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From the London End 

The British Political Scene 

IT iS the next election which is 
now engaging the attention of 

a l l political parties, and only up to 
a week ago, the winds of fortune 
were all blowing in the direction of 
the Tories. Thei r economic- policy 
had yielded r ich points: no un
employment, considerable industrial 
investment and no inflation, a brisk 
export trade, more goods in shops 
and generally a rising degree of 
solvency. Politically, so they inter
pret i t , the diplomatic init iat ive in 
Europe is now theirs, and as they 
c la im further, the struggle for mas
tery in Europe is about to be over 
w i t h the more than likely conse
quence that there w i l l be added 
weight to Britain's international 
status. As a party, they have shown 
v i r i l i t y , cohesion and decision. 
They claimed a proven leadership: 
Sir Winston Churchi l l was to cele
brate, wi th the country, his 80th 
birthday w i t h more than 50 years 
of public service behind h im. In a 
word , the Tories were ' on top '. 

In contrast, the Labour opposi
t ion is seriously i l l . The Tories 
indeed claim that the illness is of a 
morta l character. The Labour 
Party is rife wi th factionalism and 
disunity; its leadership is uninspir
ing and lacks decision, loyalty is 
being worn th in , and the absence 
of complete democracy in the Party 
is creating a seemingly unbridge
able gap between the official leaders 
on the one hand and the rank-and-
file and back-bench members on 
the other. The expected end of 
Bevanism, following the course 
which the last annual Party Con
ference took, has proved to have 
been mere wishful th inking. The 
Bevanite organ The Tribune has 
become more forthright in its cr i 
ticisms of the leadership of the 
Party, and the very divergent views 
in the Party that existed on the 
dock strike and continue to exist on 
German rearmament, make the 
Party less of a poli t ical party and 
more of a mutual recrimination 
centre. Rumours and counter-
rumours of expulsion, proscription 
and denunciation have become mat
ters of public controversy, and, on 
occasions, of public sport too. 

This was generally the situation 
up to about a week ago. The 
Tories were at the zenith of their 
reputation and prestige, and they 
could scarcely detect what the 

Manchester Guardian called, a wisp 
of cloud on the horizon. The 
Labour Party f inding itself con
versely in a sea of troubles, was not 
unnaturally searching anxiously for 
a break in the clouds, but could see 
none. Then , l ike a flash of l ight
ning, the outlook for both the par
ties changed—not completely, but 
perceptibly—by Sir Winston Chur
chill's account in a speech to his 
constituency of his famous or i n 
famous telegram to L o r d M o n t -
gomery in 1945. It has come as a 
boon to the Labour Party and as a 
matter requiring considerable expla
nation by the Tories, if not by Sir 
Winston himself. 

The speech of Sir Winston has 
been variously described. The first 
public reaction from Tory circles 
was regarding the " enormity " of 
the speech. In what sense the 
speech was enormous is not clear. 
It has been interpreted by some as 
a typical Churchi l l ian Party tactic: 
of accelerating the process whereby 
the Labour Party is, in Sir W i n 
ston's words, " gr inding themselves 
to dust" . Thus he expects the 
Left W i n g of the Labour Party to 

get over-heated by . the speech and 
demand action frorn an official 
leadership which cannot do any
t h i n g in view of its commitment to 
support German rearmament at a l l 
costs. There appears to be some 
validity to this interpretation. The 
Leader of the Opposition had an 
opportunity to put a private notice 
question about the Prime Minister's 
speech, but he d id not take i t . 
Pressure was put upon Mr Attlee 
by some elements in the Party to 
ask a question, but stil l he did not 
do so. Instead, some members of 
the leadership expressed the view 
that the official Labour organ, The 
Daily Herald had gone " a bit far " 
in its attack on Sir Winston. 

But the foregoing can only be a 
possible explanation for the speech. 
If it is the only explanation, then 
the conclusion must be reached that 
Sir Winston is hopelessly losing h i m 
self. This must be so because the 
wider question of the poli t ical 
wor th of Sir Winston's words in 
contrast to his actions is raised 
sharply and therefore must f ind 
place in the thoughts of many 
thinking people. It appears fairly 
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clear how li t t le the death of 
real Nazism counted in Britain's 
calculations in the latter stages of 
the last war, and those who remem
ber Belsen, Bucheawald and the 
ravages turned loose by Nazism in 
Europe, w i l l find this revelation of 
what a newspaper called " Brit ish 
ins incer i ty" sending cold shivers 
down the length of their spine. 
But even apart from this, many 
have come to enquire whether the 
Soviets can now consider seriously 
the sincerity of Western protesta
t ion to negotiate ( f rom positions of 
strength, of course) on outstanding 
European problems. Probably those 
who pose the implications of the 
1945 Churchi l l telegram in this 
l ight are t ry ing to be naive. May
be, it is " nonsense " in the surpris
ing logic of the Manchester Guard
ian " to pretend that in sending 
telegrams to Montgomery and Eisen
hower, Churchi l l was showing un 
warrantable distrust of a loyal 
ally "'. One guesses that it is wiser 
to leave the matter there. 

T h e " grinding to dust " argu
ment recorded above, if correct, can 
secure, if at a l l , only a cheap party 
advantage for the Conservatives. 

A n d if that is the case, why should 
Sir Winston use such explosive 
material as the 1945 telegram to 
secure it? Many apologists have 
discussed the Churchi l l speech not 
in the l ight of Britain's war-time 
policy, but in regard to 'the effects 
of the speech on current affairs and 
current plans to rearm the Ger
mans. They are unanimous in be
lieving that f rom these points of 
view, the Churchi l l speech (not the 
1945 telegram) was distinctly un
wise. The Times, in an unprece
dented first leader, was not only 
cri t ical , but condemnatory of the 
speech. It sounded more like a 
political death sentence. Starting 
out w i t h the concession that " no 
one likes being ungrateful ", it pro
nounced the speech as " i l l - t imed ", 
" perplexing " and that " it was un
wise to come out w i t h it now ". It 
listed the consequences of this 
speech thus; i t w i l l not help to 
convince the Russians of " our good 
intentions "; people may th ink that 
" we " started the cold war ; it w i l l 
not help the " cause of German re
armament now" and that many 
wi l l believe that " we are not very 
particular whether the (German) 
hands we employ are clean or n o t " . 

Your correspondent Knows of no 
other t ime when The Times, so 
staid and official in its comments, 
went so far against a ru l ing Pre
mier of the country. Speculation is. 
rife not only here but in America 
of the implications of this leader. 

The Prime Minister had not 
" expla ined" his speech, and in 
reply to a question from a Labour 
member (who was one of six f rom 
whom the Labour W h i p had been 
w i t h d r a w n ) , he merely referred to 
certain innocuous telegrams he had 
sent to the then General Elsen
hower and which were referred to 
in the sixth volume of his memoirs. 
The matter remains unexplained 
[There have been developments 
since this was written.—Ed] 
and the question of motives remains 
equally unanswered. It has cer
tainly affected the Prime Minister 's 
position, and opposition to h i m 
from his own party is not com
pletely absent. The time has prob
ably come for h i m to hand over 
the reins of power to Sir Anthony 
Eden—rather than wait for the 
next election. The t iming of his 
80th birthday is probably more 
than a coincidence. 


