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PREFACE





This book has been written to accompany the BBC television series of the same name, to which I have been the historical adviser. The eight chapters reflect and enlarge upon the themes of the eight programmes concerned. My aim in the book has been to link the content of the programmes, and the original research of the production team, with my own treatment of the period.


In terms of research this has been an exercise in historical journalism. Years of patient academic inquiry have not gone into it. But much else has. Ten years ago I published a study of British politics in wartime. The theme was the swing to the Left between 1940 and 1945 – the origins, in other words, of the Attlee governments of 1945 to 1951. For me, therefore, the present book is a sequel: an opportunity to revisit the 1940s and, perhaps, to revise former impressions.


The past ten years have been a great education for us all. Industrial decay, the revival of bitter social antagonisms and the polarisation of politics have prompted new questions about the social history of modern Britain. When the Marxist Left and the radical Right emerged in the 1970s there was one point on which they were agreed: that many of the seeds of decline were planted in the immediate post-war years. According to the Marxist Left, this was because socialism and the class struggle were betrayed. According to the radical Right, it was because free market forces had been stultified by the Welfare State and the managed economy. Both rejected the social democratic legacy inherited by the Conservatives from Labour in 1951.


I do not believe that either of these theories is plausible as a reading of post-war history or workable as a means of governing Britain. I believe they will and should give way in time to a radically revised version of the spirit of 1945. Yet each theory illuminated a disturbing corner of reality neglected by conventional opinion. The Marxist Left drew attention to the fact that the sources of industrial conflict were just as explosive as ever. The radical Right drew attention to the fact that the public sector sheltered powerful vested interests whose claims for greater resources were theoretically boundless. These were truths and remain so in spite of the fallacious ideological baggage with which they are mixed up. Neither problem reached critical proportions between 1945 and 1951, but with hindsight they cast a shadow over the period.


Hindsight can also distort by reading the present back into the past. What most impresses me about the post-war years is the heroic scale of social reconstruction and economic recovery. To have introduced the National Health Service, for instance, while increasing the Gross Domestic Product by 15 per cent, and diverting most of the extra resources into exports and investments, was no mean feat.


This is not to imply that by taking thought in the 1980s the performance could be repeated. During and after the Second World War British society still drew strength and inspiration from the class loyalties and robust social ideals forged in late Victorian times. The Labour ministers of 1945 expected, therefore, to preside over a yet more earnest Britain of austere public purpose. They created a new and enduring State: what they did not anticipate was the new consumer society, emancipated from deference and old class ties, in which the new State would have to function.


As readers will realise, this book is not intended as a history of politics and government, but as a wider social history of the post-war years. As the main object of the Attlee governments was to change society, they loom large in the story. But social history directs one’s curiosity beyond Whitehall and Westminster to the workings of the economy, the nature of social conditions, and the actions and reactions of fifty million people.


The Attlee government was lifted into office in 1945 on the crest of a wave of economic and social change. I have tried to describe how that wave swept over Britain and transformed the landscape, but then lost momentum and gradually fell back into the sea. Two main themes present themselves: the embattled resistance of sections of the middle classes to the restrictions on personal liberty associated with ‘socialism’; and the divergence of working-class reality from the ideals of citizenship conceived by social reformers. Then as now, it was a fiction that governments make society. Society makes governments, and unmakes them too.


In telling the story I have had the great advantage of being able to draw freely on the memories of people who were there at the time. The BBC production team has assembled, in the course of making the series, an archive of about 200 filmed interviews. A minority are with politicians. The remainder are with articulate and observant members of the public.


The interviews have been arranged and conducted according to the rules of television, not according to the rules of social science. I will, however, skip a host of arguments about the value and methodology of oral history and simply remark that I have found the interview transcripts invaluable. They have flung open many a window on the period and I only wish I had been able to quote more of them. In addition to the interviews, the original film sources employed in the series are of great interest for the slant given by newsreels or government films to the issues of the day. From time to time I have indicated this in the text.


As will be clear from the remarks above, my greatest debt on the research side is to the production team of Now the War is Over. In addition they have given me practical help and advice of many kinds. Special thanks are therefore due to Angela Holdsworth, the executive producer of the series; to Maggie Brookes, Nikki Cheetham and Peter Grimsdale, the other programme producers; to Christine Whittaker as Film Researcher; to Sandra Jones as Interview Researcher; and to Maureen Hardman, Sheila Johns and Irene Hahn as production assistants.


My debts to the work of other historians and writers are indicated mainly in the footnotes. But I must single out two masterly interpretations of government policy for the indispensable guidance they provide: Kenneth Morgan’s Labour in Power 1945–1951 (1984) and Alec Cairncross’s Years of Recovery: British Economic Policy 1945–1951 (1985).


I am much obliged to Mr Ian Campbell for efficient research on my behalf at the Public Record Office. My thanks also to the following friends and colleagues for stimulating comments in the course of conversation: Dr Tony Aldgate, Dr Robert Anderson, Dr John Brown, Dr Angus Calder, Dr John Campbell, Mr Terry Cole, Miss Ella Duffy, Miss Inyang Ebong, Professor Percy Johnson- Marshall, Dr Nicholas Phillipson, Dr John Ramsden, Dr Jeffrey Richards and Mr Alistair Thomson.


In the preparation of the manuscript for the press Valerie Buckingham has been the most thorough, critical and constructive of editors. June Leech-Guiness, as picture researcher, has matched the text with a splendid set of illustrations, many of which tell their own story of the period. My thanks are due to them both as well as to Liz Calder and Tony Colwell of Cape for their personal support.


For permission to reproduce Crown Copyright material I am grateful to the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office. For permission to reproduce material from the Woolton Papers in the Bodleian Library, I am grateful to the Rt Hon. the Earl of Woolton.


My greatest debt, to my wife and son, is expressed in the dedication.


Paul Addison


July 1985
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GOODBYE TO ALL THAT





There were two leading topics of conversation in Britain during the Second World War. One was the war itself: the latest news, the latest rumours of what was to happen next, the question of how long it would last. The other was the peacetime future at home: the kind of life, the kind of society and the kind of government there ought to be when the war was over. The second was in some ways a very personal question, a matter of where to live, what kind of work to look for, whether to marry and, at times, whether to stay married. But it was a social and a political question, too. The pros and cons of social change, the high hopes of some for a more just world, and the scepticism of others, were perpetual talking points. The issues were debated in air-raid wardens’ posts, in factory canteens, at mothers’ meetings, on trains and buses when strangers fell into conversation. Most of all they were discussed, with the blessing and encouragement of the authorities, in the forces.


By June 1944, as D-Day approached, there were four and a half million men and half a million women in the British armed forces. Around their future the complex of hopes and fears was woven. Months of bitter fighting lay ahead in Europe and the Far East, and some would never return but would go to join the quarter of a million war dead suffered by the armed forces. But all hoped to survive, and all but a few yearned for the day when they would be free to quit the forces and return home. But what then? When Ernest Bevin, the Minister of Labour, went to Portsmouth to visit the men of the 50th Division on the eve of their embarkation for France, he was asked, ‘Ernie, when we have done this job for you, are we going back to the dole?’


Hindsight supplies the answer. They would not have to return to the dole. A new deal for the working classes was already in the making, and not for the working classes alone. The hopes of soldiers and civilians for a better life, and the plans of social reformers for an all-embracing Welfare State, were converging. In the general election of July 1945 they met, and the Labour Party was returned to power in a sweeping victory.


Germany had already surrendered on 7 May 1945. Japan, terrorised into submission by the atom bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, followed on 14 August. Now at last the war was over and all the participants, the victors as well as the vanquished, could begin the task of rebuilding a peacetime economy and society. But the lessons to be learnt from defeat were very different from those to be learnt from victory.


In Germany and Japan, the values and institutions embodied in the war effort lay buried in the rubble of catastrophe. There was no alternative but to start afresh. In Britain, however, victory had ratified the spirit as well as the machinery of the war effort. Vera Lynn, Tommy Handley, J.B. Priestley, the Ministry of Food with its tips on how to make an omelette, the Ministry of Works with its monopoly of bricks and mortar, were all carried over in triumph from the war to the peace. Sometimes names were changed as when the BBC Forces Network became the Light Programme, or the Council for the Encouragement of Music and the Arts was reborn as the Arts Council. But continuities abounded. The Labour government itself rested on foundations constructed during the war by Labour ministers in the Churchill coalition. For a few critical years after 1945, the home front ran on without a war to sustain it, and Britain was reconstructed in the image of the war effort.


War did not revolutionise the British, but it radicalised them. There was never a serious prospect that the social structure would collapse: Ealing Studios would have been lost without it. But the relationship between the classes began to shift in favour of manual workers. The supreme crises of Dunkirk and the Battle of Britain induced a new sense of tribal solidarity, triumphantly put to the test in the Blitz on London and other major cities. In the common predicament social distinctions lost some of their force. Sir Tom Hopkinson, at that time the editor of Picture Post, recalls:




In any office such as ours, besides the day’s work we would go on to fire-watching at night and a managing director would fire-watch with the office boy and the junior typist, five or six people, and then they’d all doss down in great discomfort in one of the offices with the rugs that were provided for the purpose. And then the visible signs of any kind of difference in class disappeared.





Professor Arthur Ling, an architect and planner then working for the City of London, remarks:




People were much more together. They met in the air-raid shelters, in the tubes at night, they were in the Home Guard, or they queued for spam or whatever it was they could get hold of, one egg a week. Everybody really lost a lot of their inhibitions about talking to their next-door neighbours. When the raids were over they used to almost celebrate in the early morning and this was the spirit that I think a lot of people hoped would continue after the war …





In the heroic imagery of 1940 we see little groups of citizens gathered in the Home Guard or the air-raid warden’s post, the bank manager and the factory worker shoulder to shoulder against the might of the enemy. The images are true of a moment in time but it would be sentimental to portray the psychological exhilaration of 1940 as the mainspring of social change in the long years of endurance that were to follow. Political and economic necessity were the long-term driving forces.


The moment the war began in earnest, the State came to depend upon the active assistance of the whole working and fighting population. As manual workers and their families constituted about 70 per cent of the population, their welfare and morale became a matter of the highest priority. On the political level it was no longer possible for the Conservatives to rule alone. In May 1940 a Coalition government was formed under the leadership of Winston Churchill. One episode in the making of the government illustrates the new basis on which the State was now to rest. Churchill invited Ernest Bevin, the Secretary of the Transport and General Workers’ Union, to become Minister of Labour. Bevin did not immediately accept, but wrote a letter stipulating four conditions on which he would agree to serve. He knew the chance had come to reverse the defeats inflicted on trade unionism in the era of the general strike. And as Martin Gilbert writes, ‘Churchill accepted the conditions, to the anger of many Conservatives.’1


The Coalition was the first clear signal of a shift in the balance of advantage between the classes. The governors still governed, managers still managed and officers still commanded their men. Authority itself was not in question. But, now that popular morale was regarded as a crucial factor in the war effort, the system began to adapt to accommodate working-class needs and expectations. The BBC, for example, introduced a range of programmes intended to entertain factory workers and servicemen. The social services were expanded primarily for the benefit of working-class mothers and children. Standards of health and nutrition were raised so effectively that the infant mortality rate fell more rapidly during the war than it had in peacetime. By 1945, five-year-old boys in Glasgow were on average 2·2 1bs heavier and 1·1 inches taller than their predecessors in 1930.


Much has been written about civilian life in wartime but the social history of the armed forces has yet to be explored in depth. Provided he had the good fortune not to be captured and shut away in a German or Japanese prisoner-of-war camp, the British soldier of the Second World War was more closely attuned to civilian life than his predecessors in the Great War. This was partly due to the fact that between the retreat from Dunkirk in May 1940 and the D-Day landings of June 1944, (the main body of the Army was in training in camps in Britain. But there was also a conscious realisation by the Army authorities that the working classes of 1939 expected higher standards of life than the conscripts of 1916. Hence the introduction of the NAAFI, the Navy, Army and Air Force Institute. To quote Correlli Barnett:




Every camp had its NAAFI: a club room with bar, hot meals, cigarettes and sweets, toilet requisites on sale, and often a piano. Mobile NAAFI shops served outlying units or troops in the field. In large base areas like the Middle East the NAAFI provided splendid leave camps, complete with gardens, swimming pools, shops, restaurants, dance-halls and bars. In service clubs in cities like Cairo soldiers enjoyed all the comfort and facilities of a good hotel.2





A parallel phenomenon was the rapid development of Army education, of which more will be said later.


One very interested witness of change in the Army was Stan Henderson, a member of the Communist Party. His impression is of a great contrast between 1939 and 1945:




When I joined the Army it was still the old traditional British Army and the officers regarded themselves as being very distinct and apart from the other ranks. When after three and a half years as a prisoner of war I met the Army as it then was in 1945 it was a very different situation, there was a very democratic situation, particularly for an army. When a private or an NCO would say to an officer, ‘Shift over, mate, I want to get at this job,’ the officer shifted over.





A decline of deference in the ranks is, no doubt, something that an observer with a Communist point of view might be expected to report. But it is confirmed by other voices speaking from a background of deeply conservative experience. One such was Philip Masheder, who joined the Royal Navy after a strict northern upbringing in which the principal influences were Christianity, Kipling and the Boy Scouts:




I’d been brought up in the Church and in the catechism – my duty towards my neighbour is to love him as myself … to love, honour and succour my father and mother, right, but to honour and obey the King and all who are put in authority under him. To submit myself to all my betters. Now when I’m in the Navy I’m finding that people I’ve got to submit myself to are not my betters. They aren’t my betters. Some of them in my opinion weren’t fit to fasten my bootlaces because some of the decisions some of these officers used to make, and some of the remarks they used to come out with, they alter you completely …


When I came out I was an entirely different person, I wasn’t going to be pushed around, I realised that the people that were immediately above me were no better than me in every respect and I was going to make sure that I found my proper station in life and I wasn’t going to be dictated to unless it was somebody that I could respect.





Similar testimony, this time with a definite political twist, comes from Mrs Winnie Whitehouse, who joined the Auxiliary Territorial Service (ATS) as a girl fresh from domestic service in a country district where labourers were accustomed to follow their masters. As a woman she experienced the greater freedom enjoyed by women in general in wartime, and began to feel a sense of class consciousness focusing on the person of Winston Churchill. Asked whether she was surprised by the Labour victory of 1945, she replies:




Not surprised at all because a lot of us in the forces, we were on rations, we queued in the NAAFI for five cigarettes … and yet Churchill always had his cigar, he was always looked after, he was always well fed. An Ack-Ack site is rough, you know, with it being a small camp we didn’t get a lot of the comforts you did on the larger ones. We were happy on it, but we didn’t see why he should have everything …





It was a decisive feature of the Second World War that the qualities and aspirations of men and women like Mr Masheder and Mrs Whitehouse made a deep impression on sections of the traditional governing class. They came to regard the poverty and unemployment of the 1930s, and the pre-war division of Britain into two nations, as deeply reprehensible. One such was Sir Antony Part, later one of the driving forces in post-war educational reform. In 1939 he was a young civil servant fresh from Harrow and Trinity College, Cambridge:




What did influence me a great deal was my time in the Army. I spent a certain amount of time in the ranks to start with, and that was very formative, and of course you don’t lose touch with people when you become an officer. So those four or five years in the Army were very influential and they were part of one’s determination really to try to understand what everybody was on about, what their circumstances were, what their hopes and fears were. That is the kind of thing that gets very deeply ingrained in you … A whole lot of us said, ‘Things must not be the same after the war as they were before the war,’ and it was in that determination really that the seeds of success lay.





The change in relationship in the classes was forcibly underwritten by the economics of scarcity. With peacetime industry contracting, and imports restricted to essential war supplies, there was a shortage of consumer goods. To ensure a fair distribution of basic foods and commodities, which would otherwise be snapped up by the better off, rationing was extended.


Food rationing had begun early in 1940 with sugar, meat, bacon, ham and butter, and other items were added as the siege economy intensified. To stabilise the cost of living index, food subsidies and price controls were applied to a variety of other foods in short supply. How far the principle of ‘fair shares’ worked in practice was debatable. The rules governing meals in restaurants were generous and there was much criticism of ‘luxury feeding’. But factory workers too were encouraged to supplement their personal ration with canteen meals, and ‘British Restaurants’ were established for the general public. Surveys of opinion showed that rationing was popular because it was regarded as fair. But just in case it was too fair, there was always that other popular institution, the black market, to relieve the situation.


In reducing the advantages normally enjoyed by the higher income groups, economic controls also lessened visible social distinctions. In June 1941, the rationing of clothes was introduced on the new principle of ‘points rationing’, with a basic entitlement for adults of sixty-six coupons or points per person per year. Instead of exchanging them for a standard weekly quantity of goods, the coupon holder could purchase over the next twelve months as much as the points value of different items of clothing allowed. A lady’s winter overcoat, for instance, required fifteen points. For a pair of men’s trousers, or a kilt, eight coupons had to be surrendered. The effect was to cut down the consumption of clothes to a level adequate for a working-class family. About the same time, the Board of Trade began to standardise the design and production of clothes, reducing the number of materials used and obliging manufacturers to concentrate on a limited range of designs. The ‘Utility’ scheme, as it was called, employed materials of high quality and the best fashion designers but, like clothes rationing itself, it tended to introduce a standardised look in men’s and women’s clothing. Later, the principle of Utility was extended to a variety of other goods, including furniture.


In industry, the vital scarcity was of labour. In January 1939, there were still more than two million people out of work, the legacy of industrial decline and a world slump. By January 1944, unemployment was down to 84,000, a statistic that makes one blink in disbelief. When large-scale rearmament started in the late 1930s the trade unions began to re-establish a powerful position in the manufacturing industry and the wartime labour shortage naturally reinforced this trend. Between January 1939 and January 1944, the total membership of the trade unions increased from six million to eight million. In Whitehall, Bevin established a trade union empire with a claim to representation on a great variety of committees dealing with social, economic and industrial policy. At works level, meanwhile, a measure of power returned to the shop floor with the establishment throughout war industry of Joint Production Committees representing management and shop stewards. Not that the decisions of trade union officials were necessarily satisfactory to the rank and file. Though strikes were illegal after June 1940, they multiplied rapidly from 1941 onwards. Between 1941 and 1945 there were more stoppages in each year than had taken place in any year during the 1930s. As these were mainly trivial and short-lived episodes, the number of working days lost was still very much lower than in the previous decade. Yet the number of industrial disputes in wartime is perhaps the best evidence of a surge of confidence, following on a greater sense of bargaining power, from below.


A new assertiveness was apparent among manual workers. Mrs June MacDonald, who was plunged into wartime London from a traditional middle-class background, recalls:




From the moment I left secretarial college and went into a job, I think one was acutely aware that, for the first time in my life anyway, everybody during the war was more or less equal. Of course, one was aware of a hierarchy in the job, but the moment you got outside and you were confronted with a clippie in charge of a bus, she was in control and you did what she told you, and shop assistants were suddenly very powerful people because things were in short supply and all these people who, before the war, had been rather subservient sort of people and always terribly polite, were just the same as everybody else.





There was no great redistribution of property during the war. Rather there was a steady squeeze on income differentials. The gap between salaries and wages was reduced, and so was the gap between skilled and unskilled workers. Douglas Jay, who was a civil servant at the Board of Trade, sums up the situation:




There was a huge erosion of class differences. There was some of course in the 1914–18 war and indeed people at that time thought it pretty startling then, but it was certainly much greater in the second war. In terms of income, in terms of consumption of food, in terms of jobs and hours of work, in terms of taxation, there was a tremendous levelling which reached, I suppose, its extreme point in 1944–5, and the fact that it worked I think did have a great effect on public opinion. People felt that if these things could be done in wartime, why shouldn’t they, at any rate the best of them, be done in peacetime.





The social changes of wartime were of themselves temporary. They were the response of a government and a people to a prolonged emergency. Though politicians and the press held out visions and promises of a new deal for the working classes after the war, social surveys revealed a high level of pessimism. It was widely feared that the promises would come to nothing: the Tories and the bosses between them would restore the conditions of the 1930s. There was, of course, no guarantee that the wartime spirit of social change would be carried over into the peace – unless conscious efforts were made to translate the mood of the hour into a programme for the future.


Efforts were, indeed, made. In the summer and autumn of 1940 there began to form in Britain a broad alliance of forces in favour of social reform. Though the alliance depended very much for its influence on the power of organised labour, it was never the property of a single party. Socialists were active in the campaign, but so were non-party reformers such as Sir John Reith, Liberals such as J.M. Keynes, and a minority of forward-looking Conservatives such as R. A. Butler. The common denominator among them was 1940s collectivism: the belief in the capacity of the State to reduce social injustice, expand the economy and create a fuller and more spacious life for all. Coming as they did from a variety of political traditions, the reformers differed over the limits and purposes of State intervention. But working closely together across party boundaries, they envisaged a new society in which the most conscientious elements of the old order – the benevolent squire, the philanthropic industrialist and so on – would rally to the ideal of a new society.


The first to spread the word to a popular audience was the novelist and playwright, J.B. Priestley, in an artful series of Sunday evening radio talks broadcast between Dunkirk and the Blitz. A jovial Yorkshireman, the ideal England to which he directed his listeners’ imagination was a land of good companionship overflowing with cakes and ale. The radical press, spearheaded by the Daily Mirror and Picture Post, took up the theme, calling for a declaration of war aims. In 1941, the New Year edition of Picture Post was devoted to a series of articles outlining ‘A Plan for Britain’. As Tom Hopkinson later wrote:




The plan – for its day – was revolutionary. A job for every able-bodied man. Minimum wages. Child allowances. An all-in contributory system of social insurance. A positive health service. A bold building plan – to start immediately war ended – to root out the slums. The same kind of education for all up to fifteen, with the public schools brought into the general system. Holidays for all … and much more which today [1970] we take for granted …3





Among the prophets were some, like Sir Richard Acland, who sought a religious regeneration of society. A Liberal MP converted to Christian socialism, Acland founded with Priestley in 1942 a new political party, Common Wealth. Priestley, who was an artist rather than a political organiser, soon dropped out. But Common Wealth went on to defeat three Conservative candidates (unopposed by Labour because of the party political truce), in wartime by-elections. The Common Wealth party never had more than about 10,000 members. But its very existence is a reminder of the strand of socialist utopianism, to be found mainly among the professional middle classes, that ran through the 1940s. Explaining his own ideas, Acland says:




Very briefly, my argument was that we had run our society under the system of private property, of individual initiative as it was called, but that in fact this meant that we were saying to every man, woman and group that they should go hell-bent for his, her, or its self-interest. I said there was no doctrine which could possibly be more dead contrary to the second law of our supposed religion and that there was no reconciliation except in a system of common ownership of all the major productive resources.





Acland and his party were operating on the fringes of politics. Meanwhile, reformers of a more conventional stamp were busy in the nooks and crannies of Whitehall. For a long time their endeavours were wrapped in obscurity but then came the publication of the Beveridge Report in December 1942. The main body of the Report consisted of a scheme for the abolition of poverty through comprehensive social insurance. That in itself was enough to make the headlines. But attached to the main scheme were additional ‘assumptions’ that gave it a wider significance. Beveridge argued that the success of the social security scheme would depend upon three other changes: the introduction of family allowances, the creation of a National Health Service and the maintenance of a high level of employment. And with a metaphorical flourish to capture the ideal of a new social order, Beveridge declared that Want (i.e. poverty) was only one of five giants on the road to reconstruction. Disease, Ignorance, Squalor and Idleness had also to be met and mastered. Wisely, Beveridge made no mention of the sixth giant – Winston Churchill.


The Beveridge Report was the most publicised document of the Second World War, and also the most popular. It compelled the War Cabinet to appoint a Reconstruction Committee to review and determine the priorities for post-war policy. Out of the Committee’s deliberations there began to flow a series of White Papers defining the role and obligations of the post-war State. Though none of the rest achieved anything like the popular acclaim of the Beveridge Report, the passage of time has lent them historical fame.


A hundred years ago no British history text was complete without the names and dates of the battles that won the Empire. Today no history is complete without a list of the wartime White Papers, each one a victory for the massed ranks of social democracy. Educational Reconstruction, published in July 1943, proposed a system of secondary education for all and laid the groundwork for the Education Act of the following year. In February 1944, A National Health Service envisaged a free and comprehensive service covering every branch of medical activity. The White Paper on Employment Policy, published in May 1944, announced in its opening sentence that henceforth it would be the duty of the State to maintain ‘a high and stable level of employment’. Social Insurance in September 1944 marked the government’s acceptance, with minor changes, of Beveridge’s insurance scheme. Strange to say, a coherent plan was lacking in one of the most important areas of all, housing. When at last a White Paper entitled Housing Policy appeared in March 1945, it was a vague and feeble document of barely eight pages, with no clear target for the number of homes to be built in the post-war period.


The agenda for the new Britain was the work of overlapping circles in the universities, Fleet Street, the civil service and the House of Commons. Considering that so much of the impetus came from the Left, it may seem surprising today that so much of the argument was couched in patriotic and military terms. It was as though the spirit of Kipling or Rupert Brooke had migrated into the souls of social reformers. Tories of the old school habitually regarded the new patriotism of the Left as bogus, since the very people who were now throwing their hats into the air to celebrate the deeds of our gallant soldiers, sailors and airmen had only a few years previously been strongly opposed to rearmament. True, and the propaganda for a new Britain was carefully crafted. But the pride of the reformers in Britain was authentic, more so at times than the radical credentials. Traditional Tories were slow to recognise that patriotism could express itself in different ways.


In the old Tory conception, the sole test of patriotism was readiness to do one’s duty for one’s country on the field of battle and the only true patriotic object was military victory. But against this, social reformers set an alternative vision. They argued that with the coming of the Blitz the civilian population was now in the front line of the battle: the old distinction between soldiers and civilians had lost its force. The armed forces, too, had changed their character with the introduction of conscription, and Britain was now defended by a citizen army. War, then, was no longer a conflict fought by a warrior caste for the benefit of civilians at home but a people’s war that would have to be fought in harmony with the needs and aspirations of the people – meaning, for the most part, the working classes. If victorious commanders were to be honoured and decorated, the military participation of the rank and file should be rewarded by the extension of social and economic rights. The new test of patriotism was, therefore, to be loyalty to the needs and aspirations of the people of Britain: ‘social patriotism’, as it may be called.


Social patriotism corresponded more closely to popular feeling and the needs of the war effort than the traditional Churchillian variety. The belief that men or women fighting for their country were entitled to a fair share of the fruits of victory was in accord with natural justice. Explaining his decision to vote Labour in 1945, Philip Masheder says:




You see, we’d just fought a war. Now if we’d lost that war, all the landowners in Great Britain would have lost all their land, it would have gone to Germany. Now here you’ve got millions of lads coming out of the forces, literally hundreds of thousands of them getting married, they go into a house. That house is costing them extra money because somewhere along the line someone had to pay for that land. Now that ground that those houses were built on belonged to me and you, shouldn’t really belong to the landowners. We’d just fought for England, and Scotland, hadn’t we? This is one of the ideas that were in our minds, we felt very strongly about this …





The most remarkable victory of social patriotism over patriotism of the traditional variety took place in the very stronghold of military tradition – the Army. Following the evacuation from Dunkirk, the military authorities began to consider the problem of morale among troops who would have to remain in Britain. An expansion was decreed in the activities of the Army Education Corps, and under the guidance of education officers, thousands of part-time civilian lecturers were employed and short courses arranged, dealing with every variety of topic. But in August 1941 there was a fresh departure. The new Adjutant-General, Sir Ronald Adam, authorised the creation of the Army Bureau of Current Affairs.


ABCA was the brainchild of William Emrys Williams, an adult educationalist and director of Penguin Books. Under ABCA, Army education became compulsory for at least one hour a week in the form of group discussions. These were to be led by platoon commanders with the aid of bulletins issued by the Bureau. Half the bulletins dealt with the military course of the war but the other half were ostensibly neutral surveys of current social, economic and political affairs. The printed material distributed by ABCA was not radical in itself, nor could it have been. But free political discussion in the Army was a major innovation. And whereas it was estimated that eight out of ten soldiers had taken no part in the classes arranged by the Army Education Corps, six units out of ten had organised compulsory ABCA classes by early 1942.


A number of Conservatives were highly suspicious, then and later, of the work of ABCA. In December 1942, Maurice Petherick, the MP for Penryn and Falmouth, wrote to Churchill’s Parliamentary Private Secretary:




I am more and more suspicious of the way this lecturing to and education of the forces racket is run … for the love of Mike do something about it, unless you want to have the creatures coming back all pansy-pink.





Looking back in 1985, at the age of ninety, Maurice Petherick is convinced that he was correct to write as he did, except that he should have written in stronger terms:




During the war, you see, every kind of heretic about policy would start up and think they’d a jolly good chance to infect the nation, arrange not only the conditions of the peace, but the conditions in the country afterwards, and I thought that was very dangerous: the thing is to concentrate on the war and that’s that. This ABCA was set up with a large number of officers lecturing to the forces and I think it had a very great influence on the post-war conditions …


They were probably not very effective academicians, and to let a whole lot of those people loose was somewhat unsafe, and everything that I then thought I’m sure was justified …





Dr Jacob Goldman, in civilian life a general practitioner in Manchester, was his unit’s ABCA officer:




I think that some of the ABCA booklets were tending to be slightly more left-wing than one would expect, but how one used them was the really important thing and if you had a desire to interpret the facts given in the ABCA booklet in such a way that they demonstrated and added to left-wing points of view, the ABCA officer could really make almost any type of material out of it …


An ABCA lecture was almost a free period for the other ranks. And if they had any relationship with the ABCA officer, it would provide them with the opportunity to discuss almost everything from their girl-friend to what life was going to be like after the war. In my unit in particular, it was a great safety-valve for men’s submerged feelings as well as being informative to them in the political changes that were going on …


The ABCA lectures were very much enjoyed by my other ranks, and there were some stalwart political figures amongst them, like Welsh ex-miners, and Scottish trade union men, and they thoroughly enjoyed this return to the political fray – and led the discussion, often.





Political discussion in the Army was by no means confined to ABCA. The film star, David Niven, at that time an officer in the Commandos, happened to mention to Ernest Bevin the problem of the soldiers’ boredom. Bevin urged him to get them to use their ‘noggins’ by getting some debates going. The debates, writes Niven, proved to be a great success, the liveliest of them sparked off by an article in the Daily Mirror abusing the generals as ‘brass-buttoned boneheads’. Niven comments:




One thing stuck out a mile in these debates – the vast majority of men who had been called up to fight for their country held the Conservative Party entirely responsible for the disruption of their lives and in no circumstances would they vote for it next time there was an election – Churchill or no Churchill.4





Still more bizarre than Niven’s contribution to Clement Attlee’s landslide was the affair of the ‘Cairo Parliament’. Cairo was, of course, the main wartime base of British forces in the Middle East. In November 1943, on the initiative of a number of politically-minded servicemen including Aircraftsman Leo Abse, later a Labour MP, a mock Parliament was established. Abse takes up the story:




We had to take care, there were King’s Regulations which clearly prevented active political discussion from going on within the forces, so we decided as a group, those of us who were involved, that the Parliament should only discuss events of after the war. We projected, as it were, the Parliament into a post-war era and we therefore put proposals before this Parliament, which fluctuated, but always had 600 to 1000 men present, always had a Labour majority. We put forward proposals as though we were living in the yearned-for peace …


As it built up, so the blimps resented it, they didn’t like this idea of citizens in uniform as we saw ourselves, and when the Germans read about it in the English-speaking Egyptian press, they put out nonsense from their radio stations suggesting that the forces of the Middle East were in rebellion and we’d set up our own Parliament. This gave the blimps the excuse to intervene and they sought to close it down. I don’t want to speak of the whole saga, it led to my arrest, since I was the Chancellor of the Exchequer in this Parliament, and it led to my being sent back to Blighty after interventions in the House of Commons to prevent me being sent to an island in the Persian Gulf. So I was certainly involved in what was a politicisation of the forces. But, you know, we were only the catalyst, those of us who were already politically aware before the war, and who came into the forces. The mood was there – there was a desire for change and the old order was going – and all we were doing was in fact hinting to the forces how it could be done, and it could be done above everything else through the ballot-box.





Most of the anecdotes about Army education confirm that it tended to work in a left-wing direction. It was almost bound to do so, for any discussion of post-war social and economic conditions was likely to result in speculation about the possibilities of a better life for all. The expectations of men and women in the forces were being raised. The point is well made by John Macey, later the chairman of the LCC housing committee, who tells how he made his acquaintance with ABCA while second-in-command of a unit of engineers in Yorkshire:




I had ATS girls as well as men in my units, and they had quite brisk discussions about what sort of kitchens they wanted and how many bedrooms and whether it should have a garden and this kind of thing … Very few council houses before the war had central heating systems and they all dreamt of the day when they would have hot water at the sink and hot water for a bath … Similarly they dreamt about refrigerators, for example, which were very much a luxury at that time …


I’m quite sure it [ABCA] had quite a considerable influence on the troops. The only thing that used to worry me at the time was that we were going to raise their expectations much higher than would be realisable after the war.





Talk of kitchens brings us to one of the most important side-effects of the war, the impact on the family. The family is the smallest and most private of social institutions, the State the largest and most public. Hence it has often been argued that the family and the State are natural antagonists. The family is seen as the last bastion of privacy, independence and self-reliance, the State as an encroaching force seeking to regulate and control by sending officials into the home.


In wartime, the relationship was the other way round. The family, in effect, turned to the State for support. The war tended to break up the family, separating husbands and wives, and making the care of infants and children much more difficult to organise. The evacuation of women and children to the reception areas, the direction of labour from one part of the country to another and, above all, the call-up of men into the armed forces, all tended to make mothers and children more vulnerable. As Sheila Ferguson and Hilde Fitzgerald have written:




The family in wartime was increasingly unable to cope with such normal emergencies of life as childbirth, the illness of a mother of young children and the sickness of elderly relations. Moreover as the demand for woman-power grew and even mothers with children under school-age were encouraged to work, there were fewer friends and relations able to look after the children during working hours.


What the family and the neighbourhood could now no longer do for themselves, the State had to help them to do. The social services, therefore, far from being reduced in wartime had to be expanded.5





The dynamics of the family also exercised a powerful influence over the future. Of the four and a half million men in the armed forces by June 1944, more than half were married. Many more, an unknown number, were engaged or planning to marry when they returned home. Inevitably a number of marriages collapsed under the strain. Arthur Egerton-Savory, whose own marriage broke up during the war, recalls the troubles of others:




I was second-in-command of a company for quite a long time and the second-in-command was the officer with whom soldiers spoke about their problems. I was frequently having soldiers coming to me because they thought their wives had gone off with the milkman or somebody or other. Very often this was a figment of their imagination, but very often, of course, it was true and many marriages were on the rocks, which wasn’t surprising really. Men had been away from their homes, especially abroad, for years and years and years and there’d been an influx of Americans and Poles and so on, all of whom were only too keen to get themselves involved with various ladies who were around.





In England and Wales the number of divorce petitions rose from 9970 in 1938 to 24,857 in 1945, and reached a post-war peak of 47,041 in 1947. But in the 1940s marriage was still a far more durable institution than it is today. The overwhelming majority of marriages survived. But more than that, the prospect of peacetime family life was a hope that sustained servicemen through the horrors, boredom and deprivation of war.


The ambition of millions of separated husbands and wives, servicemen and girl-friends, was to reconstruct the family. An intimate project, but also a project with many demands to make on society. Millions of couples would be looking for the privacy of their own home, but would the houses be available? Since the traditional idea of the male as the breadwinner still prevailed, married women would be leaving the labour market and returning servicemen looking for jobs. But would there be full employment? Would there be a National Health Service to see the family through the emergencies of ill health? Would there be greater educational opportunities for the children after the war? On such issues, especially on housing and employment, popular opinion turned, and the Labour Party was returned to power.


The war radicalised significant minorities of the upper and middle classes, an effect also demonstrated in the armed forces. Mrs June MacDonald was by this time a member of the Labour Party and serving on her constituency management committee. She recalls her surprise at the types of people who were putting themselves forward as candidates:




We had a Tory member of Parliament and he had a 10,000 majority and I don’t think anybody in the room ever thought for one moment we could possibly win that seat, but what was so fascinating was the names that came up … Air Commodores and Wing Commanders, that sort of thing, were suddenly applying to be the Labour MP for Uxbridge and that was a revelation to me because I had been brought up to believe that people like that were always Conservative.





Denis Healey, then a Major in the Royal Engineers serving in Italy, was a committed left-winger before the war. But he remarks on the political outlook of the officers with whom he served. They were, he says:




Overwhelmingly Labour – and not only young officers, but quite a lot of older officers … and I remember my General in a landing I did in southern Italy, called Urquhart, who later led the Arnhem parachute landing, he was sympathetic to Labour and recognised that most of us on his staff were Labour supporters. I think the things that were decisive with us, especially those of us who were abroad in the Army, were contact with the resistance movements and the feeling that a revolution was sweeping Europe, a rejection of course of appeasement which many of us as students had fought against just before the war, and above all, of course, a determination not to go back to the mass unemployment of the 1930s.





The emphasis placed on the services in this chapter is not intended to suggest that the service vote alone determined the result of the election in 1945. The service vote, though known to be predominantly Labour, constituted just under 7 per cent of all votes cast and the majority of people in the services did not vote at all, being otherwise engaged. But many were the parents, brothers, sisters, wives and girl-friends who are likely to have voted with the welfare of a serviceman in mind. And the radicalisation of the forces provides the clearest demonstration of the wartime fusion between the ideals of patriotism and equality. It was this movement of opinion – strongest among the working classes, but carrying with it sections of the middle and upper classes; strongest in the Labour Party but influencing the Liberal and Conservative Parties – that dominated the general election of 1945.


This is no place for a detailed account of the election campaign, with its diverting Churchillian fireworks. The Coalition government ended on 23 May, a fortnight after VE Day, and was replaced by a ‘caretaker’ administration consisting of Conservatives and assorted independents loyal to Churchill. The greatest measure of the impact of war was that all three main parties shared a basic platform of commitment to the programme of reconstruction worked out between 1942 and 1945. The Conservatives were pledged to carry through the Beveridge plan of social insurance, to implement the Butler Education Act of 1944, to establish some form of National Health Service, to launch a major programme of State housing, and to maintain a ‘high and stable level of employment’. All these pledges were set out in the Conservative election manifesto of 1945, Mr Churchill’s Declaration of Policy to the Electors. Churchill, however, did his best to disguise the most attractive features of his Party’s policy, and in this he was representative. As most Conservatives saw it, the Coalition programme had been wished on them by the Left and the planners and, while they regarded it as inevitable, their commitment was lukewarm and somewhat unreliable. The Labour Party, by contrast, played the social reform card for all it was worth, and added a wedge of socialism: the nationalisation of coal, gas, electricity, the railways and iron and steel.


The most controversial issue, if rhetoric was to be believed, was the future of all the State controls imposed on the economy in wartime. The Labour Party expressed its determination to retain them long enough to ensure that basic social needs such as food, housing and full employment were met. Churchill produced much bombast, five years ahead of its time, about scrapping controls, and warned that socialism would entail the introduction into Britain of some form of Gestapo.


On 5 July 1945 the electorate went to the polls. There followed a period of suspense. The ballot-boxes were sealed up for three weeks to allow for the collection of postal votes cast overseas by men and women in the armed forces. But on 25 July the results came pouring through. The Labour Party was in with an effective majority of 183 over all other parties combined. That evening, Churchill left Buckingham Palace in a chauffeur-driven Rolls-Royce after submitting his resignation to King George VI. A few minutes later, the Attlees arrived with Mrs Attlee at the wheel of their Standard Ten. Ignoring the advice of colleagues who had warned him for years, and up to the very last minute, that he was unfit for the job, Attlee accepted the King’s invitation to form a government.


*


The first great operation of the peace was demobilisation. Here was a delicate and potentially explosive affair. The spectres of mutiny and social unrest, vividly recalled from 1919, were never far from the minds of the authorities. But the preparations already made by Bevin, as wartime Minister of Labour, showed a thorough grasp of the practical human problems involved, and a determination to solve them. Working in association with the services, he set in motion a great variety of schemes to ease the transition from war to peace.


Instead of granting early release to key occupational groups, the plan which had given rise to the mutinies of 1919, Bevin decided that with few exceptions priority should be determined by age and length of service. In the incoming Labour government of July 1945, responsibility for demobilisation passed to the new Minister of Labour, George Isaacs, who was much criticised for delays in the programme. In January 1946, a series of mutinies took place at RAF bases in India and the Middle East. Impatience for release and a sense of grievance were quick to flare up. But given the relatively slow pace at which demobilisation was bound to proceed, the operation as a whole was carried through with great success. By the end of 1946 some four and a half million men and women had found their way back home and were picking up the threads of civilian life.


One of the practical problems of release from the services was the lack of a wardrobe. Old clothes had vanished or no longer fitted, and new clothes could only be obtained on the ration. Men and women leaving the forces had, of course, to be given a clothes rationing book. But since a man’s wardrobe required 223 coupons and a woman’s 219, the current ration of four coupons a week would have left them almost stark naked. Women, therefore, were given a money grant and 146 coupons to go with it. Men, who got a smaller bonus of coupons, reported to their local barracks to be fitted out with a free set of clothes.


Arthur Egerton-Savory, who had been photographed by Picture Post on the day he joined the Territorials in 1939, was photographed again on the day he left the Army in 1946 and went to pick up his demob suit in the clothing depot at Olympia. Contacted again by the BBC in 1984, he is well on the way to becoming a symbol of the 1940s, but his recollections, already cited, are matter of fact and tinged with disenchantment. Of his day at Olympia, he says:




The procedure was that you joined a great big long queue where first of all you were measured, your height taken, your chest size and so on, the size of your shoes, was all put down. Then you proceeded to the stores where you drew two pairs of socks, a pair of shoes, underclothes, a hat, which I never wore, and a range of demob suits. There were three or four different types as far as I remember and I chose a conventional pin-stripe which would serve me for office wear. They were made by the fifty-shilling tailors as they then were called … if one wanted to go out in the evening for something special it would hardly have been a very distinguished type of suit.





Bob Errington, an electrician who had served in the Eighth Army, was issued with his demob suit at Guildford: 




You were given a suit, a hat, shoes, a shirt and a cardboard box to put it in. Quite good, really. Everybody used to say that when you got outside there were touts outside waiting for you to come out and they’d give you a couple of quid for your box, but nobody did that where I was, everybody wanted the clothes because most of the people had been away for some years and there was clothes rationing on and it was really the only clothes that some people were going to have.





Apart from the ritual of release from the services, there was one other very great event to which millions of people had been looking forward. The reunion of servicemen with their wives, fiancées, and girl-friends, now that the risk of death or mutilation in battle was past, and peace stretched ahead as far as the eye could see, was at its best a moment of supreme joy and delight – love’s victory over all the enemies in the world. Mrs Jenny Parkinson, as she now is, had got engaged during the war and still remembers the precise date, 16 January 1946, when she set off to meet her boy-friend on his return:




I had a train journey, you know, from work, and down a little dark lane, and there was a street lamp at the bottom of the lane, and it was very dark even though the blackout was lifted. I ran all the way down the lane and then this dog and the soldier stepped out from the lamp. It was Bill and our spaniel dog. I don’t think we even spoke to each other, you know, we didn’t even kiss one another, just put our arms round each other, and we walked home and all I could think of was that he’d never have to go away again and that it didn’t matter what happened in the future, there was nothing could ever be as bad as the times we’d gone through, and quite truthfully nothing’s ever been as bad, and we’ve been very, very lucky.





Mrs Marjorie Crane had been waiting three and a half years for the release of her husband, Peter, from a Japanese prisoner-of-war camp. There had been little news of him, only a few postcards stating that he was still alive.




I didn’t tell any one of the family, I just went by meself to Liverpool, and when I got there, there was a big crowd of girls all going mad, and they couldn’t get through the dock gates and seemingly you had to have a special pass … so I thought, well, I’ve not come all this way not to get through, so I got me handbag and I walked up to this policeman, he looked a bit formidable you know, but anyway I walked up to him and I started fumbling in me bag and I kept saying, ‘Oh, I can’t find me card, I did have one, I did, but I can’t find it,’ and I tried to cry, you know, and he must have fell for it because he said, ‘Go on, go through.’ I went through and I went into where they disperse and I saw him. He was eating a currant bun actually – and it doesn’t sound very romantic, does it? – but he was and I couldn’t help it, I just rushed up to him and I got half of the currant bun in my mouth and he said, ‘Hang on, you’re choking me.’





After the first sensation of joy, couples often had to work through a long phase of adaptation. After years of separation and different experiences there might well be a sense of estrangement. Peter Crane admits that for many years after the war he felt at a distance from reality, ‘It took a long time before it started breaking away and dissolving.’ Another complication was that his children no longer recognised him. As Mrs Crane recollects:




They just stared at him, round-eyed you know, and when he kept saying, ‘Don’t do this,’ and ‘Don’t do that,’ they said, ‘Mum, who’s that man that keeps coming in our house and staying all night?’ I said, ‘It’s your father.’ ‘Well, we don’t know him – who is he? Tell him to go away.’ And it seemed terrible to me, that, you know, and they didn’t like him.





Husbands who had been linked as blood-brothers to comrades in the forces now had to forsake one kind of emotional loyalty for another. Mr Francis had married during the war and seen little of his wife, whose experiences in the Portsmouth Blitz had been more gruelling than his own. When the time came to leave the Army, he says:




I missed very much the idea of going back to my unit, you know, because before, on leaves, there had been absolutely marvellous, hectic, euphoric times, but we knew they would come to an end, so one lived on a tremendous ‘high’ as it were and then went back to the unit and got on with the job. Now that was all gone and it was different, a different style altogether, one had to settle down and get a job and get to know the children very well. But they came to accept me. It was the little things, I think, of setting up home, staining the floor, getting the carpets down, hanging curtains – all those kind of things which began at last to make it all seem worthwhile, and gradually the tremendous affection that we had for each other in the unit, all became something that was in the past.





To tide them over while they were looking for work, service personnel were entitled to a lump sum, payable in instalments through the Post Office, which varied according to rank and length of service. A private with three years’ service would receive £83 if single and £99 if married. For a major the equivalent figures were £177 and £196. At a time when a well-paid manual worker could expect to earn £5 a week, the gratuity was a sum larger than many young people had ever handled before. To James Rochford, whose first job after leaving school had been for a wage of under a pound a week in a cotton mill, his gratuity of £80 seemed ‘a vast sum’:




I was only twenty-one, I wanted a good time first. I wanted girls and a good drink, you know, I didn’t think of a job … they gave you a book, you see, if you took it to the Post Office they gave you £3 a day. Well, a full week’s wage was only £5, till eventually you got that way you was going to the Post Office every day. But it didn’t last long, then you had to find a job then … No more boozing, no more going to race courses, no more going to Blackpool with a couple of girls, taxis here, taxis there.





The next step, to get a job, was usually not too difficult. All those conscripted since May 1939 had the right, laid down in the 1944 Reinstatement in Civil Employment Act, to their old job back on the terms and conditions that would have applied had the war not interrupted their employment. If this were not practical, the employer must offer an alternative, and where disputes arose they would go for arbitration to reinstatement committees. At a time of widespread popular fear of another great slump after the war, this was as fair a guarantee as legislation could provide of a job to go to.


Arthur Egerton-Savory had been working with a firm manufacturing cement. His former firm carried out its legal obligations by offering a job, but as they were only prepared to offer him a salary increase of £100 after six years’ absence, he took it as a hint to look for a job elsewhere. Those who had remained in the firm during the war had, he remarks, ‘advanced considerably and now had all the plum jobs and I think they rather resented persons coming back from the services who might be a threat to their own future advancement’.


Needless to say, there was no pressure on ex-service personnel to return to their previous job. That would have been far too static a plan for restless young men or for the economy. In all kinds of ways encouragement was given to make a fresh start. Towards the end of the war six compulsory hours a week of Army education were devoted to the business of mental preparation for civilian life. Soldiers could opt either for a vocational or a cultural type of class, each offering a great variety of subjects from which to choose. Later, the Army followed up with a voluntary scheme of four-week residential courses at ‘Formation Colleges’, as they were called, where students could start learning about any subject, ‘from Russian or philosophy to market gardening and domestic science’.6


After demobilisation, a variety of vocational training was available. In about thirty industries free training was provided in government training centres, with the assistance of employers and trade unions. Those wishing to attend university or embark on a professional career were eligible for financial assistance. There were resettlement grants of £150 for those intending to set up their own business, together with a three-month course in business methods. Bevin, in fact, had done his level best to ensure that it was almost impossible for a demobbed person in search of a job not to get one. If, within three weeks of signing on at a Labour Exchange, a man or woman did not have a job, they were to be offered alternative employment or a place on a training scheme.7


Jobs there were but, to judge by the recollections of some of those returning home, Britain in 1945 or 1946 was far from the land of exalted popular idealism sometimes hinted at in the political histories. James Rochford describes his return to Salford:




I went back to Salford and I walked down the same streets I’d left three and a half years before. Nothing had changed, same old pubs on the corner, same old corner shops, same old terraced streets … Everything was just the same, dismal, grim, people were fed up, tired out, and when you went in the pub you got the same atmosphere: ‘Oh, here they are, here’s the lads with the demob money,’ and they seemed to feel a kind of resentment to the serviceman that was returning.





Of his first impressions of post-war Britain, Arthur Egerton-Savory remarks:




I think I hoped for a different world from what I found because it seemed to me, and my experience was mostly in London, it seemed to me that it was the age of the spiv and the get-rich-quick type of person who was ready to do anybody else down if they had the opportunity.





Mrs Winnie Whitehouse also remembers a sense of disappointment: 




When we left the services we expected at first a lot was going to be different, a lot was going to be better. Of course it wasn’t possible when you stop and think about it, because we’d got the other countries to see to, we’d to get back on, but I think a lot of us were disappointed in the Britain that we came back to … nobody could make it change overnight into the Britain we wanted.
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