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Conventional interpretations regarding the role of the Political Warfare Executive
during the Second World War have concentrated almost exclusively on the propaganda

output of the organisation. The role of the intelligence sections working for and

within the organisation have been largely disregarded or overlooked in the existing
history of Executive. This thesis offers a a re-evaluation of the PWE which includes

this ‘missing dimension’, specifically here the intelligence work of the German
Section of the Executive. This approach widens the scope of enquiry to include an-

exploration of the links between intelligence and propaganda, subversion and sabotage
and considers the importance of this relationship for the way in which the PWE
emerged. The examination of the Weekly Reports of the German Section identifies
a different ‘type’ of intelligence which can be described as ‘social/political’

intelligence, which provided the British government with a unique view of the social

and political conditions in Germany throughout the duration of the war.

The thesis concentrates on the period after the announcement of Unconditional

Surrender in January 1943 to the early months on 1946, when the personnel and

expertise of the German Section were transferred to the Foreign Office. The analysis
of the intelligence reports of the German Section is focussed on three particular 1ssues
of interest to government at the time and to historians today. These are German

resistance and public opinion, British occupational rule, and the emergence of the

perception of the Russian “threat’ 1n Whitehall which signalled the beginning of the
Cold War. Taken together these illustrate the way in which the PWE incrementally

expanded it’s activities over this period of time, and provide the basis for the re-

‘evaluation of the Executive.

Pauline Elkes.
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Introduction,

On 11th September 1941, the formation of the Political Warfare Executive! was
announced 1n the House of Commons.? Little information was given, and answers

were refused on grounds of secrecy.’ This new department was established to
conduct all forms of political warfare ‘against enemy, satellite and occupied
countries’.® The specific intention was ‘to undermine and destroy the morale of the
enemy, and to sustain and foster the spirit of resistance in enemy-occupied

countries’.” Working in conjunction with the Special Operations Executive®, the dual

strategy adopted was to °‘create fear, doubt and confusion in the minds of the enemy’

on the home- and battle-front,” whilst simultaneously ‘persuading Europe to

participate in its own liberation’.

The formation of the PWE was the result of the decision to separate the operations of
SOE which had been set up in July, 1940 when Winston Churchill had given Hugh
Dalton then Minister of Economic Warfare, the task of ‘setting Europe ablaze’ using

'Hereafter PWE.
*Hansard 11th September, 1941. Column 294.
‘R. H. B. Lockhart, Comes The Reckoning. (London: Putnam, 1947) p. 126.

‘Michael Baltour, Propaganda in War, 1939-1945. Organisations, Policies and
Publics in Britain and Germany. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979). p. 91.

*Lockhart, Comes The Reckoning. p. 125.
‘Hereafter SOE.
John Baker-White, The Big Lie. (London: Evans Brothers Ltd., 1955) p. 59.

* Michael M. Stenton, ‘British Propaganda ﬁnd Political Warfare 1940-44: A
Study of British Views on how to Address Occupied Europe’. Unpublished Ph.d
Thesis. (Cambridge 1980). p. 3.



sabotage and subversion.” The establishment of SOE had been a direct response to
the fall of France in the summer of 1940 and the recognition in Whitehall that

subversion was a potentially important means of warfare alongside the more
‘traditional’ instruments of war provided by the military, naval and air forces. In
May, 1940, the Chiefs of Staff had identified subversion as an important weapon with
air bombardment and economic blockade as the instruments of war that, used
together, could give Britain a hope of changing the situation to her advantage' In
SOE in France, M.R.D. Foot illustrates the importance attached to this ‘irregular’
warfare in Whitehall when he points out that the British strategic situation was so
desperate that high hopes were placed in the new executive, and sabotage and
subversion, alongside sea blockade and air bombardment were indeed seen as the main
devices for bringing Germany down.!! At this time SOE was responsible for all
subversion and ‘black’ propaganda activities, and identified as a potential “Fourth

Arm’ with an independent strategic role comparable with the army, navy or air force.

At the beginning of the war with Germany the principle behind British propaganda

had been based upon the recognition that, ‘every state leadership, be it democratic,
authoritarian, or totalitarian, requires a certain degree of acclamation to exercise
power in the long run’.” British propaganda, both ‘black’ and ‘white’, sought to
split public opinion in Germany and destroy the consensus, and therefore the requisite
consent, for Hitler to remain in power. This would be achieved through a strategy of
projecting a picture of the British liberal democratic way of life as the ‘good’ way,
and identifying the authoritarian dictatorial methods and practices of the Nazi regime
as the ‘bad’ way. One of the most important distinctions which Government felt it

*Churchill’s legendary instruction to Dalton. Balfour,Propaganda in War. p.90.

1 See J.M.A. Gwyer and J.R.M. Butler, Grand Strategy. Volume IlI, Part I, July
1941 - August 1942. (London: HMSO 1964) p. 42.

'"Michael R.D. Foot, SOE in France. (London: HMSO, 1966). p. 9.

2 Marlis G. Steinert, Hitler’s War and The Germans: Public Mood and Attitude
During the Second World War. Edited and Translated by Thomas E. J. Witt. (Athens,
Ohio USA : Ohio University Press 1977). p. 1.
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should make in their appeal to the German people was that the British people
acknowledged and valued the existence of ‘two’ Germanys, and that the British

Government would support the efforts of the German people to challenge, reject or

overthrow the Nazi regime.

A changing sequence of events at national and international levels during 1940 and
1941 culminated, however, in a change in attitude towards the German people and the
emergence of a distinctive Allied strategy and policy towards Germany. It also
resulted in a re-appraisal of the concept of subversion and the importance of SOE as
a ‘'Fourth Arm’ which was eventually resolved by the break-up of SOE and the birth
of the PWE.

The first influential factor was the changing international situation. The conflict was

no longer confined to a war with Germany in which Britain was the only other
combatant. Hitler’s attack on the Soviet Union on June 22nd 1941 was followed by

an agreement between Churchill and Roosevelt that they would give maximum aid to
Stalin in his battle against Germany. This was underwritten in the details of the
Atlantic Charter which set out an Anglo-American commitment to a post-war world,
pledging that Britain and the United States would act to restore sovereign rights and
self-government to those countries which had been forcibly deprived of them.” In
addition to Germany’s attack on Russia, the Battle of Britain was also instrumental in
changing public opinion towards the German people. Those willing to make the
- distinction between ‘good’ Germans and Nazis became increasingly difficult to find
in Britain, and eventually the distinction disappeared from official policy in Whitehall
with the setting up of the PWE in 1941,

~ The second factor which led to the re-appraisal of the ‘Fourth Arm’ concept was that
the plans put forward by SOE in June and re-drafted in July 1941 were flawed by

“Martin Gilbert, The Second World War. Revised Edition. (New York: Henry
Holt and Company, 1989). p. 222,



serious logistic and strategic problems.!* The third factor, which tied in closely with

the separation of SOE activities, was the increasing interest in Whitehall concerning
important advances in the techniques and potential for the use of propaganda in war.
During the inter-war period the knowledge and expertise gained during World War
One had increased and now incorporated the new techniques and skills available as a
result of technological progress. The recognition of the limitations of subversion
operations reinforced the need to use propaganda as effectively as possible. But the
organisational problems and personality clashes within SOE were a serious threat to
this aim, and the internal wrangling, ‘dog-fighting’ and damaging political rivalry
had so far only served to obstruct the use of propaganda and political warfare in the
war. Whilst it was understood that subversion and propaganda could still be
potentially useful, if subsidiary weapons, the need to divorce propaganda operations
from subversion activities was recognised. Within weeks of the JPS judgement on
SOE operations, propaganda and political warfare activities were taken out of SOE
control and established as a separate entity to be conducted by the PWE. It was
intended that the two organisations would work together 1n that PWE would supply
indoctrination material, propaganda, information, directives and other materials and
SOE would organize and operate the agents in the field and be responsible for
transport, security and other necessary operational functions. In theory this appears
to be quite logical and an effective use of resources. In practice SOE and PWE found

it almost impossible to work together.”

There has been no shortage of opinions about the efficiency and value of the work
of the PWE, including many from individuals involved in the organisation and related
departments. As already mentioned above, -the relationship between the PWE and
SOE was difficult from the very beginning. In a thesis concerned with British

propaganda and political warfare during the period 1940-1944, Michael Stenton
describes the relationship between SOE and PWE as based on the absolute need for

"*Gwyer and Butler,Grand Strategy. Vol.Ill. pp. 42-48.

15 See M.R.D. Foot, SOE in France. Balfour,Propaganda in War. Charles
Cruickshank, Special Operations Executive in Scandinavia: The Official History.
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980).
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co-operation between the two organisations if either were to have any chance of

success. Unfortunately, as Stenton concludes, co-operation was not to be a feature
of their relationship and, ‘long before they were in a position to do the enemy much
damage with their political warfare, PWE and SOE had commenced operations against
each other’.® These ‘operations’ were, however, only a small part of the ensuing
‘major inter-department ...battle about the control of propaganda’.’” A battle which
SOE ultimately lost. The denigratory and dismissive opinions of the PWE by those
working 1 SOE serves to illustrate the bitterness between the departments.

The Chief Organiser for SOE, Flemming Muus, obviously had no regard for the work
of the PWE and argued that not only was a huge amount of propaganda ‘wasted
totally’, but that it was also sometimes counter-productive. He firmly believed that
the only ‘propaganda’ the German understood was bullets and high explosives which -
spoke louder than words.” One of the major problems between the two
organisations was that some SOE members believed the propagandists were less
security-minded than they should be and that this could lead the Gestapo to the
saboteurs. Others within SOE dismissed the propagandists as ‘the froth and bubble

on the surface of resistance ... the glamour boys’."”

However, William Casey, as Chief of Secret Intelligence for General Eisenhower’s
European operations working with both SOE and PWE, rejects these conclusions
claiming that ‘the propaganda produced by the PWE was some of the slickest of the

war and often drew admiration from the old German master himself - Dr. Paul Joseph

'Stenton, ‘British Propaganda and Political Warfare..” p.2. See also Charles
Cruickshank, The Fourth Arm : Psychological Warfare, 1938-1945. (London: Davis-
"Poynter, 1977).

' M.R.D.Foot, ‘Was SOE Any Good?’. Journal of Contemporary History 16
(January,1981). pp.167-181.

“F. Muus cited in Charles Cruickshank, Special Operations Executive in
Scandinavia. (Oxford:1986). p. 220.

“Turnbull cited in Cruickshank,Ibid.
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Goebbels’.® As to the accusations of the ‘glamour’ of the PWE, Casey describes
SOE as ‘the most swashbuckling of the British organizations’ with its own problem
of ‘image’, particularly in the eyes of the European governments-in-exile, who ‘were
appalled when Special Operations pulled acts of sabotage that had little military

significance and led only to brutal German reprisals.*

The disagreements about the PWE were not always conducted in private, and the
sensitivities of those involved in political warfare activities were illustrated by the
following correspondence and the forum in which the discussion took place. In an
open ‘debate’ conducted in The Times in the summer of 1973, concerning the
effectiveness of the PWE in the use of subversion and ‘black’ propaganda during
World War Two, Richard Crossman, who worked for the PWE, claimed that
‘subversive operations and black propaganda were the only aspects of war at which
we achieved real pre-eminence’.®? In an angry reply George Martinelli, who was
Head of the Italian Section, replied,

‘Reading Richard Crossman’s article of May 16, I was once again
reminded that he never loses an opportunity of cracking up the
propaganda services in which he worked during the war and ended up
as chief. It is thus that a myth has been constructed almost to the point
where we are asked to believe that Mr. Crossman won the war
practically single-handed. .. his latest effusion on the subject ... is
such outrageous and dangerous nonsense that I cannot allow it to pass
without comment’,”

Martinelli argued that for the three years he worked for the PWE he had yet to see

any evidence that the results achieved ‘were more than minimal’, no doubt because

‘the truth, as Winston Churchill knew, 1s that propaganda only becomes effective

* William Casey, The Secret War Against Hitler.(London: Simon and Schuster
1990). p. 27.

21Tbid. p.26.
2The Times. Wednesday May 16th 1973.
BThe Times. Monday June 4th, 1973.

6



when the enemy knows he is beaten, and then it is a useful auxiliary but no more’.

In conclusion he added ‘the whole of the Woburn Abbey set-up ... was a gigantic
waste of human effort and public money’. This attack on the PWE brought forth an
immediate reply from Lord Ritchie Calder, Director of Plans and Operations of the
PWE. In this reply, also published in The Times, Calder took both Martinelli to task
over his description of the operations at Woburn, which he hotly disputed, and
Crossman for the claim of ‘pre-eminence’ of the PWE. Calder argued that any

conclusions about the effectiveness of the PWE were extremely difficult to make, but

added ‘We were on the whole more efficient than others’.*

The history of the PWE has been recorded as the history of a department established
for, and concerned solely with, the invention and implementation of propaganda
campaigns in a supporting role to hasten the end of World War Two. Importantly,
the historiography of the PWE has been dominated either by those involved in the

PWE and related departments®, or by the °‘official’ historians of the Bntish

Government and post-war biographies of those involved®, all of which offer a
consensus about the role of the PWE. This consensus is based upon the premise that
the PWE was only involved in political warfare activities to support the Allied

#The Times. Monday June 11, 1973.

5See : Lockhart, Comes The Reckoning. Balfour, Propaganda in War. M. R. D.
Foot, SOE in France. M. R. D. Foot, European Resistance to Nazism, 1940-1945.

(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1977). Baker-White, 1955. Patrick Beesley, Very Special
Intelligence. (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1977). Charles Cruickshank, The Fourth
Arm: Psychological Warfare, 1938-45. (London: Davis-Poynter, 1977). Charles
Cruickshank, Deception in World War Two. (Oxford 1979). Ellic Howe, The Black
Game: British Subversive Operations Against The Germans During The Second World
War.(London: Michael Joseph, 1982). Ronald Seth, The Truth Benders. (London:
Leslie Frewin 1969). Hugh Dalton, The Fateful Years: Memoirs, 1931-194).
(London: Frederick Muller Ltd., 1957). Anthony Eden, The Reckoning. (London:
Cassell, 1965).

%7, M. A. Gwyer and J. R. M. Butler (Eds). Grand Strategy. Volume I1I Parz 1,
Volume III Part II. (HMSO 1964). Ben Pimlott, The Second World War Diary of
Hugh Dalton, 1940 - 1945. (London: Jonathan Cape, 1986). Tam Dalyell, Dick
Crossman. (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1989). John Charmley, Duff
Cooper: The Authorized Biography. (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1986).
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military forces in b'ringing about the defeat of Germany. The two most influential
authors underpinning this consensus are Michael Balfour and Charles Cruickshank.
In The Fourth Arm, for instance, Charles Cruickshank concluded that British
propaganda had not been used as effectively as it could have been because the
government had failed to prepare plans for an ‘efficient propaganda department’. The

reasons for this failure are attributed to the Foreign Office who wanted to preserve
their ‘empire’, the desire of the ‘mandarins of Whitehall’ who all wanted to put off

the ‘evil day when Britain would have to contemplate engaging in foreign propaganda’
and the failure to establish a single department concerned with subversion in all its

aspects.”

Michael Balfour in Propaganda in War, 1939-1945, goes much further in his
explanations for the failure of British propaganda. For Balfour, Germany’s defeat was
a military one, brought about by the failure of Nazi strategy and politics. He makes
the point that in the closing months of the war the “Government and people made a
remarkable effort in the face of heavy odds’, still resisting until the bitter end and
proving, for Balfour, that ‘British propaganda to Germany must therefore be said to
have failed’.”® However, the importance of Balfour’s conclusion is that he lays the
blame for the failure of British propaganda on the Allied policy of Unconditional
Surrender in 1943 and argues that the failure of propaganda must be attributed to this
‘notoriously controversial decision’ and not to any lack of skill on the part of the

propagandists.”

Both Balfour and Cruickshank illustrate the assumptions about the potential power of
propaganda which existed then and, to a lesser extent, today: Balfour by arguing that

had the PWE been allowed to offer the German people concessions in order to bring

~about a surrender by political means that it may have been successful, and

Cruickshank by suggesting that decisive government action in the re-organisation of

Cruickshank, The Fourth Arm. pp. 177-179.
®Balfour, Propaganda in War. p. 438.
? Ibid. —



political warfare may also have given the PWE a better chance of success. Secondly,
from Balfour’s conclusion it follows logically that the announcement at Casablanca in
1943 and later the inevitability of a German military defeat must have reduced the
importance of the work of the PWE, which then became less important in direct
proportion to the military successes of the Allied forces. Finally, the focus on the

propaganda output as the only basis for the analysis of the PWE has resulted in the
overly simplistic conclusion that the PWE failed because the propaganda output was

subsequently judged to have failed.

There are a number of problems with these conclusions. The first 1s that they are
based on the premise that the effects of propaganda can be identified and measured.
But, the impact of propaganda on human behaviour cannot be easily assessed, and
attempts to produce a scientific and quantifiable measurement of the impact of
propaganda on social and psychological attitudes and behaviour have so far been
limited in success. Secondly, the argument that if government organisation and
Allied policy had been different then propaganda may have been successful is highly
debatable . If government organisation for propaganda and the Allied policy of

‘Unconditional Surrender’ had been changed, and the war ended earlier, it would still
remain a formidable task to assess the importance of propaganda in the complex
conditions that together contributed to the ending of the war. This does not detract
completely from the force of Balfour’s argument, but it is important to see how 1t
serves to marginalise the other activities in which the PWE was engaged which have

not been adequately considered in the historiography.

This brings us to the central problem, which is the focus on the PWE as an
organisation which was only involved in propaganda activities, and the omission 1n
“the evaluation of the Executive of the specialist “intelligence’ sections working for and
within the organisation. There does exist in the literature some reference to the

intelligence work of the PWE, but it 1s found within the history only in terms of the
supporting role it played opposite the propagandists in the context of the charter it

was given in 1941. There has, to date, been no research which has focussed on the

intelligence work of the PWE, and the way in which this intelligence work acted to



expand and diversify the activities of the PWE beyond the narrow confines of

propaganda and political warfare to end the war.

This is the “missing dimension’ in the history of the PWE, and the omission is
important because, as Andrew points out, ¢ any analysis of government policy,
particularly on foreign affairs and defence, which leaves intelligence out of the
account is bound to be incomplete’.”® There are a number of reasons for this
omission. As we have seen, the limitations of the analysis of ‘traditional’ historians
has focussed primarily on the propaganda activities of the Executive. Added to this,
the political constraints existing in the national security atmosphere of the Cold War
resulted in a restriction of access to the intelligence archives which were fundamental
to any research activity. The ‘official’ history of the British intelligence services,
British Intelligence in The Second World War,” cites four sources from which
Britain gained her intelligence : phi/sical contact in the form of captured documents;
the censorship of mail and interrogation of prisoners; espionage and aerial
reconnaissance; and Signals intelligence (Sigint). The intelligence produced by the
PWE is not to be found in the ‘official’ history.

In the last fifteen years, however, the situation has changed dramatically. Events in
Britain and America in the mid-1970s led to an inteﬁse interest in the clandestine
activities of governments and this has been aided by an emergent ‘open’ approach by
government to archival material containing the previously restricted and necessary
documents and information for research. However, in Britain the problems of
researching a department designated and functioning as ‘secret’ is still problematic
because of the very nature of the activity which often led to documents being

destroyed, the location of surviving documents and, finally this i1s compounded by

®Christopher Andrew, Secret Service: The Making of the British Intelligence
Community. (London: Heinemann, 1985) p. xvi.

'F. H. Hinsley, British Intelligence in The Second World War. Volumes I and I1.
(London: HMSO 1981).
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the current government restrictions on papers relating to the PWE.*

Nevertheless, the study of intelligence is now a firmly established area of study in the
academic community, and the rapid expansion of intelligence studies has led to the

conclusion that an ‘intelligence revolution’ has (or is still) taking place.

In Espionage: Past, Present, Future? Wesley Wark outlines the parameters of the field
of intelligence studies responsible for this ‘revolution’, identifying the many different
inter-related areas of study each with their own community of scholars, research
agendas and problems.** The inter-disciplinary nature of the field which incorporates
academics from the disciplines of history, political science, social science and
international relations has, however, resulted in a lack of orthodoxy and the absence,
to date, of a general theory or approach to the study of intelligence. Wark makes a
significant point concerning this new field of study when he argues that the perennial
question about proof of significance will be central to the future of intelligence

studies, and more research funding and new scholars moving into the field are vital

if it is not to ‘die from lack of sustenance’.”

The revision of the history of the PWE in this thesis will seek to make a contribution
to the intelligence revolution not least because the intelligence produced by the

Executive, which can be identified as social/political intelligence, is a different “type’

of intelligence and therefore also a ‘missing dimension’ within the existing field of

2CAB102/610 is still retained under Section 3(4). CAB 81/87-136 (JIC

documents) released in April, 1995 are very heavily weeded, in some cases whole
files are still retained under Section 3(4). Requests for information from Lockhart’s
'relatives have also received a negative response.

“Wesley K. Wark (Ed.), Espionage: Past, Present, Future? (Essex: Frank Cass,
1994). p. 2. John Lewis Gaddis, ‘Intelligence, Espionage and Cold War Origins’,
Diplomatic History, 13 (Spring, 1939).pp. 191-212, p. 191.

¥ Tbid. Introduction.
¥ Ibid. p. 8.
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intelligence studies.” The history of the PWE has not previously been included 1n
the area of intelligence studies, and there are two reasons for this omission. The
majority of academics working in intelligence studies have been guided in their
research by the theorists working on foreign policy studies in the disciplines of
Politics and International Relations. Subversive and political warfare organisations
exist within what is perceived to be a secondary or less important area of foreign
policy studies, and this has led to their marginalisation and almost exclusion in both
foreign policy and intelligence studies. The second problem is the difficulty of
identifying the links between subversion and political warfare and intelligence. The
need for the revision of the history of the PWE, and the reasons for the invisibility

of its intelligence operations, can be understood by looking at these two issues.

Addressing the first problem, the location of the PWE within the governmental
framework for foreign policy-making in Whitehall will identify why it has been
overlooked by academics in the disciplines of International Relations and Politics, and
also therefore in intelligence studies. In broad terms the foreign-policy activity of
government can be identified as being located into four areas or components. These
are political, security, economic and cultural components, and all four components
of foreign policy have their own intelligence services.” The instruments available
to governments to implement the cultural component of foreign policy are
information, disinformation, propaganda, psychological warfare and political warfare.
These instruments can be used alone or in a variety of combinations, almost always
with other elements of the other three components, in order to pursue foreign policy
objectives in both peacetime and during periods of war. Propaganda, which has a

long history as part of the cultural component of foreign policy, is the mechanism for

conducting relations with other states, as well as influencing opinion on the domestic

% Tbid. See also Wesley Wark, The Ultimate Enemy: British Intelligence and Nazi
Germany, 1933-1939. (London: I.B.Taurus & Co. Ltd., 1985). Michael Handel, "The
Politics of Intelligence’, Intelligence and National Security. 2 (1987).pp. 5-46.

YForeign policy studies have concentrated research mainly on the political and
security and to a lesser degree on the economic, components almost to the exclusion
of the cultural component. Thus within intelligence studies, the intelligence element
of the cultural component has also been excluded.
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scene. It 1s concerned with the desires, aims and objectives of government, and thus

society, attempting to influence, or in extreme situations such as war,to force their
ideas, values and beliefs on to another society.”® In the Second World War the PWE

was one organisation established by the government to pursue these aims.

The reason why the PWE is still missing from the field of intelligence studies 1s that
of all the four components which have been identified as specific categories of foreign
policy the cultural component is the one area which suffers from a lack of academic
interest. Foreign policy studies concentrate on the political, security and to a more
limited extent on the economic dimensions of foreign policy, almost to the total
exclusion of the cultural dimension. This is no doubt a reflection of the political
climate of the Cold War years when national secunity issues dominated international
relations, but is also a result of the idea that ‘cultural’ components of governmental
policy were the concern of those studying international communications, media
theorists and the comparatively new field of cultural studies. The concentration in
foreign policy studies on the political and security components has also been emulated
by the field of intelligence studies, who therefore also exclude the intelligence work

of those involved in the cultural dimensions of foreign policy.

A further problem surrounds the difficulty of understanding the relationship between
propaganda, political warfare and intelligence. The hidden dynamics of this
relationship has been an important factor in complicating the analysis of the deciston-
making process and the way in which intelligence impacts upon that process. The
way in which foreign policy is made and the ‘secrecy’ surrounding the intelligence
services means that it is incredibly difficult to ascertain the contribution of intelligence
to any policy outcome and such is the ambiguity surrounding the relationship that it
_is ‘practically impossible to distinguish between policy-making on the one hand and

Ufote B. Inamete, ‘The Nature and Management of the Cultural Components of
Foreign Policy : A Comparative View’. Paper given at the Annual Conference of the
International Studies Association. Atlanta, USA. March 1991.
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intelligence input on the other’.” However, whilst it is difficult to be absolutely sure

about the 1mpact of intelligence on foreign policy, an understanding of the way in
which propaganda, political warfare and intelligence operations exist in a mutually
beneficial relationship can be explained and is important for the re-evaluation of the
work of the PWE.

Propaganda

The understanding of the modern term propaganda has emerged from the events of
both World War One and World War Two, and today a wide variety of definitions
are available.” As Gary Messinger observes, ‘as sometimes used, the word seems
to refer to almost any kind of systematic effort to win over an audience’.* The
Oxford English Dictionary defines propaganda as “publicity intended to spread ideas

or information’, whilst Collins incorporates the pragmatic * organised dissemination

of information, allegations etc. to assist or damage the cause of a government or

movement’.

Propaganda can also be defined in a more sinister way as ‘the presentation of

¥Michael Handel, ‘The Politics of Intelligence’ in Inrelligence and National
Securiry. 2 (1987).pp. 5-46. Handel also excludes this type of intelligence from his
analysis, dealing with the army, navy and air forces only.

“See Balfour, Propaganda in War. Robert Jackall(Ed.), Propaganda. (London:
Macmillan, 1995). Harold D. Lasswell, Propaganda Techniques in The World War.
Originally published in 1927 (reprint New York: Peter Smith, 1938). J. W. Baird,
The Mythical World of Nazi Propaganda 1939-45.(Minneapolis,USA: Minessota
Press, 1974). Z.A.B. Zeman, Nazi Propaganda. (Oxford University Press, 1964).
John Black, Organising the Propaganda Instrument : The British Experience. (The
.Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1975). Gary S. Messinger, British Propaganda and the
State in the First World War. (New York and Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 1992). Mariel Grant, Propaganda and the Role of the State in Inter-War
Britain. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994). Charles Roetter, Psychological Warfare
(London: Batsford, 1974). R.M.Christenson and R.O.McWilliams (Eds) Voice of the
People. Readings in Public Opinion and Propaganda. 2nd Edition. (New York:
Mcgraw Hill,1967).

“"Messinger, British Propaganda and the State.. p. 9.
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information in an emotionally appealing manner for a purpose that is not candidly

announced, and in support of a point of view we would probably debate if we were
presented with all the available facts that might bear upon the opinion and were
invited to scrutinise the evidence prudently’.* It has been defined as the technique
of influencing human action by' the manipulation of representations‘.” A more
informative definition includes the aims of propaganda and the way in which is used.
as a policy instrument by government : ‘Propaganda and information services
represent ways of... organising influence and mobilising prestige to reach certain

policy objectives, in alliance with the normal instruments of power’.*

Intelligence

The problem of defining intelligence 1s as difﬁcult as the problem of defining
propaganda, and is , as Wesley Wark admits, a ‘slippery problem’.” The English
word ‘intelligence’ originally meant the gathering of ‘news’ or ‘information’, but as
Andrew and Dilks point out the word has now taken on , as the word propaganda has,
a political complexion.® One of the primary functions of intelligence 1s now

identified as ‘to obtain by covert means, and then to analyze, information which

‘2 Tbid. p.9
“H. D. Lasswell in Jackall, Propaganda. p. 13.

“D.W.Ellwood, in N. Pronay and D. W. Spring (Eds.), Politics, Propaganda
and Film. 1918-45.(London: Macmillan, 1982) p. 51.

“Wark, Espionage: Past, Present, Future? p. 4. See Also Christoper Andrew,
Secret Service (1985). Christopher Andrew and D. Dilks (Eds.), The Missing
Dimension. Governments and Intelligence Communities in the Twentieth Century.
(London: Macmillan, 1984). Christopher Andrew and P. Noakes, Intelligence and
International Relations 1900-1945. (Exeter: University of Exeter 1987). Patrick
Beesley, 1977. Defence Analysis Special Issue on Intelligence. 3 (June, 1987). F.
H. Hinsley, British Intelligence in the Second World War Vol. II and III. Richard
Langhorne (Ed.), Diplomacy and Intelligence During the Second World War.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985). John Lewis Gaddis, ‘Intelligence,
Espionage and Cold War Origins’. Diplomatic History.

“Andrew and Dilks, The Missing Dimension. p. 4.
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policy-makers cannot acquire by more conventional methods.” According to John
Lewis Gaddis intelligence is ‘the open and clandestine collection of information, the
organization and implementation of covert operations, an‘d the systematic analysis of
adversary intentions and capabilities’.*®* According to a CIA booklet, Intelligence:
The Acme of Skill, ‘Simply put, intelligence is knowledge and foreknowledge of the
world that surrounds us’.* That knowledge and foreknowledge is gained, according
to the CIA, by ‘information management; gathering raw information; analyzing it; and
disseminating evaluated information to decision makers, some of whom have been
elected to make national security decisions’.”® Thus whilst providing information,
data and facts the intelligence reports also provides a ‘picture’ of the situation at any
given moment and presents ‘images’ which policy makers consciously or sub-
consciously draw upon in thelr consideration of any particular strategy or policy.
Of course, the reverse also occurs, when the policy-maker disregards intelligence for

any number of political, personal or strategic reasons.

Propaganda and Intelligence

‘Without intelligence there could be no propaganda : or at least no effective
propaganda’.”’ The link between propaganda and intelligence is plain. Philip Taylor
believes that ‘propaganda and intelligence are different sides of the same medallion.
Although they are contradictory in intent - with one devoted to secrecy and the other
to publicity - in practice the distinction is rarely so clear ... official propagandists
have long recognised the importance of secrecy and anonymity; practitioners of

intelligence have equally long understood their connection with propaganda’.’* The

“ Ibid. p.)J.
“Gaddis, ‘Intelligence, Espionage and Cold War Origins. p. 191.

“James Der Derian, ‘Anti-Diplomacy, Intelligence Theory and Surveillance
Practice’ in Wark, Espionage: Past, Present, Future? p. 29.

% Ibid. p. 31.
$'Cruickshank, The Fourth Arm. p. 59.

“philip M. Taylor. International History Review. xv,i. February 1993. p. 210-
211.
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fundamental aim of propaganda is to manipulate public opinion, and to influence

behaviour,mood or attitudes. To do this, an accurate knowledge of the audience is
an essential pre-requisite. Thus ‘an exact knowledge of the prevailing climate and

constellation of opinion is necessary for the successful influence of public opinion®.*

In addition to the need for an ‘exact’ knowledge of existing opinion, there is also a
generally accepted criteria of the necessary elements for effective propaganda.
According to Aldous Huxley, ‘political propaganda is effective, it would seem, only
upon those who are already partly or entirely convinced of its truth’.* It appears to
be most effective when appealing to existing beliefs and values, and bearing some
relation to reality, and ‘influential only when it is a rationalisation of tﬁe desires,
sentiments, prejudices and interests of those to whom it is addressed’.” On the other
hand ‘the limits of effectiveness were reached where propaganda ran against existing
values and norms, encountered more plausible counter-propaganda (or counter-

prejudice) and contradicted obvious reality and the evidence of people’s own eyes’.”

Discussing the potential for the successful manipulation of public opinion, Huxley
concludes that ‘written propaganda is less efficacious than the habits and prejudices,

the class loyalties and professional interests of the readers’.”

The need for accurate and timely information about the audience in question 1s
itemised within the criteria above for the effective use of propaganda. An accurate
intelligence service to provide the required ‘exact knowledge’ of existing opinions and

attitudes and a comprehensive knowledge of the political, social and economic

$Steinert, Hitler’s War and the Germans. p. 1.

“Aldous Huxley, ‘Notes on Propaganda’, in Christenson and McWilliams, Voice
“of the People. p. 326. *

*Op.cit.

% Kershaw in David Welch, Nazi Propaganda. (London: Croom Helm, 1983).
pp.200.

SChristenson and McWilliams, Voice of the People. p. 325.
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situation within which opinions are formed is also necessary. Knowledge of the

history, sentiments, desires and prejudices is also an important factor in the
formulation or ‘invention’ of propaganda. Importantly, as David Welch points out,
the reality of the situation or conditions of the audience is vital, as the element of
‘truth’ within the propaganda which will make the whole message credible to the
audience. Intelligence is necessary, then, of the past, present and future aspirations

and desires of the target audience.

The Ministry of Propaganda and Enlightenment recognised the fundamental links
between propaganda and intelligence. In 1945, documents salvaged by the American
authorities in Berlin included minutes ostensibly dictated by Goebbels as a diary and
which included his ‘Nineteen Principles’ that appeared to underlie his propaganda
plans. Principle 1 : Propagandists Must Have Access to Intelligence Concerning
Events and Public Opinion. In theory Goebbels maintained that he and his associates
could plan and execute propaganda only by constantly referring to existing
intelligence.*® Michael Balfour confirms this, pointing out that ‘an essential part of
any effective propaganda operation is a good intelligence service, not only to provide
material for output and to guide policy, but also to supply an accurate estimate of the

enemy’s intentions’.”

Political Warfare
Robert Bruce Lockhart, Director General of the PWE from 1942 - 1945, defined
political warfare , incorporating propaganda, as an instrument of warfare that

‘practises every form of overt and covert attack which can be called political as
distinct from military. It seeks both to counter and by intelligent anticipatioil to
forestall the political offensives of the enemy’. In addition to the use of propaganda
‘to ‘persuade’ or change public opinion and behaviour, °‘black’ propaganda also

includes what Lockhart describes as ‘a whole series of secret or ‘black’ operations

*1 eonard W. Doob, ‘Goebbels Principles of Propaganda’ in Jackall, Propaganda.
p. 193. :

*Balfour, Propaganda in War. p. 100.
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which can be suitably classified under the headings of subversion and deception’.®
These operations involved providing educational information in sabotage skills such
as loosening of railway lines, the manufacture of home-made bombs, extraction of
poison from hedgerow plants and information about ways of producing short-lived
illnesses in order to be absent from work. All this was designed to put a brake on the
German economy and thus disrupt the military plans of the Nazi regime, and advance
knowledge of the anticipated movements of the regime would increase the value of
operations. There is evidence, however, that this policy failed and that the German

economy remained strong and effective.®

Political Warfare and Intelligence

If political warfare, in all its forms, was to have any chance of success then the PWE
had to obtain information on a wide variety of issues. They required an intimate
knowledge of the social and political conditions, and the latest, detailed and accurate
information concerning public opinion and the ‘state of mind’ of people in Germany.
Additionally, they needed access to particular information for the ‘black’ operations
and activities outlined above. In short they needed to be as familiar with German
society as the Germans were themselves. A huge task, and a ‘new’ task for the
intelligence officers in the PWE. Political, military, economic and strategic
intelligence was a well-established and understood function within Whitehall, whereas
the nature of intelligence required by the PWE about German society was not

available at the time, posing particular problems of its own.

Lockhart outlined the relationship between political warfare and intelligence when he
stated that ¢ it demands a highly specialised intelligence service of its own and,

©] ockhart, Comes The Reckoning. p. 153.

é'See Tim Mason, Nazism, Fascism and the Working Class. Jane Caplan (ed.)
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,1995). Chapter Two, ‘The primacy of
politics’. Richard Overy, Why The Allies Won. (London: Jonathan Cape, 1995).
Chapter Six, ‘A Genius for Mass-production: Economies at War’. Noel Annan,
Changing Enemies: The Defeat and Regeneration of Germany. (London: Harper
Collins, 1995). Chapter Five, “The Air Offensive’.
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above all, an accurate estimate of the enemy’s intentions’.* The importance of

intelligence for the maximum gains in political warfare was expanded to include an
assessment, or at least a partial idea, of the future situation. An accurate intelligence
service would enable the PWE to anticipate the future moves of the enemy which
could be incorporated into plans for propaganda and political warfare in order to

negate, or at least create problems for the Nazi regime.

Having outlined why the revision of the history of the PWE is required it 1s still
necessary to ask the central question of any research:'So What?’.® So what
difference will the focus on the intelligence component of the PWE make to existing
knowledge ? In broad terms, this ‘missing dimension’ is an important part of the
evaluation of the PWE and as Christopher Andrew warns ‘the great danger of any
missing historical dimension is that its absence may distort our understanding of other,
accessible dimensions’.* This 1s an important addition to the history of the PWE for
a number of reasons. Firstly, it will contribute to an exploration of the links between
intelligence and propaganda, subversion and sabotage. Secondly, the intelligence of
the German Section is of a different ‘type’ of intelligence than previously produced
in Whitehall. It is intelligence of the political and social conditions in Germany and
represents a hitherto undiscovered dimension of the ‘intelligence revolution’.®
Directly relating to this, the content of this intelligence is useful as a source of

information for those researching into the political and social history of Germany.
The analysis of this intelligence will also be useful to those involved in the evaluation

of British foreign policy during WWII, since it illustrates clearly the depth and

breadth of information available to the policy-makers of particular issues at the time
decisions were being made. Finally, the revision of the history of the PWE will

“Ibid.

©®Robin W. Winks, Cloak and Gown: Scholars in the Secret War, 1939-1961.
(New York: William Morrow and Company, 1987). p. 63. |

“Andrew and Dilks, The Missing Dimension. p. 1.

“Hinsley does not mention this type of intelligence, nor do any of the scholars in
the field of intelligence studies to date.
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identify the many different activities in which it was involved alongside propaganda,
and will also trace the continuity of thinking and ideas in government after World War

Two about the use of propaganda and political warfare as instruments of foreign

policy.

The thesis argues that any evaluation of the PWE must be made on the basis of the
nature of the work of the PWE which included, but was not wholly comprised of,
propaganda activities. The emergence and evolution of an intelligence service to
support and inform the PWE within the Executive is central to the history of the
PWE. Essentially, it will show that the PWE became more and not ]ess important
after the announcement of Unconditional Surrender at Casablanca, as a result of the
expansion of intelligence services at that time which facilitated a diversification of
the activities in which it was involved after 1943. For this reason the thesis
concentrates on the period from January, 1943 to the Spring of 1946, when on the
directions of the JIC®, the intelligence operations of the PWE were transferred to the
Foreign Office. An additional reason for the concentration on this period is that the
sixteen-month period between the setting up of the Executive in 1941 and the end of

1942 was a period of intense internal political rivalry. It is only after the resolution
of the main problems of political control that the PWE really began to expand and
function in a co-ordinated way within Whitehall.

The first section of the thesis traces the evolution of government involvement in the

organisation of propaganda and political warfare activities in the first half of the
twentieth century from which the PWE emerged, and includes a detailed examination
of the people, policies and operations of the PWE. The second section concentrates
on intelligence documents of the PWE, focusing primarily on the Weekly Reports of
the German Section, but also incorporating related documents produced within the
PWE and the links between the PWE and the JIC. This part of the thesis will

evaluate the content of the documents, not only for the particular value of the

information they contain but as an indication of the changing role of the PWE

%Joint Intelligence (sub-) Committee (of Chiefs of Staff).
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between the period 1943 to 1946. The case studies of this section will therefore exist
as a separate historical analysis of their content and at the same time illustrate the
chronologicél phéses of the diversification of work which the PWE became involved
in. As a whole the thesis will locate the work of the PWE within the wider context
of the British intelligence services during this period and illustrate the continuity of
the belief in Whitehall concerning the use of political warfare as an instrument of

British foreign policy.

The chronological historical approach of this thesis is based upon archival research,
personal interviews and communications with individuals who had worked within
PWE and SOE, and is informed and supported by secondary source material. In
addition to the general and specific problems of research outlined above, the
problems of using the intelligence reports and documents need to be outlined, and also

the ways in which these were resolved.

The first problem concerned the relative value of this intelligence. The need to know
the value of the Weekly Reports before concentrating on them as historical documents
was a primary concern both in terms of the empirical content and the potential

importance for inclusion into the evaluation of foreign policy. This was addressed by
ascertaining the status of intelligence reports, since this usually indicates the value

attached to the information they contain and the accuracy and reliability of that
information. Additionally, the circulation list of such documents also indicates the

value attached to them, and also identifies the people and departments who received
them. This in turn indicates the potential influence this intelligence might have had

in particular areas. Obviously different types of intelligence would be seen by
different levels of departments, depending on the nature of the content. The ‘Secret’,
or ‘Confidential’ documents would have a different and wider circulation than the

‘Top Secret’ documents which would only seen by a chosen few.

Research on Foreign Office and Cabinet Office files produced information about the
organisation, administration and propaganda functions of the PWE, but little about the
German Section organisation itself. A report produced in 1946 by A.R.Walmsley,
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who was intimately involved in PID/PWE intelligence work, specifically the German
Section, was important. The specialised knowledge of Michael Balfour, Assistant

Director of Intelligence and the brother-in-law of Duncan Wilson, the Director
responsible for the German Section, was particularly helpful in understanding the
importance of the reports.

From here some conclusions could be drawn. The first is that the status of the reports
was ‘high’, with the information being seen as the ‘base-line’ for objective intelligence
about Germany, the German people and the Nazi regime. According to Walmsley,
the Weekly Report was an ‘invaluable document’ which was eventually circulated to
all departments dealing with Germany, other than military or economic.” The
circulation of the documents increased from the initial use by the propagandists and
the BBC European Service and BBC to inélude the Foreign Office, JIC, and Joint
Intelligence Staff. Additionally, the PWE was always represented at JIC meetings,
either by the Ministers of Economic Warfare and Information or by the attendance of -

one of the Directors of the PWE for specific discussions on current issues.* The JIC
and Chiefs of Staff had always been aware of the desire to have up-to-date
information on morale and conditions in enemy countries, and in December, 1939 the
JIC asked that the Weekly Report of the PID (continued after 1941 in the PWE) be
made available to the JIC Sub-Committee.” At the beginning of March, 1940 the

Chiefs of Staff drew the attention of the JIC Sub-Committee to the ‘necessity of
keeping a constant watch on propaganda with a view to obtaining possible indications

“A.R. Walmsley, ‘EH/PID/PWE German and Austrian Intelligence. Recollections
of A. R. Walmsley’, 20th January, 1946. Received from Walmsley, Sth February,

1995.

. ®PRO/CABS81/122 JIC (44) Report No. 177. 1st May, 1944 .‘Effects of the
Allied Bombing Offensive on the German War Effort with Particular Reference to
"Overlord"’. CAB 81/122 JIC (44) 215 (0). 25th May, 1944, Discussion on the scale
of opposition to "Overlord". CAB 81/93 JIC (45) 4th Meeting. 16th January, 1945.
(London: Public Record Office). Assessment of the effects on German of heavy air
attacks on Berlin in conjunction with Russian offensive. Also the potential use of
German generals in British hands for political warfare to bring about surrender.

“PRO/CAB 81/87 JIC (39) Minutes of the 18th Meeting. 29th December, 1939.
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of German intentions’.” At the JIC meeting on 23rd April, 1940 it was agreed that
the Ministry of Economic Warfare and ‘Sir Campbell Stuart’s organisation will be

asked to detail an officer by name who would be prepared to join the Intern-Services

Project Board when matters affecting their respective departments were under

consideration’.” Campbell Stuart’s organisation was the Department of Propaganda
in Enemy Countries, known as ‘EH’, which after 1941 was absorbed into the PWE.

The role of the intelligence of the PWE can now be seen in the context of the wider

picture of the organisation of intelligence services in Britain during this period.

A third problem was the amount of material contained within the reports. George
Martinelli complained that on visiting Woburn and seeing what he described as “vastly
inflated intelligence sections’ he once calculated that ‘one hundred times as much
intelligence material was being churned out daily as anyone expected to make use of
it could possibly digest’.” Produced every week throughout the war, the reports
were sometimes twenty-two to twenty-three pages long, covering a wide range of
issues reflecting the priorities of research for the section at the time. They also
included a large amount of ‘low level’ information such as the ‘greying’ of Hitler’s
hair or the tone of voice of Goebbels on a particular day. This was not problematic

as such, but merely time consuming in the sifting of the relevant information from the

irrelevant.

Having discussed the aims and problems of this research all that remains to be done

in this chapter is to give a brief outline of the structure of the thesis.

CHAPTER TWO offers an overview of the period from the beginning of the
twentieth century to 1941 and traces the emergence and evolution of the propaganda,
political warfare, subversion and intelligence activities of successive British

governments. It identifies the key events and issues at home and in Europe which

"PRO/CAB 81/87 JIC(40) Minutes of the 11th Meeting. 5th March, 1940.
"pPRO/CAB 81/87 JIC (40) Minutes of the 24th Meeting. 23rd April, 1940.

7 The Times. Monday June 4th, 1973.
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led to the creation of organisations for the manipulation of public opinton. The aim
of the chapter is to illustrate the necessary parallel growth of organisations for
propaganda and intelligence during the inter-war period, and the political climate in
which the PWE was established 1n 1941, It also charts the changing attitudes in
Britain towards the German people, which was instrumental in the way in which the
role and functions of these organisations was defined by government. Finally, the
focus on the people working within these organisations from 1916-1941 is used to
illustrate the continuity in thinking and expertise in Whitehall and belief in certain

circles concerning the potential power of propaganda as an instrument of policy.

CHAPTER THREE concentrates on the organisational structure, the people and the
changing policy and diversification-of the activities of the PWE. It will identify the
events of 1940 to 1941, which resulted in changes in attitude towards Germany in
Britain, and the internal politics resulting from those changes which were the context
for the establishment of the PWE. In order to consider the political atmosphere in

which the intelligence officers operated, which is important for assessing thetr
interpretation of events, the chapter will give biographical details on the key people

working for the PWE, their background and their role in the Executive.  Finally,

the chapter looks at the intelligence officers and their contribution to the work of the
PWE, and considers some of the important questions about the circumstances which

determined the success or failure of the intelligence reports such as the availability of

sufficient raw data, accuracy, problems of individuals perceptions of their role and the
important problem of political interference in the intelligence process.

CHAPTER FOUR is the first of three chapters, focusing on the assessment of the
Weekly Reports, and looks at the question of German ‘resistance’ to the Nazi regime

and public opinion in Germany. There is a formudable amount of research and

literature into this area of German history, as there is with the related studies on

‘resistance’ in Germany to the Nazi regime.” The announcement of the

BDetlev J. K. Peukert, Inside Nazi Germany. Conformity, Opposition and Racism
in Everyday Life.- (Penguin, Harmondworth : 1989). Timothy Mason, Social Policy
in the Third Reich. The Working Class and the ‘National Community’,1918-1939.
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‘Unconditional Surrender’ policy in 1943 in effect defined the policy in Britain that
all Germans were to be treated as Nans By definition this policy dented the
existence of the ‘other Germany’ , of ‘resistance’ in Germany, which supported the
Allied military strategy and policy towards Germany. However, it is not
contradictory to examine the intelligence reports for information about ‘resistance’ in
Germany during this period. The Weekly Reports contain a wealth of material about
the social and political conditions in Germany and the reaction of the German people

to the Nazi regime, and they are examined to find out how much information was
available in Whitehall about ‘resistance’ in the Third Reich at a time when British

policy was based upon the premise that there was no resistance. This chapter asks

some particular questions. What do the intelligence reports tell us about the

conditions in Germany at this time, and in the context of the research and literature

now available on this, how accurate were they ? What do the reports tell us about the

reaction and response of the German people to the increasing coercion and terror of
the regime after 19437 Is it possible to define a criterion which was used by the

German Section to identify and define behaviour as ‘resistance’ as opposed to

(Oxford: Berg, 1993). Ian Kershaw. Popular Opinion and Political Dissent in the

Third Reich. Bavaria 1933 - 1945. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984). Ian Kershaw.
The Nazi Dictatorship: Problems and Perspectives of Interpretation. Third Edition
(London: Edward Arnold, 1993). David F. Crew (Ed.), Nazism and German Society,

1933-1945. (London and New York: Routledge, 1994). David Clay Large (Ed.),
Contending With Hitler: Varieties of Resistance in the Third Reich. (Washington,
D.C. and Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991). P. Hoffmann, German
Resistance to Hitler. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1988). Klemens
von Klemperer, German Resistance Against Hitler: The Search for Allies Abroad,
1938 - 1945. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992). Anton Gill. An
Honourable Defeat: A History of the German Resistance to Hitler. (London:
Heinemann, 1994). Michael Balfour, Withstanding Hitler in Germany, 1933-1945.
(London: Routledge, 1988). Fabian von Schlabrendorff. Trans. Hilda Simon. The
Secret War Against Hitler. (Colorado and Oxford: Westview Press, 1994). Eberhard
Zeller, Trans. R.P. Heller and D.R. Masters. The Flame of Freedom: The German
Struggle Against Hitler. (Colorado and Oxford: Westview Press, 1994). Ulrich von
Hassell, The Von Hassell Diaries. The Story of the Forces Against Hitler Inside
Germany, 1938 - 1944. (Colorado and Oxford: Westview Press, 1994). Annedore
Leber. Trans. Rosemary O°Neill. Conscience in Revolt: Sixty-Four Stories of
Resistance in Germany, 1933-45. (Colorado and Oxford: Westview Press, 1994).
Patricia Meehan. The Unnecessary War: Whitehall and the German Resistance to
Hitler. (London: Sinclair-Stevenson, 1992).
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‘dissent’ or ‘non-conformity’ ? What intelligence was available to the foreign policy
decision makers of the day engaged in the process of formulating policy towards the
German people? Why was this information apparently ignored ? Finally, what
‘images’ of the German people were created by the intelligence officers in the Weekly
Reports, and did these affect British attitudes towards Germany in planning for the
post-war treatment of Germany and the German people ?

CHAPTER FIVE brings into focus the way in which the activities of the PWE were
expanded after 1943 to include the major issue of the occupation of Germany after he
military defeat. The Executive was no longer only engaged in political warfare to
bring about the defeat of Germany, but was involved in planning for the post-war
treatment of Germany. The problems of occupying Germany were immense, requiring
the maximum amount of information about the economic, social and political
conditions existing during the war, and the likely conditions and problems which
might arise after the defeat. The intelligence concerning the political ‘resistance’ and
public opinion was vital in this respect and was used for the categorisation of the

‘political reliability’ of individual Germans after defeat, and the morale and likely
attitude of the majority of the people during the immediate occupational period. How

useful was the work of the German Section in this respect ? How accurate were their

predictions of the conditions as the ‘enemy’ became the ‘occupied’ ?

The unprecedented and controversial decision by Britain to occupy an industrially

“See N. Pronay and K. Wilson (Eds.), The Political Re-education of Germany
and Her Allies After World War Two. (London: Croom Helm, 1985). Ian Tumner,
(Ed.), Reconstruction in Post-War Germany. British Occupational Policy and The
Western Zones, 1945-1955. (Oxford: Berg, 1989). Alan Milward, The Reconstruction
of Western Europe, 1945-51. (London: Methuen, 1984). Michael Balfour, The Tides

of Power, (London: Routledge, 1991). Anne Deighton, The Impossible Peace.
Britain, the Division of Germany and the Origins of the Cold War. (Oxford:

Clarendon, 1993). Victor Rothwell, Britain and The Cold War, 1941-47. (London:
Jonathan Cape, 1982). T. D. Burridge, British Labour and Hitler's War. (London:
Andre Deutsch, 1976). Peter Weiler, British Labour and The Cold War. (California:

Stanford, 1983).
27



advanced European country was accompanied by the astonishing and ‘breathtaking’”
aim of re-educating the German people by ‘changing their mind’.” What role did
the PWE play 1n this process, particularly since they were recognised as being the
department which held the most comprehensive intelligence about Germany and all
things German ? In considering this question the chapter will also include details of
the PWE’s involvement in producing information about the enemy and enemy-
occupied countries for the use of Commanders in the Field in Europe. The
Handbook for Germany, the ‘bible’ used by the occupying forces, will also be

examined.

CHAPTER SIX assesses the final area of activity in which the PWE become

involved. This was the monitoring of Russian propaganda to Germany and the
movements of the Red Army in occupied Europe. The beginning of the perception
in Whitehall of the Russian ‘threat’ to British interests, has been identified as having
its roots in the Foreign Office. The origins of the perception of the Russian ‘threat’
which signalled the beginning of the early Cold War period is an important debate.”
This chapter considers the importance of the changing ‘images’ of Russia and the

information produced by the PWE, therir interpretations of the motivations and reasons

for Russian behaviour and the analysis of Russian propaganda in order to anticipate

the future intentions of Stalin in the closing stages of the war. The chapter illustrates

the way in which the ‘image’ of Russia in the PWE was never as positive as the

3 N. Pronay, in N. Pronay and K. Wilson.The Political Re-education of Germany
and Her Allies After World War Two. (London: Croom Helm 1985) p.4

Pronay, in Ibid. p. 1.

™ Victor Rothwell, Britain and The Cold War, 1941-47. Richard Aldrich, (Ed.),
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1992). Louis Halle, The Cold War as History. (London: Chatto and Windus, 1967).
Anne Deighton, The Impossible Peace. Anne Deighton (Ed.), Britain and The First
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Foreign Policy, 1945-50. (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1990. M.P.Leffler
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‘image’ portrayed by the public rhetoric of the leadership in Whitehall. Finally this
chapter will identify the continuation of the work of the PWE into the post-war years

and the acknowledgement in Whitehall of the importance of the intelligence work of
the PWE in relation to Russia. It will identify the way in which the government

quickly responded to the perception of the Russian ‘threat’ and revived the
organisation for political warfare, relocating the people with the expertise and
techniques inherited from their work in the PWE.

CHAPTER SEVEN brings together the results of the assessment of the intelligence
work of the German Section of the PWE, and incorporates this into the re-evaluation

of the history of the Executive. Finally, this chapter offers some comments and

general conclusions concerning the continuation of government involvement and
organisation for the use of propaganda and political warfare as an instrument of

foreign policy from the beginning of the century to 1947.
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The growing belief in Britain during the inter-war years that propaganda could and
should be used to manipulate public opinion at home and abroad was also
accompanied by the paradoxical attitude of ministers in government who displayed a
distinct reluctance to be seen to be involved in what was seen as a ‘shady’ or
‘ungentlemanly’ business. Whilst this was largely as a result of the experiences of
World War One, the ambiguity surrounding the use of propaganda as a manipulative
instrument of politics in modern society can be traced back to classical times when the

dangers of the use of rhetoric in public life were first recognised.

Indeed, the origins of the modern term propaganda are to be found in classical times
when rhetoricians appeared to make two opposing claims for their sklls. One was
propounded by those who taught their pupils the art of speaking well and who
identified this skill with the attainment of the aesthetic principles.of eloquent speech.
The other was based on a pragmatic understanding of the use of public speech which

led some rhetoricians to claim that the aim of their skill was to bring success in public

life.! The former was based on the idea that language should be used as a social skill
to enhance public debate, whilst the latter argued that the principal aim was not

merely to enhance the debate but to win it. The critics of the pragmatic practitioners
recognised the dangers of this new weapon . Plato accused these orators of placing

victory in the debate which could lead to the decline of ethical and moral values 1n
public life. He proclaimed that ‘persuasion was an ignoble aim in itself and could

“only be justified if the orator was seeking to convince others of the truth’,* whilst

'Michael Billig, Arguing and thinking. A rhetorical approach to social psychology.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987). Chapter Four: ‘“The science of

persuasion’.
2 Ibid. p. 54.
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Philo accused the ‘smooth-tongued orators’ as being the descendants of the evil Cain.?

If a ‘science’ of rhetoric based upon rules and forms of rhetoric which guaranteed
principles of certainty could be discovered, then in the hands of the wrong people it

could have disastrous consequences. It was feared that the discovery of the ‘secrets’

of rhetoric would provide a guarantee of success to the practitioners regardless of the
moral or ethical motivations of the speaker. It was believed that one of the ‘secrets’
which would lead to principles of certainty would be the ability to ascertain the
thoughts and feelings of the audience in order to be in the most advantageous position
to use that knowledge in order to ‘win’ victory in a debate. This recognition of the
importance of understanding the human mind in order to manipulate behaviour can
be seen as one of the earliest connections between the need for accurate ‘information’
about the human mind in order to influence public opinion and attitudes. It has also
resulted in the idea that the use of language to persuade an audience has always been
connected to psychological issues. Although it can be argued, as Grant does, that the
pejorative definition of propaganda emerged after the events of World War One,* the
origins of the modern day popular image of propaganda as not being about ‘truth’
can also be traced back to the fears aroused in classical times about the use of

language to persuade an audience.

In 1481 Caxton illustrated his belief in the power of language when he defined
rhetoric as ‘a science to cause another man by speech or by writing to believe or to
do that thing that thou wouldst have him for to do’.? The first use of the term
‘propaganda’ can be dated to 1622 when the Roman Catholic Church under Pope
Gregory XV established a College for the Propagation of Faith to support overseas

missions, and demonstrates the political use of propaganda in the context of

~?Ibid. p. 59.

‘Mariel Grant, Propaganda and the Role of the State in Inter-War Britain.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994). p. 11.

SL.Cox, ‘The Artye or Crafte of Rhetoryke’. (Reprinted: University of Chicago
Press 1899) in Billig, Arguing and thinking. p. 52.
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Church/State relations at the time.® During the course of the nineteenth century the
use of pamphlets, speeches and personal appeals to persuade or manipulate public
opinion became widespread. At the turn of the century this was given further impetus
by development of mass-circulation newspapers, an instrumental factor in the
- emergence of a ‘mass’ audience who were increasingly interested in social, economic

and political issues.

1903-1919

The Communications ‘revolution’ and War.

Before World War One the informal co-operation between the Foreign Office and the
press had been based on the need to control information. In the aftermath of the
disasters of the Boer War when the lack of control over the press had resulted in
questions being asked about the loyalty of the press and the perceived failure to
control the dissemination of information during the war had led to pre-World War
One discussions on press censorship.  The growing tension and dangers in Europe
focused attention in government about the need for co-operation over press censorship
and intelligence operations between the Admiralty, the War Office, the Foreign
Office, the Colonial Office and the India Office. In particular, the need for securing
joint action in any future war was addressed in November 1903 by a committee

chaired by Lord Esher to look into the situation and to propose changes in the way
the War Office operated. In June 1904 Lord Esher’s War Office (Reconstitution)

Committee set out the problems in its first report. The result was the creation of the
Committee of Imperial Defence (CID) which would be responsible for the essential
task of bringing together the hitherto separate departments responsible for the defence
of the realm. The aim of this pre-war Committee was ‘precise and definite .. to
provide the plans necessary to defend the country and the Empire’.” According to
Christopher Andrew the Enquiry led by Lord Esher resulted in a radical reform of the

‘Jackall, Propaganda. Messinger, British Propaganda and the State. Grant,
Propaganda and the role of the State.

'Sir Ivor Jennings, Cabinet Government. Third Edition. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1959). p. 292.
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War Office, and marked the beginnings of the emergence of a modern secret service

intelligence community in Britain.! The Committee set up the institutional
infrast_ructure which would provide a co-ordinated response from the Admiralty, the
Secretary of State for War, the Secretary of State for Air (from 1917) and Heads of
Naval and Military Intelligence. They would report to the CID who in turn reported
to the Cabinet. One essential task of the CID in the inter-war period was the co-
ordination of supplies for the services. The system of co-ordinating the Cabinet
Committees which arose out of the CID was then developed further by the War

Cabinet 1in 1940-1945.

The importance of military cable censorship, and the need to guard and change secret
codes to prevent sabotage and espionage, had been recognised during the Boer War
by Sir George Cockerill. In 1905, reflecting the concern in Whitehall about
censorship in government, Cockerill was recalled from South Africa to administer a
Special Intelligence sub-division of the War Office. He began by imposing impernal
cable censorship and making plans for censorship in the event of another war and in

1906 he was made head of the Special Intelligence Section where he stayed until
1908. By 1909 government interest and involvement in wireless and communications
technology was already in progress, and the Colonial Defence Committee (renamed
Commonwealth Communications Council after 1933) was already working on building
and maintaining the ‘Red Network’, the undersea strategic cable communications

system of the Empire expanded in 1909 to include a network of wireless stations.’

When Britain entered the First World War on 3-4th August, 1914 many people 1n
Whitehall had also recognised the need for governmental action to address public

opinion both at home and abroad. It was felt necessary to monitor and control the

!Christopher Andrew, Secret Service: The Making of the British Intelligence
Community. (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1986). p. 62.

'N. Pronay and P. M. Taylor,”An Improper Use of Broadcasting.. the British
Government and Clandestine Radio Propaganda Operations against Germany during
the Munich Crisis and After’, Journal of Contemporary History. 19 (July 1984).

pp. 357-383. p.371.
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information the British public were receiving and also to make preparations for the

use of propaganda to support British interests abroad. On S5th August the British
government cut the transatlantic cable between Germany and America, thereby

ensuring complete control of information going directly to America for some months.

On August 7th, 1914 an official Press Bureau was set up with extensive censorship
powers and whilst it was headed by a civilian it was staffed largely by military and
naval personnel. The War Cabinet and Admiralty became increasingly involved in
postal, cable and wireless censorship which was seen as much more important 1n
terms of military efficiency. Cockerill was reassigned to head the SIS (which later
became known as MOS or MIS) and the benefits of the pre-war planning ensured that

Britain had complete control of the imperial channel of communication - the ‘Red

Network’.

At the beginning of the war, the appearance of German propaganda was brought to
the attention of the Cabinet by Lloyd George. The British Ambassador in Rome had
informed the Foreign Office that the German government had been ‘flooding’ offices
in Italy with propaganda, which was assumed to have been in preparation for the onset
of hostilities.’® At the end of September the appearance of German propaganda in
many countries in Europe was discussed and Lloyd George urged the Cabinet to set
up an organisation to ‘inform and influence public opinion abroad and to confute
German mis-statements and sophistries’." Charles Masterman was asked to head this -
organisation which was known as the War Propaganda Bureau and was located 1n
Wellington House, Buckingham Gate.” According to Messinger, Masterman was

the ‘single person who, more than any other, caused the Bntish state to become a

major actor in the propaganda arena’.” His brief was not to engage in propaganda

'“Messinger, British Propaganda and the State. p. 33.
' Ibid.
2 Ibid. p. 38.
B Ibid. p. 25.
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directed against the enemy or the home-front in Germany, but to concentrate on

making the British case in Allied and neutral nations. The key principle adopted by
Masterman, and which identified him as a propagandist, was secrecy. At this stage
propaganda was only to use ‘neutral’ facts and information and not fabrication, and
close attention to the mentality of the audience and public opinion was seen as the
most important factor necessary for effective propaganda. Masterman divided the
work of the department into different countries, and the staff worked closely with
military and naval intelligence, as well as reading German newspapers and periodicals

to glean information which could be used by the propagandists against the enemy.

In the Spring of 1915 the Directors of Intelligence at the War Office were becoming
increasingly interested in prdpaganda. Cockenll’s department had expanded rapidly
and by 1915 included ninety five officers and twelve-hundred staff. During his stay
at the War Office he began using the information collected by the censors to try to
predict future conditions and particularly, from the analysis of business
communications, thé future needs of the wartime economy. The information collected
by the censors also provided for the development of propaganda aimed at the enemy
in uniform, to the soldiers in the trenches, which he described as ‘army propaganda’
as distinct from propaganda to civilians. This was followed in 1916 when a
department known as M17(b) was established as a propaganda production department
of the War Office under the Director of Military Intelligence. Housed in Adastral
house adjacent to Wireless and Cable, the department was responsible for the

‘compilation and distribution of propaganda by cables and by wireless’."

By 1916 the War Propaganda Bureau was distributing six fortnightly illustrated
newspapers, and had published three hundred books and pamphlets They had three
hundred centres of distribution and circulated four thousand photographs a week to
press all around the world. But the signs of the problems of overlap between the
official groups, institutional sources and private sector propaganda were quickly

recognised. The Bureau was working in parallel with the Press Bureau which had

“pronay and Taylor, ‘An Improper Use of Broadcasting..” p. 371.
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been set up to censor newspapers, and also tﬁe War Office and Admiralty who were
- responsible for censorship of postal, cable and wireless. In addition to this the
Foreign Office News Department also disseminated individual news stories. A rift
developed over the control of propaganda and censorship with the Foreign Office and

Home Office suggesting that control should be in the Foreign Office, whilst the War
Office and Admiralty argued that a new department staffed with experts should be

established.

During this period Lloyd George had replaced Asquith as Prime Minister and the
administrative organisation for propaganda received serious attention. One of the
reasons that Lloyd George became involved was that he understood the connections
between political power in the twentieth century and the importance of access to the
means of control of mass opinion. At his first meeting of the War Cabinet on 9th
December, 1916 the matter of organisation and political control or propaganda was
discussed, and it was agreed that a separate department was needed. In February
1917 the Department of Information was established, with its headquarters in the
Foreign Office. John Buchan was made head of the Department and the War
Propaganda Bureau was incorporated into the new structure where Masterman
continued as head until 1918,‘ overseeing literary propaganda, recruiting war artists,
and supporting film making.

Under Buchan’s leadership the size of the staff increased, as did the quantity of
materials produced, with more films being made and overseas activity increased. One
of the most important changes that Buchan brought about was in the increased use of
propaganda against the ‘enemy’, re-directing the strategy which had focus-ed_on
neutral and Allied countries to which Masterman had been limited previously by the
‘Cabinet. Other important changes took place in the Department under Buchan’s
leadership. The recognition of the need for accurate and specific information led

Buchan to set up an Intelligence‘Bureau and he employed R.W.Seton-Watson to work

in this department. The Intelligence Bureau used its analysis of the daily newspapers

of enemy countries to produce reports on the internal conditions from which the

propagandists could work.
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Another important change in British propaganda was the increasing resort to deception

as a partner 1n propaganda, the increased contacts with other Intelligence departments
and the use of counter-espionage techniques. One favoured method was that of
‘leaking’ 1ntelligence information through the- press via friends on American
newspapers, the most famous being the Zimmermann telegram.” The Bureau also
used, probably for the first time, vicious propaganda directed at children in the form
of a subsidised book by Henry Newbolt entitled Tales of The Great War. This
identified the Germans as ‘Huns - the enemies of humane and civilized life’ and
accused them of the calculated mutilation of women and children through air attacks
on England.'® This can be seen as one of the very early examples of ‘black’
propaganda, reflecting the fears produced by the escalation of the war which now
involved entire populations and also demonstrated the willingness to use any strategy
against the enemy.  But in 1918, whilst the propagandists were expanding their
departments and techniques there was a growing concern in Whitehall over the
increase 1n the size of these organisations. One of the main problems was the
recognition that control should be in the ‘right’ hands, and that there should be

ministerial responsibility for such a large organisation working within the government

which was dedicated to the manipulation of public opinion.

As a result of these growing concerns in Whitehall Lloyd George upgraded the status
of the Department of Information by establishing it as a Ministry of Information,
which took over responsibility for most of the functions of the Department of
Information. Lord Beaverbrook was appointed Minister whilst Buchan became his

Director of Intelligence. At the suggestion of Beaverbook, the job of developing
propaganda to the ‘enemy’ went to Lord Northcliffe, who accepted the position on
condition that Beaverbrook was not involved and that he only reported to the Prime
Minister. In February 1918 Northcliffe took up his responsibilities as Head of the
Enemy Propaganda Department. In the Autumn of 1917 he had returned from a

“The ‘leaked’ telegram from Berlin to Mexico, which Britain used in an attempt
to bring America into the war. See Andrew, Secret Service (1986) pp. 169-176.

'*“Messinger, British Propaganda and the State. p. 92.
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mission in the USA and during this time had met Campbell Stuart, whom he

appointed Deputy Director of the Enemy Propaganda Department. Stuart was helped
in his work by the appointment of Henry Wickham Steed as policy adviser, whom
Northcliffe had already made Foreign editor of The Times. The Department was
housed in Lord Crewe’s mansion in Curzon Street. This arrangement, however, also
brought problems, and Balfour at the Foreign Office argued that the propagandists
should not be privy to military and Foreign Office despatches. After considerable
internal debate and conflict the Intelligence Bureau moved into the Foreign Office in
March, 1918. Seton-Watson was re-located to the Political Intelligence Division of
the Foreign Office but also continued to work closely with Campbell Stuart in the

Enemy Propaganda Department.

At this stage in the war the government was unable or unwilling to define precisely
their propaganda policy towards Germany, nor the functions of the new department.
Stuart believed that “propaganda should depend on policy’, and he enlisted the help
of H. G. Wells, a friend of Northcliffe, as Director of the German Section and asked
him to produce a document for Ministerial approval which would provide them with
a focus for operations. This document, submitted to the Department Steering
Committee on the last day of May, 1918 set out the main aims of propaganda which
should be based on the recognition of the need to draw a distinction between the

German people and the German government. Propaganda to Germany was to include
the message that, as soon as the German Government was changed, the people would

not be held responsible for its behaviour. The other point made by Wells in 1918 was
the need for a League of Nations, and he suggested that Germany should be informed
that they would be allowed to join as soon as they had made a complete break with
the Imperial system of government. The Foreign Secretary of the day, Balfour,
‘broadly accepted this outline of the role of the Enemy Propaganda Department and
the policy to be adopted towards Germany and the German people. Northcliffe’s
department based their propaganda around the speeches made by Woodrow Wilson
which invariably distinguished between the German people and German policy, and
emphasised that Allied policy was to liberate all people, including the Germans, from

militarism. The aim of severing the ties between the people and the government, the
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encouragement of the German people to throw off the shackles of their government
was also to become the principal strategy adopted for British propaganda towards
Germany in 1938.

According to Basil Liddell Hart, the beginning of 1918 and the establishment of
Northcliffe’s organisation witnessed the “development and thorough 6rganization’ of
government propaganda, when for the first time the full scope of such warfare was
understood and exploited.” Liddell Hart also identified a strategy which was to be
so controversially adopted in World War Two : the air bombardment of civilians to
Jower morale as an important psychological weapon of war. However, according to
Michael Balfour, the ‘myth’ suggesting that Northcliffe’s Department had been
responsible for creating the low morale in Germany on the home front and thus also
the ‘stab-in-the-back’ nﬁyth of the German propagandists is not supported by the
evidence.* For Balfour, the Department did not produce ‘any appreciable volume
of political propaganda of their own wording’, and even if they had the logistical
problems of delivering it to the home-front meant that very few Germans would have
received any of the leaflets despatched”. For Balfour, ‘the ‘propaganda’ which
weakened their will to go on fighting consisted of the responsible public utterances of
the President of the USA and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom rather than
of clever messages conveyed to them through newly-discovered channels by

Northcliffe’s organisation’.”

Almost before the Department had time to make any impact with propaganda to
Germany the war ended, and the day after the Armistice was signed Northclitfe
resigned and the Department was rapidly closed down. According to Philip Taylor,
at the end of World War One Britain ‘disarmed in the weapon of words as she did in

1"Basil Liddell Hart. History of the First World War. (London: Cassell and
Company, 1973) p. 405.

BBalfour, Propaganda in War. ‘The demythologising of Crew House’ . pp. 3-10.
¥ Ibid. p. 6.
2 1bid. p. 7.
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other conventional forms of armaments’.* However, this was not before the Foreign
Office had made the necessary arrangements for a post-war propaganda campaign
against the German people. It was believed that Northcliffe’s propaganda now
offered an opportunity for the British Government to drive home the message to
Germany of her absolute defeat. According to Wickham Steed, this was to be used
to enable °‘the German people gradually to see why Germany lost the war, and to
understand the force of the moral ideals which had ranged practically the whole world
against her’.* In order to do this Balfour, the Foreign Secretary, reconstructed a
smaller version of the Foreign Office News Department to carry on the work of the
Ministry of Information, and to preserve the instruments of propaganda and publicity
which could be put back into operation speedily if the situation required.”

At the end of the First World War the use of propaganda as an instrument of war
against the battle and home front had been recognised as an important element of
government. The conditions of ‘total war’ had led to the understanding that
‘Propaganda is the task of creating and directing public opinion..since strength for the
purposes of war was the total strength of each belligerent nation, public opinion was
as significant as fleets and armies’.* The victory over Germany seemed to verify
and legitimise the belief in the use of propaganda in the ‘natidnal > interest,

influencing the mind and it was hoped, the behaviour of the enemy.

However, post-war revelations that a large amount of the information disseminated
had been based on falsehoods and fabrication were confirmed in memoirs, giving the
impression that citizens of all the nations involved had been misled and manipulated

by propaganda. In the early years following the end of World War One, “propaganda

2Taylor in N. Pronay and D. W. Spring (Eds.), Propaganda, Politics and Film.
1918-1945. (London: Macmillan, 1982). p. 33.

2w Steed cited by Taylor in Ibid. p. 27.
2 Ibid.

#The Organisations and Functions of the Ministry of Information, Cmnd
9161,1918. Cate Haste, “The Machinery of Propaganda’ in Jackall, Propaganda. p.105.
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was not a word which most educated English men chose to discuss freely’. It was ‘a

good word gone wrong, debauched by the late Lord Northcliffe’.* The records of
Parliamentary Debates in the House of Commons record the ‘unanimous hostility in

the House of Commons to Beaverbrook’s Ministry of Information’,* illustrating the

widespread feelings of unease and distrust.

But the success of advertising and propaganda added to the growing body of literature
being produced by social scientists which suggested that humans were capable of being
manipulated by language, and social psychology verified these theories, giving them
an alleged ‘scientific’ basis. At the end of the First World War propaganda had

achieved scientific status : ‘the public mind to the trained propagandist is a pool into
which phrases and thoughts are dropped like acids, with a foreknowledge of the
reactions that will take place’.¥ Although some questioned the validity of such
theories, steadily throughout the inter-war years the belief in the power of propaganda

increased dramatically alongside Government concerns about the need to control such

an instrument.

1919 - 1935
Retrenchment and Discontinuities.

Within the first year of the end of World War One the arguments which had initially‘
led to a reduction in Britain’s capacity for propaganda were soon exposed as
illusionary. As early as 1919 there was a growing body of opinion, not confined
solely to the Foreign Office, which recognised that propaganda and publicity was a
necessary, if unwelcome, addition to twentieth century diplomacy. The determination

to retain an organisation for propaganda was confirmed in a memo written by S. A.

“Taylor in Pronay and Spring, Propaganda, Politics and Film. p. 29.

% Ibid. p. 24.
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Guest in the Foreign Office, setting out the rationale that the new methods and

channels being used in post-war international relations meant that a permanent

organisation for Political Intelligence and Propaganda was needed.®

Pronay identifies the inter-war years as the beginning of the most important period in
the evolution of propaganda and publicity, when decisions were taken about the use
of propaganda in an era when political developments in Britain were céusing as much
anxiety in Whitehall as the tensions in Europe. Despite the defeat of Germany, and
the popular perceptions about the use of propaganda in the conflict, attitudes changed
drastically towards continued Government practice of censorship and propaganda in
peacetime. Now, government had to consider the use of propaganda and publicity to
defend themselves at home as well as abroad. Gaining control of publi¢ opinion was

seen as vital to the interests of the Government of the day.”

Whilst the belief in the potential power of propaganda was tempered by the anxieties
in Whitehall about the desirability of adopting such an instrument of warfare, events
outside the control of the Government heralded in a new era of censorship and
control in Britain. The creatipn of a mass electorate in 1918, the lessons of World

War One and the need for conscription, the growth of the Labour movement and
strikes, including police strikes in 1919 , and the General Strike of 1926 all took place
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