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PREFACE

N CARRYING out our brief, which was to produce an account
of the influence of British intelligence on strategy and operations
during the Second World War, we have encountered two

problems of presentation. The first was how to furnish the strategic
and operational context without retelling the history of the war in all
its detail; we trust we have arrived at a satisfactory solution to it. The
second arose because different meanings are given to the term
intelligence. The value and the justification of intelligence depend on
the use that is made of its findings; and this has been our central
concern. But its findings depend on the prior acquisition, interpre-
tation and evaluation of information; and judgment about its
influence on those who used it requires an understanding of these
complex activities. We have tried to provide this understanding
without being too much diverted by the problems and techniques
associated with the provision of intelligence. Some readers will feel
that we have strayed too far down the arid paths of organisation and
methods. Others, to whom such subjects are fascinating in themselves,
will wish that we had said more about them.

It is from no wish to disarm such criticisms that we venture to point
to the novel and exceptional character of our work. No considered
account of the relationship between intelligence and strategic and
operational decisions has hitherto been possible, for no such account
could be drawn up except by authors having unrestricted access to
intelligence records as well as to other archives. In relation to the
British records for the second world war and the inter-war years, we
have been granted this freedom as a special measure. No restriction
has been placed on us while carrying out our research. On the
contrary, in obtaining access to archives and in consulting members
of the war-time intelligence community we have received full co-
operation and prompt assistance from the Historical Section of the
Cabinet Office and the appropriate government departments. Some
members of the war-time community may feel that we might have
made our consultation more extensive; we have confined it to points
on which we needed to supplement or clarify the evidence of the
surviving archives. As for the archives, we set out to see all; and if any
have escaped our scrutiny we are satisfied that over-sight on our part
is the sole explanation.

In preparing the results of our research for publication we have been
governed by a ruling that calls for a brief explanation. On 12 January
1978, in a written reply to a parliamentary question, the Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs advised war-time intelligence staff on the

vii
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limited extent to which they were absolved from their undertakings
of reticence in the light of recent changes of policy with regard to the
release of war-time records. He drew a distinction between the
records of the Service intelligence directorates, which will be placed
with other departmental archives in the Public Record Office, and
‘other information, including details of the methods by which this
material was obtained’. He explained that.this other information
‘remains subject to the undertakings and to the Official Secrets Acts
and may not be disclosed’. And he concluded with a reference to this
History: ‘if it is published, the principles governing the extent of
permitted disclosure embodied in the guidance above will apply in
relation to the Official History’. This statement has not prevented us
from incorporating in the published History the results of our work
on records which are not to be opened. The records in question are
the domestic records of some of the intelligence-collecting bodies. We
have been required to restrict our use of them only to the extent that
secrecy about intelligence techniques and with respect to individuals
remains essential.

The need to apply this restriction to the published history has at
no point impeded our analysis of the state of intelligence and of its
impact, and it has in no way affected our conclusions. It has, however,
dictated the system we have adopted when giving references to our
sources. Government departments, inter-governmental bodies and
operational commands — the recipients, assessors and users of intel-
ligence — have presented no difficulty; to their intelligence files, as to
their other records, we have always supplied precise references. This
applies not only to documents already opened in the Public Record
Office, and those to be opened after a stated period of extended
closure, but also to individual files and papers which, though they may
not be available for public research for a considerable time to come,
nevertheless fall into categories of war-time records whose eventual
opening in the Record Office may be expected. Butitwould have served
no useful purpose to give precise references to the domestic files of
the intelligence-collecting bodies, which are unlikely ever to be opened
in the Public Record Office. We have been permitted —indeed
encouraged — to make use of these files in our text and we have done
so on a generous scale, but in their case our text must be accepted as
being the only evidence of their contents that can be made public. This
course may demand from our readers more trust than historians have
the right to expect, but we believe they will agree that it is preferable
to the alternative, which was to have incorporated no evidence for
which we could not quote sources.

The above limitations have arisen from the need for security. We
turn now to others which have been imposed on us by the scale on
which we have worked. The first of these is that not merely when
security has required it but throughout the book - in the many cases
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where security is no longer at stake and where readers may regret our
reticence — we have cast our account in impersonal terms and
refrained from naming individuals. We have done so because for our
purposes it has generally sufficed to refer to the organisations to which
individuals belonged; the exceptions are a few activities which were
so specialised or were carried out by such small staffs, and thus became
so closely associated with individuals, that it has been convenient
sometimes to use names. In addition, however, we must admit to a
feeling for the appropriateness of Flaubert’s recipe for the perfect
realistic novel: pas de monstres, et pas de héros. The performance of the
war-time intelligence community, its shortcomings no less than its
successes, rested not only on the activities of a large number of
organisations but also, within each organisation, on the work of many
individuals. To have identified all would have been impossible in a
book of this canvas; to have given prominence to only a few would
have been unjust to the many more who were equally deserving of
mention.

As for the organisations, it has been impossible to deal at equal
length with all. In some cases we have had to be content with a bare
sketch because they kept or retained few records. With others we have
dealt briefly because most of their work falls outside our subject. This
applies to those responsible for counter-intelligence, security and the
use of intelligence for deception purposes; like the intelligence
activities of the enemy, we have investigated them in these volumes
only to the extent that they contributed to what the British authorities
knew about the enemy’s conduct of the war. Lack of space has
restricted what we have been able to say about intelligence in the field
— about the work that was carried out, often in hazardous conditions,
by Service intelligence officers with fighting units and by the people
who were responsible in the field for signal intelligence, for reporting
to the SIS and SOE, for examining enemy equipment and for
undertaking photographic interpretation, POW examination and
many similar tasks. As for the contribution of the many men and
women who carried out essential routine work at establishments in the
United Kingdom and overseas — who undertook the continuous
manning of intercept stations or of cryptanalytic machinery, the
maintenance of PR aircraft and their cameras, the preparation of
target information for the RAF or of topographical information for
all three Services, the monitoring of foreign newspapers, broadcasts
and intercepted mail, and the endless indexing, typing, teleprinting,
cyphering and transmitting of the intelligence output - only occasional
references to it have been possible in an account which sets out to
reconstruct the influence of intelligence on the major decisions, the
chief operations and the general course of the war.

Even at this last level there are unavoidable omissions. The most
important of these is that we have not attempted to cover the war in
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the Far East; when this was so much the concern of the United States,
it is not possible to provide an adequate account on the basis of the
British archives alone. A second derives from the fact that while the
archives are generally adequate for reconstructing the influence of
intelligence in Whitehall, there is practically no record of how and to
what extent intelligence influenced the individual decisions of the
operational commands. It has usually been possible to reconstruct what
intelligence they had at their disposal at any time. What they made
of it under operational conditions, and in circumstances in which it
was inevitably incomplete, is on all but a few occasions a matter for
surmise. And this is one matter which, after stating the facts to the
best of our ability, we have left to the judgement of our readers and
to the attention of those who will themselves wish to follow up our
research by work in the voluminous records which are being made
available to the public.

That room remains for further research is something that goes
without saying. Even on issues and episodes for which we have set
out to supply the fullest possible accounts, the public records will yield
interpretations that differ from those we have offered. At the opposite
extreme there are particular undertakings and individual operations
to which we have not even referred. In our attempt to write a
co-ordinated yet compact history we have necessarily proceeded not
only with a broad brush but also with a selective hand, and we shall
be content if we have provided an adequate framework and a reliable
perspective for other historians as well as for the general reader.

o

We cannot let this volume go to press without making special
reference to the contribution of Miss Eve Streatfeild. In addition to
sharing in the research, she has for several years carried out with
great skill and patience the bulk of the administrative work that
the project has involved.
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CHAPTER 1

The Organisation of Intelligence
at the Outbreak of War

the British structure of government shared the responsibility for

intelligence. They were far from forming a single organisation.
They had evolved on different lines, within different departments, and
no one authority directly supervised them all. Nor could any one
authority have done so, given the nature of their responsibilities and
the variety of their activities. In some ways, however, they were coming
to think of themselves as being parts of a single system for the first
time. Perhaps the most significant development of these years is
reflected in the fact that they recognised by 1939, as they had not
recognised before 1918, the need to strike the right balance between
the impracticability of centralisation and the dangers and drawbacks
of independence and sub-division.

Steps to improve the relations between them were taken before the
war began — some, as a result of experience in the First World War,
‘as early as 1919. There is no reason to doubt that the achievements
of British intelligence in the Second World War were all the greater
because these measures had been adopted earlier and could then be
built upon. Before the war they met with little success. Indeed, it was
not until the war was more than a year advanced that co-ordination
between the organisations, and even within them, developed sufh-
ciently to produce an efhicient, if still not a perfect, system. Why was
this so? Why did measures which proved to have been far-sighted after
the passage of time, and under the stress of war, fail to provide
efficiency in peace-time, or even in time for the outbreak of hostilities?
An accurate assessment of the work of war-time intelligence, of which
the early short-comings were as marked as the later successes,
depends upon the answer to this question.

It is only part of the answer to say that the pre-war steps were
inadequate, or were implemented in too leisurely a fashion. ‘1f you
want peace, be prepared for war.” There is no lack of evidence to the
effect that Great Britain’s neglect of this ancient maxim applied to
her intelligence preparations no less than to her rearmament pro-
grammes. At the time, on the other hand, there was no lack of anxiety
for more and better intelligence. Particularly after 1935, the anxiety
was so pronounced as to suggest that the explanation must take into
account the complexity of the problems as well as the fact that they
were not tackled with any great urgency before that date. On closer

IN THE years before the Second World War several bodies within

3



4 The Organisation of Intelligence at the Outbreak of War

inspection, this suggestion is confirmed: another reason why the
attempts to improve matters had so little effect during the inter-war
years was that they ran into difficulties which could be brought into
focus, for clarification and solution, only under the stress of war-time
conditions and with the help of war-time opportunities.

Some of these difficulties stemmed directly from technical obstacles
which limited the amount and type of intelligence that could be
obtained. We shall explain them when we discuss the sources from
which information was obtained.* Those that were mainly organisa-
tional in character arose from the various pressures and resistances
- administrative, psychological and political - which complicate rela-
tions whenever several bodies share responsibility in a single field.
They were all the more intractable, however, because developments
in the field of intelligence were setting up a conflict between the need
for new organisational departures and the established, and perfectly
understandable, distribution of intelligence responsibilities.

Intelligence is an activity which consists, essentially, of three
functions. Information has to be acquired; it has to be analysed and
interpreted; and it has to be put into the hands of those who can use
it. Most of the pressures for change in the inter-war years resulted from
the fact that increasing professionalisation tended to separate these
functions and to call for new, specialised inter-departmental bodies
to undertake them. The creation, successively, of the Special or Secret
Intelligence Service (SIS) and of the Government Code and Cypher
School (GC and CS) at the level of acquiring information, of the
Industrial Intelligence in Foreign Countries Sub-Committee (FCI) of
the Committee of Imperial Defence and its Industrial Intelligence
Centre (IIC) at the level of analysing and interpreting information,
and of the Joint Intelligence Sub-Committee (JIC) of the Chiefs of Staff
in an effort to ensure that intelligence would be more effectively used,
illustrated, as we shall see, how powerfully this tendency was at
work. On the other hand, several departments of state, each having
different and onerous responsibilities to the central government and
to subordinate authorities at home and abroad, were naturally
reluctant to exchange reliance on inter-departmental bodies for their
own long-established control of the acquisition, the interpretation and
the use of whatever information might bear on their work. Most of
the resistance to change arose from this reluctance and - what were
more commonly encountered - so did most of the uncertainty and
the lethargy with which agreed changes were implemented and most
of the neglect to exploit to the full the more complex structure of
intelligence that was gradually emerging.

* See Chapter 2.



The Organisation of Intelligence at the Outbreak of War 5

Of the departments most involved - the Foreign Office and the three
Service ministries — the Foreign Office, the most important in peace-
time, was also the one which displayed least interest in the problem
we have now outlined. To the extent that it maintained close relations
with the head of the SIS and an active interest in the intelligence
produced by the SIS and GC and CS, it was more than nominally in
charge of those organisations; but it hardly concerned itself with
guiding their activities or smoothing their day-to-day difhculties. Its
reluctance to participate in the JIC was not the least reason why that
body was slow to develop. These are some examples, to be elaborated
later on, of the ways in which the primacy of its influence gave special
weight to its lack of initiative in making or accepting changes.

One reason for its attitude was its conception of intelligence as an
activity. Unlike the Service departments, the Foreign Ofhice possessed
no branch or section of its own that was especially entrusted with
intelligence. Attempts had been made from time to time to develop
its library and its research department in this direction, but -
sometimes amalgamated and at others separated - those bodies had
never become more than organisations for the storage, indexing and
retrieval of an increasingly voluminous archive of correspondence and
memoranda because the Foreign Office’s overriding interest was in
the conduct of diplomacy. Although this entailed the provision of
advice to the Foreign Secretary and the Cabinet on problems and
choices in foreign policy as well as the execution of day-by-day
detailed business, the Ofice made no distinction between its executive
and its advisory work, but performed both by having the same
geographical departments reporting upwards to the same set of
higher officials. In the same way, it did not separate intelligence
activities from its executive and advisory functions. The higher
officials were at the same time the chief executives, the senior advisers
and the ultimate assessors of the information which the department
mainly derived from the daily contact with British embassies abroad
and foreign embassies in London. This flow of information was not
called intelligence and there were no arrangements for ensuring that
it was sifted by specialist intelligence officers who, as uncommitted
analysts, might have stood back from the pressures that were
inseparable from the Foreign Office’s work.

It was partly on this account that the Foreign Office also had no
regular arrangements for comparing and collating its own conclusions
with the analyses and appreciations of other ministries, particularly
the Service ministries, and that it showed little interest in developing
any. But its disinclination to take notice of other views was all the
stronger for two other reasons. In the first place, it possessed in the
shape of the reports of the diplomatic service by far the most
continuous and comprehensive of all the sources of information
about foreign countries, and it had the further advantage that no other



6 The Organisation of Intelligence at the Outbreak of War

department of state was in a position to develop a comparable or rival
information service. Thus, it had long been laid down that the Service
attachés must be attached to the embassies and that, while they could
correspond informally with their departments, they must report to
London officially only via the embassies and the Foreign Office.
Because the attachés’ reports often contained material and opinion on
technical military matters, which could be competently assessed only
by the Service ministries, the Foreign Office normally acted as a post-
box for them, forwarding them to the Service ministries just as they
were received and refraining from comment on them unless asked for
its opinion. But it formed its own opinion on them and if that differed
from Service opinion, and even when it concerned such essentially
Service matters as the growth of the German Air Force, it by no means
felt constrained from acting on its own interpretation without
consultation with the Service departments. On the contrary. On the
basis of a principle which finally determined its relations with other
government departments in the field of intelligence — which influ-
enced, indeed, the organisation of the British government system as
a whole - it assumed the right and duty to do so.

This principle, itself the justification for the arrangements con-
trolling the position of the attachés, had been established a long way
back in British history. It was the principle that in time of peace the
Service ministries should have no say, except through their repre-
sentatives at the level of the Cabinet and its committees, in that field
where the Foreign Office was the responsible department: the field
of advising on foreign relations and on the foreign policy which would
influence whether and when war would come. In modern times the
principle had never been challenged by the military authorities. Even
the bitter struggle which arose between the ‘frocks’ of the political
leadership and the military ‘brass-hats’ about the strategic direction
of the First World War had centred, rather, on the assertion by the
military authorities of what seemed to them to be its corollary: the
principle that in their professional conduct of the war they should be
subject to no interference from civilians, not excluding even the
Cabinet. It was not for that reason less carefully guarded; and it had
been imposed in the field of intelligence activities, though not without
friction and delay, when traditional civilian suspicions of the influence
of military establishments on government were re-aroused by the
modernisation of the intelligence branches of the Service depart-
ments.

This last development had begun during the last quarter of the 1gth
century, when the startling success of the Germans in the Franco-
Prussian war was followed by the discovery that the continental states
were creating large and influential intelligence organisations within
their military establishments. Given this knowledge and the increase
of international tension, Great Britain had to follow suit. The
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Intelligence Branch of the War Office was re-organised in 1873 and
empowered ‘to collect and classify all possible information relating to
the strength, organisation and equipment of foreign armies, to keep
themselves acquainted with the progress made by foreign countries
in military art and science and to preserve the information in such a
form that it can be readily consulted and made available for any
purpose for which it may be required’.! In 1887 it was further
strengthened by the creation of the post of Director of Military
Intelligence. The same year saw the establishment of the post of
Director of Naval Intelligence at the Admiralty, which had acquired
a separate intelligence branch (the Foreign Intelligence Committee)
for the first time as recently as 1882, and his Naval Intelligence
Department was similarly charged ‘to collect, classify and record with
a complete index all information which bears a naval character or
which may be of value during naval matters, and to preserve the
information in a form available for reference

The early DMIs and DNIs were powerful figures. Before the
institution of a General Staff the DMI was responsible for mobilisation
and home defence, and the DNI was similarly responsible for
mobilisation and war plans, including anti-invasion plans, so long as
the Admiralty resisted the establishment of a Naval War Staff. The
combination of these duties with their responsibility for intelligence
meant that, despite the fact that their carefully defined intelligence
briefs had restricted them to collecting, preserving and analysing
information, they acquired a considerable ability to influence foreign
policy. Nor did their influence disappear with the decision of the
government soon after 19oo to set up, with the object of ensuring that
foreign policy and strategic military appreciations were more carefully
integrated, the Committee of Imperial Defence (CID). If anything,
indeed, the readiness with which they expressed their views on such
matters as the invasion threat, the contracting and renewal of the
Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 19o2 and the terms of the Anglo-French
Entente of 1904,® and the part they played in inaugurating military
and naval talks with France before these were made formal at the end
of 1905, suggest that their influence increased at this time when Great
Britain was ending her ‘splendid isolation’ and such departures in
foreign policy as the Anglo-Japanese Alliance and the Anglo-French
Entente were creating uncertainty and controversy throughout White-
hall and even in the Cabinet. Even so, the CID machinery ensured

1. Lt Col B A H Parritt, The Intelligencers, p 99 (privately printed).

2. ADM 1/7166B; C Morgan, NID History 1939-1945, Pp 3—4-

3. A R Wells, Studies in British Naval Intelligence 1880-1945, pp 355-361 (1972,
unpublished thesis, University of London) using CAB 2/1 and FO gg/400 (1902) and
FO 64/1630 (1905)).

4. C Andrew, Théophile Delcassé and the Making of the Entente Cordiale (1968), pp
281-285.
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that the last word remained with the civilian authorities and its
meetmgs provided the opportunity to re-assert the principle that, since
the F orelgn Office was primarily responsible for advising on foreign
policy, it must have not only a monopoly in collecting, analysing and
advising on the use of political intelligence but also, at least in
peace-time, the last word in assessing the political significance of even
military information. 3

At one level the CID proved to be a valuable, indeed an overdue,
innovation. By bringing together at fairly frequent intervals members
of the Cabinet and the Chiefs of Staff under the chairmanship of the
Prime Minister, or a Cabinet Minister acting as his deputy, and by
having a permanent secretariat to prepare for its meetings and follow
up its enquiries, it did something to ensure that the different opinions
of the Foreign Office and of the Service departments were reconciled,
or at any rate taken into account, in policy and strategy appreciations
which formed the basis of Cabinet decisions. Neither before 1914,
however, nor even between the two world wars except in the limited
field of appreciating industrial information on the war capacity of
foreign countries, for which it established the FCI and the IIC, did
its existence lead the departments themselves to collaborate in
assessing and making use of intelligence. Nor was this due solely to
the attitude of the Foreign Office. The Service ministries insisted
vis-a-vis the Foreign Office that their responsibility for giving military
advice meant that their say in interpreting military intelligence must
be as complete as was that of the Foreign Office over political
intelligence and the giving of political advice. In addition, their
attitude to intelligence was such that they placed little importance,
at least in peace-time, even on regular collaboration between
themselves.

One reason for their attitude was diffidence lest they should cross
the dividing line between military and political responsibility. Thus
the Foreign Office, in its insistence on having the final say in the
interpretation of political information, was inclined to rely on its own
judgment of the political significance of even military information,
but the Services preferred to disregard the possible military signifi-
cance of political developments, and of such political information as
the Foreign Office supplied to them, rather than be suspected of
wishing to exert influence in the Foreign Office’s field. In 1935, for
example, discussing a proposed multilateral Air Bombing Pact, the
First Sea Lord told the CID that the Chiefs of Staff realised that it
contained ‘both political and military implications...and that it was
not for them to say which were the most important’. The COS had
‘tried not to remark on the political considerations, but the two were
so intermingled that it was difficult to keep them separate’.’ From the

5. CAB 2/6, CID 268th Meeting, 25 February 1935; CAB 24/253, CP 43 (35) of 26
February.
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end of 1937, when decisions on such matters as staff talks with other
countries began to involve them as closely as they involved the
Foreign Office, the Chiefs of Staff became less difident on this score.
But even then they continued to be inhibited in their views on the
military implications of political developments, and did so for a second
reason. This — which tended to limit them to the study of factual
information about the military, naval or air capabilities of foreign
countries — was that even in the military field they confined their
interest to intelligence which immediately related to their own
operational responsibilities.

In the War Office this had been a matter of principle since the
formation of the General Staff in the early 19o0s. Partly, perhaps,
because the power of the early DMIs had aroused opposition within
the Army, no less than on the part of the civilian departments, it was
then laid down that intelligence should be only an advisory sub-
department. From 19o4 the post of DMI was abolished, intelligence
was incorporated into the Intelligence and Mobilisation Department
of the War Office, and that Department became part of Military
Operations - the G branch of the General Staff which had executive
control of troop movements and major operational decisions. During
the First World War the increased importance and complexity of
intelligence made it necessary to re-introduce the separate post of DMI
in 1916, but the pre-war organisation was reverted to when a
Combined Directorate of Operations and Intelligence was re-
established in 1922. When the Air Staff was set up in 1918 the same
pattern was followed: the Air Intelligence Branch was made a
subordinate part of the Directorate of Operations and Intelligence.

In theory the pattern ensured that the War Office and the Air
Ministry would make regular and effective use of their specialised
intelligence branches. In practice, it deprived intelligence officers of
the opportunity to make their views known independently, and
encouraged both the tendency of operations to reach conclusions
without consulting intelligence and the tendency of the intelligence
branches in the different Service departments to work in isolation from
each other. It must be added, however, that these tendencies were just
as strong in the Admiralty as in the other two Service departments
despite the fact that in the Admiralty the Intelligence branch was not
formally subordinated to the Operations Division.

With the modernisation of the Admiralty from 1907, and especially
after Winston Churchill’s attempt to create a War Staff there in 1912
and the final establishment of the Naval Staff in 1917, the Naval
Intelligence Department had been gradually restricted to intelligence
responsibilities. During the First World War, however, these respon-
sibilities had continued to give extensive influence to the DNI, not
least because of his control of the Admiralty’s cryptanalytical staff, and
the colourful Admiral ‘Blinker’ Hall had wielded it so vigorously —
building up his own espionage system, deciding for himself when and
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how to release intelligence to other departments, and acting on
intelligence independently of other departments in matters of policy
that lay beyond the concerns of the Admiralty - that in 1918 there was
a considerable body of naval opinion, supported by the Foreign Office,
in favour of abolishing the posts of DNI and DDNI.6 Perhaps because
the Admiralty exercised a more centralised control over the Navy
than the War Office did over the Army, the NID survived this attack
and remained a premier staff division. In the inter-war period - as
throughout the war — the DNI continued to enjoy direct access to the
First Sea Lord. Despite this fact, the NID’s standing among the
divisions of the Naval Staff was much reduced after the First World
War, and its influence in the Admiralty was no greater than was that
of the intelligence branches in the other Service ministries.

For what was thus a general neglect of intelligence in the Service
departments, and a good deal of inertia by their intelligence branches,
some weight must be allowed to the fact that, while the resources
deployed on military intelligence are bound to be run down in
peace-time, they were reduced after 1918 for a longer period and to
a greater extent than was wise. Because this danger might otherwise
have been avoided even while the over-all resources available for the
armed forces were being severely restricted, perhaps even more weight
should be allowed to the fact that, though men like General Wavell
and Vice-Admiral Sir William James were notable exceptions, the
higher ranks of the armed forces showed some antipathy to the
intelligence authorities, or atleast a lack of interest in their work. These
sentiments have been ascribed to a variety of causes. Whatever their
origin - resentment against the influence which the intelligence
branches had wielded outside the strictly informational field in their
early days; dislike of the officer class for the less gentlemanly aspects
of intelligence work; anti-intellectualism on the part of fighting men
— they certainly existed, and produced a vicious circle. On the one
hand, intelligence work was thought of as a professional backwater,
suitable only for officers with a knowledge of foreign languages and
for those who were not wanted for command. On the other hand, the
activities of the many men of average or less than average professional
competence who were thus detailed for intelligence confirmed the low
estimate that had already been made of the value of intelligence work.

The situation which is revealed in these various ways was not entirely
surprising at a time when, with political preoccupations uppermost
and military operations not imminent, static and routine information
prevailed over operational intelligence in the output of the Service
branches. While the Foreign Office was a department without an
intelligence branch but with a tendency to regard itself as the fount

6. ADM 137/1630, Rear Admiral Ley’s Committee on the NID, 1918; Wells, op cit,
PP 42, 98—99, 100-109.
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of all important information and the final arbiter in the interpretation
of it, the Service departments, despite their possession of intelligence
branches, had little recognition that intelligence involved more than
the collection of factual information. Nor did they find it easy to change
this attitude, let alone to overcome its long-term effects, when they
were aroused to the need for better intelligence by the worsening of
international conditions. Down to the outbreak of war, when they
benefited from an intake of recruits from civilian life, their intelligence
branches remained too weak in numbers and, still more important,
in quality to make up for their accumulated deficiencies. Of such staff
as they had, again, too many continued to be occupied on routine work
of an unimaginative kind. Thus the bulk of the NID continued to be
divided into geographical sections which were content to collect static
or topographical information - and to be in arrears in their dis-
tribution of the information to the naval commands - while in the
commands, to quote from a peace-time intelligence officer with the
Mediterranean Fleet, ‘the main sources were ports’ consuls and ships’
intelligence ofhicers filling in NID questionnaires, usually with data
quite easily available in public sources’? Beyond that, like its counter-
parts in the War Office and the Air Ministry, the NID did little more
than pass on to the naval authorities, parrot fashion, the political
tit-bits handed out by the Foreign Office.

At least on the organisational level, however, the Service depart-
ments made some important adjustments from 1935, and as a result of
these their intelligence arrangements were reasonably ready for war

by 1939.

These adjustments were made on two fronts. Some improved the
position of the intelligence branches within their own departments.
Others, equally the result of initiative on the part of the Service
departments, sought to bring about co-ordination between their
intelligence branches —to narrow that gap between their activities
which the CID, after so many years, had failed to bridge.

Before dealing with their inter-departmental initiative it will be well
to outline the changes which the Services adopted for themselves. In
the War Office and the Air Ministry the first step was to grant a
greater measure of independence to their intelligence branches. In the
War Office this process, which was to culminate in the appointment,
once again, of a separate DMI in September 1939, began in 1936: an
intelligence deputy to the Director of Military Operations and
Intelligence (Deputy Director of Military Intelligence: DDMI) was
established after Germany’s occupation of the Rhineland. In the Air
Ministry this step was taken in 1935, when the resurgence of the

7. S King Hall, My Naval Life 1906-1929 (1952), p 223.
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German Air Force led the Air Staff to create for the head of air
intelligence the post of Deputy Director of Intelligence (DDI), a
promotion which placed him for the first time on a level with the
Deputy Director of Operations in the combined Directorate of
Operations and Intelligence and which was also followed by the
creation of a full Director of Intelligence at the outbreak of war. The
Admiralty moved at the same time but, because the NID was already
a separate division, it did so in the opposite direction. In 1936, just
when the War Office and the Air Ministry were giving their
intelligence branches more independence from their operations staffs
—or at least within their combined Operations and Intelligence
Directorates — it began to plan the expansion of the hitherto insig-
nificant Movements Section of the NID into the first section of what
was intended to become, like its predecessor which had been brought
into existence by the end of the First World War, an Operational
Intelligence Centre (OIC) that would, among other things, bring its
intelligence staff into closer contact with its operational staff.

The duties of the naval operational staff differed from those of its
counterparts in the War Office and the Air Ministry. The Admiralty,
unlike the War Office and the Air Ministry, exercised executive
control over the outlying operational commands, and could at its
discretion even issue orders direct to HM ships. Apart from estab-
lishing overseas Operational Intelligence Centres to serve the more
distant Commanders-in-Chief, those of the Mediterranean and the
China stations, the Admiralty from 1946 accordingly concentrated its
efforts on ensuring that its own central OIC, with its particular
responsibility for Home Waters and the Atlantic, was in a position to
gather and analyse in one place the product of every source of
operational information — that is, information that might have a
bearing on operations or intended operations by British or Allied
ships — and to transmit its findings not only to the operations staff in
the Admiralty but also to the commands.

To the extent that this was a practicable objective — and we shall see
later on that it had ceased to be entirely so as a result of developments
since the First World War - it was being achieved from June 1937,
when the OIC began to take shape. During the Munich crisis some
of the civilian staff earmarked for its war-time expansion were
temporarily mobilised. In February 1939 the OIC was inaugurated as
such, and a Deputy Director of the Intelligence Centre (DDIC)
appointed to take charge of it. When, shortly before the outbreak of
war, it moved to offices alongside the Admiralty’s operations staff and
those responsible for convoys, it had acquired all its war-time
specialised sections — dealing with surface warships and disguised
raiders; .U-boats; air operations concerning the Navy; merchant
shipping and minefields; and wireless interception. Its communica-
tions with the operations staff, as with the other divisions of the Naval
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Staff, were direct, the DNI having abandoned the requirement that
his subordinates should report only through him. In the same way,
it was authorised to pass immediate operational intelligence direct,
without consulting the operations staff or DNI, to HQ Coastal
Command and to the intelligence officers of the naval home com-
mands, with which it was linked by telephone, and to the commands
overseas by wireless.?

From each command, in turn, the Staff Officer (Intelligence) (SOI)
was responsible for sending to the OIC whatever intelligence he could
collect in his area. This service supplemented the Naval Reporting
Officer network which the NID had long maintained, with the aid of
businessmen and consular officials, at about goo ports throughout the
world to provide it with reports of ship movements and topographical
information. In addition, the OIC was in contact by special telephone
with the other intelligence organisations in the United Kingdom and
with the Navy’s wireless intercept and direction-finding (DF) stations
there.

The War Ofhce had no executive command function. Army
intelligence doctrine laid it down that the Military Intelligence Branch
of the War Office should be responsible for preparing the compre-
hensive, long-term intelligence required for strategic plans and
appreciations as well as for organising and administering the entire
Army intelligence machine, but that operational intelligence be
provided to commanders by their own field intelligence staffs. These
staffs were thus expected to control such sources of intelligence as they
could exploit themselves. By 1939, however, it was clear that to a far
greater extent than in 1914-18 they would be dependent on others for
comprehensive ‘background’ intelligence against which to appraise
that obtained locally. Thus, tooversimplify (for there wasmuch two-way
working, and short and long-term intelligence was often indistin-
guishable) the intelligence staff of the British Expeditionary Force
was to be backed up by the War Office, while the Middle East Intelli-
gence Centre* which was still being set up in the summer of 1939
was originally intended to back up the intelligence staff of GHQ,
Middle East.

While expanding and reorganising itself to meet the growing need
for long-term and background intelligence, the chief task of the MI
Branch of the War Office was that of ensuring that enough trained
men were available for filling field intelligence posts on mobilisation.
It was a task which it was allowed to take up only belatedly and in which
it only just succeeded. In peace-time intelligence officer posts existed

* See below, pp 40-41.

8. ADM 1/10226, NID 004/1939, ‘Development of the Operational Intelligence
Centre at the Admiralty’. See also D McLachlan, Room 39 (1968), p 56 et seq;
P Beesly, Very Special Intelligence (1977), p 9 et seq.
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in the units and formations of the regular army (battalion and
upwards). The extent to whlch they were filled, or filled eﬂectlvely,
depended very much on the outlook of commanders and in any case
few trained officers had been available to fill them. This was in part
a consequence of the abolition in 1918 of the Intelligence Corps, which
had trained ofhicers for field appointments, and in part a reflection
of the low esteem into which intelligence had fallen. In the event, the
Intelligence Corps was not resuscitated until 1940, and it was only as
a result of desperate improvisation in the MI Branch after the Munich
crisis, and with unofficial help from the Security Service (M1I5), that
the intelligence component of the BEF was got together in time for
mobilisation.?

In the Air Ministry in 1935 the Air Staff, as well as creating the post
of DDI, authorised a modest increase in his total staff and in the effort
devoted to Germany. Until then the intelligence component of the
Directorate of Operations and Intelligence, the central authority
responsible on the one hand for advising the Air Staff on all
information about foreign air forces and on the other hand for
providing the air commands with the intelligence they needed for
plans and operations, had consisted of only 10 officerseversince 1918.1°
The only area which they had studied intensively had been the Middle
East, where the RAF had special defence responsibilities. Intelligence
on Germany had found a place in the queue along with that on the
major aeronautical powers, France, the United States, Russia and Italy.
From 1935 the status and the establishment of the intelligence staff,
and particularly of the German Section, were steadily improved. But
since the Air Ministry, like the War Office, was not an executive
command, it was still more important that steps were taken from 1936
to form intelligence staffs at HQ and lower levels in the operational
commands - Fighter, Bomber and Coastal — of the Metropolitan Air
Force.

Intelligence staffs at these levels, with the task of filtering intelligence
prepared elsewhere down to the squadrons and of passing intelligence
obtained by the squadrons upwards for analysis and interpretation,
already existed in the overseas commands. In the United Kingdom
they were now created for the first time. In 1948 the Air Ministry took
the further step of arranging that in the event of hostilities all
immediately exploitable intelligence —in practice this meant what
could be readily derived from the German Air Force’s tactical wireless
traffic in low-grade codes, especially the prolific air-to-ground com-
munications of its bomber and long-range reconnaissance units —
would be passed directly from the main RAF interception station at
Cheadle to the operational command concerned. This scheme could

9. Brigadier E E Mockler-Ferryman, Military Intelligence Organisation, pp 30-32.
10. Air Historical Branch, Air Ministry Intelligence, pp 6-7.
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not be put into full operation immediately on the outbreak of war as
it was thought necessary that the Air Intelligence Branch at the Air
Ministry, which also received this wireless intelligence and mated it
with information from other sources, should play a part in its
interpretation. By the time intensive German air operations against
this country began, however, most teething troubles had been
overcome.

In the spring of 1939 the Air Ministry undertook yet another new
development. On the recommendation of a committee under Sir
Henry Tizard, after the committee had held discussions in February
with the SIS and the DDI, the Air Ministry agreed to appoint a
Scientific Officer to the staff of the Director of Scientific Research for
liaison with the Air Intelligence Branch ‘as a preliminary measure
towards improving the co-operation between scientists and the
intelligence organisation’. But although the Air Ministry approved this
post in May, it was not filled until a few days after war had begun.
In the Admiralty and the War Office not even this belated step was
taken. Despite the fact that in February 1939 the Air Ministry
reported its intention to the JIC, and expressed the hope that the other
departments would join it in forming a joint scientific body, they
continued to rely on their own research branches for advice on
scientific intelligence.! Technical intelligence fared little better. In the
Admiralty NID did indeed have a technical section, but it had but one
officer with plans to augment it on the outbreak of war.’? The War
Office and the Air Ministry organisationally had no technical sections,
although each had in their German intelligence sections an officer
charged with technical matters.’® This effort was far too small, and as
the officers concerned had little authority to ask for intelligence and
were able merely to collate such information as came their way, they
made no extensive study of enemy weapons, and did not enquire
whether advances which were already being made in the United
Kingdom on such matters as radar and rockets were also taking place
in Germany.

We must now give fuller consideration to the pressures that were
bringing the Service departments to collaborate with each other and
with the Foreign Office in their intelligence activities and, on the other
hand, to the obstacles which impeded them.

We have already indicated in general terms the nature of these
obstacles and the source of these pressures. At a time when powerful
arguments continued to demand that the different functions of

11. AIR 20/181, CSSAD 46th Meeting, g February 1939; JIC 23rd Meeting,
3 February 1939; R. V. Jones, Most Secret War (1978), pp 52, 58.
12. Morgan, op cit, p 245.
13. Mockler-Ferryman, op cit, p 24; Air Ministry Intelligence, Part 1, Chapter 1.
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intelligence should be kept together under departmental control,
within each departmental division of executive responsibility, equally
powerful forces were arising in favour of separating these functions
and creating specialist inter-departmental bodies to perform them. We
may now add two more detailed points. These forces, which included
the pressure for retrenchment and economies as well as the increasing
technical complexity of the intelligence processes, came to a head at
different stages according to whether the function was the acquisition,
the interpretation or the use of information. And it was in connection
with the acquisition of information that they first produced the
acknowledgment that inter-departmental arrangements were essen-
tial. These points are illustrated by the fact that the earliest and, for
several years after 1918, the only important developments were the
final establishment of the Special Intelligence Service (SIS) and the
formation of the Government Code and Cypher School (GC and CS).
The SIS or, as it was also called, the Secret Service was set up to
be responsible for acquiring intelligence, but only for acquiring it, by
means of espionage. Ithad in fact come into separate existence in 1909,
when a Secret Service Bureau was created to serve three purposes:
to be a screen between the Service departments and foreign spies; to
act as the intermediary between the Service departments and British
agents abroad; to take charge of counter-espionage.* The Secret
Service Bureau had a Home Section (the ancestor of the Security
Service or MI5) and a Foreign Section (later to become the SIS). For
some time, however, its position within the structure of government
had remained undecided. Though intended to be independent of any
individual department, the Bureau was originally placed administra-
tively under the War Office. In 1910 its two sections separated, the
Home Section remaining under the War Office and the Foreign
Section being transferred to the Admiralty, then its chief customer.
In 1916, when the Home Section became part of the new Directorate
of Military Intelligence as MI5, the Foreign Section was also restored
to the nominal control of the War Office and named MI 1(c), but by
the end of the First World War the Foreign Office had replaced the
War Office as the controlling department. During the First World War,
moreover, partly from dissatisfaction with the work of the Foreign
Section and partly from anxiety to have control of it, the Admiralty,
the War Office and even other departments had established espionage

* Hitherto, the Special Duties Division of the Military Operations Directorate had
been responsible for counter-espionage. But, as the CID discovered when it
examined the defects in strategic planning after 1902, intelligence in the other of
these directions had been virtually non-existent. Despite the investigations of the
CID, improvement did not come rapidly. In 1907 there were still no British agents
in Europe, and no plans for organising an espionage system in the event of war. As
the War Office commented in that year, ‘the only consolation...is that every foreign
government implicitly believes that we already have a thoroughly organised and
efficient European Secret Service’.
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systems of their own." It was not until 1921, as a result of the
deliberations of a Secret Service Committee first appointed by the
Cabinet in 1919 to advise on post-war arrangements, that the SIS was
at last made exclusively responsible for espionage on an inter-Service
basis — indeed, on a national one, the Home Office, the Colonial Office,
the India Office and the new Air Ministry being added to the Foreign
Office, the War Office and the Admiralty as its customers — and that
its relations with the departments were regularised.

By the 1921 recommendations the SIS remained under the control
of the Foreign Office — and continued to be funded from the Foreign
Office’s secret vote — although it also retained a military intelligence
title as MI6. At the same time, the intelligence branch in each of the
three Services came to house one of its sections in the SIS, where it
formed part of the HQ staff, and the interest of the three Services was
further safeguarded by the understanding that they would take it in
turns to supply its chief.* The arrangement reflected the expectation
that the SIS would continue to be a supplier of military information
mainly to the Service departments. It also allowed for the suscepti-
bilities of the Foreign Office. When the SIS had first emerged as a
specialised service the Foreign Office had expressly excluded the
gathering of political intelligence - its own jealously-guarded field -
from its activities. Now, while agreeing that the SIS might range
beyond the military field, it remained anxious to safeguard two points.
The first was that the espionage system should be kept operationally
separate from its own political information system.f The second,
secured through the Foreign Office’s ultimate control of it, was that,
in so far as the SIS engaged in political intelligence, it should do so
as a supplier of information to the Foreign Office, under Foreign Office
supervision, and not as part of a Service department which might be
tempted to extend its influence beyond the field of military
intelligence.

The 1921 arrangement had its strengths and its weaknesses in

* Known as CSS or ‘C’; not, however, that ‘C’ was an abbreviation for chief. It
derived from the surname of the first head of the Foreign Section of the Secret
Service Bureau before 1914.

T Whereas previously the SIS had been at a disadvantage compared with the
secret services of other countries, whose representatives had for years been posted
as attachés or embassy staff, the Passport Control organisation by now provided
official cover for the SIS HQ’s representatives abroad. But SIS staff in the Passport
Control offices, being attached to the embassies and legations, acted for the most
part only as post boxes, and the secret service work itself continued to be carried out
by private individuals paid out of Secret Service funds.'

14. Committee of Officials on Secret Service 1925 and Secret Service Committee,
1919 File, GT 6965 of February 1919, paper 5 (Retained in Private Office of
Secretary of the Cabinet).

15. Hankey Report of 11 March 1940, Appendix I (Retained in Private Office of
Secretary of Cabinet). See also War Office paper, 19 March 1920, in 1919 File of
Secret Service Committee, copy of which in the Lloyd George Papers, House of
Lords Library.
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operation. Under it, the SIS received suggestions and requests for
information direct from its various customers, and it reported
selections from its findings direct to them without interpretation. On
the debit side, with the Foreign Office exercising no day-to-day
control, this meant that the SIS was not a strong enough organisation
to settle priorities as between the requests that were made of it, or
even to resist demands for assistance that went beyond its resources.
When these demands became insistent and conflicting, as they did
during the 1930s, it was over-stretched by the user departments. Nor
could matters have been improved for the Service departments, which
were especially critical of it for inefficiency, if they had complained
to the Foreign Office, since the Foreign Office had little knowledge
of the SIS’s organisation and methods and refrained from taking an
interest in them. But if it is beyond question that the system produced
frustration in the user departments, and especially in the three
Service departments, it is also true that their criticisms ignored an
important point. The fundamental limitations on the efficiency of the
SIS were not such as could have been overcome by administrative
devices in Whitehall, as we shall see when we consider the sources of
intelligence.* It is by no means impossible, moreover, that even the
organisational defects of the 1921 arrangements were less serious than
those that would have followed had it been feasible to adopt other
solutions to the problem.

Of the obvious alternatives one was to place the SIS firmly under
a single department; it was ruled out by the conflict of interests
between the SIS’s different users. Even more radically, the SIS could
have been incorporated with other intelligence organisations in a
unified intelligence centre which would have been virtually an
independent body even if it had been put nominally under one of
the departments. This arrangement was proposed from time to time
up to 1927 but was then abandoned because it had fallen foul of the
same conflict of interest and had also aroused the more fundamental,
if less articulate, objection that intelligence should not be concentrated
into too few hands. At the end of the First World War, when the DM1
urged that MI5 and MI 1(c) should be amalgamated under the
Foreign Office and provided with Service officers, CSS opposed the
project and the Foreign Office supported his arguments: there was
no real connection between counter-espionage and the work of the
SIS; in peace-time political and economic intelligence would be more
important than Service intelligence; amalgamation would increase
expense and reduce secrecy. In 1920 Mr Churchill, as Secretary of State
for War, suggested that economies could be effected if the SIS, MI5
and the civil Directorate of Intelligence — a security organisation that
had a brief existence under the Home Office from 1919 to 1921 — were

* See Chapter 2, p 50 et seq.
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combined. He admitted, however, that the amalgamation of ‘three
distinct and very secretive organisations. ..cannot be brought about
in a hurry having regard to the peculiar nature of the matters dealt
with and the importance of not disturbing the relationships which
exist’; and the proposal was not considered at the Secret Service
Committee meetings in 1921. In 1925 and 1927, when the Secret
Service Committee again reviewed intelligence arrangements, it was
the turn of a new CSS to press for amalgamation under his own
control. Complaining of duplication of work, inactivity and general
inefficiency, he proposed that the SIS, GC and CS, Ml5 and perhaps
Scotland Yard’s Special Branch should be combined into a single
service. The Foreign Office now agreed with CSS, and some members
of the Committee were mildly disposed in favour of a single
organisation. But others stressed that it would be difficult to find a
succession of officers who would be capable of running it, and no less
difhicult to settle who should exercise ministerial responsibility for it,
and after taking evidence the Committee decided that as the relations
between the various intelligence bodies and their customers were more
important than those between the intelligence bodies themselves, it
would be wise to respect ‘the marked reluctance of the majority of
those concerned...’""

The SIS thus remained under the Foreign Office and the arrange-
ments adopted in 1921 - the arrangement by which administrative
charge of it was vested in one department but by which all interested
departments retained direct relations with it and some opportunity to
influence its activities — at least reassured the departments that
intelligence could be acquired on an inter-departmental basis without
depriving them of their individual control of the interpretation of
information and of the use that was made of it.

Where the SIS was concerned, the Service departments adjusted
themselves quickly enough to this division of labour. For all their
complaints about the service they received, they made no further
attempts after 1921 — except for the tactical and operational purposes
of their field security sections, in agreement with the SIS -to
organise their own espionage systems, as they had done during the
First World War and as did their counter parts in Germany and other
countries during the second. With the Government Code and Cypher
School, the inter-departmental organisation set up to be responsible

16. War Office paper on Reduction of Estimates for Secret Services and covering
note, 19 March 1920 (Retained in Private Office of Secretary of the Cabinet).

17. Unregistered papers in Cabinet Office Archive.

18. WO 197/97, Notes on 1.b organisation in the BEF at the start of active
operations in May 1940.
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for acquiring intelligence from another most secret source, they found
it more difficult to reconcile themselves to the same division of
responsibility. L

The Cabinet established GC and CS in 1919 both to study the
methods of cypher communication used by foreign powers and to
advise on the security of British codes and cyphers. Brought into
existence as an inter-Service organisation of 25 officers recruited from
remnants of the war-time Room 40 and MI 1(b), the cryptanalytical
sections of the Admiralty and the War Office during the First World
War,* it was initially placed under the Admiralty for administrative
purposes. In 1922, on completion of the enquiries of the Cabinet’s
Secret Service Committee, it went with the SIS into the administrative
control of the Foreign Office - and it was arranged that the cost of it,
unlike that of the SIS, should be met out of the ordinary Foreign Office
vote. In 1929 a further change of responsibility for it was effected.
The head of the SIS was re-named ‘Chief of the Secret Service and
Director of GC and CS’ and GC and CS, while remaining separate from
SIS, came under his authority.

Perhaps because the use of wireless cypher communications by
foreign armed forces was declining at that time, the three Service
departments made no objection to these arrangements. But they
accepted them with two important qualifications or reservations. Their
reservations arose from their experiences during the First World War.
As a result of the introduction of wireless since the beginning of the
century, the study of the methods of cypher communication used by
foreign powers had then proved to be of greater importance than ever
before — and vastly superior to espionage — as a source of intelligence.
What was more important, two lessons had been learned by those who
had been engaged in this work. The first was that wireless had
brought into existence a new field of intelligence — the comprehensive
study of communications systems (later to be called Signal Intelligence
or Sigint) - in which cryptanalysis, the ancient craft of reading codes
and cyphers, was but one of several processes. Before wireless
messages could be decyphered they had to be intercepted (the process
which came to be called Y). As well as providing material for
cryptanalysis, their place of origin could be discovered by means of
direction-finding (DF)T and they could be studied (by the process
which came to be called Traffic Analysis) as the product of communi-
cations networks whose behaviour, procedures and techniques could

* Room 40 (which was incorporated into the NID in 1917) and MI 1(b) had
developed independently and on the basis of little, if any, pre-1914 experience, and
except for general agreements like that by which Room 40 dealt with the
requirements of the Royal Naval Air Service, while MI 1(b) dealt with those of the
Royal Flying Corps, they had had no contact with each other during the war.

T A direction-finding station took a bearing on a transmission, and the
intersection of the bearings from two or more stations — usually at least three were
needed - indicated the whereabouts of the transmitter.
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yield further information. In the event of their being decyphered,
finally, their contents still called for interpretation by specialists if their
significance was to be fully and accurately assessed; and the immediate
or operational interpretation of individual messages might well
depend on long-range research based on the analysis of many.

It was not until the middle of the Second World War that a
standard terminology was laid down for these activities.* But already
by the end of the First World War their specialised techniques had
come to be well understood. So had the second lesson. If maximum
use were to be made of the four main Sigint processes — interception,
including DF; Traffic Analysis; cryptanalysis; interpretation — then,
at least in time of war, they must be carried out in close proximity both
to each other and to the operational and planning staffs who acted
on the results. Only if the cryptanalysts were in close contact with those
responsible for enemy wireless interception and for Traffic Analysis
could the cryptanalytical obstacles be surmounted with the minimum
of delay. On the other hand, only if they were aware of the needs and
intentions of the operations staffs, and thus in close contact with them,
could those responsible for evaluating the findings from cryptanalysis
and Traffic Analysis, and marrying them with intelligence from other
sources than Sigint, be fully efficient at doing their job.T

These experiences, combined with their inability to relinquish
responsibility for evaluating whatever intelligence might be of use to
their respective Services, explain the reservations which the Service

* In the foregoing paragraph we have used the terminology as it was
standardised in October 1943: Sigint (the general term for all the processes and for
any intelligence they produced), Y Service (the interception of signals, including the
operation of DF; but this was known in the USA as the RI = Radio Intelligence
Service), TA or Traffic Analysis (the study of communication networks and of
procedure signals, call-signs, low-grade codes and plain language, together with DF
and other technical aids). Until 1944 these terms were used in different ways and
others also existed, leading to much confusion. Thus for TA itself other terms
existed like W/T Intelligence, W/T Operational Intelligence, Wireless Network
Research and even Operational Intelligence. Y, again, sometimes meant only
interception and sometimes interception and Traffic Analysis and also came to cover
the breaking and exploitation of low-grade signals in the field. It should be added
that throughout this book the term ‘low-grade’ refers to the degree of security
provided by a code or cypher and does not imply that the traffic in it was either
unimportant or easy to break and interpret.

T The experience of the Admiralty illustrates the learning of this lesson. Initially
Room 40 did no more than pass individual decrypts to the Operations Division.
From February 1916 it began analysing the accumulation of decrypted material and
issuing the Operations Division with a daily summary in addition to individual
urgent messages, but this did not solve the basic problems, which were that
Operations Division was swamped with material and was not sufficiently familiar -
with it to assess it accurately. These were the problems which hampered the efficient
handling of Sigint during the battle of Jutland. Not until the summer of 1918 was a
satisfactory routine established - one by which Room 40 under Captain (later
Admiral) James ceased to pass individual items of intelligence to Operations Division
and was made responsible both for the evaluation of operational intelligence and for
long-range intelligence research.'®

19. Beesly, op cit, p 5.
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departments applied to the establishment and development of GC
and CS. It was their intention from the outset that, while GC and CS
might continue to be respohsible for breaking new cyphers on an
inter-Service basis, all readable codes and cyphers would from the
outbreak of war be exploited by the intelligence branches of the
departments or the HQs of the operational commands, in close
proximity to the operational staffs. Thus the War Office’s plan of 1926
was that:

‘On the outbreak of war the War Office will be responsible for intercepting
the enemy’s field wireless sets and for collecting all information obtainable
from this source. For this purpose it will provide, from officers on the active
list and on the reserve, the necessary personnel for wireless intelligence and
cryptanalysis. At this stage the help of GC and CS will only be required in
the event of the enemy using a cypher which cannot be broken by the
cryptanalysts in the field . .. when this has been done, the results will be handed
over to the cryptanalysts in the field who will thenceforth decypher the
messages’.

And in 1930 the War Office reserved the right ‘to move the [Army]
Section in whole or in part at any time if in their opinion the military
situation dictates such a course’. In the same way a memorandum
between CSS and the DNI of 16 November 1927 said: ‘On the
outbreak of war the entire naval section of the GC and CS will be
transferred to the Admiralty, who may require it to go abroad. . .the
Admiralty will always decide when transfer is necessary’. In October
1932 this agreement was modified. Thereafter it applied only in the
event of war or emergency in the Far East, but in the case of war or
emergency elsewhere it was agreed that the Naval Section ‘will not be
immediately transferred to the Admiralty and will remain at GC and
CS and expand its work on its present lines...until the Board of
Admiralty consider it desirable to transfer it to within the Admiralty’.
On this account, the staff the Service departments contributed to the
original nucleus of GC and CS, which went on to the strength of the
Foreign Office in 1922, was provided on a secondment basis and such
staff as they added later was organised in Service appendages — the
Naval Section being added from 1924, the Army Section from 1930,
and the Air Section from 1936. For the same reason this staff was
cryptanalytical staff only, attached to GC and CS to work on or to be
trained in working on the foreign cyphers that concerned their own
Service. If the first reservation of the Services was that the crypt-
analytical process should as far as possible be undertaken in their
departments and commands in the event of war, the second was that
even in peace-time the other Sigint processes - interception and
Traffic Analysis —as well as evaluation should remain a Service
responsibility.

When the Service departments undertook the improvement and
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expansion of their intelligence branches, from 1945, these reservations
came back into prominence. The Admiralty’s plans for the develop-
ment of its OIC envisaged the removal from GC and CS to the OIC
of as much of the Naval Section as was feasible, and also the
incorporation into the OIC of ‘the enemy W/T section’ (later to
become DSD/NID g) which the Admiralty had set up in 1932 to study
foreign naval wireless communications and to administer the naval
Y stations. In 1935 the Air Ministry added a Traffic Analysis section
(AI 1(e)) to its intelligence branch, and in 1946 it began to plan for the
day when, at the approach of war, it would subordinate this work and
the work of GC and CS on air codes and cyphers to its Directorate
of Signals and have as much of it as possible done at its main
interception station. For the Army, which alone among the three
Services had continued to work on low-grade codes and undertaken
Traffic Analysis without a break since 1919, if only on a small scale
and at its Y stations abroad, and which had invested most heavily in
Sigint, the main priority was, as we have seen, the provision to
Command HQs of staff skilled in the Sigint processes. By 1935,
however, the earlier decision to carry out all peace-time cryptanalysis
at one place, on an inter-departmental basis, had combined with the
fact that Sigint was a continuum of processes, which could not easily
be separated from each other, to produce a situation where powerful
arguments in favour of preserving an inter-departmental basis for
Sigint even in time of war cut across the plans for re-organising
Service Sigint on a Service basis.

The first step towards this situation had occurred as early as 1924.
‘At the request of the Fighting Services and with the consent of the
Foreign Office’, GC and CS had established a ‘Cryptography and
Interception Committee’ to guide the work and settle the priorities.
The Committee had met only very rarely and in 1928 had spawned
a standing sub-committee to secure the better-co-ordination of
wireless interception (the Y Sub-Committee). The three Service
ministries were represented on these bodies alongside GC and CS,*
and they retained control of the personnel and the installations of
their own interception stations. But the three Services could not all
have interception stations everywhere and by the 1930s a system had
grown up in which the War Office undertook most of the work that

* The Main Committee, re-named ‘The Co-ordination of W/T Interception
Committee’ consisted of representatives of GC and CS and the Signals branches of
the Service ministries, reinforced later on by members of the Service intelligence
departments. The Y Sub-Committee consisted of the Head of GC and CS and
representatives from NID g, MI 1(b) and Al 1(e), together with Scotland Yard, the
GPO and the Head of the W/T Board (an inter-Service body for, among other
things, technical research in the field of interception which the three Services had
established in 1918). There was never any continuity in the Service membership of
the Main Committee — of the 50 officers who attended during the next 14 years, only
10 attended more than one meeting. But on the Y Sub-Committee, meeting much
more regularly, a greater measure of continuity was attained.
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was done in the Middle East, the Navy looked after the Far East and
the Air Ministry confined itself to what it could do in the United
Kingdom. Even within this general sub-division of responsibility,
moreover, inter-Service integration had developed. Of Middle East
traffic, the Air Ministry was intercepting communications between
colonial authorities in Italy and east Africa and the Navy was
intercepting Italian Air Force traffic between north Africa and the
Dodecanese, while the Army’s interception unit at Aden was mainly
engaged on intercepting Air Force material. In the United Kingdom,
to take another example, the naval stations were occupied to the extent
of 50 per cent on non-naval communications, while of the strategic
communications of the German Air Force a large part was intercepted
by the War Office on the assumption, which lasted until 1939, that it
was German Army traffic.

In the same way, the influence of the Service departments on the
cryptanalytical priorities adopted at GC and CS took second place
to that exerted by the technical possibilities and demands of the
cryptanalytical situation. Thus from 1947 the naval cryptanalysts at
GC and CS worked almost entirely on non-naval Japanese cyphers,
leaving the Japanese naval cyphers to be worked at Hong Kong, while
in 1939 some of the Army cryptanalysts were engaged on breaking
new Japanese naval cyphers. By then, moreover, although GC and CS
had made scarcely any inroad into Germany’s cyphers, it was clear
that her Army, Navy and Air Force, not to speak of some of her other
State organisations, were all using closely related cyphers based on
the Enigma machine,* and that the attack on them would require a
single co-ordinated effort.

In these circumstances, in the spring of 1938, the inter-departmental
Y Sub-Committee decided that the next logical step was the formation
of an inter-Service ‘Operational Intelligence’ (i.e. Traffic Analysis
including DF)7 section at GC and CS, and recommended the inter-
connection by teleprinter and telephone of all interception and DF
stations in the United Kingdom with each other and, to the extent
that it did not already exist, with GC and CS. But while they did not
object to the extension of the telephone and teleprinter system, which
was put in hand,? the Service ministries resisted the centralisation of
Traffic Analysis. This would have extended the work of GC and CS
beyond the acquisition and provision of information and infringed
their individual responsibility for appreciating and evaluating it.
Instead, assisted in their arguments by the decision that it would be
wise to move GC and CS from London to Bletchley on the outbreak

* See Appendix 1.
t See above, p 21 Fn *. The idea of such a centralised section had appeared on
the agenda of the first meeting of the Main Committee in 1924.

20. See, for example, ADM 116/4080 for teleprinter links between GC and CS and
the naval intercept stations.
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of war, they worked out during the next 18 months separate
compromise agreements in which they safeguarded this responsibility
while conceding that GC and CS, by retaining Service sections, should
continue to be an inter-departmental organisation in war-time to a
greater extent than they had originally intended. As late as the
beginning of 1939 the Admiralty, considering that the ‘dress rehearsal’
move of GC and CS to Bletchley during the Munich crisis had not
worked well, decided that on mobilisation the whole of GC and CS’s
Naval Section should move to the Admiralty or go overseas. But it was
finally persuaded to apply this decision in the first instance only to the
German sub-section of the Naval Section, which had no cryptanalysts
at the outbreak of war.

Except that they transferred more work on easily exploitable codes
and cyphers to outlying Service groups on the pattern that had long
operated between GC and CS and Hong Kong - some went to the main
RAF intercept station at Cheadle, some to the Admiralty’s Mediter-
ranean OIC, at Malta or Alexandria - these agreements left Service
cryptanalysis centralised at GC and CS. They left the control of
Service interception to be exercised jointly by GC and CS and the
Service departments, though the Service departments continued to
staff and administer their own intercept stations. Over Traffic
Analysis and the evaluation of decyphered material, on the other hand,
they firmly asserted the control of the intelligence branches of the
Service departments, taking away existing staff and leaving GC and
CS to undertake as much duplication in these fields as it could justify
for cryptanalytical purposes and taking the view that the additional
staff required for such duplication should be provided by the Foreign
Office.

In all these discussions the Foreign Office itself took no part.
Although it paid for the civil staff of GC and CS and although this
staff outnumbered that which was attached to GC and CS by the three
Services put together, the Foreign Office had always been content to
be represented by CSS on the Main Committee and by the civilian Head
of GC and CS, a retired naval officer, on the Y Sub-Committee.
According to the Head of GC and CS, this arrangement had the
unfortunate result that GC and CS ‘became in fact an adopted child
of the Foreign Office with no family rights, and the poor relation of
the SIS, whose peacetime activities left little cash to spare’. But it
faithfully reflected the Foreign Office’s attitude to intelligence and its
lack of interest in peace-time collaboration with the Service depart-
ments in intelligence matters. Moreover, the approach of war did not
necessitate new measures for that part of GC and CS’s work in which
the Foreign Office was directly interested. With the deterioration of
the international situation the Service departments were forced to
reconsider their relations with GC and CS. But until the Foreign Office
began to recruit ‘hostilities only’ civilians, to undertake work on the
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dlplomatlc cyphers of the Axis powers as well as to increase the effort
against their Service cyphers, from just before the Munich crisis, only
two developments affecting the civil side of GC and CS occurred. In
1937, when the Y Sub-Committee realised that the Service interception
stations would be occupied full time on military traffic in the event of
war, it arranged for the GPO to erect and man the first of several
stations to intercept Axis diplomatic traffic on behalf of the Foreign
Office. In 1938 a specialised commercial section was added to the civil
side of GC and CS to scan and select from intercepted foreign traffic,
mainly in plain language or in public commercial codes, information
primarily on behalf of the Industrial Intelligence Centre.

a]

In the case of the specialised sources exploited by the SIS and GC
and CS the Service departments had conceded that the process of
acquiring information demanded the existence of inter-departmental
bodies, even if they had insisted on retaining control over the
evaluation of the intelligence. To aerial photographic reconnaissance,
a no less specialised source, they applied the same reservation no less
rigorously. In this case, however, little attention had been paid to the
source until late in the inter-war period, so that in September 1939
no adequate arrangements had been made even for acquiring
intelligence from it.

One reason for the delay was that, although aerial photographic
reconnaissance had proved to be a valuable source of operational
intelligence in the First World War, the development of it up to 1918
had taken place within technical limitations of aircraft and camera
performance which had restricted operations to low heights and short
photographic ranges. On this account it had come to be regarded as
being essentially a source of tactical information, of real value only in
association with actual or imminent military movements. It was partly
for this reason that after 1918 the Air Ministry did not again resort
to aerial photography for intelligence purposes until 1935, when the
RAF photographed Eritrea, Abyssinia, Cyrenaica and Sicily because
the possibility that the Italo-Abyssinian conflict would lead to war had
aroused concern for the defence of Egypt and of communications
through the Mediterranean.

Even when these flights were being made, however, other develop-
ments were suggesting that aerial photography might produce
intelligence of more than tactical value. In July 1945 the DMO and
I drew attention to air target intelligence as ‘an outstanding example
of a case in which intelligence is received from a multiplicity of
sources, which necessitates careful and elaborate collation before it
can be put to effective use’.?" In January 1946 a report on the ‘Central

21. CAB 54/3, DCOS 3 of 22 July 1935.
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Machinery for the Co-ordination of Intelligence’, drawn up after
discussions between the Secretary of the CID and the Deputy Chiefs
of Staff, recommended, among other innovations,* the establishment
of an Air Targets Sub-Committee of the CID’s Industrial Intelligence
in Foreign Countries Sub-Committee.T As developments in aircraft
were making it possible to attack industrial targets well inside
Germany, and as the study of such targets was beyond the competence
of the individual intelligence branches, this Sub-Committee, consisting
of DDNI, DDMO and I, DDI Air Ministry and the head of the
Industrial Intelligence Centre, under the chairmanship of the FCI’s
chairman, was made responsible for co-ordinating all target informa-
tion, including aerial photography.?? It began work in June 1936.

This step represented, as we shall see, a further stage in the
development of inter-departmental collaboration in the interpretation
of intelligence in the economic field. It did nothing in itself to remove
the obstacles which still impeded the development of aerial photo-
graphy. Not unnaturally after so long an interval, some of these arose
from defects in the techniques, the training and the equipment and
aircraft available, defects which were prolonged by the almost
doctrinal opposition of the Air Ministry to specialisation in such
matters. Others were connected, rather, with the lack of adequate
preparation for the interpretation of photographs, a highly technical
process which had to be undertaken before operational intelligence
could be obtained or, if strategic information was to be procured,
before the Air Targets Sub-Committee could do its co-ordinating
work.

In the first of these directions — on equipment, research, develop-
ment and training in photographic reconnaissance — the Air Ministry
expended large sums from 1936. But in the time that remained before
the outbreak of war, and also in comparison with the Air Ministry’s
expenditure, little progress was achieved with the taking of photo-
graphs. After the war the Air Ministry concluded that this was due to
its continuing failure to appreciate the potential intelligence value of
the source for other than tactical purposes.?® To the extent that this
judgment is valid, it was a failure which the Air Ministry shared with
the other Service ministries. Thus before the winterof 1938-1939 there
was little pressure from the Admiralty for more vigorous measures
even though in the winter of 1936-1937 the DCNS drew attention to
the importance of the ‘new aeroplane reconnaissance’ in memoranda
in which he advocated the establishment of the OIC.* It may be

* See below, pp 34-35.
t See below, pp 30-31.

22. CAB 53/5, COS 1615t Meeting, 13 January 1936; CAB 2/6, CID 273rd Meeting,
30 January 1936; CAB File 14/31/16, paper ICF/279/B of 1 June 1939.

23. AIR 41/6, Photographic Reconnaissance, Vol I, Part 1:2.

24. See, eg, ADM 223/84, NID 0135/37 of 11 February 1937; Memorandum by
Admiral Sir William James.
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doubted however whether this was the main cause of delay after 1937,
as it had undoubtedly been before 1935. On the one hand, the Air
Ministry was emphasising by March 1948 that industrial as well as
military installations would have to be photographed, that methods
of assessing bomb damage from photographs would have to be
improved and that, for the purpose of detecting changes and
movements, continuous or repeated reconnajssance would have to be
provided.?® On the other hand, the other difficulties had by now come
into play.

The RAF’s dislike of specialisation in men or machines was a dislike
bred of a long period of financial restriction. For this reason,
photography continued to be regarded as one of the many functions
of the all round flying man so that, although cameras were installed
in aircraft and air-crews were trained to take photographs, no plans
were evolved for a specially or centrally directed photographic
reconnaissance programme, and little thought was given to the
development of specialised reconnaissance aircraft despite the fact that
from 1937 Bomber Command was insisting that these would be
essential in the event of war. Equally important here, no doubt, was
another consequence of earlier neglect - the fact that there were many
other pressing claims for aircraft development in the last years of
peace. And interlocking with these considerations, and heightening
their effect, there was the fact that things had reached the point at
which, if aerial photography was to meet the most pressing intelligence
needs, it had to become a clandestine activity.

The reconnaissance flights of 1935-46 had used the technique of
oblique photography, ‘looking in from the perimeter’ rather than
over-flying the areas under scrutiny, and this limitation was accepted
in the photographing of Pantellaria, the Red Sea, Italian North Africa
and the Dodecanese that was carried outin 1937, 1938 and 1939. This
technique was of no assistance against targets deep in Europe.
Leaving aside the fact that vertical photographs were far more
revealing, the photographing of German installations and movements
necessitated the penetration of German air space, and in peace-time
this was an undertaking that required secrecy. The French undertook
it for the first time since 1929 in 1946, though they limited themselves
to the photographing of military targets near the French frontier with
Germany. Their results were made available to London through
liaison between the SIS and the Deuxieme Bureau de ’Armée de I’ Air.
One result of this liaison was that the SIS was led to take an active
interest on its own account. But the Air Ministry felt unable to do so
for international political reasons. Clandestine reconnaissance called
for the protection of an ostensibly civilian organisation, with a cover
story.

The SIS provided these by engaging an Australian, Mr F S Cotton,

25. AIR 41/6, Part I:5.
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towards the end of 1938 to set up the Aeronautical Research and Sales
Corporation, acquire a Lockheed 12A and operate as a businessman
from a suitable French base on behalf of the British and French
authorities.* Cotton’s operational flights began in March 1949. Unlike
the RAF, whose programme of research and training still took no
account of the need for such specialisation, he realised that clandestine
operations required high altitude, high speed, long range and a low
chance of detection, as well as improved camera performance and
operation. By the end of April, when his collaboration with the French
came to an end and his aircraft was transferred to them, he had
photographed large areas of Germany and the Mediterranean. In
June, July and August, operating from England with another
Lockheed, he made further sorties over Germany, where he photo-
graphed units of the Fleet for the first time, and the Italian empire,
where he photographed vertically the key points from Sicily to Rhodes
and Italian East Africa which had been ‘previously covered obli