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ABSTRACT

British anti-communist propaganda and cooperation with the
United States, 1945-1951.

This thesis will argue that from early in the Cold War

Britain developed a propaganda apparatus designed to fight the
Cold War on an ideological front, and that in the period from
1945 to 1951 the role of propaganda grew from being an adjunct
to foreign policy to become an integral part of British Cold War
strategy. Britain was the first country to formulate a
coordinated response to communist propaganda. In January 1948,
the Government launched a new propaganda policy designed to
“oppose the inroads of Communism, by taking the offensive against
it.' The development of this anti-communist propaganda policy
will be the main focus of this thesis. It will also be shown
that from the earliest stages in the development of Britain's
response to communist propaganda, the degree to which such
activities could be coordinated with United States Government was
a primary consideration. It will be shown that cooperation and
eventually coordination of propaganda activities with the United
States Government became a defining feature of Britain's anti-
communist propaganda policy. This was particularly the case
following the launch of the American ~“Campaign of Truth' in 1950.
Faced with a formidable and highly organised communist propaganda
machine officials in both Britain and America came to realise the
value of a unified response. As both nations developed their own
policies for offensive anti-communist propaganda, cooperation
became an increasingly important element, as Britain and America
sought to “shoot at the same target from different angles.'
The thesis is comprised of an introduction and conclusion and
four chapters covering: the origins of British and American anti-
communist propaganda policies, 1945-1947; launching Britain's new
propaganda policy, 1948; building a concerted counter-offensive,
cooperation with other powers, 1948-1950; “Close and continuous
liaison.' British and American cooperation, 1950-1951.
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Introduction
Writing in 1989, Britain's leading historian of Government

propaganda, Philip M.Taylor, described the Cold War as “the
apogee of the twentieth century struggle for hearts and minds...
by its very nature a global propaganda conflict, the alternative
to real war.'* In the absence of military conflict, propaganda
was one of the principal means by which protagonists on both
sides of the Iron Curtain sought to project their power, and
undermine their enemies. Propaganda was also a vital tool for
the creation of domestic support for policies of military
expansion which were costly, and with the development of atomic
weapons, not without considerable risk to the population. Yet,
as Taylor later observed, the role of propaganda as an instrument
of national and foreign policy is often neglected in the
mainstream historiography of the Cold War.? This 1is
particularly true in the case of the Western allies. In an
important recent essay, W.Scott Lucas claims that the use of
ideology as a driving force behind American Cold War strategy has
been ignored, largely because ideology was always associated with
the expansionist policies of the communist powers. Lucas
suggests that, “if an eager student devoured the work of American
historians on the Cold War' he would have to be remarkably
perceptive to obtain from them any examination of a US
ideological campaign.® Any student hoping to feast on the role
of propaganda in British Cold War history, will find their diet
similarly unsatisfying.

It is a central contention of this thesis that from early
in the Cold War Britain developed a propaganda apparatus designed
to fight the Cold War on an ideological front, and that in the
period from 1945 to 1951 the role of propaganda grew from being
an adjunct to foreign policy to become an integral part of
British Cold War strategy. Britain was the first country to
formulate a coordinated response to communist propaganda. In
January 1948, the Government launched a new propaganda policy
designed to ~oppose the inroads of Communism, by taking the
offensive against it.'* It also established a new Foreign
Office department, the Information Research Department (IRD), to



coordinate Britain's Cold War propaganda. The development of
this anti-communist propaganda policy, and the organisation and
methods of the IRD, will be the main focus of this study. The
second contention of this thesis is that from the earliest stages
in the development of Britain's response to communist propaganda,
the degree to which such activities could be coordinated with the
United States Government was a primary consideration. Although
the new propaganda policy stated explicitly that it was up to
Britain “as Europeans and as a Social Democratic Government' and
"not the Americans' to give a lead to the forces of anti-
communism,® it will be shown that cooperation and eventually
coordination of propaganda activities with the United States
became a defining feature of Britain's anti-communist propaganda
policy. This was particularly the case following the launch of
the American ~Campaign of Truth' in 1950. Faced with a
formidable and highly organised communist propaganda machine
officials in both Britain and the United States came to realise
the value of a unified response. As both nations developed their
own policies for offensive anti-communist propaganda, cooperation
became an increasingly important element, as Britain and America
sought to "shoot at the same target from different angles.'¢

The absence of any detailed examination of the role of
propaganda in British Cold War history can be at least partly
explained by the fact that, as with the British intelligence and
security services, successive British governments were at pains
to conceal the fact that they maintained a Cold War propaganda
apparatus, or even had a policy for responding to communist
propaganda. Although the IRD grew to become one of the largest
departments in the Foreign Office, its functions remained
strictly confidential.’ The IRD did not feature in the
published versions of any of the major enquiries into Britain's
post-war information activities,® and official statements as to
its function, were to say the least ambiguous. Although the IRD
was listed in the annual Diplomatic List, and even featured in
Lord Strang's account of the Foreign Office, the description of
its functions was brief and ambiguous:

Responsibility for the compilation of information
reports for His Majesty's Missions abroad.®
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The IRD's dissolution in 1977 did see a significant
expansion on this statement with the admission that copies of
these reports “were also sent to a number of interested people
in the United Kingdom, including journalists and
broadcasters. ' However, the refusal of successive
Government's to release the bulk of IRD papers to the Public
Record Office served to discourage many serious historians from
embarking on a study of this aspect of British Cold War history.
This veil of secrecy was finally lifted when the 1993 White Paper
on Open Government initiated a systematic review of previously
retained papers, under the so-called Waldegrave Initiative.™
In the wake of the Waldegrave Initiative, historians, with the
support of interested individuals such as Lord Mayhew, pressed
for the early release of the IRD archive.'? 1In February 1994,
the Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd agreed that these “interesting
papers' should be reviewed for release, and the first batch of
IRD records were transferred to the Public Record Office in
August 1995.% This archival windfall has provided the
principal source for this thesis.

The first accounts of the IRD were written by investigative
journalists shortly after the department was dissolved in 1977.
Given that the IRD's work was directed largely at the media, it
is perhaps not surprising that the department has been the object
of indignant press fascination. Under lurid headlines such as,
“Death of the department that never was' and "How the FO waged
secret propaganda war in Britain,' they described how the
resources and propaganda techniques developed in World War II
were redirected to fight the Cold War.* The main criticism in
most of these first accounts was that the IRD's propaganda was
directed primarily at a domestic audience. In the most hostile
examination, David Leigh claimed that, rather than countering
Soviet propaganda, the IRD became “an instrument of news
management' that “poisoned the wells of journalism,' and
deceived, ~“people who read books and newspapers (and sometimes
even those who actually wrote for them) about what is going on
in the world.' Uncooperative journalists, Leigh claimed, were
blacklisted and the BBC was ~“dragooned into functioning as an arm



of government' and “required to accept batches of undercover IRD
material.'*® The central argument in most of these accounts is
that, by only presenting negative information about the Soviet
Union, the Government deliberately suppressed a balanced analysis
of Soviet actions. This, argued Richard Fletcher, was, ~a
serious subversion of the democratic process,' and may even have
prolonged the Cold War.'®

Another characteristic of the first accounts of the IRD,
which was to re-emerge when the IRD papers were released, was the
identification of prominent figures or Tcelebrities' who
cooperated in the Government's propaganda campaign. In an
article in 1978, the left-wing magazine The Leveller, named
thirty one journalists whom they claimed received IRD material
including media stalwarts such as Peter Snow, John Tusa and
Peregrine Worsthorne.'” Investigative journalist Paul Lashmar
later suggested that the reputation of prominent academics such
as Robert Conquest were built upon work derived from material
provided by the IRD.®® Similarly, Duncan Campbell and Andy
Thomas, drawing on a document found at the Public Record Office
attempted to show "how Whitehall schemed to inveigle Michael
Foot, Bertrand Russell and a host of prominent intellectuals into
the official propaganda machine.' Campbell and Thomas conceded
that the Foreign Office rejected this particular proposal, but
concluded that “the nastiest and most embarrassing material...
never makes it to the Public Record Office.'?’

Herein 1lies the justification for much of this early
sensational writing on IRD. The intelligence historian Richard
J. Aldrich has observed, it is axiomatic that the lengthy closure
of government files has provided “an invitation to
entrepreneurial writers to speculate in an over-imaginative way
on the nature of the "dirty secrets" that such archives
supposedly contain.'?®* The IRD has been no exception. Early
reports claimed that all IRD files had been destroyed to save the
government's embarrassment, whilst others suggested that the
retention of the IRD files was illegal.?* The overall result
was that the IRD was implicated in a whole range of devious

plots, from undermining the Wilson government to human rights



abuses in Northern Ireland.?? As late as 1995 when IRD papers
were finally being reviewed for release, one journalist
speculated that:

IRD still sounds like the place where the most
political skeletons are buried.?

When the release of IRD papers began in 1995 there was a
fresh burst of media interest in the department's activities.
Once again the media concentrated on the high profile
“celebrities' named in the documents, including Denis Healey,
Bertrand Russell, Stephen Spender and most notably, George
Orwell.?* Concerns about the IRD's domestic operations were
also repeated. The documents, it was claimed, proved that the
BBC was ~conscripted' into the Foreign Office campaign and
provided further evidence of an establishment conspiracy to
manipulate the Labour Government.?®* The Times columnist Simon
Jenkins described the Foreign Office as “obsessed' with deceiving
the Labour Party, and in The Guardian Stephen Dorril claimed that

Attlee's government was " hoodwinked' into creating a black
propaganda unit by hardliners in the Foreign Office and the
Ministry of Defence who were ~“fascinated by the clandestine.'?®
Many of these stories were recycled in the first popular history
of the IRD which followed shortly after the first release of IRD
papers. Remarkably, Britain's Secret Propaganda War, 1948-1977
by the investigative journalists Paul Lashmar and James Oliver,
made only scant use of the newly released material. Instead
Lashmar and Oliver drew heavily on the emerging scholarship on
British Cold War propaganda to trace IRD involvement in Korea,
Malaya and Suez, and with the aid of interview material, provided
some new information on the IRD's role in the “confrontation' in
Indonesia in the 1960s, in Northern Ireland, and most remarkably
the campaign for British entry to the EEC in the 1970s.?
Although Lashmar and Oliver repeated the criticisms of the
IRD expressed by journalists in the 1970s and 1980s, the reports
which followed the declassification of the IRD papers were
generally less hostile towards the intentions of Britain's Cold
War propagandists.?® This more balanced view may be explained
by the prevailing intellectual climate. It seems apparent that
those journalists writing in the 1970s were influenced by the
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revisionist interpretation of the Cold War, popular at the time.
Part of this interpretation was that the people of Western
democracies were tricked by cynical leaders into supporting an
aggressive policy of economic imperialism through the propagation
of the myth that monolithic communism threatened the survival of
the nation. 1In contrast, those articles which appeared in the
1990s may have been influenced more by the collapse of the Soviet
Union. Revisionism is no longer in vogue and new evidence from
the Soviet archives has suggested to some historians that Western
leaders, and indeed propaganda, may have underestimated the
Soviet threat.?’

The popular history of IRD has benefitted considerably from
the emergence of a body of scholarship on British cold war
propaganda. The IRD's origins and modus operandi were examined
in detail in an article by Lyn Smith published in the LSE journal
Millennium in 1980.°° Smith sought to fill in some of the gaps
in the earlier press reports and show in particular that as well
as influencing opinion at home propaganda was also used as “part
of the government's mechanism for conducting relations with other
states.' Smith's article was based largely upon a series of
documents covering the period 1947 to 1949, provided
confidentially by Christopher Mayhew.?* As Parliamentary Under-
Secretary in the Foreign Office in the late 1940s, Mayhew had
been instrumental in formulating Britain's anti-communist
propaganda policy. Given the origins of the article it is not
surprising that Smith placed considerable emphasis on Mayhew's
role in launching the new propaganda policy. Nevertheless, Smith
also uncovered a great deal of information about the IRD's
operations and contacts throughout its existence. The
department, she revealed produced two categories of material.
The first consisted of secret and confidential studies designed
for high-level consumption by heads of state. The second was
less highly classified and suitable for dissemination by British
missions to local contacts to be used on an unattributable basis.
In the production of this material the IRD drew on secret service
sources as well as information gathered openly by diplomats in
British missions. It consisted of carefully selected factual



material dealing with deficiencies of the Soviet system and the
advantages of Western social democracy.

All of this was energetically reproduced and
distributed to a great variety of recipients. These
included: British Ministers, MPs and trade unionists,
the International Department of the Labour Party and
UN delegates, British media and opinion formers
including the BBC World Service, selected journalists
and writers. It was also directed at the media all
over the non-Communist world, information officers in
British Embassies of the Third World and Communist
countries, and the foreign offices of Western European
countries.??

Smith, however, found no evidence to suggest that any of
these recipients were deceived about the origins of the material
they received, and those that passed the material on
unattributably did so willingly and confident of its veracity.
Mayhew pointed out that IRD material was not forced on MPs,
rather ""if some anti-Stalinist MP wanted information or briefing
on some subject, then we were only too happy to send him the
facts."' Smith also spoke to many journalists who received IRD
material. They were, she wrote, aware that the material “was
produced by the FO back-room boys' and selected the facts
required for their particular needs. Most significantly, Smith's
interviews with representatives of the BBC Overseas Services
refuted the idea that the BBC was in any way deceived or forced

into using IRD material. Sir Hugh Greene, Head of the BBC
Eastern European Services in 1949 and 1950, did not find the IRD
intrusive in any way. It was, he told Smith, “just another
source of factual information... The BBC always had complete

editorial authority - the freedom to take or leave IRD material,
and that's what we did.' Similarly, Smith has reviewed a great
many of the books which IRD covertly sponsored by authors as
diverse as Susan Strange, Robert Conquest, Bertrand Russell and
Leonard Schapiro, yet she found, "no evidence that writers' views
were trimmed to particular political lines... rather it was the
case that if their independent opinions fitted in with IRD
requirements then their output would be used.' Nevertheless, in
conclusion, Smith conceded that the IRD's influence may not have
been entirely positive. It was certainly a major hidden
influence on opinion at home and abroad, and, she speculated, the
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process of selecting material on communism may have resulted in
a distorted picture of the Soviet bloc.?*

Smith's pathbreaking article set out the organisation and
methods of British Cold War propaganda. Since then historians
have sought to integrate these activities into a broader
historical context. Scholars have generally approached the study
of IRD from two distinct fields of historical enquiry:
intelligence studies, and media history. Those historians from
what D.C.Watt has termed the “British school of intelligence
studies' have generally adopted a wide definition of the term
“intelligence' which encompasses a whole range of covert activity
including the collection and interpretation of information,
special operations, covert propaganda and internal security.
These historians have according to D.C.Watt, ~“come to consider
positive clandestine action to influence the policy and opinion
of other states an important part of the whole
intelligence/covert action range.'?** A small group of
historians, led by Philip M. Taylor have sought to integrate the
IRD into wider studies of British propaganda in the twentieth
century, and in particular the use of propaganda in a series of
conflicts in the postwar years, most notably, Malaya, Korea and
Suez.?®* Recent attempts by these two separate but not unrelated
groups of historians to integrate the activities of the
intelligence services, and the media into scholarship on
international relations has led directly to the development of
a body of scholarly 1literature on British anti-communist
propaganda. This has created a curious paradox whereby IRD is
given equal weight in studies of the most open aspect of
diplomacy - government publicity, and in studies of its most
secret aspect - intelligence.?*

Historians of intelligence and the Cold War have sought to
place the IRD within the context of an expanding postwar
intelligence community in which many of the clandestine
techniques developed during World War II were resurrected to deal
with the new threat from communism. In 1987, the intelligence
historian Wesley K. Wark, wrote that the IRD was ~a true child
of the high-tension atmosphere of international politics into



which it was born.' 1In the early years of the Cold War faced
with a concerted Soviet offensive, of which propaganda was just
one part, Bevin, who was initially sceptical of the value of
anti-communist propaganda, authorised a response designed to
mirror the Soviets own offensive campaign. The nature of
Britain's response, Wark claimed, was defined by the experience
of two world wars which had served to “foster an enthusiasm for
unorthodox methods of political warfare.'’” Raymond Smith has
shown that this enthusiasm was most prevalent among senior
officials in the Foreign Office who from 1946 began to advocate
a defensive/offensive response to Soviet propaganda modelled on
wartime methods of propaganda and subversion. Despite Bevin's
reservations, Smith argued, officials proved adept at developing
British Soviet ©policy along their own lines. In an
interpretation which highlights Bevin's administrative weakness,
Smith concluded that through proposals for more targeted anti-
communist propaganda activities, most notably in Iran, officials
“chipped away' at Bevin's resistance and moved the Foreign
Secretary towards a more offensive strategy which culminated in
the creation of the IRD in January 1948.°°

The suggestion that senior officials were responsible for
British policy towards the Soviet Union has led revisionist
historians, such as Peter Weiler, to argue that the IRD was part
of a concerted campaign to manufacture consensus in the Labour
movement in Britain. 1In a critical assessment of British Labour
and the Cold War, Weiler argued that the first years of the
postwar Labour government saw the rejection of the communist and
non-communist left in the Labour Party and Trade Unions, and the
incorporation of the Labour movement into the hegemonic values
and ideology of the state. Foreign Office propaganda, Weiler
suggested, was central to this process. British labour's growing
hostility towards the Soviet Union, Weiler argued, may have owed
as much to the manipulation of opinion by elites in the Foreign
Office as to Soviet actions.?*’

Although Weiler provided important evidence of the Foreign
Office's domestic anti-communist activities, several historians
have contested his assertion that the domestic consensus
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regarding Soviet intentions was manufactured by the Foreign
Office. Anthony Carew has argued that in promoting anti-
communism in the TUC, the Government was effectively pushing
against an open door. Moreover, Carew has shown that the
Government's involvement with the TUC was not motivated by
domestic concerns, but the desire to counter communism in the
international trade union movement.*® Similarly, in The Secret
State, a study of British internal security in the twentieth
century, Richard Thurlow argued that Weiler overstated his case
by suggesting that Labourism was hijacked by establishment
elites. Thurlow noted that far from being led by the nose,
democratic socialists had 1long recognised the horrors of
Stalinism. When these socialists formed the government in 1945,
Thurlow wrote, they established a “symbiotic and dialectical
relationship' with the establishment in which both recognised the
need to guard against the communist threat. The creation of the
IRD, Thurlow argued, was the result of a convergence between the
policies of the Labour Government and the interests of the
Whitehall administration, “rather than the effects of anti-
communist propaganda or a semi-conspiratorial incorporation of
the Labour movement bureaucracy into the structure of the
Capitalist state'*?

The convergence of Labour policies and Foreign Office
thinking has been examined in the most detailed study of the
origins of Britain's anti-communist propaganda by W.Scott Lucas
and C.J.Morris, which appeared in Aldrich's edited volume British
Intelligence, Strategy and the Cold War, 1945-51, in 1992.%
Aldrich opened the volume with an essay on the postwar
reorganisation of the British intelligence community, which
placed the IRD within the context of a Whitehall administration
struggling to cope with a Cold War conducted “by all means short
of war.'*® Lucas and Morris set the Foreign Office's proposals
for a response against the background of Bevin's need to
accommodate the left-wing of the Labour Party. The new
propaganda policy, they argued, emerged when the Foreign Office
plan was wedded to a new tenet of British foreign policy, the
positive projection of a British-led “Third Force' linked to the
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Empire and Commonwealth and independent of the United States and
the Soviet Union. They suggested, however, that the ~“Third
Force,' may have been merely, ~a device to win ministerial
support' for the Foreign Office strategy. Within a year, they
claimed, the “positive' element had disappeared from Britain's
propaganda, and the offensive element was modified and expanded.
Lucas and Morris claimed that the IRD shifted quickly from “Third
Force propaganda' to “political warfare' which went beyond what
was originally described as a “defensive/offensive' to include
support for subversive operations being carried out by the
intelligence services, and eventually operations in support of
British interests outside the communist bloc. They argue that
because the Government failed to establish effective control, the
IRD became "a service department, "on call" to support the latest
projects of other departments and agencies.' As a result, they
concluded, the IRD evolved from anti-communist to “anti-anti-
British.'**

Many facets of the IRD's operations, at home and abroad,
behind the Iron Curtain, and in the colonies, have been drawn
together in Richard J. Aldrich's recent and vast history of
British and American Cold War secret intelligence, The Hidden
Hand .*® In one of the first works to take advantage of the
declassified IRD papers, Aldrich focuses on the operational
aspect of the Government's anti-communist propaganda policy in
an effort to shed some light on how the Cold War was fought.

Cold War fighting, and a growing conviction that the
Cold War could be won through special operations or
covert action, was critical in determining the

character of this struggle. By the early 1950s,
operations to influence the world by unseen methods -
the hidden hand - became ubiquitous and seemed to

transform even everyday aspects of society into an
extension of this battleground.*¢

In Britain, Aldrich argues, clandestine operations to
counter communist influence began as early as 1945. By the time
the IRD was created in 1948 “it was playing catch-up with obscure
sections of Whitehall that were ahead in authorising counter-
measures against the Soviets.'*” Not least amongst these was
the Cultural Relations Department of the Foreign Office, which
since late 1945 had mounted an orchestrated campaign to counter
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communist influence in international youth organisations.*
Responsibility for such activities was soon passed to the IRD.
Aldrich is careful, however, not to describe a simple continuum
between wartime and Cold War clandestine operations. The IRD,
he asserts, was different from the diverse bodies dealing with
wartime propaganda in that it was entirely under Foreign Office
control.*® Moreover, Aldrich paints a vivid picture of Bevin
successfully resisting sustained pressure from the Chiefs of
Staff for more aggressive propaganda and special operations aimed
at the liberation of Eastern Europe.®°

The detailed research of historians such as Wark, Lucas and
Morris, and Aldrich has shed considerable light on the Cold War
origins of Britain's anti-communist propaganda policy. A second
group of historians have placed the policy in a much broader
context. These historians, led by Philip M. Taylor, have
explained the origins of Britain's anti-communist propaganda
policy as part of an historical trend towards the acceptance by
governments that propaganda ~a major requisite of modern
warfare,' is "no less essential to the maintenance of peace,
power and prestige.'®® This, Taylor claimed, was no less true
for British governments than it was for the totalitarian regimes
of Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia. Taylor has shown that,
despite a traditional antipathy towards propaganda, by the 1950s
British Governments accepted that machinery for the effective
employment of propaganda had become an essential weapon in the
national arsenal, “part of the normal apparatus of diplomacy of
a Great Power.' This view was not only based on the experiences
of two World Wars but also the ravages of the inter-war years.
In the 1920s and 1930s successive Governments gradually and
reluctantly came to recognise the importance of projecting
Britain abroad, firstly as an aid to trade, and later as a
response to anti-British totalitarian propaganda. This
experience, Taylor argued was soon adapted to the harsh realities
of the postwar world.®?

Taylor has also identified several distinctive features of
British overseas propaganda. These were established at the time
of the British Government's first foray into propaganda
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activities during the First World War, and were confirmed by
experience of British propagandists in future conflicts. The
most important was that effective propaganda was based upon the
truth. In marked contrast to totalitarian governments' advocacy
of the "Big Lie,' British Governments have found the selective
presentation of the facts a more effective, and more palatable,
employment of propaganda. Despite this, British Governments have
also been keen to hide their propaganda activities. British
governments, it was claimed, did not engage in “propaganda,' they
told the truth. Consequently, agencies responsible for directing
propaganda overseas have usually operated in secret. The Foreign
Office, in particular, has favoured an indirect approach to the
dissemination of propaganda. The reason for this, was outlined
by Sir Robert Cecil in 1916, “official propaganda known to be
such was "almost useless".'®® Unlike the totalitarian
governments, the British eschewed direct appeals to mass opinion
and targeted their propaganda at elite opinion formers. As
Taylor, has also shown, for the Foreign Office in particular,
mass public opinion was almost incomprehensible and only to be
influenced indirectly. “Foreign Office-inspired propaganda was
directed towards the opinion-makers, such as journalists,
publicists and politicians, rather than to the mass of foreign
peoples.!' The principle being that it was better to influence
those who can influence others than to attempt a direct appeal
to the mass of the population.®* These principles were to
influence Foreign Office thinking in the production of propaganda
during the Cold War, and were the source of some friction when
the Labour Government proposed a new propaganda policy based upon
an appeal to the masses.

Taylor's work has inspired a series of detailed case studies
of British propaganda. Studies of propaganda during the Korean
War, the Suez crisis, and colonial insurgencies in Malaya, Kenya
and Cyprus have served to illustrate British governments' growing
appreciation of the importance of propaganda and the media.®®
These studies have also illustrated that during the Cold War the
communist threat came to dominate all of Britain's overseas
propaganda. In 1995, Susan Carruthers revealed that the IRD was
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closely involved in Britain's response to colonial insurgency.
As a result, Carruthers observed, whether or not communism was
a principal factor in the unrest, “the IRD's very raison d'etre
meant it was almost bound to exaggerate the communist threat.'®*
Although the IRD's involvement supported the claims of Lucas and
Morris that the IRD moved from anti-communist to anti-anti-
British propaganda, Carruthers suggests a more subtle thesis.
In its engagement in colonial campaigns, she concluded, the IRD's
principal concern remained anti-communism. “If it was anti-anti-
British, it was so precisely because it was anti-communist.'?®’
Tony Shaw and Gary Rawnsley reached similar conclusions in their
respective examinations of propaganda during the Suez crisis.
Both have also suggested that the IRD was far more at home in
dealing with Cold War crises such as the Hungarian uprising and
the war in Korea.®® In contrast to the crude attempts to
shoehorn the communist threat into the presentation of colonial
unrest, the campaign in Korea, Shaw concluded, “bore out the
value to the British government of a propaganda department whose
priority was anti-communism.'

The IRD's ability to devise and disseminate material
demonizing the monolithic Soviet bloc in various forms
to suit different audiences showed subtlety and
imagination. (It also contrasted with the communists'
overly crude and ultimately counter-productive
tendencies.) The non-attributable (or “grey') nature
of its output added to the public's impression that
politicians were reflecting opinion rather than
seeking to lead it... The department's true research
skills in tracking and countering communist propaganda
helped the UN to keep a step ahead of its rivals in
general throughout the conflict.?®’

The literature suggests there were two influences on the
generation of Britain's anti-communist propaganda policy. The
first was the threat from Soviet propaganda and subversion and
the need to formulate a response using means “short of war.' 1In
order to do so the British Government it is claimed, fell back
on the lessons of the recent past and resurrected a series of
covert wartime agencies. Others have sought to place these
developments within the context of a world in which the advent
of a mass media, and conflicts which increasingly affected the
whole of the population, led governments to embrace propaganda
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as a tool of diplomacy. British propaganda in the Cold War, it
is argued, did not merely represent a resurrection of wartime
agencies, but was the application of principles developed in the
Foreign Office since the First World War. The most accurate
assessment, of course, lies in a synthesis of these views.

There is little consensus as to how Britain's anti-communist
propaganda policy developed after 1948. Although the work of
Carruthers, Rawnsley and Shaw has addressed British propaganda
in a series of conflicts in the 1950s and 1960s, there has been
little examination of the role of propaganda in building a
concerted counter-offensive to the Soviets in the early Cold War.
In particular, the "Third Force' aspect of Britain's propaganda
policy has been inadequately explored. It is generally assumed
that the positive aspect of the new propaganda policy was never
implemented, and the IRD in particular has been criticised for
neglecting this aspect. It is also unclear as to what was the
principal target for British anti-communist propaganda.
Revisionists have stressed the domestic element. Others, such
as Lucas and Morris, suggest that British propaganda quickly
developed an offensive element directed at subversion in Eastern
Europe. Lucas later suggested, that by the mid 1950s, the IRD
was turning its attention to lesser opponents in the Middle East
and Africa, leaving anti-communist work primarily to the United
States.®

In the literature there is in particular, a certain myopia
with regard to the relationship between British and American
anti-communist propaganda. Most of the work from Lyn Smith
onwards has highlighted some degree of cooperation between
British and American propagandists. Those who have employed
American sources, such as Smith, Fletcher and Wark, have
indicated that American information staff in the field were kept
informed of the IRD's activities. Moreover, at a series of
meetings in London in 1950, it has been shown that Britain and
America exchanged details of their respective propaganda
programmes and agreed to “close and continuous liaison' on all
aspects of anti-communist propaganda.** However, this
relationship has not been examined in detail. 1In general it is
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argued that although Britain led the field by providing a
coordinated response to communist propaganda as early as 1948,
Britain's modest propaganda activities were soon swamped by the
superior resources of the United States.®® The release of the
IRD papers has done little to change this perception. In 1985,
Scott Lucas wrote, that by the 1950s the IRD was a pale shadow
of the CIA propaganda machine, ~it would be the US, with its own
propaganda means and ends, that would define the image of the
Free World.'® In 1998 Hugh Wilford reviewed the first two
batches of IRD papers to be released. Wilford detected in the
files "a growing tendency towards Anglo-American cooperation in
the publicity crusade against communism, both between
headquarters and between representatives in the field.' Yet with
only a small amount of material to review, it is unfortunate that
Wilford fell back on the easy assumption made in much of the
secondary literature that the British campaign was soon eclipsed,
"as leadership of the anti-communist crusade passed to the
Americans.' The Foreign Office's most powerful motive for
cooperating, Wilford suggested, was to take advantage of the
“superb resources' of the United States.®® It is remarkable,
and perhaps a little surprising that Britain's contribution to
Anglo-American anti-communist propaganda has been so denigrated,
when studies of other aspects of Anglo-American cooperation, most
notably intelligence, have found ample evidence of the value of
Britain's contribution of expertise and experience in a field
dominated by American resources.®®

The declassification of material under the Waldegrave
Initiative has clearly opened the field for serious historical
enquiry into British propaganda during the Cold War. Although
historians have already begun to mine this rich seam the body of
literature on British Cold War propaganda can not compare with
the vast literature on the use of propaganda in the two world
wars. Moreover, most of the emerging studies of British
propaganda during the Cold War years have tended to reflect this
interest in the role of propaganda in wartime. Moreover, some
fields of propaganda activity, notably broadcasting, have
attracted considerable attention,® whilst others such as the
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press and publishing have received little attention.® Only a
few historians, most notably Aldrich, have wused the
declassification of material under the Waldegrave Initiative to
return to the development of British policy towards the Soviet
Union in the early Cold War years, and examine the role of
propaganda in peacetime.°®®

This thesis has benefitted from access to a large volume of
material released under the Waldegrave Initiative.® Most
significantly, since 1995, almost all the policy files of the
Foreign Office Information Research Department from the period
1948 to 1951 have been transferred to the Public Record Office.
The content of this extensive archive has shed considerable new
light on British anti-communist propaganda policy, and provides
the main source for this study.’” The Waldegrave Initiative has
also seen the release of a large number of files relating to
anti-communist propaganda in the records of other Foreign Office
and Government departments, and the return of previously retained
material to collections of private papers of British public
servants.’”* This material has also been used.

There is a methodological bonus in researching the work of
organisations responsible for propaganda, even a secret
department such as the IRD. That is, that such organisations
depend upon the widespread dissemination of their product. Even
when their methods are secret, their output is not. Thus
propaganda material generated by the IRD was distributed widely
across Whitehall, and beyond. Even before the recent release of
IRD files, enough material relating to British Cold War
propaganda had slipped past the “weeders' in the records of other
government departments to allow a number of authoritative
accounts of the IRD's work. This has been augmented by the
release of further material under the Waldegrave Initiative. 1In
researching this thesis documents pertaining to the IRD's
activities have been found in the records of Government
departments as diverse as the Central Office of Information, the
Colonial Office, and the Ministry of Labour, and a host of other
Foreign Office regional and information departments.

The nature of the IRD's work was such that evidence of the
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department's work has survived in collections outside the Public
Record Office, some of which have been consulted for this study.
Although the IRD's methods were clandestine, wunlike the
intelligence and security services its product was also designed
for widespread distribution outside of Whitehall. The
International Department of the Labour Party under the direction
of Denis Healey was an early and avid consumer of IRD material.
A large number of IRD briefing papers and some correspondence may
be found in the Labour Party Archives.’? The BBC also received
IRD reports and recommendations and those working on western
broadcasting during the Cold War have found much evidence of the
IRD's work in the BBC archives.’” A review of the IRD files at
the Public Record Office reveals a host of other organisations
in receipt of IRD material, including, the Church of England, The
TUC, the National Council for Social Services, the National Union
of Students, and the Congress for Cultural Freedom. Some
historians have already begun to sift the archives of these
organisations for examples of Foreign Office propaganda.’ Many
prominent individuals, journalists and academics worked with the
IRD and some of this material survives in collections of private
papers.’” The IRD also distributed material to a large number
of foreign governments. Although it is beyond the resources of
this study, examples of IRD's output must reside in the archives
of the foreign ministries of a large number of nations across
Europe and Asia.’®

The wealth of material now available, does not, however,
provide a complete picture of British efforts to counter
communist propaganda. Significant numbers of files remain
classified and may well remain closed for some considerable time.
British clandestine activities in peacetime remain a more
sensitive subject than similar operations during war. Most of
the files of the wartime Political Warfare Executive were
declassified under the thirty year rule, whilst records of its
peacetime equivalent, the IRD, have only recently been released.
Even following the Waldegrave Initiative, the release of a great
volume of files relating to intelligence and special operations
in World War II, has not been matched by the release of files
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from the early postwar years. It is also apparent that files
from the post-1945 period are subject to a much more careful
review, and their release has therefore been somewhat slower and
more erratic.”’ The files of the IRD have certainly been
carefully weeded. Some files have been retained in their
entirety. In more cases, sensitive material has been removed
from files or the policy of blanking out sensitive sections has
been employed. Some extant material relates to the IRD's
relations with the Secret 1Intelligence Service (SIS),
(remarkably, numerous reports from MI5 can be found in the IRD
files.’®) Information on the coordination of clandestine
activities with other powers, such as the United States, 1is
perhaps the most sensitive. Particularly when it relates to
covert activities in other friendly countries, such as British
and American efforts to counter communism in France and Italy.

In addition to the continued classification of material,
perhaps a more serious problem facing historians researching
British Cold War propaganda is the destruction of records. Of
course not all official documents are selected for permanent
preservation, nor should they be. Nevertheless, policies for the
preservation of material of historical interest have not been
applied consistently across Whitehall. Concern has been
expressed in particular about security and intelligence agencies
applying their own criteria for the selection of material.”
The Foreign Office, along with the Cabinet Office, preserves the
largest proportion of papers, more than 80% of the political
papers are judged to be of historical interest, of which over 95%
are released.®® Nevertheless, there is a substantial gap in the
documentary record of British Cold War propaganda. Although the
policy files of the IRD have been preserved, much of the
department's output, the propaganda itself, has not. In 1982 the
Lord Chancellor's Department stated that apart from a handful of
papers on general themes:

The items distributed by IRD to other FO departments
and journalists were in the main ephemeral and not
considered to be of sufficient historical importance
to be selected for permanent preservation.®

Although this statement caused several commentators at the
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time to fear that the whole of the IRD archive had been
pulped,®® it referred only to the IRD's output. An, admittedly
vast, number of briefing papers, on a whole range of issues,
produced by the IRD on a weekly or monthly basis throughout its
existence. Some of the IRD's output may be found in the
department's policy files, and selected examples survive in files
of other Government departments.® However, only two whole
series of the IRD's briefing papers were selected for permanent
preservation, as examples of the IRD's product.® This 1is
undoubtedly only a tiny fraction of the IRD's output and the
series chosen only represent the IRD's early concern with
countering communism in Europe and the Far East. It 1is
remarkable that other series of briefing papers produced to deal
with particular situations, such as the Suez crisis, were not
considered worthy of preservation.®®

Faced with British official secrecy, early studies of the
IRD suggested that much information regarding British anti-
communist propaganda could be gleaned from American sources.®®
As Aldrich has observed, the United States Archives are often
represented as some kind of "Wonderland' were classified British
documents may be found in abundance.®” This is, of course, only
partly true. Aldrich refers to an agreement between the State
Department and the British government detailing the categories
of material that London requests be withdrawn from American
files.®® 1In the declassification of CIA documents the “third
agency rule' has also meant that few documents relating to
cooperation with allies in covert activities have been
released.®’

Nevertheless, in America, as in Britain, the end of the Cold
War has prompted a new policy of openness regarding the
declassification of government documents and this study has made
extensive use of material from the National Archives of the
United States. In addition published collections of American
documents such as those in the State Department series, Foreign
Relations of the United States, and the volumes of CIA Cold War
records published by the CIA History staff, have shed new light
on American anti-communist propaganda activities in the early
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Cold War. Material in the American archives also casts a
sidelight on British policy. This study has uncovered many
examples of cooperation between British and American information
officers in Washington and in the field, in the records of the
State Department. In marked contrast to Britain, American
archives also provide a wealth of oral testimony and the series
of interviews with US Information Agency staff by the Foreign
Affairs Oral History Program at Georgetown University is a
particularly valuable source.?®®

When the documentary record is incomplete supplementary
information is often found in the recollections of those involved
in clandestine activities. This study has benefitted from the
memoirs, correspondence and interviews with those involved in
British anti-communist propaganda. Memoirs provide a predictably
patchy insight into British anti-communist propaganda. In the
memoirs of some of the most senior officials involved in British
overseas information activities, 8Sir Robert Marrett, Ivone
Kirkpatrick, and Paul Gore-Booth, the IRD is notable by its
absence.® As these were all written before the IRD's
dissolution, and Marett's book in particular is otherwise so
comprehensive, the omission <can only be explained by
considerations of official secrecy. Although the publicity
surrounding the release of the IRD papers prompted a number of
former officials to speak out in support of the department's
work, some remain reluctant to refer to their work for fear of
breaching official secrecy.®’

The utility of memoirs is also reduced by the nature of
service in the Foreign Office. 1In many cases a tenure in the IRD
was only a small part of a long Foreign Office career. For
example, Cecil Parrott, who joined the IRD in its first and
formative year, referred only to, "a preliminary run of a year
in one of the Information Departments of the Foreign Office,’
after which he was transferred to the United Nations Political
Department .’ Even those who recall their work in more detail,
often provide 1little substantive information about propaganda
policy or operations. As one of the largest departments in the
Foreign Office the IRD employed a great many people, however,
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most of the IRD's work it seems was rather mundane, comprised
mainly of detailed research, foreign press reading and the
production of briefing papers. The dissemination of this
information in the field, was often no more interesting. Dame
Stella Rimington, the former Director-General of MI5 worked in
the IRD's Delhi office in the late 1960s:

Nobody ever told me what was going on there. I was
merely told to carry out the rather basic task of
stuffing envelopes with all sorts of printed material,
which was sent out from London, and posting them off
to a whole series of addresses. It was very
important, I was told, to get the right stuff in the
right envelopes - not everyone got everything - and
the whole operation, and in particular the names and
addresses were very secret... Whether any of it had
any effect I was not in a position to judge, though I
did notice from time to time articles in the
newspapers which seemed to have drawn on the stuff I
had put in the envelopes.®*

Of course, Rimington adds, she now knows that the IRD was
responsible for influencing public opinion by planting stories
hostile to our enemies and favouring the British position. It
is often the recipients of this material who have provided the
most detailed accounts of the IRD's methods. Journalists and
writers such as Brian Crozier, Richard Beeston, and Peregrine
Worsthorne, who received confidential briefings from the Foreign
Office or were employed as temporary contract staff by the IRD,
have less to fear from the guardians of officials secrecy and
have been more candid in accounts of their dealings with the
Foreign Office.’® Similarly, politicians have traditionally had
less regard for official secrecy than officials worried about
their pension, even former heads of the Security Service. Thus,
the most detailed, and some of the earliest, accounts of
Britain's anti-communist propaganda policy came from those, who
as Foreign Office ministers were responsible for its formulation.
Christopher Mayhew, who was instrumental in creating the IRD,
revealed the existence of the British government's anti-communist
propaganda policy as early as 1969.°° He has since produced two
detailed accounts of his 1role in British anti-communist
propaganda policy.®’ Denis Healey and David Owen, who as
Foreign Secretary presided over the department's demise, have
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also provided information on the IRD's methods.’®

There is now almost an embarrassment of riches for anyone
wishing to research the work of this once secret department, and
this study can only make a modest contribution to this field.
This thesis does not aim to provide a comprehensive assessment
of British propaganda from 1945 to 1951. The 1945 to 1951 Labour
Governments presided over perhaps the greatest expansion of the
British Government's propaganda apparatus until the election of
the Labour Government in 1997. Propaganda was used widely by the
Labour Governments: to explain their policies at home, and
abroad; to reassure Britain's allies, most notably the United
States about Labour's socialist policies; to promote trade; to
counter colonial insurgency; to promote good relations with the
newly independent colonies; and to undermine Britain's enemies.
This study will focus on just one, very important, aspect of
this, the use of propaganda to counter communism.

Furthermore, this study will be limited to an examination
of anti-communist propaganda policy. It will show how that
policy expanded to become an integral part of Britain's strategy
for dealing with the Soviet threat, but it does not seek to
present a detailed account of the implementation of that policy.
Although the organisation and methods of the Information Research
Department will be assessed, details of specific propaganda
campaigns or operations will be included only insofar as they
illustrate the overall direction of Britain's anti-communist
propaganda policy. In the period under consideration the IRD
launched two large propaganda campaigns: to publicise the use of
forced labour in the Soviet Union, and to counter the Soviet
peace campaign. In addition the department was involved in
psychological warfare campaigns in the Malayan emergency and the
Korean War. Each one of these campaigns could be the subject of
a more detailed examination, as some have been.’” They will
only be considered in the course of this thesis within the
context of Britain's overall strategy for combatting communist
propaganda.

This thesis will also concentrate on one specific aspect of
Britain's anti-communist propaganda policy, cooperation with the
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United States. This is not, however, a comparative study of
British and American anti-communist propaganda. It does not aim
to provide a detailed assessment of America's response to
communist propaganda, this has been extensively covered
elsewhere . It is a study of British anti-communist
propaganda policy, and the extent to which that policy was
coordinated with Britain's principal Cold War ally, the United
States. The study is comparative only in that British
cooperation with the United States, will be compared with British
cooperation with other powers in the field of anti-communist
propaganda. This will serve to illustrate two fundamental
points. Firstly, that cooperation with like minded governments
in the field of anti-communist propaganda was an important part
of Britain's propaganda policy. Secondly, that the degree of
cooperation with the United States went some way beyond that with
any other power. As such, this study serves not only to enhance
our understanding of British policy towards the Soviet Union, but
also Anglo-American relations in the Cold War.

Finally, it is not the intention of this study to examine
the effectiveness of British propaganda in the Cold War. It is
notoriously difficult to assess the impact of propaganda,
particularly if it is directed at a foreign audience. One may
identify propaganda policies, and assess the output of propaganda
agencies, but it very difficult to gauge how the propaganda is
received. This is as much a problem for the propagandist as it
is for the historian. A review of the IRD's operations in 1951
observed that it was becoming, “increasingly difficult to assess
precisely the results directly due to Information Research
Department. '*°* Some assessment can be made through the records
kept by the IRD of all known uses of its material, although these
are far from complete. Even where such records are available,
as they are for some of the IRD's major campaigns, accounting the
column inches devoted to a particular propaganda line in the
press, provides no indication of how many people read a
particular article or whether they were receptive to the
information it contained. What is clear is that the resources
devoted to the anti-communist propaganda policy suggest that
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successive British governments were convinced of the importance
of such work and presumably its impact.

Chapter 1 will examine the origins of Britain's anti-
communist propaganda policy in the period between the end of the
war and the drafting of the new propaganda policy at the end of
1947. This chapter will examine the disposition of the British
and American propaganda apparatus at the end of the war, and the
development of a propaganda machine to fight the Cold War.
Existing studies of the origins of Britain's cold war propaganda
will be augmented by an examination of the degree of British and
American cooperation in this formative period.

In January 1948, Britain launched a new propaganda policy
to provide a response to communist propaganda. This policy will
be examined in detail in Chapter 2. The debates surrounding the
shape of the new policy will be considered. 1In particular it
will be argued that Bevin successfully resisted pressure from
within the Foreign Office, the Cabinet and the military for a
return to wartime methods of political warfare. This chapter
will also set out the organisational arrangements for
implementing the new propaganda policy, focusing principally on
the creation and methods of the IRD.

Chapter 3 will examine the development of Britain's anti-
communist propaganda policy between 1948 and 1950 focusing in
particular on cooperation with allies in an effort to build a
“concerted counter-offensive' to the communist propaganda
machine. The chapter will examine the tensions surrounding the
policy for ~“Third Force' propaganda, and compare the wvarious
levels of cooperation with Britain's allies in Europe, the
Commonwealth and the United States.

In 1950, the United States launched their own anti-communist
campaign under the banner the ~Campaign of Truth.' Chapter 4
will examine the impact of this campaign on British and American
cooperation. This period saw a substantial increase in British
and American cooperation, and the increasing coordination of
propaganda activities. It will also be argued that the period
between the launch of the Campaign of Truth and the end of 1951
saw the elevation of propaganda in the foreign policies of both
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nations to the level of a wide-ranging strategy of “political
warfare.'

In conclusion this thesis aims to expand our understanding
of the early development of Britain's anti-communist propaganda
policy, and the extent to which this policy involved cooperation
with the United States. In drawing these themes together it will
be shown that Britain and America developed similar perceptions
of the threat from communist propaganda and subversion, but
different approaches in responding to that threat. Nevertheless,
it will be argued that these, often markedly different
approaches, in practice closely complemented one another and did

indeed allow Britain and America to “shoot at the same target
from different angles.'’
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Chapter 1

The Origins of Britain’s anti-communist propaganda
policy 1945-1947
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CHAPTER 1
Th rigin f Britain's anti-communis r nda lic
1945-1947

In January 1948, Britain launched a new propaganda policy
designed to “oppose the inroads of communism by taking the
offensive against it.' Britain's “future foreign publicity
policy' was outlined in a paper presented to the Cabinet at its
first meeting of 1948. It stated that since the end of the war,
Soviet propaganda, had carried on “a vicious attack against the
British Commonwealth and against Western democracy.' The time
had come to “pass over to the offensive and not leave the
initiative to the enemy, but make them defend themselves.' It
also claimed that it was up to Britain, as a European social
democratic government, and not the Americans to take the lead in
uniting the forces of anti-communism.’

Although the United States had also begun to respond to
communist propaganda, in January 1948 Britain led the way by
developing a policy and an organisational machinery to provide
a coordinated global response to hostile communist propaganda.
This chapter will examine the formulation of this new propaganda
policy. It will identify the factors which, between the end of
the war and the drafting of the Cabinet paper at the end of 1947,
influenced Britain's decision to go over to the offensive. It
will also argue that from the earliest stages Britain's response
to communist propaganda was paralleled by, and even complemented,
the propaganda policy and machinery of the United States.

The development of British and American propaganda policies
during the first year of peace will be examined, from the
dissolution of wartime propaganda agencies to the development of
new policies for national projection and the creation of new
government propaganda agencies to implement these policies. This
is followed by an assessment of British and American perceptions
of the Soviet threat. It will be shown that in the period from
1945 to 1947 British and American policymakers developed
complementary perceptions of the Soviet threat. Although the
Soviet Union posed a considerable military threat the principal
fear was communist subversion of democracy through the use of
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techniques short of war such as propaganda. Britain's initial
response to communist propaganda was a propaganda policy based
on the positive projection of Britain's national achievements.
As this policy proved increasingly inadequate as a counter to
hostile foreign propaganda Britain and the United States
developed <complementary propaganda policies designed to
supplement passive national projection with various defensive and
offensive measures. In the case of Britain a series of ad hoc
offensive measures 1led eventually to the adoption of a
coordinated global response to communist propaganda by January
1948.
British and American Propaganda 1945-1946

The British and American governments emerged from World War
IT convinced of the value of a permanent peacetime propaganda
machinery. During the war all the major powers had employed
propaganda on an unprecedented scale both at home and abroad.
Britain and America had developed a complex bureaucratic
machinery for the dissemination of government propaganda and the
coordination of allied psychological warfare. Before the end of
the war, an official committee set up to consider the machinery
of government in postwar Britain noted the potential for
peacetime employment of propaganda for ~securing publicity and
goodwill for Britain abroad and the Government's policies at
home.'? At the end of the war, British and American leaders
expressed their conviction that propaganda was an important tool
of policy. 1In December 1945, the British Prime Minister, Clement
Attlee expressed himself satisfied that the information services
“have an important and permanent part in the machinery of
government under modern conditions.' He described the services
as “essential' to keep the public informed about government
policy and to ensure that, ~a true and adequate picture of
British policy, British institutions and the British way of life
should be presented overseas.'® In the United States earlier
the same year, President Harry S. Truman had observed that, “the
nature of present day foreign relations makes it essential for
the United States to maintain information activities abroad as
an integral part of our conduct of foreign affairs.'* However,
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initially Truman and Attlee did not envisage peacetime propaganda
as a defence against hostile foreign powers. They reverted to
concepts of government propaganda which owed more to ideas of
national projection and advertising developed in the inter-war
years than the lessons of World War II. Propaganda was not to
be employed in dishonourable and deceitful pursuits as
exemplified by the totalitarian dictatorships. In the immediate
aftermath of the war Britain and America developed government
propaganda as a positive aid to diplomacy. By explaining their
position more clearly to foreign powers, they hoped to promote
international understanding and more particularly, to improve the
prospects for international trade.

Before a peacetime propaganda machinery could be
established, both governments had to overcome a widespread
antipathy towards the use of propaganda. Although the use of
propaganda could be excused as expedient in wartime, many British
and American politicians and officials held deep seated
reservations about the employment of government propaganda in
peacetime. The maintenance of government agencies for the
manipulation of opinion was viewed by many as the preserve of
totalitarian dictatorships, and many wartime propaganda agencies
were hastily dismantled.’ In B;itain there was a general
feeling that Government departments generated by wartime
necessity should be dissolved. Those agencies responsible for
covert propaganda, the Political Warfare Executive and the
Special Operations Executive, were dismantled early in 1946.
Attlee noted brusquely that “he had no wish to preside over a
British Comintern.'® The Ministry of Information was also
abolished, and overall responsibility'for‘overseas;propagandanwas
shifted to the Foreign Office, where enthusiasm for such activity
was by no means universal. As late as 1952 one senior Foreign
Office official wrote sardonically to Sir Robert Fraser, Director
of the Central Office of Information, that "no normal
diplomatist, I suspect, can be a real enthusiast about publicity
and propaganda.'’

In the United States popular support for the dissolution of
wartime agencies was if anything more pronounced. Congress and
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the public had a distaste for the application of wartime methods
to the problems of peace and any wartime agency which was not
clearly demonstrable as necessary to the government's peacetime
policy was rapidly dismantled. The Office of War Information was
dissolved in 1945, and responsibility for overseas propaganda was
foisted on an unwelcoming State Department. A handful of
officials argued the case for peacetime propaganda but the State
Department information programme suffered drastic cuts between
1946 and 1948.° America's covert propaganda apparatus fared
little better. Sensational press articles predicting the
creation of a “super Gestapo agency' stifled early plans for a
postwar intelligence agency.’ The Office of Strategic Services
(0SS) was praised for its wartime achievements and promptly
abolished.*® Although elements of 0SS were transferred to other
departments there was little apparent concern to preserve its
propaganda apparatus. State Department officials considered that
maintaining such a capability would be “contrary to the
fundamental premises of our own Governmental system and would be
honouring the totalitarians by imitating them.'?"

Britain was the first to overcome such reservations. Faced
with a worsening economy and a declining position as a world and
imperial power, the Labour Government placed considerable faith
in the projection of British power and achievements through
propaganda. The social and economic policies of the Labour
Government marked a radical departure from Conservative
precedents, and Labour was aware of the need to explain its
policies to a wide domestic and foreign audience. At home,
propaganda was employed on an unprecedented scale to explain the
benefits of Labour's economic policies to managers, workers and
the public at large.!® Competition in the world markets and
Britain's increasing dependence on the United States economy made
it essential that Britain's case should not be allowed to go
unexplained overseas. In the United States in particular,
British propaganda was widely employed to explain to sceptical
Congressmen that British socialism was not a step on the road to
communism.?*?

Beyond the explanation of Labour's socialist policy, this
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new commitment to national projection served other less tractable
ends. The postwar expansion of Britain's overseas propaganda
also reflected an awareness of diminished power and the need to
convince the world that traditional prestige and skills could
compensate for economic and military decline. As the
historian Philip M. Taylor has observed:

Propaganda may indeed fail ultimately to disguise

weakness or the realities of decline but it can

provide an illusion of strength and confidence that

does serve to aid foreign policy objectives 1in

effective short term ways.®®

In pursuing these ends, British postwar foreign propaganda
reflected a concept of positive national projection developed in
the inter-war years. This concept was most famously developed
by Sir Stephen Tallents who coined the phrase “The Projection of
England' in a pamphlet published in 1932. Tallents argued that
because Britain no longer enjoyed that position of supremacy
which had generated its own prestige and had enabled her to
remain aloof for long periods in the past, she must forego her
traditional insularity and make Britain more widely known and
understood in the world. By ~“projecting' a Dbalanced
interpretation of British civilisation and personality, the
Government would thereby ensure that its views and policies were
clearly understood and appreciated abroad.'®

In the postwar vyears, Britain's straitened financial
situation invested this theme with new value. One of the first
directives sent to British information officers by the Foreign
Office Information Policy Department (IPD) was entitled “The
Projection of Britain.' The paper was designed to explain
British policy and aid “the spread of British ideas and British
standards' abroad. The principal themes were to be industrial
welfare and the new social legislation of the Labour
Government .!” Initially at least, the overriding objective of
the “Projection of Britain' was to foster the nation's economic
well-being. When Bevin wrote to information officers announcing
the continuation of information activities he suggested that one
of the most important objectives for the postwar years would be
the “promotion of British exports, and the explanation of British
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trading policy.'*® Bevin also pelieved that propaganda could be
used overseas as a suitable tool for the projection of British
social democracy. The Labour Party's election manifesto had
stated that Britain “must play the part of brave and constructive
leaders in international affairs,' promoting worldwide prosperity
through their own example of high production and a steady
improvement in living standards.'® “The Projection of Britain'
was likewise designed to depict Britain as a leading exponent of
social democracy and the leading power in the development of
progressive welfare legislation.?®* This was overseas propaganda
at its most positive. The Government was clearly proud of its
achievements and Bevin in particular was ~anxious that our light
should not remain under a bushel.'?®

Projecting British achievements had traditionally been the
job of the BBC and the British Council. In the postwar years,
implementing this national projection on an unprecedented scale
was facilitated by the retention of significant elements of
Britain's wartime information apparatus. The ease and speed with
which postwar propaganda was.instituted and expanded suggests
that the dissolution of wartime information agencies was largely
superficial. The Ministry of Information's functions were
divided between various government departments that, in many
cases, expanded their information activities accordingly. In
1945 the Foreign Office had only two departments responsible for
overseas propaganda, by 1947 it had nine.?* Although the
Ministry of Information was abolished, under a new system
government information activities were coordinated by a high
level committee under the chairmanship of the Lord President of
the Council, Herbert Morrison. The retention of a Minister of
Information was considered “politically dangerous, ' but Morrison
effectively became minister responsible for the information
services.?® In a candid discussion with American officials in
1945 Britain's last Minister of Information, Edward S. Williams,
noted that the disappearance of the formal Ministry would not
result in the termination of “most of the present functions of

1 24

the Ministry. Britain's covert propaganda agencies also

continued to operate after their official dissolution. Problems
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related to the occupation in Europe, the Mediterranean and Asia
ensured that the Political Warfare Executive (PWE) continued to
function,?® and that institutional ties between British and
American propagandists continued. The vast Psychological Warfare
Division (PWD) which had operated in all theatres became a much
reduced Allied Information Service, operating in the former Axis
states. Its principal function was political re-education
concentrating on “public information, "consolidation" propaganda,
counter-propaganda and much political intelligence. '?®

Not surprisingly, whilst the Labour Government was keen to
advertise its achievements, it was less eager to reveal the
manner in which these achievements were publicised. In response
to several enquiries from information officers regarding what to
tell foreign governments about the reorganisation of British
information services, the IPD produced a directive outlining the
need for discretion. Requests for information about British
organisations were not to be discouraged, but the IPD noted, it
is important not to give the impression that it is the intention
of His Majesty's Government to build up a powerful publicity
machine abroad.' It was suggested that requests for information
should be used as an opportunity to publicise Britain by
describing the output of these services rather than the
organisation. It was they claimed, "“more useful to tell other
clients what we can provide than how we do it.'?

The one notable exception to this rule on discretion was the
United States. In 1945 the Foreign Office and the State
Department exchanged detailed information regarding their plans
for peacetime propaganda. These informal discussions were
carried out by officials on both sides of the Atlantic. In the
United States representatives of the British Information Services
met with State Department officials.?® In London, Embassy staff
discussed developments directly with the Minister of
Information.?” These meetings were not confined to areas of
mutual interest but covered the whole range of British
information apparatus. The extent to which these relatioms
differed from those with other powers is indicated by the fact
that although British information officers had been instructed
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to be particularly careful not to reveal the scale of information
activity to representatives of foreign powers, in 1946, the
Foreign Office and the State Department exchanged lengthy and
precise details regarding the budgets and personnel involved in
overseas propaganda.?®

These discussions revealed that American plans for peacetime
propaganda were considerably less ambitious than Britain's. The
State Department described its information activities as,
“facilitative and supplemental.' The State Department merely
sought to keep channels of information open so that interested
parties might learn about American life, if they wished. The
British thought this approach “too 1limited and negative,'
preferring ~an active program of presenting British life, virtues
and policy to the world through all available media.'?
Although America's first postwar propaganda did seek to present
a balanced interpretation of America's national attributes, there
was no active programme of explanation or persuasion. It was
believed that the facts of American life were exemplary, and
sufficient to influence world opinion without the employment of
any techniques of persuasion. In a secret history of American
psychological operations written in 1951, Dr Edward P. Lilly
described the American position in 1945 as follows:

If the world were given straight facts about American

objectives and desires, men would necessarily
recognise the cooperative position of the United
States... The unadulterated facts speak for themselves

and are more acceptable to the common man than
government opinion influencing efforts. America had
no selfish post-war policies, and therefore we needed
only channels to insure that all peoples knew the
American policy.?*?

Like the British, the American government was concerned that
this programme of national projection should not be seen as
propaganda. In a speech in January 1946, William B. Benton, the
Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs, called for a
dignified “information' programme, as distinguished from
“propaganda' with its unfavourable connotations. He made it
clear that he intended to present a “full and fair picture' of
the United States. "The State Department does not intend to
engage 1in so-called propaganda,' he announced.?? Benton's
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statement was perhaps closer to the truth than he intended.
Despite his efforts, America's information programme virtually
disappeared in the immediate post-war years. State Department
officials were largely disinterested or hostile to the propaganda
activities that they had inherited. Congressional hostility was
even more pronounced and appropriations for overseas information
were reduced by more than half between 1946 and 1948.°* The
American government's most well established information agency,
the Voice of America (VOA), almost collapsed under the combined
assault of Congressional budget cuts, and the hostility of
private news agencies no longer prepared to service a government
propaganda agency.?®®

Despite such pressures, with the support of Truman and the
efforts of individuals such as Benton, elements of America's
wartime information apparatus were retained to support peacetime
policy. Following the 1liquidation of the Office of War
Information, ten new divisions were established in the State
Department under a new Office of International Information and
Cultural Affairs (OIC).*® Further continuity was provided in
the War Department, who viewed the employment of propaganda
somewhat more favourably than their colleagues in the State
Department. The American Forces Radio Service (AFRS), directed
at GIs in the occupied territories, fulfilled an important
propaganda function. Its activities were supplemented by
stations such as Radio in the American Sector (RIAS) and Radio
Red-White-Red which targeted the home audience in occupied
Germany and Austria.?’” More significantly, the War Department
provided a hospitable environment in which America's offensive
propaganda developed. On the same day President Truman signed
the Executive Order abolishing the 0SS, he also wrote to
Secretary of State Byrnes asking him to formulate plans for a
comprehensive and coordinated intelligence programme.*® In the
ensuing reorganisation, the operational assets of 0SS, including
its covert propaganda capability, were absorbed in the War
Department's new Strategic Services Unit (SSU). Whereas the
State Department rejected covert propaganda as incompatible with
a peacetime information programme, the SSU were keen to retain
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the propaganda assets of 0SS.*° Moreover, in the debate over
the development of a peacetime intelligence agency, Truman's
directive that the agency should perform “such other functions
and duties' related to national security, was generally
interpreted to encompass a wide range of activities including
propaganda.*°

As the above evidence indicates, in the first year of peace
the British and American governments displayed an ambivalent
attitude to the continued operation of government information
services. Public statements by leaders and officials suggested
that propaganda was now an established feature of government
activity. However, the public dissolution of wartime information
agencies gave the impression that such activity was largely
curtailed. In these reorganisations the British information
services fared somewhat better than their American counterparts.
Although the British government were keen to disguise the scale
of their propaganda activities, there was no suggestion that such
activity should not continue merely that it should be more
discreet. Indeed, it seems apparent that after the initial
demobilisation the Foreign Office, in particular, quickly stepped
up its propaganda activity. In the United States, in contrast,
there was a strong feeling that government propaganda should be
stopped altogether. Appropriations were dramatically reduced and
a handful of advocates were forced to fight for the survival of
an overseas propaganda programme within the State Department.
There was, however, one important area of continuity. Elements
of America's covert propaganda apparatus were retained in the War
Department and it was from within the burgeoning intelligence
community that a new plan for offensive propaganda would emerge.
However, initially at least, the propaganda policies of both
nations remained focused on the positive presentation of national
achievements. American confidence led many to believe that
positive policies spoke for themselves. Other nations would
naturally be interested in American democracy and all that was
required was a facilitative programme to distribute factual

information where it was wanted. In contrast, Britain's
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declining status as a world power, coupled with a growing
dependence on international trade, led her to place considerable
faith in the ability of propaganda to disguise national weakness
and elicit international economic support. Although both nations
retained elements of their wartime propaganda apparatus neither
yet had a policy for responding to hostile foreign propaganda.

British and American Perceptions of the Soviet Threat
As the war drew to a close policymakers in Britain and

America were unsure of Soviet intentions, and were forced to make
assumptions about Soviet aims and objectives based on Soviet
behaviour and ambivalent statements by the Soviet leadership.
The Soviets had been courageous and formidable allies. The Red
Army drove the Nazis out of the USSR, across Eastern Europe and
back into Germany. It was the overwhelming power on the Eurasian
land mass, and occupied much of continental Europe. The
communists in Europe had also gained considerable political
strength. Communist party membership had soared during the war,
particularly in Eastern Europe, but also in France, Italy and
Finland where the communist vote comprised 20% of the electorate
in 1945. Meanwhile, Germany, Japan and Italy were defeated,
France was humiliated, and Britain weakened.** In the view of
Western policymakers, the Soviets were quick to capitalise on
their advantages. Early in 1945, under Soviet pressure,
communist controlled governments were formed in Roumania,
Bulgaria, and Poland. 1In March 1945, the Soviet Union denounced
the Turco-Soviet non-aggression pact and began to put pressure
on Turkey over control of the Dardanelles, a threatening stance
compounded by the ongoing communist insurrection in Greece. 1In
Iran, the Soviets sought to strengthen their position by
promoting aspirations for autonomy of non-Iranian groups in the
Soviet occupied north. In February 1946, in his first major
postwar address, Stalin dismissed any prospect of coexistence
between capitalist and communist powers. He described the war
as an inevitable crisis of the ~last stage of capitalism,' in
which “our victory means, in the first place, our Soviet system
has won.' He called for a fundamental redistribution of raw
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materials and markets among countries according to their economic
weight, something which he stated could not be achieved under
present capitalist conditions.*? According to the former Soviet
foreign minister, Maxim Litvinov, “there has been a return in
Russia to the outmoded concept of security in terms of territory
- the more you've got the safer you are.'*

From 1945 until mid-1946, British and American policymakers
developed an, often complementary, perception of the Soviet
threat. As the war drew to a close, British and American
military planners viewed Soviet military potential with alarm.
In the aftermath of the war, the postponement of elections in
Eastern Europe, the presence of Soviet troops in Iran, and Soviet
pressure on Greece and Turkey served to further undermine faith
in Soviet goodwill. Concerns regarding Soviet intentions in
Eastern Europe and the Middle East were supported by numerous
reports from British and American missions which highlighted the
growth in hostile Soviet propaganda. Such reports provided the
basis for a perception of the Soviet threat based upon political
and not military fears. British and American policymakers and
officials did not believe that the Soviet Union was ready to
embark upon an imminent war. They did, however, fear the spread
of Soviet influence through communist subversion. Western
observers were concerned that the Soviet Union retained the
potential to influence events beyond its borders through a well
organised network of communist parties and agents. Once they had
established control in Eastern Europe, it was feared that the
Soviets would attempt to weaken and subvert Western democracies
by a series of clandestine and overt methods short of military
confrontation. Soviet actions in the immediate aftermath of the
war did little to dispel these fears.

During the war, British and American leaders had divergent
views regarding the prospects for continued three power
cooperation after the defeat of Nazi Germany. Churchill regarded
cooperation with the Soviet Union merely as an alliance of
convenience. Relations between Britain and the Soviet Union had
been characterised by ideological and geopolitical hostility
since 1917 and Churchill was under no illusion that hostile
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relations would resume after the war. On his way to the Teheran
conference in 1943 Churchill told Macmillan, ~“Germany is finished

Russia is the real problem now.'* In contrast Roosevelt
was determined to maintain cooperation with the Soviet Union as
the key to world peace. Elusive as Roosevelt's views are there
is little evidence to suggest that he shared Churchill's view of
the Soviet threat. It is apparent that in Roosevelt's vision
Russia and the United States would manage world affairs through
the United Nations.*®

It is tempting to ascribe the shifts in British and American
policy towards the Soviet Union in 1945 to the changes of
administration brought about by the death of Roosevelt and the
British general election. However, Soviet actions called into
question whether Roosevelt's concept of a postwar order could
ever be realised. Truman assumed office promising to continue
Roosevelt's policies. Like Roosevelt he was concerned to avoid
the appearance of Anglo-American collaboration against the Soviet
Union. Throughout 1945, with Secretary of State James Byrnes,
Truman sought accommodation with the Soviet Union. Faced with
Soviet manoeuvres in eastern Europe and the intransigent
negotiating position of Soviet delegates at the peace
conferences, by early 1946 Truman resolved to follow a tougher
policy towards the Soviet Union. According to Melvyn Leffler,
Truman regarded Soviet actions in Eastern Europe as
“opportunistic, arbitrary and outrageous.'®® He characterised
Soviet Dbehaviour as a continuation of Tsarist Russia's
expansionist past. Moreover, recent lessons indicated that if
totalitarian nations were allowed to gather strength they could
threaten the United States. At the end of 1945, on reading a
report on the conduct of elections in Eastern Europe, Truman
famously expressed himself, “tired of babying the Soviets.' He
wanted the Roumanian and Bulgarian Governments radically changed,
Soviet actions in Iran condemned and Soviet designs on Turkey
checked. By the beginning of 1946, Truman resolved that, “unless
Russia is faced with an iron fist and strong language another war
is in the making.'?’ Shortly afterwards, Truman shared a
platform with Churchill in Fulton Missouri, as the former Prime
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Minister gave his famous Iron Curtain speech.

In Britain, however, the new Labour Government had fought
the general election campaign on the assertion that a socialist
government would naturally enjoy closer relations with the Soviet
Government than their Conservative predecessors. There was
considerable sympathy for the Soviet position among Labour Party
activists, and much pro-Soviet sentiment was expressed by the
1945 intake of MPs in their first months in Parliament. In
marked contrast to the party rank and file, those in the Labour
leadership with first hand experience of dealing with the Soviets
were inclined to be less conciliatory.*® During the election
campaign, Attlee had accompanied Churchill to the Potsdam
Conference. When he returned to Potsdam as Prime Minister, faced
with Stalin's geniality, Attlee was under no illusions about the
Soviet's attitude, "I knew from experience that the Communists
had always fought us more vigorously than the Tories because they
thought we offered a viable alternative to Communism.'*’ On
returning from the San Francisco conference in June 1945, Attlee
pronounced the Russians to be “perfectly bloody to deal with;
they tell us nothing yet are setting up puppet governments all
over Europe and as far west as they can.'®® Attlee's choice of
Bevin as Foreign Secretary was, according to his press secretary
and biographer Francis Williams, predicated on the fact that,
“Soviet Russia would become tough, aggressive and uncooperative'
and Bevin was the most suited, “by temperament and experience to
meet such a situation.'®® Bevin's anti-communist credentials
were undoubted. Although he was committed to a new
internationalist, and if possible socialist, world order, he was
not prepared to make concessions to the Soviets to achieve it.®?
At Potsdam, Bevin claimed that, Churchill had gone “too far in
throwing baubles to the Soviets.'®® Unlike Churchill, Bevin
would not acquiesce in Soviet attempts to extend their sphere of
influence in Eastern and Southeastern Europe. By the spring of
1946, following the first frustrating Council of Foreign
Ministers meetings, and Stalin's February speech, Bevin told
Attlee that the Russians "have decided upon an aggressive policy
based upon militant Communism and Russian chauvinism and seem
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determined to stick at nothing, short of war, to obtain their
objectives. '

Western leaders' perceptions of the Soviet threat were not,
of course, based simply on their experiences of dealing with the
Soviets at the peace conferences. Towards the end of the war,
military and intelligence agencies in Britain and America turned
their attention to the potential threat from the Soviet Union's
vast military capability. In Britain, the Post Hostilities
Planning Staff (PHPS) began preparing studies early in 1944 based
on the assumption that the Soviet Union was the next potential
enemy . °° In the United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
stressed the importance of deterring Soviet aggrandizement in
Europe and Asia.**® By the autumn of 1945, military planners on
both sides of the Atlantic were worried that Soviet control of
much of Eastern Europe would aid the Soviet Union's economic
recovery, enhance its warmaking capacity and deny resources to
Western Europe.

British and American intelligence agencies produced their
first postwar assessments of Soviet intentions early in 1946.
In the light of US possession of the atomic bomb, these
assessments stressed that the immediate threat was not Soviet
military strength but communist subversion. The principal fear
was that following the establishment of Soviet control in eastern
Europe the Soviets would attempt to weaken and subvert western
democracies by a combination of clandestine and overt methods
short of military intervention. 1In March 1946, the British Joint
Intelligence Committee (JIC) concluded that although the Soviet
Union would avoid any course of action likely to provoke a war,
she would respond “using all weapons, short of war' to any
attempt to undermine her position in the satellite states. 1In
addition to securing her frontiers the Soviet Union would adopt
a policy of opportunism to extend her influence wherever
possible without provoking a major war.' According to the JIC,
at most risk were those areas where they were least likely “to
come up against firm combined resistance from the United States
and Great Britain,' such as the Mediterranean, Turkey and Iran.
The JIC identified several methods by which the Soviets would
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seek to extend their influence: Communist parties abroad would
play a central role, both in consolidating power in the Soviet
orbit and weakening non-communist states; the Soviets would also
make use of their position in the United Nations, and various
other international organisations such as the World Federation
of Trade Unions and the World Youth Organisation; finally,
propaganda would be used to the full, in particular to stir up
trouble among colonial peoples.®’

The first estimate of Soviet intentions and capabilities
produced by the American Central Intelligence Group's Office of
Research and Evaluation (ORE), also concluded that the Soviet
Union would seek to avoid military conflict. Like the JIC, it
acknowledged that the Soviet Union would insist upon dominating
Eastern Europe. Elsewhere Stalin would pursue an ~opportunistic
and grasping' policy. The main targets for Soviet attention
would be Greece, Turkey and Iran. The Soviets would also seek
to be the predominant influence in the whole of Germany and
Austria, and enjoy an influence at least equal to the United
States in Japan, China, and Korea. In line with the British,
this American assessment also stressed that the Soviets believed
the success of their policies were dependent upon ensuring that
Britain and America did not combine as part of a powerful western
bloc. The report identified subversion as the principal method
the Soviets would employ to undermine the unity and strength of
foreign states. Through local communist parties and propaganda
the Soviets would seek to: foment domestic discord, discredit the
leadership, promote domestic agitation conducive to a reduction
of their target's military and economic strength and to the
adoption of foreign policies favourable to Soviet purposes, and
incite colonial unrest.®®

These intelligence assessments were supported by reports
throughout 1946 from British and American representatives abroad
at the sharp end of Soviet propaganda attacks. These reports
suggested a developing propaganda campaign directed at Britain
and the US, and an increase in Soviet propaganda in vulnerable
areas. From early in 1946 British and American missions began
to report a new and increasingly hostile communist propaganda
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campaign. According to the US Ambassador in Moscow, the Soviet
propaganda campaign combined “violent attacks on "British
imperialism"' with “grotesque and slightly sinister' depictions
of the American way of life.®® The British Embassy reported
that a delegation of Labour MPs to Moscow had been shocked by the
~extent and virulence' of Soviet anti-British propaganda.®’
Reports also suggested that communist propagandists were active
in at least some of those areas identified as at most risk from
goviet subversion. A US weekly intelligence summary from August
1946 observed that Soviet propaganda was increasingly aimed at
splitting the “Anglo-America bloc' by playing up Anglo-American
differences in the Middle East, and highlighting the competition
for markets in India and the Far East.® In July 1946, a
Parliamentary Delegation to Iran was dismayed by the level of
anti-British propaganda by the communist Tudeh Party. On their
return they recommended that “a strong British propaganda drive
should be launched' in Iran.® British information officers
implored the Foreign Office to allow them to respond on a broader
scale,®® and the American Ambassador in Moscow called for a
“vigorous and intelligent American information program.'®
Perhaps the most influential assessments of Soviet policy
came from British and American representatives in Moscow. From
their position near the centre of Soviet power, and often at the
forefront of communist propaganda attacks, they dramatically
illustrated the dangers of communist subversion. Most famously
in February 1946 George Kennan, charge d'affaires at the American
Embassy in Moscow, sought to define Soviet policy in his "long
telegram" to the State Department. Kennan concluded that Soviet
policy was guided by the belief that “with US there can be no
permanent modus vivendi.' Stalin believed that “peaceful
coexistence' was impossible, and that the world revolved around
socialist and capitalist “centers' engaged in a constant battle
for command of the world economy. Although Soviet foreign policy
was not adventuristic they would seek to expand the limits of
Soviet power “wherever it was considered timely and promising.'
This policy, Kennan wrote, would be pursued on an official and
a “subterranean' plane, in which the actions of Soviet officials
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would be supported by a series of measures undertaken “by
agencies for which Soviet Government does not admit
responsibility.' According to Kennan the Soviet Union had at its
disposal:

an elaborate and far flung apparatus for exertion of
its influence in other countries, an apparatus of amazing
flexibility and versatility, managed by people whose
experience and skill in underground methods are presumably
without parallel in history.®®

Kennan's views were echoed in a series of telegrams from the
British charge d'affaires, Frank Roberts.®® Roberts concurred
with Kennan that the Soviet Union would seek to avoid a major
war, but he too found little cause for optimism in this analysis.
Instead, Roberts warned that Tincreasing attention was devoted
to the renewed Marxist-Leninist ideological campaign.' He also
emphasised the particular anti-British tone of this campaign.
Kennan had noted that of all their perceived enemies the Soviets
would wage a relentless battle against the so-called “false
friends of the people', namely moderate socialist or social
democratic leaders. Roberts' experience confirmed Kennan's
observation. He wrote that, in the new ideological offensive,
Britain, “as the home of capitalism, imperialism'énd now of
social democracy, is a main target.' Moreover, he expanded, such
propaganda was not confined to the Soviet Union. All across
Europe ~communist propaganda is constantly directed against
us.'®’

Kennan and Roberts' reports illustrate the degree of
convergence between British and American official perceptions of
the Soviet threat. They also indicate a marked degree of
agreement in their proposed response to Soviet actions. Both
suggested a response based on the projection of an image of a
healthy and wvigorous society to rival the appeal of Soviet
communism. The “self-confidence, discipline, morale and
community spirit of our own people', was, according to Kennan,
"a victory ... worth a thousand diplomatic notes and joint
communiques.' Only through presenting ~“a more positive and
constructive picture of the sort of world we would like to see'
could America hope to guide the rest of the world away from
communism. Similarly, Roberts stressed that Britain ~“should act
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as champions of a dynamic faith and way of life with an appeal
to the world at least as great as that of the Communist system.'
Kennan and Roberts also recognised that an appeal to
international opinion would only succeed if coupled with a
campaign to disillusion domestic public opinion about Soviet
intentions. Both emphasised the need for a campaign to “educate’
the British and American public about the realities of Soviet
communism. In conclusion, Kennan and Roberts believed that
countering the Soviet threat would involve the coordination of
political and military strategy, domestic and foreign policy in
a manner comparable with wartime.®®

Kennan and Roberts were both influential in defining the
Soviet threat. Kennan's telegram was widely circulated within
the US Government. The Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal
thought it so inspired he had it despatched to "hundreds if not
thousands' of senior officers in the armed services. Kennan's
“long telegram' has been widely credited with defining the US
policy of “containment' of the Soviet threat for the next forty
years. Kennan returned to Washington shortly afterwards from
where he continued to provide detailed assessments of the Soviet
threat as head the new Policy Planning Staff tasked with
“formulating and developing... 1long term programs for the
achievement of US foreign policy objectives.' ® Although the
impact of Roberts' analysis was less sensational it also struck
a resonant chord in the Foreign Office, and was widely read in
Government. The Head of the Northern Department, Christopher
Warner, described his despatches as "“magnificent' and Bevin
instructed that the whole of Roberts' analysis be circulated to
the Cabinet.”’

Roberts' analysis supported a growing consensus within the
Foreign Office regarding the hostile nature of Soviet intentions
and the need to adopt a more vigorous response. In 1946 senior
officials in the Foreign Office began to reassess Soviet
intentions. Prompted by the JIC and Roberts' reports from
Moscow, they reached rather gloomy conclusions about the limits
of Stalin's intentions and advocated a new “defensive/offensive'
strategy to respond to the Soviet threat.’” The forum in which
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this response was developed was the Foreign Office Russia
Committee. Roberts had recommended the creation of a new body
within the Foreign Office to provide analysis of Soviet policy
and formulate Britain's global response. The Russia Committee
was established in April 1946 and is evidence of the growing
awareness of the Soviet threat and the need to provide a
coordinated response. The Russia Committee was designed to
provide a weekly review of "all aspects of Soviet policy and
propaganda', and consider what response was required, with
particular reference to the “probable degree of support to be
looked for from the United States of America, and to a lesser
degree from France and others.'’

At its first meeting, the committee considered a paper drawn
up by Christopher Warner which outlined, ~“The Soviet Campaign
Against This Country and Our Response To It.' Warner echoed
Frank Roberts' telegrams by stressing that the Soviets had
returned to a “pure doctrine of Marx-Lenin-Stalinism' which was
naturally antagonistic to British social democracy. In pursuing
this doctrinal policy the Soviets would, according to Warner,
“play an aggressive political role, while making an intensive
drive to increase its own military and industrial strength.'
Warner's analysis reveals the degree to which recent experience
influenced Foreign Office perceptions of the Soviet threat.
Highlighting the proselytising nature of communism, Warner noted
that, “we should be very unwise not to take the Russians at their
word, just as we should have been wise to take Mein Kampf at its
face value.' Warner stressed that as Hitler had occupied half
of Europe by means short of war there should be no mistake about
Soviet intentions.”® Aggressive Soviet actions were evident
around the world: in Eastern Europe, Germany, Iran, Manchuria,
Korea and in the United Nations. British interests worldwide
were threatened, in particular by aggressive Soviet propaganda.
“The Soviet Government,' he wrote, "are carrying on an intensive
campaign to weaken, deprecate and harry this country in every
possible way.' Wherever they have the opportunity the Soviets
would, according to Warner seek to “stir up trouble for His
Majesty's Government or to weaken their influence.' The threats
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to Britain were manifold: the establishment of communist
governments in countries where hostile influence threatened
Britain's national interest; the weakening of friendly elements
in such countries; the creation of troubled conditions in the
colonies; disruption of recovery outside the Soviet orbit;
attempts to divide Britain from their allies; and attempts to
discredit Britain as weak and reactionary. Faced with such
threats, Warner argued, ~“concessions and appeasement' would
merely serve to weaken Britain's position while the Soviets built
up their industrial and economic strength. Britain, he concluded
must launch a vigourous defence. Taking his lead from the JIC,
Warner asserted that if the Soviets were to employ means short
of war, such methods should also be Britain's defence:

The Soviet Government makes coordinated use of

military, economic, propaganda and political weapons

and also of the communist “religion'. It is

submitted, therefore, that we must at once organise

and coordinate our defences against all these and that

we should not stop short of a defensive-offensive.’

Warner's paper was endorsed by Bevin and Attlee.’® The
general acceptance of the Foreign Office's reassessment of Soviet
policy, and in the United States the embracing of Kennan's
analysis, indicates that on both sides of the Atlantic
policymakers' views of the Soviet threat had crystallised by
early 1946. However, public perceptions of the Soviet threat did
not necessarily correspond with those of politicians and
officials, and this remained an obstacle to a more robust
response to the Soviet threat. In September 1946, US
intelligence observed that Soviet propaganda which had sought to
“keep alive in the US and UK any active opposition to any firm
policy towards the USSR' had met with considerable success. It
concluded that many moderate and liberal groups "have been so
divided over the issue of policy toward the USSR that their
potentialities for opposing Soviet tactics have been at least
neutralised.'’® If the British and American Governments were
going to pursue a tougher policy with the Soviet Union they would
also need to address public opinion at home.

The Soviet attempt to promote a more generous policy towards
themselves in Britain and the US was largely pushing against an
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open door. In Britain there remained among the general public
a widespread feeling of gratitude for the Soviet contribution to
the war effort. Throughout the war, the British public had
displayed a marked admiration for the achievements of the Red
Army, and by extension, the Soviet regime. As early as 1941,
Churchill remarked on the “tendency of the British public to
forget the dangers of communism in their enthusiasm over the
resistance of Russia.'”’ By March 1945, the Foreign Office
suggested that it was necessary to encourage franker criticism
in Britain of Soviet policy and to stop the “gush of propaganda'
eulogising the Russian war effort and their system of
government .’”®* When, in September 1945, a Gallup public opinion
poll asked the British public if their feelings towards Russia
were more or less friendly than a year ago, 16% said they felt
more friendly, 54% felt the same, and 19% less friendly. When
asked the same question about the United States, only 9% felt
more friendly, and 35% less friendly.’”” When questioned again
about attitudes towards the Soviet Union in September 1946, 41%
now pronounced themselves less friendly, but 41% recorded no

\

change in attitude and 8% still expressed 1increased
friendliness.®® Moreover, when asked the reasons for the
disappearance of allied cooperation, general mistrust and “each
country out for itself' came significantly higher than Russian
imperialism and unwillingness to cooperate.®* Remarkably, when
Gallup compiled a list of people most admired by the British
public in November 1946 Stalin came seventh, one place above the
King and Queen!®?

Remarkably in the United States, where throughout the war
Roosevelt had openly pursued a more accommodating policy towards
the Soviet Union, the public was less pro-Soviet than in Britain.
Polls carried out by the American Institute of Public Opinion
indicate a consistent level of distrust of Soviet policies
throughout the war and into peacetime.®® Nevertheless, they
also indicate that public concern about the nation's security was
not entirely due to anti-Soviet sentiment. When pollsters asked
in February 1946 which countries they distrusted, although the
Soviet Union led the 1list with 52%, Britain came in a close
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second with 41%.%* Moreover, suspicion of Soviet intentions did
not transform into support for a new policy towards the Soviet
Union. Following Churchill's ~“Iron Curtain' speech at Fulton the
British Ambassador Halifax concluded that although the majority
of “articulate comment' paid homage to the speaker, it disagreed,
“either with his diagnosis or his cure, or both.' Halifax noted:

Profound as the uneasiness is about Soviet policies,
there 1is still a reluctance to face the full
implications of the facts and a timidity about the
consequences of language as forthright as Mr
Churchill's.®®

Halifax's conclusions are supported by opinion polls which
indicate that the majority of those polled who knew of
Churchill's speech disapproved of his suggestions.®® This
reluctance to respond to Soviet policies reflected a wider
feeling in both the United States and Britain, that foreign
policy issues were not a major concern as the world recovered
from the war. In October 1945, only 7% of Americans polled rated
world peace as the number one problem facing the country. Jobs
and labour unrest were, perhaps predictably, their foremost
concerns.®’ In Britain, foreign policy was not included in
pollsters' questions regarding the most pressing problems facing
the country until 1947. When it was, in July 1947, only 5%
considered foreign policy to be the most important problem, far
below the food situation at 27% and housing at 13%.°°

By mid 1946, British and American leaders and officials had
reached similar views of the Soviet threat. In responding to
this threat, policymakers faced several problems. Firstly,
diplomats and information officers in certain strategic areas,
principally Iran, Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, urgently
sought permission to answer specific communist propaganda charges
in their respective countries. In addition to the immediate
problem of this ongoing communist propaganda campaign, observers
feared the potential of communist subversion on a much wider
scale. Those such as Kennan and Roberts, who took in the whole
vista of Soviet behaviour recognised that the communist
propaganda apparatus was widespread and highly organised. Their
analyses suggested a piecemeal response to individual Soviet
attacks would not do. They recommended the global presentation
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of Western values as a coherent doctrine to rival that of
communism. Such an approach would necessitate a propaganda
campaign comparable in scale and organisation to that of the
Soviet Union. Finally, British and American policymakers faced
the problem of mobilising domestic opinion. British and American
representatives abroad who witnessed hostile communist propaganda
first hand were quick to advocate a vigorous response. The mass
of the population of Britain and America was not, however,
subject to such exposure. For some at least, the Soviet Union
was a valiant ally which had suffered incredible losses and was
not surprisingly concerned for its future security. A far larger
majority cared 1little for foreign policy issues. They had
survived a dreadful war and were more concerned with the
immediate problems of domestic regeneration. If policymakers
were to develop a coherent and effective response to Soviet
propaganda they would need to employ government propaganda both
at home and abroad at a level unprecedented in peacetime.

The Development of Anti-Communigst Propaganda 1946-1947
Britain took the initiative in responding to communist

propaganda. It was, however, an initiative taken with reluctance
and caution. Faced with warnings from the JIC and calls from his
most senior diplomats to allow them to react to communist
propaganda, Bevin continued to place great faith in “The
Projection of Britain.' His response to anti-British communist
propaganda was to propose an ever more forceful presentation of
British achievements. In January 1946, Bevin told the Cabinet,
“The best means of preventing the countries of Southeastern
Europe from being absorbed into an exclusive Soviet sphere of
influence was to provide a steady stream of information about
British 1life and culture.'®. By emphasising Britain's
industrial welfare, Bevin hoped to “expose the myth current in
many quarters that Soviet Russia is the only country in which
attention is given to the welfare of workers.'’® Although many
of those posted abroad considered this response to be somewhat
inadequate, the Foreign Office replied to their requests for
permission to answer Soviet charges with Bevin's edict that “no
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active steps should be taken in the way of counter-attack.'?
At a joint Central Office of Information and Foreign Office
Conference on overseas information, Ivone Kirkpatrick stressed
that it was the Foreign Secretary's wish that:

the steady political and publicity attack being
made by Russia should not be met by anti-communist
propaganda. The policy was that publicity should
project the British social system, aspects of
industrial welfare etc. being in fact educative.?®?

There is evidence to suggest that this educative approach
was paying off. Reports from British missions in Eastern Europe
emphasised the “pathetic and encouraging' appetite of the general
populace for British cultural material.®® Similarly, in Italy,
an area considered to be a principal target for communist
propaganda, the British Labour Attache wrote that, ~it would be
more profitable to adopt a positive 1line of pro-British
propaganda than the negative line of answering other people's
propaganda.'®® In June 1947, Kirkpatrick informed a production
conference on overseas propaganda, that the Foreign Secretary
“considered the tide of communism in Europe had receded, largely
owing to the way in which the Russians had conducted affairs, and
the way in which they [the British] had presented themselves to
the world. '’

Bevin's confidence in “The Projection of Britain' was not,
however, shared by all his colleagues in the Foreign Office.
From early in 1946, officials in the Foreign Office urged Bevin
to adopt a more vigorous response to communist propaganda. Often
couched in language reminiscent of World War II, this response
went beyond the educative approach favoured by Bevin and included
elements of offence as well as defence. It was a response which
Bevin resisted through 1946 and 1947, yet one which ultimately
prevailed. Faced with offensive communist propaganda, officials
suggested that British overseas propaganda should concentrate
less on projecting national achievements and focus greater
attention on countering communist charges. As Ivone Kirkpatrick
told the Central Office of Information in July 1946, “the stage
of winning admirers and friends for Great Britain had now passed

the time had come to persuade each country to take

action. '®¢
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In his paper on the Soviet campaign against Britain,
Christopher Warner had begun to outline a new line for responding
to offensive communist propaganda. Far from winning friends
through the projection of national achievements, Warner stressed
that British propaganda should be directed against communism
which should be exposed as totalitarianism. British propaganda
should attack and expose the myths the Soviet Government was
using to justify its policy, such as: the supposed encirclement
of Russia by capitalist powers; the myth that Germany was to be
built up against Russia; that Russia gave disinterested support
to subject races in contrast to colonial enslavement by
capitalist powers; the fallacious distinction between the idea
of a "western bloc' and the reality of the Russian eastern blac;
the Russian mis-interpretations of “democracy, “cordon
sanitaire' and “collaboration'; and the Soviet habit of calling
all non-communists reactionaries and anti-democratic. In
addition to this new line in British propaganda, Warner suggested
that Britain should offer “all moral and material support as was
possible without endangering their lives' to progressive forces
in any country fighting against communism.?’

Prompted by Warner's paper, Kirkpatrick drafted a detailed
proposal for British counter-propaganda. Kirkpatrick was a
veteran of wartime propaganda and his proposal contained much to
recommend it to Bevin. He outlined several premises for an
effective propaganda campaign, including: the cooperation of
Government Ministers; the support of the BBC and the domestic
media; and the closest coordination of domestic and foreign
propaganda. He also cautioned against expectations of dramatic
results. The essence of the campaign was to be education and
would therefore proceed “at a steady drip rather than a sudden
gush.' However, Kirkpatrick somewhat undermined the impact of
his paper by linking his proposals for counter-propaganda with
a more hazardous plan for subversion. By drawing on his wartime
experience Kirkpatrick crossed a line between advocating actions
short of war and the kind of direct intervention which could
provoke one. In a much quoted passage, he concluded:

We have a good analogy in our very successful campaign
during the war directed towards stimulating resistance
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movements in Europe. The V sign was blazoned all over
the world, but at the same time we acted. We
parachuted men, money and arms into occupied territory

Propaganda on the 1largest possible scale was
coordinated with our policy.®®

Despite support from senior officials, Kirkpatrick's
dramatic plan never received any degree of Ministerial approval.
Bevin strongly opposed the scheme and minuted tersely underneath,
“The more I study this the less I like it. I am quite sure that
the putting over of positive results of British attitudes will
be a better corrective.'?®? Far from sponsoring subversion,
Bevin recommended greater publicity for the new Insurance and
National Health Bills.° Although Kirkpatrick's paper was
discussed on several further occasions, on each occasion it was
decided that anti-communist propaganda and subversion should be
treated separately.®® In contrast, Warner's paper had been
distributed to selected Cabinet Ministers, and received the
approval of both Bevin and Attlee.!® It seems likely that
Warner's appeal to unite the forces of social democracy was
somewhat more palatable to Bevin than Kirkpatrick's reversion to
wartime tactics. Although Bevin resisted the adoption of a
defensive-offensive policy on a global scale, he did authorise
such a campaign in several key areas, most notably Iran.'®

The Middle East was essential to Britain's emerging Cold War
strategy. Foreign Office concerns about communist propaganda in
the area coincided with military plans to use the Middle East as
a base from which to attack the Soviet Union in the event of war.
The United Kingdom was out of range of many important strategic
targets, and the Chiefs of Staff considered bases in the Middle
East vital to bring the industrial and oil producing areas of
Southern Russia within long range air attack.®™ In 1945 the
Joint Intelligence Committee had identified the Middle East as
an area in which Britain was particularly vulnerable to hostile
Soviet propaganda. In June 1946 it reported that the aim of
Soviet policy was to “weaken the British position in that
area.'**® The Foreign Office had already decided to “go all out
for the defence of our interests in the areas which the Chiefs
of Staff eventually declared to be of vital importance.'°¢
Thus when the British mission in Teheran began to express concern
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at the influence of the communist Tudeh Party, the Foreign Office
urged Bevin to make an exception to his rule and sanction a
general counter-offensive in Iran.'?’

In October 1946, Kirkpatrick drafted a directive for
propaganda in the Middle East, and with reservations, Bevin
approved it. Kirkpatrick proposed a two pronged counter-
offensive designed to present Britain as the nation to which
Middle East countries should look for guidance, whilst dealing
factually with the Russian campaign of misrepresentations.
Bevin's only concern was that the campaign should be
predominantly positive and not make the mistake of rousing
“communist enthusiasm by excessive attacks on communism.' As
Bevin wished, Kirkpatrick's directive was designed to project
positive themes and avoid futile controversy. Britain's
progressive social policy was emphasised as was Britain's
willingness to extend this commitment overseas in the form of
technical and humanitarian assistance. It was, Kirkpatrick
claimed, important to “ram home' to the peoples of the Middle
East Britain's interest in the ~independence, security and
prosperity' of the region, whilst also publicising British
attempts to influence governments in the area to introduce social
reforms and raise standards of living. The anti-communist aspect
of the campaign sought to answer Soviet misrepresentations,
depict the true state of affairs in Russia, and stress the
failure of Russian diplomacy. Aware of Soviet experience in
propaganda, Kirkpatrick noted that communist charges should be
answered with discretion. It was important to avoid being drawn
into debates on subjects chosen by the Soviets and always appear
to be on the defensive. The positive work of “building the new
Britain' was to be at the forefront of British propaganda.®°®

These themes were projected on the widest possible scale.
In addition to the British Government's information apparatus,
the BBC, British companies in the Middle East, and the TUC were
all mobilised. Sir Ian Jacob, Controller of the BBC's European
Services, had approached the Foreign Office earlier in 1946 to
suggest that Britain was being too indulgent in its attitude to
Soviet propaganda and that broadcasts might carry more anti-
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communist material. Jacob was promptly invited to attend
meetings of the Russia committee as the only non-Foreign Office
member.'°® When the campaign in Iran began in October 1946,
Kirkpatrick recommended that Sir William Haley, the Director-
General of the BBC, be asked to place the Middle East services
under Jacob's control.?° Although Jacob insisted that the
BBC's impartiality should be preserved he urged the Russia
Committee to provide more background information on the USSR,
methods of the Soviet Government and British policy in the Middle
East .*** British o0il companies were also asked to publicise
their efforts to raise the standard of living in Iran.'*? In an
effort to ensure their assistance, it was suggested that
officials stress the danger of communist disruption of the labour
force and that British o0il companies, “can only hope to hold
their positions if they order their affairs according to the best
Western standards.' One company which did much to promote
Britain's positive approach to labour welfare was the Anglo-
Iranian Oil Company (AIOC). In return for its cooperation Bevin
asked the Minister of Supply, the President of the Board of Trade
and the Minister of Labour to deal “rapidly and favourably' with
all requests from the AIOC for facilities for their development
programme.'*®* Kirkpatrick recommended a similar approach to the
Imperial Bank in Iran. The TUC was also asked to provide
literature on ~a considerable scale.'?** Finally, in the
tradition of successful wartime propaganda, overt propaganda was
supported by a certain degree of covert activity. SIS was
brought in to enquire into certain aspects of Persian opinion and
carry out any investigation the Ambassador might request.
Colonel Wheeler, the newly appointed information officer in
Teheran, also suggested that Persian agents from India might be
introduced for the oral dissemination of “black' propaganda.'®®

The propaganda campaign in Iran was only the first tentative
step towards a global response to communist propaganda. It was
nevertheless a significant step. It was the first example of the
more active offensive-defensive strategy for responding to Soviet
propaganda, involving the coordination of overt and covert
propaganda and the close support of the BBC and private
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organisations. Bevin, however, baulked at requests to expand the
campaign to cover the whole of the Middle East.''®* When Sargent
suggested that Kirkpatrick's original proposals be reconsidered
in the light of the new campaign, Bevin stood firm, I am not
going to commit myself to the whole of Kirkpatrick's scheme in
order to tackle Persia.''’ The Foreign Office was nonetheless
reluctant to allow Bevin's doubts to impede the general progress
of the anti-communist campaign. As Raymond Smith has observed,
there was a substantial measure of confidence that Bevin's
objections could be “chipped away' as long as the momentum was
maintained. Bevin's approval of the campaign in Iran alongside
his general approval of Warner's paper proved to be ~“the hammer
and chisel' by which this was to be done.''®* Officials followed
a dual strategy whereby preparations were made so that a more
vigorous campaign might be instituted the moment Ministerial
approval was forthcoming. At the same time, they sought approval
for a propaganda counter-offensive in various specific cases, in
Germany, France and Italy, and at home in Britain.

In preparation for the expected change in policy, Warner's
memorandum was circulated to heads of Foreign Office departments
and 30 diplomatic posts.!*®* The Russia Committee suggested that
British representatives abroad “should be furnished with the
necessary background for any action which might be required', and
it should be made clear that ~“a departure from the normal
practice of non-interference in the internal affairs of other
countries will be involved.'??° It was also agreed that,
Britain's publicity machine should be maintained “at full
efficiency, in order that it might be able to meet the
possibility of Ministers approving an all-out anti-communist
campaign.'*** In July 1946, the Russia Committee established a
publicity subcommittee to provide more detailed consideration of
propaganda measures.'*

Throughout 1946 the Russia Committee also considered action
in response to specific requests from British missions in Italy,
France and Finland. In these cases, Ministerial approval was
apparently not sought although the measures discussed clearly
went beyond Bevin's instructions. In Italy the British
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Ambassador noted that efforts to prevent the country embracing
communism were woefully inadequate. Anti-British propaganda was
widespread and the Ambassador recommended the creation of an
organisation like the Political Warfare Executive to carry out
offensive propaganda.!* In response the Russia Committee
recommended that propaganda should compare the low cost of
British occupation to Soviet calls for reparations, and suggested
further publicity be given to misdeeds in countries under Soviet
occupation. They also considered what opportunities might arise
for “influencing elections in favour of our friends.'?*
Concern that communists might take power through the ballot box
was also evident in France. The question of influencing French
elections was first discussed in March 1946, and by the end of
April it was noted that Kirkpatrick and the French Department
were ~doing all that was possible to combat Communist propaganda
in the French elections.'*”® When discussing such intervention
the question of Ministerial approval was rarely mentioned
although the Committee was apparently aware of the limitations
imposed by Bevin. Its willingness to bypass Bevin's authority
was clearly illustrated when the British representative in
Finland asked for permission to expose communist myths through
a programme of oral propaganda. The Russia Committee noted that
such measures went “somewhat beyond what we are already
authorised to do.' Nonetheless they approved the suggestions,
and agreed to furnish the Embassy with all possible support,
“provided they are carried out discreetly.'??

Ministerial approval was secured in September 1946 for
additional anti-communist measures in Germany, and more generally
to publicise Soviet breaches of the Potsdam Agreement.'?” 1In
Germany British propaganda activities had continued since 1945
under the guise of “re-education,' in what Kirkpatrick later
termed the “battle for the German mind'.*?*®* The new campaign
stepped up these activities and drew attention to Soviet
misrepresentations of British policy. Authority was given for
“a campaign of enlightenment' regarding Soviet failure to carry
out the Potsdam agreement.*?** Publicity was given to the
production of war material in the Soviet zones of Germany and
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Austria. Kirkpatrick also arranged for Soviet troop numbers in
South Eastern Europe to be publicised by the BBC.™’ In
Germany, as in Iran, the Foreign Office sought to avoid "a
slanging match were we are on the defensive and engaged in
breathlessly countering Soviet charges.' Officials noted
perceptively that, “the latest Soviet lie will always have
greater news value than the latest British denial.' The main
task was to explain British policy fully and where possible
implicitly debunk Soviet propaganda about it. In addition, there
was to be a certain amount of factual reporting of conditions in
the Soviet zone, with particular emphasis on the Soviet desire
for reparations.?

The adoption of a more combative response to communist
propaganda in Germany is indicative of a general shift in Bevin's
attitude at the end of 1946. Prompted by the creation of
communist Governments in Bulgaria, Roumania and Poland in late
1946, Bevin moved towards a tougher line in responding to
communist propaganda. In September 1946 Oliver Harvey informed
the Russia Committee that they now had “general authority ... to
defend ourselves against Russian propaganda attacks.'®? In
January 1947, the propaganda campaign already underway in Germany
was extended to cover the whole of eastern Europe. Bevin told
a meeting of British ambassadors from eastern Europe that
following the elections they were “finally faced with
totalitarian, Moscow-controlled governments' 1in Bulgaria,
Roumania and Poland, as well as Yugoslavia and Albania.
Consequently the campaign to secure “free and unfettered
elections' in eastern Europe would come to an end. Instead,
British diplomats were authorised to do everything possible to
promote the western way of life and counteract misrepresentations
and anti-British propaganda spread by the communists. The
objective was “to hold the position against the spread of
communism in order that Western concepts of social democracy may,
if possible, in the course of time be adopted in as many Eastern
European countries as possible.' It was also felt that if
Britain were to relax the pressure on the Soviets in Eastern
Europe, ~we should have to expect increased pressure from the
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Russians in Western Europe and the Middle East.'® In July
1947, Britain's response to communist propaganda attacks in the
Middle East were also stepped up when Kirkpatrick's directive for
propaganda in Iran was extended to cover the whole of the Middle
East .***

Britain's initiation of measures to counter communist
propaganda coincided with a gradual stiffening of American
resolve in its dealings with the Soviet Union, and a widening
perspective in regard to America's global responsibilities. 1In
early 1946 Warner had recommended that the United States be
approached to see if they would take part in a general worldwide
anti-communist campaign.!*®* However, Foreign Office officials
were by no means confident about the degree of support they could
expect from the United States. 1In 1946 there was considerable
concern that the United States was not taking a “realistic' view
of the Soviet threat. It was also evident that the American
government were keen to avoid any indication that Britain and
America were uniting against their former ally.»¢
Consequently, the Foreign Office advocated a gradual policy of
eliciting American support in certain key areas, whilst avoiding
a general policy of cooperation. The policy was summarised by
Christopher Warner:

American dislike of "ganging up" with us being
still so strong, we should probably be well advised to
make no general approach to the State Department
regarding an anti-communist campaign, but to consult
them in each specific case, while seeking as at
present to encourage the cooperation of the British
and American representatives in the various countries,
so that they may whenever possible, send their
governments similar appreciations and
recommendations.?’

By 1947 the mood in America was changing. Almost half the
members of Congress travelled abroad in 1946 and 1947 and their
exposure to the privations of post-war Europe and organised
communist propaganda, led to the passage of significant
legislation in 1947.*** Truman's annunciation of his doctrine
in March paved the way for the massive programme of aid for
Europe proposed by Secretary of State George C. Marshall three
months later. 1In addition the National Security Act creating a
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permanent intelligence apparatus was presented to Congress in
February, and the Smith-Mundt Bill establishing America's first
permanent peacetime propaganda programme was introduced in May.
In both cases Congressional debate centred on the need to respond
to external threats.*** In July, George Kennan's long telegram
was transformed into an anonymous article in the journal Foreign
Affairg, following which the Russia Committee expressed their
satisfaction that American officials and the American public were
now under no illusions regarding Soviet intentions.*° The
previous month Sir Maurice Peterson, British Ambassador in
Moscow, informed the Foreign Office that his American counterpart
Walter Bedell Smith had stated that a "policy of toughness was
now the order of the day.' Smith believed that the Soviets had
returned to the tactics of the Comintern and the only method of
combatting them “is to return blow for blow and to embark on open
political warfare against communism. '

The first step away from the State Department's factual
information programme towards the revival of offensive propaganda
was taken late in 1946 by a subcommittee of the State-War-Navy
Coordinating Committee. The Committee noted the Soviet Union's
intensive anti-American propaganda campaign and recommended the
establishment of a permanent subcommittee on psychological
warfare to develop policies, plans and studies for its use "in
time of war or threat of war.'?*? The development of plans for
overt and covert propaganda were taken up by the National
Security Council in November 1947. The NSC drafted two reports,
NSC 4 on the coordination of overt “foreign information
measures', and NSC 4-A on covert ~“psychological operations'. The
former highlighted the USSR's “intensive propaganda campaign'
aimed at damaging the prestige of the US and undermining the non-
communist elements in all countries. It proposed the
strengthening and coordination of all “foreign information
measures' under the direction of the State Department. In the
annex NSC 4-A the CIA was given authority to conduct “covert
psychological operations' to counteract Soviet and Soviet
inspired activities.'® On the 1st of December 1947, almost
eighteen months after Warner's paper had been circulated to
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British embassies, the State Department issued a new directive
on American information policy. It proposed that in addition to
the ~factual, truthful, and forceful presentation of U.S. foreign
policy and American ways of living ... we should take the
offensive in dealing with Soviet policies and anti-American
propaganda, as well as those of local communist parties.'**
Although America's new policy did not immediately result in
close cooperation with British attempts to counter communism in
Europe, it did result in a certain degree of indirect support for
British objectives. Long-established intelligence cooperation
yvielded information for British propaganda regarding Soviet
breaches of the Potsdam agreement.'** The assignment of foreign
broadcast monitoring to the CIA led to a new agreement with the
BBC facilitating greater exchange of monitoring reports. The CIA
also considered the establishment of new radio stations in US
zones of occupation through the transfer of equipment under
British control.*¢ In several cases America's adoption of a
dynamic policy of containing Soviet communism closely resembled
the response pursued by the British Foreign Office since 1946.
If this policy was not coordinated with those British activities
already in progress it certainly supported similar objectives.
In Germany, where Britain had begun to answer communist charges
in October 1946, General Lucius Clay Commander of the American
occupation forces announced in October 1947 that the American
military government were to launch a campaign against communism
in the US zone.* In November American representatives in
Austria informed the State Department that they had begun to
publicise communist involvement in strikes, demonstrations and
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various illegal activities. British propaganda in occupied
Europe was also supported by the work of the combined Allied
Information Service which conducted “concentrated and continuous
counter-propaganda to communism.'*® As early as October 1946
American officials in Germany had urged an increased budget for
AIS operations noting that the British side was ~strengthening
its personnel and increasing its contributions of money and
1150

equipment.
Like their British counterparts, American officials were
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also concerned at the prospect of communist electoral victories
in France and Italy. The Marshall Plan was widely recognised as
a bold attempt to undermine the standing of communists in Western
Europe. In October 1947, Averell Harriman, the senior Marshall
Plan representative in Europe, called for a psychological
offensive to counter communist propaganda in France and
Italy.*®* The following month George Kennan's Policy Planning
Staff concluded that the Soviet Union was “very likely' to order
the communist parties in France and Italy to “resort to virtual
civil war' as soon as US occupation forces left Italy.'®® In
response the CIA, under the direction of NSC 4-A, provided funds
that helped defeat the communists in the French elections of
1947, and subsidised non-communist elements in French trade
unions. They also began a programme of aid for anti-communist
forces in Italy in preparation for the elections of 1948.°%°

The Foreign Office was clearly pleased at the increasing
alignment of British and American thinking on the Soviet threat.
Bevin, however, maintained his resistance to a global campaign
against communist propaganda. In July 1947 the Russia Committee
decided it would not be politic to request an extension of the
propaganda line in the Middle East to the rest of the world.
Warner informed the Committee that the Foreign Secretary would
not sanction any policy based on open despair of reaching
agreement with the Russians until after the Council of Foreign
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Ministers meeting in November. Although the Russia Committee
understood Bevin's position and were satisfied with the
developments in responding to communist propaganda abroad,
officials were growing increasingly concerned about the state of
domestic opinion. The Foreign Office found itself in the
position of promoting a foreign propaganda campaign which was
increasingly inconsistent with domestic policy. It is axiomatic
that effective foreign propaganda must be supported by a
corresponding domestic campaign, yet by 1947 British foreign and
domestic propaganda were clearly operating at different levels.
As Frank Roberts noted in March 1947 despite the progress in
persuading the Foreign Secretary to advocate anti-communist

measures abroad, the British public remained unenlightened:
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It is surely ridiculous to be enlightening the Arabs
and the Persians and other peoples about the true
nature of the Soviet State and of Soviet propaganda
while leaving our own people in complete abysmal
ignorance.?®*®

Substantial elements of the British public and more
particularly the left-wing of Bevin's own party still believed
that Britain could maintain friendly relations with the Soviet
Union. 1In late 1946 Christopher Warner noted that the BBC Home
Service and the most of the daily papers were ~studiously
uncritical' of the Soviet Union and communist regimes in Eastern
Europe. In general it was felt that not enough publicity was
given to Soviet anti-British propaganda, and the activities of
Soviet-sponsored communist parties in eastern Europe. In
particular Warner had confidential information that at The Daily
Telegraph there was a general instruction not to print news
critical of the Soviet Union unless it was authoritatively
sponsored or emanated from Government sources. The same was
thought to be true of the Beaverbrook press.'®® The Labour
Party was also a major cause for concern. In May 1946 the Russia
Committee expressed alarm that some Ministers, ~“took the line
that it would be wrong to consider Russia to be hostile to this
country'*®”, and as late as August 1947 Warner reminded them
that "in view of the risk of a split in the Labour Party' they
could expect no overall directives or public statements on Soviet
policy.*®® Left-wing criticism of Bevin's foreign policy had
been mounting throughout 1946. In the Autumn New Statesman
published a series of articles on British foreign policy arguing
that Britain should reassert its independence from America. In
November over 100 Labour MPs abstained in a vote on a Commons
amendment criticising the Government's foreign policy. At the
beginning of 1947 a small group of Labour MPs began to meet and
form an organised campaign for a return to socialism in Labour's
foreign and domestic policy. Although this Keep Left group
pressed for a more amenable policy to the Soviet Union, its
foreign policy recommendations were also profoundly anti-
American.®*® In 1946 Warner had highlighted the restrictions on
Anglo-American cooperation due to America's wish to avoid the

appearance of “ganging up' with Britain. In February 1947, in
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a remarkable reversal of transatlantic concerns, US intelligence
reported that due to domestic pressures the British Government
had in recent months “displayed a nominally independent attitude
in foreign relations in contrast to its previous close
collaboration with the US.' Although this was not be interpreted
as a trend towards closer collaboration with the USSR it was
noted that it would curtail joint Anglo-American actions with
regard to the Soviet Union.?**°

In an effort to disillusion the public about Soviet
intentions the Russia Committee proposed a number of measures to
influence domestic opinion. It was felt that the Prime Minister
and the Foreign Secretary could exert a great deal of personal
influence in matters of domestic publicity. In March 1946, Bevin
had asked the editor of The Times to put a stop to “the jellyfish
attitude of The Timegs on all important matters of foreign
affairs', particularly E.H.Carr's pro-Soviet articles.®® In
September Warner suggested that the Foreign Secretary or the
Prime Minister might “have a word' with some of the editors and
proprietors of the daily press to let them know that more
publicity for Soviet actions would be helpful to the government.
The Foreign Office also increased its own ~“off the record!
briefings with the press. With regard to the BBC, Warner
apparently felt they could apply a little more direct pressure.
It was suggested that the Director General should be asked to
"modify' the policy of the Home Service with regard to the Soviet
Union. More particularly it was proposed that the Home Service
put on a weekly talk summarising the attitude of the Soviet media
on the chief international topics of the week.!®* Other ad hoc
projects included the distribution of the report of the Canadian
Royal Commission into Soviet espionage, and a proposal to
purchase the English rights to the autobiography of Soviet
defector Victor Kravchenko, I Chose Freedom.?!®?

The campaign to influence Labour Party opinion was more
coordinated and intensive. It was also a campaign in which the
Foreign Office could rely on a considerable degree of support
from within the Party itself. Several Labour MPs cooperated with
the Foreign Office to ensure that information about Soviet
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intentions was distributed to the Parliamentary Labour Party.
It was decided in 1946 that the Foreign Office weekly review of
the Soviet Press, and monthly review of omissions and
peculiarities in the Soviet Press, would be made available to the
House of Commons library through Parliamentary Secretary Kenneth
Younger.®* It was also suggested that the Labour Party's
series of “Speakers Notes' would be “an excellent system for the
dissemination of useful information on foreign affairs.' Under
Secretary Christopher Mayhew acted as a channel between the
Foreign Office and Labour Party, through the Party's
International Secretary Denis Healey. Mayhew provided Healey
with information on foreign affairs, in return Healey provided
information on the state of party and public opinion.**®* More
significantly, in 1947 Assistant Under Secretary Gladwyn Jebb
drew up a paper outlining Foreign Office views on British foreign
policy. Bevin suggested that Jebb's arguments against the Keep
Left approach might be embodied in a Labour Party pamphlet. He
suggested that Jebb should get together with Denis Healey making
sure to keep cooperation ~“very dark.'*® At the 1947 Labour
Party conference Healey's pamphlet Cards on the Table was
distributed to all delegates. The pamphlet was a defence of
Labour's foreign policy, designed to persuade Labour supporters
of the Soviet Union's ~“sustained and violent offensive' against
Britain. It also emphasised the importance of British social
democracy as an ideological alternative to Russian communism and
American capitalism. Although it described an exclusive line-up
with the United States as “dangerous and undesirable', it argued
that given Britain's straitened financial situation, the
importance of international trade, and the needs of national
security, it was unrealistic to believe Britain could pursue a
completely independent foreign policy.*®” Dalton endorsed the
pamphlet, and Bevin, pleased to have his case put by someone else
in the party reiterated its conclusions in his conference
speech.®®

However, it was not through the efforts of the Russia
Committee or individuals such as Healey that British public
opinion finally aligned with official perceptions of the Soviet
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threat. 1In September 1947, the Soviet Union with eight other
European communist parties, including the French and Italian
parties, established the Communist Information Bureau
(Cominform). With the founding of the Cominform, the Soviet
Union officially reverted to the orthodox Bolshevik line that
those who were not avowed communists were avowed enemies. It was
the final rejection of any prospect of cooperation with the non-
communist left in Europe. With this action the Soviets
themselves did more to undermine left-wing sympathies in Europe
than any of the measures implemented by the British and American
governments. The CIA predicted that the immediate effect would
be to reduce the voting strength of the communist parties in
Europe and, were it not for the threat of economic crisis,
substantially strengthen the position of the moderate non-
communist parties in Western Europe.'®® In Britain the Russia
Committee with some relief noted that the news had “at last drawn
the United Kingdom public's attention to the Russian campaign
against this country, which hitherto had gone largely
unnoticed.'*’”® Bevin informed the Cabinet in November that if
no progress were made at the Moscow Conference of Foreign
Ministers, he would have to “ask the Cabinet to consider a fresh
approach to the main problems of our foreign policy.''™

Bevin's frustration with the Soviets had been building
throughout 1947. In May negotiations for a new Anglo-Soviet
treaty collapsed, in July the Soviets withdrew from the Marshall
Plan discussions, at successive Council of Foreign Ministers
meetings Bevin strove against Soviet intransigence in the haope
of some degree of accommodation. Even following the creation of
the Cominform in September, Bevin pressed on in the hope of
agreement at the December Council of Foreign Ministers in London.
In his frustration following the collapse of these discussions,
Bevin finally agreed to consider a global response to communist
propaganda. The catalyst for Bevin's acceptance of a new
propaganda policy did not come from the Russia Committee but from
the Parliamentary Under-Secretary Christopher Mayhew. Mayhew was
part of the British delegation to the UN, and like Bevin, was
becoming increasingly disillusioned with the activities of his
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Soviet counterparts. In late 1947 Mayhew wrote home from the UN:

My general view is that we should try to discourage
the Slavs from using the UN for blackguarding us and
the Americans by occasionally pulling a skeleton out
of their cupboard for a change. True, we fight at a
disadvantage, since, unlike the Bolsheviks, we are
likely to be cross-examined about our propaganda when
we get home; but nobody except an undiluted Christian
can listen to Mr Vishinsky for long without answering
back once in a while.'"?

In December, while returning to London on the Queen
Elizabeth, Mayhew drafted a proposal for answering communist
propaganda with a campaign of “Third Force propaganda.' Bevin
read the paper and asked Mayhew to prepare a Cabinet paper
outlining his recommendations.’®

The timing of Mayhew's paper was obviously crucial. It
arrived at an opportune moment when Bevin, frustrated by Soviet
intransigence, was grasping for new ideas. There is another
reason why Mayhew's paper may have held more appeal than previous
proposals from the Russia Committee. Mayhew's idea for an
effective counter to Soviet propaganda reflected Bevin's own
developing interest in a British led “Western Union.' Historians
have shown that Bevin had a genuine interest in close links with
the Continent which, alongside the African colonies and the
Middle East, could form a "third force'! in world affairs.'* At
the 1947 Party conference, Bevin effectively stole the thunder
of the left with his own plans for a Western Union. Although the
Western Union concept eventually proved untenable the period from
December 1947 to January 1948 marked the peak of enthusiasm for
the idea.?” This was also the period in which Britain's new
propaganda policy was prepared and launched. Mayhew entitled his
paper " Third Force Propaganda'. In it he linked the need to
answer Soviet propaganda with the hope that Britain could take
a leading role in international affairs. He suggested opposing
the inroads of communism with a "Third Force' comprising, ~all
democratic elements which are anti-communist and, at the same
time, genuinely progressive and reformist, believing in freedom,
planning and social justice.' Communism was to be exposed by
comparison with “the broad principles of Social Democracy which
in fact has its basis in the value of civil liberty and human
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rights.' To this Mayhew added there should be a "positive appeal
to Democratic and Christian principles ... We must put forward
a positive rival ideology.'’¢

It has been suggested that the “Third Force' concept may
have been merely a “device to win ministerial support'.!’”” This
does not appear to have been the case. Mayhew did suggest
employing a device to make the new propaganda policy more
palatable to the Labour Party, but that device was anti-
capitalism. In a memo accompanying his paper Mayhew suggested
to Bevin that the new propaganda policy should “balance anti-
communist with anti-capitalist arguments so as to reassure the
Parliamentary Labour Party.'*’® Mayhew included in his paper a
recommendation that they attack in equal measure the “principles
and practices of communism' and “the inefficiency, social
injustice and moral weakness of unrestrained capitalism.‘''”’
However, anti-capitalism and the “Third Force' concept were two
different propositions. Anti-capitalism was a negative concept
tagged onto Mayhew's paper in an unabashed attempt to sell it to
the Labour Party. In contrast the idea of Britain leading a
"Third Force' was integral to the paper as a whole. It involved
the positive projection of social democracy and reflected Bevin's
own interest in a British led “Western Union'. It had its roots
in the 1945 General Election manifesto which presented Britain
as “brave and constructive leaders in world affairs,' and built
upon existing ideas about postwar propaganda as embodied in “The
Projection of Britain.'

Mayhew discussed his paper with senior officials, including
Kirkpatrick and Warner, on 30 December 1947. There was clearly
a consensus regarding the need to launch a counteroffensive
against communist propaganda.®®® Although Mayhew was not a
member of the Russia Committee and later claimed to have been
unaware of the earlier papers by Warner and Kirkpatrick,'* his
paper encapsulated many of the proposals for countering communist
propaganda developed by the Russia Committee since 1946. The
idea of projecting a positive rival ideology was a common theme
in Foreign Office thinking since at least as far back as Roberts
telegrams from Moscow in March 1946. Similarly, the idea of
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Britain providing a lead to all the democratic forces opposing
communism in Europe had been a prominent theme in Warner's
memorandum on the Soviet campaign against this country. More
generally, the combination of positive national projection with
a vigorous response to Soviet propaganda was the framework for
propaganda campaigns already in progress in the Middle East,
Germany and eastern Europe. The Foreign Office officials were
not, however, entirely happy with the anti-capitalist and “Third
Force' aspects of Mayhew's paper. It was felt that the paper
might give the impression that the British government advocated
“unfavourable reflections on the American way of life.'*®* It
was also thought that the term “Third Force' was inappropriate
for the forces of anti-communism to which Britain hoped to give
a lead. The term had too many other meanings, including a very
specific connotation in French politics, and could not be “taken
over by us and given a different connotation.'?®® Despite these
reservations it was decided to link Mayhew's proposal for "Third
Force' propaganda with Bevin's scheme for a spiritual union of
the West which was also being drafted as a Cabinet paper. It was
suggested that the principal common element in the two ideas was
that Britain should provide leadership to other nations with a
similar point of view and that “by emphasising this we could
avoid the political difficulties connected with the advocacy of
unfavourable reflections on the American way of life.''®* The
idea of anti-capitalist propaganda also had a political wvalue
which outweighed obvious practical concerns. Moreover, the
Cabinet paper would make clear that in practice this policy
should not result in attacks on the United States. With these
qualifications Mayhew's paper was drafted by Warner into a
Cabinet paper on Britain's “Future Foreign Publicity Policy, ' to
be placed before the Cabinet at its first meeting of 1948 .*®
Conclusion

The new propaganda policy presented to the Cabinet 1in
January 1948 was a combination of views advocated by the Russia
Committee since early 1in 1946, and the response of Bevin's
Parliamentary colleague Christopher Mayhew to a series of more
immediate problems. Although the Russia Committee had been
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advocating an offensive against communist propaganda for some
time, Mayhew's timely paper was clearly influential. Mayhew
offered Bevin an important compromise in the crucial months at
the end of 1947 when Bevin finally accepted the need for a
fundamental shift in Britain's policy towards the Soviet Union.
Following the formation of the Cominform few in the Labour Party
would argue with Mayhew's proposal for a propaganda counter-
offensive. However, although the Keep Lefters in the Party and
the Cabinet were shaken by the formation of the Cominform they
were not stirred from their commitment to a policy of
independence from the United States. Mayhew's emphasis on
Britain leading a Third Force propaganda campaign, reflected the
hopes of the Labour Party and more importantly the Foreign
Secretary that a change in Britain's policy towards the Soviet
Union need not necessarily lead to a partnership with the
dominant United States.

If Mayhew's paper was the catalyst for a new propaganda
policy the composition of that policy had been tried and tested
by the Russia Committee in a series of experiments since 1946.
By the time Bevin agreed to propose a coordinated global response
to communist propaganda British diplomats were already making a
concerted effort to answer communist charges in several areas,
most notably, Persia, Germany, Austria, France, Italy, and
eastern Europe. The BBC Middle East services were pursuing a
general policy of highlighting communist shortcomings, and in
October 1947 Jacob concluded that the time had come for the BBC
Russian and eastern European services to make a more forceful
presentation of British policy. At home the Foreign Office and
the Labour Party were working closely to influence domestic
political opinion. The activities of the Russia Committee meant
that the new propaganda policy presented to Cabinet in January
1948 did not mark a major departure from existing policy. It is
evident, however, that there was a certain degree of tension
between Mayhew's and the Russia Committee's conceptions of an
anti-communist campaign. Despite the avoidance of Anglo-American
cooperation in Mayhew's recommendations, in practice by the end
of 1947 Britain and America had developed remarkably similar
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reésponses to the threat from communist propaganda. Although
institutionalised cooperation was limited, Britain and America
were responding to communist propaganda in a similar manner, in
the same geographic areas. In the years that followed the
propaganda machinery and policies of both nations expanded
considerably and the ad hoc measures of the pre-1948 period
became institutionalised as a global, coordinated and often
unified campaign.
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Chapter 2

Launching the new propaganda policy, 1948.
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Chapter 2
Launchin he new propaganda lic 194

In March 1946, Ivone Kirkpatrick, the Foreign Office Under
Secretary responsible for information activities, claimed that
counter-propaganda would be easy to arrange if the Government
decided to attack communism.! Kirkpatrick’s claim was finally
put to the test almost two years later, when the Foreign
Secretary conceded the need for a coordinated global response to
communist propaganda and launched Britain’s new propaganda
policy. In the early months of 1948, Britain moved from an ad
hoc piecemeal response to hostile Soviet propaganda to a
coordinated and wide-ranging propaganda policy in which the
positive ‘Projection of Britain’ was combined with offensive
propaganda designed to oppose the inroads of Communism and ‘give
a moral lead to the forces of anti-communism in Europe and
Asia.’? The new propaganda policy, which Kirkpatrick had played
no small part in formulating, was placed before the Cabinet at
its first meeting of 1948. In the months which followed, the
short Cabinet paper on ‘Future Foreign Publicity Policy’ was
developed into a detailed propaganda policy in consultation
between Bevin, the Cabinet, the Chiefs of Staff, the Foreign
Office Russia Committee, and a new Ministerial Committee on anti-
communist propaganda. Britain’s existing propaganda apparatus
was redirected to follow the new policy, and arrangements were
made to provide new instruments with which to coordinate and
implement the new propaganda policy. The change in direction in
Britain’s propaganda policy was conducted with some urgency
against the backdrop of increasing evidence of hostile Soviet
intentions in Europe, most notably in the communist-backed coup
in Czechoslovakia.

This chapter will examine how Britain’s new propaganda
policy was developed and organised in the early months of 1948.
In these formative months the guiding principles for Britain’s
Cold War propaganda policy were established, and the British
Government’s principal Cold War propaganda instrument, the
Foreign Office Information Research Department (IRD), was
created. This chapter will trace the launch of Britain’s anti-
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communist propaganda campaign through a detailed examination of
the new propaganda policy, the organisation of the propaganda
instrument, and the channels through which the new anti-communist
propaganda was to be disseminated.

The ‘Future Foreign Publicity Policy’

The Cabinet discussed the new propaganda policy on the 8th
January 1948. At this meeting Bevin placed a raft of papers
before the Cabinet. Alongside the memorandum on ‘Future Foreign
Publicity Policy’, there were memoranda on ‘The First Aim of
British Foreign Policy’, ‘Policy in Germany’, ‘Review of Soviet
Policy’, and ‘Extinction of Human Rights in Eastern Europe.’’
The broad sweep of these papers effectively set out the Soviet
position and Britain’s long-term response to that threat. 1In
‘The First Aim of British Foreign Policy’ Bevin warned that ‘from
behind secure entrenchments’, the Russians were ‘exerting a
constantly increasing pressure which threatens the whole fabric
of the West.’ In response Bevin proposed a ‘Western Union’
backed by the Americans and the Dominions and comprising
Scandinavia, the Low Countries, France, Portugal, Italy and
Greece and, as soon as circumstances permitted, Spain and
Germany. But Bevin was not proposing a simple defensive pact,
it was not enough to reinforce ‘the physical barriers which
reinforce our Western civilisation’:

We must also organise and consolidate the ethical and
spiritual forces inherent in this Western civilisation
of which we are the chief protagonists. This in my
view can only be done by creating some form of union
in Western Europe, whether of formal or informal
character, backed by the Americans and the Dominions.*

The means for mobilising this spiritual union were set out
in the paper on ‘Future Foreign Publicity Policy.’ It stated
that Soviet propaganda had been carrying out a ‘vicious attack
against the British Commonwealth and against Western democracy.’
It was up to Britain ‘as Europeans and as a Social Democratic
Government,’ to take the lead in responding to that threat:

We should adopt a new line in our foreign publicity
designed to oppose the inroads of Communism, by taking
the offensive against it, basing ourselves on the
standpoint of the position and vital ideas of British
Social Democracy and Western civilisation, and to give
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a lead to our friends abroad and help them in the

anti-communist struggle.®

The new publicity policy was to be implemented by a small
section in the Foreign Office that would collect and disseminate
information on communist policy and tactics. In addition to the
existing Government information services, experience had shown
that the fullest cooperation of the BBC would be ‘desirable.’
The paper suggested other channels which reflected the Labour
Party’s own anti-communist efforts. Anti-communist material
would be made available to Ministers for use in their public
speeches, and information was to be sent to Labour Party and
Trades Union officials and through them to trade unionists
abroad. Foreign trade-unionists and non-Communists from abroad
were to be given the opportunity of studying British life and
institutions. London, it was hoped, would become ‘the Mecca for
Social Democrats in Europe.’®

The paper set out in some detail the guiding principles for
the new publicity policy. These combined an offensive element

designed to ‘attack and expose Communism’, and a positive
presentation of ‘something far better.’ Britain, the paper
stated, ‘must provide a positive rival ideology’ based on

Democratic and Christian principles. Despite the reservations
of the Foreign Office the anti-capitalist aspect of Mayhew'’s
original paper remained. In contrast to ‘totalitarian Communism
and laissez-faire capitalism’ it stated Britain should offer ‘the
vital and progressive ideas of British Social Democracy and
Western Civilisation.’ The new propaganda policy should
‘advertise our principles as offering the best and most efficient
way of life.’ The principles and practices of communism were to
be denigrated by comparison, as was the ‘inefficiency, social
injustice and moral weakness of unrestrained capitalism.’ The
main target for Britain’s propaganda was to be the broad masses
of workers and peasants in Europe and the Middle East, and the
main arguments used were designed to appeal to this group. Thus
considerable emphasis was to be placed on the standard of living
of ‘ordinary people’ in the Soviet bloc and the comparative
benefits of life in the West. The aim of the new propaganda
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policy was to expose the Soviet ‘workers’ paradise’ as ‘a
gigantic hoax.’ Britain’s new propaganda should also stress the
civil liberties issue and the many analogies between Nazi and
Communist systems. The foreign policy of communist states was
also to be targeted. Soviet foreign policy was to be portrayed
as the ‘stalking horse of Russian imperialism’ and the satellites
represented as ‘Russia’s new colonial empire.’ Finally, it
stated, the time had come to answer Soviet misrepresentations
about Britain. British representatives abroad who had for so
long urged the adoption of a more offensive line in Britain’s
response to Soviet propaganda were now to be provided with the
‘ammunition’ to reply.’

The Cabinet was generally supportive of the proposed moves
to consolidate the forces of Western Europe. There was also
qualified support for the new line in British propaganda. The
Secretary of State for the Colonies, it was noted, had already
sought to promote democratic principles in the colonies through
the press, films, broadcasting, promotion of trade wunion
movements and guidance to students from the colonies studying in
the UK. With regard to publicity in Europe the possibility of
establishing a Western European broadcasting station was
mentioned. However, concerns were expressed about the anti-
Soviet aspect of the new propaganda policy. It was feared that
too much emphasis on the anti-Soviet aspect might alienate the
socialist forces in Western Europe and those Eastern European
countries which, ‘though dominated politically by communists,
still had a Western outlook.’ Bevin replied that it would be
impossible for him to give an effective lead without being
critical of Soviet policy. But, he stressed, it was his
intention ‘mainly to concentrate on the positive and constructive
side of his proposals.’ With these reservations and assurances
the Cabinet approved the new propaganda policy.°®

In fact the new propaganda policy had in effect already been
launched by the Prime Minister, Clement Attlee, in a party
political broadcast on 3rd January, several days before the new
line was discussed by the Cabinet. Attlee had seen drafts of the
papers which were to be presented to the Cabinet on the 8th
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January and had invited Christopher Mayhew to Chequers during the
Christmas recess to discuss his paper on Third Force
Propaganda.’ Attlee’s subsequent speech paraphrased large
sections of the Cabinet papers on foreign policy and future
publicity policy. It had two main themes: the deterioration in
the international situation brought about by the Soviet Union,
and the leading role Britain should play as a ‘third force’ in
the world between communist totalitarianism and American
capitalism. In recognition of his hosts Attlee began by
highlighting the freedom of political debate in the West
epitomised by the BBC which provided a platform ‘for free and
unfettered controversy’ unrestricted by the Government or private
interests. He compared this to the situation in Russia and the
satellites where, ‘the voice of criticism is silenced’ and ‘only
one view is allowed.’ He went on to attack the pretence by which
the Soviet Union would limit freedom and suppress opposition
whilst masquerading ‘as upholders of democracy.’ Far from being
a workers’ paradise, he characterised the Soviet Union as a place
of growing inequality where the lack of political freedom had a
direct impact on standards of living:

Where there is no political freedom, privilege and

injustice creep back. In Communist Russia "privilege

of the few" is a growing phenomenon, and the gap

between the highest and lowest incomes is constantly

widening.?®

Attlee went on to explain how Soviet communism was
endangering world peace with a ‘new kind of imperialism -
ideological, economic and strategic’ which threatened the welfare
and way of life of the other nations of Europe. At the other end
of the scale from Soviet suppression, Attlee set the United
States with its commitment to individual 1liberty and human
rights. But Attlee also criticised American capitalism which
was, he said, characterised by extreme inequality of wealth. It
was, he «claimed, up to Britain, situated geographically,
economically and politically between these ‘two great continental
states,’ to ‘work out a system of a new and challenging kind,
which combines individual freedom with a planned economy,
democracy and social justice.’?®
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Attlee’s speech was widely covered in the press where the
new tone did not go unnoticed. Most newspapers gave particular
prominence to the harsh anti-communist aspect of the speech and
in general welcomed it.!? Those in the Foreign Office who had
been responsible for devising the new propaganda policy also
welcomed Attlee’s robust speech. Mayhew wrote in his diary at
the time that the speech was ‘ruder to the USA than even I think
wise’ but later praised the criticism of the Soviet Union which
although ‘mild by later standards’ was, ‘a useful send-off to our
propaganda campaign.’?* In the Russia Committee Sir Ian Jacob,
Controller of the BBC'’s European Services, stressed that if the
new policy was to be successful the Prime Minister’s broadcast
should be followed by other Ministerial speeches on which the BBC
could base their publicity.*

The anti-communist message was reinforced by the Deputy
Prime Minister, Herbert Morrison, in a speech to Labour Party
members on the 11th January. Morrison began by expressing his
sorrow at the rift in Anglo-Soviet relations since 1945. He
blamed this rift on increasingly hostile Soviet propaganda.
Although the Government had sought active cooperation with the
Soviet Union they had been frustrated by ‘untruthful and
malicious attacks... by the reckless propaganda machines of the
Russian communists.’ In the face of such attacks, Morrison said,
Britain could no longer be expected to lie down. Moreover, he
said, Britain could not be happy when ‘country after country in
eastern and south-eastern Europe find themselves subject to
undemocratic and unrepresentative Communist Governments.’
Morrison responded, 1like Attlee, with an attack on the
imperialist Soviet foreign policy. He did not pull his punches,
the communist parties of the world he said, were merely, ‘the
servile automatic outposts of the Soviet Foreign Office.’ The
communist takeovers in Eastern Europe were characterised by
suppression of other parties, curtailment of press freedom,
‘wholesale witch-hunting’, and unjudicial execution of non-
communist leaders. Morrison contrasted Soviet imperialism with
British colonialism. Whereas Soviet action in eastern Europe was
exploitative, the aim of British colonialism, he claimed, was
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‘development’ based on ‘the cooperation and goodwill of the
colonial peoples themselves.’ Soviet actions in Eastern Europe
were more akin to the totalitarian rule of Nazi Germany. Like
Attlee, Morrison expressed indignation that Soviet actions in
eastern Europe were cloaked in the language of freedom, democracy
and anti-Fascism when it was increasingly clear that the
Communists were displaying all the characteristics of the extreme
Right. ‘I have never admitted that the Communists are on the
Left’ he stated baldly, ‘they are on the Right.’ Finally, he
concluded, by pursuing these provocative policies the Communists
‘are not only running the risk of war at some time, but... are
impeding the economic progress of mankind[.]’*®

Attlee and Morrison’s speeches clearly served to launch the
new propaganda policy, but the most effective annunciation of the
new line in British foreign policy was provided by the Foreign
Secretary himself in his formidable contribution to the foreign
affairs debate in the Commons on 22nd January. In this speech
Bevin unveiled his ideas for a Western Union defence against
Soviet aggression. As Attlee and Morrison had done earlier that
month, Bevin began with a bitter attack on Soviet attitudes which
had led to the breakdown in East-West relations since 1945. He
related his own attempts to work with the Soviets at successive
Council of Foreign Ministers meetings and revealed how weary he
was of the consistently hostile attitude of Soviet delegations.
Britain had, he claimed, always tried to cooperate with the
peoples of Eastern Europe but ‘the activities of the Cominform,
like those of its predecessor the Comintern, afford the greatest
hindrance to mutual confidence and understanding.’ He described
the ‘ruthless’ progression of communism in Eastern Europe, and
like Morrison compared the communists’ creation of ‘police
states’ in Europe with those of Hitler and Mussolini. In
response Bevin called for a moral rearmament of the West.
Although Bevin was more careful than Attlee not to advocate a
breach with the United States, the time had come, he said, for
the nations of Western Europe to think of themselves as a unit.
To draw more closely together and mobilise ‘such a moral and
material force as will create confidence and energy in the West
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and inspire respect elsewhere.’:

How much these countries have in common. Our

sacrifices in the war, our hatred of injustice and

oppression, our Parliamentary democracy, our striving

for economic rights and our conception and love of

liberty are common among us all. Our British

approach, of which my rt. hon. friend the Prime

Minister spoke recently, is based on principles which

also appeal deeply to the overwhelming mass of the

peoples of Western Europe. I believe the time is ripe

for a consolidation of Western Europe.®*

As with the Attlee, Bevin’s speech was broadly welcomed and
reaction indicated the emergence of a broad consensus among the
Government, the Opposition, officials and the press regarding
Soviet intentions and the need for a robust response.'” It won
the support of the Conservative Opposition. Eden replied that
Western Union should be pursued with ‘the greatest possible
vigour, ’'*®* and one Conservative MP recorded the relief on the
Opposition benches that Bevin ‘did not intend to allow the
Bolshies to run Europe if we could help it.’*® On his own side
of the House Bevin won the support of most of the left-wing who
embraced the idea of Britain, independent of the United States,
leading a predominantly socialist Europe. The press, who had
largely missed the third force aspect in Attlee’s speech, were
enthusiastic about Bevin’s idea. The Times, for example, noted
that although much of Bevin’s vision remained to be worked out
they welcomed his call for ‘an association of friendly nations’
in Europe and the colonies, ‘wide enough to win strength and
independence together,’ and acclaimed this as ‘a challenge and
a call to action.’?

This speech by Bevin, following those of Attlee and
Morrison, marked a clear and very public shift in Britain’s
policy towards the Soviet Union. It was a public statement that
the Government, and Bevin in particular, had finally moved to a
position, long held in the Foreign Office, that any kind of
compromise with Moscow was doomed to failure. Relations had
irrevocably broken down and the time had come for Britain to
respond to Soviet hostility. Although the central feature of
Bevin’s speech was a rallying cry for a European Third Force,

in the language and tone with which Bevin, Attlee and Morrison
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described the breakdown of East-West relations, and Soviet action
in Eastern Europe, these three speeches also served to launch
Britain’s new propaganda policy. None of the speakers referred
explicitly to a British propaganda campaign, indeed one feature
of the speeches was an indignant condemnation of hostile Soviet

propaganda since 1945. ‘Propaganda’, Bevin told the Commons ‘is
not a contribution to the settlement of international
problems. ' Yet these speeches, especially when taken

together, were themselves part of the new intensive and
coordinated anti-communist propaganda campaign. They clearly
followed the guiding principles set out in the Cabinet paper on
‘Future Foreign Publicity Policy’, and laid out the themes to be
pursued in Britain’s anti-communist propaganda. Each explained
their more strident tone by reference to the increasingly hostile
tone of Soviet propaganda. This was followed in each case with
a forthright attempt to ‘expose the myths of the Soviet
paradise,’ in many cases in comparison with the benefits of
Western social democracy. Thus Soviet moves in Eastern Europe
were branded the new imperialism and compared unfavourably, by
Morrison, with paternal British colonialism. Each compared the
economic and political freedoms of the West with the suppression
of civil liberties in Soviet occupied territory, and followed the
line that Soviet Communism was a form of totalitarianism
analogous to Nazi Germany. Moreover, Soviet actions like those
of Nazi Germany were clearly represented as a threat to world
peace. Finally, both Attlee and Bevin advertised an alternative
to Soviet Communism which in the evocative yet vague language of
the Third Force projected a positive aim to balance the
offensive/defensive tone of the anti-communist aspect of the new
propaganda policy. That these themes were drawn out in major
foreign policy statements by three of the most senior Government
Ministers is indicative of the importance of this new line in
British propaganda, and of at least some degree of Cabinet
consensus regarding the anti-Soviet aspect of the new propaganda
policy.

Following this prominent launch the Cabinet paper on ‘Future
Foreign Publicity Policy’ was passed to the Russia Committee for
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consideration of how the new propaganda policy was to be
implemented on a broader front. Christopher Warner, who in
January 1948 took over from Kirkpatrick as Assistant Under-
Secretary responsible for information activities, told the
Committee that Britain’s new propaganda would draw out two main
themes: that the West provided higher standards of living than
the Soviet system; and that a communist regime involved the
suppression of political liberties. The positive side of the new
propaganda policy was less clear but would be based on the policy
outlined in the paper ‘The First Aim of British Foreign Policy, '’
and unveiled by the Foreign Secretary in his Commons speech. It
would seek to create ‘some form of union in Western Europe...
backed by the Americans and the Dominions.’ Propaganda material
would be prepared for use abroad and designed to appeal not only
to intellectuals but also the workers and peasants. At home,
material would be available to Ministers and the Labour Party,
visits would be encouraged from foreign Trade Unionists, and
courses would be developed for representatives of foreign anti-
communist parties.??

The discussion in the Russia Committee was significantly
different from the Cabinet’s consideration of the new policy.
Whereas the Cabinet minutes reveal concern regarding the strength
of the anti-communist aspect of the new policy, several members
of the Russia Committee raised concerns about the policy of
attacking ‘unrestrained capitalism,’ an issue apparently not
discussed by the Cabinet.?® In particular they stressed the
risk of attacking the United States and other democratic parties
of the Right. Warner drew attention to the qualification in the
Cabinet paper which said that they should not attack or appear
to attack any member of the Commonwealth or the United States,
and Ivone Kirkpatrick replied somewhat obliquely that the phrase
was ‘of general application and expressed the view that no
difficulties would arise over the practical interpretation of it
in preparing publicity material.’* It was suggested that
rather than attacking the right as such, taking the lead from
Attlee’s speech, the line should be that communism was a form of
totalitarianism. Rather than attacking capitalism and communism

84



in equal measure, the policy would be to attack totalitarianism
of the Right and Left. This was not quite the same
interpretation of the paper as that of the Cabinet. Indeed far
from attacking American capitalism the Committee discussed
whether Britain should coordinate anti-communist propaganda with
the United States and other friendly countries. At this stage
though, any suggestion of Anglo-American cooperation was treated
with caution. Warner stated that the right general policy would
be to exchange information on propaganda with the United States
whenever appropriate, but that Britain should not have a general
agreement to consult with them and to take the same line.?®

The Committee discussed the implementation of the new policy
in different regions. Sir Ian Jacob, Head of the BBC European
Services, enquired whether the propaganda would go so far as to
encourage opponents of Communism in Europe. Kirkpatrick replied
that whilst this was an aim in Western Europe, as regards the
satellites, the intention was ‘to attack the suppression of
freedom’ but not to incite opponents of the existing regimes.
It was suggested that a special directive would be required for
Eastern Europe. The Committee also identified problems in
implementing the new policy in the Middle East, given that the
new policy was to be directed at ‘the mass of workers and
peasants.’ Although publicity channels existed among such groups
in Europe, British propaganda in the Middle East had
traditionally been directed at the educated elite. Given these
problems it is evident that initially at least the focus for the
new policy would be Western Europe. In Germany, where Britain’s
propaganda was already taking a more aggressive line, the new
policy could take immediate effect. Moreover, it was suggested,
this should be done with some urgency given recent evidence of
planned communist disturbances in the Ruhr.?* Similarly,
Gladwyn Jebb and Robin Hankey drew attention to reports of plans
for communist direct action in France and Italy in March. Jebb
concluded the discussion by suggesting that Warner ‘should make
his plans on the assumption that some major Communist offensive
might take place in the early spring and that all possible
publicity ammunition would be required in repelling it.’?
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In fact it was events in Eastern Europe which injected a
sense of urgency into the new propaganda policy. The Soviet
backed coup in Czechoslovakia in February 1948 galvanised anti-
communist sentiment in Britain, within the Labour Party in
particular, and led to calls for Britain to adopt a more
offensive propaganda policy. In the Foreign Office, according
to Gladwyn Jebb, the effect of the coup in Prague was,
‘electrical.’ ‘If the Russians could do this to one European
democracy nearly three years after the end of the war, what was
to prevent them doing it to other European countries, and notably
in Western Europe?’?® The impact on opinion in the Labour Party
was even more marked. Bill Jones, historian of Labour’s
relations with the Soviet Union, describes the Party’s response
to the coup as the culmination of a process of reinterpretation
of Soviet foreign policy towards a new ‘almost hostile, image of
the Soviet Union.’?’ Tribune reported events under the
unequivocal headline ‘Murder in Prague,’ whilst in the Daily
Herald Michael Foot lamented the most ‘tragic week since the end
of the war.’ On 3 March the Labour Party’s National Executive
Committee issued a fierce condemnation of Soviet actions stating
that Czechoslovakia had ‘fallen victim to aggression from without
aided by treachery from within.’?*° Two days later Bevin
submitted a memorandum to the Cabinet on ‘The Threat to Western
Civilisation.’ In it he outlined the fast growing threat of
Soviet expansion and the steps Britain should take to frustrate
them. It was now clear, Bevin stated, that Soviet policy aimed
for nothing less than world domination:

The immensity of the aim should not betray us into
believing in its impracticability. Indeed, unless
positive and wvigorous steps were shortly taken by
those other states in a position to take them, it may
well be that within the next few months - or even
weeks - the Soviet Union would gain political and
strategic advantages which would set the great
communist machine in action, leading either to the
establishment of a world dictatorship or more probably
to the collapse of organised society over immense
stretches of the globe.?®*

The Cabinet’s response to Bevin’'s stark warning reveals a

marked shift in opinion since Bevin placed his previous review
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of Soviet policy before them in January. The Cabinet continued
to support Bevin’s plans for Western Union defence, but also
recommended a significant expansion of Britain’s anti-communist
propaganda. In contrast to their cautious acceptance of the new
propaganda policy two months earlier in which they stressed that
‘too much emphasis should not be placed on its anti-Soviet
aspect, '** the Cabinet now accepted that ‘the weapon of
propaganda must be used to the full.’?® It was even suggested
that ‘some organisation on the lines of the wartime Political
Warfare Executive’ could be established. The discussion which
followed ranged across the kind of measures which could be used
in a new campaign of political warfare. There were certain
directions it was suggested, in which the Labour Party, not the
Government, might be the most effective instrument for conducting
propaganda, particularly among the social democratic parties in
Western Europe. It was also suggested that the Christian
Churches might be allied to the defence of Western civilisation.
The International Council of Christian Churches might be
persuaded to work with the Government, and it was noted, there
had been growing sympathy with social democracy in the Catholic
church. The campaign could also extend to economic warfare in
which more generous terms or ‘more aggressive methods’ could be
adopted in trade with Eastern European states. It was also
recommended that a special effort should be made to concentrate
propaganda on the Eastern European countries which were nearest
to Western Europe. The aim of this proposed campaign of
political warfare was ‘to provide the people of Europe with the
leadership in Western Europe which governments have so far failed
to provide, but its scope should be worldwide. ’**

This call for a return to political warfare was echoed
elsewhere in Whitehall. In March the Chiefs of Staff expressed
disquiet at what they perceived to be the defensive nature of
Bevin’s recent proposals for responding to the Soviet threat.
They were surprised that the new policy was designed to defend
Britain rather than taking the offensive against Soviet
propaganda, and they disapproved of the allocation of anti-
communist propaganda to a ‘small section’ in the Foreign Office.
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The ‘cold war’ they claimed could not be waged as an adjunct of
diplomacy. The Chiefs of Staff advocated a propaganda policy
more closely integrated with defence and coordinated by a
resurrected Political Warfare Executive. The Defence Minister
told Bevin that the Chiefs of Staff felt they had an important
stake in this matter. They wanted an integrated Cold War
strategy combining political warfare, economic warfare, and
special operations. Through this policy they hoped to take the
offensive against Soviet internal organisation or to disrupt the
military or industrial connections between the Soviet Union and
the satellites.®®

Bevin, however, was reluctant to sanction such an
offensive strategy and restrained calls for a return to political
warfare of the kind employed during the war. Bevin responded to
events in Prague by consolidating his plans for a Western Union
defence of Europe. The most immediate result was the signature,
on 17th March 1948, of a mutual defence pact between Britain,
France and the Benelux countries. At the same time, instead of
planning subversion in Eastern Europe, more detailed plans were
formulated to counter the spread of communism in the free world.
The Chiefs of Staff were asked to formulate defence plans to
support Bevin’s Western Union policy.?3° In response to the
Cabinet’s new found enthusiasm for propaganda, a Ministerial
Committee on anti-communist propaganda was convened to consider
the general application of the new propaganda policy.?’

However, before the first meeting of the Ministerial
committee, the question of political warfare was decided at an
informal meeting between the Foreign Secretary, the Prime
Minister, the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Minister of
Defence. Bevin was concerned that discussions which were likely
to cover covert activities by the intelligence services should
not be disclosed to Ministers generally and future discussions
of political warfare were to be confined to this small informal
group. At this meeting it was decided that the phrase ‘political
warfare’ was not to be used in any description of Britain’s
publicity policy, and that there was no reason to recreate a body
like the wartime Political Warfare Executive.?® The reasons for
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this policy of restraint were set out in a memorandum by the
Cabinet Secretary, Norman Brook. The comparison with wartime
political warfare Brook wrote was inappropriate, impracticable
and indeed ‘dangerous.’ Although conditions behind the Iron
Curtain were comparable with wartime conditions in enemy occupied
Europe, Britain was not responding to those conditions with the
same wide range of activities both overt and covert as had been
employed during the war. Indeed consideration had not been given
as to what methods of black propaganda might be employed under
the new policy. Moreover, it was far from clear that the
application of wartime methods of political warfare would be
practicable in combatting the westward spread of Soviet influence
in peacetime. Thus Britain was not at that time employing
methods of political warfare, nor was it clear whether such
methods would be desirable in the future. There were also no
practical reasons for reconstituting a Political Warfare
Executive to direct such activities. The PWE had been necessary
because Ministerial responsibility for such activities had been
divided between the Foreign Secretary and the Ministers of
Information and Economic Warfare. In 1948 all overseas
information activities, including black propaganda, were the sole
responsibility of the Foreign Secretary, and Bevin was not about
to relinquish this control.?*®* Although Bevin conceded that some
machinery was necessary to enable the Chiefs of Staff to make
their contribution, Bevin would continue to exercise sole
Ministerial responsibility for overseas propaganda policy, and
in particular decide the extent to which black propaganda methods
were to be applied in particular countries.*’

Bevin began the first meeting of the Cabinet Committee on
anti-communist propaganda by reiterating the reasons for his
refusal to countenance a return to political warfare. 1In spite
of the views of at least some of the Cabinet and the Chiefs of
Staff, Bevin stated clearly ‘it is my considered view that we
should not incite the peoples of the Iron Curtain countries to
subversive activities.’ Although he did not object in principle
to the use of ‘black’ propaganda, for ‘'severely practical
reasons’ he felt it was of limited use in present circumstances.
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Drawing on the comparison with political warfare in World War II
Bevin pointed out that ‘we discouraged resistance movements from
activity until our arms were at hand.’ It was useless to stir
up resistance to existing regimes unless there was a practical
prospect of their being overthrown and in present circumstance
Bevin stated ‘we should be doing ourselves and our friends in
those countries [behind the Iron Curtain] a great disservice if
our publicity now urged them to active resistance.’ Propaganda
in countries behind the Iron Curtain was to be limited to
official statements carried by the BBC, and open promotion of
‘the virtues and achievements of Western methods, and that to a
limited extent.’** There were also financial limitations on the
implementation of political warfare. The amount of money
available for all kinds of propaganda was 1limited and in
peacetime conditions Bevin felt open propaganda paid a better
dividend than subversive activities. In peacetime Bevin
concluded overt propaganda was, more important than covert
propaganda, and usually much cheaper.*?

Bevin then presented the Committee with an expanded version
of the January Cabinet paper on future foreign publicity which
outlined the work that was underway in the Foreign Office to
implement the new policy. Focusing on overt media, Bevin
outlined three main channels for the dissemination of material
under the new propaganda policy. Firstly, the reproduction in
the press abroad of Ministerial speeches, official and semi-
official statements by Government spokesmen, and articles from
the press in this country. In order for this to be effective it
was important for all official, and especially Ministerial
statements to be ‘framed with the new publicity policy in mind.’
In an effort to ensure consistency within the Labour Party Bevin
said officials were constantly studying Party publicity on
foreign affairs with the assistance of the Party’s General
Secretary Morgan Phillips and International Secretary Denis
Healey. Arrangements were also in hand for liaison between the
Foreign Office and the Chiefs of Staff to ensure that Service
statements were framed with consideration to their effect abroad.
The second major channel for disseminating propaganda abroad was
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the BBC and the official London Press Service. Bevin stated that
the BBC’s Sir Ian Jacob, was fully apprised of the new policy and
programmes were generally planned in line with the Government’s
publicity policy. However, Bevin rejected suggestions that the
Government’s relationship with the BBC should be altered to allow
official direction on the content of overseas broadcasts. ‘It
would raise very serious issues here and might well diminish the
influence and reputation in foreign countries of the BBC’s
broadcasts.’ The third main channel for disseminating propaganda
abroad was through the staff of Britain’s Embassies, Legations
and Consulates. In addition to the work of specialist
information staff, it was, Bevin said, up to the whole of the
diplomatic staff abroad to help with publicity work, ‘each in
their own sphere and with their own contacts.’* As with
official statements at home the new policy was to be applied
broadly and consistently.

With regard to the themes to be pursued, Bevin reiterated
the importance of combining offensive anti-communist material
with a positive projection of British values, and now the Western
Union. He concluded with an important statement of his
priorities for the new propaganda policy:

This is only the beginnings of what is to be done, but

I think it is on the right lines. I would only add

that while anti-Communist publicity is important, I

attach greater importance to publicising positive

achievements in the field of Western Union, economic
recovery and social improvement. Moreover, I am
certain that we must be careful not to increase the

fear of war and of the Russian and Communist

strength.**

Although Bevin’s proposals were somewhat removed from the
dramatic suggestions for a return to political warfare discussed
by the Cabinet, in its scope Bevin’s plan was no less ambitious.
Rather than seeking a return to wartime propaganda methods, Bevin
grasped that opportunities for essentially overt propaganda in
peacetime were much greater. Certainly outside the Iron Curtain
countries Britain gained ‘by being able to use in peacetime all
the various types of overt publicity which could not be used in
occupied countries during the war.’ What was far more important

than the development of covert channels of influence was a
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propaganda campaign that was closely coordinated, intensive and
above all consistent. The defining feature of Bevin’s proposals
was that the new propaganda policy depended on consistent
application from the highest level to the most mundane. From
Minister’s speeches, to personal contacts between British
officials and representatives of foreign governments, the media
and the public.
Organising the New Propaganda Policy

The Cabinet paper on future foreign publicity policy
recommended that the only new machinery necessary to implement
the new propaganda policy would be a ‘small section in the
Foreign Office to collect information concerning Communist
policy, tactics and propaganda and to provide material for our
anti-Communist publicity through our Missions and Information
Services abroad.’*® Christopher Warner as Assistant Under-
Secretary concerned with information activities was tasked with
establishing the new machinery. Warner informed the Russia
Committee that for administrative purposes the new propaganda
policy would be organised around three key functions:

i) an offensive branch attacking and exposing

communist methods and policy and contrasting them with

‘Western’ democratic and British methods and policy.

ii) a defensive branch which would be concerned with

replying to Soviet and communist attacks and hostile

propaganda.

iii) a positive branch which would deal with the

‘build-up’ of the Western Union conception.*¢

From the outset it was decided to separate the positive
aspect of the new policy from the defensive and offensive
aspects. Consideration of positive publicity was assigned to a
new working party in the Foreign Office.*” This working party
on the ‘spiritual aspects of Western Union’ was chaired by Warner
and comprised senior Foreign Office officials including Gladwyn
Jebb, P.M. Crosthwaite head of the Western Department, Paul Gore-
Booth incoming head of the European Recovery Department, heads
of Foreign Office information departments and the renowned
Director-General of the wartime PWE Sir Robert Bruce Lockhart.
The working party was tasked with the not inconsiderable feat of

putting meat onto the bones of the Western Union concept outlined
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by Bevin in the Commons. Its terms of reference were to ‘examine
the common factors to the Western Union countries, other than the
political, strategic and economic which can contribute to
building up the Western Union conception.’ It was to recommend
measures to build up the Western Union through publicity and
cultural agreements. To consider which countries should be
included in the Western Union for the purpose of such work, and
consider which could be brought into consultation over
information work and how.*®

The more substantial, and specifically anti-communist,
offensive and defensive aspects of the new policy were to be
handled by the new Foreign Office information department. A
circular telegram to missions outlining the new propaganda policy
set out the terms of reference for the new department:

... to collate information concerning Communist

policy, activities and propaganda, to prepare the

material of our long-term anti-Communist publicity for

dissemination through His Majesty’s Missions and the

Information Services abroad, to prepare quick replies

to Communist propaganda attacks and to Dbrief

Government spokesmen at home and at conferences abroad

on the Communist propaganda lines and replies

thereto.*®

After some discussion the new department was given the
innocuous title Information Research Department (IRD). According
to the Foreign Office Order Book, ‘the name of this department
is intended as a disguise for the true nature of its work, which
must remain strictly confidential.’®° There were several
reasons for this secrecy. Initially the primary concern was that
the Soviet Union should not be alerted and launch a propaganda
counter-offensive before the new propaganda policy was properly
organised. Warner cautioned the Russia Committee that if Britain
launched an anti-communist propaganda offensive before being
fully equipped they ran the risk of provoking a ‘violent reaction
on the part of the Russians and unless we could reply to such a
reaction fully and effectively, we should be 1left at a
disadvantage.’®* Thus, it was decided that, initially, the
existence of the new policy would be kept secret.

It has been suggested that the Soviets knew about the new

propaganda policy from the start through Guy Burgess, the Soviet
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agent in the Foreign Office. Christopher Mayhew has recalled how
he appointed Burgess to a position in the IRD early in 1948. He
showed, Mayhew recalled, ‘a dazzling insight into communist
methods of subversion and propaganda, and I readily took him on.’
Burgess lasted only a few months before he was sacked by Mayhew
for being ‘dirty, drunk and idle.’®? Nevertheless, it has been
suggested that in this time Burgess made a tour of British
missions to brief officials about the IRD, and was able to ‘pass
on a full account of IRD’s operations to Moscow.’'?®

Nothing has been found in the IRD files about Burgess or his
position in the department. Nevertheless, it is apparent that
at this time, Burgess was passing a large amount of Government
documents to his Soviet controllers.®® Moreover, a report in a
Polish newspaper in April 1948, suggested that the new propaganda
policy had been compromised, most probably by Burgess. This
article, repeated in the Soviet Monitor in Britain, referred to
recent instructions to British missions regarding an intensified
anti-communist campaign, ‘including propaganda and the
dissemination of false rumours.’®® It may also be significant
that in September 1951, shortly after the defection of Burgess
and Maclean to Moscow, a meeting of British information officers
from Western Europe was informed that, ‘the communists themselves
were aware of what we were doing.’°®¢

However, given that Burgess was only in the IRD for ‘a few
months’ at the beginning of 1948,°’ it is unlikely that he could
have passed on a vast amount of information regarding the IRD’s
operations. It seems highly unlikely that Burgess was entrusted
with touring British missions to inform them of the IRD’s work.
All British missions were informed of the new policy in a
circular telegram in January 1948.°°® 1In the extensive replies
there is no reference to a personal visit from anyone from the
new department. Although it seems likely that Burgess passed on
a copy of this circular, more specific directives regarding
propaganda in different regions were not drafted until the summer
of 1948 when Burgess had almost certainly left the IRD.
Similarly, he would have been unable to give the Soviets advance
warning of the IRD’s first setpiece campaign regarding Soviet
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forced labour, launched in the United Nations in October 1948.°°
It is also unlikely that the Soviets were surprised that the
British Government had decided to launch an offensive against
communist propaganda, and one might question what they could do
about it. The Soviet counter-offensive that the Foreign Office
feared certainly did not materialise. By December 1949, it was
decided that it was no longer necessary to conceal the fact that
Britain was conducting anti-communist propaganda abroad through
official channels.®’

Nevertheless, the unofficial channels used by the 1IRD
remained concealed. The existence of the IRD, and its methods
were to remain secret. The IRD’s output was effectively ‘grey’
propaganda, that is propaganda emanating from an unidentifiable
source. Those who received propaganda material from IRD, such
as information staff, Ministers, journalists and the BBC, were
aware of its origin but were expected to pass this material on
without revealing its source. ‘Non-attributability’ according
to Foreign Office historians was a ‘central and distinguishing
feature of IRD material.’® This had several important
advantages: it allowed the widest possible circulation for the
IRD’s output, whilst protecting the existence of an officially-
inspired anti-Communist propaganda campaign. It was believed
that anti-communist propaganda would have greater impact on the
recipient if it were not seen to emanate from official
sources.®? Secrecy also allowed the IRD to enlist prominent
individuals to the anti-communist cause who might otherwise be
reluctant to lend their name to material with an official
imprimatur. As the IRD head wrote in May 1948: ‘it would
embarrass a number of persons who are prepared to lend us
valuable support if they were open to the charge of receiving
anti-communist briefs from some sinister body in the Foreign
Office, engaged in the fabrication of propaganda directed against
the Soviet Union’*®®

Initially the IRD had a fairly modest establishment. The
original staff requirements were for 10 members including 4
clerical staff. In common with most Foreign Office Departments
desks were established for geographical areas, with the addition
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of an intelligence sections. Sections were later added to cover
the United Nations, economic affairs, international
organisations, NATO and war planning.*® From the beginning,
however, the general profile of the staff was somewhat different
to the standard Foreign Office recruitment. Recruits were drawn
from the existing information departments, but also from
individuals with experience in publicity outside the Foreign
Office, including wartime propagandists and journalists. Ralph
Murray, a veteran of the PWE and the current head of the Foreign
Office’s Far East Information Department, was recruited to head
the department. He was provided with three assistants to cover
the coordination of intelligence, preparation of material and
cooperation with the BBC, the Central Office of Information and
British posts abroad. Russian expertise was provided by
J.H.Brimmell, recently returned from the Russian Secretariat in
the Moscow Embassy, and Robert Conquest.®® The department also
relied increasingly on ‘contract’ staff: emigres from Eastern
Europe and freelance journalists. In one example, in the late
1940s, H.H.Tucker the chief foreign sub-editor for The Daily
Telegraph, worked for IRD on a freelance basis providing ‘a
professional touch to some of the briefs and background papers.’
Tucker joined the Foreign Office in 1951 and eventually rose to
the post of assistant to the Head of IRD.¢® For another early
recruit IRD provided a somewhat unexpected and, not entirely
happy, introduction to Foreign Office life:

I came with a First in History from Cambridge and was
surprised and bemused to be lodged in such a way-out
department. It lived in a rabbit warren in Carlton
House Terrace ... There were a lot of temporaries, a
good many of them from the journalistic world. The
atmosphere was hard working and somewhat frenzied!

not what I had expected from the F.O. and within
eight months or so I was happily transferred to one of
the traditional departments.®’

The starting budget reflected the Department’s modest
establishment. The IRD was established with £7,500 generated by
economies in the other information departments. 1In addition the
Treasury agreed a lump sum of £150,000 as a starting budget.
Despite these modest beginnings it is clear that ambitious plans
were already anticipated. In approaching the Treasury for
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funding, Harold Caccia suggested that, in addition to the costs
of establishment, the Treasury might wish to consider the
possibility of additional operational expenditure. This extra
expense, ‘probably substantial, but at present incalculable,’
Caccia said, would be necessary to expand IRD’s activities at
home and abroad, including increased BBC broadcasts, possibly
involving extra wavelengths.®® Others suggested that the
expenditure might rise to between one quarter to a million
pounds . ¢® It may be that Caccia deliberately pitched his
proposal high in order to ensure that at least the minimum
requirement was forthcoming. However, Warner was disturbed that
suggestions for expansion were being made before the department
had actually begun work. He reassured the Treasury that they
were, ‘going quite cautiously about the new policy’ and any
further plans would be, ‘examined ruthlessly from the point of
view of the most rigid economy.’’°

From the outset it was intended that funding for the new
department should be discreet. In putting its proposals to the
Treasury the Foreign Office noted that it was ‘undesirable that
undue public attention should be drawn to this new activity.’
They were particularly anxious that the lump sum should not be
listed as an additional item in the published estimates for
information expenditure. As a result the Foreign Office devised
a plan whereby the additional £150,000 was disguised under other
items of publicity in the estimates. Thus, an extra £30,000 was
added to the proposed estimate for publicity in the press;
£80,000 to films, and photography; £20,000 to broadcasting; and
£20,000 to miscellaneous expenses.’* This was the only occasion
on which such a method was used. When Murray proposed further
expenses of £100,000 in September 1948 it was agreed that funding
for IRD would now be provided under the secret vote,’? where it
remained until 1973. Secret funding served a number of purposes:
it hid IRD from unwanted public attention, it also allowed the
department freedom to recruit staff unrestricted by the
limitations of civil service pay and conditions. This became
particularly important as the department’s specialist
requirements led to the recruitment of journalists and emigres
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from outside the normal ranks of civil service appointments.
Such specialists were not paid according to civil service rates,
and ‘in some cases the recipients led double lives, and could not
let it be known that they received a salary from IRD.’'”

IRD’'s modest establishment reflected the intention that the
department would play a supplemental role in implementing the new
propaganda policy. IRD arrived rather late in the postwar
development of Britain’s propaganda apparatus and it seems
apparent that initially its role was to supplement the work of
Britain’s already substantial information apparatus. As IRD’s
terms of reference indicated although the department was to
coordinate the anti-communist aspect of the new propaganda
policy, it was only to play a supporting role in the collection
and dissemination of anti-communist material. The paper on
‘Future Foreign Publicity Policy’ had suggested the creation of
a ‘small Section in the Foreign Office’ which would ‘collate’
information on communism, and disseminate this material through
the ‘usual channels.’’® 1IRD was to provide a central collection
point for material on communist activities and this material
would be disseminated through the Government’s existing
information apparatus.

The new department collated information on communist policy
and practices from across Whitehall. Foreign Office departments
were asked to forward IRD all papers on Soviet and communist
policy, organisation, tactics and propaganda in the Soviet Union,
Europe, the Middle and Far East. Items on conditions in
territories under communist rule were particularly wvaluable,
especially material the exposure of which would be 1likely to
diminish communism’s hold over adherents or its appeal to
neutrals.’” It was felt that the detailed papers of the Foreign
Office Research Department (FORD) and the press reading
facilities of the Russian Secretariat at the Moscow Embassy would
be particularly valuable. Detailed intelligence requirements
were submitted to the intelligence authorities at home and those
in exceptional positions in the field such as the Intelligence
Division in Hereford, and the Intelligence Organisation in
Vienna.’®* Most importantly British representatives abroad were
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asked to provide ‘any material’ likely to be of value for anti-
communist propaganda. They were to forward material, which if
widely known would ‘expose, damage and help defeat the Communists
and... encourage anti-communists by illustrating the frauds,
deficiencies and drawbacks of communism and the superiority of
the policies and way of life of those who share our beliefs.’
Missions in Eastern Europe in particular were expected to provide
‘much useful material for anti-Communist publicity.’”’

IRD's intelligence requirements were broad and somewhat
unusual but clearly reflected the themes which were to be pursued
in the new propaganda policy. Not surprisingly the rather
general request for any material likely to damage the communists
met with a muted response from British missions. Although they
were quick to recommend the kind of material they could use
locally, Information Officers were less helpful in providing IRD
with material on which it could base its propaganda. It is
apparent that British representatives abroad had 1little
understanding of the kind of material which could be used in the
new propaganda policy. For example, the British Embassy in
Prague felt wunable to help because it believed that any
information it could provide would not be ‘sufficiently dramatic
or instructive’ to be of use in other countries. Others simply
ignored the request.’” Consequently, in March 1948, the IRD
issued more specific intelligence requirements, asking missions
to provide details of the hierarchy, personalities, £finance,
propaganda, strategy and tactics of communist organisations in
their territories.” Missions behind the Iron Curtain were
informed that although their despatches provided a great deal of
political information, IRD was also interested in the details of
everyday life under communist rule. To assist this, IRD provided
a generic list of individuals - the worker, the peasant, the
public servant, the professional, the trader, the student and the
parent - about whom they required information.®® By the end of
1949 the department had established 1long and detailed
requirements for intelligence from communist-dominated countries,
under the headings: 1labour conditions, social conditions,
political conditions, cultural conditions and religious
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conditions. These included requests for specific information on
such topics as: wages, housing conditions, medical standards, the
cost of commodities, organisation of secret police and
individuals involved, and support or suppression of local customs
and laws.®* This emphasis on the details of everyday life under
communist rule became the staple of 1IRD’s intelligence
requirements. It was clearly novel to British information staff
abroad and was, according to Murray, an ‘eye opener’ for the
intelligence authorities at home.®:

Within the IRD this material was drafted into briefing
papers designed to provide information staff abroad with anti-
communist background material for use in discussions with local
contacts or for unofficial 1local distribution. These ‘basic
papers’ comprised the bulk of IRD’s output. 1In their subject
matter the papers followed the guiding principles set out in the
new propaganda policy. In keeping with the new policy’s aim to
disillusion the people of Europe and the Middle East about
Russia’s pretence to be a ‘Worker’s Paradise’ the first papers
focused heavily on life under communist rule. The first basic
paper was entitled ‘The real conditions in Soviet Russia’ and was
followed by papers including ‘Conditions in the new Soviet
colonies’, ‘Labour and trade unions in the Soviet Union’,
‘Peasant collectivisation in areas under Soviet control’ and
‘Daily life in a communist state.’?®® These papers provided
basic information on everyday life behind the Iron Curtain, the
kind of public interest details which might be taken up by the
popular press. ‘The real conditions 1in Soviet Russia’ for
example described the common man’s living conditions in the
Soviet Union: low wages; the high cost of basic foodstuffs;
consumer goods which were prohibitively expensive; overcrowded
housing; poor working conditions; and an education system which
was ‘far behind Western standards.’?® Other basic papers
focused on the threat to world peace from communist foreign
policy. The first paper considered mature enough for printing
was the ‘Essence of Soviet foreign policy’, it was followed by
papers on ‘Communist conquest of the Baltic states’ and ‘The
facts of Soviet expansionism.’®® Finally some papers offered
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more sophisticated analyses of the ‘principles and practices of
communism.’ These included a lengthy paper on ‘The Foundations
of Stalinism’ by the Northern Department’s Soviet expert Thomas
Brimelow. Brimelow’s paper was based on Stalin’s statements as
head of the Communist Party. It was followed by a companion
piece entitled ‘The Practice of Stalinism,’ by W. Barker of the
Russian Secretariat in the Moscow Embassy.°®* These detailed
papers were clearly designed for consumption within Government
or distribution to foreign politicians and opinion formers. Both
papers were given widespread distribution within Whitehall.
Initially up to 700 copies of Brimelow’s paper were printed, 55
of which went to the Foreign Office News Department compared with
130 copies for the Joint Intelligence Committee.®’

In July 1948 in response to requests from some missions for
shorter more pointed material the basic papers were supplemented
by a weekly ‘Digest’ of news stories regarding Soviet and
international communism. The Digest was divided into two
sections. The first part consisted of a detailed treatment of
one topical event. The second part comprised recent information
on communist activities wunder a number of broad headings
including labour affairs, agrarian affairs, the Islamic world,
human rights and international movements.®® The Digest was
intended to provide quotable material on events which were not
necessarily common knowledge. The information was presented in
a form easily used by information officers who were expected to
pass selected items to their contacts rather than hand over whole
issues of the Digest. In order to make the material more useful
to editors, where possible stories were attributed to a named
source.?® The IRD also made use of the Foreign Office system of
guidance telegrams or Intels which were designed to provide
Embassies with quick answers to incorrect information about
British policy. Murray however found the Foreign Office
telegraphic system somewhat unsuited to the exigencies of
effective rebuttal. ‘They take too long to draft and clear, they
go Saving and arrive too late,’ he complained.®’

Although the tone of IRD’s output was certainly anti-
communist the papers they produced were not intended to present

101



an inaccurate picture of Soviet communism. The Foreign Office
stuck to the long-held view that the most effective propaganda
was straight news and facts. Indeed, some of the basic papers,
such as those by Brimelow and Barker were thoughtful and well
balanced assessments of Soviet policy. Moreover, for propaganda
purposes, conditions in Soviet controlled territory were such
that it was felt that exaggeration was not necessary. In order
to ‘expose the myths of the Soviet paradise’ it was felt
sufficient merely to present the harsh realities of life under
Soviet rule. The impact of the basic papers about life behind
the Iron Curtain was predicated on the fact that conditions
behind the Iron Curtain were poor and that such information was
not widely available in the West. Although the Foreign Office
Minister Hector McNeill felt the papers were a little overstated
for a British audience,®® Christopher Warner thought the first
papers were perhaps ‘too dully written’ and in need of ‘pepping
up’:

But when I say pepping up I do not mean exaggerating
the facts; for the papers are strictly factual and it
would be very difficult and, I am sure, a mistake for
us to water down the facts. Our whole object is to
enlighten those who have no idea how unpleasant the
conditions in Communist controlled countries are.®?

The only deception involved the dissemination of this
material. The material in the digests was meant for unofficial
distribution and was designed to be used unattributably. The
basic papers and digests were printed ‘white’ with no indication
of authorship, sometimes wundated, and most importantly no
indication of their origin in the British Foreign Office.
Distribution outside of official circles was to be on a strictly
unattributable basis. A detachable cover sheet attached to each
basic paper outlined how the material was to be used:

The attached material is for the use of His Majesty’s
Missions and Information Officers in particular.

The information contained in this paper is, as far as
it is possible to ascertain, factual and objective.
The paper may, therefore, be used freely as a
reference paper, but neither copies of it nor the
material contained in it should be distributed
officially without the sanction of the Head of
Mission. It and/or the material in the paper,
however, may be distributed unofficially in whatever
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quarters seem useful so long as it can be assured that

there will be no public attribution of material or of

the paper to an official British source.

This note must be detached from any copy of the material

before it passes beyond official use.®

Although the preparation of ‘grey’ anti-communist propaganda
was IRD’s principal role, the new propaganda policy required a
change in the policy of other agencies with responsibility for
Britain’s overseas information activity, from ‘white’ to ‘black’
propaganda. The policy of Britain'’s overt propaganda agency, the
Central Office of Information, was changed to reflect the new
anti-communist line, and arrangements were made to more closely
coordinate covert propaganda with the new propaganda policy. 1In
addition to the preparation of anti-communist propaganda, the IRD
sat at the centre of the machinery for coordinating the new
propaganda policy across Whitehall. Through a network of liaison
committees and informal contacts, the department collated
information on communism, generated anti-communist propaganda for
dissemination abroad, and oversaw the implementation of the anti-
communist propaganda policy by Britain’s other propaganda
agencies. On the one hand this was a matter of budgetary
restraint. For example, rather than establish its own production
facilities, the IRD was 1instructed to employ the technical
expertise of Britain’s existing information apparatus, most
notably the Central Office of Information. On the other hand,
as Bevin had directed, it located overall control of the new
propaganda policy firmly within the Foreign Office. Assigning
anti-communist propaganda to a dedicated Foreign Office
department was meant to ensure effective control and the
coordinated implementation of the new propaganda policy. It also
gave the IRD influence over Britain’s instruments of overseas
propaganda out of proportion to the department’s own size and
resources.

Information activities in Britain’s colonial possessions
were the responsibility of the Commonwealth Relations Office and
the Colonial Office, but concerns about communist attacks on the
Western colonial exploitation coupled with the rise of communist
movements in some British colonies meant that the new propaganda
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policy being developed in the Foreign Office was also applicable
in the colonies.®* In July 1948, the Cabinet Committee on anti-
communist propaganda established the Colonial Information Policy
Committee (CIPC) to coordinate the propaganda activities of the
Foreign Office, the Commonwealth Relations Office and the
Colonial Office. The CIPC was chaired by Christopher Mayhew and
comprised Parliamentary Under-Secretaries and officials from the
three Departments along with Robert Fraser, Director General of
the Central Office of Information, and Jacob of the BBC.”® The
CIPC terms of reference were ‘to coordinate the collection and
presentation of publicity material regarding British colonial
policy and administration.’®® Although initially the three
departments were to remain wholly independent in the conduct of
this propaganda, the dominant role of the Foreign Office in
directing anti-communist propaganda was soon evident. In
November 1948 the CIPC terms of reference were expanded ‘to
stimulate and concert the dissemination of publicity designed to
counter Communist propaganda in countries overseas, especially
in the self-governing and Colonial countries of the Commonwealth
and neighbouring territories.’?®’ Moreover, although the
Colonial and Commonwealth Relations offices prepared publicity
material projecting the British way of life and the benefits of
colonial administration, material for combatting communist
propaganda in the colonies was usually supplied by the Foreign
Office.”®

Machinery was also established for liaison on anti-communist
propaganda between the Foreign Office and the Chiefs of Staff.
The ostensible purpose of this liaison was to ensure the supply
of military intelligence that could be of use for propaganda
purposes. Informal committees were established in each of the
Service Departments, comprising the Director of Plans, the
Director of Intelligence, and the Public Relations Officer.
These informal committees would collate information from the
Services at home, and British military attaches abroad, and pass
any relevant information through the Secretary of the Chiefs of
Staff Committee to the head of IRD. The aims of this liaison
were threefold: to ensure that military intelligence about the
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strength and weakness of the enemy was made available to the
Foreign Office; to ensure that intelligence about Britain’s
military strength and that of Britain’s allies was available to
the Foreign Office; and to ensure that routine announcements made
by the Service Departments were framed in line with the new
propaganda policy.®® In the light of their frustration at the
slow pace of Britain’s planning for political warfare, it 1is
apparent that the Chiefs of Staff hoped this channel of
communication would also afford them some influence over the
direction of Britain’s cold war propaganda:

Once this channel of communication is established we
contemplate that information and advice would flow
through it in both directions. It would enable the
Chiefs of Staff and the Service Departments to make
their contribution towards the conduct of anti-
Communist propaganda. It would also enable the
Foreign Office to keep the Services informed of the
propaganda measures which they were taking.'®°
Significantly, on the Services’ recommendation, this liaison
organisation had been modelled on that which served the needs of
the wartime Political Warfare Executive, and ‘would form a
working nucleus which could be rapidly expanded in case of
need. ' Faced with such pressure from the Service Departments
the Foreign Office asserted their authority over the application
of the new propaganda policy. It was later agreed that although
the Service Committees would not be debarred from making
practical suggestions for activities in the field, ‘it rested
with the Foreign Office whether any such suggestions were acted
on or not in the light of political considerations. ’??

Whilst IRD handled the distribution of unattributable
briefing material it also oversaw the application of the new
policy by Britain’s overt propaganda agency the Central Office
of Information (COI). The COI was not a policy department and
only rarely originated propaganda campaigns in its own right.
Since its establishment in 1946 the COI’s function was to supply
Government departments with technical publicity advice and
provide a number of common distributive services. Although the
COI maintained no staff overseas it provided British embassies

abroad with books, pamphlets, posters, and photographs. It also
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ran the London Press Service (LPS). This telegraphic service
provided British missions with a daily bulletin on diplomatic,
industrial, social and economic affairs. It was not a current
news service but was designed to provide commentary on the
assumption that the ‘hard news’ had already reached foreign posts
through the news agencies and the BBC. It was a free,
attributable service unrestricted by secrecy and copyright and
was designed for diplomats, information officers and the local
press to use in whatever manner they saw fit.'®

Since 1946 the COI’'s overseas services had been geared
towards the ‘Projection of Britain.’ Following the approval of
the new propaganda policy in January 1948 the COI was provided
with a new directive in which they were required to ‘take every
suitable opportunity that offers for drawing the comparison
between the merits of our own methods in Britain, the
Commonwealth and the Empire, and the vices and dangers of
Communist methods.’ Although they were encouraged to exercise
‘tact and discretion’ COI’'s output was to be ‘forthright and
effective in our comparison, and on occasion in our denunciation
of Communist methods.’?®®* In February 1948 the IRD head Ralph
Murray outlined a detailed plan for the employment of CCOI
services. He suggested that the LPS should increase it emphasis
on labour affairs in Europe, and might even carry a regular
commentary on Soviet affairs which would enable them to include
a great deal of IRD material. In order to facilitate the new
policy Murray suggested that LPS should establish direct and
daily contact with IRD. He proposed that the directive for COI
photoprint editors should be altered to include subjects to
emphasise the contrast between conditions in the West and behind
the Iron Curtain. In particular they might be asked to prepare
feature sets illustrating ‘What Liberty Means’, with pictures of
‘guardians of civil liberties in the democracies’ and contrasting
illustrations of the Secret Police in communist dominated
areas.'® Murray was particularly keen to use COI contacts to
develop a series of signed feature articles from well known
commentators. Signed articles it was felt had a much greater
impact, particularly on foreign audiences, than official
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statements and were frequently requested by Information

Officers.**¢ Murray proposed that articles should be
commissioned from writers, ‘out of the ordinary run’ of COI
contributors.*®” Like the IRD basic papers articles were to

focus on comparative standards of living between the Western
democracies and the Soviet ‘paradise’ and stress civil liberties.
Although ‘tactically’ Murray said, they should probably be angled
as part of the ‘Projection of Britain’ ‘each article should be
equipped with a powerful sting in its tail.’*®® IRD could
provide the writers with material to help in their research but
‘for reasons of discretion’ it was suggested that COI should
commission the papers.?’® In October 1948 IRD presented the COI
with a detailed list of topics for feature articles. These
included, communist penetration of the Middle East; Soviet secret
police action; a comparison of Soviet and Nazi aggression in
action; Soviet disregard for human rights; and a series of signed
articles on ‘Impressions of the USSR’ and ‘The Russian Economic
Grip on the Iron Curtain Countries.’?'*®

The Central Office of Information was not entirely happy
with its involvement in the new propaganda policy. Robert
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