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Synopsis

The subject of the thesis is anti-Americanism in the British Labour Party 

between 1960 and 1997. The 'Introduction' examines the conceptual questions, as 

well as the historical heritage, of Socialist anti-Americanism. The body of the thesis is 

split into three case studies, each case study dealing with one of three selected 'eras' 

in Labour politics. The three case studies take a uniform approach to examining anti- 

Americanism, studying three proposed forms of Socialist anti-Americanism   anti- 

imperialist, pacifist and anti-capitalist anti-Americanism.

The first case study examines anti-Americanism in the British Labour Party 

during the 1960s, beginning with Harold Wilson's installation as Party leader in 1963. 

The first case study specifically focuses on Socialist anti-Americanism between 1964 

and 1967, when the Vietnam War dominated British Labour politics. The second case 

study examines Socialist anti-Americanism during the 1980s, though the case study 

does also consider the influence of developments in Labour politics in the late-1970s. 

Such a time frame has been chosen for the second case study because of the extent of 

left-wing control in Labour politics at this time. The third case study examines 

Socialist anti-Americanism throughout the 1990s, the years of reformation and 

rehabilitation for the Labour Party. The influence of political developments in the 

late-1980s are also considered in the third case study.

The 'Conclusions' highlight the most significant discoveries made during the 

examination of Socialist anti-Americanism. The 'Bibliography' details the various 

primary and secondary sources used in the researching and writing of the thesis.
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INTRODUCTION



A_Study of anti-Americanism in the British Labour Party, 

1960-1997 .

Introduction

If the idea of a 'special relationship' represents the most optimistic 

interpretation of post-war relations between Great Britain and the United States of 

America, then the existence of British 'anti-Americanism' represents the special 

relationship's antithesis. The events of '9/11' have brought domestic 'anti- 

Americanism' into sharp focus, and the Party of government's anti-Americanism has 

naturally drawn the most attention: 'it is as though the anti-American reflex came 

first, and the need to substantiate it followed as an afterthought.' 1 The British media's 

use of, and occasional examination of 'anti-Americanism' has ensured the term has 

achieved as wide a circulation as possible; the result has been that 'anti-Americanism' 

is now employed quite liberally, and sometimes with regards to even the remotest of 

opposition to American behaviour or policy.2 The concept itself has undoubtedly 

suffered from such over-exposure and the fundamental theoretical boundaries that 

should prevent anti-Americanism from being misrepresented have long since been 

forgotten. In order to understand the extent of British Socialist anti-Americanism, 

such boundaries need to be re-considered.

The majority of studies seeking to examine anti-Americanism begin by 

addressing the fundamental conceptual question that presents itself when defining the



term — when does opposition to America become anti-Americanism? This most basal 

of questions represents the most significant reason why anti-Americanism has been so 

difficult to define. In addressing such a question, two of the foremost scholars of anti- 

Americanism - Stephen Haseler and Paul Hollander - have defined anti-Americanism, 

first and foremost, as a concept detached from geographical or ideological contexts. 

The intention of such an approach has been to achieve a universal definition of anti- 

Americanism that can be applied to any continent or nation and any ideology or 

belief, but that can also explain the difference between opposition to America and 

anti-Americanism regardless of contexts. In addressing such a contentious conceptual 

pitfall, Stephen Haseler has outlined those beliefs or principles that he believes do not 

constitute anti-Americanism. Haseler has proposed four examples:

[i] Anti-Americanism should not be confused with opposition to particular 

U.S. policies or administrations... [ii]Nor should anti-Americanism be 

assumed to be the motive behind reassessments by foreign publics and elites 

of where power lies or is likely to lie in the world...[iii]Another type of 

behaviour that should not be seen as anti-American is the attempt, particularly 

by states in the Western-oriented Third World, to pressure the United States in 

order to gain some national advantage, usually economic...[iv]Just as 

calculations about national advantage should be distinguished from anti- 

Americanism, so too should the enduring desire for independence and self-

o

determination.

1 'Moral case against the war is at best naive, at worst idiotic' - THE DAILY TELEGRAPH, 25/09/02, 
p.27

'Anti-Americanism: On the rise' - THE ECONOMIST, 04/01/03, pp.12-13



Haseler's definition does, then, suggest that those hostilities falling beyond the 

boundaries outlined above can be considered anti-American. Paul Hollander has taken 

a similar approach, emphasising that he 'did not equate all criticism of [the US] with 

hostility towards the US, nor did [he] intend to discredit or dismiss all critiques of the 

United States with the term "anti-Americanism".' 4

However, the process of defining the concept, then placing it within a context, 

may actually hinder the definition of 'context-specific' anti-Americanism - such as 

Socialist anti-Americanism. Haseler proposed that 'anti-Americanism should not be 

confused with opposition to particular US policies or administrations'; yet, the 

Socialist ideology incorporates a number of beliefs and principles that fundamentally 

oppose particular US policies or the politics of particular US administrations, and 

anti-Americanism has been a by-product of such a clash — for example, the 

fundamental opposition between Socialist pacifism and America's nuclear deterrent. 

The problem with the 'concept-based' definition of anti-Americanism as opposed to a 

'context-based' definition, is that whilst a 'concept-based' definition does distinguish 

between opposition to the US and anti-Americanism, it proposes too stringent 

boundaries. With the exception of 'rational' and 'irrational' anti-Americanism5 , the 

'concept-based' definition appears not permit for the 'gradations' or 'extents' of anti- 

Americanism that are represented, for example, by opposition only to particular 

American policies, or opposition only to moments of American behaviour. It is a short

3 Haseler - 'THE VARIETIES OF ANTI-AMERICANISM: REFLEX AND RESPONSE' 
(Washington, 1985), pp. 1-5
4 Hollander - ANTI-AMERICANISM: CRITIQUES AT HOME AND ABROAD, 1965-1990 (Oxford, 
1992), p.viii
5 Hollander - ANTI-AMERICANISM: CRITIQUES AT HOME AND ABROAD, p.308; Haseler - 
ANTI-AMERICANISM: STEPS ON A DANGEROUS PATH (London, 1986), p. 16



step between suggesting that opposition to a particular American policy cannot 

represent anti-Americanism and arguing that, since the 'American ideology' is 

defined by a collection of beliefs and principles6 , a person cannot be labelled anti- 

American unless they reject all such beliefs and principles. The concept has now 

entered the contemporary mainstream political and cultural vocabulary and has also 

been accepted in academic, journalistic and public circles; it is, then, necessary to 

loosen 'concept-based', theoretical boundaries and allow for extents of anti- 

Americanism. By rejecting the semantic arguments about the difference between 

opposing the US and being anti-American - on the basis that the concept cannot now 

be removed from the vocabulary - it is possible to now suggest that there can be 

'gradations', or 'extents', of anti-Americanism. Such extents can be determined, for 

example, by the apportionment of blame or the way in which American policy and 

behaviour is deemed - by the left-wing - to have adversely affected British policy or 

jeopardised British security. In adopting a 'context-based' approach to Socialist anti- 

Americanism, it therefore becomes necessary to re-define anti-Americanism 

according to the Socialist ideology, emphasising the importance of a fundamental and 

implicit linkage between those areas of the Socialist ideology that are intrinsically 

opposed to American behaviour or policies, and the United States itself.

The most suitable 'context-based' definition of Socialist anti-Americanism, 

then, focuses on those principles or beliefs that are fundamentally opposed to 

American policy and behaviour. Donald Cameron Watt has proposed three such 

principles:

5 Strauss - MENACE TO THE WEST: THE RISE OF FRENCH ANTI-AMERICAN ISM IN 
MODERN TIMES (Connecticut, 1978), p.6



The basic elements of the British Left's hostility [towards America] have not 

varied much over the years: a dislike of capitalism, a desire to think well of 

Socialist states if at all possible, and, above all, a belief. ..that, since conflict in 

international relations is due to injustice and misunderstanding rather than 

clashes of legitimate interest, it is the mission of Socialists to take a moral 

stand and to avoid power politics and power blocs. 7

Clearly, the first of Watt's proposed principles is anti-Capitalism, and the last of the 

principles refers to the Labour Left's commitment to a moral foreign policy that, in 

turn, was fundamentally opposed to imperialism — therefore, anti-imperialism. 

However, the second of Watt's principles - pro-Socialism — could be incorporated 

into both the former and the latter principle, in the form of left-wing 'anti-anti- 

Communism'. American foreign and defence policy throughout the Cold War was 

increasingly seen as being anti-Communist. As such, the left-wing's natural 

opposition to American anti-Communism, as well as American capitalism, can be 

described as anti-anti-Communism.

John Dumbrell, like D. Cameron Watt, has also proposed three Socialist 

principles that would suggest the Socialist ideology is inherently anti-American:

7 Watt - 'Introduction: The Anglo-American Relationship' in (Ed) Louis & Bull - THE SPCIAL 
RELATIONSHIP: ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS SINCE 1945 (Oxford, 1986), p.8



leftist anti-Americanism focuses on the imperialist thrust of American foreign 

policy, on the insidious influence of American intelligence agencies, and on 

the role of the US as standard bearer for global capitalism. 8

Again, as with Watt's proposal, Dumbrell clearly indicates that both Socialist anti- 

imperialism and Socialist anti-capitalism can demonstrate Socialist anti-Americanism. 

Interestingly, however, neither Watt nor Dumbrell refer to Socialist pacifism as a 

potentially anti-American principle, instead incorporating it into Socialist anti- 

imperialist anti-Americanism. Whilst it is certainly possible to see pacifism as being 

incorporated into anti-imperialism, there are two significant differences that suggest it 

can also be studied separately. First and foremost, whereas Socialist anti-imperialist 

anti-Americanism revolves around the aggressive nature of American foreign policy, 

Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism most often revolves around American defence 

policy. Secondly, Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism can also oppose the nature of 

American war without necessarily accusing America of conducting war for imperialist 

purposes. There are, then, three core Socialist principles that can be seen as offering 

the potential for Socialist anti-Americanism - anti-imperialism, pacifism and anti- 

capitalism. The difference between opposing America and being anti-American has 

already been discussed, yet it is essential to re-iterate that opposition to America — her 

policy or her behaviour - can be anti-American, but is only so if the person or people 

in question make an implicit and critical link between one of the three Socialist 

principles, and American policy or behaviour.

8 Dumbrell - THE SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP: ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS IN THE COLD 
WAR AND AFTER (Basingstoke, 2001), p.29



American policy and behaviour subsequent to the attacks on the World Trade 

Centre and the Pentagon in 2001, specifically in the area of foreign policy, has drawn 

a large amount of criticism from those within British politics. Such criticism has come 

from both ends of the political spectrum, although the majority does appear to have 

emanated from the British Labour Party. Whilst Her Majesty's Conservative 

Opposition has remained largely united in its view of America's recent invasion and 

liberation of Iraq, the same cannot be said for the Party of government; the Labour 

Party has split into two opposing factions. On one side of the split are the traditional 

Socialists, who wish to see the British government distance itself from America; on 

the other side are the 'Blairites' — the contemporary advocates of the 'special 

relationship', historically referred to as 'Atlanticists'. The traditional Socialists have 

argued, to varying degrees, that recent American foreign policy has been imperial and 

aggressive, illegal and immoral, and responsible for the present state of global 

insecurity. Prime Minister Tony Blair — a confirmed 'Atlanticist' — has seen his 

control of, and authority within the Labour Party dangerously undermined as a direct 

consequence of his support for recent American foreign policy. Although Blair and 

the pro-Americans do still maintain a majority of support within the Party, the 

difficult position in which Blair currently finds himself provides a clear illustration of 

the significance of anti-Americanism within both the British Labour Party, and British 

politics. The current situation is not, however, an historical precedent. The special 

relationship with America has been one of the most divisive issues in post-war Labour 

politics; indeed, D. Cameron Watt has suggested that anti-Americanism has been a 

feature of Labour politics since 1945.9 However, the anti-Americanism with which 

Blair must contend is different from that of his predecessors, if only because of

9 D. Cameron Watt- 'Introduction: The Anglo-American Relationship' in (Ed) Louis & Bull - THE 
SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP, p.8



heightened media interest in the concept. Nevertheless, the concept's entrance into the 

mainstream vocabulary should not belie the true heritage of anti-Americanism within 

British Labour politics. The secondary literature suggests that two, complimentary 

approaches have been employed when examining this Socialist heritage.

The first approach has interpreted anti-Americanism as part of a more general 

examination of Anglo-American relations: two prominent examples of this approach 

are Roger Louis and Hedley Bull's edited collection of essays entitled The Special 

Relationship: Anglo-American relations since 1945, and David Dimbleby and David 

Reynolds' An Ocean Apart: The Relationship between Britain and America in the 20th 

Century. Such studies have applied varyingly broad strokes to the history of Anglo- 

American relations and, whilst these two particular studies are amongst the most 

informative, the sheer scope of other studies has sometimes negated the examination 

of particular episodes when the Anglo-American relationship has been stretched to its 

fullest. 10 The overall impression of Anglo-American relations emanating from the 

historians of Anglo-American relations, is one of profound harmony; however, in 

reality, this is not accurate. Donald Cameron Watt - himself one of the foremost 

historians of Anglo-American relations - has noted the historiographical omission of 

those episodes when Britain and America were not united, and has suggested that:

It is the activities of some of the historians... which have done most to bedevil 

the proper study of Anglo-American relations in contemporary times...The 

historians of Anglo-American relations, especially in Britain, find themselves

10 Baylis - ANGLO-AMERICAN DEFENCE RELATIONS SINCE 1939 (London, 1981)



confronted with the work of a convinced and dedicated group of 'Anglo- 

American' historians for whom the differences and conflicts which existed in 

those relationships are barriers to the proper understanding, as they conceive 

it, of the unique nature of those relationships, and which are therefore to be 

ignored where possible, and minimised where not. 11

Quite simply then, some Anglo-American relations historians have viewed the special 

relationship as being sacrosanct to both countries, and have written the history of 

Anglo-American relations accordingly.

The second approach employed when examining the Socialism's anti- 

American heritage has tended to be more focused than the first, and has concentrated 

on the Labour Party's relations with America — as with Henry Felling's America and 

the British Left and, more recently, Peter Jones' America and the British Labour 

Party: The Special Relationship at Work. Such an approach has certainly shed more 

light on the Labour Party's anti-Americanism before 1960, than has the 'Anglo- 

American relations' approach; not least because Felling and Jones, among others, 

have attempted to consider Socialist hostility towards the US in the context of the 

Socialist ideology. Henry Felling has suggested that anti-Americanism was the 

product of a change in attitude amongst the radical element in British politics, the 

most significant of which was 'a growth in Socialist influences among the Radicals'; 

this, suggests Felling, had produced 'a long, complicated and continuous

" Watt - SUCCEEDING JOHN BULL: AMERICA IN BRITAIN'S PLACE, 1900-1975 (Cambridge, 
1984), pp.20-21



transformation of ideas.' 12 Felling notes a number of developments between the 1850s 

and the 1950s, whereby the nature of the Radicals, and of Radicalism, were 

progressively transformed. Felling has suggested that in the late 1870s, the Labour 

leaders 'begin to chafe at the leadership of the middle-class Radicals', and that by the 

late 1880s, 'a new economic Radicalism made its appearance, and also the beginnings 

of a Socialist movement... [which] were markedly critical of American institutions'. 13 

At around the turn of the century, 'British Socialism...formed an alliance with the 

Trade Union leadership at a time when the latter had come to have grave fears about 

the growth of industrial monopoly in the United States'. 14 Felling suggested that 

during the First World War-era, the 'extremity' of American Socialism was seen as 

having 'stimulated' British labour unrest, whilst the 'conservativism' of American 

labour leadership was seen as having ignored the policy of the British counterpart. 15 

Felling concludes his century-long timeframe by suggesting that the period 1930 to 

1950 '[completed] the reversal of the old Radical attitude to America, with Socialist 

ideas influencing British labour into strong suspicions of American capitalism.' 1

However, there have also been a number of influential studies that have 

proposed a later timeframe than does Felling; such studies have placed the conception 

of anti-Americanism either in the inter-war, or in the post-Second World War period. 

Whereas Felling had suggested that the decline of pro-Americanism and correlative 

growth of anti-Americanism was a gradual process with its conception in the 

nineteenth century, M.R. Gordon's study - Conflict and Consensus in Labour's

12 Felling - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LEFT (London, 1956), pp.4-5
13 Ibid, p.6
14 Ibid.
15 Ibid.

10



Foreign Policy, 1914-1965 - proposes a later birth-date. Gordon has suggested that, 

although the Labour Party was born into a British political climate in which 'the 

American image had already begun to sour', it took time for the Labour Party to 

realise that Socialism would not flourish in America. 17 As such, it was not until the 

post-World War One era that the British Labour Party began to view the US as 

'hopelessly and irretrievably anti-progressive'; quite simply, 'by the inter-war period 

the United States occupied a sinister place in left-wing demonology.' 18 Referring to a 

'general uneasiness' towards America during this period, Gordon suggested:

Whether or not it could be described as anti-American...is another question: 

for the fact is that before World War Two the United States figured as a topic 

of only marginal interest in most Labour circles. Only after 1945, when the 

United States functioned as one of the two poles of international activity, did 

Labour interest in it shoot upward. 19

Jonathan Schneer — author of Labour's Conscience: The Labour Left, 1945-1951 — 

appears to share Gordon's view that Socialist anti-Americanism increased after 1945. 

However, Schneer has gone further than Gordon, suggesting that regardless of the 

form that British anti-Americanism may or may not have taken in the pre-World War 

One and inter-war periods, the post-World War Two ideological conflict between 

America and Russia produced a new form of Socialist anti-Americanism. Schneer 

believes that American policy in Europe immediately following the Second World

16 Felling - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LEFT, p.6
17 Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, 1914-1965 
(Stanford, 1969), p.35
18 Ibid, p.36
19 Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.35



War antagonised the left-wing, and left it in no doubt that America wished to fill the 

power vacuum in the post-World War Two climate. 20 According to Schneer:

The root conflict over international affairs between the Labour Left and the 

government was this: The Labour Left fervently believed that a Labour 

government's foreign policy would be based upon Socialist principles...A 

Labour government would work for Socialist reconstruction of a world 

devasted by war...The hesitations, doubts and heart-searchings which the 

clash between Russia and America prompted on the Labour Left, constitute a 

crucial aspect of the history of the post-war era and continue...to affect 

Labour Left perceptions and activities. 21

This left-wing pursuit of Socialist governance, together with the recognition of a clash 

between Communist Russia and Capitalist America, encouraged the immediate post- 

World War Two generation of left-wingers to choose between supporting either 

Russia or America. Schneer concluded that 'one section of the Labour Left, because it 

saw in the Marshall Plan a chance to realise Socialist objectives...embraced Russia's 

most powerful enemy, the United States'; however, Schneer also noted that the more 

ardent left-wingers believed that, 'the men who rule America are determined to go to 

any length to stop the development of Socialism, and to open up the world as a vast 

colonial area for American capitalism.' 22 The immediate post-World War Two split 

between the traditional Socialists and the rest of the Party to which Schneer alluded, 

would become one of the defining characteristics of Socialist anti-Americanism

20 Schneer- LABOUR'S CONSCIENCE: THE LABOUR LEFT, 1945-1951 (Boston, 1988), p.3. See 
Schneer's views on America's European Recovery Plan
21 Ibid, p.28
22 Schneer- LABOUR'S CONSCIENCE: THE LABOUR LEFT, pp.44-49

12



throughout the latter-half of the twentieth century. Although the studies by Felling, 

Gordon and Schneer have not actually provided a precise conception date for Socialist 

anti-Americanism23 , such studies have certainly made influential contributions to 

understanding the most significant developments in Socialist anti-Americanism since 

the 1850s. A general timeframe for the development of Socialist anti-Americanism 

has, therefore, been achieved - beginning with the 'gradual dissipation' of 'radical 

goodwill' during the late 1800s and early 1900s; through the Socialist intellectuals' 

'increasingly reconstructed' inter-war views of a 'crass [and] materialistic' America; 

and ending in the post-World War Two, ideologically driven, Labour Party split with 

the 'tolerant' on one side and the 'hostile' on the other, most damagingly represented 

by the 'fatal fracturing of 1951.' 24

This study will, then, represent a chronological succession to the periods 

previously examined by Felling, Gordon, Schneer and some of the historians of 

'Anglo-American relations'. However, whereas such previous studies have examined 

the Labour Party's relationship with the US, both good and bad, this study will focus 

only on those Socialist views that represent anti-Americanism. Three 'eras' in Labour 

politics between 1960 and present day have been chosen as case studies, within which 

Socialist anti-imperialist, pacifist and anti-capitalist anti-Americanism will be 

examined. The case studies will be examined chronologically, beginning with Harold 

Wilson's Labour Party during the 1960s. The second case study will examine the

23 Meehan - THE BRITISH LEFT-WING AND FOREIGN POLICY (New Brunswick, 1960) pp.21- 
33. Meehan's study should also be included in this listing of the most influential texts regarding the 
development of the British left-wing's attitude towards the special relationship, and is especially 
informative on the post-war development of Labour's foreign policy.

13



'leftist' Labour Party of the early-middle 1980s, but will also look at political 

developments in the late-1970s. The final case study will examine the Labour Party 

during the 1990s, but will also consider the influence of political developments in the 

late-1980s. Such an approach will not only allow each following era to be assessed in 

the same way as the last era, but should also provide the opportunity to judge whether 

or not the Labour Party, over the course of the last 30-40 years, has exhibited any 

inherently anti-American tendencies.

24 Felling - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LEFT, p.4; Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS 
IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.35; Schneer - LABOUR'S CONSCIENCE: THE LABOUR 
LEFT, p.3

14



:HAPTER

Anti-Americanism in the 1960s



Chapter 1 

Anti-Americanism in the 1960s

The significant ruptures in Labour Party unity experienced throughout the 

1950s and early 1960s ensured that when the Labour Party returned to power in 1964, 

it was divided over a variety of issues - including the 'special relationship.' The 

ideological boundaries between the 'Right' and the 'Left' of the Party were brought 

into increasingly sharper focus throughout Labour's thirteen years in opposition, 

between 1951 and 1964. The resignations of Aneurin Bevan and Harold Wilson from 

Clement Atlee's Cabinet in 1951 had been the root cause of the Party's post-war split. 

A breakaway group of politicians - the 'Bevanites' - adopted left-wing views that 

were heavily influenced by Sevan's own, and notably his 'emphatic anti- 

Americanism.' 1 Towards the end of the 1960s, the 'Bevanite' moniker was dropped, 

but the left-wing policies remained. When the Labour Party returned to power in 1964 

- a development made possible 'partly because of [Wilson's] past links with the 

Bevanite left' 2 - the left-wing believed that Britain could now pursue a foreign policy 

independent of Washington's influence. 3 Although history has shown that such left- 

wing hopes were misplaced, the extent of left-wing influence on Labour Party policy 

towards America during the 1960s is still open to debate.

1 Dell - A STRANGE EVENTFUL HISTORY: DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM IN BRITAIN (London, 
2000), pp.236-237
2 Hodgson - LABOUR AT THE CROSSROADS: THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC 
CHALLENGE TO THE LABOUR PARTY IN THE 1980s (Oxford, 1981), p.71
3 Coates - THE LABOUR PARTY AND THE STRUGGLE FOR SOCIALISM (Cambridge, 1975), 
p.198

15



Socialist anti-imperialist anti-Americanism

The 'special relationship' between Great Britain and America, although forged 

during the Second World War, extended beyond the confines of a wartime alliance 

and has since become one of the most enduring relationships in post-war international 

affairs. Traditionally, Great Britain has been seen as America's omnipresent ally, 

supporting the US both diplomatically, and sometimes militarily, in almost every 

Cold War-era episode in American foreign policy. However, the conflict in Vietnam 

proved to be one of the few episodes in post-war American foreign policy that did not 

receive complete support from the British government. It was, then, one of only a few 

incidents that genuinely tested the true depth of the 'special relationship.' Harold 

Wilson's refusal to offer full support to the American effort in Vietnam placed great 

strains on the special relationship during the 1960s and, although a number of the 

reasons for Wilson's decision have been sufficiently explored in the secondary 

literature4 , one remains under-examined - the left-wing's influence on Wilson's 

decision. As well as testing Anglo-American relations to the fullest, the conflict in 

Vietnam also tested the extent of unity within the Labour Party following the 

tumultuous years in opposition. Although the split of the 1950s had been temporarily 

papered-over following Wilson's election victory, the conflict in Vietnam proved to 

be the most divisive issue the Wilson government faced; the Party split over it, and

4 Ovendale - ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY (London, 
1998), pp. 134-135; Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY (New York, 1997), 
pp. 153-156. Both studies provide economic and diplomatic reasons for Wilson's decision.

16



the nature and extent of left-wing anti-imperialist anti-Americanism towards US 

foreign policy was exposed. 5

On the one side of the split, the ' Atlantic!sts' supported American attempts to 

contain the aggressive tendencies of North Vietnam. High profile Labour politicians 

such as Michael Stewart, George Brown and even Wilson himself, argued that 

appeasing aggression in Vietnam would only embolden prospective aggressors in 

other regions of the world. 6 The pro-Americans called for an end to 'the attitude of 

mind which regards disagreeing with the United States as a desirable thing in itself.' 7 

On the other side of the split, the Labour Left believed that a Socialist government 

should be opposed to American behaviour for various ideological reasons. However, 

there were some within the left-wing who seemed to believe that disagreeing with 

America actually was 'a desirable thing in itself; Edmund Dell - historian and former 

Labour MP - has suggested that 'the left wing of the PLP [Parliamentary Labour 

Party] wanted nothing so much from its government as public criticism of American 

policy.' 8 Dell goes on to note that, 'on Vietnam, Wilson could be of no help to the 

Left...[which] would have been horrified if it had realised how much sympathy 

Wilson had with the Americans...He boasted to [President] Johnson of the pressure 

that he was resisting from his left-wing.' 9 The left-wing's highly critical view of 

American foreign policy in the 1960s was irrevocably linked to an inherent opposition

5 'Mr Wilson faces split over Vietnam' - THE TIMES, 01/07/66, p. 1. The Times has described the split 
as being between the 'centre and right', who had 'anxiety about intensified bombing operations in 
North Vietnam', and the 'left-wing', who 'lay all the blame on the Americans.'
6 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.694; notably Michael Stewart. See also Jones - 
AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, pp. 149-153.
7 'Friends and Allies: Disagreements Warning' - THE TIMES, 30/09/65, p.8; LPACR, 1965, p. 180; 
suggested by Michael Stewart
8 Dell - A STRANGE EVENTFUL HISTORY: DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM IN BRITAIN, p.354
9 lbid.pp.354-355
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to the blueprint for many American Presidents' foreign policies - the 'Monroe 

Doctrine.'

Although the 'Truman Doctrine' significantly affected the foreign policies of 

the majority of post-1945 American presidents, Gaddis Smith has noted that 'the 

Monroe Doctrine remained intact for the Western Hemisphere because that 

hemisphere was - in Truman's geography - the heart of democracy.' 10 The Doctrine, 

introduced by American President James Monroe in 1823, involved an approach to 

foreign affairs whereby America was seen as the protector and enforcer of freedom 

and democracy throughout the world. American involvement in both World Wars can 

be traced back to the relevant American President's adherence to the Monroe 

Doctrine, or — at least — to the contemporary interpretation of it. However, the shuffle 

in the post-World War Two international order, together with the onset of the Cold 

War, led to a revision of the Monroe Doctrine in which American foreign policy 

would be determined by the threat of Soviet expansionism. Thus, 'the twentieth 

century version [of the doctrine] was first extended across the Atlantic after the 

Second World War to prevent...the unholy alliance of communism from upsetting the 

balance of power and ideology in the Northern Hemisphere.' 11 The delicacy of 

American influence in South East Asia - the result of its geographic proximity from 

the region - had heightened American fears of Soviet expansionism in the region. First 

the Kennedy Administration, then the Johnson Administration, argued that the 

purpose of American involvement in Vietnam was to contain the possible spread of 

Communist influence. However, some on the left-wing refused to acknowledge such

10 Smith - THE LAST YEARS OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE, 1945-1993 (New York, 1994), p.57 
1 ' 'No Limits for New Monroe Doctrine' - THE TIMES, 22/11/65, p. 11
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an interpretation, and remained 'sceptical that the Soviet Union was as great a threat 

to world peace and stability as was generally believed.' 12 Furthermore, such left- 

wingers also believed that America, and not the Soviet Union, was guilty of 

expansionism: it was this link between the undesirability and the danger of 

imperialism, and American foreign policy, that constituted anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism.

The anti-imperialist faction of the Labour Party questioned the reasons for, 

and the conduct of, American foreign policy in Vietnam. Many left-wingers remained 

sceptical of America's self-installed position as the sole guarantor of global 

democracy and peace, and suggested that this was merely an excuse for what was, in 

essence, a 'colonial war.' 13 The left-wingers who promoted this view — not only 

politicians, but also Party activists such as T.W.Torney — argued that the sheer 

quantity of American military hardware in Vietnam tended to suggest an agenda other 

than simply fighting for democracy. 14 Such large-scale military build-up strengthened 

the argument of those who accused America of being the aggressor. Increasing 

numbers of left-wingers began to focus on the 'type' of warfare being conducted by 

the American forces, describing American policy as overtly aggressive - a 'cruel and 

reckless' example of 'predatory imperialism.' 15 The most significant manifestation of 

such left-wing anti-imperialist anti-American views involved comparisons of 

American policy in Vietnam with Nazi policy in World War Two. Some left-wingers

12 Seyd - THE RISE AND FALL OF THE LABOUR LEFT (London, 1987), p.l 5
13 Crossman - THE DIARIES OF A CABINET MINISTER: VOL.1, 1964-1966 (London, 1975), 
p. 178
14 LPACR 1966, p.264; noted by T.W. Torney, representative for the Union of Shop Distributive and 
Allied Workers.
15 Russell - WAR CRIMES IN VIETNAM (London, 1967), p.99
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believed that, not only was the extent of American aggression in Vietnam equal to 

that of Nazi aggression16 , but also that America - like Nazi Germany - was to blame 

for the conflict that was currently threatening global stability. 17 Indeed, such was the 

sincerity with which the most ardent of left-wingers compared American policy to 

Nazi policy, that some believed Britain should not even be in communication with 

America, let alone actually support her. 18

The anti-imperialist anti-American faction also saw US involvement in 

Vietnam as part of a worrying trend in post-war American foreign policy. The war in 

Vietnam was seen as the latest episode, following conflicts in Guatemala and Korea in 

the 1950s and Cuba in the early 1960s, to have had its roots in the Monroe Doctrine. 

Although American behaviour in Vietnam was deemed to have been the worst 

example of imperialism in the nation's 25-year struggle for 'national liberation' , the 

left-wing also suggested that such behaviour was actually to be expected of 'the most 

violent and most predatory nation in the world.' 20 Bertrand Russell, a staunch left- 

wing activist who famously tore up his Labour Party membership card and resigned 

from the party in 1965 as a direct result of the Labour leadership's support of US 

policy in Vietnam, has suggested that 'in the course of history there have been many 

cruel and rapacious empires and systems of imperialist exploitation, but none before 

have had the power at the disposal of the United States' imperialists.' 21 Russell 

believed that Vietnam, together with the many of the other targets of aggressive

16 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), pp.721-722. Philip Noel-Baker, Labour MP for Derby
South.
17 LPACR, 1966, p.264.; T.W. Torney
18 LPACR, 1967, p.226. Mr D. Butler, constituency representative for Hertford
19 LPACR 1965, p 186; suggested by Ken Coates, Labour MP for Nottingham Borough.
20 Ibid.
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American foreign policy, illustrated 'a world system of oppression, and represents the 

true threat to peace.' 22 However, such contemporary left-wing analysis of US foreign 

policy would tend to contradict the findings of Patrick Seyd, amongst others, who has 

been suggested that 'by the mid-1960s the Labour Left was extremely weak', and was 

lacking 'any clear ideological commitment in either domestic or foreign policy.' 23

The views of left-wingers such as Ken Coates, does seem to suggest that the 

more anti-American elements within the Labour Party held views that were not only 

clearly defined - Coates was against perceived-American imperialism in Vietnam - 

but were also rooted in traditional Socialism. The left-wing opposed imperialism, both 

the theory and the American empirical version of it, 'because it denied the equality of 

peoples and nations and because it was supposed to be the form that capitalism 

invariably took in its international aspect.' 24 There is also evidence to suggest that, far 

from being weak, the left-wing did actually have quite an influence on official Labour 

foreign policy - at least, with regards to Vietnam. Richard Crossman suggested that 

the Vietnam conflict was one of only a few issues that 'revealed.. .the way this Labour 

Cabinet splits on a really important socialist issue' 25 ; however, the left-wing influence 

was more significant than simply contributing to the split. The very fact that Wilson 

was forced to pursue a policy of limited diplomatic support tends to suggest that the 

left-wing successfully exploited the tenuity of Wilson's political position.26 Peter

21 Russell - WAR CRIMES IN VIETNAM, p.99
22 Ibid.
23 Seyd - THE RISE AND FALL OF THE LABOUR LEFT, p. 16
24 Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p. 18
25 Crossman - THE DIARIES OF A CABINET MINISTER: VOLUME 1, pp. 153-157
26 'Labour MPs abstain in Vietnam Vote' - THE TIMES, 08/07/66, p. 1. The Times suggested that 'Mr 
Wilson was more concerned to find common ground among the warring factions on Vietnam in the 
House than to create new splits...the feathers flew, the blood was let, but from this mutually 
destructive conflict of the hawks and the doves no phoenix of peace emerged.'
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Jones has gone as far as to suggest that the left-wing was actually responsible for 

inducing circumstances that resulted in the limited support that Wilson offered 

America. According to Jones, 'the [Labour] left had succeeded in finding an issue that 

would create a large wedge of opposition to the party leadership and which crossed a 

wide span of Labour Party opinion. In addition, the opposition to the war in Vietnam 

could be used as a lever to encourage the growth of anti-American feeling among 

Labour Party activists and supporters inside and outside Parliament.' 27 Contemporary 

newspaper reports also suggest that the left-wing had significant influence. During the 

tumultuous middle months of 1966, The Times wrote a number of articles that provide 

a clear assessment of the state of the Labour Party. One such article suggested that 

'the left wing of the Labour Party, which draws support just now from a much wider 

circle than the old ideological left, is publicly disenchanted with Mr Wilson's 

administration...It is temperamentally adverse to the congruence of British and 

American policy abroad.' 28

At least some of the anti-imperialist anti-American hostility of the 1960s 

focused on the effect that American foreign policy was having on British foreign 

policy. The left-wing believed that the gradual, but definite subversion and 

subsumption of the teachings of Monroe into British foreign policy, would eventually 

render any idea of British independence in international affairs obsolete. The left- 

wing, therefore, criticised US policy in South East Asia, because it 'had its doubts 

about American foreign policy, and felt the need for a greater degree of independence

See also HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.726. Mr.D.Sandys, Labour MP for Streatham.
27 Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LEFT, p. 150
28 'Mr Cousins' Departure' in THE TIMES, 04/007/66, p.l 1; 'Mr Wilson faces split over Vietnam: 
Left-wing Labour motion to denounce US policy' in THE TIMES, 01/07/66, p.l
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from the USA.' 29 It was argued that the Wilson government had felt a 'sense of 

obligation' to support America, which had been brought about by America's 

exploitation of Britain's weakened post-war international standing:

We [Britain] have no honourable responsibilities and commitments in the Far 

East. What is left of the commitments is nothing more than an obligation - to 

which the American government have tied us in return for their protection - to 

support the American policy of trying to contain Communism by military 

force...What are we doing risking the lives of some of our men, risking our 

scarce resources...to help the Americans carry out the policy which has 

already been discredited in practice and in theory?30

It was argued that Britain had become completely dominated by America, and that 

'our basic military, political and economic policies [had] been subordinated and 

sacrificed' in the name of the 'special relationship'. 31 The views of Ashfield Labour 

MP William Warbey represent the most extreme expression of anti-American 

sentiments towards American influence on British foreign policy:

Four-fifths of the human race is going through a process of political, social 

and economic revolution - revolutions which are so inimical to the interests of 

American private enterprise that the American government is engaged in

T?endeavouring to carry out a Metternichian counter-world revolution.

M Seyd - THE RISE AND FALL OF THE LABOUR LEFT, pp. 14-15
30 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.726 (07/03/66), p. 1803; suggested by William Warbey 
See also LPACR 1966, p.251; Christopher Mayhew, Labour MP for Woolwich East.
31 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.726 (07/03/66), pp.1804-1805; suggested by William Warbey.
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It seems clear then, that the Labour Party was very much divided with regards 

to the extent of support that should be offered to American foreign policy. The left- 

wing anti-imperialists made no attempts to hide their contempt for the aggressive 

expansionism of American foreign policy, or to hide their belief that the US 

represented the greatest obstacle to post-war global peace. Although it is certainly 

appropriate that Wilson has been credited with keeping the peace within the Party, 

exercising 'a policy of party management... [that] worked on the principle of keeping 

all factions in a state of balanced dissatisfaction.' 33 , the left-wing has arguably not 

received its due recognition for skilfully exploiting the tenuous Party unity, and in so 

doing providing a strong foundation upon which future anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism could, and would, build. Whilst there is no doubt that 'the gradual 

substitution of the United States for Britain in the villain's role of chief imperial 

power' 34 galvanised left-wing anti-Americanism in the build-up to, and throughout 

the 1960s, such sentiments were also rooted in the Socialist ideology's desire to 

'break away from the allies who try to drag us back into the old world of imperialist 

power politics.' 35

II

Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism

32 Ibid.; See also LPACR, 1966, p.261; R. Hughes
33 Watt - SUCCEEDING JOHN BULL, p.l 11
34 Watt - 'Introduction: The Anglo-American Relationship' in (Ed) Louis & Bull - THE SPECIAL 

RELATIONSHIP, p.8
35 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.726 (07/03/66), p. 1806; suggested by William Warbey.
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Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism during the 1960s revolved around the 

immorality, and the illegality of American foreign and defence policy. Those who 

opposed the immorality of American behaviour focused not only on America's 

'crimes of war', but also on American defence policy - specifically with regards to the 

nuclear deterrent.36 Such left-wing opposition to the American nuclear deterrent was 

increasingly strengthened throughout the 1960s by the Campaign for Nuclear 

Disarmament's introduction into mainstream politics. The CND found a natural home 

within the Pacifist faction of the Labour Party, attracting a large amount of support 

from the left-wing. Partick Seyd has suggested that:

As the Cold War developed, there emerged a distinct foreign policy differing 

in its assessment of the international situation and in its objective from that of 

the Party leadership. By the early 1960s, this found particular expression in a 

commitment to unilateral nuclear disarmament. 37

Indeed, this 'distinct foreign policy' played a fundamental role in paving the way for 

the eventual adoption of 'unilateralism' as official Party policy in the late 1970s and 

early 1980s. Those who questioned the legality of American foreign policy, especially 

with regards to Vietnam, argued that the peaceful diplomatic routes had not been 

exhausted, and that - by acting unilaterally - America had not only ignored the 

authority of the United Nations but had also acted in contravention of the rule of 

international law - a key principle in traditional Socialist foreign policy. The 

questions regarding the morality and legality of American behaviour during the 1960s 

drew significant criticism from left-wingers, and the pacifist anti-Americanism that

36 Ibid.
37 Seyd - THE RISE AND FALL OF THE LABOUR LEFT, p. 15
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resulted was characterised by a distinct connection between American foreign or 

defence policy, and the illegality or inhumanity implicit in such policies.

Pacifist anti-Americanism relating to the immorality of American foreign 

policy manifested itself in a number of opinions. The most vocal and influential of 

these opinions were, naturally, voiced by those left-wingers who opposed the brutality 

of the conflict in Vietnam, and particularly of American behaviour: one-time Labour 

Solicitor-General Dingle Foot once urged America, 'Do not remove a fly from your 

friend's forehead with a hatchet.' 38 The desire for Britain to pursue a moral foreign 

policy - for 'moral suasion against military force' 39 - had long been a key principle of 

the left-wing, and this remained the case throughout the 1960s.40 American foreign 

policy was routinely denounced as inhumane, and left-wingers increasingly argued 

that 'we [Britain] should take action for moral reasons, because the bombing, the 

mutilation, the suffering in Vietnam must be stopped.. .it is our duty to take our part in 

telling America that they are wrong.' 41 Such opinions naturally incorporated an 

element of blame and — as with left-wing anti-imperialist anti-Americanism - there are 

signs that some pacifists believed that American policy was inherently aggressive, 

that America naturally orientated towards solving problems through violence. 42 

Furthermore, not only was American foreign policy inherently aggressive, but the 

latest developments in America's armaments were 'without parallel in recent history'; 

American behaviour represented nothing less than 'the greatest crime against

' 8 'Methodists condemn the US air raids' - THE TIMES, 04/07/66, p.9
•™ Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p. 12; See also
LPACR 1965, pp. 184- 186, for Ken Coates' outlining of Socialist reasons for opposing American
policy.
40 LPACR, 1966, p.264; T.W.Torney
41 Ibid.
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humanity since the bomb was dropped on Hiroshima.' 43 If anything, the most recent 

developments in modern weaponry - including the advances in chemical, biological 

and nuclear weapons that had been pioneered chiefly by the US - merely heightened 

the concerns over the brutality of modern warfare, and over America's willingness to 

use such weapons.44

The 'morality-related' pacifist anti-Americanism of the 1960s seems, then, to 

have revolved around a conflict between the 'theoretical' humanity of the Socialist 

foreign policy and the 'actual' inhumanity of the American foreign policy. The most 

ardent of left-wingers 'bemoaned the non-existence of a "Socialist" foreign policy.' 45 

According to The Times, the left-wing opposition to Wilson's government was 

principally 'founded on two ingredients in the Labour mixture, trade unionism and 

humanitarian idealism.' 46 Occasionally, however, this 'humanitarian idealism' 

illustrated a tendency towards left-wing double standards. On one hand, America was 

condemned for her behaviour in Vietnam47 , yet on the other hand the North 

Vietnamese appear not to have been as extensively criticised for acting equally 

inhumanly:

Night by night, the Communist guerrillas creep into the villages and slit the 

throats of the leaders and officials who stand for Air Vice Marshall Ky.

42 Ibid, pp.261-262; R Hughes
43 LPACR 1965, pp. 184-186; suggested by John Mendelson, Labour MP for Penistone. 
LPACR 1966, p.261; suggested by T.W. Torney
44 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.738-742; Kormi Zilliacus
45 'Mr Cousins' Departure' - THE TIMES, 04/04/66, p.l 1
46 'Entirely free from Socialism' - THE TIMES, 27/09/65, p.l 1
47 LPACR, 1966, pp.258-259; Philip Noel-Baker, Labour MP for Derby South.
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Sometimes they shoot women and children. Guerrillas lead a life of desperate 

danger, and sometimes they seek safety in desperate acts of terror.48

Such double standards were the result of the apportioning of blame: America was the 

aggressor, therefore the North Vietnamese behaviour was in self-defence. Such 

double standards also tended to be the sole preserve of only the most ardent of left- 

wingers: Noel-Baker had a significant history of promoting peace and the rule of 

international law, most notably by campaigning for unilateral disarmament and for the 

United Nations to take a greater lead in conflict resolution. The left-wing were led to 

conclude that, in light of America's inability to conduct peaceful conflict resolution, 

'there is only one alternative to the policy of the arms race and international tension, 

and that is the pacifist policy.' 49

If the war in Vietnam illustrated that anti-Americanism was at work in 

Labour's foreign policy, then the question of nuclear disarmament illustrated that 

Labour's defence policy was also peppered with similar sentiments. Although the 

1980s remain the decade in which the twin issues of nuclear disarmament and NATO 

withdrawal entered official Labour policy, the two issues actually had their 

conception in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The Campaign for Nuclear 

Disarmament spilt into Socialist politics during the 1960s, and found a niche in left- 

wing Labour politics. As a result, nuclear disarmament and the sister-proposal of 

withdrawing from the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), became favourite 

policies of the left-wing. The policies appear to have struck a chord with Socialism's

48 Ibid.
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claims to be a moral and peaceful political ideology50 , but they also encouraged 

pacifist anti-Americanism. 51 Darren Lilleker has suggested that 'many left-wingers 

projected an idealistic image of how the world should be: they subscribed to a notion 

of peaceful co-existence, which was propounded, to a much greater extent, by the 

Soviet leadership than their Western counterparts' 52 ; and herein lay the basis for such 

pacifist anti-Americanism. However, this form of anti-Americanism was less versatile 

than both anti-imperialist anti-Americanism, and the 'morality-related' pacifist anti- 

Americanism; both of those forms of anti-Americanism could be, and often were, 

renewed or reinvigorated by the latest developments in American foreign policy. 

Instead, 'unilateralist-related' pacifist anti-Americanism opposed an established 

principle of American defence policy that had existed for over 20 years. Convincing 

the Labour Party, let alone the electorate, that American defence policy was setting a 

bad example was a far more gradual process, and would take the following decade to 

achieve.

The 1960s saw the seeds of left-wing unilateralism being sown within the 

wider Labour Party. The left-wing believed that the very existence of nuclear 

weapons made the world a far less stable and predictable place, and that such a 

development in global security was America's fault. Though the calls for unilateral 

disarmament seem to have become increasingly regular as the 1960s wore on - both in 

House of Commons debates and at Labour Party Conferences - such calls remained

49 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.726 (07/03/66), p. 1839; suggested by Emerys Hughes, Labour MP for 
South Ayrshire.
50 Parkin - MIDDLE CLASS RADICALISM: THE SOCIAL BASES OF THE BRITISH CAMPAIGN 
FOR NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT (Manchester: 1968), p.l 10
51 Grayling & Langdon - JUST ANOTHER STAR? ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS SINCE 1945 
(London, 1988), p.21
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relatively peripheral. Most importantly though, the early calls for unilateral 

disarmament did make the connection between the dangers of a nuclear defence 

policy, and America's role in pioneering such a policy. At the 1965 Annual Party 

Conference, for example, Labour Party activist Alex Kitson proposed a resolution 

calling for unilateral nuclear disarmament:

Conference calls on the Government to base its foreign policy on Socialist 

principles and election pledges, and calls for the establishment of a nuclear- 

free zone in Central Europe... This Conference condemns American 

intervention in South-East Asia and Latin America and is apprehensive of the 

present situation spreading and endangering world peace and considers world 

peace incompatible with the continuation of cold-war nuclear strategy. 53

The very same issue was also debated at the 1966 Annual Party Conference, though 

the resolution was amended to also recommend withdrawing from NATO. 54 

Interestingly, however, there was no such resolution proposed at the 1967 Conference. 

There were the obligatory resolutions calling for a reduction in military expenditure, 

but no resolution promoting nuclear disarmament or the withdrawal from NATO. This 

could have been for any number of reasons: perhaps Conference did not have enough 

time to debate this issue; perhaps there were no outspoken members present to 

propose such a resolution; or perhaps nuclear disarmament simply was not an 

important issue at that particular moment in British politics. The two former reasons 

appear unlikely - the Conference always provided time to debate defence-related

52 Lilleker- 'Labour's Defence Policy: From Unilateralism to Strategic Review' in (Ed) Little & Jones 
- NEW LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY (Manchester: 2000), p.218
53 LPACR 1965, p. 182; Alex Kitson, representative for the Scottish Commercial Motormen's Union
54 LPACR 1966, p.252; W. Adams, constituency representative for Brighton Kemptown
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issues, and with the presence of Labour MPs such as Frank Cousins, Tom Driberg and 

lan Mikardo, there was certainly no shortage of left-wingers. The passage of time 

between the onset of the war in Vietnam, and the 1967 Conference could have been 

sufficient enough to cause much of the initial opposition to American policy to lose its 

momentum. Any of these are likely, yet the omission of a unilateralist resolution most 

likely illustrates that the movement towards unilateralism remained rather pedestrian, 

a form of 'gradualism' in Labour's defence policy; unilateralist-related pacifist anti- 

Americanism remained equally pedestrian in gaining support.

The sister-defence proposal of withdrawing from NATO was popular among 

the Labour Left primarily because it was seen as a way of reducing America's control 

over Britain. Left-wingers such as Konni Zilliacus believed that NATO was nothing 

more than America's prized tool of Communist containment, a political side-show 

that offered legality to American foreign policy where none should exist. Zilliacus, 

one of the most ardent advocates of the twin defence proposals, wrote of NATO:

In NATO, the United States, as the ally with the monopoly of decisive 

weapons, control of the purse strings, bases in the territories of its minor allies 

[the removal of which from British soil would become a key policy of the 

Labour Party in the 1980s] and supreme command of their forces, takes all the 

important decisions unilaterally.

55 Zilliacus - ANATOMY OF A SACRED COW - RUTHLESS REALISM ABOUT NATO AND 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS & US BASES, CND Pamphlet, p. 13
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It was claimed by the left-wing that America held 98% of the military power in 

NATO. The left-wing's fear was that the US could act unilaterally, and do so in the 

name of NATO. 56 According to Zilliacus, 'the price we pay for that subservience [to 

America, in NATO] is to abandon our own policy for making peace.' 57 Furthermore, 

Zilliacus' concerns over the US dominance of NATO were characteristic of the more 

general left-wing view of the 'special relationship' itself. Britain was seen as 

increasingly becoming the 'junior partner' in the Atlantic Alliance, and the sidelining 

of NATO merely quickened this process. The left-wing believed that, with very little 

control over the conduct of American foreign policy and with a British defence policy 

increasingly modelled on America's, 'not only did a close relationship with the 

United States strike them as indistinguishable from dependency, which no effort at 

reform, however sweeping in aim, could ever really correct; in addition the whole
C Q

ideological defence of the West rang hollow in their ears.'

The left-wing's opposition to the nuclear deterrent immediately placed it at 

odds with American defence policy, for which the nuclear deterrent was, and remains 

the cornerstone. It seems clear that, just as the left-wing exploited Wilson's weak 

position when influencing British foreign policy towards Vietnam, so it did the same 

when influencing British defence policy towards the American nuclear deterrent - 

albeit to a far more limited extent. 59 The foundations of significant future unilateralist 

anti-Americanism had been set, but the influence of unilateralist-related pacifist anti- 

Americanism during the 1960s remained limited. Much to the chagrin to the left-

56 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol. 726 (07/06/66), p. 1993; Konni Zilliacus
57 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.726 (07/03/66), p. 1993
58 Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.257
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wing, Wilson 'worked hard to ensure that, regardless of what was being said or done 

at the Labour Party's Annual Conferences, the government continued with its policy 

of strong support for NATO in general, as well as the activities that it undertook as a 

result of American leadership.' 60 Similarly, America's apparent ignorance of the rule 

of international law also placed her at odds with the Labour Left. 61 American 

involvement in Vietnam was, and still is, considered to be one of the most prominent 

examples of illegal, unilateral action in post-war American foreign policy. A 

prominent American socialist academic has suggested that, 'if we were to look at the 

world with honesty, we would clearly see that the United States and Britain are 

responsible for the most basic and routine flouting of international law' 62 , and this is a 

suggestion with which the left-wing would certainly not disagree.

in
Socialist anti-capitalist anti-Americanism

There appears to have been less anti-capitalist anti-Americanism within the 

left-wing of the Labour Party than one might have expected to find during the 1960s; 

it would certainly appear that, from the sources consulted, both anti-imperialist and 

pacifist anti-Americanism were more widespread. The left-wing anti-capitalist anti- 

Americanism that did exist tended not to be of the 'dollar love' 63 variety, written 

about by the likes of Graham Greene. Instead, anti-capitalist anti-Americanism 

predominantly focused on the influence that American big business had in

39 Freeman - BRITAIN'S NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL POLICY IN THE CONTEXT OF ANGLO- 

AMERICAN RELATIONS, 1957-1968 (New York, 1986), pp.61-65
60 Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, p. 147
61 LPACR, 1966, p.261; Lord Brockway
62 Curtis - THE GREAT DECEPTION: ANGLO-AMERICAN POWER AND WORLD ORDER 

(London: 1998), p.5
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determining American foreign policy: Bertrand Russell suggested that American 

policy in Vietnam was controlled primarily by 'industrialists who depend for their 

power partly upon great economic holdings in all parts of the world.' 64 The anti- 

capitalist anti-American views of Russell did, then, make the necessary link between 

the inequality and evils of capitalism, and America's position as the capitalist 

system's foremost advocate.

The left-wing believed that both American foreign policy, and American 

defence policy were dictated by powerful figures within various American 

corporations. Such figures were portrayed as the real powerbrokers and policymakers 

because they often had the most to gain from America's 'imperial adventures' — 

access to raw materials, lucrative oil contracts, future markets for commerce and for 

armaments. Russell explained American involvement in Vietnam as follows:

[sic] It is a war designed to protect the continued control over the region by 

American capitalists. When we consider that the fantastic sums of money 

spent on armaments are awarded in contracts to the industries on whose boards 

of directors sit the generals who demand the weapons, we can see that the 

military and large industry have formed an interlocking alliance for their own 

profit. 65

This was a popular opinion amongst the most ardent left-wingers. William Warbey 

introduced former-President Eisenhower's denunciation of the so-called 'industrial-

63 Greene - THE QUIET AMERICAN (London, 1955), p.63
64 Russell - WAR CRIMES IN VIETNAM, p.l 16
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military complex' in charge of American foreign policy, into left-wing anti- 

Americanism. Warbey claimed that this 'complex' brought together the most 

powerful figures within American politics, the American military and the American 

economy. The complex was led by 'men who could change overnight from being 

generals and admirals into directors of formidable corporations geared to the 

manufacture of armaments, and then again into key positions in the Defence and State 

Departments and the National Security Council.' 66 The result was a variety of foreign 

policy episodes from which America could, and would make significant economic 

benefits. Of course, both Russell's and Warbey's opinions did illustrate Socialism's 

interpretation of capitalism as inherently corrupt. Yet, such views went even further, 

linking the corruptness of capitalism with the position that it held in American politics 

and society; ipso facto, American politics and society were also corrupt. According to 

left-wing, America's worship of money was purportedly even powerful enough to 

send the US to war.

There has certainly always been a link between American foreign policy and 

American economic policy - at least, in the post-war world. American global 

influence has manifested itself in no stronger form than economic hegemony - even 

American military influence has not been as wide spread. Naturally, the extensive 

network of economic relationships forged throughout the early years of the Cold War, 

together with the sheer quantity of imports that America purchased annually, meant 

that the US would always stand accused of economic imperialism. Ken Coates was 

one such left-winger who believed that economic benefit was the driving force behind

65 Ibid. p. 117
66 Warbey - VIETNAM: THE TRUTH (London, 1965) p.74
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American imperialism. Coates noted that the nature of global American economic 

influence dictated that she was impelled to act against any attempts to reduce her 

influence:

It is understandable that the American government, which has vast imperial 

interests in every continent, which defends the ownership of American 

corporations of approximately 60% of the world's economic resources, and 

which depends for its influence upon the most abject and corrupt politicians 

drawn from the most capricious and backward-looking social milieux of the 

countries over which it holds sway, should react with fierce apprehension 

against movements of land reform and national independence. 67

Coates went on to suggest that those who supported American policy in Vietnam, 

'would need to be steeped in the vulgar, philistine bigotry of a Michael Stewart, or 

morally null, a dollar-neuter like the capricious, ego-centred moral eunuch upon 

whom he fawns.' 68 Although many left-wingers did not go as far as in their criticisms 

as did Coates, the left-wing largely agreed that American foreign policy was 

determined - to a certain extent - by economic factors. American policy in Vietnam 

was interpreted by some as an attempt to exploit Vietnam's profitable rice-producing 

industry: America was 'formerly a big exporter of rice, it now has to import in very 

large quantities...no wonder the Vietminh doubt whether the Americans really intend 

to get out.' 69 There were a number within the Labour left-wing who even went as far 

as to suggest that America had bought the limited British support that she had

" Coates - 'The Dirty War in Mr Wilson, Or how he stopped worrying about Vietnam and learned to 
love the Dollar' (Vietnam Solidarity Campaign, c.1966), p.2 
68 Ibid., p.3
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received over her actions in Vietnam. The US certainly had the financial weight to 

bolster the British pound and to reinvigorate Britain's flagging economy; in return, 

the US Administration wished for support from Britain - preferably military but 

certainly diplomatic. In reference to the British government's response to American 

action, one Labour activists suggested, 'I know the pound is important; I know the 

American loan is important; but so are the lives of the Vietnamese people.' 70

However, although many left-wingers believed that economic benefit was the 

thrust of American foreign policy during the 1960s, there were also a significant 

number who criticised the 'anti-Communist' tone of US policy. Such 'anti-anti- 

Communists' criticised America's obsession with perceived-Communist 

expansionism, commenting that 'this fear of Communist infiltration is an obsession 

with the American government' 71 , and specifically criticised America's tendency to 

respond to every development in foreign affairs as if the Soviet Union had 

orchestrated the development. It is certainly fair to say that one of the chief concerns 

of American foreign policy throughout the 1960s, was the threat that the Soviet Union 

and Communism posed to American hegemony. As such, it is of little surprise to find 

the left-wing characterising American policy in Vietnam as ' some kind of holy sacred 

struggle against Communism.' 72 Historians such as Peter Jones have added weight by 

aligning themselves with this interpretation of American foreign policy. Jones 

believes that, 'there was absolutely no chance that a Labour government would be

69 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.784; suggested by James Davidson, Labour MP for 
Aberdeenshire West.
70 LPACR 1965, p. 193; suggested by Mr P. Price, constituency representative for Nottingham South.
71 LPACR, 1966, p.266; suggested by Ron Evans, constituency representative for Ebbw Vale
72 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.758; suggested by David Winnock, Labour MP for 
Croydon South
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able to send British forces into Vietnam... In a sense this broke the tradition of British 

troops giving support to American operations as they had done in Korea although, 

arguably, in Korea the action was taken under the aegis of the United Nations, not just 

in pursuit of an American anti-Communist crusade.' 73 Whether or not it is accurate to 

describe American foreign policy as 'an anti-Communist crusade' is debatable, but 

such a view certainly found an audience within the left-wing during the 1960s. The 

radical left-wing elements of the Labour Party clung to the interpretation of US policy 

as an 'anti-Communist crusade', using it as a bone of contention with which to oppose 

not only the US Administration, but also those within the Labour Party who claimed 

to be Socialist, yet who also endorsed the special relationship.74 America's policy of 

'containing' Communism was seen as enhancing the possibility of a third world war 

and, although some within the left-wing recognised that the global 'balance of power' 

was at stake in Vietnam, most agreed that America was responsible for drawing the 

world closer to conflict. 75 The Socialist anti-anti-Communist criticism of US foreign 

policy during the 1960s was, of course, closely linked to anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism, and President Lyndon Johnson's interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine 

was blamed for the anti-Communism of US foreign policy: America now claimed 'the 

right of unlimited intervention to overthrow governments or impose regimes 

anywhere in the world where the United States thinks that the old order is being 

threatened by Communism.' 76 It was believed that such an approach to foreign affairs 

produced the climate necessary for another world war:

73 Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, p. 149
74 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), pp.737-738; Konni Zilliacus
75 LPACR, 1966, p.266. Ron Evans
76 HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.738-742; suggested by Konni Zilliacus
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It was precisely the policy of anti-Communist containment by backing totally 

lawless violence and shutting one's eyes to the kinds of regimes and atrocities 

which were involved in that policy which landed us in the last world war. 77

Unsurprisingly, then, the most significant Socialist anti-Americanism during 

the 1960s focused on the war in Vietnam. As far as the left-wing were concerned, 

America was responsible - sometimes solely so - for the conflict. The US 

Administration's claims to have been protecting an ally against neighbourly 

aggression were rejected by the left-wing, and the rulings of the 1952 Geneva 

Agreements were commonly evoked to counter such claims. As the 1960s wore on. 

American foreign policy appeared to be increasingly built around a post-war 

reinterpretation of the Monroe Doctrine as the 1960s; the failed invasion of Cuba in 

the early 1960s merely highlighted the importance of an American victory in South 

East Asia. There was a clear split within the Labour Party as to the precise intentions 

of American foreign policy during the 1960s. The moderates within the Party believed 

that US involvement in Vietnam was 'deeply rooted in the psychology of America's 

post-war foreign policy.' 78 According to this faction of the Party, the conflict in 

Vietnam represented an extension of America's Cold War mentality, for which there 

was no suggestion that she should be blamed:

First, there was the feeling that the United States had a moral duty to promote 

its own concept of political freedom wherever it could project its 

power...Second, most Americans believed that the enemy of freedom 

everywhere was the Soviet Union, which used the monolithic apparatus of

78
HANSARD 5 TH SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.739; suggested by Konni Zilliacus. 
Healey - THE TIME OF MY LIFE, p.228
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international communism as its weapon...Finally, Americans combined their 

Manichean view of world politics, as a struggle to the death between absolute 

good and absolute evil. 79

However, the more radical elements within the Party did not share this view. Instead, 

the Labour left-wing blamed the 'Johnson Doctrine' for destabilising South East Asia 

and, thus, the larger world:

We must, within the coming two or three decades, head for a single authority 

for the whole world. There are only two ways of achieving that. We can get it 

by having a super power conquering all others and shaping a world empire, or 

by peaceful negotiation and settlement. The first way can only lead to disaster 

and probably the destruction of the human race. Only the second way lies 

open. 80

The left-wing applied significant pressure to Wilson's government, securing a 

'limited' British diplomatic response to the Vietnam war and directly contributing to 

the breakdown in Anglo-American relations during the Wilson-Johnson years. Some 

on the Left believed that, by opposing America's 'bestial policy' in Vietnam, the left-
o -i

wing were 'merely reminding Mr. Wilson of party principles.' Whatever the reasons 

for the Left's intense anti-Americanism during the 1960s, the breakdown in Angl~ 

American relations ensured that the left-wing had proved a fundamental platform 

which to build the openly anti-American policies of the late 1970s and early 1980s.
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Chapter 2 

Anti-Americanism in the 1980s

Throughout the late 1970s and early 1980s, control of the Labour Party swung 

from the centre to the left. The left-wing's rise to leadership, cemented by Michael 

Foot's leadership election victory in 1980, resulted in a refashioning of the Labour 

Party's approach to foreign and defence issues; for the first time in post-war politics, 

Labour's foreign and defence policies could be described as 'traditional Socialism'; 1 

however, this new approach also placed Labour Party in direct and deliberate 

confrontation with the US. One might have expected that, with the Labour Party now 

in opposition and facing an increasingly popular Conservative government, the left- 

wing leadership would have replaced foreign and defence affairs with the kind of 

domestic issues that ultimately decide election winners and losers. However, this was 

not the case - foreign and defence affairs maintained an unusually prominent role in 

the run up to the 1983 and, to a lesser extent, the 1987 General Elections. The left- 

wing's rise to leadership appears to have galvanised existing anti-American 

sentiments of the 1960s and 1970s, creating a Labour Party that now promoted 

staunch and vocal opposition to the US. A vote for the Labour Party in the early 

1980s would represent, amongst other things, a vote for greater independence from 

Washington in foreign and defence affairs. According to Peter Jones, 'many Labour 

Party activists believed that a close relationship with the United States would almost 

certainly result in the frustration of their policy agenda', and the result of this was a 

'resurgence of anti-American feeling.' 2 The left-wing anti-Americanism was also 

increased by President Ronald Reagan's approach to foreign affairs. The self-styled

Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, pp. 183-187 & p.210
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'heir to James Monroe' 3 conducted a foreign policy that was more geographically- 

expansive than the foreign policies of any other president in post-war history; the 

sheer scope of the Reagan Doctrine was sufficient to convince some left-wingers that 

the prospects of peaceful relations between East and West would be under threat with 

Reagan in the White House. To what extent, then, was anti-Americanism in the 1980s 

characterised by anti-imperialism, pacifism and anti-capitalism?

Socialist anti-imperialist anti-Americanism

Few, if any, American foreign policies in the post-Second World War period 

drew as much left-wing hostility as did the Reagan Doctrine. Although the Reagan 

Administration claimed to be defending democracy and promoting peace in regions 

such as Grenada, Nicaragua and Libya, the left-wing were sceptical of such 

pretensions. The Socialist anti-imperialist anti-Americanism of the 1980s 

predominantly viewed the Reagan Administration's involvement in the various 

regions of the world, as though the US were attempting exploit those Third World 

countries incapable of protecting themselves.4 The Labour Left were quick to draw 

parallels between American involvement in countries such as Nicaragua and Grenada 

in the 1980s, and her involvement in Vietnam in the two previous decades. However, 

unlike the previous decades' anti-imperialist anti-Americanism, the 1980s equivalent 

incorporated interpretations of US foreign policy as being intrinsically anti-

2 Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, pp. 188-189
3 Smith - THE LAST YEARS OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE, 1945-1993 (New York, 1994), p. 162
4 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), p.906; Tony Banks, Labour MP forNewham North-East
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Communism and, to varying degrees, in breach of the rule of international law. 5 Such 

a difference in the expression of anti-imperialist anti-Americanism occurred primarily 

as a result of the sheer scope of the Reagan Doctrine - the Doctrine was so flagrantly 

anti-Communist, that is impossible to separate left-wing 'anti-anti-Communism' from 

left-wing anti-imperialist anti-Americanism.

The Labour left-wing appears to have been wary of the potentially-aggressive 

nature of Ronald Reagan's foreign policy from the very outset of his presidency. 

Whilst serving as Governor of California, Reagan had gained a reputation as a 

'hawk' 6 , and Reagan's reputation very much preceded him in British Socialist circles. 

The left-wing's initial interpretation of Reagan's policies, and of his approach to 

foreign affairs, suggested Labour Party relations with the Reagan Administration 

would be strained: one Labour MP suggested of Reagan's victory that, 'as a 

schoolboy, on the way to school I used to pass a church outside which there was a 

sign saying "Do not worry, it may never happen". I am afraid that hope is running out 

score. It will happen and we should hope that Mr Reagan turns out to be different 

from my and many of my colleagues' initial expectations.' 7 Although such left-wing 

hostility represented an opposition to Reagan himself, rather than to the US, the 

hostility also highlighted the area of the left-wing - indeed even highlighting certain 

left-wingers - who would go on to denounce US policy as imperialist. Once Reagan 

had assumed the presidency, the Labour left-wing began to vocalise their concerns. 

Some left-wingers became concerned with the Reagan Administration's inability to 

'crystallise its policies'; the US presidency was interpreted as being locked into 'a

Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, p. 189 
'Not a great deal for your comfort' - THE GUARDIAN, 29/09/84, p. 12
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worrying and unresolved conflict between the Conservative ideologies in Washington 

and the Conservative pragmatists.' 8 It was argued that, should the ideologues emerge 

victorious in the 'unresolved conflict' then both the ideologues', and the Reagan 

Administration's policies would 'render the current instability in the Third World far 

more dangerous than it is today.' 9 It was from this early left-wing interpretation of the 

Reagan Administration that the anti-imperialist anti-Americans began to emerge.

It appears as though the struggle for the heart and mind of the Reagan 

Administration was, in fact, won by the ideologues: the Reagan Doctrine was largely 

based on future-UN-Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick's critique of President Jimmy 

Carter's foreign policy. 10 Consequentially, in order to understand anti-imperialist anti- 

American hostility towards the Reagan Doctrine, it is essential to first understand the 

Kirkpatrick thesis. Gaddis Smith has summarised Jeane Kirkpatrick's thesis as 

outlining 'a profound difference between autocratic regimes in traditional societies 

and modern totalitarian dictatorships'; Kirkpatrick believed that both are repressive, 

but the former of the two 'employ repression for specific purposes and not out of 

philosophical conviction.' 11 However, 'totalitarian regimes, including obviously 

Communist ones, employ repression and terror because it is their very essence. They 

are not limited by the life of an individual or a dynasty but are dedicated to 

ideological expansion and have no compunctions about the means.' 12 Kirkpatrick also 

suggested that 'worst of all, [totalitarian regimes, including Communist ones] are

7 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.994 (24/11/80), p.226; Bruce George, Labour MP for Walsall South.
8 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.4 (07/05/81), p.286
9 Ibid., pp.287-288
10 Smith - THE LAST YEARS OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE, p. 162 
" Ibid., pp.162-163 12 Ibid.
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permanent - unless overthrown with outside assistance.' 13 Smith concluded that 

Kirkpatrick believed authoritarian regimes - right-wing and anti-Communist by 

definition - would be friendly to the US and should therefore be supported. Yet, 

totalitarian regimes - which are often Communist and always anti-American - should 

not exist, and should be combated.

The left-wing's anti-imperialist anti-Americanism was a direct product of the 

inherent anti-Communism of the Kirkpatrick thesis. Denis Healey - seen by the 

Labour Left as having converted 'from a dollar imperialist into a champion of 

socialism and liberty' 14 during the late 1970s and early 1980s - described 

Kirkpatrick's approach to foreign affairs as 'chilling', interpreting it thus:

It is based on the proposition that the world is exclusively the scene of a cold 

war between Russia and the United States, in which Russia is winning because 

America is not taking the cold war sufficiently seriously; that the failure of 

America and her allies to take the cold war seriously enough is both a sin and 

a political blunder, because the cold war is a moral crusade of good versus 

evil. 15

The Reagan Doctrine's tendency to apply 'simplistic' interpretations to 

foreign affairs remained one of the main reasons for the left-wing's staunch

13 Smith - THE LAST YEARS OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE, pp. 162-163. 
See also 'Holding our line in the Cold War' - THE TIMES, 10/10/83, p.10; 'Encouraging freedom 
behind the Iron Curtain' -THE TIMES, 11/10/83, p. 10; 'The ignorance of Western intellectuals' - 
THE TIMES, 12/10/83, p. 10
14 Healey - THE TIME OF MY LIFE (London, 1989), p.450; Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH
LABOUR PARTY, p.200
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opposition to US foreign policy throughout the 1980s. As could be expected for the 

most traditional Socialists within the Party, the Reagan Administration's portrayal of 

the Soviet Union as her arch nemesis was the worst of such interpretations: 'small 

conflicts become enlarged and take on a deeper significance than they should, because 

they become a function of East-West conflict.' 16 The left-wing accused America of 

enforcing her views and style of politics upon the world through imperial methods 

and, in so doing, trying to 'murder socialism with tanks and bayonets.' 17 In the eyes of 

the Labour left-wingers, America's suppression of Communism represented 'a 

travesty of democracy and freedom'; the US '[used] its forces and its resources to 

crush the aspirations of ordinary working people and peasants.' According to 

Blunkett, American foreign policy during the 1980s represented nothing less than 'the 

most disgraceful display of bullying we have ever seen.' 18 However, such 

denunciation of American foreign policy was not a new development: the descriptions 

of the Reagan Doctrine as 'a holy war against Communism' echoed the suggestions 

that US foreign policy in the 1960s amounted to 'a holy struggle against 

Communism.' 19 Such views illustrate that 'anti-anti-Communist' anti-Americanism 

was as much a part of the left-wing Socialist thinking during the 1980s, as it was 

during the 1960s and 1970s:

I ask every comrade, if your party isn't affiliated to the solidarity campaigns to 

support El Salvador, Nicaragua and the comrades in Chile, then that should be 

one of your first acts when you get back from this.. .Because if we don't, if we

15 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), pp.1018-1019
16 Ibid., p.1032
17 LPACR 1984, p.93; Alex Kitson, representative of the National Executive Committee.
18 LPACR 1983, p. 170
19 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), p. 1021; Denis Heaiey
HANSARD 5™ SERIES, Vol.729 (07/07/66), p.758; David Winnock
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don't build the sort of solidarity movement we built for Spain in the 30s, that 

we built for Vietnam in the 60s, if those comrades lose, its not just them that 

lose - it is us that lose. Because we know that if Reagan can defeat them in 

Nicaragua and El Salvador - what hope is there for us, comrades?20

American foreign policy particularly in two regions drew significant anti- 

imperial anti-Americanism - Central America (Grenada and Nicaragua in the early 

1980s) and North Africa (Libya in the middle years of the 1980s). Reagan's policy in 

these regions can be seen as directly descending from Kirkpatrick's thesis and, 

consequentially, were dismissed by the Labour left-wing as amounting to nothing 

more than 'gunboat diplomacy ' and 'military adventurism.' 21 Again, left-wing anti- 

imperialist anti-Americanism returned to the idea that America was exploiting those 

regions incapable of protecting themselves:

We have in El Salvador, in Honduras, in Guatemala, genocide, murder, 

torture, rape, destruction of communities on a scale unparalleled at this 

moment in time anywhere else in the world. We have a situation where 

military regimes are suppressing the just rights of the individuals and groups 

in the community, and they are in fact being backed by the most powerful and 

most militaristic regime in the world, the United States. 22

American actions particularly in Grenada, but also in Nicaragua were arguably the 

most likely of all targets of the Reagan Doctrine to have been motivated by a genuine 

fear of Communism. The argument provided by Secretary of State George Schulz was

20 LPACR 1984, p.91; Vanessa Wiseman, constituency representative for Norwood.
21 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), p.1021; Denis Healey
HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), p.899 - Ken Weetch, Labour MP for Ipswich
22 LPACR 1983, p.170; David Blunkett, constituency representative for Sheffield Hillsborough
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that if Communism had taken hold in Central America, there would be little to 

prevent it from spreading to North America23 ; American involvement was, then, a 

defensive measure. However, some members of the Labour left-wing did not share 

this view - Jeremy Corbyn, Labour MP for Islington North, denounced the American 

belief that 'the Caribbean is its own basin. It believes that it can do what it 

wishes...The Americans have sought consistently to undermine and destabilise the 

Governments of Grenada since 1979.' 24 Corbyn also rejected the very grounds on 

which Secretary Schulz claimed the US was acting, suggesting that 'by no stretch of 

the imagination could one say that either Grenada or Nicaragua could raise an army, 

air force or navy that could cross the sea or land and invade the United States. The 

Americans...know perfectly well that there is no threat from anywhere in the 

Caribbean or Central America other than the threat of ideas and inspiration.' 25 

Certainly, the various extents of anti-imperialist anti-Americanism most significantly 

manifested themselves in the views of American foreign policy as inherently anti- 

Communist, or as being irrevocably aggressive. However, the question of the legality 

of American foreign policy was also hugely influential in creating left-wing anti- 

imperialist opposition.

The various dimensions of the Reagan Doctrine - whether combating a coup 

in Grenada, a Communist 'regime' in Nicaragua, or Colonel Gadaffi's state-sponsored 

terrorism in Libya - were viewed as instances when 'considerations of international

23 Smith - THE LAST YEARS OF THE MONROE DOCRTINE, pp. 178-185 (Grenada) & pp. 185-211 
(Nicaragua)
24 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (26/10/83), p.312 
25 Ibid.,p.314
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law can be put aside.' 26 M.R. Gordon has suggested that one of the four cornerstones 

of 'traditional' Socialist foreign policy has been 'internationalism', of which anti- 

imperialism was a 'facet.' 27 Gordon has suggested that 'the party objected to 

imperialism both because it denied the equality of peoples and nations and because it 

was supposed to be the form that Capitalism invariably took in its international 

form' 28 ; thus, if the rule of international law was the way in which Socialist 

internationalism could be expressed, then any breach of international law became a 

focus of Socialist hostility. The fact that Labour politics in the 1980s experienced a 

return to traditionalism meant that it naturally entailed a reorientation of foreign 

policy around 'internationalism'. In accordance with Gordon's views on 

internationalism, American foreign policy in the various regions of the world was 

frequently dismissed as being in breach of numerous international laws and 

agreements: Grenada, for example, was 'in breach of American commitments under 

the Organisation of American States charter, the Rio Treaty, and the United Nations 

charter...We know that the only reason he [Reagan] is describing their [American 

forces'] presence as an exercise is that it is a means of evading control by the 

American Congress under the War Powers Act.' 29 The left-wing opposition to the 

numerous controversial episodes in 1980s US foreign policy appears to have been 

born, primarily, out of a fear for the state of global security. As such, the majority of 

the Labour Party were simply pursuing their commitment to an internationalist 

foreign policy when questioning the legality of American foreign policy:

HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), p.882
Gordon- CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, pp. 13-19
Ibid., p.18
HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), p.1023
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We in the co-operative movement...are proud of our internationalism...We 

have to recognise that while we are proud to pursue Socialist policies here at 

home, we are also an international party. We stand for international Socialism 

and...I appeal to one and all to give our greatest solidarity support to our 

comrades in Latin America who are fighting for their liberation and ideals, 

besides which we stand full square. 30

However, the more anti-American sentiments tended to make a connection between 

the illegality of US foreign policy, and its effect on global security. The Reagan 

Doctrine was seen as being instrumental in creating a climate in which fear and 

insecurity could manifest itself: 'the United States' action in undermining 

international law and the law of nations is not a prescription for a peaceful solution to 

problems, but, if other people follow it, a prescription for international anarchy.' 31

Finally, left-wing anti-Americanism was also quite often the product of the 

left-wing's opposition to Reagan himself, that 'simplistic cretin.' 32 Whilst much of the 

left-wing's character assassination of Reagan, represented nothing more than criticism 

of the President, rather than the country, occasionally the two became conflated. 

American politicians were dismissed, varyingly, as 'ignoramuses' or 'a bunch of 

religious fanatics', whilst America's policy in Libya - described, quite simply, as 

'state terrorism' - was wholly in keeping with Reagan's position as 'one of the

30 LPACR 1984, p.90; Stan Newens, representative for the Co-operative Retail Service London Region 
Political Committee
31 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), pp.939-940; Dick Douglas, Labour MP for
Dumbermline West
32 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.21 (29/03/82), p.60. Frank Allaun, Labour MP for Salford East. 
HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.4 (07/05/81), p.282; Andrew Faulds, Labour MP for Warley East.
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greatest international terrorists alive...the Rambo of international politics.' 33 

However, such left-wing views accounted for very little of the general anti-imperialist 

anti-Americanism; instead, the majority of such anti-Americanism was undoubtedly 

triggered by the scope of the Reagan Doctrine. The left-wing's internationalist/anti- 

imperialist stance ensured that the necessity and legality of US foreign policy would 

be subject to intense scrutiny, and - as with the likes of Corbyn - intense anti- 

Americanism.

II

Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism

Darren Lilleker has suggested that, during the 1980s, 'left-wingers argued 

[that] the United States had subjugated the United Kingdom to its own foreign policy' 

and that 'the whole period between 1980 and 1984 saw what was called the "hard 

left" reach its zenith of power within Labour' 34 ; such a development had a significant 

effect on the popularity of pacifism with the Labour Party. The left-wing's return to 

traditionalism naturally involved a greater number of Labour politicians pursuing the 

pacifist line and, just as M.R. Gordon has suggested 'of all the aspects of traditional 

foreign policy that Labour objected to, none aroused its rancour more than reliance on 

force as a major policy instrument' 35 , so the left-wing were particularly vocal: the 

majority of left-wing pacifist anti-Americanism appears to have been concentrated on 

the Reagan Doctrine's reliance on force. Gordon suggests that 'to the traditionalist

" HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), p.948 - Andrew Faulds; HANSARD 6 SERIES, 
Vol.47, (03/11/83), p.1069 - Tony Banks; HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), pp.919-920; 
Eric Heffer, Labour MP for Liverpool Walton
34 Lilleker- 'Labour's Defence Policy: From Unilateralism to Strategic Review' in (Ed) Little & Jones 
-NEW LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, pp.220-221
35 Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.38
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way of thinking, skilful balancing of power could and would maintain general 

stability and peace' 36 , and the Labour Left's belief that America could not or would 

not maintain this balance of power - as represented by the left-wing anti-imperialist's 

belief in an inherently aggressive US foreign policy - illustrates the extent to which 

the Labour Party of the 1980s had returned to a more traditionalist position. Although 

America claimed to be the global policeman, the left-wing criticised the US for not 

acting as though this were the case; American subjectivity in international affairs was 

blamed for compromising any possibility of an East-West balance of power.37 The 

Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism of the 1980s appears, then, to have most 

significantly manifested itself in the Labour Party's defence policy. The left-wing 

believed that the influence of American defence policy, and specifically America's 

nuclear deterrent on British defence policy had dangerous implications for Britain; 

more significantly however, the left-wing felt that America did not recognise such 

implications.38 It was the belief of some on the left-wing that such an attitude negated 

any pretensions that America viewed the Anglo-American relationship as 'special' - 

'friendship rests on a relationship between equals, not between master and servant.' 39 

As a result, the left-wing believed that the removal of all American military bases and 

American armaments, including nuclear weapons, would be in Britain's best interests. 

Although the 'unilateralist' position was a new development in official Labour Party 

during the late 1970s and early 1980s, the proposal did have a history of left-wing 

support and would contribute to the hostile relations between the British Labour Party 

relationship and America for the next decade. The left-wing also appears to have 

opposed America's apparent preparedness to use the European continent as the

35 Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.38
37 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), p.895; James Callaghan; See also HANSARD 6 
SERIES, Vol.47 (26/10/83), p.314; Jeremy Corbyn
38 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), pp.906-907. Tony Benn, Labour MP for Chesterfield
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battleground for any possible future conflict between her and the Soviet Union, 

notwithstanding the fact that one of the Labour Party's 1983 election pledges was to 

withdraw from the EEC completely.40 This fear was driven primarily by America's 

policy of placing nuclear weapons in European countries: Denis Healey once 

commented that, 'there are growing strains between the United States and its 

European allies in every aspect of policy - even in defence which is the core of our 

relationship.' 41

Unilateral disarmament has always been a contentious issue within Socialist 

ideology - particularly the question of whether or not the Labour Party should support 

the possession of weapons of any sort. The issue of ownership of nuclear weapons has 

proven to be one of the most fractious issues in post-war Labour politics. Although 

'unilateralism' had remained a relatively peripheral issue throughout the 1960s and 

early 1970s, this changed, and did so as a result of the left-wing's rise to leadership. 

The Labour Party's position on nuclear disarmament during the late 1970s and early 

1980s was clear - 'the biggest cause of tension at present is the arms race. What we 

need, above all, is arms control and disarmament.' 42 Unilateral nuclear disarmament 

became an official Labour Party policy early in the 1980s - having been advocated by 

Lilleker's 'hard left' - and such a policy naturally placed the Labour Party in direct 

and deliberate confrontation with the established post-war American defence policy, 

which remained largely built around the nuclear deterrent. In turn, such confrontation 

created a climate most likely to encourage pacifist anti-Americanism. Paul Hollander

39 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.21 (29/03/82), p.33; John Silkin, Labour MP for Deptford.
40 (Ed) Craig - BRITISH GENERAL ELECTION MANIFESTOS, 1959-1987 (Dartmouth, 1990), 
p.382 

HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), p. 1017
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has noted the existence of such a climate, suggesting that 'a perception of the United 

States as the custodian of immensely destructive nuclear weapons and a conception of 

cultural immaturity and political irresponsibility were the major ingredients of 

Western European anti-Americanism.' 43 Hollander suggested that the result of such a 

climate was that 'since the early 1980s, anti-Americanism and the professed dread of 

nuclear weapons and war have become virtually inseparable...The very possession of 

nuclear weapons and the apparent willingness to use them (embodied in the doctrine 

of deterrence) provided vindication of. ..hostility and mistrust of their [the American] 

political system, the military policies of NATO and by implication the United 

States.' 44 The belief within the Labour Party, and more staunchly within the left-wing, 

was that the dangers of nuclear war could only be addressed and abolished by 

implementing a Socialist approach to defence issues. Such a view was born out the 

Socialist ideology's adherence to a 'humanist', or 'moralist' approach to defence and 

foreign affairs: 'we cannot separate the struggle for peace from the struggle for 

Socialism... [Conference] recognises that the causes of war are inherent in the 

Capitalist system itself, and the threat of nuclear war, with all its horrific 

consequences can only be ultimately eliminated through the Socialist transformation 

of society.' 45

The Labour left-wing's hostility towards nuclear weapons during the 1980s 

was, then, due to 'something inherently anti-Socialist and anti-humanist in the

42 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), p.1030; James Callaghan
43 Hollander - ANTI-AMERICANISM: CRITIQUES AT HOME AND ABROAD, 1965-1990, p.370
AA44 Ibid.

45 LPACR 1983, p.153; Catherine Wilson , constituency representative for the Isle of White
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destructive potential of nuclear weapons' 46 , and such a view was also applicable to 

America's commitment to developing other weapons of mass destruction. Of course, 

such hostility revolved around the suggestion that, rather than making the world a 

safer place, America was actually contributing - if not leading - the move towards 

general global instability. Labour Party activist, and long-time critic of American 

foreign and defence policy Ron Todd suggested that, as a result of the proliferation of 

nuclear weapons, 'the world [was] facing the most perilous period of its history' and - 

in naming a number of the most dangerous of recent developments in armaments - 

Todd left no doubts that he believed America was largely to blame for the state of 

global insecurity.47 In Todd's view, 'Thatcher and Reagan, the Bonnie and Clyde of 

the nuclear age' had led the world 'to the precipice of nuclear oblivion.' 48

America's position as the only country to use a nuclear bomb in aggression, 

together with the British Labour Party's commitment to a 'humanist' defence policy, 

ensured that so long as the US maintained her nuclear deterrent and continued to 

develop other weapons of mass destruction, she would remain the left-wing's 

anathema. 49 The bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki appears to have been 

incorporated into the Labour Party's defence ideology during the 1980s, creating the 

sort of 'nuclear paranoia' implied by Hollander's idea of a 'professed dread' - every 

dimension of the Reagan Doctrine was reduced to a question of how long it would

46 Lilleker- 'Labour's Defence Policy: From Unilateralism to Strategic Review' in (Ed) Little & Jones
- NEW LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.219
47 LPACR 1983, p. 151
48 Ibid.,pp.l51-152
49 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.21 (29/03/82), p.60 - Frank Allaun; See also 'No Defence - THE
TIMES, 04/10/84, p. 15



take before nuclear weapons were used. The Libyan episode of the Reagan Doctrine, 

for example, courted the following response from Tony Benn:

Britain should realign its foreign policy...to push our influence to end the 

conflicts between East and West and try to redirect the resources available to 

our own generation to meet the needs of the Third World, instead of building 

up the nuclear madness, which may very well end with an incident no different 

from Monday's bombing of Libya and trigger accidentally the destruction of 

humanity itself. 50

It was argued that, since the Reagan Doctrine interpreted international affairs in terms 

of East-versus-West conflicts, nuclear weapons would be used sooner or later. 

Clearly, hindsight has shown that the left-wing's fears were grossly exaggerated; 

however, hindsight has also exposed the true extent to which the 'professed dread' 

appears to have dominated the judgements of the left-wing, some of whom worked 

out the number of times the world's population could be killed off even before a 

declaration of war had been made. 51 Roy Jenkins was one of the few Labour 

politicians aware of the left-wing's 'professed dread', noting that 'there is a danger of 

our becoming obsessed with a particular weapon that suddenly seizes the 

imagination.' 52 The contemporary press also noted that the issue of nuclear 

proliferation was often dictating left-wing behaviour. Whilst the right-wing 

newspapers criticised Labour's defence policy for leaving Britain defenceless53 , the 

'leftist' newspapers appear to have been split between guarded criticism and outright

50 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.95 (16/04/86), p.907; See also LPACR 1984, p.149 - Karen Baikie
51 LPACR 1983, p. 153; Catherine Wilson, representative for the Isle of White
52 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), p.1041
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support. Peter Jenkins of The Guardian denounced the way in which the 1984 

Conference debate on disarmament had degenerated into 'the same predictable 

mixture of moral revulsion against nuclear weapons with anti-American and neutralist 

undertones.' 54

As well as opposing the American inability to curb the proliferation of nuclear 

weapons, left-wing pacifist anti-Americanism was created by Socialist opposition to 

the 'immorality' of the Reagan Doctrine. The reliance on force, as well as providing 

the basis for left-wing anti-imperialist anti-Americanism, also drew significant 

pacifist anti-Americanism. The majority of House of Commons debates on foreign 

and defence affairs were littered with the fears and concerns over the morality of war 

and the effects of aggression on countries ill-equipped to deal with such 

circumstances; however, these debates were also littered with anti-American 

sentiments. Whilst many within the Labour Party were concerned by the effects of 

war on the subject countries (for example, Nicaragua and Grenada), those pacifist 

anti-Americans within the Labour Party criticised the immorality of American foreign 

policy, and what they saw as America's casual attitude to the excesses of violence 

involved in America's waging of war. It was argued within the most radical of left- 

wing circles, that the Reagan Doctrine's approach to foreign affairs illustrated 'the 

complete moral bankruptcy of the American attitude.' 55 The left-wing 'at large' 

believed that, so long as the Kirkpatrick thesis was adhered to, American foreign 

policy would be based 'not on the principles of the rule of law and human rights, but

53 i Our defence' - THE DAILY TELEGRAPH, 01/10/82, p. 18; 'Britain's nuclear arms play vital role, 
says Nott' - THE DAILY TELEGRAPH, 06/10/82, p. 11
34 'By no means Labour's last word on defence' - THE GUARDIAN, 04/10/84, p. 15 
55 LPACR 1984, p.93. Alex Kitson of the National Executive Committee
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on trying to provide a spurious justification for supporting regimes which we in the 

Western democracies should not support...The main policy of the United States 

seems to be anti-Communist throughout the world with little regard for human rights 

and dignity.' America's response to foreign affairs was characterised as being of 

complete disproportion: 'America's intervention in Grenada has been described as the 

action of a fireman. A better description would be the action of a ubiquitous 

instantaneous arsonist.' 57 Similarly, the American justification for her involvement in 

so many conflicts during the 1980s - acting as the guarantor of global security - was 

condemned not only because of the threat that she, herself posed, but also because the 

left-wing believed the US had no right to be acting in such a way: 'Politicians who 

argue the right of a nation, because of its size and power, to intervene in the internal 

and private policies of another nation support not the propagation of freedom, but the
c o

insanity of megalomania.'

It is to be expected that the picture of Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism 

during the 1980s which emerges, is one of a return to a more traditional interpretation 

of what British defence policy should be, and of the way in which the American 

influence on British defence policy was detrimental - at least, as far as the left-wing 

was concerned. Of course, foremost amongst the pacifist anti-American sentiments, 

was the left-wing opposition to the apparent immorality of American foreign and 

defence policy; the view that 'the foreign policy of Britain and the Western 

democracies should be based on the principle of human rights and respect for human

56 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.4 (07/05/81), p.370; Denzil Davies, Labour MP for LLanelli
57 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.47 (03/11/83), p. 1064; David Young, Labour MP for Bolton South 
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dignity...If we believe that the traditions and values of our society are worth 

preserving, then the only real safeguard for their preservation is that we should 

practice what we preach not only at home but abroad.' 59 America's reliance on the 

nuclear deterrent, together with her style and scope of warfare, was significantly 'at- 

odds' with the Socialist ideology's 'humanist'-'unilateralist' dichotomy. Furthermore, 

America's ceaseless dedication to the Cold War, to defeating the Soviet Union, and to 

interpreting international affairs as series of episodes in the ongoing East-West 

conflict, had the effect of pushing the 'hard Left' British Labour Party further away 

from her and, in so doing, heightening the anti-Americanism.

Ill 

Socialist anti-capitalist anti-Americanism

Anti-capitalism appears to have been significantly more prevalent in Labour 

politics during the 1980s, than it was in either of the two previous decades. There is 

little doubt that the dire global economic situation in the late 1970s and early 1980s 

contributed to this, providing the ideal climate for the manifestation of anti- 

capitalism; the left-wing had only to recognise this manifestation, and exploit the link 

between the global recession and the failure of capitalism. 60 However, in many cases 

anti-capitalist anti-Americanism appears not to have focused on this link, but instead 

on the link between American capitalism and American imperialism. Whilst there was 

little mention of the creeping influence of Coca-Cola or McDonalds, significant 

reference was made to the idea that America's oil requirements determined those 

areas targeted by the Reagan Doctrine - this very much represented a contemporary

59 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.4 (07/05/81), p.373; Denzil Davies
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variation on the so-called industrial-military complex of the 1960s. The secret, yet 

immoral influence of American multinational corporations on American foreign 

policy seems to have been an equally prominent anti-capitalist anti-American 

criticism of American behaviour during the 1980s. The natural progression from the 

criticism of the roles of oil and American multinational corporations in determining 

American policy, was to criticise the inherent corruptness of the American political 

system, and the insidious influence of 'big business.'

The left-wing belief that American foreign policy was guided by the 

requirements of oil most significantly manifested itself with regards to the Reagan 

Doctrine's Middle Eastern policy. Tony Banks has suggested of US policy in the 

Middle East, that 'the Americans are in the Middle East to protect their own interests. 

America depends on the Middle East oil, and Middle East oil is threatened, it thinks, 

by [amongst others] Soviet influence.' 61 The supposed-American fear of losing her 

influence in the Middle East and, in so doing, losing profitable oil contracts proved to 

be a popular belief amongst the left-wing: Ken Weetch, Eabour MP for Ipswich, 

believed that 'with the Americans, we have as a major aim in foreign affairs to keep 

oil flowing from the Gulf and to try to minimise the penetration of Soviet influence 

throughout the Middle East.' 62 As with both anti-imperialist and pacifist anti- 

Americanism, there was also a suggestion of a trend in post-1945 American foreign 

policy, whereby the regions selected as subjects of American influence and interest, 

were determined by the potential economic benefits they had to offer the US. Banks 

has suggested that:

60 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.4 (07/05/81), p.287; Denis Healey
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I have great respect for the American people. However, the same is not true of 

the American record - the war in Vietnam, the attack on the Bay of Pigs, the 

undermining of Allende, the support of Marcos and Papa Doc for many years, 

the support of the Greek colonels and the Turkish regime, the invasion of 

Grenada and currently the positive financing of the killing of the people in 

Nicaragua. I hope that the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary will not 

ask me to accept that the United States is in Europe or anywhere else to 

protect human rights. It is there to protect its investments, economic interests 

and trade routes.63

Such an interpretation of the basis for 1980s US foreign policy pervaded throughout 

the Labour Left. Denzil Davies traced the origins of the economically-minded 

management of foreign policy back to the oil crisis of 1973, which caused America to 

realised 'it was no longer self-sufficient in oil and other resources.' 64 The result was 

that, if President Reagan's domestic policies were to 'secure Congressional support', 

then compromises would have to be made, and foreign policy was the area designated 

to make them — 'the intention was to secure the votes of the farming lobby in 

Congress and to get the budget through. American policy in the Middle East, and 

especially towards the Gulf States, seems often to be determined primarily by the 

price of gasoline in Winnetka, Illinois or Boise, Idaho.' 65 Jeremy Corbyn was of the 

opinion that US involvement in Grenada was driven, primarily, by 'its belief that its 

role is to defend the people who pay for the Government - the multinational

62 Ibid., p.899
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companies.' Corbyn went on to suggest that 'the American troops are doing nothing 

there but impose upon the people of Grenada a government who will be subservient to 

the United States, provide a base for yet more American aircraft carriers in the 

Caribbean and make the Caribbean safe for American multinationals that continue 

exploiting people. Exploitation has been going on for centuries, and it has been taken 

over by American multinationals.' 67 Such views were, of course, representative of the 

most radical elements within the Labour Left, and do seem to support M.R. Gordon's 

suggestion that the return to traditionalism within Socialist politics would also entail a 

return to anti-capitalism. Such a development in Socialist politics naturally placed the 

Labour Left, and the wider Labour Party, in opposition not only with American 

foreign and economic policy, but also - if the left-wing views were to be believed — in 

opposition with American politics generally.

As well as those left-wingers who accused American business interests of 

dictating the terms and targets of the Reagan Doctrine, there were also those who 

believed that so long as Capitalism existed, so too would war. Such left-wingers often 

contrasted Socialism's struggle for equality and peace, with Capitalism's greedy 

pursuit of power and the ever-expanding geographical frontiers that this pursuit 

encouraged. Sue Beckingham, for example, suggested that 'since the Second World 

War there have been continual wars and skirmishes. This was the so-called period of 

peace, the period when Capitalism was never doing so good. And yet in those years
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since the Second World War there have been only 17 days of peace.' 68 Beckingham 

went on to suggest that:

There is nothing accidental about war. It is not the whim of individuals but it 

arises from the contradictions of Capitalism itself: profits, markets, prestige, 

domination...It is to the organised working class that we must look to take 

society out of the hands of the warmongers and profiteers. While Capitalism 

remains there will be war. The struggle for peace can never be separated from 

the struggle for Socialism.69

However, though Beckingham's views were representative of the more radical form 

of Socialist anti-capitalism, Beckingham did not make the necessary direct linkage 

between the inherent evils of capitalism and America's role as the foremost advocate 

of the capitalist system, to constitute anti-capitalist anti-Americanism. Such a label 

could be applied only by assuming that Beckingham did, in fact, include America in 

her criticism of capitalism. There were, however, Labour Party activists who did 

make the link necessary - Richard Balfe suggested that the only way Central America 

could experience peace and stability were if the British Labour Party helped to 'roll 

back the frontiers of the American Capitalist machine.' 70 A Labour activist once 

suggested that 'there is a phrase that the forefathers of our movement used to describe 

the implications of the capitalist crisis - they said it was either socialism or

158 LPACR 1982, p.l 16; Sue Beckingham, constituency representative for Bristol South East
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barbarism' , and this was very much the way in which the left-wing approached the 

influence of capitalism.

Labour politics during the 1980s did, then, undergo a significant 

transformation - initially in ideology, and subsequently in attitude. The anti- 

imperialist anti-Americanism was, quite possibly, the most easily identifiable of form 

of Socialist anti-Americanism during the 1980s — quite simply because US foreign 

policy offered plenty of opportunity for such views. However, although Kirkpatrick 

hypothesised, and Reagan implemented a foreign policy that would appear to oppose 

only those regimes located on the left of the political spectrum, it is difficult to 

ascertain whether or not the objectives of the Reagan Doctrine represented a clear 

form of American imperialism or simply a revised form of Communist containment. 

At least, in theory this should be difficult to ascertain; members of the Labour left- 

wing believed that American imperialism and Communist containment very rarely 

worked independently of each other. As such, whether born out of genuine conviction 

or simply in response to the Kirkpatrick thesis, the left-wing viewed American foreign 

policy under Reagan as no exception to this rule. Anti-imperial anti-Americanism 

during the 1980s was, thus, far more closely linked to American anti-Communism 

than it was in the 1960s and 1970s, and American foreign policy was continually 

portrayed in terms of a US desire for 'superiority rather than parity, victory rather

TJthan co-existence.'

71 LPACR 1984 p 146; David Churchley, representative for Glasgow Cathcart
72 'Namibia and the Americans' Cuban red herring' - THE GUARDIAN, 28/09/82, p. 10.

64



There was also, however, varying amounts of pacifist and anti-capitalist anti- 

Americanism. The former of the two - pacifist anti-Americanism - was provided with 

the ideal climate within which to manifest when the Labour Party adopted 

unilateralism as official Party policy. The latter of the two, although more widespread 

than in the previous decades, remained more peripheral than either anti-imperialist or 

pacifist anti-Americanism. The opposition to America, no matter whether in the form 

of anti-imperialism, pacifism or anti-capitalism, was also influenced and increased by 

a personal opposition to the American president himself. Though not constituting 

actual anti-Americanism, such opposition did cause some within the left-wing to 

generalise about American people, or American behaviour and politics. The 

controversy created by Reagan and his Doctrine, led various Labour members to 

dismiss either him, or it, or both, as expansionist, illegal, and money-governed. 

According to Ken Weetch, the Doctrine was illustrative of the typical American 

attitude to international affairs:

The Americans take a very simplistic view of world affairs. On the one side 

there is moral good; on the other side there is great moral evil. For a while 

moral good is up against it, but do not worry; the cavalry is coming over the 

hill. Unfortunately that is President Reagan's view of world affairs. 73

Americans working in Britain were even told to 'go back to where [they] belong and 

do not come back!' 74 The left-wing's intention was to 'discuss the business of living
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in a perilous world, hag-ridden by superpower machismo' 75 , a by-product of which 

was widespread, unsubtle and official Labour Party anti-Americanism.

75 'On the edge of a new Cold War' - THE GUARDIAN, 30/09/83, p.12
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Chapter 3 

Anti-Americanism in the 1990s

The Labour Party's performance in the 1987 General Election, though a 

significant improvement on the 1983 electoral performance, nevertheless illustrated 

that it was still not considered to be a serious alternative to the Conservative Party. 

Although the Labour Party had begun to close the gap between it and the 

Conservative Party, further reform remained essential and Peter Jones has suggested 

that only after the 1987 election defeat did the Labour Party 'really begin in earnest to 

adopt a full-scale programme of reform and re-examination of its policies.' 1 Jones 

suggests that, at the end of the 1980s, the Labour Left 'found that its power base was 

eroding, and with it its influence over the Party's policy-making machinery' 2 , and 

notes that such a development was essential in the rehabilitation of the Labour Party. 

The programme for reform - conceived and implemented during Neil Kinnock's 

leadership, and continued and concluded by John Smith and Tony Blair respectively - 

involved a revision of the Labour Party's stance on many key policies, two of which 

were defence policy and foreign policy. The 'special relationship' was also revisited. 

The most significant turning point in the Labour Party's relations with the US came in 

1992, and the election of Bill Clinton as American President. Clinton's victory put the 

politically-similar American Democratic Party, into power and - with John Major's 

Conservative government sharing little in common with the American Democrats - 

this gave Labour the opportunity to forge a new relationship with the US. The left- 

wing's 'marginalisation' in the late 1980s naturally affected the vociferance of anti-

1 Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, p.206
2 Ibid, pp.206-207
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American sentiment within the Labour Party, and the election of Tony Blair - a 

confirmed Atlanticist - as the new Party leader simply hardened the views of those 

few remaining anti-Americans.

I 

Socialist anti-imperialist anti-Americanism

Socialist anti-imperialist anti-Americanism during the 1990s has to be studied 

in two complimentary ways - chronologically and ideologically. Whilst anti- 

imperialist anti-Americanism during the first half of the 1990s was kept to a minimum 

and was invariably the preserve of the fringe element within the Party, the second half 

of the 1990s appears to have seen a gradual rise in both the prominence and the 

popularity of such sentiment. Of course, both the marginal and the prominent anti- 

imperialist anti-Americanism were characterised by the necessary link between the 

dangers or undesirability of imperialism, and US policy or behaviour. There are a 

number of reasons for the split between the early and later 1990s anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism, ranging from the extent to which the Labour Party's programme for 

modernisation during the early 1990s prohibited criticism of American foreign policy, 

to the way in which US President Bill Clinton's foreign policy became increasingly 

'unilateralisf in nature post-1995. However, Socialist anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism during the 1990s must also be simultaneously studied with regards to 

the ideological differences that existed within the Labour Party. The Party's 

programme for modernisation effectively split it in two. On the one side of this split, 

'Old Labour' maintained the 'traditional internationalism' of the early 1980s: Gerald 

Kaufman, one of the Labour Party's longest-serving politicians, abstrusely suggested
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at the 1992 Annual Party Conference that 'Labour's agenda has become the 

international agenda. The international agenda is Labour's agenda' 3 , summoning up 

the language of the early 1980s. On the other side of the Party, however, 'New 

Labour' saw great potential in close Anglo-American relations, and pursued a foreign 

policy in which the 'special relationship' was the cornerstone. The sincerity with 

which New Labour embraced the US, and particularly the Clinton Administration, 

was further enhanced when Tony Blair and his advisors took the US Democratic 

Party's 1992 victory as the blueprint for Labour's 1997 election campaign.4 This 

ideological clash between Old Labour and New Labour's approach to international 

affairs clearly had the potential to erupt at any moment, but seems to have been 

controlled for much of the 1990s by a mutual desire for power. The result of this 

inter-dependence between Old Labour and New Labour was that, when the Labour 

Party did return to power in 1997, Labour's foreign policy showed clear signs of 

compromise between the two interpretations of Socialism: New Labour were satisfied 

by Tony Blair's close relationship and personal friendship with President Clinton, 

whilst Old Labour were pacified by Blair's pledge to pursue an 'ethical foreign 

policy.' 5 This alliance of 'Old' and 'New' appears to have become increasingly 

strained when the new Labour Prime Minister refused to condemn the increasingly 

unilateralist nature of US foreign policy; the result of such a development was Old 

Labour's return to the outspoken anti-imperialist anti-Americanism of the previous 

decade.

3 LPACR 1990, p.160
4 Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, pp.222-223; Dumbrell - THE 
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Anti-imperialist anti-Americanism during the first half of the 1990s was, then, 

relatively muted. A number of reasons can explain this, the first of which was that 

President George Bush Sr.'s foreign policy - the 'Bush Sr. Doctrine' - was 

considered to be relatively uncontroversial by the majority of the Labour Party; Bush 

Sr. himself certainly appears not to have received the criticism to which his 

predecessors had been subjected. Of course, there remained a left-wing nucleus who 

were believed the Bush Sr. Doctrine actually was controversial: the first Gulf War in 

Iraq - arguably the most serious and blatant breach of international law since the war 

in Vietnam - was carried out under the auspices of Bush Sr., and would define the 

American attitude towards Iraq for the rest of the decade. Even so, in the past larger 

numbers of Labour members have opposed very similar incidents, than during the 

Gulf War; criticism of the war in Iraq can be described as nothing more than 

'marginal' in comparison to those who criticised the war in Vietnam.6

Quite simply then, the Bush Sr. Doctrine seems to have been relatively 

unchallenged within the Labour Party. There is no question that Bush Sr.'s foreign 

policy benefited enormously by following on from the ultra-controversial 'Reagan 

Doctrine'. Although both Bush Sr. and Reagan were Republicans, Bush Sr. was 

considered to be closer to the political centre than his predecessor. As such, the scope 

of Bush Sr.'s foreign policy was less expansive, more introverted; the rhetoric was 

less confrontational. Henry Kissinger, Secretary of State during the Carter 

Administration in the late 1970s, has also alluded to this, suggesting that the early 

1990s witnessed a very definite shift in the American electoral psyche, away from

5 Vickers - Labour's search for a Third Way in foreign policy' in (Ed) Little & Wickham-Jones - 
NEW LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.38
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foreign policy. The result - suggests Kissinger - was a decline in the electoral 

importance of an American President's foreign policy. This naturally had a bearing on 

the extent of left-wing anti-imperialist anti-Americanism during the early 1990s. 

Kissinger has suggested that:

Americans' interest in foreign policy is at an all time low [written in 2001]. 

Hence prudence impels aspiring politicians to avoid discussions of foreign 

policy and to define leadership as a reflection of current popular sentiments 

rather than as a challenge to raise America's sights. The last presidential 

election [Bush Jr. vs. Al Gore in 2000] was the third in a row in which foreign 

policy was not seriously discussed by the candidates. 7

The Bush Sr. Administration itself was responsible for this reorientation away from 

international affairs, setting the trend not only for the role of foreign affairs in the 

American Presidential elections of the 1990s, but also for the Labour Party's 

interpretation of American actions throughout the early part of the 1990s. Whilst the 

Reagan Doctrine 'had' to be expansive because the Soviet Union's 'Breshnev 

Doctrine' was deemed to have been expansive, the Bush Sr. Doctrine faced no such 

enemy. The explanation for Bush Sr.'s reorientation away from foreign affairs, and 

therefore a second possible explanation for the reduction in anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism during the early 1990s, was rooted in the termination of the Cold War 

and the collapse of the Soviet Union.

HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.177 (07/09/90), p.876; Giles Radice, Labour MP for Durham North
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The end of the Cold War naturally had a significant effect on British 

Socialism. The collapse of the Soviet Union effectively pulled the rug from under 

those Labour left-wingers who had promoted it as an alternative guardian of world 

peace. Although Presidents George Bush Sr. and Bill Clinton maintained foreign 

policies in which America acted as the global policeman, the desecration of the idea 

that the Soviet Union could provide an alternative to American global hegemony 

seems to have caused a revision amongst at least some Labour members, as to the 

legitimacy of Socialist opposition to American hegemony. 8 In some instances, this 

resulted in an unwillingness to support anti-imperialist anti-American policies; 

opposition to the Gulf War — seen by many within the Labour Party as unfortunate, 

but necessary — provides a good example of an anti-imperialist anti-American stance 

that received little support relative to previous, similar episodes in US foreign policy. 

Kissinger has argued that, 'America exercises an unparalleled ascendancy around the 

world. During the last decade of the twentieth century, America's preponderant 

position rendered it the indispensable component of international stability' 9 , and this 

is a fact that not even the most ardent left-wing anti-imperialist anti-American 

attempts to escape. In light of Communism's outright failure, much of the left-wing 

grew to accept American hegemony, and began interpreting every international 

incident throughout the 1990s, in terms of the role America played in finding a 

solution: with regards to the war in Iraq, 'it is clear once again that only America has 

the capacity to dispatch large military forces to Saudi Arabia to deter further Iraqi

7 Kissinger - TOWARD A DIPLOMACY FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY: DOES 
AMERICA NEED A FOREIGN POLICY? (London, 2001), p. 18
8 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.306, Issue No. 1777 (17/02/98), p.958. David Winnock - Labour MP for 
Walsall North - has been one of the most significant converts, having dropped the 'holy struggle 
against Communism' description of American foreign policy in the 1980s, and now suggesting that 'I 
should like to nail the lie that the US, Britain and other countries are engaged in warmongering and that 
we cannot wait for military action to be taken. 1
9 Kissinger - DOES AMERICA NEED A FOREIGN POLICY?, p. 17
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aggression and preserve international order.' 10 It is conceivable, then, that an air of 

resignation crept into many Labour members' thinking, resulting in their choosing not 

to fight American hegemony, but instead to accept that America remained the only 

realistic chance of achieving global stability. Naturally, however, the most ardent of 

anti-imperialist anti-Americans remained undeterred by the collapse of the rival 

Soviet hegemony, gradually replacing the Soviet Union with the United Nations in the 

search for a suitable alternative to the US."

Amongst the left-wing anti-imperialist anti-Americans, then, the first Gulf 

War remained the single most controversial dimension of early- 1990s American 

foreign policy. As with the war in Vietnam in the 1960s and 1970s, and with 

American intervention in Nicaragua and Grenada in the 1980s, the anti-imperialist 

anti-Americans dismissed American involvement in Iraq as being the latest 

illustration of 'military adventurism.' 12 The idea of 'adventurism' was a recurring 

theme within the Labour Left, and was irrevocably linked to questions of the legality 

and aims of, and the motivation for the conflict with Iraq. Jack Cunningham - Labour 

MP for Copeland - was of the opinion that, contrary to Kissinger's beliefs, the first 

Gulf War was little more than an electoral ploy. Cunningham suggested that, 'we [the 

Labour Party] cannot endorse. . .nor can we accept any possible adventurism in Iraq by 

President Bush in aid of his re-election campaign.' 13 Instead of following the 

Conservative government's lead in providing unqualified support for the Bush Sr. 

Doctrine in Iraq, Labour left-wingers believed that the Labour Party should be

10 'Display of might, but a gulf with the power that counts' - THE TIMES, 01/09/90, p.10
11 LPACR 1992, p.265; David Clark, MP for South Shields
12 LPACR 1990, p. 165; suggested by Ghada Karmi, representative for Hendon South
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'distancing ourselves from the Rambo-style military response of the American [and 

British] governments.' 14 According to some of the anti-imperialist anti-Americans 

within the Labour Party, the Middle Eastern/Iraqi dimension of the Bush Sr. Doctrine 

illustrated an inherent need for America to re-enforce her dominance, especially in 

light of the Cold War's end. America was accused of working her foreign policy 

towards securing her position as the dominant force in the New World order, and the 

conflict with Iraq was an example of this: 'a purely Western attempt to oust him 

[Saddam Hussein] would be seen as blatant colonialism.' 15

However, not all left-wing anti-imperialists necessarily blamed America for 

thinking in terms of who governed whom in the New World order, and such views fell 

short of being anti-American. In a revision of attitude towards US foreign policy that 

was most likely triggered by the realisation that there was no longer any alternative to 

American hegemony, some left-wingers began to tone down their criticism of 

America's approach to international affairs in the early 1990s. Instead, American 

behaviour was excused in some quarters because she was deemed simply to be 

following the pre-determined route of the dominant superpower. Paul Kennedy - 

writing in The Times - was certainly of the opinion that American policy in Iraq in the 

early 1990s was a form of imperialism, suggesting that 'America is still number one, 

the actor dominating the world's stage. Far from displaying imperial overstretch, it 

has robustly demonstrated its quasi-imperial power.' 16 However, Kennedy also 

believed that America was playing the 'top-dog role' assigned to her as the sole

13 LPACR 1992, pp.250-251; See also WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.233, Issue No.1636 (17/11/94), 
p.217 - Mike Gapes
14 LPACR 1990, p. 166; Dennis Canavan, Labour MP for Falkirk West.
15 'Digging in for the duration' - THE TIMES, 06/09/90, p.10
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remaining superpower. Kennedy has suggested that 'Mr Bush [Sr.], like Philip IV of 

Spain, prefers the glorious role of Commander-in-chief to haggling over budget 

deficits' 17 , and the Gulf War gave Bush Sr. the chance to play this role. Furthermore, 

Kennedy protects America from any criticism of such a policy, by noting that there 

are numerous historical precedents for such behaviour, including the British example 

- a point echoed by left-wing journalist Martin Walker's belief that the Bush Sr. 

Doctrine was influenced by '19th century Britain's policy of intervening to maintain 

the balance of power.' 18 Kennedy concluded that:

The emperors, kings, prime ministers, presidents of great powers have always 

preferred the heady world of diplomacy, war and international affairs to the 

unglamorous realm of fiscal reform, educational change and domestic 

renewal. That is understandable, since they will go down in history as leaders 

of this or that spectacular demonstration of the country's still-powerful, 

military capacity. 19

Even a previously anti-American politician such as Jeremy Corbyn, was prepared to 

concede that America should not necessarily be blamed for her post-Cold War 

approach to international affairs. 20 The Labour Party's new-found understanding of 

the American position was undoubtedly pioneered and implemented by the New 

Labour hierarchy, and very much characterised the Party's official stance on 

American foreign policy for the rest of the 1990s. Dumbrell has noted that, 'London 

remained a staunch foreign policy ally, despite clear indications of a revived

16 'Display of might, but a gulf with the power that counts' - THE TIMES, 01/09/90, p.10
17 Ibid.
18 'War debate opens cracks in coalition' - THE GUARDIAN, 11/09/90, p.6
19 'Display of might, but a gulf with the power that counts' - THE TIMES, 01/09/90, p.10

75



unilateralism in post-1995 US international behaviour.' 21 However, as the Clinton 

Doctrine became increasingly unilateralism so Socialist anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism began to increase.

New Labour Prime Minister Tony Blair made it very clear from the outset of 

his premiership, in 1997, that he believed close Anglo-American relations to be 

essential if Britain were to regain influence within world politics. Blair suggested that 

the special relationship would be one of the 'twin rocks' on which British foreign 

policy for the twenty-first century would be built, and ruled out the idea so often 

promoted in recent Labour thinking, that Britain should have to make a 'false choice' 

between America and Europe.22 Certainly, Labour's official foreign policy - even 

before 1997 - illustrated that Blair and New Labour were the controlling element of 

the Party. However, when the Clinton Doctrine did suddenly adopt a unilateralist 

approach to foreign affairs in late-1994, it effectively opened a floodgate of left-wing 

hostility. Lord Owen - an expert on US policy in the Balkans during the 1990s - noted 

that, having failed to implement a policy of 'containment' in the former Yugoslavia 

between 1993 and 1995, in late-1994 the Clinton Administration 'first began to assert 

themselves properly.' 23 Owen went on to suggest that:

By the end of 1994, US policy...began to incorporate a greater readiness to 

accept realities on the ground. In August 1995 US policy dramatically changed 

and President Clinton accepted the responsibilities of US political power in the

20 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.267, Issue No. 1702 (16/11/95)
21 Dumbrell - THE SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP, p. 121
22 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.294, Issue No. 1754 (14/05/97), p.68
23 Owen - BALKAN ODYSSEY, p.366
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former Yugoslavia. It was an important recognition of the fact that if the US is 

to assert leadership in the post-Cold War world they have to bear the military 

consequences of their political decisions, as they did in the Cold War period 

and later over the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq.24

It was precisely this idea of American 'leadership', an idea largely accepted by the 

Labour Party in the early 1990s, that politicians such as Tony Benn and Robert 

Wareing increasingly began to vocally oppose. In a House of Commons debate on 

foreign and defence issues in late-1994 - around the same time that the Clinton 

Doctrine began its 'dramatic change' - Mike Gapes complained that 'the days of 

American multinational!sm may be coming to an end. We will see more and more 

examples of global unilateralism from the United States.' 25 Such views made links 

between the way in which 'imperial behaviour' threatened global security, and 

America's recent US foreign policy. Indeed, those who were hostile to the revised 

Clinton Doctrine began to speak in terms of a trend, an inevitability, and not just in 

American foreign policy, but in the American ideology.26 This argument suggested 

that at some point during the course of an American President's Administration — 

regardless of whose Administration it was - America would adopt the role of the 

aggressor:

Thirty years ago, Europe was credible as a third way between American 

imperialism and Soviet repression, but just as Communism was vanquished in

24 Owen - BALKAN ODYSSEY, pp.366-367
25 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.250, Issue No.1667 (17/11/94), p.217
26 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.177 (07/09/90), p.973. David Lambie, Labour MP for Cunninghame 
South, suggested that, 'there is now a world political vacuum. There is only one superpower, and 
unlike some of my right hon. Friends, I have no faith in the intentions of the United States. I do not
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the 1980s, so the 1990s have seen the static European model pushed on to the 

defensive by the United States' expansionism.27

According to Larry Elliot - journalist for left-wing newspaper, The Guardian - the 

effect of this inherent US 'expansionism' would be that 'the anti-American Left has 

high hopes that the new government will "move closer to the heart of Europe" and 

reject Atlanticism.' 28 Though the former prediction did not transpire, the Blair 

government refused to reject Atlanticism and this only strengthened left-wing hostility 

to the US.

The early 1990s represented, then, an era of relative harmony in the Labour 

Party's relations with the United States, during which time anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism was largely silent. President Bush Sr. had made significant and laudable 

attempts to tackle the problem of nuclear proliferation29 , the majority of Labour 

politicians had agreed that action must be taken against Saddam Hussein and that 

America was the only country capable of doing this, and — perhaps coincidentally, 

perhaps not - the Labour Party had replaced the Conservatives as the most popular 

political party in Britain. Even in Clinton's early years - between 1992 and 1994 - the 

Labour Party had little for which to criticise the United States. As with the Gulf War, 

the continuing break-up of Yugoslavia required both American diplomatic and 

American military presence; if anything, Clinton's determination to follow a policy of

want to go over America's recent history but.. .they range from Vietnam to the Nicaragua to Grenada 
to the Philippines and to Panama. I have no confidence in the peaceful intentions of the United States.'
27 'Message from America: we're all Californian now...' - THE GUARDIAN, 26/05/97, p. 19
28 Ibid.
29 LPACR 1991, pp.276-280; Ron Todd and Frank Parker, constituency representative for Bedfordshire 
South West
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'containment' rather than 'intervention' actually appealed to the anti-imperialists in 

the early years. The picture that emanates from the Labour Party's attitude towards 

the US in the early 1990s suggests that it believed the US was behaving appropriately 

as the world's sole superpower, and - but for small pockets of left-wing hostility from 

the likes of Tony Benn - the Party accepted that the US was acting largely according 

to the rule of international law. However, as Robert Wareing had suggested in late- 

1994, this began to change:

In common with many of my honourable Friends, I welcomed the election of 

President Clinton, but I must confess that now I am not so sure...I look to 

Europe and not to those across the Atlantic to determine future British foreign 

policy.30

So the ideological split between Old Labour and New Labour increasingly returned to 

the fore, and with it returned familiar anti-American battle lines — questions of the 

necessity and the legality of American foreign policy. Assertions such as Wareing's 

appear to have become more and more frequent in House of Commons debates, 

leading the Conservative Secretary of Defence Michael Portillo to suggest that New 

Labour had begun to exhibit 'a resonance of that old Labour anti-Americanism.' 31 

Furthermore, views such as Wareing's began to add weight to the voice of the anti- 

imperialist anti-American faction of the Party, contributing to its current vociferance.

30 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.250, Issue No. 1667 (17/11/94), p. 174; Robert Wareing, Labour MP for 
Liverpool West
31 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.267, Issue No.1702 (16/11/95), p.224
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II
Socialist pacifist anti-Americanism

Whereas anti-imperialist anti-Americanism during the 1990s either survived or 

died according to the scope of the Bush Sr. and Clinton Doctrines, pacifist anti- 

Americanism during the same period appears to have behaved differently, having 

splintered into two independent forms of anti-Americanism. The first form - a pacifist 

objection to US-developed 'weapons of mass destruction' - existed throughout the 

1990s, but tended to be the preserve of the 'crumbling' hard Left and, thus, was 

marginal in popularity and in voice. The second form - a pacifist objection to 

aggressive American foreign policy incorporating questions of the necessity, legality 

and achievements of American foreign policy in accordance with Socialism's 

adherence to human rights and the rule of international law - was more prominent, but 

was also subject to changes in American foreign policy.

Peter Jones has suggested that one of the most important parts of the Labour 

Party's programme for modernisation was the revision of the 1980s defence policy. 

Efforts had been made in the latter stages of the 1980s to move away from absolute 

unilateralism, and towards a policy whereby Labour - in partnership with America - 

would be committed to reducing the global stock of weapons of mass destruction; a 

policy of partial or limited disarmament. 32 Such a new approach to defence policy 

would naturally impact upon unilateralist-bred anti-Americanism, characterised by a 

criticism of America's role in developing and inflicting weapons of mass destruction
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upon the world. The new approach to defence continued into the 1990s, and has been 

seen by David Butler and Denis Kavanagh as being of key importance to Labour's 

electoral rehabilitation. According to Butler and Kavanagh, 'a growing number of 

front-benchers were convinced that the policy was an electoral millstone - and that 

the cost of unilateralism could be continuance in opposition and the denial of any 

opportunity to implement the party's other policies.' 33 However, the hard Left's 

refusal to abandon the unilateral disarmament of 1980s Labour defence policy, 

together with the seemingly-uncontrollable global proliferation of weapons of mass 

destruction ensured that this form of pacifist anti-Americanism would have an 

audience throughout the 1990s. Butler and Kavanagh have noted that 'most party 

activists, including those in the trade unions, believed in the unilateral renunciation of 

nuclear weapons' 34 , and this was certainly evident in the early Party Conferences of 

the 1990s. Labour Party activist Colin Christopher has suggested that:

Is it not time that the Labour Party under its new leadership captured the moral 

high ground on this issue of nuclear disarmament? Let this Labour Party and 

hopefully a Labour government send a clear message to the rest of the world 

that it is time we stopped these military megalomaniacs producing and 

stockpiling these horrific weapons of mass destruction.35

32 Jones - AMERICA AND THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY, p.208; 'It's time to get Britain working 
again' - Labour Party Manifesto, 1992, p.27
33 Butler & Kavanagh - THE BRITISH GENERAL ELECTION OF 1992 (London, 1992), p.45
34 Ibid.
35 LPACR 1992, p.258; Colin Christopher, representative for the Furniture, Timbers and Allied Trade
Union
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Christopher's views - one of a number to express such an opinion - illustrated 

that not only did this 'hard Left' anti-American policy survive the ideological 

breakdown of the latter 1980s, but that it remained surprisingly undiluted. The 

preservation and popularity of such a policy - albeit an unofficial policy - and the way 

in which the policy strained relations within the Party coalition between 'Old Labour' 

and 'New Labour' was fundamental to the rise in anti-Americanism when Labour 

returned to power in 1997. However, Christopher's views could be considered anti- 

American by implication only: in light of America's position as by far the largest 

producer of armaments, the reference to 'military megalomaniacs' could be aimed at 

American defence policy-makers. There is certainly no doubt that Christopher, and 

other such Labour activists, were hostile to the new, reforming Party hierarchy; 

however, whether or not this hostility extended to the United States is questionable. 

Labour MP George Galloway has made the necessary link between the dangers of 

modern warfare, and America's use of them:

The United States, our special friend, has 30,000 of those obscene weapons — 

yes, the same USA that carpet bombed with chemical weapons, the people of 

Vietnam for almost 20 years. Agent orange and defoliation bombs were used 

and, to this day, children are born hideously deformed because of the chemical 

weapons dropped by our special friends.

Galloway has also argued that American foreign policy is fated to always repeat the 

experiences of Vietnam and that, since the conflict in Vietnam was an exceptionally 

brutal one, American foreign policy is therefore inherently brutal, 'crude and

36 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.306, Issue No. 1777 (17/02/98), p.941; George Galloway, Labour MP 
for Glasgow Kelvin
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unsophisticated.' Galloway went on to suggest that, 'it is a strange policy that can 

rely only on the support of the government front bench, the opposition front bench 

and Bill Clinton's discredited Administration in Washington.. .Everyone is out of step 

except Uncle Sam and Johnnie Bull? Well, it is just not credible.' 38 The left-wing 

pacifist anti-Americanism during the 1990s also suggested that the precarious global 

security situation during the 1990s had been the result of American incompetence in 

the arena of international affairs. The Iraqi problem — suggest some on the Left — was 

created when America supported Saddam Hussein during the 1970s Iraq-Iran war: 

'Saddam Hussein is a creature of the West... [Now] one of the western satellites and 

puppets of the imperial interests of the United States is embarrassing its creator, 

turning on its creator and getting too big for its boots.' 39 Likewise, the left-wing 

believed that American defence policy — with regards to US spending on nuclear 

weapons and with regards to US arms sales - had been the root cause of the dangerous 

levels of weapons proliferation.40 The talk of a New World order had, it was 

suggested, betrayed the true incompetence of American foreign policy.

The second form of pacifist anti-Americanism - triggered by aggressive 

American foreign policy - appears to have taken a similar journey as anti-imperialist 

anti-Americanism; that is, from prominence at the end of the 1980s, through apparent 

insignificance during the early and middle years of the 1990s, returning to the fore of 

Labour politics in the late 1990s. Throughout the early 1990s, hostility towards the

37

38

39

WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.321, Issue No.1804 (25/11/98), p.155; George Galloway
WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.306, Issue No. 1777 (17/02/98), p.942
HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.182 (11/12/90), p.891; suggested by Ken Livingstone, Labour MP 

Brent East
40 LPACR 1992, p.264. Mary Hazelwood - constituency representative for Bristol West 
HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.182 (11/12/90), p.870 (Benn); p.891 (Livingstone)
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aggressiveness of American foreign policy was marginal, with the majority of Labour 

Party members accepting that, however undesirable it may have been, episodes such 

as the first Gulf War were in the interests of peace. However, although the extent of 

left-wing opposition to aggressive American foreign policy may have been marginal, 

the marginal support did serve one fundamental purpose: establishing a foundation on 

which future pacifist anti-Americanism would build. The opinions of politicians such 

as Tony Benn would be increasingly imitated during future international incidents in 

which America acted as the arbiter, the most notable of which was Clinton's policy 

towards Iraq in the late 1990s. One of the most popular pacifist anti-American 

criticisms was closely associated to Socialism's adherence to human rights and 

morality. Benn, having been described during the 1990s as 'leading Labour's Old 

Left' 42 , was one of those most critical of the perceived immorality of American 

foreign policy:

I must say something else to the House without in any way being offensive. 

Governments of any colour in any country are not the main practitioners of 

morality. America went into Panama and 3,000 people were killed. America 

went into Grenada. America supported Iraq when it attacked Iran. America did 

nothing when Cyprus was invaded and partitioned by Turkey. America has no 

moral authority, anymore than any other super-power.

Benn's views also illustrate that, just as the anti-imperialist anti-American faction 

believed the American 'ideology' was inherently expansionist, so some left-wing 

pacifists anti-Americans believed that America's past record in international affairs

41 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.182 (11/12/90), p.893; Ken Livingstone
42 Dumbrell - A SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP, p. 121
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suggested that the American ideology was also inherently 'morally bankrupt.' 44 

Andrew Faulds was foremost amongst such anti-Americans, suggesting that 'in 

leading their great moral crusade, what hypocrisy the United States government 

displays!' 45 Faulds highlighted conflicts in Vietnam, Nicaragua and Grenada as the 

reasons why America did not qualify as a moral leader, but instead could be 

considered one of the foremost aggressors in international affairs. Instead of accepting 

American moral leadership, the left-wing denounced the US as a country 'troubled 

and wallowing in lack of direction', and 'lacking the sagacity to provide world 

leadership.' 46

A second pacifist anti-American criticism of the aggressiveness of the Bush 

Sr. and Clinton Doctrines focused on the legality of military action; this, of course, 

was intrinsically linked to the Socialism's adherence to the rule of international law.47 

Again, though such criticism was relatively muted during the early 1990s, the 

questions raised over the legality of the first Gulf War would be raised again and 

again throughout the course of the 1990s; even when the US took unilateral action 

against Slobodan Milosevic's programme of ethnic cleansing in Kosovo in 1999, 

certain left-wing politicians were sceptical. 48 Those who argued that American action 

was illegal, proposed that the United Nations alone had international jurisdiction. 

Although the left-wing had always insisted on the importance of international 

agreement with regards to military action, and had always promoted the role of the

43 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.177 (06/09/90), p.776
44 'Superpower update: US is morally bankrupt, Russia is just bankrupt' - THE GUARDIAN, 
25/08/98, p. 18
45 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.177 (06/09/90), p.783; Andrew Faulds
46 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.207 (08/05/92), p.325 - Jacques Arnold, Labour MP for Gravesham; 
WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol. 267, Issue No.1702 (16/11/95), pp.197-198 - Robert Wareing
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UN, the left-wing had also always relied on the existence of the Soviet Union to 

challenge American hegemony in the international affairs decision-making process. 

However, in light of the Soviet Union's collapse, some members of the left-wing now 

began encouraging the United Nations to take a more active role in international 

affairs - if only to prevent Britain from being dragged into a war on America's 

behalf. The boundaries in which the UN would be expected to behave in latter- 

1990s conflicts were being drawn up by a relatively marginal group of left-wingers in 

the early 1990s. Some of these politicians were suggesting as early as 1990, that the 

Labour Party '[sic] must reject this nonsense about America saving the world because 

it ain't going to happen. We must line up with the United Nations and argue our case 

there. We must also build international solidarity for human rights peace and 

socialism.'

Socialist pacifist anti-American criticism of America's complete ignorance 

towards the UN's authority had, then, existed before the Clinton Doctrine underwent 

its conversion to unilateralism. 51 However, subsequent to the change in American 

policy, increasing numbers of left-wingers began to turn to the pre-established routes 

of pacifist anti-Americanism, building on the foundations established by the likes of 

Benn and Wareing and strengthening the anti-American sentiment. Whenever an 

episode in American foreign policy infringed on the perceived-international

47 LPACR 1992, p.266. Tony Clarke of the National Executive Committee
48 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.333, Issue No. 1828 (17/06/99), pp.634-635; notably Robert Wareing
49 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.177 (06/09/90), p.737 - Tony Benn; LPACR 1992, p.265 - David 
Clark, Labour MP for South Shields
50 LPACR 1990, p. 164; Gary Ransford, constituency representative for Bolsover.
51 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.250, Issue No. 1667 (17/11/94), p.146; Robin Cook
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jurisdiction of the UN, the pacifist anti-Americans argued that American domination 

of the independent and democratic organisation was illegal:

[America] cannot adequately play the part of freedom's flying squad...There 

is no long-term reality to this role. It is not what democracies are about. Its is 

an attempt by old minds, left bereft by the crumbling of the Cold War, to 

construct a new order which merely echoes the simplicities of the past.. .There 

is only one global policeman. That, for as its frailties is the United Nations, 

because it represents the collective wisdom of a world of many nations and 

infinite systems of government. 52

However, this was, and remains, an inherent problem for the pacifists. The US has 

always held, and continues to hold unique power over the UN and - as the recent 

diplomatic crisis regarding the second Gulf War has illustrated - the UN risks 

encouraging unilateral US behaviour if it wishes to oppose US foreign policy; so, too, 

do the pacifists within the Labour Party. During the 1990s, pacifist anti-American 

objection to US foreign policy had been caused not only by the scope of American 

foreign policy, but also by the Labour Party's official defence policy. The post-1995 

revision of the Clinton Doctrine encouraged a hardening of left-wing pacifist 

opinions, leaving the pacifist anti-Americans in direct confrontation not only with the 

United States, but also with New Labour who had so strongly supported the US. In 

1998 Tony Blair declared, 'I am proud of the fact that Britain has a good and strong 

relationship with the United States of America. Thank heavens the Americans are 

there and are willing to stand up and be counted when difficult situations arise in the

52 'Impatience is a mortal enemy' -THE GUARDIAN, 03/09/90, p. 18
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world' , but the left-wing's argument has been that America was too willing to stand 

up and be counted. Every episode in American foreign policy during the 1990s - 

whether it was in Iraq, Somalia and Haiti in the early 1990s, or in the former 

Yugoslavia in the late 1990s - was guaranteed to draw some form of questioning from 

the left-wing pacifist anti-American faction, as to the purpose, necessity and legality 

of American foreign policy. Invariably, the conclusion of such questioning was that, 

whether it actually was either legal or necessary, the American decision to take action 

was almost certainly the wrong decision. Labour left-winger Claire Short - herself, a 

long-time opponent of American foreign policy — even went as far as to accuse some 

members of the Labour Party of being 'so anti-American that they are against what 

the US does, not against what is wrong.' 54

Ill

Socialist anti-capitalist anti-Americanism

Like pacifist anti-Americanism, anti-capitalist anti-Americanism during the 

1990s also appears to have existed in two forms. The first form of anti-capitalist anti- 

Americanism remained marginal throughout the 1990s, whilst the other was more 

popular but dependent on the focus of American foreign policy. The first form of anti- 

capitalist anti-Americanism can be described as the 'traditional' Socialist hostility 

towards America as the exporter of capitalism, and the cause of 'Globalisation'. The 

second form of anti-capitalist anti-Americanism tended to present itself in times of 

international conflict, when America became militarily involved for reasons 

considered by the Left to be other than in the interest of preserving peace. Those who

51 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.306, Issue No. 1778 (24/02/98), p. 178
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expressed this view appear to have subscribed to the idea that American foreign 

policy was inherently imperialist, believing that self-interest formed the basis for 

American foreign policy55 ; America's decade-long pre-occupation with Iraq - from 

the early 1990s to the early 2000s - provides the ideal example of such a view. The 

criticism of American foreign policy in the Middle East has tended to focus on the 

economic benefits to be gained from the oil-rich region. Such criticism, in turn, 

involved questions over the extent to which 'big business' influenced US foreign 

policy. This second form of anti-capitalist anti-Americanism clearly has much in 

common with the 1980s equivalent; indeed, in many instances, it was simply a 

continuance of the 1980s equivalent.

The traditional, but marginal form of anti-capitalist anti-Americanism 

represented, then, another element of 1980s left-wing thinking that survived the Party 

reforms at the close of the decade. It was supported throughout the late 1980s and 

early 1990s mainly by the most ardent of left-wingers, as equally marginal as the 

pacifist anti-Americans who blamed the US for the extent of weapons of mass 

destruction proliferation. However, traditional anti-capitalist anti-Americanism 

appears to have been perpetuated in the latter half of the 1990s by Tony Blair's 

pursuit of the so-called 'Third Way' in politics; both the theory and the application of 

Blair's new approach to Socialist politics aggravated the anti-capitalists within the 

Labour Party. Rhiannon Vickers has quoted Blair's own interpretation of the 'Third 

Way' as 'representing "a new politics arising from the ashes of the struggles of the

54 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.333, Issue No. 1828 (17/06/99), p.653
55 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.306, Issue No.1777 (17/02/98), p.953; Andrew Robathan, Labour MP 
for Balby
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twentieth-century between traditional views of capitalism and socialism".' 56 The left- 

wing's opposition to the Third Way's ideology of compromise - ironically, the sort of 

compromise that led to Labour's electoral victory in 1997 - placed it in direct 

confrontation with the New Labour. The left-wing hostility towards the influence of 

the Third Way in domestic policy was mirrored by its hostility towards the Third 

Way's influence on foreign policy. In the late-1990s, Blair allied his interpretation of 

Third Way to President Clinton's equivalent American interpretation, developing an 

international forum for the ideology, but - more importantly - also strengthening the 

links between British and American politics.

The 'coalition' was jointly co-ordinated by the Blair and Clinton governments, 

and proved to be fundamental in the manifestation of anti-capitalist anti-Americanism 

during the 1990s; indeed, it has been instrumental in the strengthening of anti- 

capitalist anti-Americanism. In order to understand why this was the case, one must 

understand why the Blair and Clinton Administration's were attracted to forming such 

a coalition. In outlining the foundation for this Anglo-American Third Way 

partnership, Vickers has suggested that:

[sic] While the pursuit of power was an end in itself, having gained power 

New Labour needs to attach itself to a grand project, a belief system to provide 

its point of reference, in order to avoid being seen as a purely pragmatic 

government. Thus developing the new Third Way trajectory has been "urgent" 

for both Blair and Clinton "because it gives a narrative to both

56 Vickers - 'Labour's search for a Third Way in foreign policy' in Little & Wickham-Jones - NEW 
LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.36
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administrations: to Clinton for what he has done, to Blair for what he is about 

to do". 57

In terms of Anglo-American relations, the Third Way represented a significant 

strengthening of the 'special relationship'. The two leaders appeared to enjoy a close 

personal friendship as well as a strong working relationship, although such a 

development was not welcomed by the left-wing. 58 However, the left-wing were less 

aggravated by the blossoming friendship between the two leaders, than they were by 

the way in which American politics began to influence British politics. The most 

significant example of this, which also proved to be the most aggravating for the left- 

wing, was New Labour's decision to adopt the successful Clinton election campaigns 

as the blueprint for Labour's electoral success. The left-wing's hostility was further 

aggravated when, subsequent to the 1997 victory, the Labour Party began to 'float 

ideas' that 'had their origins on the other side of the Atlantic.' 59 This was particularly 

true with regards to the emphasis that Blair and New Labour placed on the influence 

of' globalisation' on British Socialist politics.

The New Labour hierarchy was of the opinion that globalisation was 

fundamental to the Third Way ideology, suggesting that - as a direct consequence of 

globalisation - internationalism would become a more dominant feature in New 

Labour's thinking. 60 However, such a theory was unacceptable to some on the left of

57 Vickers - 'Labour's search for a Third Way in foreign policy' in Little & Wickham-Jones - NEW 
LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, pp.36-37
58 Dumbrell -THE SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP, pp. 121-122
59 'Message from America: we're all Californian now...' - THE GUARDIAN, 26/05/97, p. 19
60 Vickers - 'Labour's search for a Third Way in foreign policy' in Little & Wickham-Jones -NEW 
LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p.37
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the Party. Henry Kissinger has noted that 'the very success of the globalised economy 

will generate dislocations and tensions, both within and between societies, which will 

exert pressures on the world's political leaderships' 61 , and this is certainly applicable 

to the effect of globalisation on left-wing Labour Party relations with both New 

Labour and America. Tony Benn has provided a diary entry for a discussion that took 

place between himself and Anthony Giddens - Tony Blair's mentor and one of the 

intellectual pioneers of New Labour's Third Way. The entry provides the definitive 

illustration of the way in which the Labour left-wing opposed the Third Way, 

globalisation, and capitalism, interpreting all of three of them as individual parts of 

the same, senseless whole:

He [Giddens] really did give it all away. He spoke as if globalisation was 

something that had just been discovered, the idea of the financial community - 

I know it's a bit new but it's been going for a long time. He [Giddens] said 

that globalisation is inevitable; social democrats with the values of the left 

have got to appeal to the centre and the right; the centre is more interesting 

than it's ever been; we have got to have relations with the US; and the social 

democratic parties in Europe had made all these adjustments. He went on to 

say that capitalism was the only way forward...we should be flexible - just 

academic waffle. 62

61 Kissinger - DOES AMERICA NEED A FOREIGN POLICY?, p.31
62 Benn - FREE AT LAST: DIARIES, 1991-2001 (London, 2002), p.513
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Benn's conclusion was that Gidden's intellectual justification of the Third Way 

amounted to 'just a lot of philosophical nonsense, it just tells you about Blair's 

position' ; and if Benn opposed Blair's position, he also opposed America's position.

As has been mentioned then, traditional anti-capitalist hostilities remained on 

the periphery of the Labour Party. More often than not, such hostility was nothing 

more than standard anti-capitalism — views that were critical of 'rampant free-market 

capitalism' , but did not make the necessary link between the evils of capitalism and 

the US to label them anti-American. Harry Barnes was one such example, suggesting 

that:

I hope that we are not expected to accept that we are hermetically sealed inside 

a world capitalist order and that in no circumstances can we get out. I would 

accept a great deal of the philosophy behind New Labour's programme if it 

were a temporary compromise because of the circumstances in which we 

found ourselves, so that we could build for tomorrow. If, however, it is seen as 

our long-term objective, that would be a serious mistake.65

Barnes clearly opposed capitalism, and opposed the capitalist influence on British 

Socialism, but does not refer directly to the American capitalist influence on British 

Socialism. There were, however, a number of Labour left-wingers who believed in a

63 Benn - FREE AT LAST: DIARIES, 1991-2001, p.513
64 LPACR 1992, p.37; Glyn Ford, MEP for Greater Manchester East
65 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.321, Issue No. 1804, p. 108; Harry Barnes, Labour MP for North East 
Derbyshire

93



form of 'predatory American capitalism.' 66 Larry Elliot has referred - with disdain - to 

the fact that 'Britain in 1997 has been Americanised. Almost every provincial town 

has a greenfield development complete with multiplex cinema, tenpin bowling, a fast- 

food joint and acres of parking space.' 67 At the turn of the new century, the left-wing 

could take heart from the ending of Clinton's era, yet few could deny the influence 

that American politics had on British Labour politics during his Presidency.

The anti-capitalist anti-Americans who believed that American foreign policy 

during the 1990s was quite often dictated by economics, appear to have been the most 

vocal, and least subtle amongst the various 'sorts' of anti-Americans. The first Gulf 

War naturally provided the Labour Left with plenty of ammunition in accusing 

American foreign policy of simply being an extension of American economic policy; 

obligingly, the left-wing also tended not to forget the controversy surrounding 

America's decision to go to war with Iraq in the early 1990s, as recent events in 2003 

have illustrated. Whenever the Clinton Administration engaged in conflict with Iraq, 

the standard argument remained that it was attempting 'to control the supply of oil
S~Q

from Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States to ensure their immense consumption.' A 

number of left-wingers quoted the US Assistant Defence Secretary's suggestion that 

'if Kuwait grew carrots, we [the US] would not give a damn', seeing it as conclusive 

proof that America had no legal, moral or in any way justifiable grounds for action in 

Iraq. 69 Eric Heffer suggested that this very assertion proved that the Gulf War was 'a 

question of oil and oil interests. It is capitalist oil interests. It is imperialist oil

66 Gordon - CONFLICT AND CONSENSUS IN LABOUR'S FOREIGN POLICY, p. 172
67 'Message from America: we're all Californian now...' -THE GUARDIAN, 26/05/97, p.19
68 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.177 (06/09/90), pp.782-783; suggested by Andrew Faulds
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interests. That is what worries me. I want peace. I want the people to be free and 

genuinely free. I don't want us to be rushed into war because of the oil companies.' 70 

Similarly, the left-wing disregarded America's suggestion that she was acting in the 

interests of world peace; this, suggested left-wingers like Ken Livingstone, was 

merely a smokescreen. 71 Behind the smokescreen, 'corporate America' had been 

dictating the focus of American foreign policy, and the pace of the conflicts in which 

the US became involved. 72 As the 1990s wore on, the anti-capitalist hostility 

perpetuated. Jeremy Corbyn criticised the exploitation involved in American 

capitalism when he recalled in 1997, that:

Some years ago I was in Honduras, an extremely poor country in Central 

America, talking to a family who lived outside the cash economy. They lived, 

essentially, in a hut beside the road and grew a bit of corn. If they did well, 

they sold a bit, and could buy cooking utensils. If they did not do so well, they 

starved.. .Behind them was a huge barbed wire fence protecting the fattest beef 

cattle in the world which were using the land — land that that family should 

have — to feed the burger bars of the US. 73

Such views were, of course, in keeping with the left-wing's belief that one country 

should not gain from another's misfortune, with the left-wing's belief that one country 

should not have the right to determine another's future, and with the left-wing's anti- 

American belief that the US exploited those countries whom she targeted in her

69 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.177 (06/09/90), p.833; suggested by David Nellist, Labour MP for 
Coventry.
70 Ibid., p.853
71 HANSARD 6™ SERIES, Vol.182 (11/12/90), pp.890-891; Ken Livingstone
72 Ibid., p.892
73 WEEKLY HANSARD, Vol.297, Issue No. 1759 (01/07/97), p.150; suggested by Jeremy Corbyn
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foreign policy. The left-wing believed that the first Gulf War, the Balkans policy, the 

renewed aggression in Iraq in 1998 - as well as the 'minor' episodes in Haiti and 

Somalia - were all undertaken without unanimous UN approval, and would all offer 

America some form of benefit - more often than not, economic.

Socialist anti-Americanism during the 1990s can, then, be split into two eras. 

British Labour Party relations with America in the first half of the 1990s tended to be 

relatively good. Anti-imperialist anti-Americanism was kept to a minimum, primarily 

because the Bush Sr. and Clinton Doctrines were not overly expansive or 

controversial during the years 1990 to 1995. The end of the Cold War and the collapse 

of the Soviet Union very much created a situation in which the US found herself 

without any clearly defined enemy; consequentially, the left-wing also found itself 

without a belligerent America to oppose. Pacifist anti-Americanism was also 

relatively muted during the early years; although unilateralism had survived the 

reforms, albeit it in an unofficial form, the nuclear deterrent was now largely 

interpreted by the Labour Party as being essential not only to the defence of Britain, 

but also to the election of the Labour Party. However, whilst the anti-Americanism of 

the early 1990s may have appeared moribund, its creation of a foundation on which 

the anti-Americanism of the latter 1990s could build was fundamental. The election of 

ardent 'Atlanticist' Tony Blair, together with the implementation of his 'Third Way', 

led to a recovery and resurgence in anti-Americanism. Anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism in the second half of the 1990s, aided by Clinton's newly-unilateralist 

approach to foreign affairs, returned to the portrayal of US foreign policy as being 

inherently aggressive. Pacifist anti-Americanism remained surprisingly quiet in the
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second half of the 1990s, but was still influenced and by the developments in the 

Clinton Doctrine, post-1995. Anti-capitalist anti-Americanism continually returned to 

the 'Iraqi problem', and America's pre-occupation with one of the most oil-rich 

countries in the world. In each sphere of anti-Americanism, the experiences of the 

early 1990s directly contributed, and were essential to the collective anti- 

Americanism of the latter 1990s; indeed, such experiences were also essential to the 

collective anti-Americanism of the early 2000s.
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Conclusions

The study set out to examine the nature and extent of anti-Americanism within 

the British Labour Party between 1960 and present day. Having discussed the 

conceptual problems with anti-Americanism, the study proposed a 'context-based' 

rather than 'concept-based' definition of anti-Americanism - on the basis that the 

context in which anti-Americanism is placed, can and will affect its definition. The 

study proposed an examination of Socialist anti-Americanism according to three 

principles within the Socialist ideology: anti-imperialism, pacifism and anti- 

capitalism. These three principles were to be applied to three chronological case 

studies - the 1960s, the 1980s and the 1990s - with the intention being to gain a better 

understanding of various causes and trends within British Socialist anti-Americanism.

The study's 'Introduction' discussed the fundamental and inherent conceptual 

problem that must be addressed by any examination of anti-Americanism — 'when 

does opposition to America becomes anti-American?' It was proposed that the 

solution to such a problem lay in the necessity for an implicit and critical link to be 

made between anti-imperial, pacifist or anti-capitalist sentiments, and the United 

States of America. If such a link were made, it would represent a definite apportioning 

of blame - for example, the dangers of US imperial policy or the US nuclear deterrent 

on global security. The 'Introduction' also suggested that various 'gradations', 

'degrees', or 'extents' of anti-Americanism should be introduced on the basis that it 

was possible to voice anti-American sentiment in opposition only to a single US 

policy. Each case study has illustrated not only that there is a trend of anti-
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Americanism within British Socialism between 1960 and present day, but that such 

anti-Americanism ranged from opposition to one particular policy to a rejection of 

American values and the American attitude.

Much of the Socialist anti-Americanism of the 1960s revolved around 

America's foreign policy in South East Asia. As could be expected, anti-imperialist 

anti-Americanism was particularly virulent during this era in Labour politics, with the 

majority of such anti-Americanism sceptical of the aims and ambitions of American 

involvement in Vietnam. US foreign policy was denounced for approaching conflicts 

in foreign affairs as though such conflicts were part of the perennial struggle between 

East and West; such an approach - suggested the left-wing - represented the single 

most significant threat to global peace and security. Such left-wing anti-Americanism 

also had more influence on Harold Wilson's approach to Anglo-American relations 

during the 1960s than has been suggested by the secondary literature; Wilson's 

decision to provide only limited diplomatic support to America was the result - at 

least, to some degree - of the left-wing's anti-Americanism. Pacifist anti-Americanism 

during the 1960s was certainly as prominent as anti-imperialist anti-Americanism and, 

again, this was because of the war in Vietnam. The majority of pacifist anti- 

Americanism focused on the immorality and illegality of American foreign policy, 

together with the destructive potential of the American nuclear deterrent. American 

behaviour in Vietnam was denounced as representative of American foreign policy's 

inherent aggression; a criticism driven by the left-wing pacifist anti-American's desire 

for a moral foreign policy in which imperialism acted as the nemesis of peace. 

Although anti-capitalist anti-Americanism appears to have been less widespread than
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anti-imperialist and pacifist anti-Americanism, the anti-capitalist anti-American 

faction was certainly no less vocal. Anti-capitalist anti-Americanism during the 1960s 

revolved around the criticisms of US foreign policy for being determined by 

economic factors. The left-wing denounced - to various extents - America's desire to 

exploit the Vietnamese rice-producing industry, the way in which American policy 

was formed around 'who' would gain 'what' from invading 'where' and, of course, 

America's so-called 'industrial-military complex' - the view that American 

policymakers and military commanders were interchangeable, and often had the most 

to gain from US 'military adventurism.' The Socialist anti-Americanism of the 1960s 

— whether anti-imperialist, pacifist or anti-capitalist - very much provided a template 

for future Socialist anti-Americanism. Firstly, many future episodes in aggressive 

American foreign policy subsequent to Vietnam would be contrasted with the US 

failure in Vietnam. Secondly, the left-wing's fear of nuclear holocaust, triggered by 

the Vietnam War and pervading Socialist thinking throughout the 1960s, would be 

replicated in the subsequent decades. Finally, the anti-capitalist industrial-military 

complex would also be replicated in the 1980s and 1990s, if slightly adjusted, to 

account for American interest in Middle Eastern oil.

The 1980s have, of course, been remembered as the decade when the left-wing 

reached its zenith within the Labour Party; similarly, it should also be remembered as 

the decade in which Socialist anti-Americanism also reached its zenith. The left- 

wing's accession to the leadership of the Party allowed it to implement a number of 

policies that were also anti-American. However, Socialist anti-Americanism during 

the 1980s was also heightened by political developments across the Atlantic - the left-
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wing were sceptical of Ronald Reagan's 'hawkish' approach to international affairs 

even before his 1980 Presidential election victory. Socialist anti-imperialist anti- 

Americanism focused on the 'Kirkpatrick thesis' and the 'Reagan Doctrine', and the 

left-wing's scepticism with regards to Reagan was proven to be accurate as the new 

US President implemented a foreign policy more geographically expansive than any 

in post-war history. The left-wing's adherence to a 'traditionalist'-'internationalist' 

foreign policy conflicted with Reagan's apparent carefree attitude to the immorality of 

war, and his inability to grasp the influence that such a radical foreign policy would 

have on global instability. Pacifist anti-Americanism during the 1980s manifested 

itself in the Labour Party's 'unilateralism'. Such a policy placed the Party in direct 

opposition to America's 20-year long reliance on the nuclear deterrent. The left- 

wing's devotion to moralist foreign and defence policies often encouraged the more 

radical elements to criticise the 'anti-humanist' approach of American policy. The 

scope of the Reagan Doctrine simply heightened such criticism: the more regions of 

the world in which America was involved, the greater the likelihood of nuclear 

holocaust. The anti-capitalist anti-Americanism of the 1980s represented a 

contemporary variation on the industrial-military complex of the 1960s. America's 

involvement in the Middle East - one of the most oil-rich regions in the world - 

represented more than just an 'enforcing of global peace and democracy'; as far as 

some left-wingers were concerned, America was picking and choosing the geographic 

subjects of her foreign policy according to their economic potential. Furthermore, the 

nature of giant American multinational corporations only increased the likelihood that 

America was involved in economic exploitation. The late 1980s witnessed the 

beginnings of the reform programmes that would continue throughout the 1990s, 

eventually sweeping the Labour Party into power.
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Socialist anti-Americanism during the 1990s has to be interpreted according to 

a pre- and post-1995 timeframe. The early years of the 1990s were characterised by 

general harmony in British Labour Party relations with the US, and both anti- 

imperialist and pacifist and-Americanism during the first half of the 1990s were 

muted. This was largely the result of two developments. Firstly, the collapse of the 

Soviet Union left the traditional Socialists without an alternative to American global 

hegemony. Secondly, the Bush Sr. and early-Clinton Doctrines were relatively 

uncontroversial - even the first Gulf War at the onset of the 1990s found surprisingly 

little opposition within the Labour left-wing. Of course, there remained a radical 

element within the left-wing that continued to oppose America throughout the early 

1990s, and this was no more vocal than in the anti-capitalist ant-American faction. As 

with the US foreign policy episodes in the previous two case studies, the American 

war in Iraq in the early 1990s was interpreted in terms of economic benefits — most 

notably, oil benefits. The post-1995 relationship between the Labour Party and 

America was fundamentally different from the pre-1995 relationship. The Clinton 

Doctrine's adoption of a unilateralist approach to the Balkans conflict reinvigorated 

the left-wing's anti-Americanism; familiar anti-American sentiments about the 

immorality, the illegality and the inherent aggression of US foreign policy returned to 

the fore. Indeed, such anti-American sentiments continue to this day. Furthermore, the 

American tendency to continually-return to the 'Iraq problem' certainly galvanised 

those within the anti-capitalist anti-American faction who had suggested America was 

preoccupied with this oil-rich nation. Inter-party politics, most notably the mutual 

desire for power, had prevented the alliance between 'Old Labour' and 'New Labour'
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from unravelling for much of the 1990s; however, the new 'Atlanticist' Prime 

Minister Tony Blair appeared to be determined that close Anglo-American relations 

were the key to restoring Britain's influence in international affairs. Blair's vision for 

the Labour Party of the twenty-first century - as a compromise between Capitalism 

and Socialism - attracted criticism from the more traditional Socialists within the 

Party, and the special relationship proved to be one of the issues to which they most 

strongly objected. A consortium of events - beginning with Clinton's adoption of a 

unilateralist stance in the Balkans in 1995, but also including Blair's implementation 

of a 'Third Way' in Britain's foreign and defence policy - resulted in the left-wing 

abandoning the political alliance and, in so doing, regaining the anti-American voice 

and prominence that it maintains to this day.

In the period studied, there have certainly been a number of trends in Socialist 

anti-Americanism. Anti-imperialist anti-Americanism throughout the three eras has 

focused on the idea that America has been exploiting her position as the protector and 

guarantor of peace, democracy and stability: the recent war in Iraq has, once again, 

drawn such anti-American sentiments. 1 The issue of Socialist 'anti-anti-Communism' 

has also tended to be located within the anti-imperialist anti-American faction, 

especially with regards to the flagrant anti-Communism of the Reagan Doctrine in the 

1980s. However, the foremost trend within anti-imperialist anti-Americanism between 

1960 and present day, has been the idea that American foreign policy is inherently 

aggressive; such a sentiment was applied to America involvement in Vietnam, 

Grenada, Nicaragua, Libya, Iraq and the Balkans. Pacifist anti-Americanism has been

' 'Michael Meacher [former-Labour Environment Minister]: The 9/11 attacks gave the US an ideal 
pretext to use force to secure its global domination' - THE GUARDIAN, 06/09/03, p.21
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dominated by the question of whether or not the British Labour Party should support 

ownership of nuclear weapons. Amongst those who believe the answer to such a 

question is "no it should not", the American nuclear deterrent has been blamed for 

subjugating British defence policy. The American nuclear deterrent has also been held 

accountable in the three eras, for making global security in each following era less 

stable than in the last era. The preservation of the left-wing's adherence to the various 

Socialist principles of internationalism, morality, humanity and the rule of 

international law, have all ensured that pacifist anti-Americanism has remained very 

stable throughout the period studied. Anti-capitalist anti-Americanism has also 

remained similarly stable, albeit seemingly less vocal. The anti-capitalist anti- 

Americanism of the second and third case studies were certainly variations on the 

'industrial-military complex' of the 1960s but, again, the left-wing's adherence to 

Socialism's intrinsic opposition to capitalism ensured that anti-capitalist anti- 

Americanism has remained stable throughout the period studied.

Over the course of the last 30-40 years, Socialist anti-Americanism has been 

both marginal and mainstream; however, the three case studies clearly illustrate that, 

no matter how prevalent or prominent Socialist anti-Americanism may have been, the 

core of such sentiment has always been located amongst the most traditional of left- 

wing Socialists. The three case studies also illustrate that, again regardless of the 

vociference of Socialist anti-Americanism, such sentiments have been a continual 

feature of Labour politics certainly since the 1960s, and even earlier. Of course, 

Socialist anti-Americanism has also been a reaction to 'circumstances', the most 

notable being the way in which particular American Presidents have approached
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foreign policy; significant changes in the world order - such as the collapse of the 

Soviet Union - have also been influential in causing Socialist anti-Americanism. 

Finally, therefore, the three case studies also illustrate that, whilst the left-wing 

faction of the Labour Party is indeed inherently anti-American, such sentiments have 

been caused as much by other 'circumstances', as they have by the left-wing's 

inherent anti-Americanism.
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