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Abstract of Thesis.

This thesis discusses two important anti-sociatisjanisations which have
received little attention from historians: the Btit Empire Union (BEU) and the National
Citizens’ Union (NCU). It assesses the ideologyivig and impact of these bodies
between 1917 and 1927. Difficulties arise in tlaisktdue to the absence in the archives
of substantial amounts of manuscript evidence sisaminute books and correspondence.
The history of these organisations has, therefbemn reconstructed primarily from
contemporary published sources. This material alow to develop a picture of these
organisations which reveals a close affinity withinstream Conservatism both in terms
of ideology and personnel. This contradicts to aterg the impression given in the
relatively thin treatment of these organisationthim historiography, which tends to focus
on their alleged extremism. The thesis shows thatBEU and the NCU embodied
opinions which encompassed a range of politicaitipos, ranging from support for the
Liberal-led post-war Coalition as a means of ugitall those ‘Constitutionalist’ forces
opposed to socialism, to calls for the setting dipae ‘English Fascisti’ to emulate
Mussolini’s example in Italy and physically destitbye socialist movement in Britain.

The thesis examines the role of the BEU in comigathe alleged menace of
‘British Bolshevism'. It assesses the importancehef NCU in the events leading to the
collapse of the Coalition government in October Z,9%nd its role in strikebreaking. It
looks at how both organisations had a part in gaeetbpment of Conservative strategies
for defeating the electoral challenge of the LabBarty. It assesses the relationship

between the British anti-socialist right and fastes it was understood in the 1920s.



The thesis concludes that the two organisatiomeudiscussion were relatively
influential inside the Conservative Party, partazly among backbench MPs and party
activists; they were important catalysts in thealepment of anti-socialist alliances in
municipal elections, which arguably influenced Gamsative strategies in parliamentary
contests; and they were able to divert potentiédiscist’ energies and obsessions into the
respectable, mainstream political discourse of i@ritConservatism. Ironically the
Conservative Party's openness to anti-socialismtriboted significantly to the
marginalisation of the BEU and the NCU, as did Weakness of the revolutionary

socialist threat in Britain, particularly after tfelure of the General Strike in May 1926.
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Introduction.

This thesis is concerned with right-wing anti-sdist organisations in Britain
between 1917 and 1927. It focuses on two impotadiies which have received little
attention from historians: the British Empire Uni@BEU) and the National Citizens’
Union (NCU). Although both of these organisatioriairned to be ‘non-political’ in
character, they in fact had quite intimate conmedtiin terms of personnel and outlook
with the Conservative Party. Ironically the Consgme Party's openness to anti-
socialism contributed to the marginalisation of BleU and NCU, particularly after the
failure of the General Strike in 1926. Alongside tbubstantial practical difficulties in
reconstructing the activities of anti-socialist @ngsations of the period, this subsequent
marginalisation has led historians to make a supakfassessment of their impact. This
has tended to focus on their allegedly extremistl dascist tendencies and to
underestimate their close affinity with mainstre@onservatism.

The two organisations with which we are centralby@erned were launched a
few years apart. Initially, each body had differpnimary objectives, signified by their
original titles. The British Empire Union originat@s the Anti-German Union (AGU) in
April 1915. Founded by a Scottish baronet, Sir @edvlakgill, its declared mission was
‘to root out the German Canker which has eatenv#g deep into our national life’. It
received support from a number of Conservative paad MPs, as well as right-wing
publicists like Leopold Maxse, editor of thational Review A year after its foundation
the AGU was renamed as the British Empire Unionkdflapointed out that while the

organisation’s ‘objects and policy remain[ed] tlzeng’, the new title better-emphasised

! The Times18 June 1915; 21 February 1916.



the ‘constructive side’ of the Union’s work, whickas ‘to foster imperial ideald'.
Despite this, Germanophobia persisted as the agton’s dominant theme until 1918.
Following the Bolshevik Revolution of Autumn 191¥wever, the BEU focus shifted to
the perceived threat posed by socialism and tradeumilitancy. In the 1920s the BEU
became the leading anti-communist body on the$Britight.

While the BEU's initial focus was on winning the mand defending the empire,
the launch of the NCU was predicated primarily omaern over domestic issues. The
organisation began life as the Middle Classes U(@GU), founded in March 1919 by a
number of Conservative MPs and businessmen, inguwilliam Kennedy Jones, MP
for Hornsey, a former editor of th&lobe newspaper, and Major John Pretyman
Newman, MP for Finchley. Its president was Sir @eoAskwith, former government
Chief Industrial Commissioner, who became Baron wA#k later that year. The
organisation was formed to ‘withstand the rapaafythe manual worker and the
profiteer’; and was committed to the militant deferof middle-class interestsA major
plank of its platform was opposition to working-s$aunrest and socialism; and it became
known for recruiting volunteer labour to ‘maintadssential services’ during strikes. In
January 1922 the organisation was renamed the métitizens’ Unior* and a year
later the defeat of communism was declared to $erimary objectivé. The BEU and
the NCU were the most prominent of a number ofifritanti-Bolshevist propaganda

societies which proliferated in the aftermath oé tGreat War. Despite their initial

2 New Age4 May 1916, p. 22Manchester Guardiar22 March 1916; BEU, ‘Aims and Objects’, typed
sheet (n.d. [1917]), Cumbria Record Office (Whitetrg), DWM 7/86.

® The Times4 March 1919.

* The Times19 December 1921.

® The Times14 December 1922.



specialisms both bodies came to share a committner@mbating socialism by the early
1920s; a commitment which became their definingler@s the decade progressed.

In contrast to some smaller or more ephemeral-ighgy bodies of the time, like
the Britons, the National Party, and the varioascist’ sects of the 1920s, very little has
been written by historians about the BEU and théJNThe three standard works on the
British right covering this period contain only éking references to thefriThe wartime
activities of the BEU have been described in moetaitl by Panikos Panayi.lts
trajectory after 1918, however, has elicited onligfomentions in broader studies, most
notably those of Robert Benewick, Kenneth Brownd &tephen Whit&;and a short
research paper by Roy Bean exposing the undercwuek of the organisation in the
North West of England.In the case of the NCU even less secondary mhexists.
Benewick and White give the NCU some attentidmhile its forerunner, the MCU, is
referred to in a number of more general studiesitef-war Britain, though again not in

any detaift’ Sam Davies’ and Bob Morley’s ongoing collectioralitg with county

°G.c. WebberThe Ideology of the British Right 1918-19830om Helm, London (1986), pp. 17, 145,
156-7; B. FarrThe Development and Impact of Right-Wing PoliticBiiitain, 1903-1932Garland, New
York (1987), pp. 59, 63; A. Sykeghe Radical Right in Britain: Social Imperialismttee BNR Palgrave,
London (2005), p. 52.

" P. Panayi, ‘The British Empire Union in the Fivgorld War’, in T. Kushner and K. Lunn (edsThe
Politics of Marginality Frank Cass, London (1990), pp. 113-128.

8R. Benewick,The Fascist Movement in BritaiAllan Lane, London (1972), pp. 39-40; K. D. Brown,
‘The Anti-Socialist Union, 1908-49’, in idem. (edBssays in Anti-Labour HistorjMacmillan, London
(1974), pp. 255-6; S. White, ‘Ideological Hegemamg Political Control: The Sociology of Anti-
Bolshevism in Britain 1918-20Scottish Labour History Society Journalo. 9 (May 1975), pp. 10-11.

° R. Bean, ‘Liverpool Shipping Employers and theiMulshevik Activities of J. M. HughesBulletin of
the Society for the Study of Labour Histd/p. 34 (Spring 1977), pp. 22-6.

19 Benewick, pp. 40-1; White, pp. 12-14.

M. Cowling, The Impact of Labour 1920-1924: The Beginning otista British Politics Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge (1971), pp. 64-5, 7B-B)Vaites, ‘The Language and Imagery of Class in
Early Twentieth-Century Englandjterature and HistoryNo. 4 (Autumn 1976), p. 36; iderA,Class
Society at War: England 1914-1Berg, Leamington Spa (1987), pp. 26, 53-4; Ttelgfand K.
McClelland, ‘A World Fit to Live in: Théaily Mail and the Middle Classes 1918-39’, in J. Curran, A.
Smith and P. Wingate (edslipacts and Influences: Essays on Media PowerérTthentieth Century
Routledge, London (1987), p. 44.



borough elections, and Steven Woodbridge’s shdidl@aron the NCU in Richmond, are
the only other modern published sources of noteth Bteal with the organisation’s
significant contribution to municipal politic3.Finally, both organisations are referred to
in Mike Hughes’ study of the Economic League andhi@ work of John Hope, which
deals with the relationship between anti-sociatigganisations and the British secret
state®

The relatively thin treatment of these organisaiam some of this secondary
material has, on occasion, led to a humber of basscnderstandings about their past.
Some of these are relatively trivial matters, sashthe common misnaming of the
Middle Classes Union as the Midd&ass Union. More seriously, the longevity and
influence of these organisations is often miscomstr David Baker, for instance,
describes the BEU and the NCU as ‘short-lived’, wirefact they existed for relatively
long periods compared to other contemporary rigingvbodies-* The MCU/NCU began
life in 1919. It disintegrated during the earlyg#a of World War 1l, amid allegations of

pro-Nazism, though it was still referred to in theess as late as August 1942An

125, Davies and B. Morleg;ounty Borough Elections in England and Wales, 19438: A Comparative
Analysis 3 Vols., Ashgate, Aldershot (1999; 2000; 2008x59m; S. Woodbridge, ‘The National Citizens’
Union in Richmond: A Brief History’Richmond HistoryNo. 27 (May 2006), pp. 85-7.

13, Hope, ‘Fascism, the Security Service and théoQs Careers of Maxwell Knight and James McGuirk
Hughes',Lobster No. 22 (November 1991), pp. 1-5; idem, ‘Britigts¢ism and the state 1917-1927: a re-
examination of the documentary evidendeibour History Revieywol. 57, No. 3 (Winter 1992); pp. 72-
83; idem, ‘Fascism and the State: The Case of thistBFascists’ Australian Journal of Politics and
History, Vol. 39, No. 3 (1993), pp. 367-8i@lem, ‘Surveillance or Collusion? Maxwell Knight,IMand

the British Fascisti’Intelligence and National Securjtyol. 9, No. 4 (October 1994), pp. 651-75; M.
Hughes Spies at Workl in 12, Bradford (1995).

14 D. Baker, ‘The Extreme Right in the 1920s: Fasdism Cold Climate, or “Conservatism with Knobs
on™?’, in M. Cronin (ed.)The Failure of British Fascism: The Far Right aie t~ight for Political
Recognition Macmillan, London (1996), p. 17.

15R. M .DouglasFeminist Freikorps: The British Women Police, 19B%#Q Praeger, London (1999), pp.
126-7; C. HolmesAnti-Semitism in British Society 1876-198lward Arnold, London (1979), pp. 201-2;
The Timesl7 August 1942,



attempt to revive the organisation under its oagtitle was made after the wirand its
final demise only came in the mid-1950sThe BEU existed from 1915 until at least
1975, initially as the AGU, and after 1960 as thiig Commonwealth Union (BCUY5.
This later change of name has sown confusion, dube existence of an earlier BCU,
led by Sir Patrick Hannon, which eventually evolvedo the Empire Industries
Association. Webber, for instance, suggests thatetirlier BCU and the BEU were the
same organisation, when in fact they were entisggarate bodies, though with very
similar ideological underpinnindg.Such mistakes have been repeated and compounded
in subsequent studié&Obviously, historians researching a particulamaigation cannot
be expected to know the minutiae of every otherybesisting contemporaneously.
Similarly, historians writing on general themes htidpe forgiven for misnaming the
Middle Classes Union as the Middle Class Uniontipalarly as the same mistake was
often made by contemporaries. However, more serjpablems may arise when
analyses take for granted the interpretations leéroauthors without seeking verification
from reliable contemporary source materials.

Unfortunately, in the case of both the BEU and K@U the amount of such
reliable material is severely limited, due to thgparent unavailability of items like
minute books, correspondence and other papers ajedeby the organisations. This
presents a major obstacle to anybody wishing teare these bodies in any depth; and

is a possible reason why no major study has bedartaken on this theme. The present

¥ Manchester Guardia®1 December 1949.

" London Gazette24 September 1954, 21 January 1955.

18 panayi, p. 113.

19 Webber, p. 145; J. A. Turner, ‘The British Commesaith Union and the general election of 1918’,
English Historical Reviewyol. 93, No. 368 (July 1978).

20 Baker, p. 18; P. Barberis, J. McHugh, and M. Tgldg, Encyclopaedia of British and Irish Political
Organisations: Parties, Groups and Movements offtiwentieth CenturyPinter, London (2003), pp. 242,
1124,



author has made numerous enquiries into the wheu¢éabof such material.
Unfortunately, in common with the experience ofuaniber of other historians of British
anti-socialist organisations, this search has hemsoccessful. As we shall see, however,
this has not meant that a substantial study cammondertaken.

There is no doubt that in the case of the BEU/B@Uarchive was accessible to
researchers at its London office until the mid-197Chris Cook’s 1975 publication,
Sources in British Political History 1900-195@ontains a description of its conterits.
When Panayi was researching the early history efB&RU in the 1980s, however, his
requests to view unpublished material were met wibistructionism, suggesting that
sometime after 1975 the collection was removed fiben public domaif? Current
databases such as the National Register of Archamelsthe Database of Archives of
Non-Governmental Organisations have no informatanthis material beyond Cook’s
description. Correspondence with major repositometuding the British Library, the
Bodleian Library, the National Archives, the ModeRecords Centre, the Royal
Commonwealth Society, and various university lilesrhas neither unearthed this
material nor shed significant light on its fate.

In the case of the MCU/NCU the trail is colderlstlames Peters and David
Jarvis were unable to locate archival materialtiredeto this body during their research in
the 1980s and early 965John Hope, who has searched exhaustively for dpems of
both organisations, speculates that the recordhefNCU may have been destroyed

during the 1940s after the organisation was dis@édby its association with British pro-

2L C. Cook,Sources in British Political History 1900-1950l. 1: A Guide to the Archives of Selected
Organisations and Societiedlacmillan, London (1975), p. 25.

22 Email correspondence with P. Panayi, 23 May 2006.

% Email correspondence with J. Peters, 5 March 2808;D. Jarvis, 7-10 March 2008.
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Nazi element$? Another possibility is that this material — andspibly the BEU archive
too — was taken into the possession of the Econdmague (EL). The activities of
various anti-socialist bodies, including the BEUe tNCU, and the Anti-Socialist and
Anti-Communist Union (ASU), were co-ordinated inetll920s and 30s by this
organisation. Brown states that the ‘financial &tedary assets’ of the ASU were lodged
with the EL after it disbanded in 1949Unfortunately, the archives of the notoriously
secretive EL have also long been unavailable tearetiers. Arthur Mclvor was refused
access when he researched the organisation in98@s1amid claims that many of its
older records had been destroyed during World WA} Attempts by other authors,
including Ewen Green, John Mason, and James Ptielscate ASU material have
proved similarly fruitles$’ The consensus of opinion among the historiansaattuivists
consulted by the present author is that much ofrtaeuscript record of inter-war British
anti-socialism has been destroyed, misplaced, bbetately withheld from scrutiny;
with most suspecting the former.

The methodology of this research has undoubtediy laéfected by this lack of
unpublished archival material. Of necessity, it Ha=en forced to rely upon the
publications of the BEU and NCU, and those of tkepporters. It has also drawn on the
publications of their opponents, as well as othglewant contemporary press and
periodical literature. Fortunately, much of the iaaicialist material consulted — in
particular the BEU’sAnnual Reportand the BEU and NCU periodicals: tBeitish

Empire Union Monthly Recor¢subsequently th&mpire Recorl] and theNew Voice

24 Telephone conversation with J. Hope, 10 March 2008

% Brown, p. 257.

% A, Mclvor, “A Crusade for Capitalism”: The Econde_eague, 1919-39Journal of Contemporary
History, Vol. 23, No. 4 (October 1988), pp. 654-5, n. &@nversation with A. Mclvor, 6 May 2006.

2" Email correspondence with J. Peters, 5 March 2008.
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(subsequently thBlational Citizef) — provides a fascinating and relatively compresinen
description, from their own standpoint, of the épry and significance of these
organisations. These sources have been undeedtilsy historians. Arguably, an
analysis of their content is crucial to understagdritish anti-socialism in the 1920s.
This thesis understands the forces of the pdlitight at the heart of this study
primarily as part of aranti-labour movement, which attempted to keep working-class
aspirations within the constraints of bourgeoistmall hegemony, based upon capitalist
economic relations. In Britain class struggles aoly conditioned the evolution of the
modern labour movement, but also coloured the dpweént of those forcespposedo

labour. As Larry Witherell has pointed out:

the political maturation of the labour movement dat occur in a vacuum. There
were equally aggressive forces at work as a dmesailt of that maturation...it
must be recognised that the right was equally mesipte for the development of

class politics®

In the context of twentieth-century British histpryeft-leaning historians
generally have focused on the Labour Party, the i@onist Party and the trade unions.
Quantitatively, the amount of literature from thgserspective dealing with the British
right is relatively low. What does exist tends tcds on the fascist extreme; and
occasionally exhibits a tendency towards a congpied explanation of events which can

be unhelpful. The much larger phenomenon of rigimgvanti-socialism has received less

2| L. Witherell, ‘Anti-labourism and the Britistadical right, 1900-1940’ (book revievBylletin of the
Society for the Study of Labour Histpkol. 53, No. 3 (Winter 1988), p. 59.
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attention. The only major exception is the literatexamining the role of business
associations in ‘moderating’ the aspirations ofolatf® and the historiography of the
Conservative Party itself, which although tradiatiy dominated by studies implicitly
sympathetic to their subjettalso contains an important body of work which feesion
the anti-labour aspect of Conservative politics.

Whilst recognising these exceptions, Witherell'sitemtion that anti-labourism

has been a neglected theme remains convincing:

Anti-labourism provides a thread of continuity deédle within the evolution of
the radical right's ideology and activism and, yét,begs for cultivation.

Notwithstanding such an inviting theme, there retmaa dearth of scholarship
upon the link between anti-labourism and the Britradical right and their

influence upon political behaviour...[in]...inter-warigin.*?

What follows is an attempt to contribute to thdt-secessary process of cultivation.

29 Brown (ed.)Essays in Anti-Labour HistoyyMacmillan, London (1974); A. Mclvor, ‘Political
Blacklisting and Anti-socialist Activity BetweendéhVars’,Bulletin of the Society for the Study of Labour
History, Vol. 53, No. 1, Spring 1988; idem, ““A Crusade f@apitalism”...".

30 Implicit sympathy for the Conservatives does mecjude analysis which focuses on the party’s anti-
labourism, however, as Cowlingihe Impact of Labouclearly shows.

E HH. GreenThe Crisis of Conservatism: The Politics, Econonaicd Ideology of the British
Conservative Party, 1880-191Routledge, London (1995); idemdeologies of Conservatism:
Conservative Political Ideas in the Twentieth Cept®xford University Press, Oxford (2002); D. Jayvis
Stanley Baldwin and the ideology of the Consenetisponse to socialism, PhD thesis, University of
Lancaster (1991); idem, ‘British Conservatism ahas€ Politics in the 1920€English Historical Review
(February 1996); idem, ‘The shaping of Conservatileetoral hegemony, 1918-39’, in J. Lawrence and M
Taylor (eds.)Party, State and Society: Electoral Behaviour iitdn since 1820Scolar Press, Aldershot
(1997); R. McKibbin, ‘Class and Conventional Wisdorhe Conservative Party and the “Public” in Inter-
war Britain’, in R. McKibbin,The Ideologies of Class: Social Relations in Brita880-1950Clarendon,
Oxford (1990).

32 witherell, p. 56.
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Chapter 1.

The British Empire Union: Bolshevism on the Brain.

In 1917 the words ‘Bolshevist’ and ‘Bolshevism’ wenew additions to the
lexicon of British politics. From early 1918 onwardowever, the notion of Bolshevism
became ingrained into the psyche of every Britoth\&i modicum of political awareness.
In the decade which followed, anti-socialist agiatin Britain ‘reached a zenith of
activity’, and opposition to ‘British Bolshevism'ebbame a priority for many right-wing
organisationd® Between 1918 and 1920 a remarkable number of Baishevist
propaganda societies were active, some evolving fpoe-existing patriotic and anti-
socialist organisations, and others created spadfi to counter the perceived new
menace. Many of these bodies were ephemeral, samallmarginal. The British Empire
Union was larger and more significant and formsdthbject of this chapter. By 1921 it
had eclipsed most of the other anti-Bolshevistet@es. The most important exceptions
were the Middle Classes Union/National Citizens’id#n which will be dealt with in
Chapter 2, and the National Propaganda Committeegigt anti-subversive body, which
had evolved out of the anti-socialist employergjaisation, the British Commonwealth
Union in 1919, and later took on a slightly morébji guise as the Economic League
(EL).>* National Propaganda/EL played an important cormtiig role on the anti-
socialist right and has rightly received attentfoom a number of historians. It will,

therefore, not feature heavily in this discussiohe BEU, the NCU, and other bodies

= Farr,The Development and Impact p. 33.
34 J. Hope, ‘Surveillance or Collusion? Maxwell Knightl5 and the British Fascistilntelligence and
National SecurityVol. 9, No. 4 (October 1994), p. 660; NA CAB 2%Z/8
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including the Anti-Socialist Union (ASU), co-opegdtunder its umbrella to some extent,
though each retained a significant level of autopom

During the period of acute industrial unrest in 82D it appeared to some that
the nightmare scenario of a British revolution viageed manifesting itseff. Webber
has pointed to the disconcerting manner in whicdé Bolshevik Revolution gave
contemporaries ‘a terrifying vision of the fate ttltauld befall the United Kingdom if
discontented workers at home or rebellious natistsain the colonies were somehow to
gain the upper hand® Scholars have tended to downplay the severitysigrificance of
this post-war crisis in British histor{. Some have pointed out the weakness of the
revolutionary challenge in these years, suggeshiagthe contemporary British Marxist
left was ‘no more a threat to the established otlden were the Jehovah’'s Witnesses to
the established church or the Mormons to the irtiit of marriage®® While such a
view is understandable, given the relatively mimmpact of the far left in Britain
throughout the twentieth century, it understateslével of concern among contemporary
anti-socialists, who perceived the threat fromréhelutionary left as very real and very
worrying. The right-wing author and activist, Ne$t&ebster, for instance, stated that in
1919 ‘England was faced by as great a danger d&®914, and a danger of a more
insidious kind’, for at the very moment of her gregtory ‘a wave of revolution broke
all over England...a new era of strife began; the/\&r was charged with violenc®.

That such fears were not confined to the vivid imation of the ‘grand dame of British

% White, ‘ldeological Hegemony and Political Contrd| p. 3; J. St Loe Strachey, ‘The Mechanism of
Revolution’,Nineteenth Century and Aftevol. 88,No. 524 (October 1920), p. 582.

36 Webber, p. 16.

37D. Mitchell, ‘Ghost of a Chance: British Revolutiaries in 1919’History Today Vol. 20, No. 11
(November 1970), pp. 753-761.

% M. Kitchen, Europe Between the Wars: A Political Histpbpngman, London (1988), p. 187.

39 N. H. WebsterThe Surrender of an Empirthird edition, Boswell, London (1931), p. 85.
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conspiracy theory’ is evident in the remarkable bamof organisations active between
1918 and 1921 whose stated objective was to couthter threat from ‘British
Bolshevism'.

Some of these bodies predated the Great War, thestobeing the Primrose
League, which had existed since the 1880s. Thraugit® existence it had expressed
antipathy towards socialism and it was only natuahalt it would set its face against
Bolshevism after 191% Other long-established anti-socialist organisatiomhich
donned the anti-Bolshevist mantle were the Brit&imstitutional Association and the
Liberty and Property Defence LeaglleThe most outspoken of these older bodies was
the Anti-Socialist Union, originally formed in 1908 During the later stages of the war
the ASU remodelled itself as the Reconstructioni€@pé® Despite the change of name
the organisation continued to employ the kind ajatee anti-socialist scaremongering
which Brown describes as the mainstay of its pre-qwvapagand&’ A speciality of the
Reconstruction Society was the promulgation of mees and often inaccurate accounts
of the horrors of life in revolutionary Russ$faln late 1918, to commemorate the first
anniversary of the revolution, it reprinted apprmly a Daily Expressarticle which
described Bolshevism as a ‘ruthless...red war agairgierty and the institutions of the

State. It is the deliberate attempt to reach théenmium, by way of destruction, rapine,

“*The Times2 February 1920; M. Hendley, ‘Anti-Alienism arftetPrimrose League: The Externalization
of the Postwar Crisis in Great Britain 1918-3®bion, Vol. 33, No. 2 (Summer 2001), pp.255-7.

1 Independent Labour Party (Information Committ&&ho Pays for the Attacks on Labour? An exposure
of the Blackleg Organisations and Propaganda Agesoff Big CapitaglLondon (n. d. [1920]), p. 9; White,
p. 8

“2 Brown, pp. 234-61; F. Coetzeegr Party and Country: Nationalism and the Dilemnedd opular
Conservatism in Edwardian Englan@xford University Press, Oxford (1990), pp. 155-9

3 Scotsman29 April 1918.

4 Brown, pp. 247, 252.

“>|LP, Who Pays., p. 4; Brown, pp. 252-3; White, p. 8.
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and assassinatiof’.Another Reconstruction Society leaflet concludiéddu want...to
see the cost of living rise to forty times its pvar cost, and the shops empty of food, and
the children crying for bread that you cannot ¢nt...and scores of people murdered
daily in the streets, then, by all means becomelaHvik'*’ In 1919 the organisation
turned its attention to the Bolsheviks’ alleged asgion of ‘Free Love’ on the Russian
people, declaring that under Bolshevism ‘the positof a woman seems to be little
different from that occupied by a breeding animalaostud farm’, while the ‘children
who are the issue of these unions are to becomertiperty of the Staté® A later leaflet
reiterated this, suggesting that the Bolshevik idfslisation of Girls’ had resulted in
child abduction, rape, suicide and murtfefhis particular piece of disinformation was
relatively easily discredited, and much was madehif by the leff® Even Scotland
Yard’'s uncompromisingly anti-Bolshevist Director loftelligence, Basil Thomson, was
forced to admit that ‘some harm’ had been doneht dnti-Bolshevist cause by the
widespread circulation of the statem&ht.

In addition to these older bodies a number of irtgrdr patriotic organisations
formed during the war became concerned about Baistne These included the National

Party®® the Britsh Commonwealth Union (BCU, and the ‘patriotic Labour

“6 Reconstruction SocietyYhat Bolshevism Really Meaméo. 4, New Series (n. d. [1918]).

" Reconstruction Societyyhy Not Become a Bolshevjk®. 5, New Series (n. d. [1918]).

“8 Reconstruction Societfhe Bolshevist in Relation to Women and Childim. 10, New Series (n. d.
[1919)).

9 Reconstruction Societolsheviks and the Nationalisation of Gjri$o. 29, New Series (n. d. [1919])
0 |LP, Who Pays.,.p. 4.

L NA CAB/24/78/390.
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organisation, the British Workers’ League (BWL)bsaquently the National Democratic
Party (NDP)* 1919-20 also witnessed the creation of a largebaurof new, specifically
anti-Bolshevist, groupings. Such bodies generadlg & brief spurt of life in the panicky
two and a half years or so after the Bolshevik Reian, before fading into obscurity or
being absorbed by bigger or more effective orgdioisa like the BEU and National
Propaganda. White’s brief but invaluable studyhis standard work on such bodfiés,
which included, among others, the National Secusitjon>® the Liberty Leagué’ the
National Unity Movement and the People’s Union Bmocracy’? the Anti-Bolshevik
League of Great Britairf, the Christian Counter-Bolshevist Crus88@nd the Welsh
Democratic Leagu®&

The British Empire Union had originated in 1915 ffas Anti-German Union) and
worked closely with the other bodies formed duting war, attempting to disrupt pacifist
and socialist meetings, often violentfyThe BEU’s antipathy to socialism grew more

vociferous in the summer of 1917 when revolutionawents in Russia threatened to
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remove Britain’s eastern ally from the confli¢fThe Bolshevik Revolution turned that
threat into reality, prompting the BEU to percei@eGerman ‘hidden hand’ behind
Russian events, a direct attempt to undermine ttiedAwar effort®® The Bolsheviks
were seen by their British opponents as eithemfirdly motivated German agents, or
‘honest fanatics’, unwittingly duped by the Gerntéigh Command? Panayi records the
views of Captain Parsons, a BEU organiser, who, nwhemparing the anti-war
Independent Labour Party with the Russian Commsynssated that ‘he believed that the
Germans controlled both group§’Panayi presents opposition to Bolshevism as only a
developing theme in BEU propaganda at this timeer€lvadowed by its Germanophobia
and desire for a crushing victory in the war, BEbbtility to socialism only became a
primary consideration in the 1928s.

Anti-socialism had, however, long been intertwiveith hostility to Germany in
the ideology of the BE®® This stemmed largely from the fact that the orgatidn was
influenced by conspiracy theories linking socialismd pan-Germanism in an anti-
Christian plot forworld domination, financed by Jewish capitalisthieTBolshevik
Revolution was subsequently held up as proof o theory?® Following Germany’s
military defeat BEU propaganda increasingly tardeBolshevism as the spearhead of

this alleged world conspiracy. In 1921 a circuleitdr to prominent supporters of the
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BEU claimed that the Union had been ‘fighting tipeesad of Bolshevism in this country
for the past five years®

On 4 February 1919 the BEU placed an advertiseinetie press appealing for
funds to enable it to extend its campaign agaira@siBevism, warning that ‘immediate
action is vital for the safety of our country’.From April 1919 onwards thMonthly
Recordcarried regular articles attacking the new regimRussia under such headings as
‘The Hell of Bolshevism’, ‘Boches and BolshevikSThe Bolshevik Lie’, ‘Russia Under
the Germans’, ‘The Bloody Hand of Bolshevism’, &ftle Reign of Terror at Riga’. In
July the magazine carried a cartoon depicting tbistvik ‘Cobra of Confiscatior® A
number of these articles were reproduced as lsailed pamphlets.

The BEU organised numerous meetings in London ens$ue of Bolshevism in
1919. On 18 May Sir Frederick Milner addressed dJBdathering at the Criterion
Theatre on the subject of ‘Industrial Strife anddBevism’. He described Bolshevism as
‘the negation of liberty, justice and humanity’. o8e who supported it were ‘utterly
contemptible and utterly unworthy to be citizensgogat liberty-loving England’. He
believed that British socialists were being ‘supg@liwith large funds to carry on
Bolshevist propaganda’, and called for a ‘very fidrmvestigation’ into their source. He
went on to state that ‘If it were true that certeapitalists in this country were supplying
money the sooner they were hunted out and houndédthe better’, reflecting a

conspiratorial frame of mind which regarded Jewdabitalists and socialist agitators as

“Modern Records Centre, Warwick, Iron and Steeti@saConfederation papers, MSS.36/A24/2.

" The Times4 February 1919.
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3 BEU, The Hell of BolshevispBEU No. 32, London (1919); BEThe Bolshevik LieBEU No. 33,
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two sides of the same coin. At the same meetingr@blAlan Burgoyne, Unionist MP
for Kensington North, described Bolshevism as ‘sedse of the mentality*. A week
later, under the chairmanship of Lord Denbigh, dhier BEU meeting was held at the
same venue. It was addressed by Frank Souter, D€hairman of the BEU Board of
Management, and Clem Edwards, NDP MP for East Hamth$S who spoke on
‘Bolshevism as an international dangErAt the end of 1919 a series of BEU lectures on
‘Revolution or Industrial Peace?’ was held at thegmbre Hall. These included the
Fabian socialist and translator of Tolstoy’s work&ylmer Maude, speaking on
‘Bolshevism’ on 19 Novembéf.

As 1919 progressed BEU concerns began to shittidahreat posed by ‘British
Bolshevism'. Articles in thé&lonthly Recordointed to linkages between the Bolsheviks,
Sinn Fein and the Irish Transport and General Wstk&nion; and claimed that
Bolshevik agitators were stirring up trouble in 8oWales and other industrial centfés.
In order to counter this perceived threat the BEtednined to spread its anti-Bolshevist
message beyond the capital and launched a serm®mdganda campaigns in industrial
areas, the most successful of which was a threetnuamavan tour of Yorkshir&,

In early 1920 the BEU launched an appeal for £2BDf0r its campaign against
Bolshevism and industrial unrest. It emphasisetitivéas committed to concentrating its
propaganda effort among the ‘vast body of Britishorkers [who] are not

revolutionary'’® This strategy involved the BEU promotion of ‘patit Labour’ figures
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like Clem Edwards; and an emphasis on exposingallegedly revolutionary and
extremist character of the official Labour lead@wsim BEU publication$® Meetings
were held in industrial areas and in major townsl aities. In January 1920 the
Edinburgh branch of the BEU launched its own cagpavith a meeting entitled
‘Bolshevism Exposed’. It was chaired by T. B. Mons the Coalition Liberal MP for
Inverness and Solicitor-General for Scotland, aras vwddressed by Edouard Luboff,
editor of The Russiaand a ‘pioneer of...anti-German Bolshevism [sic] insBia’®! On
28 January the branch held a further meeting orstibgect of ‘Insidious Bolshevism’ at
Drumsheugh Hall, during which the branch OrganisBegretary, Miss Barbara Wylie,
stated that Bolshevism was being spread ‘by me&dmaomey and false doctrines’ to
achieve for Germany ‘that victory which they werat able to obtain by the force of
arms’®

Public meetings and debates in London continuddrto an important part of the
BEU campaign in 1920. Some were addressed by ligkiing Conservative politicians,
along with aristocratic Russian émigrés and Britefewitnesses of the ‘Bolshevik
tyranny’. On 30 January the Westminster branchdubst lecture at the Caxton Hall by
Reverend R. Courtier-Forster, entitled ‘The Trutbho@t Russia’, at which the former
British Chaplain at Odessa spent an hour pouringns®n the ‘monstrous “new
civilisation” which the Bolsheviks had given to Ris, and highlighting the ‘many
instances of Bolshevist atrocities which he hadsqeally seen’. There were numerous
interventions from members of the audience durirggdourse of the meeting, including

‘outbursts’ from W. T. Goode, of th&lanchester Guardianand from Colonel C.

8 Monthly RecorgdJanuary 1920, p. 19.
81 Scotsman20 December 1919, 15 January 1920.
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Malone, the communist-supporting MP for Leyton E&agto took offence at comments
from both the main speaker and the chairman — BEtseBary, Reginald Wilson — which
appeared to cast doubt on Malone’s veracity astaess to events in Russia, whilst
endorsing fulsomely those of opponents of the redirdames Adderley, an audience
member who also queried the chairman’s apparerd, beer complained at being
‘howled down...as a lover of murder, free love, attte@sm...[and]...set upon by some
20 ladies in the name of free speech, law, ordet,CGhristianity’®*

On 20 February the BEU organised a public meetinbeaQueen’s Hall at which
personal reminiscences of life in Bolshevist Russere related by Lydia Yavorska
(Princess Bariatinsky), Miss May Healy, Rev. Carrorster, Paul Dukes, John
Pollock, Aylmer Maude and others. A. W. Gough, leretary of St. Paul's Cathedral,
opened the meeting, repeating the BEU mantra thlewwreal Labour’ was ‘sound,
human and sincere’, the ‘voice that claimed to kdea Labour...was a voice that was
working up a spirit alien to this country. All tleant about nationalisation was intended
to prepare the way for Bolshevism'. To interrupioinom a section of the audience,
Bariatinsky stated that the Bolshevists ‘were agrahthe destruction of all cultured life’.
Miss Healy recommended, to loud cheers, that ‘these had any illusions about the
state of things in Russia should go out and liveréah A series of lantern slides
illustrating alleged Bolshevist atrocities was shoy E. Luboff. The divided nature of
the audience was again indicated when slides degitenin and Trotsky were received
with a mixture of hisses and appla8edn 22 March Viscount Curzon, the Foreign

Secretary, presided at a further BEU meeting indasnat which Bariatinsky described

8 The Times28, 31 January 1920.
8 The Times2 February 1920.
% The Times21 Feb 1920.
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Bolshevik commissars as ‘either murderers and ésevor German agents’. She went on
to warn the British government not to make peadé wiregime which was working in
the interests of ‘German militarism and German nge®° In April she was a speaker at
a reception and meeting held at the London resaeaicLady St Helier, during the
course of which Reginald Wilson reassured his wpfsss audience that the BEU was
now ‘out to combat Bolshevism’ and proposed theéirgetup of ‘colleges for working
men’ to counter Bolshevist propagarida.

During the summer of 1920 the annual meeting ofB&& at the Cannon-Street
Hotel was addressed by H. V. Keeling, a Britishrjalist and trade unionist, who had
been imprisoned by the Bolsheviks. He derided tnaified support given to the new
regime in Russia by a British Labour Delegationjoithad visited whilst he was still a
prisoner, describing the ‘elaborate stage manageaig¢he visit’ by the Bolshevik hosts,
and the entirely misleading impression figures likeorge Lansbury had imparted to the
British public®® In September the City of London branch of the Bigld a meeting at
Leyton Town Hall, at which the Rev. H. D. Longbeottogave an address on the
‘Bolshevik Conspiracy’. In November the branch arigad a meeting at the Aolian Hall,
at which Nesta Webster ‘exposed the insincerityhef Revolutionary Movement in a
masterly analysis of “The History of the World Reumn”™. %°

Throughout 1920 th&lonthly Recordcontinued with its themes of the previous

year: criticism of Bolshevik Russia, alongside ekt on striking workers and their

8 Scotsman23 March 1920.

87 Scotsman13 April 1920.

8 The Times29 July 1920Scotsman29 July 1920Manchester Guardigr29 July 1920Monthly Recorgd
September 1920, p. 111.

8 BEU, The British Empire Union. Its Branches and Whaytage Doing(n. d. [1920]), p. 3, Modern
Records Centre, Warwick, Maitland/Sara Collectidi®S.15¢/5/7/1.
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‘Bolshevik’ leaders. One article accused Lansburijmbitewashing Bolshevism’; while
another applauded Sir Winston Churchill for hisielts on Leniri? Others spoke of ‘the
Horrors of Bolshevik Russia’, ‘The Red Terror ofI8tevism’, and ‘The Red Perfl’. In
June 1920 the BEU placed full page advertisementshe press publicising its
‘Campaign against Bolshevism and Industrial Unredt’ repeated the appeal for
£250,000, which, it was pointed out, was urgentgded to fund the campaign; and it
warned of the dire consequences for the British iEBng such a figure was not

forthcoming:

At the present time Britain is tired.... The microbeBolshevism...has a tired
victim to attack and has already made dangeroudweaa... The heart of Britain
is sound, yet it may one day cease to beat ifdneadful disease is allowed to
spread.... Just as a minute microbe can destroy @nwnan, so Bolshevism
will inevitably destroy the British nation unledsetwholesome medicine of truth

is administered in time and in the right way.

For the BEU the stakes could not be higher. SucimesBolshevism meant irreversible

collapse for the British Empire:

Destroyed nations can never live again. If onceBhigsh Empire were to fall, it

would fall for ever. Rome, Egypt, Babylon and P&l were once the governing

% Monthly RecorgdMay 1920, p. 64; July 1920, p. 85.
1 Monthly RecordMay 1920, p. 63; December 1920, pp. 1, 7.
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centres of great empires. Where are they todayR bagatriotism killed them

all.®?

The BEU pointed out that even if insurrection wasektively remote possibility in

Britain, Bolshevism still presented a serious threa

The danger from this evil is very great and a serimenace to civilisation. Even
if we do not have a revolution as in Russia, thesgoous doctrines now being

preached will, unless counteracted, kill all thaiftd industry’>

The collapse of official British intervention agafrthe Bolsheviks in the Russian
Civil War in early 1920 was followed that summerthg Communist Unity Convention
which founded the Communist Party of Great BritdiAmongst pro-interventionist
forces, animated protests against abandoning Rtes&iae policy of the anti-Christ’ and
‘the “bloody baboonery” of Lenin and Trotsky' sutbed to a degree, and concern
focused on the potential threat of communism witBiitain and its empir& This
became a perennial theme of British right-wing tegi throughout the inter-war years
and beyond. The ‘Red menace’ abroad provided arermedt enemy useful for
maintaining notions of national solidarity; whilear of domestic communism generated
mistrust of anything which smacked of radicalisnad amilitancy; and was employed to

discredit the wider labour movement. By 1921 theUBE‘primary purpose’ was to
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counter Communist propaganifat became the leading anti-communist organisaition
Britain by the mid-1920s; eclipsing the Anti-So@alJnion, even after that organisation
re-invented itself as the Anti-Socialist and Ant+@munist Union in September 1925.
One of the BEU’s most prominent campaigns was weaagainst the dangers
associated with Communist Sunday Schools (andithi#as Proletarian Sunday School
movement, founded by the Glasgow socialist, Tomekson)?® The first mention of the
Proletarian Schools in thdonthly Recordappeared in April 1920; followed by a further
article on the schools a month lalérArticles focused on the allegedly seditious and
blasphemous nature of the teaching in the schadlkeme hammered home to parents
and the wider public in a number of BEU leafletsnfr 1921 onwards, most bearing the
emotive call to ‘Save the Childreff® On 8 July 1921 the BEU sent a deputation to the
Bishop of London to discuss the matter; and alsmibthe support of churchmen from
other denominations. Throughout the yearBEngpire Recordievoted considerable space
to attacking the school8! In September BEU members heckled Communist spgaker
‘effectively’ over the issue at a meeting in Berrdsay Town Hall, after which a ‘very
successful’ meeting of women opposed to the scheatsheld at a local vicarad® The

BEU Grand Council meeting of 24 October made ogjmosito the ‘atheistic and
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revolutionary doctrines’ taught in the schools ook the organisation’s official
policies’®®

A full-length exposé of the schools’ practices dhd menace they posed was
drafted by the BEU Secretary, Reginald Wilson, anblished under the titlBanger
Aheadin February 1922% It became one of the organisation’s best sellimiglipations,
going into five editions (19,500 copies) that yedone; a sixth expanded edition in
January 1924; and a largely rewritten seventhaiin 1925'°° Throughout the 1920s
the BEU held meetings across the country on thgesyjbmany addressed by the General
Secretary® and the issue was regularly revisited in the pajebe Empire Record®”
In 1924 the BEU organised a May Day Festival, at ftyde Park Hotel, ‘in aid of its
special campaign against...Proletarian schools’.ulmeJL925 it organised a ball, hosted
by the Countess of Malmesbury, in support of theesaausé®

The BEU was closely involved in supporting attentptpass legislation aimed at
curtailing the activities of the schools. Sir JdBatcher, the long-serving Conservative
MP for York, and a future President of the BEU, vaasong a group of right-wing MPs
and peers who pressed the Home Office to prosdbote involved in teaching and
disseminating blasphemous and subversive ideaaghrSunday school$? In February
1922 Butcher attempted unsuccessfully to introdu&editious Teachings Bill to outlaw

the schools. In response the BEU supported Butgtiera petition campaign, in which it
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195 BEU, Annual Repor{1924), pp. 11, 38-Empire RecorgdJanuary 1924, pp. 24-5; R. Wilsdbanger
Ahead: Socialist and Proletarian Sunday Schp8kventh Edition, BEU Research Department, London
(1925).

19 Empire RecordSeptember 1922, p. 148; December 1924, p. 13.
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claimed that a staggering 7,012,143 signatures wellected*'® On the basis of this
groundswell of support, Butcher re-introduced hil§iB March 1923. On this occasion it
received a second reading and was in the Lords vidghament was disbanded to
facilitate the snap general election which subsetyeresulted in the first Labour
government! In July 1924 Butcher, by now Lord Danesfort, iimoed a similar Bill in
the upper chambelHe railed against those who suggested that his vgdlild only
advertise communism, regarding this as ‘the exaisa timid mind in order to justify
culpable inaction’. Against this ‘policy of the ash’ he wished to enact a measure in
favour ofchild protection stating that ‘Surely the State has a...sacred @upyotect the
souls and minds of children from moral and spititugn.**? With a Labour government
in office, however, it was shelved. It re-appeagadh year subsequently, but even with
the Conservatives firmly in office after 1924 itcegved little parliamentary time and
never made the statute bodRThe real importance of this parliamentary campaigthe
anti-socialist right was the widespread publicityafforded its anti-subversive message.
The BEU stressed that as a result of Butcher'srtsff§p]ublic attention was directed to
the existence of this evil in an unmistakeable itash**

Much was made of the immoral nature of the teaghn the schools. At a
meeting at Notting Hill in April 1923 Reginald Wila claimed the schools were

poisoning children’s minds with ‘absolutely disgangtand filthy ideas®*® In the Spring
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of 1924 he wrote that the ‘watchword of the movetrisrBanish Gods from the Skies

and Capitalists from the Earth’; and claimed toéhamcovered evidence that:

free love...is taught in some of the ‘undergroundotationary schools...there is
no doubt at all that ifProletcult the monthly organ of this movement, articles
have appeared under the title of ‘Sex Knowledgat ttould not be printed in any
decent newspaper. Yet this magazine is specificstiyed to be ‘for boys and

girls’.**

The BEU divulged the matter to the authorities. €&muently, Anderson and two others
were ‘detained and charged before a magistrate putblishing and selling obscene
literature’ !’

In August 1924 theempire Recordcarried an appeal for funds to enable the
training of ‘a number of very poor and neglecteddzkn in the principles of religion and
patriotism’. The BEU believed there was ‘grave dangf their being recognised as
excellent material for the moulding of young revadnaries of an extreme type’, and
wished to ‘save these children’ by gathering themo ia room on Sunday afternoons,
where they would be ‘taught and helped to beconwd gutizens of our country’. The
BEU felt certain funds would be forthcoming ‘frofmotse who are anxious to give some
practical help in a direct counter effort to therkvof revolutionaries among childrett®

Subsequent issues of tRenpire Recorddo not refer to this initiative, however, and it

must be assumed that it remained a dead lettes fHiling should not be taken to
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indicate that the BEU did not seriously intereselt in constructive methods for winning
children away from communism. They were responsibienumerous benevolent and
educational initiatives, aimed primarily at instith patriotism and loyalty in working-
class children. In June 1921 two leading female BR&mbers, Miss Almaz Stout and
Mrs Gee, were praised by tEgnpire Recordor their work among the poor children of
Bermondsey. The ‘great object’ of such efforts viasring them up as patriots ready to
serve their king and country. To teach them what British Empire means, and to
counteract the pernicious teachings of the ProfetaBunday Schoold™® Other activities
organised by BEU branches included essay compaifior children on subjects such as
‘The Ideals and Duties of Citizenshilf° screenings of patriotic films, such as ‘Our
Mighty Empire’ and ‘The Battle of Zeebrugge’; andriprmances of plays such as ‘The
Masque of Empire*?* organising visits by children to the British EneiExhibition*??
and hosting an annual ‘Christmas Party to PooidBriChildren’*?® Branches of the BEU
emphasised ‘the importance of teaching patriotismics and Elementary Political
Economy in primary school$®* Most importantly, from 1926 the BEU became closely
associated with the distribution of free commemueaimedals to children on Empire
Day, an activity explicitly devised to ‘save’ chi&h from communism.

The idea of a special day to celebrate the achiemgsnof the British Empire

appears to have originated in Canada in the 188)snost persistent British advocate

was Reginald Brabazon, 1Earl of Meath, who set up the Empire Day movenient
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1904'% After the Great War the event was widely utilidgdthe BEU to spread their
anti-socialist message among children. MacKenze riited that the BEU ‘sought to
secure a wider acceptance of Empire Day, organBegire Day gatherings, and
distributed thousands of medals and flags to ssh&SIFor the BEU, however, Empire
Day was not merely an excuse to unfurl bunting @aidcakes. As Jim English points out,
‘in the context of perceived threats to the Empirédome and abroad...the political right
seized upon Empire Day as an opportunity to attatlat were seen as seditious
groups'*?’ The BEU, in particular, saw a natural congrueremvben the aims of Empire
Day and its own ultra-nationalist, anti-socialigeada.

The BEU’s novel contribution to Empire Day — thistdbution of Empire Day
medals to children in schools and hospitals — brsturred in 1926 using 30,000 medals
manufactured at the Royal Mitf2 This practice was intended as an explicitly anti-
communist measure. A February 1926 letter to tesgpover the names of the presidents
of the BEU, NCU and the National Union of Manufaets highlights the motivation

behind the scheme:

A determined alien-inspired attempt is being maxedpture the next generation
for atheism and revolution. The instilling of a éoand appreciation of the Empire
is the only antidote; the younger generation musttdught to revere their

wonderful heritage.... We therefore suggest the idigfion to each child on
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Empire Day of a medal symbolic of the British Enepir. A child who wears this
medal will have no use for the Communist red flag badge....We invite orders
for medals, offers of co-operation in their distition, and especially donations
which will enable medals to be issued to childranpoorer districts. Unless
medals are supplied free for distribution in theseas the children in places

where Socialism and Communism are most prevaldhhati receive thent®

The BEU encouraged as many people as possiblectmnigeinvolved in Empire Day
celebrations and went into great detail in its malons about how to make the event
successful, with suggestions for ‘Empire Tableaand other stunts’ In many localities
the BEU orchestrated Empire Day celebrations, dogaflags, maps and essay prizes to
schools’ to ensure a suitable level of intefdst.

From 1920 theEmpire Recordbecame a vociferous mouthpiece for the BEU's
attacks on the newly formed Communist Party of Gigatain. The journal carried
excerpts from the Marxist press in a regular colugalled ‘The Revolutionary
Campaign’, subsequently renamed ‘The Revolutiorfamyss’; and it called upon the
support of ‘every Patriot for a Campaign amongwloekers, when by means of outdoor
meetings, posters, leaflets, newspaper articlegerasements, the cinema, etc., this
danger can be met®?> The BEU was routinely engaged in this kind of aatnmunist

work, as well as more confrontational activitiediet included meetings designed to

129 5cotsman23 February 1926.
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coincide in time and place with Communist Partyhgaings; and the heckling and asking
of awkward questions of Communist speakétSuch activity was claimed to have been
successful in stifing Communist progress in a nambf industrial centres, including
Coventry, Mansfield, the Staffordshire Potteries] at Sheffield, where ‘BEU working
men’ held public debates with Communist speak&r#\t Birmingham the BEU held
regular meetings in the Bull Ring to counter thiy’'siCommunists, while the local BEU
organiser, Captain Owen-Lewis often addressed Ido@nist Clubs regarding the ‘Red’
threat™*® Liverpool was another industrial city where the BBetermined to face the
communist threat head on. In April 1923 alone,dhganisation claimed to have held 38
meetings in the city, attended by some 16,000 peddlany were held in Islington
Square, which was well known as ‘a happy huntiraygd of Communists and other Red
agitators’. In this ‘frankly hostile’ place the BEtlaimed to have met with ‘wonderful’
successeS? Examples of similar successful anti-communist caigming peppered the
pages of th&mpire Recordhroughout the 1920s, and were summarised eachrydze
organisation’sAnnual Report®’

BEU meetings often ended ‘in some disorder’ as spmpsides fought to get
their views heard; though the BEU claimed that arstroccasions that ‘the honours of
war...remain with the BEU' Such victories were often due to the voluntarprsf of

what theEmpire Recorddescribed as loyal ‘henchmen’, whose services \peveured

133 Empire RecordFebruary 1922, p. 37; July 1923, p. 119; Decerib@s, p. 10-11.
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specifically to deal with objectors and heckl&fsAt Edmonton, North London, in 1921
a local conflict between Communists and patriotieservicemen occurred over the
flying of the Union Jack or the Red Flag; a stregghich the BEU subsequently became
involved in. The BEU claimed that as a result af intervention, the ‘Communists,
formerly a power in the locality, are nowhere novheyt are negligible. We cut them
under. And they are going to stay undéf’BEU agitation was claimed to be responsible
for a split between Labour and the Communists éndistrict, leading to the resignation
of two Communist councillors, who were subsequemdglaced by members of the
BEU.**! Similar success was proclaimed at Croydon, whesidents expressed their
‘cordial appreciation of the fight that has been.ge against the Red Flag’. The
Communists’ emblem and the ideas it symbolised wroeriated as a symbol of foreign,

ungodly ideals:

It is up to the BEU to fight the Red Flag principieh all our strength of mind
and heart, and to show up the dark secrets thdti@dden beneath its folds, calling

upon all true Englishmen to join us in the crusagdainst the alien devif?

The most notorious incident in this series of oesshetween the BEU and Communists
came at a meeting of the Union at Central Hall, Wesster, on 28 October 1921, which
was to have been addressed by the BEU’s recenfipisied President, the Earl of

Derby. On this occasion it was the Reds who hadufipeer-hand, effectively disrupting
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the meeting with rattles, stink-bombs and howlse Htatform was stormed, and the
Union Jack allegedly torn up and spat on. The BEW the incident up as testimony to
the ‘imperative necessity for all decent citizem$and themselves together in a common
organisation to fight the menace of Communismivdis interpreted as a response to the
success of their anti-communist campaign, proviog Imuch the Communists dreaded
‘the growing influence and intensifying activitiesf the BEU**? According to the
organisation’s Vice-Chairman, Sir Ernest Wild, thmutrage’ had only served to
strengthen the determination of the BEU to ‘camytloe fight’ against communism, and
had contributed to ‘a considerable accession tdJtiien’s membership***

Less confrontational were the numerous educatiompe#gyns inaugurated by the
BEU in working-class areas, designed explicitly itioculate the masses against
communism and to win back those who had been ledyalsy the agents of Moscoi”
Basil Thomson’s assessment of the role of the uaramti-Bolshevist groups which had
emerged in early 1919 tended to dismiss simpldeieabmpaigns, and favoured those
organisations which employed the ‘more effectivehuod of mobilising loyal workmen
in factories, working men’s clubs, and public hajge neutralise the poison instilled by
the extremists'*® The BEU can certainly be counted as such an csgton.
Throughout the 1920s the dominant theme of BEU ggapda was ‘Industrial Peace’;
and in January 1920 the organisation launchedwts imdustrial Peace Department to
carry this message into the heart of working-cle@smunities. The objective of the

campaign was to allay industrial unrest ‘by laybejore the workers facts relating to the
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production and distribution of wealth, the relatioh output and prices, the effect of
unfavourable foreign exchanges, and the presentigo®f the country in the world’s
markets’. The Industrial Peace Department was kst@d on a permanent basis
following a number of successful campaigns on tiesne during 1919. This experience
convinced the BEU leadership of the ‘urgent needccémtinuous educational propaganda
throughout the industrial areas, where hithertopifeachers of Marxism and Bolshevism
have had it all their own way. The mass of worlaes not revolutionary; and we owe it
to them to give them a chance of hearing both sifiéise question®*’

Vital to the work of the Industrial Peace Departi&as co-operation with ultra-
patriotic elements in the labour movement whicleetgd Bolshevism and direct action,
favouring instead what the left described as ‘yellounions, committed to
accommodation with employers. Examples of this kafcto-operation are legion, with
numerous ‘patriotic Labour’ figures speaking on BpMtforms throughout the interwar
years. In December 1919, for instance, Charlest@&ahNDP MP for Aberdare, speaking
at a BEU meeting at Wigmore Hall, London, describi@@ct action as ‘an outrage to
political decency’ and ‘denounced certain of itsy@chtes as “disciples of Lenin and
Trotsky”...who, having been turned out of the HouseCommons, were still planning
and organising bleeding the Trade Unions, and by tkachings leading the workers of
the country astray’. While Stanton wanted ‘justicethe workers and prosperity for all’
he insisted that this could never be brought alimudirect action and ‘shouting for

Soviets for the people’, but would be achieved ulgio ‘organising Labour and industry

7 The Times13 December 1919.
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in such a way that there shall be reconciliatiotween the men who invest their money
in industry and the men they empld§®
Along with Stanton and his ilk the BEU focused muafhits fire on left-wing

advocates of direct action in the labour movempatticularly Robert Williams of the
Transport Workers Federation and miners’ leadereRdBmillie. In May 1919 Reginald
Wilson wrote to Lloyd George and Bonar Law callfing Smillie to be removed from the
Royal Commission into the future of the coal indy$tecause of his threat to employ the
general strike tactic, which was regarded as atlatin ‘those taxpayers and consumers’

whom the BEU claimed to represent:

Experience has taught us that the general strikmatieits own ends, and that to
allow this kind of braggadocio to inflict furtherushing burdens upon the middle
classes, and the immense body of unorganised labahis country...would be a

species of moral cowardice to which this Union bamo party:*

While the BEU was a prominent source of public piggnda directed against
labour militancy it was also engaged in a very mbhehds-on struggle with the left in
Britain’s trade union movement, of which the IndizdtPeace campaign was merely the
public face. It has been pointed out by John Hbpé the BEU ‘operated its own private

network of “special agencies” to collect intelligenon its left-wing adversaries and

148 Scotsman18 December 1919. Historians have subsequenthgedo realise that ‘the men who invest
their money in industry’ also made substantial dbntions to promote Stanton’s political careere(Ser
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engage in sabotage operations against th&hEvidence of such activity has proved
elusive; though as Hope notes, it is suggested aaiose reading of the organisation’s
publications, which include occasional mention@@EU ‘silent service department’ or
‘secret service’>! In 1977 Ron Bean published documentary eviderma fthe Cunard
Papers exposing clandestine anti-labour activitiethe North West of England, carried
out by the Secretary of the Liverpool BEU brancaméds McGuirk HugheS? This
surreptitious work included the infiltration of Comnist Party branches and those of the
Minority Movement and the Organised Unemployed Mueat (later the National
Unemployed Workers' Movement)® This activity enabled the BEU to remain one step
ahead of its opponents, and was used to colleorndtion and to facilitate acts of
sabotagé>® Bean’s research established that Hughes operategad of a national
network of agents working for an organisation fuhdby business interests. Subsequent
authors attempting to pursue this line of enquayd) in the face of scant and sometimes
unreliable evidence, been forced to make a sefispaeculative assumptions regarding
this activity. Recent work by Gill Bennett, howeybas provided much needed veridical
substance to a number of these assumptions. MtablgpBennett's privileged access to
unreleased Secret Intelligence Service files hasfiromed Hughes’ and Hope’s
contention that Sir George Makagill, the founded &tonorary Secretary of the BEU, was
the shadowy ‘Sir George McGill' referred to in theyptic and deliberately misleading
autobiography of John Baker White, one-time Directbthe Economic League. Baker

White states that ‘McGill created and directed ghty efficient private intelligence
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service’ which was primarily, though not exclusielconcerned with fighting
communist-inspired subversion. ‘McGill' was a clgsrsonal friend of Vernon Kell, the
founder and head of MI5, and ‘could always seeReemanent Secretary to the Cabinet
whenever he wished and at short notic@The fact that there does not appear to have
been a ‘Sir George McGill' living at this time, alg with evidence of a friendship
between Sir George Makgill and Kell, and Makgilissociation with a number of right-
wing and patriotic organisations, convinced Huglied Hope that they were one and the
same. Bennett’'s research into the Zinoviev Lett@&irashows that Makgill formed an
organisation called the Industrial Intelligence Bban the instigation of ‘the Federation
of British Industries and...the Coal Owners’ and $kpers’ Associations’ which
wished to ‘set up an organisation to acquire iigefice on industrial unrest and keep
employers informed on Labour matters, including deraUnion and Communist
activities’. The 1IB acted as a link between thesganisations and Makgill’'s contacts
within Whitehall’s intelligence community, with meegs of Makgill's dining club — the
Monday Club — acting as the hub of this activRyBennett's biography of SIS agent,
Desmond Morton, expands on this, confirming uneocedy that Makgill was indeed
the ‘McGill Baker White refers to. Makgill is desbed by Bennett as ‘ultra-
conservative in his views and full of ideas abcwe efficient management of labour
(including a deep-rooted dislike of Trades UnionisrRor him Bolshevism ‘threatened
the very core of British Imperial capitalism and pienilled the postwar return to

profitability’. Such views made Makgill highly amable to the invitation from

1553, Baker WhiteTrue Blue: An Autobiography 1902-193%ederick Muller, London (1970), p.129.
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industrialists to form the 1B Intimate links with British business interests watgso
openly fostered and proclaimed by the BEU. Alongsidecha$ attacking trade union
militancy in theEmpire Recordwere a significant number extolling publicly takeged
virtues of capitalism and private enterprtd&The organisation regularly boasted of the
large number of businesses which sponsor&d it.

During 1925 the BEU was involved in moves to createational strikebreaking
force capable of standing up to the looming thofat general strike. This culminated in
September with the formation of the Organisation tlee Maintenance of Supplies
(OMS). Those few historians who have examined tMSOhave tended to focus on its
relationship with the Baldwin government; givingripaular attention to the controversy
which erupted on the eve of the General Strikerndigg the participation of the British
Fascists in the organisatioff. The relationship between the OMS and establisin¢id a
socialist bodies like the BEU and NCU has beenshamtowed by this debate.

The nature of the OMS is itself a source of corgrey. Contemporary partisans
of the left tended to describe the organisatiomaisimplistic manner as an official
government body®* while the OMS itself went to great lengths to prdhat it was an
entirely unofficial body, which, while it supportede Conservative government, would

willingly offer its services to any ‘Constitutionigovernment irrespective of its political

157 G. BennettChurchill's Man of Mystery: Desmond Morton and tverld of IntelligenceRoutledge,
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complexion®®? Although there is some evidence supporting the QudSition'®® there is

much to suggest that — in common with organisatliwesthe BEU and NCU — the OMS
had extensive informal links with the Conservatjpernment. A number of its founders
were former government official§* and it was viewed favourably by certain Cabinet
Ministers and by backbench Conservative MPs andsp&ée initial reaction to the OMS
of the Home Secretary, Sir William Joynson-Hickg&swo commend its ‘preparation of
lists of citizens prepared to carry on essentiaivises...in the interests of the
community’'®> A connection — again unofficial — with the secyiservices also exists, in
George Makgill, for whom the General Strike wagtove the last great battle against
‘Bolshevism’ before his death on 17 October 192@edafifty-severt®® Hughes has
speculated that ‘the OMS might well have been...[Miiky..brainchild’, a suggestion
given some credence in documents unearthed byHope!®’

The uncertainty of the exact relationship betwden®MS and the state prompts
Farr to declare ‘This was not collusion, but cordas and government policy was
shrouded in ambiguity"®® Despite this it is relatively safe to suggest thmany issues,
the views of the publicly stated leaders of the Obtfhcided with those of many in
government circles, blurring any supposed line ketwindependence and government

sanction. The organisation’s formation undoubtecidyne at a propitious time for the

government, providing a ‘non-governmental’ soluttorthe dilemma of putting in place
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mechanisms for dealing with a potential generdtestivhilst avoiding undue provocation
or the impression that such a conflict was inevéafy
One thing about the OMS that can be stated witlhaicgy is that from its

inception, it was intimately linked with the BEWn October and November 1925 the
BEU offered ‘to co-operate with and render all polgshelp to’ the OMS. In December
the Empire Recordreported that this approach had born fruit in amangement for
mutual co-operation’ between the Council of the OMS8d the BEU Board of
Management’® The BEU believed that there was ‘ideal scope'dmioperation between
the two bodies, as their ‘respective labours arsolaitely complimentary’. While the
BEU strived through propagandist means ‘to preaenémergency and to get capital and
labour to work in harmony’, the OMS was intendeddafeguard the life-blood of the
country if the emergency does eventualise’. Thennpaints of the agreement were as

follows:
The OMS will leave all formative or propagandistriw@except in the Press) to
the British Empire Union, and will in some way matkés arrangement known

publicly.

The BEU will commend the OMS to the audiences stnikeetings as occasion

arises and endeavour to obtain recruits.

As far as Press work is concerned the BEU will worth the OMS.

19 The Times15 February, 13 April 1926.
1 Empire RecordDecember 1925, p. 12.
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Each body will supply the other with such infornoatias reaches it or is likely to

be useful to the common cau<é.

While much of this type of activity was planned atwbrdinated in secret, the
leaders of the BEU and similar bodies needed comidh the wider public in order to
make their schemes effective. In this regardBEh®ire Recordvas a crucial organising
tool as well as a simple mouthpiece for BEU propaga It contained articles, cartoons,
reports from branches and lists of upcoming aatisit Additionally the organisation
produced large numbers of leaflets and pamphlétspugh many of these consisted of
reprints from theEmpire RecordThe BEU also had its own ‘Research Departmerd’ an
from December 1919 published th&eekly Circulay a confidential anti-socialist
intelligence briefing aimed explicitly at ‘leaden$ industry’, providing subscribers with
up to date information to assist in their strugghdth trade unions and the 1éf2 In
addition to its own printed output, the BEU GeneBakretary, Reginald Wilson, was a
prolific correspondent with both the national amdvincial press. The organisation made
a number of confidential appeals to its busineskdrs to finance advertising campaigns
in ‘the principal Sunday Newspapers which appeah&working classes’. An example
from November 1921 survives along with proofs of #dvertisements — in this case
advocating secret ballots in trade disputes —Herapproval of those called upon to fund

the campaigni’®
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Figure 1.1 Empire RecordjJanuary 1922, p. 30.

The BEU was also at the forefront of attempts tosotidate the myriad forces of
British anti-Bolshevism after the war. Objection tiee existence of too many anti-
Bolshevist societies and the consequent wastefiloBsesources and ‘overlapping’ of
effort was a perennial theme in the organisatiotiscourse.The BEU’s powerful
financial backing in the early 1920s allowed itdevelop a national profile which put
many smaller anti-Bolshevist organisations in thade. By 1921 the BEU had absorbed
about twenty such organisations in England ancre’* Among these can be counted
the Manchester-based Britain for the British Movamevhich became the Manchester
and District Branch of the BEU on 7 October 1920and the Stourbridge and District
Citizens’ League, which became a sub-branch of BE&) around the same timé

Despite such successes the General Secretary 8Bbe Reginald Wilson, was moved
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17 Empire RecordOctober 1921, p. 163.
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in September 1921 to respond to calls inSpectatorfor a ‘Citizens’ League’ by stating
that ‘Already there are far too many leagues arghmisations with similar objects in
existence’. He expressed the hope that the FederatiBritish Propaganda Societies, to
which the BEU was affiliated, ‘will do much to bgrabout co-ordination of effort and
avoid waste of time, money and enertfy’ The Federation, which had been set up that
summer, was run by David Gilmore with the Duke obrtdumberland acting as
President’® According to Nesta Webster ‘the plan fell througbwing to the difficulty
in getting the chairmen and secretaries of theedhfft organisations to unite in the
common cause*’®

Another feature of the BEU anti-communism was i$emtless propaganda
campaign against what it described as ‘Sinn FeitstBvism’ in Ireland®® In March
1921 theEmpire Recordreported approvingly a speech by Sir Hamar Greenwo
Coalition Liberal MP for Sunderlanavhich stated that ‘Sinn Fein Extremists and their
Soviet colleagues...have conspired to smash the Em@reenwood claimed that Irish
nationalism was part of an ‘international conspitaand that Irish events were being
‘watched by sinister eyes...throughout the world’c&ss for Sinn Fein would ‘mean

the break up of the Empire and our civilisatio¥ That autumn the BEU Grand Council

1" Empire RecordSeptember 1921, p. 144.
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passed a motion urging that ‘Ireland should newverrécognised as a sovereign or
independent State®?

Beyond issuing anti-nationalist propaganda, théiBrianti-socialist right sought
to organise on the ground in Ireland. There is seméence of organisation in the south
of the country in the years following the Great Warbranch of the MCU was set up in
Dublin in the spring of 1919, and its secretary Wapeful of getting hundreds, if not
thousands of member¥® However, due to the conditions of guerrilla wagfan the
south and west of the country, and the hostilitgedtions of the Catholic population to
British imperialism, most of the right’s activityas confined to the north-east corner of
Ireland, with its loyalist, Protestant majority. the case of both the BEU and the
MCU/NCU the six counties of truncated Ulster, whiafter 1921 formed the state of
Northern lIreland, were to prove a highly productikecruiting ground. This was
particularly true of Belfast, where the local briaes of the two organisations merged to
avoid duplication of effort. The united body boaksteousands of members, a number of
whom were influential Unionist politicians, includj councillors, MPs, Cabinet
members, and the first Prime Minister of Northeeldnd, Sir James Craig.

During the elections to the new Northern Irelandi®aent in May 1921 it was
the calls for a solid Unionist vote from Craig, aBBU President, Sir Edward Carson,
which grabbed the headlines in loyalist newspap@asson urged ‘every loyal man and
woman in Ulster to rally round for civil and relagis liberties. Ulster must be saved from
the tyranny of the assassin’. Craig called on tleeterate to ‘Do your duty, let no one

stand aside. The cause is sacred and worthy of @eesonal sacrifice’. He concluded by

182 Empire RecordOctober 1921, p. 165.
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pointing out that ‘The eyes of our friends throughthe Empire are upon us. Let them
see that we are as determined as they to upholthtiee of Loyalty*®* The Belfast BEU
branch contributed to the election campaign by imgswa manifesto echoing these
sentiments and stressing the imperial implicatiohsthe election. At a ‘large and
representative meeting’ of the branch James A. Tisam, Chairman of the Executive
Committee, declared that ‘they all had the greatesftidence in Sir James Craig’, while
Lady Kennedy, speaking for the Executive of theiegdCommittee, stressed that ‘a
strong loyal majority in the Northern Parliamentsvessential*®

At the level of street politics, too, the BEU wagiee in support of the loyalist
cause, adding its own speciality — anti-Bolshevisno the sectarian battleground of
Belfast politics. This was dramatically manifestadhe ‘Ulster Hall incident’ when the
BEU, ‘in co-operation with the Ulster ex-Service e Association and the Ulster
Protestant Association’, organised a body of artdadand and Wolff shipyard workers
to disrupt a rally intended to show support for thefficial candidates of the Belfast
Labour Party (BLP) in the May election. The BEU @werised the BLP men as ‘Sinn
Fein Bolsheviks’, and amid ‘stirring scenes’ thelBspired mob physically prevented
the rally from taking plac&® In the face of such intimidation and the genemhihance
of sectarianism in the city, this fledgling socélelectoral challenge to Unionism was
seriously hampered. All forty of the candidates ppt by the Ulster Unionists were

subsequently elected, while the three BLP candsdiaist their deposits in a ‘disastrous
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showing’*®’ The Unionists’ crushing victory, which ensureddbigt dominance in the
new parliament and thus the state, elicited thethezongratulations of thé&mpire
Record which declared that ‘The Loyal and Imperial Privg has once more proved her
claim to that title’®® The BLP later attempted to rebuild its local suppoase by
focusing on economic issues, partly under the aespof the Belfast Anti-Profiteering
Committee. Despite its wholehearted support forpgtadit motive, the BEU, along with
the Ulster Unionist Labour Association (formed i81Y by Sir Edward Carson to
counteract socialism amongst working-class Unishisind the Ulster Ex-Servicemen’s
Association, became involved in the anti-profitegrimovement and ‘effectively
precluded whatever potential...[it]...had as a vehfolethe non-sectarian class politics
of the BLP'®°

The high level of support for the BEU in Belfastlais time can be gathered from
the annual report and statement of accounts pes$eatthe fifth annual meeting of the
branch, held at the city’'s YMCA Hall in July 19Zlhese claimed that the membership
of the branch had grown from 321 in 1917 to 5,05&8921. During the same period, the
income of the branch had risen from £130 to £1,3¥&ngely, given such clear evidence
of the vitality of the branch, James Thompson mowecesolution ‘empowering the
chairman of the meeting to ascertain the view efriembers as to whether the branch
should be wound up or not'. He explained that tvas due to concern that the
‘deplorable trade depression’ that existed at thme might make it very difficult to

maintain the branch’s income, ‘a considerable pardf which had come from business

187.C. Norton, ‘The left in Northern Ireland 1921-193Rabour History RevieyWol. 60, No. 1 (Spring
1995), p. 4.

188 Empire RecorgdJune 1921, p. 103.

189 Norton, pp. 3-5.
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houses in the city in past years’. The proposaltted number of speeches highlighting
the dangers of Bolshevism in Ireland and the wetapire, and stressing the vital role
played by the BEU in Ulster in resisting this memaSir Robert Kennedy attacked both
‘Prussianism’ and ‘Bolshevism’, both of which wefeorking in a tremendous
revolutionary conspiracy against the Empire’. Thiisw was echoed in a passionate,
almost evangelical, speech by Councillor Alex M’Kayrepresentative of the shipyard
workers, who stated that under such circumstawais,'so many influences at work for
the destruction of the British Empire’, it would thee ‘utmost humiliation’ to dissolve the

Belfast branch of the Union:

Those who are responsible for the carrying on ef phopaganda work of the
Union were too kid gloved and too sedate. They khoame to the streets to
counter these other influences so rampant in odsimif they allowed that branch
of the Union to be swept to one side, they weraism against the Empire to
which they were proud to belong.... The boys of thipyards would not be true
to their principle if they agreed to drop this bzhnPlease God they would carry

it on.

Following further ‘vigorous speeches’ the branchedooverwhelmingly to carry on its
activities™*

As in the rest of Britain, the BEU, a predomingmtiiddle-class organisation with
aristocratic patronage, assiduously sought alliesrey patriotic workers. In Belfast this

strategy resulted in close co-operation with orgations which were patently not ‘kid-

199 Empire RecordAugust 1921, p. 133.
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gloved and too sedate’. Indeed, it seems reasonablr that at least one of the
organisations which mobilised alongside the BEUthat Ulster Hall in May 1921
regularly engaged in acts of extreme terroristenck against the Catholic minority in
the province. The Ulster Protestant Associatiomméd in 1920, was essentially a
sectarian murder gang, which was later describetthdyRoyal Ulster Constabulary as an
organisation ‘dominated by the Protestant hooligégment [whose] whole aim and
object was simply the extermination of Catholicsamny and every meanS* Many of
these attacks occurred with the collusion of elgsmesmmong the Ulster Special
Constabulary®

To counter the perceived threat of Bolshevism witthie wider British Empire,
the BEU encouraged white settler populations tapeairganisations similar to their own,
and sought to co-operate with other existing amtiadist forces. The BEU had a number
of affiliates in the Dominions and beyond, inclugliodies in New South Wales,
Victoria, Tasmania, New Zealand, Egypt, CanadattSédrica and Indid®® The British
Empire Union of Australia was formed during the &r&Var; and much of its early
propaganda centred on questions of loyalty to thesic and support for the war effdff.
In spring 1918 the organisation launched a campafgpetitions and public meetings
‘against disloyalty and Sinn Fein’, during whichsiécured the support of other patriotic

organisations. Acting under the name of the Cisz&myalist Committee, these bodies

191 District Inspector Spears, ‘Memorandum to Nonthieeland Minister of Home Affairs, February 7,
1923’, PRONI T2258.

192 M. Farrell, Armingthe Protestants, The Formation of the Ulster Sge@instabulary and the Royall
Ulster Constabulary, 1920;PIluto, London (1983), p. 279; P. McMah@ritish Spies and Irish Rebels:
British Intelligence and Ireland, 1916-194Boydell Press, Woodbridge (2008), p. 155.

193 Empire RecordMay 1923, p. 85; BEUAnnual Report, 1927%. 19; BEU Annual Report, 192&. 20.
194 The Victoria Branch was founded in 1915 by ColoBeE. Merrett (BEUAnnual Report, 1924. 24).
According to Elizabeth Kwan the BEU of Australiasnalso known as the League of Empire (E. Kwan,
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planned a ‘monster patriotic demonstration’ in Mellme in support of the war and the
British Empire!®

The Australian BEU boasted a number of promineppstters. Its President until
1927 was William Scott Fell, a businessman witleri@sts in shipping and coal, and an
Independent Nationalist Member of the New Southé#/alegislative Assembly. Among
its Vice-Presidents were Sir William MacMillan, DM Anderson (MLA), and
Archdeacon Boycé&®® Other members included the philanthropist, ThoRafe®’

The activities of the Australian BEU mirrored thaddts parent organisation. As
in the UK a myriad of anti-Bolshevist groups emergdter the war and Australia’s
‘conservative politicians...exploited the red scaithvwnaterial provided by the security
service and encouragement from employers’ groupsthe press'’® The BEU later
promoted Empire Day among conservative politiciass a means of winning the
electorate away from the Australian Labour PatfyThe Australian BEU’s 1924 annual
report noted that it was suffering, as were ottarigtic societies in Australia, due to ‘the
apathy of the loyal public’. It was felt, howevédhat the growth of the Australian left
would show that an organisation like the BEU wasessary; and furthermore that it
‘ought to be numerically and financially strong agh to combat...the evil teaching of

disloyalists, and stem the progress to their gdalEmpire disintegration and the

195 Argus(Melbourne), 28 March, 6 April 1918.

19 Empire RecordAugust 1924, p.132. Scott Fell, originally fronfa€gow, was a shipowner and later
managing director of Maitland Main Collieries. Hasva Freemason and a member of the Protestant
Federation
(http://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/prod/pariment/menstnsf/1fb6ebed995667c2ca256ea100825164/c4c
f956955dc3b5cca256e29007e31e8!OpenDocumerdssed on 10 March 2008).
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destruction of our social, industrial, and politisgstem™ The parent BEU’s annual
report for 1925 appears to confirm the decline tef Australian affiliate, noting only
briefly that it continued to keep in touch with theew South Wales Brancéf! The
organisation was still in existence on the eve ted Second World War, however,
campaigning, along with other right-wing and nativiorganisations, in support of
increased immigration from the UR?

The BEU’s affiliate in New Zealand was the Politi¢deform League, which
fought against ‘Labour-Socialists in the Dominiavhp] are striving to bring about the
downfall of sound constitutional Government, and dstablish a Soviet form of
Government’. This fight was deemed necessary, tespe overwhelming loyalism of
the people of New Zealand, because of a ‘multigliof political parties’ which provided
a possible electoral advantage to the left. While teague thus concentrated on
encouraging ‘unity and solidarity among parties agga to Socialism’, it was active in
other matters, too, such as support for imperiglyuand opposition to foreign influences
in education, the arts, and entertainnf8htThis organisation was formed following
correspondence between the secretary of the NelartbdVelfare League and Reginald
Wilson of the British BEU in spring 1923 in whichwas agreed that their work and
methods were very simil&f?

Beyond the white Dominions, the BEU co-operated hwibrganisations

representing British residents in the dependeramelsprotectorates such as the European

200 Empire RecordAugust 1924, p.132.

201 BEU, Annual Reporl925 p. 22.
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Association of India and the British Union in EgyPt The British Union had been
formed in 1919 as the Non-Official British Commuynit Cairo, ‘with the object of
safeguarding the interests of British residents’. 11921 it changed its name upon
affiliating with the BEU and adopting its poli®f The British Union attacked the
‘fallacy’ that the Egyptian people were capableraining their own affairs and called
upon the British government to ‘maintain order, narely to restore it after it has been
disturbed’?®” Following the granting of Egyptian independencd®22 the Union strove
for the protection of British interests within thew natior?°®

Some historians have tended to be dismissive ofsipeificance of the anti-
Bolshevist right. Webber, for instance, appearseard organisations like the Liberty
League — an ephemeral, amateurish, almost congictdyprise — as representative of all
the British anti-Bolshevist groups of the post-wariod?® This impression can be taken
from White, too, who regards the ‘individuals asatedd with the anti-Bolshevik
societies’ as ‘more likely to embarrass their supms than their opponents”
Certainly, the Liberty League appears to have lzeeomewhat pompous and particularly
hapless outfit; but as the foregoing chapter shamiser anti-Bolshevist organisations
existed which were far more successful at ‘doingfi-aubversion, rather than simply

talking about it. At the launch of the Liberty Lesg a sanguine Henry Rider Haggard

205 Empire RecordMay 1923, p. 85.
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had unveiled its ambitious plans in full public gdalong with the ubiquitous appeal for

funds:

Apart from our GHQ in London, we must be able t@tsh out our arms to the
provinces and institute similar bodies there. latere has to be prepared and
distributed, workers and speakers are to be traimegtings are to be organised,
and a special Intelligence Branch has to be maiethi Activities in humerous
other directions could be named, while, once swsfaklere, we hope to carry on

similar propaganda in the Overseas Empite.

The contrast between the approach of the Libertggue and that of the secretive,
heavily-funded and extensively connected NationalopRBganda/EL, and the
organisations under its tutelage — most notabl\BiEE — could not be more striking. The
BEU had a prolific literary output, regularly empés ‘trained speakers’ in working-
class areas, organised an ‘Intelligence Branchl, @wssessed affiliates in ‘the Overseas
Empire’. While figures like Admiral Sir Reginald Hand Sir George Makagill were busy
laying the foundations of an anti-labour networkichhplagued the left for over seventy
years, Rider Haggard closed off his diary in a mobdespondency, describing 1920 as
‘one of the most wretched [years] in our historyrenfull of doubts and fears than any of
those of the war**?
By the mid-1920s the BEU had evolved into the legdianti-communist

organisation on the British right. Brown has sumset some of the reasons for this

2! Evening Standard4 March 1920. Quoted in NA CAB 27/84.
%2 Rider Haggard diary, 31 December 1920, p. 211.
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success in contrast to the fortunes of the Antigist Union?*® With the partial
exception of his suggestion that BEU anti-Bolshiepispaganda appealed to the intellect
rather than the emotions, it is difficult to findult in his conclusions. The BEU was a
dynamic, well-funded and efficiently organised body had important links with a
variety of forces in British society which, whennabined, gave it a formidable number
of avenues for exerting its influence. These ineth@ections of the British secret state,
via its connections with Sir George Makgill and AdhHall’s National Propaganda; a
vast array of business backers; the patriotic @ectif the British labour movement
associated with figures like Stanton, Gilmour anavélock Wilson; and, perhaps most
significantly, a large number of Conservative a@anstitutionalist’ politicians in both

Houses of Parliament, including government Minsster

23 Brown, pp.255-6.
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Chapter 2

The National Citizens’ Union: Middle-Class Activismand Anti-Socialism.

Middle-class discontent played a role in the brepkef the Lloyd George-led
Coalition government in October 1922. Although saatiention has been given to the
role of the anti-socialist right in this procé$$there remains a dearth of detailed analysis
of the part played by the Middle Classes Union (M@uthese developments. The MCU
rebranded itself as the National Citizens’ UniorC(y in January 1922 and achieved
prominence as an anti-communist, strike-breakirgaisation. This chapter focuses on
the manner in which the MCU/NCU channelled middess discontent in an anti-
socialist, anti-labour direction both during anteathe Coalition period.

The post-war period witnessed an acute sensesi$ @mong the middle class on
an international scale. The crisis was symptomatithe development of large-scale
capitalist and state capitalist concerns in cerda@as of manufacturing, distribution and
retail, a process accelerated and intensified kbywhr?® This was perceived as being
responsible for undermining the income and statughe middle class. In Britain
massively increased state spending pushed up &@xes proportion of middle-class
income?® Much contemporary discourse on this crisis — atterssed by graphic

descriptions of the plight of the ‘New Poor’: thempoverished middle classes’ —

exaggerated the extent of financial hardship amebrigd wide divergences in middle-

Z1YE. H. H. Green, ‘Conservatism, Anti-Socialism, ahd End of the Lloyd George Coalition’, in idem,
Ideologies of Conservatism, pp.114-34; Cowling, pp. 70-90.
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class experiencg’ Behind the hyperbole, however, were some genuiecearns,
stemming from a fall in real earnings for certaihatk-coated’ salaried staff living on
fixed incomes, whose pay had often not been ineceagice 1914 despite considerable
rises in the cost of living*® More significant in many ways than the fiscal ityalvas the
perceptionamong middle-class Britons that their relativetiviieged standing in society
was under threat, squeezed on the one hand byubigdss andouveau richerofiteers
and, more importantly, on the other by the orgahlabour movemerft:®

Trade union membership mushroomed during the GAésat and its immediate
aftermath, and some groups of workers had secuigdifisant pay increases.
Willingness to engage in industrial action to safag these gains produced a wave of
industrial unrest after 1918. In the context of kesrinsurgency in Europe, this unrest
was perceived with deep foreboding by middle-clakservers. Furthermore, the
extension of the franchise to include all workingss men and large numbers of women
raised the spectre of elected socialist administiat — both local and national —
committed to ‘confiscatory’ policies of even highakation, with middle-class ratepayers
and taxpayers bearing the burden of ‘lavish’ exjgenel on the welfare of already ‘over-
paid’ manual workers and the ‘work-shy’ unemployad.expression of these anxieties —
alongside a plethora of concerned articles in coptwary periodical literature and
journalistic exposeés in thBaily Mail — was the creation of new middle-class pressure
groups and the expansion of existing ratepayessi@ations and chambers of commerce.

These concerns permeated the anti-socialist rggttihg directly to the formation of new

27T, Jeffery and K. McClelland, ‘A World Fit to Livie...", pp. 40-4; R. McKibbinClasses and Cultures:
England 1918-19510xford University Press, Oxford (1998), pp. 50-4.

28 McDonald, p. 645.

19 McKibbin, loc. cit.
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organisations committed to the militant defence nufidle-class interests, the most
important of which was the MCU.

The MCU was formed in March 1919, explicitly totitgagainst socialism and to
champion the interests of the middle strata ofi@risociety in their alleged hour of need.
The organisation’s founder and chief organiserlums death in October 1921 was
William Kennedy Jones, Conservative MP for Hornsay] former editor of th&lobe

newspapef?’ He defined the middle class as

all those unorganised citizens who stand betweenotiganised and federated
worker on the one hand and the smaller, but alregstlly powerful class, who

stand for organised and consolidated Capital orother. The middle classes are
that large body in the nation who work with thegals rather than their hands,
and in whom by far the greater part of the natidmaln is concentrated. They
comprise all the professions, learned and otherwgisepkeepers, and clerks, and
those who help to manage industries and busine$ss®ry sort. To these classes
belong both the soldier and the sailor, the staakdr and the clergyman, the
barrister and the architect, the grocer and thieigni the author of great works

and the men and women whose writings are confiodedgers”*

On being asked if the MCU had ‘any objection to ryger branches of the aristocracy,
“who are as poor as church mice”, joining the uhigennedy Jones reputedly replied

that the organisation would be glad to welcome ‘@npoverished earl’ who wished to

#0The Times21 October 1921.
2! Quoted in A. GleasoWhat the Workers Want: A Study of British Lahallen and Unwin, London
(1920), p. 16.
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join.??? Another founding member, Major John Pretyman Nemn@onservative MP for
Finchley, reiterated the point, defining the ‘migldilass man’ as ‘any person, whether
peer or peasant, who is of the opinion that hisrggt and his liberty are not safeguarded
by organised labour on one side or organised dapitehe other®?® Similarly broad
appeals were made in MCU leaflets of the time (Fagul).

The MCU was necessary, Kennedy Jones insistedyitbstand the rapacity of
the manual worker and the profiteer’; when combjried middle class ‘*had co-operative
powers for their own protection not less potent less effective than those possessed by
the organised workers’. The new body would campasnong other things, to ensure
that workers liable for income tax were made to, @ that middle-class tax-payers
obtained all the benefits to which they were eadiitiWhile most of the aims of the MCU
could be achieved by legislative means, he insigtatl the new body would not shy
away from its own brand of ‘direct action’ if nesasy, such as a ‘fortnight’s abstention
from the use of taxi-cabs...or a refusal to use gaa tertain period?*

Indicative of the strength of feeling in supportsefch views is the fact that the
MCU'’s public launch meeting at the Cannon StreeteHd.ondon, proved so popular
that police officers had to be employed to turn yakandreds of disappointed late-

comers. These were addressed at a hastily organiga@low meeting by Sir Harry

Brittain, Conservative MP for Acton. Meanwhile,thé main meeting, speeches from

222 |pid.
228 The Times4 April 1919.
224The Times4 March 1919.
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WHO ARE THE
MIDDLE CLASSES?

HE conventional use of the term ‘* Middle Classes ” implies a degree, or many
degrees, of social status. Hence, we see it suggested that qualifications for this
category range from birth and breeding to bank balances and the use of baths.

The MiddIe Classes Union is not concerned with social distinctions and does not stand
for the propagation of class warfare. What it is concerned with is the interests which
exist between Monopoly and Syndicalism. In this sense the Middle Classes are the
people with the ‘“Middle Interests,”

It is for the individual to determine whether he or she comes within the Middle
Classes—as a Consumer, as a Tax-Payer, as a Voter.

Capital is organised. Labouris organised. But in contentions between capital
and Labour, the unorganised Middle (lasses—those who are the butt, the buffer and
the burden bearers—have no locus standi and no representation.

Within this body are the Brainworkers—the Commercial and Trading, the
Professional and Administrative and Managerial Classes, and those whose income is
derived from Pensions or Savings.

The internal interests of a particular profession or business may be served by the
professional or business societies; but so far as general political and economic affairs
are concerned, those who censtitute these bodies, together with the vast mass of the
Middle Classes who are altogether unorganised, are incapable, under present con-
ditions, of any power of concerted action.

The M,C.U. exists to weld together those masses of the Middle Classes into a
strong. practical, co-ordinated entity for the protection of common interests and in de-
fence of national institutions and constitutional forms of Government, It is non
party and non-sectarian. Itis open to men and women, and it is for those who
believe in the need and the main objects of such an organisation to go into partnership
and to formulate such policy and procedure as may be deemed expedient from time
to time.

The very existance of a representative and powerful Organisation such as this will
produce both a moderating and a stimulating influence in the political and economic
life of the nation.

Organise! Organise!
THIS IS YOUR OPPORTUNITY.

There is a vital necessity for combination

Branches are forming throughout the Kingdom
MiINIMUM MEMBERSHIP SUBSCRIPTION 2/6

Larger Subscrlptlons and Contributions to the ¢ Propaganda Fund’’ are
earnestly invited

Address—The General Secretary, The Middle Classes Union.
General Buildings, Aldwych, London, W.C 2.
or to the Hon. Sec. of the Local Branch—

Printed by J. H. Heath & Sons, 68 Inverness Avenue, Westcliff. Published by
Capt, Stanley Abbott, Gen, Sec., Middle Classes’ Union, General Buildings,

Aldwych, W.C.2.,
Leaflet No 101 {7/19

Figure 2.1. MCU recruiting leaflet (July 1919), laot's collection.
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Kennedy Jones, Pretyman Newman and Major Marmadukether were made
expounding the views of the MCU on a variety ofuess and pointing out the urgent
necessity of its establishment. Kennedy Jones eldirthat the middle class had
contributed disproportionately to Britain’s victony the war in terms of resourcefulness,
personnel, money and services; and yet they redeigae of the spoils of victory, while
the unemployed drained the exchequer and ‘minets railwaymen threatened the
industrial life of the community’. It was time, haesisted, that ‘the middle classes
organised themselves in order to ensure that sdithe sunshine promised by Mr. Lloyd
George should find its way into middle class honf&s’

There was much emphasis on the notion of the ‘lsaphlaiddle class’ being
crushed between the upper and nether ‘millstonfesapital and state bureaucracy on the
one hand and organised labour on the dtfféfhe point was reiterated a year later in the

MCU’s monthly magazine, thidew Voice

If Labour finds the cost of living going up, it catemand, strike for, and get
increased wages to meet the living cost. If the ufesturer finds the increased
wages adding to his production costs, he can adhistselling price and ‘pass it
on to the consumer’. The middle classes pay theewdgl in the price of their
coal or their season ticket or their boots or b&sk- or their income tax and

municipal rate$?’

#>The Times7 March 1919.
2261 Brittain, ‘Middle Classes, Mobilise!Review of Review®lay 1919), p. 317.
22T New Voice April 1920, p. 5.
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The MCU attempted to articulate and promote therests of the middle classes
via a range of activities and campaigh¥ithin days of the MCU’s launch, Kennedy
Jones headed a group of sympathetic MPs who moweati@s of amendments at the
committee stage of the Coalition’s Rent Bill, aimatd bringing middle-class tenants
within the scope of the proposed legislation. Mahthe changes demanded by the MCU
lobby were conceded by the government and incotpdriato the legislatiof?® On 25
September 1919 the MCU presented evidence to tlyal RBnmmission on Income Tax,
arguing that proposals to increase the tax forehms incomes below £2,000 a year
would inflict great hardship on the middle cl&85The MCU organised protest meetings
at Westminster, Portsmouth and Glasgow againseased telephone charges in early
1921 and mooted the possibility of a nationwide dwityof telephone servicéd’ Other
issues the MCU campaigned on were excessive radlsfdaundry prices, and the
shortage of affordable domestic servants. In Sepeem advised housewives to ‘adopt a
sterner tone’ with overcharging shopkeepéts.

Such activism struck a nerve, leading to the rgpavth of the MCU. As early as
May 1919 a correspondent to tManchester Guardiameported the membership to be
around 147,006° By 1920 the organisation had around 250-300 brsica number of
which claimed substantial membershipsin May 1920 theNew Voicesuggested that in
spite of this growth ‘until its membership pasdes million mark it remains merely [a]

nucleus, for the potential membership runs intdviefigures, not only seve’®* At a

28 The Times10 March 1919.
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63



meeting of Shrewsbury MCU in December, the ChairnfRnD. Thomson, ‘said the
branch had a membership of three or four hundredwithout any very great effort he
thought their numbers might be increased to thrdew thousand®*® The optimism of
such aspirations was dampened by Lord Askwith meJlB21, when he pointed out that
of the MCU'’s 300 branches only a small minorityséed in Scotland and the North of
England®®

A major focus of MCU activity was opposition to essive government
expenditure, which was regarded as taking the mdtioa socialist direction. Andrew
McDonald notes that an ‘intense politicisation eibfic expenditure policy’ developed
after the war. In 1919 over three times more peomee liable for income tax than in
1913, providing ‘a large potential constituencyt Bmy campaign to curtail government
spending®’ Wartime subsidies, which had extended into pemeeteading to the virtual
nationalisation of the railways and coal mining,reveeehemently opposed by MCU
parliamentarians, who campaigned for immediate wkecbof the affected industriés®
Other targets were large-scale capital spendingspdaawn up to honour election pledges
of ‘Reconstruction’ and ‘Homes for Heroes'. In Jul®20 a group of Conservative
politicians, industrialists and bankers, includihg MCU President, Lord Askwith, and
another prominent MCU member, Godfrey Locker-Lanmpsidnionist MP for Wood
Green, issued a public appeal against the goverrsngolicy of prodigality’. They

sought to mobilise public anger on the subjecta@d a reversal of such ‘spendthrift’

22 \Wellington Journal11 December 1920.
2% The Times25 June 1921.

%" McDonald, pp. 644-5.

238 New VoiceMay 1921, p. 4.
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policies® A committee set up by some of the signatories wemtto become the

People’s Union for Economy (PUE), a ‘respectabldjuact to a growing public and
press movement against ‘wast& Much of the day-to-day organising of the PUE fell
Locker-Lampson, who later became its joint Honor&scretary, alongside Oswald
Mosley, at that time Coalition Unionist MP for Hawv.2**

The Coalition Liberal Health Minister, Dr. Christogr Addison, bore the brunt of
MCU attacks on government policy. He came to symsboéverything wrong with the
government in the eyes of the anti-socialist righhich regarded his social reform
policies as a ‘dangerous extension of war sociabsd a new plunge into subsidised
egalitarianism?*? In October 1920 MCU members in the Commons oppdsedealth
Ministry’s Miscellaneous Provisions Bill ‘in viewfahe present state of the national
finances?** Addison was eventually hounded from office on 3&aréh 1921 in an
atmosphere largely created by the combined eftdrise MCU and the PUEY

Public anger over ‘Squandermania’ had coalescelmuary 1921 into the Anti-
Waste League (AWL). Its campaign of 1921-2 agaexsessive government expenditure
played a part in forcing Lloyd George to abandomonstruction in favour of
retrenchment and contributed to the erosion of Emadive Party commitment to the
Coalition. Within the anti-waste milieu, the MCUapkd an important role; both in
pushing the anti-waste message and in ensuringatitesocialism remained at its core.

Many of the themes of the anti-waste agitation widx@se on which the MCU had

29The Times16 July 1920.
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campaigned over the preceding two years. Indeedotpanisation can quite justifiably
be described as the pioneer of the kind of conswurented style of campaigning the
AWL thrived on during its short-lived existence.€elAWL'’s great advantage was the
financial and propaganda backing it received frdra Northcliffe- and Rothermere-
owned press. While warm expressions of sympathysalidarity for the MCU had been
forthcoming in newspapers like tiizaily Mail during 1919-2G"° large-scale financial
backing had not. The personal involvement of Loadhermere in the AWL provided it
with an enormous boost, enabling it to finance eloer of Independent candidates in
parliamentary by-elections.

The MCU had supported a number of Independentveadte candidates before
the formation of the AWL. At Manchester Rusholme @ctober 1919, the MCU
supported a National Party candidate who only gach&15 votes, losing his deposit.
The MCU based its endorsement on candidates’ reggdo a questionnaire drawn up by
members in the constituentlf. At the Wrekin by-election in January 1920CU
member and anti-waste campaigner, Charles Palowd the seat as an Independent in a
three-way contest against Labour and a Coalitidretdl>*’ At Dartford in March 1920
the MCU backed the National Party candidate, CdléheV. K. Applin, in a five-way
battle which included two Independent challengeosnf the right. Applin’s campaign
launch was addressed by MCU Vice-President, Ladwith.?*® The right-wing vote
split three ways, with Labour gaining a majorityaMer nine thousand, highlighting the

risks involved in dissipating the anti-socialist&o

243 jeffery and McClelland, p. 44.

246 5cotsman30 September 1919.
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During the llford by-election the following Septeerbthe Executive Committee
of the local branch of the MCU invited its Chairmdnonel Yexley, to stand as a
candidate against Frederic Wise, the Coalition bisig*® A general meeting of the
branch endorsed this by a small majority; but duéhe narrow margin Yexley did not
feel justified in standing and withdrew his candiga®° Wise faced no independent
challenge and was elected with a comfortable nmigjdBy the summer of 1923, he was a
member of the NCU Parliamentary Committek.

A second by-election was held in the Wrekin coosticy in November 1920
following Palmer’s death. Another Independent, @eloSir Charles Townshend, was
selected to fight the seathis time the local Conservative Association, whicad
endorsed the Coalition Liberal in January, withdtéweir candidate — a former National
Party supporter — and backed Townsh&3d:he ensuing straight fight with Labour saw
the Independent returned for the Wrekin with a mincheased majority. The Wellington
branch of the MCU, meeting a month after the ebectivelcomed Townshend’s victory
and attacked the Conservative’s participation en@walition government. Colonel Percy

Ashford, an MCU national organiser, said that he delighted with the result, going on

to argue that:

249 The Times26 August 1920.

#9The Times31 August 1920.

1 New VoiceJuly 1923, p. 6.
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Party politics today were no good. Did anybody knelhat a Conservative was?
He did not. If the Conservatives represented theeBunent he saw nothing they

had conserved; they had committed extravagant faiste

At Dover in January 1921 the MCU supported thecddfi Anti-Waste League
candidate, Sir Thomas Polson, against J. J. AgterCoalition Unionist. Polson, a ‘life-
long Unionist’, was also ‘tired...of the Unionist Bafmacting as the dog to Mr. Lloyd
George’s tail’. He felt that the Conservatives wisteong enough in Parliament to stop
extravagance and waste, but they had done nothinthat direction®®* Polson’s
subsequent victory sent shock waves through Coaseevcircles, as did that of the
MCU-backed AWL candidate at Westminster St Geordes). M. Erskiné>> At West
Lewisham in September 1921 the MCU again suppateAWL candidate, Lieutenant-
Commander W. G. Windham. This was despite thetfattthe official Conservative was
also standing on an anti-waste programme and, Wkedham, was a member of the
MCU.?® Stanley Abbott, the organisation’s General Setyetatated that the MCU
Central Executive had discussed the matter and satisfied that the ‘overwhelming
majority’ of local branch members favoured Windhamho upheld MCU policy in
‘every respect®’ At Southwark South East in December 1921 the |@mhservative
Association voted unanimously to support the Cioalitiberal candidate, Jacobs&f.

The AWL and the MCU, however, sent speakers aneralection workers to the district

23 \Wellington Journal11 Dec 1920.

24 The Timesl6, 21 December 1920; 6, 10, 11 January 1921 .
%5The Times10 June 1921; Bates, p. 42.
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to support Horace Boot, the ‘Independent Consereaind anti-waste’ candidat®. As
in Dartford this had the effect of splitting thetiasocialist vote, handing Labour victory.

On other occasions the MCU supported official Gamli Unionist candidates. At
Bedford in April 1921, however, the local MCU branaevhich claimed a ‘considerable
membership’, supported the Coalition Liberal PostimaGeneral, Frederick Kellaway,
in a straight fight against Labour. MCU supportedundamentally to the fact that
Kellaway was ‘not Labour’, also rested on his cldorbe ‘a ruthless enemy of waste in
every form of public expenditure’, and his pledgattthe Post Office ‘must be made self-
supporting’?®® Later that year at Hornsey the MCU was unablehmose between the
Unionist or Liberal candidates because their answerits questionnaire were equally
satisfactory’®*

MCU support for candidates opposed to Unionistgheir officially endorsed
Coalition partners, lent weight to the organisagdonon-party’ credentials. Ultimately,
however, such support was predicated on the ndhiahthe candidates were the best
means of fighting the menace of socialism. Theyasgnted the ‘real Conservatism’ of
the party grass roots, which had been abandonedarbyeffete party leadership
mesmerised by Lloyd George. Although the by-eledipresented rather a mixed-bag in
terms of their outcomes, and did littietially to shake the Conservative leadership’s
commitment to the Coalition, the anti-waste agiatiwas viewed by dissidents as
evidence that right-wing, anti-Coalition candidatesild be successful, without allowing
Labour in through splitting the anti-socialist vate most occasionshis eroded the

myth that Lloyd George was an indispensable elattdly for the partyThe actions of

#9The Times2, 6 December 1921.
%0 The Times16 April 1921.
%! New Voice December 1921, p. 15.
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the MCU contributed to a crisis of identity withine Conservative Party, culminating in
a ‘revolt of the constituencies’, which ate away Gdnservative support for Lloyd
George?® Conservative loyalists became concerned that #rgy pvas losing support
whilst other right-wing forces were reaping the &f@s of middle-class anger over waste
and socialism. As early as 1919 some Conservattreists had warned the party not to
turn its back on their core middle-class supporessthey might turn in their alienation
to independent forces on the right. By 1921 sugihogess appeared to be in full swing;
Bates points to the example of Reading, where tb&Mlaimed a membership of 1,154,
compared to the Conservative Association’'s 250h@dlgh some activists expressed
anger at the new organisations stealing the CoaBeeg’ clothes, most tried to emulate
their success and agitated for a break with Llogoi@e®®

Significantly, much MCU propaganda over the issdewaste railed against
expenditure designed specifically to safeguarddhe and improve the lives of Britain’s
working-class majority. Pretyman Newman welcomedli8dn’s dismissal by insisting
that the first task of his successor was to ‘halte ¢onstruction of uneconomic dwellings
for the working classe$®* The MCU utilised its parliamentary influence toraie a
private member’s Bill tabled on behalf of Durhamu@ty Council, which wished to ‘run
a system of tramways and motor buses all overdhetcy at an estimated capital cost of
£1,600,000, and with no prospect that the ratepageitd ever see a half-penny of profit

on his gigantic outlay’. On hearing of this, Coulyrham branches of the MCU ‘sent

out an SOS’, and the organisation’s London headersaftbrought to bear all pressure

%2 Bates, pp. 42-3. Green, p. 124.
%3 Bates, pp. 22-5.
%4 New VoiceMay 1921, p. 4.
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available’, with the result that the ‘championsspending’ were defeated by a Commons
majority of over eighty®°

The MCU was a trenchant opponent of increased ¢idacexpenditure. In April
1920, Thomas Copp, Honorary Secretary of PutneyehBRmpton and Southfields
Branch, lashed out at the ‘thousands who receigene and benefit by free education,
modern drainage and other items paid for out ofrttes and who contribute nothing
themselves, as they are not assessed’. He wasedntigt ‘the labouring class...have

their children educated, if not clothed and fed,aftthe rates’. In contrast:

The middle class man does not care to live on ghadr send his children to the
board schools; seldom does he throw himself onpiber rate or trouble the
police. He is the law-abiding, respectable man wégs his way and who through

not complaining or standing up for his rights isfgeimposed upon every da$f

A 1922 pamphlet published by the Scottish Coundilttee NCU attacked Labour
education policies as ‘extravagant and needlessrehfure’. It reveals a certain disdain

for the aspirations of the working class, suggestiabour believed that:

by lavishing money on schools and teaching it conlike all the sow’s ears of

the country into silk purses...its policy was to egk the ‘worker’ from the

255 |bid.
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necessity of supporting his own children, and teehthese children clothed and

fed, as well as educated at other people’s exf8hse.

MCU/NCU campaigning on this issue brought it intmedt conflict with the
Coalition Liberal Education Minister, H. A. L. Fish Responding to the attacks of the
anti-waste lobby Fisher stated that ‘when he rdedmanifesto issued by the Middle
Class Union [sic] deprecating the expenditure oncation he wondered whether the
signatories were aware how much benefit their olesscwas deriving from the system
they were so anxious to curtail’. He went on to tieknewspaper owners who backed the
MCU if they had ‘ever reflected what the circulatiof their newspapers would be if
there was nobody in the country able to read thé&isher’'s impeccable logic seems to
have cut little ice with the MCU, howeve¥

Occasionally the message of class neutrality willspsbfessed by MCU/NCU
supporters. A letter to thdew Voicein April 1924 stated that the British people were
‘just as much opposed to the Junkerism of a seaifothe Tory Party, as they are to
Socialism’. It went on to call for a ‘new party wdemotto should be “Fair play for both
Capital and Labour, and robbery by neithéf® At a meeting of the Windsor and Eton
NCU branch, Councillor Robert Campbell said theaoigation ‘had to hold the balance
between employer and employed’, and ensure thdt gaated the other with fairness.
Despite this stance Campbell felt moved to attédnek dpirit of dependency which was

allegedly afflicting the nation in terms which I&ftle doubt as to his class prejudices:

%7 G. Eyre-Todd:Mobocracy’ Or, Towards the AbysScottish Council, National Citizens’ Union,
Glasgow (1922), p. 33.

%8 The Times8 January 1921.

%9 New VoiceApril 1924, p. 7.
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There was a spirit today that the State had to, felethe and educate the people,
and personal responsibility...had been thrown onsithe. The majority of people
were content to allow other people to look aftegitloffspring and neglect their
own responsibility. They were now told that housesre not for the middle

classes, but for the poor working clas$@s.

In the context of post-war industrial unrest and threat of Bolshevism, the
notion that the MCU/NCU occupied a neutral positlmetween the interests of capital
and labour came under intense strain. Generattie Bncouragement was necessary for
the MCU to come down on the side of capitalismMialy 1920 theNew Voicereacted to
the taunt of a British ‘advocate of Bolshevism’ ttHdCU members would have to
‘behave themselves’ in the future if they did n@nwto share the bloody fate of Russian

anti-Bolshevists, by stating:

It is no use camouflaging the position by speakafgelimination of class
hatred.... The class hatred already exists in it miagent form; the party which
proposes the establishment of a communistic statsteadily and skilfully
attracting toward itself the ignorant sections leé tommunity who are deluded
by specious promises and by one-sided statemertke afase...they misstate the
aims of Capital in this country; they exaggerate gnievances of the working

classeg’*

270 |hid.., p. 6.
2’1 New VoiceMay 1920, p. 3.
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From its inception, the MCU regarded socialism &Ny inimical to the interests of the
middle class. Accordingly, MCU propaganda attackedialism relentlessly, while its
criticisms of capitalism and big-business were naltl muted in comparison. In its
‘Manifesto to the Middle Classes’ published in M&919 the MCU described how
‘[ulnder circumstances of unimaginable horror’ thldle classes had been destroyed in

Russia. Its goal was to prevent such a catastrisphreever occurring in Britain:

If no other reason existed than that of effectivelyposing by propaganda,
lectures and co-ordinated resistance the foul ohectsf Bolshevism, which aims
at the destruction of our social system and isnégation of religion itself, surely
here is a claim for concerted effort which no rigiinking man or woman will be

found to ignore’?

At a meeting later that month, at the HouldswortdlHManchester, Pretyman Newman
emphasised the MCU'’s opposition to ‘the fatal doetrof Bolshevism which...aims not
only at the destruction of the middle classes Hutialisation, and is the negation of
religion’.?”® In July an MCU leaflet viewed ‘with great alarmetfBovernment apathy in
the face of Bolshevism and the constant threatsreslutionists’. One of the

organisation’s six objects at the time was ‘To sesthe growing menace of

BOLSHEVISM which is insidiously invading this couyt 2"

22 The Times10 May 1919.

23 Manchester Guardiar21 May 1919.

2% MCU, untitled promotional leaflet (n. d. [July 19J), Cumbria Record Office (Whitehaven), DWM
7186.
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At a meeting at London’s Mansion House to mark firg anniversary of the
MCU'’s foundation the number and passion of speeonethe ‘menace of Bolshevism’
prompted one journalist to suggest that this aspethe Union’s work represented its
‘most important immediate busine$&®.Soon after, the MCU began publication of its
monthly magazine, thlew Voice The first edition carried an editorial under thike ‘A
Call to Action’, which laments the ‘drift toward®mmunism in this country, evidenced
by the clamour for nationalisation’. It describde taudacity of British advocates of
Bolshevism who ‘made no attempt to deny the atecitcommitted in Russia by the
Bolshevists’. Such people are described as ‘theticge of the community which the
Middle Classes Union exists to fight'. The left giof the Labour Party is accused of
‘persisting in a policy of Bolshevised communismthe negation of constitutional
government’. After a description of the despoliataf Russia under Bolshevist rule, the
editorial attempts to justify the existence of MEU, suggesting that it regarded itself as

more than simply another anti-Bolshevist propagasutaety:

It is virtually useless attempting to convince tHeluded followers of our
communists by truths of this nature. The only passeffective action consists in
organisation of the middle classes of the counity a body of such strength as

could be capable of defending itself against tiveltgionary element.

The MCU claimed to be the nucleus of such an osgdioin. It was ‘not a matter of

verbiage, but of practical work for the benefit tbbse whom it represents’. Despite

25 Manchester Guardiars March 1920.
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claiming a six-figure membership, the editorialestes that far more recruits were

necessary for the MCU to decisively counter thesBeVist threat:

[This] danger...can only be met and countered by rmsgdion, by work in their
own interests by the spreading of counter-propagaawld the enrolment of
recruits in the only force which has achieved stesit and effective action
against the doctrine of communism — or Bolsheviempationalisation, or any

other name by which this anarchy may be camouflaffed

In September 1920 tidew Voiceendorsed the call of Pretyman Newman for a ‘Middle
Classes Internationale’, to meet Bolshevism heathmughout the world’’

The recasting of the MCU as the NCU heralded atlyr@zcreased emphasis on
anti-communist propaganda and activity. At a meetihthe NCU Grand Council on 13
December 1922, delegates resolved that ‘as a noam @f policy the Union should set
itself out to fight the spread of communism throoghthe country®’® The NCU was
‘urged...to suspend the consideration of all minoegjions...until a campaign giving
effect to the major policy has been planned andigneated?’® Consequently, NCU
speakers embarked on a ‘Magnificent Tour’ of narthEngland to spread this anti-
communist message. The ‘insidious’ nature of comismnwas attacked by Lady

Askwith at Durham; while it was described as a igr@dnt disease of the body politic’

278 New VoiceMay 1920, p. 3.
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by Councillor Humphries at Yor€® The New Voicecarried a series of articles outlining
the Communist ‘Plot against England’, which drevavily on the conspiracy theories of
Nesta Webstef®! In spring 1924 the NCU formally agreed to work lwthe Central
Council of Economic Leagues in its fight to upreommunist subversiofi> An open-air
campaign against ‘Socialism and Communism’ was rosgal by the NCU in summer
1924, during which meetings were held at Bristoleickester, Wolverhampton,
Knaresborough, Farnham, and Southpdtn 1925 Edinburgh NCU branch embarked
on a similar campaign ‘to conduct educational wagkinst Socialism and Communism,
and for the promotion of industrial pea®&. As with the BEU, meetings were often
scheduled to clash in time and place with Commuaist Labour gatherings; though
there do not appear to have been as many violeritardations. It continued to attack

Communist ‘infiltration’ throughout 1924-5; callingn the government to ““poke out the
nests and block up the holes” of the Communist mtedevho are eating into the
foundations of our national stabilit§?>

The MCU/NCU was also intimately involved in the gaaign against Communist
and Proletarian Sunday Schools. It first drew aitbanto the issue in October 1920 in an
article entitled ‘Seducing the Children’, referring the Bolshevist indoctrination of
school children in Battersea (Figure 2.2). A 1988v Voicearticle attacking Proletarian

Sunday Schools was subsequently issued as a )eaflathich the NCU stressed the

accuracy ‘in every detail’ of its coverage of thatter, pointing out that ‘infinite care and

280 New VoiceNovember 1923, p. 8.

21 New VoiceMarch 1924, p. 2; April 1924, p. 6; May 1924, p. 8
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284 New VoiceJune 1925, p. 10.
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research were taken before presenting the f&tt3'his leaflet was superseded in March

1923 by a booklet entitledihe Red Peril to Childrenwhich was described as the ‘best

record published to date’ on the schd8lsLike the BEU, the NCU sought to enlist the

support of churchmen for its campaign against theals:

288

SEDUCING THE CHILDREN.

“The King no better than anybody else.”

A correspondent sends us
a photograph, which we have
reproduced, with the follow-
ing letter :—

“1 enclose a reproduction
of o photograph of achool
children in Battersea, dressed
in red caps of Liberty and
red sashes of freedom. They
are taught to sing ' God

Save the People,” and if

asked why they do not sing
‘ God Save the King,' reply
*Who is the King ?  He s
no  hetter than anybody
elge.” 7

** Thege children and their
parents are azked to free
teas where they have lec-
tures on the wonderful new

world which the Bolshevists °

will give them. This kind
of thing is spreading all over
the country. Details as to

2

the exact school are not available. I hope it may be possible to publish the photograph in the New Voice."”

Figure 2.2 New VoiceOctober 1920, p. 5.

During the general election campaign of Novemb&21the NCU demanded ‘the

suppression of proletarian or “Red” Sunday schdB8fsAs a practical step towards

achieving this goal the MCU asked all its brandiwegrepare petitions urging support of

288 New Voice January 1923, p. 15.
287 New VoiceMarch 1923, p. 4.
288 New VoiceJune 1925, p. 8.
#9The Times8 November 1922.
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Sir John Butcher's Bill for the suppression of siedis teaching® In January 1923 the
New Voicenstructed branches on how to organise the petdampaign and render it as
effective as possible. In early FebruaFfie Timesprinted an editorial attacking the
schools and endorsing a resolution passed at angeetStratford-on-Avon calling on
the government to take actiét.Subsequent letters to the newspaper pointed atithi
meeting in question had been organised by the N@Utlaat, along with the BEU, the
organisation was leading the campaign against theads®®? In March theNew Voice
stressed that ‘apart from any legislation the cguntust be roused to private action
against the evil by all peaceful means, and by atiluc and counter-propaganda to
expose its evil tendenc$’> At a meeting of Edinburgh NCU branch in Februa®p4,
the prominent British Fascist, Mrs Hamilton Moreshitt, spoke against the schools’
‘pernicious teachings’ and appealed to her audiémégork in the cause of the Union in
its campaign against the spread of Communism ircthmtry’?** At the height of the
petition campaign it was claimed that publicity redohad caused ‘several schools’ to
close; and that in one case, due entirely to th&/HN@€ampaigning, a school was closed
when the local Labour candidate ‘found that he Weasg so much ground by the fact
that the school was housed on the premises of @teur Party, that he threatened to
retire if the school remained®?

Understandably, socialists were quick to pointtbetlack of even-handedness in

much MCU/NCU propaganda. G. D. H. Cole describedMCU as ‘directed in theory

290 New VoiceJanuary 1923, p. 9.
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against both the manual workers and the represesgadf big business, but in practice
operating largely as an auxiliary of the richerssks in the community against the
manual workers®®® A 1920 Independent Labour Party pamphlet descrthedMCU as
‘a blackleg corps for fighting organised Labourspited and supported by Big Capital,
though recruited mainly from the hirelings and hensegon of capitalism’. The evidence
upon which such accusations were made centred eextensive business interests of
leading MCU member&’ and the fact that most of the ire of the orgasatvas
targeted at the left and the wider labour movemigaist significantly, the organisation
was widely involved in strike-breaking during inttiesl disputes.

The anti-socialist right perceived strikes as gdra plot to paralyse the nation
and usher in a Bolshevist uprising. Such thinkifeyed a part in the development of a
government administered civilian strike-breakingdypo the Supply and Transport
Organisation (STO), from 1919 onward8The MCU/NCU, along with other bodies like
National Propaganda provided physical assistantieetgovernment during a number of
disputes at this time. From its inception the M@darded a commitment to preserving
services in an emergency as a vital aspect ofvitsvad aim to protect the ‘middle
interests’; and claimed that it could ‘prevent asgction of the community from
endangering the country by holding up National Btdas’?®® Furthermore, through

marshalling voluntary labour in an emergency, ituldobe able to ‘stem the flow of

296G, D. H. Cole, ‘Non-Manual Trade UnionisnNprth American Review/ol. 215 (January-June 1922),
p. 43.

297|LP, Who Pays., pp.7-9.
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Bolshevism in this country’, ‘prevent the disasptéiNationalisation’, and ‘counteract the
destructive effect of national or sectional strikas more effectively than by the use
either of Military or Police’. This was to be dobg ‘organis[ing] the mass of tax-paying
and rate-paying citizens for self-defence in thergof lightning strikes, by placing them
in a position to maintain essential public utilggrvices, e.g., transport, supply of food,

heating, lighting, etc®®

On joining the organisation, new members were estpd to
report to their nearest MCU office where ‘all one&pabilities and possible activities for
the union’ were card indexed in readiness for @myergency®**

In August 1919 the MCU intervened in a sanitatiamrkers’ strike in the London
borough of Kensington, during which it received fmgaapplications...for jobs as street
cleaners and van men’. Following the collapse efdtiike, the Mayor of Kensington, Sir
William Davison (Unionist MP for the area and hitise founding member of the
MCU), retained some of the volunteer workers onean@anent basis, insisting that
strikers would only be allowed to return to work tre condition that they worked
amicably with theni®? Paddington Borough Council was also affected bydispute.
There, too, the MCU claimed that its volunteers evat the forefront of efforts to
maintain services in the distritt

The first major test of the MCU’s efficacy in thisgard came during the national

railway strike of autumn 1919. On 26 Septemberye®€U branch in the country was

‘requested by telegram to mobilise its registeretunteer workers to assist transport

309 Mcu, The Middle Classes Union: What it is. Why it is &&sary. What it has Done and Can (Pod.
[1920]), Modern Records Centre, Warwick, Iron aneeSTrades Confederation archive, MSS.36/A24/1.
See also ILPWho Pays.,.p. 8
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the article is taken from an interim report of theion in his possession.
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work for the local Food Committed® The order received an enthusiastic response. The
Bath branch, for instance, despite having only bleemed on 22 September, set up a
‘register of voluntary assistance’ which was ‘wayrphtronised by the branch’, allowing

it to perform ‘useful work’ in the strik€® Despite such efforts, the rail stoppage
immediately caused large-scale disruption, and eesalt was settled relatively quickly
on 5 October, following negotiations which addrelsseny of the workers’ concerff¥,
From the MCU perspective, however, it was primathyg activities of its volunteers

which had ‘saved the nation’ from starvation anought the railwaymen to their senses:

the MCU rendered the most valuable and immediatacss, and was not a small
factor in breaking the strike. Many branches orgathimotor car and passenger
services. Hospitality was given by some branchestlie accommodation of
members unable to travel. Many members were emg@layeworking for the
railway service, and in some instances whole traimsivers, firemen, guards —

were completely manned by MCU memb#&s.

It was reported that lists of volunteers compiledthe MCU proved helpful to the
government in dealing with technical jobs such lastgcity supply. It was claimed that
although such jobs were usually the preserve dfeskivorkmen, they could ‘be looked

after just as well by high-grade electrical engiseand electrical student®® Such
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accounts coincide with evidence of a large pubbsponse to the appeals of the
government for volunteer8? Not all of this voluntary effort was attributabte the

MCU, however; and other evidence suggests thatebgonse was not as overwhelming
as initially claimed. Once the strike was under g government itself, via its Strike

Committee®!°

made a direct appeal to the populace through ladyertisements in the
press with headings such as ‘Fight for the Liféhaf Community. How Every Citizen can
Help'.3* Jeffery and Hennessy suggest that, at least egfard to special constables, the
response to this appeal was ‘disappointing’. Actgrdo official figures some 6,000
people volunteered overall, of which around 4,0@0enactually used, figures dwarfed by
the 23,000 soldiers deployed during the strike, taedfurther 30,000 held in reserf8 It
must be assumed that those volunteers recruitadebiiICU made up only a portion of
this ‘relatively small’ body, rendering the clairhat the organisation ‘broke’ single-
handedly a strike in an industry employing overf halmillion workers somewhat
untenable.

The MCU intervened in a number of smaller disputesng 1920, in which the
organisation’s relatively greater weight in somealdies may have generated more
impact. Finchley MCU members were among 50 volustgeartly responsible for
maintaining the supply of gas during an unoffid&pute at the North Middlesex Gas

Company’s works at Mill Hill in February; and theganisation provided ‘some five to

six hundred volunteers...during a strike in Southamph May’;*** The MCU offered to

309The Times29 September 1919

319 The Strike Committee was a cabinet sub-commifiéer the rail strike it was renamed the Supply and
Transport Committee. This body co-ordinated thévdiets of the STO.

31 The Times30 September 1919.

312 jeffery and Hennessy, pp. 17-18.
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supply ‘one hundred qualified engineers...to maintha Electricity supply in Sheffield,

and thus averted a threatened strik&ln May 1921 théNew Voicaeported that:

Both as a whole and by individual branches has nuseful work been done in
this connection. In some cases the effect of urmgisdd strikes has been rendered
nugatory by branch action, and in others strikegehbeen prevented by the

promptitude with which volunteers were availablé¢hia event of neetf’

Preparedness for potential disputes was widely waged. At the 1920 annual meeting
of the Wolverhampton branch of the MCU the chairmién A. H. Angus, praised the
use made of ‘Personal Service Forms’ pledging helpthe event of a national
emergency. He pointed out that ‘under present tladetonditions no one could tell
when a strike might occur. If the members of theWAgere ready to step into the breach
and prevent a national hold-up, the Middle Claggeserally would benefit!® A year
later, with the experience of the short-lived ‘Colirof Action’ crisis and a threatened
general strike by the Triple Alliance behind it,ettMCU nationally stressed ‘the
importance of the preventative nature of our warlg its value as a deterrent against the
actions of extremists™’

Of these crises, that precipitated by the goverttimeatecision to decontrol the

coal industry, culminating in the union climb-dovgubsequently known as ‘Black

314 New VoiceJune 1920, p. 13; R. C. Feld, ‘British Ways vitie Middle Classes UnionNew York
Times 3 July 1921.

315 New VoiceMay 1921, p. 8.

318 New VoiceMay 1920, p. 12.

317 New VoiceMay 1921, p. 8.
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Friday’ in April 1921, was the most seriott.As it developed on 4 April the MCU
leadership mobilised its ‘280 Branches throughbetkingdom’; it placed an appeal for
volunteers in the national press; and ‘was immetjatn touch with Government
Departments and other responsible authorif€sBy 14 April, the day before Black
Friday, the MCU claimed that it was able to offexcilities for dealing with every kind
of volunteer for strike servicé?’ Two days later, however, the STO was officially
instructed ‘to demobilise that portion of its orgaation which had been put into force to
meet the Transport strike’, in the wake of theayadle of solidarity actioff:

The MCU was left to ponder what might have been thed strike proceeded.
Lord Askwith, the organisation’s President, lateated that ‘We recruited hundreds of
men to assist the Government to provide coal and fo the cities and outlying districts;
we provided constables to guard the railway statiore supplied workers to run the milk
trains.... To relieve those who had gone on duty idiately the strike was called, a
summons was sent out for an additional force. By e¢hd of the day 2,000 men had
answered it** MCU branches set up the local components of tationwide strike-
breaking strategy. In Camberley, for example, th€ WM ensured that ‘complete
arrangements were made to carry on the publicesEsyan office had been arranged for,
volunteers were ready for action, and motors ahdrotehicles all in readines&> While

the focus of the MCU volunteer effort was on traorsgtion and ‘protection’, there were

some attempts at direct intervention in the cospudlie. In the Lanarkshire coalfield, for

318 Jeffery and Hennessy, pp. 58-66.

319 New VoiceMay 1921, p.11.

320 The Times14 April 1921. A special appeal was made to womebehalf of the MCU by Lady
Askwith (Scotsmar® April 1921).

321 jeffery and Hennessy, p. 63.
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85



example, MCU volunteers, including a number of emity students, were employed to
maintain plant and machinery at the Hamilton Palacliery near Bothwell; though they
were subsequently removed by the management faltpwn angry demonstration by
3,000 striker§?*

The unions were generally dismissive of claims thalunteers could run the
affected industries for any length of time, pariely with regard to work in coal mines.
Will Thorn, addressing members of the National Wnaf General Workers at Leeds,
pointed out that the MCU could not simply marcloitite pits: ‘If they did, they would
damn well fall to the bottom. They would have theders to ask before they could go
down, and an inexperienced winder would soon settr fate’>*® Although this
contained a large element of truth, the debacl8latk Friday meant that the miners
were left to fight alone; and in such highly unfavable economic circumstances that
volunteer labour did not need to enter the pitang numbers. More significant was the
guestion of solidarity action from the transportams. This was the one area where the
government and their supporters on the right calddn at least some experience; and
could mobilise relatively large numbers of volumgeéArguably, it was this ability which
unnerved some of the union leaders. The governmertinly believed that ‘the
readiness of the arrangements had been an impdatztot in avoiding an extension of
the coal strike to the railways, transport and otheustries’>°

Writing in the New Voiceunder the pseudonym, ‘John Citizen MP’, J. R.
Pretyman Newman, Unionist MP for Finchley, stateat tfor the first time the leaders of

organised labour found themselves up against aaned and determined Middle Class,

322 The Times7 April 1921;Scotsman7 April 1921.
325 New VoiceMay 1921, p. 12.
326 Desmarais, ‘The British government’s strikebregkimganisation and Black Friday’..., p. 126.
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the one force that Lenin and all his tribe has esséd is capable of defeating théfi'.

The stance of the MCU was hailed as a major fagmtecipitating the union climb-down:

...on that Friday afternoon...the Cramps, the Williaarsd the Bramleys —
conscious that in the face of a body of men and &omho had no intention of
allowing themselves to be bullied and starved sibmission, 40 per cent of the
railwaymen and 60 per cent of the transport workessld refuse to come out —

threw up the sponge and John Citizen had won bisni3?®

Lord Askwith, the MCU president, who, as Chief Isttial Commissioner from 1911-19,
had gained the reputation of ‘Number 1 Peacemakéndustry'3?° reiterated the point,
noting that the ‘real break off of the Triple Alliee arose from the reluctance of the rank
and file to join in a dispute which was not theivrg and go out upon issues which they
did not understand®® By its firm resolve, therefore, and by focusing fire on the
alleged ‘misleaders of labour’ rather than the rankl file, the MCU claimed to have
stimulated the consciences of the majority of matiemworkers to the extent that the
militants lost their nerve and abandoned their eggve strategy.

Although the MCU naturally laid claim to a sharetbé credit, its efforts were

again dwarfed by the official emergency machinemich was able to recruit some

80,000 men at short notice into the newly forme@féhce Force’, in addition to its

32T New VoiceMay 1921, p. 4.

328 |bid.

329G, K. Menzies, ‘Death of Lord AskwithJournal of the Royal Society of Arigol. 90, No. 4615 (12
June 1942), p. 459.
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regular army and navy reserv&Slt is difficult to accurately gauge the effectiess of a
movement which was not actually called upon to prag mettle to any significant
degree. Such difficulties have rarely inhibited sbokeen to advance their cause,
however, and MCU accounts of the crisis of 1921 rayeexception. Among the more
sober analyses was that of Lord Askwith which shtiwvesMCU acted as one part of a

much larger official movement:

The natural course was to follow the lines laid doly the Government as
requisite. These were directed towards the mainnaf essential supplies, the
avoidance of misery and hardship, the protectiopeséons and property and the
continuance of industry and employment in the hsghmeasure possible under
the circumstances. In all these directions the Middlasses Union, aided by
active staff work at Headquarters and in many draacexercised influence and

did work. They showed how organisation patfs.

A more telling criticism from the left and labouiraes was that the MCU and
kindred organisations were simply taking sides wttle employers and government
against the working class. A month after the crikis MCU general secretary, Captain
Stanley Abbot, took issue with the view that ‘thetien of the MCU on the
ground...indicated a partisan attitude towards tispwude itself’. He pointed out that ‘the
public’ had every right to defend itself from anyagter which subjected it to a

‘stranglehold’ which threatened its ‘very meanssobsistence’. He claimed that ‘so long

3! The Times14 April 1921; Jeffery and Hennessy, p. 64.
332 New VoiceMay 1921, p. 10.
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as the dispute was confined to issues betweenotleoaners and the coal miners, it was
not the business of the Middle Classes Union a$’sitowever, once ‘the country
became faced with the threat of a sympathetic esthii the... Triple Alliance, it was
imperative to take necessary steps for self-presierv.3*® This rather disingenuous
argument — particularly when the MGAasintervening directly in the coal dispute, as in
Lanarkshire — was to become the stock responsénefMCU to the accusation of
partisanship; and it regularly denied any intentibracting in a strike-breaking capacity.
The fact that a major shibboleth of the MCU - ‘emmry’ — was often the motor force
propelling the government and employers into confivith the unions at this time
seemed to escape them; or rather, such issuesstueieusly presented as being separate
matters altogether.

A sharp fall in the number of strikes after 1921resulting from the same
economic downturn that had so debilitated the nsinelhances of success after Black
Friday — led to a commensurate decline in the ingmme of the government’s official
strike-breaking machiner}?* Another factor contributing to this, arising pgrftom the
widespread clamour for economy alluded to above wes realisation that such
responsibilities — in part — could be farmed ouhtm-governmental bodies. Townshend
points out that Sir Eric Geddes, former organigehe STO, though in September 1921
acting as the ‘government’s financial axe-man’,gosed the scrapping of his earlier
creation, explaining that while it was perfectlyural that the public had formerly looked
to the government to protect ‘the community frome tirresponsible attacks of

extremists...[tlhis state of things has now passetilate initiative has once more

33 New VoiceMay 1921, p. 11.
334 R. H. Desmarais, ‘Strikebreaking and the LabouvéBoment of 1924'Journal of Contemporary
History, Vol. 8, No. 4 (October 1973), p. 165.
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reasserted itself*®> While the relatively peaceful industrial landscafel922-3 saw an
easing of tension in government circles, the MClhamed keenly alert, keeping its
powder dry for the confidently predicted showdowithwthe unions. January 1922 saw
the organisation re-brand itself as the NCU. Algflowstensibly intended as a means to
allow a wider appeal, beyond the sectional consisaimplied in the former name, the
‘new’ body retained its pro-business bias, reasggits support for ‘individual enterprise
and private interests in industry’ and its oppositio ‘Industrial (i.e. “Direct”) Action for
Political purposes®*®

The news in late 1922 that Italian Fascists hadessfully put down an insurgent
workers’ movement, partly through using aggressivike-breaking tactics, was a source
of great inspiration to the British right. The de@ment spawned new organisations like
the British Fascisti, who shared some personneh e NCU, and adopted near-
identical slogans and tactics on industrial iSsuHse improved economic situation
towards the end of 1923 augured opportunities lfi@sé¢ organisations to engage in
renewed strike-breaking activity as the unions bbtg stem the fall in wages which had
occurred over the previous yéaf.The advent of the first Labour government in early
1924 appeared to deepen this prospect and wasrsgaly by the right as a harbinger of
doom, destined to unleash a wave of politically iwaied strikes. Neither for the first
time nor the last, however, the anti-socialist rigiisread the psychology of the British
labour movement entirely. Ironically, when the pgmventually dropped, in the sphere

of industrial politics at least, organisations ltke NCU and the nascent British Fascists

335 C. TownshendPublic Order and Public Security in Modern Britai@xford University Press, Oxford
(1993), p. 91.

%36 New VoiceJanuary 1922, p. 6.

337 Jeffrey and Hennessy, p. 79.
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were forced by the logic of their professed ‘notitpal’ stance to offer their services to
the new ‘Socialist’ governmenduring the few examples of industrial action which
occurred during its tenuré®

As the new government was about to take officeamuadry 1924, the NCU was
involved in efforts to break an unofficial strikg 69,000 train drivers and firemen. It
later claimed that 3,000 volunteers had enrolledsatondon headquarters alone, and
that it had been able to organise a ‘special motoy service’ to ferry commuters to and
from work. On the initiative of the East Fulham tch, NCU members carried special
passes signed by the local secretary which seciimeh a place on such transport.
Additionally, the organisation provided the authties with ‘a large number of special
constables’, and ran an overnight courier servi@nsporting ‘certain bags and
consignments of mails’ in its lorries. The dispetaed quickly, however, and the NCU
admitted that many of its volunteers were not ndétfe

Subsequently, with Labour in office and trade uniesders like Jimmy Thomas
in the Cabinet, there was an inevitable tendencgeek accommodation in industrial
matters, which had the potential to destroy the NMQWtetensions as defender of ‘the
public’. In a speech prepared for the Edinburghhbinaof the NCU, Professor Charles
Sarolea correctly surmised that ‘the Governmenit lvélconcerned to settle strikes rather
than to encourage theri Despite this thélew Voicepointed out that as under previous
governments ‘the NCU is determined to help’ and wastinuing to enrol volunteers,

claiming its offices were receiving new applicagdn every post (Figure 2.3). It stressed

338 The Times28 March 1924.
339 New VoiceMay 1924, p. 8.
349 New VoiceApril 1924, p. 9.
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that ‘When the next strike occurs, and the Sodciadgitators will see that one is

engineered soon, the NCU will be...read¥’.

S N PSS 10044030 A0 05 9505503 o0 0
s . 0 -y

The National Citizens’ Union and Strikes
(Headquarters Staff dealing with offers of personal service.) See also page 8.

Figure 2.3New VoiceMay 1924, p. 1.

As matters turned out, following the rail dispute strike-breaking capabilities of
the right were not called upon by the new governmand there were even some
tentative steps taken to remove what Josiah Weddwidescribed as the ‘fascisti
atmosphere’ of the official emergency organisaffinAs historians have pointed out,

however, Labour ministers largely left the strikedking machinery in the care of the

341 New VoiceMay 1924, p. 8.
342 Desmarais, ‘Strikebreaking and the Labour Govemtro&1924’, pp. 170-1; Jeffrey and Hennessy, pp.
81-3. Wedgwood was Chief Civil Commissioner duriradpour’s brief spell in government.
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civil servants who had administered it since 19&8d respected pleas from their
Conservative predecessors to keep its plans sétrEhe complexities of the MCU’s
relationship with the government in this sphereeveased considerably by the collapse
of the Labour administration and its replacement @yConservative government
following the general election of October 1924.

Opposition to strikes was not an end in itselftie MCU/NCU. Industrial unrest
was regarded as merely an outward expression ofstiugalist cancer which was
allegedly eating away at the British labour movemigom the inside. Thus, while a
major focus of MCU activity during the strikes 0919-21 was the maintenance of
essential services, the organisation continued nphasise its wider anti-socialist
message, and linked the electoral challenge fraanLtibour Party with the disruption
engendered by industrial action. During the MantreéRusholme by-election campaign,
which coincided with the railwaymen’s strike of B91he MCU pressed candidates on
their attitude to such disputes, insisting thayttaelvocate the strongest opposition to the
extreme Labour policy of direct actiofi*: During the abortive transport strike of spring
1921 the MCU colluded with government officials, spibly via Admiral Hall, to
distribute government anti-strike propaganda disepliias impartial opinioff> During
the November 1922 general election campaign the NGitdpiled a questionnaire for
candidates asking if they opposed direct actionirmystrial organisations ‘to effect

political purposes’ and, if so, whether they woslgport legislation dealing with secret

343 Desmarais, pp. 169, 173-5; Jeffrey and Hennegsy[ 6 86.
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ballots, the trade union political funds and traméon immunities’*® Questions on such
matters were regularly directed at Ministers by M€U’s parliamentary supportert
1920 J. R. Pretyman Newman, the Chairman of the M&idiamentary Committee,
called for the revision or repeal of the 1906 Tea@ésputes Act, which he described as
an ‘Anarchists’ Charter’*’ In the wake of the 1921 dispute other supportérshe
Parliamentary Committee called for the repeal @61Act and for the appointment of a
Royal Commission to ascertain the necessity oflation ‘so as to prevent revolutionary
agitation under the guise of legitimate labounatiis’.>*®

During 1925 the NCU was involved in moves to creatgational strikebreaking
force capable of standing up to the looming thoda general strike. In October 1925 the
New Voicereported that the NCU had decided in early Sepgertdoco-operate with the
Organisation for the Maintenance of Supplies (OMSprder to ‘prevent overlapping
and the risk of consequent lack of efficien®$? The NCU General Secretary, Colonel H.
D. Lawrence, was appointed as liaison officer aiad # close touch with OMS officials.
By October the plan for co-operation was circulatedCU branches. Meantime, many
members of the NCU were already sitting on thellooanmittees of a number of newly
formed OMS branches. The arrangements subsequatdfyted were very similar to the
agreement between the BEU and the OMS. Their r@&gowas certainly identical. In
January 1926 Lord Hardinge of Penshurst, the OMSi&ent, described the NCU as ‘an

association which has...won its spurs in the stregufight it has made against the

subversive forces which, instigated by Moscow, dtee our Empire and our liberty’. He

346 New Voice November 1922, p. 9.
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went on to point out that as the OMS had beenséo tulfil one of the aims of the NCU

— that of maintaining services in an emergency was ‘obvious...that there should be
the closest unity between the two’. Unity was neaggto avoid the wasteful overlapping
characteristic of earlier anti-subversive movemerttardinge was confident that
‘arrangements have been made between the NCU anfl @Much a character as to
remove all fear that friction, jealousy or overlagp..can arise’. Under the agreement,
therefore, the existing propaganda role of NCU iomreid, while the OMS occupied itself
solely with compiling lists of volunteefs® These arrangements were laid before the
public in December 1925 by Lord Hardinge who paintaut that the OMS had no

intention of engaging in a propaganda campaign éiat@voiding strikes:

It is going beyond our province. Excellent workivat way is being done by other
bodies, and, in particular, by the British Empiraidh and National Citizens’
Union, with whom we have working agreements. Werige content to leave

the ‘preventive’ work in their hands:

After the strike, Hardinge recognised the importanf the NCU and BEU within the
OMS, thanking them in the pages of the pr&ss.

Throughout the nine day duration of the Generak&tihe NCU activity centred
on organising volunteer labour, and occurred utitkeraegis of the OMS and the official
Supply and Transport machinery. Some idea of tleeip contribution to this wider

movement made by the NCU can, however, be gleamed the numerous post-strike

39 New VoiceJanuary 1926, p.2.
#1The Timesl December 1925.
%2The Times24 May 1926Scotsman21 May 1926.
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reports in theNew Voiceand from the pages of ttdCU Bulletin a special daily news-
sheet, only three issues of which were circulatefbrie the strike ended abruptly on 12
May. The purpose of thBulletin was ‘to give information and only authenticatedvae
to hearten the public, and to help the essentralcgs to proceed’. The fact that the first
issue did not appear until day five of the strikeamt that some of the anxiety
characteristic of pre-strike propaganda had givary wo a more optimistic outlook.
Despite this there was no complacency in the dmutions to theBulletin made by
leading NCU members. An appeal from Prebendary Gaxiported NCU supporters to
enrol as volunteers, and to provide transportadioth accommodation for those prepared
to defy the strike call. He tried to rekindle thatnotic spirit of the Great War, pointing
out that ‘everygood workeris a public servant, and deserves to be backethdghelped
as we backed and helped the men who saved us fienGerman attacké®® Lord
Askwith urged the workers’ leaders to call off afimpathetic action in support of the
miners, pointing out that such strikes would ‘effeothing but loss, hardship, misery and
ill-feeling’. He too impressed upon NCU members tirgent necessity of action in

support of the ‘Constitution’:

The National Citizens’ Union stand for orderly agdod government. Every
member — man or woman — should be up and doing.nb time for talk, but, in

small ways or in big, it is a duty to aid or be dgao aid the efforts of the
Government to maintain and protect government, kavd order, and to prevent

the slow throttling of the peopf&*

$3NCU Bulletin No. 1, 7 May 1926, p. 1.
%4NCU Bulletin No. 3, 11 May 1926, p. 1.
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Even more dramatic were the words of Lieutenanb@el K. P. Vaughan-Morgan,
Conservative MP for East Fulham, who echoed Gonogtescribing the crisis as an epic
struggle against tyranny comparable to the warcéiigated the TUC General Council
as ‘a self-chosen junta, responsible to nobodytedeby nobody, endeavouring to get
their way by brute force’, representing a similareat to that formerly posed by the
Prussian General Staff’

Under the heading ‘Strike Volunteers Save the Qguatdetailed breakdown of
the role of NCU branches during the crisis filladef pages of June’slew Voice™®
Additionally, in May 1927 summaries of annual repaompiled by NCU branches were
published in the organisation’s recently renameatrjal, theNational Citizen They
reiterated the ‘magnificent work’ carried out byabches during the crisis. Among the
many mentioned were Shrewsbury, where a ‘car t@hgervice numbering some 150
cars’ was operated with the co-operation of loaati tdrivers; Worthing, where a
Volunteer Service Office was opened by the bramathhe request of the Town Council’;
Liverpool, where ‘thousands of volunteers were Bedoas Special Police, shipping and
dock workers, railway and transport workers, etarid Marylebone, where ‘the branch
did splendid work for the Government, the railwagsd other bodies’ and ‘produced a
typewritten bulletin of its own®>’ R. Burnett, the Chairman of the Edinburgh branth o
the NCU, wrote to thé&cotsmarito express the very warm thanks of the Uniont$o i

numerous members who volunteered for all kindseo¥ise during the recent industrial
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crisis’. He went on to state that ‘I have reasorkriow that these services were highly
appreciated by the authorities concerned, and mes helpful to the community®®

The view from the left, of course, was rather lessiplimentary. In the run up to
the General Strike, Joseph F. Duncan, the leadéreoBcottish Farm Servant’s Union,
during the course of his presidential address & Shottish TUC in April 1926, had
described ‘the various emergency organisationd) assadhe OMS the National Citizens’
Union and the British Fascisti’ as nothing but $taffian armies’, and suggested that
‘Attempts to carry on such services by improvistdfs of blacklegs would merely lead
to greater bitternesg® In one respect Duncan was spot on: the voluntestins did
indeed generate deep and enduring bitterness iy marking-class communitie°

The experience of the General Strike dominated espbent discussions among
NCU members regarding the best means of curtaitidgstrial action. There was some
divergence over which strategy should be priomtisgreater activism and direct physical
confrontation with the unions or the legislativgpegach. On the whole the NCU opted
for caution, favouring a renewed campaign for lagainst labour militancy. This was a
reflection of the strength of orthodox Conservatmginion within the organisation,
which naturally favoured a legislative solutiondaim part due to recognition that the
General Strike had passed off remarkably peacefuigating the necessity of any
drastic ‘Mussolini-style’ solution to Britain’s intrial malaise.

This debate surfaced in November 1926 at a meetints Grand Council. In

previous months a NCU Special Committee had dragva series of draft Bills dealing
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with various aspects of industrial relations. Bg thme the Grand Council met six drafts
existed. Colonel A. H. Lane, who had subscribety fiounds to secure the services of a
professional parliamentary draftsman, successhulygested consolidating the six drafts
into three®®* It was agreed to promote the Bills in the nexsiesof Parliament®?

In addition to the legislative campaign Major Laestiof the Southend branch
proposed a NCU ‘Volunteer Force to be trained foemgency work’. He argued that the
General Strike had proved that while people hadh lvgling to serve their country many
were unable to do so because they lacked the regetsaining. He was supported by
Prebendary Gough who claimed that ‘The country...bafflered intolerably for many
years because it had been guided in high policy ianother policy by timidity’. He
criticised the Conservative government for ‘laggfirbehind the determination of the
people’3©?

There was considerable opposition to Lawther andgB® proposals, however.
A number of delegates stressed the impracticabilityhe scheme, including Colonel
Southam of Woking, who ‘urged that the Union was stoong enough to attempt the
formation of a large national force’. He and othiensoured the parliamentary approach.
Mr McAdams of Bristol stressed that ‘the only waydeal with industrial unrest was to
pass legislation making strikes illegal’; while Gap Boord, representing Worcester,
argued that ‘the NCU Bills already agreed should dmmugh to render the force

unnecessary’. The Grand Council voted to postpong decision on Lawther’s

resolution.

%1 National Citizen January 1927, p. 5.
%2 The three NCU Bills are reproduced in ibid., pi®
33 |hid., p. 6.
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With these arguments effectively shelved for theetbeing, the NCU threw itself
into the campaign to reform trade union law. TheWNtdied to stimulate debate on its
Bills through public meetings and by inserting a@wvext inThe Time®ffering reprints of
the Bills and inviting commert? The views of a range of Conservative MPs and peers
regarding the NCU’s proposals were subsequenthlighdd in theNational Citizen
While most expressed strong sympathy with the ppies behind the proposed
legislation, many pointed out that the governmesd hlready promised to update the
laws dealing with industrial disputes and that iiginh be wiser to ascertain their
intentions before the introduction of the NCU prsais®®®

However indirectly, the views of the NCU do appearhave influenced the
formulation of the government's Biif® Baldwin, although personally disinclined to
introduce stringent restrictions on the unions, wasder irresistible pressure from the
Conservative Party grass-roots and right-wing GatbMinisters. This had been evident
at the party conference at Scarborough in Octob26,1where supporters of the NCU
were among those expressing intense resentmemsagaade union militancy. This
prompted deep concern among the party leadersbipressed by Sir George Younger
in a letter to J. C. C. Davidson — that a new ‘Dégd group may...appear on the scene
and split our Party®®’ It is noteworthy that when the government’s owopmsals were
unveiled on 4 April 1927 they bore a close resemtdato those championed by the

NCU. Consequently the organisation warmly welcornimedgovernment’s Trade Disputes

%4The Times22 January 1927.
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and Trade Unions Bill; and some of those previousiyical of Baldwin's alleged
timidity hailed it as a long-awaited ‘sign of stgeh’.®® The NCU quietly dropped its
own Bills in favour of wholehearted support for ip@vernment, a position formalised at
the annual meeting of the Grand Council on 27 Ap@R73¢°
The foregoing chapter shows that the MCU/NCU plagedignificant role in

articulating the anxieties and galvanising thetpral energies of middle-class Britons in
the 1920s. Far from being merely an element of litneatic fringe’ of Conservative
politics the organisation attracted a mass memigishthe early years of the decade,
and was able to make its influence felt at thellaca national levels both in the political
and industrial spheres. In 1919-22 it tapped intech vein of middle-class anger and
confusion at the economic and political changesiginb about by the war and the rise of
Labour. This shaped the outlook of the anti-sosialight and, temporarily, shook its
traditional and instinctive affinity with the Comsative Party. The activism of the
MCU/NCU played a role in encouraging disaffectiorithwthe Coalition among
backbench Conservative MPs and among party activdthough the organisation was
willing to lend support to independent and uncotiegral political formations like the
Anti-Waste League, it remained fundamentally Covestare in outlook. MCU efforts to
rouse the middle class out of their apathy weredgrenantly exerted ‘respectfully’
through parliamentary and other legal means; andnstantly solicited the patronage of

respectable establishment figures. The organisatosistently perceived the main threat

to middle-class interests as coming from sociabsw the organised labour movement.

38 National Citizen May 1927, p. 11.
39 National Citizen June 1927, p. 11.
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After 1922 the Conservative Party embraced mucthefrhetoric of the MCU
and the anti-socialist/anti-waste milieu generally.imposed deflationary economic
policies which defused middle-class anger; and eygul populist and patriotic notions
of the ‘public’ and ‘community’ as a means of maising the labour movement and
incorporating former Liberal voteré® The fact that the Conservative Party successfully
championed middle-class interests from 1922 inblytéook the wind out of the sails of
the anti-socialist right; suffice to say the MCUvae attained the multi-million-strong
membership it was boldly predicting in 1920-1. Altigh the NCU continued to
campaign over specific middle-class grievancesr &f@22, they were not nearly as
explosive or controversial with the Conservativesoffice with a clear parliamentary
majority. Despite this the organisation remainesigmificant force on the anti-socialist
right, due to its anti-communist propaganda andats as a strike-breaking body. The
defeat of the General Strike in May 1926, howewsspite being regarded by the
organisation as its ‘finest hour’, in fact heraldegrolonged period of decline for the
NCU. It tried to maintain its influence by assotigtwith Commander Oliver Locker-
Lampson’s triumphalist Clear Out the Reds movemerit926-7. In the later 1920s it

refocused its attention on issues of taxation axperditure®’*

The demise of the
organisation appears to have been postponed pduiyto the financial largesse of
wealthy supporters like Colonel Lane, whose fervagpposition to the menace of alien

immigration took the organisation in an anti-Seaitiirection in the 1930s, arguably

exacerbating its marginalisatioft.

379 R. McKibbin, The Ideologies of Class: Social Relations in Britai880-19500xford University Press,
Oxford (1994), pp.259-93.

37 National CitizenJuly 1927, p. 3, December 1927, p. $8ptsman4 May 1928.

372 National Citizen January 1927, p. 5, May 1927, p. 5.
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Chapter 3.
Tarring Labour with the Extremist Brush: The Anti-S ocialist Right and

Electoral Politics.

In an anti-socialist handbook published in 1924 tight-wing conspiracy
theorist, Nesta Webster, responded to the arguthehtLabour Party politicians were
‘clever and honest men’, by insisting that theintioued adherence to socialist precepts
in the face of their obvious falsehood, suggestatther, that they ‘may be clever or they
may be honest; they cannot be bdti’' This assessment characterised the attitude of
many right-wing critics of the Labour Party in th820s. Labour politicians were thus
portrayed in two seemingly disparate ways. Theyewpresented as idealists and
dreamers, incapable of recognising the folly ofirtheliefs, and unfit to govern due to
the incompetence which flowed from their flawed ersfanding of the world.
Alternatively, they were sinister agents of a waiilde conspiracy to subvert and destroy
Christian civilisation, cleverly duping the masséth their ‘moderation’ and promises of
social reform: the masks with which they concealledir true objective of violent
revolution and the debasement of humanity. Theggapda of the British Empire Union
and the National Citizens’ Union employed both angats to attack the Labour Party,
rarely deeming it necessary to justify the appacentradiction between them. This view
of the threat posed by the Labour Party, desp#tecantradictions, contributed to the
development of an anti-socialist consensus in tB204 which was particularly in

evidence during elections both at the local andonat levels. Fear of ‘socialism’ —

373N. Webster, ‘What is Socialism?’, ik Handbook for Anti-Socialist8oswell, London (n.d. [1924]), p.
14.
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whether presented as experimental folly or siniplet — was exploited to encourage
anti-socialist alliances and pacts explicitly irded to keep Labour out of office. This
chapter discusses the role of the BEU and the NCiiase developments.

During the Great War the BEU attacked those sestafrthe Labour Party which
were opposed to the conflict. Ramsay MacDonald atgecked for his pacifist views,
which were regarded as unpatriotic. In 1917 the Bifldsted that it had ‘actively and
successfully [o]pposed the Pacifists in London &wmuth Wales.... Mr. Ramsay
MacDonald’'s meeting was broken up, and Mr. RamsacDbnald himself took to
flight'.®”* The BEU co-operated with ultra-nationalist labdwdies like the British
Workers’ League to disrupt anti-war meetings orgadi by the Independent Labour
Party (ILP) and the non-party Union for Democra@bange (UDC). BEU leaders
conflated the pacifism of Labour opponents of thee with revolutionary socialism. In
June 1917 the BEU President, Lord Leith of Fyviepte that ‘there is a mixed body of
Pacifists, Socialists, Internationalists, Revolaotsts and others, bound together under the
ILP and the UDC'. By March 1918, another senior rhemof the BEU, F. E. Culling
Carr, was claiming that ‘individuals such as MacBldnand Snowden might “pose as
Pacifists and Conscientious Objectors, but theinnodjective isRevolutiori’. 3> After
the war the BEU continued to assert that the tethe Labour Party had ‘gone Russian’.
The BEU’s national organiser, Captain Parsons, adithat a future Labour election

victory would be calamitous for Britain becausee‘tinspeakable hell created by

37 BEU, New Year, 191%. 1.
7% panayi, p. 122.
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Bolshevik principles in Russia...might easily be teechere®’® In March 1920 the BEU

Vice-Chairman, Sir Ernest Wild, Unionist MP for @pt wrote:

| turn to the enemy. It calls itself the ‘Labour Party’ — a masisleading

appellation. Mr. Churchill, who is ever bold, callé, at Dundee the other day,
the ‘Socialist’ Party. | call it the ‘Communist’ Ry, or, if they prefer it, the
‘Bolshevist’ Party...the present ‘Labour Members &gt tails wagged by the

Dog of Communisni’’

During a 1921 debate with Henry Hyndman of the &ebemocratic Federation, the
Duke of Northumberland, President of the City ohtdlon BEU branch, set out to prove
that ‘the so-called “moderate” leaders of Laboure aworking, consciously or
unconsciously, for the same world revolution asEk&emists, and that there is no single
aim of the Red International of Moscow which is afsto an aim of the Labour Parfy®
Northumberland later wrote describing the poisosudiversion ‘working through all the
European body politic’ in a variety of ‘subtle fosinone of which was the professed
moderate reformism characteristic of the Britistbduar Party. The party was part of a
great international subversive movement ‘thoughr tadherents are not all aware of it,
and the strings are pulled by the Secret Societiesh during the past century have been

behind every revolution in Europ&?

7% panayi, p. 123.

317 E. Wild, ‘The Coalition’,The Nineteenth Century and Aft&ol. 87, No. 517 (March 1920), p. 404.
378 Duke of Northumberland, ‘Bolshevism and the LabBarty’, National ReviewVol. 77, (June 1921), p.
617.

379 Foreword to C. TormayAn Outlaw’s Diary Vol. 1, Philip Allen, London (1923), pp. ix-xii.
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In October 1922 thEmpire Recorgublished a sarcastic aside on Labour’s ‘magmtice

gesture’ of barring the CPGB from affiliating to Tthe author stated:

| am assured that the Labour Party have nothingteviea to do with the rude,
red-handed ghouls of Moscow — except, of coursesuoh little matters as
sending them fraternal greetings...; or demanding edliate recognition of the
Soviet Government; or helping Soviet wars by haidup munition ships; or in

forming councils of action on the Soviet modf&l.

The BEU annual report for that year warned thati-aocialist forces had to prepare
themselves for a possible [socialist] victory a tiext election and organise to fight and
destroy Labour’s attempts to ‘Bolshevise’ BritafhIn July and August 1923 ttempire
Recordexposed continuing links between the Labour anthi@onist parties despite a
renewed official ban on affiliatio?t?

Strangely — given the general outlook of the MCUIN@Nd in light of some of
his own comments on other occasions — in 1920 lAskiwith, criticised Sir Winston
Churchill’s statement that Labour was ‘unfit to gav', and stated that critics of Labour
would only be driving more and more people into ltadour Party by attacking them as
Bolshevists, which they were ndf® In contrast, theNew Voice later condoned

Churchill's remarks®* and, generally, speeches and articles by MCU/NG&inbers

380 Empire RecorgdOctober 1922, p. 171.

381 BEU, Annual Repor{1922), pp. 4-6.

32 Empire RecordJuly 1923, p. 127, August 1923, pp. 136-7.
33 The Times20 Feb 1920.

34 New VoiceOctober 1921, p. 3
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throughout the 1920s conformed to the view that lthbour's moderation was mere
window-dressing, hiding extreme socialist and comisiwiewpoints>>>

The anti-socialist rightepeatedly questioned the patriotism of the Lali®anty.
In January 1923 the BEU attacked Labour’s foreiglicyg as ‘Pro-Germanism Rampant’.
The party was accused of ‘intense hostility to Bndl..a constant devotion to the
enemies of the British Empire, and a continual outmg of virulent criticism on all
allied or friendly countries’. Labour's commitmetat self-determination was ridiculed:
‘Egypt, India, Ireland are all encouraged to sefedmine themselves away from the
Empire...even if they at the same time determine gedves into complete anarchy®

Two months later thEmpire Recordarried the following:

The Socialists champion Germans, Indian seditisni3e Valera’s warmongers,
foreign immigrants, and any and every enemy of Brgish Empire. Their

political pretence that they represent the mask#seqgeople of this country who
work for a living is clearly a transparent lie. Th&iends are the enemies of

Britain.>®’

In December 1923, in an otherwise relatively meaguassessment of the
potential pitfalls of a future Labour governmerig tSecretary of the BEU, Reginald

Wilson, suggested that one outcome might be theklup of the British Empire:

385 New VoiceMay 1920, p. 3, March 1925, p. 9.
388 Empire RecorgdJanuary 1923, pp. 20-21.
387 Empire RecordMay 1923, p. 86.
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Some members of the Labour Party are frankly iodia\of the destruction of the
Empire; and there are undoubtedly certain sinalien influences at work behind
the party which are deliberately directed to thmsl.eMore danger is, perhaps, to
be feared from the general theoretical policy af tharty which...would give

democratic self-government to all parts of the Bmpind force a legal equality

between widely differing race&®

The fate of the Empire under Labour was the sulméetn article in thd&Empire Record
by Sir Henry Page Croft. He concluded by saying ‘¥8a have Socialism which means
ruin, or we can have an Empire. We cannot have, [satlihe choice is with the people,
and they must speak in no uncertain voite’Much was made of the Labour Party’s
affiliation to the Socialist International. In Deunber 1923 the BEU described the Labour
Party as ‘headed by Mr. Ramsay MacDonald, with $ir@ster international organisation,
the Sozialistische Arbeiter Internationale in thechground, pulling the wires in the
interests of Berlin and Moscow™”

Another means of casting doubt on Labour’s pasmtivas over an issue which
had long been close to the hearts of anti-sociaelistpaigners: alien immigration. The
BEU and NCU regularly encouraged the view that luabsould place the interests of
aliens above those of ‘true-born Britons’. Follogithe accession of Britain’s first
Labour government in early 1924, although concéas all anti-alien legislation would
be repealed proved unfounded, certain measures takhis sphere were seized upon as

clear evidence of Labour’s anti-British, pro-alizanings. This was the case with the

38 R. Wilson, ‘The Labour Party and the Futuigiglish ReviewVol. 37 (December 1923), pp. 781-2.
389 Empire RecorgdJuly 1924, pp. 120-1.
399 Empire RecordDecember 1923, p. 4.
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decision by the Minister of Labour, Tom Shaw, tdeex the right to unemployment
benefits to resident foreign workers. In a BEU @ant alluding to the question of ‘doles
for aliens’ Shaw is portrayed picking the pocketaoterrified British tax payer and
handing over a bag of money labelled ‘Baksheesha teering Jew, while a range of

other stereotyped foreigners line up for their shadrthe pickings (Figure 3.1).

COME ONE, COME ALL!

Wi, ™
e,

TN

ST

\.

o~

o

——

Q

2 ,%‘n
Wy

I's YOUR money they are using.

Figure 3.1 Empire RecordApril 1924, p. i.
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During the general election of October 1924 theéAlMenace’ emerged as a
powerful component in the arsenal of scaremongepiegaganda employed by the anti-
socialist right. Defries cites an anti-alien speeshde by BEU supporter, Sir Ronald
McNeill, Conservative MP for Canterbury, assertihgt under a ‘Socialist’ government,
‘if two persons were competing for a house, and aibem was an Englishman and the
other a Polish Jew or Russian Revolutionary, treepence would not be given to the
Englishman®®! The Zinoviev Letter incident at the end of the paign merely added
fuel to an already inflamed discourse.

A great deal of anti-Labour propaganda dealt whii party’s alleged profligacy
whenever it was allowed into office. Much of thisncerned Labour’s record in the
administration of local authorities. A 1922 NCU partet claimed that wherever Labour
managed to gain a controlling vote in a localitisaster followed almost immediately’.
In particular, Labour successes in London resulted‘an orgy of unheard-of

extravagance®??

That election year th&mpire Recordcarried two articles on ‘How
Labour-Socialists Would Govern You'. The first, i@ctober, dealt with taxation.
Labour’s plans to reduce the tax burden on lowemexa whilst increasing it for the rich
were described as ‘The Great “Hold Up™, while thelicy of a capital levy on wealth
was described as a ‘programme of pillage’ which Mcaimost certainly result in a
slump3® In November the theme was nationalisation. Thebdia-Socialists’ were

attacked for waging ‘war on private enterprise’,ilehtheir policy of nationalisation

would take Britain down the same road as SovietsRus ‘tyranny, bankruptcy, and the

391 1. Defries,Conservative Party Attitudes to Jews, 1900-195@nk Cass (London), p. 91.
392 Eyre-Todd Mobocracy. ., p. 32-3.
393 Empire RecordOctober 1922, pp. 165-6.
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starvation of millions®** In 1923 Reginald Wilson attacked the Labour Péstybeing
‘pledged to the lunacy of the capital levy. It igfidult to measure the financial and
industrial disturbance that would result from timsane project of raising £3,000 millions
in one fell swoop®® The policy was also roundly attacked in a leadécla by E. H.
Blakeney in theNew Voice’®®

This general barrage of anti-Labour propagandansified considerably during
parliamentary and municipal elections. Additionaltile anti-socialist right sought to
curtail the chances of the Labour Party by encangagnd participating in the formation
of anti-socialist alliances and pacts designedniit fthe number of candidates fighting
elections against Labour to one per seat, thusdagidamaging splits in the anti-
socialist vote.

As pointed out earlier, elections during the Caatitperiod highlighted the level
of middle-class and right-wing opposition to Lloy@eorge’s government, but also
exposed the dangers of standing candidates aghas§loalition and thus dispersing the
votes of the anti-Labour majority in many constitces. This issue was central in
debates surrounding the future of the Conservaflaety at the time. Conservative
supporters of the Coalition — including advocatédusion’ with Liberal supporters of
Lloyd George — and the Conservative ‘Die-hard’ appas of the government, ‘were
agreed that socialism walse enemy which had to be confronted and defeat€dVhat

divided them was the best way of achieving thisl.g&sSimilar differences of approach

existed between the BEU and the MCU/NCU and amordividuals within these

394 Empire RecordNovember 1922, pp. 184-6.

395 Wilson, ‘The Labour Party...’, p. 781.

396 New Voice September 1923, p. 3.

397 Green, ‘Conservative Anti-Socialism...’, p. 126.
398 |bid., pp. 131-2.

111



organisations. The anti-Labour comments reprodatexe from BEU Vice-Chairman,
Ernest Wild, for example, are from an article ebgl the virtues of Lloyd George and
his Coalition, and calling for ‘fusion’. Wild wasls® Vice Chairman of the New
Members’ Coalition Group, a cross-party group ofdvfected in 1918, which counted a
number of BEU supporters in its rariRs The Duke of Northumberland, by contrast, was
an outspoken Die-hard critic of Lloyd George ardcha works; while the BEU founder,
Sir George Makgill, was a leading member of HoraBottomley’s populist anti-
Coalition pressure group, the People’s League aasl selected as a candidate to stand
against the Coalitiof°

Generally, on the few occasions that the issue deadt with in the BEU press,
the organisation expressed its support for the iGmalas a bulwark against revolution.
Despite being highly critical of increased spendargl bureaucracy by the Coalition,
which were regarded as ‘great measures of Statalisoc, the Empire Recordnsisted

that:

If we destroy the Coalition Government nothing wbatand between us and the
‘Millen[n]ium’, or Communist Mecca of riot and bldshed. The Direct Action
invoked by Parliamentary and moderate leaders lmbua would then remove
those leaders for more extreme men.... It is onlymity that we can derive

strength; and, thank God, in adversity we have wévimeen united®*

399The Times20 January 1920, 8 March 1922.
409 The Scotsmarl7 December 192BEU Monthly RecordDecember 1920, p.6.
0! Empire RecordFebruary 1921, p. 30.
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In July 1921 the cover of thEmpire Recordcontained a cartoon depicting ‘Lloyd
George the Constitutionalist vs. Tom Mann the ComistuMonster’, alongside the
question ‘Under Which Leadef%

As we have seen the MCU/NCU was far more critidathe Coalition. It was
clearly of the opinion, however, that socialism waes main enemy, and the organisation
was quite willing to offer its services to the gawment during industrial disputes, and
collude with it in the distribution of anti-Bolshist propagand&’® In 1920 the MCU
informed potential supporters that it could ‘enshbiyecorporate action the return in every
constituency of Constitutional Members of Parliamgho would be pledged to serve the
Middle Interests’. The same was true of ‘Municipaldies’, which it hoped to fill with
‘men and women pledged to oppose all extravagancead#l expenditure not in the
general interest'®*

The demise of the Coalition government negated nainyese arguments and
prompted a general election in November 1922. @udampaigning the anti-socialist
right enthusiastically rallied to the ‘Constitutalist’ cause, which in most cases meant
support for Conservative candidates. The BEU ‘d¢atmd thousands of special election

leaflets’ attacking the ‘Labour-Socialist’ Partyigbre 3.1).

02 Empire RecordJuly 1921, p. 105.

“03NA CAB 27/84.

404 Middle Classes Unionyhat it is. Why it is Necessary. What it has Dome @an Do(n. d. [1920]),
Modern Records Centre, Warwick, Iron and Steel &sadonfederation archive, MSS.36/A24/1.
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& THE EMPIRE RECORD.

[December, 1922,

B.E.U. ELECTION SLOGANS.

We circulated thousands of Special Election Leaflets.

Four specimens are veproduced below.

THE LABOUR - SOCIALISTS
ARE OUT TO DESTROY
PRIVATE ENTERPRISE !

The Destruction of Private
Enterprise means—

More Government Departments.
A New Army of Officials.
Increase of Rates and Taxes.
Return of War-time Conditions.
DO YOU WANT THIS?
IF NOT—

VOTE AGAINST

LABOUR-SOGIALISTS

To THE WOMEN OF
ENGLAND!

There was a War.

You knew the danger.

You played your part.

You won the war.
There is a War—Industrial War.

Do you know the danger?

Are you playing your part?

Will you win that war?
There is Danger of Revolution.

It shouts at the street corners.

It mutters in the factory.

It threatens you all.
it is YOUR Part to understand.

You must recognise the danger.

You must understand the cause.

You must defend your homes.
Revolution means Ruin, and for that Ruin
the Woman always Pays. And Labour-
Socialism means Revolution!

To be a woman has been accounted a

privilege ; now it is a responsibility.

HELP TO FIGHT

THE LABOUR-SOCIALISTS

NATIONALISATION.

WHAT IT REALLY MEANS—
To the Worker - = - State Slavery

To the Consumer - - High Prices
To the Taxpayer - - Heavy Burdens
To the Employer = = Ruin

To the Imvestor - - - Confiscation

During the Great War, Mines and
Railways were under State Control:
What was the Result?

On the Railways: In the Goal Industry:
Traffic Congestion Higher Price

Higher Fares Less Coal

Fewer Trains More Strikes

Goods Held Up Government Subsidies
Increased Working Cost ~ Increased Taxes

State Control is now Removed:

RAILWAY FARES AND FREIGHTS
ARE CHEAPER, COAL IS CHEAPER,
and the EXPORT TRADE REVIVING.

WORKMEN OF BRITAIN !

DO YOU WANT Industrial Conscription?

DO YOU WANT. to be sent by Labour Dicta-
tors from place to place, from job to job,
without having a say in the matter?

DO YOU WANT only one-tenth of the food
necessary to keep you alive?

DC YOU WANT to be shot if vou take a holi-
day” without permission?

DO YOU WANT (o abolish all family life, re-

ligion, freedom of speech and the Press,
Trade Unions and the Co-operative Societies?

IF NOT—

VOTE AGAINST

THE LABOUR - SOCIALIST

Figure 3.1Empire RecordDecember 1922, p. 5.
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It placed ‘red scare’ advertisements in a numbetdoctl and national newspapers,

including one which warned:

If You Don’t Want Revolution, Ruined Trade, InduatiWar, Strikes, Tyranny of
Officials, Workshop Dictators, Industrial Consciget, Misery and Starvation,
VOTE AGAINST THE LABOUR-SOCIALISTS...EVERY ANTI-SOCIAIST

VOTE IS NEEDED*®

The NCU intervened in the campaign with a detagjedstionnaire for candidates, which
it utilised in deciding which candidates to endoraed also to promote NCU policies
among future MPs. The questionnaire was only irgdnfdr anti-socialist candidates, as
‘[h]aving examined the manifesto of the Labour Pathe Union must oppose any
candidate pledged to that polidy® After the Conservative victory tHéew Voicepraised
the role of NCU members who had campaigned foCtestitutionalist caus®’

During the 1923 general election campaign the BHEQed its members to
actively support the Conservative government. ficdbed apathy as the greatest danger
to the Constitutionalist cause and appealed fodsuto enable the organisation to
maximise its effectivened®® The organisation campaigned in 65 constituencies a
claimed that where it was active the results budkednational trend and generally saw

Labour candidates defeated. At Coventry, the @eactf left-wing socialist, A. A.

“0% Reproduced ifEmpire RecordDecember 1922, p. 12.
06 New Voice November 1922, pp. 9, 12.

0" New Voice December 1922, p. 6.

“%8 Empire RecordDecember 1923, p. 4.
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Purcell, was blamed on the absence of a BEU camphig to lack of fund®® The NCU
Grand Council on 16 November reaffirmed the orgatios’s ‘Non-Party attitude,
excepting as to Socialist candidates’ and appravellaft questionnaire for candidates
along similar lines to that used in the previousagal electior{™*®

The eventual advent of a minority Labour governmitiowing the election
exposed many of the more outlandish right-wingiasims of the Labour Party. As the
new government’s moderation became apparent, howtwe BEU and NCU adapted
their propaganda. ThEmpire Recordsuggested that Labour’s policy of ‘gradualness’
had been forced upon the government by its lack pérliamentary majority. While the
government’s policies taken separately appearechame and popular’, all the proposals
meant heavier expenditure, and when the bills camthey would ‘break the over-
burdened back of industr§*! Furthermore, the BEU suggested, the strategy difii
Labour’s true aims was still in place, until suthé as the socialists were strong enough
to remove the ‘mask of moderation’. In an artioiditkeed ‘Some Dangers of the Socialist
Government’, Reginald Wilson portrayed MacDonald aasmost astute politician’
deliberately trying to ‘entrap’ the electorate. Theal Socialist and Communist
programme was not mentioned; it was relegateded#tkground**?

At a public meeting organised by the Edinburgh bhaaf the NCU on 3 March
1924 Lord Askwith stressed that while Ramsay Madbddrhad recently spoken in

support of individuality, this did not represene thiews of his followers, particularly ‘the

extreme element, who were the tail endeavouringvag the dog’. By championing

“09BEU, Annual Report1923, p. 13.

19 New Voice December 1923, p. 9.

“1! Empire RecorgdMarch 1924, p. 55.
“12Empire RecorgdNovember 1924, p. 184.
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excessive welfare spending, Labour was encouratfinge who liked to be spoon-fed by
the State’, rather than those hardy individualigstedo had made the Empire great. The
president of the local Rotary Club read a messagm fProfessor Charles Sarolea

expressing his view of the new administration:

The history of the first few weeks of the Laboun@mment had led the majority
of unsophisticated British citizens to the belieditt Socialism was after all only a
bogey to frighten the simple and credulous. Thabauous beginning did not
reassure him for the future. He was convincedtti@amildest experiment in State
Socialism might prove more fatal to the commerpralsperity of the country than
Bolshevism. Bolshevism was like a high fever. Stateialism was a lingering

diseasé®®

The first Labour government was also a powerfuhstus for the idea of anti-socialist
unity. TheNew Voiceof February 1924 contained numerous articles atidréeon the
need for cooperation between ‘Constitutionalist’cés. It also reported a ‘Great NCU
Protest Meeting’ against the new government whiatried a resolution calling on all
Anti-Socialist MPs irrespective of party, to susgeminor issues and cooperate in
maintaining a Government which will truly reflediet opinion of the country"* The
debate on how to fight socialism during electioastmued through to the summer when
the NCU annual conference rejected motions cafiangt to set up a new anti-socialist

Centre Party independent of the three major partiesd Askwith assured delegates

13 Scotsman4 March 1924.
14 New VoiceFebruary 1924, p. 4.
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‘most definitely and earnestly that the Central &reve had no intention whatsoever of
supporting any idea of the formation of a FourtiCentre Party**®

Both the BEU and the NCU gave prominent attentionthie issues which
eventually forced the minority Labour governmentkdo the polls to seek a more
considerable public endorsement. The question ef gloposed Russian loan was
regarded as an act of ‘crass stupidity’ by the Bf&tiile it castigated the government for
‘interfering with justice’ in the Campbell Case,which the prosecution for sedition of J.
R. Campbell, editor of the CPGB newspaper,Wexkly Workenvas dropped following
pressure from Labour Ministet$> The NCU gave the Campbell case a good deal of
attention, claiming that it was one of its own memsbwho had brought the offending
article in theWeekly Worketo the attention of the NCU Central Executive @nJaly,
which had then informed the authorities via onetltg organisation’s parliamentary
supporter$!’

Reginald Wilson of the BEU ended his attack ongbeernment with a rousing

call to action:

The greatest advantage...enjoyed by the presentlSoGavernment consists in
the apathy and indifference of those who are opptséheir proposals.... Rates
and taxes will go up unless anti-Socialists ceamgalling their fate, come off

their perches and fight their enemies. Let us lravee backbone and less wish-

1> New VoiceJuly 1924, p. 8.
“1® Empire RecordNovember 1924, p. 185.
“1"New Voice October 1924, p. 3; November 1924, p. 9.
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bone and we shall win.... The Socialists have obthitentrol by steady effort,

self-sacrifice and organisation. Only by similarthwels will they be defeatéd®

In the election which followed soon after these adgwere written, the activists of the
BEU and the NCU, and Conservatives generally, ceytaggot off their perches and
showed some backbone, or at least bared theirsaaidist teeth, contributing to a
landslide victory for Stanley Baldwin. The BEU ptmeéd and distributed a special 16
page pamphlet for the election entitlssome Dangers of the Present Socialist
Governmentas well as around 150,000 leaflets. It also ithsted 100,000 miniature
Union Jack flags among votélS. In London the BEU concentrated its anti-Labour
campaign in ten constituencies. Eight saw increasgdrities for sitting ‘Constitutional’
candidates; while two were gained from Lab&tOutside the capital the BEU claimed
that its efforts were focused on a number of ‘blapbts’, alleged ‘centres of Socialist
and revolutionary infection’ where Labour was sgofFigure 3.2). There were
limitations in the BEU’s coverage of the ‘black $pp however. Important Labour
strongholds like South Wales and South Yorkshireeweglected, for instance, while a
major campaign was mounted by the organisatiolhénHome Counties and the West
Country, areas already dominated by the Conseevaiid Liberal parties. The BEU did
take its message to some of the ‘black spots’.Kérliondon and the South, however, its

efforts in these districts resulted in a mixed baguccess and disappointment.

“18 Empire RecordNovember 1924, p. 185.

“19 Empire RecordDecember 1924, p. 13; BEWnnual Report, 1924. 6.

“20BEU, Annual Report1924, pp. 4, 15. Those held were Brixton, Chelsizanpstead, Holborn,
Kensington North, Putney, Westminster Abbey, andht¥edon; those gained were Greenwich and
Hammersmith North.

119



The “Black Spots.”
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Reprinted by kind permission of the Daily Mail.

Figure 3.2. BEWAnnual Report, 1924. 10.

Campaigning in Lancashire and the North was focusmed.iverpool and Newcastle.
While in Liverpool the ‘Constitutional cause wontable triumphs’, splits in the anti-
socialist vote in Newcastle and the North underehithe ‘intense effort’ of the BEU and

the results were less strikiig}:

421 BEU, Annual Report1924, p. 5.
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In the Midlands the BEU ‘opened its campaign earg our speakers frequently
addressed crowds of over 1,000 people’. In Birmarghin particular, the election work
of the Midlands Organiser, Captain Owen-Lewis, wasrgetic and courteous and had
left the organisation with ‘a very high standing) ithe city. Further successful
electioneering was carried out by BEU organiser®Qatvestry, Shropshire, and the
Staffordshire Potterié® BEU speakers mounted a ‘whirlwind campaign’ in
Northampton in support of the Conservatives’ attemgpunseat Margaret Bondfield,
Britain’s first female Cabinet Minister. The orgsaiion claimed that its efforts had
‘largely contributed’ to her defeat in what had beegarded as a safe Labour $é4The
BEU organised over 20 meetings in the constitueacyl claimed that ‘some 25,000

people listened to our speakers, Mr. F. TongueCaqat. Pearsor?

“ During one incident

— in the town square, following a speech by Bondfie Tongue and Pearson,
accompanied by a number of female supporters, ptegirio address the crowd from the
back of a Ford van festooned with Union Jacks. dregvd of mainly Labour supporters
rushed the van and tore down one of the largesfldgngue was allegedly assaulted
with a stick, while Pearson ‘retaliated upon a nvemo attempted to strike hinf®
Although the incident passed off without furthesuble, it was held up as yet another
example of ‘Labour-Socialist rowdiness’ by the BEWe alleged disdain shown towards

the Union Jack was posited as further evidence aifour’s lack of patriotism; and

prompted theEmpire Recordo print a poem attacking those who had defilez ‘Red,

22 Empire RecorgdDecember 1924, pp. 14-15.

428 BEU, Annual Report1924, p. 5.

2% bid., p. 21.

“2° Empire RecordDecember 1924, p. 1¥he Times25 October 1924.
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White and Blue”?® On the eve of the poll, the BEU organised a rialjlorthampton in
support of the ‘Constitutional cause’. It was addexl by the BEU President, Lord

Danesfort, who stated that the question beforgpéople was:

Were we going to uproot all the social and econdnstitutions of the country to
embark upon wild experiments which wherever trieat lproved disastrous
failures, or were we going to send back to powesoand steady and stable

Government under which the people could prospéf’..?

Remarking on the election campaign generally, tBJBannual report for 1924 noted
that in most regards the organisation’s efforts evenost satisfactory’; and looked
forward to making even greater inroads on Labosuigport in the future. It pointed out,
however, that future success was entirely deperateittcreased money and memb&fs.
The NCU was also active in the campaign. It producetes for speakers and
drafted a series of questions to put to Labour ickmels designed to put them on the spot
regarding their party’s economic polici&S.The organisation was particularly keen to

prevent a split in the anti-socialist vote:

To this end the Union declares in favour of negans between the local
political associations with a view to concentratgwgpport for the Anti-Socialist

candidate regarded as having the greater prosgesticwess in this election.

26 Empire Recorgibid., p. 5.

21 bid., p. 12.

428 BEU, Annual Report1924, p. 4.

29 New Voice November 1924, pp. 6, 16.
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Therefore NCU branches in constituencies at presgmesented by Socialists or
where a three-cornered contest is anticipated,ueged immediately to make

representations to the bodies respectively condéfie

Municipal politics was another crucial arena in evhithe anti-socialist right
confronted the challenge of Labour. In many logadiformal alliances or electoral pacts
between Conservative and Liberal organisationsidped, again designed to circumvent
‘the triangle’ of three-party politics, which wasnding to benefit Labour in working-
class districts. The pressure groups of the amiaéist right were often at the forefront of
local movements for unity among ‘moderates’.

Developments in municipal elections were a factothie growing awareness of
the national threat from Labour. The ‘most dramatiedence of Labour’'s advance came
in the municipal elections of November 1919. Thesee the first to be held since 1913,
and were open to roughly double the electoratehaf year. There was a low turnout
which distorted the result; but this could not mésé fact that the elections marked ‘a
massive breakthrough for Labour’. Labour gains mitaih’s larger towns in 1919 were
‘nothing short of sensational’. This confirmatiohtbe party’s increased strength was a
major factor precipitating the formation of antiegist pacts>

These took a variety of forms, depending on locadiitions and circumstances.
Chris Cook points out that in some areas the needd-operation was negligible, as ‘the

Liberal Party had all but disappearé®f.More typical, however, were those localities

where ‘Conservatives and Liberals combined to detesbour, either by a formal

439 New Voice December 1924, p. 3
431 C. Cook,The Age of Alignment: Electoral politics in Britali922-29 Macmillan, London (1972), p. 51.
432 (i

Ibid., p. 52-5.
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amalgamation or by means of an electoral pact’ niptes include the Sheffield Citizen’s
Association, the Crewe Progressive Union, the D&byicipal Alliance, and Swindon’s
Citizen's Leagué®® Such bodies encompassed a wide range of local lenddass,
business and political opinion, united in commonipathy to socialism. The Durham
Municipal and County Federation, formed in Autun®21, for example, included local
branches of the Anti-Nationalisation Society, ther'ftam Federation of Property Owners
and Ratepayers’ Associations, Durham County UnioAssociations, the Durham and
North Yorkshire Chambers of Trade, the Middle Géss$&/nion, the County Farmers’
Union, and the North Eastern Area Coalition LibeRarty*** The Glasgow Good
Government Committee (later the Good Governmentgluep formed in 1920,
represented the Glasgow Unionist Association, tHasgdw Liberal Council, the
Women'’s Citizens’ Association, the Citizens’ Unidhe Rotary Club, the City Business
Club, the Citizens’ Vigilance Association, the YMCte National Council of Women,
and the Scottish Middle Classes UnfdnLooser anti-socialist co-operation existed in
places like Wolverhampton and Coventry, where @ltjh no formal amalgamation of
Conservatives and Liberals for municipal purposask tplace, the two parties had a
written pact to maintain a united anti-Labour ftofif The investigations of Davies and
Morley have shown that anti-socialist alliances padts became a ubiquitous feature of

municipal politics during the inter-war peri8d.

33 bid., pp. 55-6.

*3%The Times30 September 1921.

3% 3. J. Smyth, ‘Resisting Labour: Unionists, Libsraind Moderates in Glasgow Between the Wars’,
Historical Journal Vol. 46, No. 2 (June 2003), pp. 381-2.

36 Cook, The Age of Alignment, p. 58.

4373, Davies and B. Morleg;ounty Borough Elections...
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The BEU and the MCU/NCU played a role in encourggsnich alliances and
agreements. Both organisations recognised the ggpimportance of local politics and
were acutely aware that Labour success at the lecal might eventually translate into
parliamentary success. In December 1925EBheire Recordemphasised the national
importance of municipal elections and criticiseds who were ‘inclined to regard them
in a parochial spirit’. It pointed out that Labole@aders like MacDonald and Sidney
Webb viewed municipal power as an important stegpgione to parliamentary power.
Indeed, it contended, a Labour majority on a l@malncil was worse than the return of a
solitary socialist MP. The BEU painted a bleak mietof what might occur if Labour’s

municipal policies were carried to their conclusion

...the local application of Socialist theories isasted solely as a step towards
their national application. The destruction of firesent system of Society is the
Socialists’ aim. If industries can be locally ‘maipalised’, if Municipal control
can be imposed upon the necessities of life, that great step forward in the
Socialists’ universal nationalisation programme anthe war on capitalism. The
killing of private enterprise in certain areas...issare forerunner to the

destruction of private enterprise throughout thentry.*®

The MCU/NCU also regarded high levels of middlesslgarticipation in municipal

elections as a vital means of halting Labour’s adea

38 Empire RecorgdDecember 1925, p. 9.

125



In Municipal voting especially we all have a diractd close interest, and yet too
many of us pay no heed to the Municipal electiomd are content to leave the
voting to those who like to bother about it.... Hasver occurred to you to notice
the strong and increasing hold that Labour meméaergetting on our Municipal

bodies, and how the Middle Class householder hawéat for it?>°

The message was clear: where ‘Socialist-Labour’ mwate majority rates went up. To
prevent this calamity middle-class voters were drg® ‘go to election meetings and
listen to the speeches and promises, and heckiélysts occasion offer§*’ The anti-
socialist right did much more than simply encounggiheckling, however. The
MCU/NCU stood many candidates in municipal elediacross the country during the
1920s; and the BEU was outspoken in its supportafati-socialist candidates. The
MCU/NCU, in particular, became a significant playerlocal politics in a number of
towns and districts.

Although the 1919 municipal elections are rightBes as the catalyst for the
widespread formation of anti-socialist alliancegaraples of cross-party and ‘non-
political’ initiatives against Labour already exdtin many localities. In large part this
was a reflection of the co-operation between Cofedes and Liberals which
underpinned the Coalition government. It was atdluénced by the activities of the anti-
socialist right. In Eastbourne party labels wemrghesved by anti-socialist councillors who
preferred to be known as Independents. As DavidsMorley make clear, however, the

label was misleading and such councillors ‘were,both policy and speech, of a

439 New Voice April 1920, p. 5.
440 bid.
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conservative persuasion’. These ‘Independents’ivedesupport from a variety of
middle-class pressure groups, the ‘most notablewbich was the MCU, which was
‘very active in the Eastbourne area’ and achievahes prominence in the borough’s
politics in 1919-20, and again in the late 1920thasNCU**! In Brighton in 1919 seven
MCU candidates were elected to the borough codffci year later seven more stood
on the MCU ticket, five of whom were elected. Ir21%hree out of six were successful,
though this time they did not use the MCU labelviba and Morley suggest that this
signalled the end of this ‘short-lived politicalveision’#** but the following year the
organisation was still making an impact on locditps, campaigning for the closure of
the town’s aquarium. The MCU branch Chairman, hlfreséown councillor, opposed all
moves to keep the site in public ownership, clagninat ‘The town cannot run it at a
profit...because, as with everything controlled kyublic body, there would be too many
highly-paid officials’***

Following on the successes of Labour in municigatt®ns in 1919 the MCU
and BEU campaigned vigorously against middle-ckysathy. Such campaigns, along
with a number of well publicised rate rises, play&doart in raising voter turnout
significantly in 1920"*° This led to a marked decline in Labour victorigith 548 out of
747 Labour candidates defeated. There was no nohgmge in the number of openly
Liberal and Conservative candidates returned, hewend it was often ‘Independents,

standing as rate reducers’, who received the motsy The Chairman of the MCU,

Pretyman Newman, stated that the setback for Labasr ‘not a Conservative victory,

41 bid., Vol. 3, pp. 516-19, 530.

*42The Times3 November 1919.
*43Davies and Morley, Vol. 2, pp. 122-3.
44 The Timesl1 September 1922.

44> New Voice November 1920, p. 7.
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but a victory against municipal extravagance’. Hainfed out that Conservatives,
Liberals and even what he described as ‘ratepalatgpur’ jointly contributed to the
results, which he hailed as ‘a victory of ratepayatrlast aroused to actiotf®

Despite Pretyman Newman’s non-party claims, howetre vast majority of
‘Independent’ candidates were Conservatives or-satialist Liberals, combining to
keep Labour out of office, and committed to dra&iconomies’ in local and national
expenditure. A large number of them stood explicts MCU supporters. In April 1920
the New Voicereported MCU councillors elected at Watford, Uxlge, Twickenham,
lford and Weston-Super-Mafé’ The organisation claimed to have run or supported
nearly 300 candidates in November 1920, the largj@nity of whom were successful. In
many towns and cities, including Liverpool, Soutlphom, Leeds, Yeovil, Ipswich and
Wolverhampton, all the candidates supported byM@#&J were elected. The numbers of
MCU sponsored candidates varied considerably, hewevith 23 in Liverpool and 21 in
Southampton, but only one standing in Sheffield @valin Newcastle-on-Tyn&'®

Six out of eight MCU candidates were elected atstdrein 1920, where a year
earlier the local branch had organised meetingsatopaign against the council’s plans
for building projects and other subsidised scherdas, to their cost. At one of these a
local MCU member pointed out that the organisatvas ‘without party purpose’ and
that both Tories and Liberals could be members.s€guently, although the two parties
continued to fight elections under their own pdatyels, the influence of the MCU and

the Chester Ratepayers’ Association ensured thalestoral pact existed from 1920

*®The Times3 November 1920.
4T New Voice April 1920, p. 3.
48 New Voice November 1920, p. 7.
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onwards, providing ‘a rock-solid base for their njpidomination of the council
chamber?*°

In 1921 the MCU again devoted significant effortsiitervening in municipal
contests. Anti-waste was the major theme of loaditips at this time and the MCU
joined with the London Municipal Society and Mumpal Reform in attacking the
‘spendthrift tendency throughout the country’. TMEU expected to ‘use its influence in
about 100 elections’ to urban district councils April.**° As the county borough
elections approached that Autumn, MCU Branches westeucted to ‘give consideration
to the action of other organisations’ when decidwigether or not to stand candidates. It
was stated that ‘Where the objects of...such bodiesmgeneral accord with those of
the MCU, negotiations may result in cooperationisihoped that unity of action will
prevent the nomination of rival anti-waste candidatA list of twelve questions was
drawn up by the MCU to enable electors to ascereach candidate’s level of

commitment to middle-class interedts.Overall, out of 62 MCU candidates 45 were

elected; and out of the 272 other candidates stgygbboy the MCU 231 were elected.

Among those places where MCU influence was felt @asdiff, where the local
branch, which had nearly doubled in size in thecgdeng year and claimed 1,412
members, lent its support to five Coalitionists anldberal. From 1922 an informal anti-
Labour pact held sway and the NCU supported a tyaé Conservative, Liberal,
Independent and Ratepayer candidates, until a fieoneal anti-socialist alliance was

formed in 1928%°% At Leyton Labour successes in the municipal edestiof 1920 led to

*4° Davies and Morley, Vol. 3, pp. 16-19.
*%The Times18 January 1921.

! The Times11 October 1921.
*2Davies and Morley, Vol. 2, 520-6.

129



a joint campaign by the MCU and the local RatepslyAssociation against a ‘soaring
combined rate’, culminating in the 1921 defeataidrucil plans for a staff superannuation
scheme, improved borrowing facilities, and increlapewers for street improvements.
This experience strengthened the anti-Labour foinethe district and although the
election of 1921 produced stalemate, from 1922 1926 local government in Leyton
was dominated by the Ratepayers’ Associatiérin Richmond the MCU ‘gave vocal

support to any candidate who opposed the Labouy,R# they Conservative, Liberal or
Independent’. Members included the former MayoiRidhmond, Dr. Lewis G. Hunt,

and a number of councillors and alderni&hln neighbouring Twickenham the MCU
branch was strongly represented on local countitee early 1920s. In April 1921 MCU
members won all eight of the seats up for electimn Twickenham Urban District

Council. In February 1922 two NCU candidates wertirned unopposed to sit on
Middlesex County Council; and a month later two endistrict councillors were added to

the organisation’s tall{>>

On 17, 24, and 31 October 1921 the BEU placed ladertisements in the
‘principal Sunday Newspapers which appeal to therkimg classes’ attacking
Bolshevism and the Labour Party. The organisatiddfgirman and Treasurer, in a

confidential letter to business backers, suggettere was ‘every reason to believe that

53 eyton: Local government and public services'ih R. Powell (ed.)A History of the County of
Essex: Volume,8/ictoria County History, Woodbridge (1973), pf252214. Accessed at
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/report.aspx?compi@770on 24 October 2007.

“>*\Woodbridge, ‘The National Citizens’ Union in Ricbnd...’, pp. 85-7.

5% M. Lee, ‘The Origins of the York House Societyéxt of an address given to the Society on 19
September 2003). Accessecdhtp://www.twickenham-museum.org.uk/paper.asp?RBgéron 24
October 2007.
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they were largely responsible for the overwhelmitefeat which was suffered by the

Labour and Socialist Candidates at the Municipatfbns on November*’f>°

Following municipal elections in November 1922, @hhisaw set-backs for
Labour, Lord Askwith hailed the NCU’s ‘active opposn to Communism and
Socialism’ as a major factor in the return of ‘ARLU candidates out of a total of
145'*" The New Voicecelebrated the fact that ‘Socialism in the muratitfes has
received a smashing blow. It must be followed ugiragnd again, until the final “knock-
out” is delivered. The NCU can deliver that blowdan the succeeding rounds vigilance
and preparation must be continuous, zealous arfitieoti.**®

During the run up to the London County Council gt of 2 March 1922 the
BEU Executive Committee announced that it was dspjag ‘a band of voluntary
workers who would give their services to any caatid opposing Labour-Socialists and
Communists who may need assistance’; and appealadl tts supporters to ‘take an
active part in canvassing others and bringing the@the poll’. This was prompted by its
fear that Labour’s ‘programme would prove in preeta serious menace to the solvency
and good administration of the Council as well asptivate enterprise, and to the
interests of all citizens and rate-payér8’'When campaigning began the BEU made an
‘intensive’ effort ‘in those districts where the dReanfluence was strongest’. The
organisation claimed that it ‘did not support amydidate’, due to its strict ‘Non-Party-
Policy'. It merely ‘recommended voters not to eldet Labour-Socialists and gave them

many reasons why they would suffer if they did’ eTBEU stated that it had:

56 Modern Records Centre, Warwick, Iron and Steeti@saConfederation papers, MSS.36/A24/2.
%" The Times4 November 1922.

58 New Voice December 1922, p. 6.

*9The Times14 February, 1 March 192Empire RecordFebruary 1922, p. 47.
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Played an important — and perhaps a decisive —ipanterting the danger which
threatened London. The threat was not from Labdut, from the sinister

revolutionary element which professes to speakesralh of Labouf'®

During the metropolitan borough elections in Novemithe BEU claimed to have

organised 100 meetings a week in the three weekeg@dmng the poll, utilising the slogan:

‘Get the Labour-Socialists out and the rates vathe down! A year later, it claimed that

Londoners had as a whole had saved over £3,750@8800ting from reduced rates

prompted by their rejection of municipal socialisamd asked that voters take this into
account and consider making a donation to the BEhting fund?®*

The BEU felt that it was due to their speakers thdModerate Member’ for
Walsall town council was returned in the May 192&tons with a two-to-one majority
against an opponent ‘holding extreme socialist i€\ During the borough elections of
November, however, the BEU was forced to admit ‘inaing to lack of support’ it ‘was
unable to carry on...a vigorous and widespread cowatepaign’ when Labour
attempted to regain the seats it had lost the puswear. The set-backs were blamed on
voter apathy. As soon as rates had been reduced/‘glactors promptly forgot the need
for vigilance’. In those cities where the BEU walsleato mount an effective and
continuous counter-propaganda, however, such awmimjham and Liverpool it was

noted that the results were far more satisfactoty.

%% Empire RecorgdApril 1922, p. 71.

6! Empire RecorgdDecember 1923, p. 12.
52 Empire RecordJune 1923, p. 100.

%3 Empire RecorgdDecember 1923, p. 12.

132



In municipal elections held in April 1924 NCU caddies were again successful
in a number of localities, including Portslade, HeaBay, New Malden, Camberley, and
Sutton?®* In local elections held in the same week as ti#4 kfeneral election the BEU
claimed to have made ‘every effort...to rouse couastital electors to do their duty at
the polls’. Set-backs for Labour candidates in anber of localities, including
Northampton and Portsmouth, were deemed to be udt relSBEU activity. This was
particularly true of Birmingham, where a large aactive branch ensured that ‘the
Socialists were routed’. The BEU’s local organieaptain Owen-Lewiswas returned
by a record majority over his Socialist opponemtid other notable successes were
recorded across the cit§” Results in other parts of the country were lessrésgive,
however. Although ‘the mass attack of the Sociglligtas defeated, Labour’s municipal
representation overall had increased. Again, tlas blamed on voter apathy and the fact
that, unlike Birmingham, these localities did natva the BEU on hand to expose the red

menace behind Labour’s moderate fagade:

Where the Constitutional party acted togetherrestirup the ratepayers, and
emphasised the importance of sane and economicaichdal government, they
carried the day without difficulty. It is slackness propaganda that leads to

apathy among the electof&°

In early 1925, bolstered by the Conservative sicoethe general election and its

own minor triumphs in Birmingham and Northamptdme BEU focused its attention on

64 New VoiceMay 1924, p. 8.
46> BEU, Annual Report1924, p. 6Empire RecordDecember 1924, p. 4.
%8 Empire Recorgibid.
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attacking Labour’s remaining footholds in the mupedities. The organisation’s annual
report for 1924 stated that ‘having worked harch&dp remove...MacDonald and his
supporters from the control of the country’ it wduhow ‘start a systematic
campaign...for the removal of Socialist representatio the City, Borough and County
Councils, Boards of Guardians and other local aitthe’.*®’ This ambitious plan rested
on the ability of Conservatives and other ‘Constitoalists’ to maintain the unity
evinced in the electoral battles of the previousryéor there was abundant evidence that
despite the continued attempts to portray Labouhaghin end of a Bolshevist wedge,
increasing numbers of voters were supporting thy’sacandidates. The BEU noted
ruefully that despite the Conservative landslidethe general election ‘Socialist and
Communist candidates obtained a million more véhes they secured in 192%% The
NCU was also concerned that the stability heraldethe new Conservative government
should not lead to apathy among the municipal etatt. It insisted that ‘the Socialists,
sailing falsely under a “labour” flag, must be peated from boarding the smaller ships
of state represented by the local bodf&%'.

BEU and NCU fears concerning Labour’s continuedypenity were confirmed in
the municipal elections of 1925. Despite the faet the anti-socialist Municipal Reform
retained overall control in the London County Cdlatections in March, the advance of
Labour at the expense of the [Liberal] ProgresBiagy was regarded as most disquieting
by the BEU, which despite its best efforts, washlmdo impact upon the result in a

number of seats? In December theEmpire Recordstated that the results of the

" BEU, Annual Report1924, p. 3.

468 |hid.

%9 New Voice January 1925, p. 5.

7% Empire RecordApril 1925, pp. 72-3.
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November municipal elections were ‘not a causeooifgcatulation for the Constitutional
parties’. Labour again made significant gains imdon and in a number of provincial
cities and boroughs. In Scotland, however, theypass routed, ‘the Socialists being in a
general minority of less than one-third of the fidpresentation’; and overall, the BEU
took some comfort that Labour had not, despite ¢stnaletermined effort’, been able to
repeat its 1919 level of success. The organisatlaimed, furthermore, that in areas
where it had been active, the national trend irod@wof Labour had been reversed. In
London the BEU organised ninety-six open-air megtimnd distributed over 18,000
leaflets. Although overall in London Labour madenet gain of 90 seats and gained
control of two boroughs to add to their existing, sif the 18 boroughs in which the BEU
was active only Shoreditch saw Labour increaseatgrol. TheEmpire Recordstated
that ‘we have every reason to congratulate oursglvegarding the campaign as a
vindication of the BEU’s consistent anti-sociahstivity, which combined all-year-round
propaganda work with intensive ‘whirlwind’ campaigg at election times. In London
the BEU trebled the number of outdoor speaking stagfenerally employed and made a
special point of holding meetings in ‘spots whickre/ regarded as so “unhealthy” that
they were generally avoided by other propagandidisese included Hoxton, and the
‘notorious’ West Ham, where the organisation hélcké meetings at the request of the
local ratepayers’ association. The BEU claimed ttsefforts contributed to Labour’s
loss of five seats in West Ham and had removed#siciepresentation in Wimbled4f.
The BEU claimed significant success in Birminghddot only did all the sitting
anti-Socialist candidates retain their seats, Ih@ organisation’s intensive election

campaign, building on year-long work in the citygswheld to be responsible for four new

"' Empire RecordDecember 1925, pp. 8-9.
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seats ‘won from the Socialists in the poorest pairthe city’. Much of this success was
due to the efforts of Captain Owen-Lewis, the BEUWIshd organiser, himself a city
councillor. He had spoken at ‘many crowded meetingseveral wards’, designed and
composed an election poster which was praisedeBittmingham Maij and had secured
the loan of a large lorry which toured the city paolling day ‘packed with children

singing patriotic songs"’?

The operation of anti-socialist alliances in thealties ensured that agitation
over rates and local expenditure effectively kepbaur from office in town halls across
the nation. As keeping the ‘Socialists’ from powes the raison d’etre of the BEU and
the NCU, they naturally supported such arrangemémieed, as the above investigation
indicates, in many localities the MCU/NCU actedaasle-facto anti-socialist alliance,
while the BEU was a most active participant in &inéi-socialist cause. Furthermore, both
bodies campaigned for the application of such ategly at the national level and
therefore contributed to the remarkable electaratsss of the Conservative Party during

this period.

4’2 Empire RecorgdDecember 1925, p. 9.
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Chapter 4.

An ‘English Fascisti’? The Anti-Socialist Right andBritish Fascism.

Benewick long ago suggested that the right-wingrsmtialist pressure groups of
the 1920s, including the British Empire Union ahe National Citizen’s Union, were
among the precursors of British fascidth.Such linkages reflect most historians’
understanding of the development of the Britishciftsmovement, giving deserved
attention to its domestic antecedetfsSome observers have gone beyond this to suggest
that these organisations were themselves ‘semistasc even simply ‘fascist*’> Many
historians, however, reject such a direct corretabetween the right-wing Conservatism
of these groups and ‘genuin@scism, which, they contend, only appeared inaBriin
any meaningful sense after Oswald Mosley's adoptibrihe creed in 193%° This
interpretation is complicated by the existenceha 1920s of a number of avowedly

7

‘Fascist’ organisations, the nature of which haixded historiang”” In some respects

“73R. Benewick;The Fascist Movement in Britaipp. 39-42.

7% This premise underpins a number of studies, inop@hurlow,Fascism in Britain.;.Linehan British
Fascism..; D. StoneBreeding Superman: Nietzsche, Race and EugeniEdwardian and Interwar
Britain, Liverpool University Press, Liverpool (200@nd M. PughiHurrah for the Blackshirts!" Fascists
and Fascism in Britain between the Walsnathan Cape, London (2005).

A5\, Ruotsila, ‘The Antisemitism of the Eighth DukéNorthumberland’s th@atriot, 1922-1930’,
Journal of Contemporary Historywol. 39, No. 1 (January 2004), p. 89; J. Hopas¢sm and the State:
The Case of the British Fascist8ustralian Journal of Politics and Historyol. 39, No. 3 (December
1993), p. 371.

476 Benewick, pp. 28-95. G. PayneA History of Fascism 1914-48CL, London (1995), p. 304; D.
Baker, ‘The Extreme Right in the 1920s...’, p. 14.
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these organisations — particularly the British ksisoBF) — were remarkably similar to
contemporary anti-socialist pressure grotifsinitially, both the BEU and NCU evinced
a keen interest in and a level of sympathy towdtalsan Fascism; and the NCU for a
short time even styled itself the ‘English Fastiddiespite this, studies which set out to
discuss the relationship between the Conservati and fascism in the 1920s pay little
attention to these bodi&& This chapter will examine the contemporary discewbthe
BEU and NCU on the question of fascism.

It is necessary to understand how fascism waseped in Britain in the 1920s.
This helps us to appreciate how organisations whght not have been fascist in the
sense understood by some modern scholars werenas thappy to lay claim to the
epithet — and, even when they were not, frequdmly it bestowed upon them by their
enemies. Contemporary opinion often regarded Musoltalian Fascist movement as a
more aggressive counterpart to British organisatilke the BEU and the NCU. The
Italian Fascisti were described in 1922 by oneiflritcommentator as ‘a strike-breaking
anti-Bolshevist organisation composed mostly ofythieng men of the better classes who
turn out like special constables to keep order,tariceep things going in factories, hotels
etc., when workmen striké® The Italy correspondent ofhe Timesreported that
‘Originally they were a sort of middle-class uniagainst the disruptive forces which
were eating into the Italian State and econome.liHe pointed out that the Fascisti
claimed to be ‘progressive Conservatives’; and &bibsequently the movement became

‘something much more alive than a middle-class niniand ‘spread into all classes and

478 Benewick, p. 28; Griffiths (p, 86) describes the & ‘basically a Conservative movement, obsesged b
the dangers of civil emergency’.

4"®\Webber, ‘Intolerance and Discretion...’, p. 1&3ker, ‘The Extreme Right in the 1920s...", pp. 17-18
Pugh, p. 86.

“80 C. RepingtonAfter the War: A DiaryConstable, London (1922), p. 60.
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split Labour in twain’, its main goal remained picil and physical opposition to

‘disruptive organisations®

1In a speech to the Young Liberal Federation inudan
1925 Lloyd George pointed out that Conservatives the middle classes generally had

welcomed Fascism in 1923 as a powerful new remedgdlshevism:

he remembered the joy in Tory circles here. Theas not a first-class carriage
which did not ring with songs of praise for Mussalilf they scratched a

Conservative they found a Fasé&t.

The political representatives of the British laboumovement viewed
developments very differently, but saw fascismroddly similar terms, often employing
the expression with regard to domestic developmdmbour Party MPs, including
Emanuel Shinwell and Josiah Wedgwood, regardedisfas@rimarily as a strike-

breaking forcé®

% In the months running up to the General Striké2#6 the Communist
Party of Great Britain declared that the formatioh the Organisation for the
Maintenance of Supplies was ‘the most definite st@gards organised Fascism yet made
in this country’®® Such views reverberated throughout the labour mewe at this
time *%°

It may be argued that such contemporaries whollyurmderstood the essence of

fascism. This criticism is not only levelled by nssd academics. At least one

contemporary British supporter of Mussolini pointegt that many of his conservative

81 The Times14 August 1922.

82 The Times6 January 1925.

“83 Jeffery and Henness$tates of Emergency.pp. 75, 83.
8% The Times26 September 1925.

8% See, for exampldhe Times8 October 1925.
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and nationalist sympathisers misconceived the atgpchl essence of the new movement.
James Strachey Barnes, the principal British remtasive of the Centre Internationale
d’Etudes sur la Fascisme (CINEF), emphasised tautonary nationalism at the heart

of fascism, as well as its spiritual and culturspects*®®

He was critical of conservatives
who regarded it merely in materialistic terms aonduked solely on its negative, anti-
communist aspect. In 1924 he criticised certaintidfealist elements’ in Italy for
‘denying what is as clear as day to all who haveseto see, that Fascism is...
revolutionary, and are deceiving themselves...witd ithea that Fascism has already
accomplished its main task and that Italian lifdl woon resume its normal pre-war
aspect, before it was disturbed by the post-wagatisrof Bolshevism.... [I]t is this same
attitude which is chiefly reflected in the foreigress, especially in Englantf”

Supporters of the BEU welcomed Mussolini’'s assuamptf power. Among the
more influential were the proprietor and future gietor of theMorning Post Lady
Bathurst and the Duke of Northumberland, both obmhwere Vice-Presidents of the
organisation. Fascism offered a beacon of hopedb Bgures; living proof that the ‘Red
menace’ could be halted. Writing in his magazinee Patriot, in January 1923,
Northumberland expressed the view that similartdishose visited on Italy after the war
would face Britain in the near future. By pointiagt that fascism had prevented national
catastrophe in Italy, he hinted that in Britairg,téascism might prove necess&®Lady

Bathurst also regarded communism as a seriousttlsesging ‘the writing on the wall in

ten-foot-high crimson letters’, a view shared by Ad.Gwynne, editor of théMorning

88| inehan, pp. 129-30.
87 3. S. Barnes, ‘The Basis of FascisEdinburgh RevieyWol. 240, No. 489 (July 1924), p. 5.
“88 Quoted in Farr, ‘The British Fascisti...’, p. 259.
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Post*®® Consequently, thenewspaper hailed Mussolini's ‘defeat of the “Sdsial
bully”. *°° While newspapers likéhe Timesexpressed unease at some of the Blackshirts’
excesses, thielorning Posthad no such inhibitions. Anti-Bolshevism was thelis test
for Bathurst and Northumberland; and, as the sdnan Italy ‘was simply Mussolini
against Lenin’, their mouthpiece was not predisdose find fault in the new
government. Support for Fascism in these quartergirued despite concern at the
revelation of the Matteotti murder and growing eride of Mussolini’s dictatorial
tendencies in 1924-5. In October 1927 th®rning Postwas still rejoicing that
Bolshevism had been routed in Italy by ‘trim harmiscblack shirted lad4®*
Northumberland is widely regarded as a centralrégaf what Thurlow calls
‘Conservative fascism’, and Pugh terms ‘boiled tsfascism’#° The Patriot ‘became a
major mouthpiece for what has been described as ptio¢o-fascist right or the
‘conservative fascist traditio®> A number of other leading members of the BEU were
associated with organisations laying claim to thentie of fascism in the 1920s. Some
became members of the British Fascists after 1828)ding Earl Temple of Stow®&?
Colonel Charles Burn, Conservative MP for Torqli&ySir Robert Burton Chadwick,
Conservative MP for Wallaséy® Admiral Sir Edmund Fremantf€’ and Miss Ethel

Almaz Stout, minor novelist, president of the Asation of Women Journalists, and a

89 K 0ss,The Rise and Fall of the Political Press in Britaifol. 2, p. 430.

9% Quoted in R. J. B. Bosworth, ‘The British Presse TConservatives, and Mussolini, 1920-3urnal
of Contemporary Historyol. 5, No. 2 (April 1970), p. 168.

91 bid., pp. 171-3.

92 Thurlow, pp. 46-61; Pugh, pp. 75-91.

93 Ruotsila, ‘The Antisemitism of the Eighth DukeMérthumberland’s th@atriot...", p. 71.

94| inehan, p. 154.

9% The Times25 February 1925; Linehan, pp. 45, 62, 155; PpgB8; Benewick, p. 41. Burn was a
formerAide-de-Campo King George V, and the son-in-law of Lord LeithFyvie, former President of the
BEU. (Pugh, p. 63; Benewick, p. 33).

98| inehan, pp. 45, 155 he Times25 February 1925.
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member of the BEU Executive Committ&8 Other leading BEU supporters — including
Lieutenant-Colonel A. H. Lane, and Prebendary Godghere also members of H. H.
Beamish'’s tiny anti-Semitic sect, the Britons, agamisation often cited as an important
ideological influence on the later development difigh fascism**® Gough, described by
Ruotsila as the ‘cleric of the nascent British fsis¢, consecrated the colours of the
British Fascists at the Cenotaph in November T82&nother leading member of the
Britonswas Brigadier-General Cyril Prescott-Decie, whomatheExecutive Committee
of the BEU from December 1922' Prescott-Decie was the founder and leader of the
Loyalty League, which wished to emulate Italiandi in Britain>®? He later became a
leading member of the National Fascisti, a breakafsam the BF°® Nesta Webster,
who sat on the Grand Council of the British Fascist1926/7 and spoke and wrote for
the organisation’* often graced the platform at BEU meetings, andphibtications were
regularly advertised and endorsed in the pagesedrmpire Record®

While these linkages indicate a level of kinshiptween the first British
organisations claiming to be fascist and some fepdiembers of the BEU they are not
sufficient to tar that body with the fascist brushany meaningful sense. Furthermore,
those wishing to find evidence of overtly fascisanings in the pages of the official

publications of the organisation will be sorelyappointed. While the&Empire Record

98 The Times15 May 1919, 24 February 1922, 25 February 1925.

99 inehan, p. 155.

*0% Ruotsila, p. 88; Pugh, p. 63.

0 Empire RecordJanuary 1923, p. 24.

02 Farr, p. 260; Linehan, pp. 130-1. The Loyalty Leagounded in October 1922, was ‘quite frankly,
modelled on Italian Fascist lines’. The League aexd ‘We want the Fascisti in England. Can we not
emulate them in our League? Surely the English amhwomen are as capable and brave as these
splendid Italian patriots’ (quoted in Farr, ibid.).

03| inehan, pp. 126-7.

04 N. WebsterThe Need for Fascism in Great Britairitish Fascists, London, (1926); Gottlieb,
Feminine Fascism,.p. 31.

*0°BEU, The British Empire Union: Its Branches and whatytlee doing p. 3;Empire RecordDecember
1920, p. 4, June 1921, pp.101-2; July 1931, p. 118.
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certainly expressed support for Italian Fascismyats generally more guarded in its
assessment than thdorning Postand thePatriot; and, significantly, it explicitly
guestioned the applicability of such a movemerritish circumstances.

In May 1922 the BEU’s Milan-based special corresfgont reported that the

Fascisti were very strong in the city, with 10,008mbers, who were

working up a great revolution to turn out the Conmmsts and their German-Jew
leaders. It is a stand-up fight between the Loyaksd the Bolshevists here, and

the Fascisti will win as they are a very powerfatlp>®

In July the correspondent stated that ‘The greatgpan the land is in the hands of the
Fascisti, and rightly so, as they saved ltaly frdtma German Jew Communist[s] 18
months ago’. The Fascists are described as cargistainly of ‘loyal ex-servicemen’,
formed into an ‘armed and equipped fighting forcgof] one and a half million men’,
augmented by the same number of reservists. Tiggiritual Chief’, Mussolini, is
described as a ‘very remarkable man... [who is] wipstd by all the Fascisti’. The
Fascists’ ascendancy is welcomed on the groundsTtha old love for our country will
be cherished by them as traditional, and they atieBolshevist and entirely against this
shameless treaty with Soviet Russia just signedRome by their German-led
Government?®’

Nearly a year later thEmpire Recordeproduced a speech made by Mussolini to

delegates who had assembled in Rome for the SeCongress of the International

*06 Empire RecordMay 1922, p. 95.
07 Empire RecordJuly 1922, p. 123.
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Chamber of Commerce. Mussolini styled himself agr@business conservative who
wished to return Italy ‘to the full normality of heolitical and economic life’®® His
statements explain, in part, why the British riglere initially prone to regard Fascism as
an ally in the fight against left-wing extremismmdathe commensurate view on the left
that ‘Fascism is essentially a movement expresdimg interests of industrial

capitalists™®

It is my conviction that the State must renounsestonomic functions...give full
play to private enterprise and forgo any measureState control or State
paternalism.... | do not believe that that complefao€es which...may be called
with the glorious name of capitalism, is aboutnad,eas for a length of time it was
thought it would by several thinkers of the so@atremism.... [A]ll systems of

associated economy which avoid free initiative amtividual impulse, fail more

or less piteously in a short lapse of time. Buefiritiative does not exclude
understandings among groups, which are all theegafie more loyal is the

protection accorded to private interests.’

Mussolini’s left critics often pointed to the ‘degwgic device’ whereby he made great
play of his working-class origins and labour movetrgast when addressing workats.
There seems little doubt that Mussolini chose h@&ds to suit his audience on this

occasion too. Whether or not Mussolini was tryiagoe all things to all men, the BEU

°08 Empire RecordJune 1923, p. 101.

09) 'W., Fascism: Its History and Significancelebs League, London (October 1924), p. 17.
*19 Empire RecordJune 1923, p. 102.

1w, p. 5.
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appear to have taken his pro-capitalist sentimahface value, as there is no word of
criticism accompanying its reporting of this pauter speech.

Following another protracted silence on the subjgeEmpire Recordeturned
to the theme of fascism in March 1924, in a sh@t ‘giving a few details concerning
this great counter-bolshevic [sic] force’. It dabes the ‘Fasci’, rather romantically, as
‘the little bands of men who set out to break toemmunist rule’, pointing out that under

Mussolini’s generalship:

the Fascismo have become one of the most vitalesoio Europe. At the
beginning it was a grim fight, they were few antlalshevic Italy was against
them, but they were in the right and they knevDmhe of the Fascisti customs is
that when calling roll after a raid, should the maofi one who has fallen in action
be called, the entire ‘squadra’ answer ‘Here’. Ralll over, the caller will salute
his commanding officer and announce ‘All presertt accounted for’. It will take

more than communists to destroy this spirit.

While the bravado of the Italissquadristiclearly appealed, it was felt necessary to stress

that the Italian approach was not necessarily tbst @ppropriate solution for Britain:

But to any who play with the idea of a picturesdpogly of blackshirts putting
England’s wrongs to right, 1 would point out thaetFascismo was essentially

born of the need of the moment, when violence bduktmet with violencg!?

*12 Empire RecordMarch 1924, p. 55.
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The persistence of Fascist violence in Italy wellydnd ‘the need of the moment’, in
particular the ‘extremely shocking’ murder of Mattg, was a source of some discomfort
for the BEU, and tested its initial rose-tintedwief the new regimé**

The Empire Recorddid not devote a great deal of attention to thestjon of
fascism in the 1920s. Despite the paucity of itgecage, however, the extracts above
provide an outline of the trajectory of the BEUitatte to organised fascism. Italian
Fascism was welcomed initially as a counter-Bolghdarce when it was felt that
bourgeois hegemony was under threat; but regat@®&eérr more coolly when it became
apparent that the threat was diminished, and Fa&ci$Continental excesses’ became
apparent. The BEU’s attitude to the small band dtidh ‘fascists’ may have been
coloured by similar considerations; though thislifficult to ascertain as there was very
little official comment on this mattefhis might be taken as an indication that, mucé lik
the Conservative Party, the BEU studiously ignasadh organisations, regarding them
as a liability, or more likely as insignificarit'

Martin Pugh has suggested that the ‘frustration ander’ evident among the
British middle classes in the early post-war periahich manifested itself in the
formation of organisations like the National Paatyd the Anti-Waste League, ‘could
easily have become the seedbed for fascidtAlthough the main sources of press
support for these bodies, thglorning Post and Lord Rothermere’daily Malil
respectively, were to be consistent apologistaMassolini and Italian Fascism, Pugh’s

assertion is difficult to concretise, because tlagidwhal Party had been dissolved and the

*13 Empire RecordAugust 1924, p. 132.
*14 Benewick, p. 38; Baker, p. 20.
*1>pygh, p. 76.
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AWL was in terminal decline when Mussolini assunpedver>'® A much more fruitful
avenue of investigation in this regard exists, heavein the form of the other significant
right-wing organisation thrown up by the fermenttiog¢ Coalition years — the National
Citizens’ Union.

As with the BEU, prominent members of the NCU egpesl support for
Mussolini and Fascism; and some went on to joirBthish Fascists after 1923. Many of
the NCU’s leading ‘fascists’ were also members loé BEU, including Burn and

Chadwick, Prebendary Gough, Prescott-Decie, andr@blLane’’’

Nesta Webster’s
views were also endorsed in the NCU pressl she often spoke at NCU meetings on a
variety of anti-socialist topic? So, too, did Mrs Hamilton More Nisbett, the Vice-
President of the British Fascists’ Scottish Womeb'sits>'® A leading member of
Richmond NCU, Lieutenant-Colonel Reginald Tyrersvedso a supporter of the BF in
the locality, as well as being ‘an outspoken arberavolatile Conservative?°

Public expressions of sympathy witlalian Fascism are far more evident in the
New Voicethan in theEmpire RecordFurthermore, it contains a number of articles and
letters which stress the affinity between the NCtH avussolini's movement, and
proclaim fascism’s applicability to British circutasices. In a December 1922 interview
with Dr. C. Pellizzi, a representative of the @aliFascisti, and London correspondent of

its journal, Popolo d’ltalia, the alleged similarities between the NCU and ifascare

enthusiastically brought to the fore:

18 pygh, pp. 41, 47.

17 inehan, p. 45.

18 New VoiceAugust 1924, p. 12, September 1926, pNational Citizen March 1927, p. 6, p.15, April
1927, p. 2, May 1927, p. 3; Benewick, p. 41; M. R®ila, ‘Mrs. Webster's religion: conspiracist extrism
on the Christian far rightPatterns of PrejudiceVol. 38, No. 2 (May 2004), p. 12.
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For many months past headquarters of the Natiofae@s’ Union has been
interested in the doings of the Fascisti for gelnezasons, and also because,
owing to similarity of aims and policy, the NCU adten called the Fascisti of
England.... A representative of THE NEW VOICE called Dr. Pellizzi last
week and heard some details regarding the Fasuistiement and its noble
ideals, Dr. Pellizzi recognising many points in N@blicy which coincide with

Fascismo??

The remainder of the article repeats, with creguihd admiration, Pellizzi’s eulogy to

the new doctrine:

Depending on the best basic principles of naticarad personal desire as its
starting point, it relies on the power of its imeetual forces for those principles to
be carried out.... Fascismo regards itself as theessmpn of the true desire or
need of the masses.... After the war, the movemasarbe an organisation of ex-
servicemen, and the intellectual middle classesepbiit in great numbers. Its
discipline is magnificent and its organisation andler.... The Fascist plan of

Government...has every evidence of being a good model

In the same issue there is another laudatory ertigl Nora Brownrigg, entitled ‘Fascisti:

A Conservative Re-action against Bolshevism'. Broga asks:

2! New VoiceDecember 1922, p. 4; C.f. C. Pellizzi, ‘The FastiMovement'Journal of the British
Institute of International Affairsvol. 2, No. 3 (May 1923), pp. 119-124.
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Is it possible that a new chapter has opened irhistery of the world? For the
last few years the world in general has sufferednfstrikes, Socialist excesses,
Bolshevism and anarchy.... In the last few months anentry has succeeded in
evolving order out of chaos, and with stern courhge really started ‘to set its
house in order’.... Fascismo has formed a publiciopimhich not only demands

justice and practical reform, but sees to it thatdspirations are realis&d.

Whilst acknowledging that some of the Fascisti thgvassed through a phase of
socialism and communism in their search for a neder the keynote of which should be
Brotherhood’, Brownrigg stresses that such peoplEl ‘not form the nucleus of
Fascismo...[but]...joined the party later. It was tloeiyger men and the educated classes
who banded themselves together to put an end taliderders of the Socialists and
Bolshevists which threatened to ruin the whole ¢gunThis image of fascism as a

predominantly middle-class defence force clearld lsertain attractions for the NCU:

The movement began as a natural and legitimateioaaggainst the intolerable
anarchy created by the Italian Bolshevists durimgfeeble government of Nitti in
1919. The occupation of the factories which wavedd by the Giolitti
government of 1920, sealed the fate of Bolshevismas then that the middle
classes and their champions, the Fascisti, took toeirage in both hands and
awoke to the fact that it was up to them to retaliand repress anarchy and

restore order.

22 New VoiceDecember 1922, p. 8.
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Brownrigg emphasises the support received by Misdtom industrialists, the
bourgeoisie, shopkeepers, police, soldiers, and sérvants. Essentially she presents
fascism ascounter-revolutionary emanating from elements within the existing state
apparatus, and from among the privileged and midthata of society. Much faith is
placed in Mussolini as a moderate, conservativiesteaan, who would bring order to the

streets:

Anarchy had to be fought with its own weapons, maw that they have gained
their end...Mussolini...is determined to uphold and oecé constitutional

procedure and to abandon the doctrine of extrd-leggnised force which has
been in being up till now.... Our sympathies musbgoto the new Government,

with the hope that Mussolini will succeed in his ska

Particular praise is directed by Brownrigg towatigs virile young Italian men who had
donned black shirts to extinguish the Bolshevishaoe: ‘It is the youth of Italy that has
wrought this miracle, under the firm guidance ghan who knew how to organise them
and use their patriotism and spirit of self-sacéffor their country’.

This emphasis on the youthfulness of fascism becameeurring theme in NCU
discourse. In Spring 1923, a future British Fas@spporter, John Baker White,
apologisedfor his tender years prior to making a speech ategting of Canterbury
NCU.>?® His apologies were in all likelihood brushed asigehis audience, for youth

was a precious commodity in an organisation whippears to have had a surfeit of

28 New VoiceApril 1923, p. 11.
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middle-aged, as well as middle-class, members.ahuary 1923 ‘J. P.” from Hythe

insisted in a letter to thidew Voicahat

More young blood is needed. The NCU would becomehmaore powerful if it
could enlist the bulk of middle class youth of batxes. Our young men are
playing too much. The extraordinary ‘pull’ of spowthile good up to a point, is
keeping our young people...away from any part insé@ous things of life today,
which suits the ‘Bolshie book’ admirably. Probalipety per cent of the Italian
Fascisti are under thirty years of age.... Let us.iseahd encourage in our ranks

the young men and young women of our lafd.

The following month, in an unsigned piece on thevBlopment of National Citizen’s

Union Interests: Some Suggestions for the Branc¢htas’asserted that:

The success of the Italian Fascisti is due almaistedy to youth, and the National
Citizens’ Union as a national body might become Fascisti of England if the
younger members were enrolled in large enough ntsniée NCU as Fascisti,
while keeping in mind a similar ideal, would be latit the faults and dangers of
the Italian movement, and would avoid the harshmdssh has accompanied the

growth of Mussolini’s organisatiotf>

24 New VoiceJanuary 1923, p. 13.
25 New VoiceFebruary 1923, p. 12.
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In the same issue there is a letter from one Ankeb Summers, who urges the NCU to
develop as a fascist movement in a tone which adeldence to Pugh’s suggestion of

middle-class activism as a potential ‘seedbeddscitm’:

The power of the Middle Classes is far greater thppears to be realised.... ‘If
the middle classes would only form a strong conmdbinaion, no Government
could stand against them’.... | suggest tihat NCU seeks the active co-operation
of all Ratepayers’ and Taxpayers’ Associationspdlee Chambers of Commerce
throughout the kingdontSuch a powerful combination could accomplish many
useful things, but | would even go further and adte what the NCU already
forms the nucleus of the establishing of a British Fascism@é/hy not? Signor
Mussolini has quickly and clearly shown the wholeri how completely the
Italian Fascist movement put down Communism, reduegenditure, defeated
bureaucracy, and relieved the taxation burden,dkssdealing effectively with
food profiteering and similar injustices.... Obvioughe time has come when
normality and stability of nations can only be riegd by thecombined efforts of
the people themselves To my mindno nation more sorely needs the healthy
movement than battered Britaihbelieve that if the NCU decided to organise a
Fascisti, the proposal would be received with imseeanthusiasm immediately,
not only among members, but throughout the couring, that there would be a
surprising rush to join the forces of what woulgidly become the greatest

power for good England has ever seen! Now, Midd&s&zs, what about 7

26 New VoiceFebruary 1923, p. 14 (emphases in original).
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The editorial comment which accompanies the lettédrms Mr. Summers that ‘the
NCU is already known and referred to as the Endhahcisti, and...the new campaign
outlined for 1923 by the Grand Council...will emplsssithis fact’. The promised
emphasis did not in fact materialise, and excitdmegarding the prospects of an
‘English Fascisti’ emerging from the ranks of thEWll soon died down.

By the Autumn of 1923 the organisation was at spaias to distance itself from
its erstwhile brethren in Italy. Public concernaetjng Mussolini’s dictatorial tendencies
and the brutality of the movement’s black-shirtesthgquard meant that more often than
not the epithet ‘Fascisti’ was applied to the NCEjopatively by its opponents. The

following editorial in theNew Voiceshows a marked change of tone:

‘People think that [Italian Fascism] is rather Inbat our Citizens’ Union might
accomplish if its very mild members armed themsehuith revolvers and took
their coats off’. In these terms, Lord Rothermere.theSunday Pictorial..refers
to the NCU, possibly even intending his words tggast a certain line of action.
The fact is, however, that although Mussolini deftabroke the Communist
movement in ltaly, the Fascist activity was enyire lawless undertaking,
accompanied by much bloodshed and even murdertyriény would never
appeal to Englishmen for long, and rightly so, ba principle that two wrongs
never made a right. Further, the time for violencéarsh action has not arrived

and probably never will, because the more reasenaidthods of education,
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propaganda and debate will achieve the desireccobjeour country, and civil

war or class murder will neither be tolerated necessary®’

The same viewpoint had already been aired, at ad NGy in Brixton on 24 September
1923, by Gervais Rentoul, Conservative MP for LaaksRentoul, wished to ‘see the
reign of force come to an end and to see the refgaw and peace prevail in public
affairs. | am therefore equally opposed to Comntsrasd the Fascisti™®

The overriding picture, however, is one of ambiguwith a number of leading
members of the NCU publicly voicing their allegianto fascism as the decade
progressed. At the fifth annual conference of ttganisation, held in London on 13 June
1924, Pretyman Newman stated that the new Labowergment was the British
equivalent of the Kerensky administration which hsutcumbed to Bolshevism in
November 1917. Such a situation would resolve fitded believed, in either bloody
revolution on the Russian model, or in salvationthe middle classes as had occurred in
Italy, due to the activities of Mussolini’'s FasesisHe left his audience in little doubt

which outcome he preferred:

I know there is a Fascist movement in England. laaRascist myself. | see some
of you here are Fascists. | am really sorry youeamo existence, because you
have stolen part of our objects. It waigr movement. Well, we can now work
with you and you with us to keep...essential pubdiviees going, and if it comes

to a question of anything like real direct actiondathose beginnings of

2" New VoiceOctober 1923, p. 3.
28 New VoiceNovember 1923, p. 16.
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revolution, we, the National Citizens’ Union, anduy the Fascisti, will stand

together as one undivided botfy.

A rather differently worded report of the same gipei@ theManchester Guardiagnwhile
conveying the same general message, makes cleeeybn that Pretyman Newman was

not a card-carrying member of the BF:

I know there is a Fascist movement in England. laaRascist myself. | have not
attended a Fascist meeting, and have not paid scsption. | don't know very
much about it. | was asked to join by an old cglea of mine in Parliament.
Some of you are Fascists. | am sorry that it came eéxistence. We ought to be
doing the work that you are doing. Simply becausehave been slack you have
come into being. If direct action is started thetidlaal Citizens' Union and the
Fascists will stand together as one undivided bodgip any revolution in the

bud>3°

At the NCU Grand Council meeting of 28 November 492 resolution from the
Broadstone (Dorset) branch was passed which ‘fapiproves of closer co-operation
between the NCU, BEU, British Fascisti and othedkéd organisations®*

This confusion came to a head in 1925-6 and centredhe role organised
‘fascists’ should play in the voluntary effort taamtain essential services in the event of

a general strike. In November 1925 Dame Louisa ldemsaddressed an Edinburgh

29 New VoiceJuly 1924, p. 10.
39 Manchester Guardigrii4 June 1924.
3! New VoiceDecember 1924, p. 11.
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lodge of the Unionist Workers’ League, an officl@bnservative Party body, on the
subject ‘Is Fascism Desirable?’ Although expresgimg view that ‘Fascism had saved
Italy from ruin’ in ‘conditions...very similar to tte® we have in this country at the
present moment’, she felt that fascism, ‘owing he difference between British and
Italian mentality...would never be tolerated in tluntry’. Instead, she endorsed the
Organisation for the Maintenance of Supplies (OM®&J) the NCU, which, ‘being non-
party and non-political, were to be preferred iis tbountry to combat any attempted
hold-up of the community’*? Lumsden was possibly unaware that the British iBtsc
were in fact working alongside the NCU and BEUhe OMS. In April 1926, following
parliamentary criticism of the OMS and its linkghvifascist’ groups, Joynson-Hicks, the
Conservative Home Secretary, and a prominent membé&oth the NCU and BEU,
threatened to resign his positions in those orgdioiss if they did not back his call for
the ‘fascists’ in the OMS to change their namegatjparamilitarism and endorse
parliamentary democracy> The OMS and its affiliates backed Joynson-Hicks,
precipitating a major split in the BF, resultingtime formation of the British Loyalists
which accepted the conditiori¥.In spite of such public disavowals of fascism, kwer,

a number of leading NCU members persisted in gafliremselves fascists. Following
the collapse of the General StrikeNaw Voiceeditorial describing the work of NCU
strike volunteers exclaimed: ‘England was said &wehneeded a Mussolini! England

found Mussolinis by the thousantf® In the same month as the OMS controversy the

%32 5cotsmand November 1925.

33 Maguire, “The Fascists...are...to be depended upon. pp. 7-8.
3% Farr, The Development and Impact pp. 59-60.

3 New VoiceJune 1926, p. 3
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Chairwoman of Stratford-upon-Avon branch of the NGUis Eleanor Melville, proudly
described herself as ‘A Fascist and a Conservatide’

In 1927 Melville became a Vice-President of the N@ul sat on its Executive
Committee. Joining her in these roles was Commar@iver Locker-Lampson,
Conservative MP for Handswortf. Locker-Lampson is remembered by historians as an
employer of fascist stewards at rallies of his &I®ut the Reds’ campaign, which was
praised fulsomely by the NCU, though regarded widme disdain by the BEU. Locker-
Lampson personally requested ‘some six hundredstastewards’ for a rally at the
Albert Hall in July 1926; and in October ‘1,500 ¢ests’ attended a similar event, chaired
by the NCU president, Lord Askwith, at which thegrried Union Jacks, formed a guard
of honour, conducted Locker-Lampson and the otpenlkers down the gangway, and
ejected anyone who disturbed the meetiifjLess well known is the fact that Locker-
Lampson later attempted to turn Clear Out the Reidsa personal vehicle for his own
demagogic style of anti-communist propaganda. mosement, which operated under a
variety of names, including ‘Hands off Our Empir¢he ‘Sentinels of Empire’, the
‘League of Loyalists’, and the ‘Blueshirts’, empéal/ fascist-style symbolism and ritual
to a far greater extent than others on the aniaistcright. The Sentinels wore blue
shirts and employed a host of other blue parapharrbey also had their own anthem,

entitted March On! whose lyrics were personally composed by Lockemson>>®

36T HawkesMeaning by Shakespear@outledge, London (1992), pp. 48-9.

>3 National CitizenMay, 1927, p. 5The Times14 July 1927.

38 pygh, p. 61; Farr, pp. 64-5.

%39 Blue Shirts and Blood'Time Magazine6 July 1931; W. R. Collindvlarch On! Song of the Loyalist
League: Sentinels of Empjnausical score, London (1930).
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Despite, or perhaps because of, their leader eathm nickname ‘Britain’s Hitler’, the
Sentinels vanished rather abruptly into obscurit§932>*

While the above investigation into the attitudestttd BEU and NCU provides
useful evidence showing that fascism appealedadtitish anti-socialist right and was
occasionally considered worth emulating, it is ldsslpful when employed for
definitional purposes. Confusion regarding the ge0ature of such organisations forms
a strand of a much wider debate on the nature swidmn itself. In recent decades this
field has been dominated by scholars striving stildhe essence of fascism — the ‘fascist
minimum’ — to provide an abstract but heuristicaleful definition of ‘generic fascism’.
This approach, which is most forcefully articulatadhe work of Roger Griffin, has been
employed to differentiate ‘genuine’ fascist orgatiiens from other right-wing, militarist
and reactionary bodies. Trhe Nature of Fascisi@riffin contends that previous efforts at
understanding fascism have widened its definitmm far, causing scholars to lose sight
of fascism’s core ideological valug®.To counter this he posits fascism as an abstractio
embodying fascism’s ideological minimutff. Griffin’s resulting ‘new ideal type of

‘

generic fascism’, in its most concise form, ‘...isganus of political ideology whose
mythic core in its various permutations is a patimgtic form of populist ultra-
nationalism.**® Important characteristics of fascism that flownfr¢his ideal type are its
revolutionary nature, anti-Marxism, anti-capitalis@and anti-conservatism. Griffin’s

fascism is thus far removed from liberal- and Msisxinspired perceptions of fascism as

reactionary, conservative and counter-revolution@nmffin’s definitional model may be

0 A, Del Boca and M. Giovan&ascism Today: A World Surygyeinemann, London (1970), p. 14.
41 R Griffin, The Nature of FascisnRoutledge, London (1996), chapter 1.

%42 |bid, pp. 8-12.

>3 bid, p. 27.
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employed in order to show that the organisationghefBritish anti-socialist right, and
indeed much of the ‘first wave’ of British ‘fascismmotably the BF, possessed few
characteristics which could reasonably justify lhbg them ‘fascist’.

Another author writing within the fascist minimunmramework is Thomas
Linehan. He dismisses the fascist credentials ghmsations like the BEU and the NCU,
stating that ‘It is clear on closer examinationtttie political and ideological profile of
the post-war anti-labour groups did not contairappropriate number of generic fascist

characteristics®**

Employing the empirical evidence of these bodastudes to fascism
detailed above, alongside other aspects of thdlpaki and activity laid down in the
accompanying chapters, it is possible to suggeatifopations to some of Linehan’s
points whilst concurring with his general thesis.

Linehan rightly points out that there was ‘a nadicke absence of a leadership cult
within these anti-labour formation%" The founder of the BEU, Sir George Makagill,
seems to have deliberately shunned the limeligttijemhe organisation’s Secretary,
Reginald Wilson, though clearly an energetic edstiod organiser, does not come across
as either charismatic or demagogic. Likewise, Lé&skwith, an expert in industrial
relations and former government negotiator, ofteaght to add a conciliatory note to
MCU/NCU proceedings. Askwith’s caution was somesmenployed to restrain ‘fascist’
hotheads like Pretyman Newman and Prebendary Gdughno leadership cult ever

threatened to develop around these figures eifftez.formal figureheads of the British

anti-socialist right were often elderly aristocratslitary men, and veteran Conservative

%44 | inehan British Fascism.., p. 55.
%% | inehan, p.55.
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MPs who had been elevated to the House of Lordseaend of their political careers,
like Lord Danesfort.

Linehan states that among the anti-socialist rilgéte is ‘simply no evidence of a
desire to overthrow the existing order and replaeeth a new type of state based on the
myth of a revitalised national communif{® The BEU and NCU saw their role primarily
as defendingthe existing order and preventing its overthrovawdver, there was a
tendency on the right at times to regard liberalisocialism and cosmopolitanism as
forces which hadusurpedpower in Britain, both by bribery and manipulatiof the
uneducated new electorate, and through blatantigtion. As Lloyd George’s Coalition
fell apart in 1921-2 there was a sense that ‘adnis of politics were becoming obsolete;
that ‘the people’, or more often ‘the public’ — lmhich was often meant middle-class
rate- and tax-payers — should have a more dirgctrsséhe governance of the nation,
particularly regarding public expenditure. Thereswarhetorical insurgencydirected
against the government at this time led by poétisi and press barons whose views
coincided with those of the anti-socialist right tiese questions. A. Leonard Summers’
notion, alluded to earlier, that ‘normality’ anddbility’ could only be ‘regained by the
combined efforts of the people themselves’, showw IMussolini’s success in Italy
seemed to concretise a strategy for the achieveofetitese middle-class aspirations.
Despite clear differences between Italian and &ritonditions in the early 1920s, there
were enough similarities for the anti-socialisttigo at least speculate on the fortunes of
an ‘English Fascisti’, growing from the ranks o&thNICU and the wider cohorts of the
disillusioned Conservative right — had the Coatitimanaged to survive beyond 1922.

That it did not is, of course, testimony to the dwant allegiance of the British anti-

%4¢| inehan, p. 55.
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socialist right at the time, which was to the Couwatve Party and ‘Constitutional’
politics. Organisations like the BEU and the NCUrevable to articulate and channel
middle-class fears and aspirations which might enmtifferent circumstances — defeat in
war, an intractable period of crisis, and a revohary, Marxist-led labour movement —
have necessitated a more thoroughbred fascismttigamarious ‘ugly ducklings’ which
in fact hatched out.

On the question of paramilitarism, Linehan states there is no indication that
the anti-socialist right ‘were prepared to embraceulture of political violence’?’ He
takes issue with Hope’s suggestion that the rigit¢rgained thoughts of a paramilitary
solution to Britain's post-war ills, creating a fsoof squadristi in waiting’. Yet,
throughout the 1920s, and during earlier struggibs, right was willing to at least
countenance the use of paramilitary force agaitsstenemies. Benewick points to a
tradition of paramilitarism on the right, symbolisley the preparations for civil war made
by Ulster Unionists and their Conservative allies1912>*® The anti-socialist right were
the heirs of that tradition. Appealing against andotion for sedition in 1921, the
communist-sympathising MP, Colonel Malone, pointel that during the Ulster crisis a
number of Unionist MPs later associated with thelUNIitad made speeches condoning
illegal acts of violence. Pretyman Newman had $&amy mind, any man would be
justified in shooting Mr Asquith in the streetslaindon’; while A. M. Samuel had said
that ‘When the first shot of civil war is fired lolster, as sure as we stand here one of the
Cabinet Ministers will be hanged on a lamp-posDiowning Street®*® Such figures

provide a direct link between those prepared te ik arms against Home Rule and the

7| inehan, p. 55.
48 Benewick, pp. 22-6.
49 Scotsmanl8 January 1921.
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anti-communists of the 1920s. During the Great WarBEU organised gangs of thugs
to attack supposed enemy aliens and pacifist ng=etom many occasions. During the
partition of Ireland the BEU was involved in theolnt expulsion of Catholic and
socialist workers from Belfast’s shipyards. It wasits own admission associated at this
time with the Ulster Protestant Association, a badhych evolved rapidly into a sectarian
murder gang.

Violence was hinted at whenever ‘Constitutional &uownent’ seemed in peril,
notably after the accession to office of the flrabour government in early 1924. Pugh,
detecting a ‘militarist element’ in the calculat®oof the anti-socialist right at this time,
describes how the Duke of Northumberland felt thst lmutcome would be ‘a civil war
from which the patriots would emerge victorio@®.In this atmosphere, at a meeting
organised by the NCU to discuss the new situatiady Askwith described the Labour
government as an ‘attempted despotism of a smatlomty’, while Sir Frederick
Banbury moved a resolution ‘affirming that the aveelming majority of the electors of
this country were opposed to being governed by Sbeialist minority in the new
Parliament’. Prebendary Gough dismissed ‘this absant of fair play’ as applied to the
Labour Party. To cries of ‘Shoot him’ from the aemtte, Banbury referred to a speech by
the left-wing Labour MP, George Lansbury, in whidhhad allegedly stated that Charles
| had been beheaded for standing up against themoompeople. Banbury claimed
Lansbury’s speech was meant as a threat to the &idgdoubted a Labour government
would respect the Constitution. Noting that ‘thengoParliament was dissolved by
Cromwell with the aid of the Coldstream Guards’'nBary stated, to loud cheers, that ‘I

should have great pleasure in leading the Coldsti®aards into the House of Commons

*%pygh, p. 86.
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if Mr MacDonald attempted anything of that soR*.As late as 1927 a letter to thiew
Voice advocated ‘the restoration of the franchise ta@erty-owning and rate-paying
basis’, and urged ‘the middle-class man to leaenuge of the RIFLE and BAYONET as
his means of reform in place of hiseless minority votethough the editor was forced to
point out that many readers might find such viergaétionary™>?

Of course, much of the real rather than threatesi@eénce of the patriotic right
occurred at the more mundane level of physical rootdtion with the left — using fists
and coshes rather than firearms. The Edmonton brafdche BEU grew out of the
pitched battles to hoist the Union Jack rather ttienred flag above Edmonton Town
Hall.>**On many occasions, however, such violence grevebilie right's determination
to defendits platform from left-wing attack®* While the cry of ‘self-defence’ invariably
accompanied the violence of Mussolindguadristj the extent of such conflict in Britain
never reached the intensity shown on the Contiaadtremained secondary to peaceful
methods of political struggle. Furthermore, theael lbeen a long tradition of ritualised
mob violence in British politics, particularly dag election campaigns. The militant
actions of the BEU may be better understood as memeesentative of this older political
tradition than symptomatic of fascist tendenciesil@/there was a continual threat of
violence underlying the right's anti-socialism, td#@re, Linehan is probably right to
suggest that this did not amount to a ‘culture iofence’, or arideologicalcommitment
to political violence; at least not to the exteptessary to satisfy definitions of generic

fascism. In most instances, the violence — threateand real — of the British right was

! New VoiceFebruary 1924, P. 4.

*2New VoiceFebruary 1927, p. 9.

53 Springhall, ‘Lord Meath, Youth, and Empire’, p.Gt Empire RecordMay 1921, p. 85.
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aimed atdefending‘the Constitution’. Even if Britain’s post-war sis had been more
acute, necessitating use of armed force againsether insurgent workers, there is little
concrete evidence to suggest that the right woale tstepped beyond offering auxiliary
support to the existing coercive apparatus of thees

Linehan stresses that there was no ‘repositorypalifigenetic political myth”, the
regenerative urge at the heart of authentic fadastrine, within this early post-war anti-
labour discourse® It is an inescapable fact, however, that Britast&us as a nation at
the end of the First World War was far removed fritrvat of Italy or Germany, where
fascist revolutions succeeded subsequently. Thadenstanding has underpinned most
explanations of the failure of British fascism ihetinter-war period>® As Martin
Durham has pointed out, ‘Ultimately, Germany’s d¢fend the sheer size of the British
Empire precluded the nationalist resentment so i@rut the rise of fascism
elsewhere®’ But, while there were no British ‘November TraggrDurham points out
that the possibilities for the extreme right weot wholly unpromising, due in part to the
fact that ‘[tlhe rise of insurgent nationalism withthe Empire led to fears that the
nation’s pre-eminent role in the world was in dangehile at home...industrial
unrest...polarised political opinion®® ‘Fascism’ in its British context thus centred e t
defenceof the Empire from those alien forces allegedlywairk trying to undermine
Britain’s pre-eminence at home and abroad. Paratm@mmong these forces was

Bolshevism, which was widely believed to be beHhaath domestic industrial unrest and

2| inehan, p. 55.
56 See, for example, J. Stevenson, ‘Conservatisnttenthilure of fascism in interwar Britain’, in M.
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M. Durham, 'Britain’, in K. Passmore (edomen, Gender and Fascism in Europe 1919-45
I5\éI§1nchester University Press, Manchester (2003)1p.

Ibid.

164



nationalist insurgency. Britain’s ostensible pasitias the world’s premier imperial
power in the 1920s not only inhibited the succe$sgenuine fascism, but also
fundamentally conditionethe organisational and ideological forms which rtin@vement
took there. Instead of regarding fascist revolutasna necessary step along the road to
national rebirth in the 1920s, the vast majorityBoitish patriots regarded thexisting
institutions of the state, as long as they werdrotiad by the right people, as the best
guarantors operpetuatingnational greatness and safeguarding it from ienees and
the baleful fate of previous empires.

The above discussion suggests that the affiniti vascism of organisations like
the BEU and the NCU should not be dismissed outaoid. Although they displayed an
enduring attachment to capitalism and bourgeoisogeatic forms of governance which
tends to rule them out as ‘generic fascists’, o#lements of their ideological make up,
notably their extreme anti-communism and ultraoralism place them within the
general milieu of the authoritarian right, of whigenuine fascism is a component.
Arguably, the appeal of the ultra-nationalist idepl of the pro-Conservative anti-
socialist right was a factor undermining the emeogeof a genuine fascist movement in
1920s Britain. Pugh, for instance, has questiohedttaditional assumption’ that British
fascism failed because the Conservative Partytegjeits ideas, pointing out that ‘it is
just as plausible to argue that it failed becauses@rvatisnwas susceptible to pressure
from the extreme righf®® That pressure was more successfully exerted bpdtiticians
and businessmen of the BEU and the NCU than thrdbghtheatrical stunts of the

British Fascists and the National Fascisti. In1820s the anti-socialist right encouraged

9 gee, for example, the dire warnings containetiénBEU's appeal in support of its anti-Bolshevist
campaign of 1920Tthe Time®4 June 1920).
*%pygh, p. 77.
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ultra-nationalist and anti-communist ideas in tren€ervative Party. Although this may
have contributed to what Benewick describes asctkation of ‘a climate of opinion
receptive to fascist ideas’, it is more approprigtaegard the Conservative Party as a
‘more respectable and responsible outlet...” for faeatical patriotism and anti-
Bolshevism which drove the phenomenon of fascisnthenContinent. The ‘presence of
a solid, reliable party of the established ordes &wa important prerequisite in preventing
the fragmentation and polarisation of middle-claggers’; it was a major factor
undermining the successful development of ‘genuiaeodlutionary fascism in Britain in
the 1920s°* Although traditional parties of the right on ther@inent also attempted to
articulate and control such prejudices and aspinatiin some cases they lost ground to
genuine fascism, due to the intractable natureheir trespective socio-political crises,
which fuelled the militancy of their often Marxikd workers’ movements. These were
precisely the factors lacking in the British cortfetlowing the pre-existing organisations
of the anti-socialist right such as the BEU and N@Uchannel potentially ‘fascist’

energies and ambitions into mainstream forms cdmigation and agitation.

%! Stevenson, p. 268.
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Conclusion.

The British Empire Union and the National Citizenghion were among the
leading anti-socialist organisations in Britain idgrthe inter-war period. On a number of
occasions between 1917 and 1927 they were ableidb anti-socialist themes to the
front of mainstream politics. The above discussiahcates that both organisations were
more prominent and influential than the existingttriography of the British right
suggests. Webber tends to dismiss the post-waiBalghevist organisations as obscure
and inept® while Cowling describes their supporters as thendtic fringe’ of
Conservative politicg®® Such interpretations, taken at face value, camiskading.

The BEU and NCU were relatively influential with@onservative Party circles,
particularly among backbench MPs and local ac8BvisThey developed mass
memberships during the post-war period which waqut most British fringe groups of
the twentieth century to shame. They played an itapb role in the events which
culminated in the demise of the Lloyd George Cmadigovernment. The Middle Classes
Union, in particular, was prominent in the anti-teasgitation which helped to derail
‘reconstruction’ and encourage ‘retrenchment’. Batlganisations had a part in the
development of anti-socialist alliances and padtdoeal and national levels which
contributed to Conservative electoral hegemonymdutine 1920s and beyond. Following
the landslide Conservative general election victdr@ctober 1924, which owed much to
the wholesale employment of the type of violenthti-gocialist propaganda the two

organisations specialised in, Stanley Baldwin apieol a number of figures associated

*62\Nebber, ‘Intolerance and Discretion...’, pp. 162-3.
%63 Cowling, p. 90.
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with the anti-socialist right to government posigd®* While it is possible — as in the
case of Sir Winston Churchill's appointment as Gigdlor of the Exchequer — that
Baldwin was strapping potential trouble-makers Ire tstraightjacket of collective
ministerial responsibility, rather than endorsimgit views, it necessarily follows that
some concern must have existed that such figuresegeed a support base within the
party which could not simply be ignored.

In the field of industrial relations, the MCU/NCUaw the best-known and best-
organised of the various strike-breaking bodiescivlemerged to tackle the problem of
‘direct action’ at the time; while the BEU was dbeinvolved in the project to instil pro-
capitalist doctrine in working-class minds. Althdugaldwin certainly personified the
novel double-edged strategy of dialogue and caimi backed up by firmness and
resolution, characteristic of Conservative dealiwgh the labour movement at this time,
his stance did not represent any fundamental bmredk the position expressed
contemporaneously by the organisations of the sodialist right. Indeed, ‘Industrial
Peace’ had been a slogan of the BEU since at [E3#0. Although BEU and NCU
members expressed a level of concern at Baldwitéged softness towards the unions,
particularly following his opposition to the Macgten anti-union Bill in March 1925,
and his alleged climb-down on ‘Red Friday four rtim later, the government's
subsequent preparation for and defeat of the Gefg¢rike was largely interpreted in
terms of the Prime Minister coming around to theapof view of the anti-socialist right,

with what seemed spectacularly successful consegsen

%4 These included Lord Curzon (BEU), William Joyndditks (BEU/NCU), Leopold Amery (BEU),
Ronald McNeill (BEU), A. M. Samuel (NCU), Godfreyptker-Lampson (NCU), Kingsley Wood (NCU),
Lord Winterton (BEU), Robert Burton Chadwick (BEUZN/British Fascists), Wilfrid Ashley (ASU), and
William Mitchell-Thomson (ASU) The Times13 November 1924).
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It is important not to exaggerate the level of sscor influence enjoyed by the
BEU and NCU, however. The claims of the organisetioegarding their impact on
elections and industrial disputes should not beeralat face value. There was
disappointment at the failure to gain Cabinet supfw legislative attacks on socialism
over discrete issues like the ‘Red’ Sunday schablsile the Conservative Party machine
happily included the right's brand of rabid antcedism in its general propaganda
output, the parliamentary leadership — which ocedgjovernment office during the bulk
of the period under discussion — was primarilyimed to utilise communism as a bogey
during elections and at times of crisis. Calls Ing tight to ban the Communist Party of
Great Britain and to outlaw the activities of asated bodies like the Communist Sunday
Schools, the Minority Movement, and the Nationalethployed Workers Movement,
despite receiving widespread support among ConegvRarty activists and backbench
MPs, generally failed to move the government intxrisive action. This changed
somewhat in the run up to the General Strike of619%nhd particularly during its
immediate aftermath, as the government appearegivito way to the right's calls for
retribution against those who had allegedly plotiad financed a revolutionary takeover
using the coal dispute as a pretext. This was, kewe pyrrhic victory for the right's
propaganda and lobbying; and a false dawn for iedéent right-wing activism. The
government’s ability to move against the Commulaftwith impunity resulted as much
from the acute weakness of the CPGB and its syngeathafter the strike as from the
pressure of the anti-socialist right. The ConséveaParty machine had assimilated anti-
socialism so effectively that it undermined theligbbf the anti-socialist right to attract

funds and supporters on the back of fears of a mewe clearly in a period of decline.
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This point is made by Webber, who goes on to rfwdé ‘fflor most of those who disliked
socialism there was simply no need to be more saialist than the Conservative Party
already was®®

The anti-socialist activism which characterised tméd-1920s, though still
important to the make up of the BEU and NCU, begatose its pre-eminence after
1927; and other long-standing right-wing causes sagtariff reform came to the fore.
This was particularly true after the debacle of gemeral election of 1929, when the
perceived failure of negative anti-socialism — spiiged by the slogan ‘Safety First’ —
intensified calls for ‘positive’ Conservative pabs. Ultimately, Conservative
willingness to exploit anti-socialism as part of @lectoral and industrial strategy in the
mid-1920s, combined with the collapse of any criedievolutionary socialist challenge
after 1926, undermined the fortunes of the antiadist right. The subsequent decline of
the NCU in the 1930s, the slow transformation & BEU into a more passive imperial
education and propaganda role by the 1940s andaBfighe emergence of the Economic
League as the primary organisation of British antiversive activism in the twentieth
century can all be said to stem from this process.

Many of the leading right-wing figures associatathvCowling's ‘lunatic fringe’,
including Henry Page Croft, John Gretton, and th&déof Northumberland, backed
Baldwin publicly on most matters throughout the @92as did the BEU and NCU;
although they reserved the right to press for aemmmuscular Conservatism on a range
of issues, including India, tariff reform and tragieion law. This right-wing support for

Baldwin’s alleged ‘centrist, liberal, conciliatobyand of politics>®° has led to a level of
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perplexity among some historians. Baldwin’s biodpap Philip Williamson, for instance,
expresses surprise that Northumberland was not rriteal of Baldwin’s leadership
after 1922°°” while David Thackeray, echoing the view of BarbBear>®® suggests that
the trajectory of Henry Page Croft in the 1920s wgmptomatic of a process of
moderation affecting some on the rigfit Thackeray describes Croft's move away from
the ‘radical’ experiment of the National Party, alhiespoused ‘patriot violence’ during
the industrial strife of 1919; portraying him agelatively quiescent’ figure after 1922,
committed to the parliamentary manoeuvring of tmepie Industries Association, and
the work of the Primrose League, ‘a group assagiatere with tea-dances than violent
street politics’. Such an interpretation is misiegdin a number of important respects.
Firstly, figures like Northumberland and Croft, baf whom were members of the BEU,
cannot be said to have moderated their opinionantp significant degree during this
period, particularly as regards their attitude acialism>’® Secondly, it is a mistake to
regard organisations like the Empire Industrieso&igion and the Primrose League as
quintessentially moderate Conservative bodiég hackeray himself points to a more
coherent explanation of this seeming inconsistemtyen he notes that this period

witnessed ‘a significant overlap between moderab@servative and radical right

identities’. He argues that this linkage only begarbreak down in the context of a

7 p_ williamson, ‘Percy, Alan lan, eighth duke of mmmberland (1880-1930))xford Dictionary of
National Biography Oxford University Press, Oxford (2004); onlingtiexh (2006). Accessed at
http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/354%h 23 July 2007.

%8 Farr, The Development and Impactpp. 63-70.

9D, Thackeray, review of A. SykeBhe Radical Right in Britain: Social Imperialismttee BNP
(Reviews in History No. 592), accessedtp://www.history.ac.uk/reviews/paper/thackeramhon 11
January 2008.

%M. Ruotsila, ‘The Antisemitism of the Eighth DukéNorthumberland’s th@atriot, 1922-1930",
Journal of Contemporary Historyol. 39, No. 1 (Januarg004)

71| L. Witherell, ‘Sir Henry Page Croft and Consative Backbench Campaigns for Empire, 1903-
1932, Parliamentary HistoryVol. 25, No. 3 (Octobe2006);M. Hendley, ‘Anti-Alienism and the
Primrose League...’
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polarisation between fascism and conservatismarl@80s. This thesis has explored this
period of ‘significant overlap’ between ‘radicalisieind ‘moderation’ which appears to
have existed in 1920s Conservatism. This combinatid allegedly contradictory
political outlooks enabled the Conservative Padtydbminate anti-socialist politics in
Britain: its ‘moderation’ making it attractive t@rimer Liberals concerned at the rise of
the Labour Party and increased industrial militanity ‘radicalism’ simultaneously
undercutting any serious challenge from fascisne pitessure groups of the anti-socialist
right played an important role in this process.haligh they wished to associate
themselves with Mussolini’'s triumph over socialisthey were fundamentally
Conservative in their outlook and their actions.eThvestigation of the relationship
between the British anti-socialist right and fastis chapter four, added to the detailed
description of the propaganda and activity of théigh Empire Union and National
Citizens Union in the preceding chapters, providesubstantial body of evidence to

support this thesis.

172



Bibliography.

Primary Sources:

Manuscript sources:

The National Archives, Kew, London:

Cabinet Office Papers (CAB).

Home Office Papers (HO).

Director of Public Prosecutions’ Papers (DPP).

Modern Records Centre, Warwick:

Federation of British Industries Archive.

Iron and Steel Trades Confederation Archive.

Norfolk Record Office, Norwich:

Bulwer of Heydon Family Papers, Norfolk Organisatfor the Maintenance of Supplies
Papers.

Parliamentary and Government Sources:
Parliamentary Debates:

Commons Debates, Fourth and Fifth Series (Hansard).
Lords Debates, Fifth Series (Hansard).

Command Papers

Royal Commission on the Income Tax (EvidenCejd. 288, i-viii (1919).

Contemporary Newspapers and Journals:
Argus(Melbourne).

British Empire Union Monthly Record.

173



Conservative Agents’ Journal.

Contemporary Review.
Current History.

Daily Express.
Edinburgh Review.
Empire Record.
English Review.
London Gazette.
Manchester Guardian.
National Review.
National Citizen.

NCU Bulletin.

New Age.

New Voice.

New York Times.

Nineteenth Century and After.

North American Review.
Patriot.

Review of Reviews.
Scotsman.

The Times.

Time Magazine.

Wellington Journal.

174



Contemporary Published material:
A Handbook for Anti-SocialistBoswell, London (n.d. [1924]).

R. D. Blumenfeld,Twenty-Five Years Ago, 1908-1933, The Record oAtiteSocialist
and Anti-Communist Unigr.ondon (1933).

British Empire UnionAnnual Repor{1919-1927).
British Empire UnionNew Year, 191,2.ondon(n.d. [1917]).

British Empire Union,The British Empire Union: Its Branches and whatytlage doing
London (n.d. [1920]).

British Empire Union)Your Empire London (1929).

T. S. Copp,The Middle Classes and their Unfair Share of thedBn of the Rates
London Committee of the Middle Classes Union, Lan@day 1920).

G. M. EdwardsThe Anti-Bolshevik Crusad&. M. Edwards, London (1920).

G. Eyre-Todd,Mobocracy, or, Towards the AbysScottish Council of the National
Citizens’ Union, Glasgow (1922).

A. Gleason,What the Workers Want: A Study of British Laboflen and Unwin,
London (1920).

Independent Labour Party (Information Committe&jho Pays for the Attacks on
Labour? An exposure of the Blackleg Organisationd &ropaganda Agencies of Big
Capital, London (n. d. [1920]).

W. E. Kingsford,The Egyptian QuestigmBritish Union in Egypt, Cairo (1921)

C. Pellizzi, ‘The Fascista Movemenfournal of the British Institute of International
Affairs, Vol. 2, No. 3 (May 1923).

C. Tormay,An Outlaw’s Diary 2 Vols., Philip Allen, London (1923).

L. W., Fascism, Its History and Significandelebs League, London (1924).

N. Webster,The Need for Fascism in Great BritaBritish Fascists, London, (1926).
N. H. WebsterThe Surrender of an EmpirBoswell, London (1931).

R. Wilson,Danger Ahead: Socialist and Proletarian Sunday stf)dSeventh Edition,
British Empire Union, London (1925).

175



Published Diaries and Letters:

D. S. Higgins (ed.)The Private Diaries of Sir Henry Rider Haggar@assell, London
(1980).

C. RepingtonAfter the War: A Diary Simon Publications, Safety Harbour (2001).
R. Rhodes Jameblemoirs of a Conservative: J. C. C. Davidson’s Misnand Papers,

1910-37 Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London (1969).

Secondary Sources:

Memoirs:

Lord BeaverbrookThe Decline and Fall of Lloyd Georg€ollins, London (1963).

Lord Croft,My Life of Strife Hutchinson, London (n. d. [1948]).

J. Baker White,True Blue: An Autobiography 1902-193Brederick Muller, London
(1970).

Reference Works:

Australian Dictionary of Biographyolume 11, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne
(1988).

P. Barberis, J. McHugh, and M. Tyldesl&ncyclopaedia of British and Irish Political
Organisations: Parties, Groups and Movements offiventieth CenturyPinter, London
(2003).

C. Cook,Sources in British Political History 1900-195I0l. 1: A Guide to the Archives
of Selected Organisations and SocietMacmillan, London (1975).

F. W. S. Craig (ed.)British Parliamentary Election Results 1918-194%ird Edition,
Parliamentary Research Services, Chichester (1983).

S. Davies and B. MorleyCounty Borough Elections in England and Wales, 19338:
A Comparative Analysi8 Vols., Ashgate, Aldershot (1999; 2000; 2006).

176



Biographies:

K. Middlemas and J. BarneBaldwin: A Biography Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London
(1969).

Historical Monographs:

C. Andrew, Secret Service: The Making of the British Intelige Community
Heinemann, London (1985).

R. BenewickPolitical Violence and Public OrdeAllan Lane, London (1969).
R. Benewick,The Fascist Movement in BritaiAllan Lane, London (1972).

G. BennettChurchill’'s Man of Mystery: Desmond Morton and tverld of Intelligence
Routledge, London (2007).

K. Burgess,The Challenge of Labour: Shaping British Societp@8930Q St. Martin’s
Press, New York (1980).

R. Challinor,The Origins of British Bolshevisr@room Helm, London (1977).

F. Coetzee,For Party and Country: Nationalism and the Dilemma$ Popular
Conservatism in Edwardian Englan@xford University Press, Oxford (1990).

C. Cook, The Age of Alignment: Electoral politics in Britait©22-29 Macmillan,
London (1972).

M. Cowling, The Impact of Labour 1920-1924: The Beginning ofd&ta British
Politics, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (1971).

C. Cross;The Fascists in BritainBarrie and Rockliff, London (1961).
H. Defries,Conservative Party Attitudes to Jews 1900-195@nk Cass, London (2001).

A. Del Boca and M. Giovandgascism Today: A World Suryeleinemann, London
(1970).

R. M .Douglas,Feminist Freikorps: The British Women Police, 198B#(Q Praeger,
London (1999).

Economic LeagueFifty Fighting Years Economic League (Central Council), London
(1970).

177



B. Farr, The Development and Impact of Right-Wing PolitiesBritain, 1903-1932
Garland, New York (1987).

M. Farrell, Arming the Protestants, The Formation of the Ulster SgeCienstabulary
and the Royal Ulster Constabulary, 1920PTuto, London (1983).

J. Gottlieb,Feminine Fascism: Women in Britain’s Fascist Moveni923-19451. B.
Tauris, London (2000).

E. H. H. GreenThe Crisis of Conservatism: The Politics, Econonaieg Ideology of the
British Conservative Party, 1880-191Routledge, London (1995).

R. Griffin, The Nature of FascisnRoutledge, London (1996).

R. Griffiths, Fellow Travellers of the Right: British Enthusiaste Nazi Germany 1933-
39, Constable, London (1980).

T. HawkesMeaning by Shakespearoutledge, London (1992).
C. Holmes Anti-Semitism in British Society 1876-198lward Arnold, London (1979).
M. Hughes Spies at Workl in 12, Bradford (1995).

K. Jeffery and P. HennessyStates of Emergency: British Governments and
Strikebreaking since 191Routledge and Kegan Paul, London (1983).

M. Kitchen,Europe Between the Wars: A Political Histokypngman, London (1988).

S. E. KossThe Rise and Fall of the Political Press in Britaifol. 2, University of North
Carolina Press, London (1981).

M. Langfield, ‘Voluntarism, Salvation, and RescuBritish Juvenile Migration to
Australia and Canada, 1890-1939purnal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histpry
Vol.32, No.2 (May 2004).

T. Linehan, British Fascism 1918-39: Parties, ldeology and @rdf Manchester
University Press, Manchester (2000).

R. W. Lyman,The First Labour Government 1928hapman and Hall, London (1957).

S. Macintyre,The Reds: The Communist Party of Australia fromgi@s to lllegality
Allen and Unwin, St. Leonards (1998).

J. M. MacKenziePropaganda and Empire: The Manipulation of BritBhblic Opinion
1880-1960 Manchester University Press, Manchester (1984).

178



C. S. MaierRecasting Bourgeois Europe: Stabilisation in FranGermany and lItaly in
the Decade after World Way Princeton University Press, Princeton (1988).

N. R. McCrillis, The British Conservative Party in the Age of UnsatrSuffrage:
Popular Conservatism 1918-1920hio State University, Columbus (1998).

R. McKibbin, in The Ideologies of Class: Social Relations in Britai880-1950
Clarendon, Oxford (1990).

R. McKibbin, Classes and Cultures: England 1918-19%2xford University Press,
Oxford (1998).

P. McMahon,British Spies and Irish Rebels: British Intelligenand Ireland, 1916-
1945 Boydell Press, Woodbridge (2008).

K. Middlemas,Politics in Industrial Society: The Experience bé tBritish System since
1911, André Deutsch, London (1979).

K. O. Morgan,Consensus and Disunity: The Lloyd George CoaliGmvernment 1918-
1922 Clarendon, Oxford (1979).

M. Pugh,The Making of Modern British Politics 1867-19%ackwell, Oxford (1982).
M. Pugh,The Tories and the People 1880-19B%ackwell, Oxford (1985).

M. Pugh, ‘Hurrah for the Blackshirts!" Fascists and Fascisim Britain between the
Wars Jonathan Cape, London (2005).

M. Ruotsila, British and American Anticommunism Before the Ofldr, Frank Cass,
London (2001).

D. Stone Breeding Superman: Nietzsche, Race and Eugeniedwardian and Interwar
Britain, Liverpool University Press, Liverpool (2000).

A. Sykes,The Radical Right in Britain: Social Imperialismttee BNR, Palgrave, London
(2005).

R. Thurlow,Fascism in Britain, A History, 1918-198Basil Blackwell, Oxford (1987).

C. TownshendPublic Order and Public Security in Modern Britai®xford University
Press, Oxford (1993).

B. Waites A Class Society at War: England 1914-B&rg, Leamington Spa (1987).

G. C. Webber,The Ideology of the British Right 1918-1939room Helm, London
(1986).

179



N. West,MASK: MI5’s Penetration of the Communist Party o€& Britain, Routledge,
London (2005).

C. Wrigley, Lloyd George and the Challenge of Labour: The Rist- Coalition 1918-
1922 Harvester Wheatsheaf, London (1990).

Journal Articles and Chapters in Edited Collections

W. S. Adams, ‘Lloyd George and the Labour Movemedpést and PreseniNo. 3 (Nov
1953).

D. Baker, ‘The Extreme Right in the 1920s: Fasadisra Cold Climate, or “Conservatism
with Knobs on”?’, in M. Cronin (ed.)lhe Failure of British Fascism: The Far Right and
the Fight for Political RecognitigrMacmillan, London (1996).

R. Bean, ‘Liverpool Shipping Employers and the ABtilshevik Activities of J. M.
Hughes’,Bulletin of the Society for the Study of Labourtétig, no. 34, (1977).

G. Bennett, *““A most extraordinary and mysterioussiness”: The Zinoviev Letter of
1924’ Foreign and Commonwealth Office History Notds. 14 (January 1999).

R. J. B. Bosworth, ‘The British Press, The Consevea, and Mussolini, 1920-34’,
Journal of Contemporary Historyol. 5, No. 2 (April 1970).

K. D. Brown, ‘The Anti-Socialist Union, 1908-49% K. D. Brown (ed.)Essays in Anti-
Labour History Macmillan, London (1974).

T. Jeffery and K. McClelland, ‘A World Fit to Livan: The Daily Mail and the Middle
Classes 1918-39’, in J. Curran, A. Smith and P.gAlie (eds.)impacts and Influences:
Essays on Media Power in the Twentieth CentRgutledge, London (1987).

P. Dennis, ‘The Territorial Army in Aid of the CivPower in Britain’ 1919-1926’,
Journal of Contemporary Histoyyol. 16, No. 4 (October 1981).

R. H. Desmarais, ‘The British government’'s striledking organisation and Black
Friday’, Journal of Contemporary Historyol. 6, No. 2 (April, 1971).

R. H. Desmarais, ‘Strikebreaking and the Labour &oment of 1924’ Journal of
Contemporary HistoryVol. 8, No. 4 (October 1973).

R. H. Desmarais, ‘Lloyd George and the Developmanthe British Government's
Strikebreaking Organisationiternational Review of Social Histqr0 (1975).

180



R. Douglas, ‘The National Democratic Party and tBetish Workers’ League’,
Historical Journal Vol. 15, No. 3 (1972).

B. M. Doyle, ‘Who Paid the Price of Patriotism? Thending of Charles Stanton during
the Merthyr Boroughs By-Election of 191%nglish Historical ReviewVol. 109, No.
434 (Nov., 1994).

M. Durham, ‘Britain’, in K. Passmore (ed)Yomen, Gender and Fascism in Europe
1919-45 Manchester University Press, Manchester (2003).

J. English, ‘Empire Day in Britain, 1904-195&istorical Journal Vol. 49, No. 1
(2006).

B. Farr, ‘The British Fascisti, the OMS, and then&ml Strike: right-wing activism in the
1920s’,SocietagAutumn 1975).

E. H. H. Green, ‘Conservatism, Anti-Socialism, atiet End of the Lloyd George
Coalition’, in E. H. H. Greenldeologies of Conservatism: Conservative Politidas
in the Twentieth CentuyyOxford University Press, Oxford (2002).

M. Harper, “Personal Contact is Worth a Ton of #®o00ks”: Educational Tours of the
Empire, 1926-39’,Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth Histpryol.32, No.3
(September 2004).

M. Hendley, ‘Anti-Alienism and the Primrose Leagu€he Externalization of the
Postwar Crisis in Great Britain 1918-32lbion, Vol. 33, No. 2 (2001).

J. Hope, ‘Fascism, the Security Service and theoQsirCareers of Maxwell Knight and
James McGuirk Hughed obster No. 22 (November 1991).

J. Hope, ‘British fascism and the state 1917-1927e-examination of the documentary
evidence’Labour History Revieywol. 57, no. 3 (Winter 1992).

J. Hope, ‘Fascism and the State: The Case of thisiBFascists’ Australian Journal of
Politics and HistoryVol. 39, No. 3 (1993).

J. Hope, ‘Surveillance or Collusion? Maxwell Knighl5 and the British Fascisti’,
Intelligence and National Securjtyol. 9, no. 4 (October 1994).

D. Jarvis, ‘British Conservatism and Class Politinsthe 1920s’,English Historical
Review(February 1996).

H. Kean, ‘Teachers and the State 1900-80itish Journal of Sociology of Educatipn
Vol. 10, No. 2 (1989).

181



M. F. Lee, ‘Nesta Webster: The Voice of Conspiradgurnal of Women’s History/ol.
17, No. 3 (Fall 2005).

K. Lunn, ‘The Ideology and Impact of the Britishdéssts in the 1920s’ in T. Kushner
and K. Lunn (eds.)Traditions of Intolerance: Historical Perspectivea Fascism and
Race Discourse in BritajrManchester University Press, Manche§1&89).

R. C. Maguire, “The Fascists...are...to be dependeoniipThe British Government,
Fascists and Strike-breaking during 1925 and 1986Y. Copsey and D. Renton (eds.),
British Fascism, the Labour Movement and the $Saédgrave, London (2005).

E. May, ‘Charles Stanton and the limits to “paigbtabour’. Welsh History Reviewl8
(1997).

A. McDonald, ‘The Geddes Committee and the Fornmmhaif Public Expenditure
Policy, 1921-1922’Historical Journal Vol. 32, No. 2 (September 1989).

A. Mclvor, ‘Political Blacklisting and Anti-sociadt Activity Between the WarsBulletin
of the Society for the Study of Labour Histargl. 53, No. 1, Spring 1988.

A. Mclvor, “A Crusade for Capitalism”: The Economieague, 1919-39Journal of
Contemporary HistoryVol. 23, No. 4 (October 1988).

I. McLean, ‘Popular Protest and Public Order: Réygbi€side, 1915-1919’, in R. Quinault
and J. Stevenson (ed¥ppular Protest and Public Order: Six Studies intiBh History
1790-1920Allen and Unwin, London (1974).

G. K. Menzies, ‘Death of Lord Askwithjournal of the Royal Society of Aits2 June
1942).

B. Millman, ‘The Battle of Cory Hall, November 191@atriots Meet Dissenters in
Wartime Cardiff’,Canadian Journal of HistoryXXXV (April 2000).

D. Mitchell, ‘Ghost of a chance; British Revolutames in 1919’ History Today Vol.
20, No. 11 (November 1970).

J. Morell, ‘Arnold Leese and the Imperial Fascistfue: the impact of Racial Fascism’,
in K. Lunn and R. Thurlow (eds.British Fascism: Essays on the Radical Right irint
War Britain, Croom Helm, London (1980).

C. Norton, ‘The left in Northern Ireland 1921-193Rabour History ReviewVol. 60,
No. 1 (Spring 1995).

C. J. Nottingham, ‘Recasting Bourgeois Britain? British state in the years which

followed the First World War’International Review of Social Histgryol. XXXI, No. 3
(1986).

182



P. Panayi, ‘Anti-German Riots in London during tfest World War’,German History
Vol. 7, No. 2 (August 1989).

P. Panayi, ‘The British Empire Union in the FirstoM War’, in T. Kushner and K.
Lunn (eds.);The Politics of MarginalityFrank Cass, London (1990).

F. Reid, ‘Socialist Sunday Schools in Britain 189339’, International Review of Social
History, No. 2 (1966).

T. Rogers, ‘Sir Allan Smith, the Industrial Groupdathe Politics of Unemployment,
1919-1924’ Business Historyol. 27, No. 1 (January 1986).

W. D. Rubinstein, ‘Henry Page Croft and the NatloRarty 1917-22’,Journal of
Contemporary HistoryVol. 9, No. 1 (January 1974).

M. Ruotsila, ‘Lord Sydenham of Combe’s World Jewi€lonspiracy’, Patterns of
Prejudice Vol. 34, No. 3 (2000).

M. Ruotsila, ‘Mrs. Webster’s religion: conspiracesttremism on the Christian far right’,
Patterns of PrejudiceVol. 38, No. 2 (2004).

M. Ruotsila, ‘The Antisemitism of the Eighth Duké Northumberland’s théatriot,
1922-1930’ Journal of Contemporary Historyol. 39, No. 1 (2004).

R. H. Saltzman, ‘Folklore as Politics in Great Bit Working-Class Critiques of Upper-
Class Strike Breakers in the 1926 General Strikethropological QuarterlyVol. 67,
No. 3 (July 1994).

M. C. Shefftz, ‘The Trade Disputes and Trade Unidosof 1927: The Aftermath of the
General Strike’Review of PoliticsVol. 29, No. 3 (July 1967).

J. J. Smyth, ‘Resisting Labour: Unionists, Liberalsd Moderates in Glasgow Between
the Wars' Historical Journal Vol. 46, No. 2 (June 2003).

N. Soldon, ‘Laissez-Faire as Dogma: The Liberty &ndperty Defence League, 1882-
1914, in K. D. Brown (ed.)Essays in Anti-Labour History: Responses to Labiour
Britain, Macmillan, London (1974).

J. O. Springhall, ‘Lord Meath, Youth, and Empir@gurnal of Contemporary Histoyy
Vol. 5, No. 4 (October 1970).

J. Stevenson, ‘Conservatism and the failure ofidascin interwar Britain’, in M.

Blinkhorn (ed.),Fascists and Conservatives: The Radical Right &edHstablishment in
Twentieth-Century Europ&nwin Hyman, London (1990).

183



J. O. Stubbs, ‘Lord Milner and Patriotic Labougnglish Historical ReviewLXXXVII,
(1972).

A. Sykes, ‘Radical conservatism and the Workings€#s in Edwardian England: The
Case of the Workers’ Defence UniorEnglish Historical ReviewVol. 113, No. 454
(November 1998).

J. A. Turner, ‘The British Commonwealth Union artk tgeneral election of 1918’
English Historical Reviewyol. 93, No. 368 (July 1978).

B. Waites, ‘The Language and Imagery of Class inyEBwentieth-Century England’,
Literature and HistoryNo. 4 (Autumn 1976).

G. C. Webber, ‘Intolerance and Discretion: Consivea and British Fascism, 1918-
1926’, in Lunn and Kushner (edsTyaditions of Intolerance: Historical Perspectives
Fascism and Race Discourse in BritaiManchester University Press, Manchester
(1989).

S. White, ‘ldeological Hegemony and Political Catitr The Sociology of Anti-
Bolshevism in Britain 1918-20Scottish Labour History Society Jourpalo. 9 (1975).

L. L. Witherell, ‘Anti-labourism and the British décal right, 1900-1940’ (book review),
Bulletin of the Society for the Study of Labourtétig, Vol. 53, No. 3 (Winter 1988).

L. L. Witherell, ‘Sir Henry Page Croft and Consdiva Backbench Campaigns for
Empire, 1903-1932Parliamentary HistoryVol. 25, No. 3 (Octobe2006).

S. Woodbridge, ‘The National Citizens’ Union in Rimond: A Brief History’,Richmond
History, No. 27 (2006).

C. Wrigley, “In the Excess of their Patriotism”:h& National Party and Threats of
Subversion’, in C. Wrigley (ed.)Varfare, Diplomacy and Politics: Essays in Honotir o
A. J. P. TaylorHamish Hamilton, London (1986).

C. Wrigley, ‘The state and the challenge of labouBritain 1917-20’, in C. Wrigley,
(ed.),Challenges of Labour: Central and Western Europ&7:292Q Routledge, London
(1993).

Academic Theses and Dissertations:

J. W. B. Bates, The Conservative Party in the Gluestcies 1918-1939, DPhil thesis,
University of Oxford (1994).

D. Jarvis, Stanley Baldwin and the ideology of @enservative response to Socialism,
PhD thesis, University of Lancaster (1991).

184



C. J. Macintyre, Responses to the rise of Labouwns@rvative Party policy and
organisation, 1922-1931, PhD thesis, UniversitZambridge (1987).

Internet Sources:
http://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/prod/pariment/mensinsf/1fb6ebed995667c2ca256

€a100825164/c4cf956955dc3b5cca256e29007e31e8!Openidotaccessed on 10
March 2008).

E. Kwan, ‘National Parliament, National Symbolsoifr British to Australian Identity’,
accessed dittp://wopared.parl.net/Senate/pubs/occa lect/trgrts/040507/040507.pdf
on 10 March 2008.

M. Lee, ‘The Origins of the York House Society’Xt®f an address given to the Society
on 19 September 2003).

Accessed atttp://www.twickenham-museum.org.uk/paper.asp?RBpé&ron 24

October 2007.

‘Leyton: Local government and public services’Vih R. Powell (ed.)A History of the
County of Essex: Volume Bictoria County History, Woodbridge (1973), pf252214.

Accessed atttp://www.british-history.ac.uk/report.aspx?conypd@770on 24 October
2007.

D. Thackeray, review of A. SykeShe Radical Right in Britain: Social Imperialism to
the BNP(Reviews in History No. 592), accessed at
http://www.history.ac.uk/reviews/paper/thackeramhon 11 January 2008.

P. Williamson, ‘Percy, Alan lan, eighth duke of Harmberland (1880-1930)OQxford
Dictionary of National BiographyOxford University Press, Oxford (2004); online
edition (2006). Accessed attp://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/354 %h 23 July
2007.

185



