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ABSTRACT

In almost every discussion of Anglo-~American
relations since World War II, it is generally assumed
that if these two countries do not always "think slike"®
at least they always agree. The mutual understanding,
cooperation and unity that exist between the two coun-
tries have become s¢ legendary as to no longer be gues-
tioned; even the possibility of opposition and ill=fee-
ling has been largely ignored, But there exist in Great
Britain important segments of informed public opinion
that are antieAmerican., Some segments are constant and
violent in their anti-gmericanism, others express this

feeling en particular issues as their individual interests

and beliefs are affected,

Although this anti-American feeling bhas been
overshadowed by the cooperation of the two countries,
especially in the field of foreign pelicy after the turn

of the twentieth century, it still remains a histerical
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fact, The expression of this feeling in the years
1945-1951 and its underlying causes form the subject
of this thesis, It is hoped that this attempt will

Place recent Anglo-American history in a mcre balanced

perspective,
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INTRODUCTORY ESSAY

The immediate post World War II years are
regarded, by most historians of Anglo~-American rela=-
tions and by informed public opiniom at large, as years
of close Anglo-American cooperation and mutual under-—
standing, This was especially obvious in international
relations where both countries found themselves faced,
in Eassterm Europe and the Middle East, with an aggres-
sive and expansionist Russian foreign policy. Thus, it
is not surprising to observe that the Truman Dectrine,
the Marshall Aid Program and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization—highlights of Anglo-American cooperation
in the late forties, carry with them a strong anti-Rus-
sian tincture, Because of the tremendous impact of this
cooperation on the intermational pelitical situation,
there is a persistent tendency, in many historians, of
stressing and even overestimating this aspect of Anglo-

American relations at the expense of a less inspiring



and comgenial one: that of mutual suspicion, misunder-

standing, resentment and even hatred.,

This tendency to emphasize the "closeness"™ and
the cooperative mnature of Anglo-American relations is
based on other factors end assumptions as well as on
post~World War II political developments, Most historians
of Anglc-~American relatsions appropriately point to the
unique nature of this relationship, In his classic work
in this field, H.C. Allen states: "Connected as they
[bnitad States and Brit-in] are by the Great North Atlantic
waterway and by the agency of the ever-present British
North America, and bound together by a common origin and
history, they have affinities altogether unusual among
nations.'1 It camnot be ignered that their common origin
and language, their interacting historical experiences and

the similar nature of most of their institutions bind the

‘H.C. Allen, Great Britain and the United States:
A Histo of Anglo-American Relations (1783-1952),
London, 1955,, Pe 26, See also the introductory essay
by Sumner Welles in Crane Brinton, The United States
and Britain, (Cambridge, Mass., 1947).




two nations with stronger ties than either of them with

a third ono.z But H.C. Allen and like-minded historians
leave the realm of history for that of speculation, and
reveal their partisanship, when they claim that the unique~-
ness of this relationship will necessarily foster closer
integration between the two mations, and bring about
eventual Anglc-American unity.a The Suez crisis of 1956
gave a hard blow to these noble, but doctrinaire, hopes,
Moreover, Bruce M, Russett; in his systematic and pains-
taking study of Anglo-American relations in the twentieth
century, finds "substantial evidence that in many important
respects Britain and America have become less responsive

to each other's needs than they were several decades cgo.'h
This study actually destroys the optimism of H, C, Allen
on the future of Anglo-American relations, Instead of
growing stronger, the ties binding the two nations seem

to be gradually weakening,

znvon these factors are denied having any effect
on the mass opinion of the two countries in Sir Arthur

Willert, The Road to Safety: A Study in Anglo-American
Relations London, 1952), p. 11,
3H.c, Allen, ops cits, P. 983.

b‘nruc- M. Russett, Community and Contention:
Britain and America in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge,
Mass., 1963) y Pe 209,




H.C. Allen's intense belief in the necessity of
closer Anglo~American relstions hinders his attempt to
approach the emotional, unscholarly and vehemetly anti=-

> and C.E.M. Joad6 with

American works of C,H, Bretherton
historical disinterestedness and cbjectivity. To him,

they make a "nightmare world to make us wonder that Anglo-
American friendship was aver able to survive such obfusca-
tion and malignity at all. . .“7 These authors do not
represent a substantial section of the British public
opinion, Their works overflow with undeserved contempt

and scorn toward the American way of life, culture and
habits, Moreover, they often sacrifice facts for sprightli-
ness, Nevertheless, however insignificant in the whole
context of British public opinion and however ill-founded
it may be, this attitude toward the United States is a
historical reality, It forms a part of British opinion
about the United States, and deserves objective examina-

tion as such, Its outright dismissal as "nightmarish®™ and

Sc.H. Bretherton, Midas or the United States and
the Future (London, 1926).

6G.E.M. Joad, The Rabbitt Warren (London, 1926).

73.0. Allen, op, cit., P. 26.



"sbfuscationist®™ dopes no credit to any historian, Placing
facts, after checking their validity and truth, in the pro-
per historical perspective and giving, within the limit of
the possible, an overall but sccurate and meaningful pic-

ture of the past is the task of historians par excellence,

Condemnation end approbation of individuals and of their
attitude toward other realities fall within the purview

of moralists.

This attempt, which assessea anti-American feeling
in Britain between the years 1945-1951, aims at pointing
to the actual place and importance of this feeling in
British public opinion during these years, A4 close study
of this period reveals an undercurrent of mutual suspicion,
antagonism and hatred in certain significant sections of
public opinion in the United States and England, As sta-
ted before, the impact of the Anglo-American political coope=
ration was so tremsndous on internatienal politics during
this period, that this undercurrent has neither attracted
serious attention mor been treated with scholarly objecti-
vity. Nevertheless, this attempt will not be a detailed

ptudy of Anglo-American relations of this periocd, It will



consist of a number of studies of particular economic and
political developments of this periocd, directly or indirecte-
1y involving the two countries, Although some attention
will be given to the background of these particular deve-
lopments, there will be no attempt to go into their tech~
nicalities since this study is mainly concermed with the
attitude of the British public opinion toward the United

States, on these issues,

In this study, there will be no discussion of the
impact of anti-Americanism on the poelicy-making-process
of the British Govermment, It is impossible to measure
with certainty the weight public opinion carries in this
process, But it must be noted that in the twentieth cen=-

tury, the century of "total diplonacy'.e governmental

BThia term as used by professor D,C, Watt means
wthe state of relations between states which occures when
popular participation in the processaes of international
relations is continuous, and those processes themselves
impinge on most sectors of domestic political activity.
(See D¢C., Watt, Personalities and Policies: Studies in the
Formation of British Foreign Policy in the Twentieth Cen~
tury, Londen, 1965, p. 53), Mr, Watt has taken this con-
cept from William T,R. Fox end Annette Baker Fox, Britain
and America in the Era of Total Diplomacy (Princeton,

1952).




dependency on popular goodwill and support is unparallsled
in the lomg history of Western Civilization-~ although the
Athenian Demccracy might be considered an exception, In
foreign relations, the policy of a gnvarnmant9 haa come

to be seem "as the product of two sets of pressures: those
of other governments and those of its domestic public opi-
nion," Moreover, "the concept of 'total diplomacy! implies
interaction not only between govermment and government, and
government and domestic public opinion, but also between
public opinion and public opinion.'l0 Unfortunately, it

is as yet impossible to measure with accuracy the extent

to which & sector of public opinion influences the policy=
making=process of a govermment, In this field, we can only
advance hwpotheses based upon estimates., On the other hand,
the assertion that the present democracies are in reality

nothing bus the tyranny of the fifty-ome per cent, is mere-

1y cynical,

srhis refers onlvy to those governments which have
been elected by, and depend on, the consent of the people
governed by them,

J'0]].(:. Watt, ope cit., P 5h.



CHAPTER I

THE AMERICAN LOAN TO BRITAIN

"Beggars cannot be choosers, But they
can, by long tradition, put a curse on
the ambitions of the rich.,"™

The Economist, Dec,5, 1945

Britain emerged from the second World War victorious
but with an economy in grave disrepair, With the unexpected
ending of Lend=Lemse by President Truman, Britain could ex-—
pect no immediate help from the United States for her diffi-

cult task of economic reconstruction,

The Coalition Govermment had thrown all the avai-
lable resources of the nation into checking the Nazi threat
of eonguest, The Govermment's gold and dollar reserve had
fallen from §4,2 billion in 1938 to $12 million in April
1941, In the first year of the war British overseas invest-

ments, to the value of $330 million, were liquidated or re-



patriated, Compared with 1938, the volume of British
exports had declined by 60 per cent in 1944, Due to the
heavy losses, the merchant shipping cespacity had fallen
by 75 per cent, Moreover, because of expenditures by
British overseas forces during the war, the British over-
seas debt had increased from § 1,9 billiom in 1939 to

$ 13.5 billion in Jume, 1945,'  World War II cost Britain
4£33,000 million of which #16,000 million was 'l'.'c»x':):'t:m'ocl.2
Thus, because of her war effort, Britain turned from a
creditor intc a debtor country; at the same time she lost
most of her economic assets which were essential for the
reconstruction of the country as well as for the restora-~

tion of her damaged economy.

It was in this difficult economic and financial
situstion that the Labor Government came to power., Unlike
any other country in the world, Britain was and stdill dis
condenmed by its geographic situation to export or die,

But with all her industry still on war footing, she could

Ll‘Jmﬂ.cl Polk and Gardner Pattersom, "rhe British
Loan", Foreign Affairs, Vol. 24, April 1946, pp. 430-431.

21.:. Reynolds and N.H, Brasher, Britain in the
Twentieth Century, 1900-1964, (Cambridge, 1966), p. 223.
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hardly provide for the needs of her population, and could
export nothing substantial, The Labor Government had to
find an immediate means of finencing the country's import
balance, without further reducing the already low standard
of living of the pt:pu].ri‘.:l.ou:t.:3 This could be done only by
securing a loan from another country and only the United
States could afford such a loan, Unlike all the other
belligerent countries which had suffered terrible econo-
mic losses, America had largely expanded its productive

capacity and wealth during the 'h‘ar.k

At Washingtom, the British delegation led by Lord
Keynes, reflecting British public opinion, experted to re-—
ceive American financial aid in the form of a direct grant
as deferred Lend-Lease for the period when Britain fought
alone and kept the common enemy at bay., These expectations
were quickly disappointed as the British delegation quickly

learned that emphasis on past services and sacrifices would

3\'1111“ Hardy McNeill, America, Britain, snd Russia:
Their Comcperatiom and Conflict, 1941-1946 (London, 1953},
P. 661,

uRuauia herself was asking Lend-Lease "pipelines®
from the United States, and France was not too "great" at
this time to refuse American goodwill and dollars as well,



not influence American copinien, Lord Keynes was to de-~
clare later omn that the Americans "were not interested
in our r_arituin's-_‘l' wounds, though incurred in the common

5 But even this American

cause, but in our convalescexce,"
interest in economic convalescence was nos based upon purely
altruistic motives, The British delegatiom was quick ¥o
grasp that the average American citizen would feel as un-

comfortable in the role of "Santa Claus" zs he felt resent-

ful in that of "Uncle Sh.y].ock-'s

This American interest in Britein's convalescence
had economic and politicel csuses, The Americans were
strongly advocating the liberalization of international
trade and the lowering of treade barriers between coun‘tri.ea
since this policy was deemed advantagous to the expanding
Anerican dindustry, But for the implementation of such an
international system a balanced British economy was essen-
timl., Only then could Britain afford to import quantity

of raw and manufactured materials she required, without

5‘.Fron the speech of Lord Keymes in the House of
Lords, as guoted in Vital Speeches of the Day, Vol, 12,
May 15, 19~’6p Fs h‘53-

6

]

The Times, December 10, 1945, p. 4.
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maintaining high tariff bnrr:lors.7 The loan presented
an excellent opportunity for the Americans to force the
British Government to adhere to the principle of multila-
teral trades policy. Hence the Americans insisted that
the acceptance of the loan by Britain should entail the
acceptance of the Bretton Woods Agreement as well, But
they did not consider their advocacy of liberal trade on
an international level to be due to selfish motives, They
sincerely believed that "free exchange of goods and ser-—
vices was the only sond basis for international ponoo.'9

This was another reason for their determination to stick

to their terms.

7Thia American preoccupation with the safeguarding
and furthering of American agricultural and industrial
interests is clearly reflected in the speeches of Senators
Robert A, Taft and Arthur H., Vandenberg during the loan
debate in the Congress., For those speeches see Vital
gpeeches of the Day, Vol, 12, April 24, 1946, pp, 500-8
and May 1, 1944, pp., 422-426.

BIn. a system of multilateral trade, no exclusive
trading agreements can be reached between two nations which
can damage the interests of others, The establishment of
such a system was one of the major aims of the Bretton

Woods Agreement.

9illiam Hardy McNeill, op. cit., p. 662,
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Because of the desperate situation at home,
the British delegation had no reasonable choice but to
accept the American terms for the loan, HNevertheless,
they stmbbormly tried to obtain the most advantageous
terms pessible, The final terms of the loan, subject
to the ratification of both Govermments concerned, was
made public on December 6, 1945. According to these
terms, Eritain was givem a loan of §3,750 milldon, dra-
wable until December 31, 1951, with an interest rate of
2 per cent, This sum was to be paid back to the Umited
States in fifty snnual instsllments, beginning from
December, 1951, Because repayment was to begim fiwe
years later, no interest was to be paid for the lean
during this period of moratorium, This clause actually
brought down the interest rate to 1,6 per cent. Om the
other hand, Britein was to be excused from paying idnterest
on the loan in any year when the total wolume of her ex~
ports did not exceed that of pre-World War II yesars by
60 per cent, By accepting the Eretton Woods Agreement,
Pritain agreed to make sterling convertible in one year's
time; and promised to consider the elemdnstion of Imperial

preference as part of an international agreement in order



w1l -

to liberalize intermational trndo.‘lo In their totality,

the terms of the locan were not harsh and were very far
from being s "diktat", The rate of interest was not
heavy. The removal of exchange controls could be easily
balanced by substituting in their place the policy of
licensing imports, Britain was left free to bargain on
the issue of tariff and preference reductiom, and the
"scarce-currency™ clause of the Brettom Woods Agreement

protected her industry from foreign eonpatit:l.o:..ll

But in Britain, where people kept thinking imn
terms of their war effort, the terms of the American
loan were received with "words of resentment pceured cut
by millions in Parliament, in the pubs and clubs and st~
reets and huaa."lz This resentment towards the terms of
the loan, coupled with a feeling of injured national dig-
nity, was reflected by the British press, on ths eve of

the debate om the loan in the House of Commons, The Times,

1°.Indd. Polk and Gardnes Patterson, ocp, =it,,
p. 433, and Williesm Hardy McNeill, op. cit., pp. 683-684,

118:. Mr, Hugh Gaitskell's letter to The Spectator,
June 1B, 1946, pp, 60-61,

lznludl Comstock, "The Loan: British Qpimion,"
Current History, Vol.lD, February 1946, p. 140,
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always sober and cautious in its attitude, stated that

the Loan Bill would be accepted since it was felt that

no practical alternative existe, But it added that the
terms of the loan were hard and prospects of default and
breakdown had to be i’sced.lj The Economist wes openly
critical sbout the terms of the loan, It regarded them,
together with the terms of the Bretton Woods Agreement,

as a bitter pill forced down the throat of Britain by the
United Steates, It took 2 firm anti-American stand by
declaring that the whole bargain was an American victory
over her best friend; since it was not just for Britain

to pay $ 140 million a year until the end of the century
just because she had fought the common enemy longest, har-
dest and urlioat.lh The Economist was more ocutspcken in
its anti-Americanism after the debate in the House of
Commons., Its bltter comment on Britaints helpless econo-
mic position was: "Peggers cammot be choosers, But they
can, by long tradition, put a curse on the ambitions of the

r:i.c:l:;.":L5 Although the Beaverbrook papers criticized the

l"‘,‘!‘ha Times, December 12, 1945, p. 5.
l'h'rho Eccnomist, December 8, 1945, p. 821,
15ybid,, December 15, 1945, p. 850,
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Labor Government for the terms of the loan, the most
candid and caustic criticism against the loan and the
Government came from the Nev Statesman and Nation. This
organ of the Labor left uing-j‘s considered the acceptance
of the losn as a "devastating appeasement of American
c-;:italixm'lv since the terms attached to it aimed at
curtailing Britain's economic freedom. It alsc accused
the American Government of stabbing Britain at her weakest

moment end of aiming to control the world economically.

gbviously, this resentment against the terms of
the loan as well as against the American "egotistic" at-
titude towards Britain's economic difficulties was not
confined to a single party durimg tha debates in both
Houses of Parlisment. The attitude of the Press indica=-
ted that it was to be a phenomeéncn cutting across the party
lines. That was also seen in the amendments om the Loan
Bill, before the bigioning of the dehate. Several M.P,s
from btoth Parties had tabled amendments criticizing the

loan in very strong terms., Another motion, tabled by two

8
X For a full discussiom of the Labor left wing see
the succeeding chapter.

17.“ quoted im Alzada Comstock, op. cit., p. 143,



Conservative M.P.s, rejected the Bretton HWoods l-?.:[.‘l.l..l‘B

1t was clear that the Govermment would face strong cri-
ticizm from its own benches as well as from those opposite.
A number of Labor MN,P,s had already made public their
categoric opposition to the terms of the loan and to

the Brettom Woods Agreement. [mdeed, Mr. Attlee, the
Prime Minister, was forced to admit that there was"a

small group" in the renks of the Labor Paxty which oppo=

sed the Bills with "almost religious £arvanr.‘19

In the House of Commons, the Labor Govermment
found itself in the paradoxical positiom of defending

a loan the terms of which did mot sstisfy its expectations.

la'rhe Laborite amendment was tabled by R, Stokes,
Lord Corvedale, Norman Smith and Michael Foot. Two inde-
pendents, M,J., Brown snd Mr, Kendall added their names to
this amendment. The Conservative amendment was tabled by
Robert Boothby and Chfistopher Hollis. §ir Patrick Hannon,
§ir Thomas Moore, Lieut.— Commander Braithwaite and E.P.
Smith added their names, The Comservative mution rejecting
the HBrettonm Woods Bill was babled by Robert Boothhy and
Christopher Hollis, For the texts of these amendments see
The Times, December 11, 1945, p.4.

1911id4,, December 13, 1945, p.l.
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The Chancellor of the Excheguer, Mr, Hugh Dalton, after
moving the Loan Bill, admitted that its terms and those

of the Bretton Woods Agreement's, although agreed upon
after nonths of hard bargaininge= which almost reached

the breaking point on several occasions, were short of
what the British Government desired or expected to receive.
He concluded by asking the House to pess the Loan Bill on
the grounds that mo resonable alternatives matod.zu This
war a poor defemce for a Billj a public admission of the
desperate financial and ecomomic positicn of the country

and of her economic dependence on the good-will of the

United States,

For the lefs wing of the Labor Party, Britain's
economic dependence on a country which was to them the
living symbol of ™capitalism” was irksome if mot infuriat-
ing. In the House of Commons, they vehemently attacked the
Losn Bill end the Bretton Woods Agreenent, without trying
to conceal their dogmatic enti-American attitude, They
contended that Britain was being treated as a defeated
nation by the United States, since the Brettom Woods Agree—

ment and the propssed multilateral trading system closely

mnonso of Commons Debates, Dscember 12, 1943,
cols. ’427 - G
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resembled the economic and financial conditions forced

on Germany under the Dawes and Young loans, They regarded
the proposed Intermational Fund as an irresponsible and
non-~elective body to which the British Govermment was to
abdicate control of the country's internal ﬂ.nnncce.zl The
"nonedi scriminatory® clauses of the Bretton Woods Agree-
ment were declared to be American interference in Britain's
reletionship with the Dominiens, Underlying these criti-
cizms wes the left wing assumption that the United States
was out to dominate the world ecomomically. The American
loan to Britain was seen as the first step toward this
goal, since its terms allowed American encroachment on
Britain's national uovaroigzxty.zz Basing his position on
these assumptions, Normen Smith declared that by voting
ageinst the Bill, he and other members of the Labor Party
were starting the "British war of independence against

the domination of American capitelism during the postwar

period, 23

21Accord:l..ng to the terms of the Bretton Woods Agres-
ment, the International Fund was to examine the yearly Bri-
tish export volume when she declared that it <did not exceed
the pre-World War II volume by 60 per cent,

228.- the speech of Normam Smith in the House of
Copmons Debates, December 12, 1945, cols. 470-479,

23ypid., col. 479.



This fear of Americam domination was more pro-
found among members of Laber left wing than is generxrally
assumed, They pictured the commaen American as & Larrow-
minded profiteer lacking any appreciation of culture and
higher values, Making fun of the Anglo~American “egquality
of sacrifice® during the war, Jenny Lee accused the “Ameri~

can capitalists" of making “a fat profit of the mu::."zll

This
anti-American recital was carried to its apogee by Mr, Stokes,
Labor M,P, for Ipswich, who said: "I know that they Y_tha
nnri.canl]aro tomgh and I know that the majerity of them

are extremely igmnorant, they ere in the adolescent stage.
They are immature anyway, and they deo not understand the
international trade problem.'25 And to such an "adoleacent”,
naive and “"immeture™ nation Britain was going to be subser-
wient, since he was sure that the loan was hitching "us
[m-ita:l.n] to the American bandwagon, and may eventually

land us in the pesition of being Americats Heligoland off
the coast of :lmropa."zb It is obvious that 8 number of
Labor M,P.'s sincerely believed that Britain was on the

way to becoming the 49th state of the culturally inferier

Thited States, where the only yardstick for measuring values

2"Ibid., pecember 13, L1945, col. 719.

251pid,, ceols, 70B - 709.
261,3d,, cols, 712 = 713.
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was noney,

This amtagonism to the United States and the
resentment agsinst the terms of the loan was not confined
to> the twenty-three Labor M,P,s who veted against the Loan
Bill, Many Labor M.P,.s voted for the Bill because they did
not see a reasonable alternative, Others did not want to
oppose a Bill moved by & Labor Cphinot. Still others
feared expulsion from Psrty ranks, But these factors did
not keep them from criticizing the terms of the loan and
the United States for dictating them. & A typical example
wes that of Alfred Edwards who, after stating that he ine
tended to vote for the Loan Bill, added: "“This Agreement
is pediculous. That is all I have to say to the Americans
on this particular Agreement, They are hitting people when
they are t:ltow'n."za It was with a considerable amount of mis-
giving, vounded national pride and indignation that many
Labor M,.P.s voted for the Bill, But this semblance of party
unity was completely non~existent in the case of the Con-

servative Opposition,

27500 the speeches of Rhys Davies and Frank McLeavy,
Ibid,., Descember 12, 1945, cecls,520 and 513,

281,1d,, December 13, 1945, cols,701-2. It must be
moted that not even a single M,.P, addressing the House re-
garded the terma of the loan with sympathy. They were lab—
1sd "harsh", "Yonerous™, "hard", or at best "disappointing™,
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n the eve of the debate, Winmston Chruchill, as
the leader of His Majesty®s Opposition, asked the Conser-
wvative M,P.s to abstaimn frem voting, This policy of sit--
ting om the fence was partly adopted because of the sirong
feeling, smong the members of the Opposition, against the
terms of the locan and the Brettom Woods Agrtm-nt;29 Bat
Churchill could not allow his followers oubtright opposi=
tion to the Bill because his wartime Coalifion Govermment
was to a certain extent responsible for the preceding dis-
cussions of the Bretton Woods Agreemnt.Bo Churchill®s
choice was quite skillful, since only be adopting the po~
licy of abstention could he keep @ semblance of Conserva~-
tive mmity and umanimity in the House of Commons. But the
course of the debates and the result of the division were

to prove him completely mistaken in his calculations.

Mecst of the Comservative M.,FP,s feared that the

implementation of a liberal laisser faire policy might

29‘,!,1“ Times, December 13, 1943, p. be,

Wna Economist, December 22, 1945, p.904, It is
notevortky to observe that the team of liberal economists
sent to Eretton Woods by the Coalition Government was Kept
substantislly intact by the Labor Gevernment,
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result in the wvirtual e¢liminsation of the Impsrial pre-
ference ayatm.al This system, besides being regarded
by many Conservatives &s a bulwark against the spread

of a future world slump to Britain, was to High Tories
one of the manifestations of Britaints all but—extinct

32 It was this preoccupation with

economic greatness,
the safeguarding of what remaimed of this greatness

wvhich prompted Mr., Boothby to oppose ugki:ng gold the

common denominator of differemt currencies, By agreeing
to de s¢o Britain was "handing over world economic power,
outside the Soviet Union, finally and decisively to the
United States™, because out of § 2§ billion of monetary
gold in the world $ 23 billion was found "in the vaults

of Fort Inaz.‘33 An altermative to the loan, suggested

3159. the speeches of Sir John Andersom and Robert
Boothby 4in the House of Commons Debates, Dec, 12, L1945,
cols., bih, 452-3, 455,

Jzi'hile free trade is the treed of ecomcmic
intemationalism and aims at Enitting the world in a single
economy by division of labor, ignoring pelitical barriers,
"Tmperial Preference, the ecopomic doctrine of Imperialism,
urges, om the other hand, that trade be used to cement po-
litical relationships already closs and that a balanced
economy shall be built where there is already a degree of
political unity," (See Aubry Jones, “"Conservatives in
Conference®, The Nimeteenth Century and Afser, wol, 142,
Nowsmbar 1947, p. 222.)

335“_6 of Commons Debates, December 12, 1945,col,461.
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by Mr. Kendall, an independent M.P.,, and backed by
Squadron~Leader Hollis and othexr High Tories, reveals
their unpragmatic attitude towaxrds the United States.
They suggested that the Govermnment bide her time and
thus force the United States to offer a locan on British
terms; because the United States Government needed to
provide a loan as badly as the British Govermment needed

34 This "alternative' was bassd on the assumption that

ite

overproduction would cause unemplcyment, and eventually

a slunp in the United States in the very near future, At

thattime, the United States would literally beg Britain

and other countries to accept frese loans, in order to

curt unemployment at home by exporting in greater guanti-
35

ties,

The indignation of British High Conservativism
against the "“ungratefulness®™ of the United States, and
their feeling of inmjured national pride was reflected in

a speech of Lieut,== Colonel Sir Thomas Moore, who asserted

Mysa, cols, 514-9, 529, Beverley Baxter, another
Conservative M.P,, declared to the House six months later
that Americens should pay 10 per cent interest on the loan
to Britain, since the loan would put en end to unemployment
in the Undited States, (See Ibid,, July 19, 1946, col,1639).

35111 the yeara 1945-47, these mssumptions were

preached by the Labor left wing circles as well as by
Ruasian spokesmen, all of whom Ffirmly believed in thedr

walidity.
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that a majority of the population would prefer to con-
tinue livimg in hardship, to vhich it was accustomed,
and stand wvap for BHritain rather than “irall after the
Americans and their lpam.'36 By forcimg such harsh terms
on Britain, the United States was wounding the British
national dignitys

¢ » « memories are short ascxross the Atlantic,

They can well remember the bombardment of the

Capitol 170 years ago, buit they zre somewhat

reluctant to remember that, for the last cen-

tury and a half, the British Navy have been the

bulwark of their defence, . . . We must show

then that we are not crawling to get this loan,

that we still have certain feelings of dignity

and of justice, though apparently they hawve for

the moment, anyhow, overlocked it,
He continued by stating that he preferred to leave
public life rather than see PBritain tied, till the end
of the century, to the whims of the United States, since
"Eritain ba s mot fought and wimn, has not suffered and sur-
vived two world wars to becocms the poor relative of even
the most kindly, the most benevolent but most autocratic
of kinsmen," He did not spare the Leber Government which

was rebuked for allowing the International Monetary Fund

36;_!31.15- of Commons Debates, December 13,1945,
cel, 642,

37Ihid.. cols, 644-35,
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to examine the yearly export volume of Britain, in cases
wvhere she claimed that it did not exceed her pre—war ex-—
ports by 60 per cant. Many Conservatives regarded this
¢clause of the Loan Bill as an American means test forx
Britain, accepted by the same Party which had fought
"tooth and nail® against the application of the means

test in Pritain, 38

Mr, Churchill, in his well~tailored speech, was
careful not to hurt the feelings of Americans; he rather
tlamed the Labor Government for its dnability to obtain
btetter terms, hinting that a Comservative Government could
have done l0|39 But all his urgings to his followers %o
abstain from voting and thus refuse to accept any respon-

sibility for the Loan and ists oon.maqu-l':u;.nl'O were in wvain,

3Brbid., col, 646,

39(!117 a day later, at a luncheon of the Amexican
Chamber of Commerce in London, Sir John Anderson, the
Chancellor of the Excheguer of the Coalition Govermnment
in the years 1943-45, declared that he did not think any
Conservative Govermnment would have obtained better terms
from the United States, According to him, any strained
relations srising from the lcan negotiation were due to
economic and not to political considerations, (The Times,
December 14, 1945, p. 2.)

ko nnn-o of Commons D-hat.a, December 13, 1945,
cols, 713-3 727,
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The fierce oppositicn of meny Comservative M,P.s tc the
loan and their disillusionment over the American attitude
made them deaf to the advice of their leader. Seventy-one
Conservatives voted against the Bill, while eight others
voted with the Government and only fifty o'nstai.md..‘u' It
was a disheartening sight for the supporters of the Cone

servative Party.

In the House of Lords, where the Conservative
peers held the overvhelming majority, Lerd Besverbrook
and Lord Wooltan led the opposition to the Loan Bill and
the Bretton Woads Agreement, Lord Baaverbroock asked the
House to reject both of them on the grounds that they meant
a return to the gold standard, the abolition of the ster-
ling area and the destruction of Imperial prcefsronco.u
Lord Wootton described them as a ndollsr dictation®™ which
degraded and disillusioned the British people. He stated
that Britain was not reqguesting = loan but the dollars she

had paid %o the United States while fighting alone, in the

Iu'rho Bill passed the House of Commons with 345 "Ayes"
end 98 "Naas", It is interesting to noie that the two
Communist M.P.s voted for the Bill, PFer the result of the
division see the House of Commons Debates, December 137,

1945, cols. 7335-40,
2146 Times, December 15, 1945, p.l.
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years L940-4L, He cencluded his speech by declaxring:

n"go long as this loan lasted it would carry with us and
our children the memory that in the days of our need
America seemed to forget the sascrifices ve had made and
her own obligations, o3 In spite of these strong criti-
cisms amd their dislike for the terms of the loamn, the
Conservative peexrs abstained., Thedir opposition would
have produced a constitutional crisis, since the Speaker
had ruled that the Bretton Woods Agreement was not a money

bl Both Bills passed the House of Loxds with only

Bill,
eight Comservative peers opposing them and more than fifty
abstaining, Tweniy Conservetives voted, as did all Liberal

peers, wiith the Gowernment.

Although the divisions in both Houses of Parlia-
ment gave the Government. an overwhelming majority, the
Bills were voted with reservation, reluctance amd dis~
illusionmente The most important factor determining the
results of the divisions was the absence of reasonable
alternaztives to the proposed Bills, The terms of the loan

provoked an anti-American feeling in important sections of

M:tb:l.:l‘. December 22, 1945. pp. 4, &,
Mn- Ecomomist, December 22, 1945, p. 904,
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British public opinion, This feeling crossed party
lines, It was more pronounced in the right wing of the
Conservative Party, but most violent in the Labor left
wing, The left wing, because of dnternationgl political
developments, was to grow incressingly more anti-Americsn
and increasingly more critical of the Labor Government?®s

foreign policy throughout the eighteen months to cw..'ﬁ

kjl).c. Wats, op. cit., pv 66,



CHAPTER IX

THE BRITISH FORELGN POLICY

AND THE LEFT WING OPPOSITION: 1945 = 1947

"Whether we like it or net, we and
the other nations of Western Europe are
still dependent on Americae. [...]| Shall
we become the financial dependencies and
strategic outpoats of the New World, or
regain our independence so that we can
deal with the U,8,A., and U.S,5.R, as
squals and as friends?™

Keep Lefr
This essay is a study of British foreign pelicy
and of left wing opposition to it in the years 1345-1947.
An examination of the immediate post-World War II relation=
anip of three great pewers, the United States, Rnssia and
Britain is necessary to understand the factors influencing
tne formulation of British foreign policy and of the left
wing opposition to it., Domestic economic difficulties and
the Welfare State program of the Labor Government were as
important in the shaping of the government?s foreign policy
as the international political situation. As will be seen
subsequently, the left wing's anti~Americanism was one of

the most important reasons for its opposition to the Govern-

“ 30 w
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mentts foreign pelicy., A definition of the term "British
left wing®” as used in this essay must be attempted before

we begin a discussion of these factorsa,

It is difficult, if not impossible, to fit the
British left wing into a definitive coupartnant.l It is
not an exclusive organization but a part of the British
Labor movement, In the years under discussion, the majo-
rity of its members balonged to the British Labor Party and
stood mostly to the left of party leadership. Membership
in the left wing precluded membership in the British Com~
munist Party, buk some of its members held extreme Marxian
views and even claimed that the Communist Party was %o their
right, In its essence, the British left wing then, as now,
was an aggregation of several small groups of intellectuals,
all of them claiming to be "genuine® socialists but emphasi~
zing different aspects of that ideology. Some were oute
spoken pacifists, others fervent disciples of the class

struggle, still others "fellow-travelers™— staunch admirers

11 am indebied for the following treatment of the
British left wing to FEugene J, Meshan, e British Left Wing

and Forei Policy: A Study of the Influence of Jdeology
i](cw Jersey, 1930;, PP. 21-51,
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and supporters of the Russian Communist experiment., But
all these groups draw to some extent upoxn the British
radical tradition. In the yesars following World War II,
these groups formed a common front agaeinst the policies

of the Labor Government on certain issues, but the front
was loose because each group was motivated by different
aims, The membership of the British left is not constant
but ewer-shifting, since any member canm find his views
diverging from that of the left wing majority on certain
issues., Nevertheless, there are some attributes which
can be roughly applied to most members of the British
left: they take a more dogmetic stand on the historicsl
developments of capitvalism; put a stronger emphasis on
the class struggle; and are possessed by a stronger feel-
ing of anti-clericalism than the rest of the Labor Party
membership, It will be more appropriate te name the left
wing the "Doctrinaire Wing" of the British Labor movement,
for unlike the more pragmatic majority, it is based on
certain premises of International Socialism, Although the
membership of the left wing consists mainly of intellectuals,
they have not cut themselves off from the masses and rightly

claim to have a considerable section of British public epinion
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behind them, >

The left wing expressas ita opinion through its
members in the House of Commons ; through its non-Parliamen-
tary members, and through its press, These chanrels pro-
vide it with efficient and effective means of propagating
its opinions to she masses to the extent that, on certain
issues, pecple ars driven tc cverestimate the mass support
these opinions carry. But trade union support of the left
wing has been insignificant: most of the big unions have
supported the Labor party leadership. It is not surprising
that most left wing members regard the trade uniom leader-

ship as “reactiomnary".

The number of left wing M,P,s in the 1945 Parlia-
ment was large, and every opinion group head its representa-
tives, The most prominent and wvociferous pacifists were
Emrys Hughss, Rhys Davies, Rev, Camphell Stephen and James
Maxton ~=-whose pacifist views were reinforced by his ex-
perience in Spain during the ciwvil I-lr.3 They were the
representatives of the pacifist tradition of the British

Laboxr movement and opposed conscription and resrmament

?Sir Arthur Willert, ops cit., pe 12,

33.- George Orwell, Bonngal to Catalonia (London,
1959), p. 187,



without fear of the Labor party's disciplimary actions,

The "fellow travelers™ were represented by ConniZilliacus,
Johm Platis-Mills, D.N. Pritt, William Warbey and Sydney
S§dlverman, The most vehement end consistent criticism of

the labor Govermment!s foreign policy came from this group;
ihey caused so much annoyance that, by the end of 1945 Parlis-
nent, some of them were expelled from the ranks of the Labor
P-rty.u Eut the leadership of the left wing in the House

of Commoms was provided by Richard Crossman, Michael Fooct
and Ian Mikardo, who held much mildexr views than the "fellow
travelers”, Also belonging to this laft wing center were
Geoffrey Bing, 8.0, Davies, Tom Driberg and J,P,W. Mallalieu,
Tnere were others in the 1945 Parliament who defy classifica-—
tion into groups: Seymour Cocks was a consistent critic of
the foreign policies of all governmenis; Richard Stokes was

a businessman who claimed to apply, successfully, socialist
principles to the management of his business, In this essay,
the views of all left wing M.P.s who held Govermment posts
im these years will not be considered; because Constitutional

principles limited their freedom to express their individual

tD.N. Pritt had already been expelled in 1940; John
PLatts~-Mills was expelled in 1948 and KonniZilliacus in 1949,
Zilliacus was readmitted later on,
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views on the policies of the Gwnrnnant.j This cata-
gory includeas Aneurin Bevan, Stafford Cripps, Emmanuel
Shinwell, George R, Strauss, John Strachey and Ellis

Smith,

Professors Harold Laski and G.D.H. Cole, publisher
Victor Gollancz, and writers Fenner Brockway, Leonard Woolf
and De Bailey formed the vanguard of the non-=Parliamentary
left wing membership, These people held tremendous autho-
rity and were looked upon, by certain groups of Labor
supporters, as the high priests of Labor party ideology.
Harold Laski was the Chairman of the Labor party in 1945;
from this position he could influences the making of party
decisions to a considerable extent, PMoreover, Laski,
Victor Gollancz snd John Strachey were members of the selec—
tion committee of the Left Book Club, which published books
in order to propagate Socialism and to promote discussion
groups all around the country. The Left Book Club leader-

ship included the more Marxiem group of British Socialism

51 also believe that "A Jacobin in power is no
longer a Jacobin,“ Aneurin Bevan offers a characteristic
example of this case. Until his resignetion from the Labor
Cabinet in 1951, he refrained from expressing his personal
views on the Government's foreign.snd defence policies,
After his resignation, he became one of the leaders of the
left wing oppositicn to these policiss,
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and its membership, in late 1930's, was about fifty thou=-

sand,

The left wing press incl uded the New Statesman
and Nation with Kingsley Martin, the professed pacifist,
as its editor and Richard Creossman as his assistant edi-
tor, It offered searching analyses of intexmational polie
tical developnents to its readers which, in the years under
discussion, numbered about sightyethree thousand, Ancther
chamnel for propagating left wing views was the Tribune,
having Ansurin Bevan, S8tafford Cripps, William Mellor and
George R. Strauss as its key figures, After 1945, its
policies were decided by Jenny Lee [Hxa. Aneurin navnnl ’
Mrs, Pat Stteuss, Michael Foot; Jan Mikardo and J, Kimche,
who was its editor until 1947, Its circulstiom in the
years 19451948 was sbout forty thousand. It reflected
the views of the Parliasmentary left wing, The Forward,
having Emrys Hughes as its editor and a lesser circulation
than the Tribune, Kept itself in the tradition of British
Socialism and campaigned constan#ly to attadin "social jus-
tice,"™ The Resynolda News, published by the Brigish Co-ope-
rative movement, wes a Sunday paper with a Ffixed circula~

tiom of 720,000, It ook no interest in ihtermatdonal



- 37 =

affairs and its editorials had a non-political character,
It was read partly because of the sensational nature of
its leading asrticles, These channels were an excellent
means for increasing the masses'! awareness of left wing
criticism of the newly elected Labor Gowvermnment's foreign

poliocy,

The existence of a discrepancy between the respec-
tive stands of the Labor Party's official leadership and
that of the left wing on foreign affairs was quite evident
before the elections of 1945, The Labor Party's electionee—

ring pamphlet, Let Us Face the Future, gave little space

to the Party?!s opinion of the foreign policy to be pursued

by a Labor Guvament‘: The Laboer Party promised to consoli-
date the warsime association of the Hritish Commonwealth
with Russia and the United States rather than tc isolate
Britain from the rest of the world, Only the maintemance

of a feeling of "true comradership" and an effective system
of collective security, it was urged, could safeguard inter-
national peace and make reductioca of armaments possible, The

pamphlet alsc stated that, by having a Labor Govermment at

6'rhn election was meimly fought om domestic issues.
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its helm, Britesin would be in a position to play a lead~
ing rele in international relaftions because of its stand-
ing with the working people of all countriou.7 Ernest
Bevin's speech at the Blackpool Conference, on May 23,

1945, followed the line of the Let Us Face the Future. He

pledged, in the name of his Party, never to play cff the
Eastern Eurcopesn coumtries againat the Soviet Union and
guaranteed tha® a Labor Govermment would do its best to
dissipate such fears, He expressed his satisfaction at

the fact that France was going Left, since Left could under-
stand Left., But he was careful to make clear that his
Party was anxious to see free and democratic elections

taking place im the countries of Eastern l!t:l:r'ope.B

The left wing was not satiafied with these state-
ments on foreign policy and asksd for mcre readical and dras-
tic actions., ©Om May 22, 1945, Lester Hutchinson made public
the left wing kopes that a Labor Govermment would expel the

‘uiggo' Govermments from London, because these "reactionaxry®

71 Labsr Party Publication, Let Us Face the Future:
A Declaratiom of Labour Policy for the Consideration of
the Nation (London, 1945), pe 11,

8

The Times, May 24, 1943, Po 2e
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governments were publishing "foul libels om an n.l..l.y"g
{Rnn:liaj ¢« HWhen the Labor party won the elections, Harold

Laski wrote im La Tribune Ecomomigue, that the Labor Go-

vermment would drive Franco from Spein; and Kingsley
Martin "predicted" a change toward the Left in the Greek
Gov-rn-ont.lo In the House of Commons, just after the
elections, the left wing M.P.s urged the Government to
adopt a distinctly Socialist foreign policy and to dis-
confinue that of the wartime cocalition Govermnt.ls.‘ll A
distinctly Socialiist foreign policy meant, for the Left
Wing, giving direct help to the Socialist movements of
Spain and Greece to enable them to overthrow their res-~
pective govermments, and a very close cooperation with
Communist Russia, But even before the elections, Bevin
had publicly accepted the neec of a combined effort that
would rise sbove party politics in matters of ndefence,

foreign policy and relations with cther comtri--’,lz and

had publicly repudiated Harold Laskits declarations to

91bid., May 23, 1945, pe 2.
mm-:u J. Meehan, opy cit., p. 68,

Myouse of Commons Debates, August 20, 1945,
cols 336-40, 358,

12

The Times, May 30, 1945, ps 5.
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L3

La Tribumme Economigue, These declarations meant that

the Labor Government did mot intend to interfere in the
domestic affairs of other countries, even if their govern-
mants were despotic or reactionary, As the main lines of
Bevin®s foreign policy became clear in the years 1945-L946
the disillusionment as well as the criticism of the left

wing increased tremendously,

Bevin's early experiences as Foreign Secretary
proved that his hopes for the possibility of maintaining
friendly relations with Rassia were ill-founded, Om his
way to Potsdam, he was convinced that it would be possible
for him tc dissipate the Russian fear of a Brizish aggres-
sive imperiaslistic policy and thereby come to a frank under-
standing with Stalin on Europesan politlical #nd economsic pro=
blems, He still believed that Left could better und:rstand
Lo:ft.u' But at Potadam he concluded that Sislin was mot
ready to "understand® the Left umless he was given wiat-

ever he wanted, Stalin expected large-scale reparations

13pjaine Windrich, Britisk Labor's Foreign Poliecy
(stanford, 1952), p. 174,

‘t'urrancis Williams, Ernest Bevin: Portrait of a
Great Englisbman (London, 1952), p. 2k2.
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from Germany, wanted to comsolidate his grip om the
Eastern European countries, and sought to reshape the
mgoft® Russian boundaries in Turkey and Irn:n.15 Bewvin
was quick to grasp that only a dynamic and firm Anglo-
American stand could frustrate this formidable Russian
expansionist policy, He vigorously opposed any change
of boundaries of Germany and Poland in favour of R‘-ua:l.-..l6
Under these circumstances, the increasing coolness in the
attitudes of Molotov and Stalin toward Bevin and Attlee
and their dislike of British Socialism is not surpris:l.ng.l7
The Russisn Govermment launched an appalling propaganda
attack agsinst the British Labor Government and its "imperia-
list aims®, It was a disillusioned Bevin who announced to
the House of Commons, on his return from Potisdam, that

the Nazi totalitarisnism was in the process of being re~

placed by Communist totalitarianism in Bulgaria, Rumania

ljmusia had already asked the Turkish Gevernment
tc grant her military bases om the Dardanelles and Bosphorus
and give up the Turkish provinces of Kers and Ardaham. AY
the same time she was applying a tremendous pressure on
Northern Iran and material by helping the lecal Communists
to create an autonomous Pecple'!s Government there. (See
William Herdy McNeill, op, cit., DPP. 607=8).

161pig,, ps 613.

1T‘lh.at was surprising, was Trumsn's and Byrmes'
annoyence cencerning Bevin's firm stand, The Americans
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18
and Humgary, Ee had already reached the premises upon

vhich Chuarchill was to base his famous Fulton Speech,

Bevin was aware that Russia would not alter its
expansionist policy for the sake of establishing friendly
relations with Britain and the United States, Only the
threat of forceful opposition could alter this Russian
policy. At the Moscow Conferemnce of Foreign Ninisters,
the British and American Foreign Secretaries failed to
compel the Russiasns to stop their subversive activities
in Northernm Iran, Stalin refused to remove the Russian
army units from Azerbaijan, where they had be:n sent to
frustrate the establishment of aorder by the Perasian army,
On this issue Mcolotov and Bevin wers at Lnggm-huda.lg

Moreover, Bevin clearly perceived that this aggressive

policy wes based »sn the disintegration of the British

20

political influence in Europe and the Middle East, The

were still suspicious of British imperislism, (See
Francis Williams, op, cit., pPp. 241 -2, and Clement R,
Attlee, "Britaim and Americar Commen Aims, Different
Opinions"™, Foreign Affairs, vol,32, Jamaary 1954, p.195),

l'n'llm.ua of Commons Debates, Augast 20, 1945, col,291,

L%illiam Hardy McKeill, op, cit., ppe 71le=2,
20 prancis Willdems, ops cit., pps 254-5,
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only way lef’t to Britain, shcrt of sumbission to Russian
aims, was determined oppoaition to Mussian expansionism,
But, Bevin vas well eware that the British scconomy was in
a shattered condition and unsble to back such a vigorous

foreigm policy.

As discussed in the previous chapter, World
WVar II had s disastrous effect on the British economy.
0n the ether hand, Britain was the anly country other than
the United States, which was incurring extermal expendi-
tures by actively helping the reconstxruction of the post-
var international economy, If left alone, Britein could
only hope to balance its budget in 19119.2l It was through
the American loan that the Government hoped to reconstruct
the country's economy, Only the United States, with her
huge ecanomic power, could effectively check the Russian
threat in Eastern Farope and the Middle East, But public
opiniom in the United States was relnctant %a accept a
leading rele in international affairs, although America

wounld scom bde compelled to do so,

American conservatives were snxious to end

American involvement in European and Far Esstern political

21y gh Dalton, High Tide and Afteri Memoirs,
1945-1960 (London, 1%62), p. 71l.




- Ll -

problems, but at the same time they were suapicious of
Russian Communism, The liberals and leftists wanted to
see a continuous Mmerican imnvolvement abroad, but they
kept on urging the Administration to be patient and under-
standing toward Soviet Russia, But the negative and
intransigent Russian attitude on the German issue, and
propaganda attacks on the United States inoreased the
tension in Russo~American relastions and played a major
role in changing American public opiniom, Contrary to
Stalin's wartime promises, the Russian Government refused
to treat Germany as an economic unity. The United States
Government decided to stop deliveries of @German surplus
capital equipment from the American zone to Russia, The
Russians retaliated by exposing the United States to a
wviolent press attack, At the Becond Cowncil of Foreign
Ministers in Paris, the target of Molotov's attacks shifted
from Britain to the United Sbates, He accused the American
Government of conducting a policy of "meney imperialism® in
Europe, which was deemed an easyY prey te such capitalistic
schemes because of her weak economy, These developments,
coupled with Russian pressure ol Turkey and Iran, subver-

sive activities in Greece and actual expansion in Eastermn
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Eurcpe, intemsified among American conservatives their
fear of Communism vhich nmow began to outweigh theixr dis—
like of foreign emtanglements. Gradually, they started
to support am active foreign poliey, having the “containe
ment® of Communism as their aim, On the other hand, the
aggresaive Russian attitude in the Peace Conferemces and
the United Nations Security Council was disillusioning
the Americanm liberals and Jiftiata on the subject of come=

ing to an understanding with Ruaa.l.n.zz

It must be noted that this change in the American
public opinien was very gradual. It was very difficult
for a nation which had regarded Russia as an honest and
brave wartime ally to change its sttitude overnight., This
explains why Americam official circles did not comment on
Churchill 's Fulton Speech of March 5, 1946, Nevertheless,
there was en important change in the attitude of the Amo-
rican Govermnment, if met im public opinion, toward Russia.
“The Goverrment was willing to help the countries of Western
Burope by loans in order to enable them recover their
economic stability, and bolster their snti~Commumism. The

political motive in the American Jloans to Westemm European

22yi114em Hardy McNeill, ope cite., pp. 653—6, 719.
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countries became apparent in the later stages of Con-
gressional debates on the lcan to Britain, Britaim was
seen s a bulwark against Russian sxpansionism in Europe,
and some support for the loan was given to emable her to
continue in this role, Further emphasis was given to
this motivation after May 1946, when the United States
decided to help only those comntries which had not been
taken over by Communist r:ﬁillll. ard cancelled the Loan
which had already been granted to I'c:.!:l.am:l.23 Yet this
American involvement in Europeam affairs was primarily
economic, and indirect. It was the British Labor Govern=~
ment which forced the United States into direct involve-

ment in intermational affairs,

In the winter of 1947, the British Govermment
felt unable to carry on with her overseas commitments
because of the country's precarious economic situation, 24
British forces in Greece, Palestine and Indis and economic
aid given to these countries and Turkey had prodnced
serious strains on the countryt!s sconomy, But the Goveme

ment was conscious that the withdrawal of British commit-

231bid,, ppe. 662-3,

2“!. detailed examinaticnl of the Britiash economic
situation will be given in the succeeding chapter,
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ments from Greece and Turkey would create a political
vacuum in these areas, which was ldkely to be exploited
and filled by Russia, The only way of forestalling thims
was to gain American acceptance of British commitments
in these comtries.zj on February 24, 1947, a note,
delivered by the British Ambassador in Weshington to the
State Department, proposed this takeover., After stating
that the British Treasury was not in & position to carry
out her responsibilities for furthrer sconomic aid to
Greece and Turtkey after March 31, L947, the mote stated
that the Gresk ecomomy was onm the verge of collapse and
the Turkish arwy needed sguipment, It ended in a gloomy
note, pointing that should either of theses countries fall
to Commurii st aggression the result "foxr the West would be
outaa:rc!phic."zs It was this British message which

"triggered off the Truman doctrine, w27

2 prancis Villiams, opy cdt., p. 263,

261).!‘.'. Watt, "Withdrawal from Greecez The End of
Balance—of-Power Diplomecy: The Beginning of Cold War", in
Michael Sissonms snd Philip French(ed.), Age of Austerity
(London, 1963), p. 103, Hereafter cited as Sissons and

French, Age of Austerity.
zzn.c. Watt, op, cit., pPe 75.
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On March 12, 1947, President Truman asked the
Congress to authorize a grant of $400 million for Greace
to help her "become a self-supporting and self-respecting
democracy." After adding that Turkey was in the same posi-
tion, he stressad that the peaceful development of nations
"free from cocercion®™ had become impossible unless Americans
were "willing to help free peoples maintain their free
dnstitutions and their nstional integrity against aggressive
movements that seek to impose upon them totalitarian re-
Zimes, w28 There was no need to explain that these "aggres-
sive movements" were directed from the Kremlin, The Tru-
man Doctrine, as the President!s speech was to be called,
explicitly pledged to resist Soviet expansionism through
Anmerican financial aid to European free nations, The

Tnited States thus became committed to lead the free wvworld,

The Truman Doctrime received a bad press in the
United States, In general, public opinion waa that vthe
Administration had declared war om Russia and expected
actual fighting to beginm between the two nations, The
isolationists, the liberals amd those who still cherished

the wartime alliance with Russia joimed hands in condemning

za)largnrat carlyle (ed,), Documents on International

Affeirs, 1947-1948 (Londom, 1952), pp. 4=5.
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this new American inveolvement in Buropean and Middle
Eastern nrfairs.zg In Eritain, public opinion varied
between approval and condemnation of the Truman Doctrine
and of the British Government's imitiative in bringing

it about,

In the years 1945-1947, the foreign policy of the
Labor Government received the continuous support of His
Majesty*s Comservative Opposition in the House of Commons,
but it was constaxtly cxitdcized by the Labor left wing,
The left wing, which had disagreed with the Party's leader-—
ship even before the elections of L945, criticized and
opposed the Govermmen®'s foreign policy to the extent of
infuriatimg Hevin by critical resolutions and argumenta—
tive papers urging him to adopt a more radical foredign
pol:icy.ao He was also criticized for not turning out
those key officials in the Forsign Cffice and in diplo-
matic missions abroad who were "Lovers of the old fashioned
kind of British imperialism": +these men prepared the

reports on whidch vital decl sions were taknn.31 A% the

29811«01:. end Frensh, Age of Austerity, p. 106,

“Phugn Dalton, ope cit., pe 23,
3Lnnynond Blackburn, "Bevin and Hia Critics",
Foreign Affairs, vol.25, January L1947, p. 247,
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Labor Party Conference, in 1946, the left wing leadership
failed to convince the majority of the need for a change
in the Govermmentfs foreign pol:l.cy.32 Its resolutions
failed mainly because of the support given to the Govern-
ment by the big trade 'un:i.tmu.:j3 0. Octobexr 29, 1946,

3t sent a critical letter to

twenty-ome left wing M.P.s
Prime Minister Attlee, emphasdizing the need %o redraft
British foreign policy on independent linas, Instead of
responding to the power politics of others in the same
mammer, the Government should adopt a distinctly socia=
list pelicy because British Socialism had"a historic role
to play in proving to the world by her leadership and
example that democratic socialism is the only final basis

1l
for world government .‘35 The letter was based cn the

anﬁsanﬂ J« Meehan, OPe cit-, Pe 93,

33‘1"heso resolutions especially criticized the
Government's Spanish amnd Greek policies,

ma' signatories were: B. Ayrton-Gould, A.
Brumell, D, Bruce, ¥W.,&., Cox, R,H.S. Crossman, E. Davies,
J. Gallaghan, J. Lee, M, Hewitson, W, Griffits, B.W, Levy,
RW.G, llnckl‘!’. H.G. MI!GhOC, JeP, llnl.lali-u, K. Foot' C.
Shawcross, F. Messer, S, Silverman, J, Reeves, L., Wilkes
and W. Wyatt,

95&3 guoted in F.A. Voigt, "Iwenty One 'Rebels!

and a Letter, The Ninetsenth Cent and Afger, vol,141,
Japuary 1947, pp. 3=4.
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assumption thst Russia and the United States were des-—
wined to go to uarjs, and only a British Socialist foreign
policy could avoid this end, The attitude of the signat o=
ries was desply hostile to the Undted States. They asked
the Govermment "to aid those large forces in the United
States, whether Socialist or non~Socialist, whose hosti-~
1ity to the Imperialist policy of the United States Adminis-
tration is as grest as our (_tho aignatnri,u'l m.'37 ‘This
letter and the previous left wing criticisms changed no-

thing in the Government's foreign policy,

Frustrated end ignored, on November 28, 1946, the
Left wing M,P.s publicly manifested their dissatisfaction
with the Goverrment's foreign pelicy by tabling an Amend-—
mant to ths Reply to the Throne, The Amendment askaed the
Governmment to sdcpt a constructiwe Socialist alternative
between American Capitalism and Russian Communism by colle-

borating with nations striving to achieve Socialism im thedir

36]3.!1.84 Crossman declared: "freedom camnot sur-
vive in a world of Americen free enterprise or Bussian
Communism, " (A8 quoted in Sir Norman Angell," Leftists

at Sea", The Spactator, April 25, 1947, p, #56.)
T’M quoted in The Economist, November 273, 1946,

Pe BLB,
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cuuntr:i.as.38 The substance of Left wing criticism was
reflected in the speech of Richard Crossmsn when he

meved the Amsndment. Although the Government was pur-
suing the §jccislist domestic policy pledged duiring the
elections of 1945, her foreign policy followad the pre-~
cedents set by the Conservatives. This was indicated by
her failure o disown Churchill's Fulton Spemch. She was
not seaking gennine cooperation with the Soviet Governe
ment; rathexr she was siding with American Capitalism ine
stead of trying to bridge the widening gap batween the Com-—
mnist and Cepitalist blocs. Communisn was ageinst demo-
cracy and freadom but Capitalism was also w danger to
democracy snd Socialism, The British Government was to
fight a double battle against both of these contending
ddeologies by providing the free nations of the world with
a bettexr alternative, To be able to do so, she had to re=-
maln independent end free instesd of siding with the Ameri-
can bloc and criticizing the expansionist sctivities of
Russia without criticizing Anerizan expansionist policies

in China and Japan. The left wing elternative asked the

jaﬂouse of Commons Debates,November 18, 1946,
col, 526,
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Govermment to adopt an independent foreign policy which
would permit her to cooperate fully with Russia and the
United States, without committing herself to either,
This would ensble Britain to take the leadership of a
Socialist and pacific "third force® which would be able
to counter successfully the Russian and American blocs
and thus save the world from another total wnr.39
Although all "rebel" speakers supported Cross—
man's main theme, they stressed its different points,
showing the various tendencies of the groups within the
Left Wing, The "fellow travelers" adopted an uncritical
attitude toward Russia. Sydney Silverman, an impaertant
wfellow traveler®, tried to Justify the subversive and
expansionist Russian activities in Poland, Rumaniz and
Bulgaria by declaring that these countries were not vet
ready for free eloctions‘m Jenny Lee feared that the
Govermment's foreign commitments could wreck her domes-
tie Socialist experiment and turn England inte "a second

or third-rate Pmur."hl Joseph Reeves, the seconder of

398‘-0:' Grossman's speech see Ibid,, cols, 526-39.
aoI‘h:l.d.. col, 575.
4l1pia,, col. 561.
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the Amendment, directed his attacks to the "mischievous
idea dimplisit® in Churchill's Fulton a;pqnech.l"2 But under-
lying these differences in emphasis on certain issues,
there was a feeling common to most "rebels" regarding

the United States.

They were anti-American in their feelings or,
at least, suspicious of Americsn capitalism, To them,
the United States represented the stronghold of capitalism.
And capitalism was easily and promptly equated with imper-
islism in left wing circles, They also believed that im-
perialists could achieve their end even without actual
ammexation of foreign territories through peaceful means
such es trade, This explains why Croasman accused the
United States of pursuing an expansionist policy in the
Far East when she signed trade agreements with Chins snd
Japan, This anti-American attitude was so obvious that

the New York Times commented: "In quarters close to 10

Downing Street, is was indicated that Mr, Attlee end at
least some of his Cabinet considered that the growing
number of malcontents on the Left were not pro-Russian

but anti-imerican capitalist, according to their comments

42 )4d., col, 540.
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in yesterday?'s debates." 3

In his reply to the ®"rebels™, Prime Minister
Attlee stated that the Government was acting on behalf
of the whole naticn and not of an ideological sbstraction.
According to him, it was impossible for the Government to
pursue Party ideology in dealing with other nations. The
Government had to compromise since compromise was the
basis of a peaceful civilizetion, Britain wes mot “"gan-
ging=-up™ with the Umited States, but receiving financial
aid from her because no opther nation could provide that
help, The Government did not lack sympathy for Russia,
and, if she was voiing against her in the Security Council,
she was acting according to the werits of the issues de-
bated, He concluded by asking his friemds to vithdraw
their Amendment since their views, although held sincarely,
did not correspond to the facts snd were based upon DT -
found misapprehension of the inevitable conditions under
which foreign affairs are cmdunted.“h“ As they bad al-

ready declared, the "rebels" did not intend to force =

"B)ltv York Times, Nov, 20, 1946, p.1d.

M‘For Attleets speech see the House of Comnons
Debates, November 18, 1946, cols, 5’4'_’9-3?.
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division, Richard Crossman rose to withdraw the Amend-
ment, but McGovern (I,L.P,) and Campbell Stephen forced
45

a division,

The division result, 357 against the Amendment

to nil, was "a declsive enough verdict but not gquite the
resounding defeat of the rebellious critics that the Govern~
ment d.aa:l.red."h‘ About a third of the Labor M.P.s abstained,
showing their diassatisfaction with the Government's foreign
policy., Thus, in spite of the three~line whip sent by the
Govermment to her Labor supporters, about 50 of them joined
the 58 signatories of the uond.mon:t..h'? The Conservative
Opposition, which was rather amused by this public strife
within the Labor Party, gave its firm support to the Govern-
ment against those who helieved that "British foreign po-
1icy should not be based sn clear British interests, but

on ideclogical asspirations, '“8 About 120 Conservative

uj"nm Spectator, November 22, 1946, p., 535.

e Times, November 19, 1946, p.5.

h71bid.. ps U

"'BIIouao of Conmons Debates, November 18, 1946,
col, 548,




i B e

M. P.s voted with the Gavernment, This was, for the
Labor Government, a reliamnce "to a greater extent than
was comfortable on the votes of the Oppesition and other
g:roup."ug’ Moreover, the defeat of the Amendment "did
not comvince either the House or the public that thedr
Llaft uing*a] action was wnimportant or that it had been
the last of its kind."so It was obvious that there was
@ widespread dissatisfaction in the Lebor Party with the
Government?s foreign policy, According to the New Yoxk
Times the "rebels" were likely to become a troublesome
problem for the Government in the future.”  The Left
wingts reaction to the Truman Doctrine was to prove the

walidity of this statemens,

The left wing attacked and denounced unsparingly
the Trumsn Doctrine, which was seen as a threat to world
peace, Accerding to Harold Laski it was "a threat to peace

grester than any since the rise of mtlor."‘sz The left

l"9'1."110 rimes, November 20, 1946, p.¥.

5c‘lw‘.A.le.g--l;.. ops egit., Pela
5lypew York Times, November 19, 1946, p. 1.

52315:0:1- and Prench, ops cit., DPP. 107-8,
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wing made ita position public in a pamphlet entitled

33 It challenged the basic argument under-

XEeep Left.
lwying the President'!s Speech by atating that Russia was
contemplating neither aggression nor infiltratdion in
nefighbouring countries, Stalin wa@s no Hitler, but a

man who wanted peace to reorganize his devastated coumtry,
E2 had no desire to start World Wax I1J unl:ss foreign po=
wers forxreed him to take action, The joint inglo=American
policy of "containment", which simed &% propping-up anti-
Communist re’gines around Russian frontiers, was provoeking
Ruassia. #And the Truman Doctrine, which was dn line with
this joint Anglo-~American policy, was meking sncther world
war inevitable by dividing the world into twe contending
BLocs. Britain, by adopting a genuine Socialist foreign
policy, could aveld such a bitter outcome, By refusing

alliances with any foreign power and adopting a policy of

SJA Group of Members of Paxliament, Xeep Left
(London, 1947)., Most probably the pamphlet was written
by M, Foot, K, Crossman snd I, Miksrdo, The other signato-
riss were: G, Bing, D, Bruce, #d, Pavies, LiL Lee, BuW,
Levy, R.,W.G., Mackay, J PN, IlnLl.l.l:lol.. E.R, Millington, S.
Swingler, G. Wigg and W. Wyatt,
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cooperation vith all, she could bridge the gap existing
between Russia and the United States and save the small
nations from their ideological warfare, Since Vestern
Europesn countries were going Left and the same economic
disaster hid hafallem all of them, there was a possibili-
ty of brimnging sbout an European ecomomic unity, This
"Third World Power", with Britaim at its lead, could be~
come the keystone of world peace, It could bslance the
Americsn and Bussisn blocs and make the United Nations
an effective organization, able t¢ regulate dndermational
relations, Thus, concluded the pamphlet, "a United Europe,
strong enough to deter am sggressor, but veluntarily re-—
nouncing the most deadly offensive weapon of nodern wax—
fare Ethe Atom Bonb') , would be the best gusrintee of

world peaceg"

n examining this Left Wing esttitude toward
Russia and the international political situation, one
camnot help detecting a doctrinaire and nsive approach
to politicel realities, It was Russia, not Britain or
the United States, which was pursuing an expansionist

policy, if mot for ideological at least for securdty
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rnaaonu.:‘m The Truman doctrine was a forceful reaction

to this Russian policy toward Eastern Europe, Turkey and
Iran, It was Stalin indeed who refused Bevint¥s proposal

to renew the wartime Anglo-Russian alliance for fifty

years, On the other hand, the "Third World Power" alter-
native w=the left wing psnascea for the preserwation of

world peace, was completely lacking in pragmatism, It

would have been impossible to bring about an European eco=-
nomic unity during these years without American eccnomic and
financial assistancees~ Europe was even unable to feed itself,
But this assistance could not be givem divorced from poli-
tical considerations, The American loans to Hritain and
other countries made this guite clear, Therefore, under
these circumstances, the formation of a neutral Europesn
economic mity was an impossibility, But, ohstinately comn-
fining itself to its ivory tower, the left wing, while assert-
ing that Europe could produce the Atom bomb without outside
help, believed in an altruistic renunciation of this pro=
ject as the "best guarantee of world peace," Thus, in an

age of power politics, a militarily weak Europe was consi-

5“37011 Stalin himself would have been amazed by
his saintly portrait im the Heep Left,
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dered to be the best means of safeguarding world peace,
At their best, these propositions were intellectual
55

chimeras,

The left wing attack on the Truman Doctrine wes
colored by anti-—Americanism. Actuwally, within the left
wing, there was a "gradual increase in hostility to the
center of Capitslism, the United States.*>® The bulk of
this anti-American feeling was due to left wing fear of
capitalism. Capitalism would surely dewelop into imperia-
lism, which would threaten even Britain. The left wing was
certain that the United States would "explode in aggressive
action sooner or later" unless she adopted a Socialist
ocunomy.57 But, according to Keep Left, since vthe Fulton
policy had become the official poliecy of the United States,
and since the American people wore reluctent to fight,

American strategists were trying "to secwre a system of

55ne publication of Cards on the Table by the
Labor Party, which forcefully answered the guestions and

suggestions raised by Keep Left, shows that the Keep Left
group had a considerable mumber of supporters inm the

Labor Party membership.

56pugene J. Meehan, ops cit., p. 112,

57Sea DPr, Stephen Taylor's speech in the House of
Commons Debates, March 15, 1947, col, 1766,
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forwardi defences againat Ruasia, manned by ncon-American
forces," 1In the Far East Japan was becoming such an
ountpost, In Europe, Britain seemed destined to beccme

a pensioner of America "earning ite living by fighting
Anmerica's wars overseas, u58 In the House of Commons,

Tom Driberg dnterpreted Truman's speech as an invasion

of South Eastern Enrope by dollar upwialim.sg U=

lesa Britain curtailed its oversess economic and political
commnitments ssid Michael Foot, she would become a depen—
dent of the United States not only for the conduct of

her foreign policy but also for the conduct of her domes-—

tic lfflitt.w

There were mamny factors which transformed the
eighteenth century pro-American sttitude of the British
left (or Radicalism —as the left was called at the time)
into that of twentieth century anti-Americanism. In the
late eighteemth and early nineteenth centuries, America

wis to the British left the cradle of genuine democracyj;

5keep Laft, pp. 32-3.

5%4ouse of Commens Debates, Merch 17, 1947, col,l8,

60yp44,., March 15, 1947, cols, 1801=2,
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the land of freedom of thought and faith and of social
equal:l.t‘y..ﬁ'l' This change in attitude was partly due to
changes withdn the United States, which shook the basis

of left's ortimism towards her future, Thus, the unparal-
leled gxowth of industrislization after the Ciwvil War "put
an end to the Jeffersonien ideal of & commonwealth based

on rural sdmplicity." ‘The increasing entanglement of the
United States in world affairs deprived her statesmen of
their reputation for disinterestedness, which they had
gadined during the period of American political isolationism,
The restrictions placed upon immigration increasingly barred
the BEritish workers from snjoying the fruits of the "paradise
of high vages and social egquality." Other factors influen~
tial in tanging the British leftfs attitude towards the
foxrmer colony hed nothing to do with the United States.

The increasing influence « Socialism in Radicel circles
and in the working class "gave rise to suspicioms of any

country vhose economy was founded on economic laissez-faire,

olhl.nxts de Tocgueville's Democracy in America,
the first wolume of which was published in 1B33, was
quite influsnecisl in the shaping of the British left's
attitude townrds the United States,
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however democratic its constitutioral urr-angunmta."sz

Underlying all these factors was the continuous American
ascendancy over Britain which was reducing the latter
"more and more to the status of a second rate power im
both ecomomic amd political raspﬁcts.*sa The ov er=grov-—
ing realdzation of this fact aroused British antesgondism
and, naiurally, jealousy towards the United States, This

feeling was alsc shared by Tories,

Al though the majority of Conservaiives greeted
Truman®s speech as the begimning of a new era of firm
Anglo-Anerican cooperation,éu nost Tories were as worried
as the left wing about Britain's decline as a world powver.
They belisved that hending over British overseas commit-
ments to the United States would result im a greater Bri-
tish subservience to America, Such a position was degrad-

ing to Britain, Quintin Hogg, reminiscent of Victorian

62]!9:::7 Pelling, America snd the Eritish Left:
From Bright to Bevan (London, 1956), pp. Ll=5e

633. Verga, "Anglo=Americen Rivelry and Partner
ship', Poreign Affairxs, vol,25, July 1947, p. 583,
Referring to the Truman Doctrine, Churchill said:
",.. no step teken letely had more increased the chances of

naintaining world peasce and freedom," ([See The Times,
Maxrch 15, 1947, p. &),
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England, declared to the House of Commonsg

+ « » We have trodden the way that leads to

grestness, snd back along that path there is

no returm., We have bitter sufferings t¢ under-

£0s [ess] but about this let us be quite clear,

that only by Great Britain remaining greet and

a great Pover in the world, in the true snd

historic sense of the term, can there bte pesce

for the nations of the earth, and prosperity for

the people of this countrr. 5

Thus, to most Tories, the Pax Eritennis was the

only safeguardi for peace, Even The Spectator, which
advocated active American intervemtion in Europesn affairs,
auestioned the American ability to cope with the inter—
pational politicsl sitwation, With a meassure of English
self-satisfaction it commented: ™It is trme that the
Anmericans have a lot to learn in this field, [Ilorld
.rrairaJ nb6 The left wing end the extreme Tories were
on the same ground in their mutual fear of American ime
perfalism and thedr belief in British superiority in
culture and political maturity. From this point to antie
Anericanism was s very short step, It is not surprising
thet, fzllowing the left wing ™revelt" in Parliament,

public opinion pollsters "reported an up-swing of sentie

5House of Commons Debates, May 15, 1947, col.1827.

66‘1’1“ Spectator, May 16, 1947, p., 3546,
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ment favonrable to Russia and an talarming increase in anti-
Americanism?, two out of five interviewed being predomi-~
nantly unfavorable [z:o the United stnteu] the remainder

B Public opinion pollsters reported a con—

apathetic,"
tinuous increase in this anti-American feesling which was

to resch its apogse in the summer of 1947,

67“.0. Watt, oP. Uitb, P 66.



CHAPTER IIX

THE CONVERTIBILITY CRISIS

*In this matter [th. suspension of
convertibility | our right attitude
to the Americans is not ome of opo-
logy but one of protest, We have
both made the mistake, but Britain
alone takes the conseguences,™

The Spectator, August 20, 1947,

"I ought to withdraw part of the
stetement, At least they [ the Ame-
ricans] sre not shabby., They are
the cnly people in the world whs can
afford to wear good English broad-
cloth, *

Sydney Silvermsm to the House of Commons ,

Aftexr World War II, British governments were
confronted, as they still are, by the problem of %joller
shortage,™ In the Summer of 1947, this shortage develeped
into 2 crisis when the Lebor Govermment, as she had pledzed
under the Bretton Woods Agreement, mads sterling conver—

tible, British public opinion reacted to the crisis with
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caustic and angry attacks on the United States and on

the Bretton Woods Agrsement, Although the establish-
ment of comvertibility caused this sudden drain on Brie
taints dollar reserves, there were other factors, less
conspicucus, which had slready umdermined ths country's

dollar balance,

Some of these factors were beyond the control
of the Govermment, By the twentieth century, the United
States had beccme the world'!'s chief source of surplus
capital and the producer of the chespest manufactured
goods, Thus, a fundamentsl imbalance of productivity
came to exist between the United States and the rest of
the world, Unlike Bxitein in the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries, she did mot need to buy primary ma-
terials from abroad, nor coculd foreign manufactured goods
compete with her domestic productiom because of her high
tariff barriers, Therafore, countries which badly needed
American products could not buy them because they could

net earn dollars by selling their products to the dollarx

'D.C. Watt, ope cit., Pe 69,
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area; meither could they earn currencies convertible

into dollars, This lack of equilibrium could be masked

as long ss the United States Government made dollar loans
to foreign countries, with which they would finance their
purchases, In s world which badly nesded dollars, free
convertibility wvould imvitably drain whatever remained

of tha Americsn loan tc ]!:l:-:l.ta:l.r.\.2 On the other hand, inter-~
national terms of trade were unfavorable to netions depende-
dng on large quantities of imports, becauss prices had
risen by thirty per cemt in the United States since the
end of World War [J, This reduced the Americen loan to

Britain by onewthird of i%s purchaaing s'.ulpm:ity'.:j

Even mature seemed to have no pity on Britaints

economic plight, In the winter of 1946-47 she saw the

"Barha:'- ¥ard, '"Britain in the Shadow"™; Harper,
wol, 195, Nuvember L;‘&?. PP 394-~5., See also C, Hartley
Grattan, "Britain's Next Big Crisis™, Ibid., vol.l195,
July 19!47, Pe 19-20, mnd the speech of Sir Stafford
Cripps im the House of (ommons Debates, October 23, 1947,
cole 171-

JGu:n'th-r §tein, "America and the Crisis", The
Spectator, September 5, 1947, p, 297. See also the
Chancellor of the Execheguer's speech in the House of
Commons Debates, Octaober 24, 1947, col. 409,




worst winter conditions since 1880, As Hector McNeill,
the Minister of State, atated, the Labor Govermment faced
"disasters which no govermment om earth could kave Pre-
vc:n:sd."h Two million sheep and lambs were loast and
thirty thomsand cattle perished by flcods and freezing.
Floods alse destroyed 270,000 acres of winter wheat and
eighty thousand tons of potatoss. The fusel supply was
inadequate and many factaories closed down becsuse of an
electricity ahortago.s Britain became the land of “short-
ages™ where even bread was rationed, The Government was
obliged to devote half of her current cvsrsesas spending

to food in order to prowide for the basic needs of the

nntioh-6

There were other factors undermining the countrvis
dollar esrning and saving capacity, which could have been

controlled by thes Labor and previous govermments, Coal

"u; quoted in Fulton Ourasler, *"England in Sun and
Shadow; Bxcerpt from a Travel Diary", The Readex's est,
vol, 5L, Avgust 1947, p. 140,

5Idem and E,E. Reynolds and K,H., Brasher, op. cit.,

Pe 228,

Gllznd.- Cemstock, "Britaints Winter Prospects",
Current History, vol, 13, September 1947, p. LikD,
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and textile industries, which along with steel constditut-
ed Eritain®s major sxport and dollar earnimg industries,
were neglected in the inter-war period, These industries
were operated by old~fashioned methods; raticnalization

and modernization had hardly touched thom.7 Exports were

in contimuous decline due to decreasing output and in-

creasing prices.

The coat of the Labor Government's foreign com—

mitments and domestiec program greatly exceeded the na-
tional income, which in 1947 was 110 per cent of 1938.8
In 1947 Britain maintained twice as meny armed forces as
in 1938. 1In 1946, she spent b 40 million din Germany for
food and administration, one—-third of which was paid in
dollars, In the same yesar, the expenditure for British
overseas forces and military assistance to Greece and
Turkey reached b 374 million., She alse spent & 40 millioen
for relief work and & 30 million for diplomatic and other

expenses. JIn return, she received b L64 millien from

7mr'bnr- Ward, ops cit., p. 400. Although the
coal industry was nationalized by the Laber Govermment,
its effects on output would not be significant for several

vears,
dem,
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sales of war surplus gooés, which reduced her totzl over—
seas expenditure, in the year 1946, to B 363 million,

The yeesr LS47 sew increasing oversesas expond:itur..g In
spite of the Anglo-American agreement for Bizonia in
Germany on December 2, 1945, it became obvious that
British expenditure in Germany would rise to b BO million
in 1947, L Moreover, the Labor Government begen the
implementation of the Welfsre Stabe program as soon as she
came to power, This included rehousing, Health and Educa-
tion services, the social security scheme and the re-
equipment of old industries. This was a program to which
the Laboxr Party had commised itvself for many Years. Now
that the progrem could be realized, there could be no
turning avay. However, the Government started its imple-
mentation without having the necessary funds, and the

result vas 1nr1-tion.11

9The inability of the British Government tc meet
these rising expenses was one of the main, if not the
main, ceuses for her withdrawal from Greece, Turkey,
India and Pslestine in 1947 - 1948,

LuPltor Calvocoreasi and Sheila Harden, op. cit,,
P. 64. See alsp William Hardy McNeill, op. ecit,,p. 729,

L arbars Ward, ap, cit., p, 400,
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Thus, rising prices in the United States, the bad
winter of 1946~1947, and the inefficiency of EBritish
industry coupled with the Labor Government's overseas
cumnmitments and the Welfare State Program left the Budget
in deficit, This deficit which was § 1.5 billien in
1946, jumped to $ 2,7 billion in 19%7 in spite of the
curtailment of Britain's overseas ccmitmsnts.12 The
atdverse balance of trade increased from b 295 million in
1946 to B 42 millionm in 1947,'7 iMeanwhile, two-thirds of

the American loan to Britain was spent by July 17, 1947.1“

It was obvious that the implementation of the con-
vertibility clause of the Bretton Woods Agreement, starting
on July 13, 1947, would put Britein in a very difficult
position, Her dollar balance was already meager, and from

new on she would bde obliged to meet her own dollar needs

I romas Balogh, "The Ontloak for Britain®,
Feoreign Affairs, vol, 26, July 1948, p, 666,

1)

]'#'Bl- loan funds weres supposed to last until
December, 1951, but they were withdrawn so quickly that
the loan was depleted almost three years earlier than
eaxpected, (See D,C, Watt, ops cit.y, Do 75).

E,E. Reynolds and N,H. Brasher, op. cit., p.224,
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and the dollaxr demand crested by the comvertibility of
sterl:l.ng.l"" Since Britain was unable to meet the re~
sulting high dollaxr demand, she suspended convertibility
on Aungust 20, L1947, While in the second guarter of 1947
the drain om Britein's dollar balamnce was $75 million a
week, after the introduction of convertibility, it in-
creased to $115 milliom » week in July, 1947, and to

$150 milliom a week in August, Im the last full week
before the suspension of convertibility, the drain
reached $237 lu.'LJ.l.:l.ml.J'6 This hesvy demand on Britain's
dollars can be explained by the desperate need of the
world, outside the Umited States, for dollars to buy
American roods, On the other hamd, these countries feared
that convertibility might be suspended at any time. They
wers aware of Britaints difficult fimancial position and
converted thedr currently earned sterling balances into

dollars with great ha-tu.]'? Although the Government sus—

150. Hartley Grattan, op, cit., P 22, Convertibi-
1ity was to apply meinly to sterling earned from Britain
after July 15, 1947,

165-;1 the speech of the Chancellor of fhe Ex~-
cheguer, Hugh Dslton, in the Houwse of Commons Debates,
october 24, 1947, col. 399.

17 1pia,, eols. 409-bLD,
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Fended convertibility the harm had already been donej;
the country's dollar and gold reserves were almost ex-

Bausted AR

The British public opinion reacted to the conver-~
tibdlity crisis "with angry and bitter attacks" on the

Umi ted States and on the Brestton Woods Ag:roemont.lg

In
the House of Commons the atiack was led by the left wing,
Even the Minister of Economic Affairs, Sir Stafford Cripps,
mgtributed the entire cause of the British dollar crisis
to high American tariff barriers, According to him, the
cause of Britain?s dollar deficit was not her inability

to produce for export but the impossibility of selling
these goods to the dollar area becsuse of high Sariff bar-
riors?o The left wing was unrestrained and causfic in its
abuse of the United States, The Americans were once more
reninded that they had builti their ammunition factories
and shipping with Britein's dollars during the cash-and-

carry period, But this time the left wing came off with

lalftar the suspension of convertibility Britain

was left with g 600 milliomn gold reserve, (Soo the speech
of Sir Thomas Moore in the House of Commons Debates,

October 29, 1947, col, 960.).

19p.c. Wabt, op. cit., Ds 69,
2&9\“. of Commons Debates, October 23,1947, col.270.
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2 more original indictment against the United States:
it claimed that the United States Government had not
fulfilled her wartime commitments to Britain. Since
Lend-lLease was to last for the whole duration of the
war, the lLeft wing stated that Trumasn had no right to
end it seven days after V.J. day; hecause sccording to
American Constitution a war officially comes to an end
when the President declarss so to the mation. It was
only in Jamuary, 1946, that Truman had done so, there-
fore, Lend~Lease should have lasted until that date,
According to the British Constitution, a war only comes
to sn end with the signing of peace agreementsj and such
an sgreement was still nos signed with G&msn'y.al The
left wing believed that if the United States had kept
Lend-Lesse going till Janumary, 1946, Britain could have
redressed her economy and coped successfully with the

bad winter of 1946-~1947 snd the dellar crisis.

This attack on the Unlted States was mainly due

to the left wing's increasing suspicion of the motives

2180- the speechea of AlPred Edwards and Sydney
Silverman Ibid., October 28,1947, col. 794 and October
29, 1,"?' col, 941,



"7y -

of American financial aid to Britain, It was this sus-
picion which promoted Alfred Edwards to declare to the
House of Commons that Lend-=Lease had been established

to defend Anerxrica's shores in Europe, without shedding
American I:»J.mc»cl.22 This feeling was reenforced by the
fact that, while Britsin had come out of the war with

a davastated economy, the United States had actually
imcreased her wealth and strengthened her economy. The
left wing felt "somehow that America has plenty because
she stole it from us, [f‘ron Britain during the var] w23
Thus, the United States was no longer considered to be
the disinterssted defender of democracy. She had rather
taken advancage of the difficult situation of her allies,
during the wer, to further her economic interests., This
feeling was not confined only to the left wimg, a4 Bri-
tish public opinion pellster reported that the end of
Lend-Lease had giwven rise "to the expression of amn always
latent feeling that America was really only out for her-
self, generous to others for her own sake,.." The polls-

ter concluded that the Anericen loan to Britain and the

221,14., October 28, 1947, cal. 794.

2311.1!. Brogan, "The Wicked Uncle", The Spectater,
octeber 31, 1947, p. 550. ’
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news of Marshall plan had increased this :E‘ouli.le.zJ+

Once the honesty of the United States was doubted,
her wealth and imcressing prosperity became the blte noire
of the left wing, 23 The comvertibility crisis provided
ample opportunity for the left wing to express this par-
ticular grievance, Sydney Silverman stated to the House
of Commons that the American "shabby monevlenders" were
the cause of Britain's dollar crisis, On his return from
a short visit to the United States, he declared in a sar-
cestic tome: "I ought to withdraw paxrt of the statement,
At least thev [.the Juneri_cana] are not shabby, They are
the only people in the world who can sfford to wear good
English braadcloth."z‘s The fact that Americans were able
to afford and enjoy luxury became in itself a source of

left wing comtempt towards them,

It is alsoc possible that there was a psycholo-

2“1-!. D. Willeock, "Public Opinion: Attitudes Towards
America and Russia®, Political Quarterly, vol, 19, no.l,
Janmuary-March 1948, pp. 63=b4,

25Mnntha before the convertibility crisis, Sir
Norman Angel stateds "Even American prosperity has become,
particularly in Leftist guarters in Britein, a cause of
profound grievancs," (See Sir Norman Angel, "Laftists at
Sea", The Spectator, April 25, 1947, p. 456 ).

& House of Commons Debates, October 29, 1947,
ecol. 939.




glesl camse for this left wing "undignified peevishness"
towards the Unitec States, Durimg the war, left wing
sconomists and publicists had predicted an emergetic post=
war Eritsin under & Labor Government with a flourishing
sconomy, prosperity, a successful program of nationalizaw-
tion and socialization, and a fruitful friemdship with
Russdia, Although Labor won the elections, these left wing
»rophesies and hopes did not come true. In 1947, the Bri-
tish economy was far from flourishing; the Welfare State
program was meeting unforeseen difficulties and suffering
from administrative incapability., Moreover, international
develzpments proved the lLeft wing hopes for a firm and
fruitful Anglo~Russian friendships to be only intellec-
tual reveries, Basing itself on the well-kmnown assumption
that "Tendencies repressed bty reality show themselves in
apperantly drrelevant symptoms of @ hysterical nature" The
Ecomomist concluded: "“The main result of left-wing frust-

ration is Aneriuaphnbin."n

27‘!110 BEconomist, October 1B, 1947, p, 628, See
alsc D.W, Brogan, ovp, cit., Pp. 5350.
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During the convertibility crisis Conservative
M.P.s were careful not to abuse the United States.zs They
concentrated their attacks on the Govermment'!s domestic
policy and on the Chancellor of the Excheqguer's in fla-
tionary policy, seeing in them the cause of the dollar
crisis.29 Churchill bitterly criticized stete planning
and the Government's administrative incompetence, He
was equally strong in defending the Americans against the
accusations of the left wing, They were not "shabby money-
lenders® and the British Government was alone responsible
for the economic and financial criais.ao The Conservative
M,P,s srzued that nationalization and the Chancelloxr of
the Exchequerts inflationary policy had decraased produc-
ftion and harmed the prestige of sterling., The confidence

«f other govermments in the Labor Government, and sub=

zsProfotsor D.C, Watt states that in the Parliament
the attack against the United States was led "by the come
hination of radical left and imperialist Right.®» (op__. gite,
ps 69) My research did not reveal such en attitude in the
speeches of Conservative M,P.,s in the House of Commons,
The House of Lords Debates were not available to this writer,

29500 the speeches of Walter Fletcher, Lieut,-=Com-
meander Braithwaite end Lenncx~Boyd in the House of Commons
Debates, October 23, 1947, cols, 344-6, 361-2, 366,

3°1b1d., October 28, 1947, col, 704,



- 8l -

sequently im sterling, was lost, Due to this lack of
confidence they converted their sterling balances into

dollars and causecd dollar scarcity in Britain.jl

The Conservatives did not criticize the United
States in the House of Commons; the left wing minority
led the attack, but "the width of press comment made it
clear that they [tlu left wing] apoke for large segments
of opinion in Britain," > As it might be expected, the

New Statesman and Nation expressed fury towards the

United States and was especially biting on the converti-
bility clause of the Bretton Wonds Agreement, It felt
that the American loan to Britain was a mers charity and
the convertibility clause one of the many strings attached
to it, It would bs preferable for the British nation to
goe hungry and find other markets outside the dollar area

rather than line wp for such ﬁhuitics.sj

lgoe the speech of Christopher Hollis, Ibid.,
cols, 737-740,

32p,¢c. Watt, ops cit., pp. 69-70.

33’!1!1050 axye the main lines of the passage quoted
by Harold Roberts in the House of Commons Debates, October
22, 1947, cols, 197-198,
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The Conservative press was also fwll of protests
against the United States, The Spectator asked the Govern-
ment to suspend convertibility and reject those interpre-
tetions giwven to the term "non-discrimination® that were
unfeir towards Br:ltuin.ja After the suspension of conver-
tibility it stated that some of the responsibility for
the dollaxr shortage rested on American shoulders because
Britain was requirsd to provids dollars "to all comers",
Britain was not to apologize to the Americans for the sus-
pension of convertibility but to protest since "we have
boeth made the mistake, but Britain alone takes the cone—
aaquonaoa."'” The Economist attacked the non~discriminae-
toxry articles of the Bretton Woods Agreement as "the
villeins" which caused the disappearsnce of Britain's
dollar reserves, It also accused the Americans of wording
®itheir documents in suach a way that zl1 their own favon-
rite methods of discrimination are to be retained, while

the discriminations that favour the British are to go," 0

3""]:"‘Iae ectator, August 8, 1947, p, 164,

35Ibm.. lugust 22, 1947, p, 227.
36'1'!“ Economist, August 9, 1947, pp. 228-229,



- 83 -

Once more the left wing and extreme Conservatives found
thimselves united in their suspicions of the motives of
Amsrican financial aid to Britain, and they accused

th: mited States Government of seeking to further Ame~
risan interests without considering Bristaints economic
plight, The Economist went further than this, It sta=~
ted that the terms of American aid to Britain were cale
culated to force the Labor Government te ask for more
aid "with still more self-abasement and om still more
exrippling temu.':w This could not go an, Although
imexricans could make the PBritish Govermment "jump through

amy hoop they choose®, the future could be less pleasant

for them since:

+ +« « this dependence will not last for ever,

A time will come when, by a combination of ex-
ternal events and intermal efforts, Britain will
be able te do without dollars at a cost that

will be bearable, Do the Americans, when that
time comes, want the British %o regard the cutting
locse from America, the erection of barriers
against America, as a boon so great that the
highest besrable price will be chocrrullg paid

for it in the earliest possible moment?3

It was evident that the convertibility crisia had badly

imjured British, snd especially Conservative, pride,

I 1pid,, August 23, 1947,.p, 306,
38

=

dein .,

e



The convertibility crisds lifted anti-American
feeling in left wing snd certaim Conservative circles
to ifts apogee, This snti-Americanism was mot confined
to the British politicel slite; it could also be traced
in publiec opinion, A public opinion peollster reported
in Autumn of 1947, sone months after the convertibility
crisis, thet unfayorable comment about America far out-

weighed favorable opini nn.39

3%, 0. Willcock, op. eif,, p. 64,



CHAPTER IV

BRITAIN AND THE KOREAN WAR
(1950-1951)

"I plead with the Government not
merely to be the tin cam tied to the
American dog,®

Emrys Hughes to the House of Com-
nons, October 31, 1950

"It (Mr, Geitskell®s Budget | united the
City, satisfied the Opposition and dis-
united the Labour Pzrty == all this be-
cause we allowed ourselves to be dragged
too far behind the wheels of American
diplomacy,™

Aneurin Bevan to the House of Com-
mons, April 23, 1951.

The anti-American feeling aroused by the convertibi-

lity orisis in Britain was graduaslly allsved as Marshall

Aid for Burope started to give results, Anglo-American

relstions were smooth snd guite cordial during the three

vears following the convertibility crisis, although some

-85-
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issues ~= such as the devaluation of sterling in 19‘&9‘
and the British recognition of Communist China in 1950,
tended to arouse mutual suspicion and antagonism in the
public opinion of both countries, The Korean War brought
a dramatic change in certain sections of British public
opinion towards the United States, This change of atti-
tude was more promounced in the left wing of the British

Laboxr Party,

Secretsry of State Marshsll's proposals for a
Furcpean Economic Recovery Program were at first received
with suspicion by the left ungz since the evil effects of
the convertibility crisis were still fresh in their memory.
But their awareness that Britain could nct achieve balance
in her economy without outside help and the actual material

benefit received from Marshall j.id3 were instrumental in

'See Alzadas Comstock, “Homefront Confusien in
Britain® Current History, vol,l17, November 1949, p, 257,

thl Tribune dubbed Marshall's proposals as "the
Weshingtobh Trap®, (As guoted in D.C, Watt, ops cit., p.76,
n,l).

30ut of $6 billion of Marshall aid given to Europe
by the end of 1949 Britain received $1,822 millicn, (See
H.C. Allen, op, cit., p. 943).
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bringing a2 favorable change in left wing atiitude towards
the United stuta-.“ The appearance of conservative govern-
ments din Italy and France, Russian intransigence in interw-
nationel relations and her attempt to sabotsge the Euro-
pean Economic Recovery Program also had their role in chan.
ging the left wing attitude, Marshell?s offer to Europe
forced even the Keep Left group tc sdmit that their own

proposals were obsolete, 3

The left wing quickly attempted to show that its
change of attitude ftowards the United States coincided
with its ideology. The Puropean Economic Recovery Pro-
Zram was seel as an intermnational extension of New Dealism
instead of a capitalistic measure aiming to curb the spread
of Communism by normalizing the economy of Western Europe,

President Truman's re-election in 1948 on a *Fair Deal®

klloy Harrod, "Hands and Fists Across the Sea",
Foreign Affairs, vol, 30, Octobesxr 1951, p. 66,

51 Group of Members of Parliamens, Keeping Left
[London, 1%50), p, 18.
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program and the lsunching of the Point Rur program
lad the left wing to exaggerate the strength of pro-
gressive forces im the United States, They readily
ddentified these progressive forces with British Socia-
1ism and believed that the American Administration was
hsading towards the Welfare State, To the left wing
the Truman Government became "different only in degree
from Attleet's, o This explains why the left wing did
n»t oppose or try to hampsr the sigming of the North

Atlentic Treaty, 7

Beneath this enthusiastic asttitude towards Truman's
Adnministration the lLeft wing still maintained its charac-
teristic suspicion and reserve towards America's Far
Bastern policy. Some of shese reservations were shared

by Comservatives as well, They were uneasy about Americals

6!.ao:n D, Epstein, "The British Labour Left and
U,S. Foreign Policy", The American Political Science Review,
vol, 25, December 1951, pp. 085-7. See also Henry Pelling

opy citey, Ppo 15L.

7only the two Communist M.P.s: W. Gallacher and
P, Piratin, and four "fellow-travelars": T, Braddock,
J, Platts=Mills, D.N, Pritt and K. Zilliacus, opposed
British participation in the N,A.T.0. (See the House
of Commons Debates, May 12, 1949, cols, 2133=6).
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took it for granted that the Atlantic Pact did not
commit Britain to largs—-scale rearmament, 1In case it
became essential, the left wing believed that the United
States would pay the costs of rasmament.lo The outbreak
of the Korean War brought these reservations to the sur~

face.

On June 25, 1950, North Korean forces crossad
the 38th Parallel, The United Nations Commission in Korea
reported this to be ",,, an act of aggression initiated
without warning and without pravocation in execution of
a carefully prepared plan, o The same day, on the re-
quest of the United Stetes, the Security Council met and
by nine wotes %o nil, in the absence of Soviet Russia,'2

called for the withdrawal of North Korean forces to the

38th Parallel, Meanwhile, the United States Government

louon Epstein, op, cit., p. 992,

J'lna quoted in Guy Wint, What Ha ned in Korea?
A Study of Collective Security (London, 1950), p. 18,

l‘as:lx months before the outbreak of hostilities
in Korea the Russian representative had walked out of

the Security Council in sign of protesty otherwise, he
ccould have vetoed both Security Ceuncil resolutions about

Korea,
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control over Japan and feared her encouragement of Japan's
textile industry., This Low-wage Japanese industry could
easily undersell British textiles and damage the interests
of both Briteints working class and her industrial mag-
nates, On the other hand, American support of Nationalist
China appeared politically dangerous becsuse it might
easily set the Far East n:!'iz-e.B The British were quite
conscious of their island's vulnerable stretegic position
in case of a Russian attack from Eurcpe., The United States
was far off, and Britain would besar the brunt of such an
attack, This Commnist threst from Europe was so alarming
to them that they had grown indifferent to the condition of
the world sutside Eurcpe, This is why they were "anxious
to restrain American policy from acts which might bring
about a third world war on any issue excedt a direct

Russien aggression in Europa, n? Moreaver, the left wing

sLaoxn Epstein, op. cit., ppP. 989~90,

9641'. Hudson, "The Privileged Samctuary", The
Twentieth Century, vol. 149, January 1951, p, 8, This
attitude was typilcally expressed by Brigadier Anthony
Head, = Comservative M,P,, when he stated to the House
", ., we should not commit the fazal error of becoming
heavily embroiled in the Far East, an area which is of
secondary importance to Purope," (The House of Commons
Debates, November 29, 1950, col, 1210),
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authorized General MacAarthur, the U,S. Supreme Commander
in Japan, to supply arms and other kinds of aid to the
South Koresn Republic, On June 27, after the Ncrth
Koreans had ignored the resclution of the Security Council,
the United States promised naval and aviation assistance

to South Korea, The same afternoon, by a vote of seven

to one with two abstentions and with Soviet Bussia still
absent, the Security Council recommended thet member
nations "furnish such essistance to the Republic of

Korea as may be necessary %o repel the armed attack and

to restore international peace and security im the .roa.‘lj
The Undted States was the main force which propelled the
United Nations to action, She promised to supply in-
fantry forces to the Republic of South Koreaj blockade

the Korean coast, and deffend Formosa from Communist attacks
during the whole duration of the Korean War, She acted as
the "chief agent of the United Nations, and so far as

4

effort was concerned the war was really Americn-'.."l The

131.' quoted in Guy Wint, op, cit., p. 26,
luIbid., Pe 34. It must be noted that the

British regiments fought with incredible hercdism,
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post of the Commandsr-in~Chief of the United Nation army

in Kores was given to General MacArxrthur,

The British Govermnment and British publie
opinion at Jarge responded favorable to the United Nations!
action in Kores, Both were impressed by this first real
affort of the "collective security™ pelicy to resist
aggression although it was understood that its failure
would rvin the United Nations, The Hcuse of Commons
approved, without foxcing a division, the Government's
decision to adhere to the Security Council's resolution
to resist the North Korean aggression by force. The
Economist reported umanimeous Dominion support for the

British decision to help the United States in KOI‘IB.15

In the House of Commons, the only objecticm
to British participation in the Korean War came from
two pacifist Labor M.P.s, be:lcmgin'g to the left wing,
who tabled en Amendment to this effect, S.0, Davies,
the mover of the Amendment, expressed his shock at Bri=-

tish cooperation with the United States in waging a war,

151310 Econcmist, July 1, 1950, p. B,
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As a pacifist, he found any kind of war abhorrert ; and
he had mever expected to see a Socialist British Govern-
ment "plunged headlong in support of the reckless irrass-
ponsibility of the United States." C He did mot try to
hide his anti-American feelings from the Housej; on the
contrary, he was guite willing to share them with all,
The Government know about the hysteria which
exists among American leaders, the deliberate,
grotesque persecution of ocutstending Americans,
their fantastic doings, the guise of uprooting
un—Anerican activities snd the terribly dange-
rous megalomania of such people in whose posse-
ssion are the most terribly destructive weapons
which have evsr cursed this world of ours,.l
Other Labor backbenchers, though not copposed
to British participation in the Korean War, were worried
over the consequences of the conflict, They asked assur-
ances from the Government that the United Nations armed
forces in South Korea would not cross the 38th Parallesl,
and that she would seek every means — negotiation,
arbitration and mediation, to bring the war to an end at

the earliest possible moment, They did not believe that

16gouse of Commens _ Debates, July 5, 1950,
col, 550, The seconder of the Amendment was Emrys Huches.

17

ILdem,
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war would successfully curb the spresd of Commmismjenly

social and economic reforms could be effectivo.la

Outside Parliament, only the British Communist
Party demounced the Security Council's deciesion to inter-
vene in Korea. The membership cf the Party did justice
to its ideological affinities with the North Korean
"Peoples's Republic®", It claimed that the South Korean
forces had provoked the conflict by crossing the 38th
Parallel into North Korea and that the United Nations
Commissiont*s report was inaccurate, The Party's organ,
the Daily Worker, sent a special correspondemt to the
Nerth Korsan side who expounded the Communist view, Char-
ges of ztrocities were levelled against the United Nations
army in South Korea, and the United States Air Force was
accused of conducting germ nrfare.lg The Party leader-

ship tried to cepitalize on the latent anti-Americanism of

18500 the speech of Tom Driberg in the House of
Commons Debates, July 5, 195C, cols. 370-3 and also
Elaine Wwindrich, op, cit., p. 216,

1930m Pelling, The British Communist Party; A
Historical Profile (Londonm, 1958), p, 161,
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certain sectioms of public opinion. George Matthews,

the Party's assistant general secretary, on instructions
from the Cominform, ordered the Party membership: "Relate
every question affecting masses to the issue of national
independence, Troops to Korea — it is MacArthur's orders,
Twa years! militsry service —= it is an American demand,
Rearmamens --— it is Americen orders. Attack on standards
~ it 18 U.5, which insists.*° Thia strategy did not
Pproduce the expectad effects on British public opinion,
partly becaunseé the Korean War had began to have favorable

effects on the British economy,

The initial stages of the Korean War were highly
favorable to HFritain's economy, The United States greatly
expanded the volume of imports in order to meet the demands
of her war efforts, amd the exports of Britain and Western
furope flourished, In 1950, for the first time since
World War IT, thers was a surplus of about £250 millien in

Britain's balance of payments -~ without considering the

20,5 quoted in Ibid., p. 161.



= 58 »

help she received from Marshall Aid in that year.zl
Consequently, her dollar reserves improved dramatical-
ly. DBecsuse of her seemingly healthy economic condition,
Marshall Aid to Britain was suspended in December 1950

- twe years earlier than contemplated.,

As the war progressed in Korea Britain and

Western European countries once more fuund themselves
confronted with economic difficulties, Forced in tvheir
turn to import raw materials in order to replenish their
stacks and keep up their production they found that prices
had increamsed greatly above their pre-war levels, Between
June L1950 and the end of 1951 wholesale prices rose by

28 per cent in Britain and by 47 per cent in Pranci.zz
Britain had to pay &3C0 million more in 1951 than she had

in 1950, for the same volume of goodn.23 Consequently,

21300 John H, Williams "End of Marshall Plan",
Fareign Affairs, wol, 30, July 1952, p, 600; Anthony
Eden, "Britain in World Strategy", Ibid,, wvol, 29, April
1951, p, 347 and Alzads Comstock, "Great Britain: Func~
tionalism Prefered" Current History, vel, 20, January
1951, pe 10,

22

John Willisms, ops cit,, p. 500,
235nthon7 Eden, op. cit., p. 347,
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there was & trade deficit and the British gold reservas
started to i‘n].l.zu Mcre than rising prices, the sarcity

of raw materials made the HBritish anxious; The world-

wide shortsge of a number f basic raw materials thres-—

tenad to cripple British industry., This led to the
reasonable assumption that the Americans were buying

2ll available materdials in order to replenish their -tocks.z"'
Pecple started to blame the TUnited States as the casuse of

this incressing shortage of raw materials.

The advance of MecAdrthurts forces into North
Eorsa in October 1950, and the subsequent intervention
of Communist China in the war on the North Korean side
forzed a2 change in British public opinion. The left wing
resexrvations towards American Far Eastern policy, which

had beem pushed into the background for the lest three

21‘1:1 the period extending from' early Jume to the
end of August 1951 British gold reserves fell by §600
million. (The Economist, Nowember 24, 1951, p. 1252),

25Roy Barrcd, op, cit.,; p. 66. See also the
spesch of Woodrow Wyatt in the House of Commons Debates,
November 30, 1950, col. 1350. Wilfred King, In an
article entitled "Fair Shares on Teeth and Tanks", (Forei
Affairs, July 1951, p. 621) claims that the world-wide
shortage of raw materials slready existed before the ocut-
bresk of the Korean War,
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veasrs, emerged stronger than ever. The United States was
criticized for spreading the war in the Far East, MscArthur,
sone of them commented, had no right to cross the 3B8th
Parsllel because the United Netions hed already fulfilled
its goal by clearing the aggressor from South Korea and
thus asserting its own moral and military prestige., The
United Nations had ne right to attempt the political wnifi-
cetion of Korea by force, North Korea was a seperate poli-
tical entity; otherwise, the Korean war should have heen
regarded a civil war in which case the Tnited Nations!?
intervention was un.juutified.26 The Left wing felt that
the United Nations was following the Lead of the United
States where the Triman Adminissration could no longer
resist the preassure of "big business® and the military
"Establishment®, These groups vere alleged to purasus an
expansionist Fer Eastern policy because they were trying
to have the United Nations declare China an aggressor.

They wers deliberatly seeking to extend the hostilities

26553 the speeches of Frederick Jones end Richard
Crossman in the House of Commons Debates, November 29,

1950, cols, 1241=k, 12812,
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in the Far East in order to put an end to the Communist

threat with a clear~cut victory.27 The New Statesman and

Nation voiced these left wing anxieties and fears about
Anerican Far Eastern policy when it stated that the TUnitad
Nations resistence to aggression ageinst Scmth Kerea had
"endecd as an insame American gamble in the diplomacy of
power poli.tid'n.aa Once againg, the sginister image of the
United States as the coenter of reactionary, militant and
expansiondist Capitslism — an image symbolized by MacArthur,

began to reemerge in British left wing circlan.ag

The left wing membership wes anxious and bitmer
at the growing prospect that the United States would set
off pnother world war by using atomic weapoms against
North Korea and China, Although this feeling axisted at
the outbreak of the war, it incraased as thes war progres-

sed, When Truman spcke at & Press conference, in late

27s.e The Economist, Janpary 27, 1951, p. 171 and
the speech of Frederick Jones in the House sf Commons Deba-
tes, November 29, 1950, col. 1242,

28

As guoted in Leon Epstein, op, cit., p. 990.

291hid,, p. 990,
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November 1950, about the possibility of using the atom
bomb in Korea, although he was careful to note that this
possibility was very slight, panic broke out in the House
of Commons. According to The Spectator "Not in the dar~
kest day of the [loraan] var was the liouse so distrubed
as it was over Mr, Truman's statement to his Press con~
ference on the etomic bomb.'j‘o There was a widespread
feeling in public opinion that Britain had mo longer any
say in deciding her own fate and dastinyBl since she had
no control over the atomie bomb, which her own scientists
had helped bring into existence, Pacifists, "fellow=
travelers® and other left wing groups were appalled at

the prospect of atomic warfare im XKorea, About one hun-
dred Labor M,P,s, the Chairmen of the Party Miss Alice
Bacon, snd one or twe members of the national executive
sent a letter te the Prime Minister, The letter urged the

Government to edopt the following policies: to dissociate

30’11:1- Sspectator, December 8, 1950, p. 639, See
also the speeches of Tom Driberg, Julius Silverman and
N,H. Lever in the House of Commons Debates, November 30,
1950, cols, 1390, %2z, 1AL,

35,6 the spesches of Ian Mikarde and R.A, Butler
in the Hounse of Commons Debates, November 19, 1950, cols.
1265-6 and Movember 30, 1950, col, L4138,
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Britain from eny plan which called for the use of the
atom homb; to stress that Britsints war committments
would be determined solely by Tmited Nations decisions;
to state clearly thet amy unilateral action in Korea by
the United States "would be followed by the withdrawal

e This Letter helped

of British forces from Xorea, "
to advance Attlee's departure for Washington, on a trip

which he had been plannines for some timo.jj

In Washington Prasident Truman assured Attles
thit he had no immediate intention of using the atom
bonb in Korea and that he hoped circumstances would naver
oblige him te change his dfcisiiom, He promised to in-
form the Prime Minister of any future change in this
policy. However, he refused toc guarantee that he "would
be guided by British reactions if he ever felt that he
ought to use it [ the atom bo-hﬂ.-3“ Britain's dinability
to ocbtain a certain measure of control over the mtom bomb,
her increasing economic difficplties which were escribed

to America's stockpiling, snd America's Far Easterm policy

J2p1aine Windrich, ops eit., p. 224,
jj'ﬂxc Spectator, Decembker 8, 19350, p. 639,
3"‘1‘}11 Bconomist, Decemker 16, 1950, p., 1062,
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explain, in large part, the growing anti-american feeling
in Britdsh public opinion, Zven The Economist, which
toasted that "the United States has mo wermer admirer

in the world thar this jourmsl®, admitted "that irritation
with America is very widespresd indeed in this country
[m'itl:l.n] s @and that it affecta circles that are normally
staunchly :;:n'c:--mm:L':I.l:m:'t."'35 This feeling was mare pro-

nounced in left wing u::fu:'::.les.36

The left wing discontent with the United States
in general, and her Par Bsstern policy in parsicular,
found an energetic and fiery leader in the person of
Aneurin Bevin, the Minister of Health, who resigned from
the Cabinet on April 22, 1951, on the issue of British
rearmament, A cleavage alresdy existed im the Cabinet,

at the outbreak of hostilities in Korea, between those

35¢1id,, Janusxy 27, 1951, pp. 176=7.

36111 the winter of 1951, G.D.H, Cole went so
far as to state: "If Great Britain gets dragged into
# war with Chins by the Americans, I shall be on the
side of China," (As quoted in Leon Epstein, op. cit.,

P. 991).
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who supported rearmament even at the expemse of social
serviices, and those who would maintain the social ser-
vices at all cests, This cleavege came to a head and
became public after Decembsr 1950, when, at Washingten's
insistence, the Cabinet decided to =peed uwp the process
of raamnant.:” Bevan supported continusd free social
services s a matter of pr:;nc:l;pl.aja == which also helped
him ineresse his popularity with the working class, He
opposed this increasing rsarmsment, not rearmament in
itself, and Hugh Gaitskell's Budget on purely financisl
considerations, He srgued that the £ 4,700 million rearma=~
ment rrogram proposed by the Budget could met be achisved
because of the lack of essential raw materials, Moreover,
he cv-nten‘ad thst even if Fritain and West Furopsan coune-
tries managed to rearm on the scale insisted upon by the
United States, this would cause infletion of prices, dis-
turb the economy of the Western World and cause more da-

mage than caused by "the hehaviour of the mation the arms

37112.&; Comstock, "Socialism in a Wer Economy",
Current Histoxy, vol, 21, Cctober 1951, p. 193.

38‘1‘-2.1!. Mckitaterink, "Arms, the Budget and the
Labour Party", The Twentieth Century, vol., 149, June 1951

Pe ‘lT'ﬁa
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are intended to rastrain.'Jg

In his resignation speech in the House of Com-
mons, Bevan vehemently and bitterly attacked Mr, Gaits-
kell and his Budget and criwicized at length the policy
of self-interest pursued by the United States. He da~
nounced American stockpiling for denying te¢ Britain the
materials necessary to carry on her civil production
and fer undermining as well the sconony of the Western
World., He begged the Govermment not te follow behind
the "anarchy of American competitive c¢capitalism®™ which
could not restrain itself, Britain stdill had a distinct

message to the world:

There is only one hope for mankind, and that

hope still remains in thias little dsland, It
is from here that we tell the world where to

go and how to go there,..

39For HBevan's resignation speech see the House
of Commons Debates, April 23, 1951, cols, 35-9, Itls
noteworthy to mention thet Bevan was amticipating the
attitude of the future Canservetive Gowvernment on the
issue of rearmament by one year, When in opposition,
the conservastives urged the Government to start a pro=-
gram of full-scale rearmament, Once in power they imntro-
duced comsiderable cuts in arms expenditure, (H,C. Allen,

op. cit., p. 950).
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Beven's resignation from the Government caused
a split within the Labor Party, which H.C, Allen cone
sidered *the most serious split ... since 1951".]‘0 He
was followed in his resignation by Harold Wilson, the
President of the Board of Trade, and John Freeman, the
Parliamentary Secretary of the Board of Trade, on the
grounds that rearmament would damage the British economy
and lower the standard of 1living, Soon Bevan found him-—
self leading the majority of the left wing and a "sub~
stantial and vocal minority"™ inside the constituency
parties and in many trade union branches. These groups
lacked a coherent policy of oppositiom tc the Government
since each group had its specific grievance, Some were
opposed to rearmamenty others were "fellow=travelers";
some werea "habitunal dissenters from everything"; most
opposed the war in Korea dnd "nearly all are [w.ro] bit—
terly anti-American, W41 Bevan zlso won the adherence of

the Keep left group, which seems to have helped in the

40H‘c- .‘119"' 02! Citoj P 9’00

u‘r.s.u. Mckitterick, op., cit., p. 481, See
also The Spectator, June 22, 1952, p. 803.



- 106 -

writing of the Bevemite pamphlet, "One Way Cr:.l.y".'"2

This anonymous pamphlet had an intrecduction
signed by the three former ministers who agreed with its
arguments on the rearmament program and with "the animo-—
3ity displayed against the United States from the first
page to the Last."aa It claimed that there was a new
temper of "a wild anti~Communist crusade" in the United
States to which the Trumen Administration appeared to
have given wry despite MacArthur's dismissal, It also
expressed its anxieties sbout Americe's incressing support
of Kationalist China, her imterest in Frenco's Spain, and
the proposed rearmament of Germany. Finally, the pamphlet
urged the British Government te remain in the MN,A,T.0D, in

order to restraimn the aggressiveness of the United Btatea.“‘

It {8 quite difficult to assess the popular sup-

port enjoved by the Bevanites. Although H,C. Allen states
5

that they remained no more than "a splinter group" avai-

hz!‘he Econonist, June 23, 1951, p. 1493,

'U']'h.e Spectator, July 13, 1951, p., 48,

thGon Epstein, o cit., Pe 993 and The Economist,
July 14, 1951, pp. 65-6.

5!1.0. Allen, op, cit., pe. 550,
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lable evidence appears to prove that this is a typical
case of British understatement., At the Labor Conference
in October 1951, the Bevanites won four out of seven pla-—
ces filled by the locel comstituencies in the Executive
Committee of the Party, but they were unable to win over
the support of the Trade Unians which controlled twelve
seats out of t-rsnt’y-seven.us In the Ganerel Election in
the same month, which brought the Conserwvative Party to
power, about nimne elected M,P,s identifiad themselves
with Bevants revolt, Some of them were eslected in mar-
ginsl constituencies ®"where to be returned in 19%51 as a
Labour M,P, was something of an accomplishment,® During
their electioneering campeaign these candidetes took a
nsemi-pacifist, anti-capitalisy line asscciated with the
Labour Left'!s distrust of the United Stutes."‘n Although
the role of this csmpeign issue in their success cannot

be measured, Leon Epstein has found "enough evidernce to

M‘I‘he Spectetor, Octecber 5, 1931, p. 416 and
Leon Epstein, 9P clt.y Pe 991‘.0

"’7Laan Epstein, op. cit., P. 295,
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suggest the possibility that the virus of anti—Ameri-

canisn, mesociated with the Labour Left's criticism of

U.5, foreign policy, hes been injected into a substantial

part of the British body pcrl:l-tic."hs

As the Xorean Wsxr progressed, and with it the
antimCommunist *"witch—~hunt® unleashed by Senator McCarthy,
this left wing anti-Americanisa spread to cover a major

secticn of the Lakor Part]r.kg

J"BIczlun.
WSee Clement R, Attlee, "Britein and America:
Common Aims, Different cpinions", Foreign Affairs, wol, 52,

January 1954, pp. 2012,




CONCLUSIOR

The feeling of anti-Americenism in Britain in
the yesrs 1945-1951 was a significent, if not a major,
factor in Anglo~American relations, Left wing anti-
Americanism was mainly due to the ideological heritage
of this group, slthough its intensity was directly af-
ffected by current events, Favorasble changes in American
domestic and foreign policies, as in the years following
the Convertibility crisis to the outbreak of the Korean
Yer, pushed left wing anti-Americanism to the background.
On the other hand, the anti-Americanism of High Conserva-
tives was mainly connected with the economic and inter—
national standing of their country. They wanted Britain
tc rewain the economic and political grandeur of the
Victorian times, but the Unized States, with her ever-
increasing wealth and political prestige, was seen as

a2 detriment to the realizetion of theixr hopes,

This feeling of anti-Americanism was not con-

fined to these exclusive political groupings, It was

- 109 o
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present, although in a dormant state, in a major section
of British public opinion, It came into the open when
there occcnrred frictions between the United States snd
Britain wwally over economic, and sometimes political,
issues, This was the case with the issues of the Ane-

rican loan to Britain end the convertibility of sterling,
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