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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FORD, KIPLING, CONAN DOYLE, WELLS AND
BRITISH PROPAGANDA OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR
Anurag Jain, Queen Mary (University of London)

This thesis resituates the war-writing of Ford Madox Ford, Rudyard Kipling, Arthur
Conan Doyle and H.G. Wells in relation to official British propaganda
produced during the First World War. Examining these authors’ institutional
connections with propaganda that was authorised by the British government locates
some of their texts within a network of materials that were deployed to justify
Britain’s involvement in the war. The British government, via the War Propaganda
Bureau, approached major literary figures to assist in its plan to compete
vigorously with Germany to win American support. Positioning Ford’s condemnation
of Prussian culture within this institutional context reveals that his officially
commissioned books functioned as a part ofthe larger yet-covert government
project to influence American intellectual opinion. Although wary that Kipling’s
chauvinism might offend some readers, the British government reprinted and
distributed his denunciations of the ‘Hun’. Kipling was given access to censored
letters from Indian soldiers in order to assist him in depicting the Imperial forces as
united. The result, The Eyes of Asia (1918), was a set of fictional texts by Indian
soldiers celebrating French and English civilisation in contrast to German barbarism.
In addition to official propaganda, these authors produced pro-war stories, poems, and
articles independent of direct government commission. Conan Doyle’s formal call for
men to volunteer to defend their country, and his public denunciations of German
atrocities, were followed by his recruitment of Sherlock Holmes to repel a possible
German invasion (“His Last Bow” (1917)). Adding to his support for the war in his
journalism and war-time fiction, Wells was appointed the Head of Enemy Propaganda
for the newly formed Ministry of Information. He resigned almost immediately
following disagreements over government strategy. This project situates historically
and examines critically these authors' differing roles in relation to British propaganda
efforts during the First World War.
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INTRODUCTION

On 2 September 1914, C.F.G. Masterman, the head of the British government’s newly
formed War Propaganda Bureau (WPB), held a meeting with a group of twenty-five
prominent writers in Wellington House, Buckingham Gate, London. Masterman
gathered these famous authors together to discuss how they might contribute to
Britain’s war effort. On 18 September, two weeks after this secret meeting, an
‘Authors’ Declaration’ appeared simultaneously in The New York Times and The
Times (London):

The undersigned writers, comprising among them men and women of divergent political
and social views, some of them having been for years ardent champions of good-will
toward Germany and many extreme advocates of peace, nevertheless are agreed that

Great Britain could not without dishonour have refused to take part in the present war.

The conflict was firmly described using the chivalric language of honour. Great
Britain had to defend Belgium from Germany’s attack and occupation, not only
because of treaty obligations, the ‘Authors’ Declaration’ argued, but also to keep the
standard of liberty raised. In the words of the British ‘Victory Medal’, the war was
fashioned as ‘The Great War for Civilisation.”! However much they may have held
German culture in ‘the highest respect and gratitude’, these authors could not ‘admit
that any nation has a right by brute force to impose its culture upon other nations’,
particularly when it is the culture of the ‘iron military bureaucracy of Prussia.” These
British authors also went on to condemn German intellectuals for attempting to justify

their nation’s aggression:
German apologists official and semi-official [...] dwell almost with pride on the
frightfulness of the example by which she has sought to spread terror in Belgium, but
they excuse all these proceedings by a strange and novel plea. German culture and
civilization are so superior to those of other nations that all steps taken to assert them are
more than justified and the destiny of Germany to be the dominating force in Europe and
the world is so manifest that ordinary rules of morality do not hold in her case, but

actions are good or bad, simply as they help or hinder the accomplishment of that

destiny.
These German ‘apologists’ were alleged to be working for their government in

‘official and semi-official’ capacities, and to have dwelt ‘with pride’ on Germany’s

invasion of Belgium.2 This was seen as degrading to the office of the intellectual

I See Robert Fisk, The Great War for Civilisation: The Conquest of the Middle East (London, 2006).
2 A month later, in October 1914, ninety-three German intellectuals signed ‘An Appeal to the Civilised
World’ (later known as the ‘Manifesto of the Ninety-Three’). The document echoed the language of
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itself. The ‘Authors’ Declaration’ already anticipates themes that would dominate
official British propaganda: the altruistic duty of a united British Empire to protect
Belgium, the mulitarist aggression of Prussia as distinct from the refinement of the
German arts, and the war cast as a clash of civilisations. Consider, for example, H.G.
Wells’s impassioned critique of ‘Prussian Imperialism’:
Ever since the crushing of the French in 1871 the evil thing has grown and cast its
spreading shadow over Europe. Germany has preached a propaganda of ruthless force and
[...] materialism to the whole uneasy world. ‘Blood and iron,” she boasted, was the
cement of her unity, and almost as openly the little, mean, aggressive statesmen and

professors who have guided her destinies to this present conflict have professed [...] an

utter disregard of any ends but nationally selfish ends, as though it were religion.’

Similar to those who signed the Author s Declaration’, Wells laid much of the
blame for Germany’s war-mongering on the ‘aggressive statesmen and professors’
who had guided their nation—the Junkers who bolster and justify Prussian
aggression. Wells did not reflect however on how his and his peers’ own connections
to the British government might have resembled those of the German intellectuals
whom he accused. For the authors signing the declaration, Great Britain simply had a
‘destiny’ and a ‘duty’ to ‘uphold the rule of common justice between civilised people
to defend the rights of small nations and to maintain the free and law-abiding i1deals of
Western Europe against a rule of blood and iron’. These authors’ statements were
presented as if they were independent and free from any government influence;
however heartfelt they may have been, many of the signatories had already secretly
agreed to volunteer for the WPB program with the intention of creating materials to
justify Britain’s war with Germany.

Amongst those who signed the British declaration were Arthur Conan Doyle,
Rudyard Kipling, and H.G. Wells. Despite not attending Masterman’s initial meeting,
less established authors of the time, such as Ford Madox Ford, would also volunteer
their writings to the government propaganda program. These four authors would

themselves all go on to produce ‘official and semi-official’ propaganda materials for

the British government during the war.

civilisation, honour, and defence of their English counterparts: ‘misrepresentation and calumny are all
the more eagerly at work [...] As heralds of truth we raise our voices against these [...] Have faith in
us! Believe, that we shall carry on this war to the end as a civilized nation, to whom the legacy of a
Goethe, a Beethoven, and a Kant, is just as sacred as its own hearths and homes.” See Martha Hanna,
The Mobilization of Intellect: French Scholars and Writers During the Great War (London, 1996),

chapter two. '
3 H.G. Wells, (‘Why Britain Went to War’, in The War That Will End War (London, 1914), p. 11.
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This thesis examines the relationship between Ford, Kipling, Conan Doyle,
and Wells, and official British propaganda during the First World War. This study
seeks to examine how the government deployed these authors to justify the war, and
further, how this war propaganda compared with their other fictional and non-fictional
writing during the war. Authors had supported government wars in the past; both
Kipling and Conan Doyle had done so when defending Britain’s right to ‘pacify’
South Africa during the Second Boer War (1899-1902; henceforth Boer War).
However, the war against Germany marked the initiation of a new strategy for
officially recruiting and organizing such support from authors and intellectuals.
Competing with Germany for influence in America, Britain’s propaganda ministry
would not openly sponsor rallies and newspaper advertisements as the Germans had
done but instead, concealed its affiliation via the publication and distribution of
pamphlets, articles, and other materials. The prestige, popularity, and authority of
many of Britain’s most celebrated writers were seen to be crucial to making these
organised efforts seem spontaneous and independent. Intemnal revaluations of British
propaganda strategy forced the priority to be shifted to more mass-distributed visual
materials for the home and enemy-fronts under the auspices of the newly formed
Department of Information (DOI) in 1917 and Ministry of Information (MOI) in
1918. As a result of the increased emphasis on posters and film, the WPB literary
texts became less important. Thus over the course of the war, British authors went
from being crucial to the production of official WPB propaganda to being
marginalised under the MOI strategy.

LITERATURE REVIEW

While the pioneering study of First World War propaganda remains Harold
Lasswell’s Propaganda Techniques in the World War (1927), Peter Buitenhuis’s The
Great War of Words.: Literature As Propaganda, 1914-18 and After (1989) is the most
sustained exploration of the contribution of literary artists in America and Great
Britain to their respective government propaganda strategies. Because of his scope
however, Buitenhuis is not able to offer Ford, Kipling, Conan Doyle, and Wells as
close and as thorough an examination as the present study. In terms of histories of
British propaganda during the war, Michael Sanders and Philip M. Taylor’s classic
British Propaganda During the First World War, 1914-1918 (1982) builds on the
important work of Cate Haste’s Keep the Home Fires Burning: Propaganda in the
First World War (1977). In covering the entire British government propaganda
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programme, these books offer little discussion on the particular roles played by
British literary authors. Gary Messinger’s British Propaganda and the State in the
First World War (1992) adds little to the overall narrative of the institutional aspects
of British propaganda presented in other studies, but does have individual
biographical studies of figures such as Masterman and Wells, amongst others.* The
present study seeks a balance between offering an overall history of British
propaganda and a strictly biographical study of these authors and their particular
relationships with the government. My goals are thus recuperative, historical, and
literary. This study seeks to detail the stories of these four authors and their
relationships with British war propaganda—which were concealed during the war—
and to examine the tensions between the authors’ propaganda materials and their other
writings, in order to expand and detail further the current understanding of literary and
cultural production during the First World War.

To date, analysis of World War One literature has tended to focus more on
accounts of the combat experience (particularly that of protest through poetry), and
has lent less attention to literature that sought to justify the conflict. Paul Fussell’s
The Great War and Modern Memory (1975) remains the crucial departure text for
contemporary discussions of First World War literature. Through his close textual
study of the poetry of figures such as Siegfried Sassoon and Wilfred Owen, Fussell
argued that irony was the defining mode of response to the extreme and senseless
violence of the war, and this recourse to employing the rhetoric of irony would later
prove influential in the development of modern consciousness.” As Santanu Das
argues in Touch and Intimacy in First World War Literature (2006), Fussell’s study
was almost too successful as it became ‘the defining narrative’ of the war, even
though (with reflection) it has become evident that he was confined ‘narrowly to the
trench experience of a group of educated, mostly middle-class British officer-
writers.”® Fussell’s thesis has been challenged as sexist and elitist for idealizing a pre-
war innocence when asserting that war initiated a rupture between a time of ideal
innocence and a disillusioned modern consciousness, and for his insistence that

combat itself offered a special knowledge, or what James Campbell characterises as

? See also George Robb’s British Culture and the First World War (Basingstoke, 2002), esp. chapter 2,
‘Propaganda and Censorship’.

> Subsequent studies have elaborated Fussell’s thesis, moving from British trench poetry to European
avant-garde culture in Modris Ekstein’s Rites of Spring: The Great War and the Birth of the Modern
Age (London, 1989); as well as a wider range of media in Samuel Hynes’s 4 War Imagined (New York,

1991). .
6 Santanu Das, Touch and Intimacy in First World War Literature (Cambridge, 2005), p.10.
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‘Combat Gnosticism’.” The present study distances itself to some extent from the
poetry of combat and the language and experience of fighting in the trenches, to
examine how another set of writers, physically apart from combat, supported a war
they believed to be right, in the service of a government that had asked for their help
This study will not address how distance from combat in particular affected these
writers’ language, but instead will explore how reading their war-writing within the
institutional context of British war propaganda, can alter our understanding of these
texts and their authors’ relationships to the war.

The challenges to Fussell’s bias amount to a new approach to war criticism,
that stresses diverse cultural production and interdisciplinarity (Das characterises this
as a ‘second wave’ of war criticism).® This new scholarship could be said to have
been 1nitiated by Jay Winter’s Sites of Memory, Sites of Mourning: The Great War in
European Cultural History (1995). In moving away from Fussell’s grand narrative of
the war 1nto the diverse and fragmented experiences that constituted the conflict, this
‘second wave’ of critics has also maintained a distance from what it characterises as
top-down models of propaganda in favour of examining the diffuse production and
consumption of propaganda throughout society. Stéphane Audoin-Rouzeau and
Annette Becker, for example, argue that their investigations into the material culture
of the war produced a wide array of mass-produced objects that challenged the ‘view
of propaganda as something deliberately imposed by governmental and military
authority (like censorship)’.” They argue that this market in materials that could be

identified as propaganda (because of their ideological denunciations of the enemy)

7 Scars Upon My Heart: Women's Poetry and Verse of the First World War, ed. by Catherine Reilly
(London, 1981) includes a large body of civilian poetry, the vast majority of which was written by
women. Reilly thus challenged the notion that war poetry of the age was written only by men in
combat. Campbell defines ‘Combat Gnosticism’ as ‘the belief that combat represents a qualitatively
separate order of experience that is difficult if not impossible to communicate to any who have not
undergone an identical experience’; see James Campbell, ‘Combat Gnosticism: The Ideology of First
World War Poetry Criticism’, New Literary History 30 (1999), 203-215. Daniel Pick quotes Fussell’s
The Great War and Modern Memory (1975) on the transformation brought on by the war: ‘Although
some memories of the benign last summer before the war can be discounted as standard romantic
retrospection turned ever rosier by egregious contrast with what followed, all agree that the pre-war
summer was the most idyllic for many years. It was warm and sunny, eminently pastoral. One lolled
outside on a folding canvas chaise, or swam, or walked in the countryside. One read outdoors, went on
picnics, had tea served form a white wicker table under the trees.” He notes how Fussell abandons his
‘although’ from the beginning of the paragraph and how the ‘telling pronoun “one”’” demonstrates a
presumed unitary experience. He also points out how the passive construction of being ‘served’ (rather
than serving) also reveals certain class presumptions in his study. See Daniel Pick’s discussion of
Fussell in War Machine: The Rationalisation of Slaughter in the Modern Age (London, 1993), pp. 200-

3

3.
Das, p.10.
? Stéphane Audoin-Rouzeau and Annette Becker, 1914-1918.: Understanding the Great War (London,

2002), p.108.
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demonstrates the enormous network of people involved not only in the design and
production but also in the consumption of such goods. From an entirely different
perspective, Daniel Pick argues that propaganda cannot account for the origins of the
war. Pick says “‘the war of words” would later be an active and concrete part of the
history of the First World War itself’, but he warns that we should be careful ‘not to

say that words alone produce wars.’"

Pick also rejects a reductive economic-
determinist explanation of propaganda as reflecting some material ‘bedrock’, some
supposedly non-discursive economic stratum’ that can explain the wide variety of
propaganda materials produced and consumed by a disparate group of official and
non-official figures during the war. The diffusion of propaganda throughout the
combatant nations, the indeterminacy and improvisational aspects of the government’s
strategies, and the difficulty in evaluating the effects of any official government
propaganda campaigns have detracted from the relevance of studying these materials
altogether. As Becker argues, ‘what is called propaganda was not just a vertical
process but also a horizontal one, even to some extent, a great upsurge from below,
sustained by a huge number of individuals.”'! Thus Becker turns traditional models of
propaganda upside down to suggest that in creating propaganda, governments were
sometimes responding to the needs or desires of the population rather than imposing a
set of opinions upon it.

For another set of historians responding to the popular anti-war arguments of
Fussell’s study, as well as to similar popular historical studies such as A. J. P. Taylor’s
Hlustrated History of the First World War (1974), the war was not a tragedy but
indeed a Forgotten Victory (2002), as the title of Gary Sheffield’s book indicates. In
his study, subtitled The First World War: Myths and Realities, Sheffield argued that
Fussell overemphasised the personal visions of a handful of trench writers to

transform the memory of the war from a British military victory over German

aggression into one of an absurd and hopeless slaughter.'” Sheffield argued that the

19 pick, p.52.
' Audoin-Rouzeau and Becker, p. 108.
12 The war was neither unnecessary nor a loss for Gordom Corrigan, whose Mud, Blood, and

Poppycock: Britain and the First World War (London, 2003) argues that armies are made to fight wars,
that wars are made to be won, and moreover that we won the war. It is worthwhile to return to Pick’s
critique of Fussell to interrogate Corrigan’s use of ‘we’ or ‘Britain’ when considering who won the war.
As Jay Winter has noted in his rejection of the notion of collective memory: ‘national col}ectlves never
created a unitary, undifferentiated, and enduring narrative called cqll.ective memory. Nations do not
remember; groups of people do. Their work is never singular, and 1t 18 never fixed.’ Thus, for Winter,
in considering ‘memory’, it is important that we always interrogate who is remembering and for whom,;
see Jay Winter, Remembering War: The Great War Between Memory and History in the 20th Century

(London, 2006), p.198.
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malaise that emerged in Britain following the war erased the memory of why it was
necessary to go to war in the first place: to respond to German aggression, particularly
the German invasion of Belgium and France. Official government propaganda does
not interest this new generation of military historians (such as Sheffield) because of
its focus on recuperating the memory of the war by way of highlighting the military
logistics of a conflict that had to be won, and which amounted to something worth
celebrating. Sheffield does not spend much time therefore reflecting on the role
propaganda played in justifying a war that would later prove tragic. Moreover, recent
scholarship has challenged the very notion of the war being a tragedy. In The Great
War in History: Debates and Controversies, 1914 to Present (2005), Antoine Prost
and Jay Winter argue that because France was attacked by Germany and its soil
occupied during the war, French scholarship on the conflict has challenged British
scholarly notions of the war being futile.'® For other cultural and military historians
there were forces of distortion other than wartime propaganda—particularly in the
subsequent historiography of the war and in the popular mythologies of the war—that
have had a far more malevolent influence than wartime propaganda itself. In his The
Great War: Myth and Memory (2005), Dan Todman laments how the popular notion
(in Britain) of the trenches being filled with protesting soldiers has emerged from the
placing onto GCSE and A-Level history curricula the protest poetry of writers such as
Owen and Sassoon, among others. Thus, Todman argues, these poems inflect a
particular narrative of tragedy associated with the war. '* Todman criticises the way a
small group of texts have become institutionalised as the voice of youth protesting an
unjust war—a war of asinine generals leading their leonine soldiers into needless
slaughter. Thus the post-war period’s disillusionment, for these historians, has
distorted the memory of the war through political malaise and an overemphasis on a
small, highly select set of literary texts. For this new generation of military historians,
it is far more likely that intellectuals and authors would have supported the war than
oppose it. Official propaganda was not therefore substantially different from general
support for the war. The period of post-war disillusionment also corresponded with

propaganda itself being equated with lies that rationalised and justified a needless war.

B See Jay Winter and Antoine Prost, The Great War in History: Debates and Controversies, 1914 to
the Present (Cambridge, 2004). Winter has more recently challenged Fussell’s contention that irony is
the modern mode that emerges from the war by noting that no such tradition exists in France: ‘[t]his
contrast is evident in the simple fact that the poetry of Wilfred Owen was translated into French only in
the late 1990s. The first translation of Siegfried Sassoon’s poetry was rendered in French in 1987,
though a French edition of Memoirs of a Fox-Hunting Man was published in 1937.” See Winter,

Remembering War, p. 119.
14 yan Todman, The Great War: Myth and Memory (London, 2005), pp. 168-9.
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In sifting through the different layers of distortion in the historiography, these military
historians do not give much priority to propaganda.

In light of these new currents in war criticism—one examining the contested
memories and diverse experiences of the war, the other with a more nationalist agenda
of recuperating the war as an important military victory for the British Empire—it
would seem that official government propaganda does not command much attention.
While this diversification of interests and methodologies has helped to add great detail
to our understanding of the war, and challenges assumptions and myths about the
conflict, it would be a shame to discard the opportunities offered by a close study of
the historical specificity of official British propaganda, and (further) the relationship
between these public intellectuals and the system itself. Official government
propaganda constituted an organised system that drafted the first formal (albeit self-
justifying, pro-British) interpretations of the war; moreover, those drafts were created
with the assistance of prominent British authors. Returning to this official
propaganda programme will illuminate, to a greater extent, other fronts of conflict in
the war: the cultural war, the war of information, and the war over American support.
The WPB was improvising techniques as the war went along, and the learning curve
proved important. Understanding changing government propaganda methodologies,
as well as how authors went from being central to being marginal to the system, offers
potential insights into procedures and systems of mass influence that had a looming
influence over the rest of the century. It is thus a topic that, in losing its intellectual
clout, leaves us with an incomplete picture of the cultural and political landscape of

the war.

WORLD WAR ONE BRITISH PROPAGANDA : AN INSTITUTIONAL HISTORY

From the outset of Germany’s invasion of Belgium, it became evident that
controlling information would prove an essential aspect of modern warfare. In line
with pre-war thinking, the first attempts at managing public perception in Britain were
made through constraints on information rather than through the production of
information. For example, Britain’s first offensive action in the war was sending the
cable ship Teleconia to cut German transatlantic cables. This action left Germany

15

without direct communication links to neutral nations, particularly America. In

addition to limiting the enemy’s ability to send and receive information, the

15 M L. Sanders and Phil Taylor, British Propaganda During the First World War 1914-1918 (London,
1982), p. 19.
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government took measures to constrict access to information at home. According to
George Robb, Thf: Defence of the Realm Act (DORA) was initially designed, in its
own words, to prevent the spread of information ‘of such a nature as is calculated to
be or might be directly or indirectly useful to the enemy’.'® However, over the course
of the war, DORA was expanded so that it had increased jurisdiction over
communication, including the official suppression of dissent. Opposition to the war
was subject to censorship and could lead to an author’s imprisonment. In stifling the
voices of those who opposed the war, support for the conflict was thought to have
been maintained. Other government offices such as the newly formed Press Bureau
appeared as 1f they might have had different strategies for making information more
available. However this office also aimed at limiting access to information (rather
than creating materials) as a means of influencing public opinion.

Contrary to the claims made to parliament by Winston Churchill, Lord of the
Admiralty, that the Press Bureau had been newly established to provide the press with
‘a steady stream of trustworthy information supplied both by the War Office and the
Admiralty’, journalists would soon discover the Press Bureau continued to censor
more information than it provided.'” According to Robb, the Press Bureau staff
examined all ‘press cables, issued news releases, and gave instructions to newspaper
editors on the attitude they should take to questions of the day’.'® The Bureau banned
all journalists from the front and was selective in the material it made available; it also
closely monitored when information would be released to the press. Douglas
Brownrigg reflected on Churchill gambling with information: ‘he would hold on to a
bit of bad news for a time on the chance of getting a bit of good news to publish as an
offset, and I must say it not infrequently paid off.”!? Journalists were not as
impressed with this juggling of information, and quickly dubbed the office the
‘Suppress Bureau’.” The government could not hope to contain all possible
information from leaking out and circulating; in taking significant steps to try to
control speech as much as possible from the outset of the war, it created a lag in
information. The irony was, according to Robb, that this lag led to the proliferation of

gossip, rumour and outright fabrication by individuals starved for information about

' Quoted in Robb, pp. 110-111.
'” Quoted in Sanders and Taylor, p. 20.
'8 Robb, p. 111.
' Quoted in Sanders and Taylor p. 25.
2 Robb, p. 111.
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what was happening at the front.”! Early attempts were made to fight these rumours
with narratives expounding the strength and unity of the English army and navy.
Initially concerned with censorship, the War Office would also come to counter
rumour and maintain the morale of troops. The War Office would later organise visits
to the front for the press as well as for popular figures such as Rudyard Kipling and
Arthur Conan Doyle, encouraging them to produce articles that would promote a
positive vision of the British forces as well as denounce the enemy.

Germany, on the other hand, produced pamphlets, leaflets and posters for
neutral nations in order to explain its reasons for going to war and for dismissing the
Allied claims of defending itself from German aggression. According to Sanders and
Taylor. the Brtish government ‘was particularly alarmed at the virulence of the
German campaign in the United States and it became apparent that immediate
counter-measures were urgently required.”** In August 1914, C.F.G Masterman, a
journalist and Liberal politician, was asked to head the newly formed War
Propaganda Bureau to counter these German efforts abroad, particularly in America.
On 2 September 1914 Masterman organised a conference of literary figures to meet in
Wellington House, the office of the WPB. These writers included J.M. Barrie, Armold
Bennett, G.K. Chesterton, Arthur Conan Doyle, John Galsworthy, Thomas Hardy,
John Masefield, Gilbert Murray, G.M Trevelyan and H.G. Wells (Kipling could not
make the meeting and sent a note of apology).” With the exception of Hardy, these
writers pledged support for the British cause of war against Germany and proceeded
to sign petitions, make speeches, and write articles and pamphlets—some of which
were published and distributed by the WPB.  Not invited to the initial authors’
meeting, a number of female writers would also support the government campaigns,
including Jane Ellen Harrison, May Sinclair, Flora Anne Steel, and Mrs. Humphrey
Ward.**

The WPB produced official publications such as the atrocity reports, speeches
for ministers, interviews and articles for the press, original and pre-existing books and
pamphlets such as Conan Doyle’s To Arms! (1914) and Ford’s When Blood is Their
Argument (1915). 1t also disseminated books for distribution that the WPB did not

produce such as Kipling’s wartime pamphlets. All of these materials were sent to

' Robb, p. 111.

22 Sanders and Taylor, p. 38.
23 peter Buitenhuis, The Great War of Words: Literature as Propaganda 1914-18 and After (London,

1987), p. 14.
2 Ma)rkaollaeger, Modernism, Media, and Propaganda: British Narrative from 1900 to 1945

(Woodstock, Oxfordshire, 2006), p. 17.
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neutral nations via direct mailing campaigns, steamship companies, religious
societies, and patriotic organisations. According to Sanders and Taylor, the WPB
also monitored the activities of independent pro-war organisations, reining them in
when they made comments that might have been detrimental to the British war
effort.” Gary Messinger argues for the importance of identifying these writers’
influence as 'part of an Edwardian literary establishment that had no competition from
radio or television and whose representatives enjoyed tremendous prestige throughout
the world among both elite and mass audiences'.?® Further, Messinger notes, not only
through their writings, ‘but also through the earnings they amassed, the access they
were given to the social networks of the politically and economically powerful, and
the letter-writing correspondence they maintained with numerous loyal readers, these
men were as influential a group of writers as the world has ever produced.”’

Both German and British propaganda was targeted at neutral observers,
particularly in America, rather than at their domestic populations. The German
government openly sponsored materials aimed at influencing mass opinion in
America. While also aimed at America, the WPB materials were focused on elite

opinion, and bore no marks that indicated that they were sponsored by the British

government. As an internal British report later noted:

The existence of a publishing establishment at Wellington House, and, a fortiori, the
connection of the Government with this establishment were carefully concealed.
Except for official publications, none of the literature bore overt marks of its origin.
Further, literature was placed on sale where possible, and when sent free was always
sent informally, that is to say through and apparently from some person between whom
and the recipient there was a definite link, and with a covering note from the person to

whose patriotism the sending of the literature seemed due.?®

Masterman would refer to the WPB as Wellington House in parliamentary reports.
Mark Wollaeger claims that Masterman used the name in order to ‘camouflage his
operation’s status as the state’s central organ of propaganda’.29 According to
Buitenhuis, so secretive were the activities of Wellington House that the full extent to
which writers were used in war propaganda was not fully revealed until 1935.%°

Wollaeger characterises the WPB strategy as ‘unique among its European

% Sanders and Taylor, p. 42.
?® Gary Messinger, British Propaganda and the State in the First World War (Manchester, 1992), p. 35.

7 Messinger, p. 35. . .
22 11.0. Lee, ‘British propaganda during the Great War, 1914-18’ (n.d), National Archives, INF 4/4A, p.
7,

? Wollaeger, p. 16.

30 Buitenhuis, p.15.
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counterparts in that it emphasised facts over overt persuasion, disguised the official
origins of its propaganda, and placed literature at the heart of its efforts—at least in
the beginning.”"! Over the course of the war, propaganda would continue to change,
and literature would be displaced from its central location within the British
propaganda strategy.

Apart from the writing by these authors, propaganda materials associated with
Germany’s atrocities in Belgium and France were particularly evocative and popular.
On 3 August 1914 Germany invaded neutral Belgium. The invasion and subsequent
occupation led to 6,700 deaths; the burning of 20,000 buildings; crimes of collective
punishment against civilians; and the subsequent arrival of 250,000 refugees in
Britain.”~ Led by Lord Bryce, the government interviewed a number of these
refugees to establish the conduct of the Germans in invading and occupying Belgium.
The resulting reports were compiled as the Report of the Committee on Alleged
German Qutrages (1915), but came to be known as the Bryce Report. Amongst
critical accounts of the German occupation, there were particularly graphic
descriptions of barbaric acts: the rape and mutilation of women, the spitting of
children on bayonets, and the amputation of children’s hands by German soldiers.
These grotesque and highly graphic descriptions provoked outrage at German conduct
in warfare. Home and Kramer emphasise that no evidence has emerged to confirm
that these more brutal violations ever took place; they suggest that these accounts
were instead a product of the popular mythdlogy, emerging from cycles of story-
telling and rumour circulating during the war. Thus the Bryce Report cannot be
credited with inventing these more gruesome stories; instead, it helped to legitimate
and to propagate further what had hitherto been the product of rumour. In translating
the report and distributing the publication, the WPB helped to popularise the image of
German barbarity as a justification for going to war. The WPB popularised the report
through the publication of materials that referred to and made use of the more brutal
stories of German conduct. For example, while there were a number of independent
cartoonists throughout Europe who were responding to these stories, the WPB
financially supported Louis Raemakers, a cartoonist who would gain infamy from
drawing scenes that illustrated the more fantastic images of this German brutality.
Although the government cannot be considered the originator of these rumours of

atrocity, it did prove crucial in making popular the more extreme and savage stories of

31 Wollaeger, pp. 13-14. _ .
32 gee Horne and Kramer, German Atrocities: A History of Denial (New Haven, 2001).
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German violence: thus atrocity propaganda was an important part of the government
strategy. The WPB helped to legitimate particular interpretations of the war through
texts that concealed its connection to the government, and thus hid government
interference in the discourse of the war. Further, the Bryce Report (and other
government atrocity reports in general) provided materials for WPB authors such as
Arthur Conan Doyle—as well as for writers not affiliated with the government—to
respond to and to inform their own understanding of the enemy and its methods in
warfare.

In February 1917, addressing increasing calls from disparate offices of the
government for the centralisation and co-ordination of propaganda efforts, the
government established the Department of Information. After becoming Prime
Minister in December 1916, Lloyd George approached Robert Donald to produce an
overview of the entire British propaganda programme. Quoting from his report,
Sanders and Taylor note that Donald concluded that the aims of British propaganda
should be:

1. to maintain unity of opinion amongst the Allies

12

to "influence and nurse’ public opinion in neutral countries

to assume an offensive strategy

I

to explain problems surrounding peace terms—so far as they have been indicated—for
the purpose of informing and influencing politicians, publicists, the intelligentsia in

neutral countries. >

Donald determined that Masterman’s approach was aimed at too elite an audience.
He also dismissed his methods as excessively literary. Donald advised a more unified
strategy for propaganda with an emphasis on directing materials towards large
audiences, and employing visual propaganda as well as the increased use of outright
fabrication. Based on Donald’s recommendations, the Department of Information
was established, and the novelist John Buchan appointed as the head the Department.
The WPB became subsumed under the administration of this new Department.
Emblematic of this new strategy was the infamous pamphlet entitled 4 Corpse
Conversion Factory (1917). The pamphlet accused the Germans of boiling down
dead bodies to make soap.”*

Coming under increased pressure on the domestic front because of growing

anti-war sentiment, the introduction of conscription in 1916, and demands that

3 Quoted in Sanders and Taylor, p. 59. .
3* For greater analysis and discussion of the corpse factory myth, see Randal Marlin, Propaganda and

the Ethics of Persuasion (2006), pp. 71-74.



14

intellectuals  sympathetic with the government (including H.G. Wells) produce
declared war aims, the Department of Information announced that it would establish
the National War Aims Committee NWAC) in May 1917 (which therefore only came
mnto existence on the third anniversary of the war).* The goal of the NWAC was ‘to
keep before our nation both the causes which have led to the world war and the vital
mmportance to human life and liberty of continuing the struggle until the evil forces
which originated this conflict are destroyed for ever’.>® These aims were not made
concrete until January 1918, when in response to the revelations of Allied imperial
and mulitary strategies made by the Bolsheviks during the negotiations of the Brest-
Litovsk treaty, as well as to American President Woodrow Wilson’s own demands for
a coherent peace strategy (later enshrined in the Fourteen Points), the British
government was compelled to make its war aims explicit.’” In addition, the NWAC
also produced popular materials emphasising the brutal militarism of Germany, in
order to help to focus hatred towards that nation and to stoke support for the war.
According to Robb, one of the more famous NWAC publications was its ‘German
Crimes Calendar’, depicting different German atrocities for each month of the year—
including the ‘burning of Louvain, the execution of Edith Cavell, and Zeppelin raids
in London.”*®

According to Sanders and Taylor, although attempts at centralising
propaganda administration proved helpful, British propaganda was still conducted
separately in five different buildings, and continued to demonstrate a disjunction
between domestic and foreign strategies. Under the control of the press baron Lord
Beaverbrook, the Department of Information became the Ministry of Information in
February 1918. The new strategy for conducting propaganda was to appeal to as
many people as possible (in contrast to Masterman’s attempts at appealing to leaders
of public opinion in neutral countries). According to an internal British propaganda
report:

There are three types of propaganda: propaganda by the written word, including

pamphlets, articles, cables and wireless; propaganda by picture, including cinemas,

photographs and drawings; and propaganda by getting hold of the right man, telling him

the facts, and then taking him to the places where he can see for himself that what you say

is true. Personal propaganda of this kind is obviously the most convincing of the three,

35 Sanders and Taylor, p. 68.

36 Quoted in Robb, p. 120. | | |

37 Sanders and Taylor, p. 68; see also Henk Wessling, The European Colonial Empires, 1815-1919
(Harlow, 2004).

38 Robb, p. 121.
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but it can be used only on a limited scale, and, though through showing one important
editor the concrete evidence of this country’s achievement you can reach hundreds of

thousands of readers, for getting into more direct touch with large masses of men other

means have to be found >’

Pictures and other visual material would satisfy the Ministry’s task to ‘direct the
thought of most of the world’.*° According to Robb, the newly found ministry had an
increased focus on visual materials such as lantern slides, film and posters, and moved
away from printed materials such as books and pamphlets.*’  In addition, propaganda
was also to be aimed at the Central Powers, with the establishment of The Department
of Enemy Propaganda at Crewe House in February 1918. The aim, according to
Sanders and Taylor, was ‘to reveal to the enemy the hopelessness of their cause and
case. and the certainty of Allied Victory.” Lloyd George invited the newspaper baron
Lord Northcliffe to head Crewe House. Northcliffe appointed H. G. Wells as head of
the German section, but Wells resigned in July 1918 over personal and political

disagreements with Northcliffe.

CHOICE OF AUTHORS

As this project straddles the disciplines of English literary studies and history,
methodological issues arise from its focus on four authors—Ford, Kipling, Conan
Doyle, and Wells. A strictly historical project analysing propaganda might have
chosen a broader range of personalities. For example, Messinger’s British
Propaganda and the State in the First World War devotes individual chapters to
Masterman, Lord Bryce, Lord Beaverbrook and Lord Northcliffe, alongside literary
figures. Although these figures appear throughout the current study, the focus of the
project 1s on the particular relationship between literary authors and British war
propaganda. Wells’s institutional relationship as Head of Enemy Propaganda at
Crewe House made him of particular interest to this project. However, this study
could also have considered figures such as Armold Bennett, appointed Director of
British Propaganda in France in 1918; or John Buchan, Director of the Department of
Information from 1917-18. What distinguished Wells from these other writers was
his political dedication to the disintegration of nations in favour of the establishing of

a World State, as well as his own explicit discussion of propaganda as a weapon in the

3 Lee, ‘British propaganda’ (n.d), p. 14.
“ Ibid.
1 Robb, p.121.
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war of ideas. His devotion to this battle of political ideals drew him into conflict with
government strategy in ways that complicate his relationship to war propaganda
before and after being recruited by Crewe House. Unlike these other figures, Wells’s
conflicts were serious enough to lead ultimately to his dramatic resignation from the
official government propaganda machine. Furthermore, Wells continued to produce
novels during the war, which while not being official propaganda, indicate both his
political allegiances and his own interests in influence and manipulation, in ways that
contrast with Bennett and Buchan, neither of whom were as explicit as Wells in their
discussion or theorisation of the goals or processes of propaganda.

As this study concerns itself with pro-war writers associated with the
government programme to support the war, it does not focus on the evocative anti-war
poetry of Wilfred Owen and Siegfried Sassoon, amongst others. When opponents of
the war are discussed, they are mentioned as a reminder of the institutional
imperatives which authorised—through the means of censorship and internment, as
well as publication and distribution—the speech of some authors but not others. The
work of Arthur Conan Doyle was pertinent in this respect. In his pre-war pamphlets,
Conan Doyle made detailed arguments warning the British about the increased
militarism of Germany and the need for a Channel Tunnel connecting England and
France; and he defended these ideas both in journalism and in fiction. His arguments
contrasted and indeed contradicted the arguments of his friends and peers E. D. Morel
and Roger Casement. Morel and Casement both argued that Britain was active in
destabilizing the European balance of power, and thus shared in some of the
responsibility for starting the war. Conan Doyle, on the other hand, squarely laid the
blame on the war with the Germans. Yet during the war, Conan Doyle’s pamphlets
and articles were widely printed and publicised, whereas Morel would eventually be
imprisoned for distributing his anti-war materials to neutral nations, and Casement—
taking more direct action against what he perceived as British injustice in Ireland—
would be executed for his involvement with the Easter Rising of 1916. Although this
study does not focus on anti-war writing, the unique relationship between Conan
Doyle and these different anti-war writers offers the opportunity to explore the
different facets of government influence upon the cultural discourse of the war.

It could be argued however that within the literary schema, other studies (such
as Buitenhuis’s The Great War of Words: Literature as Propaganda, 1914-18 and
After, which focuses on the relationship between literature and propaganda during the

war), offer a broader discussion of the variety of different writers associated with
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British propaganda, in contrast to this study’s limited four-author scope. Buitenhuis’s
book offers a remarkable overview of the large array of differing relationships that
British and American authors had with propaganda. In focusing on this breadth of
participants however, he does not explore any single author in depth. Within the
larger historical backdrop of the war and propaganda, this study seeks to situate four
particular authors’ differing relationships with British propaganda alongside their own
development as writers—noting the continuities and contrasts between their pre-war
writing, their writing during the war, and their writing associated with the broad
government strategy of promoting the war. This study seeks to explore the nuances of
the legacy of these four authors’ literary careers, as well as to expand further
contemporary critical approaches to the wide variety of literary and cultural
productions that emerged in response to the conflict. For example, Rudyard Kipling
was a prominent public figure during the war. Separate from government efforts, he
supported the conflict in poetry, letters, speeches, articles, and pamphlets. At the
behest of the War Office, he reported on sponsored trips to the front as well as visits
made to the navy. Moreover, as archival evidence suggests, Kipling was given access
to Indian soldiers’ censored letters in order that he might help create a voice of
imperial support for the war as well. Examining Kipling in greater depth than
Buitenhuis does, can contribute to a more complex view of his activities during the
war as well as of the way that colonial, pro-war writings co-existed in the same
cultural environment with anti-war and experimental literary writing.

In his Modernism, Media and Propaganda: British Narrative from 1900 to
1945 (2006), Mark Wollaeger considers the emergence of British propaganda
(particularly in regards to colonialism) in its pre-war forms, from the turn of the
century through to the end of the Second World War. He relates the methodologies of
propaganda to modernist aesthetics, focusing on figures such as Joseph Conrad,
Virginia Woolf, Ford Madox Ford, James Joyce, and Alfred Hitchcock. Wollaeger
examines how the growth of modernist literature and of propaganda—as an institution
as well as a methodology—inform one another, in ways that go beyond the much later
promotion of German and Italian Fascism during the Second World War, by a variety
of modernist figures such as William Butler Yeats, Wyndham Lewis, and Ezra Pound.
This study does use Ford as the figure to bridge the divide between propaganda and
literary modernism, but for the most part it eschews literary modernism and
experimentation to consider a broader scope of war discourse, primarily from writers

renowned for their late-Victorian writing and with prominent public reputations. For
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the purposes of this study, Ford proves to be the exception. During the war, Ford was
a journalist, a poet, a novelist, and eventually a soldier as well. He was closely
associated with writers broadly connected with literary modernism, including Conrad,
Pound and Lewis amongst others. In addition to his affiliations with the literary avant-
garde in London, two of his books were published by the WPB. While it is true that
Lewis was a second lieutenant in the Royal Artillery before being appointed an
official war artist, he did not make declarations about the war that were as explicit as
those of Ford. Furthermore, Ford’s close friendship with Masterman facilitated his
assocliation with the WPB.

Without this connection, it is questionable whether Ford would have been
well-known enough to have been solicited by the government to write officially in
support of the war—he did not enjoy the same reputation as the other authors in this
study, and moreover he was not invited to the initial Wellington House authors’
meeting. Ford had connections with Germany, France, and England, and at the start
of the war his allegiances were torn. These conflicting emotions are imaginatively re-
figured (to a Iimited extent) in his later novels such as Parade’s End (1924-8) and No
Enemy (1929). However, the books produced and distributed by the WPB do not
demonstrate the same complexity of emotion or aesthetic experimentation, although
there is some stylistic and rhetorical overlap. Some of Ford’s critics have focused on
this continuity between Ford’s WPB books and his other writing, while current
research by critics such as Wollaeger and Sara Haslam has emphasised the importance
of framing a reading of these two books within the institutional parameters of the
WPB.* Even though the government goals, methods of publication, and means of
distribution were all concealed to the public at the time of the war, an institutional
analysis of these texts reveals valences that are not evident from close-reading alone.
Ford is therefore the most prominent literary modernist in Britain that could have
been considered for this project.

It is these four authors’ different particular institutional connections to British
World War One propaganda that make them pertinent to this study. Examining these
authors’ war writings enables a discussion of different aspects of official war

propaganda: Ford’s connection to Masterman and the WPB; Kipling’s to the War

“2 See Sarah Haslam, Fragmenting Modernism Ford Madox Ford, the Novel and the First World War
(Manchester, 2002); and ‘Making a Text a Fordian Way: Between St. Dennis and St. George, .
Propaganda and the First World War’, in Publishing in the First World War: Essays in Book History,
ed. by Mary Hammond and Shafquat Towhead (London, 2007), pp. 202-214.
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Office: Conan Doyle’s to atrocity propaganda; Wells’s to Crewe House. There are
also, 1n addition, imaginative and rhetorical methods that these writers use to touch on
issues of aesthetics, empire, dissent, literary criticism, and politics, that make their
interactions with government propaganda further nuanced and complex. These later
thematic issues are (again) not particular to these writers; but it is asserted here that a
closer attention to and awareness of the continuities and disruptions in the language of
these particular writers offer their own insights into the changing nature of the cultural
discourse of the war. While it must be admitted from the outset that the choice of
these authors 1s not totalising and is necessarily limited, it must also be highlighted
that it has been restricted in order to bring into relief the particular imaginative and
institutional connections between these four particular authors and British war

propaganda.

DEFINING PROPAGANDA

The word propaganda derives from the Latin meaning ‘to sow’ or ‘to
propagate’, and was first used in the 1600s by the Roman Catholic Church in
reference to its attempts at spreading the faith in opposition to the growing popularity
of Protestantism.” In its common usage, propaganda has become a pejorative term,
synonymous with lies, deception, manipulation, and thought-control. These modern
notions of propaganda, as Harold Lasswell, a historian of propaganda, noted owe a
debt to the éxperience of the First World War:

There is little exaggeration in saying that the World War led to the discovery of

propaganda by both the man in the street and the man in the study. The discovery was far

more startling to the former than to the latter because the man in the street had

predecessors who had laid firm foundations for his efforts to understand propaganda. The

layman had previously lived in a world where there was no common name for the

deliberate forming of attitudes by the manipulation of words (and word substitutes). The

scholar had a scientific inheritance which included the recognition of the place of

propaganda in society.*

In practice, the attempts both of individuals and of collective organisations (such as
government) to influence the opinions and ‘attitudes’ of other individuals, as well as

of large groups of people, well preceded the First World War. However, it was the

8 Garth S. Jowett and Victoria O’Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion (London, 2006), p. 2.
% arold Lasswell, Foreword to G.G. Bruntz (editor), A/lied Propaganda and the Collapse of the
German Empire in 1918(1938), pp. v-viii. Quoted in Jowett and O’Donnell, p. 206.
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experience of the war and the corresponding attempts of nations to influence domestic
and international opinion through official programmes that assigned these diverse and
widely varying processes a commonly recognised name. Lasswell argued that as a
result of the war, propaganda would be understood as ‘the deliberate forming of
attitudes by the manipulation of words (and word substitutes)’. This understanding of
the definition of propaganda is historically situated in the aftermath of the war and
would immediately become applied retrospectively to writers ranging from Pericles to
Machiavelli, from events ranging from the French Revolution to the American Civil
War, and in reference to disparate activities including pamphleteering, advertising,
and speech-making, along with the employment of posters and film. Thus in offering
a genealogy of propaganda, it must be noted that applying the word propaganda to
this wide range of rhetorical methodologies of persuasion is itself historically
dependent on the experience of the First World War. What distinguished the
phenomenon of propaganda from other forms of rhetorical persuasion for post-war
analysts, was 1ts particular institutional affiliations with government. Propaganda
became a formal arm of government during the First World War, offering new
formalisations of a strategy for controlling information and perceptions. This
institutionalisation meant that propaganda could be approached as a concept that had
existed before the war, but did not have a name.

Before the war, the analysis of mass psychology and the process of
influencing large groups of people had already been an emerging current in
psychological thought. Psychologists, such as Gustave Le Bon (The Crowd: A Study
of the Popular Mind (1896)) and (later) Sigmund Freud (‘Mass Psychology and the
Analysis of the “I”” (1921)), concerned themselves with examining the workings of
crowd psychology. Le Bon’s studies of mass psychology expressed anxieties
concerning the unruly collective behaviour of people. His speculations about the
working of the group mind were early attempts at formulating an approach of how
this collective mind could be controlled.* After the war, these efforts to influence
and indeed to control the psychologies of the masses were sometimes referred to as
propaganda—derogatorily by its detractors, and with praise by those who understood
propaganda to be an effective means of preventing society’s disintegration into a herd

mentality. In order for these methods of control to function, they needed to be

45 See Gustave Le Bon, The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind (Lo.ndon, 1.903).' For. further
discussion on Le Bon and Freud’s approach to mass psychology and its relationship with propaganda,
see Theodor Adorno, ‘Freudian Theory and the Pattern of Fascist Propaganda’, The Culture Industry

(London, 2001), p. 132-158.
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implemented on a wide scale. Thus propaganda has more purchase as a concept when
placed within the organised and conscious efforts of an institution to influence a large
body of people whose opinions matter. In particular, propaganda proves to be
important in approaching the relationship between citizenry and governance.

Garth Jowett and Victoria O’Donnell argue that increasing anxiety about the
behaviours of crowds driven by irrational appetite correlated with a period of greater
political enfranchisement.® As a result of growing fears about popular political
participation, the idea of controlling public opinion as a way of managing these large
groups became more popular. Jowett and O’Donnell offer the work of the English
philosopher Graham Wallas (Human Nature in Politics (1908)) as an example of

opposition to these methods of control. Wallas noted:

Given a greatly expanded franchise, with its corollary of the need to base authority on the
support of public opinion, political society invited the attention of the professional
controller of public opinion. When to the demand for new methods of publicity there
were added revolutionary advances in the techniques of communication, and the latest
discoveries in social psychology, mankind had to fear more than ever ‘the cold-blooded

manipulation of popular impulse and thought by professional politicians.”*’

While not employing the term propaganda, Wallas criticised the manipulation of
‘public opinion’ by ‘professional politicians’ in a way that echoes modern common
usage. The employment of propaganda as a tool for controlling popular opinion and
guiding the choices of people was not universally condemned however, and post-war
theorists of propaganda (primarily in America) argued that the ability of propaganda
to transform and influence the opinions of large groups of people would prove
invaluable for the efficient management of society. Once again, as propaganda
theorist Edward Bernays opined, it was the ‘astounding success’ of propaganda’s use
during the First World War that revealed its potential for ‘regimenting the public
mind’.*® Bernays had worked closely on America’s propaganda campaign during the
war and the experience turned him into a great enthusiast for propaganda as a way of

ordering society. He began his treatise Propaganda (1927) with the following

observations:
The conscious and intelligent manipulation of the organized habits and opinions of the
masses is an important element in democratic society. Those who manipulate this unseen

mechanism of society constitute an invisible government which is the true ruling power

% See Jowett and O’Donnell, pp. 94-5.
47 Quoted in Jowett and O’Donnell, p. 100.
8 Edward Bernays, Propaganda (New York, 1927), p. 27.
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of our country. We are governed, our minds are molded, our tastes formed, our ideas

suggested, largely by men we have never heard of. This is a logical result of the way in

which our democratic society is organized.*

Bernays understood propaganda to be ‘the conscious and intelligent manipulation of
the organized habits and opinion of the masses’ by an ‘invisible government’ that
were ‘the true ruling power’ and which moulded the minds, tastes, and ideas of its
populace. Whereas Wallas noted that the attempts of politicians to control opinion
were something to fear, Bernays argued that the control and ‘manipulation’ of opinion
was crucial to the proper functioning of a democratic society.  In America, the
government employed propaganda to justify its decision to enter the war in 1917.
After re-electing Woodrow Wilson in 1916 on a platform of keeping America out of
the conflict, many Americans failed to understand why their government declared war
on Germany—so the American government established the Committee on Public
Information (CPI) to help to create those justifications.”® For Bernays, propaganda
was a means for leaders to guide society towards the choices that ‘an invisible
government’ had determined were ideal for the nation. It was believed that an
ignorant majority would not be able to come to these same choices if left to their own
devices. Thus propaganda would aid in making democracy increasingly efficient
through the illusion that people were making choices; the reality would be that
through conscious and intelligent efforts, ‘the true ruling power’ would make the
decisions and then influence the public to support them. Bernays assented to this use
of propaganda as a tool for improving governance and notes that it 1s a ‘logical result’
of democratic society.

On the other hand, for critics of these forms of manipulation and control, the
experience of the First World War offered the means for criticising the government’s
employment of a wide variety of civil apparatus—including education, news and

entertainment—to inculcate some sections of the population with particular attitudes

* Bernays (1927), p. 9. | . .
0 Why America entered the war is the subject of intense debate. Ostensibly, the official reason was its

receipt of a decoded message which the British had intercepted. The Zimmerman Telegram was
directed to the Mexican government and urged it to attack America to reclaim land lost to the Mexicans
in previous wars. The crucial point is that the decision to go to war was made by Wilson and hi§
cabinet; the government established their own propaganda office—the CPI—as a means of dealing .
with domestic opposition to the war. For more on America’s entry into the war see Herbert Bass, editor,
America’s Entry into World War I: Submarines, Sentiment, or Security? (New York, 1964). For more
on the Committee on Public Information, see a memoir by head of the CPI, George Creel, How We
Advertised America (New York 1920). For more on the American experience of the war, specifically in
relation to propaganda, see also Michael J. Sproule, Propaganda and Democracy. The American

Experience of Media and Mass Persuasion (Cambridge, 1997).
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while silencing others. In this way the government helped consciously to
manufacture the consent of the people in support of the war. Groups such as the
Union of Democratic Control (UDC) in Britain had argued that foreign policy
remained out of the public’s scrutiny or influence, and insisted that foreign policy be
subject to democratic participation—they argued that the war was imposed on Britain
by a military and diplomatic elite that failed to respond to the needs and wants of its
own citizenry.”' In the years following the war, propaganda would thus also become
understood as that process of manipulation employed by the government—seen by
some as helpful and others as malevolent. However improvisational the British
government was in implementing its strategies for information-control at home—
alongside 1ts concealed attempts at influencing prominent American opinion abroad—
these different propaganda offices put a great deal of effort into controlling the
perception of the war in order to earn and maintain support. In this way, the notion of
propaganda as a conscious effort of governments to control opinion would take shape
during the First World War.

Apart from its common usage therefore, as a theoretical concept informed by
the historical and institutional process of the First World War propaganda would
become associated with government methods for manipulating their audiences’
opinions. As Lloyd George noted in 1918, when recounting how a guest at a dinner
party he attended had described his experiences on the Western Front:

Even an audience of hardened politicians and journalists was strongly affected. If people

really knew, the war would be stopped tomorrow. But of course they don't know and can't

know. The correspondents don't write and the censorship would not pass the truth.>

Lloyd George acknowledged that the control of information, in this case through the
conscious self-censorship of journalists as well as through the government’s official
programme of censorship, proved essential to maintaining public support for the war:
if the population really knew what was going on, 1t would stop the war tomorrow.
Echoing Lasswell’s comments, it was only after the war that propaganda could be
understood as a collection of the processes employed by the government to control
public opinion during the war. As noted, this control of the public was considered

positive by some and negative by others, reflecting the subjective aspect of evaluating

31 For more on the UDC, see Brock Millman, Managing Domestic Dissent in First World War Britain
(London, 2000). . _ '

52 Quoted in Phillip Knightley, The First Casualty : From the Crimea to Vietnam: the War
Correspondent as Hero, Propagandist, and Myth Maker (London, 1982), p. 109, emphasis mine.
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propaganda.  As Bernays elsewhere noted: ‘[tlhe only difference between
“propaganda” and “education”, really, is the point of view [...] [t]he advocacy of
what we believe in is education [...] [tlhe advocacy of what we do not believe is
propaganda.”™ In attempting to locate the function of propaganda, this subjectivity
makes studying and defining what is and what is not propaganda (outside of an
institutional setting) a complex endeavour. |

In terms of World War One propaganda, it is difficult to distinguish when
materials were produced under direction from above—from the government—and
when those materials were produced spontaneously. Ford produced articles that as
journalism were later collected in his first book for the WPB; does that make them
propaganda?  Before being officially recruited into working for government
propaganda, Wells was already producing materials similar to those produced by the
official government offices. Can we consider his early journalism and war novels part
of his propaganda? =~ When Conan Doyle attended Masterman’s meeting, he had
already finished writing his first pamphlet; was this pamphlet propaganda? What if
he had published the pamphlet outside of the WPB system; would that change the way
we analyse the text? Kipling produced such popular and virulently anti-German
writing that the WPB were worried his efforts might have been counter-productive.
Can we refer then to all of Kipling’s war writing as propaganda?

Employing terminology from Jacques Ellul, this study argues that sociological
propaganda 1s made up of those materials spontaneously produced by people
throughout society, whereas political propaganda is produced by official bodies with
particular aims and methodologies.”® If (in this case) we limit the discussion of
official bodies to the British government, this political context helps to bind the
notion of propaganda in such a way as to make British propaganda of the First World
War a manageable object of enquiry. Without this limitation, the subjective
evaluation of propaganda could be retrospectively applied to all efforts that either
defended or attacked the war. Casting such a wide net for propaganda considers as
equal the WPB pamphlets and articles written by those resisting the war—such as, for
example, those written by the East London anarchist author and activist, Rudolph
Rocker.”> The notion of propaganda as all efforts to influence opinions ignores the

disproportionate power of the government to influence discourse through censorship

53 Edward Bernays, Crystallizing Public Opinion (New York, 1923), p.212.
>4 See Jacques Ellul, Propaganda: The Formation of Mens Attitudes (Nevy York, 1965).
% Rudolph Rocker, anarchist opponent of the war. See London Years (Edinburgh, 2005).
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and imprisonment—Rocker was imprisoned in Britain as an enemy alien—as well as
through the publication and popularisation of certain interpretations of the origins and
conduct of the war.

This thesis defines those materials commissioned, produced, published, or
distributed by official government propaganda offices as ‘propaganda’. This helps us,
for example to distinguish Ford’s publication of articles in The OQutlook as journalism,
whereas substantially the same written words, when collected in When Blood is Their
Argument, are to be considered propaganda. Placed within its concealed institutional
context, the later book would have been directly sent to American intellectuals whom
the WPB decided might be influential in spreading support for the war and bringing
an end to American neutrality. Thus the texts associated and published by the
government are part of its different propaganda strategies. Whatever one may think
of its contents. Conan Doyle’s manuscript for his pamphlet was not propaganda. It
became propaganda when it was published and distributed by the WPB. Wells’s
journalism was not official propaganda; his texts can be read alongside official
propaganda texts to note similarities, but lacking an institutional connection, they
cannot be defined as propaganda. His official propaganda consisted of his work for
Crewe House. Kipling seemingly remained independent of official propaganda,
supporting the war in his poetry, letters, and speeches. For both Conan Doyle and
Kipling, these activities corresponded to their support for the Boer War. What
distinguishes their actions during the Boer War and the First World War, however,
was the government’s active participation in the facilitation and promotion of these
writers’ materials. The trips Kipling took to the front and later wrote about were
facilitated by the War Office. He was offered access to censored letters and was
asked to write in support of the British Empire. He lent his writing to the government
to use as it pleased. When government offices requested that he tone down his
thetoric when adapﬁng one of his particular articles into a pamphlet, Kipling obliged.
This variety of institutional connections helps to locate propaganda as materials
produced out of the institution of British government during the war, which connects
more broadly with the changing strategy of the government along with its intended
audience—particularly the WPB’s focus on American intelligentsia up until 1917.

This firm distinction between these writers’ institutional materials and the
writing that was unaffiliated with the government is clearly delineated in each
Also of import is the implicit question of why Masterman believed that

chapter.
literary authors would prove more important than journalists or historians for
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appealing to American opinion-makers. Thus issues of imagination and language also
inflect rhetorical discussions of official and non-official propaganda throughout this
study. In both Chapters One and Two, a subjective contrast is made between what I
refer to as the simplistic single-mindedness of the rhetoric of some of Ford’s war
writing and some of Kipling’s short stories, and the complex and suggestive language
of Ford’s poetry and later novels, and of Kipling’s poetry as well as his short-story
'Mary Postgate’ in particular. This aesthetic standpoint, borrowed from Virginia
Woolf’s discussion of an attempt to stage ‘Antigone’ as propaganda in Three
Guineas, suggests that art, with its multiplicities and ambiguities, contrasts sharply
with the narrow viewpoint posited by propaganda. Woolf argues that the effort to use
the play as propaganda will fail because Sophocles’s characters ‘suggest too much’;
she further noted that ‘if we use art to propagate political opinions, we must force the
artist to clip and cabin his gift to do a cheap and passing service.”>® This notion of the
simple rhetoric of propaganda in contrast to the multiplicity offered by art was
underlined by Adolf Hitler. Propaganda, he argued, ‘is not complicated, but very
simple and all of a piece. It does not have multiple shadings; it has a positive and a
negative; love or hate, right or wrong, truth or lie, never half this way and half that
way, never partially, or that kind of thing’.”’ Hitler understood that art, unless
carefully limited, would not prove to be adequate for focusing the public mind upon
support for the nation. I am not quoting from Hitler to assent in any way to his
employment of propaganda as a justification for the crimes of the Third Reich. It is
simply worth noting that for Woolf, the complexity of art recommends it as the
antithesis of propaganda, whereas the ambiguities of art were something that repelled
Hitler. Propaganda was not for drawing-room teas or for intellectuals to hesitate over
suggestively. For Hitler it was meant to deliver a clear message in a powerful way—
an opinion that, it seems, Woolf might have obliquely assented to. Similarly, Harold
Lasswell argued there must be no confusion in propaganda, there must never be the
suggestion that any blame lay with the government—the government must ‘mobilise
the hate of the people’ and place all blame squarely on the enemy.”® For supporters of
propaganda, artists could be beneficial to propaganda, as long as they did not create

confusion or ambiguity, but instead created materials that reinforced certitude and

clarity.

56 Virginia Woolf, Three Guineas (London, 1993), n. 39, Section Two, pp. 302-3; see also Jane Marcus,
“No more horses”: Virginia Woolf on art and propaganda’, Women 5 Studies 1977, vol. 4, pp. 256-290.
57 Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf (London, 1992), p. 167; See Volume 1, Chapter VI: War Propaganda.

58 | asswell, Propaganda Technique in World War I (New York, 1927), p. 44.
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It 13 my contention that on the level of rhetoric, some of the war-writings of
Ford and Kipling, when at their best, demonstrate aesthetic possibility that would
make them less than ideal as propaganda (‘they suggest so much’, to echo Woolf).
This evaluation is certainly true in regards to their more pointedly ideological
writing—writing which the government might have deployed as a means of honing
the allegiances of the reader towards support for the Allies and a hatred of the enemy.
As this analysis moves from the institutional into the rhetorical, and thus from the
historical to the subjective, these judgements may prove contentious and less certain,
however. Despite this subjectivity, this project also attempts to situate these authors’
non-institutional war writing in context with their official propaganda.

In addition to the institutional approach of propaganda as well as the
examination of propaganda on the level of rhetoric, the last chapter examines
propaganda as it was itself employed and theorised by one author in particular. Of the
four authors this thesis focuses on, only Wells attempted to discuss and theorise the
notion of propaganda to any extent, albeit in a way that is highly particular to his own
political and aesthetic trajectory. As Chapter Four demonstrates, Wells had a two-
fold notion of propaganda: as a weapon in the war of ideas and as a tool for building
the World State. For Wells, propaganda was the key weapon in the war and he
obliged intellectuals to pick sides and to use their writing to create a better and more
just world by supporting the crushing of German militarism. This notion was linked
with Wells’s own development as a writer and his abandoning of the fiction of fantasy
for a literature aimed at changing the world. The notion of using propaganda as a
tool, in the second place, would come from his belief that he had to build up the
opinion of a single collective World State in as many people as he could. This ‘open
conspiracy’ would bring an end to inefficient government, violence, and poverty.
Disillusioned by the war, he would turn away from propaganda as a means for
achieving his goals and, instead, would turn his attention towards education as the
means for achieving his goals. Because of his own esoteric use of propaganda and its
own link to his political and literary development, it is also explored next to his
discussion as the Head of Crewe House in Chapter Four.

It is primarily this institutional connection that thus defines propaganda in this
thesis; however, as stated, there are also explorations of other ways and means of
using this term. As we stray from its institutional and historical parameters, however,
the notion of ‘propaganda’ becomes increasingly unstable, subjective and diffuse.

Movements away from the institutional dimension of propaganda are explored
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throughout the different chapters with speculative discussion on the aesthetics of
propaganda, the imperial imagery in some propaganda and finally, the discourse of
propaganda as itself a concept that was employed and used in the period to signify
different processes of influence and manipulation. The use of the word propaganda in
these diverse and sometimes divergent ways places a great deal of burden on the
meaning of the word as a concept and as a phenomenon. Indeed with these
speculative explorations, there is the acute possibility of the word becoming so
abstract that it has little to no meaning. It is for this reason that what remains the
through-line throughout this thesis is the way the ontic nature of World War One
British propaganda became manifest only through its emergence from formal
government planning and execution. Locating propaganda within the institutional
thus bounds the ideas of propaganda to a particular history—a history that is inflected
and mnformed by the relationship between some prominent authors and the British

government.

CHAPTER BREAK-DOWN

Conducting its arguments in four, author-based chapters, this thesis explores
the relationship between each of these authors and British propaganda; the
continuities and disjunctions with their other pre-war and war writing; and the
institutional as well as the rhetorical aspects of the materials they produced during the
war. The first chapter examines the disjunction between Ford Madox Ford’s early war
poetry and prose and his later war journalism, which would later be collected into
When Blood is Their Argument (1915) for the WPB. Ford’s later book, Between St.
Dennis and St. George (1915), would be written as a direct, targeted attack on anti-
war writers (Ford referred to them as Anglo-Prussian apologists), specifically George
Bernard Shaw, who authored the popular pamphlet Common Sense on the War (1914).
Ford’s books appeared as the opinion of a concerned and independent writer. They
were also dispatched by the government to American libraries, institutions, and
intellectuals through direct-mailing campaigns. A commonly held myth was that
propaganda was directed against domestic populations and used as a means to justify
the war to the public. In Britain, however, the decision to go to war was not made
democratically, and there was no direct necessity to use propaganda on the domestic
population until later in the war, when conscription was instituted and support for the
war was wavering. As I discuss in Chapter One, the internal record demonstrates that

early British propaganda was aimed at Americans whom the government deemed
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influential. The WPB planners believed that appealing to prominent American
intellectual, financial. and political figures would be the best way to change the
American government’s official neutrality. Ford’s books were part of this system, and
were deployed as a means of identifying Prussian culture as inferior to both British
and French culture.

Kipling is a complex character, and the second chapter attempts to wrestle
with his varied interactions with government censorship and propaganda during the
war. From the outset, Kipling supported the war—writing letters to his American
friends to change their opinions on neutrality, making recruitment speeches,
publishing articles—all of his own accord. He also lent some articles and pieces of
writing to the WPB, and in addition produced articles and pamphlets after making
visits to the navy and a variety of battlefronts at the behest of the War Office. The
WPB and the War Office both worried that Kipling’s violent language might prove
counterproductive, and damage the planned presentation of the official British
position on the war abroad. As they could not censor Kipling, government offices
urged him to delete his more outrageous statements from the articles reprinted as
pamphlets, and he complied. Thus while not officially instructed by the government,
Kipling’s visits to the front were facilitated by the government as an alternative way
of promoting the war; furthermore, he also obeyed official requests. Whereas the
British government had to tolerate Kipling’s outrageous comments, it felt compelled
to censor the letters of Indian soldiers writing home for fear that they might erode
morale and incite agitation for independence. Kipling was offered access to some of
these censored fragments in the hopes that he might be able to write a book about
Indian soldiers. The Eyes of Asia (1918) presented Indian soldiers in the war enjoying
the food and manners of the Europeans, while deploring their enemy. These stories
presented a united empire fighting against Germany, and although not official
propaganda, they resonated more with the rhetoric of war promotion than with many
of the more negative sentiments in the censored letter-fragments. This chapter also
considers some of Kipling’s more ambiguous war-writing, such as the previously
mentioned ‘Mary Postgate’—a story that not only questioned the effects of war
rumour and propaganda on the imagination, but also demonstrated what happens, in
the words of Kipling’s poem that followed the story, ‘When the English began to
Hate’ (‘The Beginnings’, A Diversity of Creatures (1917)).

In contrast to the pamphlets, stories, and poems whose influence it is difficult

to gauge, the WPB-sponsored report that presented interviews of Belgian refugees
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fleeing the German invasion, The Bryce Report, had a discernibly large effect on the
discourse of German militarism and the perception of German conduct as an
occupying power in war. Of the grotesque and brutal images that emerged from the
Bryce Report, one image proved to reflect an already popular rumour—that of
Belgian children with severed hands. Although no irrefutable evidence ever emerged
of this crime, it became one of the enduring myths of the war. Other images of
severed hands were found in a photo-composite associated with an earlier text by
Arthur Conan Doyle. The Crimes of the Congo (1909) has as its frontispiece a photo
collage of Congolese who had had their hands severed, deployed as Adam Hochschild
explains, as proof ‘that the bullet had been used to kill someone, not “wasted” in
hunting’ or ‘saved for possible use in a mutiny.”” Conan Doyle’s earlier protests
against these crimes did not have the same authority as that of an official atrocity-
report. The third chapter contrasts Conan Doyle’s official war rhetoric, his fiction,
and official government atrocity-reports. Conan Doyle’s war writing focused on the
growing militarist aggression of Germany and the need for Britain to unite in
defeating this attacking force. He made these arguments in pamphlets and articles, as
well as bringing Sherlock Holmes back for another short story, ‘His Last Bow’.
Holmes disguises himself as an Irish-American, going under-cover for two years to
infiltrate a German spy ring that anticipated starting a civil war in Ireland if Britain
were to commit to fighting in the Continental conflict. This chapter also considers
how Conan Doyle’s conflicted relationship with Ireland affected his war writing,
examining the implications of references to Ireland in ‘His Last Bow’, and of his
agitation on behalf of Roger Casement, who was executed for his involvement in the
Easter Rising of 1916. Thus Conan Doyle willingly volunteered for government
propaganda, yet some of his independent war writing demonstrates important tensions
in his own work that reflect broader themes in government propaganda discourse.
With the British declaration of war against Germany, H.G. Wells was excited
about the use of propaganda as a weapon in the war of ideas. The fourth chapter
discusses how Wells’s experience working for the Ministry of Information changed
his thinking on the possible uses of propaganda. In his memorable and (in retrospect)
highly ironic phrasing, Wells’s early journalism argued that the war was to be ‘the war
to end war.” To facilitate this goal, Wells argued that German militarism had to be

stamped out, and a peace established that would seek to dismantle empires and nation-

59 Adam Hochschild, King Leopold’s Ghost: A Story of Greed, Terror, and Heroism in Colonial Africa
(London, 1998), p. 165.
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states, to be replaced with a single world state. He argued for this vision in his
journalism, in his enormously popular novel (Mr. Britling Sees it T hrough (1916)) and
eventually in two memoranda he sent to the government regarding the conduct of war
propaganda. Following the establishment of the Ministry of Defence and later the
Ministry of Information, Wells was invited to be the Head of Enemy Propaganda, but
he quickly became disillusioned by the manner in which the government conducted
the programme. He argued that Britain, in its enemy propaganda, had to promise the
Germans that it would not be harmed in the peace process; that Britain would abandon
its colonies; and that a kind of socialist world government would emerge after the war
to improve the lives of the poor Germans. He wrote a further extended memorandum
to explain his suggestions, but government officials found his vision naive; Wells
resigned shortly after joining the MOI in 1918. This chapter thus examines Wells’s
differing notions of propaganda and explores how these changing notions affected his
literary and political outlooks before, during, and after the war.

This thesis focuses on the participation of a narrow group of prominent British
authors in the creation of official British propaganda, in the hope of expanding our
consideration of the literature of the First World War, as well as of the role of artists
during wartime in general. Examining the historical specificity of the texts Ford,
Kipling, Conan Doyle, and Wells produced during the war will illuminate the aims
and methodologies of the system of British war propaganda, and produces further
understanding about how participating in war propaganda might have influenced their
other writing. The theme of the institutional nature of war propaganda will dominate
the discussion, but attention will also be paid to the language of propaganda itself.
Many broader issues will arise in the course of this study, but it is my hope that a
sustained analysis of the work of Ford, Kipling, Conan Doyle, and Wells will offer its
own insight, not only into the literature of the First World War, but also into the

broader cultural and intellectual climate of the war.
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CHAPTER ONE:
FORD MADOX FORD’S INSTITUTIONAL RELATIONSHIP TO

BRITISH PROPAGANDA

Neither as established nor as popular as Rudyard Kipling, Arthur Conan Doyle, or
H.G. Wells, Ford Madox Ford was a bridge-figure between established authors such as
Joseph Conrad and Henry James, and emerging experimental writers including Ezra
Pound, T. S. Eliot, and Wyndham Lewis. As well as being a poet, a literary and artistic
critic, and a journalist, Ford was also an accomplished novelist. On the eve of the war, he
completed his impressionist masterpiece, The Good Soldier (part of which was published
as "The Saddest Story’ in Wyndham Lewis’s war issue of Blasf). Enlisting as a second
lieutenant in the Welsh Regiment in late July 1915, the forty-two year old Ford spent two
months at the front before suffering a concussion at the Battle of the Somme (1916).
Ford 1s best known for his refashioning of his combat experience into the four-novel
sequence Parade’s End (1924-1928). Lesser known was Ford’s wartime writing that was
published by the War Propaganda Bureau (WPB) under the auspices of the British
government. Soon after Britain declared war on Germany, Charles Masterman was
appointed as the head of the WPB and recruited his friend Ford to produce two large
books of cultural propaganda, which denounced Germany’s militarism and praised the
common culture shared by France and England. Although he discussed propaganda in
different ways in his later writings, Ford was careful to conceal his own participation in

governmental propaganda.

Towards the end of his manifesto ‘On Impressionism’ (1913), Ford instructs the
artist to ‘not write propaganda which is his desire to write’.! He elaborates on the
concept of propaganda by describing it as the antipathy of art. Artists should never try to
deceive their audience ‘by special pleadings in favour of any given dogma’, he asserted.
The artist (and this is most relevant to what Ford called the impressionist writer) must not
try to improve, instruct, or influence his audience; instead just as ‘the skilled workman

doing his job with drill or chisel or mallet’, he must allow the reader to experience the

. . . . . 2
sensual impressions of the writer as if they were their own experience.” Twenty years

! Ford Madox Ford, ‘On Impressionism’, Critical Writings of Ford Madox Ford (Lincoln, 1964), p. 54.
2 .
Ibid, p. 55.
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later, Ford would further explore the issue of propaganda in a different fashion in his

essay “Hands oft of the Arts’ (dmerican Mercury, April 1935).> Ford opens his essay

with the declaration:

For myself I hold so profoundly the view that the moment an artist introduces propaganda of
whatever kind into his works of art he ceases to be an artist; and I have so many reasons for
holding that belief that I do not propose to waste time on doing any more than make the

assertion. It is the merest common sense.?

Art that conforms to the will of a dictator such as Hitler or Mussolini, was for Ford as
dangerous for the artist as a car built with unstable tyres is for a driver. Whereas in his
earlier ‘On Impressionism’ Ford had declared that the impressionist ‘must always
exaggerate’, in 1935 he argued that negative characteristics of propaganda included
‘exaggeration” and ‘over-stimulation’.’ For Ford, the artist—like every other man—
owed a two-fold duty: ‘to his art, his craft, his vocation,’ on the one hand, ‘and then to his
State’ on the other. Confusing these spheres would lead to deceptive art. This later essay
made a plea for the arts as separate from government instruction and jurisdiction. The
arts, for Ford, were society’s educators and provided ‘not for the stuffing but for the
enlarging of the human perception’.®  For Ford, education (like art) was another
antithesis to propaganda—propaganda stuffs heads with information instead of inviting
the student to expand their vision of the world as education can do. Ford by definition
opposed any attempt to enlist the arts as weapons in warfare as propaganda, and ended
his article with the call for governments to keep their ‘Hands off of the Arts’.”

Special pleadings, exaggeration, sponsored speech—Ford’s references to
propaganda were almost entirely negative. However, in these essays, Ford distinguishes
between two definitions of propaganda: firstly, rhetorical propaganda; and secondly,

materials defined as propaganda based on an institutional affiliation. Rudyard Kipling

was Ford’s example of a rhetorical propagandist, a writer ‘attempting to become a social

3 Ford, Critical Essays (New York, 2004), pp. 402-8.
* Ibid, p. 300.

’On Impressionism’, Critical Writings of Ford Madox Ford, p. 36, Critical Essays, p. 300.
S Critical Essays, pp. 304-5.

7 Ibid, p. 308.
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reformer, a man of action or a censor of the State’ (Critical Attitude (1911)).* Ford
argued that the artist, unlike the specialist, ‘has not the power, the energy, or the austerity
to state what will be good for to-morrow’ and that his only role was ‘to register a truth as
he sees it.”” In regard to Kipling, Ford argued that he had traded his gifts (‘gifts almost as
great as gifts could be’) to ‘set out to attack world problems from the point of view of the
journalists” club smoking-room and with the ambitions of a sort of cross between the
German Emperor of caricature and a fifth-form public school boy’.'"® When artists lent
their ability to a political project, Ford argued, they degraded their art. What proves
difficult in referring to any given artist’s work as propaganda (as Ford seems to judge
much of Kipling's work) is that determining whether any given piece of work is
rhetorical propaganda or not, is dependent on the subjective interpretation of any given
reader. As propaganda theorist Edward Bernays argues: ‘[t]he only difference between
“propaganda” and “education”, really, is the point of view][...] [t]he advocacy of what we
believe in is education[...][t]he advocacy of what we do not believe is propaganda.’’’ As
Randal Marlin has shown, this subjective evaluation frustrates a great deal of discussion
of propaganda at the level of rhetoric.'* Ford’s second appeal, which defines propaganda
as any artistic work produced for the State, proves to contain the discussion of
propaganda as a manageable object of study. Although Ford suggested that work with an
institutional connection to any given government can also be read rhetorically as
propaganda, what distinguishes any given writing as propaganda by definition is its
formal institutional connection to the government. This second means of defining
propaganda proves to be all the more useful in discussing propaganda of the First World
War. As a consequence of the war, institutional propaganda would emerge as a particular
historical object of study, because for the first time the British government dedicated

entire offices and ministries to the production and dissemination of materials aimed at

justifying the war.

8 Ford, The Critical Attitude (London, 1911), p. 106.
? Ibid, p. 102.

% Ibid, p. 106.

! Edward Bernays, Crystallizing Public Opinion (New York, 1923), p. 212.

12 See chapter one for a discussion of the problems of defining propaganda and chapter two for a history of

propaganda in Propaganda and the Ethics of Persuasion (Lancashire, 2002).
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Much had ensued in the twenty-year gap between these two essays to explain
Ford’s later emphasis on the institutional nature of propaganda and the relationship of the
arts to government propaganda programmes: the rise of Fascism in Italy and Germany;
the Russian Revolution: and of course, the First World War itself. In the later essay, Ford
remarked that “all the artists in Anglo-Saxondom from Mr. Kipling downward thundering
or cat-calling for’ the First World War had resulted in a commonly held indifference to
the actual aims of that war, and even a ‘rapprochement with the late Enemy Countries’."
Ford does not explicitly exempt himself from this chorus of pro-war writers; but apropos
of the topic of his essay on the separation of the arts from the Government, he fails to
mention the books he produced for Britain’s War Propaganda Bureau (WPB), When
Blood is Their Argument: An Analysis of Prussian Culture (1915) and Between St. Dennis
and St. George: A Sketch of Three Civilizations (1915) (henceforth WBTA and BSDSG).
This chapter will examine Ford’s institutional relationship with British First World War
propaganda through the auspices of the WPB. As Ford’s two texts of cultural criticism
were published and distributed by the WPB, they are implicated in the government’s
broader war strategy: attempting to influence elite American opinion in order to break the
US government’s policy of neutrality. This relationship was not ascertainable at the time,
because the books bore no indication that they were published or distributed by the
government. Thus an institutional analysis of Ford’s book historicises his texts by
drawing them back into a network of producers and consumers of propaganda, and shows
how the government played an important role in creating and distributing these materials.

The WPB used Hodder and Stoughton to publish WBTA in 1915 in New York and
London."* According to Thomas Moser, roughly a third of the book had already
appeared as articles in The Qutlook between September 1914 and February 1915 15 The
book is divided into three sections: Part I deals with German civil and financial history;

Part II discusses prominent German figures such as Bismarck, Nietzsche, and Wagner;

1 Critical Essays, p. 300.
14 As Peter Buitenhuis (The Great War of Words: Literature as Propaganda: 1914-1918 and After

(London, 1987)) has noted, most of the Wellington House (WPB) records were ‘scattered and destroyed at
war’s end’ (p. 15). As a result it has proven difficult for historians of First World War propagapda to
establish the precise and detailed contractual links between publishers and official propaganda, but instead
they infer this relationship from a variety of remaining documents, including the Wellington House

Schedule. _
15 Thomas C. Moser, The Life in the Fiction of Ford Madox Ford (Princeton, 1980), p. 197.
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and Part III addresses questions on German culture, primarily the German system of
education. Ford argues that Germany had ‘steadily and swiftly deteriorated’ under
Prussian influence, and that this had led to an erosion of culture throughout the civilised
world.'® Ford’s next book, BSDSG (also published by Hodder and Stoughton in New
York, London and Toronto), was in part a response to anti-war writers, particularly
George Bernard Shaw, as well as a denunciation of German culture as inferior to the
cultures of Britain and France.

This chapter, divided into three sections, will examine Ford’s War-writing and his
relationship to the WPB. To establish rhetorical continuities and disjunctions with his
government propaganda, the first section will examine some of Ford’s early wartime
writing including journalism, fiction, and poetry. An institutional analysis of the two
books requires that they be situated historically in relation to the establishment of the
WPB; governmental aims for the propaganda campaign; methods for the production and
distribution of propaganda; and governmental protection from censorship. The second
section will offer historical background concerning propaganda, as well as a review of the
critical literature that deals with Ford’s propaganda texts. This section will argue that the
institutional connections of Ford’s texts are crucial to understanding his cultural
propaganda, and that for the most part this institutional aspect has not been sufficiently
explored before. When someone picked up, received, or opened one of these books it
bore no indication that it was produced by the British government. No one reading these
books in Britain or America, for example, could have ascertained that they were
published by the British government; or that they formed part of a programme aimed at
American opinion-makers aimed to ensure that the contents of these books were
disseminated in newspaper articles, speeches, and through word of mouth. These broader
aspects of the text—and how and why they were deployed—can only be revealed through
a historicized reading of First World War propaganda, and an institutional analysis of the
WPB.

In addition to discussing propaganda as an institution, this chapter will discuss the
rhetorical aspects of the texts in order to examine how Ford conducted his argument. As

Ford’s second book of propaganda was written in response to the anti-war writing of the

' When Blood is their Argument: An Analysis of Prussian Culture (London, 1915), p. 311.
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Union of Democratic Control (UDC) and George Bernard Shaw’s pamphlet Common
Sense About the War (1914), this following section will highlight the power of an
institutional affiliation with government propaganda by examining how dissident war
literature did not share the same privileges enjoyed by WPB publications. Examining
persuasive literature outside of the governmental system of propaganda will better draw
into relief how the WPB was able to privilege texts such as Ford’s, and how this act of
privileging defined his texts as institutional propaganda. The final section will conclude
by turning to some of Ford’s post-war fiction in order to examine how he crafted his own
memory of his propaganda work. Though not as evasive as he was in ‘Hands off of the
Arts’, what Ford reveals and what he conceals in his later fiction (such as his post-war
novel No Enemy (1929)), illuminates how he remembered British Propaganda.

Thus this chapter seeks an institutional understanding of author participation
within the WPB and British Propaganda, and examines the particular rhetorical
continuities and disjunctions between Ford’s early journalism, his two official
propaganda texts, and his recollections of the war and propaganda in later post-war

writing.

1 FORD’S WAR WRITING
1.1 EARLY WAR PROSE AND POETRY

Ford initial response to the start of the war appeared in his ‘Literary Portraits’
columns, published in The Outlook. In these articles, he considered the British
declaration of war to be ‘an indictment of the Parliamentary system and of democracy’."’
He elaborated on this opinion by suggesting that Britain was fnore of a plutocracy than a
democracy, and that the war was simply a product ‘of the indefinite, mysterious, and
subterranean forces of groups of shady and inscrutable financiers working their wills
upon the ignorant, the credulous, the easily swayed electorate’.’® Ford hoped that a war
would allow for a reconsideration of ‘democracy, of Rousseauism, and that the Rights of

Man may be put for ever into a dishonoured dustbin.’’” Arguing against the notion of

' Ford, ‘Literary Portraits—XLVIII. M. Charles-Louis Phillippe and ‘Le Pére Perdix’, The Outlook, 8
August 1914, pp. 174-5, p. 175.

'8 Thid.
" Ibid.
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natural rights, Ford asserted that men are not owed things by the virtue of being men, but
instead ‘they have only duties’.*® Max Saunders explains that Ford’s politics were
contradictory and are hard to pin down. This is confirmed via Ford’s audacious conflation
of two opposing political poles when he refers to the ‘the true Toryism which is
Socialism’, as well as in his praise for feudalism as ‘the most satisfactory form of
government’ because it provides ‘responsible heads to lop off if the state failed to
prosper’.21

In an equally paradoxical manner, Ford categorically claimed he did not stand for
equality but instead for a ‘ruling class, recruited from the working-class just as often as
the working-class produces a man good enough to become a ruler’.”* He argued that a
qualified working class could replenish the ruling class and make it accountable.
However often this was alleged to have happened was irrelevant; for Ford it was the
promise of the possibility of class ascension that would make the ruling classes
accountable. Too often in pursuing their own interests, asserted Ford, the ruling classes
failed to provide for and protect the citizenry. He argued that financiers were taking
advantage of the ignorant public for their own gains, instead of helping to rule society
responsibly. Thus the true socialism, for Ford, would emerge when the ruling class took
up their responsibility to govern with equanimity and wisdom, and not under the society-
eroding self-interest of capitalism.

Death in war did not worry Ford. In his article of 8 August he noted that the
‘greater part of humanity is merely the stuff with which to fill graveyards’; what he

thought ‘senseless’ and ‘imbecile’ was the ‘ideas for which people [were] dying’—ideas,

he noted, for which the ‘noble callings’ are to be strangled for a decade’.” Despite his

* Ibid.

2! Max Saunders, Ford Madox Ford: A Dual Life. Volume 1. (Oxford, 1996), p. 466. Ford, History of Our
Time, quoted in Saunders p. 467. Robert Green characterizes Ford’s politics as a ‘politics of nostalgia’
when in a ‘Historical Vignette’ (3 July 1913, The Qutlook, p. 14) be described the feudal system as the
‘most satisfactory form of government or of commonwealth’ and an ‘enlightened age’ which was followed
by a decline with the advent of social reform (Robert Green, Ford Madox Ford: Prose and Po.lit.z'cs
(Cambridge, 1981), See Section I, Chapter 2). According to Arthur Mizener, Ford had an ‘intepse dislike
of liberal democracy’ with its ‘shady capitalists, venal politicians, and an electorate stuffed with fatuous
ideas of its own wisdom by a shoddy system of universal education’; see The Saddest Story: A Biography
of Ford Madox Ford (London, 1972), p. 249.

2 Ford, from ‘A Tory Plea for Home Rule (1)’, Critical Essays, pp- 101-2. .
 Ford, ‘Literary Portraits—XLVIIL. M. Charles-Louis Phillippe and ‘Le Pére Perdix’, The Outlook, 8

August 1914, p. 175.
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acceptance that humanity’s inevitable resting place was the graveyard, Ford asserted that
his love for the English, the French, the Southern Germans, and the Austrians, made him
sensitive to any harm suffered by any of those cultures in a war caused over a conflict of
financial interests.”* He claimed that his sensitivity to the suffering of these people came
as a result of being an artist: as “a poet so apt to identify myself with anyone’s sufferings
as to be unable to take sides very violently, I have probably thought more about these
things, and certainly suffer more over them, than most people’.” From the early days of
the war, Ford thus claimed a personal stake in the conduct and outcome as well as in the
aesthetics of the war.

In his article of 29 August 1914, Ford disapproved of the patriotic poetry coming
out of the war (‘mad dogs [...] throttling fists, and trampling heels’), and claimed it was
his ‘job’ as an artist to ‘extract, for the sake of humanity [...] all the poetry that is to be
got out of war’.*® He admitted that it was difficult not ‘to be obsessed by the war if you
have the misfortune or the high honour to be a poet’.>’ After satisfying the duty of

enlisting (if you were of the right age), or engaging ‘in some form of social relief work’,

he insisted that the real duty of the poet was ‘to keep himself unspotted from the world’:

By all means go and pot as many Germans as you can; but, that being done, put the
thought of this beastly affair out of your mind. There is no man who, in the middle of a
war, unless his country is being harassed, overrun, and crushed out—there is no man
who, in the middle of a war, can write poems about war. Poetry for its production needs
crystallization, reflection. But no poet in the middle of a war can write about that war
and produce poetry, he can very certainly, since he will be highly sensitized by the
stirring of his emotions—the measure of the light that is vouchsafed him, write poems

about things as to which he has previously reflected.”

Insisting that poets needed time to reflect on their experiences in order to crystallize their
impressions, Ford argued that the poet’s duty as a citizen was different from his duty as

an artist. In his September 12 article, Ford confessed that though asked to write a poem

* Saunders, p. 468.

% Ford, ‘Literary Portraits—XLVIII’, p. 175.

%6 Ford, ‘Literary Portraits—LI. The Face of Janus’, The Outlook, 29 August 1914, pp. 270-1, p. 271.
2 Tbid.
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about the war, he could not do it: “[i]t is a confession of sheer impotence’.?’ Unable to
believe anything he read in the newspapers, he could not ‘see anything’ in his
imagination clearly enough to write about it—for Ford the ‘war [was] just a cloud’.
Rejecting the clichés emerging from the war about unleashing freedom’s sword, Ford
was moved only by the story of a Tommy in the trenches who painted ‘Business as usual’
on a biscuit tin and hung it up in the barracks. Ford may not have been able to produce a
poem to order, but when he witnessed Belgian refugees arriving in London he was moved
enough to write ‘Antwerp’—a poem T.S. Eliot would later call, in his ‘Reflections on
Contemporary Poetry’ (1917), the ‘only good poem I have met with on the subject of the
+30

What Ford could express in his poetry was markedly different from what he
discussed 1n his journalism. According to Max Saunders, ‘Antwerp’ was written on 9
October 1914, after the city fell to the Germans.’! Ford was moved by the ‘black crowd’

of Belgian refugees he saw at Charing Cross:

And it is not for us to make them an anthem.

If we found words there would come no wind that would fan them
To a tune that the trumpets might blow it,

Shrill through the heaven that’s ours or yet Allah’s

Or the wide halls of any Valhallas.

We can make no such anthem. So that all that is ours

For inditing in sonnets, pantoums, elegiacs, or lays

Is this:

‘In the name of God how could they do it7232

Ford’s comment, ‘it is not for us to make them an anthem’, is reminiscent of Ezra
Pound’s poem ‘War Verse’, in which Pound asks the glory-seeking poets not to abuse the
dead by trying to use them as material for their poems. Pound bids the “two-penny poets’

who gun for glory with ‘pop-guns’ to be still and let the soldiers have ‘their turn.” He

® Ford. ‘Literary Portraits—LIII. The Muse of War’, T he Outlook, 12 September 1914, pp. 334-5, p.334.

3 T.S. Eliot, Egoist, 4.10 (November 1917), pp. 151-1.

*! Saunders, p.473.
2 October 1914 (Antwerp)’, The Outlook, 24 October 1914, pp. 523-4. Ford Madox Ford, Selected

Poems (Manchester, 1997) pp. 82-85.
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instructs them not to ‘scrape your two-penny glory’ from Louvain, Liege, Leman, and
Brailmont.” In ‘Antwerp’, Ford is moved to sadness and witness, not action and
vengeance; his tone is one of elegy, of recognition of ‘so much pain’ and a kind of
hopeless searching to know why it happened—*I don’t know [...] I don’t understand.’
In Ford’s poem, the focus is not on hating the enemy, but instead on responding to the
‘strange new beauty’ of these refugees with the question ‘how could they do it?” Ford’s
moments of heightened rhetoric when he calls for ‘rivers and rivers of tears’ to wash the
blood from Flanders are not directed at persuading the reader to action as much as they
are expressions—albeit melodramatic ones—of an individual reacting to scenes in verse
and imagination. Ford’s observation of a moment of human experience and suffering is
not inflected by an overt political message demonstrating Prussian responsibility. While
the poem concerns itself more with Ford’s feelings and reactions to the refugees than
with the people themselves, he does not need to justify and explain the horror of the sight
of refugees by pointing the finger of blame at the Germans. The result is a haunting
witness and elegy to those displaced victims of war, instead of a condemnation of the
malicious force behind the displacement that dominates the cultural propaganda.

Ford’s early articles also agonise over the destruction of three cultures with which
he closely identified himself. His aesthetic worries centred on the disingenuous clichés
of patriotic poetry; his own poetry was an attempt to capture his changing mood that he
was able to witness and experience as a result of the war. In article in The Outlook on 29
August 1914, Ford expressed his wish that the war be fought as one against a ‘gallant
enemy’. A footnote added by the editors distanced themselves from this sentiment:
‘Gallant is as gallant does [...] The English may be pardoned not appreciating German
“gallantry” as displayed in Belgium and in the North Sea’.** With reports and rumours of
German conduct in Belgium alongside its submarine warfare, the intellectual climate in
Britain was changing in such a way that Ford’s discussion of chivalry in warfare was
qualified and informally censured. Ford’s journalism would also change over the course
of the first few months of the war, by conforming to this increasing atmosphere of war

enthusiasm and negativity towards German war conduct. On 2 January 1915, for

33 Ezra Pound, Ezra Pound: Poems and Translations (New York, 2003), p. 1176.
3* “Literary Portraits—LI. The Face of Janus’, p. 271.
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example, Ford noted a change within himself. Whereas his early writings called for the
war to be fought with respect for the ‘gallant enemy,” now he realised that were he to
read “A Million Germans Killed’ he would give thanks to God.*®> He speculated as to
what had changed for him, and questioned if it was even moral to think about such
revenging genocide; finally he reflected that it was as natural to wish for the death of a
million Germans as it would be to ‘breathe deeply after having been under water after a

dive’.*® He expressed his confused thoughts and emotions through his journalism:

Is it then right? is it then wrong [sic]? I don’t know. I know nothing any more; nobody
knows anything. We are down in the mud of the trenches of right and wrong, grappling at
each other’s throats, gouging out each other’s eyes—and amazed, still, to think that we can do

such things.”’

Ford uses the metaphors of the current conflict, of mud and trenches, while imagining
that soldiers are engaging in hand-to-hand combat instead of acknowledging the
separation between armies facilitated by the use of the machine gun and aerial bombing,
amongst other military innovations. For Ford, this war of ideas, the war between right
and wrong, still involved hand-to-hand combat, the savage ‘grappling’ of throats, and the
‘gouging’ out of eyes. Ford’s confusion over the war was becoming increasingly
inflected with violent imagery. One means of accounting for this turn to violence came
from pressures in Ford’s own life. Ford’s affiliation with German culture was proving a
liability, and he needed to demonstrate his loyalties to Britain more explicitly. According
to Sara Haslam, contemporaneously with his stated desire to see a million Germans die,

Ford ‘had been ordered by the chief constable of West Sussex to leave the county’ on

®  Although the order was later revoked, these

account of his German affiliations.’
attitudes might account for some of his change in tone, and might also indicate some of
the factors that led him to abandon his German surname Hueffer (he formally changed his
name to Ford Madox Ford in 1919). Ford’s inner conflict was between his familiarity

and love of Germany, and the immediate pressure of denouncing its aggression in the

* Ford, ‘Literary Portraits—LXIX, Annus Mirabilis’, The Outlook, 2 January 1915, quoted in Ford, War
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current conflict; moreover, his expressions over this conflict were being challenged as not
adequately patriotic.

Soon enough, Ford would make the decision to join up and fight at the front, and
thus to take a more active part in the war. He fictionalised his decision to sign-up for the
war in a book he co-wrote with Violet Hunt, Zeppelin Nights: A London Entertainment
(1915). The book is a modem-day version of Boccaccio’s Decameron: a group of
intellectuals take turns telling stories to one another during the German Zeppelin raids.

Ford and Hunt describe a typical ‘Zeppelin Night’:

If it were very calm and the leaves did not shake at all, several of us would be silent enough—
thinking that that was the best sort of Zeppelin weather. In the dreadful papers that, then, we
all pored over every day their oncoming would be advertised to us. We could imagine those
silken reservoirs filled with hate, advancing towards England—to punish her for being
England [...] Slowly, like great moony pearls, they were moving over the calm summer sea,
attaining our land, passing swiftly over the meadows of Thamet and of Kent. In those days

we thought of them coming in legions.*

The description of the Zeppelins, approaching London filled only with hate, figures them
as both objects of beauty (‘moony pearls’) and dread. Ford and Hunt presented
characters who meet these attacks by continuing to conduct their lives of game-playing
and salon-conversation underground, in cellar basements. However, as Ariela Freedman
has noted, the novel ‘ultimately rejects the created, voluntary communities of civilian
society for the structured community of soldiers.”*® Ford’s and Hunt’s character Serapion
Hunter explains to the group that he feels an incredible responsibility to go to the front
and not shirk his duty: ‘Do you think I can look into the dark shadows of those trees and
not feel it [...] Damn it all, haven’t I been for forty years or so in the ruling classes of this
country; haven’t I enjoyed their fat privileges, and shan’t I, then pay the price?”*! Ford
dramatizes Serapion’s Tory sense of responsibility to turn away from the self-declared
importance of the arts, and instead to take part and shoulder his weight in the war. When

his friends point out that as an older man he will sit in an office and do paper-work,

3% Ford Madox Ford and Violet Hunt, Zeppelin Nights: A London Entertainment (London, 1916), pp. 12-
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Candour, Serapion’s wife, explains to the group that he has lied about his age and would
thus be able to enlist for combat duty. Being an artist and being aloof was not enough,
Serapion argued; writing propaganda was not enough; one—even one as old as him—had
to fight in the war.

The influence of the war on Ford and his writing was broader than his later
military experiences—the war affected and transformed his writings in often-unintended
ways. For example, Ford changed the title of The Saddest Story during the war to The
Good Soldier for marketing reasons—as, he claimed, it was difficult to maintain the
previous title in the face of the destruction and sadness brought on by the war itself.*
The war’s influence on literature was complex and is not immediately evident from
close-reading. Although this novel does not discuss the war, it is in a sense still marked
by the war; situating the novel in its historical relationship to war pressures offer an
alternative means for understanding the novel’s muted relationship to the conflict.

Ford’s early war-writing reflected his changing attitudes towards the war: from
opposition, to empathy, to responsibility. He found expression in journalism, poetry, and
in creative prose. During this same time he wrote two books of cultural propaganda for
the WPB which denounced Germany. Before approaching these texts for a close-reading
of their arguments, rhetoric, and style, it is crucial that we historicise them by examining
how they worked within the government system of propaganda. To do so will give us a
better understanding of the institutional nature of British propaganda of the First World

War, and of Ford and his texts’ relationship to that system.

1.2 HISTORICAL AND CRITICAL REVIEW OF BRITISH PROPAGANDA:

AN INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS OF FORD’S WPB TEXTS
To suggest that Ford’s books are propaganda due to their affiliation to the WPB

necessitates an examination of that institution and its role in the overall strategy for
British propaganda during the First World War. This section will argue that
understanding the historic emergence of British war propaganda—including its changing
structure, its aims, and its methods—will reveal the audience, function, and availability of
Ford’s books, aspects of the texts that are not evident from close-reading alone.

Although the rhetoric of Ford’s cultural propaganda will be considered in subsequent

“ War Prose, p. 209.
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sections, the focus here will be on the WPB. The critical literature on Ford’s two books
has been scant because of their relative obscurity in relation to Ford’s oeuvre; and when
discussed by critics such as Max Saunders, Allan Judd, and Peter Buitenhuis (amongst
others) it is the rhetorical aspects of the books that are privileged.* This section will
subordinate to a concern for history discussion of Ford’s application of literary
impressionism, in order (for example) to elucidate how the texts were implicated in the
aims and mechanics of First World War propaganda.

In an undated post-war report analysing the workings of war propaganda, ‘British
propaganda during the Great War, 1914-18’, H.O. Lee comments that one of the aims of
British propaganda was to counteract German propaganda and ‘to present the allied case

4 As this section will

and Great Britain’s share in the war in the proper light.
demonstrate, these efforts were principally directed at persuading influential Americans
to pressurise their government to break its official political neutrality. Furthermore, in
contrast to the German government’s open sponsorship of demonstrations and of
newspaper advertisements, British propaganda worked under conditions of secrecy. It
was an understood assumption that the strength of books such as Ford’s would be greatly
reduced if they were known to originate from an official government source. Lee
explains:

The existence of a publishing establishment at Wellington House [another name for the

WPB], and, a fortiori, the connexion of the Government with this establishment were

carefully concealed. Except for official publications, none of the literature bore overt marks

of its origin. Further, literature was placed on sale where possible, and when sent free was

always sent informally, that is to say through and apparently from some person between

whom and the recipient there was a definite link, and with a covering note from the person to

whose private patriotism the sending of the literature seemed due.®

When considering the audience for Ford’s books, it is important to recall that they were
sent via direct mail with a note attached to them to make them seem unaffiliated with a

propaganda organisation. Furthermore, they were not always sent when there was ‘a

* A notable exception is Mark Wollaeger, Modernism, Media, and Propaganda: British Narrative from

1900 to 1945 (Princeton, 2006).
“H.o. Lee, ‘British propaganda during the Great War, 1914-18’ (n.d), pl, INF 4/4A.

* Ibid, p7.
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definite link’ between the recipient and the sender; they were often sent, particularly in
America, to those people whom the government identified as influential. This personal
propaganda—*getting hold of the right man, telling him the facts, and then taking him to
the places where he can sec for himself that what you say is true’—was particularly
valued, especially when that person was an editor of a newspaper (or another such figure)
who of his own accord would then continue to pass truths along through word of mouth,
writing, or speeches.*

Appealing to a variety of neutral nations, the WPB identified America as its main
market. Wellington House in London compiled from Who’s Who a list of names of
prominent American politicians, intellectuals, and leaders of industry. If an American,
due to his perceived prominence, was on this list, he might have opened his mailbox to
find a copy of one of Ford’s books of cultural criticism. Along with the books he would

have found an attached note that read:

I am sure you will not consider this an impertinence, but will realise that Britishers are deeply
anxious that their cause may be judged from Authoritative evidence. In common with the
great majority of Americans, you have, no doubt, made up your mind as to what country
should be held responsible for this tragedy, but these papers may be found useful for

reference, and because they contain the incontrovertible facts, I feel that you will probably

. . 47
welcome them in this form.

Looking to the bottom of the note, our imaginary American reader might have recognised
Gilbert Parker as the signatory to the letter, and as the author of the best-selling novel The
Judgement House (1913). As the head of the American division of the WPB, it was
Gilbert Parker’s job at Wellington House to decide who should receive any given
particular book. Parker, a Canadian, claimed that it was his ‘long and intimate
association with the United States’ that gave him the ‘confidence to approach’ a typical
recipient and he presented his actions as those of an interested citizen. Crucially, had you
been one of the Americans on Parker’s list, you might have received Ford’s books

without any indication whatsoever that the note or the books themselves were published

46 1.
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and distributed by—or indeed had any association with—the British government at all.
Had a promment American industrialist, for example, received a copy of WBTA or
BSDSG. he might not have been remiss to suppose that Parker was indeed just a
concerned citizen (‘Britisher’) who was offering the book as a gift, or alternatively who
was urging Americans to face the realities of German expansionism in Europe.
Receiving one of these books in the post, one might never realise that far from being
independent, these materials were (as this section will demonstrate) targeted directly at
breaking America’s political neutrality in the war. Ford’s books were but a small sample
of the materials that Parker sent to American intellectuals from a list including
institutions such as libraries, historical societies, newspapers, Universities, and Y.M.C.A
societies.®®  To understand how Ford’s books might have found their way into the
mailboxes of prominent American politicians, academics, or business leaders, one needs
to understand the origins and strategies of British propaganda in the early days of the war.

From its inception, British propaganda had to improvise its methodologies—what
Daniel Pick, n discussing the deluge of pamphlets released by the government, refers to
as ‘an ideological work in progress’.*” Without having a definite long term plan, the
government’s propaganda efforts focused more on controlling than on creating speech
and information. In their study on British propaganda of the First World War, M. L.
Sanders and Phillip M. Taylor (1982) emphasise the unplanned nature of British

39 At the beginning of the war, they argue, the government

propaganda during the war.
did not have a propaganda plan, but rather experimented with different techniques.
Propaganda mostly took the form of censorship and other means of constraining speech.
Only as the war went on did creating information become more of an imperative.
Britain’s first military action against Germany was sending the cable ship Teleconia to
cut Germany’s five transatlantic telegraph cables; this was followed by a British cruiser

severing two German overseas cables near the Azores later that day.”' This had the dual

* According to the Wellington House 3" Report, Parker kept an efficient and regular distribution of
information to 11, 000 individuals, 621 public libraries, 214 historical societies, 106 clubs, 555 newspapers,
833 Y.M.C.A. societies, and 339 Universities and colleges (p. 16).

* Daniel Pick, War Machine (New Haven, 1993), p. 140.

50 Michael L. Sanders and Philip M. Taylor, British Propaganda during the First World War, 1914-1917.

(London, 1982), p. 1. o
> Robert Massie, Castles of Steel: Britain, Germany, and the Winning of the Great War at Sea. (New YorKk,

2003), p. 75.
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effect of leaving Germany dependent on information from neutral countries, and ensured
that all information to America—the most important neutral nation due to its
geographical distance from the war, as well as its economic and industrial strength—
would come through Britain. Furthermore, the Defence of the Realm Act (DORA),
passed on 8 August 1914, gave the government far-reaching powers to imprison
dissenters without trial, to control economic resources, and to censor the printed and
spoken word.”> DORA ensured that the government achieved increased power over
which aspects of the war could be discussed in the public sphere, as well as having
control over the means of sending news from Europe to North America. In relation to
constrictions on information availability, journalists nicknamed Churchill’s Press Bureau
the “Suppress Bureau’ because of its tendency to blue-pencil out facts rather than provide

them.”

Early in the war therefore, not even the press was marshalled as a force for
rallying support, but was more often monitored to make sure the wrong messages were
not leaking out. Although some of these efforts at controlling speech were aimed at the
Germans, they were also aimed at managing domestic perceptions of the war.

The British Government had a different plan for propaganda towards neutrals.
Shortly after its invasion of Belgium, the German government took out full-page
advertisements in American newspapers and held rallies in America to try to justify its
attacks as pre-empting a possible two-front invasion from France and Russia. These
promotional activities made the British Government uneasy: not only did Britain fear
German designs for expanding its territory in Europe, but it also understood the
importance of American diplomatic, military, and economic support in a forthcoming
war.>* The British Government established the WPB to counteract German influence in
neutral countries, specifically America, and appointed the journalist and former MP
C.F.G. Masterman to head the WPB. Masterman organised two conferences in early

September to recruit prominent literary figures and members of the press to aid the

government with its campaign. Despite not inviting Ford to the original meeting,

*2 Sanders and Taylor, p. 9.
> George Robb, British Culture and the First World War (London, 1991), p. 111.
** For more on German propaganda during the Great War see David Welch, Germany, Propaganda and

Total War, 1914-1918: The Sins of Omission (New Brunswick, N.J, 2000).
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Masterman, out of personal friendship and admiration for his writing, would later ask
Ford to expand his early wartime journalism into books for the WPB.

Ford’s books were thus a part of the system created by the architects of British
propaganda to counteract German measures and to win the support of neutral America.
George Robb affirms this when he argues that ‘Britain’s official propaganda was initially
directed less at its own citizens, whose commitment was taken for granted, than to neutral
nations, especially the United States’.>> According to Sanders and Taylor, propaganda
only became a priority on the home-front when Britain began conscription in 1916.>° As
mentioned, some of the major analysts of British propaganda of the First World War
emphasise the improvisational methodologies of British propaganda. In Keep the Home
Fires Burning: Propaganda in the First World War (1977), Cate Haste argues that while
the British government was slow in taking ‘responsibility of controlling information |[...]
[t]hey were even slower in real co-ordination of propaganda’.’’ According to Haste, there
was no ‘co-ordinated propaganda to the home front until 1917.°® German campaigns in
the United States that justified its invasion of Belgium alarmed the British government,
according to Sanders and Taylor, and thus hastened the establishment of the WPB to
counter German propaganda and gain American support for the Allied cause.”

In the United States there was wide-spread popular condemnation of German
attempts at interfering in American foreign policy. The British government, paying close
attention to American opinion, designed its propaganda in opposition to German
methods. Moreover, according to Sanders and Taylor, whereas the Germans appealed to
mass opinion, the British aimed their efforts at influencing ‘opinion-makers rather than
opinion itself.”®® Sanders and Taylor confirm that the purpose of the WPB was to supply
as much information as possible in order to convince foreign opinion ‘of the strength of

the Allied position, the justice of their cause and the certainty of their ultimate success,

> Robb, p. 98.

% Sanders and Taylor, p. 11.

*7 Cate Haste, Keep the Home Fires Burning: Propaganda in the First World War (London, 1977), p. 37.
* Ibid, p. 37

* Sanders and Taylor, p. 38.

% Sanders and Taylor, p. 41.
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and of making clear to the Allied countries the part played by the British Empire in the
war and the extent of it’s contribution to the common cause’

Internal government documents such as the Wellington House 3 Report,
demonstrate how fluctuations in American opinion were important to the British
propaganda effort.” Gilbert Parker worried that the British naval blockade and the
searching of American ships for contraband goods was harming British popularity in the
United States and undermining the work of British propaganda. He defended focusing
attention on opinion-makers rather than popular opinion, and rejected German populist
propaganda efforts in America as ineffective and counterproductive. He explained that
the British would get their message to the man on the street indirectly through the makers
of opinion, rather than through direct appeal, arguing that these opinions would filter
down through publicity, book reviews, University lectures, and magazine articles.®

Historicizing the institutional connection between the WPB and Ford’s two books
of cultural propaganda requires that we attend to the way these texts were deployed as
part of the Bnitish propaganda campaign during the war to influence American opinion.
This writing differs from his other journalism, prose, and poetry precisely because it was
based on the publishing and distribution network that the WPB offered, as well as
because of the nature of the audience for these materials and the way they were used as a
means to justify the war. The institutional aspects of WBTA and BSDSG have not hitherto
been explored to a great extent amongst critics and commentators on the books. Frank
Macshane, for example, 