









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































From Revolution to Intervention 1917-1921

ministers. Kerensky, at least, had ‘energy and fire’.!> However, the early autumn brought more

disappointment and confusion. Deteriorating relations between Kerensky and the Commander in

Chief, General Kornilov, resulted in Kornilov’s arrest for what Kerensky perceived to be a coup

d’état. A Democratic Assembly held in Moscow at the end of September depressed Williams

with its ‘mental and moral slackness’.'* As he became increasingly disillusioned, his dispatches

took on a new form; they were full of imagery, rather than analysis, feeling rather than fact. They

were still often accompanied by a prophecy that Russia would surmount her problems in the long

run, but Williams had come to admit that the prospects for the immediate future were not

encouraging.

day.

Life in Russia is a troubled dream. One sleeps to see in fresh and bewildering disorder the
visions of the day, and one wakes to find the phantoms of the night, tangible and audible,
continuing their irrational play to the very light of the sun.

There is a deep logic in events — the logic of history — but there is little in Russia now that

lends itself to the calculations of a narrow, practical reason.

«

Williams confessed that at times he found himself reluctant to recount the events of the

There are moments when one would prefer to be silent about what is happening in Russia.
The bright hopes of the revolution are being darkened, the collective energy of the people
paralysed, and the whole life of the nation entangled in a network of almost insoluble
contradictions. '

Neither Harold Williams nor Ariadna Tyrkova were in Petrograd when the Bolshevik

seizure of power took place. Tyrkova had been ill, and had gone to rest in Kislovodsk in the

The Daily Chronicle 24® July 1917, p. 1.
The Daily Chronicle 5 October 1917, p. 3. Pitcher, Witnesses of the Russian Revolution pp. 177-8.

5 The Daily Chronicle 5* September 1917, p. 2, The New York Times S September 1917 p. 2, The New York Times
21% September 1917 p. 2.
16 The New York Times 30 September 1917, p. 2.
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Caucasus. In late October Williams went down to meet her, and they travelled back together.!” At
Kislovodsk they heard ‘wildly contradictory, exciting and alarming’ rumours of the Bolshevik
rising, but travelling back through the Kuban territories, Rostov and Novocherkassk, they found
alternate states of panic and complete calm. One common feature was the lack of sympathy for
Kerensky or the Provisional Government almost everywhere they went. On reaching Moscow
they heard of the days of fighting, houses destroyed, and thousands killed.'®

Back in Petrograd, Williams found it difficult to give an accurate account of any of the
events which rapidly followed one another. His dispatches conveyed, more than anything else,

his confusion and disorientation in the new situation.

We correspondents are sometimes reproached with failure to present to our readers the
real Russia. I should very much like to state accurately, without bias, the realities of Russian life,
but the trouble is that it is so supremely difficult under present conditions to seize hold of and
reproduce anything like tangible realities.

Russia, as I understand it, has passed into a latent condition. Nothing could give a stronger

. impression of the illusoriness of all its phenomena than the present state of this mysterious
country. Events are disconnected. They seem to have no cumulative power. Things happen, then
do not happen. Cause and effect are confused. The mind misses natural sequences, stumbles and
gropes in a vain effort to grasp the whole. What seem realities crumble at the touch. The process is
catastrophic, but it is extraordinarily fascinating, as when from a shaking stepping stone one
watches a turbulent stream in full flood rushing on to a fall."”

These powerful images came to replace any meaningful analysis of events, which
Williams now found impossible. ‘Here we are all Blondins’, he wrote in November, ‘balancing
on a tightrope over an abyss ... In the abyss we see glimmering forms and dim outlines, and are

learning that even the aby§s is not a void.’?® He described the Bolshevik movement as “a curious

jumble of conflicting elements ranging from the purest idealism to German intrigue and

'7 Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerfil Giver pp. 194-5.

'8 The New York Times 18® November 1917, p. 2, The Daily Chronicle 4* December 1917, p. 1.
' The New York Times 26* December 1917, p. 2.

20 The New York Times 22™ November 1917, p. 3. The Daily Chronicle 22™ November 1917, p. 5.
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reactionary monarchism’.?' The situation in Russia, he declared, was not socialism. ‘Looked at
coldly apart from all views and persons and parties, it is simply rapid disintegration. Petrine
Russia has gone to pieces. The country is fast slipping back into the Middle Ages’. He followed
the peace negotiations at Brest Litovsk, but found it ‘difficult to talk sober sense’ about them.
“The Germans, having created a Frankenstein for their own purposes, seem to be considerably
perplexed by his antics. They are in the position of a medieval knight playing a weird game of
chess with supernatural powers’.?” It became increasingly difficult to write as the events became
more personal - the dissolution of the constituent assembly in January, the murders of Andrei
Shingarev and Fedor Kokoshkin. Shingarev personified much of what Williams had hoped for for
Russia. ‘It is difficult to write of this loss just now. I have rarely known a man more scrupulously
honest and more transparently single-minded than Shingaroff. He was a democrat through and
through, absolutely devoted to the interests of the people, and never wavered from his
pr.inciples’.23 In a special cable to the New York Times, for whom he was now corresponding via
a syndicate arrangement with the Daily Chronicle, Williams tried to explain how difficult it was
to elucidate the situation. ‘We have not the time or the space to tell of the myriad events of the
day. If you lived here you would feel in every bone of your body, in every fibre of your spirit, the
bitterness of it all’.*

At the beginning of March 1918 the Allied embassies and legations began to leave
Petrograd. The city’s residents also began to leave en masse, amidst fears that the Germans were
coming to occupy the city, as part of a secret clause in the peace treaty. For those who remained,

St. Petersburg had a ghostly, deserted feel.

2! The New York Times 5* December, p. L.

2 New York Times T January 1918 p. |

2 The Daily Chronicle 19* and 21% January.1918, The New York Times 22™ January 1918, p. 1.
2 The New York Times 22™ January 1918, p. 5.
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For the last few months a muffled bell has been tolling in the whirlwind, and in the knell
one heard the echo of the grim prophecy of the Old Believers to Peter the Great: “St. Petersburg
will be a desert”. Perhaps this is mere fancy, perhaps after the catastrophe and deluge St.
Petersburg will shine forth again in pride and glory, but today there is inexpressible sadness in this
once imperial city.

The streets are very quiet now. They have never been so quiet since the beginning of the
war, and in the evenings the stillness of the dimly lighted thoroughfares is fraught with
foreboding. The turbulent emotions of the year of revolution are exhausted; the fever is sickening,
the pulse of life is very slow, and the depression and foreboding are inarticulate. They cannot be
summed up as dread of any definite calamity, as fear of the Germans, as fears of unrestrained
anarchy. They are gloomier, because they are inarticulate, because they come of a sense of
emptiness, of the ebbing away of life.

By this time, most of the British colony had left. Amongst those that remained, the only
conversation was when and where they would be going..25

Harold Williams and Ariadna Tyrkova took the difficult decision to leave Russia at the
beginning of March 1918. Tyrkova’s son, Arkadii, had gone to the Don region, where General
Alekseev was making the first attempts to form an army against the Bolsheviks; besides his own
<-lesire to be involved in the struggle Arkadii was trying to get details of the character and
intentions of the small army for Harold Williams and the Daily Chronicle.*® Williams had wanted
to join Alekseev’s forces in the Don as a military correspondent, but it was now impossible to get
there from Moscow because of the fighting. Tyrkova’s mother and other members of the family
were still at Vergezha, and she was understandably reluctant to leave them. In addition, as a
politician and a key figure in the Kadet party, she felt that by leaving she was ‘running away in
the middle of the battle’. She had in fact stood for election to the Constitutent Assembly in the
province of Novgorod, but would never find out whether or not she was successful.>” A number

of considerations overruled their reluctance to leave. One was the couple’s concern for their own

25 The New York Times 13® March 1918, p. 1. The Daily Chronicle 12® March 1918, p. 1.

26 On Alekseev and the foundations of the volunteer army, see Peter Kenez, Civil War in South Russia 1918
gBerkeley, LA 1971), and Evan Mawdsley, The Russian Civil War (London 1987).
" Borman, A, V. Tyrkova-Vil'iams p. 152.
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personal safety. After the deaths of Shingarev and Kokoshkin, other members of the Kadet party
were particularly on edge. Tyrkova now rarely stayed in the same place for more than one night,
and she recalled that her husband ‘changed colour if a motor-car drew up by our door, especially
at night’.”® Another determining factor was a conversation Williams had in Moscow with a group
of Russians - Struve and some of his ‘liberation’ friends, who were supporting Alekseev.

According to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, the conversation went something like this.

‘We have defended the common cause’, they said, ‘and longer than we could afford to do.
Russia has broken down under the strain. The Bolsheviks entered Russia as microbes enter an
organism weakened by disease. Come and help us to recover’.

Hardly able to control his feeling, Harold put the direct question: ‘Do you mean you want
me to go to England and ask for military assistance against the Bolsheviks and the Germans?’
The answer was as direct:

‘Yes, we want the help of small but well-disciplined military detachments’.

Harold had no doubts left how to act.”

Coming after the deep despair and disillusionment Williams had suffered at the dawn of
“the Bolshevik regime, the new military front and the campaign for intervention were a welcome

new cause to work for. His new attitude was reflected in one of his last dispatches from Russia, in
which he stressed the German domination of the internal situation in Russia, and declared that ‘it
is in the interests of humanity, in the interests of all nations who are combined against Germany,
that Russia should revive. Allied assistance to Russia is an imperative necessity in the present
stage of the war, and allied assistance should be given in such form as to stimulate the national
energies of Russia’.*

Harold Williams, Ariadna Tyrkova, and Tyrkova’s daughter Sophia (Sonya) Borman left
Russia via Murmansk after an eight day train journey from St. Petersburg. They sailed on a

former German ship which had been chartered by the French to bring civilians home from

28 Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerful Giver p. 199,
2 Ibid. pp. 201-2.
3% The New York Times 21* March 1918, p. 1. The Daily Chronicle 20® March 1918, p. 1.

167



From Revolution to Intervention 1917-1921

Russia. It flew under a Portuguese flag, was captained by an Englishman, and the majority of the
crew were Chinese.’! Tyrkova and her daughter both travelled as British citizens, though it seems
unlikely that they had passports to do 50.2 It was quite common for Russians, even those without
Western connections, to find a way out of the country without the necessary documentation.”
The ship brought Williams and his family in to Newcastle, and they made their way from
there to London. To Williams, and to Tyrkova-Williams, London was another world in
comparison with the Russia they had come from. It was initially difficult to adjust. Williams tried

to explain his state of mind in one of the first articles he wrote upon his return.

One comes home from Russia and sees life here as in a haze. It is difficult to piece things
together in one’s mind, the contrast is so extraordinary. Which is real — what we saw in Russia, or
what we see here? One is confronted with two incompatible realities, perhaps with a jumble of
incompatible realities. It is hard to relate things, to get a true perspective, to look around steadily
on the world again. And it is really very difficult to explain in England what we saw and lived
through in Russia.

There we saw a social structure torn up by the roots. Here we see the old order, the old
standards — modified, it is true, adapted to the conditions of the war, gradually changing, but still
firm and powerful. There we saw human nature turned upside down and inside out. We saw the
collective mind plunging into the strangest adventures, unrestrained by convention or tradition, or
by any ordinary considerations of prudence. We saw the inner workings of government, we saw
children playing in the market-place with the ancient secrets of power. There were great emotions.
There was a deep and singing joy, and a bitter despair, and anger and contempt and reverence,
and, besides and apart from that, the sheer and constant fun of it all. And the contradictions were
so baffling. It was a daily surprise that life somehow went on, that the sun rose, that one managed
to eat, drink, sleep, buy and read papers, and telephone. Afier all, it was not the physical strain that
mattered so much. There was physical danger, of course; but that has come to be commonplace in
these days of the world-war. There was frequent anxiety for one’s friends. There was a disturbing
sense of the insecurity of intercourse, of the evil possibilities of the unknown. And then, through
all and in all, was the fierce and often torturing test of ideas, principles, and standards. Sometimes
one had the feeling that too many illusions had been torn away, that one had seen things that it
was not good to see in this life.

Then one comes back to England, where everything is so simple and orderly and clear.
My friend remarks that the grounds of the golf-club are badly kept because it is so hard to get
gardeners now. | am startled. It had seemed to me a marvel that a golf-club should exist at all, and
the grounds had seemed to me almost oppressively spick and span. England is still England, and,
looking at steady, determined England, one feels in a way abashed that one had lived through all
that in Russia, as though one had committed an indiscretion. That is why it is so difficult to speak

3! Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerful Giver pp. 206-208.
32 See chapter two for a discussion of Williams and Tyrkova’s marital status.
Bw. Chapin Huntington, The Homesick Million - Russia-out-of-Russia (Boston, 1933) pp. 5-17.

168



From Revolution to Intervention 1917-1921

of Russia in England now. The range of perception is so different. The standard of judgement is
adapted to an order of things that seems fundamentally stable. This war has shocked England,
brox;ght startling revelations and deep pain. But it has not yet thrown all values into the melting-

pot.

Williams and Tyrkova-Williams were not the only ones trying to adjust themselves to
new circumstances, and to put their point of view across to the Western public. In their ‘political
pilgrimage’, as Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams described it, they joined a growing group of Russian
émigrés, and of western sympathisers, who were migrating to the Western capitals, London, Paris
and New York. Konstantin Nabokov, the Russian ambassador to London, was already there, and
he was to become a leading member of the London community of Russian émigrés. Mikhail
Rostovtsev, the classical historian, made his way to London from Russia at some time in 1918.
Pavel Miliukov eventually made his way there via German-occupied Kiev, where he aroused
disbelief and outrage amongst his fellow Kadets by attempting to negotiate with representatives
of the Central Powers. Petr Struve spent the later mopths of 1918 wandering around northern
Russia in the company of Arkadii Borman, who had been assigned the task of getting Struve out
of Russia by an underground anti-Bolshevik organisation. They arrived in London in January
1919. All of these figures contributed to the campaign to influence Western opinion on the
Russian civil war, a campaign which was at times co-ordinated, at times fragmented, and within
which there existed a multitude of differing voices and opinions.*®
Harold Williams was, as his friends realised, in a strong position to campaign on behalf of

the anti-Bolshevik Russians in Britain in mid-1918. This was partly due to the dearth of reliable

** Harold Williams, ‘The Furnace of Democracy® The New Europe Vol. 3, no. 85 (30 May 1918) pp. 152-3.

35 Richard Pipes, Struve — Liberal on the Right 1905-44 (Cambridge, Massachussets, 1980) pp. 260-271. Marinus
Wes, Michael Rostovizeff, Historian in Exile. Russian roots in an American context (Stuttgart 1990) pp. 37-38. On
Rostovtsev see also G. M. Bongard-Levin, Skifskii Roman (Moscow 1997), an edition of Rostovtsey’s letters which
includes correspondence with Ariadna Tyrkova and Harold Williams, David Saunders, ‘Russian Bear and Roman
Eagle’, Ad Familiares Vol. V autumn 1993 p. 4, and ‘Rostovizeff, Michael Ivanovitch’, in John Cannon (ed.), The
Blackwell History of Historians (Oxford 1998) pp. 356-358.
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information on the nature of the Bolshevik government in England at this time; the news reports
from Russia often seemed fantastic, and the opinions of ‘experts’, freshly arrived from Russia,
were valued both by the public and by the governmcnt.36 Williams’s name was well known in
connection with Russia, as it appeared above all his Daily Chronicle articles. As the articles also
appeared in the Daily Telegraph, his opinions had a fairly wide audience. When Williams and
Tyrkova-Williams arrived in Newcastle, they were greeted enthusiastically by clerks who
claimed to have read all Williams’s telegrams.3 7 Although he had made only a handful of visits
to London during his time in Russia, Williams did have a number of important political contacts
who gave him considerable help. Robert Donald, the editor of the Daily Chronicle, helped him to
find his feet. Within days of their arrival Donald took Williams and Tyrkova-Williams to tea with
Lloyd George, and at the Prime Minister’s request Williams prepared a memorandum outlining
his views on the options for Britain’s policy towards Russia.’® Williams already knew Lloyd
George, of course, and Bernard Pares recalls the Prime Minister saying to him in the autumn of
1917 that he had never seen any correspondence from abroad as good as Williams’s.>? Bernard
Pares and Robert Seton-Watson were both in London at this time, and they helped Williams to
make new contacts that might be useful. One of these was Rex Leeper, a clerk in the Political
Intelligence Department of the Foreign Office who was responsible for reporting on
developments in and advising on policy towards Russia. By the middle of May 1918, Ariadna

Tyrkova-Williams already felt that their appearance in England was having an effect. Williams’s

36 Warth, The Allies and the Russian Revolution pp. 163-5.

37 Tyrkovs-Williams, Cheerful Giver p. 209.

38 Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerfid Giver p. 212.

% See chapter three for details of Williams’s and Lloyd George’s earlier correspondence. Pares, My Russian
Memoirs p. 479.
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authority on Russia, she wrote to Arkadii Borman, would do a great deal of good. He had already
seen many of the chief ministers, and was very well received.*’

Besides personal conversations with those who had some influence on Russian policy,
there were opportunities to lecture to interested audiences. Public speaking was hardly Williams’s
forté, but both he and Tyrkova-Williams made an effort to speak to interested societies, and to
university audiences. Williams delivered lectures to, amongst other organisations, the British
Russia Club, and the British Institute of International Affairs.*! One speech made by Williams on
5™ July, in combination with his close relations with Foreign Office officials, prompted questions
in parliament as to whether he was in the employ of the Foreign Office, and whether his views on
armed intervention represented Allied policy.42 As the campaign for intervention became more
organised, a Central Russian Committee was formed, to lobby the government on Russian policy.
It was headed by Sir George Buchanan, and included amongst its members Harold Williams,
Hugh Walpole, Bernard Pares, Alfred Knox, Willtam Peters, and Rex Leeper. Aubrey Williams
acted as secretary to this committee.*

Robert Donald gave Williams a lot of input into the Daily Chronicle’s Russian policy —

between May and October 1918 the editorials on Russia all followed Williams’s line, and besides

40 Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams to Arkadii Borman, 16* May 1918, Box 10, Folder ‘A Tyrkova-Williams to A.
Borman, 1919-1939’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.

Tw.i Sedgefield to Harold Williams, 20" October 1918, Add. 54437. Correspondence between Charles Sarolea
and Harold Williams / Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, Add. 54443. Harold Williams, untitled speech, 1918, and speech
to the British Institute of International Affairs, 7* December 1918, Box 23 BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams. Irene
Zohrab has published the full text of this paper, as ‘The European Magnitude of the Russian Struggle: from the
unpublished papers of H. W. Williams on Lenin’s rise to power and advocacy of world revolution® ustralian
Slavonic and East European Studies Vol. 8, No. 2 (1994) pp. 109-136.

42 Hansard, Parliamentary Debates — Commons 1918, Vol. 108, p. 691, Vol. 109, p. 439,

43 William J. Williams to Harold Williams, 9® October 1918, and circular letter from the British Russia Club, 17®
October 1918, Add. 54437. Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerful Giver p. 218.
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leading articles by Williams himself, pieces by knowledgeable Russians, including Vladimir
Burtsev and Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, found their way into the paper.** There were also other
outlets for Williams’s articles on Russia besides the Daily Chronicle. In October 1916, Robert
Seton-Watson had established a weekly journal, the New Europe, which was intended to provide
a platform for sympathetic writers and publicists to help to form “a sane and well informed body
of public opinion’ on European questions. The journal was partly funded by Tomas Masaryk, and
its programme included the liberation of the South-Eastern European nationalities from German
and Austro-Hungarian rule, and a peace based on national rights, public law, and disarmament.*
Seton-Watson welcomed Williams as a contributor, and Williams in turn saw the New Europe as
‘one of the most hopeful signs in a slowly changing England’. However, the Russian question did
not fit neatly into the mould prescribed by the New Europe s policy, and Williams evidently
expressed some criticisms privately to Seton-Watson, which the latter asked him to outline in an
article for the journal. In doing so, Williams stréssed that he believed firmly in the principles that
the New Europe stood for; in making the world safe for dcmoéracy, and in the principle of a
League of Nations. However, his experiences in Russia had taught him that these principles could
not be universally applied. The British and Americans, he felt, had traditions and experience
which gave them ‘a feeling of security and serenity in wielding the democratic principle, a
confident sense that it as such is universally valid and applicable’. What Williams missed in the
New Europe’s articles was that tinge of doubt which, as the field of study broadens and
complications appear, makes one go back and carefully sift one’s fundamental principles’. If the
world was to be made safe for democracy, he insisted, ‘we have to make pretty sure that

democracy is not going to be unsafe for the world’. He believed in democracy as a principle, but

4 See for example The Daily Chronicle 18* May 1918, pp. 2-3. Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams says that Robert Donald
gut Williams ‘in charge’ of Russian policy on the paper. Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerfil Giver p. 213.
5 Hugh and Christopher Seton-Watson, The Making of a New Europe pp. 179-80.
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insisted that ‘if we believe we have a principle that will guide us through we must hold to it not
merely by faith and habit, but by clear and sensitive thinking on the application of the principle to
actual issues’. In Russia, the democratic principle had been applied suddenly and universally, and
disaster had ensued; the current regime, supposedly the people’s choice, had trampled on the idea
of democracy. The New Europe needed to be aware of how its principles might be applied on the
wider scale, in Japan, China, India and Africa. Essentially, Williams was warning against a
narrowness of vision. It was necessary, he cautioned, to ‘broaden our minds and steady our
hearts’ . *

In addition to the New Europe, Williams contributed an article on ‘The Spirit of the
Russian Revolution’ to another prominent journal of international affairs, the Round Table. In it
he traced the course of the revolution from its inception, and attempted to explain some of its key
characteristics; the failings of the Provisional Government, and Lenin’s success in turning what
was essentially a mutiny against the war to his own account. Again, Williams stressed that the
Russian Revolution bore great significance for the Western nations, not only in relation to the
World War, but in view of the future of world civilisation. It was not enough to assume that
Western democratic principles could be applied the world over, he cautioned. The revolution was
a test, and a warning, which ought to teach the Western nations to confront and review their
habits, prejudices and institutions, and their ‘calm sense of achievement’.*’

Since 1917 Williams’s articles from the Daily Chronicle had been reprinted by a

syndicate arrangement in the New York Times, and as a result his name was also known in the

USA in connection with Russia. According to both Samuel Harper and Sergei Karpovich (the

*6 Harold Williams, ‘The Fumace of Democracy’. The New Europe Vol. Ill, No. 85 (30® May 1918) pp. 152-156.

*7 Harold Williams, The Spirit of the Russian Revolution’ The Round Table (April 1918) pp. 710-749. On relations
between the New Europe and Round Table groups, see Erik Goldstein, ‘The Round Table and the New Europe’, The
Round Table No. 346 (1998) pp. 177-189.
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latter was assistant to Boris Bakhmetev at the Russian embassy in Washington), Williams’s
articles had considerable influence. * In a letter of 11™ May 1918, Karpovich thanked Williams
effusively for the assistance he had rendered Russia as a journalist. Williams’s dispatches, he
stated, had been ‘practically the only true source of actually veracious and correctly presented
information concerning the internal conditions of Russia’. Karpovich hoped Williams’s
‘influence on the British and American public opinion will be to us a strong support in attaining
the aims for which we are striving’.*> Samuel Harper was also placing articles by Williams and
Tyrkova-Williams in American publications where he could, and he circulated their letters to
influential persons with an interest in Russia, such as Charles Crane, and John R. Mott.>® Harper
had been in Petrograd during the summer of 1917, but had chosen not to return to Russia after the
October revolution, as he believed he could be of more use in America ‘by trying to get support
for those working over in Russia’.’! He undertook bits and pieces of advisory work for the State
Department, attempted to influence those in power through personal conversations, and was also
involved in the organisation, in 1918, of the American League to Co-operate with Russia, a group
which attempted to bring the press around to what Harper termed ‘a fairer attitude’ towards
Russia. For Harper, and for Williams, unity of action between Britain and America was of
paramount importance, and their regular correspondence was a means of keeping the dialogue
going, and making sure they were both pushing in the same direction. For example, Harper’s

initial enthusiasm for the policy of recognising the regional soviets as a form of local government

%8 Samuel Harper to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 2* July 1918, and Sergei Karpovich to Harold Williams, 11% May
1918, Add. 54437.

* Sergei Karpovich to Harold Williams, 11% May 1918, Add. 54437.

50 John R. Mott belonged to the International Committee of the YMCA, and had been involved in relief work
amongst prisoners of war in Russia. He, along with Charles Crane and others, had been part of a special mission sent
to Russia by President Wilson after America’s entry into the war in 1917, to establish relations with the Provisional
Government. Harper, The Russia I Believe In p. 99.

51 samuel Harper to Harold Williams, 8* May 1918, Box 5, Folder 6, Samuel N. Harper Papers. On Harper’s role in
the campaign for intervention, see also G. F. Kennan, Soviet-American Relations 1917-1920 2 vols. (London, 1956-
58) Vol. 2 ‘The Decision to Intervene’ pp. 329-334,
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was soon abandoned after communication with Williams and Tyrkova-Williams, and with
Russians in the United States. At one point Harper had hoped that it might be possible to bring
Harold Williams over to America for a few weeks. He felt Williams would be useful and would
gain immediate attention as a result of his New York Times articles. This initiative came to
nothing, however.*

Williams, Harper, and other like-minded commentators faced an uphill struggle against
those shades of opinion which, either for ideological or tactical reasons, opposed their campaign
for intervention. This included many former friends or acquaintances, such as Morgan Phillips
Price, John Reed, Raymond Robins, and Arthur Ransome. Williams’s friendship with Ransome,
which had been close, was a casualty of the October revolution. Ransome had formerly held
Williams’s opinion in high regard, and often deferred to his point of view. However, he was
convinced that Williams seriously underestimated Lenin’s government — although Ransome
always denied being pro-Bolshevik, he saw the Bolsheviks as a serious political force and was
certain that they had staying power.” A difference in political opinions under normal
circumstances might not have been enough to threaten the friendship, but the deaths of a number
of Williams’s close acquaintances, and the threat to his own family made the events of 1917 truly
personal.

Arthur Ransome certainly seems to have blamed Ariadna Tyrkova for the breakdown of
his friendship with Williams. His dislike of her is evident in his autobiography and his

correspondence.’* He was scathing about what he considered her reverential attitude to Miliukov,

*2 Samuel Harper to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 2° July 1918, Add. 54437. Extracts from a letter from Harold
Williams to Samuel Harper, 4* September 1918, Folder 5, Box 21, Samuel N. Harper papers. Harper, The Russia [
Believe Inpp. 111-116.

53 Notebook 4, Arthur Ransome papers.

3 Oliver Gillespie to Arthur Ransome, 16* August 1957, Arthur Ransome to Oliver Gillespie, n.d. [1957], Arthur
Ransome papers. Ransome, Autobiography p. 207.
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and he himself seems to have regarded the Kadets with some contempt.>® He clearly felt that it
was Tyrkova’s influence that made Williams so blind to what he considered to be the truth of the

situation. As he wrote in a draft of his autobiography, this section of which was never published:

I shall never forget the shock I experienced at the dinner table of a lady of the Cadet party
(Ariadna Tyrkova, later Mrs. Williams), not long after the March Revolution, when a man of that
party, known to me for the gentleness of his disposition (Harold Williams), complained that the
revolution had been bloodless, that it needed bloodletting, that the Bolsheviks would take power,
and be cleared out a week later ... after which under Cadet tutelage, the Revolution could ...
follow a normal, healthy course.®®

In turn, Williams was astonished at Ransome’s faithlessness. ‘Ransome disgusts me’, he
wrote to Harper in September 1918. His journalism was a ‘marvellous tissue of lies’.”’

Nevertheless, Ransome and his like were a force to be reckoned with in terms of western
opinion on Russia; for one thing they were still in the country and were able to send up to date
reports on the situation there which were likely to carry more weight than the opinions of
embittered anti-Bolshevik émigrés. Ransome had good access to the centre of power through his -
relationship with Trotsky’s secretary, Evgenia Shelephina (whom he later married), and his
friendship with Karl Radek, in whose house he lived for a time. Even when Williams was still in
Russia, the New York Times, true to its motto ‘all the news that’s fit to print’, was printing his
articles directly alongside Ransome’s, regardless of the fact that their statements often blatantly

contradicted one another. Where Williams mourned the dissolution of the Constituent Assembly,

Ransome dismissed it as the legacy of an earlier revolution. While Williams campaigned for

55 Arthur Ransome to Edith Ransome, 17* November 1918, Arthur Ransome papers. Ransome, Autobiography p.
207.

36 Notebook 14, Arthur Ransome Papers.

57 Extracts from a letter from Harold Williams to Samuel Harper, 4" September 1918, Box 5, Folder 21, Samuel N.
Harper papers.
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intervention, Ransome advocated swift recognition of the new government.>® J. L. Garvin, the
editor of the Observer, also preferred to present a variety of opinions. He disapproved of the
system of ‘tuning correspondents’ opinions to chime with editorial comments’, and told Williams
so when the latter wrote to complain about the sentiments expressed by the Observer s Russian
correspondent, David Soskice. He was happy, however, to include contributions from Williams.>
However, both the New York Times and the Observer showed an editorial bias towards
intervention. Later, in 1919, Garvin asked Williams to write an editorial himself, but
anonymously, as he was then convinced that ‘Russia is the key of the world’s problem’, and was
alarmed at Allies policy of ‘disastrous helplessness’. Williams, apparently, was one of the few
people whose views on Russia Garvin trusted.5’

The anti-Bolshevik Russians and their western colleagues soon learned the lesson that,
whatever appeals they made against recognition of the Bolshevik government and in favour of
moral and military intervention, they had to be made in terms acceptable to the West —i.e. in .
terms of the western democratic, liberal ideal.®! Their initial response was to insist that the
Russian struggle still be seen as part of the war as a whole, despite the fact that Lenin’s
government had concluded a separate peace. As Williams stressed in his press and academic
articles, Russia had made enormous sacrifices in the early stages of the war, and had suffered

greatly in the common cause. By abandoning Russia now, the Allies were effectively abandoning

their all)'."’z By this rationale, failure to intervene in Russia would also give Germany the upper

%8 See for example The New York Times 5® January 1918, pp. 1-2, 7% January 1918, p. 1, 22" January 1918, p. 5,
28" January 1918, pp. 1-2, 1* February 1918 pp. 1-2.
%9 Garvin to Williams, 4* September 1918, Box 12, Folder “Various Persons to Harold Williams (1)', BAR MS Coll.
Tyrkova-Williams.
Typed note of 2™ February 1919, Box 12, Folder “Various Persons to Harold Williams (1)’, BAR MS Coll.

ova-Williams.
6 Pipes, Struve - Liberal on the Right p. 274.
62 The New York Times 25* May 1918 p. 3.
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hand. Not only had the Germans had a hand in bringing the Bolsheviks to power, and in forcing
Russia out of the war, they were now in a position to exploit the situation further by intervening
to restore order. They would penetrate into Asia, threatening the position of India, and would
thoroughly exploit Russia’s economic resources. The Allied failure to intervene would mean a
victory for German despotism over Western democracy. * When news filtered through in mid-
1918 of Miliukov’s negotiations with the German staff in the Ukraine, Williams presented it,
although he regretted it deeply, as a mark of desperation. Russian patriots were naturally inclined
towards the Allies, but of course they would rather join forces with the enemy than see their own
country fall into ruin.%

It was also important to stress the truly international nature of the Bolshevik threat. Lenin
and Trotsky, Williams insisted, were ultimately unconcerned with the future of Russia. For them,
Russia was a ‘jumping-off ground’ for the world revolution.”’ They had gained control in Russia
as a result of the country’s weakness, but the Bolshevik disease could equally well infect the -
other countries of Europe. If the Allies did not take steps to eradicate Bolshevism, it would
overwhelm them. With Russia as a ‘training ground, and with the money and arms of the Russian
State they aim at advancing through the moral and material wreckage of the great war and
establishing their dictatorship not only in Warsaw, Berlin, Vienna and Budapest, but ultimately in
Rome, Paris, London and New York.’%® All of these arguments rested on the assumption that

Bolshevism was not the choice of the Russian people. It was an important and critical phase, but

63 The New York Times 25 May 1918 p. 3.
84 The New York Times 18* July 1918, p. 6, 25® July 1918 p. 5. On Miliukov's negotiations with the Germans in the

Ukraine, for which he was condemned by the rest of his party, including Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, see Stockdale,
Paul Miliukov and the Quest for a Liberal Russia pp. 266-270.

65 Memorandum on the Russian Situation, 28 April 1918, Box 23, Folder ‘Harold Williams, misc. and short articles
22)'. It seems likely that this is the memorandum Williams wrote for Lloyd George following their meeting.
The Daily Chronicle 31% December 1918 p. 3.
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it was not representative of the long term state of Russian public opinion. The ‘real Russia’, for
Williams, was represented by the anti-Bolshevik liberal Russians.

Intervention was, in Williams’s view, an unhappy term for the action that he and those
who shared his views had in mind. It suggested interference, rather than assistance. What was
needed was a source of obvious, physical help. ‘ We have too long been merely a name, a distant
echo, a hazy legend. We must be there on the spot’.67 Forces, which should be brought in
through Archangel, Vladivostok and the Caucasus, should be used to provide a rallying point for
the Russian people. Japanese troops, which were ready to enter Russia by Siberia, might be used,
providing they were part of a co-ordinated Allied effort, which would appease Russian fears of
Japanese designs in the Far East.®® The Czech troops which had been fighting with the Russian
army and were now in Siberia could certainly be used. Any action must be carried out in a
completely disinterested fashion. The object should be “to help the Russian people as a whole, to
protect them against their enemy and durs’, and not to dictate forms of government. ‘We can anly
help the Russian peoples to organize, to express their will, to re-establish the State in a form that
best pleases them’. ¥ Williams’s private views on the immediate future of the Russian empire
were made clear in a letter to Samuel Harper at around this time. ‘Personally’, he wrote, ‘I don’t
care a brass farthing whether it’s a Constitutional Monarchy [or] a Republic, so long as a stable
and pretty democratic government is established for the whole of Russia. In any case I think the
first stage must be a wise military dictatorship, without reprisals or punitive expeditions, to give

the unhappy country a rest and let it find out what it really wants’.”® In an article for the Daily

S7 The New York Times 25® May 1918, p. 3.
5% Memorandum on the Russian Situation, 28® April 1918, Box 23, Folder ‘Harold Williams, misc. and short articles
54)’ BAR Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.

% The New York Times 25* May 1918, p. 3,29® May 1918, p. 1, 20® August 1918, p.1.
70 Extracts from a letter from Harold Williams to Samuel Harper, 4™ September 1918, Box 5, Folder 21, Samuel N.
Harper papers.
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Chronicle, he insisted that ‘if Allied action in Russia were dictated merely by reactionary
capitalist interests I, for my part, would not raise a finger to support it. But it is just because I am
convinced that the spread of Bolshevism ~ in itself a gross tyranny — would lead in the long run
to the triumph of a bitter and cruel reaction that I urge the speedy liberation of Russia from
Leninism’.”! Mistakes were inevitable, he admitted, and many *fresh lessons as to methods and
forms of freedom’ would have to be learned.™

In the summer of 1918 the Allied governments debated the questions of intervention and
recognition amongst themselves and in inter-allied discussions. In the spring, small detachments
were sent to Archangelsk, Murmansk and Vladivostok, to protect military supplies that it was
feared the Bolsheviks might seize. The Russian question was largely allowed to drift, however, as
it was vastly overshadowed by the continued battle against Germany on the Western front. While
campaigners for intervention lit upon the slightest statement by British and American leaders
which might support their case, Lloyd George and President Wilson remained cagey and .
sensitive about the issue of Allied intervention. When Woodrow Wilson announced in a speech
in New York in May that he intended to stand by Russia just as he stood by France, Williams
used the statement as the basis for an editorial for the Daily Chronicle - in it he praised Wilson’s
approval of military intervention, and urged speedy action. The result was a telegram from
Robert Lansing, the US Secretary of State, asking why Williams interpreted Wilson’s speech as
an approval of military action. When the New York Times published Williams’s editorial, it
cautiously placed it above the statement ‘Nothing is known in this country of any commitment by

President Wilson to any policy of intervention in Russia.’” Wilson’s eventual decision, in

"' Daily Chronicle 31* December 1918, p. 3,
" Harold Williams, *The Search for Russia’ The New Europe Vol. VII, No. 87, (13% June 1918) pp. 197-8.

™ The New York Times 25® May 1918, p. 3. Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerful Giver p. 215. Wes, Michael Rostovizeff p.
22.
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August 1918, to send a small force to Vladivostok in combination with the Japanese, was
directed mainly by a desire to protect the Czechoslovak troops. British aid to the anti-Bolshevik
Russians, as it developed in 1918 and 1919, meant offering military supplies and moral support
rather than any effective fighting force.™

As an Allied victory became increasingly certain in the autumn of 1918, and the Allies
gained control of new areas on the fringes of Russia, the possible methods and forms of
intervention became clearer. The will to maintain a sustained intervention, however, was
declining. Williams and his friends had struggled to convince their readers and listeners that
Russia was still part of the war, but they now faced the even harder task of convincing them that,
without intervention in Russia, there could be no peace. Williams expressed his concern in a
piece for the New York Times.

The allied armies are marching from triumph to triumph. Germany is tottering. Victory is
within reach, victory and liberation from a nightmare. There is the sound of suppressed cheering
in the air and jubilation is mingled with amazement that the cause of our hearts is at last so
brilliantly vindicated by our arms. The Allies are exchanging congratulations and vying in praise
of each other’s efforts.

But there is a shadow in the background watching with eyes full of sadness and longing,
the shadow of a once great ally who spent her strength in the darkest hour, who put forth an effort
beyond all her resources, and fell stricken before victory dawned.

We dare not forget Russia now, broken as she is and suffering agony such as no nation has
suffered for centuries. This victory that we are now approaching is hers as much as ours. Her

blood is in it, the blood of thousands of her best sons. Her sorrow is in it, a sorrow that has
sounded all the depths of tragedy. ™

In the New Europe he delivered a similar message.

Our victory is Russia’s victory, and unless one of the fruits of it is Russia’s redemption
our victory is incomplete and insecure. The great nation that has broken itself in trying to save

™ On the development of British and American intervention in the Russian civil war, see Richard H. Uliman, Anglo-
Soviet Relations, 1917-1921 3 vols. (Princeton and London, 1961-72), Vol. 1 Intervention and the War, Vol. 2
Britain and the Russian Civil War. George F. Kennan, Soviet-American Relations 1917-1920 2 vols. (London 1956-
58) Vol. 2 ‘The Decision to Intervene’.

75 The New York Times 16* October 1918, p. 3.
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Europe makes to the Allies, in the hour of victory, a powerful appeal that cannot and must not
remain unheard. Not for the sake of compassion only, though surely there was never such a sight
to provoke compassion as the sight of Russia now, not only for the sake of her great effort that
yesterday failed but will surely succeed to-morrow, but for the sake of that new Europe in which
the Russian people believed with an utterly devoted and uninstructed faith, for the sake of the
integrity and security of the new world for which we have been stubbornly fighting. Russia must
be Russia again. As a wounded soldier, lying forsaken on the field, stirs with faint hope when he
hears in the distance his comrades’ shout of victory, so Russia now, maimed and bleeding from
many wounds, is trying to raise herself to take her share in the triumph.’™
It was not only in the west that events had developed however. In Russia, both the
Bolshevik government and the several groups of anti-Bolshevik forces had consolidated their
position. In Siberia, forces led by Admiral Kolchak were experiencing some success, and a
provisional government associated with this army was established in Omsk. In the Caucasus,
General Alekseev’s Volunteer Army had become a sizeable force. General Evgenii Miller in the
far north of Russia, and General Nikolai Iudenich in Estonia led smaller anti-Bolshevik forces.
One of the things that preoccupied western observers was the allegedly reactionary nature of
these army generals; it was widely feared that they harboured right-wing agendas which might
involve restoring the Tsarist regime and reclaiming land which had been distributed to the people.
Even Rex Leeper had some concerns about this. Williams, however, was certain that this was not
the case. Kolchak, he insisted, was a Russian patriot, with ‘broad views and a finely tempered
character’. The Siberian people over whom he currently ruled were practical democrats, and his
government included several socialists. His programme was to secure good working conditions,
land for the peasants, and to form a constituent assembly. When Denikin took command of the

Volunteer Army after Alekseev’s death, Williams described him also as a ‘clean strong man’, a

military man at heart, but dedicated to establishing that type of strong and orderly democratic

7 Harold Williams, ‘Russia, “The Acid Test” The New Europe Vol.IX, No. 105, (17® October 1918) pp. 15-17.
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government which is best suited to promote the prosperity of the Russian State and the free
development of the peoples of Russia’.”’

The bulk of the British and American press actually favoured intervention. The New York
Times, in an editorial of 17" October 1918, declared: ‘We have not forgotten Russia; we mean to
stand by her when the end of the war comes, but why not stand by her now?”’® The Daily
Telegraph and the Morning Post, both naturally conservative, favoured intervention. The Times
was also instinctively in favour, and from mid-1919, under the leadership of Henry Wickham
Steed, the paper conducted ‘a wild campaign against the Bolsheviks’ with the intention of
preventing Lloyd George from making peace with'Lenin and giving the anti-Bolsheviks time to
consolidate their forces.” There were also prominent public figures at the head of the campaign
for intervention. Samuel Hoare, whose Coalition Government Foreign Affairs Committee
attempted to stimulate government support for the White forces, was in close touch with
Williams, whose opinion he held in high regard, and whom he described at the time as “the most
active anti-Bolshevik writer’.®° Through Hoare, Leeper, and later more directly, Williams was
also in touch with Winston Churchill, who was violently opposed to the Bolshevik regime. Even
Churchill, however, was convinced that action taken against the Bolsheviks had to be taken by
the Russians themselves. If there was evidence that a strong movement against the Bolsheviks
existed, he would support Allied assistance to that movement, as indeed he did at several points
during 1919 when Kolchak or Denikin’s forces appeared strong, lobbying both Lloyd George and

the Peace Conference to send troops, and military assistance. Yet he was frequently disappointed,

7 Harold Williams, ‘Russia and the Peace Conference’ The Edinburgh Review Vol. 229, No. 468 (April 1919) pp.
286-87.

78 The New York Times 17* October 1918, p. 4.

7 Rex Leeper to Harold Williams, 12* December 1919, Add. 54438.

%0 Samuel Hoare to Col. Sir V. Kell, 18* July 1919, I1:3, Templewood papers, Cambridge University Library. Cross,

Samuel Hoare - a political biography pp. 60-61. See chapter three on Hoare and Williams’s co-operation in
Petrograd during the war.
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and would rather have seen Allied troops withdraw than prop up a—ﬁghting force which was not
strongly committed to its objectives. There was therefore as much work to be done in promoting a
positive image of the forces led by Alekseev, Denkin, and Kolchak, as there was in expounding
the evils of Bolshevism.®!

Williams’s role in the campaign was complicated, however, by developments at the Daily
Chronicle. Robert Donald, the Chronicle 's editor, had until 1918 enjoyed a close relationship
with the Prime Minister. In 1917 Lloyd George had invited Donald to work with him on the
establishment of the Ministry for Information, and as we have already seen, they were on close
enough terms for Donald to invite Williams to Lloyd George’s house for tea. The Chronicle had
always been broadly supportive of the Prime Minister in its editorial policy. In 1918, however,
both the personal and editorial relationships began to deteriorate. The dispute was triggered by
Donald’s decision to employ Sir Frederick Maurice, who had recently criticised Lloyd George in
a letter to The Times, as military correspondent on the Chronicle. In a second incident; the day
after Lloyd George made a speech praising Marshall Foch but making no mention of Haig, the
Chronicle published an editorial entitled ‘Well Done Haig!’, which included the line: ‘Itis a
small mind that petulantly refuses to acknowledge the services of a great soldier’.®? Lloyd George
was clearly unhappy with the paper’s policy. In October 1918, he encouraged a syndicate led by
Henry Dalziel to buy the newspaper. The intention was to link the paper firmly with Lloyd

George’s government and policy — the paper would be tied into being a liberal organ for 14 years.

3! Harold Williams to Rex Leeper, 18™ September 1919, Rex Leeper to Sir Archibald Sinclair, 9® October 1919, Sir
Archibald Sinclair to Winston Churchill, 10® October 1919, CHAR 16/12, Harold Williams to Sir Archibald
Sinclair, 26* September 1920, CHAR 16/49, Memorandum by Harold Williams on ‘the present position of General
Wrangel’ CHAR 16/54, Churchill Archive Centre. Martin Gilbert, Churchill - a life (London 1991) pp. 407-413.
Markku Ruotsila, ‘ The Churchill-Mannerheim Collaboration in the Russian Intervention, 1919-1920°, Slavonic and
East European Review Vol. 80, No. 1, (January 2002) pp. 1-20.

82 Linton Andrews and H. A. Taylor (eds.), Lords and Labourers of the Press ~ men who fashioned the modern
British newspaper (1llinois, 1970) pp. 38-40. Grigg, Lloyd George ~ War Leader pp. 614-616.
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Donald, who valued his editorial independence, could not accept this and resigned. The staff of
the Chronicle were also greatly upset by the change.®

Harold Williams had always enjoyed a happy relationship with his editor and with the
paper. It had allowed him to develop his own style of correspondence and had given his
dispatches a prominence they might not have had in another publication.®* He felt uncomfortable
about the change; rightly so, as it turned out. Under the new arrangement, Ernest Perris, who
became the new editor, was committed to support the line taken by Lloyd George’s Government.
Williams’s outspoken articles on Russia did not fit this mould. When they did still appear, as in
January 1919, they did so under a subheading to the effect that Williams was expressing his
personal views and not those of the paper. This statement could only encourage the paper’s
readers to question the statements within the articles. In October 1918 Williams was sent to
Geneva, where, as an ‘expert on revolutions’, he was to study the development of the revolution
in Germany. ¥ : -

Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams travelled with her husband as far as Paris, and there they
received the news of the armistice. She was meeting members of the Russian colony in Paris, to
discuss their plans to lobby the Allies regarding the forthcoming peace settlement. Harold
Williams met Robert Seton-Watson and Henry Wickham Steed, and they in turn discussed the
opportunities and problems presented in Eastern Europe.*® Williams then travelled on to Geneva,

where he began to study the situation in Germany.

8 There is correspondence on this episode in the Daily Chronicle’s history in D/2/3-18 in the Robert Donald papers
at the House of Lords Records Office.

5 See chapter two.

85 Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerfil Giver pp. 219-220.

% Ibid, pp. 220-221. Harold Williams, ‘Opportunities and Dangers in Russia® The New Europe Vol. IX, No. 110,
(21" November 1918) pp. 128-131.
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Williams found the progress of the German revolution uninspiring in comparison to its
Russian counterpart. There was, he wrote, ‘no exultation in liberty, no particular indignation
against the authors of the national misfortune, no recognition of the wrong done by Germany to
the world, not the faintest sign of national repentance’. The hostile attitude to the Allies remained
unchanged, and the overthrow of the Kaiser was regarded at best with indifference. The overall
impression was of a ‘grudging acknowledgement of the crushing military defeat’, rather than a
‘heartfelt recantation of German imperialism’, and there was a tendency still to blame the Allies
for the outbreak of the war.®” However, A Russian named Przhevalinskii who had travelled
through Germany to Geneva told Williams of the joy in Berlin at the overthrow of the Kaiser.*®
What was lacking in Germany, Williams felt, was either a great leader, or an inspiring idea.* In
Berne he spoke with two German intellectuals, who left him with the impression that the new
young leaders of Germany, such as Kurt Eisner, had good intentions but were not practical
statesmen.” ) -

Williams did still find the opportunity to report on Russian affairs, and although
Switzerland was not at this time such a Russian centre as London had become, he was closer to
Europe there and was receiving bits and pieces of information. From Geneva he reported the
death of General Alekseev and the appointment of General Denikin as his successor at the head
of the Volunteer Army.®! Przhevalinskii gave him a hopeful account of the situation in the
Ukraine - German oppression had apparently relaxed, and the Kiev government was now openly

in favour of union with Russia. People could speak and write freely, and there was a great deal of

87 The New York Times 22" November 1918, p. 3, 30® November 1918, p. 3.

38 The New York Times 27* November 1918, p. 4. The Daily Chronicle 27" November 1918, p. 1. Harold Williams
to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 25" November 1918, Box 7, Folder ‘Correspondence — Williams, Harold 1918’. BAR
MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.

%9 The New York Times 2* December 1918,9. 3.

% The New York Times 16* December 1918, p. 3.
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support for the Volunteer Army.” Williams was excited to hear that Allied ships were at
Sevastopol, and that Allied officers were in Kiev.” A representative of Georgia gave him news of
that country, which was apparently quiet and orderly.™

He was also able to report on Eastern Europe — on Pilsudski’s dictatorship in Poland, the
economic crisis in Hungary, and conditions in Vienna.”® He had received some papers on the
Czechs and Slovaks (presumably from Seton-Watson), and gained from them “a delightful
picture of the awakening of this picturesque people to liberty’. It is clear that Williams still
maintained his reservations about the universal application of the principle of self-determination,
however. In an article on Czechoslovakia he wrote of the Slovaks, who had maintained their
nationality for a thousand years under Magyar rule, but were happy to be united with their Czech
‘kinsmen’. Of another Slovak national council, which had declared an independent Slovak
republic on the basis of the differences in the Czech and Slovak languages, he was dismissive.
The language differed, heexplained, in the same way as Ukrainian differed from Russian, or
broad Scotch differed from English. And to quote what was apparently a favourite saying of
President Masaryk’s, ‘you cannot found a state on dialect’.’ It was impossible, however, to
escape the national problems of Europe. ‘Oh! How difficult they all are — from the Rhine to the

Caucasus’, he wrote to Ariadna. ‘I hear long explanations of about six different national problems

%2 The New York Times 28® November 1918 p. 3, Harold Williams to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 25® November
1918, Box 7, Folder ‘Correspondence — Williams, Harold 1918°, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.

%3 Harold Williams to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 27* November 1918, Box 7, Folder ‘Correspondence — Williams,
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in one day. Wilson doesn’t know what he will have to study when he gets here. They all seem to

want to talk their own language even if they starve in the process. 98

In one of his last dispatches from Switzerland before his return to London, Williams

reflected sombrely on the current state of Europe.

Europe is strewn with guns, machine guns, bombs, and ammunition, all the leavings of a
great war, and every one and no one is master of these instruments of destruction.

Frontiers and lines of [demarcation] are swaying. Agreements are made today and broken
tomorrow, and save for a few cases there is not a Government from the Rhine eastward that is not
desperately beating the air today and is liable to be swept away tomorrow.

In the war the democratic maritime powers are victorious, and the great blocks of
despotism in the European hinterland have been broken up into their component atoms without
any visible binding will or controlling purpose.

I have no hesitation in saying that the spectacle of European ruin is simply appalling.
Nineteenth century civilization has broken down.

1 do not mean simply that dilapidated trains crawl dismally; that postal and telegraphic
communication is hardly better than in Napoleonic times; that famine and pestilence are creeping
over Europe, but that there is a collapse of human, moral energy, a revival of the primitive,
barbaric instincts, and the fierce endeavour to have one’s little private will by force.

The general sense of the purpose of life is lost in the chaos of petty warring impulses.
People eagerly repeat the shibboleths of democracy and equality, hoping that this will dispel the
terrible dread that durks in their hearts. Little men, often well-meaning and smcere devise shallow
plans for coping with the menacing forces of destruction...

I don’t wish to appear to be preaching, but only the imagery of the apocalypse can do
justice to the present state of Europe. It is not a political but a spiritual crisis. The victory of the
Maritime Powers is an immense moral responsibility because on the victors lies the task of saving
and reconstructing all that is worth saving in civilisation.

I hope that I may be forgiven for telegraphing in this way; but no one who has closely
watched the present ruin of Europe can help feeling that all purely external discussion is futile
unless the moral foundations of peace are powerfully laid. That is why the League of Nations is
supremely important. If the League of Nations is a Utopia, then our spiritual strength is exhausted
and civilization will go down in a welter of barbarous slaughter.”

In a lighter mood he wrote to Ariadna that ‘Altogether this place is like a cinematograph,
and it’s full of ambassadors past and present of all the old and new nations of Europe. I

sometimes roar with laughing, it is so funny. The world is full of tragedy, but often the present

% Harold Williams to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 9® December 1918, Box 7, Folder ‘Correspondence ~ Williams,
Harold 1918’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
9 The New York Times 22™ December 1918, pp. 1, 3.
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»100

state of affairs is so comic that it is impossible to treat it seriously.”™™ ‘It is perfectly astonishing

and inconceivable what disorder there is everywhere, and how few really capable men there are. I
have entirely ceased to care for parties or programmes, but I do long to see men’.'®!
Tyrkova-Williams was unimpressed by the Daily Chronicle’s decision to send her
husband to Geneva, and by his failure to return. When he telegraphed her to the effect that he had
been offered the choice of going on to either Munich or Vienna, she replied that not only she, but

also Leeper and Pares insisted that he must return to London. He was needed, either there or in

Paris, where the Peace Conference would shortly open.

... We must settle the business with the Chronicle ... They must understand that you are necessary
to them in Paris. Our scheme must be that you have to come here, to speak with different
important people who till now had not fixed their mind. To help them to fix it and then go to Paris
perhaps only for the next two months, the most [decisive]. I am sure it is your way and the best
way t&work for the Chronicle too, because every paper has to send the best correspondent to Paris
now.

Williams had little enthusiasm for the trip to Vienna either. His one desire, he wrote, was
to return to Russia with Ariadna. The news that the Allies were in the South of Russia gave him
hope that they themselves might be back in Petrograd by January. Russia was his business, he
insisted, not Austria or Germany.103 He flatly refused to go to Germany, on the grounds that he
would be able to see things less clearly there, but by the beginning of December Perris was
bombarding him with telegrams telling him to go to Munich, or Vienna. Williams was annoyed ~

just because he knew the languages of these countries, it did not mean that to cover events there
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192 Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams to Harold Williams, 26* November 1918, Box 11, Folder ‘Ariadna Tyrkova-
Williams to Harold Williams 1916-1919’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
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was his job. Above all, he said, he missed Ariadna and wanted to be back working with her in

London, or ideally in Russia.!®

The self is a funny thing, and if my bones and muscles are here bending over this table in a long,

narrow room in the first floor of the Bernehof, it doesn’t mean that I am here at all. I go to bed at

night, and get up in the morning, I eat good meals ... I go about and talk and hear and say a

number of interesting and intelligent things in different languages, I read every day the never-

ending story of the wreck of nineteenth century civilisation, and feel sad, because never a prophet
comes to tell of the birth of a new world. It’s all wreck and ruin and collapse ~ a ghastly business,
with weak, tired people wandering about and trying to keep some order, to build little huts amidst
the ruins. And I send telegrams which I suppose you read ... And yet I am not here, and
sometimes I feel as though the real me were hovering about in space and looking down curiously
on this lanky grey haired shadow that wanders about the arcades of little Berne.'”

Despite his reluctance, Williams had begun to prepare to go to Vienna. It was Ariadna’s
insistence, in letters and telegrams, that convinced him to return to England.!% In returning he
severed his permanent connection with the Daily Chronicle, and he returned to London with no
form of employment but his work for the Russian anti-Bolshevik cause.

In that connection, however, there was plenty of work to be done. In January 1919, the
peace conference opened in Paris. The conference provided a focus for the hopes and energies of
officials, diplomats and observers across Europe, and particularly for those Western observers
who possessed a genuine belief in the principles embodied in Woodrow Wilson’s fourteen points
and the spirit of the ‘New Europe’.'”” Although it was clear that Russia did not fit the easy mould

of democratic self government, and although assistance to Kolchak and Denikin was still

continuing only on an ad-hoc basis, it was clear that many of the decisions that would have to be

1% Harold Williams to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 2* December 1918, Box 7, Folder ‘Correspondence ~ Williams,
Harold 1918’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
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taken by the conference either depended on or would affect the situation in Russia. The anti-
Bolshevik Russians and western opponents of the Bolshevik regime were anxious to secure
representation and a voice at the conference. To this end, the Russian National Committee,
chaired by Prince Lvov and including amongst others Maklakov, Sazonov and Chaikovskii, was
formed. This body was not officially recognised by the peace conference, but it did have the
backing of both the Omsk government led by Admiral Kolchak and the South Russian
Government associated with General Denikin, and it was the medium through which much of the
Allied negotiation with anti-Bolshevik Russia took place.'®

All sides in the Russian debate were to be disappointed by the proceedings of the peace
conference. The fact that there were such a multitude of questions that needed to be addressed
often led to none of the questions being addressed properly, and on top of that there were so
many conflicting opinions and attitudes (not least the conflict between the ‘old diplomacy’ and
‘new Europe’ schools of thought), that it was difficult to reach agreement on any one issue.'”
The Russian problem seemed so intractable that it was often left to one side. Herbert Hoover
described Russia as ‘the Banquo’s ghost sitting at every council table’.!"® James Headlam
Morley, a member of the Foreign Office’s Political Intelligence Department, commented in his

diary that

In the discussions everything inevitably leads up to Russia. Then there is a discursive discussion;
it is agreed that the point at issue cannot be determined until the general policy towards Russia has
been settled; having agreed on this, instead of settling it, they pass on to some other subject.'!

198 John M. Thompson, Russia, Bolshevism and the Versailles Peace (Princeton 1966) pp. 66-78.
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One of the first steps taken with regard to Russia was the proposal put forward on 22
January that all parties in the Russian conflict, including representatives of the Bolshevik
Government, should meet at a separate conference, with Allied representatives, on the island of
Prinkipo in the Sea of Marmara. Williams was dismayed by this move, which he regarded as a
‘poor joke’. It is hardly surprising that he opposed a proposition which acknowledged the
Bolsheviks as a real and authoritative power by bringing them into peace talks. But the Prinkipo
proposal offended Williams on a wider, European level. If the proposition was meant seriously,
he wrote in the New Europe, then it betrayed an ‘appalling ignorance’ of the present state of
Russia and of Europe generally. If on the other hand it was a strategy, then all hopes of founding
a lasting peace based on an enlightened public opinion, accountability and morality in
international relations were dashed.''? He also dismissed the US-led plan to send food to Russia
in the hope that this relief would alter the country’s ideological orientation. Starvation was the
effect, not the cause of Bolshevism, Williams insisted.'"” -

The work of the peace conference would necessarily be imperfect, Williams reasoned,
while the Russian problem was left out of account, or was treated too narrowly. Williams, like
many other observers, could see that the Peace Conference was unlikely to solve all the
intractable problems thrown up by the war. Yet he could not despair of the process entirely. He
appreciated and supported the attempt, as he perceived it, to impose a new unity, a new morality,
and a new constitution (in the form of the League of Nations) on the world and on world affairs.
Yet he saw the Russian question, with its own specific characteristics and complexities, as a
‘challenge and a criticism’ to the whole peace process — a warning that there were many

processes at work which the delegates in Paris, and indeed all observers might not understand;

"2 Harold Williams, ‘Prinkipo’ The New Eurape Vol X No. 120 (30" January 1919) pp. 49-53. Also partially
rcgrimed in The New York Times, 13® February 1919, p. 14.
'3 The New York Times 21 April 1919 p. 2, 22™ April 1919, p. 16.
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that their decisions had far-reaching consequences, and that these decisions and conclusions
could not therefore be made lightly, quickly, or according to any supposedly universally valid
system. The work of the Peace Conference could only be ‘a suggestion, an experiment, a
beginning’. The League of Nations and the Fourteen Points, stemming as they did from an
Anglo-Saxon mentality, could be applied only with caution to the problems of Europe, and
indeed the world."**

Another emerging problem was the ‘border state policy” which was gaining currency in
British government and Foreign Office circles. Directed in part by sympathy for the anti-
Bolshevik, liberal governments of newly independent countries such as Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania, and partly by a cynical desire to weaken Russia in the long term by detaching
provinces in the Baltic and the Caucasus from her empire, this policy aroused the wrath of the
Russian National Committee and of sympathisers such as Williams.'!> In Williams’s view, ‘to set
up a number of new border states along the fringe of the Russian Empire without reference to
Russian aspirations and necessities, without waiting for or promoting the re-establishment of
Russia, is to endanger the existence of those proposed states, to serve the purposes of a
reconstituted Germany, and to sow the seeds of very serious complications with Russia in the
future.” Williams did not dispute the re-establishment of Poland, though he warned that her
eastern frontiers should be carefully delineated so as to avoid future conflict with a restored

Russia. The independence of Finland, he admitted, was also inevitable. But beyond that, he

"™ Harold Williams, ‘Russia and the Peace Conference’, Edinburgh Review Vol. 229 No. 468 (April 1919) pp. 271-
289.
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(Princeton University Press, 1966) pp. 55-6, Edgar Anderson, ‘The British Policy towards the Baltic States 1918-
1920° Journal of Central European Affairs Vol. 19 (1957), and Olavi Hovi, The Baltic Area in British Policy 1918-
1921 (Helsinki 1980).
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regarded the Allied attempts to encourage the independence of small border states as ‘debateable
and dangerous’.ll6

The Prinkipo proposal made members of the Russian colony in London realise just how
far the Allied understanding of the situation in Russia differed from the view they had been trying
to put across. On the initiative of Michael Rostovisev an organisation was founded which aimed
to direct British public and government opinion away from recognition of Lenin’s government
and towards intervention on behalf of the anti-Bolshevik ‘Whites’. Members of the Russian
Liberation Committee (initially known as the Russian Liberation Union) included Ariadna
Tyrkova-Williams, who acted as secretary and undertook much of the day to day running of the
committee, Harold Williams, Konstantin Nabokov, Isaak Shklovskii, Pavel Miliukov, and Petr
Struve. The Committee was funded by contributions from a Russian businessman, Nikolai
Denisov. It was based at offices at 173 Fleet Street.'"’

One of the Russian Liberation Committee’s most important functions was that it acted as
a telegraphic agency for Admiral Kolchak’s government in Omsk, and distributed these
telegrams, which were an important source of counter information to the Bolshevik reports on the
progress of the Russian civil war, to the British press. The agency was also involved in the setting
up of information bureaux in south Russia — George Crookston, who went out to south Russia in
early 1919, was given a sum of money with which to establish agencies for telegraphic and postal

communicaton in Odessa, Ekaterinodar and Rostov.!'® In its first year the committee published a

weekly bulletin, which carried short articles that stressed the dire economic circumstances in

"6 Harold Williams, ‘Russia and the Peace Conference’, Edinburgh Review Vol. 229 No. 468, (April 1919) pp. 271-
289.
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Wes gives a brief account of the activities of the Russian Liberation Committee in Michael Rostovezeff - Historian in
Exile (Stuttgart 1990) pp. 25-6. There is a much more detailed account in O. Kaznina, Russkie v Anglii (Moscow
1997) pp. 36-42.
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Soviet Russia and gave accounts of the Bolshevik terror campaign and the persecution of the
Russian church. They also gave information on the progress of Admiral Kolchak’s government
and army, which according to the bulletin stood for ‘reorganisation of life on the basis of free
participation of all in the general and local institutions’.'"® The Committee made every effort to
print documents and statements which came straight from either the Bolsheviks or the White
forces, a strategy of which Samuel Harper, amongst others, approved. Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams
was sending Harper the bulletins, and the latter considered them ‘excellent and just what we
need’ - he had asked the State Department to secure two sets.'?? From the end of March 1919 the
bulletin began to appear under the Committee’s joint slogans — ‘No Compromise with
Bolshevism!’ and ‘Russia United and Free!” The committee also published individual pamphlets
on pertinent issues, which were widely distributed — ‘The Communists and the Russian Church’,
‘Violators of Art’, ‘The Famine’, and ‘Can Soviet Russia be a Market for Europe?’ One of the
pamphlets the’committee published was a reprint of Harold Williams’s article on The Spirit of the
Russian Revolution, originally written for the Round Table. 121 Between February and December
1920 the committee issued a weekly magazine, The New Russia - this was discontinued due to
the heavy burden of expenditure. In August 1921 it was replaced by a monthly review, Russian
Life, which in turn was discontinued in March 1922.12 By this time of course the objectives of
the Liberation Committee had undergone a marked change — intervention was no longer even a

remote possibility. The Committee still had a role to play, however; it considered itself to be ‘the

119 1he Bulletin of the Russian Liberation Committee, No. 3, 10® March 1919, p. 1.
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only organisation aimed at giving the British public the ‘true facts on the Russian situation’.'® It
no longer had much mainstream influence, but it did manage to keep a steady stream of articles
on economic subjects such as ‘The Plight of the Donetz Coalfields’, ‘The Railway Crisis and its
Causes’ and ‘Supply and working of the Metal Industry’ flowing into publications which
included The Mining World, Railway Gazette and Metal Industry.'**

Harold Williams’s role in the Liberation Committee was restricted to its early period,
when the campaign for intervention was still in full swing. He appears to have acted as a kind of
facilitator, helping to get sympathetic material into the British newspapers, and using his
influence to further the Committee’s cause.'?® This work was a direct reversal of the work he had
done with the British propaganda bureau in Petrograd — there he had been placing articles
favourable to the British cause in the Russian press, and educating Russian opinion about the
British; here he was attempting to create a favourable view of the anti-Bolshevik Russian cause in
England. His press connections must undoubtedly have helped. He also had connections in
political and diplomatic circles which would have proved an asset. However, Williams’s
involvement in the Committee was limited by the fact that he was only in England for a short
time in the early days of its existence. He attended nine of its weekly meetings between February
and April 1919.%

Williams was anxious to get back to Russia, especially since the news from the anti-
Bolshevik armies was so positive in the late spring and early summer of 1919. He seems initially
to have been planning a trip to Finland, perhaps to get close to Kolchak’s armies,'?’ but this did

not come off; in any case Denikin’s armies in South Russia were also beginning to achieve

123 ..
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significant success. In May 1919 the Daily Chronicle and The Times agreed to send Williams to
join Denikin’s army as their joint correspondent. Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, who was busy with
her work for the Russian Liberation Committee, was to stay in England for the time being. She
joined Williams in south Russia in July, where she acted as correspondent for the Christian
Science Monitor.'**

The journey to the south of Russia was long and slow, especially in the conditions created
by the aftermath of the war. Williams shared a dusty, shaky train from Paris with a group of
Americans, some French, Italians, and a couple of Englishmen. They travelled down through the
French countryside, through the Fréjus tunnel near Mont Cenis, across the Piedmont plains, and
on to Genoa. They continued along the Italian coast, past small coastal towns, and then through
the green Tuscan countryside. They passed through Pisa, and eventually reached Rome, at almost
11 o clock the evening after setting out from Paris.'”® Williams waited for a day in Rome, staying
with MacClive, the chief correspondent of The Times, who had a flat high above the city, with
views that stretched across the city and as far as the sea. He also met Jeffries, the correspondent
of the Daily Mail, who had been in Warsaw and the Ukraine. Together they saw the sights of
Rome; the Coliseum, the catacombs, and St. Peters. The next day he travelled on to Taranto, and
took a boat across the Aegean Sea to Constantinople.m From the boat he saw Athens, Corinth,
and the entrance to the Corinth Canal. On the steamer the Italian passengers discussed politics;

‘not debate so much as patriotic ebullitions’. President Wilson was widely condemned, and the
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British attitude to the Fiume question was unpopular. More quietly, a group of Yugoslavs
discussed their opposing views.'3!

On reaching Constantinople, Williams found the city gloomy. The Turks were ‘silent,
depressed and dignified’. The city was crowded with Allied soldiers, and with Russian refugees
from Odessa and the Crimea.'*? Half of Petrograd and Moscow were there, it seemed — Williams
met many old friends, such as Fedor Rodichev, and Alexei Tolstoi, both of whom had stories to
tell him which were at once amusing and depressing. A British mechanic who had arrived from
Moscow told him horror stories of Bolshevik rule. A Yugoslav soldier who had come from
Petrograd praised the strength of Kolchak’s army. Williams heard that connections between the
anti-Bolshevik fronts were few, but were apparently being gradually established. Denikin was
advancing so fast that it was hoped that he might even join up with Kolchak soon.'** Williams
also spoke to several people about setting up a news agency to send information from south
Russia to the Russian Liberation Committee, in return for information from the west and from
Kolchak’s armies. The men he spoke to apparently had funds from Ivan Stakhiev, of the Putilov
firm and the Russian Asiatic Bank."*

Williams managed to secure a place on a steamer, the Kapurthala, which was bound for
Novorossiisk. On board were a party of R.A.F. men who were going out to instruct the Russians
in the use of British aeroplanes. Williams listened to their stories from the western front, and
from India, and thought of the world they were leaving, and the incomprehensible, incredible

world they were heading for. He could not dissociate the Black Sea from its history; its memories
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of Greek and Byzantine civilisation, and of the first Slav adventurers. Three days after leaving
Constantinople Williams gained his first sight of the mountains around Novorossiisk, and thought
how strange it was to be back in the Russia which he had left thirteen months before.

‘It was absurd, of course’, Williams admitted, ‘to expect anything like the real Russia in
Novorossisk with its motley population of international dock labourers and Greek and Armenian
traders’. The town had a disorganised and apathetic feel; there was little connection with the
outside world, industry was at a standstill, prices were inordinately high, and every purchase
involved a long argument over change as there was little hard currency to be had."*® The journey

to Ekaterinodar, a distance of only 50 miles, took an entire night.

At six on a rainy morning we found ourselves alongside a long platform flanking a commonplace
brick building. It took us some minutes to realise that we had actually arrived at Denikin’s capital.
We were prepared to be excited, but we were tired and hungry and very dirty, and the drizzling
rain, the black puddles between the rails, the long, monotonous lines of brown trucks, the sleepy
slouching figures of a few Cossacks in sheepskin coats and caps, rather depressed us. “Well, I
thought anyhow the band would be playing and Denikin would be here to meet us”, said one of
the airmen by way of cheering us up. But gradually the sun came out and the station awoke to
crowq?:i life, and when we considered that Ekaterinodar had had its breakfast we went up into the
town.

Williams’s impressions of Ekaterinodar improved as he began to meet old friends and
acquaintances, and found his feet. As in Constantinople, many faces were familiar to him from
Moscow and Petrograd. All seemed badly off, and appeared to be ‘wearing out their last suit of
clothes’. The town was crowded and it was virtually impossible to find anywhere to sleep.

Williams was saved from sleeping on the floor in Guy Beringer’s room by Nikolai Lvov, who

offered him a spare bed in his room. Williams and Lvov spent much of the first night talking
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about Lvov’s experiences since the Kornilov campaign, the fate of his family, and his hopes for

the regeneration of Russia.

He told me of the heroism of the young officers and schoolboys who again and again, with a few
rounds of cartridge, or by some daring ruse, dispersed and drove back well-armed Bolshevist
forces ten or twenty times their number, of the long hard trek in winter from village to hostile
village, with Bolsheviks lurking all around, with the long line of wounded who were carried in the
middle of the column, because there was no place where they could be left in safety, of General
Alexeiev travelling with his money-box in a sort of springless govemess cart, of Kornilov poring
over maps, scouting on horseback at the head of his troops, directing a fight from a house top with
Bolshevik shells falling all around, and dying a hero’s death within gunshot of Ekaterinodar in
March 1918. Kornilov went out from Rostov on February 22 with 2000 volunteers, and by the end
of the year the casualties of the Volunteer Army were 30,000. Kornilov was killed in March.
Ekaterinodar was finally captured on August 15. Alexeiev died in October of inflammation of the
lungs brought on by the privations and terrible anxiety of the campaign. There had never been a
moment of compromise with either Bolsheviks or Germans. Often the little force had been nearly
overwhelmed. Cut off absolutely from the Allies, driven into a remote corner of Russia, they had
never flinched in their loyalty to the Allied cause. They had a single idea and a single faith and
that was Russia.'”’

It is clear already from this personal memoir that Williams’s involvement in the cause for
which Denikin’s army was fighting was total. This same commitment and enthusiasm were
conveyed in varying degrees in his dispatches and in his private letters to Ariadna Tyrkova-
Williams. His letters, of course, were always more honest; his dispatches were at times so
jingoistic that they prompted Philip Knightley, writing of this period, to conclude that Williams
was ‘the worst of the war correspondents’ in Russia at this time, and that he was so personally
involved with the anti-Bolshevik forces that he should never have been given the assignment.'>®
A more measured assessment of events, although still with broadly the same colouring, can be

found in the weekly political reports that Williams began writing in November for General
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Williams. Harold Williams to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 30% May 1919, Box 8, Folder ‘Correspondence —
Williams, Harold 1919°, BAR Ms Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.

138 Knightley, The First Casualty p. 138, pp. 157-159, p. 169. Knightley regards Arthur Ransome and Morgan
Philips Price as the ‘best’ correspondents.

200



From Revolution to Intervention 1917-1921

Holman, by then the head of the British Mission to Denikin’s army. Williams sent copies of these
to Rex Leeper at the Foreign Office.'*’
Williams’s first dispatch to The Times and the Daily Chronicle confirmed, although in

upbeat terms, the early impressions he recorded in his memoir.

Ekaterinodar is unique. Imagine half the War Office and half of Westminster and Fleet
street huddled together, say, in Taunton, sleeping three in a room, wearing all sorts of costumes
and uniforms, and working for the liberation of England — that is the general effect of this rough-
and-ready provincial town in sight of the blue outspurs of the Caucasus. Superficially it suggests
for a moment a muddled epitome of Petrograd and Moscow on a Cossack background. In reality it
is the centre of a crusade.

Many acquaintances whom I meet are greatly changed, and financially ruined, with no
knowledge of the whereabouts of their wives and little children, broken by the loss of gallant sons
in this terrible conflict. Man after man I meet who has lost one, two, three, or four sons in this
glorious patriotic endeavour, and now schoolboys are going out to take the places of those who
have fallen. The spirit of the place is extraordinary, despite the overcrowding and discomfort — it
is the campaigning, or rather the Crusading spirit.

There are drawbacks, but they are rather physical than moral, and not worth mentioning.
The party differences are slight. The three groups — Right, Centre, and Left, work in great
harmony, and ail ardently support the Volunteer Army. General Denikin is revered, and hope is

* dawning at last, after the long night of desperate struggle. How they dream here and long for the
sound of the Moscow church bells!'*’

Williams had his first meeting with Denikin on June 5th, and was impressed. He had not
seen a Russian leader who inspired so much confidence as Denikin in the entire course of the
Russian Revolution, he told the Daily Chronicle and The Times. He was direct and simple, a man
of the people rather than a member of the intelligentsia or the aristocracy. Far from being a
reactionary, as was asserted in many circles in London and Paris, Denikin was progressive in his

ideas and was a thorough patriot. He was ‘fighting a hard and clean battle against the most

treacherous and most unscrupulous enemy that ever devastated the territory and soul of a great
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nation’."*! He had announced agrarian and labour reforms. When, on 12 June, Denikin formally
declared his submission to Kolchak as supreme leader of the anti-Bolshevik Russian territory (in
view of the possibility of the Allies at Paris according Kolchak recognition), Williams was
impressed with his self-effacement and obvious commitment to the revival of Russia. He
regarded the decision as an ‘epoch-making event’.'*? It was difficult, however, to ‘give any
account of his political system that could be translated into the simplified democratic phraseology
current at the Peace Conference.” Denikin had no party ties, and represented no one programme,
left or right. He was deeply respected by all sides for his ‘unswerving honesty of purpose and his
proved and unreserved devotion to the Russia that is bigger and deeper than all classes and
parties’.!*®

When Williams arrived in the south of Russia, all the news was of victories on Denikin’s
front. On 21* June he was able to report that in three weeks, the Volunteer Army had trebled the
territory that it held. They had captured 22,000 prisoners, afid considerable quantities of
munitions and rolling stock. Forces led by General Wrangel were within 70 miles of Tsaritsyn,
and in the west troops were moving towards Kharkov and Ekaterinoslav.'* The front was almost
800 miles long, and its contours changed daily as the Volunteer Army advanced in all
directions.'*’ By 1™ July Williams was reporting the capture of Tsaritsyn; by 4™ July he was
reporting the freedom of Kharkov. By 10™ July Williams estimated the length of the front held by

Denikin’s armies at 1,200 miles, and the territory under his control as having a population of over
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20,000,000. Objectives now were Saratov, Voronezh, Kursk and Poltava. Moscow did not seem
impossibly far away.'*®

Williams went on a tour of the newly liberated territories with General Holman. His chief
impressions were of ‘the ruin wrought by Bolshevism, of the extraordinary dash and gallantry of
the volunteer army at the front and of the clumsy ineffectiveness of the bulky but hastily
improvised “Red” army’. Any doubts that the Bolshevik government might be popularly
supported or have strong foundations have been removed completely.'*” He did not stint in
reporting the details of Bolshevik atrocities discovered in Kharkov and other newly liberated
cities. ‘Women are found with their breasts cut out; many victims have been tortured, some have
had the skin torn off their hands; others have had nails driven under their finger-nails; many have
had their teeth tomn or knocked out’.!*®

A key feature of Williams’s reportage was his attempt to convey a sense of the gratitude
and general good-feeling that existed in South Russia with regard to the British assistance, such
as it was. He reported that the Russian troops were proud of the British uniforms with which they
had been supplied, and that the “New Englishmen”, as they were called, clipped their
moustaches, smoked pipes, and tried to look as English as possible. The usefulness of the British
supplies of tanks and munitions were widely acknowledged, and the local newspapers were full
of praise for this ‘real help ... without advertisement’.'*® Denikin himself spoke with warm
appreciation of the British aid to Russia, and assured Williams that it would not be forgotten for

generations. ' One Don and Two Kuban Cossack stanitsas had elected General Holman, the

146 The Times 19 July 1919, p. 13,23 July 1919, p. 11, The New York Times 20% July 1919, p. 3, 23 July 1919, p.
'47 The Times 23 August 1919, pp. 10, 12, The New York Times 24™ August 1919, p. 3,
8 The Times 24* July 1919, p. 11, The New York Times 24* July 1919, p. 15.

19 The Times 18® June 1919, p. 1.

150 The Times 21 June 1919, p. 11.

203



From Revolution to Intervention 1917-1921

leader of the British Mission, as an honorary Cossack.'>' The picture Williams presented
privately of British prestige was a different one — in a fetter to Rex Leeper he complained that
there were very decided pro-German tendencies amongst the right-wing groups. ‘We are not as
popular as we ought to be. Somehow we don’t seem to be able to display ourselves, and our lack
of commercial enterprise and our inability to organise such things as a decent postal and
telegraphic service and a regular and abundant supply of papers hampers us terribly. I simply
cannot understand why we are so impotent. The Germans had all this running two days after they
gotin’, 152 1t was difficult to maintain a positive public stance as time wore on and it became clear
that the British commitment to anti-Bolshevik Russia was wavering. News from England was not
readily available — papers arrived weeks after publication, and such letters as Williams received
often came too late for him to act upon them. When news did trickle through it was often
demoralising. At the beginning of December reports came through of Lloyd George’s Guildhall
speech in November. This was the Prime Minister’s firstpublic statement on Russia since April
of the same year, and he used it to prepare the ground for a cessation of assistance to the Whites.
News of the speech, which it was impossible to keep from the papers, did great damage to British
prestige in Rostov.'*?

One of the greatest sources of agitation in relations between the Allies and Denikin, and
indeed one of the greatest problems Denikin faced even in his own territory, was the quesﬁon of

the border nationalities. The British, as we have seen, were already committed to a policy of tacit

15! The Times 31% July 1919 p. 11.

152 g ytracts from a letter from Harold Williams to Rex Leeper, 18% September 1919, FO 371/4383.

153 Harold Williams, ‘British Interests in South Russia’ 9® December 1919. Box 23, Folder ‘Miscellaneous short
articles’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams. Political Report for week ending 5* December, Box 24, Folder ‘Political
reports filed 1919°, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams. Harold Williams to Samuel Hoare, 8® December 1919, I:2
Templewood papers. On the speech itself see R. H. Ullman, Anglo-Soviet Relations 1917-2] 3 vols. (Princeton an’d
London 1961-72) Vol. 2 ‘Britain and the Russian Civil War’ pp. 304-307. The situation was apparently similar in
Archangel, where month-old copies of The Times were the only sources of information from Britain. George Young
to Harold Williams, n.d. Add. 54437.
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support of the independence of the small nationalities on Russia’s north-western border, and they
were not opposed to the idea of independence in areas of the Caucasus such as Georgia, Armenia
and Azerbaijan. At the peace conference there were even representatives of the Don and Kuban
Cossacks, in whose territory Denikin’s army was based, and on whose population he depended
for a sizeable portion of his fighting force. Ekaterinodar, initially the headquarters of the
Volunteer Army, was the capital of the Kuban Cossack territory, which was autonomous, had its
own government, and recognised Denikin only as a military leader. Denikin’s own political
council, based first in Ekaterinodar and later in Rostov-on-Don, were guests on this territory.
Although Williams insisted that the council (which he admitted privately consisted largely of
second-rate statesmen) was a liberal body containing Kadet and Octobrist members, who
advocated broad self-government for all regions, a national assembly, and comprehensive land
and labour reforms, the council and the army won themselves no additional support in the
Caucasus ot in the West by adopting the slogan ‘Russia United and Free’.!%*

It was clear where Harold Williams’s sympathies lay. He regarded the pretensions of
bodies such as the ‘preposterous’ North Caucasian Republic as ridiculous, and as a petty
distraction which was cramping Denikin’s freedom of action in the Caucasus. He condemned the
action of the Paris representatives of the Caucasian tribes, and applauded Denikin’s order for
their arrest.'** In one dispatch he dismissed the Azerbaijani, Georgian, and even the Ukrainian
governments as being products of German and Turkish strategy. Ukrainian separatism, he argued

]

had been nurtured in Germany with the intention of splitting up Russia. Williams regarded it as

154 Extracts from a letter from Harold Williams to Rex Leeper, 18® September 1919, FO 371/4383. Harold
Williams, ‘The Special Political Council’, Box 23, Folder ‘Miscellaneous short articles’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-
Williams.

155 The New York Times 5® December 1919, p. 17. See also Political Report for week ending November 22™ Box
24, Folder ‘Political reports filed 1919°, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
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treasonable, and discouraged Western support for it. 156 As he wrote to Rex Leeper; “... both
Georgia and Azerbaijan are living on a capital of Russian laws and institutions and Government
property and have created nothing of their own ... The whole position is more ridiculous even
that I had imagined’. Denikin was happy to let Georgia and Azerbaijan be independent for the
meantime, but the republics knew ‘perfectly well that as soon as Denikin settles things in central
Russia he will turn round and mop them up, to the joy of most of their unfortunate subjects’.!”’
Some officials in the Foreign Office were clearly alarmed by the ‘almost exuberant’ satisfaction
Williams displayed at Denikin’s suppression of separatist tendencies. ">

Williams had always been broadly sympathetic to the desire of Russia’s subject
nationalities for autonomy in the past — his undoubtedly vast knowledge of the ethnography of
the Russian Empire no doubt contributed to this. However, as we have already seen, he was
sceptical about the universal application of the principle of self-determination, and in this case,
his concern was for the Russia that had been Britain’s ally in the war. ‘Our only safe and wise
policy is to support Russia wholeheartedly without imposing any peddling restrictions’, he wrote
to Leeper. ‘Russia is going to be very big anyhow. She will respond well to generous treatment
now, but it is not safe to patronise or humiliate her, as some of the people in Paris seem
apparently still to persist in doing’.!*

Williams’s attitude was now very far removed from developments in western thought and
policy on these subjects. Letters from Rex Leeper and Samuel Hoare provided his main source of

information on developments in Britain. Hoare wrote to Williams in December 1919 that he

considered it vital to draw the peoples of the Caucasus into an anti-Bolshevik bloc; he wanted

156 The New York Times 18® September 1919, p. 17.

157 Extracts from a letter from Harold Williams to Rex Leeper, 18" September 1919, FO 371/4383.

158 omments on extracts from a letter from Harold Williams to Rex Leeper, 24® November 1919, FO 371/4375.
19 Harold Williams to Rex Loeper, 16® June 1919, I1:3, Templewood papers.

206



From Revolution to Intervention 1917-1921

Williams to talk to Denikin about it, and if possible convince him to make some sort of
proposal.|60 Halford J. Mackinder, a geographer and Unionist MP, was eventually sent out to
South Russia to advance this programme in October.'!

It was also taking around two weeks for Williams’s dispatches to reach London, even by
telegraph, with the result that they were often hopelessly out of date. Denikin’s army was
advancing at speed during the summer and early autumn of 1919, and wireless news was received
faster through official channels. The necessary sub-editing by The Times's office resulted in one

dispatch of Williams’s appearing as follows:

The Volunteer Army is recovering the Crimea. [The Crimea has now been wholly
recovered.] ...

In the meantime the Cossacks and the Volunteer Army are closing in on Kharkoff ...
[since captured] ... while the Terek Cossacks ... are advancing along an almost parallel railway
on Bielgorod [also since captured] ...

Ekaterinoslav, another important objective of the Volunteer Army [also taken], has been
raided frc;gx the west by the Ukrainian leader Grigorieff, to whom the bulk of the Soviet garrison
deserted.

The accuracy of Western news reports concerning the position of his troops was the least
of the worries created for Denikin by his army’s speedy advance. A note written by Guy Beringer
to fellow journalist John Hodgson sums up some of the problems experienced by the western
journalists reporting on Denikin’s front, and indeed the fundamental problem with the position of

Denikin’s army in the autumn of 1919.

“I’'m in despair,” he said, “about getting any reliable information from the staff. They are
incredibly optimistic about everything, and the front is now so elongated that it is absolutely
impossible to verify one-tenth of what they tell me. I have a feeling that there is something wrong
somewhere. Surely, if a thousand mile front is being properly held by only 200,000 troops, there

160 Samuel Hoare to Harold Williams, 4* December 1919, Add. 54438, and 113, Templewood papers.
16! 1vrkova-Williams, Cheerfud Giver p. 247. Ullman, Anglo-Soviet Relations vol. 2 pp. 217-218.
162 The Times 6* July 1919, p. 11.
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can be no ?owerful spear-head [at] any one spot? Yet they say they are about to strike for Moscow
in force.”"*?

At the end of September Williams wrote that the feeling was as if the volunteer army had
reached the summit of a hill, and was preparing to sweep the enemy down the other side.'®* The

165 Even when severe

capture of Voronezh, Liski and then Orel were considered significant.
reverses, including the fall of Kharkov at the end of December, took place, Williams remained
upbeat. There was no expectation of defeat. Losses during the retreat had been small, and there
was still a great determination to win. The one depressing factor was the impression that Great
Britain was planning to withdraw material and moral support.“"6 As the Bolsheviks advanced
southwards, preceded by a host of refugees, Williams insisted that Denikin was not beaten.'®’
References to what was actually going on at the front had become slight; they were replaced by
accounts of the determination and morale in Denikin’s army. The sudden evacuation of Rostov
therefore appears in Williams’s dispatches as a complete surprise.'®® He may genuinely not have
anticipated it — C. E. Bechhofer, who called on Williams only days before the evacuation, found
him, along with Tyrkova-Williams and Petr Struve, fairly optimistic about the army’s

prospects.'® In a later account Williams gave a clearer indication of the mood in Rostov prior to

the evacuation.

In a big window on the Sadovaya, the main street of Rostov, hung a huge map with a cord
showing the line of the front. Every day the cord sank lower and lower. The crowd that gathered at
all hours before the window gazed anxiously at the map, scanned the daily bulletin, and, saying
not a word, again melted away into the endless current that passed up and down the street. The

163 yohn Ernest Hodgson, With Denikin’s Armies. Being a Description of the Cossack Counter-Revolution in South
Russia, 1918-1920 (London, 1932) p. 13.

164 rhe New York Times 12* October 1919, p. 6.

15 The New York Times 17® October 1919, p. 2, 20® October 1919, p. 3, 26® October 1919, p. 10.

16 The New York Times 27* December 1919, p. 2.

167 1%e New York Times 5* January 1919, p. 17.

168 7 New York Times 21" January 1919, p. 4.

169 C. E. Bechhofer, In Denikin’s Russia and the Caucasus 1919-1920 (London 1921) pp. 117-118.
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hope of victory was failing. Town after town was being surrendered to the enemy. Kharkoff had
gone, and the refugees from Kharkoff and smaller towns and villages were flowing into and
through Rostov. The railway station was crowded with homeless wanderers who slept there by
night, and by day walked about the town seeking help and guidance. With the influx of refugees
the epidemic of typhus increased in violence, and the hospitals were overcrowded. Often the dead
were brought up to the cemeteries in cartsful, and tumbled wholesale into a common grave.'”

On December 14™ / 27™, the decision was taken to remove Government institutions from
Rostov — this order was retracted the next day as it was unclear where they were going to move
to. Meanwhile those who could afford to pay battled for train tickets out of Rostov in the
direction of Novorossiisk. Every action of the British colony was closely observed, and ‘at least a
score’ of people called on Williams every day to make sure that he had not suddenly fled.'” On
December 17" / 30™ Denikin abolished his advisory council and replaced it with a government of
seven ministers. Williams approved this measure, but only wished it had been taken months ago
— the cumbrous advisory council had wasted much time discussing political questions which, in
Williams’s view, could have waited until the esta_lblishment of a properly constituted central
government. '™ The staff and the Allied missions were leaving Taganrog, but the residents of
Rostov had been assured that the town would not be abandoned, and that a battle would be fought

on defensive positions some way outside the town.

On New Year’s Day 1 was quietly writing when a telephone message came telling me to board a
train by six in the evening. I had about three hours to pack in and settle all my affairs, and by six
we were at the station with our luggage. At eight we got into a third-class carriage retained by the
British Railway Mission, expecting to leave the same evening.

And then our troubles began. We were promised from hour to hour that we should be coupled on
to the next train and train after train went off without us. We were shunted onto various sidings
and left stranded for hours. We saw trains come in — generals’ trains, passenger trains, goods
trains. We crunched over the snow, and when the snow melted ploughed through interminable
slush trying to find our ever elusive coach. We sent expeditions outside the station for bread and
meat. We boiled water and fried fat bacon on a Primus stove, and laid in cans of water for washing
as there was no water in the carriage. The crowd on the station thickened. In the waiting rooms it

170 Harold Williams, ‘The Retreat’ Box 23, Folder ‘Miscellaneous short articles’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
" mbid.
'72 The New York Times 23" January 1920, p. 17.
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was impossible to move among the stifling crowded mass of humanity, camped on luggage,
sprawling on the floors, waiting for trains that did not go, or tickets that were not available.'™

On the third day of waiting, after discovering that their coach had again been struck off
the list, the British coach finally got away. Two days later they arrived in Novorossiisk. At the
end of the week a train full of ministers and government officials arrived, bringing with it the
news that Rostov had fallen the day before.!”

Even from Novorossiisk Williams’s dispatches maintained a note of hopefulness. The
front was steadily recovering, and Denikin was confident of being able to retaliate.!” Privately,
however, Williams felt greatly let down. ‘I am extremely disappointed and bitterly blame a great
many people, both the politicians and the military’, he wrote to Samuel Hoare. With a little
coolness and common sense he believed the retreat need never have happened.l76 On around 17%
February, Williams received a telegram from the Daily Chronicle recalling him to England.!”’
Public and governmental opinion in England ha;i turned firmly away from giving any further
assistance to the White armies by this time. Both Rex Leeper and Samuel Hoare were anxious to
assure Williams that this was not due to an increase in sympathy for the Bolsheviks. On the
contrary, anti-Bolshevik feeling was stronger than ever. But neither was there any enthusiasm for
Denikin, since enthusiasm for Denikin meant continuing to make a big effort, which few people
were willing to do. There was an increasing tendency to adopt what Rex Leeper referred to as the

‘stewing in her own juice’ policy — the idea of writing Russia off as far as international relations

'3 Harold Williams, ‘The Retreat’. Box 23, Folder ‘Miscellaneous short articles’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
174 _ .

Ibid.
175 Box 24, Folder ‘News dispatches filed by Harold Williams (1920)', BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
176 Harold Williams to Samuel Hoare, 16* January 1920, Box 12, Folder ‘Neither to nor from Ariadna Tyrkova-
Williams', BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
'77 Box 24, Folder *News dispatches filed by Harold Williams (1920)’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams,
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were concerned.'’® On March 6™, on arriving in Constantinople, Williams sent the following final

dispatch.

I have again left the shores of Russia. This time with a sadder feeling than ever before.

Coming out here into closer contact with Europe I realize that the policy as regards Russia is

changed. I admit I am too fresh from the scene of unspeakable tragedy to offer any judgement on

these new political combinations, but at least can express hope that among the public will still be
found some sympathy for the helpless victims of this catastrophe.!”

Williams and Tyrkova-Williams spent several weeks searching for Tyrkova-Williams’s
daughter, Sonya, who had been working as a nurse but had been evacuated from Odessa with
typhus. After searching in Constantinople and Salonika, they were directed to the town of
Leskovatz in Serbia, where they eventually found her. 1%

Back in London, Williams found himself isolated. His wholehearted support for Denikin’s
cause had compromised his reputation as a journalist, and his opinions on Russia no longer
carried the same weight. This became obvious over attitudes to General Wrangel, who had now
taken over what remained of Denikin’s forces, and was based in the Crimea, where he continued
the struggle against the Red Army. Williams had no intention of advocating Allied military
support for Wrangel, as he could see that this was now a useless policy. It was clear to him that
the only way that Lloyd George would learn was by experience in dealing with the Bolsheviks.'®!
He did his best, nevertheless, to present a fair and optimistic portrait of the new leader, and to
engender faith in Wrangel where his readers had already been disappointed in Kolchak, Tudenich,

and Denikin. In what he considered a ‘purely informative’ article for the New Europe (which was

admittedly very favourable to Wrangel, but made no demands for concrete support), he described

178 Rex Leeper to Harold Williams, 25 November 1919, and Samuel Hoare to Harold Williams, 4% December
1919, Add. 54438.

179 The New York Times 31% March 1919, p. 17.

180 vy ova-Williams, Cheerful Giver pp. 249-252.

18! Harold Williams to Robert Seton-Watson, 11* August 1920, SEW/17/31/1.
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the new hope and restored morale that existed in the Crimea, and drew attention to Wrangel’s
fresh and inspiring personality, and the realistic nature of his aims. However, all this work was
undone by a preface inserted by A. F. Whyte, the managing editor of the journal. This piece went
out of its way to discredit Williams’s article, making a number of condescending comments
about Williams’s association with the anti-Bolshevik cause and the campaign for intervention,
and ending with the caution; ‘As for Wrangel’s prospects our readers will probably, in view of
former disappointments, accept Dr. Williams’s optimism with due reserve’.'®? Williams wrote to
Seton-Watson in a rage, complaining of Whyte’s underhand tactics. A genuine response to his

article, rather than this condescending preface, would not have offended him so deeply.

Whyte has a perfect right to be angry with me if he likes. If he is let him hit out and I’ll hit back.
But let him hit straight ... Damn such painful pitying Christian toleration! He doesn’t treat me as
myself, he treats me as a %eneralised anti-Bolshevik bogey, and makes me responsible for the sins
of all the anti-Bolsheviks.'®®

Whyte’s comments, unfortunately for Williams, were representative of a large section of
public opinion, which was becoming increasingly apathetic where Russia was concerned. As
peace time conditions resumed, and the longevity of the Soviet Government, at least in the
medium term, became apparent, anti-Bolshevik campaigners like the Williamses faced a new
threat, from high-profile, influential, yet largely uninformed writers. These were favoured as they
were not caught up in what was widely seen as the divided and quarrelsome world of Russian
émigré politics. One example was H. G. Wells, who was invited to visit Russia in the autumn of

1920, and who subsequently wrote a series of articles which occupied the front page of the

82 Harold Williams, ‘General Wrange!’, The New Europe Vol. XVI No. 201 (19% August 1920) pp. 124-128, and
‘Wrangel Consequences’, The New Eurape Vol. XVI No. 201 (19" August 1920) pp. 122-124.
'3 Harold Williams to Robert Seton-Watson, 20® August 1920, SEW/17/31/1.
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Sunday Express for five weeks in October and November 1920.'% Wells’s comments appeared
under a statement from the editor, which read ‘Mr. Wells’s articles are wholly unbiased and
independent ... he gives blame and praise to both sides without reservation or evasion’. This was
in marked contrast to the by-line Williams had been obliged to write under for the Daily
Chronicle back in January 1919, and it reflected the increasing desire of the press, and the public,
for balanced and unbiased reports.

Williams and Wells had been close in the early stages of the First World War, when they
had both been engaged in a campaign to foster understanding between Russia and Britain as
Allies and to justify the conflict. While Williams had remained loyal to this objective, however,
Wells had soon become disillusioned and later regretted his naive enthusiasm.'®® By 1920 Wells
had become something of a liability as far as Williams and his Russian campaign were
concerned. In his Sunday Express articles, Wells insisted that he had not been taken around
Russia with blinkers on, as he had been wamned he might. He described in detail the incredibly
harsh conditions still prevalent in St. Petersburg and Moscow, but laid the blame for this not at
the feet of the communist regime, but of the capitalist one which had preceded it, and which had
plunged the country into an exhausting war. Ultimately, he concluded, the blame lay with
European imperialism. Williams wrote to him to remonstrate. ‘If I had a paper to write in I would
argue with you ... I am terribly afraid that you will again confuse the minds of the young
intellectuals who are just waking up to the real nature of Bolshevism, and so will weaken our
power of resistance’.'® He wrote to Harper of Wells’s ‘discreditable performance’, but Harper

assured him that Wells’s articles, which had reached America, ‘did not carry much weight here,

184 1%¢ Sunday Express, 31% October 1920 p. 1, 7® November 1920p. 1, 14 November 1920 p. 1, 21% November
1920 p. 1, 28® November 1920 p. 1. These articles later appeared in book form in H. G. Wells, Russia in the
Shadows (London, 1920).

185 See chapter three.

186 arold Williams to H. G. Wells, 7 November 1920, Wells-1 W 307.
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because even the uninformed readers could detect the contradictions of which he was guilty’.'*?

Frank Swinnerton, a mutual friend of Wells and Williams, wrote in sympathy; ‘I can quite
imagine that the Russian articles are worse than exasperation to you. We know what ingenuity H.
G. has, and how impossible it is for him not to see things with a very eccentric parti pris. For
anybody who knows a subject thoroughly he must be a cause of grasping despair’.'*® Ariadna

Tyrkova-Williams, in a long letter of retaliation, wrote of Wells:

Happy he is, for he can not only wash and shave where he will, but he can write and print what he
thinks. It is a pity only that what he thinks about Russia is so far from the reality. He comes into
the room of one who is dying, and bears himself as though he were at some curious public

spectacle.'®

There was a personal element to the falling out also — while in Russia, at a house
belonging to Maxim Gorky, Wells had been approached on two separate occasions, first by a
woman who told him that she was Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams’s sister, and secondly by a boy
who purported to be her nephew. The latter asked Wells to take a sealed letter to Tyrkova-
Williams in England. Wells declined, for fear that he was being ‘tried out’ by an agent
provocateur.'®® Upon his return to England Wells wrote to Tyrkova-Williams to explain the
situation. The news caused her considerable distress. Williams was at pains to make Wells
understand that neither he nor his wife blamed the latter for his action in refusing to take the
letter; he could not have acted otherwise, not knowing the boy. Williams did point out, however,

that Tyrkova-Williams’s sister, Sofia Kolesnikova, had been among the party Wells had met at

187 Harold Williams to Samuel Harper, 29* November 1920, Box 8, Folder 16, and Samuel Harper to Harold
Williams, 12 January 1921, Box 8, Folder 22, Samuel N. Harper papers.
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Vergezha in 1914. It was painful to think of the effort the family must have made to get their
message to England; ‘to think that they reached out a hand to us, but there was nothing from our
side’.'!

Harold Williams’s final published contribution to the debate on Russia in the period up to
1921 was a novel, Hosts of Darkness, penned jointly with Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams. Williams
had at one stage planned to write a factual account of the Russian Revolution — he was working
on it in the summer and autumn of 1918, and had shown some extracts to his brother Owen, who
was in England at the time. His father was also aware of the project, and considered that ‘such a
book from your pen will be widely welcomed as a contribution to a subject on which much light
is needed’.'*? He must have done more work on it after his return from south Russia in 1920, as a
chapter plan which survives amongst his papers indicates that the manuscript was to include
sections on the civil war, intervention, and prospects for the future.'”According to Tyrkova-
Williams, although Williams usually wrote easily and rapidly, in this case page after page was
torn up and thrown away.'** Williams was also negotiating with Constable about the publication
of a book on ‘The Nationalities of Russia’, and fragments of this manuscript survive amongst his
papers.'”® These seem to have been two distinct projects, although it is of course possible that
Williams himself neither finished nor was clear about the final structure of either book, or how
they might fit together. Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams attempted to publish the former manuscript

after her husband’s death, under the title ‘The Quest for Liberty’, but with no success (she also

191 Harold Williams to H. G. Wells, 31® October 1920, Wells-1 W 307. Irene Zohrab also mentions this exchange in
‘From New Zecaland to Russia to Britain: a comment on the work of Harold W. Williams and his relations with
English writers’ New Zealand Slavonic Journal (1985) pp. 3-15.
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attempted to have Russia of the Russians republished). After her death, her son Arkadii Borman
gave the manuscript of ‘The Quest for Liberty’ to Hugh Williams, Harold’s nephew, who was
living in America at the time and working for the United Nations. Hugh Williams eventually
passed it on to Irene Zohrab, who has published some extracts, along with other unpublished
articles and speeches, in the New Zealand Slavonic Journal. 196

Hosts of Darkness, published by Constable published in 1921, is a love story based in
Bolshevik Russia in the civil war period. An Englishman, Charles Ellis, who had spent some time
in Moscow before the war as an officer in the Indian army, is sent back to the city by the War
Office to establish exactly what relations, particularly commercial relations, existed between the
Bolshevik Government and the Germans. His superior warns him before he leaves not to get
mixed up in Russian politics - ‘This damned Russia knocks people off their legs. Everyone I
send gets affected. They all go either wildly pro-Bolshevik or wildly anti-Bolshevik’.!”” As the
story unfolds, we see why Ellis cannot'help becoming emotionally involved. At first he struggles
to understand the changed situation in the Russian capital, and as he meets old friends, and makes
the acquaintance of the beautiful Katia Shuiskaia, he is gradually drawn to the side of the anti-
Bolsheviks who are supporting the armies in the south and attempting to combat the Bolshevik
government from within. Ellis is a very English character — although he has gut emotional
feelings he does not allow himself to be overwhelmed by them, demanding clear and logical
reasoning at every step. This is a useful device, in that it allows the authors to gradually address
the questions which are raised in Ellis’s, and therefore the western reader’s mind - for example,

why can the liberal intelligentsia not come to some agreement with those in power, and why are

19 The two which appear to be chapters from the manuscript on the revolution are published by Irene Zohrab as
“The place of the liberals among the forces of the Revolution: from the unpublished papers of Harold W. Williams’,
New Zealand Slavonic Jowrnal (1986) pp. 53-82, and ‘The Socialist Revolutionary Party, Kerensky and the Kornilov
Affair: from the unpublished papers of Harold W. Williams' New Zealand Slavonic Journal (1991) pp. 131-161.

197, riadna and Harold Williams, Hosts of Darkness (London 1921) p. 34.
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events in Russia any of the Allies’ business? This is combined with heavy imagery, spiritual
references, and the promotion of a sense of moral outrage at the cruel and brutal Bolshevik
regime. When Bolshevik soldiers search the liberal Miliutin’s house, they carelessly smash his
treasured butterfly collection, showing a disregard for his possessions and raising a sense of
injustice at their presence.'*® Stress is laid on the fact that there is no real government — the
Bolsheviks are presented simply as a gang of robbers and bullies. There are frequent references to
the anti-Christ, and to the Bolsheviks as ‘demons in human form’, and the Revolution as a whole
is presented as a struggle between light and dark, good and evil.

With hindsight it is difficult to avoid the temptation to identify the models for many of the
characters in the novel. The portrayal of Petrovich, the fictional dictator, is the most obvious —a
man with a large, projecting forehead, deep set eyes and a snub nose, whose name was not that
which he had received at birth. He was ‘a despot by nature, cold, soulless, knowing neither mercy
nor compassion, he was ardent only in his sectarian dogmatism’. His wife, Olga, who had been
dedicated to the cause of liberty in her youth, was now devoted to her husband, unquestioningly
loyal to his beliefs, and blind to his evil streak.!” The Miliutins lived in “fine, generous
disorderly comfort’ reminiscent of the family life of the Tyrkovs, and Ellis was fascinated by the
way Elena Miliutin could undertake so many tasks at once (something often attributed to Ariadna
Tyrkova).?® John Hunter, an English correspondent who supported the Bolsheviks, and lived in a
house which now belonged to one of the leading Bolsheviks, bears many of Arthur Ransome’s

characteristics - he was a nervous, impressionable man, who had volunteered for the army but

%% 1bid. p. 2L

' Ibid. pp. 137-160. This portrayal of Petrovich as Lenin is slightly odd, however, as both Lenin and Trotsky are
mentioned elsewhere in the novel. See earlier in this chapter and chapter two for details of Ariadna Tyrkova’s
friendship with Nadia Krupskaia.

200 A riadna and Harold Williams, Hosts of Darkness p. 16.
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had been rejected, to his own relief. He had a curious habit of wilting under criticism’.%*! The
mysterious Huhn, who appeared everywhere that Ellis went, is a clear parallel of Kurz, the spy
attached to Williams. He was the correspondent of a French newspaper, and claimed to be an
Argentine citizen.?” Of course, many of these may simply be ‘types’ of the Russian revolution
which Williams and Tyrkova-Williams found it easy to identify, rather than specific individuals.
Owen Williams congratulated his brother on the fact that, with the exception of the portrayal of
Lenin, the characters in the novel were not identifiable. They were real, but were not ‘so and so
or any other single individual’.2®®

The book received mixed reviews. Constable, the publisher, asserted that it might well
prove to be ‘the great novel of the Russian Revolution’, but from the reviews it received it was
abundantly clear that this it was not. Some praised it as an honest statement of the authors’ views
and experiences in Russia, but many dismissed it as propaganda, since the political sympathies of
the authors were by this tinte well known. The Saturday Review commented that omre might ‘as
well expect from John Knox a balanced oration of pro’s and con’s in a polite repudiation of the
devil’.2* A reviewer in the Times Literary Supplement astutely commented that ‘one is faced
with the certainty that the authors were more concerned to express their view than to compose a
good novel ... accounts of real life are far more thrilling when they are written as such.
Propaganda in the form of fiction loses half its power as either’.?® Of course, Hosts of Darkness

came much too late to have any really significant propaganda value, but at some level it was

200 1hig. p. 93. See Brogan, The Life of Arthur Ransome.
202 5 iadna and Harold Williams, Hosts of Darkness p. 30.
203 Gwen Williams to Harold Williams, 14* January 1923, Box 12, Folder *Various persons to Harold Williams’,

BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams. Hosts of Darkness apparently had wide circulation in New Zealand — Owen had
come across it even in small places like Greytown, Masterton and Carterton.

20 The Saturday Review 17 December 1921. Box 32, Folder ‘Reviews of books by A. Tyrkova-Williams’, BAR
MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.

205 The Times Literary Supplement 15® December 1921. Box 32, Folder ‘Reviews of books by A. Tyrkova-
Willfiams’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
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undoubtedly intended to influence public opinion. Writing the novel must also have been a
cathartic process; a way of truly expressing their thoughts and beliefs about the revolution in a
way that was not as painful as journalism, in that it was not directly related to current political
events. One of the book’s weaknesses is its somewhat awkward style of writing, perhaps a result
of the combination of Williams’s and Tyrkova-Williams’s ideas, and Harold Williams’s attempts
to render the latter into English.

Hosts of Darkness was not the end of Harold Williams’s attempts to influence opinion on
Russia. He never accepted the Bolshevik Government as a permanent force in world politics, and
Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams went on campaigning against the Bolshevik government, in
combination with a diminishing circle of her contemporaries, until the end of her long life. But
1921 did mark the end of the crusade Williams had undertaken in mid 1918. In 1921, with public
opinion now largely apathetic, and the British government beginning to find ways to co-operate
with the Bolshevik government, Williams found his position untenable. He was out of work, and
if he wanted to survive he needed to diversify, and widen his interests. His attitude to Russia in
the period following the White defeat is captured in a letter he wrote to Samuel Harper following
his return from South Russia. It had been a hard and disappointing year, he admitted, but he was
gradually getting over his disappointment and coming to see things more philosophically. There

were two major points which seemed quite clear to him amidst the chaos.

First, the Bolsheviks cannot evolve, or attenuate or modify their policy. Lenin is no longer
a free agent. He cannot think freely and his machine embodies doctrines that he cannot change or
modify now even if he would. If the Bolsheviks try to evolve they go. They can exist only as a
tyranny. They dare not admit liberty. They dare not openly admit private property. They are strong
at present through the weakness of everybody else, but they are steadily creating the conditions for
their own destruction.

Second, it is useless to talk about peace in Russia so long as Bolshevism exists. While
Lenin is in power there will always be war in some form or other. Somebody will always fight,
regulars, brigands, peasants, officers — it doesn’t matter who, but there will be continual fighting
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in Russia till Bolshevism is overthrown. It isn’t a question of outsiders encouraging or not
encouraging fighting. We may dislike and disapprove intensely, but the fighting will go on.**

206 Harold Williams to Samuel Harper, 19® June 1920, Box 8, Folder 2, Samuel N. Harper papers.
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5. The Times, 1921-1928

For a period of around a year, between the summers of 1920 and 1921, Harold
Williams was without regular work, and he and his family struggled to support
themselves in their new and largely unfamiliar surroundings. What little income they
had came from minor writing assignments, from the publication in 1921 of Hosts of
Darkness, and from the small salaries that Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams and Arkadii
Borman received from the Russian Liberation Committee.

In the summer of 1921 Williams’s fortunes ﬁnally changed, and two
opportunities arose at once. Bernard Pares and Robert Seton-Watson, who were
engaged in the reorganisation and expansion of the School of Slavonic and East
European Studies at Kings College in the University of London, had secured funding
for a Chair in Comparative Slavonic Philology, which they intended to offer to
Williams.' In June 1921 Williams received an offer of work at The Times, from the
paper’s editor, Henry Wickham Steed. This became a permanent offer of employment
on the paper’s editorial staff from September 19212 The Times’s offer was the better
paid of the two, and it was also much more Williams’s forté — he had turned down
academic opportunities in favour of journalism much earlier in his career.

Henry Wickham Steed, whom Williams knew through their mutual connection
with Robert Seton-Watson and the New Europe, had been editor of The Times since
the middle of 1919. He had been brought in by Lord Northcliffe (Alfred Harmsworth),

the newspaper’s owner, to replace Geoffrey Dawson, whom Northcliffe felt failed to

' Bernard Pares to Robert Scton-Watson, 15* September 1921 and 22™ September 1921, and draft of a
letter from Robert Seton-Watson to Bemard Pares, 24% September 1921, SEW/17/20/1. See below for a
fuller discussion of Williams's work with SSEES.

2 Erom 20™ June 1921 Williams received a retaining fee of £500 p.a. from The Times, and 5 guineas per
column for the material they published. From 1* September 1921 he was appointed as a ‘leader and
special writer’, at a salary of £115 per month. Williams managerial file, TNL Archive,
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appreciate or act upon his own ‘pre-vision’. Northcliffe, a hugely successful self-made
press baron, demanded an unprecedented degree of control over the policy, content,
and layout of the newspaper. He wanted the paper’s full support in a campaign against
the Government, and specifically against Lloyd George, whom he had turned on since
the end of the war. Steed was personally very loyal to Northcliffe, and his
commitment to a new order in Europe had led him to distrust the Prime Minister as an
opportunist. Williams, with his experience of the British Government’s policy on
Russia, shared this view. He had made plain his opinion of Lloyd George’s
management of foreign affairs in a vitriolic article on the 1921 Anglo-Russian Trade
Treaty, in May 1921.3

The Times in the early 1920s was neither a relaxing nor a particularly secure
environment in which to work. Northcliffe had never really been well since an
operation on his throat in 1919, and his apparent megalomania made the editorship of
the paper impossibly difficult, even for Steed. Northcliffe was irritated by the paper’s
rising costs and steadily falling sales and profits, and he was concerned that the paper
was outdated and uninteresting. He had long been in the habit of reading the day’s
newspapers early in the morning, and then firing off didactic telegrams or messages
from wherever he was which were to be read at the editorial meeting that day. These
missives might praise, but more often criticized aspects of the paper, from the line
taken in a particular leader to the placing of articles on the foreign page. His attitude
swung wildly between one of complete confidence in and of relative non-interference
with the editor, and on the other hand the view that Steed was conspiring against him,
and must be got rid of. At one point in 1921 he contemplated giving up the paper

entirely; at other times he seems to have wanted to diminish the role of the editor and

3 Harold Williams, ‘The Prime Minister’s Deal with Lenin’, Nineteenth Century Vol. 89, No. 531 (May
1921) pp. 741-758.
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take over all executive decision making himself. Williams was writing leaders on
foreign subjects almost daily in late 1921 and early 1922 — one of the reasons for this
was that Northcliffe insisted on sending Steed abroad to cover conferences, to get him
out of the way. One day he was ‘wilful, venomous and erratic’, the next he was ‘cool,
kindly and consistent’.*

Williams came in to contact with Northcliffe relatively rarely. Ariadna
Tyrkova-Williams recalls one occasion on which he was invited to lunch with him, to
which he went reluctantly. Northcliffe seems to have approved of Williams — he was
pleased that he had secured such a ‘phenomenon’ in terms of linguistic ability for The
Times.® In fact, although it was Steed who had given Williams the job as leader writer,
it was Northcliffe and Campbell Stuart, the Managing Editor, who instituted the
changes in personnel that resulted in Williams being appointed Foreign Editor on 9"
May 1922.° Within a matter of months of this decision Northcliffe died, and the paper
was taken over by Major Astor, in combination with John Walter. They removed
Steed and reinstated Geoffrey Dawson, partly because of his more conservative views,
but also because they wanted The Times to be independent of party, and they felt that
Steed had stamped his personality too firmly on the paper for them to do this with him
still in charge.” Williams was happy under the new regime - he regarded the new
proprictor as ‘a very good sort’, who took a great interest in the paper, but did not
interfere with the editor. Since the change of ownership, he remarked in a letter to his

father, things had been much quieter and it had been possible to work more regularly.®

* The History of The Times: the 150* Anniversary and Beyond 1912-1948 2 vols. (London 1952) Vol.
2, pp. 622-3, 640. See also S. J. Taylor, The Great Outsiders. Northcliffe, Rothermere and the Daily
Mail (London 1996) pp. 196-220, and J. Lee Thompson, Northcliffe — Press Baron in Politics 1865-
1922 (London 2000) pp. 380-398.

$ Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerfid Giver pp. 301-2.

¢ Williams's actual title was ‘Director of the Foreign Department’. He was now receiving a salary of
£1500 p.a. plus £500 p.a. in expenses. Williams Managerial File, TNL Archive.

? The History of The Times: the 150* Anniversary and Beyond Vol. 2, p. 678-785.

$ Harold Williams to William James Williams, n. d. MS Papers 0555-1.
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He would never be as comfortable with Dawson as he had been with Steed, but he
admitted that the new editor was ‘a thorough Englishman, clear headed, firm and
business-like’.° Brumwell, the Assistant Editor, he also liked — the latter knew the
paper through and through, and had a marvellous eye for news. '° By July 1924,
Williams was writing to Lints Smith, the Manager, that ‘I need hardly assure you that
I am proud to be associated with The Times and that I am and shall be happy to do my
utmost in the service of the best paper in the world’. This was something of a
turnaround from his attitude in 1903, but it reflected his changed situation and his
gratitude to the paper as well as his experiences and development in the intervening
years."!

The Times provided Williams with employment, but it could not, in the early
1920s at least, provide him with a cause to which he could commit himself. He had to
devote himself to getting to grips with the workings of the Foreign Department, and to
the compli-cations in Western Europe and elsewhere which had never really been
solved by the peace treaties which followed the war.

Williams sent his father a long written description of his daily routine at The
Times, which is worth repeating in that it gives a good sense of the round of work

with which Williams was occupied for much of the 1920s.

My own department is pretty big. I have an assistant called Kennedy,'? who
sometimes writes leaders, and goes round the town and picks up views. Then there is
Deakin,"’ the Foreign News Editor, who looks after the technical side of our work,
sees to the telegraph and telephone arrangements, watches for news possibilities and
does a lot of very good organising work. His opposite number on the Dominions side
is Peterson. Then there is a room, full of foreign sub-editors who get correspondents’
messages and articles ready for the paper. There are eight of them, and they are now

’ Ibid.

" Ibid.

" Harold Williams to W. Lints-Smith, 21* July 1924. Williams Managerial File, TNL Archive.
2 11 seems very likely that this was A, L. Kennedy. See Gordon Martel, (ed.), The Times and
Appeasement. The Journals of A. L. Kennedy 1932-1939 (London 2000) pp. 1-15.

" Ralph Deakin (1888-1952) was Foreign News Editor from 1922 until 1952,
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under a very good fellow, called Casey." I mustn’t forget my poor old Brain, who has
been on the Times for over forty years, and goes round the town picking up all the
ends of foreign news. He was always a great support, but he has had an operation for
a cataract, and | don’t know whether the poor fellow will be able to work again.

Then there are the correspondents scattered all over the world. I have to watch them,
stir them up and generally try to keep them going. Our best correspondents are in
Berlin and Washington. In Paris we have had rather bad luck.” Deakin deals with
what we call the local correspondents in less important places, who are not on the
regular staff but are usually local business men, and are paid at space-rates for what
they send.

I have to write a great many leaders, 4, 5 and sometimes 6 a week, besides
watching all the news, looking after correspondents, keeping in touch with all sorts of
people. The day’s work is like this. I get to the office between 3 and 4 and send my
letters. At 4.15 we have a conference about the general plan of the day’s paper. At
this conference are the heads of all the departments and the makers-up. Then I go into
the editor and discuss leaders and other business. After that all sorts of work rushes
on; visitors come in, orders and instructions have to be given, articles considered,
letters written. At about 7.30, I rush off and swallow my dinner in about twenty
minutes. Then I write a leader, which takes from 1% to 2 hours. At the same time 1
have to keep a watch on the pile of type written flimsies — the telegraph and telephone
messages with all the news of the night. About 11 Casey comes in to me with the
foreign papers, wet from the press, and I go through it with him. There are questions
of headings, hurried consultations with the Editor, corrections in proof, more letters to
be written, appointments to be made, etc. etc. At 12 the “first” (provisional) edition of
the paper comes out and the vans start buzzing in the yard, waiting to carry it off to
the trains. We glance through the paper, make a few more arrangements, and about
12.30 we go off. I usually get home about 1, sit a while and read the paper and go to
sleep about 2. I wake up at 9 or 10, have my coffee in bed, read all the morning
papers, and then before lunch, begin telephoning or I go to the Foreign Office or one
of the Embassies. I go out to lunch with some passing foreigner or Government
official, and then off to the office, and the whole thing begins again, Saturday is a free
day, and then [ am in a state of doze, but I try to go for a long walk."®

Writing leaders, which essentially set out the policy of the newspaper, was a
new skill for Williams, as Tyrkova-Williams points out - rather than collecting and
communicating information on a particular subject, he was now responsible for
putting forward an opinion, based on information collected by others and tuned to fit

the paper’s policy.'” Leaders in The Times had a peculiar character of their own. They

were never attributed to their authors, but expressed the view of The Times as an

1 William Francis Casey (1884-1957), who in 1928 became a leader writer, in the 1940s became
deputy editor, and then in 1948 became editor of the paper.

13 See below. The correspondent in Washington was Wilmott Lewis - in Berlin it was H. G. Daniels,
and in Paris Sisley Huddleston.

' Harold Williams to William James Williams, n.d., MS Papers 0555-1. Dawson tried to get Williams
to write his leaders much earlier in the day, but never succeeded in changing his habit. Tyrkova-
Williams, Cheerful Giver p. 320.

225



The Times, 1921-1928

entity in itself. There were a number of regular leader writers, who in the early 1920s
included Gerald Campbell, J. W. Flanagan, Arthur Shadwell, and B. K. Long, but
Williams wrote the majority of the leaders that dealt with international subjects. The
range of subjects he wrote on was impressive, even from the beginning — his leaders
covered Western Europe, Eastern Europe and Russia, but also Egypt, India, America,
China and Japan.'®

As Foreign Editor, ‘watching, stirring up, and generally trying to keep the
foreign correspondents going’ also formed a significant part of Williams’s workload.
The foreign news pages on which their dispatches appeared were his responsibility,
and besides that fact it was the correspondents who provided the hard news on which
the editorial staff based their international leaders. A good correspondent, and a good
relationship with that correspondent, could make a great difference to the success of
the news service. Williams of course was familiar with the problems of reporting from
a forcig;: capital and explaining events there to a newspaper’s reade:rship. He knew
also how important it was for a correspondent to feel that he was in close touch with
the office.'® He put his point of view, and The Times s point of view across firmly to
the correspondents, but also wanted to hear what they felt on the spot, in order to
hammer out a common policy.”

The Paris office was the largest centre for foreign news, with three members
of staff — the chief correspondent, his assistant, and a third ‘emergency’ man, who was
supposed to be used for travelling to cover regional events, or to man the office in the

event that one of the other correspondents was ill, on holiday, or absent themselves

'7 Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerful Giver p. 260.

"% See The Times Editorial Diaries, 1921-1928. TNL Archive.

' Harold Williams to Sisley Huddleston, 22 August 1922, HW/1, TNL Archive.
# Harold Williams to Philip Graves, 30% May 1922, HW/1, TNL Archive.
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covering some important event.?' Between 1922 and 1924 the chief correspondent in
Paris was Sisley Huddleston, with whom Williams was not particularly impressed —
he lacked independent judgement, and tended to reproduce the French official point of
view rather than taking any account of the line that The Times was attempting to
follow. His communications were often verbose and sometimes unhelpful.?
Huddleston left in 1924, and was replaced by Hubert Walter, for a time with the
assistance of C. D. R. Lumby, and eventually by H. G. Daniels, whom Williams
regarded as one of the best of The Times’s correspondents.

Relations between France and Britain in the early 1920s were uneasy, as it was
clear that despite their war time alliance, the two countries’ interests in post-war
Europe and their intentions towards the other European states, particularly Germany,
were diverging. Attempts to uphold the Anglo-French guarantee treaty of 1919 had
failed. While the British government leaned increasingly towards concessions towards
Germahy and even some modification of the terms of peace, the French government
were determined to enforce the conditions of the Treaty of Versailles to the letter.?*
The Times s policy was initially designed to encourage the formulation of some
workable post-war Anglo-French alliance, based on mutual understanding even where
the two countries aims and intentions differed. The fundamental interests of the two
countries, Williams insisted in a leader in 1921, were identical. It was the job of the
statesmen concerned to translate this into an operable agreement.?® Williams was

sympathetic to the appointment of Raymond Poincaré as Prime Minister in 1922, and

2 Harold Williams to Sisley Huddleston, 18% July 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

2 Harold Williams to Sisley Huddleston, 13 November 1922, 11™ April 1923, 18® July 1923, HW/I,
TNL Archive. Memorandum — the Foreign Service of The Times. January 1923. Box 27, Folder
‘Harold Williams, foreign correspondent — job related materials’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
B C.D. R. Lumby to Harold Williams, 11* November 1926, HW/I, TNL Archive.

* Alan Sharp, ‘Anglo-French relations from Versailles to Locarno, 1919-1925. The quest for security’
in Alan Sharp and Glyn Stone (eds.), Anglo-French Relations in the Twentieth Century: Rivairy and
Co-operation (London, 2000) pp. 120-138.

25 ‘The Entente and Germany' The Times 19® December 1921 p. 11.
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was sure that his appointment would lead to more honest co-operation between the
two countries based on their true opinions and interests.?® In a strongly worded leader
in May 1922, following reports that Lloyd George had declared that the entente was at
an end, and that Great Britain was free to pursue other relationships, Williams
denounced the Prime Minister for misrepresenting British public opinion, and forcing
a choice between ‘the tried friendship of France and an alliance with the Germans and
Bolshevists, whose joint aim is to bring to naught the victory that we won at such a
sacrifice’.?’

The French hard line attitude on questions of European security and on the
issue of the apparent inability of Germany, which was experiencing a deep economic
crisis, to pay the agreed reparations, led to modifications in the paper’s attitude as

time wore on. In August 1922 Williams wrote privately to Huddleston that

Our chief desire is that France should have ... at least some instalment of a
constructive solution. The alarming thing is that France seem3 to be going the other
way. Perhaps the attitude is not unlike that which has been growing in England. In
England the attitude is that things have got so thoroughly bad that we can do nothing
now. We can only stand aside, keep clear of entanglements and see how the
catastrophe works itself out. The same attitude in France may lead in France to
another conclusion, namely, that since things are so hopelessly bad let us stand firm
and save what we can from the mess.?

The French decision to occupy the industrial border area of the Ruhr in 1923,
in order to recoup what they regarded as the payments that were owed to them,
strained relations further. In his leaders Williams tried to draw attention to the lack of

clarity in the French policy, and to demand a clear statement of French aims.”

% «Great Britain and France’ The Times 14™ January 1922, p. 11. ‘The French View’ The Times 16*
December 1922 p. 13.

27 ‘Wrecking the Entente’ The Times 8® May 1922 p. 17.

# Harold Williams to Sisley Huddlestonlzz" August 1922, HW/1, TNL Archive.

2 “The Issue in the Ruhr’, The Times 12* February 1923 p. 11. Harold Williams to Sisley Huddleston,
28" November 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive. On the French occupation of the Ruhr see Conan F ischer,
The Ruhr Crisis 1923-24 (Oxford 2003).
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This country is friendly to France and understands many of the motives that have
impelled her to act as she has done. But our friendship for France, our genuine desire
to maintain our close association with her in the work of repairing the devastation of
the war, cannot disguise a strong dislike of French action in the Ruhr and grave alarm
at its probable consequences ... while we insist unequivocally on the liability of
Germany to pay reparations to the full amount that can be claimed from her, while we
scrutinize with extreme care and caution the methods by which Germany has
refrained hitherto from meeting the payments to which she has pledged herself, we
cannot admit that France has chosen the right way to enforce payment, or that she has
chosen it in the right manner.*

Privately he wrote to Huddleston to explain that The Times did not
‘particularly complain and we have no special feeling and we do not wish to foment
any special hostility to France.” They simply wanted to make the situation clear, and
to ‘consider the situation calmly from the point of view of our joint interests in
Europe’.! There were British troops in Cologne, in connection with the
demilitarization of the Rhineland, and it was important in Williams’s view that their
neutrality should not be compromised.*

Besides the wider European situation there were a numiber of minor irritants in
the Anglo-French relationship in the 1920s, such as relations in the Near East, and the
unresolved issues of the Moroccan port of Tangier, in which French, Spanish, and
British interests compcted.” The Tangier question was a relatively minor one, but it
held particular interest for The Times as they had a permanent staff correspondent in

the area, the writer and explorer Walter Burton Harris.** Although Williams often had

% «Great Britain and the Ruhr’, The Times 16" February 1923 p. 11.

» Harold Williams to Sisley Huddleston, 28* November 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

3 Harold Williams to C. D. R. Lumby, 28® November 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive. For several years in
the mid twenties The Times had a correspondent, G. E. R. Gedye, in Cologne.

3 G. H. Bennet, ‘Britain’s Relations with France after Versailles: The Problem of Tangier, 1919-1923°,
European History Quarterly Vol. 24 (1994), 53-84.

M Walter Burton Harris, 1866-1933. His books included 4 Journey Through the Yemen (Edinburgh and
London, 1893), Tafilet. The narrative of a journey of exploration in the Atlas Mountains and the oases
of the North-West Sahara (Edinburgh and London, 1895), The Land of an African Sultan - Travels in
Morocco 1887, 1888, and 1889 (London 1889), From Batum to Baghdad via Tiflis, Tabriz, and
Persian Kurdistan (Edinburgh 1896), Morocco that was (Edinburgh and London, 1921), France, Spain
and the Rif (London 1927), East for Pleasure — the narrative of eight month's travel in Burma, Siam,
etc (London 1929), and East Again - the narrative of a journey in the Near, Middle and Far East, etc.
(London, 1933).
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trouble even getting Harris’s articles into the paper, he watched the situation closely,
and enjoyed Harris’s correspondence.®® Harris’s reporting on Tangier and the situation
in Morocco generally (there was an ongoing conflict at this time between French and
Spanish colonial forces and Riff separatists led by the Berber Abd el Krim) highlight
some interesting aspects of the nature of The Times s journalism. It shows the high
profile and semi-official role that The Times s correspondents tended to adopt, or be
assigned. When Harris went to Paris to cover the negotiations for the settlement of the
status of Tangier in late 1923, his involvement was more than that of purely a reporter
- the French wanted to give him the Legion d’Honneur for his part in the negotiations.
At one stage he held over a resumé of the convention when asked to because it was
felt that its publication might make it more difficult to get final Spanish agreement.>
It was the newspaper as a whole, and not only the correspondents, which assumed this
sense of responsibility towards the events it was reporting. When Harris uncovered
(;ctails of Spanish atrocities against Riff people in the autumn of 1925 (he had got
hold of a photograph of some severed heads), he was determined to make the matter
public, but Williams, or the office generally, was unwilling to publish the sensation in
The Times owing to the newspaper’s already poor relations with the Spanish
government.”’

Williams wrote a leader awarding faint praise to the Tangier settlement, which
had a strong international character with many nationalities taking responsibility for

the administration of the port. It was a clumsy arrangement, he felt, but it could not

3% Harold Williams to Walter Burton Harris, 8% August 1922, g™ January 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

On the Tangier question in European politics see G. H. Bennett, ‘Britain’s Relations with France after
Versailles: The Problem of Tangier, 1919-23° European History Quarterly Vol. 24 (1994) 53-84.

3 Walter Burton Harris to Harold Williams, 19® December 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

37 Walter Burton Harris to Harold Williams, 30® September 1925, 7* October 1925, and 17* October
1925. Harold Williams to Walter Burton Harris, 21® October 1925, HW/1, TNL Archive.
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prove unworkable ‘until somebody tries to work it’.*® Despite their involvement in the
negotiations, the British government were anxious to keep out of the Morocco
situation, and Harris, Williams and The Times all echoed this view. ‘We are really
quite determined not to be mixed up in the thing through the Tangier zone’, Williams
wrote to Harris, ‘and I have not, for a long time, seen any decision of any Government
so generally approved as Chamberlain’s announcement that we were going to keep
out of it’.**

Berlin ought to have been as major a centre as Paris for The Times's news
service, but since the end of the war there had been only a single correspondent there.
In 1901, when Williams had first worked in the Berlin office under George Saunders,
there had always been at least two men. Williams had full confidence in H. G.
Daniels, The Times s correspondent in Berlin since 1921 - he had an excellent grasp
of German politics and economics, and was a good writer.** However, he was anxious
‘to find him a suitable assistant, ideally a young man with an open mind and a
reasonable knowledge of German.*! A number of options were explored - for a time
Daniels was assisted by a man named Barker, but the arrangement did not prove
satisfactory owing either to Barker’s failings as a journalist or Daniels’s failings as a
teacher.*? It was not until 1926 that they found someone really suitable - Norman

Ebbutt, whom Daniels was very happy with, and whom he was content to leave in

3 Harold Williams to Walter Burton Harris, 24® June 1924, HW/1, TNL Archive. ‘The Tangier
Agreement’ The Times 20" December 1923 p. 13.

% Walter Burton Harris to Harold Williams, 3™ July 1925, and Harold Williams to Walter Burton
Harris, 20® July 1925, HW/1, TNL Archive.

% Memorandum - the Foreign Service of the Times, January 1923, Box 27, Folder ‘Harold Williams,
foreign correspondent — job related materials’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams,

' Harold Williams to H. G. Daniels, 9th February 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

“2 H. G. Daniels to Harold Williams, 21st January 1924, C. D. R. Lumby to Harold Williams, 24™
February 1924, HW/1, TNL Archive.
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Berlin on his own at any time. Ebbutt eventually took over the Berlin office when
Daniels moved to Paris.*®

Although Williams was anxious that the reparations plan should be stuck to,
and although his commitment to the entente with France was sincere, his attitude to
Germany in the twenties was a cautiously flexible one. The policy of the paper, he
explained to Daniels, was ‘to try our level best to keep the door open so that our
country may still have room to act’.* The trouble was that no-one in England, in
Williams’s view at least, really had a clear idea of what was going on in Germany. He
wanted articles from Daniels describing general life, economic trends, and the
development of political ideas.** He was keen for some sort of agreement to be
secured, and welcomed the Dawes Plan of 1924, which aided Germany’s financial
recovery.*

One of The Times s best correspondents, in Williams’s view, was Wilmott
Lewis, in Washington. Lewis had a good grasp of American affairs, and rarely made a
bad judgement. His articles were ‘extraordinarily good’.*” Williams freely admitted
that he, and indeed the office as a whole, relied heavily on Lewis’s assessment of
American policy when forming their own views, and when writing leaders. Williams
was anxious to increase the supply of American news; not necessarily its overall
quantity, but certainly the frequency with which it appeared in the paper. The Daily
Telegraph ran a great deal of American news, which ‘visitors from the other side’

were always talking about, and Williams wanted to create something like an

 H. G. Daniels to Harold Williams, 27th February 1926, HW/1, TNL Archive. Norman Ebbutt (1894-
1964) was expelled from Germany in 1937 because of his unfavourable coverage of the Nazi regime.
“ Harold Williams to H. G. Daniels, 9th May 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

“ Harold Williams to H. G. Daniels, 215t March 1924, HW/1, TNL Archive.

% «Germany Secking a Government® The Times 14™ January 1925 p. 15.

1 Harold Williams to Wilmott Lewis, 26* October 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive,
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American column in The Times to rival this, in order to convince Americans abroad
that The Times was the paper they ought to read.*®

There were some problems with communication, however. Williams wrote
long letters to Lewis outlining the sort of service he wanted — more description, details
of what the average American thought, and portraits of American statesmen. Lewis
almost never responded. In the last years of Lewis’s service there were some more
serious problems, with promised articles never materialising: even after several
personal meetings in London this misunderstanding was not resolved. Williams felt
that when Lewis returned to Washington ‘the thread suddenly snapped’.* In a letter to
H. G. Daniels, the Berlin correspondent, in 1925, he remarked wryly that ‘The event
of today is that Wilmott Lewis has sent us an article’.*

The key concern in American policy was the increasingly isolationist policy
adopted by successive American presidents in the 1920s. After Woodrow Wilson’s
close involvement in the formulation of the Treaty of Versailles and the League of

Nations, American withdrawal under Harding and Coolidge was hard to take.

Williams wrote to Lewis in 1923;

We often get very impatient with America on this side, but we feel that America had
to go through her own evolution and we had a certain curious and sometimes rather
bitter interest in watching the process. At the same time we know that we are lonely
in the world now and that the only foreign people who are ever likely to understand
us and sympathise with our ideas are the Americans. So we are patient.”’

In a later letter he told Lewis of a meeting he had had with Philip Kerr,
formerly Lloyd George's personal secretary. Kerr had told him that the British simply

did not understand ‘the great nation across the seas that is going to dominate the

“ Harold Williams to Wilmott Lewis, 26* October 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

* Harold Williams to Wilmott Lewis, 30" April 1924 and 8" November 1926, HW/1, TNL Archive.
The Times had a correspondent in New York, Butlock, who also worked for the Daily Mail.

% Harold Williams to H. G. Daniels, 7th December 1925, HW/1, TNL Archive.

5! Harold Williams to Wilmott Lewis, 1* January 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.
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twentieth century’. ‘Perhaps we don’t understand’, Williams wrote, ‘but at any rate
we don’t think we are quite played out. We are watchful, a little incredulous, and
really very impatient, we are having hard times, Europe is near, and America after
promising all kinds of wonders has left us to face the mess and has wrapped herself up
in her own private prosperity. That is the general feeling here, but we do want to
know what that wonderful country is really up to.”** When Williams wrote leaders on
America, however, he tended to play up the friendship between Great Britain and
America. Perhaps he hoped that by emphasising the existence of such a friendship on
paper, it would be possible to cultivate close co-operation in reality.*

Another major centre for The Times s news service was Constantinople. The
correspondents there in the 1920s were, in succession, Philip Graves, Harry Pirie-
Gordon, and Jack Collins. Graves, who later returned to the London office to work,
and became a close friend of Williams’s, dealt with Turkey in the aftermath of the
world war, and during the course of the Greco-Turkish war of 1920-22.* The Times
attempted to adopt a neutral stance on this conflict, and Williams was anxious that no
anti-Turkish bias should appear in the paper — for this reason he did not use some of
the material Graves sent him on Turkish atrocities. ‘We are neither pro-Turk nor pro-
Greek’, he wrote to Graves in explanation. ‘We are opposed to the continuation of the
war in Asia Minor, which injures Turks and Greeks and ourselves. By every possible
means, the war must be stopped’.>® What The Times wanted was a reconstructed,
independent Turkey, within its ethnographical frontiers. By mid 1922 Williams saw
the group led by Mustafa Kemal as the most likely rallying centre; they had gathered

around them ‘most of what is vigorous and possibly constructive in Turkey.’ ‘What

* Harold Williams to Wilmott Lewis, 20™ November 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.

% ‘America and Europe’, The Times 29™ April 1922 p. 13. ‘The American Method’, The Times 24™
April 1924 p. 13. ‘Mr. Kellogg’s Farewell’, The Times 18" February 1925 p. 15.

% Philip Graves (1876-1953).
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am trying to discover’, Williams wrote, ‘is a Turkey with whom we can make peace
and with whom we can work’. *®

Graves’s articles were always good, but, as with several of the correspondents,
Williams had to press him over their presentation. This was partly a response to the
new readers that the increased circulation of The Times had attracted. The new kind of
reader was intelligent, but liked ideas to be put to him in a lighter and more general
way. A touch of description, a living figure, or scenery, would also make the
arguments appeal to him. ‘We want to use your extraordinary and exceptional
knowledge of the Near East in the most effective way’, he told Graves. ‘We want to
get into close touch with the man who reads you or would like to read you in the third
class carriage of the underground on his way to business in the morning’.%’

Williams had of course lived in and reported from Constantinople himself, and
he was interested in the reports that the correspondents there sent in. He wished he
had more opportunity to write leaders on the Turkish situation.* When Pirie Gordon
wrote of the marked changes in life in Constantinople in 1925 — clean, repaired
streets, repainted trams, a functioning fire brigade, and overwhelming support for the
republican government, Williams wrote to him; ‘So there has been a real revolution
after all. Your picture of Constantinople is new and startling’.®

In areas where there was no permanent staff correspondent it was sometimes
necessary to send out an experienced man to assess the situation and provide

occasional coverage. In 1923 Graves was sent on such a tour of India, to send back

5% Harold Williams to Philip Graves, 25 May 1922, HW/1, TNL Archive.

% Harold Williams to Philip Graves, 30® May 1922, HW/1, TNL Archive. On relations between
Britain and the Kemalist government, see Stephen F. Evans, The Slow Rapprochement. Britain and
Turkey in the age of Kemal Ataturk 1919-38 (Beverley, 1982), and Erik Lance K nudsen, Great Britain,
Constantinople and the Turkish Peace Treaty 1919-1922 (New York and London 1987).
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* Harry Pirie-Gordon to Harold Williams, 21* July 1925, Harold Williams to Harry Pirie-Gordon, 29"
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articles for the paper, but also to assess the service. The Times had a number of local
men working in the main centres in India — a man named Sheppard who was
nominally their principal Indian correspondent, in Bombay, and other men in Simla,
Delhi, Calcutta, Allahabad, and Peshawar. The problem was that there seemed to be
little co-operation or co-ordination between the various correspondents, and there was
ample opportunity for duplication or complete neglect of particular news stories. Both
Graves and Williams were keen that the correspondents should send copies of
material that they wired or mailed to The Times also to Bombay, but there seemed to
be some trouble in implementing this. Even Williams acknowledged that while
Sheppard was in theory the principal correspondent, he was not sure that this was true
in practice, and that the views of all the correspondents ought to be taken into
account.*

Graves was surprised by the power and organisation of the Swaraj movement
— they were the only really organised party in India, he felt, and he would never again
believe official assurances about their weakness.®’ Williams, although sceptical about
the efficacy of the reforms that the British Government was attempting to implement,
was certain that ‘from the point of view of maintaining British authority and enforcing
existing law ... we must insist until the very last on the experiment being carried
through. For the moment it is the only ground we have to go upon, and it does
certainly offer the Indians remarkable opportunities for displaying any political power
they possess.’ It was impossible to yield to wrecking tactics, he felt, and this was the

line being taken in The Times. When Graves expressed unease about his own

% Philip Graves, Bombay, to Harold Williams, 24® October 1923, Harold Williams to Philip Graves,
12* November 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.
¢ Philip Graves to Harold Williams, 1* December 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive,
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reactionary and undemocratic leanings, Williams reassured him: ‘A democracy is a
method not a principle. In some conditions it exists, and in others it fails ...’

In China, The Times had a permanent correspondent, David Fraser, who was
based in Peking and provided much of their Chinese news. They also had local
correspondents, for example in Hong Kong and in Shanghai - the latter
correspondent, Green, seemed to Williams to be ‘going to his own funeral when he
sends his messages to The Times’. The Times’s China service apparently had a good
reputation, particularly in the city, where Fraser’s financial messages were well-

regarded.®® However, there was little room for news from China in the paper in the

early 1920s, particularly on the leader page. As Williams explained to Fraser,

Here we are all absorbed in our European troubles which are very serious and for
which no one can see any remedy. I do not think our hard-pressed government has
much thought to spare at present for the troubles of China, but it is certainly necessary
that attention should be called to the changes in the Far East’ %

By 1925, the gravity of the escalating civil war in China was becoming more
apparent, and both The Times and the British Government were obliged to confront
the issue. In a series of leaders in 1925 and again in 1927, Williams highlighted the
urgent need for action to protect British interests, and drew attention to the influence
of the Soviet Government in China. Their intention, he was convinced, was ‘to
destroy British trade and to drive out British enterprise from the Far East’.®> When the

severity of the problem was realised, all attention suddenly turned to China. ‘We have

€ Harold Williams to Philip Graves, 18* March 1924, HW/1, TNL Archive. See also ‘The Viceroy’s
Speech and After® The Times 22 January 1925 p. 13.

¢ Harold Williams to David Fraser, 23rd January 1924, HW/1, TNL Archive.
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May 1925, ‘Hankow and Moscow® The Times 4™ January 1927 p. 11, ‘The Lesson of Hankow® The
Times 8® January 1927 p. 11, ‘Shanghai’ The Times 13® January 1927 p. 13, ‘Action in China’ The
Times 20® January 1927 p. 13, *British Policy in China’ 27* January 1927 p. 13, ‘The News from
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been writing about China for years and up till now we have felt that we were beating

the air’, Williams wrote to Fraser in 1927.

If you were here you would note a surprising change. China is now the one all
absorbing topic. People won’t talk of Europe; they only want to talk about China, and
we have actually reached the stage of having two successive Cabinet meetings
entirely devoted to China ...’%

In mid 1927, Frank Riley, a correspondent who had been sent out to assist
Fraser, disappeared in Chengchow (Zhengzhou), which was in one of the worst zones
of the civil war, and it soon became clear that he had been murdered by soldiers of
Feng Yu-Hsiang, the ‘Christian General’. The loss of Riley made a deep impact at
The Times — Williams, who heard the news upon his return from a holiday in
September 1927, had been convinced that Riley, who was young, eager, and open-
minded, would have developed into a first rate correspondent. &/

In Central Europe, there were a number ?f local correspondents, who produced
work of varying degrees of quality. King, in Warsaw, took little interest in his work
and was constantly missing important news.*® He was later replaced by Sobanski, a
Pole, who also proved to be less than satisfactory.69 In Belgrade there was a man
named Brown, whom Williams was also unhappy with, until the post was taken over
by Bryce, who ‘made the post of Times correspondent in Belgrade something which
means far more to the Serbs than it has ever done before’,™ They had a man called

Trotter in Rumania, who was ‘obviously working hard to get information® but was

% Harold Williams to David Fraser, 18th January 1927, HW/1, TNL Archive.

" Harold Williams to David Fraser, 13th September 1927, HW/1, TNL Archive, ‘The Murder of Mr.
Riley’, The Times 11* November 1927 p. 17. The History of The Times — the 150™ Anniversary and
Beyond Vol. 2, p. 1139.
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‘quite unable to present it’.”' There was a correspondent named Crocker in Budapest,
and another named Neumann in Vienna.

In addition to this there was C. D. R. Lumby, who occupied the overarching
role of ‘Central European Correspondent’. He was initially based in Vienna but later
moved to Prague. The idea was that he would visit neighbouring countries
periodically and work up his knowledge so that he was able to write on them when the
need arose.’? Williams was anxious that Lumby should not sink into reporting on
purely local news, simply for the sake of doing a day’s work — he would rather have

two considered messages a week from Lumby than one every day.

I want you to fill your rightful place in the paper as a Central European
Correspondent ... Rumania, Hungary, Czecho-Slovakia, Yugo-Slavia and Poland all
come within your scope — in a word, you are Chief Correspondent for the territory of
the old Dual Monarchy, and a little more. The thing we want to understand is how
this new experiment is working out from day to day. The local correspondents can
give us the mere news, but we shall want you to give us a feeling and an
interpretation of the bigger general movement, whether it means conflict and rivalry
or rapprochement...’ .

The ‘new experiment’ included the political, social and economic fortunes of
the newly independent states in Eastern Europe, and the progress of movements such
as the Little Entente (a loose combination formed by Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and
Romania). Lumby was keen to penetrate beyond the image of some of these countries
projected by their representatives in the West. Czechoslovakia, for instance, had a
‘very fine reputation abroad as a well-managed, orderly and progressive country’.

.. . 74 .
Much of this, in Lumby’s view, was ‘eye-wash’.”" ‘One sees a Benes or a Venizelos’,

7' C. D. R. Lumby to Harold Williams, 24* April 1923, Harold Williams to C. D. R. Lumby, 16™ May
1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.
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he wrote, ‘and thinks that he is the country. It is a mistake’.” Williams also was
anxious to get past the official representations. ‘We should like to know where and in
what ways there is real progress’, he wrote to Lumby, ‘and exactly where official
optimism is to be discounted’.”® Williams was anxious to present a balanced view of
the situation in each of the countries concerned. This was a particular problem in the
case of Hungary, where the government, led by Miklos Horthy, was unpopular in the
west. In London, particularly, there was a great deal of anti-Hungarian sentiment, and
relations between Hungary and the Little Entente were also strained.”” Williams did
not admire the Horthy regime, but he had a strong impression that things were not “so
horribly bad as some of the opponents of the regime make them out to be.’”

The Times s policy was the source of some conflict between Williams and
Robert Seton-Watson, who felt that The Times had what he regarded as an
inexplicable tendency to lean towards Hungary rather than the Little Entente.”” He
was annoyed that letters that he wrote on Huimgary on several occasions failed to make
it into the paper, whereas letters putting the opposing view did appear. This, as
Williams explained, could often be due to time and space pressures, and simple
oversights. The policy in leaders, however, was purely his and Geoffrey Dawson’s
responsibility. ‘Please don’t accuse us of short-sightedness,” he wrote in reply, ‘and
especially please don’t accuse us (The Times in this instance would only mean G. D.
and me) of lack of honesty.”®

The Times's Russian news service was one of the most problematic. It was

inevitably restricted by the fact that the newspaper had no correspondent in Moscow,

™ C. D. R. Lumby to Harold Williams, 20™ June 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive.
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or indeed in Russia at all. Their Russian news came through two channels, neither of
which was completely satisfactory — R. O. G. Urch, The Times s correspondent in
Riga, and a number of young men in Berlin, who at various times included a man
named Kazarin, and Petr Struve’s son, Gleb Struve.®! Williams was determined that
the service could be improved.
We ought to have a fair amount of Russian news in The Times, and at present we
depend on Berlin and Riga for getting it. Sometimes Urch sends us very useful stuff,
but he is uncertain and is apt to be carried away by wild-cat storjes, some of which we
only recognise when it is just too late. There is a great deal of Russian news in Berlin,

and even though it now seems to be a dull season in Russian politics, I haven’t the
slightest doubt that some really interesting stories could be discovered.®

By 1923, arrangements had also been made to have the Russian papers read in
the London office, which went some way towards improving the service.®>

Williams of course kept up a close interest in the situation in Russia himself,
through his wife and family, and through his involvement with the Russian émigré
community.* The Russian colony in Lond;n was a relatively small one compared
with those in Paris and Berlin, but it remained politically active, certainly throughout
the 1920s. Besides disseminating material hostile to the Bolshevik regime, there was a
great deal of work to be done in assisting the anti-Bolshevik refugees in Europe. The
evacuation of the Crimea by Wrangel’s forces added 200,000 extra refugees to the
hundreds of thousands already in Europe. Organisations in London which were

involved in relief work included the Russian-British Bratstvo, or fraternity (an

organisation dominated by Russians and British in public life, which had been

* Harold Williams to Robert Seton-Watson, 5™ April 1923. Harold Williams to Robert Seton-Watson,
28* March 1926, SEW/17/31/1.

*! Harold Williams to H. G. Daniels, 11th April 1923, HW/1, TNL Archive. Struve was employed on a
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but Williams found that he lacked journalistic sense, and that his news was largely colourless.
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established after the February revolution but remained in existence until 1921 with a
new, anti-Bolshevik agenda), The British Russia Club, and the British Russian Relief
Committee.®® Harold Williams’s and Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams’s involvement in this
work came mostly through the Russian Refugees Relief Association (RRRA), formed
after the evacuation of the Crimea. Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams chaired the
Association’s committee, and Harold Williams, along with Bernard Pares, Alfred
Knox and Maud Hoare, was a member of the committee. They published appeals in
the Morning Post and The Times, and also arranged a dance at Chesham House (the
former Russian embassy) to raise funds.*® This money was initially sent to
Constantinople to aid the desperate situation there; later it was used to help refugees
to establish themselves in the West. Samuel Hoare, who along with his wife was now
a close friend of the Williamses, became closely involved in this work when he was
appointed Deputy High Commissioner for Russian Refugees by the League of
Nations." )

The small size of the Russian colony in London meant that its leading figures
knew each other well, and they maintained a distinct, if limited, social network. While
its members retained their strong sense of Russian émigré identity, they helped one
another to find ways of fitting into British society. There were organisations to further
co-operation between British ana Russian academics, educational establishments, and
the churches.®® Personal contacts were equally valuable. G. S. Smith, in his biography

of D. S. Mirsky, describes how in the 1920s the Williamses became a nexus between

% Elina Multanen, ‘British Policy towards Russian Refugees in the aftermath of the Russian
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the Russian émigré community and British literary and political circles. Harold
Williams helped to get Mirsky an academic post upon his arrival in London.*’
Frank Swinnerton, also by this time a close friend of Williams’s, gives a vivid

impression of the Williamses central role in émigré society in his memoirs.

My impression is that in the Williams household meals were continuous whenever the
party was large and, as was often the case, casually augmented. A new-comer would
sit down at the table, push away the plate of one who had gone before, and, while
serving himself with food, would join at once in the general never-ceasing anecdotal,
philosophical, chaffing, and above all political conversation ...

On another occasion he was invited to dinner, but was surprised to find that
there was no meal. After a while, and without explanation, all the guests donned their
coats and hats and went outside. Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams then unlocked the gate to
some gardens, and they all proceeded in single file along a path around the back of
some houses, until they reached a house with French windows, a light on inside, and a

meal laid at the table. .

First of all a silent woman in black appeared and took our coats, which I think
she laid upon chairs in the room. Then a man of middle height and square build, with
a ruddy face and a fair moustache entered the room by the inner door. He bowed to us
all, kissed Mrs. Williams’s hand, and spoke to my hosts in what I took to be Russian.
Was it Russian? My mind was instantly full of Charlie-over-the-waterish notions: was
this the Old Pretender in person? I knew it could not be the Czar, for the Czar was
dead. Nor Rasputin, for Rasputin, besides being also dead, wore whiskers. But the
stranger had a distinguished bearing, and everything seemed so mysterious that even
if he had turned out to be plain John Smith I should still be enjoying an experience
which would enable me in future to picture the Revolutionary Code in action. I do not
remember if our friend spoke to me in any language whatever, but I imagine that he
either spoke English or French or did not address me. I have forgotten this: it does not
matter.

The meal proceeded. It ended. We rose. The stranger kissed Mrs. Williams’s
hand, bowed to us all, and retired. We stepped out of the French window into the
darkness, and in single file walked back to Williams’s lodging. Only when we arrived

P G. S. Smith, D. S. Mirsky — A Russian-English Life, 1890-1939 (Oxford University Press, 2000) pp.
88-89. Sce also G. S. Smith, ‘D. S. Mirsky: Four letters to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams (1926), with an
unknown review by Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams (1924)’ Slavonic and East European Review Vol. 71,
No. 3, (July 1993) pp. 482-489. Mirsky was a close friend of Maurice Baring’s, and by his presence in
London in the 1920s helped to revive the latter’s interest in Russia, which had been neglected during
the First World War. Nina Lavroukine, ‘Maurice Baring and D. S. Mirsky: A Literary Relationship’
Slavonic and East European Review Vol. 62, No. 1, (January 1984) pp. 25-35
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there, safe from being overheard, did Williams say, laughing his funny nervous little
laugh: “Well, what did you think of Miliukov?"*’

Williams also maintained an interest in Russia affairs through his work for the
School of Slavonic and East European Studies. Although he was obliged to turn down
the Chair that Pares and Seton-Watson had intended for him, Williams accepted the
joint editorship, with Pares and Seton-Watson, of the new Slavonic Review — besides
his editorial responsibilities he wrote occasional articles for the journal.”' He was
given an Honorary Readership at the School, and delivered a number of public
lectures each year. Pares and Seton-Watson, for their part, realised the advantages of
having someone on board who was well paid elsewhere but still willing to assist
them.” Pressure of work at The Times, however, gradually forced Williams to
withdraw from much of this work. He was letting the others down much more often
than he would have liked, and felt this failure deeply. He was also unhappy that his
inability to be closely involved led to Kis name being attributed to issues with which
he did not necessarily agree.”

Williams wrote leaders for The Times on Russia throughout the 1920s, but no
more than on any other subject, and not exclusively — other leader writers also
covered Russian subjects. His attitude to the Soviet regime remained unequivocal.
When a Bolshevik delegation was invited to the Genoa conference to discuss the

reconstruction of Europe in 1922, he was appalled, and condemned the Western
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(June 1923), pp. 14-35, Harold Williams ‘Peter Struve’, Slavonic Review Vol. 4 No. 1 (June 1925), pp.
18-22, Harold Williams ‘General Wrangel® Slavonic Review Vol. 7 No. 19 (June 1928) pp. 198-204.
On the carly years of SSEES, see I. W. Roberts, History of the School of Slavonic and East European
Studies 1915-1990 (London 1991) pp. 1-29, N. B. Jopson, ‘The School of Slavonic and East European
Studies: The First Fifty Years. 1. 1922-37" Slavonic and East European Review Vol. 44, No. 102
(January 1996) pp. 1-7, and Dorothy Galton, ‘Sir Bernard Pares and Slavonic Studies in London
University, 1919-39° Slavonic Review Vol. 46, No. 7 (July 1968) pp. 481-91.

% Bernard Pares to Robert Seton-Watson, 10* September 1921, SEW/17/20/1.
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statesmen who had allowed it. The Rapallo Treaty between Germany and Soviet
Russia summed up for Williams the conspiratorial abilities of the Bolsheviks, and the

blindness and stupidity of Western leaders, particularly Lloyd George.

In the genial atmosphere of the sunlit southern city few seem to recognize that the
Russia in whose name [the Bolshevik delegates] brazenly speak is the ghost of a great
nation whom they have murdered, and that the undertone of their bland and calculated
speech is a bitter wail of unimaginable desolation. They speak with the Prime
Minister of Great Britain, as if there were no question of thousands dying of famine at
this moment through their guilt. They walk through the streets of Genoa and no one
cries out upon them that from month to month they have systematically murdered
straight men and true, and that they have come to Genoa intent upon destroying the
very bases of that imposing spectacle in which they are now allowed to participate.”*

He attacked Lloyd George, who attempted to dismiss the Rapallo treaty as of
no account, in a leader entitled ‘Amateur Diplomacy’. The Prime Minister, and the
other Western statesmen, had little experience in the ways of hardened conspirators,
he wrote. They were unaware of the way in which the Bolsheviks ‘broke up every
assembly into which they were ever admitted, and finally broke up the Russian
Empirc’.95

The vitriol with which Williams’s Russian leaders were delivered was
gradually dampened, but the sentiment remained the same. On the death of Lenin, in
January 1924, he wrote of the ‘manifest and notorious’ ruin wrought by the Soviet
leader, and of his destructive doctrines that were ‘still obscuring and poisoning the
minds of millions’.* Yet he made no predictions as to Russia’s future, and outlined
no hopes for it. In the same year, he firmly opposed the de jure recognition accorded

to the Soviet Government by Ramsay Macdonald’s Labour Government, and

juxtaposed his discussion of the negotiations in Downing Street with the news of the

% Harold Williams to Robert Seton-Watson, 17™ June 1924, and 30® June 1926. Bernard Pares to
Robert Seton Watson, 4™ July 1922. Williams to Robert Seton-Watson, 2™ july 1922, SEW/17/20/1.
% The Bolshevik Stage’ The Times 13™ April 1922 p. 13.

%+ Amateur Diplomacy® The Times 21" April 1922 p. 13.

% ‘Lenin' The Times 23" January 1924 p. 13.
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condemnation to death of a number of ‘intelligent Russians’ in Kiev, who had
expressed a belief in freedom of speech.”” He had no doubts about the authenticity of
the Zinoviev letter of November 1924, which purported to be an instruction from
Grigori Zinoviev to the Communist Party of Great Britain, inciting revolutionary
activity.”® When news came of the British raid on Soviet House, the headquarters of
the Soviet trade organisation Arcos in May 1927, as they were suspected of
espionage, Williams wholeheartedly supported the break in diplomatic relations
between Britain and Russia which followed. Relations between the two countries had
become a farce, he argued. A break with the Soviet Government did not mean a break
with the Russian people. It was simply time to build a new Russian policy upon
sounder and more permanent foundations.”

In November 1927, Williams wrote a long leader entitled ‘Ten Years of
Bolshevism’, in which he looked back at the Bolshevik seizure of power in 1917, and
summed up his views on the decade of Soviet rule that had followed. What had
happened in those ten years could hardly be regarded as progress, Williams wrote.
The cruelty of the regime was revolting — ‘Nowhere else has the massacre of political
opponents — Conservative, Liberal, Socialist and non-party — been carried out under
the eyes of modern men with such grim ferocity and on such an appalling scale’. It
was hardly even pretended that the ‘gigantic Bolshevik experiment” had been
anything but a failure — unemployment continued to be a problem, not to mention the
sinking level of civilisation. Moreover, the Soviet regime continued to threaten the

stability of Europe.

¥ ‘Recognition of Russia® The Times 26™ January 1924 p. 11. ‘The Conference With Bolshevists’ The
Times 14* April 1924 p. 13. ‘The Bolshevists in Downing Street> The Times 15* April 1924 p. 15,

% ‘The Zinovieff Letier’, The Times 5* November 1924, p. 17. Gill Bennett, A most extraordinary and
mysterious business’: The Zinoviev letter of 1924 (London, 1999).
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Ten years have passed, and the Russian problem still looms up darkly in the

background of all the complexities of international affairs. The Soviet Government

may continue to exist for a few years longer, or it may suddenly collapse in storm.

No-one knows. But the clear lesson of these years of crucial experiment in unhappy

Russia is that in the search for a remedy for the ills of modern civilization there is no

more glaring warning signal than Bolshevism. The experiment is the sternest warning

of our time.'®

Williams was lucky that in The Times he had found a newspaper which shared
his views on Russia, and which was willing to let him expound them. It is clear,
however, from the leaders he did write, that while his hostility to Soviet Russia
remained total, there was no room in the pages of The Times, or in the international
situation itself, for any sort of crusade against the regime. Williams had been forced
by the circumstances of his job and of international events to broaden his horizons
from Russia to the whole of Europe, and indeed the world, and if he was looking for a
cause to write in favour of he would have to find it in this broader view.

It was not until 1925 that Williams found a cause for which, through The
Times, he was able to work wholeheartedly. A lasting peace in Europe was of course
something he and many others had wanted to see for some years - they had hoped to
find it in the Treaty of Versailles, but were disappointed. During the early 1920s,
Williams’s attitude to Germany had remained cautious, and he had believed that the
best hope for peace was in working for a closer Anglo-French understanding.'"!

In February 1925, Williams interviewed Herriot, the French Foreign Minister,
at the Quai D’Orsay. Herriot surprised him by talking about the possibility of a
European security pact, which would include Germany, and which would guarantee

the latter country’s western border as it stood. Russia, he made clear, would be

% «Soviet House’, The Times 25" May 1927, p. 17. ‘Soviet Diplomacy’, The Times 27" May 1927 p.
17. H. Flory, The Arcos raid and the rupture of Anglo-Soviet relations, 1927'. Journal of
Contemporary History, 12 (1977), pp. 707-23.

19 «Ten Years of Bolshevism® The Times 7® November 1927 p. 15.
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isolated by such an arrangement.'” Herriot’s optimism became more understandable
upon Williams’s return to London, as it emerged that an offer to negotiate such a pact
had very recently been made to France by the German Government. Williams wrote
his first clear leader on the subject on 6% March, shortly after Austen Chamberlain,
the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs in Stanley Baldwin’s government, had made
a statement announcing the German proposals and indicating his willingness to
discuss them. In his leader, Williams described the Anglo-French meeting at Cannes,
the draft treaty of mutual assistance, and the recently negotiated Geneva Protocol as
‘so many waves breaking ineffectually against the rock of an apparently insoluble

problem’.

But what if there were some real possibility of a wider and more comprehensive pact,
that would not perpetuate conflict, but might, on the contrary, culminate in the
establishment of real peace in Europe for a long term of years? ... The suggestion of a
wider Pact that would mean the pacification of the greater part of the European
continent must ... be considered very seriously."

In the following weeks he positively encouraged the rejection by the British
Government of the Geneva Protocol on disarmament; not as a signal of Britain’s
disinterest in Europe, but rather in favour of something wider and more durable.'® He
made clear that British interest in and responsibility for European security was
imperative. Britain had taken a leading part in the war, and in the peace. It was
impossible now to ‘take refuge in a mood of indifference’ to the dissensions in
Europe, which would force themselves upon Britain ‘in a thousand ways’.'%® Williams

made little direct reference to Russia in his articles on the security pact, but the

1 See for example his comments on the Genoa conference. ‘The Bolshevist Stage’ The Times 13"
erﬂ 1922 p. 13.

1% ‘Notes of Conversation with Herriot, Quai D’Orsay, 12.15, February 26" 1925. Box 8, BAR MS
Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.

19 “The Master Key® The Times 6th March 1925 p. 15.

14 -pacts and Protocols’ The Times 11" March 1925 p. 15. ‘The Protocol — and ARer?’ The Times 13"
March 1925 p. 15.
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inference was clear. Without such an agreement, Europe might ‘wither away into
extinction, leaving scope only for the play of destructive forces’.'*
Williams was anxious that the German offer should not be passed by, or

‘stifled by events’, and throughout the summer of 1925 he maintained a fairly

constant stream of leading articles outlining the necessity of such a pact.

These pact proposals are what really matter. If practical effect could be given to them,
all the rest of the European problems that from time to time tease, tantalize, or alarm
would be comparatively simple ... A bold adventure in good faith is the only safe
way. It is for Germany to make a resolute endeavour; it is for France to rise to the
height of her best and most generous tradition; while Great Britain in this difficult
situation has at once a special opportunity and a delicate responsibility.'”’

Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams gives some insight into the techniques Williams

used.

Repetition is one of the surest ways of communicating one’s mood. Politicians and
journalists, when they want to accustom public opinion to new political combinations,
are obliged to repeat themselves just as a ballad-singer repeats his refrain. But the
listener or reader must not notice the repetition. Otherwise he will react against it’.'®
It was clear to her, and it is clear if Williams’s leaders in 1925 are followed
closely, that he was working gradually but deliberately to mobilize British public
opinion in favour of the pact. The Times's leaders also penetrated beyond British
public opinion. H. G. Daniels, in Berlin at the time, later wrote to Ariadna Tyrkova-
Williams that they were widely quoted in the German press, and had some
considerable influence.'® By the late summer, Williams was convinced the pact had a

good chance of success. ‘If the Germans really want the Pact they now have a

magnificent chance’, he wrote to Daniels in August. ‘I have had a whole day of it and

195 «British Interest in a Pact’ The Times 27™ May 1925 p. 17.
1% The Chances of the Pact’ The Times 11® June 1925 p. 15.
17 ‘The Next Step’ The Times 15* May 1925 p. 17.

1% Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerful Giver pp. 273-4.

1% Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerful Giver p. 281.
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I'am convinced that both Briand and Chamberlain want to make it as easy for the
Germans as possible.’!!

Negotiations for the pact opened in Locarno in October 1925. C. D. R. Lumby,
who was in Paris at the time, went to Locarno to cover the conference. From the
joumnalistic point of view, he felt it was a hopeless affair — they were given very little
material, and were ‘put on trust’ as regarded the use of what they were given. ‘It was a
case of making bricks with very little straw’.!!"! The crux of the Locarno agreement
was that Germany, France, Belgium, Italy and Great Britain signed a Treaty of Mutual
Guarantee, accepting the status quo on Germany’s western border (including the
demilitarized Rhineland zone). Germany, France and Belgium agreed never to go to
war with one another again, and Great Britain and Italy acted as guarantors of this
treaty. The British advertised their role as that of an arbiter, rather than an ally of one
power or another, bringing France and Germany closer together.'?

Williams was by no means euphoric in his championship of Locarno. The

years since the war had subdued his enthusiasm for grand schemes. His leaders

announcing the conclusion of the Treaty were cautiously hopeful.

The little town of Locarno, beautiful among the mountains at the northern
end of the Lago Maggiore, now has its assured place in history. Last evening the
representatives of Powers and peoples who for eleven years had struggled in war, or
with the bitter consequences of war, registered their free and deliberate agreement in
a pact of genuine peace ...

We, who have lived through these eleven amazing years, are a weary and
sceptical generation, and have perhaps lost the fine ardour which made the boldest
conceptions of human achievement seem possible and credible. How many people in
Europe a little more than eleven years ago were cherishing generous dreams of the
liberation and expansion of human enterprise? How few there are now! Humbled and
chastened by an unimaginable calamity, the peoples of Europe, struggling with a
thousand fantastic problems in a changing world, have learnt to limit their hopes and

"® Harold Williams to H. G. Daniels, 12th August 1925, HW/1, TNL Archive.

' C. D. R. Lumby to Williams, 18" October 1925, HW/1, TNL Archive,

"2 Frank Magee, ‘Limited Liability? Britain and the Treaty of Locarno’ Twentieth Century British
History Vol. 6, No. 1 (1995) p. 1, p. 17. Douglas Johnson, ‘Austen Chamberlain and the Locamo
Agreements’ University of Birmingham Historical Journal 8, (1961-62) pp. 62-81.
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purposes. Safety for a time that may be foreseen, some real confidence that the work
done to-day will not be undone to-morrow, even that would mean a marvellous
release of energy in the present state of Europe. This, at the very least, is the result of
the work that culminated yesterday in the Treaty of Locamo.''?

It had been no exaggeration, he felt, when Chamberlain had called Locarno the
real peace congress of Europe. Williams praised all the statesmen involved ~
Stresseman for his skill, Briand for his intuition and calm, and Chamberlain for his

‘wonderful assiduity and tact’ and ‘sincere desire for the establishment of peace in

» 114

Europe’.

In a letter to his father, Williams’s relief was evident.

It has been a very busy year again, but I am very thankful that part of my work has
been worthwhile. I have worked very hard for months for the Pact, and now, after
many uncertainties and anxieties, it was brought off at Locarno last Friday, and now,
for the first time for eleven years, the chief nations of Europe are really at peace.
There are all sorts of reasons — economic and financial — why the Germans and
French should keep the bond, but the real reason is that everyone has learned now that
the old hatred was ruin and destruction and the end of all. Now we shall be able to
begin to work together for good. I am very thankful to-day. After all one can
sometimes do a piece of good work.’*"

Williams’s hope for Locarno was that it would restore the will to work for
peace. ‘There can be no sudden leaps into Utopia’, Williams wrote in a leader for The
Times shortly after the close of the conference, ‘and the Treaty of Locarno would fail

of its real purpose if it were used as material for castles in the air.’

It is altogether hopeful because it is the joint work of practical statesmen, acutely
conscious of painful and obstinate realities, and banded together at last in an effort to
solve their common problems together ... The new world certainly has not come. But
it may be found that the effect of Locamo will be that many men and women in many
countries will begin to hope once more that faithful work for a better future will not
be done in vain®."*¢

' 'peace at Last' The Times 17th October 1925, p. 13.

" Ibid.

"' Harold Williams to William James Williams, 18th October 1925, MS Papers 0555-1.
"¢ "Team Work at Locamo' The Times 24th October 1925 p. 15.
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Williams’s views echoed those of Austen Chamberlain. In late 1926
Chamberlain was still stressing the importance of the ‘peace mentality’ that the
agreement had created. The spirit of Locarno was more important in his view than the
treaties themselves.'!’

This at least was one occasion on which Williams would not be disillusioned,
as he would not live to see his hopes for Europe fail. In the period between the signing
of the treaty and Williams’s death in November 1928, there was no real post-Locarno
disillusionment. There were problems, but no major break between the European
powers. Baldwin’s government remained in power, and foreign policy and European
relations remained stable until after 1929. On a visit to Paris in 1926 Williams noticed
a marked difference in the atmosphere in Europe — ‘the Germans are not outside now,
they're inside’.'"'® In 1927, in a leader on ‘The Foreign Outlook’, Williams was mildly
optimistic. Russia and China were still dark problems on the world scene. The
Government could not rest on its laurels. But Baldwin’s government at least took

foreign policy seriously, he felt, and the Locamno treaty, which had resulted in a closer

association between Great Britain, France and Germany, had been a success.! 19

"7 Magee, ‘Limited Liability?’ p. 19
1% Larold Williams to H. G. Daniels, 4th October 1926, HW/1, TNL Archive.
' “The Foreign Qutlook’ The Times 10® November 1927 p. 15.
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Conclusion

In November 1928, Harold Williams died. He had been severely unwell in June and July
of that year, and had spent some weeks resting in a nursing home in Ealing. In August he and
Ariadna took a holiday near Williams’s relatives in Cornwall. In September and October he was
back at work, but was clearly unwell — there was talk of his going to Egypt, partly for a holiday,
but on the pretext of working for The Times. He wrote his last leader, on the Anglo-French naval
compromise, on 5® November. It was published the following day, and the same day Williams
collapsed.! His illness lasted a fortnight. The doctors who treated him struggled to identify what
was wrong with him, and he was given a number of blood transfusions. Eventually he suffered
from *a sudden and profuse internal haemorrhage’, from which he did not recover.?

Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams was stunned by Williams’s death. It was a severe blow to her,
and to the rest of the family. She clearly felt that the doctors were at fault, and seven years later,
when she was writing his biography, she still retained a degree of bitterness: ‘They ordered an
unnecessary operation, which was fatal. They walked round him like blind men, hastening his
death by their every word and deed’.’ It was also a great shock to Williams’s colleagues at The
Times. George Brumwell, the Assistant Editor, wrote to Ariadna that he felt as though he had lost
his only brother.* Philip Graves, who wrote the obituary (with Tyrkova-Williams’s help),
described Williams as ‘a very loveable man, modest to a fault, bearing his great learning lightly

... who gave generously without thinking of his own needs’.’ Tributes appeared in the pages of

! “The Abostive Compromise’ The Times 6* November 1928 p. 17, Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerfid Giver pp. 335-6,
The Times's editorial diary, 1928, TNL Archive.
2 Dr. Perott to Lints-Smith, 13* December 1928, Harold Williams Managerial File, TNL Archive.
3 Tyrkova-Williams, Cheerfid Giver p. 336, Borman, 4 V. Tyrkova-Viliams p. 235.
4 G. M. Brumwell to Ariadna Tyrkova-Williams, 2* December 1928, Box 27, Folder ‘Harold Williams, foreign
t — job related materials’, BAR MS Coll. Tyrkova-Williams.
$ *Obituary — Dr. Harold Williams’ The Times 19* November 1928, p. 19. Borman, A. V. Tyrkova-Vil'iams p. 235.



Conclusion

The Times from Sir Samuel Hoare, Princess Antoine Bibesco, Maurice Baring and Sir Robert
Vansittart, amongst others — they all reinforced the view that Harold Williams’s death had left a
gap in many of his friends’ lives that would ‘never be fully filled’.® This was also true in a
professional context. Geoffrey Dawson considered Williams’s death to be ‘by far the greatest loss
which the paper has sustained since I came back to it’. Williams was not replaced as Foreign
Editor, largely, Dawson admitted years later, because his outstanding knowledge of foreign
affairs, and capacity for dealing with the Dominions and with the United States as well as
Europe, made him irreplaceable.’

Given Williams’s talents as a Foreign Editor, his output as an anti-Bolshevik writer, and
his capacity for earning people’s respect, admiration and friendship, it is perhaps surprising that
he has been so largely forgotten. Oliver Gillespie blames the moderation of Williams’s views — if
he had stuck to the politics of his youth, Gillespie reasons, he ‘might have had a library of books
written about him’.® Undoubtedly his modesty played a part in this — Williams was not Bernard
Pares, who was an expert at publicising his work, produced an enormans written output, and left
several volumes of memoirs. Williams was a quiet and unassuming man, and while he worked
hard in his career he did this not through personal ambition, but through a desire to do what he
considered to be genuinely good work. This usually meant work for a particular cause, from his
carly career as a Mcthodist minister, and his enthusiasm for the ideas of Tolstoy, to the
constitutional movement in Russia, the Ango-Russian alliance, the anti-Bolshevik cause during
the Russian civil war, and the attempt to reach an accommodation in Western Europe that was

embodied in the Treaty of Locamo in 1925.

¢ The Times 20* November 1928 p. 17, p- 21, 21" November 1928 p. 15, p. 19, 23" November 1928, p. 12, p. 21,
24% November 1928 p. 8.

? Sir John Evelyn Wrench, Geoffrey Dawson and Our Times (London 1955) p. 276.

¥ Oliver Gillespie, ‘New Zealand’s Neglected Genius — Harold Williams® The Auckland Star, 5 March 1955.
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Conclusion

Williams’s career as a journalist, chosen above the ethnological and linguistic work that
was his real passion, and talent, was a way of serving these causes. His Methodist upbringing had
made him aware of the power of the spoken and written word at an early age. In 1898 he wrote
the following as advice to Macie Smith, who was planning a dramatic dialogue on the destructive

effects of gambling.

Too much reasoning on abstract principles would fail to turn the people. They are stirred by
appeals to their pity, their sympathy, their sense of justice. Uncle [Tom’s] Cabin had more
immediate effect in abolishing slavery than all the [impassioned] reasoning of Garrison. He
prepared the soil, Uncle Tom was the seed. If you could make the [whole] dialogue as [graphic]
and vivid as possible, making free use of all the [humour] and pathos you [possess], it would
wonderfully help to purify the minds of the people of their old love for vulgar comedy and would
also increase their hatred of the gambling evil. You have the chance to preach a far more effective
sermon than we ministers can.’

Williams’s journalism followed this early lesson in many respects. It was descriptive, it
was emotive, but it was designed to make a point. John Reed, in the preface to Ten Days that
Shook the World, wrote that, al;hough his sympathies had not been neutral, he had tried.to see the
events of 1917 ‘with the eye of a conscientious reporter, interested in se;ting down the truth’.'°
This was never Williams’s intention. The revolution for him was first of all about establishing
constitutional government in Russia, later about protecting the fragile liberal government which
included so many of his friends and acquaintances, and finally about preventing the acceptance of
the Bolshevik government. The establishment and maintenance of good relations between the
liberal segments of British and Russian society was, for Williams, the key to this.

His knowledge of the languages and the ethnography of the Russian Empire gave him an

interest in and sympathy for the politics, literature and culture of Russia’s subject nationalities.

* Harold Williams to Macie Smith, 25* June 1898, Box 12, Folder ‘Letters from HW to MLS’, BAR MS Coll.
Tyrkova-Williams.
1% John Reed, Ten Days that Shook the World (New York, 1922), preface.

255



Conclusion

But it was Russia that was his passion, and, just as he saw New Zealand as an important
component part of the multi-ethnic British Empire, he saw the Russian Empire as a rich
conglomeration of languages, races and traditions. He had little sympathy for the British policy of
supporting the separation of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania from Russia, and even less for the
separatist aspirations of the Ukraine, Georgia, and Azerbaijan. Even in his teaching for the
School of Slavonic and East European Studies in the University of London, Williams insisted on
the unity of the Ukrainian, Belorussian and Russian languages, just as he did on Czech and
Slovak: language groups such as these should be treated together, and within this structural unity
the differences between them could be properly explored.*

Williams’s career reached its height in the 1920s, when he worked as Foreign Editor at
The Times, but the height of his notoriety, and his commitment to the work he was doing, came in
the period 1917-1921. By this time he had come a long way from the radical, though largely un-
political views of his youth. He was considered by many in Britain to be a reactionary, in terms
of Russian polities at least. Yet many people agreed with, and were influenced by his views;
views which were, however controversial, formed from a basis of experience and scholarship as
well as personal involvement. When, in 1917, Williams’s articles were being printed
simultaneously in the Daily Chronicle, the Daily Telegraph, and the New York Times, his
influence on British and American opinion on Russia was not inconsiderable. He could only hope
to influence policy makers, through his journalism, personal conversation and by submitting
reports and memoranda, but his impact on public opinion, however difficult to measure, was real.
Williams was considered by many to be a fine journalist, but the essence of his journalism was
argument, however subtle, and his object was to persuade his readers to support one, or many, of

the causes which were his life’s work.

"' Harold Williams to Robert Seton-Watson, 7* July 1921. SEW 17/31/1.
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