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An Abstract

During the prelude to the Cold War a substantial section of the British press gave a
noticeably cool response to the new line towards Soviet Russia proposed first by
Churchill at Fulton from Opposition and pursued subsequently at the policy-making level
by Emnest Bevin and the Foreign Office. These newspapers looked in particular with
sympathy upon the security aspirations of the Soviet Union in eastern Europe and were
not therefore predisposed to see in unilateral Soviet moves in that region conclusive
evidence of a sinister overall design on the part of the Soviet Union for continental
mastery. What is most remarkable about this understanding attitude towards Soviet
moves in eastern Europe is that it extended beyond the progressive press (defined for our
purposes as the {abour and Liberal press) to include leading elements in the Conservative
press. For important sections of that press signally failed to respond with appropriate
enthusiasm in a partisan manner to the foreign policy lead offered by the Conservative
leader at Fulton. These same newspapers had disagreed with Churchill's foreign policy
views in the thirties, supporting the appeasement of Germany when he had opposed it.
In the nineteen forties their natural inclination again would be to support policies of
conciliation and accommodation in international affairs, this time in regard to Soviet
Russia, at a time when the Conservative leader was himself urging a policy of firmness in
confronting the Soviet danger and had given at Fulton a deliberate warning against those
who advocated a policy of 'appeasement’ with regard to Russia.

This thesis attempts to trace the background to the development of such sympathetic press
attitudes towards the Soviet Union during the prelude to the Cold War. It attempts to
analyse the content and the range of press coverage of Anglo-Soviet relations in the
period before the Cold War had crystallized, with an eye in particular to identifying those
lessons drawn by the press and offered to the policy-makers as to how in future British
policy towards Russia might most wisely be conducted.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Much attention has been paid over the years by scholars to the subject of the British press
and British foreign policy in the 1930's.1 In particular the support offered by the Times
in those years for the official policy of appeasement of Nazi Germany has attracted much
comment. Much less attention has been paid to the role of the press in influencing
opinion and policy toward another supposedly expansionist power - Soviet Russia - in
the following decade, the 1940's, as the Second World War gave way to the Cold War.
In the period just prior to, and just after, the termination of hostilities in Europe, a
considerable section of the British press was much less suspicious of the Soviet Union's
ultimate intentions in Europe than H.M.G. had grown to be. These newspapers looked,
in particular, with great sympathy on the Soviet Union's security aspirations in eastern
Europe. This led in turn to an uncensorious attitude on their part towards increasing
evidence of harsh Soviet methods in eastern Europe. This in itself is perhaps not too
surprising when found in the pages of the progressive press,2 given Russia's
contribution to the war, and given a certain degree of ideological affinity on that press's
part with the ultimate aspirations of Soviet socialism if not with its methods. However,
this forgiving attitude towards Soviet moves in eastern Europe before, during and after
that region's liberation from German occupation was by no means confined to the
progressive press. As this study will seek to demonstrate, some of the strongest support
for a benevolent response by H.M.G. to unilateral Soviet moves in eastern Europe would
come from what is conventionally regarded as the conservative press, or from major
sections of that press. Moreover, these same newspapers of the right which advocated
concessions to the Soviet Union in eastern Europe in the 1940's had been amongst the
strongest supporters of appeasement of Nazi Germany in the 1930's.

General histories of British foreign policy in this period and biographical studies of the
British statesmen concerned in the conduct of that policy have tended to ignore this
interesting episode in the history of Fleet Street, giving at most for example, a passing
reference to the decidedly mixed reception given by the British press to Churchill's
Fulton Address, without feeling tempted to explore further the reasons for that mixed
response. The chief reason for this neglect is perhaps obvious. Whilst the
pro-appeasement press in the 1930's had marched in step with official British foreign
policy, the "pro-appeasement” press in the mid 1940's found itself increasingly out of
step with British foreign policy as that policy evolved towards the doctrine of the



containment of Soviet expansionism. In this sense the views of those newspapers which
advocated a more indulgent foreign policy line towards the Soviet Union at the onset of
the Cold War have suffered the same fate as others on the losing side in the many foreign
policy debates scattered across British political history. There is a real sense in which
Ernst Toller's dictum that history is the propaganda of the victors contains more than a
grain of truth. The second reason for this neglect is perhaps scarcely less obvious. In
the 1930's such was the intimacy that existed between Geoffrey Dawson and men like
Baldwin and Chamberlain that The Times has been seen in that era by some historians as
almost a partner of the government in the conduct of British foreign policy. Though
perhaps exaggerated even for that time, this is not a view that could be sustained for the
1940's. Men like Barrington-Ward and E.H. Carr never enjoyed the same quality of
relationship with Churchill, Eden and Bevin that Dawson had enjoyed with Baldwin,
Halifax and Chamberlain in the 1930's.

Whatever the causes of Fleet Street's understanding attitude toward Soviet conduct in
eastern Europe in the 1940's this meant that, when, eventually British policy changed
from being one of accommodation towards Soviet moves in eastern Europe to one of
resistance to perceived Soviet expansionism, and the Cold War proper was to commence,
British policy-makers found themselves constrained in part by the condition of substantial
sections of public opinion, to which Fleet Street itself had made no small contribution. As
the chief architect of the new policy line, Ernest Bevin found himself faced with special
problems within his own party. However, hesitations and doubts about the wisdom of
the new course in British foreign policy extended far beyond the ranks of Labour Party
activists and supporters, to include substantial sections of the attentive foreign policy
public and of the mass public of all parties of none.3 Bevin's official biographer has
recorded and dwelt upon the patience with which the Foreign Secretary set about winning
over a hesitant and apprehensive public opinion for a new policy line he had come to
adopt himself only reluctantly after bitter disillusionment with Russia’s international
behaviour during his first year of office.4

Insofar as the press was concerned this process of political education by the government,
or of " guidance,"5 by the Foreign Office would take time. In the late 1940's there would
remain a significant time-lag between the presentational requirements of a rapidly
evolving official foreign policy line towards Soviet Russia and the movement of
substantial sections of Fleet Street, where residual sympathies towards the Soviet Union
obstinately persisted, sometimes in surprising quarters, to the irritation of the
policy-makers.



This thesis has two main objectives. The first is to trace the background to the
development of such sympathetic press attitudes towards the Soviet Union during the
prelude to the Cold War. The second objective is to analyse the content and the range of
press coverage of Anglo-Soviet relations in the 1940's with an eye in particular to

identifying those lessons drawn by the press as to how in the future British foreign policy
towards Russia might most wisely be conducted.

At the same time as these primary objectives are being pursued it is hoped, more
modestly, that some limited light will be cast upon those wider concerns that are of great
interest to the political scientist and the political historian viz. the role or the roles of the
press in the whole foreign policy process.0 At this stage it is perhaps apposite to recall
that the very expression "the Cold War" was itself coined and popularised by the most
celebrated and influential political journalist of that age, Walter Lippman.”?
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Policy Maki

The constitutional arrangements of any given society provide the natural point of
departure for the study of policy-making. A constitution may be vague, ambiguous and
incomplete, or it may be detailed and precise. It may be operational, operational in part,
or not operational at all. These last considerations take us from the field of the formal
constitution and its allocation of decision-making power, in the foreign policy-making
field, to what some constitutional theorists have called the "informal constitution" which,
(they argue) all durable political systems must have, otherwise anarchy prevails. In this
world one must further distinguish for analytical purposes between "power" and
"influence" whilst recognising that in practice the two are likely to overlap. For this
reason amongst others foreign policy theorists in the main today tend to regard foreign
policy as a "process" where all kinds of influences are at work - internal, external,

economic, historical, geographical, strategic, psychological, bureaucratic, etc.] Indeed
this approach has also more recently extended to "closed" or "totalitarian" political

systems as political scientists have grown sceptical of the validity of the once persuasive

monolithic model of such societies, detecting, even within these, signs now if not of
incipient pluralism at least of evident complexity.2 At the same time a parallel

development has occurred in the work of political historians specialising in international

history. In their field relatively little of the old style diplomatic history is published today

as historians seek to demonstrate in their work the interplay between domestic and
foreign policy and to position each country's external relations in that wider context
indicated above.3

In this foreign policy process the press everywhere plays a role. In closed societies it can
signal abroad the current official foreign policy stance on any issue. More importantly it
is often in the press that the first signals are given of an imminent policy change.
Sometimes these press signals contain a coded invitation to interested outside states to
respond. If such a change is imminent the controlled press in such societies also serves
as a transmission belt indicating to the bureaucracy that "public opinion" must be
prepared for the new course, for such societies claim democratic legitimacy. Through its
"readers letters" columns and other devices the controlled press will also play a direct role
in mobilising popular support for the new policy line.



At the other extreme is the free press of an open society, that "fourth estate" of liberal
democracy's self-image. In practice the press in a liberal democracy operates under all
kinds of constraints, legal, commercial, proprietorial, editorial, etc.4 However, that
having been said, the press in an open society does provide a route for a two-way traffic
between the people and the policy-makers. The policy-makers will seek to exercise
guidance over public opinion via the press and upon occasion, when aroused, public
opinion may seek to influence policy through the press, sometimes successfully.
Moreover, the press itself, or sections of it, may sometimes play an independent role in
seeking to educate or defy both the weight of public and official opinion on a given
foreign policy issue where it holds both to be dangerously in error - as we shall see the
Beaverbrook press did in December 1939 on the issue of possible Allied military
intervention in aid of Finland against the Soviet Union. Thus whatever may be said
about Fleet Street's failures always to live up to that heroic role in which Macaulay had
first cast it as the "fourth estate” of any genuinely constitutional order, nevertheless it
remains true that the independent press of a liberal democracy provides an input into the
foreign policy process which distinguishes it not simply in degree but in kind from the
managed press of an authoritarian state whose "input” is always inspired. That having
been said, whilst differences in kind between separate categories of states remain at all
times crucial and primary, differences of degree within categories do matter. Not all
liberal democracies are the same and consequently, the opportunities for the press to
make an input into the policy-making process, and more particularly an input into the
foreign policy-making process, vary in scope and character. In this context two factors
are perhaps of special significance in the setting of Britain's constitutional arrangements
and of her wider political culture. The first of these is the tradition of a particularly wide
discretion that the executive has enjoyed, as residuary legatee of the Royal Prerogative, in
the conduct of foreign policy in this country. The relatively limited role that parliament
plays (both in terms of the absence of formal legislative controls over the executive in
foreign policy-making, and in terms of the very limited amount of time parliament is
prepared to devote to debates over foreign policy as opposed to domestic policy) in the
foreign policy process presents the press in this country both with greater responsibilities
and with greater opportunities in providing an alternative forum of debate where foreign
policy issues can be argued and presented. The second of the factors referred to above is
material here. The freedom of the press in this country, though a very real element in the
democratic process, perhaps lacks that enhanced degree of legitimacy that flows from
entrenched inclusion amidst the libertarian clauses of a formal written constitution. In
both these particulars the United States amongst liberal democracies provides an
instructive contrast with the United Kingdom. For in the former not only does the



legislature enjoy a formal, constitutional role in the formulation of foreign policy together

with the executive, but the principle of freedom of the press is also enshrined as a
provision of the constitution itself.

The Policy-Makers And The Press

Testimony to the increasing interdependence between the policy-makers and the press in
this country over the last hundred years is provided by the evidence of the
institutionalisation of the relationship between the two. In itself this process was a
response, often grudging and reluctant on the part of the executive, to the extensions of
the suffrage and of literacy amongst the population at large. The phrase "the old
diplomacy" would be retained to describe a past world where public opinion could be
largely discounted as a factor in the foreign policy process.

1884 saw the creation of the Lobby, a body flatteringly (and misleadingly) called by
Margaret Thatcher at its centenary luncheon in 1984 "the secret service of the fourth
estate".d The First World War witnessed the creation of a short-lived Ministry of
Information in February 1918 by Lloyd George with a press proprietor, Beaverbrook at
its head. The Second World War saw the resurrection of this ministry, headed, after
short unsatisfactory spells under Reith and Duff Cooper, by Churchill's intimate,
Brendan Bracken, for the rest of the war. By the end of that war Bracken's empire
employed over 6,000 people. Bracken too was a press proprietor, though as proprietor
of the Financial Times, very much in a specialist line of business. A major source of
recruitment to his ministry was Fleet Street and journalism more generally. In contrast to
the precedent of 1919 the resurrected Ministry of Information would survive the peace of
1945 and be given permanent status, though a reduced status, as the Central Office of
Information. The function that the Ministry had fulfilled in wartime was now recognised
as of value in peacetime. In the context of this study it is significant that the incoming
Labour government saw the C.O.L. as performing an external as well as an internal
function. Presenting the case for the transformation of the old M.O.I. into the new
C.0.L before parliament in December 1945 Clement Attlee said,

"It is essential to good administration under a democratic system that the public
shall be adequately informed about the many matters in which government
action impinges on their daily lives, and it is particularly important that a true
and adequate picture of British policy, British institutions and the British way of
life should be presented abroad."6



Under the new dispensation the heart of the government information machine would be
the Specialist Government Information Service established In 1949. By 1984 this
service employed 1,200 officers. Approximately 700 were professionals, for the most
part with a background in journalism, but also including radio producers, editors, film
makers, etc. 200 were distributed throughout the various press and public relations
offices of the ministries. Most are directly employed by the C.O.I but some are on the
payrolls of the individual ministries. In 1984 the size of departmental public and press
relations teams varied from the minuscule, as with the low-profile and unnewsworthy
Inland Revenue to the grandscale as with the 100 or so officers currently responsible for
explaining the work of the Ministry of Defence to the outside world.

In this matter of governmental acceptance of the need to explain policy and procedures to
a public opinion which could not, as in an earlier age, be very largely ignored, the
Foreign Office, perhaps reluctantly, was to play something of a pioneer role curiously at
odds with its reputation as a bastion of aristocratic conservatism and despite its
continuing reserve towards Fleet Street in most matters. Two years before Lloyd
George's creation of the Ministry of Information, indeed before Lloyd George became
Premier, the Foreign Office established in 1916 a new Department of Information to
handle relations with the press. Only the General Post Office anticipated the Foreign
Office in this regard. More significantly by 1918 this innovation had so proved its value
that at the end of the war, when so much else of the wartime administrative
experimentation in Whitehall, including the Ministry of Information itself, was being
disbanded, this new section of the Foreign Office was given permanent status as the
News Department. In doing this the Foreign Office was signalling that good press
relations were as necessary in peacetime as in wartime. Public opinion, both domestic
and international was seen as a significant factor in the foreign policy process. Not until
1931 did Downing Street itself create a press office. And by the mid 1930's several other
departments had followed where the Foreign Office had led and press/public relations
units had been established at the Air Ministry, the Ministry of Health, the Colonial Office
and the Home Office. Moreover, this whole process would be further stimulated by the
extension of broadcasting. From his vantage point in Chatham House Arnold Toynbee
would see the News Department by 1939 fulfilling a "key part” in the operations of the
Foreign Office, a role that would have been "unthinkable" before 1918.7 And from his
perspective within the Foreign Office William Strang would acknowledge that the work
of the News Department had become by the mid century "indispensable" to the conduct
of British diplomacy.8



Unlikely model and pioneer that it proved to be, the Foreign Office would remain
singular in one respect. Whilst other departments of state would be content to recruit to
senior positions within their press sections from outside (and in time from the C.0.L),
usually from the ranks of journalism, the Foreign Office's tendency, one or two
exceptions apart, was to appoint from within its own ranks, as it does to the present day.
It thus demonstrated its belief that diplomatic experience is more important than
journalistic experience in the presentation of British foreign policy. In recent times this
pattern has only been disturbed once - by James Callaghan as Foreign Secretary, when,
unhappy at the then performance of the Foreign Office in this regard, he imposed his own
man, an outsider, as head of the News Department for his tenure. Furthermore, the head
of the News Department is the only departmental head within the Foreign Office who
enjoys at all times the right of direct access to the Secretary of State. All other heads have
to operate in the correct bureaucratic manner through the Permanent Under Secretary.

Whilst these developments were proceeding in Whitehall a parallel development occurred
on the ground. In the nineteen twenties the first press attachés were being appointed to
the European embassies with the function of advising the ambassador about local public
opinion and maintaining contacts with local and visiting journalists. One additional
function of these attach€s was to create and maintain a local press cuttings library for the
use of embassy staff. The office of press attaché was not reserved to full-time diplomats.
At the same time the British Library of Information was established in New York, the
forerunner of the British Information Services. This had the job not merely of keeping
British officials, resident and visiting, abreast of American opinion but also of keeping
interested Americans abreast of developments in policy and opinion in England. To do
this it kept a very large press cuttings library and deliberately avoided the mistake of
limiting its coverage to the traditionally internationalist east coast American press. Each
week it prepared a summary of the major developments in the press, copies of which
were sent home to Whitehall. Many examples of these are to be found in the Foreign
Office files. At all times it made its services and facilities available to American pressmen
for its general brief was to contribute towards the improvement of Anglo-American
understanding in circumstances where, not only had war with the United States long
since been ruled out as a policy option from the British side, but where the benevolent
neutrality of the United States was deemed an essential background condition of success
should Britain find herself again at war in Europe.



Inter-war Europe witnessed the rise of the dictatorships. These regimes erected their
propaganda into major arms of foreign policy. Britain did not respond in kind from a
mixture of motives. However, she did create in 1934 the British Council whose purpose

was to propagate abroad a wider understanding of the British way of life - an early
example of "cultural” diplomacy.

In 1932 the B.B.C. had established a service in English for the countries of the
Commonwealth but this was little more than an extension of the Home Service to the
overseas empire. At the request of the British government an Arabic service of the
B.B.C. was instituted in 1938 to counter Fascist propaganda intended in particular to
inflame Arab opinion against Britain over Palestine. In the same year services in Spanish
and Portuguese were started for Latin America. After Munich the European services
were started in French, German and Italian. In time all of these would be coordinated
and integrated in the External Services of the B.B.C. In terms of the news content of
their programmes the B.B.C. relied heavily on the press and on the news agencies
services, particularly Reuters, for the B.B.C. did not maintain in its early years a large
corps of its own correspondents abroad. In part this reflected economic constraints but in
part it was a matter of deliberate policy. The B.B.C. did not see itself in these years as in
competition with Fleet Street but as complementing Fleet Street's role. The B.B.C.
retained independent control of programme content but the Foreign Office decided the
languages in which, and the regions to which, the services would be beamed.

In this gradual evolution of a public information policy a distinctive British style can be
discerned; crude propaganda was avoided. In part this reflected a national distaste for
the vulgarities of self-praise, and the denigration of others, attendant upon such methods.
In part no doubt, it also reflected the complacent belief that the British way of life, and the
foreign policy which flowed from that way of life, were their own advertisement. More
importantly it reflected the belief on the part of the policy-makers that a country's
diplomatic prestige rested upon more solid factors - historical status, economic resources,
military capability, alliances, etc. - than praise of self and abuse of others. Important
though intangible elements contributing to a country's prestige were its standards of
culture and civilisation. Truthfulness was one of these standards. Telling the truth, even
when the truth was painful or inconvenient, was usually the best policy over the longer

term.

This general philosophy on information policy was to pay enormous dividends during the
Second World War. In particular the B.B.C. was to achieve unequalled prestige amongst
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broadcasting services in Europe. And the reputation for independence of the British
media was itself to become an important resource in the hands of the policy-makers
themselves, causing them to show self-restraint when they themselves were embarrassed
or irritated by some example of a particularly unsympathetic treatment of British policy in
Fleet Street or on the B.B.C.

Of course it would be naive and ignorant to suggest that British policy, particularly in
wartime, never departed from the most exacting standards of truthfulness. "Grey" and
"black" propaganda were both employed against the Nazis and are well documented.
And whilst the war continued, the defence regulations allowed the authorities to suppress
and therefore censor the press on three broad grounds viz. the propagation of defeatist
attitudes, the publication of detailed information about forthcoming military operations,
and the propagation and inflammation of divisions amongst the Allies. In fact, these
potentially draconian powers were little used, for the government could rely in the main
on the intelligent self-censorship of a patriotic press which saw in the war not simply a
struggle for national survival but, given the evil character of the Nazi regime, a moral
crusade. Nonetheless, the suppression during the early years of the war of the Daily
Worker for propagating defeatism, served as a reminder that the commitment of the
British government to freedom of the press was not unqualified. And whilst in the
broadest terms, British policy-makers might "tell the truth”" in peacetime, this was rarely
"the whole truth". The Official Secrets Acts and the "D" Notices system are amongst the
most obvious constraints upon the free flow of information.

As we have seen information policy was given enhanced status in peacetime Britain after
1945. With particular reference to external relations three bodies shared special
responsibilities - the B.B.C., the British Council and the Foreign Office itself, acting
directly. Within the Foreign Office in turn two departments carried special
responsibilities. Easily the more important of these was the News Department whose
general functions have already been outlined. In the postwar era the outstanding issue
area upon which this department would be required to offer guidance was the Cold War,
for the problem of Soviet expansionism dominated the perceptions of the policy-makers.
To the daily press conferences for British diplomatic correspondents were now added
daily press conferences for the London correspondents of the overseas press. In other
words, a greater effort was being made to win over world opinion for British foreign
policy and in particular for Britain's line on the Cold War issues. These collective
meetings were supplemented by regular private meetings and briefings with the more
reliable correspondents known as "trusties".
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The second Foreign Office department concerned with the management of information
policy was the Information Policy Department. This took up where the News
Department left off. The foreign correspondents in London would have been given the
Foreign Office line of the day by the News Department but there was of course no
guarantee that their despatches home would reflect this line faithfully, nor, if they did,
that their proprietors, or their home broadcasters would not modify their copy in
unpredictable ways. Hence the need for a policy of reinsurance. This is where the
Information Policy Department came in. It was responsible for communicating the
official policy line directly to the posts in the field so that embassy staff, and particularly
the press attaches, could make sure in so far as it was within their powers, that all local
opinion leaders were kept abreast of the British position on all issues. This department
was also responsible for keeping the B.B.C. External Services aware on the same daily
basis of the evolution of the Foreign Office line. As we have seen however, the head of
the Information Policy Department did not carry the same weight within the Foreign
Office as the head of the News Department, for the latter alone shared with the Permanent
Under Secretary himself the right at all times of direct access to the Secretary of State.

This was the open structure of the Foreign Office organisation of information policy.
However, the Cold War would also provide the occasion for an exercise in clandestine
information provision against Soviet Russian influence for which there would appear to
be no parallel in the struggle against the dictators in the 1930's. On the initiative of
Christopher Mayhew, as Minister of State, in 1947, the Information Research
Department of the Foreign Office was established. Its origins lie in the decision to move
from the defensive to the offensive in the Cold War battle for minds. This new
department produced written material drawn from secret as well as open sources
damaging to the Soviet cause and supportive of the western stance on the key issues of
the Cold War. This information was distributed free of charge to opinion leaders at home
and abroad. These opinion leaders included newspaper journalists and their editors. The
recipients were free to use the material as they wished. The External Services of the
B.B.C. received the same material upon the same basis. At the same time methods were
found to subsidise the works of academic writers and journalists on Soviet Russian and
Cold War themes written from a critical stance. Most of these authors themselves would
appear to have been unaware of these indirect subsidies and of the identity of their hidden
sponsor, though some may have guessed.9

In 1954 the Drogheda Committee would report upon its inquiry into the Overseas
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Information Services. In doing so it would propound a number of principles and
conclusions about information policy. it would point out that "Propaganda is no
substitute for policy; nor should it be regarded as a substitute for miliary strength,
economic efficiency or financial stability. 10 Conversely it would point out that, "Ttis as
easy to underrate the potentialities of propaganda as it is to over-rate them. The effect of
propaganda on the course of events is never likely to be more than marginal. But in
certain circumstances it may be decisive in tipping the balance between diplomatic success
and failure". Conse&uently, " A Great Power with world wide commitments is therefore
well advised to paylc%mparatively small premium represented by the cost of efficient
Overseas Information Services". Indeed the provision of information "must today be
regarded as part of the normal apparatus of diplomacy of a Great Power." Such
information should be directed "at the influential few and through them at the many".
That having been said, private enterprise would still remain the main channel through
which information and impressions about this country and its policies would flow to
foreigners. It followed therefore, that as far as possible the British government should
always seek to operate upon foreign public opinion via existing private enterprise
communication channels rather than by creating channels of its own. The most important
of these channels was the press, bcésrl:> for itself and because the press and the news

o5 g4 .. . .
agencies provided virtually everywhere the,\raw material in covering international affairs.

Public_Opini

From time to time this study has invoked the concept of "public opinion". However,
social scientists have found that this useful abstraction can also be dangerously
misleading, bearing as it does, overtones suggesting the existence of a fully developed,
coherent - indeed monolithic - attitude on the part of "the people” to any given policy or
foreign policy issue. For public opinion on any public issue, assuming that it exists at
all, is more likely to be a congeries of the distinct attitudes of different groupings which
together form "public opinion". This is particularly the case with foreign policy issues
where the level of public awareness and of public information about a policy issue is
likely to be less than in the domestic policy field. Therefore social scientists, and political
scientists amongst them, tend to break down "the public" into more manageable
operational sub-categories. Drawing upon the work of Gabriel Almond and James
Rosenau 11 this study will therefore employ the following categories:-
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(1) The Passive or Mass Public

The ordinary citizen is much more interested in his private life than in the public life of
politics, and insofar as he is interested in politics, is more interested in domestic than in
foreign politics. Therefore, popular supervision of the domestic activities of
policy-makers is likely to be in normal circumstances closer than popular supervision of
their international behaviour. This fact may take on a particular significance in the British
context where the executive, as we have seen, as the residuary legatee of the Royal
Prerogative, enjoys a degree of discretion in the conduct of foreign affairs, and a degree
of freedom form control by the legislature unusual among liberal democracies. This is
not to say that the policy-makers in this country enjoy a freedom of manoeuvre in the
international arena comparable in any way to that enjoyed by the policy-makers in
authoritarian states. For in a negative sense the values and opinions of the mass public
do set limitations to what the policy-makers may or may not do. These general attitudes
or predispositions which prevail in a nation at any given time establish what James
Barber, following Karl Holsti, has called foreign policy "mood", and this "mood"
exercises a constraining effect on policy alternatives.12 In this way the mass public sets
the limits within which policy must be shaped. More positively, though more rarely,
public opinion may grow so excited upon a particular issue that it forms an important
element in producing policy outcomes. One factor leading to the frustration of Sir
Anthony Eden's Suez policy in 1956 may be seen to have been the excited condition of a
deeply divided British domestic public opinion in circumstances where Eden wished
above all else to face his Egyptian adversary and the watching world at large with the
spectacle of a united British public opinion backing a resolute British government. More
rarely still, public opinion may grow so inflamed upon a particular foreign policy issue
that it forces change upon the policy-makers. One example of this, frequently cited, is
the Hoare-Laval Pact. The venerable nature of this case is itself suggestive of how rare it
is for public opinion to play so decisive a role in the foreign policy process. That having
been said, possible candidates for inclusion in this select category will be examined in the
case studies that follow shortly.

(i1) The Attentive Public

A small proportion of citizens are deeply interested in politics and follow political
developments very closely. Their interest in foreign policy as such will probably be less
than in domestic policy and be both more spasmadic and sporadic too. A small
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proportion of this attentive public will have a special and continuous interest in foreign
affairs. An even smaller proportion of this attentive public will be more interested in
foreign affairs than in domestic affairs.

(ii) The Activist or Participant Public

A small proportion of the attentive public will seek a more active role in the foreign policy
process than that which restricts them to following the press and broadcasters' coverage
of international affairs, and the exercise of their electoral choice. They will seek
membership of voluntary associations, political parties, pressure groups, etc. However,
most of these broadly conceived voluntary associations will be concerned with foreign
affairs if at all, only in part. That proportion of the attentive public with a continuous and
systematic concern with foreign affairs which wishes to play a more prominent role in the
foreign policy process will be tempted to go further. Thus they may join associations
exclusively concerned with foreign policy and international affairs. Historical examples
of such associations would be the League of Nations Union or the Union for Democratic
Control, while contemporary examples would be the United Nations Association, the
various "friendship" societies and the Anti-Apartheid Movement. Whilst most of these
groups are national in membership and focus, some are international in membership and
international in aim. Those activist members of the attentive foreign policy public whose
interest in international affairs tends to be detached, academic and scholarly, may incline
towards membership of specialist institutions like Chatham House or the Institute of
Strategic Studies.

(iv) Opinion-makers and Opinion leaders

These seek to create, mould, influence, reinforce, mobilize and articulate the opinion of
the mass public on political issues. Their easiest task is to reinforce existing popular
sentiment on any given issue, particularly if that sentiment is already deeply felt. It is
more difficult to create an opinion where none was evident before. It is even more
difficult to seek to modify or qualify a sentiment that has already taken root. It is most
difficult of all to reverse sentiments and opinions strongly entrenched. Amongst their
other roles, ministers must act as opinion leaders and are advised in this role by their
officials. These generalities apply as much to foreign affairs as they do to domestic
affairs. The press in turn is one important channel for the education and guidance of
opinion on foreign policy. Accordingly, as we have seen, twentieth century governments
have made institutional arrangements for the performance of this function.
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Ministers of course, are not the only opinion leaders. And they themselves are
influenced, as are their advisers, by unofficial opinion - by influential newspapers, by
academic opinion, by outside research institutes, by pressure groups, by backbench
foreign affairs specialists, and by the Opposition in what is a reciprocating relationship.
However, what characterizes opinion leaders is their ability to project their views about
any given issue to unknown, as well as known, outsiders beyond any immediate
audience that they might have. This is the quality that distinguished Churchill, for
example, in the 1930's, as an opinion leader, albeit out of office, and in opposition to his
own party then in government. Opinion leaders on foreign policy, as on other matters
must have a platform from which to project their views. Foreign Secretaries and
governments have an obvious advantage here, for their views are news and they have all
the machinery of the government's publicity apparatus at their disposal. Parliament is an
obvious platform. The media, of which the press constitutes so important a component,
provide a range of platforms. When in March 1939, following Hitler's occupation of
Prague, public opinion in this country moved decisively against the policy of
appeasement, it immediately saw in Churchill the one leading politician who had
consistently presented an alternative foreign policy based upon rearmament and collective
security. In part, Churchill had created this condition of popular familiarity with his
dissent over foreign policy through the platform his Commons membership afforded
him. However, his second platform had been the press itself.

In the first place, Churchill's views on Germany had been generously reported, whether
stated in the Commons itself or at public meetings, throughout the thirties, by Fleet
Street, even by those newspapers most unsympathetic to his views. The same could not
be said about the B.B.C. Indeed, for several years Churchill's regular platform in Fleet
Street had been provided by the Beaverbrook press where he had been permitted to
expound week after week a programme for collective security, at first based upon action
by the League, and then based upon regional security in Europe, diametrically opposed to
that gospel of imperial isolationism that Beaverbrook's leader writers were propagating in
their editorials. Moreover, as an active journalist himself, reliant upon his pen for
income, Churchill had used the press to project his views worldwide, for his appeal was
not merely to domestic opinion but to international opinion, believing as he did that it was
of vital importance that outside opinion, particularly United States opinion, be reminded
that there was another England to that of Neville Chamberlain. Accordingly, Churchill's
signed articles at first in the Evening Standard, and then in the Daily Telegraph, were
syndicated worldwide. For good measure, many of his articles, together with selected

16



parliamentary and public speeches, were then put out between hard covers.

The press was of crucial importance to Churchill in reaching beyond the audience of
professional politicians, to which the normal conditions of his working life otherwise
confined him. This was doubly so for reasons already hinted at above which now merit
expansion. Throughout the thirties Churchill harboured a grievance against the B.B.C.
because he believed, rightly or wrongly, that the powers that be had deliberately denied
him that access to the microphone on the controversial political issues of the hour, that
should have been his natural right as a distinguished statesman and Privy Counsellor.
This meant in particular, at first coverage over India and then over Germany, though of
course Churchill's personal difficulties with the B.B.C. can be dated back earlier to his
clash with Reith over the General Strike.

In fact the position of the B.B.C. in these matters was more complicated and less sinister
than perhaps Churchill allowed. Undoubtedly, the B.B.C.'s treatment of political issues
in general in the thirties was much more timid and cautious than it is in our own time.
Moreover, this general consideration applied with particular force to the coverage of
international affairs where the B.B.C. was always sensitive to pressure from the Foreign
Office and elsewhere in the administration that the national interest might be jeopardized
by the thoughtless treatment of sensitive issues by B.B.C. commentators in current
affairs programmes. (In the main the Foreign Office seems to have been quite content
with the straight news broadcasts treatment of international affairs). Nonetheless the
B.B.C. had a commitment to "balance" in its coverage of politics. This commitment
applied to its treatment of international politics as well as its treatment of domestic
politics. It was the interpretation that the B.B.C. gave to this commitment to balance that
disadvantaged Churchill, an interpretation that both front benches jealousy monitored and
protected. A balance of views according to this interpretation meant essentially a balance
between the official views on international relations of the two front benches. Naturally
this strict interpretation of balance excluded altogether a maverick figure like Churchill.
Yet Churchill was not the only casualty of this ruling, he was merely, as far as foreign
affairs go, the most prominent. Other sufferers were Lloyd George and Cripps.
Tentative attempts by B.B.C. programme planners to circumvent this strict interpretation
of the limited nature of the B.]é*%'s commitment to democratic debate over foreign
policy, an interpretation that had/\ludicrous consequence that listeners were deprived of
access to the views of the government's most formidable foreign policy critic, came to
nothing. Churchill's views were of course from time to time reported indirectly in précis
form in news programmes when he had made an important parliamentary or public
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speech on international affairs. And from time to time he was invited to broadcast in the
1930's on other non-contentious issues outside the field of foreign policy, invitations he
for the most part brushed aside. However, what Churchill sought in the mid and late
thirties, and felt himself to have been denied as an act of policy, was direct access to the
microphone so that he could put his own views in his own words to the British people on
the greatest issue of the day, the menace from Nazi Germany. In fact Churchill fell victim
to a particular interpretation of the B.B.C.'s statutory obligation to "balance" which failed
to convey adequately the full diversity of opinion on any given subject. He was not the
first to suffer from what in effect constituted a two-party front bench duopoly over
broadcast political debate nor would he be the last.

Media - Diplomacy Relationships

In a recent study of media diplomacy Yoel Cohen has suggested that the different types of
relationship between the media and diplomacy are best categorised as follows: 15

@) The media, overseas and British are a source of information to
members of diplomatic missions abroad and to officials and ministers
in London. The British media influence foreign policy as a result of
their effect on policy-makers, M.P.'s, interest groups, and the wider
public. The media are in addition sources of information and agenda
setters for these, and are used by interest groups and M.P.'s as
channels to reach the official policy-makers and the public.

(ii) The media are also channels of communication among policy-makers,
British and foreign. They are used by British government
departments, individual officials and ministers at the policy
formulation stage to disclose information in order to advance or hinder
policy options. At the stage of policy implementation the media are
used in international negotiations by governments as a device through
which to manoeuvre other governments.

(iii) The media are also used to gain support for policy. The channels
include, abroad, the building up by diplomatic missions of relations
with the local media and the distribution of helpful material to them;
and in London, the cultivation of the same friendly relationship with
the foreign press corps and with the B.B.C. External Services. The
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British media for their part provide the means by which the F.C.O.
seeks to explain policy to the British public.

In fact, upon analysis Cohen's categories can be seen to encompass
more than three discrete areas of relationship. In the first place, the press
may serve as a source of information for the policy-makers. Secondly,
because it may fulfil this vital information role, it may itself influence the
policy-makers. Thirdly, the press may help set the agenda in
international affairs by the relative prominence it gives to issues.
Fourthly, the press may serve as a channel of communication. In this
capacity it may serve as a channel between the policy-makers, between
governments, and between the policy-makers and that attentive and
activist foreign policy public which may wish to make a policy input.
Fifthly, the press may be exploited by governments to manoeuvre
against other governments in international negotiations. Sixthly, the
press may be exploited by the policy-makers to secure the support of
domestic and world opinion. Finally, the press may be exploited in
order to test public and foreign government reaction to a contemplated
but sensitive foreign policy initiative. In a word the policy-makers may
wish to "fly a kite".

Most of these roles will be illustrated in the concrete in the case studies
and profiles which follow.

19



10.

11

12

13

Notes And References

See for example, W. Wallace, The Foreign Policy Process In Britain (1976)
and J. Barber, Who Makes Foreign Policy? (1976)

See for example, S. Bialer (ed), The Domestic Context Of Soviet Foreign
Policy, (1981) and C. Adomeit and R. Boardman (eds), Foreign Policy
Making In Communist Countries (1979)

See for example, P.W. Kennedy, The Realities Behind Diplomacy (1981)

These are explored in today's press in, C. Wintour, Pressures On The Press
(1972)

Quoted, P. Hennessy, What The Papers Never Said (1985), p 1

Quoted, P. Hennessy, Sources Close To The Prime Minister (1984), pp
57-58

A. Toynbee, Experiences (1969), p65

Lord Strang, The Foreign Office (1955), p22

On the work of the I.R.D. see L. Smith, "Covert British Propaganda: The
Information Research Department: 1947-1977", Millennium: Journal Of

International Studies Vol.9 No.3 Spring 1980

Report On The Overseas Information Services (Drogheda Report),
Cmd.9138 (1954)

G.A. Almond, The American People And Foreign Policy (1950). J.N.
Rosenau, Public Opinion And Foreign Policy (1960)

J. Barber, Who Makes Foreign Policy? (1976), p92

For the B.B.C.'s special difficulties with Whitehall over its coverage of
international affairs, see P. Scannel, "The B.B.C. And Foreign Affairs

20



14

15

1935-1939", Media, Culture And Society, Vol. 6 (1984). The B.B.C.'s
difficulties in this area can be traced back to the Vernon Bartlett row of
1933, when Ramsey Macdonald, the Prime Minister, had angrily intervened
with Reith directly, demanding to know who was in charge of British
foreign policy - the government or the B.B.C. Macdonald had followed up
his "phone call to the Director General with a formal letter of protest to the
Board of Governors. The matter was raised in Cabinet and considered at
the highest levels within the Foreign Office. In the meantime Vernon
Bartlett's services were quietly dispensed with by the B.B.C. and the best
known foreign affairs commentator found himself denied access to the
microphone for several years. For further information on the Bartlett affair,
see A. Briggs, Governing The B.B.C. (1979), pp 194-197 and B.
Haworth, "The British Broadcasting Corporation, Nazi Germany and

the Foreign Office", Historical Journal of Film, Radio and Television,
Vol.1 No. 1 (1981)

On Churchill and the B.B.C. in the thirties see Scannel op.cit. "The B.B.C.
And Foreign Affairs 1935-1939"

Y. Cohen, Media Diplomacy: The Foreign Office In The Mass
Communication Age (1985), p5

Source

P.M. Taylor, The Projection Of Britain (1981)

21



CASE STUDIES AND PROFILES : A Rationale Of Selection

The Cold War is a massive subject. The study of British press treatment of the Cold
War is scarcely less massive. Intelligent and reasoned selection of historical material
was therefore required to keep this study within the realms of the practicable. The
choice of topics is therefore reasoned rather than arbitrary. The choices themselves
together with the reason for each choice follow,

(1)

lo-Sovi lation

Most previous studies of the British press written from a political perspective
have treated this newspaper in a category all its own, as the single most
important British newspaper, a position in turn based upon three
considerations. In the first place, the newspaper has been seen as the
newspaper of the elite, particularly of the foreign policy elite, the newspaper
that influenced the people of influence. In the second place, the newspaper and
its editor have been seen as the natural leaders of Fleet Street and of the British
press more widely. This has meant amongst other things, that The Times has
time and again provided the agenda of debate, particularly the agenda of debate
over foreign policy, for the rest of Fleet Street in a way no other newspaper has
done. In the third place, The Times has been seen from abroad, during much of
its history, as enjoying a privileged position of special intimacy with all British
governments, most particularly in the field of the foreign policy. No episode in
the long history of the newspaper has attracted so much controversy as The

Times' role in supporting Neville Chamberlain's policy on Germany in the
1930's.

Prima facie, these considerations therefore suggested that the role played by The
Times in the subsequent decade during the prelude to the Cold War, would
repay examination. As we shall see, The Times did adopt a distinctive line on
the problems of international relations in that period, though this line,
controversial in so many ways though it would be, has not penetrated the
collective memory of informed opinion in this country to the same extent that its
earlier conduct in counselling the appeasement of Hitler's Germany in the
1930's undoubtedly has. Nonetheless, it will be the argument of this study that
there was a very strong element of continuity linking The Times' line on
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(ii)

Germany in the 1930's with the same newspapers's line on Soviet Russia in the
1940,s.

The Beaverbrook Press And Russia

The choice of the Beaverbrook Press§attitude to Soviet Russia as the second
part of our special studies, flows in very large part from the initial choice of The
Times as our first, and this for two reasons. Just as The Times occupied the
position of being the most influential newspaper, read by the policy-makers, the
foreign policy elite and the attentive foreign policy public, so the circulation
statistics provided by the postwar Royal Commission on the Press would
demonstrate that as the Cold War commenced the Daily Express had the greatest
single following amongst the mass public of any daily newspaper. And in the
summer of 1949 Gallup would show that more than one British citizen in four
claimed to read the Daily Express, a figure far in excess of that claimed for any
other daily newspaper at that time. An analysis of the attitudes of the two
newspapers to the key issues of Anglo-Soviet relations allows us therefore to
compare and contrast the leading quality newspaper in this regard with the most
popular newspaper. In other words, we can compare what the attentive and
activist foreign policy public on the one hand were being told about
Anglo-Soviet relations, with on the other hand, what the mass public were
being told about the same subject.

The second reason for the choice of the Beaverbrook press, in conjunction with
the earlier choice of The Times, lies in the fact that both The Times and the
Beaverbrook Press supported the Conservative party. In the overall context of
this study, this fact is doubly important. For as we shall see, at the onset of the
Cold War the Soviet Union could draw upon a reservoir of goodwill and
sympathy in Fleet Street. Amongst the progressive press (defined for our
purposes as the liberal and left-wing press), given Russia's sacrifices in the
defeat of Hitler's Germany, and given a certain degree of affinity on that press'
part with the aspirations, if not the methods, of socialism Soviet-style, this
goodwill is perhaps not altogether surprising. However, as this study will seek
to show, this attitude of benevolence towards Stalin's Russia extended far
beyond the progressive press to include both the most influential Conservative
newspaper and the most popular one. The leading newspaper in terms of
influence, and the leading newspaper in circulation, from amongst the
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(1i1)

(iv)

"capitalist" press of Fleet Street both failed for their different reasons to take an
ideological line on British policy towards communist Russia.

British Military Int ion In G In D ber 1944

In December 1944 in Athens the British employed military force to frustrate
what they believed to be an attempted armed communist coup in Greece. For
the first time a western power employed superior counter-force against
communism, whilst military operations to defeat German fascism were still in
full flood. Churchill's decisive action in Greece caused a major domestic and
international political storm which shook his government. In these events the
British press played a major role. Insofar as events in Greece anticipated the
wider shape of things to come in international affairs, once Germany was
defeated, and insofar as the attitude of the British press to these events provided
the British government with a major embarrassment in its pursuance of its
objectives, this episode has an obvious importance in the overall context of this
study.

Perhaps no diplomatic problem in the twentieth century has proved so ominous
for the evolution of British foreign policy as has the Polish Question. For in the
Polish Question can be seen the seeds of both the Second World War and the
seeds of the Cold War. Political actors as various as Churchill, Eden, Harriman
and Truman have seen in wartime Allied divisions over Poland, the single most
important issue leading to the Cold War. The attitude or attitudes of the British
press towards Poland therefore, and most particularly that press’ attitude
towards the implications of the British Guarantee to Poland, formalised in the
Anglo-Polish Treaty of Mutual Security of 25 August 1939, obviously merit
special attention, most particularly after that commitment became inconvenient

and embarrassing.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE TIMES AND ANGLO-SOVIET RELATIONS

Few historians of British foreign policy in the 1930's have resisted the temptation to
comment upon the role played by The Times during that decade in the support that the
newspaper offered for the official policy of the appeasement of Nazi Germany. Far less
remarked upon has been the same newspaper's advocacy of the appeasement of the
Soviet Union in the 1940's, as the harmony of the wartime Grand Alliance gave way to
the discord and antagonism of the early years of the Cold War. The relative neglect of
this second phase of commitment by The Times to policies of appeasement in Europe is
surprising for a number of reasons, three of which I should like to pursue in this study.

In the first place, The Times' advocacy of a sympathetic policy towards the Soviet Union
in 1940's, following as it did so closely upon the heels of a similarly conciliatory line
towards Nazi Germany in the earlier decade, tended to invite from its critics charges of
inconsistency or worse which have served to mask a striking continuity of vision about
the external world on the newspaper's part. Secondly, the repeated pleas by The Times
for a greater degree of understanding of Russia by the western powers led the newspaper
to expound a philosophy of international relations which is of intrinsic interest when
found in a journal, which, sometimes, to the intense embarrassment of British ministers,
was so often in these years assumed by foreigners to enjoy a special relationship with all
British governments. Thirdly, any student of Times leaders on relations with Russia at
the onset of the Cold War cannot but be struck by the number of occasions when the
newspaper, in support of its general thesis that the western powers shared the guilt for
the deterioration of relations with the Soviet Union, anticipates the main features of the
argument later to be put forward in support of a similar thesis a generation later by the
revisionist historians of the Cold War's origins.

The substantial continuity of view which links The Times support of policies of
appeasement through the two decades under consideration can best be illustrated in the
formulation of one simple proposition. This was that British governments should
"disinterest" themselves in Eastern Europe.

How did The Times arrive initially at such a position? The explanation for this must be

sought in the newspaper's reflections on the Versailles Treaty. According to the
consequent analysis of that treaty and its outcomes, the Versailles settlement rested upon
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a series of illusions. The first of these was that tranquility in Europe could be secured by
the general extension of representative democracy. Post-war experience had in fact
confirmed the wisdom of Mill's conclusion of a century earlier that a high level of cultural
and economic development was the essential prerequisite for the successful operation of
representative institutions. Of nowhere had this proved more true than Eastern Europe,
where attempts to transplant parliamentary institutions native to Western Europe had met
with almost universal failure. Moreover, the newspaper, no more than other sectors of
informed opinion in the thirties, still believed that the First World War had really been
fought as a struggle between democracy and authoritarianism as Allied propaganda had
come in time to claim. As for the conviction that democracies were necessarily pacific,
this surely must remain an act of faith.

The second illusion upon which the Versailles settlement had been constructed had been
the belief that a stable European order could be created through the universal application
of the principle of national self-determination. This principle raised problems of a general
character everywhere, but, given the racial confusion of Eastern Europe in particular, was
little short of a recipe for permanent turmoil in that troubled region.

The third great illusion to inform the settlement was the hope that a stable new European
system could be fabricated without the participation of either Germany or Russia.

This constituted a reasoned and considered perspective on the problems raised for British
policy-makers by developments in Eastern Europe between the wars. To a large extent it
reflected much common ground in, for example, the willingness of inter-war British
policy-makers to enter into, in concert with other powers, security commitments
guaranteeing the Western European frontiers established at Versailles as contrasted with
their extreme reluctance to enter into identical agreements with reference to those East
European frontiers similarly established. The Times, however, was prepared to draw the
logical conclusions from this reluctance. As no vital interest of Great Britain was at stake
in Eastern Europe and as she lacked the political will and military resources for decisive
intervention in so distant an area, then she should not necessarily feel compelled to
oppose the predominance in that region of another great power. Though the putative
ultimate beneficiary of this advice, if taken, might have changed in the interim, this was
to remain the position of The Times on Eastern Europe in the 1940’s, for, as the
newspaper repeatedly argued, British foreign policy was not and should not be based
upon ideological considerations but upon the national interest assessed in a rational and
enlightened manner.
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A few years ago, Professor W.N. Medlicott suggested that the term "appeasement"6
should join "imperialism" as terms which henceforth no serious scholar should employ
on the grounds that they had been used to cover promiscuously what were often discrete
policy positions.1 He may or may not have in mind The Times when he wrote those
words, but certainly any study of the special character of that newspaper's support for the
appeasement of Germany in the 1930's, and of its distinctive attitude towards Eastern
Europe should induce hesitation in those tempted to easy generalization. To suggest, for
example, "that what united the appeasers was a common belief in the principle of
self-determination"2 15 either to forget or to misunderstand the position of The Times for
reasons already indicated above. In its support for the Munich settlement The Times
might indeed point out that given its substantial minorities, Czechoslovakia was not
defensible in terms of that doctrine of national self-determination, but this no means
meant that the newspaper itself subscribed to that doctrine in any unqualified manner.
Manifestly it did not. In advising against the blank rejection of Hitler's demands, The
Times was arguing that a proper deference be paid in Eastern Europe to the realities of
power.3

Another familiar generalization about the appeasers is that which claims "the appeasers
drew their strength and sustenance form a hatred of Russia and of communism™4 In
view of the reputation the newspaper was to acquire in the forties for its pro-Soviet
sympathies, this is a difficult charge to sustain against The Times, and a reading of Times
leaders written in the thirties reveals no obsessive concern with Russian expansionism or
indeed with communist subversion. For The Times followed most other informed
opinion of the period in regarding Stalin's triumphant emergence from the Kremlin power
struggles as signalling, among other things, Russia's transformation into a cautious
defensive power on the international scene which henceforth would give priority to
domestic development. The rise of Stalin was widely welcomed in the western press at
the time for precisely these reasons. The Times opposed the construction of a general
anti-German alliance in the 1930's, which perforce would have included the Soviet
Union, not because of a pre-occupation with the superior danger supposedly presented
by Soviet Russia but because of a general theoretical objection to the emergence in
Europe of two opposed alliance systems which might end in a repetition of the
catastrophe of 1914.

The Second World War broke out over Poland and many commentators, including
Churchill, have seen in Allied disagreements over Poland the seeds of the Cold War.)
For these reasons the British press' treatment of the Polish Question is the subject of
separate independent treatment in a full study later. For the moment, however, some of
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the findings of that fuller study need to be anticipated here. For The Times' treatment of
the Polish Question is a specially instructive example of its attitude to Eastern Europe as a
whole and the supreme illustration of that continuity of view about that region which
characterises the newspaper in the thirties and forties.

When Chamberlain announced the unilateral British Guarantee to Poland in the Commons
in March 1939 the unqualified nature of that Guarantee surprised the Prime Minister's
supporters as much as it did his critics. The unease that The Times felt at the seeming
acceptance by Britain of such a sweeping security commitment in Eastern Europe, in
apparent contravention of all previous policy found immediate expression in the
controversial leader that appeared on the morrow of the statement. As editor Geoffrey
Dawson accepted responsibility for this leader, though in fact it was written by A.L.
Kenne:dy.6 In this leader The Times stressed that Chamberlain's statement repaid the
closest scrutiny, for this would show that Britain had guaranteed the independence of
Poland but not her territorial integrity. There was no blanket endorsement of the status
quo from the British side, for there was recognition that problems still existed in which
adjustments were still necessary, and the newspaper added, somewhat ominously for the
Poles, "The relative strength of nations will always and rightly be an important
consideration in diplomacy". This leader caused Beek to delay his imminent departure
for London until the Foreign Office had issued an official statement repudiating The
Times' interpretation of Britain's new obligations and, as the Czech precedent was in
every mind, caused the Polish ambassador, Raczynski, to proclaim emphatically to Orme
Sargent at the Foreign Office, "We want no Runcimanism in Poland"-7

This initial reserve on the newspaper's part about accepting an unlimited obligation to
Poland set the tone for the future. Amidst the clash of arms and during the gallant but
doomed resistance of the Poles, there were no further references, however oblique, to the
negotiability of Poland's frontiers and The Times followed the rest of the press, the Daily
Worker apart, in denouncing The Soviet occupation of the eastern provinces of Poland.
Yet in regard to the latter, the newspaper reflected some of the ambivalence of official
British policy. Whilst condemning aggression whatever its source, Halifax had
distinguished in the Lords between German and Russian action in Poland on the grounds
that the latter had not actually initiated the war. He had further noted that Soviet forces
had advanced only up to the Curzon Line.8 Although there were no further "Curzon
Line" arguments available to be invoked in mitigation of Soviet conduct when Russia
subsequently moved against the Baltic states The Times was for the next two years to
maintain a broad distinction between German and Russian expansionism in Eastern
Europe, Russia was seeking security through pre-emptive moves which would allow her
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to resist from the most forward positions the perceived threat from Germany. The Times
took it as axiomatic that a ruler as experienced and cunning as Stalin would place little
credence in Hitler's public professions of goodwill. These being the wellsprings of
Soviet actions the lesson for Britain was that she must on no account alienate Soviet
Russia as a potential ally through quixotic action over Eastern Europe. Only once, and
that briefly, did The Times depart from this reasoned distinction between the behaviour of
Hitler and that of Stalin. This was when the Soviet invasion of Finland so outraged
Printing House Square that The Times joined the rest of Fleet Street, the Beaverbrook
press excepted, in support of the extension of the war into an anti-totalitarian crusade in
Eastern Europe.

The events of 22 June 1941 were to simplify matters. Looking back, The Times was to
find in these events confirmation for its interpretation of the sources of Soviet conduct
and, incidentally, a degree of retrospective justification for that conduct itself. Russia's
fears had proved well-founded. When six months later, the United States followed
Russia into the war, The Times was to repeat in leader after leader one simple message.
This was that ultimate Allied victory was assured so long as harmony between what the
newspaper liked to call "the Great Allies" prevailed. Conversely, it would be a primary
German objective to shatter that harmony. At all costs this objective must be frustrated.

The Poles were soon to learn what the implications of this simple message for a lesser
ally might be. As the Russians first contained and then rolled back the invading German
armies, those Russo-Polish differences which had been buried under the first impact of
the German onslaught, began to surface again. With every step that the Russian troops
took towards the 1939 frontiers of Poland, the settlement of these differences became
more urgent. There was little attempt at impartiality on the part of The Times. On what it
understood to be the key issue in dispute between Britain's two allies, The Times came
down heavily on the Soviet side. The Times' attitude on these contentious issues will be
examined later in greater depth in a special study of the Polish Question. Suffice it to say
here that at all times The Times' position depended less upon the merits of these particular
arguments than upon the general philosophy of international relations it had come to
espouse. For this philosophy had important implications for Poland and for Eastern
Europe more broadly. Given its attitude to Eastern Europe, The Times had never been
happy with Chamberlain's original commitments to Poland and when these obligations
threatened in the course of the war to provide new embarrassments for Britain, the
newspaper led the movement of those who believed that Britain again should disengage
herself from all East European entanglements. In propagating this message in the 1940's
the newspaper was led to expound a philosophy of international relations which was

29



global in its implications and to which I should now like to turn.

Inevitably, Times leaders of the war years devote most of their space to the pressing
issues of the hour, but from the beginning they also expound a clearly articulated and
coherent philosophy of international relations and proclaim that the war is not being
fought to restore the status quo ante in Europe. They advance a model for a stable new
European world order. This philosophy and that order are to a large extent historically
conditioned, and that favourite journalistic phrase "the lessons of history" is much
invoked. What were these lessons and what guidance did they offer statesmen concerned
with the construction of the post-war world?

Two of these lessons have already been touched upon earlier in this study. Inter-war
experience had, according to The Times, demonstrated that no stable European order
could be built simply by applying the twin Wilsonian principles of national
self-determination and of representative government. These had proved particularly
inappropriate in Eastern Europe. The inter-war "sovereignty" of many of the states of
that area had been little more than a polite fiction of diplomacy given their military and
economic weaknesses. Moreover, inter-war experience had suggested that representative
institutions transplanted from Western Europe could not confidently be expected to
flourish in the soil of Eastern Europe. The likely real post-war choice in Eastern Europe
in practice, The Times suggested, would therefore be between rival forms of authoritarian
rule. It is important to bear this last point in mind when considering the relative
equanimity with which the newspaper was to meet the extension of communist rule
throughout Eastern Europe in the aftermath of the second world war. For implicit in the
Times attitude was the preference for a socially progressive political authoritarianism of
the left, which might contain those nationalistic passions which had been the curse of
Eastern Europe between the wars, over any right-wing variant of the same. All of this
being so the two greatest needs in a post-war Eastern Europe would be for what The
Times liked to term "leadership” and "organisation”.

The third lesson of history that the newspaper derived from the catastrophe of the world
war was that henceforth international relations must be anchored firmly in the realities of
power and not clouded and confused by the illusions of idealists. The great illusion of
the 1930's had been that collective security could be achieved through the League of
Nations. Men had attempted to build a new world order on the basis of the equal rights
and responsibilities of each sovereign state. An international system had been built upon
a polite fiction of diplomacy. Inevitably in these circumstances collective security had
meant collective insecurity. In the real world states differed widely in their resources and
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their ability to mobilize those resources for military and other purposes. The real world of
states was not a democracy but "an aristocracy of power".? Henceforth any new
international system must temper idealism with realism and the rights, duties and
responsibilities of states must be aligned with each state's effective power to control and
influence events. Unsurprisingly, such attitudes expressed in the newspaper's leader
columns alarmed some readers as strikingly reminiscent of that doctrine of realpolitik
which supposedly Britain was at war to oppose. This reaction made The Times all the
more insistent in its self-imposed task of educating public opinion out of its illusions.
The beginning of all wisdom in approaching international relations lay in the
unsentimental intellectual acceptance of the fact that the world is as it is and not as we
would have it be.

The fourth lesson which could be garnered from twentieth century history was that
stability could no longer be secured in Europe through the maintenance of a balance of
power. In view of Britain's history this lesson was of particular relevance to the
statesmen of that country. August 1914 had shown that any equilibrium based upon the
countervailing power of two great alliance systems, sustained by massive arms
expenditure, with Britain providing the fine balance, was inherently unstable. The
character of modern war, once a diplomatic balance collapsed, meant that the ensuing
conflict would be so costly in blood and treasure that there could be no real victors.

These were the lessons to be garnered from twentieth century experience and they were
all of a negative character. For the positive lessons of history one had to look further
back, to the nineteenth century, for that century provided a successful model on which to
base an international order. That nineteenth century prototype was provided by the
Concert of Europe. A new Concert was what was now required, but a Concert
intelligently modified to suit the changed circumstances of the mid-twentieth century.
This meant in the first place that the new Concert would be, in the words of one Times
leader, not so much "a Concert of Europe but a Concert of the World". 10

From this model springs The Times' essential division of the powers of the world into
two categories viz. the great powers and the small powers. The great powers alone
disposed of those orders of resources and military strength which could maintain world
peace or launch world war. Furthermore, because of the terrible cost of such war, given
the destructive potential of modern technology, the great powers in the post-war world
would have a common interest in the preservation of peace. For the great powers to
realise fully this community of interest in practice it would be necessary for each of their
number to feel confident in its own security.
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How was this confidence to be instilled? According to the newspaper, by the rational
division of the world into spheres of influence within each of which the predominance of
the security interests of one of their number would be freely acknowledged by the other
great powers. In an important sense, The Times put it on one occasion, "zones of
influence exist, were bound to exist, and will continue to exist".1l What would
characterise the new international system, however, would be the universal recognition of
non-overlapping, clearly demarcated spheres of influence. In this way friction between
great powers on matters of vital interests would be avoided.

At the same time not all the globe would fall within those areas judged by one great
power or another to be vital to its own security. In these contested regions the great
powers must practice consultation and seek to coordinate their policies. Particular
prudence would be called for as minor powers would, understandably, seek to gain great
power backing in pursuit of their own aims. At all costs the great powers must avoid a
situation arising in which they would be set upon a collision course with each other
through the rash espousal of the conflicting claims amongst rival client states.

A programme such as this when put forward in a newspaper of the standing of The
Times could hardly be expected to pass without comment from readers. And, rightly or
wrongly, foreign readers in particular tended to assume the existence of a relationship of
special intimacy between the newspaper and those responsible for the making of British
foreign policy. The representatives of the governments-in-exile in London who spoke
for the smaller European powers felt especially alarmed. From their perspective it
seemed that the Second World War itself was being fought to prevent Germany from
being able to impose its will upon the lesser states of Europe. Less directly interested
readers were to regret what they discerned as the adoption by The Times of the language
of realpolitik. Was this not, after all diplomatic euphemisms had been put aside, that very
philosophy of international relations which Great Britain had gone to war to oppose? We
find therefore Times leaders of the war years defending the newspaper against charges of
"Hitlerism" and allegations that it was preaching "power politics”. In response the
newspaper set about educating its critics out of that condition of naivety that alone made
the formulation of such an indictment possible. Power, it explained, was the necessary,
if not the sole ingredient of all politics. There was no such thing as "powerless"
politics.12 The open and universal use of the expression "the powers" in international
politics was simply testimony to the fact that this general truth was more honestly
acknowledged and could therefore be more starkly expressed in discussion of
international politics than in other aspects of politics.
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Having expounded its philosophy of international relations The Times was not remiss in
drawing all the logical conclusions from that philosophy. If each great power were to be
freely conceded its legitimate sphere of influence in the post-war world by its fellow great
powers, then there could be no gainsaying the fact that Eastern Europe must fall within
the Soviet sphere. As early as August 1941 The Times had concluded that the chief
lesson of the inter-war period for the states of Eastern Europe was that in any new
post-war order they would have to accept the "leadership” of a great power.13 As neither
Great Britain nor the United States could or should seek to exercise predominant
influence in the area, thigsin the nature of things must mean the leadership of either
Germany or Russia. And, Hitler's Germany by its aggressive conduct had demonstrated
that its ambitions extended beyond a legitimate regional predominance to continental
mastery and perhaps to global power, post-war leadership in Eastern Europe must mean
the leadership of the Soviet Union.

It is of the greatest interest that The Times should adopt this position so early in the war
on the Eastern front as the Soviet Union was still staggering from the opening German
onslaught. Much later in the conflict, after the tide had turned in the East, many other
sectors of British opinion were to come to a similar conclusion, at least temporarily, that
it would be wise to accept in the East the results of the arbitrament of arms. However,
their reaction could be viewed for the most part as governed by expediency. They were
counselling the acquiescence of a war-weary Britain in the somewhat mixed results of a
war from which she had emerged in the ranks of the victors. The position of The Times
was quite different. It had anticipated events and was able to do so because its views on
Eastern Europe sprang from a considered and deliberate philosophy of international
relations. This philosophy dictated that Great Britain must "disinterest” herself in Eastern
Europe.

As relations between the wartime allies began to deteriorate once the war itself had been
won, The Times at no time absolved the Soviet Union from its share of guilt in
contributing to this sad process. It found the vitriolic language of Soviet diplomacy
unpalatable. It suggested that the Soviet Union's perfectly legitimate sensitivity over its
own security showed signs on occasion of degenerating into paranoia. Yet what was to
characterise the attitude of the newspaper was its insistence on the shared, indeed the
equal guilt of both sides. Thus, towards the end of a leader arguing the need for the
restoration of the wartime conditions of harmony and trust among the Allies, in which it
had surveyed the varied contentious issues which had come to divide them, The Times
concluded,
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"If relations are to be improved, if suspicious are to be exorcised, Russia has a
large contribution to make. But an equally large contribution is required from
the U.S. and Britain." 14

This was very even-handed justice. On what precise counts did the newspaper indict the
policy-makers of the Western powers?

The general charge was one of inconsistency against the Western powers, inconsistency
tinged with hypocrisy. These powers were showing themselves decidedly unenthusiastic
about the prospects of Soviet predominance in the Balkans and in Poland. Indeed from
time to time they interfered to show their disagreements with Soviet plans for the
post-war organisation of Eastern Europe, action which could only excite the hopes of
anti-Soviet elements in that region. And all of this was being done in an area which was
manifestly one of the utmost sensitivity for Soviet security. At the same time Britain was
asserting for herself a primary role in the settlement of Greece and together with the
United States effectively excluding Russia from any significant participation in shaping
the post-war destinies of Italy, France and the Low Countries. As for the United States
alone, she was clearly intent on fashioning a Japanese settlement exclusively according to
her own ideas. To none of these schemes of the Western powers had the Soviet Union
made any noisy objections, until that is, it became clear that the Western powers would
seek to deny to the Soviet Union what they claimed for themselves, i.e., predominance in
regions where they held their own security to be at stake. To the Russians this smacked
of double-dealing and of a refusal to accept the Soviet Union as an equal amongst the
great powers when she had made the greatest sacrifices of all in the defeat of the common
enemy. The Times could see no logical distinction between Britain's claims to a
preponderant influence in the Middle East and the Low Countries, or America's claims to
exercise a similar influence in the Pacific and the Western hemisphere as a whole, and
Russia's aspirations in Eastern Europe. Moreover, the newspaper repeatedly said so.
On a number of occasions the analogy was made with the Monroe Doctrine. Following
Franklin Roosevelt, the latter was characterised as a "good neighbour policy". All the
Soviet Union was claiming in Eastern Europe, The Times explained to its American
readers, was the world's acceptance of its rights to play a similar concerned role in
Eastern Europe. Setting aside all necessary obfuscation of language it is of the greatest
interest that at the very outset of the Cold War we find The Times advocating the
voluntary acceptance by the Western powers of something akin to the Brezhnev Doctrine
a generation before that doctrine received a formal formulation by the Soviet rulers.
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In the months that followed Potsdam, The Times was to return to this theme repeatedly.
By that time, however, Western policy-makers had provided the leader writers with new
evidence of their refusal to treat the Soviet Union as an equal and act towards her in a free
and open manner. In regard to the development of the atomic bomb, the newspaper
found the behaviour of the Western powers to be myopic and irrational on both political
and scientific grounds. Conversely, it judged Soviet suspicions to be legitimate,

"No decision taken now by any power or group of powers is likely to restrain
the number of nations possessing the skill and resources to develop the use of

atomic energy . . . But what is done now may have incalculable diplomatic
consequences in fostering or allying suspicions between the great nations of the
world...."16

The Times advised that,

"The control of the latest and deadliest of weapons fully and frankly shared
between the principle governments of the United Nations must take its proper
place as part, even though the weightiest part of the control of all weapons.
This control cannot be separated from the general business of the planning of
peace and the prevention of war and the responsibility for it must rest in the
same hands."17

Churchill's speech at Fulton is conventionally taken to mark the first public declaration of
the Cold War from the Western side. In that speech Churchill had deliberately singled
out for condemnation attempts to gain security in Europe by counselling the adoption of
that misguided policy of "appeasement” towards Soviet Russia that had earlier been
applied with such tragic consequences to Nazi Germany. Such an analogy could not be
lost on attentive readers of The Times and, more narrowly, the foreign policy elite were
well aware of the personal record of men like Barrington-Ward and E.H.Carr on the
appeasement of Hitler's Germany. The response of The Times to the Fulton speech is
therefore of particular interest. The newspaper echoed Churchill's criticisms of Soviet
policy but then proceeded to temper these with a strong plea for Western understanding
of the obsessive nature of Soviet preoccupations with their security together with an
insistence that Russia alone was not responsible for that deterioration in inter-Allied
relations that had undoubtedly occurred. In a variety of ways the Western powers,
perhaps unintentionally, had sown the seeds of distrust in Russian minds. And it

concluded,
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"Most of all, perhaps, the policy which has retained for the U.S. the exclusive
exploitation of the atomic bomb has aggravated an existing state of insecurity in
Soviet minds that may not be intelligible to westerners who forget by how
narrow a margin the Soviet Union escaped catastrophe. It has fortified the
belief in an attempt to build up a reservoir of military power against the Soviet
Union and it has troubled their pride, never more conspicuous than in the hour
of victory and exultation."18

Much earlier, The Times had commented adversely on the failure of the Attlee
government to dissociate itself from American policy on this crucial issue.19 This
acquiescence could only contribute to the impression being gained by Russia's rulers that
the Western powers were intent upon concerting their policies against the Soviet Union.
And this was a direct contravention of the first principles of that revived Concert of
Europe which The Times had expounded as its model for a new international order. For
that model had stipulated that whereas there should be some kind of formal or
semi-formal institutionalisation of that "aristocracy of power" which would be an
inevitable feature of the post-war world, the newspaper had been insistent that the
experiment could only succeed if all of the member states of that aristocracy were treated
as equals. This meant in particular that there be no "ganging-up" against any one of their
number by the others. Within the aristocracy of power, in short, democracy of conduct
must prevail.

Such in broad outline was The Times' critique of Western policy, which it offered to
sustain its general thesis that the Soviet Union enjoyed no monopoly of guilt, nor the
Western powers a monopoly of innocence, in the sad story of the deterioration of
inter-Allied relations. When this critique is brought forward to be examined in the
context of the varied arguments advanced subsequently by the revisionist school of
American historians of the Cold War's origins, it takes on an obvious renewed interest in
that it prefigures many of the attitudes they were to adopt. Yet a number of points need to
be made here. In the first place, to claim that all of the positions taken by the revisionist
school on the Cold War's origins can be found anticipated in the leader columns of the
contemporary Times would be to claim too much. Moreover, though license allows us
to speak of a revisionist "school”, that school, like most historical schools, reveals a
significant degree of differentiation of attitude and argument upon closer scrutiny. The
contemporary line adopted upon international relations by The Times at the Cold War's
inception was relatively simple in itself and was lucidly expressed. Not surprisingly, it
does not anticipate all of the shades and nuances of later debate.
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The second point is more important. It concerns a difference of moral perspective. The
revisionist school has sought to portray the Cold War as an old-fashioned power-struggle
masquerading as something else behind a weight of rhetoric on the one side about
freedom and on the other side about socialism. Infusing their whole thesis is something
more than an indictment of Western hypocrisy. This has been a profound puritan distaste
for the world of power politics as such, a yearning for a different kind of world in which,
perhaps the great issues will be decided upon their merits and not upon the disposition of
military force. Nothing could be more different from the moral, or amoral, perspective
from which The Times viewed the international scene in the 1940's. As has been
previously indicated, The Times constantly argued for realism and maturity in politics.
Power was the necessary, though not the sole ingredient, which informed all politics and
differentiated political behaviour from other forms of human activity. On a number of
occasions the newspaper found it had been necessary to defend itself against the charge
that it was preaching "power politics" by distinguishing between its own realism and
what the usage of the time tended to term "Prussianism" or "Hitlerism". One looks in
vain for any trace in these leaders of a moral revulsion from the world of actuality or for
any evidence of anguished yearnings for the creation of a new order where the swords
will be transformed into ploughshares. Rather, the newspaper found it necessary to
suggest that it was specially incumbent upon democratic statesmen not to pander to the
wishful thinking of such substantial sections of their electorates in these matters. As we
have seen, the model which The Times took for its own conception of a sound and
practicable post-war international order was that provided by the system established at the
Congress of Vienna. Conversely, when the newspaper was in need of a negative model,
illustrative of how such an order could not be achieved, it invoked the Versailles
settlement. More specifically, it used the part played by Woodrow Wilson in the shaping
of that settlement to illustrate the dangers that democratic statesmen ran in awakening a
body of unrealisable aspirations in the peoples of the world through irresponsible
moralizing. Innocence and cynicism about the role played by power considerations in
international politics were equally dangerous and each had played its part in bringing
about the war. The supreme quality required in statesmen and in peoples which alone
could offer Europe and the wider world the promise of post-war tranquility was realism
in the conduct of foreign policy. For these reasons, whilst it is substantially true that we
can find many of the arguments advanced by the revisionist school prefigured in the
leader columns of The Times a generation earlier, it would be erroneous to deduce from
that any coincidence of basic values still less any shared moral vision. The Times was
advocating a more general, a more open, a more businesslike acceptance of just those
canons of international conduct that the revisionist historians would seem to deplore.
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In the war years The Times was to acquire a reputation on the backbenches, and not just
upon the backbenches, for having become a left wing newspaper, an upmarket edition of
the Daily Worker. In part, this exaggerated reputation was a consequence of the line that
the newspaper took on a domestic affairs. For here The Times adopted a highly
progressive approach, giving, for example, the warmest of welcomes to the Beveridge
Report, whilst leader after leader expounded upon the bankruptcy of laissez-faire in the
thirties and propounded the need to embrace "planning" and full-bloodied Keynesian
demand management in the post-war world. The newspaper stopped short only at the
advocacy of the widespread extension of public ownership. Readers had recently been
reminded of the radical past of "The Thunderer" by the published volumes of Stanley
Morison's authorised history. Barrington-Ward's Tory radicalism could be seen as
reviving this tradition. Moreover, Morison, an autodidact, who managed to reconcile (at
least to his personal satisfaction) a devout Roman Catholicism with a committed
Marxism, was not only one of the editor's most intimate friends but also exercised a
significant intellectual influence over Barrington-Ward. Even Geoffrey Dawson had been
known to confide that he had always regarded The Times as an organ of the left, though
not, he had hastily added, of the extreme left.20 There was a marginal area of overlap
between the newspaper's re-awakened domestic radicalism and its foreign policy line
which did not fully square with the non-ideological approach to British foreign policy
which The Times had proclaimed through the thirties and forties. This was the espousal
from time to time of the "convergence" thesis according to which all that separated the
Soviet Union from the liberal democracies was a difference of choice of the preferred
path to the common destination of "democracy"”, the former having chosen the economic
road whilst the latter had chosen the political road-21 In the thirties, there had been no
similar talk about the common aspirations of British and German societies, The Times on
that earlier occasion being much more inclined to argue that each state had a perfect right
to construct its own version of heaven - or hell - without outside interference, and that
what suited Britain might very well not suit Germany and vice-versa.

To return however, to the foreign policy field, the figure who at the time was credited by
the cognoscenti with the responsibility for the pro-Soviet line the newspaper was taking
was E.H. Carr, Assistant Editor of The Times from January 1941 to July 1946. The
case with which this assumption was made sometimes proved offensive to the amour
propre of the Editor, Barrington-Ward, but the latter's biographer has in fact endorsed
this contemporary judgement as substantially correct, roundly stating in reference to Carr
that, "it is clear that the main strategic thinking on foreign policy was done by him".22
Barrington-Ward's confidence in Carr meant that he largely confined his own
interventions in the leaders dealing with Eastern Europe to matters of presentation rather
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than of content, tempering the full ruthlessness of Carr's message by the substitution of
language more diplomatic than Carr's own chosen vocabulary. Just how ruthless this
message in essence was is indicated by Carr's pronouncement in the privacy of an office
memorandum that Russia should be given "a free hand in Europe".23 This stark
message that the Western powers should not meddle where they could not mend could
hardly be conveyed to the readers in unvarnished form. But the more judicious language
in which therefore the leader columns clothed the same message failed to disarm the
critics, who found merely, in the many euphemisms this process involved, confirmation
of that traditional penchant of Printing House Square for compounding its many sins with
a dash of mendacity.

Yet what is important about Carr's personal role in the context of this study is that Carr
was not recruited to The Times for any views he may or may not have had on
communism or on the Soviet Union. He was first brought to the attention of
Barrington-Ward, then Assistant Editor, by the ubiquitous Tom Jones in the later thirties
as a man with a useful Foreign Office and academic background who might offer
powerful intellectual support for the line the newspaper was then taking on Germany, in
short as an exponent of appeasement.24 More broadly, Carr could be expected to take a
progressive line on domestic issues. Jones himself was something of an eminence grise
of British politics and public life in the thirties. As a former Deputy Secretary to the
Cabinet, Jones had risen from a humble background to serve four Prime Ministers with
sufficient loyalty and efficiency to earn the respect and friendship of all of them, but
particularly of Baldwin. A man of the left in his private politics in domestic affairs, Jones
was a strong supporter of appeasement in foreign policy. Amongst the many offices that
Jones had accepted on his retirement in his native Wales, was membership of the Court
of the University of Wales. When Carr had left the Foreign Office his first academic
appointment had been to the Woodrow Wilson Chair of International Politics at the
University College of Wales at Aberystwyth. This Chair was the first established in its
field at any British University. Carr had taken the opportunity of his inaugural lecture in
October 1936 to launch an aggressive defence of the policy of appeasement in what
amounted to a personal manifesto or credo on foreign policy much of which was devoted
to repudiating the arguments of the proponents of collective security as the road to peace.
The inaugural would subsequently be published in full by Chatham House in
"International Affairs", and thus reach the wider foreign policy elite, or such of them as
did their homework.25 In sum therefore, given the identity of their proclaimed views on
both domestic and foreign affairs, it is not surprising that Tom Jones should have
recommended Carr to Barrington-Ward nor that the latter responded positively to the

recommendation.
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This was the basis upon which Carr made occasional contributions to The Times in the
later thirties and it was at this time that Barrington-Ward resolved to recruit him to the
staff of the newspaper when the opportunity arose, a project that did not reach fruition
because of difficulties on both sides until January 1941.

Carr's support, first for the appeasement of Nazi Germany and then for the appeasement
of communist Russia, testifies to the non-ideological character of his approach to
international relations and gives to his journalism and published works on contemporary
international history a degree of symmetry, for Carr can be seen as both the spiritual
precursor of the British revisionist historians of British foreign policy in the thirties and
as the precursor of the American revisionist school of historians of the Cold War's
origins. The Times' Diplomatic Correspondent of the forties has recalled his personal
embarrassment at having constantly to fend off the charge that the newspaper, having led
the campaign for the betrayal of the peoples of Eastern Europe once, was intent upon
repeating the performance.26

The tone of any great newspaper, however, is something which cannot be entirely
established by any one man. The leaders on British military intervention in Greece in
December 1944, composed on the basis of reports from the Athens correspondent,
Geoffrey Hoare, were for the most part written by Donald Tyreman, and it was these
leaders which sparked off Churchill's angry attack on The Times in the Commons.
Churchill certainly held Carr and Barrington-Ward responsible for those leaders.

An important contribution to establishing the tone of the newspaper was made by Ralph
Parker, the Moscow correspondent. Parker's reports merit attention because whilst the
newspaper's leader columns tended to warn the Western powers against applying double
standards in seeking to deny the Soviet Union those regional security safeguards which
they claimed for themselves, the Moscow correspondent reproached some sections of
western opinion for precisely the opposite transgression, viz. for applying to Russian
politics those same exacting standards that they invoked when dealing with the liberal
democracies. According to Parker, this was completely to ignore the circumstances to
which they were heirs. When this argument for relative values found expression in for
example, a totally uncritical Times report of the politically educational function of public
executions of alleged collaborators with the German occupying forces (in which the death
agonies of the condemned were filmed for general distribution) it proved too much for
some readers, like Arthur Koestler, to stomach. 27 After the war, Parker's connection
with The Times was to be severed, but he was to grow ever warmer in his enthusiasm for
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Russia's experiment in socialism and join that long line of foreign correspondents who
have gone completely "native", settling permanently in Russia with his Russian wife in a
Moscow flat from whence he continued to represent a variety of Western newspapers and
journals, and play host to Fleet Street visitors, until his death twenty years later.

Although for obvious reasons his connection with the Manchester Guardian is better
known, a significant part in expounding The Times' line on Eastern Europe and its views
on the Polish Question in particular, was played by Lewis Namier in the articles
supportive of that line and those views that he contributed during the war years. From
very different points of departure - a firm Tory, a committed Zionist, a believer in the
principle of nationality, an active anti-appeaser in the thirties, and still one of Churchill's
warmest admirers - Namier had reached substantially the same conclusions as to the
qualities desirable in a post-war settlement as Carr. Though a Tory, Namier had never
been among those Tories who were obsessed by the Bolshevik bogy, as his record of
political journalism from 1918 onwards makes abundantly plain. Moreover, his Times
articles in support of a Russo-Polish boundary settlement on the basis of the Curzon Line
came with a special authority from Namier, given his intimate personal knowledge of the
area under dispute and his claim to have been the original author of that Line, when he
was serving with the Political Intelligence Department of the Foreign Office during the
First World War and its aftermath.28 Something of the special character of Namier's
views on Eastern Europe at that time can be gamered from the fact that Headlam-Morley,
writing to Namier from Paris, felt constrained to discount some of the latter's advice on
the grounds that Namier appeared to regard Polish imperialism as a greater threat to
European peace than Bolshevism.29 Inter-war experience had demonstrated for Namier
that one or other of the two regional Great Powers must inevitably enter the power
vacuum constituted by Eastern Europe, whether or not the smaller nations of that area
continued to enjoy formal political sovereignty. For British policy-makers, therefore,
this raised one simple question: whose predominance in Eastern Europe best served or
least harmed Britain's national interests? For Namier there could be but one answer to
this question. Germany had demonstrated by her two bids for power in the twentieth
century (always for Namier, the "German" wars) that her ambitions extended far beyond
a legitimate regional predominance to contintental mastery and ultimately to world
dominion. As, like Vansittart, Namier held the German people collectively responsible
both for the world wars themselves, and for the barbarous methods by which the second
in particular was waged, he had no faith at all in the capacity of that same people for a
rapid post-war rehabilitation through a return to liberal democracy. On no account
therefore, should a misplaced sense of national honour over the Polish Question lead
British policy-makers to balk at the explicit and unqualified acceptance of Russia's
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leading role in Eastern Europe. Poland must be compelled to accept the political logic of
its geographical position. The unqualified nature of Namier's own acceptance of
Russia's position in Poland can be appreciated from the fact that when, in the process of
preparing some of his wartime journalism for hard cover publication in 1947, he included
his Times articles (which given the then impersonal character of the newspaper, had been
anonymous on first appearance), he did so with the affirmation that their "underlying
contentions seem to me as valid then as now",30 and with a renewed plea for that more
systematic and agreed division of Europe into spheres of influence which alone could
prevent a further deterioration in Great Power relationships. This was, of course, some
considerable time after Russia had failed to honour the Yalta promises of free and

unfettered elections in Poland. As Namier wrote, "The destiny of nations is written on the
globe".31

It has been the basic contention of this study of The Times that a fundamental continuity
of view on the problems of Eastern Europe provides the connecting link which unites the
advocacy by the newspaper of policies of appeasement through the two decades under
consideration. Yet though The Times might preach the same message, the world that
received that message in the forties was itself much changed and was still changing fast.
As E.H. Carr himself has reminded us in explaining the attitude the newspaper adopted
towards Russia in the forties, this attitude must be understood in the context of the
times.32 In the first place, The Times proved no more prescient about the rapidity of
Britain's decline from Great Power status than most other opinion leaders. Secondly,
given the precedent of 1919, it would have been quite irresponsible in planning for the
peace to assume confidently that the United States would be prepared to accept permanent
post-war security commitments in peacetime Europe. What had to be avoided at all costs
was a situation arising in which Britain faced alone an alienated Russia across a
devastated Europe.

In addition to these changes in the external world, the position of The Times in the
domestic world of British politics between the two decades was much reduced.
Barrington-Ward's friend and colleague, Stanley Morison liked to distinguish the
newspaper from all others as the newspaper of Britain's ruling class.33 As a Marxist this
was a consistent view for Morison to hold, although it was by no means a view held
exclusively by Marxists. Yet in the forties Barrington-Ward was at no time to establish
those relations of easy intimacy with Downing Street that Dawson had enjoyed with
Baldwin and with Chamberlain. Churchill's distrust of The Times was too deep-dyed to
be easily expunged and the wild cheering from the Tory backbenches which met his
attack on the newspaper in the Greek debate in the embarrassed presence of the editor and
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chief proprietor, Astor, gave some indication of its standing with Britain's natural party
of government at large. When the first majority Labour administration succeeded the
coalition, The Times, despite its newly acquired left-wing reputation, could hardly have
expected its influence to grow, but it was an entirely new experience for its editor to find
himself summoned to the Foreign Office to be denounced by the new architect of
Britain's foreign policy for his newspaper's lack of patriotism. When Ernest Bevin
followed this by partially exonerating the Editor himself from this general indictment with
the insulting suggestion that Barrington-Ward was not perhaps in full control of the "pink
intelligentsia"34 at loose upon the newspaper, the pattern of the future must have been
clear. Whilst The Times would retain its capacity for embarrassing British governments
as the Cold War unfolded, its influence over the formulation of official policy would be
minimal.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE BEAVERBROOK PRESS AND RUSSIA

Every social scientist will be familiar with Beaverbrook's candid testimony before the
post-war Royal Commission on the Press that he ran his newspapers to make political
propaganda. Necessarily this propaganda was made, broadly speaking, in the
conservative interest and focussed in the main on domestic issues. However, the
Express newspapers prided themselves upon being the voice of "independent
conservatism”. This claim was not mere rhetoric. On a number of important issues
Beaverbrook, through his newspapers, would oppose the official Conservative policy
line. This independence was particularly prominent in the field of economic policy. His
newspapers opposed the American debt settlement of 1923, the return to the gold
standard in 1925, and the American loan of 1946. The Express group was a consistent
inter-war advocate of high wage capitalism, and from 1932 onwards had argued for the
immediate restoration of the 1931 public expenditure cuts. By intuition, inclination and
experience, Beaverbrook was a Keynesian before that doctrine had achieved its full
intellectual formulation. However, these matters are not the direct concern of this special
study, the central purpose of which is to explore the implications of Beaverbrook's
special brand of independent conservatism for the field of foreign policy, and, more
particularly for British relations with the Soviet Union and with Eastern Europe.

Beaverbrook's attitude towards foreign policy is best viewed as the obverse side of the
coin of that imperialism which was his prevailing passion. The first world war had
confirmed and fortified Beaverbrook in his imperialism. From that catastrophe he drew
the conclusion that the acceptance by Great Britain of a continental security commitment
had proved disastrous. Horrific sacrifices has resulted in a post-war world which, if
anything, was more troubled and more dangerous than the pre-war world that it had
replaced. On no account, therefore, should Britain repeat the errors of her immediate past
but, rather she should return to an earlier tradition (for such was Beaverbrook's reading
of history) of basing her security upon naval predominance, now supplemented by air
power, and by enhanced imperial integration. Thus throughout the inter-war period the
Beaverbrook press would preach the twin doctrines of imperialism and isolation. And as
the storm clouds thickened in the 1930's the Express group would be amongst the first to
take up  the causes of rearmament and of conscription.
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These attitudes had the most obvious foreign policy implications. Whilst the Express
group loudly preached the integration of the economic and the defence policies of Britain
and her dominions, it equally noisily opposed Britain's acceptance of entangling alliances
on the European continent, most particularly if these postulated military intervention. It
was to be this unqualified rejection of all military commitments in Europe from 1919
onwards that would distinguish the Express group from the rest of the conservative
press, which throughout the period would prove much more reflective of official thinking
and of party policy on foreign affairs. The orthodox view, as we have seen, advocated a
policy of limited liability in Europe. Britain was prepared to accept, acting in concert with
others, security commitments guaranteeing those west European frontiers established at
Versailles. What she was not prepared to accept was any commitment to act as a
guarantor of those east European frontiers similarly established. For its part, however,
the Beaverbrook press advocated a repudiation of even this limited obligation in favour of
that free hand in foreign affairs that had for so long been considered as axiomatic by
British foreign secretaries in their conduct of affairs. And for precisely these same
reasons the Beaverbrook press took a decidedly antagonistic line towards the League of
Nations. According to Beaverbrook, the Wilsonian universalism of the League risked
implicating this country in interminable crises over historic grievances, real and imagined
across the globe. The absence from the League of the United States, and others among
the great powers, could only mean saddling the British people, shortly after a cruel war,
with unforeseeable commitments to rectify wrongs far beyond their material resources or
political wisdom to remedy. A perfect example of the casual acceptance by Great Britain
of dangerously reckless commitments, according to Beaverbrook, was provided by the
Palestine Mandate. How could the British, or indeed anybody else for that matter, square
the circle between Arab and Jew in the Holy Land? Thus a generation before Ernest
Bevin's fateful decision to withdraw British troops from an impossible mission in
Palestine we find the Beaverbrook press campaigning in 1923 for just such a withdrawal
and for the surrender of the mandate.! This robust rejection of the League of Nations on
grounds of first principles, when that institution was in the first flush of its popularity,
marked out yet again the Beaverbrook press from the rest of the conservative press. For
the latter continued to make genuflection at least to the ideals that inspired the League,
though admittedly in an increasingly perfunctory manner, until that body's demise.

However, what is important in the context of this study are the implications of these
views for Britain's relations with Russia and with Eastern Europe generally. From
October 1917 onwards the Express newspapers would consistently advocate
non-intervention in the affairs of Soviet Russia by all other powers but most particularly
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by Britain, and would counsel that British policy towards Russia be based upon
pragmatic considerations of national interest, rationally assessed, and not upon these
ideological considerations so attractive to some of the more combative spirits within
conservative ranks. Thus, alone amongst the conservative press, the "Daily Express"
would oppose British military intervention in Russia at the end of the first world war.
when this military intervention occurred, nonetheless, only to end in British humiliation,
the "Daily Express" urged immediate evacuation of Archangel and Murmansk, lest
political humiliation be compounded by military disaster. At the same time, the
newspaper demanded to know "who had been responsible for this hare-brained policy", a
purely rhetorical question to which all informed opinion already knew the answer.2
Writing six years later, Beaverbrook could be more explicit,

"I began to have growing doubts as to Mr Churchill's policy - for it was his - of
campaigning against the Bolsheviks in Russia by keeping a British force at
Marmansk and Archangel and by supplying the White armies of Denikin and
Kolchack with arms and ammunition. The war ought to have ended with the
Armistice and peace and reconstruction were essential to the very existence of
Britain. While the Bolsheviks were in fact a branch of the German army it was
reasonable to check them by force. But once peace was declared the only thing to
do was to evacuate Russian soil and leave the Russians to order or disorder their
own affairs. Mr Churchill however, despite official protestations to the contrary,
was by the summer of 1919 trying to involve this country in nothing less than an
armed crusade to change the central Government of Russia. The "Daily Express"
protested against this. It had no support, save from the "Daily Herald" - a
collaboration which did it more harm than good.... I had an interview with Mr
Lloyd George on this subject. He tried to dissuade me from carrying on the attack
on the Churchill policy in Russia. But though he said all the loyal and proper
things, as far as his colleague was considered, his heart was obviously not in the
business."3

Consistent with this line the Express newspapers, alone amongst the conservative press,
gave unqualified support early in 1924 to Ramsay Macdonald's recognition of Soviet
Russia. At the same time the reaction of the Beaverbrook press to the Russian policy of
the first Labour government illustrates the limits of the press magnate's enthusiasm for
both the foreign policy of the Labour Party and for friendship with Soviet Russia. As
Beaverbrook freely acknowledged, whatever his differences with official Tory policy, at
election times his newspapers would always advise their readers to vote Conservative.
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Moreover, although the Beaverbrook press always, in general terms, favoured trade
contacts as a sure method of improving Anglo-Soviet relations, this occurred only in the
context of Beaverbrook's over-riding imperialism, an imperialism, it will be recalled, that
was heavily economic in character, unlike that of Churchill's. Throughout setback after
setback, Beaverbrook's newspapers would continue to preach the gospel of Empire free
trade. Consequently the "Express”"group opposed the Russian Trade Treaty of
Macdonald's first government specifically on the loan clauses of that treaty, not from that
general animus which motivated the rest if the conservative press. Commercial contracts
on the sound basis of mutual advantage were one thing, the squandering of British
government money, itself containing an hidden aid element, on official projects of
doubtful commercial wisdom, and all of this before British creditors dispossessed by the
October Revolution had been properly compensated, was quite another. If the British
government had funds available for useful employment these should be put to work in

reconstruction at home or in that empire where a thousand exciting opportunities
beckoned.

The British general election of 1924 remains one of the few to have been fought very
largely over foreign policy issues and all of these issues revolved around the question of
Anglo-Russian relations. The Russian Trade Treaty, the first of these issues, has now
been commented upon. The second of these issues was the Campbell case. Over the
Campbell case the Express group enjoyed scoring partisan domestic political points off
the Labour government along with the rest of the conservative press, the more so in that
these seemed so gratuitously offered. Yet, throughout, the Beaverbrook press
concentrated on the constitutional and broader political aspects of the affair. From their
perspective it demonstrated both the constitutional impropriety of government conduct
and a lamentable lack of that co-ordination of government policy as between ministers
that the convention of cabinet collective responsibility supposedly existed to ensure. Yet
the Express newspapers did not use the Campbell case, as did for example, the "Daily
Mail", as a useful stick for berating the Soviet Union for propagating international
subversion. Additionally, the Beaverbrook press, whilst enjoying and exploiting the
discomfiture of the Labour government, was altogether more relaxed than the rest of the
conservative press in its treatment of the affair. As so often in similar matters the
Beaverbrook newspapers remained free from anti-communist hysteria, expressing their
confidence in that natural stock of common sense and that abundant fund of patriotism
that they believed rendered the British working man virtually immune to subversion.
And what was the British soldier but that working man in uniform?
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The third issue of Anglo-Soviet relations, and electorally the most important, which
dominated the 1924 election campaign was the Zinoviev letter, the celebrated "Red
Letter", so important a constituent element to this day in the mythology of the left as to
Fleet Street's malign role in the perversion of British democracy. No re-reading of the
contemporary Express newspapers can disguise the fact that Beaverbrook was prepared
to use this damaging affair against the Labour Party. On election day, 29 October 1924,
the "Daily Express" advised its readers across every page, "Do not vote Red today" and
its leader column's imagery echoed with references to Whites and Reds and to the events
of October 1917. However, a number of important qualifications need to be made to this
general statement. In the first place, Beaverbrook advised his readers to vote
conservative, or at any rate anti-socialist, before every election. Indeed a British general
election without such advice would have appeared oddly incomplete. Secondly, it must
be remembered that Beaverbrook always quite openly distinguished between the news
columns of his newspapers and the leader columns, making it quite plain that the latter
were the platform for his views and his views alone. Indeed he often wrote or dictated
the leaders himself in these years of his full vigour. This was his version of C.P. Scott's
celebrated dictum that whilst the facts were sacred, opinion was free, with perhaps in
Beaverbrook's case a greater emphasis on the freedom of opinion than on the sanctity of
the facts. Thirdly, it has been correctly said that over the Zinoviev letter the Express
group must be seen as much "less hysterical” than the rest of the conservative press.4

The present writer would press this point further for the Beaverbrook newspapers
reserved their position on the authenticity of the Zinoviev letter from day one. On the day
of the letter's publication the "Daily Express" was one of the only two national dailies
(the other, not surprisingly, being the "Daily Herald") to carry, and to carry prominently
on its front page, next to the sensational news of the letter's disclosure itself, the
repudiation of the letter's authenticity by the Acting General Secretary of the British
Communist Party, a fact which that party would acknowledge subsequently when it took
the rest of Fleet Street to task for its conduct over the whole affair. Moreover, on this
same day the "Daily Express" again alone among the conservative press, would carry on
its front page an interview across two columns with Christian Rakowsky, in which the
Soviet Charge d'Affaires gave an amused and detailed denunciation of the document, on
the basis of internal evidence, as a transparent forgery.5 The Express newspapers
together subjected the letter to a series of penetrating questions as to its authenticity. And
very pointedly, whilst not calling into question that Office's good faith, Crossbencher, in
the "Sunday Express”, demonstrated that the letter's claims to authenticity rested entirely
upon its acceptance by the Foreign Office.
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Furthermore, it was manifestly the case that the Beaverbrook newspapers did not
immediately appreciate the ultimate electoral significance of the letter's publication. For
in the days running up to the election they repeatedly warned their readers that it had in all
probability been sprung upon a surprised electorate by Macdonald himself, stung by
frequent Tory jibes that ever the Trade Treaty he had been truckling to the Russians, in a
subtle ploy to demonstrate the patriotic independence of Labour's foreign policy. As the
Sunday Express leader immediately prior to election day observed, "It may be a forgery
but it is a mighty convenient forgery, for it allows Mr Macdonald to pass as an enemy
and not as a friend of Bolshevism."6 Even the election result did not immediately change
the Express newspapers' preferred interpretation of these admittedly puzzling events,
their inclination now being merely to conclude that Macdonald's strategy had simply
backfired. Perhaps these were some of the reasons why Beaverbrook showed himself
immediately sensitive to the charges, already beginning to circulate upon the left, that a
Fleet Street conspiracy had stampeded gullible, frightened and bewildered electorate into
the conservative camp. Writing above his own name in the "Sunday Express"
immediately following the election, Beaverbrook angrily refuted these charges as far as
his own newspapers were concerned, on grounds substantially outlined above, and
challenged his critics to prove their case: "If anyone says that the Daily Express or the
Sunday Express promoted the Red Peril panic my answer is that a study of their columns
will reveal the exact opposite to be the case.7 He then continued, to deplore the confused
circumstances in which the election had in fact been fought, whatever the origins of that
confusion, for it had given rise to a Conservative administration with such a large
majority that it might be tempted towards, or pressured into by its own backbenchers,
policies of a divisive or ideological character.

Immediately the election was won voices were raised from within the Tory Party for the
adoption of a harder line against the Soviet Union. The Beaverbrook press consistently
opposed these demands, and most particularly when they incorporated proposals for
retaliatory action against the Soviet Union. This movement came to a head in May 1927
with the police raid upon the offices of the Soviet Trade Delegation and its commercial
arm, Arcos Limited, on suspicion of espionage. Shortly after the raid, which did not
uncover the specific document whose alleged existence had inspired Home Office action,
the British government nonetheless broke off diplomatic relations with the U.S.S.R. to
the applause of the conservative press. Inevitably, the Beaverbrook press provided the
exception to this generalisation for it found the whole affair a severe reflection upon the
maturity of the Baldwin government's conduct of international relations. Did not all
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governments, quite apart from the rights and wrongs of the specific affair, indulge in
espionage? Even on friends? Was it not, though never formally acknowledged, merely a
routine part of national security policy? Indeed would not a government too scrupulous
to engage in such activity be in default of its duty? Express writers noted the role in this
affair of the Home Office and hinted that whatever the propriety of the moralistic
approach to domestic affairs of Mr Joynson Hicks, innocence could be a very dangerous
quality when applied to foreign affairs. In a leader of 29 May 1927 the "Sunday
Express" summed up, "The rupture is now defended on the ground that there has been a
discovery of a system of espionage practiced by the Russians. But espionage has been
practiced by civilised and by uncivilised nations from time immemorial. All governments
practise it. Espionage has never been used as a pretext for breaking off relations"

Having failed to prevent the diplomatic rupture the Beaverbrook press pursued a policy of
damage limitation. In particular, it opposed those ideas for economic sanctions against
the Soviet Union which had sometimes been voiced from the Tory backbenches. In fact
there was never any serious danger of such sanctions being adopted by the Baldwin
administration. However, the "Daily Mail" did start a campaign for the adoption of
voluntary sanctions aimed at sympathetic conservative local authorities and business
enterprises and directed particularly at those imports of Russian oil and timber which then
formed such a significant element within Anglo-Soviet trade. The Express group came
out squarely against all such schemes. When in due course the second Labour
government restored diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union the only expression of
support to emerge for that policy from within the conservative section of Fleet Street
would come from the Express group and that support would be enthusiastic.

Throughout the 1920's the Soviet Union was obsessed by the fear of capitalist
encirclement and, given the precedent of 1919, saw in Britain, particularly a conservative
Britain, the natural leader of such a conspiracy. Consequently the Locarno accords of
1925 were met by the Soviet Union with the gravest suspicion, as an attempt to undo the
work of Rapallo and turn Germany's aspirations towards the east. Whatever the validity
of these fears the Locarno accords won for Sir Austen Chamberlain a rapturous reception
in Fleet Street, and indeed, more generally, are still conventionally considered the
high-water mark of the appeasement of inter-war Europe. Alone in Fleet Street the
Beaverbrook press, consistent in its advocacy of isolationism, along with the "Workers'
Weekly" (predecessor of the "Daily Worker"), stood our against the general euphoria.
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In the 1930's, the Beaverbrook press found much that was encouraging in the natural
direction of Soviet politics. Like most of the British press, indeed like most of the
international press, they welcomed the triumphant emergence of Stalin from the Kremlin
power struggles, on the grounds that Russia now had a leader who would henceforth
give priority to domestic development over international revolution. Throughout the
Thirties, therefore, the Express group would be fortified in its general line that friendly
relations between Great Britain and the U.S.S.R. were in the national interests of both
countries. This observation leads in turn to an important point.

Much of the historiography of appeasement has suggested that the movement for the
appeasement of Hitler's Germany drew much of its strength from fear of, and
antagonism towards, the Soviet Union. Whatever the validity of this proposition in
general terms it does not survive serious scrutiny when applied to Beaverbrook and his
newspapers. Towards the end of the Thirties no Fleet Street newspapers were louder in
the support they offered for Neville Chamberlain's policies of appeasement than the
Beaverbrook newspapers, yet equally, none, on the right at least, were so consistently
friendly towards Stalin's Russia, Of course Beaverbrook's newspapers violently
opposed all schemes for an anti-fascist alliance, so popular on the left, which perforce
would have included the Soviet Union, but this attitude, as we have seen, sprang from
Beaverbrook's general philosophy of isolationism and not from any obsession with the
superior danger supposedly presented by international communism.

Indeed in the 1930's Beaverbrook was not above exploiting this record to the advantage
of his newspapers. Writing in November 1936 to the new Soviet ambassador, to ease
the passage of an Express man to Moscow, Beaverbrook reminded Maisky of the Daily
Express' "friendly attitude towards your great leader”, and continued to express his high
regard for the ambassador himself, to the extent that he was "determined that nothing
shall be done or said by any newspaper controlled by me which is likely to disturb your
tenure of office”, adding for full measure, "while I am free, and my newspapers in the
attitude I take to the Russian leader, I must say I admire and praise his conduct of
government."8

Three years later Beaverbrook wrote again to the Soviet ambassador on similar business,

"And if you will examine the policy of the Daily Express you will find that paper has
been more friendly to Russia than any other paper of the Right. And the friendship
is not a recent development.... As long ago as the embargo by Joynson Hicks, in
the Dark Ages, the Express was raising a storm, and objecting to the Government's
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policy in relation to Russia....... And, after all, in 1919 and 1920, the Express
fought Mr Churchill so long, and so hard that it is fun now for the proprietor of the
Daily Express, to see Mr Churchill's being hugged by the Bear."9

Ivan Maisky replied the following day in the same congenial spirit to register that the point
had indeed been well taken, for "as regards the Master himself, M. Maisky believes he is
still as he ever was, loyal to his own virile, independent political viewpoint (Isolation and
Empire) and those who commonly suppose that he follows in another's footsteps do not
do him justice."10

The two men had first been brought together by Aneurin Bevan on the initiative of
Beaverbrook himself in the summer of 1935. They had immediately warmed to each
other. Maisky appreciated Beaverbrook's sincerity and frankness and found the "brutal
realism"” of the press lord's views on Anglo-Soviet relations "refreshing".11 According to
Maisky's reading of Beaverbrook's approach to international relations the press peer was
guided entirely by "the egotistical interest of his state, and was appealing to the "egotistical
interest", as he understood it, of the Soviet state."12 The Soviet ambassador immediately
concluded that it was indeed possible "on such a basis.....to build up a serious policy of
joint action" and resolved to cultivate the relationship with Beaverbrook in the future
interest of his country. 13

The second half of 1939 would give the Beaverbrook press ample opportunities to
demonstrate the "virile independence" of its foreign policy line. On 23 August news of
the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact burst upon an astounded world, causing Soviet standing
with progressive opinion in this country to plummet, and a Foreign Office spokesman to
observe that henceforth "all isms are wasms"14 When this news was rapidly followed by
Soviet military occupation of Poland's eastern provinces in the moves against the
independence of the Baltic states, it seemed to many Fleet Street observers that Stalin had
plumbed the depths of perfidy. That this was not yet so, was demonstrated on 30
November 1939 when Russian troops crossed the Finnish frontier.

Along with the rest of the British press Beaverbrook's newspapers condemned the greedy
opportunism and the ruthlessness of Stalin's conduct, but, true to form, they were less
inclined to moralise than most of Fleet Street about international affairs. Thereafter,
however, their attitude was distinctive. This was not surprising. At the time of the crisis
produced by the German occupation of the rump Czech state the Express group had come
out against the policy of guarantees in Eastern Europe, as indeed, at the time of the
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Munich settlement itself, it had alone in Fleet Street opposed the British guarantee to the
residual Czech state. When, nonetheless, Chamberlain extended the British guarantee to
Poland on 31 March 1939, and then rapidly followed it with guarantees to Rumania and
Greece, Beaverbrook swung his newspapers, in the heat of the immediate crisis, behind
official British policy, though not before the "Evening Standard” had brought down upon
its head a storm of criticism by suggesting on the evening of Chamberlain's statement, that
the guarantee did not apply to the Corridor or to Danzig.

Two factors explain Beaverbrook's conduct in these days. In the first place, his
newspapers freely acknowledged that, whatever the folly or wisdom of the Polish
Guarantee, the revolution in British foreign policy that that guarantee symbolised had
massive popular support. Secondly, Beaverbrook acknowledged privately that he
conceived it to be his patriotic duty not to divide the nation when it seemed to be on the
brink of war.

This was his response when he was reproached by Sir Herbert Dunnico, the M.P. who
had led the forlorn parliamentary struggle against Locarno, for abandoning the doctrine of
isolationism in the face of popular hysteria.15 It was also his response when he received
an approach from the eccentric Arabist, St John Philby, for the support of the
Beaverbrook newspapers in the summer of 1939. This maverick figure was fighting the
by-election at Hythe (a safe Conservative seat) under the banner of Lord Tavistock's
British People's Party, which opposed all British involvement in Europe, on the single
issue of opposition to the Polish Guarantee. 16

Proof that Beaverbrook had not suffered any fundamental conversion from the doctrine of
isolationism to some form of collective security was rapidly forthcoming. As the
immediate crisis over Poland eased temporarily in the late spring of 1939, whilst much of
the rest of Fleet Street was tempted to romanticize Britain's new ally, the Express
newspapers ceaselessly grumbled about the excessive diplomatic and economic cost of
this unlikely alliance and yearned nostalgically for the freedom of diplomatic manoeuvre
allowed by a policy of isolationism. Below this preferred position on international
relations, however, was a secondary one from which the Beaverbrook press questioned
the wisdom of British policy. For Beaverbrook, along with Churchill and Lloyd George,
saw clearly enough that the key to the containment of Germany on her eastern frontiers lay
in Moscow not in Warsaw, for all the great power delusions of the Poles. Therefore the
Polish Guarantee should have been a consequence of an Anglo-Russian understanding not
a preliminary to one, whatever the sensitivities of the Poles in this matter.
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Indeed from this perspective, the "panic" guarantee to Poland had, in fact damaged
Britain's negotiating hand not strengthened it for, given the facts of east European
geography, a British guarantee to Poland against German aggression constituted in itself a
guarantee to Russia as well, but a guarantee without the exaction of any quid pro quo.
This was indeed a remarkable diplomatic performance on Chamberlain's part. In the
House of Commons this was the indictment of government policy levelled at the Treasury
bench with such telling effect by Lloyd George. But, in addition, throughout the summer
of 1939 the former Prime Minister was able to marshal the same argument before a far
wider audience through a series of articles in the "Sunday Express". By lavishly lauding
the wisdom of Lloyd George's views, whilst at the same time constantly reaffirming its
own belief in a total disengagement from Europe combined with the most urgent
rearmament, the newspaper was able to intimate that a policy of engagement in Europe,
which at the same time did not have as its first step, not its last step, an understanding
with Soviet Russia, was dangerously flawed even within its own mistaken terms of
reference.

The events of August and September 1939, therefore, more than fulfilled Beaverbrook's
darkest apprehensions about British policy. A reckless policy of guarantees had been
dangerously bungled in execution. Faithful as ever to their long-term belief that there was
an ultimate natural coincidence between the interests of this country and those of the
Soviet Union, Beaverbrook's newspapers argued for the caution in the face of
expansionary Soviet moves in Eastern Europe, and in particular opposed those wild
voices which proposed that the western allies embark upon an anti-totalitarian crusade in
Eastern Europe. National interest should be the sole guide in determining British foreign
policy. These conclusions were by no means out of line with official British thinking nor
indeed with a substantial sector of opinion elsewhere in Fleet Street and beyond. Until that
is the Soviet invasion of Finland.

The Soviet invasion of Finland at the end of November 1939 produced a new low in
Anglo-Russian relations. Indeed for the first time since 1919 British policy-makers, in
concert with our French allies, gave serious consideration to plans for direct military
intervention against Russia in aid of Finland, plans that seemingly were frustrated only by
the obstinate neutrality of the other Scandinavian states and by the surprisingly sudden
armistice concluded by the two belligerents on 12 March 1940. Throughout this period,
Maisky would later recall, Russia suffered the worst press of his entire embassy to this
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country and thus Fleet Street itself contributed to the inflamed condition of Anglo-Soviet
relations.17

Yet to this generalisation there is one important exception. The Beaverbrook press joined
with the rest of Fleet Street in condemning the baselessness of Russian conduct and in
praising the indomitable national spirit of the Finns but at that point it parted company
from the rest of the press. Beaverbrook's newspapers stood out against the translation of a
perfectly legitimate popular revulsion at Soviet behaviour into precipitate foreign policy
decisions. Foreign policy should no more be based entirely on moral and ethical
preferences than it should be based upon ideological ones. Therefore, from the beginning
of the crisis over Finland the Express group alone resolutely opposed military intervention
against Russia as the supreme folly. But it also did more than this. Beaverbrook's
newspapers opposed military aid to Finland. They opposed proposals for trade sanctions
against Russia and proposals for diplomatic sanctions. In particular, they opposed the
proposals for the expulsion of the Soviet Union from the moribund League of Nations,
proposals ultimately successful, on the grounds of gross hypocrisy. For no other
aggressor state out of a woefully long list had been so treated, though some, of course,
had left of their own volition. There was more than a touch of irony about this situation,
for it was well known that Beaverbrook had no time at all for the League, and that his
newspapers had long campaigned not only for Britain to leave but for the whole
dangerous enterprise to be put into voluntary liquidisation. Michael Foot has paid tribute
to the freedom with which he and Frank Owen were allowed to argue the case for patience
and caution in Anglo-Russian relations in the leader columns of the "Evening Standard"
against the stream of both Fleet Street and popular opinion. 18

Events would amply justify this caution. For as 1940 passed, that annus mirabilis of
German arms, and the world entered 1941, signs of Russo-German tension grew and

were widely reported in the British press. These served to confirm the view frequently
expressed in the Beaverbrook press and elsewhere that the Russo-German Pact was
essentially "artificial'and could not long contain the explosive ideological and territorial
antagonisms it had temporarily masked. When that explosion duly occurred on 22 June
1941 the Express group gave the most enthusiastic of receptions to Churchill's offer of all
possible immediate aid to Russia, a fact not surprising when it is recollected that
Beaverbrook was a house guest of the Prime Minister's on the afternoon of the
broadcast's composition. In September 1941 Beaverbrook would be Churchill's choice to
lead the British contingent in the Anglo-American aid mission to Moscow, Harriman
leading the American contingent. The press lord returned an even more fervent advocate of
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aid than when he had departed. Beaverbrook's enthusiasm in this matter has sometimes
been treated patronisingly as naive and shortsighted and he was certainly prepared to go
further in aid of Russia than either his cabinet colleagues or than Churchill himself, to the
extent that he was prepared to take greater risks than they were in home defence, in the
provisioning of the North African armies, and in the fuelling of the strategic bombing
campaign, if these measures would materially help Russia. Yet, from an alternative
perspective, these views demonstrate the rapidity and shrewdness of Beaverbrook's
strategic judgement, whatever might be said of his wider political judgement, for he was
amongst the first to recognise that the war against Germany would be won or lost on the
eastern front and not in the air or on peripheral battlefields.

Even as Russia was still staggering from the opening German onslaught, Stalin had been
concerned to ensure that the diplomatic revolution that had ensued from Hitler's treachery
did not cost him those territorial gains that had been the fruit of the years of
Russo-German amity. Therefore, one of the first issues raised in Stalin's correspondence
with Churchill was the question of British recognition of the 1941 borders of Soviet
Russia. And indeed this issue was duly raised again by the Russians with the
Beaverbrook-Harriman mission though that mission had no remit in this matter.

Again during Eden's visit to Moscow in December 1941 it provided the most difficult
unresolved problem of Anglo-Soviet relations. We know from Churchill's own account
that the British government came perilously close to recognising, and thus legitimising,
the 1941 frontiers of Russia early in 1942, in a desperate attempt to keep Russia in the
war, and that American opposition to such a policy, on general grounds of
non-recognition of any territorial changes until a peace settlement, caused Britain to draw
back and the Soviet Union to relax her pressure for this vital concession.

During these critical months of the war the loudest voice within the cabinet advocating the
full acceptance of Soviet demands was that of Beaverbrook, as generous in his attitude to
Soviet security concerns as he was waspish about American pressures on this country.
The cabinet minutes for 6 February 1942 record Beaverbrook as urging, in a discussion
over renewed Soviet demands for boundary recognition, "We should therefore (subject of
course to the views of the U.S.) agree to Stalin's request..... We should hold out the hand
of friendship. So far Russia has contributed far more to the war effort than the U.S.A. to
whom we have made such frequent concessions".19 The same minutes show Attlee's
anger at Beaverbrook's ruthlessly casual treatment of the destinies of whole peoples
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when their aspirations and interests might be judged inconvenient to the immediate needs
if British diplomacy.

Yet Beaverbrook's attitudes in such matters set the pattern for his conduct in and out of
office throughout the rest of the war. However difficult an ally Russia might prove to be
there was no breath of criticism of her conduct from the Beaverbrook press. Moreover,
no newspapers did more to cultivate the comfortable wartime myth of kindly
pipe-smoking "Uncle Joe". This feature of Beaverbrook's newspapers particularly
alarmed Arthur Koestler, amongst others. Koestler, after having been released from
internment on the Isle of Mann as an enemy alien had been taken on to the "Evening
Standard" by a kindly and admiring Michael Foot. The inevitable invitation to spend a
weekend at Beaverbrook's county house soon followed. Koestler resolved to take up
with his host the question of the dangerous (for the future) delusions about the true nature
of the Soviet regime that wartime alliance needs, aided by official propaganda, made
British public opinion only too susceptible to. Koestler got nowhere with Beaverbrook,
the latter brushing aside Koestler's objections with the simple observation, "Arthur, I
believe in Uncle Joe. Uncle Joe is a democrat."20 Undecided whether this was an
expression of Beaverbrook's innocence or of his cynicism, Koestler departed, to receive
no further invitations to Cherkley.

However indulgent the Beaverbrook press might prove towards Soviet Russia the same
could not be said about that press' attitude to British policy. On 26 February 1942
Beaverbrook resigned from the cabinet on grounds of ill health. For months earlier he had
been arguing fiercely in cabinet not merely for the recognition of the 1941 frontiers of
Russia but for the immediate opening of a second front in aid of the Soviet Union,
protesting in particular at the timidity of the chiefs of staff on this issue. In this latter
matter Beaverbrook was touching upon an issue upon which Soviet exhortations to Britain
for sympathetic action had been even more frequent and more pressing than on the matter
of frontier recognition. Indeed in a strange reversal of 1919 Stalin had on one occasion
gone so far as to propose that Churchill send a British army to fight on Russian soil, such
was the desperate nature of Russia's peril.21

Beaverbrook soon put his new-found freedom to work in swinging his newspapers
squarely behind the Soviet position on the major strategic division that separated the allies
and placing it openly within the public domain. In a speech delivered in America on 23
April 1942 he openly assumed leadership of the "Second Front Now" campaign which in
due course would lead him to share a platform at meetings up and down this country with
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unlikely left-wing company, and caused Churchill, still sensitive to popular memories of
the Gallipoli operations, still seeking to reassure a suspicious Russia, and still seeking to
convert a sceptical United States to his Mediterranean strategy, the gravest embarrassment.
According to the following day's Daily Express Beaverbrook had said that "The war can
be settled in 1942. Communism under Stalin has produced the most valiant fighting army
in Europe. Communism under Stalin has provided us with examples of patriotism equal
to the finest in the annals of history. Communism under Stalin has produced the best
generals in the war." These words it will be recalled were spoken long before Russia had
experienced any of those military successes on the eastern front that she would later enjoy
and which would excite the admiration of the western world. Moreover, although the
speech came as an unwelcome surprise to Churchill, Beaverbrook would tell his wartime
political secretary that he had cleared the speech before delivery with Roosevelt "almost
line by line".22

When in time those successes began, and Russia first contained and then began to roll
back the invading armies of Hitler, those inter-]ljed differences which had been

temporarily buried under the camarardarie of war surfaced again. The most important of
these was Poland. Just as Poland provided the occasion of the second world war so also
it is in the Polish Question that we see the seeds of the Cold War. Precisely because the
Polish Question is so important to the history of British foreign policy in the twentieth
century the whole issue of press attitudes towards Poland, including the line taken by the
Express group, will be treated separately in depth later. As we shall see Beaverbrook
would take the most indulgent and sympathetic of lines towards increasing evidence of
unilateral Soviet moves in Poland. Of course as Soviet diplomatic pressure on the Polish
government-in-exile grew we find these same attitudes widely reflected elsewhere in the
war-time British press as Poland became an increasingly inconvenient ally. However, in
the case of the Beaverbrook press at least, it would be wrong to see and dismiss their
position on this issue as being dictated by pure expediency, whatever may have been the
cause elsewhere. We have seen already how uncomfortable Chamberlain's policy of
guarantees had made the Express group in 1939 as it ran contrary to their whole
philosophy of international relations. Moreover, Beaverbrook saw an independent
Eastern Europe as essentially an artificial creation of Versailles which could not long
survive the recovery of Germany and Russia, the natural great powers of the region, and
which in any case was not a vital national interest of Great Britain's. Throughout by far
the greater part of modern history Britain's own status as a great power had in no way
been conditional upon the existence of an independent Eastern Europe. Manifestly
Britain's own national security was not dependent upon the continued existence of that
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same independent tier of states between Russia and Germany. Moreover, Eastern Europe
between the wars had proved the graveyard of the illusions that had inspired the Wilsonian
settlement. Given the racial confusion of that region, the principle of national
self-determination had prove little short of a recipe for permanent turmoil. Representative
institutions had proved ill-suited to the thin soil of that area when transplanted from
western Europe and parliamentary government had collapsed practically everywhere,
Czechoslovakia apart, throughout Eastern Europe well before the countries of that region
had had to face the challenge from Hitler's Germany. Was not the likely real choice in
those same countries post-war to be different forms of political authoritarianism yet again?
Finally relations between the successor states of Eastern Europe between the wars had
proved if anything more troubled and more poisonous than those previously enjoyed by
the old empiresof the region, a fact which in itself made a major contribution to Hitler's
early diplomatic triumphs. Beaverbrook saw no point at all in alienating Russia by seeking
to force a return to the status quo ante in Eastern Europe in circumstances where it would
again prove inherently unstable and which might well yet again provide the flashpoint for
a new European conflagration.

Consistent with this realism the Beaverbrook press enthusiastically joined in the welcome
given to the Yalta accords when they agreed early in 1945 in so far as they affected
Eastern Europe. When later Stalin failed, at least in the eyes of his critics, to deliver on
the promises made at Yalta the Express newspapers faithfully reported this disappointment
along with the rest of the British press. Thereafter, their position was distinctive.
Beaverbrook's newspapers were inclined to put inter-allied differences down at all times
to genuine misunderstanding and never to question Soviet goodwill. Moreover, the leader
columns of Beaverbrook's newspapers were always emphatically insistent that the
preservation of friendly relations between Britain and the Soviet Union must take
precedence over our concern at the admittedly robust methods being employed by
communism in Eastern Europe.

Against the broader backdrop of the development of the Cold War this forgiving attitude
towards the Soviet Union continued to characterise the Express group's approach to the
problems of international relations. Thus whilst welcoming Churchill's Fulton speech,
Beaverbrook's newspapers were careful to couple this welcome with a plea for renewed
efforts from all parties to recover the intimacy of the war-time alliance. Equally, whilst
welcoming the Marshall Plan and the Truman Doctrine they persisted in preaching
reconciliation with Soviet Russia. As regards the former, whilst opposing British
membership of the Plan, the Express newspapers encouraged the participation of the
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whole of the rest of Europe, east and west, in Marshall's scheme, until, that is, Russia
herself closed the door on these proposals. And thereafter the Beaverbrook press showed
ready understanding of Soviet reluctance in this matter. They could, after all, hardly do
otherwise, for consistency's sake. Had not the Express group itself fought an abortive
domestic campaign against British participation precisely from a fear of that American
economic domination that the Russians were more rudely denouncing as "dollar
imperialism"? As regards the latter the Express group always insisted that, whatever the
Soviet Union's excesses, these sprang in very large part from her obsession with security,
an obsession which, given Russia's modern history was only too understandable.
Moreover, on no account should the Truman Doctrine be interpreted to imply the
sanctioning of an ideological anti-communist crusade.

This indulgent attitude of Beaverbrook and his newspapers towards the Soviet Union
could hardly expect to pass unchallenged as the Cold War itself intensified. Indeed it
would be one of the issues brought up by those submitting evidence to the post-war Royal
Commission On The Press. In particular, Beaverbrook's critics would fasten upon one
prize example of what they believed to be the press lord's selective vision of international
affairs on which to challenge his newspapers' journalistic integrity. On 18 November
1947 the United States Secretary of State, General Marshall, made an important speech on
American foreign policy, a speech widely and extensively reported elsewhere in the
London press, for very obvious reasons. The greater part of Marshall's speech was
devoted to sounding the alarum about the inflammatory nature of Soviet propaganda
against the United States, and to warning Europe against Russian attempts to gain
politically by prolonging indefinitely the unsatisfactory economic and political conditions
then prevailing in Western Europe. Inevitably, as in all such speeches, Marshall's
scriptwriters softened the tone of the speech with a few kind words about Russia's past
services and expressed the hope that great power harmony might soon be restored. The
"Daily Express" of 19 November 1947 reported Marshall's speech in two column inches
at the foot of its front page in the following manner,

CONFLICT WILL LESSEN
Washington Tuesday.
Secretary of State George Marshall said today that if Europe is restored to solvency
and vigour "the disturbing conflict between Russia and the U.S. will lessen."Said
he: "Differences are not caused by a direct clash of interests. We can afford to
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discount alarms intended to distract us, and proceed with calm determination along

our path."
Express News Service

Brushing aside as implausible the justifications proffered for this remarkable treatment of
Marshall's speech, by the editor, Arthur Christiansen, the Royal Commission concluded
in its Report,

"This was on any grounds a totally inadequate account of an important speech: but
it was not merely inadequate: it was travesty. By quoting three sentences out of
their context the report gave the impression - heightened by the unqualified headline
- that the speech was sedative and reassuring: it was in fact a weighty and detailed
warning of the dangers of Soviet policy. But the speech as reported in the Daily
Express completely disguised that, and even made it appear consonant with the

policy of the paper instead of, as in fact it was, the exact oppositc:."23

This indictment of the methods employed by the Beaverbrook press was all the more
crushing given the preceding circumstances. For when Beaverbrook himself had
appeared before the Royal Commission to give evidence, on the celebrated occasion
when he had freely confessed to running his newspapers for the sole purpose of making
political propaganda, he had on that earlier occasion gone to the greatest pains to
emphasise that that political propaganda was restricted entirely and exclusively to the
leader columns, which were his own platform, and to signed articles in his newspapers.
The distinction for him between the news columns of his papers and the rest of the
columns was sacred. He had told the Commissioners,

The policy is that there shall be no propaganda in the news. Propaganda is all in
the leader columns and other articles, but never, never, never in the news. There is
a strong, stern rule, and the most tremendous attempt by Mr Christiansen and the
other editors to carry that rule into effect, but we do stumble. It is terrible how

often we stumble: it is heartbreaking sometimes."24
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Challenged by Lady Violet Bonham Carter, one of the Commissioners, on the specific

1"t

matter of the "Daily Express™ treatment of the Marshall speech Beaverbrook had
disengenuously suggested that this indeed might well be one of those occasions when
Arthur Christiansen, a busy editor, had simply stumbled and slipped. This damning
indictment of the behaviour of the "Daily Express" in this matter contained in the passage
from the official Report of the Royal Commission, despite Beaverbrook's innocent
disclaimer, quoted above, shows therefore how little inclined the Commissioners were to

"buy" the press peer's own reconstruction of events.

Nonetheless, when Beaverbrook had appeared before the Royal Commission to give
personal testimony as to the state of Fleet Street he had clearly enjoyed himself by teasing
his critics. Here it should perhaps be remembered that an entirely disproportionate role in
the campaign to establish the Royal Commission in the first place had he been played by
former Beaverbrook journalists, usually men of the left and sometimes, like Michael Foot
and Tom Driberg, themselves now embarked on political careers. Obviously his cheerful
open declaration that he ran his newspapers solely to make political propaganda was
meant to provoke these critics by its shamelessness. This could also could be said of his
cheeky response to a serious question from Lady Violet Bonham Carter, one of his
inquisitors, pointing to the dangers of proprietorial intervention in the supposedly free
press of a liberal democracy. In his reply Beaverbrook boasted that things were even
worse than she feared for he now (1948) exercised the rights of the worst kind of control
- absentee control - by telephone from the south of France where he spent eight months
of each year. lady Violet and Beaverbrook were of course old enemies. She had
personal as well as general grounds for disapproving of the man and his politics. She
suspected that he had played a role second only to that of Northcliffe in the intrigue that
had brought down her father as Liberal leader in 1916 and introduced such a bitter schism
in the Liberal party, thereby, that that party had been in time destroyed as a party of
government. However, that having been said, Lady Violet had a special interest in the
Beaverbrook press' record on foreign policy, a record that she found deplorable, for
Beaverbrook's newspapers, having advocated the appeasement of Nazi Germany in the
1930's, seemed now to be intent upon compounding their errors by advocating the
appeasement of communist Russia in the 1940's. This concern gave rise to the following
illuminating exchange:
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Lady Violet Bonham Carter:

Another thing.... is what I would describe as the playing down lightly in your
papers of the Russian danger, the Russian challenge. Please tell me if you think
that it is an unfair description. It has been played down?

Beaverbrook:
We do not believe it.25

The timing and context of this exchange are important. Beaverbrook gave evidence before
the Royal Commission on 18 November 1948. That same morning the newspapers were
full of the news of the signing the day before in Belgium of the Brussels pact, the
immediate precursor of the North Atlantic Treaty. The newspapers, including
Beaverbrook's own, were still reverberating with the news of the communist coup in
Czechoslovakia on 25 February 1948 and of the subsequent "suicide" by Jan Maisky on
10 March 1948. This was a time when western opinion was deeply alarmed by the threat
of Soviet expansionism, a time when East-West relations were at their most inflamed.
And although history is an untidy affair with few neat beginnings and endings many
reputable authorities date the Cold War proper from the Prague Coup. Thereafter the die
is seen as caste.

The Prague Coup and Beaverbrook's appearance before the Royal Commission also
provide a natural conclusion to this survey of the attitude of the Beaverbrook press to
Anglo-Soviet relations during the prelude to the Cold War. Nonetheless the pattern for
the future had been set. As the Cold War unfolded the Express group would always
prove to be that sector of Fleet Street most sceptical of hardline policies towards Soviet
Russia, at least on the right. In the crisis over Berlin later in 1948, the first battle of
nerves of the Cold War, Beaverbrook's newspapers would be the "wobbliest" section of
the conservative press in the support that press offered for Ernest Bevin's resolute line
towards Russia, constantly insinuating that the Germans alone, the old enemy, would be
the only ultimate gainers from a permanent split between Russia if the Western powers
went to war to protect the liberties of a people who had shown no previous inclination to
value personal political freedom any more highly than the Russians themselves. (In this
latter the Beaverbrook press was reflecting a widespread contemporary view -
"Vansittartism" - that Germans, all Germans, were culturally predisposed towards
political authoritarianism.)
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In some matters the post-war Beaverbrook press would adopt policy positions which
"objectively" coincided with the aims of Soviet foreign policy. Thus for example, it
campaigned against Eden's permanent commitment of British troops to Europe when the
E.D.C. project foundered and campaigned even more vigorously against German
re-armament and German entry into N.A.T.O. As regards the last two of these,
Beaverbrook's newspapers repeatedly asked that proper consideration be given to
legitimate Soviet sensitivity over the fears awakened by a resurgent Germany. Nowhere
else on the right in Fleet Street was a similar concern for Soviet sensibilities shown.
More positively, Beaverbrook gave the warmest of support to all post-war attempts at
reconciliation with Russia, from the friendly moves made by Churchill himself during his
last administration (when it was widely appreciated in Fleet Street that the old warrior had
to battle for this initiative against the hostility of the Americans and the scepticism of
Eden and the Foreign Office)26 to the initiative taken by Macmillan during Beaverbrook's
last years.

One or two general considerations should be added here. Beaverbrook expected his
newspapers to be cheerful and optimistic and this applied as much to their treatment of
international affairs as it did to their treatment of domestic matters. Moreover, on certain
delimited issues - imperial and economic matters for example - Beaverbrook regarded the
United States as a greater threat to Britain's interests than the Soviet Union. In private
Beaverbrook was prepared to go much further in expressing his distinctive views on
East-West tensions than he allowed his newspapers to go in public, though no attentive
reader could miss the drift of the latter. In the post-war period Mrs Michael Foot would
find herself a guest at a private dinner given by Beaverbrook in honour of the visiting
American publisher, Henry Luce. Listening along with everybody else at table to a long
disquisition by their host on the origins of the Cold War. So even-handed was
Beaverbrook in his allocation of responsibility for the deterioration of great power
relations once the Hitler war had been won that an American fellow guest would turn to
ask "Is this fellow a Commie?"27

Beaverbrook never lost his personal admiration for Stalin, even after the revelations of
the Khrushchev "secret speech”, reminders of which he would impatiently brush aside in
old age; and in Moscow itself his services to Anglo-Soviet relations would be recalled for
a later generation of Russian citizens when Maisky was permitted to publish his memoirs.
Maisky would portray Beaverbrook to his Russian readers in the 1960's as a man able to
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rise above the prejudices of his class so much that their relationship "was of no little value
to the Soviet Union. In the years of the second world war Beaverbrook, as a member of
Churchill's cabinet, rendered no small services to our country in matters of supply. He
was also, from the very beginning of the Great Patriotic War a warm supporter of the
opening of a second front in France. It was not by chance that the Soviet Government
decorated Beaverbrook with one of our highest orders."28
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CHAPTER FOUR

BRITISH MILITARY INTERVENTION IN GREECE IN
DECEMBER 1944

For a variety of sound reasons, British military intervention in Greece in December 1944
has attracted the passing attention of a number of historians primarily interested in the
wider implications of the affair. Some of these have seen it as an omen, the coming of
the Cold War already visible in the spluttering embers of the Second World War, as a
Western power opposed with superior counter-force what it had identified to be an armed
bid for power on the part of a European communist movement. Others have challenged
this neat prefiguration, pointing to the evident disarray in Western policy at the time and
to the simultaneous restraint shown by the Soviet Union which render it impossible to
discern here the power alignment of that future struggle. For British policy-makers were
manifestly much more seriously embarrassed by the American criticism of the lead they
took in Greece than they were by anything said or done in Moscow. Indeed, this
"mismatch" of future enemies and allieshas had two continuing consequences for the
developing historiography of the Cold War. In the first place, Soviet restraint over
British intervention in Greece has‘cﬁed as supportive evidence by those historians who
have sought to argue that Russian foreign policy is inspired by traditional security needs
of a cautious, limited and defined character, perforce decked out in revolutionary socialist
rhetoric, and not by ideological considerations of unmanageable implications. Given this
reading, the myth of the international proletariat was simply a more potent successor to
those myths which had portrayed the old Russia as the protector of Orthodox Christianity
or the ultimate guardian of all Slav people, and which from time to time Stalin's Tsarist
predecessors had harnessed to their foreign policy aims. Secondly, the behaviour of the
United States during this first phase of the struggle for Greece has provided those
American revisionist historians of the Cold War's origins, who have seen in their own
country the original transgressor in that conflict - in its long laid schemes to keep the
world safe for liberal capitalism - with an obstinately inconvenient example of early
United States indulgence towards communism in n eed of a more plausible explanation
than any yet forthcoming. Indeed, the Greek affair in its first place has a special relish
for those students who enjoy the ironies and untidy inconsistencies of history, possessed
as they are of the knowledge that only three years later a subsequent round in the struggle
for Greece would provide the occasion for the declaration of the Truman Doctrine,
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whereby for the first time the United States accepted permanent security commitments in
peacetime outside her own hemisphere and signalled to the world her final, if reluctant,
assumption of that active great power role that her economic performance had long since
rendered optional.

These legitimate preoccupations with the wider interpretation of the whole affair have led
to a relative neglect of other important aspects of the crisis over British military
intervention in Greece which form the subject of this study. In the first place, when the
public records for the war years first became generally available a few years ago, many
researchers were surprised by the extreme sensitivity of Churchill and some of his cabinet
to media criticism that they revealed for, very broadly speaking, ministers at the time had
contained or concealed their irritations at media excesses far more successfully than had
their first world war predecessors. This very success, therefore, gives an obvious
renewed interest to that single occasion during the second world war when ministers gave
public vent to their frustrations and Fleet Street found itself lashed from the Treasury
bench before a wildly cheering House of Commons, as proved to be the case over
Greece. Secondly, for any student of political history with a special interest in the
interplay of press influence, public opinion and foreign policy formulation, the events of
December 1944 and their denounement have a particular fascination as offering the most
dramatic example the second world war affords of the impact of the press on the conduct
of British foreign policy, through the part it played in shaping the contemporary vision of
the external world. Thirdly, the previously mentioned tendency to read event in Greece
only against the backdrop of subsequent developments has meant that this contemporary
vision and the many varied perceptions which together went to compose it have been
largely lost sight of. The chief purpose of this study, therefore, is to attempt to recapture
that contemporary vision of events in Greece as seen primarily through the British
national press and to assess the impact of that vision on the policy-makers and, beyond
them, on that public opinion upon whose support a sustained foreign policy in a
democracy ultimately depends. Some reference will necessarily be made to the foreign
press and to the role of the B.B.C., for as the crisis over Greece unfolded, the British
government found its full freedom of action in foreign affairs constrained, not only by the
excited condition of domestic opinion, but also by the rapid communication abroad of
Fleet Street's distress at the course of British policy in Greece. This latter became in
itself an independent variable which Britain's external representatives had to monitor
closely and with the diplomatic consequence of which they had to grapple.
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On 4 December 1944, The Times carried a report from its Athens correspondent which
began, "Seeds of Civil War were well and truly sown by the Athens police this morning
when they fired upon a demonstration of youths and children”. Seldom can a
correspondent's words have reverberated so resoundingly across the press columns,
debating chambers and air waves of the world as were to do those of Geoffrey Hoare,
despite the fact that similar sentiments were expressed by most of the other
correspondents present at the demonstration. As on other occasions if a story appeared in
the columns of The Times it was vested with a special authority. On the eve of overall
military victory in Europe, the wartime coalition found itself buffeted by a political crisis
of both international and domestic dimensions. In Washington, on 5 December, the new
Secretary of State, Stettinius, publicly distanced his country from support for British
policy in liberated Europe. At home, an ominous crack appeared in the cement binding
the coalition when, despite a prior appeal by Attlee for loyalty at a private party meeting,
the Labour Party officially abstained in a censure vote on British policy. Party discipline
proved too weak to hold even this second line and in the outcome, the party broke into
three with, significantly, the party vote against the government slightly exceeding that
cast in its support, which latter was confined in any case almost entirely to the ministerial
vote. As the parliamentary correspondents duly noted, this was the first time since
Dunkirk that the majority of the Labour Party backbenchers had failed to support
Churchill's government on the conduct of the war. Not a single Tory or Liberal member
present voted against the government or abstained. In this fevered atmosphere of
fast-moving political crisis, Donald Tyerman, whose pen had drafted those Times leaders
on Greece, based upon the despatches of Geoffrey Hoare, which had so stung Churchill,
would later recall being greeted by the Prime Minister's most formidable parliamentary
critic, Aneurin Bevan, in the Great Eastern Hotel, with the cry of "Junius". 1

What was the case that the press presented against British policy in Greece with such
impressive initial unity that it led to such dramatic results? For reasons of space this is
best reconstructed in the shape of a "composite” formulation of the press indictment,
followed by the necessary qualifications and provisos. However, before this is done,
two preliminary points need to be made. In the first place, today's reader of the
contemporary press is immediately struck by the universal assumption on that press' part
of Churchill's very personal responsibility for all the major decisions over Greece.
Indeed this attitude becomes incorporated in the indictment itself with the repeated
suggestion that over Greece the Prime Minister had disregarded the normal proprieties of
cabinet government. Such limited criticism of the cabinet at large that occurs, or of Eden,
who after all was in charge of foreign policy, is largely implicit and is confined to the
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suggestion that collective weakness of character allowed them to be swept along by so
formidable a personality against their better judgement. After Churchill himself, the most
criticised figure is Rex Leeper, the ambassador in Athens, held by many to be the Prime
Minister's evil genius in the Greek affair. Thereafter General Scobie, as military
commander, attracts most press fire but is nowhere treated as more than the
unimaginative and heavy-handed military servant of a policy fashioned in all essentials
elsewhere. Secondly, the great bulk of the press accepted from the start that the Prime
Minister had acted in Greece from a mixture of motives, some of which were by no
means ignoble, even if misplaced. In his unqualified support for the Greek
government-in-exile, Churchill was believed to be swayed in part by his romantic
attachment to the idea of monarchy as such and in part by his profound sense of
reciprocal obligation to all of those like the King of Greece who had stood firm as faithful
allies at Britain's own time of most desperate need. These considerations had blinded
him to the ambiguous constitutional record of the Greek King before the war, when the
King's acquiescence in the Metaxas dictatorship had so compromised the monarchy as to
render the king a deeply distrusted figure in Greek domestic polices henceforth, and to
justify in very large part E.A.M’scurrent loudly proclaimed fears of impending royalist
repression. Reinforcing these honourable, if misconceived, motives were believed to be
others more dubious and more dangerous. The Prime Minister already had more than
half an eye on the future and therefore wished to restore in Greece a conservative
authoritarian regime which alone could be confidently relied upon to underpin that British
imperial predominance in the Middle East he had determined to reassert, once the rhetoric
of the Atlantic Charter was finally forgotten and power considerations resumed their
natural role as the governing forces shaping international relations.

In combination this mixture of motives had induced Churchill to characterise E.A.M., an
authentic popular resistance movement, as a communist-dominated front of dupes and
fellow-travellers, and to blackguard its military wing, E.L.A.S., somewhat
inconsequently, as little more than a band of brigands and ruffians, using patriotism as a
cover for criminality. In short, the Prime Minister was reverting to type, the indomitable
patriot giving way to the impenitent imperialist and ineducable power-broker. As
Seymour Cocks had put it in the Commons debate, in an analogy flighted as muclwi\t a
translantic as at a Westminster audience, the Chatham of 1940 had left the stage and orkks
place had shuffled Lord North.2 The Prime Minister, by thus unleashing his hitherto
restrained alter ego to indulge in an exercise in old-style power-politics in the Middle
East, had imperilled Allied harmony before the war was won and demonstrated his
personal contempt for the ideas of those who hungered after a reborn postwar world
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where international disputes would be decided on their merits and not by the disposition
of military power.

The above generalisations must now be particularised and qualified. Although "the
press" is a useful abstraction that the historian must perforce employ, the British press,
even during its moments of greatest unity, has never been monolithic. In December
1944, national newspapers were to oppose British policy in Greece on differing grounds,
with differing intensities and for differing durations. Moreover, newspapers could differ
sometimes as much within themselves as between themselves. On the same newspaper,
foreign correspondents, leader writers and columnists did not always march in perfect
step. Selected examples will illustrate these points.

From the start of the storm over Greece, The Daily Telegraph was completely out of step
with the rest of Fleet Street and this fact doubtless contributed to the remarkable solidarity
with which Conservative M.P.'s supported official policy during the crisis. When in
time in the Daily Worker, Douglas Hyde came to look back with permissible
complacency at Fleet Street's emphatic response to the Greek crisis, he would exempt
The Daily Telegraph from his collective tribute to the press on general grounds with the
sour comment that "when there is dirty work to be done on the press front Lord
Camrose's Daily Telegraph can always be relied upon to be right at the head of the
queue".3 And indeed, if it be true that Tory backbenchers read the Daily Telegraph for
pleasure and The Times from duty, rarely can the contrast between pleasure and painful
duty have been so acute as over Greece at this time. Yet this was not simply a case of the
newspapers's editorial sympathies dominating its news coverage. Moreover, with regard
to the latter, the paper had a not undeserved Fleet Street reputation for the quality, range
and integrity of its foreign news service, however politically self-indulgent it might
choose to be in its leader columns. When, towards the end of the immediate crisis in
Greece, the Citrine Commission's report came to pass an adverse collective judgement on
the role played by the British press in the coverage it had offered of events in Greece, The
Daily Telegraph loudly protested its own innocence as the one national newspaper
entirely without sin in the whole sorry affair, and gave the fullest credit for this unique
performance to its Athens correspondent, Richard Capell.4 By chance, Capell had not
been present in Athens to witness the dramatic events of 3 December, having dropped off
in Rome to see a brother serving in the army in Italy on his way back to London after
having been summoned home by his newspaper. However, Capell had much earlier,
during his time in Egypt, defined his own views as to the character and ambitions of
E.A.M. and had concluded that when it judged the time to be right that organisation (or
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rather the communists who dominated the organisation) would make its bid for total
power through the ruthless use of the armed power of E.L.A.S. These views had been
communicated home despite the military censorship, though perhaps for obvious reasons
his newspaper had judged it impolitic to publish them. When the crisis broke in Athens,
therefore, Caspell, though he hurried back as fast as wartime transport conditions would
allow, merely found in the course events had taken confirmation of his expectations.
From day one, his dispatches home reveal no doubts as to how events in Greece should
be read. An armed minority was attempting to seize power at the point of a bayonet and
to impose by terror on a disarmed civilian population, demoralised by wartime occupation
and fears of Anglo-American abandonment, a political system they would never freely
choose. All of this being done behind a facade of manipulated demonstrations and an
involuntary general strike, enforced by intimidation calculated to give a spurious popular
legitimacy to the operation, with the more naive of foreign observers particularly in mind.
Capell's preferred description of E.L.A.S.'s activities was "red fascism", though in
deference to Britain's Soviet ally he would, like more prominent figures later, from time
to time characterise the Greek communist movement as a "Trotskyite deviation to the
left". In essence, however, Capell saw no distinction between the exponents of class war
and the exponents of race war and repeatedly said so. All of this was an easy
appreciation for Capell to make but what did puzzle the Telegraph's correspondent was
the reaction of most of the other war correspondents to the events of 3 December and to
their significance. To Capell the reaction of these men constituted a classic example of
the dangers of seeing with and not through the eye. This bafflement forms the consistent
secondary motif to his contemporary dispatches and to the book he was subsequently to
devote to his experiences in Greece, particularly in regard to a colleague like Geoffrey
Hoare for whom he felt affection and respect. What exasperated Capell most of all was
the readiness amongst many of his colleagues to accept E.L.A.S. on its own valuation
and to judge it on the purity of its revolutionary aspirations rather than by the barbarity
and savagery of its conduct.

Within ten days or so of the crisis' commencement, The Daily Telegraph found itself
rejoined by other newspapers whose natural loyalties lay with the government.
Originally, The Daily Mail and The Daily Express seemed to take some share in the
criticism that was offered of official policy in Greece on grounds of its substantive
content. Rapidly thereafter, however, they shifted their ground to the less serious count
of criticising that policy for inadequacies of presentation. Throughout the war, the
newspapers now suggested, British propaganda had encouraged the public to regard all
European resistance movements indiscriminately as consisting exclusively of valiant
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fighters for freedom as it was understood in the U.K. Overnight, the public was now
being required to exercise much greater discrimination in its enthusiasms and to see those
who controlled E.A M. and E.L.A.S. as bitter enemies of democratic liberties. The
British public had not been educated in preparation for such a sudden shift in perceptions.
There had been a failure to keep the public informed, policy had been too secretive. The
Foreign Office was most at fault here and the lesson for the future must be learnt. In the
meantime, the British government was saddled with a thankless task in Greece, but a
necessary one, and deserved both press and popular support in its performance.6
Whatever the past mistakes, and they had been many, there could be no doubt as to the
disinterestedness and ultimate benevolence of British purposes in Greece. Privately,
Beaverbrook regarded Churchill as his own worst enemy in the Greek affair, for the
Prime Minister's natural pugnacity had ruled out those concessions on inessentials to his
critics over Greece that the press lord himself would have favoured.7 Moreover, as
regards the international ramifications of the affair, Beaverbrook had always adopted a
somewhat different perspective on international relations from that of the Prime Minister.
He believed that sentiment and wishful thinking blinded Churchill to the fact that there
was no necessary and inevitable coincidence of interests on all issues between the
Anglo-Saxon powers. More sceptical of Roosevelt than Churchill, Beaverbrook was
conversely more hopeful of Stalin and remained, therefore, throughout the war years and
into the peace consistently sanguine over the prospects for a durable postwar
understanding with Soviet Russia, as we have already seen. The differing reactions of
her great allies to Britain's difficulties in Greece, therefore, served only to confirm
Beaverbrook in his prejudices.

Amongst the newspapers more sustained in their criticism of government policy, the
behaviour of the Daily Herald is of direct interest, not least because of its party affiliation.
Upon examination, the newspaper's reaction to the Greek crisis reveals a degree of
schizophrenia, indeed a general identity problem. Nowhere were the denunciations of
British policy more sweeping than in this newspaper's leader columns. Nowhere did the
expressed suspicions of British policy run deeper than in the columns of its diplomatic
correspondent, W.N. Ewer. However, these opinions do not always harmonise with
what the newspaper's Athens correspondent was simultaneously writing in his reports
home, or more precisely with what he was not writing. Initially, Salusbury had followed
the rest of the war correspondents in his reporting of the bloody events in Athens on
Sunday 3 December, and had placed responsibility for these firmly on the shoulders of
the police , warning against the dangers of backing with British arms a reactionary regime
in Athens. Rapidly, however, Salusbury came to adopt a more sympathetic attitude

77



towards official British policy and to revise his attitude towards police conduct on that
occasion, seeing it now as a result of panic, indiscipline and provocation rather than as
evidence of anything more sinister. British policy, he believed, though clumsily executed
without due preparation of British public opinion, was inspired by honest and honourable
motives. These changing views were to lead to increasing difficulties for Salusbury with
his newspaper and to a whispering campaign in Fleet Street led by the Daily Worker, in
which his integrity was constantly questioned. Elsewhere in the same newspaper, the
political columnist Michael Foot, in a column that always showed him to be a close, if
angry, student of those Times wartime leaders by E.H. Carr, advocating a postwar
settlement with the U.S.S.R. based upon realpolitik, was linking events in Greece with
events in Poland. According to Foot's analysis, the foreign policy "realists" were now
being granted their wishes. Stalin was being allowed to impose on Poland a Lublin
"government" which, whatever the follies of the Polish government-in-exile, represented
nothing but itself without any very obvious protest from the West. In response,
Churchill was claiming for himself a free hand in Greece and the Middle East. A system
of spheres of influence was descending on Europe based upon the supposed postwar
security needs of the great powers. Time alone would reveal who were the more
deluded, the foreign policy realists or the foreign policy idealists. As a libertarian
socialist, Foot proclaimed himself an unrepentant admirer of the ideas of Woodrow
Wilson and could not believe that any lasting European peace could be achieved which
subordinated the principles of national self-determination and of representative democracy
to the alleged security needs of the great powers. According to Foot, the interwar
settlement had failed because the noble principles which had inspired the Wilsonian
vision had been defectively practised at Versailles, in particular when the interests of the
victors were at stake, not because those principles themselves were inherently flawed, as
some of Wilson's critics had subsequently come to claim. What was needed in any new
settlement, if it were to endure, was a more honest and full implementation of those same
principles, not their repudiation.8

Much more uniformly and consistently opposed to British policy in Greece than the Daily
Herald was the News Chronicle, thus consolidating that newspaper's wartime reputation
for being not only to the left of the parliamentary Liberal Party but also to the left of the
Labour movement.? At the time that the crisis broke in Greece, this newspaper did not
have its own correspondent of in Athens but shared the services of correspondents of
other newspapers. However, with the crisis at its height, the editor, Gerald Barry, took
himself off to Greece to make a one-man, on-the-spot investigation of the facts. The
tenor of his subsequent report on his mission can best be appreciated when it is noted that
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the most implacable of the Fleet Street critics of British policy in Greece were later to
express a distinct preference for Barry's findings over those of the semi-official Citrine
Commission when the two reports appeared more or less simultaneously.lo However,
the most trenchant criticism of British policy throughout the crisis was provided in the
"Spotlight" column of A.J. Cummings. This veteran journalist entertained a lifelong
suspicion of government manipulation of the press, particularly in wartime, which
derived to a large extent from his distaste for the "patriotic"” role played by Fleet Street
during the first world war.l1 As is not infrequently the case, however, Cummings could
on occasion be, conversely, more trusting of foreign governments than he was of his
own. A decade earlier he had been one of the very few prominent figures in Fleet Street
to give credence to the Soviet case in the Metropolitan-Vickers affair. Altogether more
measured in his critique and less given to personal invective was the newspaper's
diplomatic correspondent Vernon Bartlett who, in his parliamentary capacity as an
Independent M.P., had voted against the government in the division of 8 December.
Nonetheless, Bartlett remained firm throughout in his main point that British policy had
been fundamentally flawed in not understanding that E.A.M. was something more than a
mere communist front, although, by its obstinacy in error, the British government was
well on the way towards creating its own reality.
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