Caetle, Tom Hor^abin. Marcus Lipton 
and Tom ̂ illiams (of S. HanimerBmith,)

8. "Keeping Left" inside cover,,
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sd factions consisting exclusively of backbenchers. 

The decision to organise was a conscious one. "'" e decided 

that unless we vere v?ell organised, we ivould not be 

important,-' one member rrolained. By organising, the 

members not only increased their efficiency, but also

increased the opposition to their criticism of the leader-
1 

ship. As Sydney Bllverman, himself a prominent backbench

critic, explained in discussing the tactics of opposition!

"I am 5igai.net factional!cm* An organised group 
"becomes identified with certain ideas* When they 
make statements their idees are no longer regarded 
objectively, but as what you T/ould expect from a 
special-interest group, "hat they say is disregarded* 
The Keen Left members were ambitious and thought 
they v."?re a spearhead, but their v;ny of conducting 
themselves only antagonised the members who might 
have formed the shaft." 2

In political terms, the group was not a party, for It 

lacked leaders of any stature, nor did it pretend that 

it vac ready to form an alternative government to carry 

out Its proposals. Instead, for once emulating the Fabians, 

the group sought to Influence perrons politically more 

important thron themselves to do. what Keep Left thought 

best. But by organising against the Government they were 

also challenging it, in contrast to the ''ebbs, v/ho worked 

more "by infiltration than by challenge. Keep Left's

1. Ernest Davies said that when he heard a comment from a 
member of the Keep Left group that he thought ought to 
be reported to Eevln, he would usually try to disguise 
its source so that Bevin ^:ould consider It without 
prejudice. Interview, July, 1958, 

' '• ' ••• \" . • •. •
2. Interview, June, 1959.
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public challenge of the Government insured that it rould 

do its utmost to avoid any appearance of giving in to its 

critics. The caving grace of the Keep Left group was 

weakness, not strength. Ehile a nuisance to the Govern­ 

ment it was not a threat. Members had a formal organis­ 

ation, "but there was a touch of the comic about their

efforts* Despite the illusions of a fe^ schemers, the
1

Keep Left group was "not a conspiracy. fr Its activities

caused a light-handed contempt or disdain, rather than 

bitter hatred.

In spite of the fact that the group was over-organised 

in terms of Ite capabilities, lan Mikardo considered its 

failure &e primarily the result of insufficient organisation. 

This organiser, thinking of his idealist and free-lance 

cohorts, declared harshly that the whole trouble with the 

left is that they hate organisation and they are "too 

fclpody lazy," The groups would have done much more if 

he had had his way. , .-What was needed was proper organ!s- ,: 

ation, with votes, whipe, careful watching of the order 

paper for opportunities to raise issue® and get publicity,

and more co-ordination of activities on the floor of the2 '

House. But Milcardo, ae he recognised, was in the minority

1. In separate interviews roveral members of the group 
employed the same phrase.

S. Interview, March, 1959* It is reasonable to assume that 
if the group had r^ne so far as to issue ??hips for 
votes against the Government, members would have been 
expelled from the PLP.
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within this group of critics. He r— ^piously, if 

forlornly, thinking in terras of political effectiveness. 

Compare his view with that of another prominent Keep Left 

member:

"I can remember Fvan rurfc in. saying to me, a few 
weeks 'before he was drowned, f You' re throwing yourself 
av/ay by constantly criticising the Goverr/nent. He 
asked me if I didn' t think politics was about power, 
and didn1 1 I want to be administer ?/ith power. Put 
what would I or Michael ^Foojj/ want with "being ?*P. S 
to ti inieter of Pensions* "e were Idealists and 
we had secure positions ae journalists. ' e liked 
"being a ginger group* It was fun. I had no objection 
to being named a minister right off "but that couldn't 
have happened in 1945. It didn1 t seem worth the 
trouble of compromiBlng your ideals for eo long in 
the hopes that someday you could do something. V*e 
were doinp what we wanted to do already, "

A comparison of the members of Keep Left v/ith those 

who voted against conscription in the division of April 

1st, 1947, is revealing, "becauee the anti-conecrlptioniete 

did v;in the only backbench victory against Cabinet policy 

in foreign affairs during the lifetime of the Government. 

The first striking feature of the anti-conscriptionist« 

is their lack of organisation. They did not meet regularly 

njx ~id they have a desire to fight the Governraent across 

a "broad front. The opponents of conscription represented 

a coalition of MPs formed for the ppecific purpose of 

Opposing a single bill, Opposition to conscription cut

across almost ---very other classification within the Party. 

Pacificiste and class warriors, trade unionists and 

constituency stalwarts united on this issue, but on little
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elee. The only group unaer-repretented aiaonr the 70

wa» Keep Left. Only Mikar , dllington went into 

the lobby linst conscription, r.nd incidentally, against 

the majority of their sroup. ^nly 15 of the 55 rebels 

who signed the November, 1946 '-.r.rri^-^nt tj the Address voted 

against conscription. The Government faced tj..e opponents 

of conscription ?*ith the knov/leclge that any concessions 

granted it v ould not lead to more demand:;, Tut to liecolutioi 

°? ^ne ad hoc opposition.

Both ",nti-cDn&criptioni£te and Keep Left members 

wars nominally appealing to traditional '.socialist principles* 

The opponents of conscription, hov.cver, rere ts,lkir^ about 

an issue that affected many of their constituents in an 

inimediate, visible one personoj. fashion* By contrast, the 

Keep Left M?B were, in their foreign policy campaign, 

talking about conditions in sJmoct every place but England. 

The relation of foreign policy to inctividual welfare wM 

difficult to establish in moot debates in 1946-47, ;,,

Sociologically, the two groups were quite different* 

Of the 70 who opposed conecrir>tion, 60 per cent were 

definitely working-clasp in origin; only 6 per cent had

been to Oxford or Cambridge, compared with an average
2 

within the ?LP of 16 per cent. The opponents of the

1. See Mane he s t e r Guardian S. 4.47, for cai analyeie of 
their divergencies.

2. The percentages for the PL? as a whole are derived from 
information in J.F.s. Rose fclectionr, ana Electorg

Ue (1955), For the groups, they are based upon iny .• ,*, 
calculations.
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Government included 14 MPs sponsored by trade IL^^IS, 

including Lrnest Bevin1 r; P.?. S. , Percy r.'ells of the T&GY»U. 

Fifteen of the 70 had firBt entered. Parliament before 19oi. 

The division on conscription wae one of the rare times \;hen 

the usually subdued working-class members of the PL? with 

long records of cervice to the Labour movement publicly 

rebelled against their leaders*

By contrast, the foreign policy critics of Bevin were 

usually chronic critics, and scarcely distinguished for 

loyalty to the decisions of the leadership. Their nioet 

striking features ^ere their Parliamentary inexperience 

and their middle-class background* Of the u5 Labour MPe 

who signed the amendment, 4? had not sat in Parliament 

before the 1945 general election. Only six had distinctively 

working-elf.^ occupations. Business and professional men 

comprised 38 of the signatories, As regards education, 

57 per cent had been to a university, as compared with 33 

per cent of the ?LP, and 15 had been at Oxford or Cambridge. 

49 were sponsored by divisional labour parties and only 4 

by trade unions., a ratio of 12 to 1, as compared with the 

overall ?L? ratio of lese than Si to 1. Among those vv'ho 

signed the two Keep Left pamphlets, these characteristics
e . ! , -*..'-J« j i,,.,-- ',-,".-.*

appear even more strongly. Of the SO, only two had been 

in Parliament before 1945, both as Liberals. Eleven were 

Oxford graduate*?, 54- times the PL? ratio, Fred Lee of 

the AEU was the lone trade union!et and manual worker in 

the group, Sixteen signatories were sponsored by divisional
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1 at our partieo and two vi-ere not electee! In 194C as Labour

members.

The difference In the Party ctanking of the t^o cetc 

of objectors is indicated by the reactions tj their branches 

of discipline* After the November, 1946 revolt, corae 50

or 60 members of the PL? 60U£ht to relraooce Gta^din^ orders1^

to liir.it the activities of the rebelc. After the anti- 

conscription revolt, the Cabinet took the initiative; it

offered to improve comcnini cat lone betv/een itself and the
S 

backbenchers.

The revanites

The resignation of Aneurin Eevan and Harold 7ilaon 

fron the Cabinet in April, 19E1 gave to backbench critics 

of the Government what they had previously lacked, loaders 

of senior Cabinet rank, men who could address the front 

bench ao equals and sis rivals. The opposition to the 

fatigued find weakened Cabinet vas suddenly changed from a 

nuisance to a danger. 7,ith tv:o Privy Councillore to 

provide leadership, the conditions for forming a "party"

v.itliin a parts'" ?;ere now met. The time for "conspiracy"
3 . . . ... .-

was at hand, Aneurin Pevan and Harold ! " ilBon ?7

1. Hanchcctor Guardian 29.11*46.

2. _Manche.gter Gnarcian 24,4,47. Another sign of deference 
by the leadership was its action in consulting the ?LP 
and the General Council of the TUG before Its intention 
to continue conscription was announced to Parliament. 
Such consultation VJBB exceptional. Bee Manchester 
Guardian 6,11.46 and Morris on oo. clt. p. 136.

3* Again, the v^ord is cuoted from conversation v/ith 
Be'vanite MPe.
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c omplemsntary leaders. Bcvan, a working-claee firebrand,

~~~ -it home ->n the platform ue an orator and in the

toavrlnpr-rooin as a focialiot intellectual; he was aleo
1 

considered a success In Whitehall. Harold rileon was

a stable, methodical ex-don and ex-civil servant who had 

reached Cabinet rank at the age of 31, Both ^ere a 

generation younger than the Cabinet leadership, with more 

vitality and more time for manoeuvre. There wae not, 

however, an effort to spread the re r if nations within the 

Cabinet. Bevan unsucceeefully tried to talk John Freeman 

out of resipninp and succeeded in preventing the resignation 

of an Important junior minister, eaying it was not neceesary 

"ideologically,"

Tactically, the Bevanites differed from previous 

critics of foreign policy because the issues on which they 

challenged the Government were onee in which its inter­ 

national policy had Immediate and visible consequences
\ . : , -

at home, particularly on -^ages, prices, ana welfare services* 

The Government could only offer the certainty of absolute 

cuts in the standard of living and restrictions on some 

social services. The Justification of the Government 1 s 

policy Incapable of proof, being negative — to prevent 

war in Europe, to prevent the disintegration of HA.TO and 

to restrain America in Asia. The policy recommendations

X, See Attlee 1 s tribute to Eevan as a minister. Hews 
Chronicle 27,4.59.
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of tli* B«vanites were inc^afcle of disproof, •*—-—- 

were not "being tested. The 0-^^rni^nt 1 f L. .^^ion of 

further economic difficulties .:>ftcr Pcvan* s re e 

was played up "by the Bevunites rs proaf of their ri^htr.eee 

The Bevanite appeal for salvation through "building a 

Socialist Britain v.-lth an enviable living etan-.'.ard anS 

social service; t; ^e ^.n example to other nations provided

a unique opportunity for coinblnin£ pelf-intereet and
1

idealicxr. in one simple

• Although members of the Keep Left group were divided 

on the Question of Bevnn re Binning — Foot anc. Klkardo 

favouring resignation, Croasinan smd Ear"bora Castle opposing 

it — the grou^ joined up with Sevan as a body, except 

for George Wigg. It was the nucleus of the B«vanite 

movement. Croseman, Mikardo and Foot formed a sort of 

general staff, concerned with policy, organisation and 

publicity. As one of the members 'put it, "We saved Nye

from being surrounded by his personal followers, the
2 

Kyedolaters. " ..- In addition to the members of the Keep

Left group and personal followers, such as Jennie Lee,

1. German rearmoment did not become a major issue until 
after the Government left office*

.'..'' i. 1-. . • ' -

29 Cf. the remnrkp of onft of Fevan1 e. Cabinet colleagues;
''Nye let his staff do the Tork Then he was a minister; 

U. he had a pood staff, When he got out of the Cabinet
he found a much poorer staff in Foot, Croesinan and 

s*r company." Interview,



the movement attracted other :F>- v.o had helc themselv 

aloof from earlier attacks noon the Govern*.. :-.;. ~.. .*-... 

sav; the cshance to "be politically effect ire and/or cat Iffy 

personal anibitiono. Desmond D:;nnelly f for example.-., 

refund an invitation to join Keep Left early In 1950, 

regarding It ae only a talking rJiop. But cft.-r the 

conflict on roarcunnent an.,. (,lin creation of a party of 

opposition Y/lthln the PL?, lionnelly cai/ie out ,:x a full- 

fledged critic of the Government. There ?/ere also, of 

oouin: ;, the disappointed and the anibitioue, who Yrere 

counting on ^hot CalDinct ^o"k?. they w r7ld ]i,^ , .,.,-ij. -,ye 

TDecaoie P. *5» • •• . ' • • •- . •

Although the Beva;iiteo took over the form of the 

Keep Left group, having minute c, agendas and papers, the 

30 or so MPB who met regularly after Fevan's rocignction 

could not function as they hacl done previously. In 

ii they had not only a leader "but also a ^

Ho did not take easily to discipline in dissent. Ae one 

critic complained:

"The addition to the group of Kyo destroyed 
much of its usefulnepr- nr a committee for developing 
Socialist doctrine, • aa very difficult to keep 
to a psint. V.hile he might "be mace to agree with 
the verdict of a meeting, he could always take a 
different line while taikinr In the country. Bevan 
is an orator, a terrific leader of men, "nut he is 
not a thinlrer, M

T' ith Sevan's reported clalin, that he was "the only aairiber
1 

of the groxip v;ho wao not a Bevanite/' a number of his

1. L. Hunter 03,clt« p. 207.
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associates would agree. As one eaid:

"There wae never an Ideology of Bevan!am; there 
was Crossmanism on foreign affairs and Baloghism 
on economic policy,"

Bevan1 e temperament (rome of his friends called it lazi­ 

ness) kept the group from working as efficiently as 

Mikardo wished. It also disappointed eome of the minority- 

minded idealists. One MP, comparing the I evanites with 

the Keep Left group, said regretfully:

"Nye is a man who walks alone. " ith Nye as our 
leader we had too many crisis meetings and not so 
many serious intellectual discussions. You couldn't 
think so v/ell in the Bevanitee ac in the Keep Left 
group. w

The Bevanites carried on an active extra-parliament­ 

ary programme Of propaganda, which aided them in securing 

support from constituency parties. ^ri"bune served ae a 

centre for these activities. In the autumn "before 

Bevan1 s resignation it had "begun publishing pamphlets 

critical of the government, and by December, 1950, it 

wae holding 7rfbune "brains trusts in the constituencies. 

Bevan1 s resignation, long urged "by Michael Foot and 

Jennie Lee, co-editors, was greeted "by the weekly with 

enthusiasm,

*How that the first shock of the resignation is 
passed, the Labour movement is enjoying ite nev;? 
freedom. It is no longer tonp-ue-tied, it is asking 
questione, making surgestions, offering advice ... 
The dynamism of free discussion is already carrying 
us forward to ne?/ positions of rocialitt strength 
and Socialist unity. M 1

Tribune 4,5.51.
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As its contribution to strength and unity, Tribune soon

published two pamphlets, "One * ay Only", with a foreword
1 

by Bevan, '" llson and John Freeman, and "Going Our Way?",

The former pamphlet was prepared in conjunction with 

discussion meetings of the Bevanite MPs. The object of 

the pamphlet was to present a comprehensive and relatively 

coherent criticism of the Government, and to etate what 

the Bevanitee were for and what they were against. Michael 

Foot wished, incidentally, to remove some of the bad taste 

left ^/ith many by Sevan's resignation speech in the House. 

The second pamphlet was drafted by members of the Tribune

staff, and several Bevanitee sought to dissociate themselves
2 

from it. Both pamphlets, in their style and layout,

showed the skilful hand of Michael Foot, an experienced 

Fleet Street editor.

The pamphlets indicate the Bevanites were hoping to

make a show of strength at the Annual Conference in
3 

October, 1951. These efforts were foredoomed to failure

by the support the trade unions were giving the Government. 

The Bevanites tried to counter the opposition of trade union 

leader© by attacking them vigorouely in their September 

pamphlet, charging they were going against their mandate

1, For their contents, see supra p. 358ff.

8. Gee e.g., B. Castle. Dally Expre.eq 22,9.51,

5, See "One V.ay Only" p. 4.
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from the rank-and-file. Such gauche gestures only

created resentment against the Bevanites among trade unio
n

j •+*

leaders. \Vhile unsuccessful in gaining much trade union 

"backing vhile the Government was In office, the Bevanites
, 

aided "by widespread concern within the Party about the 

international situation, were supported in their views "by 

37 resolutions on foreign policy presented to the 1951 

Annual Conference, including resolutions of the NUR and 

the ETU. This number of critical resolutions on foreign 

affairs was the largest in this category since 1946. On 

rearmament, 27 resolutions v^ere critical, 16 more than 

the number against conscription in 1947.

The Conference debate y*hich the Bevanites had "been 

anticipating did not come. The general election was 

announced the day "before "Going Our Vay?" y/as published. 

The Annual Conference was reduced in length to three days

and in nature to a pep rally. Bevan, in his Conference
3 

speech, concentrated upon attacking the Conservative Party
.

The jne Bevanite consolation at Conference was the surpri
se 

victory of Barbara Castle in the election for constituenc
y 

representatives on the &EC, She replaced Emanuel fhinwell, 

Minister of Defence, and finished second in the

1. See "Going Our r ay?" p. 6ff, p. 13ff, 'The Mystery of 
Transport House1 and 'The Deakinites Join In*. The 
criticism v/ae answered "by the NEC, The Times^ 8,11,51.

8. See e.g. flews Chronicle 25.9.51, L. Hunter oo. 
passim.

3» L?CR 1951, p. 121.
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poll.

The defeat of the Labour Government at the election 

greatly altered the position of the Bevanitee. From April 

until October, 1951, they were handicapped severely by 

the fact that they did not v.ieh to force the Government 

out of office by v/lthholding their support in the House of 

Commons. The Attlee-Gaitskell policy, while objectionable 

to them, wae still more palatable than that of a Churchill 

Government. Since the Government was virtually certain of 

their votes, it could ignore them. After the Government 

fell, voting afainet the Labour leadership did not mean 

defeat; opposing the leadership wae Justified by Bevanitee 

as the only way to secure Labour* s return to office. The 

conflict between advocates of Socialist principles and 

defenders of the Government foreign policy entered a new

phaee. , . ......

The Fringe. ••* -,..<'?••.• ." «•'.-.,-. .'." ..-•-•.. ,-,./.. ••• .

A great variety of special interest groups, euch as 

the foclaliet Fellowship (Ellis Smith, president), and

Victory for Socialism, sponsored by Sir Richard Acland,
2 

Penner Brockway and others, existed within the PLP, The

one fringe group that merits consideration consists of

MPs who co-operated Trlth the Communist Party, either

1. Mrs. Castle said she wae "staggered" by her victory,
Interview, March, 1959. She stood for the conetituency 
section, expecting defeat, but bellevinp her chances 
were bette^ there than if she had stood for the women'B 
section without the support of the major trade unions.

2.
"i*

See Manchester Ouarclnn 23.11.49 and 5.3.51 respectively.
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publicly or privately. Estimates of the number of crypt o-

ConmunistB returned as Labour rJPs in the 1946 general
1 

election vary from three to nine. One cannot speak

precisely "because records of Communist Party membership 

are not public, and the charge that an MP is a Communist 

is potentially actionable. There was a small core of 

Labour M?s who were sometimes briefed in the lobbies by a 

correspondent of the Daily Worker* He would go over the

order paper with f hls f members and point out opportunities
2 

for criticising the Government. There were other M?s

v/hoee patterns of action were in nature, if not in intent, 

those of a fellow-traveller or a cryp to-Communist. 

Consider, for example, the record of one of the earliest 

and most consistent of Bevin1 s critics. He apologised 

for Russia1 e rejection of Marshall Aid; he credited 

Russia with enjoying more "real Socialism" than Britain; 

he denounced Attlee for criticising Russia on May Day, 

1943; he opposed NATO; he advertised signing the ftock- 

holm Peace pledge in September, 1950; and he tried to 

incite Bevan to resign in January, 1951.

The pro-Communist clique within the Labour Party 

was able to appear larger than in fact it was, because 

there wae a number of issues on which members of the C?GB, 

pacifists, idealists and free-wheeling Marxists might find

1. The minimum figure is based upon NEC expulsions; the 
higher estimate is made by Douglas Hyde I Believed 
(1950) p. 212.

2. Interview.
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themselves in agreement, and in opposition to the Government. 

The confusion "before and during the war, between eome 

elements of the Communist Party and the Labour Party, remained 

after victory* Not all ex-supporters of a Popular Front 

had, like John Strachey, the responsibilities of office to 

force them to dissociate themselves from former ideas and 

friends. The Communist Party as well as the Labour Party 

suffered from the confusion and misplaced trust. Douglas 

Hyde, formerly of the Daily ^'orker. has declared that some 

Communist Party members returned as Labour M?s in 1945 

quietly dropped their membership in the Communist Party

when they realised that it would hinder their political
1 

careers.

When the lines between Comnunists and Social Democrats
~i

"began to be drawn taut early in 1948, a show of strength

was attempted by the pro-Communist faction. On the eve

of the important Italian general election, a telegram of

good wishes, purportedly signed by 37 members of the PLP,
2 

was sent to the Nenni Socialists. The instigator of the

message was Konni riliiaeus, who had been carefully watching 

developments in Italy and within the IFC, Physically and

1. Hyde OP, cit. p. 812.

2. See Manchester Guardian 19.4.48, for names of signatories. 
In April, 1946, a telegram congratulating Social 
Democrate and Communists upon their merger in Berlin was 
signed by 27 Labour MPs*. Their message was repudiated 
by the PLP, in a motion offered by Michael Foot and 
seconded by Jennie Lee. Manchester Guardian 30.4*46 
and The Times 9.5.46.



emotionally tired out by his campaign against Bevin, he 

gare the Job of securing signatures to John Platte-Mllle/ 
The NEC reacted swiftly and strairly againet the move, 

because only a few weeks before the ICC had presented an 

ultimatum to the Kenni group concerning its co-operation 

with the Italian Communist Party, and the Nennl represent­ 

atives had walked out of their meeting. The NEC publicly 

repudiated the telegram as contrary to the views of the
s

"overwhelming mass of Labour supporters." It used this 

first incident of mutiny since the Cold r ar had come into the 
open, as the occasion for tightening discipline. John 
Flatty-Mills, whose political activities had already been
under surveillance, was promptly expelled "in view of his

4
general political conduct." Of the remaining 30 signat­ 
ories, 15 immediately withdrew their names. Some claimed
they had never eifned the telegram, others that they had

5 
signed as the result of a misunderstanding. Considering

1* Interview, K. £illlacus, March, 1949.

S. Manchester Guardian 22. 3.48. The Kenni Socialists were 
not expelled from the ISC until a year later. D. 
Healey "The International Socialist Conference, 1946-50", 
pp. 369-71* There was at this time an important group 
within the Labour Party and the ISC that wished to 
maintain links with Nenni indefinitely, because he led 
the largest faction within the Italian Socialist Party.

3. The Times 19*4.43.

4. LPCH 1948, p. 17. Platts<41 ills said on this occasion, 
"Bavin's policy is to surrender Great Britain and the 
Commonwealth to America for a handful of dollars." 
The Times 29.4.48. See also, Manchester Guardian
18, 5. 48. 

6. %illiacue recalled, "Platts-Mills went around and got
dunderheads to clrn. I« m ao good at getting signatures 
because ^fepend too much time explaining myself. John 
didn't bother. Interview, March, 1959.
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that members were notorious for signing rnotlone and messages 

without any real knowledge of their import, theee excusee 

are plausible, and were accepted by the NEC. The NEC wrote 

to the remaining 21 that in view of their activities "sub­ 

versive of ^arty policy" and because a number pereieted "in 

acting as a group" they should give an undertaking to deeist

in future from euch conduct or they would be expelled from
1 

the Labour Party. The issue was hardly worth the penalty

of expulsion. After protests, the 21 MPs pledged good
2 

behaviour.

In 1949, three of those who had given the pledge, 

L. J. Colley, Lester Kutchinson and Konnl Ziliiacus were 

expelled from the Party* They, in company with Platts-Mille 

and B.N. Pritt, who had been expelled from the Labour Party

in 1940 for his stand on the Rueso-Finnlsh war, organised
3 

an independent Labour group in the House of COionons* All

five stood ae independent Labour candidatee in the 1950 

general election; all \rere defeated. From this the critics

drew a moral. Since that time no Labour MP has been
4 

expelled from the Party for his views on foreign affairs.

1- LPCR 1948, p. 17. Three of the 21 unvilling to recant 
signed Keep Left pamphlets.

2. See The Tjmeg 15.5.48,

3. £ee Manchester Guardian SI.6.49, 28.7.49; LPCR 1949, 
p. 18 and ^-illiacue "hy I v as Expelled.

4. The whip wae withdrawn by the PL? from a number of M?s 
during the Eevanite controversy while Labour was in 
opposition, but this was a much lees severe form of 

** punishment than expulsion from the Party by the NEC*



495

Buch were the vagaries of the far-left critics of the 

Government that 7 illiacus, shortly after being expelled 

from the Party for "being in general agreement with Communism, 

was then denounced "by Conrciuniets as a Titoiet and a tool 

of American agents. Re was alleged to have organised

a Social Democratic spy ring- in Hunrnry in conjunction
1 

with Denis Healey and Morgan Phillips. The Communists,

like the Labour Party, at this period of international 

tension found 7.1111 wae too independent-minded to be 

worth carrying.

, Conclusion

The critics of the 1945-51 Labour Government v/ere 

almost always correct in claiming that the Labour Govern­ 

ment had failed to act upon traditional Socialist principles 

of foreign policy; they were often correct in claiming 

that the foreign policy they advocated was in accordance
" •-•• * &'. *•',.,

with traditional Socialist principles. Their ability to 

retain pre-war ideas in spite of the many ma^or changes 

in international relations after the war ie a tribute to 

their fidelity to Socialism and to their practice of 

reasoning from abstractions rather than from events.

The critics, until the time of the Bevanite resig­ 

nation, were united In being "out of touch." First, they 

were out of touch with the Cabinet, They had no recognised 

spokesman there to put forward criticism on their behalf

Sce Manchester Guardian 19.9.49; The Times 3.11.50.
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when policy war. being made, Decisions v;ere taken vithout 

regard to their views, and then presented as faits accomplls 

for the DL? to endorse. Lack of a voice in the Cabinet 

reflected their lack of ; n established leader, whose 

ability would command a Cabinet post. Crossman stands 

out above other critics as a man with the ability to have 

reached the Cabinet in this period; but his love of being 

paradoxical, awkward and in the limelight, kept him on 

the back-benches. The gulf between the front-benchers 

and the back-benchers was widened by the tactics of the 

critiee, which neither \von friends nor influenced people. 

The critics were Inexperienced and maladroit in their 

parliamentary operations. Their public efforts were a 

sign of weakness, not strength. A strong faction within 

a party does not need to publish pamphlets or table motions 

to address Itself to the Cabinet; it is consulted by 

Cabinet representatives before decisions are made. Xjctra- 

parliamentary efforts, in the press and In the weeklies, 

were a further admission of weakness, a retreat from the 

centre of power to the outer perimeter. By their 

publicity campaign the critics forfeited all claim to 

attention from Ernest Bevin, who valued loyalty highly. 

They also irritated many of their comrades in the PLP, 

with their glibness, gaucherle and air of knowing better 

than most what was right. Conscientious supporters of 

the Government's Domestic programme, slow-moving ex-borough
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councillors and trade union officials preferred to trust 

their leaders to pet on 7;ith the job. They resented the 

critics who flirted with disloyalty. The New Statesman 

realised the importance of this, before the first revolt 

becran. It noted in Auguet, 1946:

"Very early in the session the Party came to 
realise that foreljm affairs wae goin^ to mean 
Ernest Bevin first and lap.t. So long ae the Govern­ 
ment's domestic policy is unaffected "by Mr. Bevin* s 
foreign policy, he v;ill "be supported by that colid 
phalanx of Labour MPs ?/ho do not worry about events 
aerofts the Channel. "1

After diecu«*r-ingr the faults of the backbench critics, the 

weekly concluded: "Mr. Bevin is still a colossus among 

the pygmiee, " .

The critics in the PLP, and the critics outside the 

PLP, were also out of touch ^ith the world of international 

politics. A British MP, unlike his American counter­ 

part, has no personal or committee staff to do research, 

nor can he supervise diplomacy as a member of the Senate 

.Foreign Relations Committee can. The critics had sources 

of information that were little different or little better 

than those of the journalist. None of them had served 

in a ministry previously, not even In the Coalition. 

They had no regular contacts with the chief diplomatic
'.••.'" '. 'V. ; *. "" .""'. "''"'.

centres abroad, so that the full impact of Russian and 

American diplomacy was not felt. Likewise, when working 

out their alternatives of action, the critics did not

1. 10.8.46.
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have at their elbow advisers trained to point out all 

the possible awlc.vard consequences of any proposed course 

of action. Given a limited amount of up-to-date factual 

knowledge, it was much easier for the critics to reason 

f^Om principles, rather than from complex and changing 

sets of facts. Socialist analysis, based upon a very 

optimistic assessment of the strength of Britain in 

international relations, provided a much more pleasi 

prospect for the future than the conclusions of the 

Government. The critics, v;ith a mixture of motives, 

chose to "believe that in this conflict, the Government 

was wrong, and traditional Socialist principles remained 

right.

In so far as critics of the Government were simply 

moved "by the urge to testify for Socialise:, their 

political failure v;as irrelevant. By definition, the 

minority-minded refuse the responsibility of governing* 

Their protect, though political in form, can "be psycho­ 

logical at itr base. Herbert Morrison took the measure 

of some v?ho insisted upon "writing dorm Labour's etock" 

when he told Conference in 1942:

"The fact is that this Party in never happy 
when it is in government. It was never happy in 
the t^o Labour Governments we have had. It is not 
happy vlth Labour in this Government, "because the 
Party has got too much of the mind of perpetual 
opposition, "because it has too much of the perpetual 
minority complex, and "because some of you have too 
much of the perpetual inferiority complex &e veil," 1

1. LPCR 1942, p. 103.



The Bevanitco stood apart from the ~> 1—- critics of 

the Government. v;hile hardly free fro,.. —._ ~j _.;icions 

of minority-minrlednes?, they aid have 1.. v;ho might 

have taken over direction of the Party, or alternatively, 

forced It to move in the direction they wished it to go. 

Their failure to check the Government ?;hile it remained 

in office was due to a sense of Party loyalty in the face 

of the Conservative opposition. Unlike critics of 

earlier periode, the Devanites *.vere unwilling to cross 

the floor of the House to oppose the leaders with whom 

they had quarrelled. Although they did not turn out 

the Government in April, their actions were a contributory 

factor in the defeat of the Government in the autumn. 

After that, a ne?/ period in Labour history "began.
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Chapter IX

CONCLUSIONS

"And the end always is, that a middle course is 
devised which looks as much as possible like what was 
suggested in opposition, "but which is as much as 
possible what patent facts — facts which seem to 
live in the office, so teasing and unceasing are 
they — prove ought to "be done."

Walter Bagehot The English Constitution 
(World's Classics edition) p. 128.

The internationalism of the British Labour Party "began 

as anti-nationalism, a reaction against the governments 

and the governing class of Britain. Keir Hardie felt more 

at home with his comrades at the Second International than 

he did in a Parliament of aristocrats and capitalists. 

The disillusionment with British diplomacy that followed 

the elections of 1918 and 1931 was paralleled "by Labour 1 s 

strong antagonism to the Government in home affairs. 

Between the wars the Conservative governments' tolerance and 

appeasement of dictators who were the immediate enemies of 

Socialists and trade unionists widened an already great 

"breach between the "Two Nations". Thus, the Party viewed 

British foreign policy from an internationalist perspective, 

instead of a national one. The Labour Party thought it had 

friends in Geneva, in Madrid and in Russia, but not in 

Whitehall. In 1936, Labour supported arms for the Spanish 

Republicans and opposed arming Britain. 

v> t The Labour Party held that the failures of British
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diplomacy "between the wars were largely the fault of the 

British Government. It did not place the blame primarily 

upon other nations, or accept that conflicte betv/een 

nations' policies justified power politics. It accepted 

uncritically the idea that Britain occupied the commanding 

position in international relations, and could thereby 

determine their nature and direction. A Labour Government, 

reinforced by the popular appeal of the ideals of inter­ 

national Socialism, could "bring about that era of international 

peace and harmony which Arthur Renderson and his associates 

worked so long to achieve. Successive crises which seemed 

to contradict Labour principles did not shake the fundamental 

beliefs of the Party; they only served as further proof 

of the bankruptcy of the old politics, and the need to 

change the government of Britain, not Labour principles. 

Party policy-makers could scarcely have anticipated 

that they would gain full power only after five years 

apprenticeship in a wartime coalition. In the Coalition 

the Labour leaders learned to accept the existing order 

of international relations, when the alternative was not 

international Socialism but victory for Hitler. They were 

forced to deal with problems that had often been ignored 

or treated as ephemeral in Conference resolutions. The 

leaders were responsible first to the nation and only 

secondarily to the Party. Pre-war differences of principle 

betv/een Labour and Conservative in foreign affairs were
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swept away "by the exigencies of war. Attlee said of the 

Coalition Cabinet, after one year as a member:

"There is a readiness to accept new expedients, 
a readiness to face problems with an open mind in 
men of all classes far greater than ever before." •*•

The v/ar also brought Ernest Bevin, the statesman of the 

Labour movement, into the House of Commons and into the 

front rank of government. The harmony of leadership 

upon which postwar Labour foreign policy in part rested — 

the Attlee-Bevin-Cripps axis — was not formed in Annual 

Conference or on the NEC, but in the wartime Coalition. 

As the new outlook was formed in government, so it was 

most strongly felt there; during the war it did not 

dominate the statements made in the name of the Party. 

None of the critics of the foreign policy of the 1945-51 

Labour Government held a ministerial post in the Coalition.

The exigencies of war, both political and strategic, 

prevented the leadership from attempting to convert the 

Party's rank-and-file to the new position of the Labour 

ministers. The leaders wished to maintain the confidence 

of their followers. They feared distracting consequences 

if a debate on basic Party principles was opened when the 

nation was fighting for its existence. The leaders acted
: •%•;•', ••' • . - ' '•

one way, but often had to speak in another. When Harold 

Laski urged upon Attlee in May, 1944, the need for more

LPCR 1941, p. 133.
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Socialism in Government policy, the deputy prime minister 

could privately reply that it was beyond the power of 

Labour to make great forward leaps towards Socialism.

"Governments v/ill have to work with the v/orld 
and the country as it exists. There are limits to 
the extent to which the clock can be put forward 
or back. " 1

But publicly, Attlee, as leader of the Labour Party, in 

December, 1944 appeared before Annual Conference to endorse

a lengthy resolution which embodied the traditional
2 

optimism of Socialist thinkers about foreign affairs.

Simultaneously, the War Cabinet, of which he was a member, 

faced problems in Poland and Greece that augured ill for 

the future.

In 1945 the new Labour Government faced in foreign 

affairs the dilemma of the pragmatic Socialist: concern 

for national security and military strength seemed the 

most suitable basis of action, but at many points this 

was in sharp conflict with the optimistic internationalism 

of the Party. Attlee and Bevin were discriminating enough 

to recognise that the inter-v/ar failures of British foreign 

policy were not necessarily an indictment of traditional 

diplomatic principles. Trained by five years in the 

Coalition, the leaders did not spend months indecisively,

1. K. Martin op. cit. p. 160. The lengthy letter, pp. 159-62 
is well worth reading for the insight it gives into 
Attlee*s thoughts at that time.

2. LPCR 1944, pp. 131-3.
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trying to re-appraiee Party principles. Prom the first 

day they acted upon pragmatic appreciations of problems 

and left the examination and defence of Party principles 

to MPs on the "back benches. The ministers found, ae 
Herbert Morrison later explained:

MV'e must be willing to face the facts as they are 
today, and if we cannot face facts honestly, if we 
cannot deduce from the facts policies which are 
sensible in relation to the facts, then we are not 
fitted for the tasks of government. It is one of the 
first things one learns when one becomes a minister, 
or indeed, a member of a majority party on a local 
authority, that you bump up against a lot of facts 
which you wish, you did not, but that is part of 
learning the facts of life in government." 1

The return of a Labour Government with a large majority 

shattered one of the chief supports of traditional Socialist 
principles: distrust of the British government. The less

rigid members of the Labour Party now saw the idea of vital
2 

British interests as relevant to the Labour movement.

Such interests were no longer derided as a means by which 
Conservatives tried to advance their class at the expense 

of Labour. The ideal of co-operation was severely constricted 
by this acceptance of special British interests, for it

1» LPCR 1951, p. 127. See also Aneurin Bevan, on what
happens when "an abstract idea is married to contemporary 
realities." LPCR 1949, p. 169.

8. The term "vital British interests" is used to describe 
those things that the Government tried to safeguard 
through its foreign policy, in order to protect the 
continued independent existence of the United Kingdom.
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implied a readiness to distrust other governments and

oppose them, if necessary, when these interests were 

involved. The leaders had clearly pledged themselves to

this position during the closing days of the Coalition,
1 

in the de"bate on Greece. Many "backbench Labour MPe saw

that problem in terms of a left-wing group fighting a 

reactionary group for control of Greece; Labour should, 

of course, support the left. The Government argued that 

Britain1 s concern with the Eastern Mediterranean made 

support of the right-wing faction imperative. As the 

result of controversy about international class co-operation 

in World War I, Arthur Henderson had resigned from the 

Government, and this was the keynote for much of Labour's 

policy for the next two decades* In 1944, however, Clement 

Attlee and Ernest Bevin remained in the Coalition and 

strongly defended a balance of power policy against 

criticism from their class-conscious supporters.

The policies developed by other major nations after 

the war confirmed the Labour leaders in their decision to 

trust themselves to defend British interests, and to choose 

allies warily. Russia*s threats to Britain's friends in 

the Eastern Mediterranean were quickly recognised and 

successfully opposed. In discussions on German reparations 

and in the Berlin blockade, the Government faced and 

resisted Russian efforts at aggrandisement. At the same

1. But only 30 Labour MPs supported the Coalition in the 
division.
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time as Communist Russia vas "becoming an enemy on the left, 

the United States, the world's greatest capitalist power, 

was showing itself a"ble and willing to help in rebuilding 

the British economy, and then, through NATO, to throw its 

weight on the British side to maintain the balance of power 

in Europe. The Government regarded with suspicion the 

clamour on the Continent for a European Union, Having 

nationalised coal and steel for the benefit of the British 

workers, Labour had no desire to jeopardise such benefits 

by supra-nationalisation.

The failure of the Big Three to continue to work 

harmoniously led Labour leaders to stress, as a reason for 

not acting upon traditional Socialist principles, that their 

power was limited by the multilateral nature of international 

diplomacy. Ernest Bevin summed up the contrast between 

pre-war and post-war Labour experience when he told the 

1949 Conference:

"Dealing with foreign affairs is not quite the 
same as dealing with a home programme. You cannot plan 
in quite the same way and with the same assurance of 
the path you will follow. At least v fhen you plan in 
home aiTairs you are dealing with your own people. 
In foreign affairs you are dealing with nearly 60 
states, all of equal status and all with different 
points of view, and with all of whom you must get 
agreement. Your course cannot be decided just by vote 
of a Conference like this." ^

The idea of limited capability, and therefore, of limited 

liability for failure, was a customary assumption of diplomats,

LPCR 1949, p. 187. See also, Attlee 430 ££ 579, 18.11.46.
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but It had played no significant part in pre-1945 Labour 

declarations on foreign policy. Then the emphasis was 

upon the lead a Labour Government in Britain could give 

to international relations. After four years of office, 

this hope was crushed. The Party policy statement 

prepared for the 1950 election opened with the statement:

"On foreign affairs no programme of action or 
legislation can be drafted in advance. World 
developments depend on the interaction of many 
separate policies, pursued in concert or in conflict 
by all the nations simultaneously. " ^

In the great majority of instances, the Conservative 

Party concurred in the means and ends of the Labour 

Governments foreign policy. Both parties accepted the 

need to defend a large number of Britain1 s world?/ide 

interests by military means. The two parties usually 

agreed as to what those interests were. Broadly speaking, 

from 1945 up to 1951, there was concurrence in foreign 

policy. This phenomenon is often mlsleadingly referred 

to as evidence of a necessary continuity of British foreign 

policy, in spite of the notable differences on foreign 

policy between the Labour Party and the Conservative 

Party in the inter-war period, and the differences between 

the parties in recent years. The concurrence in views
•t e --r^''< * v. >-,..•

was forged in the wartime Coalition. Ernest Bevin 

explained to the House of Commons in 1950, in acknowledgement 

of a speech by Anthony Eden:

1. "Labour Believes in Britain" (LP, 1949) p. 24. Contrast
this with the tone of "Let Us Face the Future" 

(1945) p. 11.
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"I worked vrith the right honourable gentleman 
very closely in the Coalition government. I think 
he will agree, and together we evolved a good deal 
of the "basis of the policy we have followed since. 
The whole course a country is taking cannot 
suddenly be altered by a general election. Geog­ 
raphy remains the same; the facts remain the same, 
stubborn as they are." ^

Transport House repeatedly sought to explain to Party 

members that, pre-war Party declarations notwithstanding, 

British foreign policy was primarily determined by concerns 

that 7/ere national, rather than by concerns that were 

based upon the interests of classes.

"Whatever the domestic differences between 
Socialist and Conservative, an Englishman shares 
a common interest in some matters concerning relations 
with the outside world. This is particularly true of 
strategic interests. The right techniques for 
defending national security do not change according 
to the party in power." 2

This case was supported by a majority of the Party, but 

dissent from it was ?/idespread and vigorous. The dissenters 

took it as evidence that Bevin was simply carrying out 

that most despicable of things, a *Tory f foreign policy. 

Sydney Silverman summed up their views when he said in 

winding up for the rebels in the debate on the Amendment 

to the Address!

1. 473 HC 318, 28.3.50. See also Bevin Manchester Guardian 
24.7,46; Eden A Bevin, 415 H£ 312, 20.8.45; and 
Herbert Morrison, upon the return of the 1951 Conserv­ 
ative Government, 494 H£ 54, 19.11.51.

2. "Approach to Foreign Policy" (LP Discussion Series
1946) p. 14. The same viewpoint is at the core of the 
argument of other pamphlet s, such as "Cards on the 
Table" and "European Unity".
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"Our complaint ie that the Government's conduct 
of foreign affairs during these 15 or 16 months has 
"been merely a continuance of Tory foreign policy, 
and that the enthusiastic support which the Foreign 
Secretary gets, in the absence of any repudiation 
from the Government front "bench, is a confirmation 
that thic is so. I am sure that no one on the 
Government front bench believes that there ought to 
"be no difference betv/een a Socialist foreign policy 
and a Tory foreign policy." 1

The fact that the two parties, and more particularly, 

the two front benches usually concurred in their views on 

foreign policy does not mean that there were no differences 

between the two parties on foreign affairs in this period. 

In such differences can be seen the relation of traditional 

Socialist principles to Government views. The Government 

was pragmatic enough to approve policies in agreement 

v/ith traditional Socialist principles when these were 

considered correct. It did not make the mistake of 

veering from one extreme to the other. The best example 

is the disagreement betv/een Conservatives and Labour in
/

the Anglo-Iranian oil dispute. Both parties were agreed 

about the importance of the issue. In accordance with 

traditional principles, Labour insisted that the dispute 

could not be settled by force, but only by negotiation. 

The Conservatives countered with the claim that force 

could settle the dispute. Another example is European

1. 430 EC 572, 18.11.46. Silverman pointed out that
Attlee himself had made the same point in Labour Party 
in Perspective pp.226-7, quoted supra pp.v-vi. Silver- 
manf s charge was common to almost all of Bevin1 s 
critics. See e.g., Zilliacus 427 HC 1734, 23.10.46; 
tne New Statesman 22.3.47; Tribune 4.1.46.
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unity; "but in view of the later policy of the Churchill 

Government, one may dismiss the Conservative conflict 

with Labour on this subject as a difference created for 

the sake of propaganda, rather than a deeply rooted 

difference on principle.

A more subtle distinction arises from the importance 

of initiative in politics and foreign policy. The fact 

that the two parties concurred while Labour was in office 

does not mean that if a Conservative Government had been 

returned in 1945, policies would have been identical. 

In foreign affaire there were issues, such as the proposed 

international atomic energy authority and the demand for 

a negotiated peace in Korea from December, 1950, in which 

the Labour Government not only acted in accord with 

traditional Socialist principles of foreign policy, but 

also initiated policies that were not in harmony with the 

traditional bias of Conservatives. Likewise, in develop­ 

ing a co-operative European plan for Marshall Aid, it was 

the Labour leaders, not men like Churchill, who had

been prepared for this role by decades of thinking about
1 

international economic co-operation. In political terms,

the importance of initiative is more easily seen. If a 

Conservative Government had followed broadly the policy 

that Frnest Bevin did carry out, the attack upon it from

See e.g., Bevin, LPCR 1939, p. 243ff,
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the Labour "benches would have been much stronger, for 

intensely unpopular developments in British policy would

have "been identified ?'ith Churchill, whose views on foreign
1 

policy were anathema to many in the Labour Party. The

leaders of a Labour opposition, deprived of the prestige 

and power of office, -would probably have been compelled 

to join their voices to the voices of their backbenchers 

in protest. Some Conservative leaders recognised the 

importance of letting the responsibility for the break 

with Russia and the Anglo-American military alliance rest 

with Labour. Winston Churchill told James Porrestal:

"There was considerable consolation in the victory 
of Bevin because Bevin was able to talk more firmly 
and clearly to Russia than he could have, by virtue 
of being a Labour government. "2

Similarly, Harold Macmillan paid Bevin a backhanded tribute

for his "substantial and valuable contribution" in educating
2 

"a very large part of the British peoiole. "

It is also worth noting implications in the Govern­ 

ment 1 s attitude toward Britain's relations vrith ex-colonial

1. This opposition would have been intensified if Churchill
in office had precipitated a break with Russia in 

,. early 1946, as he suggested in his Pulton speech,

2. The Forrestal Diaries pp. 149-50.

3. 467 HC 1571, 21.7.49.
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and underdeveloped nations, an attitude that sprang more 

from its opposition to imperialism than from its views 

on foreign policy. Significantly, a number of instances 

in which Labour did act in harmony with traditional 

principles — in abortive support for a *" orld Plan for 

Mutual Aid, in recognising Communist China and, of course, 

in withdrawing from Abadan — did concern such relations.

Labour leaders relied upon compulsion, gratitude 

and persuasion in defending their foreign policy against 

attacks from within the Party. The Cabinet had great 

institutional advantages in initiating policy, in choosing 

means to ends and in interpreting to the Party and the 

public the facts and the judgements upon which it based 

its actions. Cabinet responsibility insured that so 

long as the major leaders of the Party remained in the 

Cabinet, the critics were without leaders of stature. 

The Government's domestic reforms caused great satisfaction. 

In a Party primarily concerned with domestic reform, 

this had a major impact upon the less militant sections 

of the rank-and-file, even if, as the Manchester Guardian 

noted: "Many of his </Bevinf s7 friends would wish him to

win a victory by persuasion and gain not just acquiescence
1 

but real support from the people behind him. 1' Efforts

were repeatedly made by Bevin, Dalton, Phillips and

Hcaley to persuade the Party faithful to accept intellectual^

1. 27. 11. 50.
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ae well as to support with their votes, the Government 

viewpoint on international politics. It was difficult, 

however, to unconvert those whom the Party had previously 

converted, especially when the Government* s alternative 

to Socialist principles so flatly contradicted the hopes 

of the faithful. The "blunt language and harsh attacks 

of Government spokesmen convinced some and closed the 

minds of others. Attlee stood apart; only infrequently 

did he deny the old "beliefs. Instead, he relied upon 

confusion, using traditional Socialist phrases in ways 

and contexts that made them camouflage the very different 

motives of the Government. A few major figures, such as 

Philip Noel-Baker, declared with every appearance of

sincerity that the Government had not deviated in the
1 

slightest from traditional Labour principles. Sapping

the word "Socialism" of almost all specific meaning in 

international politics helped the leadership to justify 

itself to the mass membership, although it had the 

disadvantage of leaving the old beliefs intact. They 

were only temporarily buried by the words and weight of 

the Government; they were not eradicated.

There remained a vocal and troublesome minority who 

insisted, as G.D.H. Cole put it, that:

1. Noel-Baker, for example, took this position in a
lengthy discussion of Labour foreign policy from 1924 
until the present, in an interview in April, 1958.



514

"Socialism, if it ie to have meaning in the world 
of today, in which international problems are the 
key problems and no country, not even the greatest, 
can hope to shape its destiny alone, must mean 
something internationally as well as on the national 
plane... 11 1

Paced yjith a gap "between promise and performance, these 

faithful had to abandon their cause or repudiate their 

leaders. True to their dissenting origins, and their 

psychology of opposition, they preferred to distrust the 

Government, although it was their own, and hold to the 

old principles. Those principles underwent some modif­ 

ication — e. g. , the left-right dichotomy of the pre­ 

war period was converted into a tripartite division of 

ideologies to justify a third force — "but the a priori 

assumptions were virtually unaltered, Five years of 

Labour Government and rapid and far-reaching changes in 

international politics did not make critics readjust 

their fundamental outlook. This was conclusively 

demonstrated in 1951, when attachments to the old tradition 

resulted in the creation of the final and the strongest 

of the challenges to the Government, the Bevanite movement*

1. New Statesman 17.1. 48.
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The Aftermath

"Something is recuired simpler and more permanent, 
something which can be loved and trusted and which 
can be recognised at successive elections as being 
the same thing as was loved and trusted before." 

Graham Dallas Human Nature and Politics 
(1910 edition) p. 83.

"Politics is above all the art of the possible."
Morgan Phillips, IEC Congress, 1951.

When the Labour Cabinet surrendered its seals of 

office in October, 1951, the leaders of the Party parted 

with the last major source of support for their views on 

foreign policy. Previously, differences on domestic policy, 

the loss of Bevin and Cripps and the resignation of Bevan 

had greatly weakened other major supports for Government 

foreign policy. Ernest Bevin, unlike Arthur Henderson, 

did not leave a legacy of generally accepted principles, 

nor did he create a group of able young advocates for his 

ideas. The political strength of Bevin was related to 

his personal achievements. Nothing could quite replace 

it when he died. The leadership's loss was the critics 1 

gain. Roy Jenkins aptly pointed out two years later:

"The foreign policy of the Labour Government 
never bit deep into the consciousness of the Party. 
It was never talked about at meetings by other than 
a handful of leaders and not too often by them. 
It was regarded by most of their supporters as a 
"burden of government, which it was one's duty to 
bear, rather than something which was right in 
itself." 1

1. Pursuit of Progress (1955) p. 33, see also D. Healey, 
"Power Politics" New Fabian Essays (1952) p. 184.
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As from the 1951 election, the ex-ministerialists no 

longer could ignore or easily crush those within the Party 

who attacked their views and urged a foreign policy more 

in keeping with traditional Socialist principles. The

power of the leadership in opposition was much diminished,
1 

and also split. The struggle with the Bevanites for

control of the Party obscured and delayed the shift in 

Party policy on foreign affairs, "because for the first 

three years of opposition, questions of foreign policy 

were also questions involving far-reaching decisions at>out 

the future of the Party.

The change in outlook nevertheless "began shortly 

after the removal of Labour from office. It was not 

simply the result of external events. The death of Stalin, 

the problem of the hydrogen bomb and the irritations of 

the Eisenhower-Dulles approach to Europe came after the 

change had started. In 1951 and 1952, three prominent 

defenders of the Government's foreign policy — Hugh Daiton, 

Herbert Morrison and Emanuel Chinwell — were defeated by 

Bevanites when they stood for re-election to the National 

Executive. In 1952, Konni Zilliacus was re-admitted to 

the Party, without having substantially altered his earlier

1. For a discussion of the diminished power of the ex- 
ministerialists from 1952 to 1955, see Saul Rose 
"Policy Decision in Opposition" Political Studies (1956) 
pp. 127-38. R.T. McKenzie, in his rejoinder, Political 
Studies (1957) p. 178, accepts the interpretation Rose" 
puts upon events.
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views. The NEC manifesto prepared for the 1952 Conference, 

"Labour's Foreign Policy", was innocuous and vague whereas 

similar documents prepared during the lifetime of the Govern­ 

ment had "been "blunt and explicit. It contained many 

statements so general in terms that both Eevanites and ex- 

ministerialists could accept them. The increasing strength 

of the critics was demonstrated at that Conference. A

Eevanite resolution on rearmament secured 2 f 288,000 votes
1 

and cut the NEC's margin of victory to 1,356,000. This

was far lower than it had been on any issue concerning 

foreign policy during the lifetime of the Labour Government.

Because, as Morgan Phillips put it, "Politics is 

above all the art of the possible," the leadership decided 

that the best way to fight its critics was to give ground 

to them. The long resolution presented to the 1953 

Conference emphasized the Bevanite position on foreign

affairs and relegated the basic points of the ex-minister-
2 

ialists to qualifying clauses. Kenneth Younger, formerly

Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, complained that the 

resolution, after accepting the need for close co-operation 

with the United States, proceeded to devote most of its
'. '-"' /'- •*• r .'- ' ' '' ' ' ' '

argument to urging policies "scarcely one of which corresponds

1. LPCR 1952, p. 142ff.

Text, LPCR 1953, pp, 149-51.
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1 

with the policies of the United States." The resolution

was as optimistic about forei£~n affairs as the 1951 

Bevanite pamphlets. The Bevanites offered no amendment

to the declaration. Criticism came from Denis Healey,
2 

by this time an MP. In commending the resolution to

Conference, Attlee by implication undercut its promises. 

Because the resolution could mean s.ll things to all men, 

it was passed almost unanimously. The following year 

the major Conference debate on foreign policy concerned a 

clearcut issue — German rearmament. The ex-ministerial­ 

ists barely secured endorsement for their views. The

resolution vme carried by a majority of 248,000 in a
3 

ballot of 6,292,000. The ex-ministerialists recruited

a considerable amount of support from trade unions on the
4 

grounds it was a vote of confidence in their leadership.

The German rearmament debate was the last ma3or victory 

achieved in the name of the Labour Government 1 s foreign 

policy.

The reconciliation of Hugh Gaitskell and Aneurin 

Bevan in 1957 symbolised the way in v.'hich the Party was

1. Ibid, p. 161. For that matter, they also did not
correspond to the policies of the Labour Government.

2. Ibid, p. 160.

3. LPCR 1954, p. 108.

4. See L. Hunter op. cit. passim.
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altering its policy on foreign affairs to accommodate 

advocates of "more Socialism". The NEC statement on 

foreign policy acopted at the 1958 Annual Conference v-as 

redolent with phrases and ideas from the era of Arthur 

Render?.on. It called for making the United Nations "the 

keystone of Labour 1 s foreign policy" and a strong British 

lead to settle all disputes "between nations; it expressed 

the faith that "the rule of law and not war will prevail"; 

it urged an "all out campaign against poverty" to insure 

world peace and it pledged a Labour Government to work 

for "an agreement to end the arms race and to "bring a"bout

a reconciliation of peoples and states hostile to one
1 

another"! Denis Healey, one of the chief protagonists

in the earlier attack upon such ideas, bowed to political 

forces stronger than himself in his speech on this 

statement* Re told Conference:

!t l have "been coming to these Conferences for 
just over 12 years and at every Conference I have 
attended there has "been a demand from the floor for 
a distinctive Socialist foreign policy. This year 
we have got it. t7e have had it outlined "by Nye 
Bevan in what I think was the most inspiring speech 
of his career. It is a policy which unites our 
whole Party from left to right. Moreover, it is a 
policy which differs from the Conservative Govern­ 
ment's policy on almost every issue ....

LPCR 1958, p. 259.
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' "This policy which is put to you today is not 
one which consists just of slogans. It is a 
detailed practical programme of actions for the 
next Labour Government. " 1

This thesis has tried to show that the Labour Party 

has maintained two sets of principles of foreign policy. 

While parties often alter their programmes when they 

change from opposition to office, the shifts of the Labour 

Party have "been notable "because they have represented 

changes in kind, instead of degree. Consequently, they 

have had political repercussions of an unusual intensity. 

Each set of principles has fulfilled certain functions. 

The Government*s principles were framed with reference 

to problems presented in far from ideal situations, and 

fudged with regard to their visible impact upon other 

nations. Traditional Socialist principles were only 

nominally concerned with Britain* s relations with the 

rest of the world. In fact, they were the basis of a 

"domestic foreign policy", proposed and debated within the 

world of the Labour movement with regard to certain 

a •priori beliefs commonly accepted within the Party and 

rejected by diplomats of the time. The principles were 

'proved* right in Conference debates and in Labour literature;

LPCR 1958, p. 201. See the caustic comments on 
Healey 1 s "conversion" by Sydney Silverman, p. 214.
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they were tested "briefly during the tv/o MacDonald govern­ 

ments and assumed to "be Justified "by their experience.

The "domestic foreign policy" had great impact and 

appeal to members of the Labour Party. It v.as much less 

relevant to the v/orld with which the 1945-51 Labour Govern­ 

ment had to deal. Because of this, the Government from 

the first rejected the Party's traditional assumptions. 

Since they were GO strongly rooted, traces of Labour* s 

older outlook v/ere, however, visible in specific Govern­ 

ment policies, such as the Persian oil dispute.

The post-1951 leadership, by contrast with the pre- 

1945 leadership, has shown an awareness of the difficulties 

involved in maintaining two contrasting sets of principles 

for one set of problems. It has recognised some respons­ 

ibilities of office as well as the demands of the militants, 

and introduced qualifying phrases about NATO in policy 

statements that reiterate traditional views. The leaders 

have thus helped to sustain the old faith, while hedging 

against prospects of office. Tension remains. It was 

tension of this sort that bedevilled the foreign policy 

of the 1945-51 Labour Government. It did not alter the 

direction of its relations with other nations, but it was 

a constant source of irritation, criticism, and finally,, 

of revolt.
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A HOTE ON SOURCES 

I GOVERNMENT SOURCES

A. Parliamentary Debates (5th series) were of ma^or 

value for information about the declared policy of the 

Government. House of Commons debates were studied select­ 

ively before 1931, broadly from 1932 to 1944, and exhaust­ 

ively for the period 1944-52. House of Lords debates 

were sampled for the duration of the Labour Government. 

The views of backbench Labour MPs were studied in the 

debates, in parliamentary questions and in Parliamentary 

Papers, Notices of Motions. 1945-51.

£• Command_ Papers. Certain annual publications, such 

as Defence Estimates, were useful for figures and comments* 

The following papers were of particular value.

"Economic Survey for 1947" Cmd. 7046, 1947,

"Germany: An account of the Events Leading up to 
a Reference of the Berlin Question to the United 
Rations" Cmd. 7534, 1948.

"Events Leading Up to the Signature of the North 
Atlantic Treaty" Cmd. 7698, 1949,

"Anglo-French Discussions Regarding French Proposals 
for the Western European Coal, Iron and Steel Industries" 
Crad. 7970, 1950.

"Economic Survey for 1951" Cmd. 8195, 1951.

"Report on the Proceedings of the Fifth Session of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations, 19th September- 
15th December, 1950" Cmd. 8264, 1951.

fp
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"Persia, Number 1" Cmd. 8425, 1951.

"Recruitment to the Administrative Clasc of the 
Home Civil Service and the Senior Branch of the 
Foreign Service" Cmnd. 232, 1957.

C. United Nations proceedings were an excellent 

source for information about the motives and aims of 

British foreign policy, "because at the UN the Labour 

Government ras constantly called upon to justify its 

actions in the face of hostile criticism from foreign 

governments. The debates of the Security Council« the 

General Assembly and their political committees have "been 

analysed exhaustively, as well as proceedings and reports 

of "bodies such as the Atomic Energy Commission. The 

work was facilitated "by using the United Nations library 

in Stratford Place, W.I, where all materials were

immediately at hand in bound volumes or on microfilm.
•

" ' ' ' -^ • "'• '• ^- • *..-~ • • -''•'- :' ..' " ''',-•

* ? - . «• ', . ' -— • - 

' ' ••'•"'• ' i '-"'- '" ' '•- • : ""•: ' "'• - '-,,,. .. . . , # ,- •;

D. Reports of the Council of Europe Consultative 

Assembly, 1949-51, were studied intensively. Because 

Assembly discussions had very little influence upon 

British foreign policy, this was of little positive value,
;-•*-. .:w >'-: • .,;• . •-. '.. .,....- ..

II PRIMARY LABOUR SOURCES

A. Annual Conference Reports were the most important 

single source for information about the Labour Party, 

All reports from the first in 1901 have been studied in
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detail. Official Party pamphlets on foreign affairs have 

"been analysed exhaustively from 1917. The most important 

ones are;

"Labour and the New Society" 1917.
J. Ramsay MacBonald, "Protocol or Pact?" c. 1925.
"For Socialism and Peace," 1934 (summarised as 

"War and Peace" LPCR 1954, pp. 242-46).
'International Policy and Defence" 1937. 
The Old World and the New Society" 1942.
"The International Post-YJar Settlement" (contained 

ia LPCR 1944, pp. 4-9),
"Let Us Pace the Future" 1945 0
"Cards on the Table" 1947.
"European Unity" 1950.
Saul Rose, "The Socialist International" 1955.

The following Party educational and propaganda 

publications have been consulted, "but they were of limited 

value.

Fact. 1949-51, and its predecessor, the Labour 
Party Bulletin. 1945-48.

Labour Discussion Series. 1945-51.

Labour Forum, published from 1946 to 1948,

Labour Party Speakers Handbook. 1945; 1948-49, 
xv? with supplement; 1949-50. Facts and Figures for 

Socialists. 1951.

Labour Year Book (Old Series) 1916, 1919; 
(New Series) 1946-47, 1947-48.

Unofficial Labour pamphlets exist in great profusion* The 

most significant ones for the period with which the thesis 

is primarily concerned are:

^ Cole, G.D.H. , "Labour* s Foreign Policy" 1946.
"Keep Left" 1947. 

••• "" "Keeping Left" 1950.
National Peace Council, "Peace Aims Pamphlets" 

1945-51.
Parliamentary Peace Aims Group, "Ignored Speeches" 

1941; "More Ignored Speeches" 1942.
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"Stop the Conline- V.; cr ff c. 1948.
Tribune "Full Speed Ahead" 1950; "One \',ay Only", 

"Going Our V,ay?" 1951.

Fabian Research Pamphlets;

Laski, K. , "Socialism as Internationalism" #132, 
1948.

Woolf, L« 9 "The International Post-Y.'ar Settlement" 
, 1944.
T'ODlf, L, , tf,'.N. Ewer andH.J. Laski, "Foreign Policy 
— the Labour Party 1 e Dilernma" #121, 1947.

Fabian Tracts;

Crossman, R.H.S., and K. Younger, "Socialist 
Foreign Policy" #"287, 1951.

Freeman, J. , and D. Healey, "Rearmament — How 
Far?" -#-288, 1951.

McKitterick, T.E.M., "Conditions of British 
Foreign Policy" ^289, 1951.

B. The Report of the Trades Union..Congress, la to 

TUG what the Annual Conference Report is to the Labour 

Party. TUG reports have been examined in detail for the

period 1915-52. ^abour. the TUC monthly, has been studied

from 1945 until 1952. Reports of the following unions
i' .,/ - ! 

have also been analysed for the period of this thesis:

the Transport and 0-eneral Workers Union, the National Union 

of General and Municipal v;orkers, the National Union of 

Miners, the Amalgamated Engineering Union and the Union of 

Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers, 1947-52. Notes 

on conferences of the National Union of Railwaymen were 

made available.
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III UNPUBLISHED SOURCES

A» Intcrviev/s. Much of the stuff of post-war Labour 

politics has not teen committed to paper, or published. 

Psychological and emotional factors cannot be: studied 

merely from the printed page. Interviews have "been 

employed, always in conjunction with the study of contemp­ 

orary printed sources, to build up a picture of the people 

and events this thesis concerns. The following persons 

have provided information in interviews, and sometimes also 

in correspondence:

Rt. Hon. Earl Attlee, January, 1959.
Barbara Castle M. P. , March, 1959.
G.D.H. Cole, January, 1958.
R.H. S. Crossman M. P. , March, 1959.
Rt. Hon. Hugh Dalton, December, 1957; February, 1959.

Ernest Davies, July, 1958.
Desmond Donnelly M.P., December, 1958.
Ht. Hon. L, John Edwards M. P. , December, 1958; May,
Michael Foot, January, 1959. 1959.
Rt. Hon. Hugh Gaitskell, M.P. , March, 1959,

Denis Healey M.P. , February, 1959; September, 1959. 
Rt. Hon. Lord Renderson, May, 1959. 
Rt. Hon. Douglas Jay M.P. , July, 1958. 
Christopher Mayhew M.P., November, 1958. 
Ian Mikardo, March, 1959.

Rt. Hon. Herbert Morrison, November, 1958.
Rt. Hon. P. J. Noel-Baker M. P. , April, 1958.
Morgan Phillips, February, 1959.
Lord Shackleton, June, 1959,
Rt. Hon. Emanuel Shinwell M.P. f April, 1959.

Sydney Sllverman M.P., June, 1959.
Rev. R. Tr;. Sorensen M. P. , March, 1959.
Lord Strang, April, 1959.
Rt. Hon. Harold rilson M. P. , July, 3.959.
George Woodcock, January, 1959.
Rt. Hon. Kenneth Younger, July, 1958; April, 1959.
Konni 7illiacus M. P. , March, 1959.
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In addition to the above-mentioned, I remain indebted to 

12 persons from the follo^incr organisations — the PLP, 

the NEC, Keep Left, the Treasury, the Fabian Society, the 

T&CTVU, the AEU, USDA'V, the NUR and the Q&lfiVU — who must 

remain anonym:>us. The Ht. Hon. Lord Pethick-Lawrence 

and Mrs. M.A. Hamilton have discussed points in correspond­ 

ence. Several of the persons cited above have read 

and commented upon parts of this thesis in manuscript.

B. International Socialist Conference files from 1946 

until 1952 have been consulted. These private minutes 

and reports have been of particular interest for the 

light they throw upon differences betv/een Socialist parties 

on foreign policy.

C. Theses a"bout the Labour Party are numerous. Of 

the following relevant ones, Harrison and Jupp are the 

best organised and the most sophisticated.

: Marjorie Bremner An Analysis of British Parlia­ 
mentary Thoupht Concerning the United States in the 
Post-'Var Period, Ph.D. thesis, London, 1950.

Samuel Davis The British Labour Party and British 
Foreign Policy. 1953-39, Ph.D. Thesis, London, 1950.

Eleanor Parrar The British Labour Party and 
••*••- International Organisations: a study of the Labour 
^ . Party and the League of Nations, the United Nations 

and T/'estern Union. Ph.D. thesis, London, 1952.

Martin Harrison The Political Activities of 
British Trade Unions. 1945-54. D.Phil, thesis, Oxford, 
1958.

J- Jupp The Left in Britain, 1951-40, M. S.Ucon. ) 

thesis, London, 1956.
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<*.W. SheDherd The Theory and Practice of Inter­ 
nationalism in the British Labour Party, with Special 
reference to the Inter-V;ar Period. Ph.D. thee.is, 
London, 1951.

IV NEWSPAPERS AND PERIODICALS

A- The Times and the Manchester Guardjpxn. have "been 

analysed exhaustively from 1944 until 1952, and selectively 

at earlier dates. In its political correspondence The 

Times emphasized the Government view; the Guardian 

complemented it "by playing up the activities of the 

"backbench critics of Bevin. The Observer was consulted - 

extensively. The Evening Standard, while Garry Alling- 

han was associated with it, had good reports of meetings 

of the ?LP. The Daily Herald occasionally published 

items not in other papers. An extremely useful supplement-
,. % • - i r • ; ' ' ;,

ary source of information was the file of press cuttings
, . '' ,V *•> . * -' " . ,• •' '

at Transport House, dating "back to the 1920s. It 

contains cuttings from all national dailies, from weekly 

and provincial newspapers, with a number of interesting
' !'•* •

detailed reports of weekend constituency speeches, and 

biographical sketch38- -•„•'

Of the weeklies, the New Statesman and Nation and 

Tribune \*rere the rnoet significant from the point of view 

of the Labour movement. Complete files were studied 

from 1944 until 1952, and also files of goci alist Comraentary 

and The Listener.
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V BIOGRAPHIES ANT MJTDEMOGRAPHIES

Memoirs vary greatly in quality and reliability. 

Because the majority of persons who concern this thesis

have not published detailed autobiographies, interviews
1 

have been relatively more important. Among these books,

Dalton1 s two volumes and M. A. Hamilton's Arthur Renderson 

are the major works. Norman Angell 1 s After All is a 

first-rate source for the 1920s. The following is a list 

of memoirs that proved useful in part or in toto;

Alien, V. L. Trade Union Leadership; based on a study
of Arthur Deakin, 1957. 

Angell, Norman After All, 1951. 
Attlee, C.R. As It Happened, 1954. 
Bevan, Aneurin In Place of Fear« 1954. 
Blackburn. R. I Am An Alcoholic. 1959,

Brockway, Penner Inside the Left t 1947. 
Byrnes, James P. Speaking Frankly. 1947. 
Churchill, V». S. • The Second V/orld. V-.aj? (Volumes II,

VI) 1949, 1954,
Clay, Lucius D. Decision in Germany, 1950. 
Cole, M.I. Growing; Up Into Revolution. 1949.

Cooke, C. The Life of Richard Stafford Cripps.
1957.

Cooper, Duff Old Men Forget. 1953. 
Dalton, Hugh Call Back Yesterday; Memoirs,

1887-1931, 1953. The Fateful Years;
Memoirs, 1931-1945, 1957. 

Driberg, Tom Guy Burgess. 1956. 
Feiling, Keith The Life of Neville Chamberlain. 1946.

The Forrestal Diaries edited by W. Millie, 1951. -.

Hamilton, M. A. Arthur Heride r son. 1958. 
Harrod, R.P. The Life of John Maynard Keynes. 1951. 
Hyde, Douglas I Believed, 1950. 
Lie, Trygve In the Cause of Peace (Nevr York)

1954.

1. All books cited in the following pageb ftere published 
in England, unless otherwise noted.
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McNair, James James, :.ton; the Beloved Rebel.
1955.

Martin, Kinersley Harold Laski, 1953. 
Montgomery, Viscount Memoirs. 1958. 
Murphy, J. T. Labour* s' Biff Three, 1948; New

Horizons. 1941. 
Parmoor, Lord A Retrospect, 1936.

Pakenham, Lord Born to Beli eye , 1953. 
Pethick-Lawrence, F.W. Fate Has Been Kind. 1942. 
Postgate, R. The Life of George Lansbury, 1951. 
Sherwood, R. Tfoe White House Papers of"Harry L.

Hopklns. 1948. 
Shinwell, E. Conflict V.ithout Malice. 1955.

Smith, V. B. Moscow Mission. 1946-49. 1950. 
Strang, Lord Home and Abroad, 19F6. 
Templewood, Viscount Nine Troubled Years. 1954. 
Truman, H.S. Year of Decisions 1945 (Volume I)

1955. Years of Tria^ and Hope 
(Volume II) 1956.

Vandenberg, A.H. Jr. editor The Private Papers of
Siena tor Vanderiberj;, 1953.

Webb, Beatrice giarj.es, 1912-»£4, 1952; 1984-32.
1956. Edited by M.I. Cole.

Wheeler-Bennett, J.W. Kin/y George VI f 1958. 
Winant, J.G. ^Letter from Grosvenor Square. 1947. 
Williams, Francis Erne s t BeyJLji, 1952. 
Wyatt, W. Into the Dangerous ''vorld. 1952.

' ; "*SU. ,- '.\. .-::••• '-.-. .• -..
Young, G.M. B t anley B aldwi n. 195S.
Zilliacus, Konni Why I Was Expelled 1949.

VI HISTORICAL AM) SPECIAL STUIIES OP POLITICS AND FOREIGN 

POLICY.
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Reid, J.H.S. The Origins of the British Labour

Party ( Mirmeapolis) 1955,
Ross, J.F.S. Elections and Electors. 1955. 
Richards, P.O. Honourable Members, 1959.

Swarrwiclc, R.M, Builders of Peace. 1994.
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