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PART ONE

M UNTIGCH




2.

CHAPTER ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

The Czechoslovakian crisis in the Spring and Summer of 1938 had deeply
divided the British press. By September 1938 there were discernible clear
lines of difference both on the pelicy Britain was urged to pursue in Central
Earope and on the rocle - or lack of role - envisaged for the U.S.S.R.

The Soviet connection to events stemmed from the Czech-Soviet Matual
Assistance Pact of May 1935, contingent for its eperation in tho case of
aggression on the active intervention of France. |

The Times, forecefully and without reservation, supported the Chamberlain
Government's foreign policy of sppeasement. The necessity to conduet inter-
naticnal relations upon the principle of the peaceful adjustment of disputes
via the techniques of diplomatic negotiation and cenciliation was fervently
sdvocated. The prime objective centred on the pacification of Germanys
the satisfaction of leglitimate German grievances resulting from the need for
revision of the Versailles Treaty. Most potentially disruptive in the view
of the Times was German fear of encirclement. Hence, it was implied that
Czechoslovakia must relinquish her French and Russian treaties . “that
system of insecurity organised with the object of encirecling Gonuny...."l
The Tinoi took a generally optimistic view of the pessibility of appeasing
Germany and was convinced of h.cr desire for the peaceful settlement of
disputes as opposed to a resort to forece. Finally, the disturbances in
Central Europe were pictured as essentially a minority dispute illustrating
the clear necessity for Sudeten self-determination. Above all, the emphasis

1. Times, 21 September 1938.




Je
of the Times was to localise the dispute as not of sufficient gravity te
involve the powers of Europe in confliect. Hence, its famous suggestion
on 7 September 1938, "of making Czechoslovakia a more homogenecus State by
the secession of that fringe of alien populations who are contigueus to the
nations with which they are united by race." With the Times emphasizing
conciliation rather than resistance, a role for the U.S.S.R. was obviously
never seriously eonsid;rod.l And in this the Times was consistent.

Actual news coverage as dispatched from the Riga correspendent (the Times
was without .a Moscow correspondent from September 1917 until Msy 1939)
oconsisted largely o‘f repofts on agricultural or industrial failures, purges
and census figures. Soviet diplomatic moves and the utterances of its
politicians were ignored or under-emphasized. Soviet intentions throughout
September 1938, were in the Times, continually termed “uncertain®.

The other Conserntive\ press organ seloctod for analysis, the Daily
Telegraph, maintained an independent attitude of eritical approval towards
Chamberlain's foreign pelicy. It asserted that legitimate Sudeten claims
should be supperted although resisted at ‘the point which compromised Czech
nstional sovereignty. It shared, but not unequivooably; the Times' hopes
for a policy of appeasement. Late in September 1938, editorial opinion grew
more oynical of Hitler's intentions and emphasized the need for firmness and
for Britain to make her position clear to Germany. The policy of the
Telegraph towards the U.S.S.R. was similar to the Times. It was content
to observe for most of September that the Soviets were "mute" as to their
intentions. 1Its foreign press excerpts seldom included Russia, nor were
reports on Soviet diplomacy at all frequent. 1In fairmess, it must be noted

1. The Historv of the Times, Vol. IV (lendon, 1952), pp. 911-912; John
Evelyn Wrench, Geoffrey Dewson and Our Times (London, 1955), pp.371-374.




k.
that the Telegraph's editorial policy was in a state of flux during the
crisis. When the attitude of the press stiffened in late Beptember, the
Telegraph equally endorsed a firm stand by Britain, Frmco,yand Russia in line
with the Tory militants.

In its editorial and special articles the Dally Express promulgated a
policy of extreme sppeasement considerably more severe than that implemented
by Chamberlain. This policy the Express exalted as “isolation"; a view
designed to urge Britain to turn her back on the quarrels of Europe and
concentrate on domestic affairs and the dovolopﬁont and defence of the British
Bapire. It campaigned for most of September 1938, with a "No War" policy.
The Express was cenvinced of Hitler's desire for a peaceful settlement,
supported sudptbn solf-dotorninatién, urged ooncessions from the Czech Govern.
ment, osp‘cinlly the abandomment of the Franco-Czech and Rasso.Czech agree-
ments, and eschewed any motion of collective security. It was convinced
that the Soviets, whom they largely refused te report on, would not act in
support of Csechoslovakia. Moreover, because of the Russo~Czech Pact, the
Soviets were pictured as a hindrance to extracting concessions from President
Bene3. In special articles, the Express condoned German expansion eastward
at Soviet eacpcnu.l

As the daily newspaper representing the main Opposition party in Parlis-
ment, the mass circulation Daily Herald presents a total contrast to any of
the above views. This official Labour organ remained fiercely critical of
Chamberlain's policy, frankly pro-Czech and anti-German. The Daily Herald
regarded internationsl relations as in a period of anarchy due to the break-
ing up of the League of Nations, the failure effectively to apply sanctions

and the League provisions for collective security, and a deterioration in

1. See, for exsmple, Daily Express, 22 September 1938.
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international merality. Consequently, what was demanded of the democracies
(smongst whom the Herald included the Soviet Union) was the restoration of
the aunthority of internationsl law, and a firm stand in the face of tetal-
itarian aggression. By the latter provision,the Herald implied the pursuit
of a collective security policy which in view of the ineffectiveness of the
League meant in effect an Anglo-Franco.Soviet alliance.

The inclusion of Russia in the Herald's pollcy was based firstly, on its
ideological sympathy for the "Socialist experiment™ in the Soviet Unioen.
Secondly, the latter's foreign policy, as embodied mainly in the publie
utterances of M, Litvinov, Conmissar for Foreign Affairs, was admired as a
model of suppert for the lLeague of Nations and collective security. The
Soviets were pictured as the only great power not intent on aggressive
expansionism; a model of principled morality in internastional affairs.

In regard to the September 1938 crisis, the Daily Herald incessantly
demanded that Britain declare fimmly her intention to defend Czechoslovakia
against aggression. Fhrtﬁemem, that the Govermment must recognise Hitler's
responsibility as the master-mind fer the Central European crisis. "The
cerisis of the summer of 1938," argued the Herald, "has not been a Czech
orisis, or a Sudeten orisis. It has been a Hitler -crisis."l The principle
issue involved was here seen as not necessarily a specific grievance to be
remedied, or the spplication of the principle of self-determination which the
Herald supported, but rather Hitler's use of the minority question to pursue
his ambitions for oonquostv andoontinental demination. This Labour organ
feared that such ambitions would be satisfied ultimately at the expense ef
the U.8.S.R. The policy utterances of the Soviet Union were featured
prominently, supported, and fully believed.

1. Daily Herald, 5 September 19%9.
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The Iiberal Manchester Guardian shared with the Daily Herald most of
the above attitudes., It was a keen oritic of the policy of appeasement,
advocated closer collaboration with the Soviet Union, and likewise declared
that Britain, France, and the Soviets must be fimm in dealing with Germany.
The Guardian also argued eloquently against the dangers inherent in abandoning
Czechoslovakia and the French system of alliances to a German move eastwards.
Their greatest fear was expressed in their contimmed warnings to the Gevern-
ment not to "cold-shoulder" the U.S.S.R. Convinced admirers of Socialist
Russia, but repelled by Stalin's use of terror, the Guardian gave Soviet
foreign and domestic events maximum coverage.

A further selection from the weekly press offers a body of Independent
views. The New Statesman, the Spectator, and the Economist, during the

September corisis, shared many of the attitudes characteristic of the Liberal
Guardian and Labour Heralds criticism of the price being paid for German
appeasement, pessimism as to Hitler's ultimate intentions, and emphasis on
German responsibility for the erisis. Similarly with regard to the U.S.S.R.,
they too displayed the belief in the non-aggrossiﬁ nature of Soviet foreign
policy and accepted her declared intention to fulfil all treaty obligations.
Finally, they too were convinced that only the spectre of a united Anglo-
French-Soviet defence front was capable of the firmness to manage Hitler and
preserve Czech integrity. In comparing this body of opinion with the
Conservative press it is noticeable that a desire for more active eollaboration
between Britain and Russia varied with editorial determination to fgsist or

appease Germany.
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2. RUSSIA AND THE CRISIS OF SEPTEMBER 1938

n 6 September 1938 the Daily Herald reported that two days urlier}

M.. Iitvinov had assured the French Chargé d'Affaires in Moscow, that Russia
would fulfil her treaty obligations to the full -prov'ided the French did like-
wise. The report appeared in no other imupaper. The Herald further
claimed that M. Alexandrovsky, Soviet Minister in Cszechoslovakia, acting on
instructions from Moscow advised the Czech Government to make ne more con.
cessions, and gave assurances of Russian support in the event of war. The
New Statesman, in a leading article termed Russia's attitudes “the one clear
factor in the situation."z The diplomatic correspondent of the Manchester
Guardian stated on 10 September 1939 that the Soviets were carrying out
military preparations on the western frontier under General Eluecher. The
article concludeds "It is believed both here (i.e., ILondon ) and in Paris
that Russia would go to war almost sutomatically as soon as Cgeche-Slovakia
was attacked."

The Economist and the Spectator were similarly definitive in stating
their views as .to Soviet intentions. The latter journal commented on a
worsaning of the orisis, after the disturbances at Mihrisch-Ostrau on
7 September; that the Germans were stopping one step short of unilateral action
simply "hy the spectacle of superior force, of Britain and France, Russia and
Czechoslovakia, on guard against her."3 The Economist declared that as to

Soviet intentions "there has never been any confession of uncertainty...."

1. The Herald was mistaken on its dates. The interview took place on 2
September 1938. For a fuller discussion, see Winston Churchill, The

Second World War, Vol. 1. The Gathe Storm (London, 1948), pp. 229-
"‘7"‘"""232, 3. Ivan Maisky, Who Helped Hitler! (Londen,1964), p.78.

2, New Statesman axd Nation (hereafter referred to as New Statesman)
3 September 1938,

3. Spectator, 9 September 1938.
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and reported on assurances given by Litvinov to the German Ambassador that
Rassia would fulfil to the letter her treaty with Csechoalwakia.l “The
New Statesman on 3 September also carried this latter report, and predicted
that the aid would be in the form of troops and aeroplanes.

While editorially the Daily Telegraph urged a compromise solution to
the Czech crisis, by granting the Sudetens the limit of autoncay consonant
with the maintenance of Czech territorial sovereignty, its Moscow corres-
pondent reported Iitvinov's assurances to the German Ambassador. He
emphasized, however, that Soviet obligations to Czechoslovakia depended on
a prior French initiativa.z The Times Riga correspondent did not report any
of the above information. Rather, he observed that "No responsible official
in Moscow has made any public statement recently bearing on the Sudeten
German crisis." He did admit that the Soviet press, while avoiding "specific
promises,® had assured Czechoslovakia of Russia's support. His dispatch
further informed the reader that Britain was caricatured in the Soviet press
as "Germany's fond dupe. *3  In a rere editorisl reference on 8 September,
the Times sceptically eomohted that Russia "may or may not honour®™ her
treaty obligations to Cgzechoslovakia. Fimily, the Daily Express impressed
- its readers with the importance of getting the Czechs "to accept the necessary
sacrifices...." the prime one being the shedding of her French and Russian
alliancos.u
Nor were those newspapers who counted on the U.S.S.R. c.ening to Csecho-
slovagkia's aid unaware of the practical problems involved. As Russia had

no common frontier with Germany or Czechoslovakia any support would have to

1. Econemist, 10 September 1938.

2. Deily Telegraph, 6 September 1938.
3. Times, 7 September 1938,

4. Dally Express, 3 September 1938.
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be sent via Poland or Rnnmiﬂ. The co-operation of the Poles, was noet even
mentioned, the press no doubt assuming it to be an impossibility. As for
the Rumanian route, the Economist, the New Statesman, the Daily Herald, and
surprisingly, the Daily Express published news items that Rumania would per-
mit the passage of Soviet material mpport;l The source of these reports
wers discussions being held in Geneva between Russian, French and Rumsnian
plenipotentiaries.

In contrast to the certitude with which a section of the British press
viewed Soviet intentions the Times and Daily Telegraph largely ignored eoﬁont
on this aspect. However, both did see fit to devote entire leaders on
6 September 1938 to a speech delivered by Mr. Elvin, as President of the
Trades Union Congress. Therein Elvin had askeds "Why liad not Great Britain,
France, and the Soviet Republic plainly told Germany that she must 'keep off
the grus?"'z In a rather tart reply the Times challenged Elvin's class-
ification of Russia as one of the democracies. Instead, the leader deseribed
the Soviet Union as "the most totalitarian of a.11 the dictatorships® and |
referred at length to the purges, the 0.G.P.U., censorship, agitations of the
Comintern, and Soviet intervention in Spain. The Daily Telegraph likewise
objected to Elvin's inclusion of the Soviet Union among the democracies.

The leading article desoribed his remsrks as a "torrent of contradictory
philosophy® and termed regrettable Elvin's "Wild talk of foreign affairs and
praise of comunim...."3 Clearly, then, sceptical or indifferent to Soviet
treaty commitments, the Conservative press was equally disposed to leave the
Soviets out of the Buropean crisis. The Daily Herald supported by the

1. Econemist, 10 September 1938; New Statesman, 17 September 1938
Dally Herald, 12 September 1938 Daily Express, 13 September 1938.

2. Quoted, Times, 6 September 1938.

3. Dally Telegraph, © '. § September 1938.
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Manchester Guardian totally endorsed the T.U.C. call for "collective defence
against aggression" and exhortation to leave "no deubt in the mind eof the -
German Government that Britain will unite with the French and Soviet Govern-
ments to resist any attack upon Czechoslovakia. nl

Hitler's speech to the Nuremberg Rally on the night of 12 September 1938,
for which the press ﬁad worked themselves up to fever pitch, provided neither
a respite nor a worsening of the ecrisis. The Opposition and Independent
press exhorted the Government to proclaim its intentions clearly, and above
2ll warn that the use of force by Hitler would be similarly met. Moreover,
this section of opinion was convinced that any aggressive act by Hitler
“would bring Britsin, France and Russia into the field against him."?

ﬁhe Times and Dsily Express ruled out a solution by force and urged a
peaceful adjustment of differences with mutual coﬁcossion from Sudetens and
Czechs. Conclliation and sutonomy to the point compatible with Czech
national sovereignty was the editorial view of the Dally Telegraph. Para-
doxically, the 15 September issue carried an article by Winston Churchill who
said that a joint or simultaneous note by Great Britain, France and Russia,
pledging common actlon in case of aggression, would most probably ward off
the catastrophe. (n 14 September, the Sudeten German Party broke off
negotiations. They daimed autonomy would no longer suffice and demanded
instead self-determinationy in effect, a return to the Reich. The press
was universally apprehensive and hourly fearful of a unilateral move by
G@mm‘y. The unprecedented decision of the British Prime Minister to con.
sult personally with Herr Hitler lent to events a different complexion.

The British press on 15 September unanimously endorsed the initiative,

1. l_D_‘_i.lBl” Herald, 8 and 9 September 1938; Manchester Guardian, 9 September

2, Spectator, 16 September 1939.
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over-whelmed by this most unexpected development. However, in the peried
from the Berchtesgaden to the Godesberg visits, the press contimued to
speculato and debate on the main issues of British policy and the Soviet
Union's role - actual and potontid. The Liberal and Labour press, and
Independent weeklies, when the novelty of Chamberlain's flight wore off,
contimued their expression of spprehension, virtually undermining their
original approval., As early as 15 September, indeed, in the same leader
applauding Chamberlain's flight, the Daily Herald mggostod that Britain and
France keep the U.S.S.R. "fully informed” as to developments. The Spectatoer,
likewise, reviewing events,urged lord Halifax to journey to Geneva and begin
"immediate consultations with the representatives of the four States so

ol ymidst

vitally concerned in the maintenance of the peace of Europe.
opposing the Berchtesgaden visit the Economist warned against “an ignominiocus
surrender”® to the threat of force.>

The Manchester Guardian was most active and sdamant in tempering its
approval with wamings of apprehensien and focusing on the implications of
Chamberlain's unprecedented moves. It argued that the independence of
Czechoslovakia depended on the contimued possession of its defensive mountain
belt lying within the Sudeten German distriects. The loss of this strategie
frontier, the Guardian continued, would put Cgzechoslovakia at the mercy of
Germany and leave the way open for the German Brang nach Osten. Therefore,
British support of a secessionist solution would imply tacit approval of
Germany sitistying her ambitions in the east . ultimately at Seviet
cacpon_se.3 The Guardian quoted liberally from Soviet press sources accusing

Britain of just such aims. A further development troubling the Guardian

1. Spectator, 16 September 1938.
2, Economist, 17 September 1938,

3. Manchester Guardian, 15, 16 and 19 September 1938.
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were reported suggestions for a four-power pact. It was pointed out that
any such move would be interpreted by Hitler as "the equivalent of a guarantee
by the Western Powers that they should not interfere in Eastern and South-
eastern European affairs."l The Paris correspondent, commenting on such a
possibility, noted that a four-power pact “would be principally directed
against Rnssia so as to divert Germany's energies from the west -~ at least
for a time."®  The concern of the Soviet Unien at this prospect was fully
reported in a selection of Moscow news reports. The New Statesman, as well,
voiced its concern with the prospects of this diplomatic development which
it termed "dear to Mr. Chamberlain's heart.®> And finally, returning to
the Economist on 24 September, its Paris correspondent distinguished in
Germany's offensive two motivess the liberation of the Sudetens on the
"popular pretext” and more crucial intention of disrupting the French post-
war system of slliance. The Liberal, Labour and Independent press, while
net unapproving of the former motive, feared the latter as the primary aim.

In contrast, the Conservative and Isolationist press were equally
adamant as to the issues. The Daily Express wamly approved Sudeten self-
determination, admonished Benes for his "foreign alliances," and supported
a four-power pact "in which Britain, France, Germany and Italy will agree to
be friends and work togethor."h The Times and Daily Telegraph were in
genersl agreement. The relation of the Soviets to the crisis, so mmuch a
concern to other sections of the press, was hardly discussed. In a rare

reference, the Times Riga correspondent noted that Mr. Chamberlain's visit

1. Manchester Guardian, 17 September 1938,
2, Tbid, 21 September 1938.

3. New Statesman, 17 September 1938.

4. Dally Express, 17 and 19 September 1938.




13.

to Germany was disapproved in Moscow. He claimed Soviet press reports
gave a “warped reflection" of the attitude to the visit in European capitals.
The current Soviet prouvintorprotation claimed Chamberlain's visit had
avoided an "Imperialist war" - an event, the correspondent implied, the
Soviets had anticipated with satisfaction.l

Whichever view was espoused by the press as to the new turn of events
resulting from Chamberlain's Berchtesgaden flight, some of the practical
u'lpoets of the Soviet role continued to Bo noticed, but contradictory reports
circulated. The Daily Herald backed its total faith in the Soviets fulfill.
ing their obligations with items on Soviet military precautions and preparations
) té ald Czecheslovakiat troops and munitions were :;oporhod waiting in the
Ukraine, and Rumania was reported willing to permit the passage of supplies
by a:l.r.2 The Statesmsn, too, roportod/tho latter poui.b:'l.lzi.‘l:y.3 The
Guardian faithfully adhered to its view that the Soviets would fulfil her
obligations provided the French did likewise., However, it published a
puzzled report that there were no external signs of military preparation in
}bscw.h’ The Conservative and Isclatienist press continued clearly doubtful
as to Soviet intentions or th;; practical feasibility of her aid. The Daily .
Express was convinced that if the Czechs refused conciliation they should be
at war "without Rassia. "5 The Daily Telegraph emphasized that Soviet
official circles had remained "mute™ throughout the crisis and were continu-

6

ing "silent" on their "practical asttitude. The Times stressed Russia's

1. Times, 16 September 1938.

2. Daily Herald, 16, 17 and 20 September 1938.
3. New Statesman, 17 September 1938.

4, Manghester Gugrdian, 21-September 1938.

5. Daily Express, 20 September 1938.

6. Daily Telegraph, 16 and 21 September 1938.



"uncertain part" and the lack of indications as to her intontions.l

As a result of the Anglo-French talks in londen, 18 September 1938,
the orisis took a direction towards greater conciliation, with a solution
of secession clearly in the offing .. Reports of these talks leaked out
to the press and there was evident wavering as the Czech acceptance was
awaited. Some papers commented on rumours of a projected guarantee to
Czecheslovakia to replace the French and Soviet treaties. The Liberal,
Labour, and Independent press, while not unanimous in condemning a guarantee,
eriticised one aspect of such a policy. The "essential point," as the
Economist pointed out, and most of this section of opinien would have
agreed, was

eee Whether or not Russia is to be in the picture. If

Russia joins France and Britain in the guarantee, then

the new Czechoslovakia ... will still have some of the

attributes of sovereignty. If Russia is excluded, then

Britain and France will, in effect, have abandoned

Central Burope to Germany. For Russia is the only

Power whose geographical position ensbles her to .offer

immediate ald; and if the Czechoslovakian State is left

with no real independence, the road to the South East is

opened wido.z
The implication of not ineluding Russia in Western diplomatic relations,
concluded the Economist, would mean driving Russia into isolation. Beth
the New Statesman and Spectator warnmed of precisely the same dangers and
more. The latter journal oriticised the guarantee as a weak attempt to

1. Times, 19 September 1938.
2., Econowist, 24 September 1938,
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prevent what Hitler would take as synonymous with Sudeten accession to the
Reich; namely, an open door to South-Eastern Europe.) The Daily Telegraph
and the Times approved of the guarantee as a measure to end sabre-rattling
diplomacy. However, on striet isolationist grounds, the Express violently
opposed any such British project. Finally, the Manchester Guardian on 22
September claimed that “so long as Mr. Chamberlain indulges his prejudices ...
Russia's reaction ... will be cynical and possibly isolstionist,..." as for
all intents and purposes, she was effectively excluded from a roéolution of
the crisis. And indeed so it seemed if one must explain the relative lack
of publielty accorded to Iitvinov's pronouncements at the League of Nations.

On 21 September two contradictory reports reached the pages of the
British press. The Times asserted without comment that the Soviets had
assured Czechoslovakia of their support as per their pact. The Daily Herald
reported similarly, but added that the Soviets had promised "unofficial"
unilateral aid if the Czechs were to resist and France failed to aoct.
Although it was admitted such assistance "would not be sufficient te induce
Czechoslovakia to envisage a war with Gemany." Thirdly, the Daily Express,
in view of similar reports, concluded that it would be "unlikely" that the
U.S.S.Re would unilaterally aid Czechoslovakia. (n 21 September Litvinev
addressed the League Assembly, revealing the content of the Payart interview
on 2 Seplember and reviewing th§ extent of Seviet-Cszech contacts, the precise
nature of Soviet obligations, and her willingness to offer Czechoslovakia
inmediate aid if France should first render similar sssistance.’

Litvinov's remarks were barely reported in the press, and even less commented

1. Spectator, 23 September 1938.

2. TFor text of speech see Jane Degras, ed., Soviet Documents on Foreign
Policy, Vol. III, 1933-1941 (london,1953), pp. 299-304.
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upon by Conservative organs. ‘Ihq Telegraph merely noted th;:b this was the
first public pronouncement on Moscow's attitude to the crisis and emphasized
" that Soviet obligations were conditional on France initiating moasnros,l
Any further speculation by the press along these lines, was clearly headed
for a cul-de-sac. On the same day as Iitvinov's speech to the Assembly,
President Bene¥ had accepted the Anglo-French proposals. The British Prime
.Hinistor thereupon met Hitler at Godesberg to arrange the transfer of the
Sudeten fringes of Czechoslovakia to the Reich.

The news of their stormy Godesberg meeting and reports of inereased
German demands slowly filtered through to the press between 23 and 27
September. With it there developed a notable stiffening of attitude and
more oritical view of the suggested settlement. This tumm of events was
remarkably reflected in the nation as a wlmle.2 The ocrisis was moving to-
wards resistance. Eden,in a widely reported speech,argued that a poliey
of asppeasement was a valuable tool of international diplomscy. But that
policy "'must not be at the expense either o'f our vital interest, or of our
national reputation, or of our sense of fair dealing.... There must always
be a point at which we as a nation, must make a si'.arzt:l....'."3 The British
press as a mirror of that opinion, reflected this new turn in the European
crisis. No longer was press discussion and attention the Sudeten questien.
Rather, the issue in foreign politics became that of negotiation as against
aggressien, peaceful cession under agreed conditions versus force. The
press had accepted the Anglo-French plan of 18 September as a basis of

negotiation to resolve the orisis. The results of the Godesberg meeting

1. Daily Telegraph, 22 September 1933,

2, Charles Madge and Tom Harrison, Britain by Mass-Observatien, (Lendon,
19%), pp.78-96.

3. Quoted, Times, 22 September 1938,



17.
showed Hitler no longer satisfied, revealed threats, warnings of violence,
and a virtusl ultimatum. On this point, not of aim or principle, but
method and procedure, the ocrisis deepened as resistance stiffened in an
atmosphere of war preparation. Significantly, especially in the case of
the Conservative and Isolationist press, more attention than usual was
focused upon the activities of the Soviet Union.

On 24 September the press prominently reported that during a discu-
ssion the previous dsy in the Sixth (Pelitical) Committee of the League
Assembly, Iitvinov reiterated the Soviet assurance that Russia would come
to the aid of Czechoslovakia if France did so as well. While the Times
left the report at this point, without further comment, the Daily Herald,
Daily Express, and Deily Telegraph reported that the Czechs were also
assured of the possibility of Soviet unilateral aid if France remained
indifferent. Furthermore, the Daily Express and Daily Telegraph
prominently reported that Earl de la Warr, the Lord Privy Seal,and
Mr. R. A. Butler, seeking "a further explanation of the Soviet positioen,..."
had afterwards seen M. Litvinov. The Express, too, in its report on
Czech mobilization, claimed that "the order was given at the suggestion
of Britain, France and Russia."’ Finally, and still on 2I September the
press reported that the Soviets had warned Poland that should Polish
troops, concentrated on the Czech border seize Teschen, the Soviets would
be forced to denounce their 1932 Pact of Non-Aggression. The Times was
not at all sure hew to interpret this move. 1Its Riga correspondent on
26 September claimed the Russians were trying to creste their own Sudeten
problem, in view of the large Ukrainian and White Russian minorities in
Poland. He suspected the intention was to gain "a cheap Red military

1. Delly Express, 24 September 1938.
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success" in this "attra.cﬁivo ontorpzd.se."l In striking contrast,
Iiberal and Labour journals interpreted the move as part of the general
stiffening of the demoecracies' attitude towards aggression. The New
Statesman claimed it "clmred the decks for action...."’ Russia's
¥tpreventive' diplomatic action,™ opined the Guardian, proved she was
keeping her hands free to assist Czechoslovakia. The rest of this
Guardian leader pralsed past Soviet activity in criticising aggression
and claimed the "misfortune® of British policy was the habit of “eold-
shouldering Ruuia."'B

The retort to the Guardian and mmch similar opinion seemed to come
on 27 September 1938. (n that day feature coverage was given to the
following press communiqué issued by the Foreign Office the previous
evenings

eee if in spite of all efforts made by the British Prime

Minister, a German attack is made upon Czechoslovakia, the

immediate result must be that France will be bound to come

to her assistance, and Great Britain and Russia will
certainly stand by France.?
Surrounding this statement there has been extensive oontroversy.s But

1. Times, 26 September 1938.
2., New Statesman, 1 October 1938.

3. JYanchester Guardian, 24 September 1938.

h. Documents on British Foreign Policy .1919-193%9 :, Third Series, Vel.II
(Tondon, 1949), p.550.

5. The British Doeunents ibid. state Halifax authorised the issue of
this ¢ of m*’nh..d, wt‘x (Iﬂm@n, 1965), PP
402.403, attributos the cmuniqu& to Halifax but submits no new in-
formation. Winston Churehdll,.opi .eit:, p.242, describes his role in
conjunction with Halifax and Mr. R. lLeeper in its formulation.
Churchill believed the Prime Minister "was in full accord". Lerd
Templewood, Mine Troubled Years (lLondon, 1954), p.318, claims that



whatever opinion has subsequently been taken, it is imperative to note
in this context that the press accepted the Soviet inclusion without
question as a sign of Britain's determination to resist unilateral

German action. The Spectator later described the Mrelief* it brought

1l

to many. The Telegraph and Express inter alia headlined the notice

and the Telegraph leader emphasiged the unity of a Franco-British-
Soviet front. (nly the Times gave it a short three paragraph mention
at the bottom of a page. The Foreign Office communiqué assumed para-
mount importance in the post.-Munich press debate. It was used as a
basis of argument by a wide section of press opinion asserting that the
Government s subsequent activities were a repudiation of this firm
stand inveking Soviet support.Z

because Britain had ne authority to speak for Russia “we immediately
issued & repudiation of this statement.® Iord Strang, Home and
Abroad (Lendon, 1956), p. 149, opines that while "perhaps rather toe
sweeping® the statement merely repeated what the Soviets had been
saying. Andrew Fothstein, The Munich Conspiracy (london, 1958),

pe 103, ssys lLitvinov told him persenally thout hesitation™ that
the statement was issued without the knowledge of, or consultation
with, the Soviet Government. Ivan Maisky, op. cit., ignores the
commniqué entirely.

1. Spectator, 30 September 1939.
20 SQ. belw, ppo 2"’-27’ y"'
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CHAPTER _TWO

1. THE MUNICHE CONFERENCE$ SOVIET EXCLUSION

The British press on Wednesdsy, 28 September, presented a united
front, its mood one of resolute defiance and determination, but alse one
of universal gloom. Britain stooed at the threshold of war. Germany's
2 p.m. threat to mobilize was hours away from fulfilment. While |

20.

Wednesday's press still headlined news of the mobilisation of the British

fleet, A.R.P. activity in london, and protestations echoing Chamberlain's

previous night's brosdcast that the use of force would be resisted, the

House of Commons witnessed a memorable event. For sheer drama the scene

the afternoen of 28 September was perfect. The Prime Minister, speaking

to a morose House, reviewed at great length the course of Anglo-German
diplomacy and the Czechoslovakian orisis. He omitted any reference to
the Soviet Unlon -~ the brunt of his review illustrating the efforts he
had made to solve the orisis by diplomatic negotiation. Nearing the
end of his speech, he was handed a note to the effect that Hitler had
agreed to a third meeting at Munich. The news brought the members of
the House - save a few - to their feet in cheers. The Parliament-
ary correspondents of the British press dashed back to their type-
writers with a stery that is a journalist's delight.

The principal effect, as it reached the daily press' front pages
on ﬁmrsdiy, 29 September, was one of relief that the threat of war had
been averted by a last mirmte concession from Hitler. This was the
initiall reaction of all press opinion. So overwhelming was the event

l. Emphasis mine.



that the news colummns contained relatively little analysis., The anti-
Chsmberlain press later reverted to thelr bitter criticism of the Govern-
ment as the Munich debate progressed, but this initial relief at being
released from the impending threat of war was their first spontaneous
reaction. It could obvieusly not have been otherwise. In so far as
Chamberlain argueds "Armed confliet between nations is a nightma.re...."l
all sections of the British press agreed. It was acoordingly grateful
to him for having secured Britain's release from this nightmare.
However, the subsequent point must be stressed. Gratitude to the Prime
Minister from the British ﬁmss for having averted war does not and can-
not be equated with concurrence in his conduct of Britain's foreign
relations. This was later charged by the Conservative press inlits
criticism of anti-Chamberlain journals. Least of all, ca.n' it be said,
that the Liberal, Labour, and Independent press' initial gratitude to
Chemberlain and good wishes as he flew a third time to Hitler implied
approval of his Qol:l.ey as it related to the Soviet Union. Indeed, one
of the most vialent criticisms was directed at Chamberlain's handling
of Anglo-Rassian relations.

Relisf and gratitude, therefore, were mixed with and gave way (in
| the anti-Chamberlain press) to feelings of apprehension, pessimism, fear,
and criticism. But the immediate relief on 29 September was widespread.
The Isolationist and Conservative press were obviously jubilant. The
Dally Express having confidently predicted all September that there was
to be "no war this year or next year" headlineds "'IT'S ALL RIGHT'
and on the next day again in large bold letters "PEACE". Its leader

1. Neville Chemberlain, In Search of Peace (lLondon, 1939), p. 276.
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after expressing hopes for a “wider reconciliation™ between Britain and
Germany continueds

Two weeks ago he (i.e. Chamberlain) was being urged to send

an ultimatum to the German Government - a joint note by

Britain, France and Russia. He would not take that course.

And now it is plain that if he had taken that bad

advice, this situation could never have been achieved.l
The Times' leader extolled the Prime Minister in Royal Obituary style.
With similar excitement the Daily Telegraph, which had throughout main.
tained an attitude of eritical approval of Chamberlain's policy, credited
the Prime Minister with a "personsl triumpH. But, characteristiecally,
sounded an early warnings "... the present respite must be hailed with
a certain reserve...." It continueds "This nation cannot prudently
afford to purchase present ease at the expense of future trouble."
A1l concessions have come from the Czech side it noted. Therefore, the
Telegraph warned that Czechoslovakia must "be left as a viasble entity"
in order to avoid in future "... a revival of all the present troubles."
The Manchester Guardian and the Daily Herald announced with reliefs
"There is to be no war,..."> thankful for the respite Hitler had
consented to - or, that Chamberlain had achieved.

The crisis broke too late in the week for the periodicals to present
. any olaﬁorate analysis, Their immediate reaction, likewise, was relief
with the respite that had been gained. The Economist on 1 October went
little beyond expressing its congratulations to the Prime Minister.
Even the New Statesman, hysterical in its denmunciations of Chamberlain's

1. Dsily Express, 29 September 1936.
2. Daily Herald, 30 September 1938.
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foreign poliey, especially Anglo-Russian relations, commenteds "“Every-
one must share in a feeling of immense relief that war ... has been at
lus‘l.:a postponed and very possibly averted." Finally, the Spectator,
in a leader on 30 September, found itself impressed by Chamberlain's
"almost superhuman efforts to save the world from a tragedy witheut
parallel."® _
| Again and again there is apparent in the first inatanool that
universal note of almost pathetic obeisance offered by the press.

After the first flush of relief passed, however, and the war clouds
dispersed, and after the Munich Agreement had been presented to publiec
view the British press returned to its pre-Munich stances. The Labour,
Iiberal, and Independent press, guilty in a mement of understandable weak-
ness, resumed their prior critical posture. The Isolationi;t and
Conservative press hailed the Agreement as the positive affirmation of
the far.sightedness of Chsmberlain's foreign policy.

Thursday, 29 September 1938, the British press, when ccvﬁring
Chamberlain's announcement in the IHouso of Commons that Hitler had agreed
to meet him at Munich in the oompmy of Daladier and Musselini, prominently
festured this calling of a four-power conference. Indeed, the Deily
Telegraph of the 29th, headlineds "FOUR POWER CONFERENCE® - with tacit
and obvious approval. For here was the essence of Chamberlain's vision
of BEuropean diplomacy - a personal confrontation between the major
powers, Russia obviously excluded, for the negetiasted settlement of
disputes. But a four-power conference did noet escape the criticism and

concern of a certain section of the press. It is neteworthy . and

l. Emphasis mine.



perhaps obvious ~ +that the section of the press which had kept the
Soviets before the eyegof the public throughout the crisis, applauded ‘
the 26 September press communiqué, andﬁwamad the Govermnment for weeks -
of the need to obtain Russian admission to the negotiations, now volced
its grave concern at the recall of the four-power conference with the
implied threat at the isolation of Russia from the concert of European
nations and diplomacy.

The exclusion of the U.S.S.R. greatly distressed the Daily Herald.
As early as 29 September a long leader, after reviewing the course of
recent events and claiming that Chamberlain had suggested te Hitler the
calling of a British.Itallan-French-German conference to continue
negotiations on the transfer of Czech territory, asserted that "the
question must therefore be asked.~ Why did the British Government not
mention Russia, as a proper party to the Conference, since her interest
is equal to that of any?® (The Herald, too, expressed regret at the
exclusion of Czechoslovakia.) Furthemmore, the Herald, which had all
through September urged a united frent of powersz - Britain, France,
and Russia - had seen its efforts finally orystallized in the 26 Sept-
ember press comuniqu‘.’ THs communiqué, continmed the same leader, had
"brought into being the close co-operation of Britain, France and Russia
in defence of the principles of negotiations, which alone can be the basis
of just international dealing...." Therefore, concluded the Daily
Heralds "The close co-operation which now exists between Britain, France
and Russia must continue.® The Guardian as well criticised theconference
in a very similar manner. After expressing its approval of the respite
that had been afforded, the leading article of September 29, with ..
Litvinov'sv fsmous slogan in mind, declareds "Peace is still indivisible®
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and Britain must strive for "semething wider than a foun-power con-
frence®. Then it too made the same point as the Heralds "... if
Russia's assistance to the democracies was assured (and warmly welcomed
by the people of this country) in the case of confliet, for how long or
on what grounds could she be excluded form the saner task of conference?™
Finally, even though the Telegraph's leader on 29 September made no
mention of the U.S.S5.R. the Parls cerrespondent reported'in a sombre
mood that in some quarters the conference was being regarded "with great
reserve., He noted that French pro-Nazis rejoiced at this successful
move by German diplomacy - alwsys aimed at driving "a wedge between
France and Sovie'e Russia and the Powers of the little Entente...."

And he addeds "In Russian circles, on the other hand, dismay is expressed
that the Soviet Goverrment should have been left out. "

The weeklies, too, noted the exclusion of Russia from the Munich
€onference with great anxiety. As opposed to great power polities, the
New Statesman had continuously urged collective defence - an "all-in
method of security® - and therefore was suspicious of "the Four Power
conference (whch ought to have been a Six or at least a Five Power

conference) at Munich.... 2

In the same leader, it referred to the 26
September press communiqué, wherein "... Britain formally stated her
intentien of fighting side by side with France and Russia in the event
of an attack on Czechoslova.ld.a..;." After inferring that this did mmoch
to bring Hitler to his senses the Statesman continueds "We should be
happler about the Four-Power meeting at Munich if Czechoslovakia ...

were represented ... and if Russia, who is as concerned about Czecho-

1. Daily Telegraph, 29 September 1938.

2, New Statesman, 1 October 1938.
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slovakia as France, were not so ostentatiously excluded.® ‘This leader
concluded with an analysis of Chamberlain's foreign policy as attempting
to turmm German eastwards against Bolshevism, and consequently the States-
man could not but disapprove "the destruction ... of Czechoslovakia ...
and the consequent drive to the Bast." Finally, the Spectator volced
its distress that Russia and Czechoslovakia were "conspicuous absentees"
 from the Munich €onference. The lesder launched into a scathing
eriticism relating to the exclusion of these two powers. "“A Four-Power
conference, it argued,

is not in itself a departure to be greatly welcomed, for a -

regard for the interests of the absent is not always con-

spicuous in such cases. Three Great Powers were mentioned

in the British Official communiqué on Tuesday as pledged to * : -

the support of Crechoslovakia, and only two of them were
invited to Mumich on Thursday.®

In effect, these papers were asserting that in a moment of orisis
the British Govermment saw fit to publish a statement in line with their
own views and whose net result would have been 'a revival of coilective
securitys a de facto triple alliance. Few used this actual tem.
And yet, the Isolationist Deily Express perhaps in its simplicity saw
this.and, while obviously opposed, declared that the Munich 'Gl”onforonoe
Woffers us great hopes" for it “destroys the ghost of collective
security... still troubling our peace of m:i:m:l."2 But it is precisely
‘that hint of collective defence, so clearly at their grasp, that some

newspspers sew discarded at the Munich Cfonference because of the ex.

1. Spectator, 30 September 1938.
2. Dsily Bxpress, 1 October 1938,
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clusion of the Soviet Union.

Nonetheless, as an important footnote, it was recognized that
perhaps Britain did not have a choice; that the choice was Hitler's;
and that being the case "it was no doubt a choice between a Four.Power
conference and no conference, and since a Four-Power conference was
oaléulated to postpone war, and might avert it altogether, there could
be no hesitation. But let it not be forgotten," this Spectator lead-
ing article warned, "that Russia's help may still be needed; it is a
good deal to hope for if she iﬁ excluded from discussion and only called
in to fight."  Even the Daily Herald had to admits "It is possible
that insistence upon Russian and Czech participation in the talks at this
moment would, in fact, have meant that 'bhére were no talks."z And
finally, the Daily Telegraph's Moscow correspondent, going even further
in his analysis of the role of the Soviets throughout the crisis, saids
"... any active intervention by Russia in Govermmental discussions during
the last few weeks would only have served to infuriate Hitler with his
anti-Bolshevik complex and so render a peaceful settlement more
diffioult."’

- 2. PRESS DEBATES ON THE IMPLICATICONS FOR RUSSIA

The meeting at Munich constituted a highly complex historical event
that has enabled all shades of opinion to arrive at very different con-

1. w 1 October 1938.
2. Daily Herald, 29 September 1938.

3. Dally Telegraph, 29 September 1938.
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clusions., Self-justification, criticism, and self-satisfaction have all
found grounds for confirmation. In a similar manner, the various organs of
the British press were able to manipulate the Munich Agreeu;en'b. The Isolation.
ist Daily Express displayed its glee with a simple headline on 30 Septembers
"PEACE". The Telegraph and the Times likewises "Peace, even at a price,
is a blessing."l .While the Jeremlahs of the British press - the Guardian,
Herald and the weeklies - asked in horrors what price, poaée? And in ask-
ing what was the price Britain and France had paid the press embarked on a
vigorous, acrimonious and lengthy debate on the Munich Agreements i1ts merits
and demerits, gains and losses. The foous throughout must be largely the
Soviet Union. It is not the clauses of the Agreement but what the British
press had to say about the past, present, and future role of the U.S.S.R. in
European diplomacy related to and stemming from its conclusion that is
relevant here.

The projected four.power agreement to guarantee Czechoslovakia was based
on a draft presented to the conference by Mussolini. It provided for the
evacuation and occupation of the Sudeten areas to proceed by successive
defined stages between 1 and 10 October. The 'Annex to the Agreement
Between Germany, the United Kingdom, France and Itsly', concluded in Munich
on 29 September 1938, stated:

His Majesty's Govermment in the ]Jn:lted Kingdom and the French

Government have entered into the above agreement on the basis

that they stand by the offer containbd in Paragraph 6 of the

Anglo-French proposals of September 19 in relation to an

international guarantee of the new boundaries of the Czecho-

slovak State against unprovoked aggression.z

1. Daily Islegraph, 1 Ostober 1938,
2. Doocuments on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, Third Series, op.cit.,
PPe 2 29. ‘
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It was understood that Germany and Italy would offer their guarantee
when the question of the Polish and Hungarian minerities had been settled.
If not accomplished in three months another four-power conference would
be held to deal with it.

This quostién of a guarantee to Czechoslovakia canmnot be said to
ihavo aroused very great enthusiasm in the British press. The reasons
for this varied a good deal with the particular editerial opinion pur-
sued., For some a guarantee was contrary to traditional British poliey
in Central Europe. For others, acceptance was rationalized on the
grounds of compensation - something had to be done for the poor Czechs.
‘Whilo for the third group of newspapers the guarantee was bad politics
and bad logisties. It perpetrated the exclusion of the U.S.S.R. from
[European diplomacy; and Britain and France could not possibly aid a
land-locked Central European power without the co-operatién of the
Soviet Union.

In the first instance, the Daily Express was passionately opposed to
“these menaces, conjured up from the Continent to cenfuse us."l When
the outlines of the Anglo-French plan for Czechoslovakia had filtered
down to the press an Express leader talked of "bad rumours"s namely,
reports that Britain was to guarantee. "a1]1 the hedges and ditches" of
the new Czech front.:i.er.:Z Then, surveying the conference results, the
only note of doubt a leading article on 1 October expressed was on the
subject of the guarantee. Not, it must be added, because the U.S.S.R.
was not included; rather because the guarantee was "without precedent
in the history of British policy". Furthermore, the Express commented

1. Deily Express, 30 September 1938.
2, Ibid., 20 and 21 September 1938.
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that it was a guarantee which Britain was quite without the means to
implement. That means was obviously the U.S8.S.R.

The attitude of the Conservative Times and the Dally Telegraph
contrasted with that of the Dally Express, as far as the guarantee was
‘concerned. Both papers endorsed the guarantee from a compensatory point
of view. The Telegraph's attitude to a British guarantee in Central
Ezropo had been defined on 21 September. A leader at that time, comment-
ing on the Anglo-French plan, claimed that a guarantee in Central Europe
was a departure from traditional British practice. "It is something,"
itho leader argued, "“which we could never offer but in the last
extremity, and it could never be worthwhile unless as the price of a
| peace that is truly enduring." On 30 September the Telegraph urged the
Czech acceptance of the Munich Agreement on the grounds that such action
would "secure a guarantee of the diminished State by this country as
well as by France...." And perhaps in a mood of remorse at the state
of the reduced Czecheslovakia, the 'Tolegraph reasoned that Czechoslovakia
was threatened "with an economic, if not political, vassalage, against
which they may justifiably look for the protection of Great Britain and
France. nl Nowhere, does the Telegraph stop to reason how Britain could
fulfil this obligation. The Times, the informal spokesman for Govern-
ment policy, commented on the Munich Agreement that it was "not only a
,gsetthnent but a hopeful settlenent."z No mention of the guarantee was
3ccms:l.d»rot:l necessary, merely, the reliance on hope. For the Times and
ihe Telegraph the guarantee represented s gesture of British good-will,

a departure from policy and tradition to appease Czechoslovakia and a

1. Deily Telegraph, 1 October 1938.

2., Times, 1 October 1938,




section of British opinion.

It was not, as might be expected, the ILiberal, Labour, and Independ-
ent press that totally opposed the guarantee. To this third, of the
three groups mentioned earlier, the problem of the guarantee was related
to the U.S.S.R. For example, in the days following the Munich Agree-

‘ment, the Daily Hersld in effect had very little to say sbout the
.guarmtoo per se. However by implication the guarantee, the preduct of
a four-power conference, stood condemned. Slightly in contrast, the
Manchester Guardian was more actively concerned with the Annex to the
Munich Agreement. It shared with the Daily Herald the ippmciation of
the fact,that because of the 26 September press communiqué, a European
conflict invelving a German attack on Czechoslovakia "would have seen
‘Britain, France and Russia ranged against her."’ Hence on 1 October
the Guardian oriticised the bilateral nature of the Angle-German
declaration,and condemned totally the guarantee wlech was being presented
as "political protection® for economic vulnersbility. The leader
continued vehementlys "What is it worth? Will Britain and France

(and Russia, though, of course, Ruasi; was not even mentioned at Munich)
come to the ald of an unarmed Czecho-Slovakia when they would not help
her in her strengthi®

| In a similar note of pessimism and fear, the weeklies too viewed the
guarantee. The New Statesman leader on 8 October complained that talk
of guaranteeing the new Czechoslovakia was a horrible mockery, if only
because there was no frontier to be gharanteed. The Spectator agreed
that it was impossible "to implement effectively a guarantee of the
frontier of‘ a small State in Central Earopo."z It, indeed, argued

1. Manchester Guardian, 30 September 1938.
‘2, Spestator, 7 October 1938.
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against British particlpation and concluded with perhaps the most
prophetic remarks in this whole discussions "The controversy regarding
a guarantee for the riew Czechoslovakia may soon be settled by the dis-
appearance of any Czechoslovakia to guarantee.,"l

In the House of Commons, from 3 to 6 October 1938, dissident
;Conurntives and the Opposition subjected the government to a line of
criticism closely following the plcture of press opinion which has
preceded. Sir C. R. Attlee oritiocised the Government for its "cold-
shouldering of the U.5.S.R."> Sir A. Sinclair, exhorted Chamberlain,
.on the subject of the U.S.8.R. and the guarantee, to "Bring her in, and
1ot her join in the guarantee to Crechoslovakia."’ A rather odd
request as Sinclair had just completed criticising the Goven@ont for
its exclusion of the Soviets from the conference. Eden, too, critic-
‘isod Chamberlain for trjing "to organise Europe on a basis that excludes
any great power...."h' In reply to these criticisms and others, Sir
:Sa'muel Hoare was content to remark on the exclusion of Russia, thats
"To say, as the hon. Gentleman (i.e. Hugh Dalton) said, that the Soviet
Republic was cold-shouldered iz a complete exaggeration of the position. n5
As to the guarantee Chamberlain, or other Govermment spokesmen, remained
vague and indefinite.

The press covered these Parlismentary debates very closely. (n

the one hand, Conservative newspapers followed the Govermnment's lead in

1. Spectator, 7 October 1938.

2. Parlismentary Debates. House of Commons, Fifth Series, Vol. 339,
3 October {;%3, Col. 58.
3. Ibid., Col. 74.

4, Ibid., Col. 86.
5. Ibid., Col. 152,
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remaining editorially silent on thosg aspects centring on the guarantee.
Slightly different was the attitude of the Deily Express. Always
fanatieally opposed to the guarantee on isoclationist grounds they seemed
to find in Hoare's defence of Government policy an open invitation to the
U.S.8.R. to participate in the guarantee. "Sir Sammel," commented the
iE:t;}ress cautiéualy, "did not in any way contemplate the exclusion of
Russia f;-om such a gunarantee. In fact he foresaw that a guarantee by
3Br:l.i:a:l.n, France, Russia, Germany and Italy would make the new Czecho-
slovakia as safe as that country had been in many generations past."l
‘Furthermore, as the Economist critically noteds ‘"n Mondsy the Prime
§l-ﬁ.n:l.ste::' seemed to suggest a policy of Four-Powers without l?nss:la."2
And then the Economist continued, pointing out the obvious vagueness in
iG'»:m‘ermnorﬂ: policy on this issues "On Wednesday, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer hastened to repudiate this narrow conception and to mention
the Soviets by name."” This was a reference to the following remark
:‘by Simon - the obvious answer of the Government to the mounting press
criticism of Anglo-Russian relations. Simon stateds

eee it is our hope that Russia will be willing to Join
in the guarantee of Czechoslovakia. It is most
important that she should do so. The Goverrment have
no intention whatever of excluding Russia or trying to
exclude Rnssia from any future settlement of Europe.
If outstanding differences are to be resolved it rmst
be on the basis of free consultation with all
Buropean l-"cavvrerfs.3 |

1. M It October 1938.
2. Economist Ostober 19380

3. Parlismentary Debates. House of Cemozis, op.cit., 5 October 1938,
%l. J L
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It proved most unfortunate that this statement of Govermment policy. was
never fruitfully acted upon until the Spring of 1939. Nor in fact, did
it particularly influence the press as to its sincerity. The volume .
and scope of press criticism of Anglo-Russian relations as pursued by

‘the Chamberlain Government contirmed to mount.

It will be remembered that Chamberlain, along with the Conservative
and Isolationist press,had greeted the conclusion of’the Munich conference
‘and the German-British declaration as a major diplomatic success. The
two prime, overt objectives of appeasement had been achieveds war had
1bee,n averted and the way t.o improve Anglo-Germsn relations had been
opened.  Furthermore, Gemany's encirclement fears had been assuaged by
the weskening of the Soviet-.French-Czech system of treaties. Chamberlain
outlined these aims in the 28 September 1938 dramatic review of his foreign
policy in the Commons. His main goal he claimed was in ¥promoting a
peaceful solution of the Czechoslovak question.® That aim was later
:accomplishod via Munich. Chamberlain went on to argue in the same vein,
and one must emphasize this pre-occupation with avoiding war, that France
and Britain "were guided by a desire to find a solution which would not
bring about a European War...." The implication being that any other
;oourie of Anglo-Russian relations would have eliminated the chances of
a peaceful solution. The Prime Minister stressed the necessity for
"a solution which would not automatically compel France to takQ action
in accordance with her obligations." (Action one must add, which would
also have triggered off the Soviet-Czech Treaty.) "It was sgreed," ‘ho

\
continued, "that the only means of achieving this object was to aceept
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the principle of self-determination.® Having done this, Chamberlain

|explained that Britsain promised "as a contribution to the pacification
lof Burope, to join in an international guarantee of the new boundaries
of the Czechoslovak State against unprovoked aggression.® Or in other
words, the purpose he had in mind was "substituting a general guarantee ...
in place of the existing treaties with France and Soviet Russia, which
invelve reciprocal obligations of a military character. nl It was

. obvious from this, that Chamberlain envisaged as a general pacification
of Europe the dismantling of the French-Soviet.Csech complex of treaties.
He aimed thereby to satisfy the long-standing German opposition to this
French security arrangement, and satisfy German complaints of encircle-
ment.

Was the pr§sa aware of this?k Did it see the relation between the
guarantee offered to Czechoslovakia and the Czech-Soviet, Franco-Soviet
Treaties? And how was this related to their respective view of the
Soviet Union? The Conservative press had followed a rather consistent
policy with respect to the Soviet Union throughéut the crisis. The
Times more so, the Daily Telegraph slightly less towards the end of
September and oai'ly October, gave full support to the Government policy
of appeasement. While the Times largely ignored the Soviet aspect of
the crisis, the Telegraph had given it only slight coverage. In late
Soptunbo_r the latter newspaper had given headline coverage to the three-
power warning to Germany. Furthermmore, unlike the Times, it did sense
that German smbitions might lmmr no limit. It sensed, too, that Hitler
aimed at "a stranglehold upon Czechoslovakia ... whose bare existence is
a stumbling block to his dreams of parsmountcy from the Fhine to the

1. Ibid., 28 September 1938, Col. 16-17.
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Black Sea - and beyond."l

Furthermore, as has been noted, the Paris
correspondent reported that German polioy had always been to drive " a wedge
between France and Soviet Russia and the Powers of the Little Entem‘lm...."2
Two days later, he described the gloom and apprehension felt in Pariss
"the agreement means a great humiliation to France and to Britain and
probably entails the virtual extinction of Czechoslovakia. A blow has
been struck," he commented, "at the influence of both Western Powers in
Eastern Europe." He concluded with the relevant observation that "nobody
can tell whether Russia will not break away from the moorings of the Franco-
Soviet Panct".3 Perhaps using this as a basis for observation, the
Telegraph's diplomatic correspondent speculated along a line of thought
which, while fairly obvious and implicit in appeasement diplomacy, struck
very few observers. To quote in fulls

It is implicit in the offer of Britain and France to guarantee

the boundaries of the reduced Czechoslovak State that Prague

will relinquish its pact of mutuai assistance with Moscow. The

new State is intended to be fully neutralised under joint
international g\mmn'l:ea.4
(ne can only conclude in light of prior and subsequent policy that editorially
the Telegraph agreed with this course of events. In succeeding days the
Telegraph did grow more critical of the Munich Agreement. But nowhere did
it comment upon or speculate as to the implications of its diplomatic corres-
pondent’s observations; namely, the further diplomatic isolation of the U.S.S.R.

Tarning to the Times, one is confronted with a more faithful exposition

1. Daily Telegraph, 28 September 1938.
2. Ibid., 29 September 1938.

3. Ibid., 1 October 1938.
k., Ibid.



of Goverrment policy. Echoes of Chamberlain's 28 September speech and
3-6 October, House of Commons defence formed the basis of itsv editorial
polioy. It had termed the Munich Agreement "a hopeful settlement®
which had produced the "unavoidable"™ loss of Sudeten territories to
Gemarw.l And in thisy ssme leader the Times, in commenting on the issue
of a negotiated settlement versus a settlement by force, produced an
editorial blunder which yet further strengthens the emphasis that has
been here attributed to the 26 September press communiqué. The Times
stated that if Germany had forced the issue the Czechs would certainly
have resisted. 1In that case "France would have been drawn in by direct
obligations to Czacho#lova.ld.a; Great Britain and the Soviet Union would

have been certain to come to the help of France..." and a world war
tmlea.a:hed.2 Consistently ignoring the Soviet Union throughout, in this

faux pas the Times revealed that they too, like the Liberal-Labour press, '

counted on the Soviet Union in a moment of crisis. Fortunately, the
leader continued a "bloodless transfer of authority" had been achieved,
the alternative to which would have been a "savage swarming of amies
over a country that war could not have saved and even a victorious peace
would never have reconstituted in its olci i“::rm."3 One can only infer
. that a contingent of these "savage swarming of armies" would have been
from the Red Amtmy. But editordally it largely ignored mention of the
U.S.S.R.

Rather, the Times used the convenient device of its correspondents

in Berlin, Riga and Paris to cover the Soviet aspect of affairs. In

1. Times, 1 October 1938,
2. Ibid. BEmphasis mine.
3. Tidd., 3 October 1938.
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their dispatches a similar attitude and analysis can be seen, the same
as that reflected in the Daily Telegraph. Namely, that the Franco-
Soviet-Czech system of alliances had been shattered, Czechoslovakia
neutralised, and Germany, as a resiult facing eastwards. The Times
Berlin correspondent stated that German policy certainly envisaged

ses & Czechoslovakia incapable of obstructing the extension

of German political and economic influence in Eastern

BEurope. That presupposes the reduction of Czechoslovakia

to military insignificance, and as a corollary to the

dropping of the Russian alliance, the reform of Czecho-

slovak internal politics in such a way as to meet the

vague German demand that Czechoslovakia cuts loose from

Communi sm, *
To this policy the Times would have obviously no great objection.
Goebbels'! propoganda depicting Prague as a centre of Bolshevism had
usually been reported. The correspondent concluded that German writers
content thnseivos with generalities about the gain for peace represented
by the exclusion of the Soviet Union from the conecert of Europe. The
Paris correspondent concentrated his attention on the implications for
French for;ign policy. All that remained of the former system was the
French-Soviet pact, and it was "by no means clear yet whether even that
has been left intact.® As to the future, he asserted that possibly
France, seeing no further point in maintaining the alliance, would
tacitly accept German predominance in Central and Eastern Earopo.z
Finally, the diplomatic correspondent added his reflections. He admitted

1. Times, 3 October 1938.
2. Ibid.



that in London many people were asking themselves "what effect French
action in Czechoslovakia ... may have on France's relation with Soviet
Russia in general and on the Franco-.Soviet Pact in part.icular.("l He
need only have read the Paris correspondent to find out. As the issue
of the Soviet Union gradually flgured more prominently in the post-
Munich press debate the Times became more outspoken and less subtle in
its opinions. The editorial column zealously defended the whole
calerdar of Chamberlain's appeasement policy. And if the anti-Chsmberlain
newspapers waxed wam sbout the Soviet Union,the Times turned a1l the
venom that incensed leader writing can produce onto the issue of Anglo-
Soviet relations. |

In a long and comprehensive leader, assessing Britain's role in
September, the Times argued inter alia that amont the benefits achieved
by Chamberlain's astute handling of the orisis was that "the chief
potential cause of war in Europe has been removed". What the Times
emphasized as having been among the prime dangers to peace was stated
thuss "The policy of encirclement of Germany, long since discredited,
has finally broken down with the abandonment of a frontier that no longer
merited the desoriptien of strategic."z And this particular argument
became one of the major tenets in the Times' defence of Government policy -
at Munich as the press debate continued into October. Again and again
the Times referred to the justice of German claims of self-determination,
and to the injustice of the policy of encirclement. Again and again the
Times viewed wi‘th approval the diseredit into which the Franco-Soviet and

Soviet.Czech treaties had fallen. Therefore late in October 1938 the

1.  Times, 3 October 1938.
2, _Tbids, 5 October 1938.
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Times approvingly reporteds "One of the most ;!.mpor!;mt demands Germany
made for the readjustment of Czechoszlovakia was fulfilled ... when the
Foreign Minister, M. Chvalkovsky, informed the Soviet Minister to Czecho-
slovakia, M. Alexandrovsky, that Czechoslovakia is no longer interested
in the continuation of the pact of mutual assistance with Soviet Russla. nl
The Times further went on to report something which even the French had
not yet decided upons "The renunciation of thepact with France is expected
to follow. n2 Two days later a leading article expanded on this particular
news item. In commenting on the post-Munich settlement relating to
France and Germany the Times claimed that "the whole fabric of inter-
locked alliances so laboriously built up beyond Germany's Eastern
frontier® had now collapsed, and that the policy consistently pursued by
French diplomacy since the War had proved "a costly failure®.” "It was
a policy," this same leader continued, "whch was always regarded with
misgiving by many people as an attempt to create an artificial stability,
which moreover was certain to be resented in Germany as an attempt at
encirclement and was thus likely to provoke the very catastrophe it was
designed to avert." As for France, the leader continued, encirclement
was perhasps logical inview of the French desire for security. Buts
"The alternative - to work for a real and lasting appeasement with a
defeated Germany - seemed to most Frenchmen at the time to be too utopian
for political consideration. However, now the Times' view posited that
the Munich Agreement provided for a lasting appeasement of Europes

German encirclement fears had vanished, the French security system weakened

1. Times, 22 October 1938.
2, JIbid.
3. Ibid., 24 October 1938.
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and Czechoslovakia, a potential trouble spot, neutralised. And if by
implication the policy invited some pessimistic predictions as to the
future course of Anglo-Soviet relations, the Times saw these as secondary
to the primary mainstream of Buropean diplomatic appeasement.

If so much of anti-Soviet opinion appears by implication in the
sophisticated leader columns of the Conservative Times and Telegraph,
one need only turn to the outspoken editorials of the Daily Express to
find a straight-forward statement of these very opinions. While arrived
at from a different point of view similar conclusions resulted. It will
be recalled that the Daily Express had pursued a policy of isolationism
throughout the September erisis. As far as policy involving the Soviet
Union the Deily Express was quite direct. As early as 7 September 1938
and continuing regularly throughout the month the Express was emphatic
that the cardinal issue of the orisis was the Czech alliance system.l
The obvious solution therefore was for the Czechs to relinquish it. As
soon as the Munich conference was complete, when the other organs of the
British press began the evaluation, the Express exclaimeds "back to
nomal. Back to our peace-time occupations." And the British public
was urged not to argue "too much or too violently. n2 Three days later
in a passing reference to Churchill's criticism of the Government in the
House of Commons, Manich debate, an Express leader saw fit to agree and
label "consistent® Churchill's criticism that the Government had failed
to rearm the country. But "What about his foreign policy?" asked the
leader. Churchill, it contimmed, called Germany "a Power which vaunts
the spirit of aggression and uses with pitiless brutality the threat of

1. Daily Express, 7, 12 and 19 September 1938.
2. Ioid,,” ~-=. 3 October 1938,



murderous force. He wants us to ally ourselves with Russia against
them. Not so long ago Mr. Churchill was calling the Russians 'foul
fil1thy butchers from Mo-scow';". While true as to Churchill's inconsist-
entcy with regard to Soviet Russia the Dally Express saw fit to end with
this flourish its editoriel participation in the post.Munich debate on
Anglo-Russian relations. But several items reeeifed notice. n 4
October a reporter from Berlin quoted the "Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung"
to the effect that Soviet Russia was excluded from European Affairs.

(ne can recall a similar report in the Times. Then the correspondent
continued with great satisfaction no doubts "The gloomy period in which
Moscow's diplomacy played an unholy part in Geneva and many European
capitals is over. Moscow is forced out of Europe." The same senti-
ment endorsing the isolation of the U.S.S.R. appeared in a long article
by lLord Castlerosse. After approving the British program for ream-
ament he remarkeds ™"Germmany's domestic business is not my business ...
I will go furthers If Germany chooses to expand at the expense of Rl'ssia,
I consider it is not my affair either.®  ind with this flourish the
Express ceased coverage of the U.S.S.R. until the Spring of 1939.

The tentative conclusion to be drawn from a reading of the Conserv-
ative and Isolationist press as to its attitude to the Soviet'Union,
suggests that the oxclusion of the U.S.S.R. from the concert of Eurepe
was condoned. Appfovd was also given to the guarantee with the tacit
and sometimes explicit knowledge that such a step in effect meant the
replacement of the Soviet-Czech and Franco-Soviet pacts. This explains

why the Conservative press seemed so untroubled with a British promise

1. Dedlts Bepress, 13 Ootober 1938
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for a @arantee in Central Europe. Indeed there was very little mention
of the guarantee after the Munich conference. (n 4 October, Sir Thomas
Inskip, Dominions Secretary, said in the House of Commons that Britain
was under "a moral obligation" to Czechoslovalkdia to stand by the guarantee.l
But in the Conservative press the subject was quickly dropped.

The rather placid outlook of the Conservative press on the nature
of Anglo-Soviet relations, and théir policy by inference attitude is
extremely deceptive. They had vefy little to say about the Soviet Union
after as before the Munich meeting. A reading of the leading articles,
correspondence columns, and reports on speeches would have given the general
reader very little idea of the deep cleavage of opinion occasioned by
the Munich conference. Around one of the main tdpics of discussion, the
course of Anglo-Soviet diplomatic relations, a far greater volume of
diseussion, argument, and news coverage appeared than one could gain by
only reading the Conservative press. This difference assumes importance
if the point made at the outset is recalled. It was then noted that the
demand for the inclusion of the U.S.S.R. as an active collaborator for
peace varied with the editorial determination of the respective journal
to resist German forelgn policy demands. Hence the Conservative press,
pursuing editorially a policy similar to the Chemberlain Govermment,
chose to view the U.S.S.R. as has just been outlined.

A sharp contrast is provided by the Libersl, Labour, and Independent
weekly press. In their columns the issue of the Soviet Union and the
Munich fonference becsme a very contentious one indeed. Chamberlain
was criticised, his handling of Anglo-German relations maligned, and his

op.cit., 4 October 1938,




exclusion of the Soviet Union from the concert of Europe condemned.

All the implications of the Munich conference for Anglo-Soviet relations,
while hinted at with tacit approval in the Conservative press, were here
expressed with a blunt and almost rude honesty.

Tt will be recalled that when analysing the Conservative prel's,'
attention was drasm to its implieit recognition that there existed a
close relationship between the British and French promise to guarantee
Czechoslovakia and the Soviet-Czech-French tr:l:angle of treaties. That
is to say, the guarantee to Czechoslovakia was intended as a diplomatic
neutralizer to replace the Franco-Soviet and Crech-Soviet treaties and
satisfy German fears of encirclement.

To this second group of jeurnals the rolatienship'wus never so stated
nor emphasited. The issue seemed otherwise. It will again be recalled
that while essentially opposing the guarantee the Guardian, Herald,
Spectator, Economist, and Statesman had directed their criticism elsewhere.
The Daily Herald claimed that real appeasement in Europe could not be
achieved bilaterally, but rather "at a conference of all the Powers".
From which it follows that “any attempt to isolate Russia must be fought
absolutely, for such a policy would be disastrous to -European peace, and
from the standpoint of Britain's resl interests - suicidal."  And
fight the Daily Herald did. 1In one leader after another the Herald
hammered sway at the same points. Soviet press excerpts were used to
claim that Munich-type diplomacy merely stimulated the aggressors
appetite. Letters to the Editor monotonously intoned that the only hope
for European peace consisted of "a real attempt & collective security,
in which Russia must most emphatically be included."® Moreover,

1. Daily Herald, 1 October 1938.
2. Ibid.
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editorial opinion specifically singled out the British Prime Minister
for attack. A leading article launching the anti-Chamberlain campaign
saids "It would appear, indeed, that Mr. Chamberlain is deliberately
setting himself out to drive Russia into an isolation which will enormously
reduce the forces of collective security against aggression in Europe. nl
Two days later, reviewing the House of Commons debates, the Daily Herald
again complained that in light of recent events "one has to ask oneself
whether dislike of Russia is not a keystone of our present foreign
policy.® The leader continued to blatantly ask, whether the Government
was to "set ideclogical differences above peacei"

The attaok of the Daily Herald upon the Gevermment's conduct of
foreign affairs and Anglo-Russian relations in particular was long and
bitter. The Herald criticisod the exclusion of the U.S.S.R. from the
concert of Europe and especially her rebuff frem what was contemptuously
referred to as the "Four.Power Pact". Then the Herald turned to the
implications of the new French and Soviet positions. On two separate
occasions reference was made to the "Journal de Moscou", a French
language, Moscow pﬁbliogtion, oconsidered to express the opinion of the
Soviet Foreign Commissariat. On both occasions this weekly asserted
that the Franeo-So;viot pact was rendered worthless because of France's
capitulation at Manich. This in effect destroyed the eastern pact
system claimed the "Journal" and left the French without allies. More-
over, France "has provoked the mistrust of the U.S.S.R. ... simply in
order to follow the poliey conducted in Ehglan&."z The Moscow corres-

pondent reported that one should not expect any abrupt Russian action to

10‘ w H.r.ld’ 3 October 19380
2. Ibid.," . ~:":. 5 and 12 October 1938.
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abrogate the Franco-Soviet pact despite the question raised by the
¥Journal de Moscou". His own interpretation was that Moscow desired
the French Goverrment to realise the full extent of the Soviet disquiet
over what it considered to be the disregard of obligations to the Czechs.l
A different aspect of the same problem was voiced by the diplomatiec
correspondent of the Herald who claimeds "The line of thought in Berlin
seems to be that the breaking of Czech-Soviet pact frees Germany from
any serious danger in the East, and that the 'Russian menace' need no
longer be taken gravely inte oonsideratiori. n2 In effect he implied what
the "Journal de Moscou" too argueds that Germany was now able to step
into the vacuum in South-East Europe as a result of the dismemberment
of the elaborate French-Soviet-Czech pact system. And whereas the
Isolationist and Conservative press condoned this move, the Herald,
analysing French post-Munich policy and its pro-German orientation
plainly stateds "The oppositioh (i.e., in France) to 'giving Germany a
free hand in Central Burope' has become a little unreal since she clearly
has it any way. n3 A |

The Iiberal Manchester Guardian similarly sounded a critical note.
It observed the similarity of opinion on "the lessons of the crisis® in
the Iiberal and Labour parties and the proximity of its conclusions with
the dissident Oonservatives."’ The particular points the Guardian
emphasized were those generally current with anti-Chamberlain attitudes.
Politically, the Guardian recognized that Czechoslovakia was "rerdered

1. Deily Herald, 6 Ostober 1938,

2. Ibid., 13 October 1938.

3. Ibid., 25 October 1938.

4o Manchester Guardian, 24 October 1938.
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helpless" as a result of the four-power agreement, "with all that means
to the balance of forces in Eastern Europe." It warned that Hitler
would advance again with relative facility and increased power. The
Guardian assumed that the net effect of Munich was. that "Central and
Eastern Burope come urder the German might®. There was instead a
"new conception of a European order governed by the four States holding
two opposite views of 1ife."  Iike the Daily Herald, the Guardisn
objected to this on several grounds. Firstly, as to the subject of the
guarantee, the Guardian pointed outs "It could only have military value
if it included Russia, and since in no syllable did Mr. Chamberlain
mention Russia (in the House of Commons) we must conclude that he has
ruled her out. Have we," asked this leader, "'sold' the Czechs a second
time?"z ‘1‘130 warning that Germany had secured her free hand in Central
Europe seemed to provide the answer. Secondly, as to its suspicion that
Chamberlain was trying to "establish a Four-Power Pact" of the "many
objections" to such a plan the Guardian found most trenchant the exclusion
of . RlssiaiB To Sir Samuel Hoare's pledge that the Goverrnment did
not contemplate the exclusion of Russia, the Guardian retorted that
"if this is true it would be a denial of the Four-Power Flan, since five
into four will not go." The conclusion this journal spprehensively
reached was that notwithstanding Halifax's explanation in the House of
Iords on Soviet exclusion because of Hitler's and Mussolini's objections,
the same policy in future seemed guaranteed.

The New Statesman, the Spectator, and the Economist voiced similar

1. Manchester Guardian, ‘3. October 1938.
2. Ibid., 4 October 1938.
30 Ibid.’ 5 October 1938.
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‘oriticisms with differing emphases in their treatment of the guarantee,
its relation to the Franco-Soviet and Soviet.Czech treaties, and the new
politicsl status of the U.S.S.R. The Spectator argued clearly against
British participation in the guarantee, claiming that it was impossible
"to implement effectively a guarantee of the frontier of a small State

in Central Europe."l

It concluded that the Munich decisions clearly
meant that Britain had abdicated east of the Fhine. The Economist
emphasized thats "Most disastrous of all, the great strength of Russia,
has been lost to ‘l;he coglition that stood for peace and resistance to
aggression, n2 As to the possible future course of Soviet policy the
Economist guessed that "it will require some active solicitation of
Moscow by Iondon and Paris to prevent the great power of Russia retreat-
ing into isolation - and the further guess that the active solicitation
will unfortunately not be forthooming."> And finally the New Statesman
aimed its acrimonious criticism at Chsmberlain himself. Mr. Churchill
fears Hitler more than he hates Stalin, argued the Statesman in review-
ing the Commons Munich debates, and continueds "Mr. Chamberlain fears

Stalin and gets on not too badly with Hitler. w

3. “PREVENTIVE WAR" or COLLECTIVE DEFENCE

The discussion of the press' attitude towards the Munich conference
and Anglo-Soviet relations presented in the preceding pages, has revealed

1. Spectator, 7 October 1938.
2, Economist, 15 October 1938.

30 Ibido, 8 October 19380
4, New .Statesman. 8 October:.1938,
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fundamental differences beneath the intensity of emotions aroused.
Three views of the whole complex of issuess - the projected four-power
guarantee of Czechoslovakia, the status of the Franco.Soviet and Soviet-
Czech treaties, and the past and future roles of the Soviet Union in
European diplomacy were clearly visible.

Firstly, the Isolationist Daily Express jJjudged the issues in
extreme insular terms. It urged that Britain must not become involved
"in quarrels over foreign boundaries™ that do not concern her.1 Farther-
more, Chamberlain had preserved peace. This was the essential quantity
Britain needed both for domestic purposes and to develop the British
Bupire. And finally, the Express stated clesrlys "Britain accepted
the Munich Agreement because our defences were not in a condition enabl-
ing us to take any other dect sion,"? That "any other decision" one can
only surmise meant resistance on the stand represented by the 26 September
press communiqué the Express had so prominently featured in the darkest
hour of the orisis.

The Times presented not so much a contrast to the Daily Express as
an glaboration of that point of view. A similar emphasis was placed on
the faot thst peace had been preserved. Furthermore the Times insisted
that the issue was & simple one of self-determination -~ of conceding to
Germany on a principle of policy Britain too upheld. 1In this respect
the Times argued on 5 October that to have mobilized between the Berchtes-
gaden and Godesberg meetings "would have been to mobilize against justice,
or at best to become frankly partisan.,® War at that time, it went on

would have put Britain on the wrong side in a strugglé whose main issue

1. Daily Express, 14 October 1938.
2, JIbid., 3 October 1938.
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would have been self.determination. (bviously the Times gave little
attention to those urging cellective defence with the Soviet Union.

One can recall its deliberate playing down of the 26 September press
communiqué. The only point of potential resistance conceded was in
the week after the Godesberg meeting. Only then could Britain have
reasonably envisaged resistance, when "the issue had been narrowed down
to the means, whether by negotiation or by violence, of carrying out the
agreed settlenent."l Nor was the Times unsware of the Munich critics'
attitude of urging "a stand against the dictators".

(n this point the Times during early October proved most venomous
and uncompromising. Again and again it denocunced that section of the
press which had urged collective defence in concert with the Sovietss
a policy the Times labelled contemptuously "preventive war". A leading
article on 5 October called this alternative policys "The feeblest of
all attitudes®™ for it "ingeminates mistrust of every German action or
profession, (and) calls for 'a stand against the dictators'...." It
furthermore argued that Chamberlain's critics had never explicitly defined
this "wholly conjectural® policy, but that "implicit in all the argument
is the barren, suicidal policy of preventive vur...."2 War the Times
asserted was not necessarily inevitable. To believe otherwise was to
distrust dictatorships, fearing that they were intent on destroying
democracy, to search for "armed alliances," and refuse to negotiate with
the dictatorships. This the Times termed the "whole grammar of despair®

which was editorially denounced as incompatible with democracy.3

1. Times, 5 October 1938.
2. Ibido, 6 ..rﬂ 19 October 19380
3. ITbid., 7 October 1938.
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The second Conservative journal, the Daily Telegraph shared with the
Times the belief that a "wider understanding and more enduring appease-
ment® 1 was necessary in the post-Munich period. More overtly than the
Times it hinted that the hopes placed on the Munich settlement would be
oonsiderably enhsnced could Hitler's assurances that he had ended his
territorial demands be fully accepted. The Telegraph's greatest single
source of uneasiness was the consciousness that "the method of the threat"
hed succeeded very well for German d:i.l:'lo»mxy."z But on the specific
issue with which the Times was so concerned there is little commentary.
The Telegraph continued its September policy of ignoring the Soviet aspect
of foreign affairs. Among the only references to the Soviets, appeared
on 4 October in an article by Winston Churchill., He discussed the "ruin
and neutralization of Czechoslovakia", the collapse of the little Entente,
the defection of Poland and "the possible departure of Russia from the
European system, which lay open the path down the valley of the Danube to
the Hlack Sea ... to exultant Nazidom." This aspect was never taken up
editorially by the Telegraph. Its only real reference to the problem
which preocoupied the Times, came at the end of Octeboz; 1938, In
reviewing a Labour party manifesto, a leading article sharply attacked
the "Socialists" who could not make up their minds whether they wanted
"defiance for dictators and resistance for aggressors or the poliey of
peaceful accommodation." The manifesto was dismissed as avoiding the
choice by assuming that there was no inoonpatibility.3 How true was
this?

1. Daily Telegraph, 19 October 1936.
2. Ibido, By mtOer 1938. 7

3. TIbid., 29 October 1938.




The ILiberal, I.abaur, and Independent press, the third group ef
Journals, provided a ready answer. Taking the Dally Herald as a
representative spokesman a three.fold attitude was evident. Firstly,
it was relieved that war had been averted but concerned at the price paid
for peace. Secondly, the Herald argued throughout and the ILiberal and
Independent press agreed that Chamberlain and Daladier were in a strong
position when they went to Munich. They had "the support of Rusaia in .
the stand that had been made agiinst the threat of aggression".l But
at Munich, the U.S.S5.R. was not consulted, ™although she was expected
to be ready to assist in opposing aggression if the Conference to which
she was not invited broke down. n2 Following from this the Herald
accused Chamberlain of "deliberately setting himself out to drive Russia
into an isolation" the effect of which would be to "reduce the forces of
collective security against aggression in Europe%. And finally, the
Herald criticized the bilateral nature of Chamberlain's foreign policy.
It stressed that any hope of real European appea.semeht could only be
achieved at a conference of all powers. The problems of Europe the
Herald argued "cannot be settled by narrow private conversations ...
which merely seek temporary relief from threats of war by a private
bargain with those who threaten war. n3

The policy of the Herald, therefore,combined the two components of
“collective resistance to aggression" with "a removal of the causes of

war' .’4 While the Telegraph's characterization was true, the Herald

1. Dally Herald, 30 September 1938. See too Manchester Guardian, 3, 5
and 12 October 19383

Economist, 8 October.
2. Deily Herald, 3 October 1938,
3. JIbid., 5 October 1938.
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nonetheless saw the two objectives as mutually compatible. Furthermore,
the Herald unlike the Telegraph, saw the U.S.S.R. as an integral component
of this mutually interlocking policy. And unlike the entire Conservative
press, the Herald claimed that the fleeting embodiment of its policy of
collective security was crowned in the 26 September press oomuniqué.

It was this incident that convinced the Iiberal and Labour press that war
had been avoided.

We were brought to the edge of war because we have refused

to take collective security seriously. We were saved from

war because at the last moment Vit was called into being

through the collective preparedness of Britain, France and

Russia.’ )
It was this policy that the Times preferred to call the "grammar of
despair® and "preventive war'. In reality the Herald was equally
committed to an appeasement policy; . but in combination with collective
resistance in situations such as Czechoslovakia which transcended a
"border dispute®. Nowhere w@s there mention of war against the dictators
on prineiple.

The conclusion on the press post.Munich debate suggests therefore
"a basic tripartite difference of opirion and in'f:erpreto.tion. The
Isolationist press considered the Munich Zonference a surrender to
| superior military force. A wise state of affairs if it meant a retreat
into isolationism, and British non-involvement in Buropean affairs.
It meant, too, granting Germany a free hand in Eastern Europe at the

expense of the Soviet Unlon. The Conservative press ostensibly could

1. Deily Herald, 3 Ostober 1938. See too New Statesman,8 October 1938
for a PCI'.llol m“l#‘i‘::‘-' S I k




point to Munich as a landmark on the path of appeasement and BEuropean
pacification. Germman desires to be rid of French-Czech-Soviet en-
circlement were fulfilled. Furthermore, the exclusion of the U.S.S.R.
from the oénference, indeed from the whole series of negotiations, was ‘
condoned. The attitude of the Conservative and the Isolationist press,
suggests that it did not have as yet a Soviet policy. Indifference
and condonation served as a policy - a poliey by implication. The
third group of journalsj ILiberal, Labour, and Independent argued that
Britain had sustained a qualified defeats that Britain had surrendered
to force, needlessly. ‘There will be recalled the emphasis that this
group of newspapers placed upon the 26 September Foreign Office press
release; the headline coverage that they afforded these stirring words.
In effect, this third group of ncwspapors cresated a sort of press myth
which they used to argue that the Munich conference witnessed the failure
.of a policy of collective defencey that in the days before the Munich
conference Britain had stood defiant with the collective help of France
and the Soviet Union; and that, the exclusion of the Soviets had
weakened Britain's negotiating strength. The threat this time was the
isolation of the U.S.S.R. and her withdrawal from the concert of Europe.
(ne point of agreement that the entire British press concurred in
as a result of the crisis was the necessity for an invigorated rearmament

program,
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CHAPTER THREE

1. INTRODUCTION

The German occupation of Pragus on 15 March 1939 was dramatic enough
to mark a dividing point in subsequent historical narratives, quovor
to interpret the events of 15 March 1.939 as a turning point in the pur-
sult of British foreign poliecy as engineered by Neville Chamberlain is
only partiy true. To assert thai as a response to this partioular German
move Chamberlain irrevocably .abrandoned appessement and substituted instead
a policy of collective defence in which would be included the U.S.S.R. is
patently false, It would perhsps be more accurate to suggest, that while
appeasement may have been less publicised in the coming months, it still
remained a tenet of British pelicy. 1In this light must be seen the
Anglo-Soviet negotiations in the Spring and Summer of 19393 that is, as
part of Chamberlain's policy of conciliation through greater strength.

To rearmsment he now added territorial guarantees. | And to these guarantees
he wished, within certain imposed limits, to add the support of the U.S.S.R.
Pressured inter alia by press agitation, he also sought later a Soviet.
British mutual assistance pact.

With this latter perspective in mind a reading of the British press
for the several months prior to the outbreak of war is extremely illumin.
ating. For the contemporary press was equally divided in its inter-
pretation of Chamberlain's post.Prague policy. Its eci;itozd.al columns
reflected precisely that dichotomy of opinion. The Conservative press,
specifically the Times, stood closest to an exact appreciation of the
limits within which Chamberlain was to act; especislly, the role reserved
for the U.S.8.R. In this latter respect it will be shown to follow
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logically from Conservative press attitudes to the U.S.S.R. during the
Czech crisis of September 1938. (On the other hand, the Liberal, Labour,
and .Indoperuient press tendod to misinterpret and often misrepresent:..
Chamberlain's policy. While perhaps closer to the currents of public
opinion urging an Anglo-Soviet understanding in the Spring and Summer of
1939, they surged too far ahesd in appointing a role for the U.S.S.R.
within a collective security poliey; a policy the Government had no
intention of implementing.

The preliminary impact on the British press of the German occupation
of Prague was devastating. Leader writers unleashed a torrent of
invective, abuse, and scorn. Epithets ranged from "heinous duplieity",
"undisguised brigandage", "a monstrous breach of faith", "a cruel and
brutal act®, to "an act of war®. The press seemed generally agreed
however that there would be no war for Czechoslovakia. As each paper
took a second long look at the projected four.power guarantee discussed
at the Munich conference,there emerged tacit agreement that no casus
belli existeds not, it is to be emphasized, that war at this point was
ever seriously discussed. However, after sach newspsper had finished
venting its shock and/or sbuse, two points were then discussed.

Firstly, the state of appeasement policy was examined. Secondly, a
British response was clearly seen as necessary.

The policy of appeasement, so assiduously supported by the Conservative
press, had been buttressed inter alia by the assumption that at Munich
Hitler had completed the last of his elainis based on the self-determin.
ation principle. This latest move on Prague seemed to hint at rather
more ambitious Napoleonic plans. Faced with this possibility, the

Conservative press initially voiced their sense of shock at the Prague
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coup. Leading articles at this point displayed disappointment, with
not a small touch of disillusionment, at what was regarded as a move
inconsistent with the spirit of the Mumich Agreement. No regrets were
voiced in the Times at the wisdom of the original Munich diplomacy.

The Daily Telegraph did go one step further to describe the Munich spirit
as reduced "to a complete and utter mockery"., It further claimed that
while appeasement had suffered a severe setback what was chméed was

"not the objective but the mothod".l In the thought of the Conservative
press appeasement diplomacy had received a major reversal. The shock
felt by these newspapers plus the outcry of many others especially
eritical of the Government since Munich were enough to force an outright
advocacy of appeasement out of leading articles.

It is perhaps st this point that the word appeaseﬁont receives ‘its
defamatory connotation. This was clearly expressed in Liberal, Labour,
and Independent journals. The Prague coup was greeted here as the
definitive end to the policy of appeasement. In the coming months any
hint of further German conciliation was immediately labelled as a revival
of appeasement and soundly condemned. Francis Williams, Editor of the
Daily Herald, in a signed article asserted that Chsmberlain's conception
of forelgn policy had been finally proved untenable. Both the Prime
Minister's assumptions of the German desire to peacefully redress griev-
ances and his equation of collective security with the two ideological
blocs idea which he wished to avoid, had been proved false.® Indeed,
the Herald called for the resignation of Chsmberlain as Prime Minister on -
18 March, and two days later asserteds "Our relations with Germany are

1. Deily Telegrsph, 18 March 19%9.
2. Daily Hersld, 17 March 19%.




at an end. The era of Eismssions with Herr Hitler is finished."
The Guardian was equally outspoken in asserting that sppeasement had
been unsuccessfully tried, and that the events of mid-March conclusively
attested to its failure. The character, aims, and methods of Hitler
had invalidated Chamberlain's policy, now "in ruins®. The Guardian
pointed out that many Conservative Journals in which were included the
Daily Mail, Birmingham Post, Scotsman, Daily Telegraph, Yorkshire FPost,
and the Times, had adopted a criticel attitude towards the continued
pursuit of an appeasement policy.l The Economist likewise opined that
”eoliective resistance® has taken the place of "retreat" and that the
Government "have been converted to the Opposition view", that is,
collective socurity.z The Spectator was even more explicif, saying
that Chamberlain had embarked on "a frank return to the principle of
~ collective security... 3

Clearly, the seeds were thus sown for a misreading of Chamberlain's
policy by a large section of the press. Thus, the Manchester Guardian
could assert that when Chamberlain spoke at Birmingham on 17 March, he .
had "amnounced the collapse of the Government's Munich policy and its

intention to adopt another. nt

This was clearly overstating the point.
Similarly, the Daily Herald could claim that when Halifax spoke in the
House of Lords on 20 March he was “heralding Britain's adoption of the
. poliey of collective security."5 This was an overly sanguine view.

Whether appeasement diplomscy was interpreted as having suffered a

1. Manchester Guardian, 16 and 17 March 1939.
2., Economist, 25 March 1939.

3. Spectator, 24 March 1939.

4. Manchester Guardian, 29 March 1939.

5. Daily Herald, 21 March 19%.
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set-back or terminated definitely, the press was clearly awarethat
Britain need take the diplomatic initiative. This awareness was further
heightened by gloomy press predictions that the German seizure of Prague
was a prelude to a total German domination of South-Eastern Europe. The
Daily Express declared its indifference, noting that "Munich decided that
Germany was the boss in Eastern Europe".l While the Economist very
apprehensively did not dismiss the possibility that the absorption of
Bohemia and Moravia was not a step to the East "but a securing of the
rear before s joint Italo-German offensive against the west'."‘.‘z Which-
ever view was entertained some thought was devoted to future exigencies.

The Conservative press seemed willing to wait for the Govermment to
clarify its position and posit guidelines as to the next step. The most
it would initially offer were suggestions for a "greater emphasis on
vigilance® or that the major powers "confer forthwith".3 It immediately
became clear, however, to the ILiberal, Labour and Indepondent press that
in any new diplomatic arrangement urged upon the Government, some role
for the U.S.S.R. had to be reserved. Therefore, ﬁhen, as shown previously,
they editorialised on the desth of appeasement and spoke of its replace- |
ment with a collective security program, they envissged in effect a
triple alliance of Britain, France, and Russia. The Daily Herald
immediately called for "a determined policy of co-operation with France,
(and) with Rnsaia...."""v " The New Statesman spoke of a "Grand Alliance",
while the Guardian pressed the urgency of "drawing closer to Russia®,’

1. ress, 15 March 1939.

2, Eeonomist, 18 March 19739, .

3. Tele h, 16 March 1939; Times, 17 March 1939.

4. Daily Herald, 16 March 1939.

5. New Statesman, 25 March 19393 Manchester Guardian, 16 March 1939.
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It was not surprising therefore, that Eden's remarks in the Hoﬁso of
Commons on 15 March, wherein he had urged the formation of a common front
including Russia earned the approval and enthusiastic support of the
Opposition press. It was this type of statement that most clearly
expressed its sentiments, and won the publiecity that had previously been
accorded to the 26 September 1938 press communiqué at the height of the
Munich crisis. Whatever the press viewed as the next step there was
immediate agreement that commen aetion, invelving seversl powers, need be
concerted to resist any further German unilateral move to upset by force
the status quo in Furope. Indeed the exact form this was to take and
the preclise position of the U.S.S.R. in it, was the theme preoccupying
the press during the months preceding the war.

2., PRELUDE TO THE NEGOTTIATICNS, 2}8 March ~ 13 April 1939

Sir William Seeds, British Ambassador in Moscow, inquired of the
Soviet Govermnment on 18 Mareh what the U.S.S.R. would do in the event of
an attack by Hitler on Rumania. 'The Soviets replied with a suggestion
for an immediate conference of Poland, Rumania, Britain, France, the
UsS.S5.R. and Turkey. On 19 March the British refused the Soviet pro-
posal. Two days later they suggested instead a scheme for the immediate
publication of a declaration signed by four powers - Britain, France,
the U,8.5.R. and Poland - to the effect that in the event of a new
act of aggression, the powers concerned would imediateiy consult in order
to discuss the measure to be sdopted. In this the Soviets concurred but
the Poles refused to be a co-signatory with the U.S.S.R.. (%0® page €2)
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This week-end of 18 and 19 March and the following week consﬁitutod
the insugural period of intense diplomatic inter-action between Britain
and Russia. Aside from perhaps the Metropolitan.Vickers Trial in 1933,
the 'thirties did not witness a similar period wherein Anglo-Russian
relations so consistently pmccﬁpiod the British press. The movements
of Ivan Maisky, Soviet Ambassador in london, and Sir Williasm Seeds, the
comments of politicians, etc. were all closely watched and carefully
analysed. The merits and dmerifs of each proposal put forth from either
side was fully weighed and thoroughly publicised. |

When covering this speedy exchange of proposals, the British press
was divided. The Times seemed to favour a policy of specific engagements
carefully entered upon, leaving no opening for prior general commitments
which would split Europe. Its policy clearly reflected Chamberlain's
speech on 17 March to the Birmingham Unionist Association, wherein the
Prime Minister repeated that he "wa; not prepared to engage this country
(1.e. Britain) by new unspecified conmitments operating under conditions
which cannot now be foresoen...."2 But ciroumstances were soon to over-
take this policy. The Daily Telegraph hinted cautiously at a “elosely
concerted® poliey between the powers. Then on a note, which would
bring it later in May to a point of view in line with the Liberal and
Labour press, the Telegraph observed that there was tot® found in Britain
a "greater readiness to consider the acceptance of wider mutual obligations,
in return for mutual support®. And concluded daringly that "collective

security had become something more than a pious phrass;".B

l. Documents on British Forei@ Poligz 1219—12 2, Third Series, Vol.IV,
PP &y s s .

2. ml‘nb‘rlﬂin, 220 eito, pp~419-’4200
3. Daily Telegraph, 20 and 21 March 19%.
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Both the Times and the Telegraph viewed with approval British
proposals for a declaration, as opposed to the Soviet conference suggest-
ions, as the most practical first step. The Times focused its attention
on the prcpiration needed and stﬁtegﬂ.c considerations that had yet to be
ironed out. The Telegraph noted sympathetically Pélish‘ embarrassment
about joining a declaration. Both newspapers published reports of
German disapproval of Britain's new course of "'throwing herself into the
ams of Bolshevism'M Finally, both noted coldly the sudden emergence
of Russia into European diplemacy, but supperted no pmpesﬂs for closer
Anglo-Soviet relations except in context of a wider European declaration.
Under no condition were they to uphold a pelicy to put Britain, in the
company of the U.S.5.R., at the head of an anti-German coalition.
Instead, there was evident the reliance on methods of diplomacy aimed at
impressing but not threatening Nazi Germany.

The Dally Express preferred a reticent attitude towards these
negotiations, giving them only secondary coverage. It described
Hitler's Prague coup as a "German gold raid", limited in nature, and with
no aggressive intent. Its only comments during this week of negotiation
were to recognize that appeasement was “abandoned and finished";z that
collective security was put in its place; and to eulogize the remarks of
Iord Arnold, who in the House of Lords volced his opposition to the
"reversal® in British foreign pc:l:h:y.3 Its final comment was to note
oynlcallys

The projected mafriage between Neville Chamberlain and

1. Quoted, Daily Telegraph, 22 March 1939.

2. Daily Express, 21 March 197%9.
3. Ibid., 22 Merch 19%.



Josef Stalin is in slow motion. Stalin does not want

to propose and Chamberlain does not want to accept.l
The Express' answer to the European crisis was for Britain te turn her
back on the troubles of the econtinent, introduce compulsory nationsl
service and strengthen BEmpire defence. The Daily Express was not to
walk the road to Mosecow -~ not for a while.

The reactions of the Iiberal, Labour, and Independent press to these
preliminary sounding in lLondon and Moscow were, clearly, positive,
enthusiastic, and urgent. Carried awsy with a self-.generated excite-
ment, these journals believed thelir Soviet policy to be in the embryonic
stage of acceptance. Anglo-Soviet relations became a subject for
analysis per se, rather than seen as part of a larger scheme. It was
now taken as axiomatic that the supposedly subtle intentions of Britain
to diveth German eastwards were ended. The Economist editorialised
thats "the facts of the past twelve months offer no evidence to deny
that the Western democracies! policy, faute de mieux has been to

#Z Tt therefore endorsed Britain's

encourage the Drang nach Osten.
ﬁropouls to France, Russia, and other powers for a joint sgreement for
collective resistance. 1Iits desire for a Soviet connection was based on
th§ assumption that the German program of expansion involved at some
stage a reckoning with the Western powers. [Does Britain, asked an
Economist leader on 25 March, "wish to face that reckoning with allies,
who can force Germany to fight on two fronts, or withoutt® The
Economist answered that the "anchor" of any such defensive coalition

must be the U.S.S.R. And, as if in reply to unspeken criticism, the

1. Daily Express, 24 March 1939.
2. Economist, 18 March 1939.
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Economist continueds

The doubts felt in Western Europe sbout the efficiency

of pdst-purge Russia may or may not be justified.

But whatever the exact degree of her strength, Russia -~ -

cannot be called a weakness to her allijes.

The final point made by the Economist was that "The doctrine of limited
commitments must go." For all prior attempts to so limit them had not
prevented Britain from having them forced upon her at the end.

The Economist has been dealt with at length, asit volced with independ-
ent moderation those sentiments and opinions held dogmatically and perhaps,
less eloquently, by a variety of other journals.

The Daily Herald supported the Soviet conference proposal for reasons
which were to bear strongly on later events. ... the 'National'
Government 's conversion to collective security,® claimed the Herald,
¥has been so rapid and so belated that perhaps only through the exchange
of views, possible at an immediate conference, can full confidence in
its intentions be created among the Powers concerned.® The main power
the Herald had in mind was the U.S.S.R., whose suspicions of British
intentions "by its past history", the Labour journal never tired of
parading.l

The Manchester Guardian shared the Economist's observations that there
was an "uncomfortable grain of truth" in Soviet allegations that the
democracies desired to turn Germany eastwanisz and that Chamberlain "has
deliberately played Hitler's game through his fear of Russia and the 'Red
B':agy'."3 This belief, that British foreign policy was based on the hope

1. Daily Herald, 23 March 19%9.
2, Manchester Guardian, 13 March 19%9.
3. Ibid., 25 March 1939.
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that Hitler would continue to drive east and ignore the west was shared
by the New Statosnan.l However by 25 March, in light of the previous
week's Anglo-Soviet consultations, the Statesman felt sufficiently
reassured to comment that this policy of making Britain "safe from
Bolshevism" had failed.

Iittle more than ten days after the German action of 15 March 1939,
the urgency of an immediate concrete rosponée to the crisis seemed to
have passed. Diplomatic correspondents noted that there was to be
expected a lull in the ecrisis. A variety of journals commented that the
immediate necessity for a four-power declaration and/or a six-power
conference seemed to have been dissipated. The Germasn move towards
Rumania had not materialised. The seizure of Memel evoked comment but
of a passive nature. While the difficulties experienced over Poland's
reluctance to be associated in a declaration with Russia, although
receiving sympathetic consideration, were seen to make such a move quite
unlikely. In light of these considerations, the press seemed aware that
"public declarations and conferences of a general kind must recede, for
the time being...."z The Herald opined that there would now be "more
leisurely, and perhaps more thorough, discussion of possible ways and
means of rebullding some system of collective sectn'.!.t:,'."3 It clearly
recognized, two days later, that the original purpose of this diplomacy -

"3 speedy international reaction to German aggression" - had failed.

1. New Statesman, 18 March 1939.
2. Manchester Guardian, 21 March 1939.
3. Delly Herald, 29 March 1939.
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The initial attempt at the co-ordination of Soviet and British
policy for resistance to further German aggression thus drew to a close
by the end of March 1939. The press could report nothing conclusive nor
concrete. Some derived satisfaction from this new activity in Anglo-
Soviet diplomatic relations; others rebuked the National Government for
failure to successfully spearhead a collective defence front; while -
others pointed helplessly to continued Soviet press manifestations of
anti-British suspicions. While finally, others rested content with the
initial ct;mtacts that had been made, and waited upon the Goverrment to
initiate the next step.

The Isolationist and Conservative press rested content that Germany
had been exposed as an aggressor power, and the democracies stood prepared
with a new awareness. They walted upon the Government for "action".

The Liberal, Lesbour, and Independent press had seen all their suggestions
for concerted action meet with no visible response. The course of action
that was still demanded by this section of the éress, rather amorphously
termed "collective security", a "collective defence front", or an "anti-
aggression bloc", was in a state of suspended animation. It was a
policy far in .exceu of anything planned by the Government at this stages
far more comprehensive that the slower, step by step, policy to be
initiated of impressing Germany through a cluster of guarantees to select
states in Eastern Europe. Chsmberlain still stood opposed to a definite
splitting of Europe inte contending ideclogical bloes of c‘ountries.l
Seen ip this light, the Times and the Daily Telegraph stoéd closest to

a comprehension of the exact aims of Chamberlain's foreign policy. The

1. Keith Feiling, The Life of Neville Chamberlain (london, 1946) p. L4OS.
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stalemate this period represented for the larger section of the press
may have continued indefinitely had not the Prime Minister given a new
direction to British foreign policy; that is, the guarantee to Poland.

On 31 March 1939 the Prime Minister announced in the House of Commons
the first definitive step in Britain's reaction to the Prague coup. He
‘made two general pointsg; firstly, that the Government was still of the
opinion that "there should be no question incapable' of solution by peace-
ful means...."; and secondly, that "certain consultations are now
proceeding with other Governments." However, in order to clarify
Britain's position while those consultations were continuing, Chamberlain
announced that

ees during that period, in the event of any action which

clearly threatened Polish independence, and which the

Polish Government accordingly considered it vital to

resist with their national forces,His Majesty's Govern-

ment would feel themselves bound at once to lend the

Polish Government all support in their power. They

have given the Polish Goverrment an assurance to this

effect.

Then in reply to further questioning by Mr. Arthur Greemwood, Chamberlain
again emphasized that the statement was meant to cover "an interim
period"; that he welcomed "the maximum amount of co-operation® with the
Soviet Union; and gave an assurance that there were no ideological
considerations impeding Anglo-Soviet relatiens.]' (see page €9)




While the Times claimed that "Seldom has a British statement been
so widely welcomed smong diplomats and others in london as Mr.
Cham‘mrla:i.n's;...",2 one cannot claim that type of unamimous reception in
the press. Cﬁamborlain's announcement met with approval and reservation.
It distressed that section of the press seeking a limitation of British
cormitments in Eastern Europe; was applauded by others seeing the necess-
ity of positive conmitments to encourage smaller powers to rally to
Britain's side; and was greeted with qualified spproval by others who
desired a more general and comprehensive policy of collective security.

" The Daily Express, stlll a consistent advocate of British isolation,
warned that Britain "should not enter into commitments in Eastern Europe,
where no British interest is at issue."3 But by 4 April the Express
was ready to see Britain's pledge to Poland as a move to permit Poland to
negotiate "in an atmosphere free from menace and threat". This view
proved very similar to that adopted by the Conservative press. Further-
more, although the Express displayed prominently on its front page of
4 April ILloyd George's warning that Britain was trapped if she went in
without Russia, a leading article preferred to argue that consistent
Polish wwillingness "to invoke Russian backing and aid against the possib-
11ity of a German onslaught" was a hopeful sign. The leader continueds

If war csme, Russia could give effective help far more
easily than Britain., Clearly, therefore, by refusing
to overcome their distaste for a Russian alliance, the

Polish Govermment showed that they were still contem-

1. Parliament Debates, House of Commons, Fifth Series, Vol. 345,
31 March 1939, Col. 511; 2417,

2, [Times, 1 April 19%.
3. Deily Bxpress, 30 March 19%).
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plating a peaceful settlement with the G;mms.

The leader concluded by emphasizing the necessity for s negotiated settle-
ment between Poland and Germany. Clearly the Express intended to treat
this situation in a markedly similar manner to the Czech crisis of 1938.
And if in that orisis the Soviets had to a great extent been ignored, the
Deily Express intended to localise this event in the minds of its readers
in a similar manner.

The Times stood closest to an understanding of the precise nature of
Chamberlain's announcement. A leader on 1 April pointed out that the
essence of the declaration on Poland was that Britain stood committed to
"fair and free negotiation", for "a return to decent and normal methods
of diplomacy". 1Its intent was not to perpetuate blindly the gtatus quo,
rather to restore independence in negotiation to "the weaker party".

For this principle had Britain "entered upon a course which diverges
widely from her traditional aloofness from the affairs of Central Europe.'
The 15 March coup had once again proved that Britain must be strong in
negotiations; hence, the guarantes. But Germany was still "bound to

be the most powerful Continental State®. The Times emphasized in a most
conciliatory tone that the guarantee did not constitute the embryo of

an "anti-German coalition".

(ne of the few references to the U.S.S.R. in the Times issue on
1 April was the brief mention by the diplomatic correspondent that the
guarantee was a preliminary before concerting action with other powers,
amongst whom he inecluded France, the U.S.A., and the U.S.S.R. However,
during the week-end of 1-2 April, the problem of the relation of the
U.S.8.R. to this new British move received sufficient publicity in other
Journals, meetings, speeches and in the Commons to warrant comment. On
4 April the Times in its tone of admonition with conciliation, firstly
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advised Germany that Britain would resist any attempt at a foreible
domination of the continent. Then, turning to the U.S8.3.R., it commented
that no power was excluded from the British

«ss foregathering of Germany's neighbours.... The British

refusal to accept ideoclogical differences as a line of

international division applies no less to relations with

the Soviet than to relations with Nazism and Fascism.
The leading article continued that this was made clear “whatever the stage
at which the U.S.S.R. may decide to enter the ebnaultations.'f Aside
from placing the burden of partieipation upon the U.8.S.R., the lesder
eriticized Lleyd George for commenting on Britain's inability to militarily
implement the guarantee without Soviet aid. His views were described as
"an outburst of inconsolable pessimism". The Times was content to report
that the Soviet Ambassador in London had had repeated conversations with
Lord Halifax. And with that it dismissed continued Soviet press mani-
festations of suspicion as to British intentions. Under no condition
was the Times to commit British policy to a fimm triple alliance. This
consideration served as a basis for policy throughout the forthcoming
Anglo-Soviet negotiations. Its foous throughout was limited, its purpose
consistent, the method unchanged since the Munich cﬂsia, that 1‘#, appease-
mex;t plus rearmasment to which were now added guarantees in Eastern Europe.
The Times, like the Daily Express, interpreted the guarantee as an interim
move to strengthen Poland's negotiationg strength and not as a military
commitment to wage war.

ﬁu Daily Telegraph, pursuing its policy of independent support of
the Gov;rmont, had been port.nfrbod at the "apparent lag betwsen intent a

and n.ct."l ('9.'7: P‘K'72) (n several occasions it had urged the Govern-



ment if necessary to enter into commitments which it called "“the in-
dispensable cement of any anti-aggression :t‘rr.u'rl;".2 The guarantee there-
fore met with the Telegraph's total approval. It was that type of
positive commitment to give confidence vto the smaller powers, otherwise
fearful of provoking Germany. Furthermore, as the "first-fruits" of
two weeks of diplomatic consultations, it showed the Government as no
longer hesitant, but pursuing a path that firmly established "tho nu;aleua

of a powerful defensive alliance against aggression... (to which) every

72,

country that is potentially menaced will know where to look for concrete - -

support. "3

Herein are contained the hints of that more vigorous attitude which
would in two months time convince the Daily Tologra.ph to align itself,
albeit temperarily, with the group of newspapers urging an Anglo-Soviet
alliance. For the meantime, the Telegraph preferred to take a more
reserved attitude to the U.S.S.R., whilst assuring Germany that Britain
was not aiming at an encirclement policy. Although the Moscow corres-
pondent reported acocurately Russia's adverse reaction to the guarantee
and her general suspicions of British intentions, editorial comment
iimitod itself to assuring readers that whatever ideological difficulties
existed in Anglo-Soviet negotiations "they would not count in a question
of this ld.nd".a The Telegraph waited for the Govermment to initiate any
further contacts with the Soviet Union.

If the Conservative and Independent Conservative press emphasized

1. Delly Telegraph, 29 March 1939.
2. Ibid.

3. Ibid., 1 April 19%.
h. Ibid., 4 April 19%.
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the letter of the declaration, the liberal, Labour, and Independent
‘ poﬁ@cd press saw the move in terms of a step toewards collective
securitys an anti-German coalition at most, a mutual assistance defens.
give front at least. 1In thus interpreting Chamberlain's announcement,
they went far beyond the Government's intentions. Thereby were sown the
seeds that gave rise to so much of thelr exasperation with Anglo-Soviet
negotiations in the coming months. While the Conservative press' initial
reaction was to place the emphasis of the declaration on strengthening
the bargaining hand of Poland, tﬁe Iiberal and Labour press saw the
declaration as a weak effort in the direction of collective secﬁrity.
From this obviously arose their critiecism as to thob exclusion of the
UsS.S.R.y and as to how Britain was to effectively aid Poland militarily
without Soviet support. | _
Even before the guarantee was officially snnounced in the Commons
on 31 March, the Daily Hersald, having gotten word of the Government's
intentions, sternly proclaimed that same mormings "It should be made
clear that this emergency action is ne substitute for the wider plan of
collective security."; and that in light of Soviet readiness to act
against aggression, Britain mmst co.ordinate her policy with the U.S.S.R.l
When the next day, the Daily Herald hﬁadlinod "WIDER PACT SOON TO INCLUDE
SOVIET" and the diplomatic correspondént wrotes "The first big step
towards the rebuilding of collective security in Europe has been
taken.", this paper was obviously indulging in wishful thinking, Indeed,
the ;editorial comment, entitleds "The First Step" welcomed this clari-
fication of British commitments, but immediately warneds “There must be

no delay in drawing up and signing the full policy. n? For the Herald

10 M Ker.ld’ n mch 19%0
2, Ibid., 1 April 1939.
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the test of the sincerity of Chamberlain's policy would be the inclusion
of Russias "without Soviet co-oporn‘l';ion, no real system of collective
security is possible. nl It constantly pointed out that British strategy
with Poland had "deepened Russian suspioio;as that the British Government
does not mean business®., The refusal of Britain to co-operate with
Russia during September 1938 was given as the reason for the latter's
sceptical attitude to Chamberlain's policy.

The Manchester Guardian reacted in a markedly similar manner.
While expressing its sstonishment at the "audacity" of the move, a leader
also entitled "The First Step" voiced its concern at the Government's
delay "in passing from its incomplete 'interim' policy to the final
scheme", A second point for concern, similar to the Dally Hersld, was

the need to include Russia within the plan. Britain must show, concluded

N

the loader,. that her "foolish policy towards Russia is finally st an end".
Soviet scepticism as to the sincerity of the British guarantee was here
also fully covered. Soviet press reports appealing for genuine collect.
ive security and warning Britain against trying to direct aggression east-
wards were prominently featursd. In this manner the Liberal and Labour
press often used Soviet newspaper excezj)ts, wherein they saw reflected
their own doubts as to the convietion behind British deolarations, and
above all, fears for what, in their eyes, would constitute a revival of
appeasement., _

A number of ‘the periodicals displayed that same lack of precise
appreciation of the limits Chamberlain had set for his Soviet policy.

The House of Cormons declaration had come too late in the week for

1. _Deily Herald, 3 April 193%9.
2. Manchester Guardian, 1 April 1939.



immediate comment. But the New Statesman on 1 April, in light of the
German press campaigrfagainst Poland, had asked the Goverrment al;mg with
France and the U.S.S.R. to "pledge themselves to immediate military
action in the West in the event of a German attack upon Poland."™ There
reaction, the following week, to Chamberlaip's guarantee was therefore
mixed. While welcoming the guarantee, the leading article pointed out
"the dangers involved in this interim policy of *mutual aid*",and
insisted that only "full eollaboration" with the U.S.S.R. could build
"a successful peace a.]lia.nco".l It made, too, the additional pungent
remark that had the Statesman handled the affairs of the country it
would have put the inclusion of the U.S.S.R. as a pre-condition te
Colonel Beck before granting a British gusrantee. The Economist called
for "a full defensive military alliance" with Russia when offering her

critical approval of the guarantee to Pola.nd.2

As to Soviet reticence,
the Economist noted casuallys "Russia is suspicious, but willing to
s.ss:i.st."3 However, among the most misguided readings in the press of
Chamberlain's policy occurred in the Spectator. This journal welcomed
the guarantee but added its observations. Chamberlain, it declared,

- was "driven back™ by Hitler to a collective security policy and was

Yeommitting himself to it without reservet . In regards to the role of

750

the Soviet Union, the Spectator declared itself aware of the complicatlions

involved, then na¥vely noteds "What is needed immediately is to bring

Russia and Rumania into the eastern defence agreement. n3 For in spite

1. New Statesman, 8 April 1939.
2., Economist, 1 April 1939.

3. Ibid., 15 April 1939.

k. Spectator, 7 April 1939.

5. Ibid., 1% April 19%9.
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of some consultations, Moscow's suspicions, it claimed, had by no means

been dissipated. :

As the problem of the susceptibilities of the Esstern European States
becomes the major issue in the forthcoming Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations
it is necessary to examine the init.ial. attitude adopted by the press
towards Poland. Her refusal to compromise her neutrality policy by
.accepting a Soviet guarantee split the press very sharply. Initially
there was, among British newspapers, a very clear-cut understanding of
. the fence.sitting foreign policy pursued by Colonel Beck. It will be
recalled that Poland's refusal to join a four-power declaration had
received a sympathetic press. Indeed, Liberal and Labour newspapers
originally interpreted Polish hesitations as a sign for the Government to
show greater vigour sand imagination in undertaking commitments in Eastern
Europe. How could such countries join a peace front, they had argued,
and risk Gemman antagonism if Britain was not prepared to commit herself
militarily to their defence. Once, however, the British gave their
guarantee to Poland, and still the larger project envisaged by certain
press organs was nowhere nearer completion, then did the British press
seem to divide in its opinion of the Poles.

The Conservative press still found reason to sympathize with continued
Polish refusal to submit to any Soviet guarantee, or enter a defensive
treaty of mutual assistance with the Soviet Unlon. "Nor does she,"
commented the Telegraph in referring to Poland, "desire to see the new

security system built up in the form of & bloc of nations opposed to
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Germany. Poland, as is readily understandable," continued the Telegraph,
"eonceives that to proceed along these lines would be to present a
challenge to Germany which might result in defeating its own object of
preserving the poace."l The Times was at pains to reassure Poland that
the object of British plicy was not the encirclement of Germany, and
showed a sympathetic understanding of Poland's reluctance to enter into
any closer agreements with Soviet Russia. It pointed towards two
reasons. Firstly, because the Poles "had no wish to antagonize Germany,
secondly, because they were chary of having troops carrying the Red Star
in Poland."?

The Liberal, Lsbour, and Independent press at this point were not
quite so kind to the Poles. .If, as has been noted, they were interested
in seeing the ‘Govomment pursuing a more comprehensive collective security
program, their attitude to Poland would be one of exhortation and en-
couragement to make a positive commitment in that direction. They were
no less sympathetic, appreciative and concerned with the thorny dilemma
of Polish<Soviet relations. Rather, they understood that problem as
having a subsidiary importance to the larger issues at hand; that is,

a collective defence front. The Daily Herald recognized Polish hesitation
at closer relations with Russia, but stated categoricallys "That
hesitation must be overcome." No clear suggestions were offered.

Instead the Herald went on to point out, that Polish anxieties were.
"largely unfounded, a relic of the past which overlooks the U.S.S.R.'s

record as a good neighbour and an honest and unremitting worker for

1. Daily Telegraph, 6 ipril 19%.
2. Times, 5 and 6 April 1939.
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international peacs. wl Polish objections, therefore, had to be over-
ridden. With this attitude the Manchester Guardian wholly agreed. It
termed Polish reluctance to provoke Germany "understandable enough", but
the overriding consideration was that Britain's ability to assist Poland
"would be dangerously limited were Russian help not to be counted upon".
The Guardian stressed, in a most emphatic mammer: "Diffieult though
Poland's choice may be, it is the Government's duty, on the most practical
grounds, to ensure Russia's full partlicipation in the general seheme."“2
(For good measure the Guardian added the Moscow press' criticism of
Poland's refusal to join a collective security program.) A more sober-
ing remark was offered by the diplomatic correspondent. He astutely
argued that to force a Russo-Polish alliance would ruin the work so far
accomplished. A Russo-Polish alliance he termed an "impcass::\.‘t::l.l:\.’cy".3
Editorial opinion persisted in claiming that the difficulties with Poland
"éan be, and ought te be, got over".z" The Statesman shared the Guardian's
uncompromising views. Since Britain could not direectly aid Poland, the
Statesman decl@ emphatically that she "must accept aid from the U.S.S.R.
or face Hitler alone®,”

The Economist proved not quite so outspoken in its views on Poland.
It recognized the difficulties involved, but asserted that both Russia
and Poland were equally essential for the peace fronts Poland, "because
of her geo.graphical position, Russia because of her great potential

strength.s.." It placed the burden of compromise upon the Poles whom it

1. Daily Herald, 3 Aprdil 1939.

2, Manchester Guardian, 4 April 19%9.
3. Ibid., 5 April 19%.

4. Ibid., 6 April 19%9.

5. New Statesman, 15 April 1939.
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exhorted to "abandoen their ... pipe-dreaming, that they may be left in
neutrality while Hitler drives West ... if Poland prefers possible death
at Naxi hands to the dishonour of association with the Soviets, then it
is smong the foolish virgins that she will rank, not the wise ones."l
In more moderate tones the Economist spelled out what it considered to
be a feasible solution. It urged a pra.étical arrangment.\ for the supply
to Poland of Soviet ald, "sufficient to strengthen their resistance, but
not so overwhelming as to threaten thelr :mdependenc:e."2 The Economist
eontinually declared that the essential task for Anglo~French diplomacy
was to find the means of enlisting the co-operation of both Russia and
Poland. Unfortunately, a solution was never found.

The difference of interpretation with which the press viewed
Chamberlain's total policy was, therefore, herein reflected. The
Conservative press, having emphasized the limitations of the peace front,
the essentially diplomatic msnoeuvre behind the guarantee, could not
see thelr way to pressuring Poland into acceptance of Soviet military
support. They no doubt hoped that situation would never arise. The
Iiberal, Labour, and Independent press interpreted the guarantee as the
genesis stage of “collective security".. In common with the Conservative
press, they showed sympathy and understanding of the Polish dilemma and
a history of Polish-Soviet enmity. But they could see no other way of
implementing the guarantee and securing a British-French-Soviet defence
pact, than by persuading Poland - with various degrees of coercion if
necessary - .of the need to commit herself, This latter group of news-

papers were again to be baffled by this problem when discussing the place

1. Econemist, 1 April 19%.
2, Ibid., 22 April 19%.



of the Baltic States in the fidhcoming Anglo-Soviet negotiations.
Finally, when a decision was needed as to whether to maintain moral
probity by preserving the principle of territorial sovereignty, or risk
censure to secure the overriding considerations of a collective defence

front, they opted for the former.

The thorny problem of Polish-Soviet relations had preoccupied the
press to an astonishing degree in the week following the announcement of
the guarantee. It was suddenly forgotten in light of an Italian move
in the Mediterrenean. On the morning of 7 April 1939 - Good Friday,
as was generally pointed out - Italy invaded Albania. leader writers
on the following Saturday morning indulged in a total, unrestrained, and
earthy denunciation of Italy. Only the Express wrote if off as
"essentially an internal affair®.

The Timds viewed the Albanian annexation as the Italian "reply to
the movement oi:: consolidation smong the non-aggressive Powers" and repeat-
ed Britain's detemination to defend in that area her "vital interests".l
Two days later the Times tempered these remarks with a repetition of
Chamberlain's efforts of doing "everything possible by ceonciliatory
diplomacy to bring international needs and issues within the reach of
friendly negotiation and settlement  TImplied was the Times' conviction,
that were force denounced this still held true. And vp to August 19739,
the Times, in face of evei-y German or Italian move, emphasized the con-

ciliatory and non-aggressive character of British diplomacys that Ythe

1. 'Rmes,b 8 April 19%9.
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proper way to settle differences and to remove grievances is by
discussion and agmemoﬁt, not by the use of force or the threat of force."l
The Telegraph however was outspoken on the lessons of Albania. The
crisis seemed to heighten the paper's editorial resolve to strengthen
the peace front. The Manchester Guardian and Daily Herald reacted in
a predictable manner - critical, denunciatory of Government policy,
and urging greater commitments in Eastern Europe.

A further aspect of the Albanian crisis concerned the nature of
the Soviet reaction as presented in the columns of the Moscow corres-
pondents' dispatches to London. (n 11 Aprdil 1939 all the newspapers
herein analysed printed extensive reports on Soviet press reaction to
the Albanian coup. While the conclusions varied, the points emphasized
by the correspondents were markedly similar. They stressed, firstly,
the continued Soviet suspicion of British policy and intentions. The
Telegraph quoted the "Journal de Moscou" to emphasize that journal's
approval of British press comment on Moscow's distrust of Chamberlain's
pol:lo:ty'.2 Secondly, Russia's "new wave of indignation" against aggression
in Furope was indicated. And thirdly, the Soviets complained that the
British version of a united front sgainst aggression left far too many
"loopholes¥, 3

The conclusions that were drawn from Soviet reactions to the latest
European crisis varied. The Conservative press, having gotten over the
initial shock of the Italian coup, reverted to traditional attitudes.

While perhsps not sympathetic to Soviet conceptions of international

1. Times, 12 April 19%.
2, Daily Telegraph, 11 April 1939.
3. [Times, 11 April 19%9; Manchester Guardian, 11 April 1939.
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relations,. it understoed the differences in British and Soviet solutions
as to how to meet the challenges of aggression. The contrast between
the Soviet scheme of collective security as opposed to the British "patch-
work" policy was clearly drum.l On the Liberal and Labour press the
seizure of Albania had the greater effect in producing definite conclusions.
Both argued consistently and vociferously in favour of the Soviet
conception that Yeffective resistance towards an aggressor must be directed
against all aggression evoryvrhere."2 But upon the British Governmént
they lay the burden of lesdership and initiative in organizing decisive
resistance. In this respeet the Albanian coup proved of temporary
interest to the Conservative press. It emphasized the importance of
continuity. While the Liberal and Lebour press proved uncompromising in
their baslic views.

Without Russia no policy can be complete. Defence pacts

with individual nations are stop gaps. It is the full
system of collective security alone that guarantees peace.3

This was as succinct a statement of their views as ever made.

The recall of Parliament frem its Easter recess in light of
European events seemed to answer some press oriticism for a more activist
Government policy, ospeoially towards the U.S.S.R. However, Chamberlain's
further steps in a very tentative probing foreign poliéy satisfied some
press organs, while leaving others still critical. This sitting of

1. Deily Telegraph, 12 April 19393 Times 11, 12 and 13 April 1939.

2. Daily Herald, 10 April 19%9.
3. Ibid. '
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Parliament on 13 April 1939 proved notable. The British Govermment,
extending its program of guaranteeing the states of Eastern Europe
individually, announced unilateral guarantees to Greece and Rumania.
These guarantees clearly satisfied the Times. Here was the type of
step which did not threaten Germany with encirclement, but would simply
declare "that certain actions, which are themselves neither necessary
nor inevitable would have certain inescapable consoquences."l In a
similar manner, the Telegraph in a leader entitleds ™A Resolute Policy
of Cool Calouwlation" totally approved.Z

Dissatisfaction with these moves came from two divergent sources.
Az might be expected, the Express noted with visible disfavour and
apprehension the "new and serious extension of British commitments in
Eastern Europe".a The second source of discontent was the Iiberal and
Labour press. Most outspoken was the Daily Herald which continued its
campaign of opposition to specific guarantees not preparatory to a wider
scheme. It urged the Govermment to implement a defence pact with the
U.S.S5.R.y in order to avoid the dangers of guarantee politics. Similarly,
the Guardian, while complimenting Chamberlain on his pledge of "resistance
to the march of force“, commented that more than “words" Britain had to
put/in%o this Mabstract formula". And like the Hersld, the Guardisn
continued its campaign of criticism of "piecemeal" guarantees that “were
not part of a more visible s:y‘s‘l:.em“.l+ ~ The weeklies, too, based their
reaction kvon that division of opinion regarding territorial guarantees

1. Times, 1h4 April 1939.

2. Daily Telegraph, 14 April 1939.
3. Dally Express, 14 April 1939.

4. Manchester Guardian, 14 and 15 April 1939.



versus collective security. "It is perfectly true,® commented the
Spectator, "that a series of bilateral agreements ... will not meet the

‘needj real collective security in Europe must be established. nl

- The
New Statesm;n stood defiantly opposed to "a compromise policy of piece-
mesl pacts ... which amount to a caricature of collective security."zg
The following week, a Statesman leader Eluxdly termed the guarantee to
Rumsnia "absurd” without Soviet co-operation. The Economist on 15 April
called the guarantees "dangerous in the extreme".

The continuing poliey pursued by the Government of individuaelly
guaranteeing Eastern Eiropean states met with both applause and condemn-
ation in the press. But if there was one point in common that all
newspapers felt compelled to comment upon, that was the continued problem
of Anglo-Soviet relations. The Conservative press rested content with
the Government assurances in the Commons that no ideological prejudices
delayed co-operation between Britsin and Russia, and that there was no
objection in principle to an Anglo-French-Russian military alliance.
Furthermore, both the Times and the Telegraph had rather sobering remarks
on the pro-Soviet sympathy dominant among certain groups in Parliament.
‘The Times ﬂatiy stated that "Russian participation will go the length
of Rassian interests...."3 As for collective security which had become
"a party wrangle™ in the Commons, the Times termed it "a delusion without
the substance of British initiative and example. The Telegraph noted
sarcastically that "to go about Europe asking favours™ was not the most

auspicious method to form an anti-aggression front.h

1. Spectator, 14 April 1939.
2. New Statesman, 15 April 1939.

3. Times, 14 April 1939.
4. Daily Telegraph, i April 19%9.
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If the Conservative press could thus derive satisfaction, the same
cannot be said for various other journals. 'The Isolationist Dally
Express, while in principle opposed to the guarantees, observed that
Russia "would be a valuable signatory to the Rumanian guarantee. She
would be an excellent addition to the forces defending that country."l
The Express was not advocating an Anglo-Soviet alliance, rather making
the observation that Britain needed help to defend Rumania. While the
Times and Telegraph had rested content with the Govemﬁont's remarks on
the U.S.S.R., the Dally Herald, in contrast, reported that Chamberlain
had had to be prodded by Labour M.P.'s to offer a comment on Anglo-Soviet
relations. Co-operation between France, Britain and Russlia, claimed the
Herald, was "the only foundation upon which a collective security system
in Burope can be built".? The Guardian, the Economist, the Statesman,
and Spectator all expressed themselves similarly and forcefully on Britain's
need to seek an Anglo-Soviet alliance. Therefore, while some newspapers
were satisfied with the direction of Chamberlain's poliey, another group
gontinued a veritable campaign of criticism and pressure to secure the
larger scheme of ‘an Anglo-Soviet alliance. Such was their impact that
Sir William Seeds felt forced to anxiously cable Halifax that the Opposition
press, on which the Russian Government "naturally feed", were justifying

Soviet fears as to British intantions.3

1. Dally Express, 14 April 1939.
2, Daily Herald, 14 April 1939.

3. Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919.1939, Third Series, Vol. V,
po m.
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CHAPTER _FOUR

1. THE NEGOTIATIONS WITH SOVIET RUSSIA, U April - 4 Msy 1939

The campaign of pressure on the British Government by certain journals,
and the restraint of others,were undercut by a new turn of affairs on |
15 April 1939. On that dsy a new British approach to the U.S.S.R.
captured the attention of correspondents and lsader writers. The press
reported that on 14 April, Maisky had been informed of a British proposal
to secure the co-operation of the Soviets. (On 15 April Seeds presented
this proposal to litvinov in Moscow, suggesting the Soviet Govermment
publicly declare its readiness to assist any of its European neighbbﬁrs
to resist aggression, and to make her assistance available if requested.
The Soviet reply two days later consisted essentially of a proposal for
an Anglo-Soviet-French mutual assistance pact, reinforced by a military
convention and a guarantee of all states bordering on the U.S.S.R. from
the Baltic to the Hlack Seas.’

The actual Anglo-Soviet negotiations thus begun, remained for months
a primary topic of interest to the press. The space devoted to reports,
analysis, and eriticism exceeded all other issues. It should also be
noted that the attitude adopted by the various Jjournals constituted
generally an extension of their prier views. The Times presented a ..::
remarkably consistent editorial front. It off?red the mostv exact
appreciation of the actual 1limits within which the Chamberlain Govern-
ment was to conduct the negotiations with the Soviets. It argued firstly

that the British Govermment, by guaranteeing states in Eastern Europe,

1. For texts of proposals, see ibid., pp. 206, 228.229,
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had shown proof of its sincerity and desire to resist sggression in areas
from which it traditionally held aloof. Having thus made her attitude
clear to the world, it now remained, said the Times, “to be seen whether
Soviet Russia will make her attitude equally plain."’ What seemed to
add greater incisiveness to this view was the Times' observation (made
in cormon with the Telegraph and Manchester Guardian) that Britain had
guaranteed almost the .ontiro Soviet frontier. The Times was therefore
ready to welcome any sign that the Soviets were willing to co-operate.

In contrast, the Telegraph, which had equally shared the Times' misgivings
as to Soviet willingness to participate, now headlined with obvious
excitements ®SOVIET ALLTANCE PROGRESS" and “READY TO RESIST AGGRESSION
WITH FULL RESOURCES". Its commentary noted that the Soviet proposals -
(.e., of 17 April in reply to Britain) "establish beyond doubt its
willingness to join with Britain and France in pledging the three nations'
entire forces in resisting aggression in Europe." This, the Telegraph
continued, as if in answer to the Times' comments, would remove "Certain
doubts which have found expression in British circles as to the extent of
the help which the Soviet would be ready to pledge in support of a
Buropean system to resist s.ggreasa::\.cn...."2

A further element of the Times' attitude to this new phase in Anglo-
Soviet relations concerns the susceptibilities of Eastern European States.
This has previously been referred to mainly in tems of Poland. The
Times asserted repeatedly that the Govermment had to act within certain
prescribed limits.

It i1s fundamental in a Europe as conceived by Great.

1. me’, 19 Apr:ll 19%0
2. Daily Telegraph, 21 April 19%.
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Britain ... that every organized State should be the

sovereign master of its own political and economlc

destinies. Great Britain in the several pledges

already given to Poland, Greece and Rumania ... has

made herself, in fact, as she always has been in

theory, the champion of this principle.l
This principle the Times upheld as the jusﬁficaﬁen for the Government's
policy, in asking the Soviets to "give their help in a form that would be
convenient and acceptable to the countries on thelr western b\')rders."2
To further strengthen their case, the Times added the lessons of histor-
ical experience. It reminded the U.S.S.R. that Poland and the other
border states having once had "experience of a Bolshevist regime within
their frontiors, will not in advance come into a formally proclaimed
United Front with Soviet Russia.™ The conclusion reached by the Times
was that if Russia persisted it would mean that she would "stand aloof
from active open participation in an eventual clash of arms with the |
'aggressors'."3 A regwd for the susceptibilities of these states, for
their reluctance'to assoclate openly with the Russians, was supported by
this newspaper as an insuperable difficulty within which Great Britain
had to work. |

The Times was not alone in maintaining this view. An independent
organ such as the Economist seemed equally concerned. In trying to weigh
the nature of the negotiations between Britain and Russia, an Economist

leader maintained that they contained inter alia "a practical arrangement

1. Times, 27 April 1939.
2. Ibid., 25 April 1939.
3. Ibid.



for the supply to Poland and Rumania of Russian help sufficient to
strengthen their resistance, but not so overwhelming as to threaten
their independence." But, while understanding the dilemma of the Eastern
Buropean countries in their unwillingness "to see Russian ammies on their
soil", nonetheless, they know, argued the Economist, that the Russians
Ware indispensable if thelir own amies are not to be beaten down before
a German advance."l

The Liberai Guardian and Labour Daily Herald extended a point of view
which first crystallized when the Polish guarantee was given. In réspect
to the beginning of direect Anglo-Soviet negotiations and the inherent
difficulties of small states' rights, they continued to maintain a rather
uncompromising attitude. A Daily Herald leader declared that the problem
was not one of safeguarding "individual interests™ but the whole
Yecommunity of narl;:i.c:ns."2 The Guardian blandly opined that Polish and
Ramanian objection to inclusion in an alliance were "difficulties that can
be, and oughf. to be, got over."3 It offered no suggestions as to how
this was to be done. Nor did it seem that the Guardian or Herald were
aware at this juncture that Britain had only asked the Soviets to declare
her assistance would be available, if desired. With this, the Times had
agreed. The Liberal and Labour press, on the other hand, demanded that
the British Government accept the idea of an Anglo-Soviet military alliance -
to which all considerations were to be subordinated.

The one point on which a majority of the press seemed to strike a

hamonious tone was in the continued expression of optimism as to a

1. Fﬂ@mmist, 22 Apr‘ll 1939.
2. Daily Hersld, 15 April 1939.
3. Manchester Guardian, 14 April 1939.
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final successful outcome of the negotiations, ‘This essentlally sanguine
disposition has a two-fold importance. It accounts for the relative
short-sightedness with which the press analysed the resignation of
Iitvinove Ominious interpretations were offered, but usually dismissed.
Secondly, it explains the wave of enthusiasm sweeping the press as the
negotiations seemed by the end of May 193 to verge on success. Molotov's
speech on 31 May destroyed this widespread enthusiasm, from which certain
journals never recovered. For the initial period of April and May 1939,
the press seemed to vie with each other in expressions of optimism as to
the progress and outcome of the talks. 1In fact, seldom did the U.S.S.R.
so command the attention of British Journalism as at this point. The
Daily Telegraph emphasized that the Anglo-Soviet negotiations were
"progressing favourably". The Telegraph made the further observation
that the tone of the Soviet press was markedly favourable towards the
British. This change the Telegraph described with satisfaction.l The
Times likewise viewed the negotiations with Russia as being "well advanced
in the right direction," and awaited a successful conclusion "with
confidence".z The Opposition press was not to be outdone in expressions |
of optimism as to the outcome of the talks. The Dally Herald predicted
that a definite agreement was possible. To its readers, the Guardian
indicated that the negotiastions, having made "good progress", Ma solution
satisfactory to both parties" was "weil on the way."3

It is important to note that this optimism on the part of the majority

of the press is essentially an expression of the general good-will wi.th

1. Daily Telegraph, 17 and 19 April 1939.
2. Times, 18 and 26 April 19%.
3. Manchester Guardian, 17 and 26 April 1939.
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which these negotiations were covered. It is not an expression of a
concrete assessment of progress made. While much has been made of the
knowledge the pre'ss possessed of the details of the negotiations at a
later date,l this was not generally true of the earlier stages. During
April, the press despaired that "little that is reliable has been dis-
closed", ors "there is sbsolute reticence as to the nature of the
suggest:lons.“z As late as 25 April both the Times and Express noted that
information was still "meagre". The second point in connection with this
phenomenon of press optimism leads directly to a further significant event.
As early as 15 April, the Guardian had offered the rather astute oba .
- +servation that one of the striking things about British reaction to post-
Prague events, was "the unanimity of British opinion and the rapidity with
which it has rallied to this central idea of a combination of the ‘'peace-

ful nations', That opinion is ahead of the Govenment."3 This proved

an extremely accurate assessment of a substantial section of press

| opihion. Calling for an Anglo-Soviet alliance, they became so convinced
of its necessity, that they not only hypnotised themselves; misread
Government policy, as has been indicated; but also misread the significance

of the change in Soviet Foreign Commissars.

1. A. J. P. Taylor, The Origins of the Second World War (Iondon, 196%),
pPp.283-284, presumes that "someone in the British foreign office'leaked
information on the talks. Halifax suggested to Seeds that the leak-
ages emanated from the Tass representative in Iendon. See Documents

on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, Third Series, Vol. VI, p.383.
2., Eoonomist, 22 April 1939; Daily Herald, 15 April 1939.
3. BEmphasis mine.
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While the British press was daily awaiting the formulation of a
reply to the Soviet proposals, news came of the abrupt dismissal of
Iitvinov as Commissar for Foreignb Affairs. The reports of his downfall
captured headlines on 4 May 1939. Surprise and shock were clearly felt,
and voiced in all quarters. In the wave of analysis and speculation that
followed, while a&ll possible interpretations were offered, editorial
opinion seemed reluctant to suggest what in light of later events seemed
the most ominous. Foreign correspondents, on the whole, did taske a
rather pessimistic view. Some claimed it portended a Soviet retreat inte
isolationy or worse, a Soviet-Nazl agreement. However. leader writers
displayed a too facile optimism. The Tit\nes, although generally suspicious
of Soviet motives, argued that Iitvinov wols primarily concerned "with the
tactics rather than with the high strategy of diplomacy.® Therefore,
there was "no reason to anticipate from his resignation any change in
the prime objectives of Soviet foreign policy. nl The Telegraph reported
that there was as yet no evidence of a departure from the Soviet's line
of co-operation with Britain and F::'o.nce.2 The Daily Herald and Manchester
Guardian, while noting the rather "strange" timing of the move, agreed
that "the resignation betokens no marked change in policy:...", and that
it "need not lead to any change towards isolation. *3  The most the New
Statesman would venture was that the Soviets were determined "to limit
their obligations to the east of Europe. w

With the events of August 1939 in mind, it is easy to read much inte

1. Times, 5 May 1939.

2. Deily Telegraph, 6 May 1939.

3. Daily Herald, 5 May 19393 Manchester Guardian, 5 May 19%.
e New Statesman, 6 May 1939.
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the resignation of Iitvinov. However, the British press in April and
May 1939 were wholly absorbed and convinced of & successful outcome to
the Anglo-Soviet negotiations. They could treat the Litvinov event in
no other manner than to superficially dismiss its possible symbolic
significance. Indeed, some journals went to the length of attributing
Iitvinov's departure to Stalin's desire for a swﬁ.ftér conclusion of an
alliance. Possibly the most balanced observation was made by the Daily
Express. It described Molotov as a "Russia for the Russians™ man, and
warned that the Soviets were to pursue a more nationalistic policy.l
A further point raised by the Guardian has equal rolévance. Iitvinov's
resignation, it claimed, was a recognition of the fact that in Soviet
eyes foreign affairs now counted, and thus, Stalin himself was to take a
greater share in directing pt::l:!.cvy.2 Yot the press did not pause too
long for reflection. The negotiations soon recaptured their undivided

attention.

2, PRESS CAMPAIGN FOR AN ANGLO-SOVIET ALLTANCE, May 1939,

The impatience expressed by certaln newspapers at the delay in Anglo-
Soviet negotiations, and reports of an impending British reply to the
Soviet proposals of 17 April, led in early May to a renewed interest in
the diplomatic exchanges., It took the general form of intricate,
detalled, and comprehensive anaslyses of the policies being pursued by
Britain and Russia. Throughout the month of May 19393 after the British

1. Dally Brpress, 4 May 19%.
2. Manchester Guardian, 5 May 1939.
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proposals on 8 May, the Soviet rejection a week later, and the very
comprehensive British draft treaty submitted to the Soviets on 27 May,
the press ocontinued its detailed reports. Finally, news coverage at
this point was characterized by falirly exact information as to the
agreements reached at each stage of the negotiations. Where the press
displayed differences was on the interpretation with which it treated the
- difficulties as they developed, and with whom they placed the burden of
agreement. A tripartite division of press opinion is here discernible.

The view adopted by the Times to the May series of proposals and
counter-proposals was a logical extension of its previous policies. Its
attitude was one of stiff correctness in line with Government policy to-
wards the U.S.S.R. The Times posited that while both Britain and Russia
agreed on the genersl aim of resisting aggression there existed a basic
difference in approach. The Soviets held to thelir views on the indivis-
ibility of peace and that "a European pact should be organized on as wide
a basis as possible." They had proposed a triple alliance "that would
come into effect if one of three were attacked or were there an act of
aggression in Eastern Europe, the whole to be confimmed on a military

basis."t

The British, continued the Times, have clearly shown their
willingness to resist future aggression and have displayed their concern
by mutual agreements with France, Poland, Portugal and Egypt; assurances
to Rumania and Greecey continuing negotiations with Turkey (later to
become an alliance), and the understanding with France. 1In each of these
cases, Bﬂtﬁn would be involved actively. She was asking the U.S.S.R.,
therefore, to make a parallel gesture of involvement by declaring "her

readiness to help in resisting aggression in Eastern Europe, if asked by

l. Times, 2 and 4 May 1939.
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the nations attacked...." Britain's response would be immediate and
the Soviets would not be left to act alone. British and French help
would already have been given to the country attacked. While not |
explicitly rejecting an alliance, the Govermnment view was "first things
first". The urgent need was Bastern Europesn security, which was most
immediately threatened. Therefore, the British requested the Soviets
to declare themselves beforshand.’

With this view the Times was totally in agreement. To accede to
the Soviet demand fér a three power pact, it claimed, would be to ignore
the reaction and repercussions among the other European nations. The
Times argued that msny Govermments were suspiclous of Soviet intentions.
Romanian and Polish reluctance to enter an open agreement with Rnssia
was well known. The Times went so far as to declare that the negotiations
"must depend for their -final form on the contingent views of other
countries...." Otherwise, the Times argued, these countries might
compromise thelr policy of not provoking the Reich. Even when other
papers were reporting that the Polish attitude was softening the Times
said there is "no evidence to suggest Poland would be more willing to
conclude a pact for mutuel assistance with Soviet Russia to-day, than she
was a month mgo."2

Moreover, Soviet plans for collective security would make it impossible
for Britain to stay aloof from "an ideological front". The Times even
went further to argue that it did not "appear to be desirable that there
should be such a triple allisnce... as would finally divide Burope into

rival amed camps - whose antagonism could only end, as it ended in

1. ﬁ.m.s, 2 and 8 Hﬂy 19”.
2., Ibid., 3, 4, 9 and 10 May 1979.



96.
1914, in Armagedden.® Britain, it continued at a later date, has always
"been steadily reluqtant to be drawn into any exclusive alignment of
nations, preferring ... to conform to the lLeague principles of resistance
to aggression rather than to make treaties with/grzl'i%hat country against
another. nl The Soviet scheme of anti-aggression, more comprehensive
than the British

ees ralsed the very difficulties which the British

Government desired to avoid. It would ... have

aligned Great Britain in an ideoclogical front,

which conforms neither to the general outlook nor

to the interests of the British people. Great

Britain stands for good faith and good neighboumn.

liness in international affairs, not for Communism

or li‘atsezi.ssm.2
And finglly, the Times Berlin cdrrespondent on 13 May reported that German
conmentators hint that if the Soviet view prevails, then "Britain and
France will have lost their freedom of decision in the matter of war or
peace, and be automatically obliged to participate in a war begun by
Russia." Ultimately, that was perhaps the greatest fear.

A further factor constricting the Times! interést in a binding Soviet
understanding was its estimate of the potential military worth of the
U.5.8.R.  The effects of the purges on the Red Army were at this point
never discussed. Rather, the Times would hint that. these considerations
were being kept in mind throughout the negotiations. The diplomatiec
correspordent, for example, would report that the Chamberlain Government

A
1. Times, 4 and 9 May 19%.
2, Jpid., 11 May 1939.
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has been "considering reports on the military strength of Rmsia."l Or,
questioning reports on the practicability and feasibility of Soviet
military support were featured. A final objection raised by the Times,
lay in its assessment of the future course of Anglo-Germsn relations.

In the view of the Times, an armed deadlock settled nothing. This meant,
there were two possible coursess war, or "a settlement negotiated upon
equal terms®™. Seen iﬁ this light, a "hard and fast alliance with Russia
might hsmper other negotiations and approaches...."z These “other
negotiations" one must conclude, meant continued German appeasement.

It should now be obvious with the foregoing considerations in mind,
that the Times' attitude to the series of reply and counter-reply of
May 1939 was quite simple. It consisted of undeviating support of the
stand assumed by the British Government. Furthermore, the Times took a
fery impatient view of what it regarded as Soviet obstinacy. Britain,
claimed the Times, had asked the Soviets to "oome in against the aggressor,
if requested; and that she should ssy so beforehand." The Soviets,
continued the Times, "instead of concurring in this simple proposition,
advanced a more comprehensive schqne...‘."3 This lack of sympathetic
understanding coloured the Times' reaction to later Soviet proposals.
Qg 9 May a Tass communiqué was published in the British press, revealing
Britain's proposals asking Russia to aid Poland and Rimania when Britain
and France already were fulfilling their obligations. Tas oonq:lainﬁ
that the British msde no offer to aid Russia if she was forced to fulfil

her obligation to countries in Eastern Europe other than Poland and

1. Times, 3 May 19%9.
2. Ibid., 18 April and 8 May 19%9.
3. Ibid., 11 May 1939.
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Rumania. ‘The Times shortsightedly answereds "If the U.S.S.R. are ready
to afford help against aggression, then it is a relatively trivial matter
whether they are described as helping the country that has been attacked
or the States which are helping that country. nl To the Soviets, it was
obviously no trivial matter. It involved the element of ﬁhat they end-
lessly referred to as reciproelity; that is, a straightforward triple
alliance as a preliminary to undertaking commitments to other countries.
When the Soviet reply on 15 May became known, the Times ruefully noted
that it "does not ... advance matters much"., The Soviets were still
demanding "complete reciprocity in liabilities, as aprerequisite before
they can assume any further cdﬁnitmants....” The Times noted impatiently
that a German attack via the Baltic States upon the Soviet Union still
worried Russian negotiators.z A final point distressing the Times was
that the Soviets "counted on finding a sympathetic echo in certain
quarters®, in order to strike a harder bargain than the British were
disposed to conclude. The Times surmmised that the Soviets would take
this into account when framing their replies to British 1:'1'01)6:34;11;.3
The intense agitation of certain organs of the press in favour of Soviet
proposals no doubt rankled the Times. However, it must be sald, that
given the satisfaction of its criteria, the Times was willing to see
Britain negotiating from a position of strength - strength aceru:ing to
it from a declaration of Soviet intent to aid in Eastern European
security. |

The Times found adequate reasons to support the Brit:_l.#h Government's

l. Times, 11 May 1939.
2. Ibid., 16 May 1979.
3. Ibid., 15 May 19%9.




- views on Anglo-Soviet relations and to emphasize the difficulties
involved in pursuing an alliance. However, a second, larger group of
newspapers seemed equally determined to urge the British Government to
accept the Soviet view as the best means of preserving the peace of
Burope and as the most loglcal deterrent to Germman aggression. Among-
this second section of newspapers must be included the Daily Herald, the
' Manchester Guardian, the New Statesman, the Spectator and the Economist.
In the aotual presentation of differences between the British and Soviet
approaches to the negotiations, these newspapers were on the whole as
well-informed as the Times. The information on the negotiations was
adequately and similarly presented. They do not merit repetition. The
differences in the assessment of the difficulties that were encountered,
and the side on which the burden of agreement was laid, will be examined.

The difficulty of the susceptibilities of the Eastern European States
was not gsgentially ignored by these journals. As the Economist phrased
it, they were sware of the "obvious embarrassments of transforming a
policy of appeasement into a policy of collective security. nl Rather,
they preferred to see this complex matter as being of subsidiary
importance to the larger problem at handgy that is, negotiating a triple
alliance. Thus, by 11 May, a full two weeks before the/Times reported the
story, the Da:lly Herald claimed that the Poles had dropped their objections
to a Russian-British.French guarantee of their integrity.

Where the Times had reiterated the necessity of not cementing two
Qpposing blocs of nations, the other newspapers saw the situation

differently, The Daily Herald, in remarks probably aimed at its béte -

noire - the Times - had argueds

1. Economist, 6 May 1939.
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That division of Europe into 'two camps' which Mr.

Chamberlain used to explain his old policy of

'appeasement ' was designed to prevent has now come

about, as the world sees. As a result, both in

Europe and outside it, nations are proclaiming

where their sympathies lie and what their

intentions are.l
The Economist similarly noted: "The two camps «»+ are busy recruiting
frends and wondering what ie; the state of mind o'f the c:ther."2 While
perhaps true of the realities of European politics, it was an obvious
misreading of Chamberlain's intentions. It does, however, help explain
the urgency with which the lLiberal, Labour, and Independent press pressured
the Goverrment to bind the Soviets in an anti-aggression front. The
MMm urged the Cabinet to "make every effort to appreciate the Russian
point of view and to convince the Soviet Govermment of its own determin.

ation and sincerity. n3

Only an acceptance of a formal alliance, opined
the Herald, would in Russian eyes be regarded as "“the acid test of the
British Goverrment's intention."* The Statesman declared on 6 May that
without Russia "no one in Europe takes our guarantees very seriously."
Hence, as for British resistance to alliance diplomacy, the Guardian
argued that in spite of Chamberlain's declared repugnsnce to alliances,
in view of pre-1914 experience, Britain already had firm commitments to

France, Poland and Turkey. “Therefore it would be absurd to rebuff

1. Daily Herald, 13 April 1939.

2. Economist, 13 May 1939.

3. Manchester Guardian, 3 May 1939.
4. Dally Herald, 8 May 1939.
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Russia because we do not want an 'allisnce* ."1 The Economist rather
astutely remarked on 20 May, that British objections to an alllance were
"presumably matters of tactical expediency, for Sir John Simon has
publicly stated that there is no objection in principle." No matter
what objections these newspapers heard from any quarter their reply
assumed a consistent monotonous repetition,that nothing justified the
loss of Rnssia's adhesion to the peace coalition. _ ‘
The Times had emphasized the necessity of limited Soviet commitments
to specific areas in order to keep the German door open and avoid offend-
ing German anti-communist sentiment. The Iiberal, Labour, and Independent
press, on the other hand, warned the British Government against appeasement
rearing "its ugly head". Above all else, they warned that what was
caleulated to increase Moscow's suspicions was "death-bed conversions
from sppeasement to resistnnco...."z The worst of all possibilities
was for Moscow to suspect that the British Government "still secretly
nourishes the hope that it may be possible to ‘rovive the disastrous policy
of pre-Munich times."3 Instead, these newspapers urged a more direct
form of discussion between London and Moscow. The Guardian asked on
20 Mays "Is it time for Mr. Chamberlain to get out the umbrella againt"
Finally, the Iiberal, Labour, and Independent press had their answer
to the Times' hints deprecating the military worth of the U.S.S.R. They
simply held it as axiomatic that Soviet military might, whatever its
strength - which they estimated to be high - must be fonnd on the

British side in the event of war. Desperately they argued, this was

1. Manchester Guardian, 20 May 1939.
2. Eoonomist, 6 and 13 May 197%9.

3. Daily Herald, 11 May 1939.
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Britain's "last chance of building a decisively strong Eastern Front. nl
The German fear of a war on two fronts, was the central issue in being
able to deter Hitler, and therefore, Soviet participation was the most
pressing neéd.

In light of these considerations the attitude these newspapers took
to the idtial exchange of proposals between Britain and Rnsslia was clear.
Their correspondence columns were filled with letters urging an alliance
with Russia and accusing the Govorhmont of anti-Soviet prejudice. All
meetings, speeches, and protest marches supporting an alliance were
extensively reported. 1In covering the actual negotiations, all moves
whereby the Goverrment seemed to edge closer to the Soviets' position
were applauded. All reports of Government hesitatlions, etc., were
condermed. The Daily Herald on 8 May termed "grave" reports that
Chamberlain "does not favour the Russian plan for an alliance between
Britain, France and Russia." It asserted boldlys

The country is determined to have a Russian alliance.

The country must have its Rassian alliance.

And where the Times had felt concern over the manner in which the Soviets
seemed to be using the strength of British pro-slliance sentiment, the
Guardian claimed that apart from "an extremely small section, the opinion
of the country is that a European Peace Front without Russia is no real
front st all, and that great efforts should be made ... to get her in."?
Two weeks later the Guardian's diplomatic correspondent noted, almost in
awe, that the Government "simply dare not resist" the popular demand for
a full Anglo-Soviet alliance.

1. Economist, 20 May 1939.
2. Manchester Guardian, 9 May 1939.
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As the Soviets rejected each proposal or issued anti-British press
statements, revealing supposedly secret negotiations, this section of
the press attributed the "stickiness™ to "Moscow's distrust of Mr.
Chamberlain's intentions." The Herald made the further point that the
suspicions were evidence that in Russia it was still thought "that Britain
and France do not mean their guarantees seriously...." Two more causes
for Soviet suspicion, the Herald added a day later. Firstly, there was
the legacy of the “weakness and wrongness" of British policy throughout
the 'thirties, and secondly, British unwillingness to enter into a full
alliasnce with Rnssia.l When Molotov rejected Britain's proposals, these
journals saw it as all the more reason to "Hurry Up And Agree", as the
Herald entitled a leader on 16 May. "For the Russians are right," it
é.rgued, *in their judgement that the pact they propose is the most
effective way of safeguarding peace." The Herald's diplomatic corres-
pendenf: termed Soviet proposals "much better business and much more
advantageous for Great Britain than ... the British proposal."  Perhaps
the final observation on this very intensive Journalist campaign can be
given to Sir William Seeds. 1In a report to Halifax on 22 May 1939 Seeds
commented how he "was disgusted with the flood of press reports and comments
which with their inevitable inexactitudes were swamping the Anglo-Soviet

3

conversations...."

The intense interest of the British press in the negotiations, Liberal

1. M HQr‘ld, 10 and 11 Mly 19”.
2. Ibid., 18 May 19%9.

3. Documents on British Foreign Pollicy 1919-1939, Third Series, Vol. V,
Pe mo
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and Labour editorial impatience with Govermment vacillation in meeting
Soviet minimum demands, and press insistence on a swift and conclusive
alliance can best be illustrated by examining the evolution of editorial
opinion in the Dally Express and Dally Telegrapht the third division
into which the press has been grouped. These two newspapers have here
been separated to illustrate how an independent Conservative and an
Isolationist newspaper became temporarily convinced of the necessity of
a Soviet allisnce. Under the impact of a general press campaign the '
Telegraph and Express were found to be advocating views quité indistin-
guishable from those of the Iiberal and Labour press,

The Telegraph had throughout March offered the Chamberlain Govern-
ment reserved and independent support. Equally, its editorial policy
towards the U.S.S.R. had been one of polite indifference. March and
April had seen slmost no editorial comment on Anglo-Soviet relations.
However by early May, the Telegraph, undergoing a change of attitude,
urged "more rapid progress in the negotiation between Russia and the
Western Powers ... to hasten the completion of the security system...."l
It took the view as early as % M2y that there were left no "swbstantial
obstacle" posed by Warsaw or Bucharest to a London-Moscow agreement.

An article by Churchill urged Poland to realize "that the accession of
Soviet Russia in good earmest to the peace bloc of nations may be decisive
in preventing war...." He urged, as well, a British guarantee of the
whole Soviet frontier. A further editorial comment on 10 May expressed
the. hope that "some suitable arrangement with Russia may ere long emerge
from the present protracted discussions.® (n 11 May the Telegraph

eriticised the Government as to "why, in view of the urgency of an agree-

1. Daily Telegraph, 1 May 1939.




ment, the Anglo-French reply to the Russian proposals of April 16 was
delayed till Msy 8." In th; following days the Telegraph approved
Soviet insistence on the principle of reciprocity and gave headline
coverage to its demands for a full military alliance. And finally on
20 May a leader, reviewing the previous day's House of Commons debate,
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unequivocably stated its support for the Soviet view in the negotiations.

Thiz leading article criticised the lack of urgency on the British side,
and urged reciprocity by supporting the Soviet view, that while Britain
had a reciprocal agreement with Poland, Russia did not. Therefore,
while Poland would aid Britain and France if attacked, Russia would not
be the beneficiary of such help in similar circumstances. ‘The leader
totally endorsed the Soviet view as hgving the "advantage that it is
much more likely to act as a deterrent against war than the British."
It concluded in a tone recalling the urgency of the Liberal and Labour
presst

eoe the Government would, we believe, be interpreting

the general desire of the country if they rounded off

their other signal successes in forming the peace

front by coming to an arrsngement with Russia with as

little further delay as possible.
The Telegraph continued its pressure on the Government totally in line
with Iiberal and Labour demands. An even more categorical and uncome
promising leader two days later called the continued lack of Soviet aid
with her vast manpower and contiguity to the frontier Britain hed
guaranteed "a very serious gap." It criticised both Britain and Russia
-for "refining on formulas®, and continued to argue that when Britain had

already gone so far from her traditionsl poliocy "the nicely calculated
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less or more becomes otiose and irrelevant. To deter from aggression
would be even better than successfully to resist it} and nothing would
more effectively contribute to that end than the enlistment of Russia in
the anti-aggression front." |

If one finds it surprising to see the Telegraph taking such a committed
attitude, with an urgency of tone and sympathy for U.,S.S.R. views, more
characteristic of the Opposition press than a Conservative journal, the
attitude of the Dally Express at this particular period was even more
surprising. Whereas the Daily Telegraph arrived at its support from a
Conservative viewpoint, the Express dlsplayed the odd phenomenon of an
Isolationist journal supporting a Soviet-British military alliance.

It will be recalled that the Dally Express throughout March and
April of 1939 had pursued an isolatlionist policys opposing British
guarantees, and urging a continued policy of Anglo-German negotiation.

As late as 6 May the Express, referring to Danzig, claimeds "There is
still room for a deal." Through the early part of May, the Express gave
rather .indifferont coverage to Anglo-Soviet negotiations and maintained
an editorial silence. It did remain optimistic as to an eventually
successful outcome. On 11 May, in an odd editorial comment the Express
noted the difference of approach between Britain and Russia. As to its
own viewpoint, Isolationism and Empire defence, the editorial noted that
they were, amidst the frenzy of press coverage and interest in Anglo-
Soviet negotiations, "Disregarded and ignored." The following day the
Express ruefully conceded that its policy had lost out to a policy of
alliances and commitments. Isolation, it admitted “can have no practical
bearing on affairs.® Therefore, the Express was giving up its policy of

opposition to the guarantees and to a Soviet military alliance. From
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this date the negotiations began to earn Express headlines., It noted
that "the sooner the Government mske the alliance the sooner they will
get into step with the public." The Express was thus making its bid to
be popular -~ to align itself with the general press campaign in favour
of an Anglo-Soviet agreement. "... the people all want to march in
step with Stalin, so march it is.. We have a nation ofA forty-seven million
foreign secretaries. Their voice will prevail. nl

Aside from catering to what it felt majority opinion to desire, the
Express ssw its way to endorsing certain military and geographic consider-
ations swaying Iiberal and Labour piess opinion. An alliance with Russia,
an Express leader opinads "follows logically from the commitments in
Eastern Europe, we should be willing to include in our commitments the
nation with the greatest man-power and the most :resour::css."2 Finally,
and no doubt sensing the startling contrast with which these views must
have struck its readers, the Express, in posing to itself the question
as to why it did not oppose the Russian alliance, answereds

"Why should we. The moment Poland was guaranteed

there was nothing else for it but to bring Russia

into the partnership. The Polish liability may

become an asset when Russia joins the fim. n3
In conclusion, the Express made the final point of critieizing the Govern-
ment for not securing a Russian alliance before giving the Polish guarantee.
"Britain," a leader on 27 May argued, "should have embraced the strong

before the weak."

1. Dally Express, 20 May 1939.
2, Ibid., 22 May 1939. See too, ibid., 19 May 19%.
3. Ibid., 25 May 1939. ‘
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Under the frenzy of press activity, interest, and pre-occupation

with the negotiations, the Isclationist Dally Express and Conservative
Daily Telegraph were found by the end of May 1939, surprisingly urging an
Anglo-Soviet alliance. Both, however, were soon to revert to their
usual press attitudes and v}.ews. As on the rest of the press, a very
sobering effect was to be produced by the 31 Msy 1939 speech by

M. Molotov on the ecourse of the Anglo.Soviet negotiations.
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CHAPTER FIVE

1. OPTIMISM AND DISTLLUSICNMENT

The ol‘:timism of the British press and confidence in the imminent
conclusion of a three.power pact reached its height in the last week of
May 1939. Two events specifically seemed to point the way. Halifax
journeyed to Geneva to attend a League Council meeting, but stopped
firstly in Paris for talks with Daladier and Bonnet on 20 f{ay. The press
claimed that Halifax had been convinced by the Paris and Geneva meetings
of the need to meet Soviet demands for reciprocity by agreeing to a
three-power pact. So delighted was the Dally Herald with reports
cabled from Geneva and Paris that it anticipated most other journals
in headlining as early as 22-Mays "PACT WITH RUSSIA NOJ LIKELY IN NEXT
FEW DAYS". The leading article called it a viectory for public opinion.
Most newspapers, however, waifod for more concrete information. And for
these it came on Wednesday, 24 May. ‘The Daily Telegraph reported that
the principle of a triple pact of mutual assistance had been accepted
during the Wednesday's Cabinet moeti'ng. After the meeting, Chamberlain
stated tersely in the Commonss

ese I have every reason to hope that as a result of proposals

which His Majesty's Government are now in a position to make

| on the main questions arising, it will be found possible to
reach full agreement at an early date.l

This second event was immediately seized upon by the press as signifying
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that agreement had definitely been reached. Th; Times commented that
Chamberlain would not have spoken so confidently had he not been convinced
that the British proposals met the Soviet case, and were also acceptable
to other interested States in Europe. The editorial enthusiastically
lauded the "diplomatic skill of the negotiatpr’s", and the identity of
purpose between nations opposed to violence as a solution of politlcal
differonces.l Both the Guardian and the Herald on 25 May were enthused,
confident, and optimistic. The diplomatic correspondent of the Guardian
claimedt "The alliance is now as certain as anything in politics can be
certain.” The Herald headlined with obvious relief and delights
“RUSSIAN PACTs GOVT. (sic) AGREES AT LAST", andnoted that the announce-
ment of the final form of the agreement was "merely a matter of a few
days." "“For public opinion," claimed the Herald, "is now so strong
and well-nigh united that the Cabinet is in no position to resist its
demands." The Daily Telegraph was at pains to emphasize that Britain
had agreed to full reciprocity. The Dally Express produced this bamner
headlines “SOVIET PACT AGREED", and commenteds "the Lion and the Bear
will join together in comnbn defence."

At this point in the negotiations with an agreement as good as signed -
to judge by the opinion of the daily press - the weeklies presented a
fascinating phenomenon. The Economist on 27 May went to press assured
that an agreement would be signed. Its lesding article, "Agreement In
Sight", was produced and published with the mental assurance of a com-
pleted triple pact. Therefore, the leader embarked on a retrospective
view of the Anglo-Soviet negotiations. While it assumed that the reasons

for the Government's "long procrastination" would probably remain obscure,

1. Times, 25 May 1939.



it did posit several revealing possible difficulties, Firstly, the
leader argued, Polish and Rumanian misgivings probably faded in face of
a greater and more immediate German threat. A second source of delay
was British reluctance to alienate Franco's Spain and further irritate
Nazi Germany by too close contact with the Soviets. Furthemmore, "a -
principle cause of delay may wgll have been an innate repugnance in
Conservative circles, to making an infrangible agreement with a Communist
Fower." TFinally, the Economist pointed out that the Soviets did have
their suspicion and doubt "about the unreserved determination of the
makers of the Munich Agreement to stand fim..eoe® In spirit and
psychology, the Economist continued, the Kremlin was very much further
away from London than its physical distance of 1,500 miles. However, in
spite of these difficulties and delay there had emerged a "great and
welcome change" which the leading article attributed to three causess
firstly, the personal conviction of lord Halifax that the agreement need
be clinched at oncey secondly, the active mediation of the French; and
thirdly, "the rising pressure of British opinion, expressed in all sections
of the Eressl and lately even on the Conservative back benches." The
leader concluded with an appeal that both Germany and Italy be admitted
into the peace front.

A rather similar error of over-anticipation was commi tted by the
New Statesman. 1Its leading article on 27 May was confident enough in
the chances of a mutual assistance pact to urge the Government to "publish
at the same time an appeal to Germany and Italy to negotiate on equal
terms with the new peace b_]&:."‘ Overwhelmed with confidence and assurance

1. BEmphasis mine.
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that the peace front now included the Soviet Union, the weekly press had
thus introduced what in its view constituted the next stage in the
pacification of Europe. In light of coming events it remains as an

historical curiosity.

Seeds presented the text of the new British proposals to Molotov on
27 ﬁay. Cast for the iirst time in the form of a draft treaty the
proposals approved the idea of a three-power pact of mutual assistance,
paid due regard to the rights and position of other powers, and were
p_roteetively hedged round by references to the league of Nations.l Only
the Times and the Daily Telegraph hinted that the unwillingness of the
Baltic States to accept Anglo-Soviet guarantees might possibly prove te
be a stumbling block.2

While the official reply was not handed over until 2 June, the general
nature of the Seviet reaction became known during a speech given by
Molotov on 31 May, to the Supreme Council of the U.S.S.R.‘3 The Iﬁ:ssian
Foreign Commissar declared that the British proposals were a "step for.
ward" but several difficulties remained. He pin-pointed the odd
reference to Article éixteen of the Covenant, and the exclusion of the
Baltie States from any gusarantee as the. main difficulties.

1. For text, see Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, Wedwr5- .
pp.679-680. The reference to the League was previously neither

mentioned nor discussed in the press. ‘There exists only a curious
isolated reference in a Times leader on 20 May, where it was suggested
that Britain, France, Poland and Russia should devise common action
on the basis of Article Sixteen of the League Covenant. The suggest-
ion was taken up by no other journal.

2, Times, 31 May 19393 Deily Telegraph 26 May 1939.
3. For text, see Degras, op.cit., p. 332-340.
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Reports of Molotov's speech captured headlines on 1 June, and were
the subject of long editorials and analyses. Coming as it did upon a
wave of optimism, confidence, and "glowing prophecies that the Anglo-
Russian Agreement was as good as completed, except for the applause™, the
speech hit the press like “;. cold shower".l In every quarter of press
opinion, there was disappointment with not a small portion of anger and
irritation as well. The Daily Express headlined angrilys "MOLOTOV | ASKS
FOR MORE". The Telegraph bravely called the speech "somewhat indecisive"
and "reserved". The Times noted wearily that it was neither a full
acceptance nor a flat rejection. The Daily Herald, probably among the
most chagrined of journals, disgulsed its disappointment by claiming the
"elarification® stage was mot yet over. Here the speech was termed
"tepid, cautious, and non-cormittal.® The Herald's first editorial
comment came almost a week later, when a leader noted ruefully that
negotiating wiﬁh the Soviet Union was proving more difficult than was
hoped or expected.z The Guardian, perhaps as uncomfortable as the Herald
in view of prior optimism, did not conceal its impatience and anger.
It called the speech "caustic" and "sceptical®, while its correspondents
used words like "setback" and"disappointing®. The Spectator likewise
termed the speech "disappointing" but did try to maintain a facile
opt:i.m:!.:sm.3

The press agreed that the U.S.S.R. was indeed prepared to continue
the negotiations. Falth was also generally expressed in the Soviet's

commitment to the eventual conclusion of an alliance. But never again -

-1l. Manchester Guardian, 1 June 1939.

3. Spectator, 2 June 1939.




neither during the announcement of the departure of lLord Strang to aid
Seeds in Moscow, nor the beginning of Staff talks with the Soviets - was
there to be a similar generated enthusiasm, confidence, and sureness as
that which had gripped the press towards the end of Mgy. Other n@don
ations began to weigh heavily with certain newspapers. Criticism was
levelled where previously thore‘had been none. The realities of
negotiating with the Soviet Unlon became apparent where previously
difficulties had been grandiloquently dismissed. The analyses of the
state of the negotiations were usually left to the columns of diplomatic

correspondents, rather than glibly reviewed in editorials.

2. STIFFENING PRESS ATTITUDES TO RUSSIA, June . July 1939

On first impressions, it was suggested by some that the differonceg
between the Soviet and British views were merely "on points of detail and
of procodure."l Othefs hinted that mutual suspicion and a lack of
confidence on both sides constituted the recurring difficulty. Whereas
previously this problem had been used to urge greater British concessions
and flexibility it now foreshadowed a visible hardening in the attitude
of certain journals. This was to become more pronounced.as the months
wore on. By far the most immediately outspoken was the Isolationist
Dally Express. DBarely a week after Molotov's speech, thov Express
suggested what other journals were possibly contemplating. A leading
article on 6 June urged the Government to "wind up the negotiations for

the Russian alliance." It claimed that they had "dragged on long enough",

l. Times, 1 June 1939.
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and pointed to the length and number of diplomatic exchanges. The
leader argued that the Russians were asking too much, and asserted that
"a satisfactory bargain cannot be reached." It concludeds

eee the advantages of a Russian alliance are doubtful.

The difficulties are immense. And the embarrass-

ments would tend to multiply.
Clearly, the Express was having second thoughts in regards to the Russian
alliance which it had endorsed in May. A month later this journal was
even more explicit and urged Chamberlsin to "call the whole thing off."!

Another newspaper very forcibly expressing its disillusionment was
the Manchester Guardian. It seems to have most deeply felt the rebuff
of Molotov's speech. ‘The leading article on 1 June, entitled "A ChillM,
interpreted Molotov's declaratiqns as "g warning not to assume that the
Russian Government is as anxious for an alliance as a great many people
here." Not least among them the staff of the Guardian. Another leader,
on the following day, was aimed at dispelling Soviet charges of British
insincerity. Whereaspfeviously the Guardian would have agreed, this time
it eloquently recalled Chamberlain's references in the Commons to a "'veil
or wall '" which was claimed existed between Britain and Russia. The
lesder remarked in clearly exasperated tones, that "those who govern
Fussia are so remote that they do not understand what has happened in
this country." References were then made to the introduction of peace-
time conscription, and Britain's far reaching foreign commitments as
proof of British sincerity. Implied in the Guardian's changed attitude
was the belief that reciprocity now existedy that British sincerity was
clearly displayed; that Soviet suspiclons were no longer valid; and that

1. Deily Express, 8 July 1939.
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the burden of compromise now rested with the U.S.S.R. When after two
more months of fruitless negotiations and sgreement seemed no nearer,
the Guardian retreated slightly to offer that the state of political
intercourse was "abnormal" because the British Government had "reversed
its policy".t

The Guardian's correspondents reflected this initially changed
attitude. The Paris correspondent cabled that even the previously
most enthusiastic about the triple pact were finding the Russians “excess-
ively 'sticky'." He claimed that whatever may have .beon the "sins" of
the British and French Govornments' in the past, especially during the
post-Munich period, ™when it looked as though Germany was being encouraged
to 'appease herself' at Russia's ézpense...", the Russians should now
realise that both the British and French Governments were earnestly
pursuing "the peace-front poliey." His conclusion was to the peint,
and was echoed in other journals as well. The impression in France, he
wrote, ... is that there will be an agreement but that the price to be
pald will be a heavy one - it will be the price that the Russians\
intend to exact for the errors of the Munich 1:»er'iwt:l."2 The Moscow
correspondent, calling the speech a "setback", urged that at least the
Soviets should have made a declaration on agreed points.3

Several correspondents began also to scrutinize the seemingly
deliberate use Moscow was meking of Russla's negotiating position. The
Paris correspondent noted that the Soviets were taking a "high hand",

being aware of thelr strong bargaining position.u The diplomatic

1. Manchester Guardian, 21 July 1939.
2. Ibido, 1 June 1939.

3. Ibid. :

k. Ibid., 2 June 1939.
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correspondent was emphatic in pointing out the deliberate procrastinating
tactics of the U.S.S.R., as they were "asking for more and more" whilst
Noffering less and less."

The "bargaining stand" assumed by Molotov was similarly eriticised
in the Economist, ag being "unjustified®. ILike the Guardian, it too was
convinced that the British Govermment had indeed Mgone a lc;ng way to repair
the errors of the past." While these mistakes may have placed the
Rassians in a "strong bargaining position%, the Economist admonished the
Soviets for ill-advisedly trying to extract too much pﬁrely Russian
advani‘.age.2 The Times was more forthright in a similar observation.

It claimed flatly that Russia was “putting too high a price on her co-
operation." And continued rather descriptivelys

The Soviets, it has been sald, are Jews in making a

eontract ;xxi Russians in carrying it out. The Jews

are hard bargainers and the Russians are unpractical

people; 1if the Western Powers want a good bargain

they must not be in g hurry and they must not expect

too xlxuch.3
The Times too noticed that the Soviets were conscious of their strong
bargaining position and intended to make use of it.

It was thus visible that the tentative Soviet reply contained in
Molotov's speech had a very decided effect on the British press. The
speech had obviously overreached itself. ‘Ihe'Soviets were clearly seen

to be using their stronger bargaining position and were accordingly

1. Msnchester Guardian, 5 July 1939.

2. Bobiontst, 3 June 193,

3. Times, 3 June 1939. See too, ibid., 6 June, 3 and 10 July 19%9.
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eriticised in a variety of journals. The Dally Express and the Daily
Telegraph recoiled sharpiy from their sudden warm endorsement of a close
Anglo-Soviet alliance. Those journals, which had urged the alliance
with the intensity of a crusade, turned to a more realistic assessment
of the difficulties involved. An assessment which foreshadowed a shift
in attitude towards the Soviet Union. The difficulties now pointed to

and discussed were to deadlock the negotiations from early June until

late July 1939.

Among the most important points of disagreement noted by Molotov,
in his 31 May speech, he mentioned that the Anglo-French proposals
"... give no guarsntee of help for the other States on the borders of
the U.S5.8.Rs = Latvia, Estonia, Finland - unless these countries ask
for such help."  The difficulty of finding an acceptable formula to
guarantee the Baltic States ~ later to become the problem of defining
Mindirect aggression' - proved most crucial. Firstly, because two
months, June and July, were to be spent by the British and Soviet
negotiators in deadlc;ck over this problém. Secondly, the dilemmsa of
the susceptibilities of the Baltic States, constitutes the first issue

upon which a stiffening of the attitude of the press towards the U.S.S.R.
is visible.

It would be fruitful at this point to recall the earlier discussion
of press attitudes towards the countries of Eastern Europe. It was
seen that an initially sympathetic understanding gave way to a twofold

division of opinion. ‘The Conservative press maintained that the sover-
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eignty and territorial integrity of these states must not be subordinated
to therlar‘ger scheme of mutual assistance. On the other hand, the
liberal, lLabour, and Independent press were less sympathetic, and urged
the subordination of all considerations to the completion of an Anglo-
Soviet alliance.

As a result of a seemingly harsher assessment of Soviet motives and
tactics, the press now argued with a surprising - unanimity that no
infringement of Baltic neutrality was necessary, nor should b_e permitted.
In its own inimitable manner, the Dally Express seemed to speak for most
of the press when a leader on 6 June claimed that a British pledge to
guarantee the Baltic would be "a war to impose Russia's will on Latvia
and Estonia." Such a war, asserted the Express, "would divide our
people." The Conservative press treated Molotov's demands that all of
the Soviet frontier be guaranteed in a very fim manner, The Telegraph
commented that the attitude of these states was "bound to commsnd respect",
and noting the increasing conflict of British and Rassian views, was
‘detemmined to respect what it called, these "principles of capital

importance", that is small states' rights.-

What seemed to worry the
Telegraph, w.as that to accede to Soviet definitions of indiredt aggression
would condon Soviet intervention in the Baltic States on almost any pre-
‘c.ex’c..2 The forthright insistence by the Telegraph on an Anglo-Soviet
slliance, which had characterized its editorial policy in May, washow
tempered with an increased awareness of the complexities involved.

The Times in a similar ménner, expressed 1ts sppreciation of Russia's

vital interest in the Baltic, but claimed that the British "cannot pledge

1. Deily Telegraph, 1 and 5 June 1939. ,
2. Ibid., 22 July 19%9.
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themselves to support Russia in any action she might wish to take unasked,
in an emergency, on the territory of States with whom British relationsr
are not only friendly but coz_'dial."l Arnold Wilson, in a letter to the
editor on 15 June, argued inter alia that "A pact with Mosecow would be
too dearly bought at the cost of loosing the good will of the Baltic...."
The Times, along with much Conservative opinion, seemed to be as
fearful of "visions of Russian soldiers advancing with rifle in one hand
and leaflets in the other, and stacking amms for an indefinite period
among the people they have rescued, and then proceeding ... to scatter
Cormuni st propaganda...", as they daimed the Baltic States were.2 Yot
it was clearly seen by the Times that the satisfaction of Russian wishes
for security, while supporting the Baltie States to maintain their
tenuous neutrality, would be a task requiring care and tact. In line
with its previous stand on Poland and Rumania, the Times maintained its
firmm editorial polioy. Characteristically, its Warsm and Riga corres-
pondents padded dispatches with Baltic press excerpts criticising Russia's
fears for their independence, urging Britain not to give in to Soviet
demands, and protesting their neutrality as between Germany and Russia.

The most pronounced change of attitude could be seen in the stiffer
and less compromising policy adopted by the Manchester Guardian, the
Daily Herald, and the weeklies. The Herald, for exsmple, in the month
following Molotov's speech, dropped its crusade-like tone, and became
very reticent on the problem of the Baltic States, simply reporting the
difficulties objectively as they arose. Where, previcusly, the Hora.ld
rode roughshod over Polish and Rumanian susceptibilities it now urged

1. ﬁmeﬂ, 2 June 19$0 See tOO, ibido, 10 July 1939.
2. Ibido, 5 July 1939.
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that Baltic objections be respected. The change in the Guardian's
attitude was even more pronounced. Britain's proposals, for the defence
of the Baltic, as here understood, were proclaimed "reasonsble" and
fully supported.l In stern and uncompromising editorials, the Guardian
claimed that Britain should not guarantee states against their wishes,
and that a formula should be found to safeguard Russia's north-west
frontier without implicating the Baltic States cl:lromvl:ll.y.2 The same view
was stated in equally uncompromising temms in several weeklies. The
Spectator found the Baltie .States' complaints "intelligible® and conceded
that reconciling the two might not be easy.3 The radical New Statesman
refully admitted that it was "not possible to guarantee a state against
its will...." It is well to recall how this view contrasts with the
high-handedness with which Poland was treated at an earlier date.
Finally, the Economist stated categorically, that the Baltic States®
attitude, coupled with their recently signed non-aggression pacts with
Germany, made it impossible for them to accept a peace front guarantee.
The slternative, therefore, was "to find a formula which will satisfy
the Kremlin without employing coercion on the Baltic States."”  The
Economist did offer several alternatives embodying that principle.

A further characteristic of the press' changing attitude towards
Anglo-Soviet relations concerns comments, passed with increasing frequency,
doubting the ultimate value of an alliance - even were it to be reached.

In some quarters this took the form of claiming that the deterrent value

1, Manchester Guardisn, 2 and 24 June 1939.

2, See, for example, ibid., 8 and 12 June 1939.

3. Spectator, 9 and 23 June 1939. See too, ibid., 28 July 1939.
4. New Statesman, 10 June 1939.

5. Economist, 10 June 1939.
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of any alliance would be lost. Most journals, however, seemed to
express anxiety over the continﬁing delay.

Part of the excitement which had gripped many newspapers throughout
April and May was traceable to their belief that British diplomacy had
seized the initiative with a bold and imaginative gesture towards the
U.S.S5.R. Faced with the hard-bargaining of the Soviets, a greater
realization of the complexit:i:es involved, and coupled with a seemingly
endless exchange of notes, drafts, proposals and counter-proposals, a
variety of journals could not refrain from voicing their concern.
Throughout May, the Guardian had observed, that to prolong the discussion
indefinitely would be as dangerous as failure. The continual delay was
here "regretted", termed "frankly deplorable™, and seen as having done
Mincalculable hs,rm".l The Guardian spoke for many journals when it
declareds "Six weeks ago the initiatiire seemed for the first time to
have passed into the hands of the democratic Powers; to-day Wwe are back
in the old, flaccid attitude of wailting for the diectators to move.“2
Or, as the Economist put it, the early conclusion of an alliance would
have been "a: erushing rejoinder to the rape of Bohemia...", and have
flustered German ciiplmna;.czy.3 The Daily Herald, likewise, having almost
given up criticising the Government's dealings with the U.S.S.R., in
the immediate aftermath of Molotov's speech could only voice its continued
concern as the delays increased. It preferred to see these delays-as
difficulties of detail which dhould be swiftly fremsfout in face of agree-

ment on general principles. But as the weeks wore on, this Labour

1., Manchester Guardian, 16 May, 2 and 24 June 1939.
2, Ibid. * :
3. Economist, 8 July 1939.




123.
journal could not but aveid expressing its concern and anxlietys

«e. the negotiations cannot go on for another three

months without losing rmuch of their deterrent

impressiveness and fheir long-run value., Both sides

must maintain and display a sense of urgency if the

original purpose of the conversations is to be

achieved.l |
This was obviously clearly lacking.

\Similar observations appeared in the weekly press. The Spectator
voiced its "considerable concern" with the delay, but no longer laid the
blame upon the British Goverzment.z The cc;ntinued appearance of new
difficulties and delays it asserted, could "only diminish the effect
which, it is hoped, the proposed alliance will have von the policy of
the Reioh."3 The New Statesman observed on several occasions that the
deterrent value of the alliance had, due to delays, been largely d:l.ss:!.pa‘l:ead.l+

The Economist, at this point concerned and suspicious of Soviet intentions,
| seemed to speak for most of the press in declaring that the negotiations
were "a perfect example of the way in which the mere passage of time can
take the bloom off an excellent idea...." It continueds

'The Soviet object from the first ... has been to enter

their influence on European polities so as to aveft

wart we are now in the position that an alliance with

Russia may no longer serve to secure the peace, as it

would have done so easily in past years. The Nagis

1. Daily Ferald, 19 July 1939.
2. Spectater, 26 June, 21 July 19%.
3. Ibid., 7 July. 19%9. '

. New Statesman, 1 and 22 July 1939.
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may be now beyond rational calculation, and the
conclusion of an agreement between london and Moscow
the mere hastening of the fateful blow. This, of
course, is not to say that a pact should not be
- concluded, for if Hitler has decided for war, Britain,
Frence and Russia will still need each other's aid.
But it does mean that every delay in obtaining agree-
ment, from now or&a:ds, is more than ever to be
regretted. 1
A week later the Economist noted a further aspect of the delsy in the
negotiations. Having recognized that much of the deterrent value of a
pact was gone, the Economist voiced its concern that the major importance
of the negotiations lay not in the gain to be derived from its success,
if that should come, but rather from the ensuing disaster that their
failure would be. The consciousness of this possibility lay underneath
all subsequent Economist commentary on the negetiations.
Indeed, it is this sense of the danger, and possible humiliation of
a breakdown, that pervaded all press comments as the negotiatlons contimed.
Ard seemingly in response to this possibility, the Conservative press
especially, found the occasion for editorially reiterating assurances to
Géma.ny that British policy was not one of offensive encirclement, nor
did it invoivo Yautomatic hostility ... everywhere and in every respect."
Rather, British endeavours were directed towards ensuring equality of
negotiation for small states threatened by Germany. The Times, however,
insisted that Britain was still interested "to establish Anglo-German

relations on the basis of mutual confidence and good-will." The proviso

1. Economist, 1 July 1939.
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being, as usual, that Germany give up the use of force which it had
adopted in pursuing aims beyond the mere revision of the Versailles
Treaty..

Parallel with this reassertion of the basic principles of appeasement
diplomacy, inspired largely by lord Halifax's Chatham House speech on
29 June, Conservative jJournals especially, exhorted the Soviet Union to
make some token concession to further the negotiations. Some went so
far as to question the intention of the Soviets of at all desiring to
conclude an alliance. The Times introduced a dubious and sceptical tone
into its commentary on the negotiations. It claimed that "if the deten-
mination to do so is mutual ..." differences of detsil could be ironed out.2
The total burden of concession and compromise was now placed upon the
Soviets. The Daily Telegraph asserted that the view held in "responsible
British circles" was that "there should no longer remain any obstacle
towards achieving an agreement if the Moscow Govermment genuinely desires
"3

one. This note of questioning Soviet intentions was to grow stronger.
n 7 July again, a leading article recognised that "some quarters" in
Britain "have begun to hint at a suspicion that Russia does not really
desire an agreement...." But it was conceded that the latter had as
muich to gain as the Western Powers. It will be recalled that on 8 July
the Express had advocated that the negotiations be terminated. It
returned to them two days later to claim that the British themselves were
no more anxious for an alliance than the Soviets. It was obvious that

any enthusiasm the Isolationist press had for the negotiations had long

1. Times, 29 and 30 June, 4 August 1939.
2. Ibido’ ah‘ Jtme 19$o

3. Daily Telegrsph, 27 June 1939.
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gince been dissipated.

Yet enthusiasm still seems to have remained in some quarters.
Because of the seemingly stagnant natﬁre of the talks, the Daily Herald
urged a broad pact on agﬁﬁ points. However, seeing that the negotiat-
ions were "'under fire" from quarters expressing pessimism or advocating
a cession of talks, the Herald reiterated its loyalty to the basic course
of closer Anglo-Soviet relations. "It is mischief-making rubbish,"
retorted the Herald, "to suggest that Russia has lost interest in the
Peace Front." The leader eoncluded with a fervent plea that the

negotiators agree quiokly.l

muppointnont with the inserutable attitude of the U.8.S.R.}

confused by a complex, bewildering mass of details, (what the Times called
tho"curflous and almost baffling phase in the negotiations" ) and impatient
at the deadlock that had developed over a definition of "indirect aggression",
the preés began to accord the negotiations secomiary coversge. During
June, July, and early August, other issues dominated news coverages the
Thetis submarine disaster, the Royal visit to North America, the Tientsin
crisis, and the worsening situation in Danzig. The latter issue seemed
once sgsin to rivet attention upon Anglo-German relations. The announce-
ment of Lord Strang's mission in early June to ald Ambassador Seeds ;’m
Moscow, while generally approved, received desultory comment. Zhdanov's
article in Pravda on 29 June, harshly critical of Britain, did not rouse

the (pposition press to its usual chorus of criticism of the Prime

1. Deily Herald, 6 and 1i July 19%9.
2. Times, 20 July 1939.
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 Minister. Indeed the article "was hardly quoted.

 m2y July the ostensible morass into which the negotiations had
sunk seemed to disappear. Seeds informed Molotov of Britain's willing-
ness to proceed to ways and means of implementing the pact. Although a
definition of indirect aggression had not been agreed upon, it was hoped
that the politiecal aspects would be ironed out simultaneously with
discussions for a military convention. A Franco-British military mission
was duly dispatched to the U.S.S.R., arriving in Moscow on 11 Auéust.

The press followed these developments with a somewhat less than
enthusiastic demeanor. The announcement earned few editorials, fewer
‘headline notices, and little comment. The opening of military talks was
generally approved and interpreted as a sign that full and complete
agreement was forthcoming. Also, it was felt that progress was generally
being made, with few remasining differences. The Times commented that
"the ‘soldier may be able to smooth the path of the diplomatist."l But
even the usually sanguine Daily Herald felt compelled to warn against
undue optimism. The most that the (Guardian would venture was that staff
talks would serve to impress the German High Command with British resolution
and determination to ca hrough all its commitments. Otherwise, for
the early part of August, theincreasing tension over Danzig and concern
with Hitler's intentions preoccupied the press. [Editorial comments were
mostly directed towards reaffirmming Britain's detemmination to fulfil all
her commitments in Burope. Indeed, the Daily Telegraph's Berlin
correspondent reported that the "increasingly firmm attitude" taken by the
British press towards the crisis was evoking "eloquent 'indignation'™ in

German nemspa.pere:.2 Other British journals expressed concern as to

1.  Times, 3 August 1939.
2. z Telegraph, 19 August 1939.
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whether the Germasns were convinced of the changed atmosphere in Britain.
Fea.ré were also expressed on Britain'é exposed position, in view of the
half.finished nature of the peace front.l All‘ these considerations were

overshadowed by the headline news of 22-Awgast 1939.

3. THE SOVIET-GERMAN NON-AGGRESSION PACT

"An official communiqué in Berlin last night (i.e., Sunday, 20
Aﬁgust)' announced signature on Saturday of s new trade agreement between
Germany and Russia." The agreement provided for a German trade credit
to the U.S.S.R.%> This lackadaisical notice appeared in the daily press
on Monday, 21 August, in briefest, non-conspicuous form. The next day
headlines informed the British people of the imminent signature of a
Soviet-German non-aggression pact. The shock of this announcement was
not lessened by the fact that the British press with very few exceptions,
had not prepared public opinion for such a turn of events. 1Indeed, the
press was probably to a large extent guilty of insulating the public
by a rather nean.sighted treatment of Nazi-Soviet relations, and their
bearing on the Anglo-Soviet negotiations. |

It cannot be argued that the secrecy of Nazi-Soviet contacts
exonerates the press. (n the contrary. Reports of the movement of
German and Russian officials in Moscow and Berlin were constaﬁtly
publisheds The end of the anti-Bolshevist press cmpdgrz/égmany was

noticed, as well as the deletion of any anti.Soviet ‘propaganda in

1. Daily Herald, 21 August 1939; Manchester Guardian, 1 and 16 August 1939.
2. Ibid., 21 August 1939.
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several critiecal sp_pechea by Hitler in the Spring and Summer of 1939.
The press, too, noticed the ambiguous remarks on Nazi-.Soviet relations,
both in Stalin's speech on 10 March 1939 to the 18th Congress of the
C.P.8.U., and in Molotov's speech before the Supreme Council on 31 May 1939.
Finally, towards the end of June, a series of short notices appeared,
describing German attempts to reach a polificﬂ agreement with the
U.S.S.R. The rule seemed to have been 'to accord Nazi-Soviet relations
indifferent and unconcerned coverage. The one notable exception, before
turning to the reasons for this phenomenon, was the far-sighted attitude
of the New Statesman. |

For all its desii'e to see the Soviets included in Britain's defensive
schemes, the Statesman never lost sight of a possible Nazi-Soviet

rapprochement. Its immediate reaction in the post.Munich debate was to

predict a Soviet retreat into isolation. This possibility, buttressed
with continuous reports on Nazi-Soviet contacts, was brought to its
readers' attention throughout the Anglo-Soviet negotiations. Underlying
this focus was an assumption much of the press ignored. "Power politics,"
the Statesman explained, "may always override ideological differences,
and though Russia and Gemany are poles spart ... the immediate interests
of both Powers mey seem best served by a realistic agreement."l Hence,
when a Pact was announced on 2 August 1939, the Statesman was probably
the 1ea.$t surprised of all British journals. Its comments then weres

- why "indignation ...? Power politics is not a matter of Christian
morality but of self-interest."?

Strongly in contrast to this attitude were the approaches of three

1. New Statesman, 4 Febfuary 1939.
2, Ibid,, 2 September 1939.
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representative journals exhibiting the more short-sighted ﬁ.swa mentioned
above. Totally convinced of the identity of Russia's interests with the
Westerm powers, the Manchester Guardian did not miss the usual hints of
a possible Soviet.German rapprochement. However, it was here taken as
axiomatic that an alliance was "virtually impossible for political and
ideological reasons which make the antagonism between Cormunism and Nazi
Fascism fundamental and irroooneilablo."l Hence, all reports of the
contacts between Germany and Russia were treated as merely "flirtations"
to increase the bargaining value of Soviet proposals. An alternate
interpretation was to accuse the German Propaganda Ministry of trying to
disturb the negotiations be'bweén Britain a.nd-Rmssta.2

The dispatches of the Times foreign cerrespondents accorded intensive
coverage to the problem of Nazi-Soviet relations. Therein, it was
generally noted that Germany was attempting to promote the failure of the
tripartite talks. Also, it was argued that the Soviets were using "the:
bogy of a rggroohement.'. with Germany" to strengthen their negetiating
poas:'l.'t,:’..on.3 But it was emphatically asserted that "Russian suspicion of
ultimaete German aims" would ensure the failure of any rapprochement between
these two powers.u Aside from this, the Times could always assert that
Western civilization's bulwark against Bolshevism woﬁld never compound
with the enemy.

Thirdly, and finally, the coverage given by the Dally Herald was of

a totally different character. Its attitude and polic& to the U.S.S.R.

1. Manchester Guardian, 25 March 193%.
2, Ibid., 9 and 16 May 19%9.

3. Times, 24 July 19%.

. Ibid., 21 June 19%9.




SRS S N I

131.
were based on the assumption of Russia's commitment to a policy of

collective secur:lty.l

To the Herald the possibility of Socialist Russia
compourding with Nazi Germany was unthinkable. Hints of their mutual
siimishing - covered in most other journals -~ were here almost
totally ignored, or blandly termeds "“elumsy German pr«ap:mganda".2 The
most shocked, outraged and disillusioned of British journals, in late
August 1939, was undoubtedly the Daily Herald.

In the post-Munich period, the Iiberal, Labour, and Independent press
had observed that the Soviets might retire into isolation. Some, like
the Statesman, mentioned a possible bargain with Genﬁa.ny. However, it
was a commonly shared belief of the entire press during the tripartite
negotiations, that Russia would eventually come to terms with Britain and
France. Only after the outbreak of war was it generally accepted that

Russia would act purely in terms of nationsl self-interest.

The irmediate emotion gripping the press when faced with the startling
news was surprise and dismay. Indeed in retrospect, one notices that
the press ultimately reacted with dignity and strength - attuned more
to the needs of rallying opinion in a national crisis, than indulging in
recriminations or anti-Soviet invective. The reasons for this reserve
stems from an apparent Government directive. The Secretary of State
informed Ambassador Kemnard in Warsaws "Guidance being given to British
press is that report about Soviet-German non-aggression pact should be
treated with calm and reserve."3 The press generally obeyed with admirable

1. For extensive description, see above pp. 4-5.

2., Daily Herald, 1l May 1939.

3. Documents od British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, Third Series,
Vol. ViI, p.122,
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loyalty.

A statement issued by Tass and published in the press on Tuesday,
22 August, saids

‘After the conclusion of the Soviet-German trade and

credit agreement there arose the problem of improving

political relations between Germany and the U.S.S.R.

An exchange of views on this subject ... established

that both parties desire to relieve the tension in

their political relations, eliminate the war menacs,

and conclude a non-aggression pact. ol
The statement concluded, by announcing the impending visit of the; German
Foreign Minister, Von Ribbentrep, to Moscow. The Daily Express called
this "midnight news... sensational.® The Guardian termed it Ysurprising"®,
and “"completely unexpected." The Daily Herald, the most stunned of
British journals, rushed in a leader that called the news Mso staggering
as to appear hardly credible." It was described as “one of the most
astounding and shocking reversals of policy in history...." The leader
concluded by saying it was "a bigger betrayal of peace and of Eurcpean
freedom even than Munich." Both the Times and the Daily Telegraph
refrained from any editorial comment, as they ewaited more definite news.
The most the Telegraph would venture, was to notice the "completely
unexpected® nature of the announcement.

A day later, on Wednesday, 23 August, the British press displayed
the sense of courage and public service mentioned above., The Times
diplomatic correspondent remarked that the news "came as a surprise to

the country at large, but it has left public opinion entirely u.\'zme:m'ed.‘..."2

l. Quoted, Times, 22 August 1939. .
2, Ibid., 23 August 1939. Wrench, op.cit., p. 394, quotes an entry from
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Indeed, the headline story was given over to publicising the Government's
statement of the previous night. Therein, the Government had declared
that any Russo-German agreement would not affect Britain's obligations
to Poland. This note of resolution, and resolve to fulfil to the letter
British commitments, was struck in leaders of all the journals herein
anglysed. From Isolationist, to Conservative, to Opposition opinion,
it was everywhere commented upon that while both Russia and Germany no
doubt expected the rapprochement to break British resolve and force her
to sbandon Poland to another partition, the contrary had instead taken
place. With a unanimous voice the British press pledged support to
Chamberlain's Polish polioy.

Being still too early to estimate the precise nature a Russo-German
agreement would take when complete, the press on Wednesday, 23 August,
all vaguely hoped that an escape clause would be includedj that is, a
clause invalidating the pact should a German attack Be launched against
Poland. Some pointed out that Germany and Russia already had a non.
aggression pact, signed in 1926, renewed in 1931, and confirmed by Hitler
in 1933. However, any last hopes in the press for a less severe agree-
ment soon disappeared. The harsh reality of a Nazi-Soviet non-aggression
pact, signed on 23 August 1939, made the outlook seem "as black as ever. nl

ne of the points which the pi-ess seemed to dilate upon was what in
some views appeared to be the inconsistency of Soviet féroign policy.

Or, what the 'I:j.mes preferred to contemptuously terms "the twisting of the

the diary of Geoffrey Dawson, Editor of the Times, saying that the
impending pact "justified the suspicion of Russian good faithwhich some
of us had long held...."

1. Manchester Guardian, 28 August 1939.




13’4‘.

swastika into the hammer and sickle...."l The fact that Hitler had
always posed as Western civilization's bulwark against the spread of
commnism was noticed from time to time in British newspapers. As to
how seriously they took these claims can pérhaps never be exactly
est:l.mated.2 But it was one of the curious facets of the August pact
that several organs of the press took the occasion of referring to this
in their commentary. The Economist remsrked that one of the effects

of the treaty was that Hitler had thus, "lost his most powerful
propagandist weapon, his pose as the champion of civilization against
Bolshevist ¢:~.ha.os."3 " In a similar reference to this theme on 23 August,
the Express saw the pact as "a cynical exposure of the value of Germany's
word. By wooing the hated Russians," the Express continued, the Germans
prove that "they are- prepared to sacrifice their own ideals...." The
Express buttressed this editorial with a long article of quotations by
Stalin deriding Nazism, and by Hitler proclaiming Germany's function as
a bulwark against Commurism., The sudden right.about turn of "the leading
member of the anti-Comintern Pact", worried the Times as "strange alike
both to its friends and to its opponents.® The Times found it ”m&ra.']ly
damaging to the Nazi regime ... that it should turn suddenly to a Cm_rern.-
ment about which all its leaders have been scathingly contemptuous ...
and against whose machinations they used to claim that National-
Socialism was the one strong bulwark in the world. ntt Several times in

the following days this Conservative journal was to return to the same

1. Times, 25 August 1939.

2. For an assessment of the views of Dawson on this aspect of Nazi
Germany, see Wrench, op.cit., pp.362 and 376. -

3. Economist, 26 August 1939.

4. Times, 23 August 1939.
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theme. On 28 August, a long leader emphasized that the Russo-German
pact

eses has stripped the last rag of respectability from

the pretence that the holy mission of the Nazi system

wae to be the bulwark of eivilization against Bolshevism.
Other jmmals such as the Daily Herald, Manchester Guardian, and the
Spectator simply noted that the pasct had lost Germany the moral support
of Spain and caused consternation in Italy and Japan.

?ery fow ncwspaj:ers indulged in any anti-Soviet recriminations.
Some corments were made on the secretive nature of the Soviet-German
negotiations and their being conducted parallel with the tripartite talks.
One of the very few recriminations directed towards the U.S.S.R. at this
stage was the rather serious one as to Russia's responsibility for any
German moves towards Poland. The first consequence of the announcement
of the impending pact was seen to be that the international situation had
become more critical than it was before. By abandoning the peace front,
the Guardian claimed that Soviet action "may bring war on", and make it
easier for Germany to carry out her aggressive plans.l The Dally Herald
after venting its sense of outraged horror at the Soviet move claimed that
the timing of the pact could only be "a direct incentive" to a German
attack on 1=‘olan<;l.2 The Daily Telegraph and the Times suggested that the
pact included some provision for a Polish-partition. The outraged
.Economist stated flatly that the pact "enéourages the Nazis to go further
on thelr path of aggression", and makes it harder to stop them once in

motion. Continuing, the Economist called the tinmig of the pact tantamount

1. Manchester Guardian, 23 and 25 August 1939.
2. Daily Herald, 22 August 1939.
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to "provoking a world war".l Finally, the New Statesman, less shocked
than other journals, and tending to take a detached "I told you so" view,
interpreted the pact as bringing war "menacinply near®. The Statesman
preferred to lay the burden of guilt- upon the British Government. It
claimed that the past habit of Conservative cold-shouldering of the Soviet
Union, and the refusal of a "full Anglo-Soviet alliance when it was
honestly offered", had left the Soviets with only one choice - an under-
standing with Gemany.z

This latter observation impinges upon a final aspect of the press‘
reaction to the Russo-German pact. It concerns certain press inter-
pretations as to Stalin's motives and the possible sincerity of both Hitler
and Stalin in concluding the pact. ']hq New Statesman, the Manchester
Guardian, and the Daily Herald, notwithstanding their respective outbursts
of surprise and scorn, suggested that Stalin had been driven into this
course of action. In a variety of ways, the Soviets! "serious mistrust"
o? Chamberlain, the National Goverrment's exclusion of the U.S.S.R. from
the Munich conference, and its "eriminal hesitation" in negotiating with
the U,.S.S.R., were all brought forward to explain the Soviet reve;rso.l.3 '
But simltaneously, it seemed, especially to the Guardian and Herald (the
New Statesman took a more cynical stance), that the Nazi-Soviet pact was
incompatible with Stalin's previous denunciastions of German aims for
Buropean domination. To the Opposition press it seemed unbelievable,
if not foolhardy, that the Soviet Union should aid in the acceleration

of Gemany's military plans. The Guardian simply askeds "... what can

1. Eoconomist, 26 August 1939.
2. New Statesman, 26 August 1939.
3. Dally Herald, 22 August 19393 Manchester Guardian, 23 August 1939.
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it gain from such a policy?"l The Guardian's correspondents emphasized
on numerous occasions their bewilderment as to why the Soviets would sign
a pact with ’Gemarw, when they too, had seen the valuelessness of a
German-signed document. However, for the Daily Herald, the crucial
determinant was still pending., The Soviets, it claimed, had still a
choicet elther neutrality, or an occupation of Eastern Poland. On this
depended final judgement.Z

Several other journals seemed also concerned with the motives behind
the Soviet move, and in what direction Russia would take its next step.
The Conservative Times seemed undecided between two views. Firstly, it
envisaged the Soviets maintaining their neutrality, and remaining as long
as possible aloof from a European 'war.3 To this the Times had no speclal
objection, Or, secondly, the Times did have visions of a dynamic
expanding communism profiting from a protracted war. As early as 22
August, the Moscow correspondent cabled that Russia would remain a spectator
in a war, waiting to see how hostilities developed before committing her-
self to a definite course of action. A subsequent leader declared its
inability to fathom Stalin's "real intentions". But of one thing it
seemed positive, that the Soviet dictator was "in no hurry to fight against
aggression - or for anything at all, unless it be the spread of
Communism...."  Continuing in the same vein, two days later, a Times
leader claimed the Russians were most eager to keep "a free hand™ for

themselves. This, it was argued, was necessary, for "Russia ... wants

1. Manchester Guardian, 24 August 1939.
2, Daily Herald, 28 August 1939.

3. [Times, 24 and 25 August 1939.

4, Ibid., 24 August 1939.
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a long war ... which will produce the conditions for world revolt."
This initial attitude towards the U.S.S.R. was to be strengthened during
the forthcoming period of Soviet expansion.

Furthermore, the British press as a whole, was surprisingly sceptical
as to the durabllity, the Einding character, and sincerity of the Russo-
German rapprochement. This attitude, adopted at such an early stage, was
to be of decisive importance in the war years. For on the estimate of
the Russo-German pact and the precise nature of Soviet neutrality largely
depended the attitude each newspasper was to take towards Russia. To
most, it immediately seemed "inconceivable that Stalin should be ready to
stake the future of his regime on the Fuehrer's pmmise."l The conclusion
generally arrived at was that any agreement between Russia and Germany
would not necessarily be binding. As Harold Nicolson observed, in an
article in the Telegraph, the pact, while temporarily advantageous to both,
would be a long range source of uncertainty and distrust. As emphasis,
he quoted Hitler's famous remarks to the effect that a Russo-German
alliance would mean a second world war and the end of Gemumy.2 Any
agreement between Germany and Russia, bringing the former country closer
to the Soviet frontier puzzled the Daily Express as well. Whereupon, it
observed that "Stalin mistrusts Hitler as much as Hitler mistrusts Stalin."
Both, the Express opined, have concluded a pact with very good reasm’x.3

It is this note of scepticism, and cynieism as to the ultimate value
of the German-Soviet rapprochement that seemed to characterize the press'

attitude to the events of 23 August 1939.

1. Economist, 26 August 193%9.

2. Daily Telegraph, 30 August 1939.
3. Dally Express, 24 August 1939.
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CHAPTER SIX

1. INTRODUCTION

Having reaffirmed their support for Poland, and offered their
respective comments on the Soviet-Nazi pact, it was evident that the
attention of the press had shifted very swiftly and dramatically. "The
shock of the Rnsso.German treaty of non-aggression is over...", the Daily
Telegraph had declared editorially on 29 August 1939. The Times commented
approvingly on "the remarkable sense of national steadiness and solid-
arity...."l Very rapidly the press adjusted to the new diplomatic
situation, and focused all its attention on the Eurcpean crisis that
would lead in a matter of days to the outbreak of war. But the attitudes
of British neﬁspapers to the dilemma of Anglo-Soviet relations had
changed, and was to change vastly.

The purges and terrorism can be sald to have destroyed any illusions
some British newspapers entertained as to the Socialist experiment in
Russia. "Where is the humanity, the imagination, the statesmanship,"
lamented the Liberal Guardian, "which tirenty years ago launched the
greatest country in the world into the greatest experiment in lf::lS'l:c:u."y?"2
The Nazi-Soviet pact and Stalin's wartime foreign policy were declsive in
destroying a second belief. It had alwsys been a tenet of Iiberal and
Labour press opinion especially, that Soviet conduct in foreign affairs
had been farthest removed from "power politics™ and was a model of support

for a "system of permanent international order with a clear moral basis

1. Times, 28 August 1939.
2. Manchester Guardian, 10 March 19739.
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of equal rights befere the law...."1 She was the power most wedded in
public declarations to support for the League and collective security.

As a "force for Peace in international relations," plotting no wars of
aggression, “a defensive, not an offensive force...", Russia had earﬁed
a reputation in the Iiberal and Labour press as being "in sharp distinctien
from these other I)ici'.aﬁl‘.m»:sh:l.ps;...."2 Farthermore, Russia had been

fimmer and more outspoken on behalf of honesty in

international affairs than any other Great European

Power; better than any of their Governments she had

expressed the view of the ordina,x"y decent man and

woman., She had addressed Gemany with ... distinct-

.ive bluntness.... She has denounced Hitler's action -

as 'arbitrary, violent and aggréssive'....B
These convictions had been instrumental in shaping the crusading zeal
with which the Iiberal and Labour press had urged closer Anglo-Soviet
collaboration during the Czech crisis and an Anglo-Soviet alliance in
1939, It was not without influence in converting certain Conservative
and Isolationist newspapers to support temporarily an Anglo-Soviet alliance.u
During the negotiations a leading article in the Times commenteds "What-
ever criticism may be heard ... of Soviet methods and outlook, military
aggression is an international crime against which the U.S.S.R. has set

its face as resolutely as any of the Western democraeies."5 That the

1. % z Harald, ZLI- Hay 19%0
»20 Ibido, 21 Jlmary 19$0
3. Msnchester Guardian, 20 March 1939. :

4o The case of the Dally Telegraph and the Daily Express is discussed
above, pp.103-108,

5e Dmes, 4 May 1939.
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Soviet Uniori could be an addition te the peace front - however unknown
its military strength or political stability -~ had a most convineing
ring. |

For the Conservative press, however, the August pact and the Russo-
Finnish war served to confim prior convictions, both as to the nature of
Stalin's regime and international communism.  The Times was of the opinion
during the Anglo-Soviet negotiations, that "notwithstanding Mr. Chamberlain's
protestations of freedom from ideological prejudice, the capitalist and
Soviet worlds regard each other with a mutual suspicion which time has
hot diminished...."l It was this journal's belief that the nature of
isolation Soviet leaders had imposed upon themselves, their secretiveness
and ideological complexion, naturally bred "suspicions and misunderstand-
.’mgs."‘2 Soviet foreign policy in the coming months was to confirm many
of these bheliefs.

The conclusion of the Russo-German pact - Dbar the unorthodoxy and
secretive technique - rankled deeply. CObviously, the move transformed
press attitudes to the U.S.S.R. It was recognized by most that Stalin
would act exclusively on nationalistic, non-ideological bases, guided
only by Russla's strategic interests. That this was to take the form of
expansion, rounding out Rﬁssia's historie borders, was the new phenomenon
the press was called on to report.

. There are two contingencies that must be mentioned by way of preface.
Both reflect on the conditions under which the press' attitude to the
U.S.S8.R. must be examined. 'The first, concerns the changed nature of the

press in wartime. While a complex topic in itself and one the press

1. Times, 22 May 19%9.
2. Ibid., 25 May 19%9.
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regularly discussed, suffice it to note that wartime econditions restricted
in some degree its freedom. Hence, its coverage of Anglo-Soviet
relations, while,no doubt indicative largely of each newspaper's attitude,
would have to be tempered by the exigencies of Government policy. (ne
such instance as early as 23 August has already been citod.l It is
similarly possible to assert that the Govermment's desire in September
and October 1939 to maintain friendly relations with the U.S.S.R. and re-
establish trade activity, necessarily tempered the remarks of the press
on the Soviet occupation of Polarnd and partial occupation of the Baltiec.
During the Russo-Finnish war no similar restraints seem to have been
exercised. The second reflection that needs to be noted was that for
the second time within a year, the activitles of the Soviet Uniony her
motives, strategy, and policy, became a topic of prime concern to the
press. With the period of the "phoney war" in the west, providing little
newsworthy material, the sudden reassertion of an expansionist Russia

occupied the attention of correspondents and leader writers.

2., SOVIET EXPANSIONs POLAND AND THE BALTIC

Daring f.ho first fortnight of September 1939, the press noticed the
general strengthening of Soviet defences on the Polish-Soviet frontier.
This was treated calmly in the reports of Moscow correspondents. They
emghasized its essentially defensive character and explained that the
measures were precautionary. 'The explanation offered was the swift

German advance through Poland and the approach of these forces to the

1. See above p.131.




Soviet frontier. No credence was given to the notion that the Soviets
intended to take the offensive as a partner in a Russo-German military
alliance. The emphasis was on the essential pose of detachment and calm
assurance that the Soviets had assumed in face of hostilities. On 15
September it was noticed that for the first time the Soviet press was
adopting a hostile attitude to Poland, denouncing the Polish treatment of
minorities, and alleging violations of Soviet air space. But the Daily
Express and the Dsily Telegraph asserted that no "carve up" of Poland
was in the offing, The Telegraph on 16 September 1939 reported that
Japan and Russia had reached an smistice agreement along the entire
Manchukuoan and Outer Mongolian borders.

(n 18 September 1939 the main news pages of the British press head-
lined the Red Army's march into Eastern Poland. In the early morning of
17 September a new partition of Poland had begun. Many newspapers did
not initially spare their descriptive adjectives of abuse. The Soviet
action was characterisz as "cowardly", "murder", "dastardly", "imperialiat",
"rape", "stab in the back", etc. Interestingly, the ILiberal and Labour
pPress were more given to condemnation than other Jjournals. What
characterized the derision of the Dally Herald was the note of bittér
disgppointment at the Soviet betrayal of principle. Her conversion to
power politics and a policy of territorial aggrandizement was condemned.
Russia, commented a Herald leader on 18 September, "which might have set -
which we once all believed would set - an example to the whole world in
social justice and international fair dealing embarks upon war for the
naked purpose of territorial gain." The leader continued by deseribing
Soviet action as "clothed in phrases struck directly from the Nazi mint."

Other newspapers similarly equated Soviet and Nazi techniques. The
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Guardian, like the Herald, was stirred to a violent condemnation of

Soviet "imperialism"., "Is Stalin's policy, then," asked the Guardian,
in tones reminiscent of Conservative journals, "to aveid war but to
make profit out of the victims of war so that Russia will prosper while
all aound her the nations are wasted by ruinous strife? It would not
be a pretty policy for the first Socialist State, but why was Catherine
called the Great?"l A Guardian correspondent perhaps best summed up
the state of the former pro-Soviet press when he commented that the
"friends of modern Russia ... are silenced".’

| The Conservative attitude was no less forthright in condemning the

Soviet march nto Poland. Nor could they wef¥sifi remarking on the obvious
pained embarrassment to those quarters who once balievedA "that Russia was
- to be distinguished from her Nazl neighbour ... by the principles and
purposes behind her foreign policy."3 But there was a ready disposition
to analyse some of the implications of the Soviet move. And many news-
papers cbncluded, .that however disastrous to Poland and embarrassing to
the A]J.ies, there ias yet no need to assume "that the new move is
necessarily to the disadvantage of the Allied cause."b’

As to the position of Britain in relation to the events in Eastern
Europe, the press supported the British Government statement on 19
September. It asserted that the Russian attack was unjustified, and
that while the "'full implication of these events'" was "ot yet

apparent'™, Britain was determined to fulfil her obligations to Poland and

1. Manchester Guardian, 18 September 1939.
2. Ibid.

3. Times, 18 September 1939.

4. Dally Express, 18 September 1939.
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1 None of the- newsp;apers herein

prosecute the war against Germany.
analysed, suggested that Britsain break off diplomatic rélations, let alone
declare war on Russia. The latter move, it was generally apprecisted,
would not save Poland and would throw Russia into alliance with Germany
- an event obviously to be avoided.

But if the press was wary of forcing Russia into the German camp,
there was now available a clearer assessment of Nazi-Soviet relations.
At the time the Nazi-Soviet pact was signed, it was suggested in a limited
number of journals that a partition of Poland had been agreed upon.
Fewer still suggested that the Baltic and the Balkans had also been
divided. With this occupation of Eastern Poland, it was assumed definitely
that the Soviets wanted "to make sure of the territories promised her
under the Russo-German Agreement.”z The Daily Telegraph was sure "that

some quid pro quo was arranged".3 The Daily Herald and the New Statesman

now felt certain of a secret annex to the August pact.l" The Guardian
called -the invasion "the price paid by Germany for the Russian pact."5
The realisation then, that Russia and .Gemmy had divided the spoils,
destroyed the last illusions any journal may have entertained that Stalin
had opted for a policy of isolation. The Iiberal and Labour press began
to suggest that Stalin was pursuing a new policy of "impezd.aiism".

While the Conservative press noted apprehensively, that this action was
the first westward move by the Red Army in more than a decade.

1. Quoted, Llewellyn Woodward, British Foreign Poliocy in the Second
World War (London, 1962), p.7.

2. Times, 18 September 1939.

3. Deily Telegraph, 18 September 1939.

4. Deily Herald, 18 September 1939; New Statesman, 23 and 30 September 1939.
5. Manchester Guardian, 18 September 1939. ‘
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The return of Russia to Eastern Europe, her reassertion as the
dominax;t factor in the politics of that area while condemned was, as
menticned, seen as not totally without benefit. It was firstly argued
that Russia's response was precipitated by the swift advance of the German
army before the rapidly crumbling Polish resistance. As a result, it was
generally commented upon, that the phenomenon of the Red Army facing the
Wehrmacht was "ultimately ... proearious."l And in this the press seemed
to derive some comfort. Furthemmore, it was also pointed out, that there
was now a Soviet presence in Esstern Europe, necessitating the stationing
of considerable German troops on that :t'rcmt.2 The Economlist added the
further observation that Russia now held the balance in Eastern Europe.
She had, in effect, replaced Britain as Germany's Balkan opponent.
Ultimately, the Economist contended, Russia was in a position "to challenge
Nazi Germany's dominance in the Baltic.®> But it was on the Siegfried
ILine that the Spectator asserted the ultimate fate of Poland would be
decided.” |

The third observatlion made by the press was a reiteration -~ though
now with some dissenting volces -~ of the belief in the basie conflict
of interests between Stalin and Germany. As in August, the press seemed
puzzled that Stalin would allow a powerful Germany to be entrenched at his
doorstep. "How long will it be,"® asked the Daily Express on 23 September,
"before the greedy eyes of the great man in Berlin turn again to the

Ukraine wheatfieldst® The clear antagonism between Soviet and German

1. Deily Telegraph, 18 September 1939.

2. Eoonomist, 23 September 1939; Daily Express, 18 September 1939.
3. Ibid., 23 September, 7 October 1939.

4. Spectator, 22 September 1939.
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interests was also noticed in the Iiberal and Labour press. The Daily
Herald, while admitting its ignorance of the degree of collaboration
between Germany and Russia felt that "almost certainly a deep suspicion
of each other exists." Any agreement between the two, it added which
"has no basis in morality, geography, ethnology or economics ... will not
endure."l The 'ﬁ.me.s, at this point venting its animosities tqthe fullest,
claimed the pact rested "upon nothing but the honour that is said to
prevall among thieves."?

Notwithstanding these general expressions of doubt as to the sincerity
or durability of the NazigSoviet pact, first voiced in late August, the
ease of the Soviet move, the clear, effortless benefits accruing thereby,
impressed many newspapers. It was pointed out by the Times that the
strong position of the Soviet Government enabled them to extract the

3

utmost concessions. For the foreseeable future, the Daily Telegraph
noted, "the interests of the two dictatorships run parallel, and there is
no reason to suppose that they are not resolved, for the present, to
observe their pledges to each ot.her.""L The Eoconomist, likewise opined,
that while the relations between "the Nazi lion and the Bolshevik jackal
are clearly not those of mutual trust ...",5 Stalin

may see a way of resolving to hls own advantage the

German-Russian conflict of interests in Eastern Europe,

by giving the Germans what appear to them to be his

substantial support and goodwill.6

1. Daily Herald, 19 and 23 September 1939.
2. Times, 19 September 1939. ,
3. Ibid.

4. Daily Telegraph, 29 September 1939.

5. Economist, 23 September 1939.

6. Ibid., 30 September 1939.
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The Economist expected Stalin to continue echoing his gratitude to Germany.

On the whole, a variety of condemnatory remarks on the Soviet
Government's policy were voiced. But there was also an awareness that
there could be no question of breaking off relations. The situation was
still seen to be one of great fluidity, especially as to Nazi-Soviet
relations. At the same time as Mollov brosdcast the rationalization for
the invasion of Poland, he reiterated the Soviet desire to maintain a
neutral status. To the press, anxious to unravel the Soviet enigma, the
prime question of which was still the exact degree of collaboration Russia
was to offer Germany, ﬁolotov's declaration of neutrality came as a welcome
relief. As the Economist so astutely contendeds

Our position is not so strong that we can gratuitously ..~

make enemies. The probability is that Hitler and Stalin

are pursuing not merely different, but irreconcilable

ends, and it would be foolishness on our part to throw

them into each other's ams.l
The New Statesman, the Daily Herald, and the Daily Express argued emphatically
along the seme lines. All agreed that the Soviets were pursuing a policy
of self-interests opportunistic, non-ideological, independent of any
single power, and guided exclusively by the exigencies of Soviet strateglc
requirements. A conclusion of this nature was indeed a major development,
in contrast to such attitudes as the Iiberal and Labour press had previously
supported.

It is significant, therefore, that Ribbentrop's visit to ’Hoscow on

27 September to conclude a treaty with Russia, while highly publicised in

1. Economist, 30 September 1939.
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the press as all Soviet activities were at this point, generally aroused
no surprise, nor did the reshlts serve to alter accepted conclusions.
A Russo-German treaty, signed on 28 September,

established friendly relations b;tween the two States on

the basis of protecting their territorial gain against third

parties. The Soviet Government promised to give Germany

econcmic support and to consult with her regarding measures

to be taken if Great Britain and France refused to bring -

the war to an end.l

The latter provision to consult left most newspapers unimpressed.
It was felt that the situation had not materially altered; with Stalin
still withholding from a military alliance with Germany and leaving his
\'hands exceedingly :E‘ree.2 The Conservative press seemed confimmed in its
opinion "that Hitlerism and Communism are two names for the same
opportunist c::-eed."3 But it was equally conceded that there was no
real issue on which Russian and Allied interests clashed. The few voices
of caution merely suggested that the "Russo-German entente is very real."b’
The New Statesman on 30 September advised that the possibility of an
alliance was an open question, the answer to which would depend on British
policy. "Relations with Stalin," declared the Times, "will be decided
by events as and when they disclose his own intentions, still far from

clear." It added that both Britain and France would pursue a "policy of

1. WOOdward, OE. cito, po?o

2. Times, 30 September 19393 Economist, 7 October 1939; Daily Herald,
30 September 1939.

3. Dally Telegraph, 30 September 1939.
L. Manchester Guardian, 30 September 19739.
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refusing to sllow 'ideological' differences to influence diplomatic
relations...."l Whereas the Times had sald this during the Anglo-
Soviet negotiations, it probably carried more conviction in conditions
of warfare. Agaln, the conclusions generally suggested that Soviet
Russia, pre-eminent in eastern Europe, and pursuing a policy of self-
interest and "impenalism" was, however, tending to a neutrality whose
axact future course was still unclear. Churchill spoke for a wide
section of the press when he broadcast on 1 October. He characterized
Soviet policy as "a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma. But

perhaps there is a key. That key is Russian national interess’(:.."2

Aside from the Red Army's occupation of part of Poland, several
events further helped shape an emerging press attitude to Soviet policy
and a picture of her intentions. The acceptance of that dynamic presence
in Eastern Europe was conditioned in part by Russia's strategic consolid-
ation in the Baltic. : .

In June and July 1939, the press had vigorously defended the
inviglability of small states' rights. With the outbreak of war, they
enumerated as one of Britain's war aims, the right of small nations to an
existence free from the threat of force. Towards the end of September
and in iearly October, simultaneously with the conclusion of treaty
arrangements with Germany, Soviet diplomacy was active in the three
border states of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania. It was realized, as

the Guardian pointed out on 9 October, that since the Nazi-Soviet pact

1. Times, 30 September 1939.
2. Churchill, op.cit., p.753.
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and the partition of Poland shattered the balance of power in Eastern
Europe, the bads of the Baltic States'! independence had been undermined.
The Times on 11 October referred to the fulfilment of Russia’s "ambitions
similar to those which leaked out during the abortive Anglo-Soviet
negotiations in Moscow." But -it did concede some such move was "almost
inevitable" in the present conditions. Within a short period, lLatvia,
Estonia and Iithuania yielded to Russia naval, air, and military bases.
These moves were greeted by the press as yet another manifestation of
Soviet "imperialism". ‘They were interpreted as further proof that
Germany and Russia had agreed upon a division of the spoils, Stalin was
characterized in the Conservative and Opposition press as a "new Peter
the Great%, attempting a restorationd Tsarist RJssia.l Reports also
ominously emphasized the anxiety felt in the Seandinavian States with
"Soviet blackmail diplomatc:y".2 Finally, great play was made, especially
after the repatriation of the German Balts was announced, with the
extravagant pfice Ribbentrop had paid for Soviet neutrality; in effect,
the total surrender of Gemany's position in the Baltic.3

It was seen, however, that these latest moves were essentlally
protective positions. They could ensure that in case of hostilities
the Soviet fleet would not be bottled up in Kroenstadt. The Daily Herald
claimed that Soviet activities in the Baltic were "intended as a check to
the Nazis..." and that "the Westward advance of Russia looks more menacing

to Germany everyday. o me Guardian, on 30 September, merely noted

1. Dally Herald, 20 September 19393 Iimes, 5 October 19393 Daily
Telegraph, 30 September, 16 October 1939.

2, Dally BExpress, 7 October 19393 Spectator, 13 October 1939.

3. Daily Telegraph, 10 October 1939; Times, 14 October 19393 Daily
Herald, 30 September 1939. '

4. Dailly Herald, 2 snd 10 October 1939.
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ominously that there were now two naval powers in the Baltic. While
the Economist claimed that "the U.S.S.R. 1s now in a position to challenge

Nazi Germany's dominance in the Baltic."l

A final point that did not
escape attention, was that Estonia and Lativia, while in effect reduced to
the status of a "dependenoy" or "protectorate", had retained a nominal
independence, and had also escaped a Bolshevigation program. On this
point, the Times, the Economist and the Spectator expressed their
satisfaction. |
| A second event to help clarify Soviet intentions was the reinstitution
of Anglo-Soviet trade negotiations interrupted by the outbreak of war.
On 11 October 1939, it was announced that an agreement had been concluded
to exchange Russian timber for British rubber and tin. The press
welcomed the agreement as keeping open economic relations between the two
countries. It was interpreted as signifying Russia's need for trade and
capital goods, reports of which the Economist had earlier interpreted as
"one guarantee of Soviet non.intervention. n2 The strengthening of
Britain's blockade of Germany by this move was universally commented upon
with approval. |

Finally, two speeches delivered by Molotov, one to the Supreme
Council of the U.S.S.R. on 31 October 1939, the other on 6 November 1939,
to celebrate the 22nd Anniversayry of the Bolshevik Revolution, received
feature coverage by the British press. 1Indeed, as the Daily Telegraph
on 1 November commented, the Soviet Uniqn was "so great and potent a
factor in world affairs" that it would be "impossible to ignore the

utterances of those who proclaim her opinions and intentions.” What was

1. Economist, 7 October 1939.
2. Ibid.
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espedislly emphasized, and underlined with much satisfaction, was Molotov's
reiteration of Russia's intention to pursue a neutrality policy with "a
free hand in international affairs®. The Daily Telegraph in its leader
entitleds "Russia looks After Herself", claimed that "the kernel of the
much~heralded speech™ was the declaration of neutrality. The rest was
dismissed as "solemn nonsense" and "lip-service" to Gemmany. The
Spectator conmenteds "The passage that rings truest in the speech is.
the one insisting on Russia's neutrslit.y."l The Economist, added the
further relevant point that while satisfied with Molotov's reassurance,
nonetheless, Soviet policy was benevolent towards Gemany.z However, it
was also generally noticed, that if in tone the speech was hostile to
Britein and France, Gemany could derive little satisfaction. While
giving their verbal support to Germany, the Soviets still held back from

a military alliance.

3. INTERIM JUDGEMENT

After more than two months of analysing the dynamics of the Nazi-

Soviet rapprochement, its comple:é!.ties, possible variations and future

course, the press agreed on essentials but differed with regard to the
impact the August pact had individually produced. It was generally agreed
that the Soviets were most definitely intent on pursuling a policy of
neutrality. It was further conceded that the Soviets would continue

their policy of "enlightened self-interest" the benefits of which seemed

1. Spectator, 3 November 1939.
2. Eeconomist, 4 November 1939.
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clearly visible . the progressive expansion of Soviet influence.
But these goals would be pursued with an eye to continued friendship with
Ge:ﬁany. In the words of the Daily Heralds "The Russo-German association
is no 1ove-;match, but a marriage of convenience.":l Stalin intended to
stay married. Or, as the Times first pointed out, Stélin, while
continuing to look after his own interests, was pursuing a policy of
German appeasement; the abandorment of which the foreseeable future
held no hope. Most journals agreed with this realistic and not at all
optimistic appreciation of Nazi-Soviet relations. Two months of war had
seemed to confirm these opinions initially veiced in late August 1939.

Where the press divided was on its estimate of Soviet foreign policy
per se. Stalin's role as a "new Peter the Great" meant different things
to the Conservative and Opposition press respectively, For the Conservative
press, the opportunism of Stalin was motivated by "a combination of
Commnism and the expansionist policy of the Tsa.rs."2 Stalin, it was
here argued, was prepared to be "Nationalist or Intemational_l.ist, Tsarist,
Pan.Slavist, or Pacifist as the circumstance of the moment prompts him -
though through it all runs the und'eviating purpose of increasing Russian
influence and spreading Comum.n:i.stu."3 It is this latter element that
constituted the essential anxiety of the Conservative press. The Times
on 30 September claimed "as an axiom that Moscow's ultimate aim is the
propogation of a Bolshevist revolution in Europe." Almost alone of the
British press it filled columns with descriptions of Russia's Bolsheviz-

ation of Polandt plundered churches,confiscated property, and the murder

l.. Daily Herald, 7 October 1939.
2., Times, 9 November 1939.

3. Ibid.
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of the Polish nobility. The "proteotorate" over the Baltlic was reoeived
rmildly, as Russia had here delayed her Bolshevization program. What also
worried Conservative leader mters was the fear that a defeated Germany
would prove a ready victim for a Bolshevik conqﬁest. Hitler, through
his pact with Stalin, had given the head to a westward move by Russia into
the "very heart of East-Central Europe, with consequences which no one
can as yet gauge."l The most feared consequence was a defeat of Germany
with the resultant political vacuum into which Russia would step.
Therefore, it was to be concluded thats

The bloc between a Soviet Russia and a Nazi Germany, which

is 1ikely to represent a very uncertain alliance, seems less "

to be feared than a bloc between a Soviet Russia and a Soviet

Germany, which would follow a Bolshevist revolution in the

latter country.2
In contrast, the preoccupation of Iiberal and Labour joumal$ centered
on the dilemma resulting from their previous ideoclogical sympathy with
Soviet policy, and now strained by the Hitler-Stalin agreement., Thelir
concern was not a Bolshevist BEurope. It was assumed that Stalin was
pursuing a nationalistic policy aimed at securing an "iron belt" around
the U.S.S.R. "It is doubtful," claimed the New Statesmsan, ™shether
Russia 1s stll]l a force making for revolutionary change beyond her own
borclers."3 The Conservative press would obviously disagree. However,
what distressed the Opposition press was not an imperialism under which

"Jews and landless peasants will gain by coming under Russian z'ule."}"P

1. Times, 26 September 1939.

2, Ibid., 30 September 1939. See too, Daily Telegraph, 27 November 1939.
3. New Statesman, 11 November 19739.

4. Ibid,
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Rather it was the hint of this "lust for power" which was seen as a new
development. What made the dilemma more acute was that this new turn
of events contrasted so sharply with past professions of Soviet statesmen
"... it is distressing," wrote the Guardian, and the Herald would have
agreed, "to read these astonishing statements by Soviet leaders who so
recently spoke for international justice and urged resistance against acts
of aggression. wl After two months of intens;ve Soviet activity, the
Opposition press recognized that Stalin had shaken off what the Statesman
referred to as "the idealistic elements of Socialism." However, :-

reconciliation did not immediately follow that recognition.

1. Manchester Guardian, 7 November 1939.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

1. O SH W. December 1 - Mareh 1940

What especially rankled all sections of press opinion, though for
different reasons as explained asbove, was the continued manifestation of
the "new Soviet imperialism". The Russo-Finnish war (December 1939 -
March 1940) placed a heavj strain on the attitudes thus far assumed towards
i:he Soviet Union. A reaction, highly emotional in conteht, almost led
the press to a total reversal. The Spectator shrewdly observed that
Rassia's "erime breaks as a climax of turpitude and treachery on minds
already lacerated by the successivo rapes of Austria, Czechoslovakia
 and Poland."l A11 the resentment felt against the Soviet Government
for the August pact, so long restrained, was enflamed by this action
against Finland. Seldom previously had the reputation of the U.S.S.R.
sunk lower in the esteem of the British press; seldom was Bolshevist, Russia's
notoriety and infsmy as the outlaw power equalled, as during the Winter
war. The sbsorption of White Russia and the Ukraine could be condoned,
admitting they were a racial part of the Russian family. The treatment
of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia could, too, be overlooked, if the polite
fiction of their continued independence was accepted. But in the Finnish
case, themress seemed to draw a line of resistance, and to hold Stalin
to his favourite maxim of foreign policys "'We want not a single foot
of anybody's land. 2 ‘

The tone for press coverage of the October and November 1939, Russo

1. Spectator, 8 December 1939.

2. Quoted, Isaac Deutscher, Stalin, A Political Biography (London, 1949),
p. 438. ‘



159.

Finnish negotiations was set as early as 7 October. Most newspapers
carried reports of a Rome broadcast claiming that the Finns had refused
Soviet terms. 'The press took note and extended its sympathy and verbal
support to the spectacle of "little Finland see standing up to Stalin."l
Alongof all the Baltic States, the Finns seemed to excite the press with
their resistance to Russian claims. It was early agreed that the Finns
would be "a harder mut to crack than the other Baltic countries."‘z'

Finland's position was stressed as being unique. It was noticed
that she was part of the northern Scandinavian neufrality bloe, and that
all her political, historical, and cultural connections were with Western
Burope. "If Russia thinks it can treat Finland as a Baltic State,"
warned the Times on 9 Octobwe#, "it will cause a violent reaction ... all
over the civilized world...." Furthemmore, behind Finland's desire to
maintain her neutrality and unrestricted right of self-determination, the
press emphasized that she could count on support from varying sources.
U.S. diplomatic intervention, the sympathy of western Europe, the moral
support of Sweden - material aid was termed problematical - and also, the
understanding of Great Britain were enumperated. As to the latter point,
the press retained a significant reticence. (n one extreme, the Daily
Express almost totally ignored the impending crisis. On the other, the
most the Times would offer was that "in the political object of maintain-
ing her independence ... Great Britain sees eye to eye with F‘irxla.nc'l...."3
It was also emphasized by the press that given Finland's geographical

location and the adverse climatic conditions of winter, the country was

1. Dally Express, 9 October 1939.
2, Dally Herald, 12 October 1939.
3. Times, 10 Ootober 1939.
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well situated to offer more than token resistance to attack. But, it
was equally admitted, that Finland could not hope to hold out against
aggression on a large scale. Finally, it was remarked, that any Soviet
incursion into Finland would clearly brand the U.S.S.R. as an aggressor
nation. The Dally Herald, visibly fearful of such a move, stated
bluntlys "no dialectics sabout the meaning of the concept aggression can
excuse an attack upon a country so peaceable ... as Finland."l Most
newspapers agreed wholeheartedly.

The Soviet attack on Finland opened 30 November 1939. The reaction
in the British press showed a marked similarity in all extremes.
Chamberlain himself noted that Stalin's move "'provoked far more indignation .
than Hitler's attack on Poland, though it was no worse morally.... m2
Indeed, the press violently and emotionally denounced the attack in a
crescendo of abuse, scorn and vilification. Seldom had the British press
raised itself to such a fever pitch, to indulge in such venomous,
vituperative epithets of condemnation. While descriptive and interesting,
in the present context they can largely be passed over in silence. What
they reveal, in a moment of emotional laxity, is the intensity of feelings
the animosity, disappointment, or hatred that the Soviet Union stood
capable of arousing in the British press.

The Conservative Times used the Russo-Finnish war for a remarkable
outpouring of anti-Bolshevist sentiment. The Times eviden;:ed this step
as further proof of "Bolshevist aggressiveness", and added as support the

Vatican concern with "the threat of a new advance by Communism in Em:-ope."3

1. Dally Herald, 4 November 1939.
2, Quoted, Feiling, op.cit., p.427.
3. Times, 1 December 1939.
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The attack was characterized as a "coldly calculated crime", proving
conclusively that the "inask" that the Soviet represented "political
idealism" was finally smashod.l Finally, the Times, as did the entire
press, emphasized the fidelity with which Stalin had copled Nazi techniques
of aggression. The Daily Telegraph was equally outspoken in denouncing
Soviet "imperialism" and Stalin's "brutal and unconscionable technique of
aggression. "Gallant unoffending little Finland", "stunned and bleeding",
was portrayed as "holding the outer ward of the fortress of civilization
against a storming seige of barbarism.® Finland, claimed the Telegraph,
rather descriptively, was threatened by “the ambition of tyrants and the
fanaticism of a savagery hating all that has given more than brute value
to human lit.fe....""a While the vehemence of the denunclation was readily
apparent, the T'elegraph was not at all blinded to some of the more
interesting contingencies and implications of the Winter war.3

The Daily Express, almost alone of the newspapers, ignored the
negotiation crisis, until the actual attack on 30 November 1939. There-
upon, the Express leader writer supplied the appropriate denunciation to
the effect that "Stalin has out-Hitlered Hitler," having "apéd the
savagery of Hitler's Poligh campaign at its worst." Having thus condemned
the "blood lust" of Stalin, the Express immediately focused its attention
elsewhere. Whlle news coverage reported the war, editorial silence was
only broken to repeat the need for British non-involvement.

Probably the most painful dilemma belonged to Britain's Labour and
Liberal press. Until November 1939, they had tried with varying degrees

1. Times, 20 December 1939.

2. Daily Telegraph, 30 November, 2 and 23 December 1939.
3. See below P 164,
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of success to rationalize Stalin's activitiesy to leave him with some
particle of the principles they had so passionately attributed to Russia's
foreign policy. The Russo-Finnish war totally destroyed their conception
of the U.S.S.R., as pursuing a principled foreign policy. "We live in
a jungle," oried the New Statesman as it saw the Soviets intent upon
"national expansion and power politios."l The Manchester Guardian
paralleled Stalinist to Nazi diplomacy, and contrasted Litvinov's and
Molotov's foreign policies; a contrast it imputed to that between.
principled morality and realgoiitik respectively. The Daily Herald was
- glso aghast at the spectacle of Soviet Russia pursuing an "'Imperialist
War'" for "reasons of power politics". It deplored the subordination of
small states' rights to strategic exigencies. This move was rejected
as "the philosophy of the old imperialism and the new Nazism. "2 Yhatever
Soviet x‘uotives were, claimed the Herald, "there can be no defence for it
which will convince any sincere Socialist. We have not fought against
the immorality of power politics at home," continued a leader on 1
December, "to acquiesce in these policies abroad because they are adopted
by a dictatorship which once seemed as though it might provide a Socialist
model for the world." The leader concludeds "The Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics is dead. Stalin's new lmperialistic Russia takes
its place." By this aggressive move, Stalin had alienated "the affection
and respect of the world.wide working-class M:wemen‘!;."3 The close
assoclation between the attitudes of the British left-wing press and the

Soviet Union reached an unprecedented low.

1. New Statesman, 2 December 197%9. See too, ibid., 30 December 1939.
2, Daily Herald, 28 November, 1 December 1939.
3. Ibid.
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Expression of sympathy for Finland, and condemnation of the U.S.S.R.
did not abate in frequency or intensity throughout the war. Indeed,
when the Finms surprisingly offered more thnn( a token resistance to the
Red Army, the chorus of applause and support appreciably increased.
However, as was mentioned en passant above, beneath the tributes of support
there existed in the press a basic appreciation of the complexities and
implications involved in th; Russo-Finnish war.

Firstly, and most important, was the attitude Britain was now to
adopt towards the Soviet Union. The Foreign Office maintained that the
prime objective was to avoid driving Russia into closer collaboration
with Germany. Also, nothing could be done to prevent a Russian advance
in the Baltie, which indeed might cause friction between Germany and
Russia. The Foreign Office concluded therefore that unless Russia
followed up its Finnish campaign with an attack on the Scandinavian States
there were no grounds for any change in Britain's policy 6f avolding war
with the Soviets.l On this particular issue the press grudgingly
assented. It was generally appreciated, and the Liberal and Labour press
argued emphatically that a crusade againsi Bolshevism was to be totally
rejected. | The suggestions emanating from various quarters for an Anglow
German anti-Bo.lshevik bloc the Guardian termed "the merest moonshine. "
Rather, all the journals herein discussed, maintaihed that the defeat
of Nazi Germany remained the primary war objective of the Allies. "There

can be no peace, no security, no hope for Europe ... without the defeat

1. Woodward, op.cit., pp.16-18.
2. Manchester Guardian, 13 December 1939.
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of H:i.tler.":L Hence, at all costs, Britain's war effort must not be
diverted into the northern wing of Europe, however abhorrent for pro-
Finnish sympathy. Above all, Britain must resist the dangerous policy
of having to fight a Russo-German alliance. The Daily Express, on
7 December 1939, warned of the satisfaction an Anglo-Russian clash might
give Hitler, and maintained throughout that Britain must only fight one
aggressor at a time.

Continuing with the emphasis on Germany, the press frequently
reiterated Germany's grave responsibility for present Soviet activities.
Hitler was accused of having paid the price the Allies refused during the
tripartite talks, and thus paved the way for the Soviet aggressions against
Poland and Finland. The Dally Telegraph claimed that for the outrage
aéainst Finland Germany's guilt was as ‘great as that of Russia.

Stalin's offence is ranky it smells to Heavens

but he is not the arch-culprit. It was Hitler

who contrived Stelin's orime ... and it is by

Hitler's consent and connivance that he pursues

his fell purpose. ... the root of the evil is

not in Moscow but in Berl;i.n.2
However, needless to say, the denunciation of Soviet policy continued

unabated.

The consensus of press opinion not to divert the focus of the war effort

was complicated by the League of Nations decision to expel Russia. The

1. Manchester Guardian, 13 December 19739.
2, Daily Telegraph, 12 December 1939.
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British press received the news that on 3 December Finland had appealed
to the League with little enthusiasm and more than s touch of embarrass-
ment., It was agreed by all, that while Britain herself would not
intorduce any motion of expulsion, she would of necessity vote with the
majority. The Gua.rdian opposed expulsion though approved of a comdemn-
atory motion. It noted that if Russia were forced toleave there would

1 The

be only two major powers left at Geneva - France and Britain.
greatest condemnation the Guardian voiced and often repeated, was that
world opinion now thought of Russia's sction as ILitvinov would have
thought in 1937. A leading article in the Daily Telegraph dilated on
"the condition of the time" making unfavourable any effective use of the
League's authority. It urged that the meeting "should finish quickly,
as it cannot be e:t‘fets'bual."2 The leader concluded that any lLeague
resolution must not allow Britain's efforts to be deflected from her
primary concerny that is, the war against Germany. The Daily Herald,
although aware of the League's "apparent return from the grave", approved
expulsion as a token gesture.3 The Times on 16 December, likewise
approved the gesture as an “act of discipline", while the Economist,
\ slightly sceptical of the action, nonetheless offered its support. The
Daily Express had no editorial comment. The whole incident was
immediately forgotten, when the Admiral Graf Spee incident mercifully
stole headlines.

A further complication Aendangering the basic econsensus on the Anglow

Soviet-German triangle reached by the press, stemmed from a resolution

l. Manchester Guardian, 13 December 1939.

2, Dally Telegraph, 12 December 1939.
3. Dally Herald, 14 December 1939.
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passed at the League calling on all members to ald Finland. This
development had orignally been posed when the Finns, unlike the Baltic
States, had resisted any infringement of their sovereignty. It was
further heightened by the surprisingly stout resistance they offered to
the Red Army's initial thrusts. The press quite naturally played up
Finnish military successes. ‘There seemed to be a general admission by
Conservative, Liberal, Labour, and Independent comment that the reputation
of the Red Army had suffered a setback. The Times, on 29 December 1939,
went so far as to say tfhat the Finnish campaign had "effectively destroyed
the prestige of the Soviet Union as a military power." The Dally Herald
made much of the destruction of the "Red Army m'th".l Some journals,
such as the Times, attributed the causes to the purges.2 Others, such
as the Dally Telegraph, the New Statesm, and the Dally Express, claimed
Soviet reverses were due to an underestimation of Finnish strength, the
allocation of second-line troops, over-confidence, and carelessness, as
much as to Finnish resistance. The Express added Finland's "extravagant
propoganda".3 |

But whatever view was taken, the obvious contrast between David and
Goliath was never lost sight of. The Soviets' overwhelming weight in
men and materj:als were clearly seen to be ultimately balanced against
any prolonged Finnish resistance. There seemed little doubt, that alone,
the Finns could not hope for final victory. In that case, there arose
the problem of actively aiding Finland.

The press had generally rejected a military crusade against Bolshevism.

1. Daily Herald, 2 January 1940.
2. Times, 21 and 22 December 1939.

3. Dally Telegraph, 12 and 20 December 19393 New Statesman, 23 December
19393 Daily Express, 4 and 21 December 1939, 1 January 1940.
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The British Chiefs of Staff's policy also was to avoid war with Rnssia.l
And, as the Economist had very early pointed out, Britain and France could
not consider antagonising Russia in "a venture that would be even more
desparate than the defence of Polalnd...."2 The Finns were not directly
approachable by the Allies. Any program for aid needed the co-operation
of Norway and Sweden which would not be forthecoming. However, the continued
successful resistance of the Fimns invited suppor*t. Caught in this dilemms,
the press variously came to the reluctant conclusion that Britain should
offer support to the limit of its material capacity, thought short of
wegkening its own war potenﬂﬂ vis-b~vis Germany. The fiercest advocate
of aid to the Finns, struggling "to hold civilization's fort" against
"the menace of barbarism®, was the Times. Its correspondence columm was
filled with letters, meinly from &migré Fimns, urging aid for Christianity's
struggle against heathen Bolshevism. Up to 5 March 1940, when the Finns
were in retreat, the Times crieds "Finland should not be allowed to fall."
The Daily Herald, reflecting the passionate sympathy and involvement of
British Labour, ourged material support for Finland to "resist the
advancing blizzard of intermational crft.me...."3 Francis Williams on
15 December 1939 had warned Britain against dissipating its forces.
C. R. Atles, in a violently anti-Communist article, claimed "that the
Finns should be able to obtain amms to defend themselves against open
aggression, but we want no war with the U.S.S.R." He concluded with a
reiteration of Labour's view that the "main concern" was still the meance

L

of Hitlerism. In a similar vein, the New’Statesman, while claiming that

1. Woodward, op.cit., p.20.

2, Economist, 11 November 19739.
3. Daily Herald, 30 Janusry 1940.
4o ITbid., 21 February 1940.



168.
there were "strong reasons for aiding Finland", warned as well of the
"strategic and political dangers of becoming too deeply involved...."l
Leading articles continually stressed the necessity of not strengthening
the belligerents by driving Stalin into Hitler's camp. The Statesman's
calls for aid to Finland were on the whole rather half-hearted, and plans
for a volunteer force were outrightly opposed. The Dally Express,
emphasizing Britain's limited military resources, outrightly opposed aidj
emphasizing that Britain "cannot police the World".2 The Daily Telegraph
urged British support, but equally called on the other states who had
voted for the expulsion of Russia at Geneva to do their shaLre.3

At the beginning of February 1940, the Soviets began a frontal assault
on the Mannerheim Iine, and contlinued to make steady progress in a campaign
that was to end in victory. As the Finnish resistance progressively
weakened the calls to save Finland increased, with the Conservative press -
advising more "men, munitions and aeroplanes.""" The Labour and Liberal
press likewise urged increased aid, but with the proviso of "remembering
where our main duty lies...."5 Finally, on 24 February, the Economist
summarized astutely that given the attitude of the Scandinavian States,
and the geographical and strategic difficulties of Finland's position,

Britain could do little beyond an energetic provision of materials.

1. New Statesman, 27 January 1940.

2. Dally Express, 30 December 1939, 30 January, 5 March 1940.

3. Dally Telegraph, 6 Jammary 1940.
L’—. Ibid.’ 29 Febmal'y' 19”’00

5. Manchester Guardian, 23 February 1940.
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It must be noted that whatever attitude each newspaper assumed towards
aid all views were in reality contingent. If there was general agree-
ment that Britain must not be diverted from her prime ares of concern
this was not to say the limit was not drawn. It was agreed that while
the main war effort must be concentrated against Berlin, nonefheless,
a watch need be kept on ultimate Soviet aims in Northern Europe. The
press assumed by this time that Russia and Germany were acting in concert
with a division of spoils having resulted from the Nazi-Soviet pact.
However, there was continued speculation as to the exact allocation of
interests, and ultimate Soviet ambitions in Scandinavia. The Daily
Telegraph claimed the Soviets were aiming at Narviky the Daily Herald,
the Economist, and the Spectator feared an attack on Sweden; the Guardian
and the New Statesman assumed‘ a two-fold thrust to Petsamo and the
Atlantic; and the Times inveighed most at a sweep of the tide of
Bolshevism over all of Scandinavia. All newspapers at some point mentioned
a possible Russian stab at the Swedish iron-ore deposits. However, it
was clear as many pointed out, that in each of the above cases a decisive
and immediate British counter-action would be required. This view accorded
with that of the Foreign Office, which had agreed "that unless the Russian
attack on Finland were followed Ly aggression against the Scandinavian
States, there were no valid grounds for Britain to change her policy of
avoiding war with the U.S.S.R."l However, a Russo-Finnish armistice
overtook any ﬁlrther pfess speculation along this line. On 7 March 1940
the Finns were in Moscow to discuss armmistice terms. Soviet terms were

accepted five days later.

1. Woodward, op.cit., p.18.
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2. PRESS CONSENSUS ON SOVIET RUSSIA

The debate on the consequences of the Russo~Finnish peace was swift
and acrimonious.. The burden of accepting Russian terms was laid totally
to Finnish responsibility. ‘The "erushing" peace imposed by the Soviets
was sharply invelghed against and the need to support Finland to resist
the influence of Bolshevism was dilated upon.l The Liberal, Labour, and
Independent press admitted, that while Finland was gravely overshadowed
by Russia, the Finns were still masters in their own house. They doubted
whether the Russians, having once tested Finnish mettle, would embark on
further military adventures in that d:l.rect‘.:\.on.2 Where the press did
agree was -in the awareness that Allied prestige had suffered in the esteem
of the neutrals. It was further recognized that most countries directly
or indirectly invelved wanted to end the war, lest Scandinavia rather than
the western front, become the battlegrounds Sweden caught between the
pressure of the great powers, Gemany in need of Sovliet supplies wasting
on the Finnish front, and Finland having reached the limit of its
resistance capacities. Asvwell, Russia, being drained by the war,
pressured by Gemany to whom sh; was losing the initiative, and with whom
she had signed a pact to stay out of war, now faced the unwelcome prospect
of substantial Allied strength on the Finnish front. Finally, Britain
was being irrevocably pushed into a position which hiad been specifically
advised against. As early as 8 March 19%D, the Times, in reporting the
consensus of Parliamentary opinion, claimed that it was agreed that "the

key to the future is still to be found rather in the West than in

1. Times, M.March 1940,

2. Manchester Guardian, 15 March 1940; Dally Herald, 14 March 1940j
Economist, 16 March 19403 Spectator, 15 March 1940.
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Scandinavia." Revieﬁing the House of Commons foreign affairs debate on
19 March, the Times emphatically restated the view that Germany must
remein the main objective of British strategy. Peace on the Russo-
Finnish border seemed ultimately desirsble.” The Russo-Finnish War had
had a very decided impact upon the British press. It provided a period
of emotional release for all sections of press opinion. Conservative
anti-Bolshevism with its fear of a Russian sweep over Europe, Liberal
and Labour disillusionment with a supposed moral Soviet foreign policy,
and Independent press scormn at a betrayal of trust were all given scope
for expression. 7TYet beneath the unbounded emotionalism generated by
Stalin's activities, there can be elicited a basic current of views that
remained, albeit dormant, throughout the Winter war. A consensus of
opinion had been formed that was to be the core of the press' attitude
towards Russia until the astonishing events of 22 June 1941l.

It is important to note that before the press became overwhelmed with
the spectacle of the pygmy standing up to the giant, the Economist and
the Spectator were emphatic in stressing what they considered to be the
basic Soviet motives. ‘The thrusts of the Red Army to make itself mistress
of the Baltic and protect Leningrad and the newly-aequired Estonian, Latvian
and Lithusnian bases were essentially to "forestall any future attempt by
the Germmans to use friendly Finland as a means of regaining what they
have so notably 1<>s'l:."2 Again, in a leading article on 2 December 1939,
after fiercely condemning Stalin's aggression, the Economist asserted

that "in the long run" it was possible to see "a vestige of sense" in the

1. Times, 20 March 1940.

2. Economist, 14 October 1939. See too ibid., 11l November 19393
Spectator, 17 November 1939, 15 March 1940.
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Soviet case.

Command of the Eastern Baltlc has always been a tenet of

Russian policy, and the importance of Leningrad did seem

to require unusual measures of protection ... In claiming

Finnish bases the Sovietis were merely preparing against the

day when Germany sets out to reconquer the Eastern Baltic.

This may seem justifiable policy to the Kremlin but to

Burope «.. 1t is the act of an aggressor....l
Not all journals were as ready to grant the validity of Soviet strategic
demands. The Manchester Guardian, for example, was equivocal. In a
comprehensive leader on 1 December 1939, it was argued that whether Soviet
action against Finland was defensive, that is, against Germany, or
imperialistic, was unknown. But the only sure sign, claimed the leader,
was that Stalin was "resolved by any means to establish Hs position
against the uncertain future...." The much publicised strategic points
of Russia, the Dally Herald pointed out on the same day, could increase
Stalin's strength only against one power - Gemany. Finally, in
contrast, both theb'mmes and Deily Telegraph totally rejected Stalin's |
security precautions as a “perfunctory and cynical pre‘l:ext".2 But the
contingency expressed by other journals did not escape them either.
"If the determination of the U.S.S.R. to be complete master of all the
eastern Baltic," observed the Times, Mis not the seeking of power for its
own sake ... then it is obvious that there can be only one state against

which precautions are necessary. n3 Under the impact of the Russo-Finnish

l. Eoonomist, 2 December 1939.
2, Times, 30 November 1939.
3. Ibid., 14 November 1939.
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war the above considerations were submerged. But, when the struggle
drew to a close, both Conservative journals observed in a rare moment of
calm that, as the Times put it, Soviet gains were "infact mainly directed
against Germany and possible German schemes of aggression. nl Russia's
new strategic position in Burope had been acquired at German expense, and
now stood as a bulwark to either eastwards or northern expa.lrxs:!.can.2

" Furthermore, reports were consistently published which the press
seemed to take at face value, especially in view of the strain imposed
on Russo-CGerman relations as the Finnish conflict wore on, that Stalin

in the last r’esort3 faced a conflict of interests with Germany. The

Economist termed "inevitable" a clash between Nazi and Soviet amb:i.'l::'t.tms.LL

The Daily _Telegraph warned that "when it suits his book, we may be sure
that Hitler will 'double.cross’ Moscow..'.."5 One must notice, however,
that the spectacle of Germmany's public disinterest, in face of a militant
Bolshevist Russia, did place such reports at a discount. As early as

20 October 1939, the Times reported Germany had advised the Baltic States
and Finland to settle their differences with Russia. And, as mentioned
above, the pz;ess had concluded that a division of northern Europe had been
agreed upon between Rxﬁsia and Germany. Reluctantly, reports were
published of the steps taken by Germany to strengthen Russia's hand in
the northy for example, the holding up of arms shipments to Finland and

warnings to Sweden and Norway to meintain their neutrality. The press,

1. Tmes, 14 March 1940.

2, Daily Telegraph, 15 March 1940.
3. Bmphasis mine.

4. Economist, 9 December 197%9.
5. Dally Telegraph, 12 January 1940.




174.
therefore, could only condélude that Russia and Gemany intended for the
meanwhile to keep in step.l Any disadvantages in Ribbentrop's Soviet
policy, claimed the Daily Telegraph on 4 December 1939, "“were written off
in advance by Hitler..." who had knowingly paid the Soviet price to avoid
a two front war. Any hopes of an imminent rift between Russia and
Germany, the Times warned, were "likely to be d:].sappav:’l.nted."2

It has been maintainéd that upon each newspaiaer's essential estimate
of the strength and nature of the' Russo-German connection, depended in the
last resort their attitude to the U.S.S5.R. As was seen, in spite of the
Russo-Finnish war, the press agreed that while acting in concert Russia
and Germany were not militarily allied. Molotov's 29 March 1940, speech
to the Supreme Council of the Soviet Union reaffiming Soviet neu‘tral:i.t.y'3
was headlined with spproval in the British press.

The only possible aspect that could alter the press' attitude was

a change in its estimate of Russia's potential and desireu to economically

supply Germany in quantities substantial enough to hinder the Allied
blockadé. The question therefore, as posed by the Eeconomist, was thiss
"Would Germany's war effort be helped 01; hindered by a conflict between
Russia and the Western Powerst® If Soviet assistance, continued the
Economist, was “mmall and distrustful®, then a Soviet-Allied war would
push Stalin towards Hitler. If, however, aild were substantial and oﬁ the
rise, war against Russia would, in effect, be a blow against Germa.ny.5

The assessment that the press derived in complete unanimity since early

1. BSee, for example, Manchester Guardian, 1 December 19393 Daily Telegraph,
29 November 1939, 18 January 1940,

2, Times, 5 January 1940.

3. For .text, see Degras, op.cit., pp.436-449.
4, Bmphasis mine.

5. Eeonomist, 24 February 1940.
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September 1939, was that the Soviet Union, with diffieculties in transport
and production, could for the immediate future contribute no appreciable
guantities to the German war effort, sufficient to defeat the Allied
blmka:r.'le.1 Furthemore, the willingness and the ability of Russia to
assist Germany were, so far, not simultaneously operative. Indeed, as
both the Economist and New Statesman remarked on 16 March 1940, Maisky's
request that Britain convey peace offers to Helsinki, despite Russia's
public hostility towards the Allies, proved Stalin did not:seek total
dependence upon Germany. Thé consensus of press opinion at the conclusion
of the Russo-Finnish war was that "To jump to the conclusion," as the
Economist asserted, "that - in spite of all her #ggressions -~ Rugsia is
really on our side 1s as short sighted as to go to the other extreme and
assume that the Rome-Berlin-Moscow triangle has been successfully i‘orged."2
With this balanced assessment the British pre#s faced another year

culminating with the startling events on 22 June 1941.

1. See, for example, Daily Express, 19 September, 27 December 1939, 15
February 19405 Daily Telegraph, 7 September 1939; New Statesmasn,
28 October 19393 Times, 9 October 1939, 10 January 1940; Economist,
9 March 1940; Spectator, 22 September 1939, 16 February 1940.

2. EBoonomist, 30 March 1940.
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CHAPTER _ETGHT

British press attitudes towards the Soviet Unlon have constituted
the subject of this study. Under the impact of several events, the
developments in these attitudes towards Bolshevist Russia, Anglo-Russian
diplomatic relations, and the position of Russia, oth within appeasement
diplomacy and in Britain's developing wartime policy, have been examined.

The period selected for analysis and description - September 1938
to March 1940 - has been especlally valuable and instructive. It
encompassed three concurrent, though distinct political events., These
wex;e firstly, the September 1938, Central European crisis and the Soviet
role - or lack of role -~ therein; secondly, the negotiations with
Soviet BRussia in the Spring and Summer of 1939, and the surprising conclusion
of a Nazi.Soviet pact; thirdly, the period including Soviet expansion
into Poland, Athe Baltic States, and the Russo-Finnlish war. Under the impact
of each event it has been possible to elicit the various roles played by |
Russia, and the multifarious attitudes towards that country in the editordial
thought of a select group of Br'ii;.ish‘ newspapers. The three events
constituted as well a complete structure. They exhibited the transform-
atlon of press attitudes from an initial period where suspicion and
indifference (in the case of the Conservative and Isolationist press), or
a projected idealism (as with the Liberal, Labour, and Independent press),
finally emerged in a balanced assessﬁent. The Soviet Union by March 191&0
was accepted as pursuing a foreign policy based on the exigencies of
national interest. However, it will be suggested below that the attitudes
each journal held at the end of the whole period analysed, differed

fundamentally though not completely from earlier opinions, beliefs, - -
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and impressions.

Selections from the daily and weekly press have offered a cross-
section of British press thought. Organs from the quality, popular,
and weekly press exhibited attitudes inecluding . Isolationist, Conservative,
Iiberal, Labour, and Independent. Wherever: possible use has been made
of the actual opinions expressed. It is hoped that this examination of
the British press - perhaps the most fundamental component of public
bpinion - has clarified the hitherto unexplored problems of changing
Britsh attitudes towards Russia in the crucial period prior to, and
immediately following, the outbresk of war in 19°9.

The analysis of the Central Europesn crisis of September 1938 and
the resulting press debate on the implications of the Munich conference,
suggested that in the editorial columns of the ILiberal, Labour, and
Independent press, the Soviet Union played a larger role than in Chamberlain's
foreign policy; Their attitude towards the U.S.S.R. was a combination
of projected idealism and faith in the principled character of Soviet
foreign polioy. As a much publicized advocate of ™making a stand against
aggression", Russia was both admired and used as a foil by the anti-
Chamberlain press. Her readiness and ability to fulfil her treaty
obligations were not questioried. Due emphasis has accordingly been
placed upon the 26 September 1938, Foreign Office statement to the press.
This represented in essence these journals' conception of international
' diplomacy generally, and Anglo-Soviet relations in particular. The
exclusion of the Soviet Union from the Munich conference was accordingly |
viewed as a major blow to Anglo-Soviet co-operation - actual and
potential.
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In contrast, the Conservative and Isolationist press faithfully
reflected the subordinate, even non-existent, role assigned to Russia
in a resolution of the difficulties in Central Europe. Supporting a
negotiated settlement, and intent on the pacification of Germany these .
newspapers termed the Soviet role as “uncertain", and asserted that as
to her intentions she remained "mute®. The paucity of attention given
to news coverage of Russia reflected adequately the unconcern with Anglo-
Russian relations. The exclusion of Russia from the diplomacy surround-
ing the conference was tacitly condoned. Her participation was viewed
as incompatible with Britain's aims. The alternative policy encompass-
ing Soviet participation was termed "preventive war" and thus, to be
rejected. As yet,the Consei'vative and Isolationist press did not have
a Soviet policy. It was still thought better politics to satisfy
Germany than to call in Russia to resist her.

The negotiations of 1939 were a period of intense Soviet involvement
in press thought. The British Govermment, pursuing a policy of
negotiation from strength, attempted to ensure Soviet participation in a
defensive front. Its function was to be resistance against any German
unilateral move to forcefully settle outstanding issues. The Opposition
and Independent press campalgned intensively for an Anglo-Soviet allliance.
They seemed convinced that a policy of collective security to which they
believed Russia was irrevocably committed, was in the final stages of
materialization. The Conservative and Isolationist press, more cognizant
of the actual limits which Chamberlain had set for his Soviet negotiations,
generally supported this new turn in Anglo-Soviet relations. The remark-
able conversion of the Daily Telegraph and Daily Express was appropriately
dilasted upon. That the U.S.S.R. could be an addition to the "peace
front", whatever her political stability, military strength, or economic
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viability was most convinecing. '.me phenomenal press campaign was
perhaps ultimately more effective in the publicity it brought to ﬁhe
negotlations than in exerting decisive influence. ‘The entire press
shared the uneasiness and even disenchantment with the negotiations during
June and July 1939. Fears increased and suspicions were roused that the
Soviet Union was deliberately bargaining from a position of strength.

The especial dilemma of the Opposition press was the awareness of the
inherent complexities of a policy they had previously so glibly advocated.
The Nazi-Spviet pact on 23 August 1939 confused the entire press.

It was a cruclial stage in the development of attitudes towards the U.S.S.R.
The Conservative and Isolationist press recoiled sharply from their prior
warm endorsement of Soviet involvement with the "demoeracies®. This new
turn in Stalin's policy was interpreted as justifying prior suspicilons

- of Soviet intentions. Furthermore, due attention was also paid to these
newspapers' confusion on Hitler's abandoning his role as the protector

of Western civilization against Bolshevism. The dilemma of the Liberal,
Labour, and Independent press was obviously the more acute. The confusion
of ideologies wrought by a Nazi-Communist pact, the destruction of all
prior conceptions as to the supposed principled nature of Soviet foreign
policy and their acute disillusionment, demanded a re-evaluation of
attitude.

This re-thinking proceeded under the impact of Stalin's wartime
diplomacy. Its characteristiecs - national :l\.nterest, opportunism, a.nd
expansion - forced upon the press an adjustment of attitudes. The
change invthe Conservative press was derived from the pressures of war-
time conditions. These were firstly, the fluld nature of Nazi.Soviet
relationsg and secondly, the Foreign Office insistence, ﬁp to the Russow
Finnish war, of maintaining equable relations with Stalin. These
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exigencies forced upon the Conservative press the acceptance of the
potentially decisive influence of Russia upon the course of the war, and
the recognition of her presence in Eastern Europe.

The Iiberal, Labour and Independent press followed ;S»oviet affairs
with something less than their pre-war idealism. The Soviet Union was
now recognised as pursuing a foreign policy based exclusively upon
national interest. Stalin's "imperialism®™ and opportunism, were -
phenomena- that, while 'recognised, did not bring reconciliation. The
Russo-Finnish war, in spite of the vidlent emotions roused, and the strain
imposed on Anglo-Russian relatiens, did not appreciably alter already
transformed attitudes.

Tt was stated at the outset of these conclusions that the changes in
press attitudes during the period analysed were not total or complete.
Traces of former opinions and views understandably remained. In the
Conservative press particularly, the latent suspicion was that Russia
was intent on more than merely rounding out its historic Tsarist borders.
It was feared that Russia was ultimately desirous of emerging as the

tertius gaudens. She could then reap the benefits of further Belshevist

expansion unhindered by a prostrate Gemmany and an exhausted Western
coalition. In the Opposition and Independent press, the suggested, but
rarely expressed view, was that Stalin's Gemman agreement was a témporari_ly
expedient - policy. At some point, the U.S.S.R. would again emerge as

the deus ex machina - when the "power politics™ of Molotov would give
way to the principled litvinov system.
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