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FOREWORD





Some thirty years ago, when Great Britain was still at grips with Hitler’s Germany, and the dispersal and disintegration of the modern empire had hardly begun, it would have been unthinkable to publish a study that touched on such arcana reservanda imperii as the workings of MI5 and MI6. The past existence of these bodies is seldom officially acknowledged, even obliquely, down to the present day. But now that Britain is less often called great; now that no part of truncated Germany is called a Reich; now that the Indian and African empires have been handed back to their own inhabitants to govern; something can perhaps be said without offence about the struggles between the British and the German secret services during the war of 1939–45, and about the historical and social contexts of resistance in which these struggles were waged.1


This book has been prepared on its author’s own initiative, without any sort of official encouragement, and without access to papers in government custody still officially regarded as secret. As Namier once said, ‘A great many profound secrets are somewhere in print, but are most easily detected when one knows what to seek.’2 It would be churlish to think of concealing what I freely and at once acknowledge: that the work I did fourteen years ago at government request, among the surviving papers of the Special Operations Executive, taught me a lot about what to seek. It did much, as well, to sustain and strengthen my interest in resistance; which dates back to the Ethiopian and Spanish struggles before the world war began, and was stimulated through some slight contacts with resisters during the years with which this book deals.


Yet the quasi-official history I wrote in the early 1960s3 and this one are quite different. The first had for its main base a mass of original sources, from which much of the interest inherent in it derived; and covered; necessarily from a restricted viewpoint, only part of the history of resistance in a single country. The present work treats a wider subject from a professionally less respectable base, that contains a much larger proportion of secondary sources. Necessarily, it is more superficial and less detailed; necessarily, it asks more questions than it is able to answer.


Resisters did not bother much about respectability, and even superficial knowledge can be better than none. It does seem worthwhile to gather up into the fabric of a single book several of the main threads of that brilliantly diverse skein, resistance; so that people treating of the history, politics, and society of the 1940s can (to vary the metaphor) prime their own canvases properly before they block in their designs. An outstanding, though not a senior, figure in the organising of wartime resistance from London said recently, ‘No one can write a book about resistance and get it straight; the reality was always more complex than what any author can express.’4 This may be so; the historian’s duty remains clear, to bring such order as he can perceive into the chaos of available fact.


An attempt is made below to analyse the whole field of wartime resistance to the Nazis in Europe; to explain what kinds of thing resisters could and could not do; to assess, in outline, whether they achieved their aims; and to indicate points where more work needs to he done, preferably before all the eyewitnesses are dead. Resistance history is a flourishing academic sub-industry in most of continental Europe. The British, hardly occupied – the Channel Islands’ case is marginal – like the Americans and Canadians who were never occupied, feel an understandable reticence about tackling a subject that is so loaded with emotional overtones for so many millions of people. Yet young historians in all three countries may now want to join their European contemporaries and colleagues in work on a war that is equally remote from all of them in time, if not in myth.


This book, with many aphorismic compressions, no doubt with many lacunae as well; with all its inadequacies; may yet help to get work in English moving. It is certainly in many respects incomplete; not least because it makes no attempt to rise to the romantic grandeur of the subject. History sometimes has to handle the themes of epic, but history is not poetry.


I am greatly indebted to the many friends and acquaintances whose conversation has helped me, over many years, to assemble material for this book; and also to the staffs of the invaluable London Library, Wiener Library, and British (Museum) Library. The last-named body has paid resistance history the compliment of treating it on a par with other specialised branches of research; and has thus made the book’s hurried completion more easy.


To save the reader trouble and the printer temper, I have put all code names and pseudonyms into inverted commas – ego ‘Barbarossa’, ‘Overlord’, ‘Shelley’; save that I have not inflicted inverted commas on the pen-names by which Bernstein, Broz, Djugashvili, Nguyen Ai Quoc, and Ulyanov are known the world over.


To Her Majesty’s Stationery Office I owe a particular debt; on John Morley’s principle that, if you have to say a thing twice, you may as well say it in the same words, I have made several overlaps between my previous book on SOE and this one. The previous book is Crown copyright and the Controller, HMSO, has been so kind as to allow me to quote many extracts from it. I must also express my gratitude to all the other copyright owners quoted below, for their divers permissions.


A few phrases, sometimes whole sentences, are borrowed from articles of mine that have appeared elsewhere, or are now in the press: the Percival lecture for 1968, delivered at the invitation of the Manchester Literary and Philosophical Society, and printed as ‘Reflections on SOE’ in its Memoirs and Proceedings, cxi. 1 (1969); in Henri Michel’s Revue d’histoire de la deuxième guerre mondiale5 for April 1973; in an Open University history course on war and society; in Stephen Hawes and Ralph White’s Resistance in Europe 1939–1945 (Allen Lane 1975); in Casterman éditeurs, Encyclopédie historique de la guerre de 1939 à 1945 (Brussels 1977);6 and in two lectures given at King’s College, London, in March 1973, to be published in G. W. Keeton and G. Schwarzenberger ed., Year Book of World Affairs, xxxi (Stevens 1977). Large parts of the sections on escape are based on a lecture delivered in the John Rylands Library, Manchester, in the same month. To all the authorities, editors, and publishers concerned I am duly and dutifully grateful. Unattributed translations are my own.


Mrs D. Phillips of Home Types Limited has wrestled impeccably with unfamiliar words in a strange handwriting, working against time, and deserves a special word of thanks. So does Mrs Walker who acted as cut-out between us.


Had I thought the book worthy of them, I would have dedicated it to those who died in furthering the causes of resistance. Instead, with the leave – for which I am most grateful – of the Mayor and of the Association des Déportés Internés Résistants et Patriotes of Tarbes in the Hautes-Pyrénées, this book’s motto is taken from the war memorial there.


Anyone aware of errors or omissions, of which no doubt there are many, has only to notify them to the publishers; to whom I am greatly indebted, for long forbearance; as I am to Michael Sissons.


Much in resistance was out of the ordinary: most of its best hopes lay in being as different, as unusual as could be. Nevertheless the fact that it is usual for an author to say that his greatest debt is to his wife shall not keep me from saying the same.


Lastly, I must emphasise that responsibility for the contents is mine alone.


The book, conceived long ago, was begun while I was a professor at Manchester. It could hardly be usefully continued in the rare interstices of work at a government discussion centre; which I left, in order to complete it. No university, no government department, no one but myself is answerable for what is in it.


4 July 1976 M. R. D. F.




 





NOTE TO SECOND IMPRESSION




 





I am particularly grateful to those who have already drawn my attention to deficiencies in this book, especially to Elisabeth Barker and Bickham Sweet-Escott; and am more indebted than ever to my publishers for their continued patience.


23 February 1977 M. R. D. F.




1 Contrast Goronwy Rees, A Chapter of Accidents (1972), 262.


2 (Sir) L. B. Namier, Diplomatic Prelude 1938–1939 (1948), v.


3 SOB in France (HMSO 1966; second impression, revised, 1968; second edition, pigeon-holed). Henceforward cited as: Foot.


4 Conversation with Vera Atkins, 7 January 1975.


5 Henceforward: RHDGM.


6 Henceforward: Casterman.




















ABBREVIATIONS















	AA

	   

	anti-aircraft






	AFHQ

	 

	Allied force headquarters [Mediterranean]






	AI10

	 

	cover name for SOE






	AK

	 

	Armia Krajowa (Home Army)






	AMF

	 

	Algerian-based country section of SOE working into France






	AMGOT

	 

	Allied military government in occupied territory






	 

	 

	 






	BATS

	 

	Balkan air terminal service






	BBC

	 

	British Broadcasting Corporation






	BCRA(M)

	 

	Bureau central de renseignements et d’action (militaire)


[Central office for intelligence and (military) operations]






	BFSP

	 

	British and foreign state papers






	BRAL

	 

	Bureau de recherches et d’action à Londres [Office for


research and operations in London]






	BSC

	 

	British security co-ordination






	 

	 

	 






	C

	 

	symbol of head of MI6






	CCO

	 

	Chief of Combined Operations






	CFLN

	 

	Comité Français de Libération Nationale






	CLN(AI)

	 

	Comitato de Liberazione Nationale (dell’ Alta Italia)


[national liberation committee of northern Italy]






	CND

	 

	confrérie de Notre-Dame






	CNR

	 

	Conseil National de la Resistance






	COS

	 

	chiefs of staff






	CPGB

	 

	Communist Party of Great Britain 







	CPSU(B)

	 

	Communist Party of the Soviet Union (bolsheviks)






	CPY

	 

	Communist Party of Yugoslavia






	 

	 

	 






	D

	 

	decipher section of French SR






	D

	 

	section of MI6, detached to form part of SOE






	DF

	 

	west European escape section of SOE






	DMI

	 

	director of military intelligence






	DMR

	 

	délégué militaire regional






	DNI

	 

	director of naval intelligence






	 

	 

	 






	EAM

	 

	ethnikon apeleftherotikon metopon [national liberation


front]






	ed

	 

	editor; edited by






	EDES

	 

	ethnikos dimokraticos ellinikos syndesmos [national


republican Greek league]






	EKKA

	 

	ethniki kai koinoniki apeleftherosis [national and social


liberation]






	EKKI

	 

	Espolnityelnii komityet kommunisticheskogo


internatsionala [executive committee of the communist


international]






	ELAS

	 

	ellenikos laikos apeleftherotikos stratos [Greek popular


liberation army]






	EMFFI

	 

	état-major des forces françaises de l’intérieur






	ERM

	 

	
European resistance movements [see p. 502]






	EU/P

	 

	country section of SOE for Poles outside Poland






	 

	 

	 






	F

	 

	non-gaullist country section of SOE for France






	FBI

	 

	Federal Bureau of Investigation






	FFI

	 

	Forces françaises de I’Intérieur






	FTP

	 

	Francs-tireurs et Partisans [sharpshooters and partisans]






	 

	 

	 






	GCCS

	 

	government code and cipher school






	Gestapo

	 

	geheime Staatspolizei [secret state police]






	GRU

	 

	Glavnoye Razvedyvatelnoye Upravlenie [chief


intelligence directorate] 







	GSO

	 

	general staff officer






	GS(R)

	 

	SOE Cairo






	 

	 

	 






	HQ

	 

	headquarters






	 

	 

	 






	IIIF

	 

	foreign section of the Abwehr






	IO

	 

	intelligence officer






	IS9

	 

	intelligence school no. 9 [an MI9 cover name]






	ISSU

	 

	inter-service signals unit [an SOE cover name]






	IVF

	 

	foreign section of the SD






	 

	 

	 






	KKE

	 

	Kommunistikon Komma Ellados [Greek communist


party]






	KPD

	 

	Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands [German


communist party]






	 

	 

	 






	LCS

	 

	London controlling section






	LNC

	 

	Levitzia Nacional Clirimtare [national liberation


movement]






	LVF

	 

	Légion française des Vétérans et des volontaires de la


révolution nationale






	 

	 

	 






	M

	 

	symbol of head of SOE’s operations section






	MI

	 

	military intelligence; specifically,






	    MI5

	 

	security






	    MI6

	 

	intelligence






	    MI9

	 

	escape






	    MI14

	 

	German army






	    MI19

	 

	refugees






	    MIR

	 

	research






	MMLA

	 

	missions militaires de liaison administrative






	MO1(SP)

	 

	cover name for SOE






	MO4

	 

	SOE Cairo






	MUR

	 

	mouvements unis de résistance 







	N

	 

	country section of SOE for the Netherland






	NAP

	  

	noyautage de l’administration publique






	NID

	 

	naval intelligence division






	NID(Q)

	 

	cover name for SOE






	NKVD

	 

	Narodny Kommissariat Vnutrennich Dyel [people’s


commissariat for internal affairs]






	NS

	 

	Nasjonal Samling [national unity]






	NSB

	 

	Nationaal-Socialistische Beweging [national-socialist


movement]






	NSDAP

	 

	Nazionalsozialistische deutsche Arbeiterpartei [national-socialist


German workers’ party]






	 

	 

	 






	OD

	 

	Ordedienst [service for order]






	ON

	 

	Obrana Naroda [people’s organisation]






	OSS

	 

	Office of Strategic Services






	OT

	 

	Organisation Todt






	OVRA

	 

	Organizzazione di Vigilanza e Repressione dell’


Antifascismo [organisation of vigilance for repressing antifascism]






	 

	 

	 






	PCF

	 

	Parti Communiste Français [French communist party]






	PCI

	 

	Partito Communista Italiano [Italian communist party]






	POUM

	 

	Partido Obrero de Unificación Marxista [workers’ party


of marxist unity]






	PPA

	 

	Popski’s Private Army






	PWE

	 

	Political Warfare Executive






	 

	 

	 






	RCMP

	 

	Royal Canadian Mounted Police






	RF

	 

	gaullist country section of SOE for France






	RHDGM

	 

	Revue d’historie de la deuxième guerre mondiale






	RSHA

	 

	Reichssicherheitshauptamt [imperial security


headquarters]






	RSS

	 

	radio security service






	RUSIJ

	 

	Royal United Services Institute Journal






	RVV

	 

	Raad van Verzet [resistance council] 







	SAS

	 

	Special Air Service






	SBS

	 

	Special Boat Section






	SD

	 

	Sicherheitsdienst [security service]






	SIS

	 

	Secret Intelligence Service






	SLU

	 

	Special liaison unit






	SOE

	 

	Special Operations Executive






	SR

	 

	Service renseignements [intelligence service]






	SS

	 

	Schutzstaffel [protection squad]






	 

	 

	 






	T

	 

	country section of SOE for Belgium and Luxembourg






	 

	 

	 






	v

	 

	volume






	V

	 

	[Roman five] security section of MI6






	V-mann

	 

	Vertrauensmann [trusty]






	VI

	 

	Vergeltungswaffe 1 [reprisal weapon one, pilotless


aircraft]






	V2

	 

	Vergeltungswaffe 2 [reprisal weapon two, ballistic


missile]






	VNV

	 

	Vlaamsch Nationaal Verbond [Flemish national union]






	 

	 

	 






	W

	 

	inter-service committee handling most secret matters


in London






	 

	 

	 






	X

	 

	country section of SOE for Germany






	XX

	 

	double-cross committee






	 

	 

	 






	Y

	 

	wireless interception service






	 

	 

	 






	Z

	 

	symbol used by Sweet-Escott for C






























CODENAMES















	Anvil

	   

	renamed Dragoon






	Attila

	 

	German invasion of Vichy France, began 11 November 1942






	Barbarossa  

	 

	German invasion of USSR, began 22 June 1941






	Bodyguard

	 

	renamed Fortitude






	Dragoon

	 

	Allied invasion of Vichy France, began 15 August 1944






	Enigma

	 

	commercial cipher machine, used with variants by Germans and Japanese






	Fortitude

	 

	cover for Overlord






	Husky

	 

	Allied invasion of Sicily, began 10 July 1943






	Jedburgh

	 

	Anglo-Franco-American teams stiffening maquis during Overlord, June–September 1944






	Magic

	 

	American interception of Japanese machine cipher traffic






	Neptune

	 

	assault on Normandy coast, opening phase of Overlord, 5/6 June 1944






	Overlord

	 

	Allied invasion of north-west Europe, began 5/6 June 1944






	Sussex

	 

	Anglo-Franco-American teams providing intelligence for Overlord, May–September 1944






	Torch

	 

	Anglo-American invasion of north-west Africa, began 8 November 1942






	Ultra

	 

	British interception of German machine cipher traffic































1


WHAT RESISTANCE WAS





The German Third Reich was to have lasted for a thousand years. The phrase ‘das tausendjährige Reich’ resounded through the régime’s propaganda, in broadcasts, in newspaper articles, in speeches on pompous occasions, with the deadly iteration of a yellowhammer, over and over and over again. It became for a while a tag as familiar as ‘semper eadem’, or ‘la grande nation’, or ‘manifest destiny’, or ‘neocolonialism’. The Reich took for its birthday 30 January 1933; when Adolf Hitler, leader of the national socialist German workers’, or Nazi, party, became Chancellor of the German republic. The infant grew fast. In the spring of 1935, when the party’s internal faction fights had been stilled, Hitler re-created the large armoured army and the air force that Germany’s victors had forbidden by the treaty of Versailles in 1919.1 German tank crews and pilots had long been trained, by secret arrangement between the German and Russian governments, in the communist USSR; not till May 1935 was the German office in Moscow that supervised the details of this plan closed.2 Next month the British, in a moment of aberration, made a treaty with the Germans which allowed the two powers equal numbers of submarines, another weapon forbidden to Germany at Versailles.3 In March 1936, on Hitler’s order, a thin screen of troops occupied the demilitarised zone on the left bank of the Rhine; beyond a little diplomatic finger-wagging, no one stirred. By the end of the year the new Luftwaffe was getting some practical training in Spain.4 Hitler was less intimately involved than Mussolini in the Spanish right-wing revolt against the republican government,5 but he approved its aims and methods and gave it ample air support in the consequent civil war.


Spain apart, 1937 was a year of preparation and training for the Reich. In 1938, uncomfortably soon from the German service staffs’ point of view, a serious career of conquest began. Austria was swallowed up in March, with no shot fired, except by suicides. Czechoslovakia was split by the Munich agreement of 29 September;6 Germany took the fortified borderland, which had its first frontier change since the twelfth century. In the spring of 1939, the Reich gobbled up the rest of Bohemia and Moravia, and Slovakia became the first German satellite state.


In March, the Spanish republican government withdrew over the Pyrenees, to join in the limbo of exile such improbable companions as the Habsburg emperor and the Lion of Judah, emperor of Ethiopia; to be joined next month by King Zog whom Mussolini had started to evict from Albania on Good Friday. Franco ruled all Spain; at the time of writing he does so yet.7 Spain has become a tourists’ demi-paradise, where really hard-line resisters do not go.





But our main concern now is with Germany; with German Nazism, rather than with Italian fascism that provided its model and became its servant, or with Spanish falangism whose devotees managed to maintain an equivocal attitude in the war that was about to break out. For in the late summer of 1939 the cup of Europe’s misfortune began again to overflow: on 1 September Hitler’s war began.


Why it began remains in dispute among historians.8 But the final excuse for it has been quite clear for a generation: a clandestine operation mounted by a branch of the German secret police. A wireless station at Gleiwitz (now Gliwice), then comfortably on the German side of the frontier in Silesia, was attacked by a group of men in Polish uniforms, whose bodies were viewed by foreign journalists. They were in fact prisoners from German concentration camps, who had been deluded into thinking that by taking part in this attack as ordered they would save their lives.9 Their attack was presented to the world as justifying the German onslaught on Poland; by an historic irony, the Nazis started with a subterfuge a war in which subterfuges were to be used with deadly effect against them.


Within a week, Great Britain and France had declared war, on Poland’s side;10 though for the time they did little more. Within a month, all four of the British ‘old dominions’ had joined in as well. India and the British and French colonial empires were brought in without consultation. Within a year, the struggle had become a general European civil war, merging with the Greco-Italian war that began late in October 1940; in less than two years the German attack on the USSR spread it further; before the end of 1941 the Japanese attack on the USA made it world-wide, because Hitler for once kept a promise and declared war on the USA as well. Hence the popular title of ‘the Second World War’.11


By the middle of 1942, the Germans had overrun the bulk of continental Europe, where only Sweden, Switzerland, Liechtenstein.12 Monaco, southern France, Andorra, Spain and Portugal remained uninvaded. The USSR was unconquered, yet, but in dire peril. Leningrad and even Moscow were under siege;13 the whole of the Ukraine, of White Russia, of the Don basin were in enemy hands; there were Germans on the right bank of the Volga and thrusting towards the Caucasus. Western north Africa preserved a precarious neutrality under the satellite régime of Vichy France. In eastern north Africa, Rommel was preparing a pounce on Alexandria. German submarines controlled much of the Atlantic and even of the Caribbean. Japanese submarines were raiding across the Indian ocean; the Japanese navy controlled the west Pacific, the army most of coastal China and of south-east Asia.


From this nearly catastrophic degree of defeat the united nations managed, in a little over three years, to recover. The naval battle of Midway in June, the officially still unrecognised first battle of El Alamein early in July, and the epic defence of Stalingrad in the late autumn of 1942 marked the turn of the tide. Italy crumpled comparatively fast, changing sides late in 1943; Germany surrendered in May 1945, a few days after Hitler’s suicide; and the Japanese, beaten down by superior industrial power and awed by two atomic bombs, gave in on 2 September. The war had lasted six years and two days; the thousand-year Reich had lasted twelve years and three months.


The accepted historians’ view, echoed by leader-writers, compilers of news bulletins, people in clubs, people in pubs, people in queues, is that the Nazis were beaten by the Allied armed forces – army, navy, and air – which acted in rough concert with each other. The exact form taken by this accepted myth varies from place to place. In Russia the achievements of the Red Army are, perhaps unduly, stressed; to the neglect of everyone else. Given the existing political balance of forces in the USSR, this is a political and propaganda necessity. In the USA and in England the Red Army’s achievements are, again perhaps unduly, understressed; for reasons of national pride – call it conceit – more is heard of the royal or US air forces and navies, and of the indomitable British infantryman or American GI. Most Americans, British, and Russians believe unthinkingly that without their own nation’s share in it the war would have been lost. All may be right. And all agree that this great war was a military affair, decided by military methods – that is, by the armed forces of the combatant powers. Certainly devoted armies, navies, and air forces fought battles more tremendous than any history had so far recorded; in some unhappy countries there were rates of casualty even more dreadful than in the previous holocaust, which had been at its worst from 1914 to 1918.14 Several decisive battles were fought, besides the three turning-points named just now; such as the battle of Britain, without which the war would have been a German walk-over, the battle of the Atlantic, the storming of Okinawa, the landings in Normandy, and the conclusive Russian advance on Berlin.





And yet – this was not a war of formal armed forces alone; still less a war confined to the armed forces of great powers. For the nations Germany overran managed to set up, or to keep in being, forces in exile; some of them, such as the Poles and the French, forces many ships, divisions, and air squadrons strong. And besides these forces in exile, fighting with exiles’ desperation, occupied countries had a resource nearer home: their own peoples.


Common folk knew, when the Germans withdrew, that Nazi military power had not been broken by the victorious armed forces of the Allies alone. Besides the sailors, the soldiers, the airmen, a fourth force had been at work: the resisters. No territory that the Nazis occupied joyously accepted their embraces, and did their will with a whole heart. Even in their German homeland, and even in German-speaking occupied areas – Austria, Luxembourg, Alsace – resisters were to be found; in some of the remoter provinces the Nazis conquered, such as Brittany or Bosnia, collaborators were rare outside the towns. In industrial areas, factory workers sometimes had social and political homogeneity enough to take a collective stand, through their trade unions or otherwise, against the occupier: as witness some great strikes in Holland, Denmark, France. The railwaymen of western Europe, as a body, acted more or less spontaneously in an anti-Nazi sense, and provide a further series of strong examples of the influence a group of economically essential workers could exert. And in the countryside, where the tempo of life was slower, where custom and tradition counted for more, and ways of doing things had been settled for longer, it was comparatively easy for resistance to grow up inside the collective hostility with which each district, each village, regarded outsiders of all kinds. There were several good historic precedents for this: in the Irish countryside over a century before, for instance, ‘It was next to impossible for outsiders to enter an organisation whose members were all known to one another’, and as late as the 1830s, the writ of the Dublin government did not always run far outside the Pale.15 But the German general staff had no experience or understanding of this phenomenon, which lay outside its sophisticated ken; except vague recollections of myths of the war of liberation against Napoleon in 1813.16


Though few people, as a rule, actually took part in overt acts of resistance, or even in clandestine ones, what brought resistance its eventual success was the eventual common agreement with its main aims of the mass of the populations in which it worked; as well as the arrival of the liberating armies. When people all over Europe rejoiced in being liberated, they were proud as well; for they knew that they had helped personally to drive the Germans out by making occupation unbearable for the occupier. This feeling of participation, even by those wholly non-combatant in spirit and in deed, was important for the future of this populous and troubled continent; for it gave people back the self-respect they had forfeited at the time of German conquest. An awareness that one has, once at least, taken part – if only as a silent witness – in something worth doing is a valuable companion afterwards; the more valuable, the more one’s hopes at liberation are dimmed by later disappointments. The object of this book is to summarise the facts on which this awareness rested – so far as they are perceptible to a single, necessarily prejudiced, former minimal participant – and to examine how far it was justified.


Let us begin with the dictionary definition:







In World War II; after F[rench] Résistance, an organised underground movement in a country occupied by enemy forces carried on with the assistance of armed fighters for the purpose of frustrating and damaging the occupying power.17





Armed fighters, as we shall see, are not an indispensable feature of resistance.18 but before we part from the dictionary, we need to glance at the derivation of the word. Résistance comes from the Latin resistere, in which the re is an intensive prefix; which in turn is put on an intensive verb, sistere, the extra-strong form of stare, to stand. To resist therefore means to stand fast, doubly fast, to some position or principle; to what, remains for discussion below.19 It is as well to bring in early this sense of cross-grained toughness, of obstinacy even: it was the leading characteristic of thousands of resisters, not all of them obscure.


More of resisters’ leading characteristics in the next chapter; except for one almost as central as obstinacy, which was self-assurance. Not quite self-confidence, for anyone at all deep in this horribly perilous business was bound to have occasional qualms; but an inner certainty that, whether things went well or ill on any particular day, one was doing the right thing. Since the middle ages, levying war had been the prerogative of sovereigns; save for chieftains on such outboundaries of society as Appalachia or Afghanistan or Argyll or Annam. In the twentieth century, even these out-stations had learned the rule of law. Resisters were prepared to reassert the rule of law, against a régime that derided it; and to reassert it, if they had to, from an illegal stance.20


This was by no means the same as that respect for the letter of the law which earned for their chief opponent the nickname among academic Frenchmen of Adolphe Légalité. It was the capacity to move, with the rigid precision of a bolshevik, indeed of a piston-rod, in a predetermined direction; a direction laid down by the resister’s conscience and upbringing. It would be a piece of grandiose priggery to claim that resisters loved their fellow men more dearly than other people did. What they did have – what their consciences gave them – was a strong sense that human dignity is something more than a phrase. They saw Nazis treating men and women like cattle; and were quite sure this would not do.


Some maintain that the disintegration of ordered society which has set in during the 1960s and early 1970s is traceable back to resisters’ independent-mindedness, to their readiness to usurp a sovereign’s prerogative and start a private war. It would be interesting to see whether such a connexion could be traced; it is not a view that the present writer has seen evidence enough to support. On the contrary, the disintegration looks more like the work of the one of Hitler’s enemies that was most expert in subversion, the USSR; but again, proof so far is lacking.


Popularly, ‘resistance’ is held, as it was often held at the time, to have been one; or at least one in each separate resisting country. Certainly, there were broad similarities between resisters’ aims, all Europe over. They had many common enemies, from Hitler upwards, who wore crooked crosses. They had many common attitudes; some that were becoming old-fashioned even then, like patriotism;21 some that good men have held and will hold for centuries, like self-respect and love of freedom and respect for other people’s dignity. Yet seldom if ever were they able to act, even in a single country, as one. Everywhere, resistance had to be split into separate groups, chains, communities; for it could no more make itself effective as a single mass of unorganised and undirected citizens than a body of fifty thousand unitless, leaderless riflemen could make itself effective as an army corps. In resistance, as in industry, division of labour is necessary; and all the professionals in clandestine activity, even those whose ultimate aims included mass uprisings, always insisted on the need for cloisonnement, for the breaking down of resistance into small groups and cells, kept for security’s sake wholly apart from each other. The most successful early groups were often the smallest; large groups were ipso facto suspect, till the final insurrection.


In practice, resistance was divided in every country into several sections, which differed partly in origin, partly in politics, and partly in function. Wholly spontaneous groups sprang into being in many countries, either during the paroxysms of occupation, or as soon as the first shock of defeat had worn off; but such groups were distinguished more for bravery than for prudence. They usually made a cult of openness and straight dealing, and their members were seldom wily enough to stay for long out of the clutches of the enemy secret police. Politically, communists tended to hold aloof from – and to be held aloof by – the rest. This was partly because their leaders had had training in clandestinity, often coupled with recent practical experience in Spain, and knew the importance of partitioning resisters off from each other; partly because, while memories were still keen of the Ribbentrop–Molotov pact that had given Hitler his green light to start the war,22 the rest were not too ready to work with them. Extreme nationalists, at the other end of the political spectrum, also inclined to keep themselves to themselves. (Whether the political spectrum is linear or circular – with orange extreme right adjoining red extreme left – is not a question we need answer here.) And once the fact of resistance became thinkable for more than a handful of fanatic outcasts, survivors of prewar political parties’ leading cadres began to look round for new opportunities.


For the military historian, it is more useful to analyse resistance by function than by party or by origin. What were people in it trying to do?


The fundamental problem was quite straightforward for everyone except the communists: it was, to get rid of the occupying power. This same problem had been confronted and surmounted within living memory, by the greatest resistance leader of the twentieth century: Michael Collins, who rose to be the military chief of the Irish Republican Army during the troubles of 1916–22 and died in the hour of victory. Collins, a clandestine genius, took everything on his own broad shoulders. But he was fighting in simpler times against a kinder enemy; nobody, not even Tito, was able to take on quite so large a burden in the war against Nazism, and handle himself all the problems of strategy, intelligence, escape, subversion, and supply at once. Not many European resisters had heard of Collins; his enormous contribution to resistance was less direct, by force of example, than indirect through the impact he made on two young opponents who between them later founded SOE.23 But we anticipate.


It is worth considering how the powers fighting Germany organised their own ministries and secret services for dealing with resistance. The British, among several more or less separate and more or less highly secret organisations, had five distinct services:















	   

	MI5

	 

	the security service, working primarily at home






	 

	MI6

	 

	the secret intelligence service






	 

	MI9

	 

	the escape service






	 

	SOE  

	 

	the special operations executive, which handled sabotage and secret armies, and






	 

	PWE

	 

	which handled propaganda















The first two of these dated from 1909; the other three were set up ad hoc, early in the war of 1939. The Americans, corning late to the ‘great game’,24 had only two main services:




the long-standing FBI, to cover security on US territory, and


the OSS, formed in mid-1942 to cover


intelligence


subversion


and research





The Russians dealt mainly through the NKVD, which was in general charge of state security in all its ramifications; a body much swollen in size and importance, if not in efficiency, at the end of the 1930s by the cares of the great purge which it was conducting for Stalin: the purge that arrested almost every senior officer in the USSR except his brother-in-law,25 and so made the union’s survival against a German Blitzkrieg nothing short of miraculous. There was also a much smaller, more efficient, and more secret body, the GRU, which dealt with military intelligence: a subject even less extricable from political intelligence in Russia than elsewhere.


Of the many governments-in-exile, a few are worth early notice. The free French had a single secret service, the BCRA, nominally under General de Gaulle’s national committee; its head could deal direct with the general, and with several opposite numbers in the British and American secret services. The BCRA competed on the political front with the gaullist commissariat for the interior, which also sent agents into and conducted propaganda in France. Both leaned heavily on the BBC: as indeed did almost everybody else. The ‘London’ Poles also had two separate bodies seeking to direct clandestine activity in Poland: the quarrels between the free Polish ministries of defence and of the interior were legion. Other exiled governments, particularly the Belgians, had similar troubles.


But however intricate the wrangles between secret offices and staff officers in London, Moscow, Cairo, Washington, and later Algiers or Bari, the amount of direct and immediate influence that any member – however senior – of any secret service headquarters could exercise on what happened in the field was seldom if ever extensive. On the spot, resisters believed themselves to serve no masters but their country and their conscience. Few of them had heard, in any but the vaguest fashion, of the secret services that hoped to guide their activities; almost all would indignantly have repudiated any idea that they needed any sort of guidance, except on technical questions like how to use high explosive or how to receive an arms drop. Yet, necessarily, they had to operate in different – even if converging – groups and categories.


Historians are no more uniform in their treatment of resistance than the Allied secret services were at the time. Henri Bernard, who approaches the subject from the triple advantage of experience as an agent in the field, as responsible staff officer in London, and as professor of military history, propounds six groups;




information


sabotage


secret armies


secret newspapers, and other forms of psychological war


escape lines


help to Jews and others persecuted by the enemy.26





Henri Michel, somewhat more academic in his approach, but using a still deeper research base, proposes a different set, of ten:




passive resistance


go-slow


strikes


secret tracts and newspapers


escape lines


information


sabotage


assassination


maquis and guerrilla


liberation movement27





In a later and much longer work, he puts forward a simplified alternative list, of another six:




passive and administrative resistance


sabotage


assassinations and plots


strikes


maquis and guerrilla


national insurrection28





In this he deliberately omits both intelligence and escape activities; to suit the more restricted subject-matter of his book.


With so many different systems to choose from, their analyst may set up his own. This book will divide resistance into three broad functional categories:




1   intelligence


2   escape


3   subversion





Of these, the last will be sub-divided into four:




a   sabotage


b   attacks on troops and individuals


c   politics


d   insurrection





The tasks that faced resisters of these several kinds were quite separate from each other. Different qualities of nerve and skill were needed to excel at each. A brilliant saboteur might be useless in an escape network, and worse than useless in an intelligence one; an exceptionally skilful forger of false papers might be no use at all in an ambush; the best and bravest of mountain guides might not know how to assemble a sten, or where to use a time pencil.
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WHO RESISTED





Fashionable historians today like to lean on class interpretations of history; such interpretations do not fit the known facts of this particular case. Character, not class, made people into resisters, or collaborators, or would-be neutrals; character, not class, encouraged some of them to move from one of these roles to another, as the tides of war shifted.


It is often, though wrongly, believed that all hard-core resisters were communists. Most communists active in occupied countries after 22 June 1941 had good and some had excellent resistance records, but they by no means monopolised resistance, at any level; no more did their long-standing opponents the catholic country priests, many of whom also did remarkable things. Maybe good resisters, good communists, and good priests have points of character in common; forming categories that overlap, but are distinct.


Even among the communists, though most of them came from a proletarian background in western or a peasant background in eastern Europe, no rigid social rule laid down that they must come from one working class or the other. From Lenin’s and Paul Levi’s day, communism has exercised a strong appeal over some kinds of intellectual; people who come from bourgeois backgrounds and resent them, for a host of personal, social, economic, or moral reasons.


Self-evidently, the resisters who joined in the great resistance strikes were from the urban working class; the strikes were important, and exercised a perceptible effect on the Nazi war economy. Yet few of them lasted long; the dice were loaded fiercely against them. Many, even most, working men could be persuaded to join in a particular strike on a particular day, for a special object: to protest at a cut in wages or rations, or to mark a singular Nazi atrocity. Yet a great many ordinary workmen, however strongly they felt their solidarity with their working-class comrades, felt also their duties to their families; most of them were brave, but they were not all heroes. Which of them decided to undertake the long-term tasks of resistance, rather than the short-term task of a strike, depended on character, not on class origin.1


Character, again, laid down which peasants, or which professional men, joined resistance; character, and opportunity. Of peasant resistance more is said elsewhere.2 Among the professions, those of scholar and doctor were of special use; scholars being good at assimilating, recording, condensing information, and doctors having more facilities than most for travel at odd hours. Streams of strangers, besides, could call at a town doctor’s house without rousing suspicion: this made surgeries convenient rendezvous. Bookshops had similar advantages; as Tito, Rossler, and Brossolette had realised even before 1939. Teachers, engineers, lawyers, merchants, businessmen, civil servants, priests – especially priests – were often active as well.


Another profession of which the members were likely to be specially useful was of course that of fighting men: regular officers and NCOs of the forces the Germans scattered in 1939–41 had skills and capacities of enormous use to resistance, if only the regulars had characters flexible enough to let them contemplate joining in irregular warfare at all. Unluckily (in some ways) for resisters, most regulars trained in the 1920s and 1930s tended to be rigid, stolid, conformist types, long on obedience and short on initiative; so that they kept their professional skills to themselves. In France, the orders of the greatest living French soldier held them to collaboration with the invader. In Yugoslavia, they had their king’s order to resist, and a royalist general to lead them; but as we shall see the course of south Slav politics made that general’s leadership ineffectual. In Russia, there was a plethora of anti-Stalinist committees, but no single body with the weight of a collaborationist government; and the Germans muffed a chance to pose as liberators. Pursuing the insensate civil affairs policy that Nazi racial philosophy laid down for them, they provided every incitement to the conquered population to resist. Any trained Red Army cadres who evaded their search policies (which were strict) knew their duty: to train and lead every fit man and woman in partisan units, which would get orders from the party high command.


In eastern Europe, in fact, nearness to the Soviet Union, the acceptance by the Russian general staff – well in advance of their opposite numbers in the Allied west – of the advantages of partisans as an auxiliary arm, and the comparative local strength of Russian-domiated communism as an inspiring creed, did make for some degree of social and political homogeneity among resisters. So, often enough, in the same territories – in the Balkans, in south-west Russia, in parts of Poland or Latvia or Slovakia – did dire necessity. Whole villages in remote areas might be forced to the choice: either resist, or be massacred, or starve. Sooner than be massacred, or starve in the ruins of their hovels, they took to the hills, or the marshes, or the forest, according to what countryside lay near them; and so escaped the comparatively road-bound Hun. They might come near enough to starving, even so, with very little to eat for months. Some Yugoslav partisan units, for example, survived a Bosnian winter on a diet of which the main and recurrent item was stinging-nettles, boiled; varied by an occasional slice of mule, and enlivened by slivovits as well as spring water to drink. In these conditions, inconceivably tough to the housewife of Rochester or Solihull, whole villages could maintain some degree of peasant cohesion.


Farther west, resisters’ diversity of social origin was marked. Some were aristocrats, such as the Graf von Stauffenberg who dared in the end a direct attempt on Hitler, or the Princesse de Caraman Chimay, or Noor Inayat Khan; some came from the landed gentry; many from workshop benches or railway yards. Railwaymen in fact, as a group, provide an exception to the rule set out at the start of this chapter: they are the solitary instance of a sub-class devoted as such, in many areas, to resistance; on grounds of class interest and class solidarity. Some of the most useful resisters came from a class that in those days was hardly perceived by social analysts, and still awaits full critical treatment: clerks.3 Unobtrusive and apparently unimportant clerks, in such places as railway termini or large town halls, who had access to significant news or documents, could be invaluable; if they had the nerve and skill to abstract an extra copy of a list of impending train-loads, or specimens of a new type of ration card. A great many clerks had not got the enterprise or the inclination to do anything of the sort; conformist compatriots who helped the occupier were among the more exasperating burdens the occupied had to bear. But their more actively pro-Allied colleagues provided some intelligence triumphs.





In this corner of resistance, as in so many others, the Irish had shown the way: one of Michael Collins’s best agents in 1919 was a quiet woman who had for years been one of the typists in Dublin Castle, and had risen by tact and seniority to type out all the really secret immediate material, such as the list of houses to be raided each night. When Jackie Fisher said ‘Buggins’s turn will be the ruin of the Empire yet’, he spoke more truly than he knew.4


Resisters tend to be out of step with their time – usually in advance of it; to be thoughtful, earnest, naïf, Pierre Belukha’s, rather than Boris Drubetskoys who trim their sails to catch every puff of social wind that may lead to their personal advancement.5 An example of this is to be found in the many significant roles that women have played in modern resistance, from the Countess Markiewicz who held St Stephen’s Green (rather badly) in 1916 down to the Angela Davises and Bernadette Devlins of the present day. In the secret war against the Nazis, women without number played an invaluable part, participating on terms of perfect equality with men. Again, they came from every social stratum. Two princesses were mentioned a moment ago, who worked in France and Belgium; the Polish Countess Skarbek, better known by her SOE name of Christine Granville, had had a colourful career arranging escape lines in east central Europe before ever SOE was formed.6 and was one of fifty women agents sent to France under SOE’s auspices; a few women parachuted into Belgium and Yugoslavia as well. Though much British newspaper attention has been lavished on this handful of brave women; though a great deal of what they did was valuable; still more valuable work was done by women who never left their homelands, unless they were caught and deported to Germany: by women who as organisers, couriers, safe-house-keepers, authors of pamphlets, mothers of families, cipher operators, nurses, drivers, or assassins showed that in this field at least the cry for women’s liberation was just. Some of the most daring and most successful were prostitutes, who used their special opportunities to rifle their German customers’ pockets and lower their morale.


Theirs was a way of life in which they were not much hampered by a brake on resistance activity that hindered a lot of people: a sense of respect for professional standards and for one’s own standing in one’s profession. The originality, unorthodoxy, and dash without which a successful resister was lost did not come easily to a great many professional men.


Originality necessarily came high on any list of characteristics desirable in resistance. One needed to be fond like Hopkins of ‘All things counter, original, spare, strange’,7 and yet discreet enough not to let the strangeness show. One had to be ready to say, after Clemenceau, ‘Moi, je suis contre’: but not to be so contrary that one said it too loud or too soon.


Among the other characteristics a resister needed, courage must come first: it was no task for cowards. Nor was the usual sort of courage of much use, that had inspired the common soldier at Borodino or at Waterloo, at Fontenoy or Inkerman or any of the thousand stricken fields of Europe’s old wars. As was said elsewhere, ‘Out here on the lonely margins of military life, heroes seem more heroic and blackguards more blackguardly than they do in the ordinary line of battle, where companionship keeps men steady and women are not expected to fight at all.’8 A member of an intelligence circuit might easily never meet the person next to him – or her – along the information-passing chain; indeed it was safer for them both if they kept apart, since neither could in that case describe the other, if either were caught. Feelings of companionship and comradeship were intense enough; the more so, sometimes, for someone who remained a complete personal abstraction, about whom nothing disagreeable could be known.


Not only was an ordinarily brave man little more use than a coward: to succeed in resistance, you needed extra strong, steely, flexible nerves, no inhibitions at all, and uncanny quickness of wit. As witness – if we may jump a stride ahead to our narrative – ‘Felix’, a Jew of Alsatian–Polish origins who was assistant wireless operator to the young ‘Alphonse’, a British agent in southern France. He, ‘Alphonse’, and ‘Emanuel’ the wireless operator all got out of the same train at Toulouse; ‘Felix’, carrying the transmitter in its readily recognisable suitcase, went up to the barrier first. Two French policemen were conducting a cursory check on identity papers. Behind them, two uniformed SS men were sending everyone with a case or big package to the consigne, where more SS were making a methodical luggage search. ‘Felix’ took in the scene; ignored the French police; held his suitcase high; and called in authoritative German, ‘Get me a car at once, I have a captured set.’ He was driven away in a German-requisitioned car; had it pull up in a back street; killed the driver, and reported to ‘Alphonse’ with the set for orders.9


Close behind courage and swiftness came discretion. More groups of resisters must have been undone by careless talk than by anything else; particularly in those countries that had few or no secular memories of foreign tyranny – France, Denmark, Hungary, Russia. The Dutch, who had endured the Spaniards and the French; the Belgians, who had endured the Spaniards, the French, and the Dutch; the Greeks, who had fought off the Ottoman Turks; the south Slavs, who had fought both Ottoman and Habsburg; above all the Poles, who had endured Habsburg, Romanov, and Hohenzollern oppression all at once; knew something, from the nursery onwards, of the need to keep one’s mouth shut. So did the lesser nationalities of the USSR. But the Great Russians, like the French and the Magyars, were more used to being a dominant than a dominated group; the Danes, like the French, had half-forgotten occupation; and the Norwegians had never known it.10


Though, for many of the people who joined it, resistance was an adventure – almost a game – people who went into it with too light a heart might soon be undeceived. For success, one had to be capable of silence: rather a rare gift. The main fault of resisters was that, being human, they would talk; and so drew towards themselves or their friends the attention of the large, and sometimes efficient, Nazi police forces. To be inconspicuous, not to stand out in a crowd, never to attract a second glance, was the safest and most precious of a resister’s gifts; still more, of a secret agent’s. Some developed (and, to the confusion of inquirers, retain) the knack of always turning a probing question unexcitingly aside; a few bring up their children on Kipling’s tag, ‘Them that asks no questions isn’t told a lie’.


To be observant, well beyond the common run, was a great help as well. Such gifts as being able to see fifteen objects at a glance, without having to count them; or to recall half a dozen different passers-by, in the order in which they passed; or never to forget an address; were as valuable as they are out of the ordinary. And someone who could promptly recognise familiar objects – cars, shops, individual clumps of trees, kinds of field gun, kinds of soldier – and store what he recognised in an exact brain, would have more time on hand to watch out for significant detail: such as markings on the truck that towed the gun, or a regimental number on the soldier’s collar. People who had this gift developed unusually far, might do unusually well. It was one of the ways in which country-bred folk were likely to be better equipped for resistance life than townspeople.


What of the natural leaders of the countryside? The minor aristocracy and landed gentry of Europe have always thought it more important to be, than to do; apart from a little hunting and shooting, and a dance or two, there is nothing much to do with one’s time except to be oneself, and to invite one’s friends to dinner. So gentlemanly a way of life was useless in resistance: doing was essential, if one could command the capacity and the resource, as well as the tools and the occasion, to act. Capacity for many resistance tasks was inborn, some people having natural gifts of neat-fingeredness or retentive memories; but with practice most memories can be trained to be retentive, and a good instructor can teach all but the most ham-handed how to blow up a bridge or clear a bren gun stoppage. Some gift for acting a part convincingly was often needed. This came awkwardly to those who had been most carefully brought up always to tell the truth – that is, to just those groups who had on moral grounds the strongest objections to coming under Nazi rule; even they overcame their distaste for living a lie, when they had to. The nicest and most straightforward of people had to learn to be devious, or go down. Many others found unsuspected abilities as actors inside themselves, and were delighted to exercise them.


Originality, unorthodoxy, dash, explain themselves: a similar quality, often much needed, was resourcefulness. Alert and inventive people make much better resisters than dullards; though there were some tasks for which a patient, angry dullard was better suited than someone more mercurial. The plain man’s suspicion of mere cleverness played its part in this field as in others;11 someone who was ostentatiously bright might well be cold-shouldered by resisters, and not only because brightness makes people ostentatious.


Anger was a useful quality in a resister, as long as it did not make him foolhardy in his fury; it helped to give him driving force. So did something of the quality the psychologists call Angst: worry, concern, and a sensitive awareness of one’s immediate surroundings. The best clandestines developed psychic antennae, a sort of sixth sense that warned them when they were in danger and had best move.12 Yet moving too soon might stop anything from happening at all.13 Sound judgement, and plain common sense, were indispensable; if they could be backed by an instinctive feel for what was going on, so much the better.


Tenacity mattered also, above all when things started to go wrong. A man or a woman who could ‘hold on when there is nothing in [them] Except the Will which says to them: “Hold on!”’ made a better person to go resisting with than one who quailed easily – or at all. When things went entirely wrong, and a whole group of resisters fell into the Gestapo’s hands, anybody in that dismembered company was liable to quail in the end: only sublime sturdiness could keep a prisoner silent forever. (Hence the working assumption, throughout resistance, that anything known to a prisoner would be known to the enemy as well within forty-eight hours of the arrest. This was often not the case, either because the prisoner’s stout heart held, or because the enemy had not correctly identified him, or failed to interrogate him fully, or failed to distribute the interrogation report to those who needed it. But the assumption was a sensible one to make, on the staff college rule: Always plan for your worst case.)





Tenacity was important, though difficult, for a prisoner, who might have to hug to himself indefinitely the secret of an identity, an address, a coding system that the Germans would dearly have loved to know; it was also important, and often hardly less difficult, for a resister still at large. In the early days of occupation especially, when the trauma of defeat was still raw, and the prospect of victory – however sure – remote, it called for endurance well beyond the common run to hold one’s purpose firm, and stick to one’s resistant task. Besides, some forms of resistance were so difficult to get started at all, that only people of unusual perseverance were able to overcome the series of obstacles – not to say dangers – that lay in their path.


Patience was another quality, closely allied, that resisters needed; familiar enough as a virtue, but needed in unfamiliar strength. Simply to wait, for hours on end, in a hedge, for the noise of an approaching aircraft with a load of stores; to wait so, several nights running without result; and to be there again, waiting, at the next change of moon; these were the gifts of an ideal member of a reception committee. To wait, behind a boulder, on a Breton or Adriatic or Crimean beach, watching incessantly for a faint light signal from the sea that might never come; to sit, for days or weeks on end, within earshot of a telephone that might never ring; and to keep to oneself the fact that one was doing anything of the kind: these tasks were not entirely simple.


Someone endowed with all these various virtues, who did not mind turning a hand to vice as well if doing so would help the cause forward, might still never be able to strike a blow for resistance at all, if denied the opportunity. The ability to spot when and where a chance to resist was going to occur was one of the most valuable gifts a resistance leader could have: this in fact was one of the ways in which people established themselves as leaders. Leading from in front, they could take a force to the point of action, and act.


As Hemingway, who knew what he wrote about, once put it, ‘When working with irregular troops you have no real discipline except that of example. As long as they believe in you they will fight if they are good elements. The minute they cease to believe in you, or in the mission to be accomplished, they disappear.’14 One of the sure ways of encouraging irregulars to fight was by providing them with worthwhile targets; but none might offer. If none offered, there was nothing to do as a rule but stay quiet and hope. Those who went out to make trouble, usually got into it.


This brings us to the final, indispensable quality a resister needed: luck. Without one’s fair share of luck, and a little more beside, one could get nowhere. With it, there were few heights one could not try to scale.


Published tales of resistance, true and false alike, teem with instances of luck; perhaps one more might be added, a true one, as an example to stand for the rest. There is no need to specify the country; it was one in which, at the time, resistance was becoming very active. A woman, trained by the British and her own countryfolk for an important clandestine mission, arrived at the large town containing the safe flat where she was to spend the night long after curfew, because minor but incessant interferences with the permanent way by resisters had delayed her train five or six hours. The German in charge of the station where she got out allowed, with uncommon courtesy, all the passengers a one-night pass to break curfew. She walked, dog tired, to the flat: where two Germans awaited her. They believed they recognised her, from descriptions; one of them observed they had a surer means of identifying her, and produced a pair of her own evening shoes. After so many hours’ travel, her feet were swollen; her own shoes were clearly too small; and they let her go.15





Luck falls of course with the impartiality of God’s rain; some people seem never to have it, others never to want it, but for most it comes and goes erratically. The extreme chanciness of resistance work provided much of its charm to the adventurous, and much of its horror to the timid. One simply could not tell from day to day whether the tenor of one’s life would continue untroubled or not. Even for those who had decided that their character, their temperament, their career, or their family prevented them from running the risks – the appalling risks – that necessarily attended on resistance work, the call to take such work up might suddenly arrive. Like the old radical cry, ‘John Ball has rungen your bell’, the call might come at any moment to any household, to any random group in the street: then who would do what? Even if you habitually passed by on the other side, would you go on being such a Pharisee at the sight of one of your own countrymen being man-handled? Could you turn a terrified stranger away from your own door?


In a phrase of Mr Gladstone’s, ‘Principle can dwell in a man like fire in a flint’; given the necessary shock, a spark might be struck from anyone. There is a story, that deserves to be true, of a French resister who was recognised, in a Paris metro station during the rush hour, by some German policemen. They moved forward to arrest him. He turned to the crowd round him with a cry: ‘Résistance! Aidezmoi!’ They drew apart; he ran through; they re-closed behind him; and the Germans were baffled. Such a happening is credible enough in the closing stages of a resistance war, when almost everyone in an occupied area – the occupying troops included – is expecting their imminent retreat. Earlier on, it was far less likely: there was no consensus in any chance crowd about which side was going to win.


This did not prevent some groups of people, such as the inhabitants of a particular village, from reaching a collective opinion in advance of the rest of their fellow citizens, if circumstances were odd enough. Eric Newby, on the run in the Apennines above Parma as an escaped prisoner-of-war late in 1943, records an interesting example of peasant solidarity. A group of farmers, all drawn from two related families, sent for him. Their spokesman said: ‘Many of the people in this village and in the farms round about have sons and relatives who are being hunted by the Germans. Three of them were taken the other day. Some of them have sons in Russia of whom, so far, there is no news and who may never return. They feel that you are in a similar condition to that of their sons who, they hope, are being given help wherever they are, and they think that it is their duty to help you through the coming winter, which otherwise you will not survive.’ So they found him food and a hiding-place; even so, somebody’s nerve was not strong enough, and later he was betrayed.16


Such concepts of conscience and duty were to be expected in communities brought up, over many centuries, to accept a Christian ethic; such betrayals, again, are commonly the fate of those who have adventures imposed on them in unquiet times. The example may help to illuminate a quality in resistance that has lasting fascination and wide appeal: choices of this sort might be forced on anybody, irrespective of race or class.


Few ordinary people ever know what political or military accident may bring them as neighbours: living in a large city, it is easy – even customary – to know little or nothing of the other people in one’s street beyond their faces. This anonymity offers huge advantages to the clandestine; unfortunately for whom, it offers almost equal advantages to the secret police. The present writer lived unaware for a dozen years in the next house but one to Boris Pasternak’s sister in peacetime Oxford. In wartime Paris, Henri Déricourt – bon déricourtiste, but otherwise of doubtful loyalty, alleged to have been at once an important agent in SOE and a leading agent for the Sicherheitsdienst – lived for some months in a flat absolutely next door to Sergeant Bleicher, the Abwehr’s best detective in Paris: each claimed to know the other only by sight: both may have been right.17 In that same beautiful and desolate city, José Dupuis, who tripled courier work for Yeo Thomas with cipher work for an intelligence circuit and a cover job as a schoolmistress, decided, at the end of the summer term of 1944, to change her cover job and her identity; got a new job as a clerk; and found an ideal flat, in a corner block, between two quiet neighbours. At the liberation she discovered both her neighbours to be fellow clandestines, working in different circuits.18




 





It will be clear already to readers that the author is a warm admirer of resisters, as a type of human being; in principle. He has met, and read of, too many to have a doubt that on the whole they are the salt of the earth. But it would be false to history to suggest that all of them were without blemish; or that there were not mean and ignoble motives for going into resistance, as well as those discussed so far.


Some were in it for the money.


The Gestapo offered substantial head-money – £5,000 or more – for information that led directly to the arrest of an agent of the Allied secret services; in some countries, resistance security was weak enough for a desperate man to entertain, as a business proposition, the idea of getting into an established circuit in order to betray its leader and claim the reward. In a few cases this could be, and even was, done.


Others may have been tempted by the prospect of hard cash – traditionally, golden sovereigns; but in modern times one often has to put up with paper19 – provided for resistance purposes, but sequestered to private ones. Substantial sums were indeed parachuted into southern and north-western Europe by the American and British air forces, on behalf of various secret services; and a certain amount of this money, perhaps as much as a twentieth, may have stuck to fingers through which it passed. The head of one exiled secret service was arraigned, after his return to the country he had helped to liberate, on the charge of malversation of funds, and spent some months behind bars awaiting trial; he was released. Accounting systems at the dispatching end could be rudimentary,20 but there is no known case of peculation at source in the secret service world. One agent, calling at his secret service’s office in the capital of a newly freed country to return the balance of his operational funds, met another who said, ‘Are you mad? I’ve bought a couple of nice hotels with mine’;21 but such cases could not be common – there was little enough money to go round.


Others were in it, in an era of famine, for a still more material benefit than cash; for food or tobacco. These were more readily to be got, of course, on the black market than by resistance raids. Black markets in all sorts of goods flourished in most of the occupied countries; come to that they were far from unknown on the Allied side either. Whenever there are shortages, shifty little men are to be found who purport to know the way round them; a full social history of the war would contain plenty of dingy tales, had not most black marketeers been good at covering their tracks. The sort of scale on which they could operate may be shown by a single statistic: illegal consumption of petrol in the United States during the war touched two and a half million gallons a day.22 Several secret services dabbled in black markets of various kinds, notably the Gestapo. It suited the German aim of keeping people’s morale in occupied territory low, and non-German administration there weak, to have parallel, illegal, and quasi-legal markets in operation for much-desired, and more or less essential goods: furs in Russia, wine in the south, food and tobacco everywhere. It also suited many Gestapo men to supplement their pay by crooked dealings among the people they supervised.23


Black markets in fact came, in some areas, to be so much run by the Gestapo that prudent local criminals avoided them, and tried to secure their goods through resistance groups instead: hence the impression that some gangs of outlaws have given, of having been nothing better than bandits.


In Joseph Kessel’s phrase, then, they were not all angels; they were not all devils either. What, good and bad, weak and strong alike, were they trying to do?




1 That class origin has some influence on character is obvious; but this writer at least is not marxist enough to believe that the influence is often large, or at all decisive.


2 Ante, 4–5, and post, 19, 88, 182, 191–5, 225, &c.


3 Humorists have long been at work in this field: Flaubert, in Bouvard et Pécuchet; Compton Mackenzie, in The Red Tapeworm; A. P. Herbert, C. N. Parkinson, and others have broken lances against the bureaucratic windmill. It grinds on unperturbed.
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17 Cp. Foot, ch. x; conversation with Bleicher, 1969.
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19 Cp. T. E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom (1935), 94, 321–2.


20 Cp. Sweet-Escott, 23.


21 Conversation with one of them, 1969.


22 Observer, 24 August 1969, 21 ab.


23 Eg. J. Delarue, Trafics et crimes sous l’occupation, part 1 (1968).




















3


FORMS RESISTANCE TOOK





INTELLIGENCE


One task for resisters stood out above all at the time, from the Allied staffs’ point of view, and indeed from the point of view of every Allied commander, from a Zhukov or an Eisenhower down to a senior private leading a patrol. It was vital to know, from day to day, from minute even to minute, where the enemy was and what he was doing. In retrospect too we can see how important this task was, what indispensable aid it gave to any rapid Allied advance. Yet on the occupied spot, the indispensability of this task was seldom clear; and for the individual who prepared to turn spy in his own country, there was a stiff pair of hedges to be taken early in the course.


The first hedge was moral: how could one bring oneself to work against the constituted régime under which one lived? To break the ingrained habits of a lifetime, perhaps of many generations; to carry one’s line of conduct and habits of thought back for years, perhaps hundreds of years, to the last time one’s own country had been torn by a civil war; was a hard and desperate act, to which only desperate men and women were ready to resort.


Once this great choice had been taken, another presented itself at once; almost equally testing for a patriot, in an age and context in which love of country meant much. Most, almost all, of the data one could supply would be used initially for the benefit of some foreign country’s armed forces. Bad as German occupation was, was it so bad that one wished to substitute for it occupation by Russians or British or Americans? Countries self-willed enough to develop strong resistance movements might well entertain doubts on this point; it had a notable impact in Poland, Yugoslavia, and France.1


For those who found it possible to get over these moral and political obstacles and to set out to become spies, there was a double task: to secure information, and to transmit it.


The information that was needed for use against the Germans was political, economic, and military. On the political side there was not much to report, even if anyone could be found to report it, because the Nazis did not believe in elections, once they had come to power themselves. Normal open democratic political activity was at a standstill in occupied Europe: this was one of the main things the war was about. If it happened to be possible to get news of impending changes in what we may call for short the Quisling machine – which of the Nazis’ puppets was to be set up higher, and which put down – such news would be worth transmitting, if only for its use to the propaganda services of the Nazis’ enemies. But this did not amount to a great deal. Again, news of restrictions on movement was useful in a small way: knowledge about the hours of curfew, or the boundaries of coastal or fortified zones that were banned to strangers without permits (and where did one get, how could one forge the permits?), would be useful to someone planning a raid or a secret mission, or training aircrew in evasion.





Economic intelligence was another matter: less hard to come by, if one understood what it was and where to look for it; and of noticeable impact for the war effort, if it could be got into the right hands. Total wars may well be decided as much by the productive capacity as by the armed and unarmed forces of the combatants. One of the most economical uses of armed forces is to destroy the enemy’s means of production; and to decide which target to attack, sound economic intelligence is indispensable.


Recognising it for what it is, was not always straightforward. For example, the intelligence staffs of the British and American bomber commands sifted through a colossal body of data on the German aircraft industry, looking for weak points; and discovered that practically Germany’s entire output of ball bearings was concentrated in a small area of Schweinfurt. Taking for granted that the factories there were working triple shifts, and gleaning from resistance sources some figures on the rate at which loaded trains left the factory area, they reckoned they had found what they were looking for. Hence, a great outpouring of effort, bomb load, and life. The impact of the bombing was simply to move the factories from single to double shift, to enable output to keep abreast of damage: nobody on the intelligence side having taken in the comparatively feeble degree to which manpower in Germany had been mobilised for war production.


A slighter, but quotable, example may be taken from another skip forward to our narrative. In the autumn of 1941, when the hunt for oil targets was up, SOE’s country sections were busy devising targets for attack by saboteurs; a target section was formed in Baker Street, to oversee their work and to secure liaison with other interested bodies. A country section proudly submitted a long list of raffineries it had discovered from searching through the 1:80,000 French army map (an accurate document in its day, but diabolically hard to read). The authority in the target section was an authority; he had worked for many years in one of the largest industrial insurance firms in Paris. He pointed out that all the raffineries on this list refined sugar, not oil.2


A great deal of his work was with the non-or rather less-secret side of the ministry of economic warfare, the body that provided official cover for SOE, and contained plenty of economists. Much could be gleaned, there and elsewhere, from newspapers, when available: shortages could be seen, even foreseen, and something could be done to assess the impact of various kinds of blockading policy. This is only another example of a point familiar to anyone who has ever had any serious intelligence or research work to do: on most subjects there is an enormous amount in print already. The difficulty is rather to know where to look for it, and to reduce it to a form that will be intelligible for the purpose at hand; whether that purpose is securing a doctorate or overthrowing a régime.


For example, a strategist planning an invasion – or indeed a tactician planning a raid – will do well to start by consulting works of geography from which he can garner the essential points about the ground he intends to send troops to fight over: types of soil, types of buildings, width and force of rivers, kinds of wood, kinds of weather. With any luck, harbour installations, bridges, power stations may have been built originally by firms from abroad who can supply the original plans, which offer a host of details about the vulnerability of the plant to those who know where to look. In the ideal case, the briefing officer can show the saboteur an air photograph or even a model of his target, and point out yard by yard how to approach it: cases in hard fact are seldom ideal.


There was one kind of ideal agent, for economic intelligence: the railway goods clerk, in a large junction, who compiled – perhaps as part of his paid day’s work – statistics of what goods travelled in which directions. A few such existed;3 worth their weight in platinum.





On the military side, what was most worth reporting?


Intentions, above all: as Sun Tzu remarked in the fourth century bc, in the chapter ‘on the use of secret agents’ in his Art of War, ‘the reason why the enlightened prince and the wise general conquer the enemy whenever they move and their achievements surpass those of ordinary men is foreknowledge of his plans’.4


It hardly ever happened that a resister was able to get direct evidence of Axis intentions; though now and again this could be done. The locus classicus was the theft, by an alert French house decorator, of the plan for the Atlantic Wall; which was in London before a single block-house described in it was built.5 ‘Ultra’ of course provided a mass of data about Hitler’s plans, but only the initial stages of ‘Ultra’ can be credited to resistance; it too must be handled in detail later.6


What often indicated the enemy’s intentions, and what was well within the range of a good intelligence network, was movement: the slightest indications were worth having of arrivals and departures of units and headquarters, of ships, guns, tanks, vehicles, and aircraft. Obviously the more detailed reports of these movements were, the better. Any housewife who gave a moment’s thought to it could count the funnels on a ship; or guess the calibre of a gun, if it went slowly down her village street; or see the colours of the shoulder-piping of the soldiers who came to her local cafe. If she could get close enough, she could count the number of engines on an aircraft, too; even though she could not tell a Ju 88 from a He 111. Obviously, she was not likely to lurk near a military airfield, taking notes; but why should she not push her baby’s pram along the path that ran outside the perimeter wire?





Really observant agents, and those who had been trained in aircraft and tank recognition, could do a lot better than the chance housewife or the passing pig-man. They would be on the lookout for indications of that great intelligence officers’ shibboleth: order of battle. IOs in all armed forces were brought up to believe that one of their principal aims must be to establish the order of battle of the forces opposed to them; and the first object of most prisoner interrogations was to find out the prisoner’s unit.


An enormous amount about German order of battle was found out from ‘Ultra’ sources, and discreetly leaked in due time via MI6 to the combatant arms. British divisional and brigade IOs had a yellow pocketbook entitled Order of Battle of the German Army, to which frequent amendments were issued by MI14, the apparent source: MI14 knew indeed a great deal about the peacetime Wehrmacht, and did what it could to allot each newly discovered division to one of the Reich’s eighteen Wehrkreise. A clandestine agent in the field – a prostitute in an army brothel, for instance, going through a sleeping client’s pockets – could learn easily enough where to hunt (paybook, envelopes of letters, shoulderstraps) for clues to the essential points: arm of service, number of regiment, date of enlistment.7


Earnest and attentive staff officers in London, Washington, and Moscow kept a regular eye on the number, quality, and location of the Axis armies’ divisions; also on their internal organisation. Reports from resistance could do a good deal to confirm and to clarify what was known or suspected already.8


Here it is necessary to reiterate what has been said above:9 the task of the IO is quite as much editorial as original. A vast deal is in print on most subjects already; your really bright man is the man who knows where to look for it, and can assess with how much accuracy his predecessors have set it out. Donald McLachlan, an exceptionally bright star even in the constellation of NID, has explained this at length, in a passage that bears summary. Interceptions of enemy signals are put first; we now know why. Next came captured documents; fixes of ships’ positions (a naval speciality, beside our point); air photographs; and naval sightings. Only sixth came ‘Information of all kinds from agents or friendly secret services: variously graded but all top secret.’ Then he put what prisoners-of-war say; what can be gleaned from wireless traffic; and from the enemy’s own propaganda; and from letter censorship. Next he places ‘Topographical and technical information from open sources; friendly and neutral observers; what can be noticed of enemy tactics during battles; sightings, other than naval; relevant news from other services (sometimes to be placed at the top of the list); and lastly, communications through double agents.10


Again, a lot was known already about the weapons the Axis forces used; from their own publications, from captures on the fighting fronts, from neutral manufacturers (Oerlikon the Swiss gunmakers sold their excellent 20 mm cannon impartially to the air forces of both sides. Resistance’s task here was to smuggle essential parts out for the RAF11). Yet in a technical age, technical matters became of overwhelming importance; every detail about the shape, size, colour, composition, location of almost any weapon was worth having. Here, what any housewife could spot was less important; what any metallurgist or engineer could detect mattered a lot more.


Construction details, fully within the engineer’s province and not the sort of thing on which ‘Ultra’ was going to be any help, were an obvious intelligence target; which it was sometimes possible to hit. For example, hints from ‘Ultra’ and elsewhere drew attention to Peenemünde, the research station on the Baltic coast at which the Germans were experimenting with the V1 and V2. Reconnaissance photographs happened to catch activity in the open.12 Efforts were made to insert an agent into the work force at the station; with interesting results.13 And the Poles were told: hence their justly famous exploit, of racing the Germans to the wreck of one of the first V2s ever fired, which landed hopelessly off course in a bend of the river Bug. Poles managed to secure the engine and to send it out by air to London. Resistance also played its part in helping to dispose of the V3 and V4, in their colossal sites at Wissant and Mimoyecques; though sabotage exploits by actual agents inside these sites remain in the realm of fiction.14


Another important field in which news was welcome, if it could be obtained, was that of the enemy high command: the personality or at any rate the identity of formation and unit commanders always matters to their opponents. Here again resistance was only one among several sources; army lists, previous contacts, newspaper files might fill in a great deal of detail, but resistance would be likely to provide the best source for the one essential detail: the name of the man on the spot. The Y service would in fact be its only serious rival; apart from the accident of a posting order sent by ‘Enigma’ and successfully deciphered.


In fiction the task of the resistance heroine is to lure the enemy commander into bed; where she either emulates Judith’s technique with Holofernes – messy15 – or coaxes vital information from him about his plans, which she transmits through her true love next day – highly improbable.16 History does not need to linger long on these romantic fantasies.


It needs to notice instead a last, and duller, intelligence requirement: news about the weather. For air force purposes, accurate weather forecasts were important. Customary weather maps, and tables of weather data, vanished from wartime newspapers; temperature, barometric pressure, extent of cloud cover became state secrets. Polish intelligence sources provided London, twice daily throughout the war, with weather data from Poland; which, married to those cabled from Stockholm and Istanbul, enabled bomber command’s meteorologists to forecast the weather over Germany. Per contra, the Luftwaffe got reports twice daily from the German legation in Dublin and from Greenland.17


Observation, aided by a few common measuring tools such as barometers, rulers, field glasses, provided a great deal of this intelligence material. The next main source was subterfuge – eg. taking an extra copy of a document one was typing; which shaded fast into theft and burglary. An accomplished spy, or one exceptionally well placed on an enemy staff, could do a great deal with a camera, in the way of photographing supposedly secret documents; if he could get at them.


Fortunately for spies, people who have to handle highly secret material get used to doing so, and fall into routines. If you can get close enough to the material to study the routines, you may be able to lay hands on what you want. Safes are generally taken to be safe; and therefore left alone at night. Someone who had taken an impression of the key, or discovered the combination, might all the same be able to go through their contents, if clever enough to get into the same room.18 Outside safes, filing cabinets – even if locked – presented no obstacle to a fully trained agent who had taken a lock-picking course, a matter of routine in any secret service’s training section. Amateurs in the field might have more trouble; one could always, after due inquiry, take lessons from a locksmith.


Though the gaining of intelligence was the primary spy’s task, it was quite as important to transmit it: untransmitted news might just as well, indeed better, not have been gathered. Transmission was the really dangerous stage, in a life no part of which was wholly safe.


The spy therefore, on top of living a double life, had to perform a task of double complexity: having secured his material, he had to move it away towards its goal. Few of those engaged on this work in those years thought of themselves as being in any sense under the control of what is nowadays termed a spymaster; most in fact were. How they communicated will be discussed below.19 Things had become a good deal more complicated in the twenty-five years since Blenkiron juggled with oranges in Constantinople.20


One other spy’s task needs to be mentioned, a necessary preliminary to sending the material away: condensing it. This was straightforward enough, to those who had the art of précis; at which practice in any case makes perfect. If contact between spy and spymaster was reasonably swift, the spy would hear soon enough if over-compression had cut out some point of interest.


DECEPTION


Deception is a very ancient device in warfare; great commanders have used it repeatedly, from the legendary exploits of Ulysses to the actual triumphs of Giap. Here there really are security bars, which only the wilfully obtuse or the conscious fellow-traveller can resent; this is why it is the branch of the art of war most gingerly handled by the theorists. It gets less attention from them, proportionately to its weight in the scales of decision, than the other branches, on grounds both of security and of tact: everyone hates to look a fool, and people taken in by deceptions can look foolish indeed.


In the past two centuries or so the British have often shown themselves past-masters of politico-military deceit. This mastery is probably a side effect of that gigantic confidence trick, the Raj: an Indian empire with a population numbered in hundreds of millions was controlled by an administrative class of less than 3,000 sahibs.21 The sahibs behaved as if it never crossed their minds that anyone would fail to do what they said; and apart from the mutiny of 1857–58, the system worked. Comparable imperturbability, steered still closer to the brink of death, was shown by the crews of Q-ships in the anti-submarine campaigns of 1915–18.22 A single staff officer with iron nerves and a worn haversack-strap, by pretending to be flustered, planted bogus papers on the Turks and thus enabled Allenby to capture Gaza in 1917.23


Could such coups be repeated in a resistance context?


The more expensive, and extensive, wars become, the more valuable successful deceptions are. Hence, even more were attempted in the wars of 1939–45 than before. The Germans brought off a particularly useful one in the winter and spring of 1939–40: they spread all over western Europe, as much by innuendo as by direct statement, the idea that they had a large and highly organised ‘fifth column’ of clandestine supporters all over the lands they were going to conquer. Though in fact this fifth column had hardly any real existence, the belief that it was there had a powerful influence, stimulating panic among millions of civilians, and so creating in rear areas a state of confusion ideal for an opposing Blitzkrieg attack.24 The coup was presumably originated by Goebbels, on a suggestion of Hitler’s own: it is one of the many subjects we shall meet with still worth further study.


Strategic deceptions, like this one, were – had to be – handled only at the politico-military summit: with nothing, or hardly anything, put on paper. Directing heads of state, one or two essential ministers, chiefs of staff, and the necessary minimum of staff officers and executants would be the only people involved. One individual would be in charge of the whole project, and would be wholly absorbed by it. Only the intricacies of camouflage detail could be left to subordinates; even those would need occasional checking from the top. Some of the staff officers would know little, and some of the executants nothing, of what they were really doing. Deadly, permanent secrecy was the condition of success.


Imperatives of security therefore made it impossible for resisters to play much active part in deceptions, and difficult for them to play any part at all.


Passively, they were sometimes able to help. For instance, when Eisenhower and Alexander were clearing North Africa of Axis troops in the late spring of 1943, it became important to confuse the Germans about where the next blow in the Mediterranean would be struck. An elaborate deception scheme, of which the centrepiece was the washing up of a body carrying really secret letters on the coast of Spain, succeeded: the Germans anticipated landings in Sardinia and in southern Greece, and neglected to protect Sicily properly. Among other misguided troop movements, they sent the 1st Panzer Division from France to the Peloponnese: where it provided targets at least, as well as trouble, for Greek resistance.25





Later, in the autumn of the same year, it remained important to keep the Axis powers confused about Allied landing intentions. By this time the system of sending messages to parties of organised resisters through the BBC, to trigger off extra alertness or even sabotage activity, had reached such a degree of sophistication that the German security forces wasted much time in trying to decode the messages; and had captured some as well.26 A lot of warning messages were sent to SOE’s circuits in south-west France in early October; they were never followed by action messages, there was no real operation impending on the Biscay coast which action could have aided,27 and the warnings can be presumed to be part of some deception so grand that no other detail of it has become known.


MI5 meanwhile was busy with a deception so vast that it puts even the Abwehr’s achievement in the Netherlands28 into the shade: a great professional stroke, and one with important implications for resisters all Europe over. One of its branches, Bia, played back to Germany most of the clandestine transmitters the Germans dispatched to this country; in so deft a fashion that the German secret services never discovered – till it was too late, and Germany had lost the war for certain – that every one of the agents they believed to be operating for them in Great Britain was in fact working under British control.29


The operation called ‘Fortitude’ which the British and Americans mounted, to confuse and deceive the Germans about when and where their main assault on north-west Europe was taking place, was one of their most striking and least expensive victories. It was mounted partly with the help of the double-crossing agents; partly through camouflage; and partly through bogus wireless traffic, which simulated non-existent armies in Scotland and East Anglia. It mattered for resisters in several ways. Above all, it mattered because it hastened the end of the war. Less agreeably, for those on the spot, it sharpened German police awareness in the areas it threatened – Norway, Denmark, Belgium, France north of the river Somme – and made it even more dangerous to be an active resister in those areas than it had been already. In a small way, resisters in intelligence networks were able to help the work of ‘Fortitude’ along, by routine reports of German troop movements and other precautionary measures; these reports helped the deception staff’s – which had by now necessarily grown – to assess how far they were succeeding.


Reports from resisters, as well as those from other channels, were of course useful to deception planners in general, quite apart from ‘Fortitude’, for the same purpose of judging whether they were hitting the targets at which they aimed. A section of SOE, left behind in it when PWE split off, indulged in the spreading of ‘sibs’ – plausible anecdotes likely to lower enemy morale, or such catches for children to sing as:


Pas de feu, vive Pucheu!


Pas de pain, vive Pétain!


Sibs were devised by an inter-service committee and spread by those who could; as often as not, they were first tried out in club and canteen bars in London, before being exported. Resisters, quite unconscious of what was going on, could usefully report back results.30


Another way in which resisters could take part in deception lay in booby-trapping areas through which enemy troops were about to pass; as part of one of resistance’s main tasks, attacks on troops.31 SOE had an extensive camouflage section, which amused itself devising explosive cowpats and similar toys; these could be parachuted in to agents who needed to use them. Appropriately enough, the camouflage section was housed in one of the South Kensington museums that had provided entertainment for generations of schoolboys.32 As a matter of fact, a more efficient tyre-burster than a pile of plastic dung was a scaled-down version of the renaissance caltrop, a formidable obstacle to cavalry; scaled-down caltrops could also be supplied by SOE.


But we are getting away from deception. Not much is yet known about it, even after Masterman’s book; there is a great deal more waiting to be discovered.


To sum up, resistance provided some of the stage settings and a few walk-on parts; but the stars, and the directors, for the dramas of deception belonged elsewhere.


ESCAPE


The craft of escaping has an ancient and honourable history; it is no doubt older even than the craft of war. To authenticate it as a subject for scholarly attention, the case of an eminent escaper and still more eminent scholar may be cited: Hugo Grotius. During the troubles of the early seventeenth century he was imprisoned in the castle of Loevestein; whence his friends carried him away, on 22 March 1621, in a large case believed by his guards to contain books he had finished reading.33 Airey Neave’s Saturday at MI934 provides a recent instance of an informative and thoroughly scholarly treatment of a sizeable slice of our present subject; by someone who himself escaped from Saxony to England, and then held a responsible post in the British escape organisation.


The subject of escape from the Nazis is not yet quite ripe for full historical analysis; so far as it is treatable from the records at all. Not all the surviving archive material is yet available for research; and parts of this subject are still wrapped in some degree of security cover. In the British archives, the public record office so far contains one, only one, highly suggestive summary.35 The summary consists of a nominal roll of people in the armed forces of the ‘British crown who escaped from, or evaded, German capture in the near east in 1941–44. There were, in all, 2,807 of them – counting the wife of a British private who escaped from Crete with him in a caïque in November 1941. The first 534 names on the roll are missing; leaving a quotable first entry, about a yeomanry trooper, H. L. Addicott. He had been captured in Greece, when attached to 50 Commando, on 23 March 1941, and arrived in Turkey that October. ‘Method: Swam.’36 This in fact can only be an interim report, about the problems of escape in Hitler’s war; preparing the way for a full analysis someone can make later.
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