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Abstract:

A significant aspect of wartime discourse is the construction, definition and redefinition of in-group
and out-group identities which justify, rationalise and strengthen the support and unity behind a war
effort. The totalising “logic” of contemporary visions of twentieth century peoples’ wars, and the
horrific realities of such conflicts, facilitated the systematic demonisation, dehumanisation and
condemnation of entire peoples and nations. Recent scholarship, however, has emphasised the need
to account for unique contexts and political, cultural and moral choice when analysing enmity during
the Second World War. Such factors rendered the totalisation of enmity during the conflict, and its
concurrent “communitarisation” of identities, contextually contingent, conditional, and far from
inevitable, notwithstanding the irrevocable momentum of the enmity process in totalising peoples’

wars.

This thesis explores the logic of totalising enmity during the Second World War. It analyses Australian
public discourse and contemporary framing of the German enemy between 1939 and 1945. It focuses
on the dynamic of this logic by exploring the structures, forms and contested nature of various
“narratives of enmity” relating to the “German Question” in the Australian context. Reduced to its
core, the German Question summarises the polarising debates on the Allied home fronts as to whether
the German nation and people, through their national character, history, culture and aims, expressed
bellicose intent and complicity with the objectives, ideology and horrors of National Socialism and the
Nazi regime. These questions, this thesis posits, heavily influenced wartime enmification and
problematised Australian conceptions of the enemy, despite the unanimity of Australian support for
a perceived just, defensive, “good” war against Nazism. Qualitative analysis, largely focusing on
Australian print media — editorials, foreign correspondence cables, reports, the correspondence
columns, published speeches, cartoons and images across a variety of newspapers, magazines,
journals — and other published materials, reveals several ambiguous, contested and often

contradictory enmity narratives relating to the German people and nation.

This thesis demonstrates Australia’s complex response to the totalising logic of enmity. This thesis
proposes that totalising narratives of enmity encompassing the German people were far more
pronounced in Australian wartime discourse than previously accounted for in the historiography, and
grew exponentially as the war progressed. Widely held distinctions between the German people and
Nazism professed in the first months of the war evaporated as the war progressed in light of changing
wartime contexts. This process, however, remained contested between 1939 and 1945, even though
there was a widespread receptiveness to, and expression of, totalising enmity narratives by the end

of the conflict.



This thesis investigates the intersecting relationship between three major themes in Australian war
discourse — totalising enmity, narratives of enmity and the German Question — to further historical
understanding of Australian experiences and attitudes under the pressures of a totalising peoples’

war and situate these findings within the broader historiography of such conflicts.
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Introduction: The Totalising Logic of Enmity, Narratives
of Enmity and the “German Question” in Australian War
Discourse

Reading these plain narratives, | found myself becoming a sheer savage; |, a normally mild
and reasonable being, saw red....I forgot all the decent and kindly Germans | have known;
| forgot the millions of such persons in Germany to-day....I forgot that we had no quarrel
with the German people, but only with the vile gang in whose grip they held...| forgot all
the great things they have given to our common life...| hated Germany and all things
German with an intensity which would have done credit to a good Nazi thinking of
England.

Professor Walter Murdoch in his essay, “A Nightmare,” published in his wartime
memoir Steadfast.*

The precepts of total war demand that the enemy, each individual enemy, must be hated.
It is hard to hate men who look so wistful.

Citizen’s Forces’ Reserve T. Harold in “Prisoners’ Interlude,”
Australian Women’s Mirror, 4 May 1943, 13.

In the first half of the twentieth century, the totalising logic of contemporary visions of a peoples’ war
facilitated the systematic demonisation, dehumanisation and condemnation of entire populations and
nations. The Second World War was governed by the exigencies of industrialised warfare. Australia’s
wartime leaders attempted to encapsulate the national experience, expectations, and devastating
potential of a peoples’ war through various terminologies and definitions. The catch cries of “all-in”
and “unlimited war” under Prime Minister Robert Menzies, and evolving framework of “total war”
necessitating “total mobilisation” and a “total war effort” that became the slogan of his successor,
John Curtin, were all attempts to define, comprehend and harness the energy and power of a peoples’
war.2 Embedded in the totalising war efforts of their respective nations, every man, woman and child
was rendered a potential legitimate target of military violence. Mass mobilisation dominated national

experience of every belligerent involved in the conflict to varying extents and degrees.

! Walter Murdoch, Steadfast: A Commentary (Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1941), 126-31.

2 Exploring the contemporary visions of “total war” in Australia was the subject of the author’s Honours Thesis.
This thesis employed "ideal type" methodology to examine how “total war”, in its various guises, was articulated,
understood and implemented in Australia throughout the war. Trent Jay Duan, "This Is Total War: Re-Exploring
Australia's Second World War through the Lens of Total War" (Honours thesis, University of Melbourne, 2014).
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The context of a totalising peoples’ war invariably shaped Australian attitudes towards its enemies.
Walter Murdoch’s frank admission of succumbing temporarily to totalising enmity — the extension of
enmity to those “decent and kindly Germans” with which he had “no quarrel” — through the everyday
narratives he engaged with despite his well-known moral abhorrence for unadulterated enmity and
hate propaganda is evidence of a broader struggle within Australian public discourse. T. Harold’s
astute observations following a positive encounter with enemy Prisoners of War (POWs) raises
similarly interesting questions around how essentialising images of a culturally alien, dangerous, anti-
social enemy Other framed by enmity narratives could be severely questioned by countervailing
narratives — evidence, directly or indirectly, of the humanity of the ‘Other’. Reflecting on the idea of
hatred as a central precept of “total war”, Harold’s positive encounter appeared incompatible with
common conceptions of the totalising logic of a peoples’ war. This stipulated, in the Reservist's own
words, that “each individual enemy” — every man, woman and child — were worthy of unadulterated

enmity.3

To engage with these important ideas, this thesis focuses on the intersection and relationship between
three major themes in Australian war discourse — totalising enmity, narratives of enmity and the
“German Question” — to further develop our historical understanding of Australian experiences and

attitudes under the pressures of a totalising peoples’ war.

A Totalising Peoples” War and Totalising Enmity:

The Second World War engendered enmity on an arguably unprecedented scale, albeit far from
monolithic and universal between all belligerent societies. Several historians have treated this enmity
as an inevitable teleology of increasing hatred and callousness towards the enemy in the so-called
“age of total war” ending in the ideological and racial enmities of the Second World War.* However,
recent scholarship has placed emphasis on viewing enmity as a process or “logic” — the analysis of the
form, evolution and dynamism alongside the constraints and limitations on enmity in individual

belligerent nations.> While John Horne introduced the idea “totalising logic” as a means of analysing

3T. Harold, “Prisoners’ Interlude”, Australian Woman’s Mirror, 4 May 1943, 13.

4 Hugh Bicheno, "Total War," in The Oxford Companion to Military History, ed. Christopher Bellamy, et al. (New
York: OUP, 2001); Jeremy Black, The Age of Total War, 1860-1945 (Westport: Praeger Security International,
2006); Roger Chickering, "Total War: The Use and Abuse of a Concept," in Anticipating Total War: The German
and American Experiences, 1871-1914 ed. Manfred F. Boemeke, Stig Forster, and Roger Chickering (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1999); Roger Chickering, Stig Forster, and Bernd Greiner, A World at Total War:
Global Conflict and the Politics of Destruction, 1937-1945 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005).; Talbot
Imlay, "Total War," Journal of Strategic Studies 30, no. 3 (2007).

5 John Horne, State, Society, and Mobilization in Europe During the First World War, Studies in the Social and
Cultural History of Modern Warfare (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); "A Total War? The French
Experience of the First World War," (Trinity College, Dublin: Society for French Historical Studies, 2014).; "Civilian
Populations and Wartime Violence: Towards an Historical Analysis," International Social Science Journal 54, no.
174 (2002).



the First World War, scholars such as Pierre Purseigle have successfully applied this concept to the
Second World War. The totalising logic of the latter war, Purseigle argues, blurred lines between
combatant and non-combatant, home front and military front, and facilitated a climate where national

|II

enemies could rightly be considered to threaten national “culture, identity and way of life.”® The era

of mass industrial, totalising warfare resulted in a reconstitution of normative framings of the enemy.

The ascendancy of this approach in the historiography is evident in the third volume of the Cambridge
History of the Second World War: Total War: Economy, Society and Culture, published in 2015. This
multifaceted analysis of the Second World War examined the “totalising” nature of a “peoples’ war”
—a conflict it usefully described as “with, for and against peoples”.” Three totalising dimensions of the
war were investigated: firstly, the all-encompassing mobilisation of society, economy and culture;
secondly, the overarching socialisation of death and violence; and thirdly, the subject of this thesis,
the totalising nature of enmity. Enmity, an historically contingent process and act of constructing the
enemy as an object, entity or Other,® acquired the potential to extend beyond the immediacy of the
battlefront in ways unseen in previous conflicts. Novel strategies aimed at the complete destruction
of the enemy’s social, economic and cultural forces driving national war efforts (which had been
theorised, developed and tentatively employed throughout the inter-war period) encouraged the
totalising enmification of entire peoples irrespective of individual and group actions, circumstances,
experience, and objectives.’ However, this scholarship stresses that the totalisation of enmity and its
concurrent “communitarisation of identities” remained contextually contingent, conditional, and far
from inevitable notwithstanding the rapid momentum and “logic” of the enmity process.’® The
volume’s findings promoted more research to account for the unique circumstantial contexts and
political, cultural and moral choice of individual belligerents regarding enmification in correlation with

broader alliance networks and transnational dialogues. Michael Geyer and Adam Tooze, the volume’s

& Pierre Purseigle, "Home Fronts: The Mobilization of Resources for Total War," in The Cambridge History of War,
ed. Roger Chickering, Dennis Showalter, and Hans van de Ven (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012),
258-60, 62.

7 Michael Geyer and Adam Tooze, Total War: Economy, Society and Culture, vol. 3, The Cambridge History of the
Second World War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 4. This thesis employs the term peoples’ war
over the more commonly used people’s war in the historiography because it more aptly captures Geyer and
Tooze's notion of war “with, for and against peoples”. Select usage of the latter term either correlates to the
contemporary use of the term, or its employment by another scholar.

8 Horne, "A Total War? The French Experience of the First World War."

9 Geyer and Tooze, 3, 9.

101bid., 9-10. Although the term used within this thesis, the somewhat clunky “communitarisation of identities”
utilised by Geyer and Tooze is perhaps better explained through terms such as the “homogenisation” or
“essentialisation” of identities. Rieber and Kelly’s use of “particularisation”, a focus on ideology or actions to
mobilise societies for war in which they use the example of “Fascism”, while useful, does not capture the process
of embroiling entire peoples, nations and cultures into enmity narratives. R. W. Rieber and Robert J. Kelly,
"Substance and Shadow: Images of the Enemy," in The Psychology of War and Peace: The Image of the Enemy,
ed. R. W. Rieber (New York: Plenum Press, 1991), 7, 14, 29.

3



editors, summarised that the various aspects of totalisation must be sensitive to the “moral
economies” of belligerent nations — those institutional, political, cultural, social and moral formations
within a society which provoke debate of the moral efficacy of wartime actions.!! The editors called
for more research that not only looks at why and how totalising enmity flourished but equally

examines the limitations on this process.

A significant aspect of wartime discourse is the construction, definition and redefinition of in-group
and out-group identities which justify, rationalise, and strengthen support and unity for a war effort.2

This thesis rests on the premise, summarised perfectly by the Cambridge study, that the:

totalitarian impetus [of the Second World War] was in need of justification, and nowhere was this
production of rationalisations more evident than in the treatment of...mortal enemies...Existential

enemies did not simply exist...they were actively produced.’3

For a democratic nation like Australia, eroding peacetime inhibitions regarding appropriate, moral and
just actions and attitudes during periods of conflict necessitated the construction of demonised
enemies to engender the will to fight, accept war aims and persuade citizens to bear the sacrifices
demanded by a peoples’ war. Enmity was simultaneously mobilizational, motivational and
justificatory. Linking to what Hobsbawm labelled the “Barbarisation” of the world wars,'* narratives
of enmity were constructed to garner consent and support of the wartime communities and justify
transgressions of previously accepted moral, political and ideological norms. Presenting and
maintaining a simplified “good” war narrative was a key strategy for the Allied nations. Scholars such
as Richard Overy have shown that the capacity of Allied leaders of public opinion to formulate and sell
a “good” war narrative, despite neither side possessing an entirely unblemished war record, gave their

populations a moral edge over the Axis powers.?

11 Geyer and Tooze, 3, 417.

12 see Adam Hodges, “War Discourse”, in "The International Encyclopedia of Language and Social Interaction,"
Wiley Online, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9781118611463.; Sam Keen, Faces of the
Enemy: Reflections of the Hostile Imagination (San Francisco: Harper, 1991), 16-18.; Rodney Barker, Making
Enemies (Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 1, 13-15.

13 Geyer and Tooze, 3, 418.; Barker, IX, 161.

1 Eric Hobsbawm, "Barbarism: A User's Guide," New Left Review, no. 206 (1994).

15 Richard James Overy, Why the Allies Won (London: Pimlico, 2006), 352-57.; James J Weingartner, "Americans,
Germans, and War Crimes: Converging Narratives from 'the Good War'," The Journal of American History
(March, 2008). Here | am referring to the contemporary narrative capacity and potential of a “good” war
narrative, a retrospective term applied here to capture the nuances of this Allied narrative outlined by Overy.
For recent analysis of these issues, the moral, ethical and legal aspects of the conflict, and the necessary
qualifications regarding the historical pitfalls of moral relevancy in terms of wartime actions and culpability, see:
Michael Bess, Choices under Fire: Moral Dimensions of World War Il (New York: Vintage Books, 2008); Michael
Bess et al., "Moral Dimensions of World War Il: A Forum," Historically Speaking (March/April, 2008); A. C.
Grayling, Among the Dead Cities: Is the Targeting of Civilians in War Ever Justified? (London: Bloomsbury
Publishing, 2007).



As the populations of belligerent nations in the Second World War were rhetorically and physically
converted into resources of the wartime state, entire societies were increasingly rendered complicit
in the actions of their leaders and military forces. Consequently, home front populations acquired an
increased stake and investment in public discussion.'® As Lynette Finch proposes, it was the specific
environment of “people’s wars and total civilian enlistment” that provided the key social, cultural,
ideological and political conditions of popular involvement in the national project of war.
Notwithstanding the expectations and responsibilities of citizenship, Australians had to be convinced
of the worthiness and stakes of renewed conflict to instil sacrifice and ideological commitment to
another war.'” Wartime leaders recognised that the attitudes and perceptions of civilian populations
were an essential aspect of modern warfare, captured under the vague but contemporarily significant
term “morale”.2® The Australian wartime population, Finch argues, “knew the codes, understood the
civil contract [and] accepted that national warfare was their business” after being conditioned by
increasingly sophisticated propaganda and the modern mass media who played a significant role in
fostering a paradigm shift in democratic nations where citizens accepted “ownership of warfare”.?®
Concurrently, as civilian populations were conditioned to directly and indirectly participate in
totalising violence as both subjects and objects, suffer the devastation and sacrifices imposed by
twentieth century warfare, and accept and condone an equivalent direction of military violence
against their civilian counterparts on the opposing side, a suitably coherent set of images, stories and
narratives was needed.?® As Rieber and Kelly aptly note, “defining an image of the ‘enemy’ on a mass

scale [was] a psychological prerequisite” of the immediate pre-nuclear era of “total” warfare.?!

Building on the framework of a totalising “peoples’ war”, the extension of enmity to entire
populations, and the prerequisites of a “good” war, this thesis is a response to the recent appeal for
analysis of totalising enmity beyond the major powers to those relegated to the footnotes of dominant
international histories of “peoples” wars”. It focuses on this dynamic by exploring the contested
narratives of enmity relating to the German people in Australian public discourse. It tasks itself with

analysing the extent to which Australian home front narratives of enmity regarding Germany,

16 Michael Howard, "Total War in the Twentieth Century: Participation and Consensus in the Second World War,"
ed. Brian Bond and lan Roy, War and Society Volume 1: A Yearbook of Military History (Florence: Taylor and
Francis, 2015).

17 Lynette Finch, Dark Angel: Propaganda in Modern Warfare (Melbourne: Melbourne Publishing Group, 2006),
63; Kate Darian-Smith, "War and Australian Society," in Australia's War, 1939-45, ed. Joan Beaumont (St.
Leonards: Allen & Unwin, 1996), 55.; Susan L. Carruthers, The Media at War, 2nd ed. (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2011), 7.

8 Finch, 112-13.

¥ 1bid., X1, 36, 69, 73, 76, 118, 94-5.

20 Geyer and Tooze, 3, 7.

21 Rieber and Kelly, 4.



perpetuated through various sources in public discourse, as well as the discourse surrounding those

narratives, reflect the logic of totalising enmity on the Australian home front.

IH

Beyond Official Propaganda and the “Yellow Peril”: Why Germany?
The decision to focus on Germany facilitates a more complex discussion of the contested nature of
totalising enmity. A more definitionally challenging enemy than Japan — a comparatively

722 — and the often-

straightforward, coherent and widely accepted racialized Oriental “Other
dismissive, ridiculing tone facing Fascist Italy,”® the question of Nazi Germany was far more
problematic and challenging for Australian propagandists and commentators and varied in popular
perception.?* The positive imagery of a past Germany, deriving in part from Germany’s technological,
scientific, intellectual and cultural heritage and a shared racial, ethnic, historical and religious
background particular to Anglo-American identity, has been well noted by scholars.? In exploring the
relationship between narratives of enmity and the totalising logic of a peoples’ war in the Australian
context, this thesis necessarily analyses the content, nature and shape of home front narratives of
enmity relating to Germany, as well as the themes, tropes, archetypes, stereotypes and typecasts that
perpetuated them. What were the sources and contexts of wartime enmity, domestically and from
overseas, and how were these presented to Australian audiences? While the transnational,
multifaceted nature of enmity in a global war in which Australia was a junior partner needs to be taken
into account, analysis of enmity in a totalising peoples’ war must remain sensitive to Australia’s own
unique experience of war rooted in factors such as Australian cultural, political and societal norms,

history and physical, geographical and psychological distance from the war.

Although there is a sound comparative literature on Second World War propaganda,?® Finch’s

excellent research on the operation of propaganda in modern warfare, Dark Angel, is perhaps the

22 John W. Dower, War without Mercy: Race and Power in the Pacific War (New York: Pantheon Books, 1986);
Finch; David Walker, Anxious Nation: Australia and the Rise of Asia, 1850-1939, 2nd ed. (New Delhi: SSS
Publications, 2009).

BMargaret Kertesz, "The Enemy: British Images of the German People During the Second World War" (PhD
thesis, University of Sussex, 1992), 5.

24 paul Fussell, Wartime: Understanding and Behaviour in the Second World War (Oxford: OUP, 1989), 120.;
Jurgen Tampke, The Germans in Australia: The Story of the Continent's German Speaking Communities
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 136.; Michaela Hoenicke Moore, Know Your Enemy: The
American Debate on Nazism, 1933-1945, Publications of the German Historical Institute (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2010), 344.

2 Finch, 377; Fussell, 120-21; Hoenicke Moore, 5, 146-7; Kertesz, 5, 222.

26 Michael Balfour, Propaganda in War 1939-1945: Organizations, Policies and Public in Britain and Germany
(London: Routledge, 1979); Lynette Finch, "Psychological Propaganda: The War of Ideas on Ideas During the First
Half of the Twentieth Century," Armed Forces & Society 26, no. 3 (Spring, 2000); Garth Jowett and Victoria
O'Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion (London: Sage, 1999); Anthony Pratkanis and Elliot Aronson, Age of
Propaganda (New York: W.H. Freeman and Company, 1992); Peter Stanley, What Did You Do in the War Daddy?:
A Visual History of Propaganda Posters (Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1983); Marja Vuorinen, Enemy
Images in War Propaganda (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars, 2012); David Welch, Know Your Enemy:
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closest attempt to touch on the relationship between the totalising logic of the war (employing the
more standardised framework of “total war”) and the enmity narratives (an overt focus on
“propaganda”) within the Australian context.?’ However, like many Australian-centric studies of
propaganda in the Second World War,?® Finch’s work privileges official Australian and Allied
propaganda campaigns and the particular function of opinion management and censorship.? Such an
approach fails to capture the nuances of enemy representation and the perpetuation of enmity
through other meaningful avenues of public discourse running in parallel to officially sanctioned
campaigns. Advances in the wider study of wartime propaganda are also important here. As Emily
Robertson aptly summarises, the contextualisation of propaganda with broader historical events and
belief systems has been an essential step forward in the field, allowing scholars to see past the
manipulative aspects of propaganda to see it “as an extension of various values and moral convictions”
regarding wartime conduct.?® This is particularly important in analysing belief systems surrounding the
permissibility of totalising violence, a matter discussed later in this thesis. Moreover, Kay Saunders’
article on Australian propaganda, public policy and the media aptly covers official anti-German
propaganda activities and argues that this form of anti-German propaganda “never totally
dehumanised” the German enemy.3! While true for the Australian Department of Information’s (DOI)
propaganda efforts, Saunders’ work requires further clarification regarding the broader enmity
narratives, particularly in the Australian media. This thesis is thus a necessary corrective to the

privileged position given to official propaganda in Australian historiography.

Deriving from scholarly focus on official campaigns, disproportionate, albeit understandable,
emphasis has also been placed on Australian representations of Japan. The largely negative response

to the DOI’s controversial and multifaceted “Know Your Enemy” campaign between March-April 1942

Images of the Enemy in Propaganda in the Twentieth Century, podcast audio, Why War, accessed 06/06/2017,
2014, http://podcast.freud.org.uk/e/know-your-enemy-images-of-the-enemy-in-propaganda-in-the-twentieth-
century-david-welch/; Philip M. Taylor, Munitions of the Mind: A History of Propaganda from the Ancient World
to the Present Era, 3rd. ed. (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003); Donald W. Shriver, An Ethic for
Enemies: Forgiveness in Politics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995).

27 Lynette Finch, "Knowing the Enemy: Australian Psychological Warfare and the Business of Influencing Minds
in the Second World War," War & Society 16, no. 2 (1998); "Psychological Propaganda: The War of Ideas on Ideas
During the First Half of the Twentieth Century."; Dark Angel: Propaganda in Modern Warfare. For an in-depth
analysis of propaganda, see Jowett and O'Donnell.

28 Kay Saunders, "An Instrument of Strategy": Propaganda, Public Policy and the Media in Australia During the
Second World War," War & Society 15, no. 2 (1997).

2 Finch, Dark Angel: Propaganda in Modern Warfare; Jowett and O'Donnell; Pratkanis and Aronson; Stanley;
David Welch, Propaganda, Power and Persuasion: From World War | to Wikileaks (London: IB Tauris, 2014);
Know Your Enemy: Images of the Enemy in Propaganda in the Twentieth Century.

30 Emily Robertson, "Propaganda and ‘Manufactured Hatred’: A Reappraisal of the Ethics of First World War
British and Australian Atrocity Propaganda," Public Relations Inquiry 3, no. 2 (2014): 262.

31 Saunders, 81-2.



has dominated understanding of enmity within the Australian historiography.3? The heavy criticism of
the DOI from within the press and the vast letters to the editor and Labor Senator William Ashley’s
office have been conceptualised by historians as a strong unreceptiveness to hate propaganda,
racialism and essentialising narratives of enmity which threatened Australia’s moral superiority and
principles of civilisation, liberty and pluralism (however narrowly understood in the context of “White
Australia”) — in other words, Australia’s “good” war narrative.>® The common usage of limited public
polling results demonstrating that 54 per cent of respondents questioned the logic, rationale and
results of the hate broadcasts to argue a widespread aversion to hatred in Australia generally fails to
emphasise the remaining 46 per cent who supported or were ambivalent, non-committal or
indifferent about the totalising nature of the campaign.3* Such evidence certainly supports the theory
of the contested nature of totalising enmity in Australian wartime society posited within this thesis,
yet more research into Australian responses to the other belligerent powers is needed to capture the

nuances in enmity formation within Australian society.

In terms of temporality, a disproportionate focus on Japan and the DOI’s propaganda campaign has
also narrowed scholarly analysis to Australia’s crisis year, 1942, at the expense of the equally
important preceding years before Japan was in open hostility with Australia and the final stages of the
conflict. Saunders’ emphasis on the DOI’s tendency to recycle British Ministry of Information (MOI)
materials preceding an “Australianisation” of propaganda after 1942 does seem to unintentionally
decrease the significance of Australian representations of the enemy before the Pacific War.?®
Admittedly, Australian vulnerability to racial panics, geographical isolation and invasion scares
rendered Japanese expansionism —the “Yellow Peril” — an ever-present threat, even in the absence of
a declared state of war.%® But to claim that Japan was the central enemy during this period would be
misleading. The focus of several chapters within this thesis on the period 1939 to 1941, when Nazi
Germany remained Australia’s most threatening enemy, attempts to remedy a generally narrow focus

— both in terms of temporality and type of enemy — on enmification in the Pacific War context.

The “German Question”

Analysis of how contemporary debates — popular, intellectual, elite and official — on the so-called

“German Question” coalesced in public wartime discourse through the media, is a useful point of

32 Lynette Finch, "Knowing the Enemy: Australian Psychological Warfare and the Business of Influencing Minds
in the Second World War," ibid.16 (1998); "Psychological Propaganda: The War of Ideas on Ideas During the First
Half of the Twentieth Century."; Dark Angel: Propaganda in Modern Warfare; Saunders.

33 Finch, Dark Angel: Propaganda in Modern Warfare, 165-7, 78.

34 Ibid., 167.

35 Saunders, 81-2, 89.

36 pavid Walker, Anxious Nation: Australia and the Rise of Asia 1850-1939 (New Dehli: SSS Publications, 2009).
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departure for this study. The German Question incorporates the historically, politically, economically,
culturally and morally contested ideas regarding the supposed innate aggressiveness and bellicosity
of German people; the German mentality and national character; the use of German history and
historical thought to present Nazism as an “outcome” or “aberration”; and, importantly, German
complicity and relationship with Nazism in discussions of an “Other” Germany, both within Germany,
the exile/émigré community and established migrant communities.?” Put simply, the German
Question, both as a term of contemporary significance and a conceptual framework, encompasses the

key frames of reference through which Australian commentators attempted to explain Nazi Germany.

Regarding this thesis’ objectives in analysing totalising enmity, a key research question asks to what
extent wartime hatred extended from Germany’s national leaders and ideology to the German
population itself — the extension of enmity to peoples, culture and ways of life. Richard Overy
epitomizes scholarly consensus that a general and fluctuating distinction between Hitler/Nazism and
the German people remained to varying extents throughout the war in Allied discourse and,
importantly, was constructed differently across the various belligerent states.® The German Question
and the problem of “with whom are we at war” was clearly influential and potent enough for wily
contemporary observers such as the Melbourne Advocate’s Francis Davitt to produce this humorous

hypothetical exchange between Mrs. Bloggs and Moggs in January 1940 [Image 1].%°

WAR TIME
Mrs. Bloggs: “I'm not agen the Ger-

man people.”

Mrs. Moggs: “No; well, who are you
agen?”

Mrs. Bloggs: “I'm agen the Nasty
Party."

Image 1.

37 Hoenicke Moore; Kertesz.
38 Overy, 353.
39 Francis Davitt, “Passing Shots: War Time,” Advocate, 4 January 1940, 10.
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Australian Scholarship and the “German Question”

Despite the existence of several excellent works, the scope of research relating to Australian attitudes
towards Germany during the Second World War has been far more limited in comparison to the in-
depth studies of popular and official anti-Germanism during the First World War.*® The Australian
historiography regarding the former has tended towards reductionism and requires greater
qualification. Johannes H. Voigt’s sustained analysis of the breakdown of the hitherto amicable Anglo-
German relationship in Australia (a disjuncture contingent on Australia’s distance and the context of
distrust and suspicion engendered by a climate of war which destroyed former distinctions between
various “types” of Germans) and its consequences, both during the war and throughout the inter-war
period (the normalisation of relations, the developments of Deutschtumpolitik and the Nazi-era), are

matched by a seeming disregard for attitudes during the Second World War.*

The most widely-utilised justification for this is the relative lack of anti-German actions against the
German community on the home front — that “not every person speaking German or German-
Australian was an object of suspicion” as they had been between 1914 and 1918.*? This can be
attributed to the narrow focus on attitudes towards and the treatment of the Australian-German
community as a means of evaluating anti-German sentiment more broadly. While this thesis certainly
supports and aligns with the contention that specifically anti-German policies and actions were far
more measured and less widespread in the Second World War than its predecessor, this framework
has somewhat clouded analysis of shifting, complex attitudes towards the German people ut totum.
Scholars such as Jargen Tampke argue that the re-emergence of indiscriminate internment and
pressures on the German community in the Second World War did not equate to a similar scale of
severity and hardship. The Australian-German community, he posits, was “hardly affected” by
wartime policies because of the level of integration in Australian society.*® Tampke and Voigt both
conceptualise a lack of enmity resulting from Australia’s Pacific orientation, the immediacy of the

Japanese threat, and prompt normalisation of Australian-German relations through Cold War power

40 See: Gerhard Fischer, Enemy Aliens: Internment and the Homefront Experience in Australia, 1914-1920 (St.
Lucia: University of Queensland Press, 1989); "Immigration, Integration, Disintegration," Griffith Review, no. 48
(April, 2015). https://www.griffithreview.com/articles/immigration-integration-disintegration/ (Accessed
19/04/2018).

41 Johannes Voigt, Australia-German Relations: Two Hundred Years of Contacts, Relations, and Connections
(Bonn: Inter Nationes Bonn, 1987), 82, 102, 08.

42 |bid., 121.

3 Jirgen Tampke and Colin Doxford, Australia, Wilkommen: A History of the Germans in Australia (Kensington:
New South Wales University Press, 1990), 236-9.
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politics, adding that Australian military engagement against Germany in the “gentleman’s theatre”

(the Mediterranean and North Africa) also decreased the potential for totalising enmity.*

lan Harmstorf provides a similar evaluation focused on the experiences of Australia’s most active and
developed bastion of the Australian-German community, South Australia.*® In his overall excellent
analysis of the wartime experiences of the Australian-German community, Harmstorf argues along the
lines of Voigt and Tampke that the Second World War did not produce a corresponding level of hatred
nor the scale of injustices and collective trauma of the previous war. More importantly, Harmstorf
significantly asserts that a “definite distinction was made between Germans and Nazis” throughout
the war.* Such a distinction, he argues, was evident in the media and other platforms of public
discourse. As a major aspect of the German Question and the process of totalising enmity, this thesis
contends that the commonly proffered assumptions reflected in Harmstorf’s statement require more
qualification. It is likewise necessary to research beyond the confines of South Australian context and
the overt focus on a single, albeit representative, media source (the Adelaide Advertiser). The idea of
a “definitive” distinction between Germans and Nazis, and the assumption that enmity was not
extended to the German people in any meaningful way, is untenable in light of the multiple sources
analysed within this thesis. Paradoxically, in light of the capacity for “enemy aliens” to foment fifth
column hysteria, the empirical evidence of “good” Germans on the home front was something which
needed to be reconciled with narratives of enmity for those attempting to promote totalising enmity
and undermine the popular distinction.*” Mirroring a greater problem in the historiography, Harmstorf
does not seriously account for or analyse the often acrimonious debates that occurred over such a

distinction and its consequences in Australian war discourse.

4 Tampke, 136. Similar findings are also supported in Mark Johnston’s excellent book on Australian servicemen’s
views of their German, Italian and Japanese enemies. Mark Johnston, Fighting the Enemy: Australian Soldiers
and Their Adversaries in World War Il (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 3-6. This latter argument,
while important, does not account for the Australian involvement outside of this theatre, notably in the strategic
bombing campaigns (see Chapter Six).

4 |an Harmstorf and Michael J Cigler, The Germans in Australia (Melbourne: AE Press, 1985).

46 lan Harmstorf, ‘World War II: South Australia’s Germans’.; ‘1838—1990: The Issue Of Loyalty — South
Australian Germans’ (accessed 16/07/2018). Emphasis mine. These articles are drawn from a collection compiled
on the website of the German Club and the South Australian German Association. Unfortunately, after a recent
restructuring of this website, these resources have subsequently been removed in the process of writing this
thesis. Analysis has been undertaken from a copy within the author’s possession. The former is drawn from
Harmstorf’s 1988 article on the same theme: lan Harmstorf, "South Australia’s Germans in World War,"
Historical Society of South Australia, no. 16 (1988). The latter is derived from a conference paper. "The Trouble
with Patriotism. The Issue of Loyalty: South Australian Germans 1838 —1900," in The Third Biennial Conference
of the Australian Association of von Humboldt Fellows (Flinders University, Adelaide1980). An archived version
of the collection with article titles has recently been republished at: Harmstorf, “Germany History in South
Australia,” The German Club, (accessed 20/02/2021), https://thegermanclub.com.au/about/german-history-sa/
47 Hoenicke Moore, for instance, notes that the position of American-Germans acted to temper enmity and
reinforce the distinction. Hoenicke Moore, 148.
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The issues of indiscriminate internment on the Australian-German community and the function and
consequences of anti-Alien legislation resulting from National Security (Aliens Control) Regulations
will not be discussed here given the excellent coverage by Australian scholars.*® David Henderson
importantly takes issue with the collective “homogenising myths” and historical meta-narratives
deriving from the ideological and moral dichotomy between “good” democracy and evil, tyrannous
fascism in which the thorny issues of internment and treatment of enemy aliens does not fit.** This is
evidence of a growing sensitivity in Australian scholarship to the fact that the “moral culture of war
[did] not end with the totalitarian states”, a theme central to Geyer and Tooze’s framings of a peoples’
war. The need to analyse the less flattering aspects of the Australian war effort is slowly emerging in

Australian historiography. The current study, in part, aims to further this objective.

Anglo-American Scholarship on the “German Question”:

The current exploration of totalising enmity, narratives of enmity and the German Question in the
Australian context borrows from a strong international body of work studying Anglo-American
attitudes towards Germany during the Second World War.>® One key example is the overarching
influence of the “Vansittartism” controversy, which had produced its own niche historiography.°?
Contextually, these works also are useful in designating similar points of contention and developments
to analyse in the Australian context. They also point to important contextual differences between

Allied partners and vindicate a focus on Australia.>? Despite the focus of this thesis on Australian views

¢ David Henderson, Nazis in Our Midst: German Australians, Internment and the Second World War (North
Melbourne: Australian Scholarly Publishing, 2016). For scholarship on this issue, see: Paul Hasluck, The
Government and the People, 1939-1941, Australia in the War of 1939-1945 (Canberra: Australian War Memorial,
1956). See Appendix 4: The Wartime Treatment of Aliens. Hasluck briefly covers the details of National Security
(Aliens Control) Regulations, but more detailed analysis has emerged in recent years. Joan Beaumont, Iima
Martinuzzi O'Brien, and Mathew Trinca, Under Suspicion: Citizenship and Internment in Australia During the
Second World War (Canberra: National Museum of Australia Press, 2008); Margaret Bevege, Behind Barbed
Wire: Internment in Australia During World War Two (St. Lucia: University of Queensland Press, 1993); Kay
Saunders, "Down on the Farm: Italian POWSs in Australia 1941-47," Journal of Australian Studies, no. 46 (1995);
Klaus Neumann, In the Interest of National Security: Civilian Internment in Australia During World War I
(Canberra: National Archives of Australia, 2006); Ilma Martinuzzi O'Brien, "Citizenship, Rights and Emergency
Powers in Second World War Australia," Australian Journal of Politics and History, no. 2 (2007); Barbara Winter,
"The Impact of National Socialism on German Nationals in Australia and New Guinea 1932-1947" (PhD Thesis,
The University of Queensland, 2006).

4 Henderson, XIV.

%0 Jan Riiger, "Revisiting the Anglo-German Antagonism," The Journal of Modern History 83, no. 3 (September,
2011): 588.

51 See Chapter Nine of Hoenicke Moore.; Hans Rudolf Vaget, "Vansittartism Revisited: Thomas Mann, Bertolt
Brecht, and the Threat of World War (the Ida Herz Lecture)," Publications of the English Goethe Society 82, no.
1 (March, 2013): 29.; John Ramsden, Don't Mention the War: The British and the Germans since 1890 (London:
Abacus, 2006), 184-200.

52 For instance, Hoenicke Moore’s emphasis on American isolationist/interventionist debates are less relevant
in Australia where almost unanimous support for Australian involvement was displayed through an absence of
effective and organised anti-war/isolationist voices after war was declared. John Robertson, Australia at War
1939-1945 (Melbourne: Heinemann, 1981), 9. Australian representations of Germany were not impeded by
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of Germany, analysis remains sensitive to the transnational nature of enmity narratives and the
powerful influence of British and American narratives on local ideas and content given Australian

junior coalition role. This work also affords the opportunity for comparison where applicable.

Although a broad range of works have influenced this study, two major contributions to the
historiography are worthy of note here. Firstly, this thesis has borrowed from the theoretically driven
discussion of American “explanatory models” and narratives of enmity regarding National Socialist
Germany by American historian of international relations Michaela Hoenicke Moore.>® Despite her
overt focus on the political and intellectual context in which attitudes were formed, Hoenicke Moore’s
approach to the “genesis, transmission, appropriation and political relevance of American views of
Nazi Germany” has clear ramifications for research into public discourse and enmity.>* Hoenicke
Moore provides an apt summary of the “unresolved ambiguity” delineating American opinion on the
German question across three layers of analysis: popular culture and opinion, elite discourse and
governmental debates. Her analysis of a fundamental lack of unanimity on both the “nature of the
enemy” and “what to do with Germany” reflects a similar lack of clarity, coherence and focus that
defines the Australian enmity narratives discussed within this thesis. Equally, her research reinforces
the inefficaciousness of outdated and reductive conventional dichotomies such as “hard” and “soft”
peace and absolute definitions of the enemy population that ignore the more porous spectrum of

broad-ranging attitudes.>

Secondly, and perhaps more prominently given Australia’s position within the British Empire,
Margaret Kertesz’s doctoral thesis has been invaluable for its keen insights into the British
“redefinition of the enemy” over the course of the war — the shift from a more limited and coherent
focus on Nazism to a far less definable image encompassing the German populace in its entirety,
placed outside the realms of Christianity, culture, civilisation and humanity.>® Stressing the importance
on the Self/Other binary in enemy narratives (what will be discussed in this thesis as “in-groups” and
“out-groups”), Kertesz argued through analysis of various narrative “slices” (key points in the British
war effort) that public opinion became increasingly hostile to the German people as the war continued
yet remained privately contested despite high levels of public conformity. Importantly, Kertesz also
alludes to the importance of recognising that the extreme conditions of the Second World War, a

context which promoted deindividuation and produced conditions where the “instinctive reaction

ambiguity about its involvement in the war being fought, but rather what that war was against and Australia’s
war aims.

3 Hoenicke Moore.

5 Ibid., 12.

55 Ibid., 12, 179, 91-92.

56 Kertesz, summary, 6.
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[was] total enmity”.>’ Kertesz’s conceptualisation of “contestation” and “challenge” to dominant
enmity narratives, and her conclusions about indefinability and “shifting range of images” throughout
wartime Britain, form important reference points for a study of Australian enmity narratives given the

close wartime relationship, influence and transference of ideas between Motherland and Dominion.%®

The “German Question”: The Key Points of Analysis and Contention
A close examination of the Australian and Anglo-American historiography reveals several key central
points of contention which, as will be posited, influenced the construction of wartime enmity

narratives and understanding of Nazi Germany in Australia.>® These include:

1) Whether a definite distinction could or should be made between the German
people on one hand, and Hitler and the National Socialist regime on the other, in

the context of a totalising peoples’ war.®®

2) The historical framing of “two Germanys” predicated on the existence of an “other”
or “good” Germany.®! Contemporary definitions of a “good” Germany differed
depending on the individual or group utilizing it and, just like the expression of

enmity, often served specific political or ideological agendas.

3) The continued impact of a positive pre-war image of Germany engendering
Deutschesschwédrmes (an “enthusiasm for Germany”),%? personified by long
standing individual and collective historical memory of German Gemutlichkeit
(cheer, warmth and friendliness). This was also evident in related disagreement
regarding the contemporary relevance, influence, and role of Germany’s cultural,

scientific and artistic contributions to shared European heritage and legacy.®

4) The idea of innate or contingent German national character, mentality and

Deutschtum (“Germanness”), generally reflected in stereotypical traits of

57 Ibid., 3.; J. G Gray, The Warriors: Reflections on Men in Battle (New York: Harper & Row, 1967).

8 Kertesz, 216.

59 Most studies point to several, if not all, of these facets in their research of Anglo-German relations and wartime
enmity. Kertesz and Hoenicke Moore exemplify this, touching on every point in some way. Footnotes on each
reference suggest an indicative source or two.

60 Kertesz.; Hoenicke Moore.

61 Magnus Brechtken, "Personality, Image and Perception: Patterns and Problems of Anglo-German Relations in
the 19th and 20th Centuries," in An Anglo-German Dialogue: The Munich Lectures on the History of International
Relations, ed. Adolf M. Birke, Magnus Brechtken, and Alaric Searle, Prinz-Albert-Studien (Minchen: K. G. Saur,
2000), 28.

52 David S. Bird, Nazi Dreamtime: Australian Enthusiasts for Hitler's Germany (North Melbourne: Australian
Scholarly Publishing, 2012), 23.

63 Brechtken, 28, 167.; Samantha Owens, "'Won't Sing in German': Responses to German Music in War-Time
New Zealand," Crescendo, no. 95 (2014).; Voigt, 59-60.
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bellicosity, aggressiveness, envy, self-pity, cruelty, sentimentality and lust for global

domination and power.%*

5) Disagreement over the German people’s collective complicity with, and
responsibility for, Nazism and its crimes.®®> This was most evident in varying
conceptions of German “victimhood” — whether the German population were
victims, passive adherents, benefactors of, or active participants in National
Socialism. Inter-war discourse surrounding German “grievances” — generally
emerging amongst Liberals and the Leftists concerned by Germany’s treatment

after the First World War, was a clear example of these debates.5®

6) Whether Hitler and Nazism were “aberrations” or “outcomes” of Germany’s
political development, history and culture. This rested on varying and conflicting
interpretations about the thesis of historical continuity and the mobilization of
historical exemplars to postulate German particularism in European history. This
popular application of the Sonderweg thesis (a term designating a particularistic
reading of German historical and political development rooted in Germany’s own
self-professed exceptionalism) competed with a more “universalist” lens which
invariably invited greater self-reflection and recognition of the universal

implications of Fascism, Nazism, militarism, and totalitarianism.®”

7) Whether the German people were permissible, even worthy targets of totalizing
violence in the context of previously immutable boundaries between the

combatant and non-combatant realms.5®

8) Discussions of the post-war treatment of Germany and its reintegration into post-
war Europe and the world. Debate over the extent of German redeemability was
matched by diverging opinions on how to balance the dual imperatives of
rehabilitation, re-education and reintegration on one hand, and international

security against future aggression, justice and (for some) punishment on the other

64 Overy, 355-6.; Ramsden, 180.

5 Hoenicke Moore; Kertesz.

66 Overy, 355-6.

57 Hoenicke Moore, 37.

58 Alex J. Bellamy, "Terror Bombing in the Second World War," Massacres and Morality: Mass Atrocities in an
Age of Civilian Morality (Oxford: Oxford Scholarship Online, 2013); Grayling; Richard James Overy, The Bombers
and the Bombed: Allied Air War over Europe, 1940-1945 (New York: Viking Penguin, 2013).
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through disarmament, control and occupation. This related to fears of German re-

emergence and instigation of a Third World War.%®

For the purposes of this thesis, these key facets of the German Question form a solid point of
departure from which to analyse the comprehensive Australian commentary on Nazi Germany during
the war. Such points of contention were most likely to engender discussion of the German people ut
totum (as a whole) and reveal potential sites for the propagation or contestation of totalising enmity.
These themes are also essential in understanding and contextualising the stereotypes that continued
to reinforce the various characteristics, traits and values ascribed to the German people by Australian
commentators. Biased, reductive, exaggerated, emotional and homogenising, stereotypes form
simplified and purpose-oriented messages that convey a specific interpretation of these questions
relating to the German people. Like the narratives of enmity they feed, stereotypes evolve and

fluctuate according to shifting wartime contexts and the needs and purposes of the narrators.”

Narratives of Enmity

Increasing historical awareness of the paradoxes, contradictions, and complexities of defining enmity
narratives is indebted to developments in social scientific conceptualisations of enmification.”*
“Enmification” derives from terminology used by Robert Rieber and Robert J. Kelly to denote and
encapsulate the “psychological and social factors and their concomitants that go into the process of
enemy-making.” It is utilised throughout this thesis as a practical means of summarising the key
processes and factors relating to the formation and propagation of enmity, enmity-making, and the

related narrative and descriptive functions.”?

A central premise of this study is to highlight the contested, unstable, fluctuating, paradoxical and
ambiguous nature of enmity narratives in Australian representations of Germany. Scholarship
pertaining to collective enmity reminds us that discussion of national enemies must be tempered by
the caveat that nations do not hate. Collective enmity can only describe a process occurring at multiple
levels in belligerent societies expressed by individuals or groups of citizens encompassing that society

or people.” Equally important is how Australia’s enemies were discussed outside dominant narratives.

9 Hoenicke Moore. See Chapters 10 and 11.

70 Stuart Hall, Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices, Culture, Media and Identities
(London: Sage, 1997), 258; Vuorinen, 5; Ofer Zur, "The Love of Hating: The Psychology of Enmity," History of
European Ideas 13, no. 4 (1991): 7.; Robert J. Sternberg and Karin Sternberg, The Nature of Hate (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008), 61, 69.; Keen, 13.

7 Hoenicke Moore.; Niza Yanay, "Understanding Collective Hatred," Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy,

no. 1(2002): 55.

72 Barker, 9; Rieber and Kelly, 6, 38; Zur, 2.

73 Rieber and Kelly, 6-7.
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Did counter-narratives exist in parallel? How did various narratives meet and converge across a wide
variety of media? In other words, this thesis also accounts for the wide variety of Australians framing

the enemy in public war discourse, and what they were trying to accomplish in doing so.

Enmity manifested itself in contingent ways across Second World War societies. It took on several
forms in terms of severity, extent, level of engagement, durability, and reciprocity (symmetricity or
asymmetricity).”* The employment of Rod Barker’s framework of “narratives of enmity” (a reflection

75 or “discourse”’®) over more static

of other similar terminologies encompassing “stories” and “plots
concepts like “enemy images” (used by both Kertesz and Hoenicke Moore), more aptly captures the
mutability, dynamism and fluidity of wartime perceptions; the multidimensionality of sources and
voices, the prominence of exchange, dialogue and debate; and the role of contingency and choice
inherent in discussions of the German enemy on the Australian home front.”” Robert and Karen
Sternberg touch on similar issues in their framework of “stories of hate”, scripts that are consistently
“revised and rewritten” and whose narrative structure portrays an “anticipated set of events” with a
beginning, middle and end.”® Similarly, Marja Vourinen’s discussion of “discourses of enmity”
reinforces that enmity is not inherent but rather “created, negotiated and modified” within wartime
communities.”® These frameworks share a concern with highlighting contestation and contingency.

Narratives of enmity are “functional narratives”, used to incite, manipulate and consolidate support,

justify and give meaning to, or exist parallel to, wartime actions and policies.2

This thesis also explores how narratives of enmity were utilised in the justification and rationalisation
of wartime practices, proposals and behaviour: namely totalising violence and the treatment of the
enemy in the final years of the conflict. The relationship between enmity narratives and the
rationalisation of violence and coercive acts — occupation, reparations, applications of post-war justice
— has been emphasised in research of enmity, alterity and Otherness.®! This thesis also utilises Susan

Opotow’s framework of “moral exclusion” and discusses its role in defining the boundaries of the

74 Susan Opotow, The Scope of Justice, Intergroup Conflict, and Peace, ed. Linda R. Tropp, The Oxford Handbook
of Intergroup Conflict. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 75-6. Sternberg conceptualises a useful
“Taxonomy of Types of Hate”. Sternberg and Sternberg, 12-13, 73.

75 Ibid., 12-13.

76 Vuorinen.

77 Barker; Keen; Robert J. Sternberg, "Understanding and Combating Hate," in The Psychology of Hate, ed. Robert
J. Sternberg (Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, 2005); Vuorinen; Zur.

78 Sternberg and Sternberg, 96-99.

7 Vuorinen, 5.

80 Barker, 55, 69-70; Hoenicke Moore, 6-7.

81 Barker, 9-11.; Geyer and Tooze, 3, 415; Sternberg and Sternberg, 7. Sternberg, for instance, theorises about
the bidirectionality between violence and hatred.
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“scope of justice” in Australian wartime society.®? The contingent, adaptable and unstable and
essentialising narratives fostering moral exclusion across various layers of societal discourse (an
important conceptual link reinforcing the connection to narratives of enmity)® construct boundaries
around the application of justice and qualification for moral concern. Such boundaries separate the
morally included — those within an in-group who promote a sense of “moral obligation, responsibility
and duty” — and the morally excluded — those “non-entities” rendered “psychologically distant” from
the in-group; unconnected, expendable, and undeserving of restraint and mercy. It is against the
morally excluded that acts of violence, resource denial and exploitation are normalised, justified,

ignored or, most perversely, celebrated as an achievement of the in-group.’

Retaining the essence of Opotow’s framework of moral exclusion, Bar-Tal and Hammack Jnr’s
formulation of “delegitimization” further elucidates and conceptualises the proscription,
authorisation, moral licence or “psychological permit” to harm and the rhetorical and discursive
formulation of out-groups as “worthy targets of violence”. Wartime violence is one of the more
extreme consequences of moral exclusion theorised by Opotow.® Moral exclusion is most likely to be
prevalent in comprehensive, prolonged and violent intergroup conflicts, entered into as a response to
unjustified aggression against the in-group and where the life and worldview of the in-group is
perceived to be threatened. Such conditions correlate to the exaggerated environments in a totalising
peoples’ war where Australia’s existential survival and way of life were deemed, rightly or wrongly, to
be imperilled.®¢ Within this thesis, moral exclusion facilitates discussions of, and theorises the
conceptual links between, narratives of enmity and the justification of totalising violence (such as the
bombing of non-combatants) and other punitive actions (post-war reparations and/or punishment)

against an out-group. These subjects are discussed in the final chapters of this thesis.

82 Susan Opotow, "Moral Exclusion and Injustice: An Introduction," Journal of Social Issues 46, no. 1 (Spring,
1990); "Hate, Conflict, and Moral Exclusion," in The Psychology of Hate, ed. Robert J. Sternberg (Washington,
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Oxford University Press, 2012).

83 Barker, 30-32.

84 |bid., 30; Opotow, "Hate, Conflict, and Moral Exclusion," 127; The Scope of Justice, Intergroup Conflict, and
Peace, 73-4.

85 Bar-Tal and Hammack Jr., 31-2; Opotow, The Scope of Justice, Intergroup Conflict, and Peace, 75, 129.

86 Bar-Tal and Hammack Jr., 34.

18



Sources and Methodology

As noted, my central focus remains on public discourse. This thesis is not a study of official Australian
propaganda apparatuses and operations of psychological warfare, of which several excellent works
exist.?” Whilst remaining sensitive to issues of representation, distribution and accessibility amongst
other factors, the media has been treated as a close approximation of the “public sphere” in Western
democracies throughout the twentieth century. Marshall and Atherton highlight the Australian
media’s historical role in the construction of a “working, recognisable and exchangeable public sphere
as it works to ‘represent’ a nation and culture.”®® Building from this, the qualitative analysis of the
various mediums of public discourse within this thesis concentrates on the Australian mass media.®
It particularly focuses on print media which facilitates research into a wide spectrum of opinion and

readership.

Despite strong advancements in long and short-wave radio and newsreel technology and a widening
reach of broadcast journalism in Australia throughout the inter-war period,’® newspapers remained
the most accessible public communication form throughout the Second World War.®® Print media
likewise suffered far less overt censorship, control and interference than radio or newsreels, a trend
carried over from inter-war policy under the Lyons and Menzies’ administrations fearing radio’s
influence of the masses.? Broadcast scripts, for instance, were required to be submitted in advance
for approval by the DOI in a form of “precensorship” that was not applied to print media.*® Thus, while
the overt focus on censorship of radio and news reel technology reflected governmental fears about
the Government’s capacity to shape public opinion, it renders such media forms far less useful in
analysing contested narratives. While political leaders, governments and officials ultimately hold
agenda setting power in symmetrical enmity narrative formation, other layers certainly exist. A
functional wartime media maintained an important agenda setting role in Australian wartime

discourse as “gatekeepers” of information. The press did not necessarily enforce what to think about

87 Finch, "Knowing the Enemy: Australian Psychological Warfare and the Business of Influencing Minds in the
Second World War."; "Psychological Propaganda: The War of Ideas on Ideas During the First Half of the
Twentieth Century."; Dark Angel: Propaganda in Modern Warfare; Robertson; Saunders, "An Instrument of
Strategy": Propaganda, Public Policy and the Media in Australia During the Second World War."; Stanley.

8 p. David Marshall and Cassandra Atherton, "Situating Public Intellectuals," Media International Australia 156,
no. 1 (Aug, 2015): 72.

8 Bridget Griffen-Foley, A Companion to the Australian Media, ed. Bridget Griffen-Foley (North Melbourne:
Australian Scholarly Publishing, 2014).
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(Canberra: Australian National University Press, 1970), 199.
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the Germans but influenced the public on what to think about (in this case, the issues relating to the
German Question) through the selection, interpretation and (in many cases) distortion of

information.®*

Australia’s appetite for war news was typical of belligerent states fighting in a peoples’ war.>® The
twentieth century mass media qualifiedly democratised enmity formation, allowing input from a
variety of sources.’® Any discussion of enmity within this context must remain sensitive to the
multiplicity of voices within a democratic society involved in cultivating enmity narratives. Enmity
cultivation in a wartime democracy such as Australia remained a “dialogue”, often popularly
articulated beyond the prerogatives of Australia’s political and military leaders in forums such as the
correspondence columns.®” Put simply, this thesis recognises the voice of the concerned munitions
worker writing to their local paper, as well as the politician, military leader and the public intellectual,
in their public, most-often published, form. While the beliefs, understanding and “intentionality” of
various individuals forms important context, what is most critical to the objectives of this thesis is that
which is stated in public wartime discourse, the “public function” of enmity narratives. For the
researcher, this function is far less impeded by questions of “sincerity” or privately held attitudes.®®
Narratives of enmity are more telling of the unique societies producing them than their targets.
Australia’s contingent cultural, social and political factors limited the various potentialities of

interpretation of German character, behaviour and intent.

The current study attempts to trace the process of totalising enmity through Australian wartime
enmity narratives across a wide variety of texts. While studies of the totalising aspects of the Second
World War must remain sensitive to the conflict’s “pretextual materiality” (the material consequences
and structures of the war), this thesis is more concerned with the “textuality” through which violent
conflict and the consequences and burdens of war were intercepted and took on shared meaning in
war discourses.”® The construction and representation of enemies was only one part, albeit a
significant one, of this broader interpretative process in wartime societies and cultures. Inter-
textuality, the “accumulation of meanings across different texts” (written words, visual

representations, photographs), reinforces the importance of reading individual texts in context where

% Jowett and O'Donnell, 192; Sternberg and Sternberg, 159.

%> Carruthers, 82.

%6 Barker, 12, 222.

% Ibid., 33.

%8 “Sincerity”, in this sense, refers to the speaker’s belief in specific statements. Barker argues that difficulties
surrounding this question have far less effect on “published description”. Ibid., 7, 62. Jowett and O’Donnell also
rightly note the disjuncture between an individual’s public support of ideas and private acceptance and belief.
Jowett and O'Donnell, 2, 201.
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they gain meaning when read in conjunction with others.’® Methodologically, then, this thesis rests
on the qualitative analysis of popular Australian newspapers, journals and treatises informing
Australian public war discourse. Sources of opinion, editorials and letters to the editor, are equally
revealing of Australian attitudes towards the German people as news reports and foreign

correspondent cables.

Australian pictorials such as Pix exemplified an emerging “visual culture”, an explosion of popular
periodicals devoted to images contextualised by short textual captions and articles to create picture
stories, essays and articles.’* Barbie Zelizer formulates a “turn to the visual” which, in light of the
violence of totalising warfare, allowed the audience to see images of the enemy and its actions with
an immediacy unheard of in previous generations.'% This invariably influenced the way in which the
mainstream press presented news and commentary. Susan Sontag concurs that the developing art of
photojournalism truly came into its own during the Second World War.1% Kathryn Evans reinforces
Australia’s involvement in the 1930s phenomenon of capturing the world through the visual: “picture
essays and picture stories were on the increase: movement, narrative, progression, headline and

caption were all intertwining.”1%*

Recognising the power of visuals in the formation and expression of enmity narratives, this thesis has
incorporated analysis of visual sources — cartoons, illustrations, photographs, posters —in conjunction
and relation to written text.!® In democratic war societies, George Roeder notes a resistance against

It

the compulsive attempts to suppress ambiguity in wartime narrative: “...journalists, entertainers,
artists and public officials...used visual means to open up honest dialogue on war’s nature and
meaning.”’®® The close relationship between editorial opinion and cartoonists is particularly
highlighted within this thesis as strong evidence of contemporary attitudes. Visual artists such as
Norman Lindsay (Bulletin), Harold Armstrong (Argus), George Finey and W.F. “Bill” Mahony (Daily

Telegraph) and Jack Quayle (News) powerfully summarised, synthesised, simplified (and in more
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limited cases, criticised) dominant enmity narratives perpetuated in editorials, interpretive columns,

and news reports.

The role of the Department of Information (DOI), the government department responsible for
Australia’s propaganda, informational and censorship activities, raises other important questions
around the extension of governmental wartime “machineries of control” over communication and
information.'%” Considering the diversity of opinion regarding the German Question, Edward Vickery
notes that “no thorough attempt to measure and regiment Australian opinion” was made by the
Australian authorities. Wartime opinion management was limited by dominant Australian conceptions
of the function of a wartime democratic government and the continuation of partisan party political
disagreement over the function of censorship.°® The DOI, however, remained a central intermediary
between official governmental opinion and the media in a relationship defined on the whole by
“cooperation” and “persuasion”.’®® The loose delineation between “fact” and “opinion” ostensibly
exerted far less interference in editorial and opinion pieces, allowing a number of different narratives
concerning Germany to co-exist and compete.'® The decentralised nature of enmity cultivation in
Australia allowed the public to engage with a variety of sources whilst a widespread “liberalisation”
permitted greater space for contestation and competing narratives than that available in the Axis
states.!! Thus, despite censorship, a “blend of discretion and direction” which placed the onus on the
media itself to self-regulate, helped to ensure the functions of an accountable wartime democracy
that facilitated the liberal proliferation of competing Australian viewpoints about the enemy discussed

within this thesis.'*?

Finally, the level of analysis available to Kertesz and Hoenicke Moore in their respective investigations

exposes challenging limitations in an Australian study regarding evidence and the potential scope of

197 Carruthers, 13; Jowett and O'Donnell, 42; Saunders, "An Instrument of Strategy": Propaganda, Public Policy
and the Media in Australia During the Second World War."; Paul Hasluck, The Government and the People, 1939-
1941 (Canberra: Australian War Memorial, 1965); The Government and the People, 1942-1945 (Canberra:
Australian War Memorial, 1970).; John Hilvert, Blue Pencil Warriors: Censorship and Propaganda in World War
11 (St. Lucia: University of Queensland Press, 1984); Edward Louis Vickery, "Telling Australia's Story to the World:
The Department of Information 1939-1950" (PhD thesis, Australian National University, 2003).

108 \/ickery, 6, 13-14.

109 saunders, "An Instrument of Strategy": Propaganda, Public Policy and the Media in Australia During the
Second World War," 76; Vickery.

110 carruthers, 78-80.

111 Barker, 161; Carruthers, 77, 92-5; Jowett and O'Donnell, 375; Saunders, "An Instrument of Strategy":
Propaganda, Public Policy and the Media in Australia During the Second World War," 80. The function of wartime
democracy has also been emphasized in the American context. Hoenicke Moore, 10-11.

112 john E. Owens, "The Resilience of Democratic Institutions in Britain, Australia and the United States under
Conditions of Total War," Australian Journal of International Affairs 66, no. 3 (2012): 339, 41.; Hilvert; Vickery.
Comparisons in this sense can be made with the British and American censorship systems. Carruthers, 78-80.;
Roeder, 2.

22



research. Kertesz refers to the vast “public opinion” polling and Ministry of Information Diaries that
provide a useful counterpoint to her analysis of published opinion.'3 As Vickery’s excellent thesis on
the DOI suggests, Australia failed in comparison to the MOI’s “Mass Observation” and similar efforts
of the American Office of War Information (OWI) to systematically engage in the collection and
collation of information regarding public attitudes towards the enemy and assess the state of public
morale, despite acquiring the imperfect methods of doing so and pressure from leading social
scientists to do s0.'** While limited public opinion polls on Australian attitudes towards Germany are
available for the final years of the war (utilised in analysis in the final chapter), the absence of even
the most rudimentary and primitive opinion polling on attitudes towards the Axis populations
available to scholars of British and American opinion necessarily limits analysis in this thesis to
published opinion. It is consequently essential to qualify tentative statements on public opinion herein
on the basis of narratives of enmity perpetuated, constructed and deconstructed through largely

published media sources and reports.!*®

Chapter Structure

This thesis begins with a brief contextualisation of the diverging, often contradictory, impressions of
the German people and their relationship with National Socialist objectives and ideology throughout
the early twentieth century. The following four chapters aim to analyse the intersections of totalising
enmity, narratives of enmity and the German Question between 1939-1941. Chapter Two focuses on
discussions of the German Question by Australian politicians in the House of Representatives,
particularly important contextually given their narrative setting capacity. Chapter Three moves on to
the mainstream press, examining editorials, news cables, letters to the editor, reports on meetings,
rallies, published radio reports and cartoons in Sydney and Melbourne newspapers. This chapter then
turns to an examination of nationalist and tabloid journals such as Truth, Smith’s Weekly and the

Bulletin.

Chapter Four explores the influence of Australian public intellectuals and their scholarly framing of
the German Question in terms of historical, political and cultural context. Although examining
arguments of several key intellectuals, my analysis will focus on a close reading of regular newspaper

columns by two of Australia’s leading public intellectuals, Alan R. Chisholm and Walter Murdoch. A

113 Limited attempts to systematically gauge public opinion, such as “Group Committees”, did exist from 1939
though were halted in 1941. Vickery, 44-45.

114 |bid., 28-9, 243

115 Unfortunately, the scope of this doctoral thesis, and the absence of a clearly defined set of an easily
comparable and accessible collection of diaries, such as the excellent collection of MOIDs utilised by Kertesz,
renders any comprehensive comparison between published and private opinion beyond the current scope of
the current work. Kertesz, 19.
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study of the journals which correspond with the main sources of “anti-Vansittartism” in Anglo-
American debates — the widely encompassing periodicals of the Socialist Left and the Australian

Churches — will follow in Chapter Five.

The penultimate Chapter Six examines how the logic of totalising enmity was harnessed to justify and
normalise acts and consequences of violence and weaken peacetime limitations of the permissibility
of violence in line with the process of moral exclusion.' It looks at a particularly problematic feature
of the Australian “good” war narrative: the discussion and presentation of German civilians under
Allied bombing, and the means, arguments and problems raised by the totalising process which
rendered them acceptable and even worthy targets of military violence. It particularly focuses on the

transformative years of the Allied strategic bombing offensive, 1940-1943.

Questions of guilt, complicity, reprisal and punishment coalesced with contemporary understanding
of the breakdown of non-combatant immunity in Australia. Chapter Seven looks at the variety of
attitudes towards the post-war treatment of the German populace. This chapter asks whether the
longevity of brutal war, belated awareness of the Holocaust and other German atrocities, and a “never
again” mentality translated into a deep-seated enmity towards Germany and the German people in
Australia in the final years of the conflict. To what extent was the totalising logic of enmity evident in
Australian discourse regarding the fate of the vanquished? Focusing on the final stages of the conflict
brings us closer to an understanding on the shifting nature of totalising narratives of enmity and their
forms and constraints in a totalising peoples’ war, an expansive conflict “with, for and against

peoples”.

116 Opotow, "Moral Exclusion and Injustice: An Introduction."; "Hate, Conflict, and Moral Exclusion."; The Scope
of Justice, Intergroup Conflict, and Peace.
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Chapter One: Ambiguous Impressions of the German in Early Twentieth
Century Australia

Narratives of enmity do not emerge in a vacuum. While dependent on shifting wartime contexts,
narratives are also the product of longstanding ideological preconceptions, prejudices, racial
stereotypes, and historical memory which rapidly resurface in the lead up to, and during, conflict. The
historical contextualisation of enmity narratives is key to understanding their formation and function
and how they impact on war discourse.'” By analysing the vast historiography on Anglo-German and
Australian-German relations, it is evident that key structures, frameworks and models for representing
and comprehending a belligerent National Socialist Germany were already entrenched in Australian
and other Anglo-American societies before the outbreak of war in Europe in September 1939.18
Regarding Australia, some brief points of contextualisation through secondary material are necessary

to explain the ambiguity of Australian perceptions of Germany on the eve of war.

Current research into late nineteenth and pre-war twentieth century Anglo-German relations
concerning social, cultural, political and military interaction and dialogue can be aptly summarised by
the titular reference of Richard Scully’s in-depth analysis of the complex, multifaceted and non-linear
nature of British images from 1860-1914 — “Admiration, Antagonism and Ambivalence”.'® This
scholarship describes a more “varied, changeable and open-ended” relationship that has largely
destabilised and questioned a limited focus on “antagonism”.?® Australian scholars have largely

adopted this approach in their respective analyses of Australian-German relations.

The First World War: A Precedent for Totalising Enmity
The dominance of the First World War as a reference point in the formation of enmity narratives

between 1939 and 1945 cannot be overstated. Historians such as Gerhard Fischer, Jirgen Tampke and
lan Harmstorf have engaged in a systematic analysis of the rampant anti-Germanism of the First World

War. Emphasis has largely been placed on the devastating effects of totalising enmity for the
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Australian-German community.*?! While there is little room here to detail nineteenth century relations
in the burgeoning colonies, a sizeable community of German-speaking migrants had developed in
Australia by the fin de siécle. The on the whole positive status of this migrant community was severely

damaged by wartime enmity between 1914 and 1918.1%2

Warnings of the dangers of
“Pauschalverurteilung” — Tampke’s reference to a collective condemnation of Australian society and
their leaders as rampant hate-mongers — and defence of acts committed under national security
considerations evidences some scholarly disagreement over the justifiability of policies and scale of

123 From an overview of

anti-German sentiment and suffering imposed on the German community.
the literature, however, most analyses of First World War anti-German activity and rhetoric
conceptualise a form of enmity which, with varying limits and constraints, was totalising in its extent

and indiscrimination.

Recognition of the ambiguity of enmity narratives is evident within Australian and international
studies of the First World War. Limited attempts to constrain totalising enmity and rehumanise the
German have been noted within the historiography.'?* It is undeniable, however, that the breakdown
of former distinctions between Germans, Australian-Germans and Australians of German heritage, let
alone between the German people and their leaders, evidenced a homogenisation of identities
promoted by the totalising logic of the First World War. Fischer aptly demonstrates the role of the
conflict in perpetuating extant socio-cultural fears and anxieties and an intentional mobilisation of
enmity concurrent with political ambitions of a nascent and developing Australian nation sensitive to
its colonial past, political expressions of British identity and geographical isolation (a fear most

prominently expressed against its Asian and Pacific neighbours).'?®

Expressions of anti-Germanism in the Second World War were not unprecedented. As signposted in

the introduction, this thesis endorses the widely held contention that specifically anti-German policies
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and actions were far more measured and less indiscriminate in the Second World War than its
predecessor. Internment is indicative of this. For instance, the internment of Germans in the Second
World War has been shown by historians to have been far less indiscriminate and better targeted than
the First World War, even if creeping arbitrariness, superficial selectivity and coarsening public
sentiment and grassroots social pressures were reinforced by broadening definitions of potential fifth
columnists after mid-1940.1% Shifts in the framing of loyalty and subversion facilitated homogenised
and simplistic narratives. The legacy of essentialism and indiscrimination in the internment policies of
1914-18 importantly influenced totalising enmity narratives in the Second World War, even if

internment was undertaken in a far more targeted manner.

German enemy aliens were deprived of civil and constitutional rights and liberties, suffered threats to
their employment and livelihood, had property confiscated and vandalised, suffered economic
boycotts, had educational and religious organisations curbed, and suffered outward persecution
evident in all layers of wartime discourse — in the streets, in workplaces, through the media and via
organised official propaganda campaigns and policy.'?” The repression and destruction of the
Australian-German community’s autonomous identity, cultural heritage, language and traditions was
also evident in the closing of Lutheran Churches, German Clubs and schools.'?® The renaming of
German placenames (a total of 69 enforced by the Nomenclature Act of 1917) and other public sites
also demonstrates the extension of enmity to German language.'®® The linguistic curtailment of the
language of the “Hun” was patriotically enforced. This was another example of anti-Germanism which
was far less severe in the Second World War. It was even treated with spurious contempt by some

ardent opponents of the Nazi/German distinction as a problematic distraction.!*

Totalising enmity was mobilised through official channels, within civic society, intellectuals, churches,
media, and political elites, and was disseminated widely through the media. Parallel expressions of
enmity converged in a national wartime discourse where domestic discord over policies such as

conscription was refocused on recognisable and simplified external and internal enemies.’!
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Narratives of enmity were thus far more complex than an inevitable and spontaneous result of
“wartime hysteria”, even though, as this thesis will posit, the context of totalising war can powerfully
influence their development. The anti-German sentiment and overt “hate campaigns” — sponsored
through Governmental legislation and official propaganda campaigns and provoked by the Australian
media — had standardised a vast repertoire of crude images, stereotypes and tropes across Australia’s

shared wartime vocabularies which became entrenched in popular post-war memory.

The lingering effects of anti-German sentiment throughout the inter-war period were perpetuated by
popular post-war references to war guilt, the legacy of German Weltpolitik (the foreign policy under
Kaiser Wilhelm Il often truncated in the more loaded term “Kaiserism”),*32 reparations and atrocities.
These themes were captured in popular collective memory of the Treaty of Versailles, the post-war
agreement reached during the Paris Peace Conference which established and formalised the various
conditions of peace to be imposed on Germany.'*® Australia’s controversial wartime Prime Minister
W.H. “Billy” Hughes’ wartime anti-German credentials were further entrenched in his representation
of Australia during the peace process. Hughes aligned Australia with French (personified by President
of the Paris Peace Conference, Georges Clemenceau) demands for a “Carthaginian” and retributive
peace governed by unrealistic expectations of reparation and compensation to be imposed on the

German people.t3

Several aspects of the Versailles Treaty: disarmament, large reparations, the establishment of
demilitarisation zones and territorial changes, formed a key point of reference in discussions of
Germany throughout the Second World War. This was a product of its continued manifestation in the
inter-war public consciousness and official policy regarding trade, immigration and international
relations with both Weimar and Nazi Germany.!*> However, a process of normalisation of Australian-
German relations, a cautious softening of post-war enmity and the emergence of “grievance” rhetoric
(varying interpretations of German mistreatment under the Versailles Treaty most commonly

emanating from Liberal commentators and the political Left)!*® had already begun in the 1920s and
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continued throughout the latter half of the decade (the “Golden Twenties” of pre-Depression Weimar

Berlin) and early 1930s.*’

Inter-war Normalisation of Relations and the Rise of National Socialism
The inter-war normalisation of Australian-German relations did produce some haphazard, restrained

attempts to reinvigorate Deutschtum (Germanness) and Deutschtumpolitik (Political Germanness)
domestically in the Australian-German community. However, scholars have noted an aversion to
militaristic, and later National Socialist, manifestations of Deutschtum in Australia.’®® Despite the
continued existence of a separate Australian-German identity, the cultural and linguistic assimilation,
conformism and Anglicisation and “Australianisation” of the Australian-German community which was
already evident before 1914, accelerated throughout the war and increased with intensity during the
inter-war years.’>® Importantly, historical consensus, led by David Bird’s excellent work, proposes that
National Socialist ideology, racialism and political theory had limited influence and persuasive power
in Australia’s German community let alone more broadly in Australian society where, to co-opt the
phraseology of Inga Clendinnen, Nazism “did not travel well” beyond isolated fringes, “fellow-

travellers” and nationalist dreamers in Australian society.*

The images of idyllic hiking and youth organisations, films star Thea Fischer and modern fashion trends
published by the Adelaide News a month after Hitler’s aggressive annexation of Czechoslovakia
evidences the type of image held by the majority of Australians of life in the Third Reich on the eve of
war [Image 2].1*! A period of comparatively peaceable relations between Australia and Nazi Germany
spanning from the Machtergreifung (Nazi seizure of power in 1933) and the immediate process of
Gleichschaltung (process of aggressive “coordination” of German social, cultural and political life) to
the end of the so-called ‘Olympic Pause” in 1937 — did not automatically promote the re-emergence
of enmity against everything German.'*? Even the more cynical, shrewd and observant Australian
observers of the late 1930s, such as Challis Professor and historian Stephen Roberts, failed to properly
interpret certain aspects of the regime and the German political climate despite recognising (albeit for

the “wrong reason[s]”) that Nazism would engender renewed global conflict and rejecting
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appeasement.!®® It is not surprising, then, many leading newspapers expressed varying levels of
sympathy for the newly emergent regime and continued to harbour distorted, and even contradictory,
views of Nazism throughout the remainder of the decade.'* This perpetuated a climate of delusion,

mythmaking and confusion which largely filtered into the public consciousness.
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Australia’s geographical and psychological distance from Europe ensured that most Australians failed
to seriously contemplate the repercussions of the growth of fascist, militarily aggressive states during
the late 1930s. Christopher Waters had successfully argued that, with limited exceptions, Australian
foreign policy throughout the 1930s under the administrations of Joseph Lyons and Robert Menzies
conformed to British appeasement policy vis-a-vis Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy.*> Appeasement in

the context of international diplomacy refers to the concessionary policies towards belligerent states,

143 Andrew G. Bonnell, "Stephen H. Roberts' the House That Hitler Built as a Source on Nazi Germany," Australian
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political, economic or otherwise, in an attempt to limit or pacify conflict. These were actions
undertaken by British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain to placate and aggressively expansionist
German Flihrer. E.M. Andrews’ seminal study on inter-war appeasement has also posited that an
internally focused Australian society was far more concerned by domestic internal politics and post-
depression economic and social concerns to care greatly about the implications of international
developments. This mentality was perpetuated by successive Australian governments’ unwillingness
to facilitate open discussion on Australia’s subscription to appeasement in public discourse.'#®
Widespread isolationism, indifference and misunderstanding towards foreign affairs (evident in the
haphazard and patchy media coverage of the era) only slowly began to dissipate through a series of
crises — ranging from the Abyssinian Crisis, the Spanish Civil War, the ongoing Sino-Japanese conflict
and finally Nazi Germany’s aggressive expansionism. Australia was not unique in the Anglo-American

sphere in experiencing a “delay” in recognising the dangers of National Socialism, its ideology and its

aggressive foreign policy.'¥

While analysis of international relations remained largely the prerogative of some astute Australian
politicians, academics and foreign affairs journalists and correspondents until the last months of the
inter-war period, an almost apolitical popular interest in life under Nazi rule was clearly evident in the

198 pespite the relatively lacklustre role of the Australian

Australian media as Image 2 suggests.
newspapers in increasing public knowledge and apprehension of international affairs in the late inter-
war period, Australian newspapers did play a role in perpetuating inconsistent and ambiguous pre-
war narratives through a shared imperative to “understand”, rather than merely attack, developments
in Nazi Germany. Nonetheless, despite limited exceptions such as the Sydney Morning Herald, scholars
such as Andrews and Paul Bartrop have shown that the Australian press circulated biased, piecemeal

reporting on Nazi Germany that lacked contextual information and analysis.}*

Notwithstanding the increasing hostility towards the Nazi regime and its ideology and aggressive
foreign policy throughout 1938 and 1939, the tendency towards positive and even sympathetic images
of the German people on the eve of war, brought back by Australian travellers for instance, influenced

wartime discussions of the German Question and laid the foundations for a “good” Germany.'*° Travel
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commentaries from wide ranging “tours” by academics, politicians, farmers, students, sportsmen and
businessmen all provided descriptive accounts of German everyday life, customs and attitudes. Many
focused on presenting the views of a “range of people in Germany”, what Stephen Roberts aptly
conceptualised as insight into the mindset of “the tinker and worker, professor and farmer”.*>! While
their success in this was limited by accessibility (see below) and language barriers, these far more
accessible analyses of life in the Third Reich were increasingly read alongside the more sophisticated

analysis of political developments and Nazi foreign policy objectives.!>

Overall, these impressions acted to humanise the German people who were often subsumed in the
event-by-event commentary of international cable summaries and an increasingly negative image of
National Socialism. For instance, Sir Hudson Fysh, the managing director of Qantas Empire Airways
Ltd., shared his views on Nazi Germany in a speech to the Millions Club, subsequently published in
March 1939.23 This largely perpetuated misunderstandings of National Socialism propagated by
many Anglo-American commentators and experts in the late inter-war period. Many shared in the
popular delusions fostered by what Melbourne based foreign correspondent Geoffrey Rawson had
aptly identified as the “tourist’s delight” — the National Socialist facade of organised, superficial
sympathy manufactured through the Party’s Foreign Press Department.® Notwithstanding this,
Fysh’s own empirical, moral-inclusionary analysis of the German people engendered ethnic self-

identification and positive attributes. The German was, in essence, like “us”:

| went to Germany in an intensely enquiring frame of mind. | came away with the
confirmation — which should not have been needed — that the average German is a
person just like ourselves with the same hopes and fears [emphasis mine]. As an

illustration, they feed the starving birds in the snow just as people do in England.>®

Although travellers such as Fysh provided some astute observations of life in the Reich, superficiality,

naivety and ignorance characterised many impressions of the “New Germany”. This often acted to
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present a more favourable image of the German people to the Australian people. The views of Edna
Burke, a pianist on the teaching staff of the Sydney Conservatorium of Music who had visited Berlin in
1938, were summarised by the equally reductionist and shallow title given by the Sydney Morning
Herald — “Good Manners, Good Babies, And Good Beer” [Image 3]. Published in the SMH’s women’s
supplement, her extensive analysis of the German Hausfrau (housewife) proffered an extremely
positive view of German politeness, enthusiasm, hospitality and charm alongside a solitary dismissive
reference to the “Jewish Problem” which she distanced from “every decent German.”*® Such
narratives emphasised German Gemiitlichkeit (warmth, friendliness and good cheer) and separated
the issues relating to the regime — realpolitik, appeasement, racialism and foreign policy objectives —

from the image of the everyday, ordinary German.
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The potential for xenophobia, ethnocentricity and crude reductionism which formed the basis of First
World War enmity narratives certainly pervaded the Australian inter-war consciousness as the
following chapters will evidence. However, while the Australian people perhaps held a quiescent
popular animosity from collective memories of the First World War, a collective and unyielding
predisposition towards anti-Germanism, hatred and totalising enmity towards the German people was
not evident on the eve of war and cannot explain wartime enmities in isolation. This chapter has
established the context for the duality between increasingly critical analyses of Nazi Germany and its
ideological and foreign policy ambitions and unreflective, neutral, and positive images of the German
people, rooted in personal experience or through popular reference to a pre-war, historical “good”
Germany. This ambiguity in Australian representations on the eve of war would influence the framing

of the enemy in the first stages of the conflict.
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Chapter Two: “No Quarrel”: The German Question and the Political
Framing of the Enemy

The first section of this thesis establishes several definitions of the German as an enemy across the
various layers of Australian public war discourse in the first three years of the war, 1939-1941. Moving
towards this objective, this chapter examines public manifestations of political discourse emanating
from key Australian politicians in the Australian House of Representatives (HOR). It analyses the
variety of political responses to Australia’s official subscription to the British Government’s overt
differentiation between the German people and their rulers to reveal an initial resistance to totalising
enmity narratives by Australia’s political leaders. British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain’s
assurance to the British Empire, the onlooking world, and the German nation that it had, with caveats,
“no quarrel” with the German people, was a catchphrase utilised extensively by Australia’s wartime
Prime Minister between 1939-41, Robert Menzies. In Australia, the slogan ostensibly summarised the
British assurances of just and limited war aims — that Australia’s involvement in military intervention
was exclusively for the purposes of removing the ideological and racial stain of Nazism as a force in
international affairs. The German people, notwithstanding their guilt in allowing Nazism to flourish,

were not the enemy.

Why look at political discourse given the focus on the Australian media? As Judith Brett has suggested
in notable reference to Menzies, political language is in essence “public language” — “conventional,
cliched and redundant, using images and arguments that are quickly recognisable to its audience and
able to be deployed” with ease.' During the early stages of the Second World War, political language,
and the public statements of Menzies in particular, aided to frame enmity narratives in their earliest
forms and helped to set the tone of wider public discussions. In the fraught process of “opinion
management”, the agenda setting power held by political leaders and capacity to organise, sustain
and supply enmity narratives naturally applies to the inverse capacity to moderate narratives of
enmity and promote moral inclusion, tolerance and reflection in limiting the totalising logic of
enmity.’® While political leaders do not necessarily monopolise the formation and dissemination of
enmity narratives, the input, resources or, at the very least, consent and acquiescence of governments

and the political elite is required to maintain enmity over an extended period of time.**

The current analysis of political discourse will focus on the first months of the conflict —a period when

official statements on the German Question were intimately connected to the publicly expressed war
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aims and objectives for which Australians were expected to sacrifice their standard of living and,
ultimately, their lives. While a wide selection of statements have been examined from the Australian
HOR between 1939 and 1941, analysis will focus on key examples from the two parliamentary sitting
periods of the Phoney War period: 6 September — 22 September and 15 November — 8 December
1939 respectively. Parliament did not sit again until 17 April 1940, when the situation in Europe was
rapidly deteriorating (context) and the shape of enmity narratives (form) had shifted dramatically.
Ministerial statements from the opening days of both sitting periods in particular reveal a deep
concern about the framing of the enemy as a representation and extension of why Australia was
fighting; alongside the key organisational problems noted by Paul Hasluck: the organisation of
Australia’s military forces, the maintenance of the liberties and functions of Australian democracy at

war and financing the war effort.26°

Contextually, the authority of Australia’s wartime Prime Minister, who had held the title for a mere
five months, rested on an unstable coalition of his United Australia Party (UAP), the Country Party (CP)
and independents. This remained the case until October 1941 when John Curtin’s Labor Government
took power.'®! In addition, Australian politics continued on a partisan basis throughout the war,
lacking the symbolic unity of a “national government” enjoyed by Britain.’®? Notwithstanding the
potential for partisanship on the issue of the German Question, this chapter posits that the majority
of sitting members of the three major Federal political parties — the UAP, CP and the Australian Labor
Party (ALP) — supported the distinction espoused by the Prime Minister in the opening stages of the
war. However, a small, albeit vocal minority of Conservative outliers questioned the validity and
usefulness of such comments, actively claiming that a distinction between Nazism and the German
People weakened the developing Australian war effort and war aims. This chapter reveals the
diverging political motives, ideological frameworks and understandings of totalising warfare governed
the various responses to “no quarrel” and the inclusion of the German people in enmity narratives —

totalising enmity.
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The Official Narrative: “No Quarrel” with the German People?

Australia entered the Second World War on a melancholy, anxious and sombre note. The national
mood was a far cry from the flag waving, hyper-patriotic energy displayed one quarter-century
previously. The Australian press exhibited the qualified, unanimous consent of Australian society for
unified action against Nazi aggression by all but the most ardent anti-war forces of the extreme fringes
of Australia’s political spectrum.'®® The righteousness of action after exhausting all other means of
appeasement and negotiation, the notion of a defensive war in support of small powers, and the
courage and unity of purpose required to check the unrivalled treachery and ruthless ambition of
expansionist National Socialist Germany were all highlighted in early wartime discourse to rationalise
and legitimise Australian involvement. An editorial from the Brisbane Courier-Mail summarised the
subdued tone and absence of enmity-provoking rhetoric in the transcript of Prime Minister Robert
Menzies’ broadcast to the nation at 9.15 pm on 3 September 1939 which dominated the front pages

of the national press:

We do not enter this contest with cheering or flag waving or the singing of hymns of hate,
but with a stern resolve to preserve and deserve our own freedom by regaining freedom
for others from the oppression or the menace of a military dictator who began his career

by first destroying freedom in Germany.!

Reflecting the Dominion’s place within the British Empire and the tenets of Imperial Defence,®®

Australia’s foreign policy approach to Nazi Germany in September 1939 continued to take its lead from
Whitehall. Menzies’ government unquestioningly, albeit unenthusiastically, pledged Australia to
another world war. The Australian political response in the first year of the conflict reflected the
uncertainty, lack of cohesion and ambiguity of the so-called “Phoney War”, a term encapsulating the
lack of major operations and inactivity between German and Allied forces during the first six months

of the war co-opted in Australian wartime vocabulary from Allied commentators.1®®

Neville Chamberlain’s direct appeals to the German people in his wartime speeches and broadcasts,
referenced widely and summarised and reinforced in a global broadcast by British Secretary to the
Dominions, Anthony Eden, had been received with great enthusiasm in Australia in the first months

of the war as a guiding principle for a war free of unnecessary hate mongering and unrestrained
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enmity.'®” Chamberlain had promoted the idea of “no quarrel” in a speech to the House of Commons
on 1 September 1939. “Punctuated by cheers” and echoed by responses of several leading Liberals,
Labour Party politicians and Foreign Secretary, Lord Halifax, in the House of Lords (HOL),%® Australian
media cables services such as the Australian Associated Press (AAP) had faithfully reproduced Britain’s

official standpoint vis-a-vis the German people:

We have no quarrel with the German people, except that they have allowed themselves

to be governed by the Nazi government.'®®

|II

Historians of Anglo-German relations have consistently argued that “no quarrel” symbolised the
Chamberlain administration’s desires to maintain a distinction between the German people and the

Nazi regime and speak to an “other” Germany.”°

From his first detailed wartime statement in the House of Representatives on 6 September 1939, read
out to all sitting members with the galleries at full capacity, Menzies was cautious to differentiate the
German people from Nazism.”! This statement introduced a White Paper consisting of documents
detailing the diplomatic exchanges and correspondence between the Governments of the United
Kingdom and Germany in the weeks leading up to the war.'’? Reinforcing the justifications for
Australian involvement laid out in the White Paper, Menzies framed the conflict as a war against the
evils of “the Man” (the German Fiihrer), Hitlerism, National Socialist ideology and racialism, and the
Nazi “system”. Such terminology semantically reinforced an active distinction from the German
people of whom “millions” were “liberal” and anti-war in outlook.!”® Hoenicke Moore’s discussion of
the “central liberal tenet” of differentiation in responses to Nazi Germany by leading American Liberal
commentators shows several parallels with leading Australian Liberals like Menzies.’* Liberalism’s

differentiation between people and governments, rooted in the belief that the individual would
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innately strive for peace and liberty, was completely in consonance with the ideological imperatives
underpinning Menzies’ governance and political outlook. Moreover, Menzies’ well documented
subscription to appeasement and lingering hopes for negotiation and compromise were matched by
an equally dangerous misunderstanding of the causes and manifestation of National Socialism, the
regime’s exaggerated domestic successes and national unity, its foreign policy objectives and the
brutal efficiency with which it was willing to follow those ambitions.'”> This invariably influenced the

pro-German slant to his public statements that continued well into the occupation of Poland.

The proliferation of totalising enmity itself was also of concern to the Prime Minister. Menzies’ first
statement to the HOR on 6 September had concluded with idealistic optimism that Australian could

fight the war without engaging in the indiscriminate hatred of the previous war:

...we have no bitterness against the plain and private citizens of Germany and | hope we
will not be called upon, at any stage, to disfigure...a noble cause by any hymns of
hate...My prayer is that [the war] may be won quickly as to permit a just peace...not a

peace which will sow the dragon’s teeth of bitterness and hatred and distrust.1’®

This recognition of the potential of totalising enmity was further captured beyond the halls of
parliament in countless speeches at rallies, luncheons and Clubs ranging from the Legacy and Millions
Clubs to the Royal Melbourne Show.'”” A speech to the Legacy Club in Melbourne on 17 October 1939
on the issue of “War Objectives” was dutifully captured by the national press. Adelaide’s popular

) u

evening paper, the News, had praised Menzies’ “shrewd” remarks across the various mediums of

public discourse as a “public service” in wartime. The Prime Minister was quoted thus:

Our experience of the past has indicated, however fine our motives may be in the early

stages of war, by the time that war is finished bitterness exists in almost every heart, and

the instinct for punishment and revenge comes to the top.'”®
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Belligerent states rarely, if ever, enter a conflict announcing exploitative, expansionistic, or punitive
war aims.?” In the case of Australia, Menzies framed the war as an unavoidable, just and defensive
act to maintain international law and the integrity of small states. The idea of “no quarrel” with the
German people served to reductively reinforce Australia’s involvement in a “good” war whilst avoiding
the problematic enunciation of concrete war objectives. The initial hesitancy on the part of the
Government in explicating Australian and Allied war aims was exacerbated by several factors shaping
the wartime political debate: the lingering shadow of appeasement; the legacy of anti-war sentiment;
geographical (and indeed psychological) distance from the conflict; and disagreement over the shape
and extent of post-war reconstruction. Australia’s conservative wartime administration, taking its lead
from Britain, had reduced the conflict to its bare, ideological minimum, a vague binary pitting the free
world against Nazism. As Country Party leader, Sir Earle Page, noted on behalf of the Party, the war

|II

was a “fundamental quarrel” over key principles: “the elements of right and wrong, between the law
of force and the law of reason, between might and right...”*® Liberty, freedom and the rights of small

nations were also highlighted.

Menzies had also publicly affirmed the importance of quickly defining wartime objectives “when
passions were not running so high as they undoubtedly would” so they would “not be forgotten by us
or by our enemies.”*®! Following the lead of Chamberlain, the Prime Minister had stressed reasons of
mutual comprehension and potential cooperative settlement as reasons for limiting enmity.’82 A
central aspect of Menzies’ equivocal statement of war aims was to guarantee the freedom of the
German people and respect their rights and territorial integrity. Menzies was far more concerned by
the message these aims conveyed, rather than their practical application. Menzies reinforced this

theme during the Legacy Club address:

There must be no attempt to suppress the ordinary German people. We are not in this
war to convert the Germans into vassals...If there is one thing we look forward to in a
newer and better world, it is that the German people shall have some conception of the

same rights and liberty as we claim for ourselves.®

This was reaffirmed in a second important Ministerial Statement on 15 November after a sizeable
recess of Parliament. This summary of Australian war aims espoused throughout October also

received wide recognition and praise in the national media as an important statement of Australian

179 Carruthers, 16-17.
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attitudes towards the war.’®* Before detailing the Government’s preparations over the previous two
and a half months, the Prime Minister began by stressing two vague aims governing the Australian
war effort and fulfilling bipartisan concerns about upholding “international morality”.¥ In
emphasising both aims, securing “victory” and the establishment of a loosely defined “better world”,
all mention of a “vassal” or “slave” state and “humiliation of the German people” which had emerged
in some corners of the Australian media was actively rebuffed. Similarly, any references to “spoils”
which could be construed by the Australian Left as a renewed Imperialistic venture and acquiescence
to Great Power realpolitik were avoided. Menzies emphasised mutual “freedom and equity”,
“prosperity” and “security” independent of race in which Australians should “want Germany to share

as a great nation.” 1%

The concern with hate had expressed itself through governmental organisations that had attempted
to enact Menzies’ message of tolerance and moderation. It was not only through the War Cabinet’s
informational arm, the DOI, that the message of non-condemnation was reinforced.'®” Divisions of the
public broadcaster, Australian Broadcasting Commission (ABC), for instance took steps to limit the
process of totalising enmity throughout its program organisation. Aside from anti-hate broadcasts,'®
this was reflected in the ABC’s policy vis-a-vis German music summarised by general manager of the
Commission, Charles Moses. Moses reproached a vocal minority of Australians calling for the banning
of “enemy” music on the national broadcaster. He argued that Australians were “not at the war with
the German culture or German people”. Attempting to align the Commission’s broadcasting guidelines
to the “no quarrel” stance enunciated by Chamberlain and Menzies, Moses argued that the ABC did
not view the cultural works of the German masters through the lens of nationalism or race.'®® The

Menzies’ administration’s rejection of totalising enmity thus pervaded governmental departments

from September 1939 onwards.

Opposing “No Quarrel”: Australian Conservatives, Anti-Germanism and “Total War”

Notwithstanding their personal views on the matter, the majority of Government Ministers supported

the Menzian line with little public commentary.’® Vocal opposition, though limited, ironically
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emerged from UAP and CP colleagues at both the Federal and State level. Many were marginal, with
little influence in Menzies’ War Cabinet. Within the UAP, for example, conservative Thomas White had
guestioned the notion of a democratically oriented anti-Nazi Germany waiting to revolt against its
masters. Authority derived from his direct experience of Nazi Germany in 1938 which had reinforced
White's longstanding impression of an aggressive, Prussian Germany as a pilot in the Australian Flying
Corps during the First World War.?®® White rejected the idea of a German internal “Revolution”,
particularly the framework popular among commentators on the Left (see Chapter Five).'®? He had
consistently attacked the “tolerance” personified by Menzies in the HOR, in spite of (and perhaps
perpetuating) the marginalisation he faced outside of Cabinet influence.'®® Lawrence “Larry” Anthony,
White’s colleague and Federal CP member for Richmond, also agreed that apologia regarding the
Versailles Treaty and German “grievances” fundamentally misrepresented German guilt and
responsibility, exaggerated any injustices inflicted, and ignored harshness of the settlement planned
by German officials for the defeated Entente between 1914-18.1%* Despite the Prime Minister’s
assurances against a “patched-up peace” and the Allied rejection of Hitler’'s “peace offensive” in early
October, tentative exploration for a peaceful settlement throughout September, October and
November led some within the Government to openly express concerns that narratives emphasising
“good” Germany perpetuated lingering hopes for some form of negotiated peace within the

administration and in the general public.’®

Others possessed more power and influence within the wartime administration. The most common
issue with Menzies’ distinction between Nazis and the German people was illustrated by Archibald

|II

“Archie” Cameron in his dogmatic pursuit of an all-in, “total” war effort. One of Cameron’s key
“matters of urgency” in pushing against Menzies’ “business as usual” approach was the consistent
assertion by Australian political leaders that national enmities were not to be mobilised against “the
German people”. Such an argument, professed by “leading men of various political parties” including
his own soon to be deposed Party leader, Sir Earle Page, was mere “eye wash” and “self-deception”.1%®

Despite the tenuous relationship between the CP and the Menzies-led government, and personal
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attacks on the Prime Minister’s capability as a wartime leader, Page had publicly subscribed his Party
to Menzies’ framing of the enemy during his last days as leader.” Page argued that war was not being
waged against the “hapless German people” but their “maniacal leaders” and “Hitlerism” which had

rendered the former “victims” of greed and bloodlust.%®

Mere months before the war, Cameron, the then Postmaster-General, had denoted the Germans as
excellent potential European migrants — an answer to Australia’s racially-provoked population panic
and the encroaching threat of Communism which had encouraged Australian Conservative sympathies
with Nazi Germany throughout the inter-war period.’ In a broadcast address to the nation in
February 1940 on the war aims of the CP — a period when totalising enmity narratives were gaining
traction in the Australian media — the now Party leader had reinforced that Australia was not fighting
to covet German territory or resources. He even pointed to the pre-war “record of Germany in science,

literature, art”.2%

Cameron’s consistent rejection of the distinction, then, was not a product of inherent Germanophilia
nor crude national stereotypes. Rather, Cameron framed enmity as the inevitable product of the
mobilisation of entire populations to wage a “total war” or “totalitarian war”.2%! These were terms he
frequently employed in political statements, particularly after the Fall of France in June 1940, to
capture the unavoidable erosion of the distinctions between the combatant and non-combatant
sphere. War, he had argued from the outset, was a “doctrine of force. We kill and blockade. We
impose our will by any means recognised by international law.”?°2 Through the “ruthless” application
of the methodologies of totalising violence (blockade and strategic bombing), he argued that the
peoples of the enemy nation could not be separated from the military machine and governments
which they served.?®® Cameron viewed the Nazi/German distinction as irresponsible for its failures to
mentally prepare the Australian people for the inevitable and necessary outbursts of totalising
violence against the German people. Cameron’s November 1939 Ministerial Statement captured this

frustration:
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we are at war, not only with the German government, but also with the German people.
We are at war with the armed forces of Germany...and we are at war with the economic

power behind those forces [of] the country we have selected as an enemy.?**

Beyond the waging of war, Cameron shared Anthony’s and White’s concern that the Nazi/German
distinction was a symptom of misplaced hopes for negotiated peace, diplomatic solutions, and
reconciliation with a “good” Germany evident in both Governmental ranks and the ALP Opposition.2%
While the problem of negotiated peace and the last vestiges of appeasement had dissipated after April
1940 in light of events in Europe,?% the notion of a “good” German, in his view, remained one key
factor undermining Australia’s preparation for total war. He continued to argue these key points in
mid-1941 (now a sitting member of the UAP) in response to continued tolerance within Menzies’
“Prospectus for an Unlimited War Effort”.2°” Cameron went so far as to invoke his November 1939

speech to suggest that little had changed in his criticism of his own Party’s policy:

My answer [to the statements by Menzies between September and November 1939] was
that we were at war, not only with the Nazi Government [but also] the German people

and everything that was German, and that stands for to-day.?®

Cameron’s status as a returned soldier, a station he shared with other advocates of total war such as
Anthony and White, rendered him more attuned to the strategic implications of German
expansionism. Federal Attorney-General Billy Hughes’ apocalyptic visions in Australia and War To-day
(1935) had similarly presented war as a natural, even regenerative, component of an international
system rooted in perpetual enmity, conflict and struggle between nations.?” Hughes’ anti-Germanism
during the First World War and the inter-war period was rooted in conceptions of race (a narrow
interpretation of white Australia framed by Anglo-Saxon Britishness), trade (the nascent views of
perpetual economic warfare) and ensuring the integrity of the British Empire. These heavily influenced
his policies vis-a-vis Germany.?® Throughout the 1930s, Hughes had aligned himself with slowly
growing sentiment of anti-appeasement British diplomats concerned by the widespread myth of
German suffering under the Versailles Treaty — that Germany would have been developed as a

“simple, friendly industrious, liberty loving people” had it not been for the injustice of the post-war
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settlement. Germany, he argued, remained a “militarist nation”, driven by imperialistic ambition,

tacitly aggressive through its national deification of force and “will to war” .21

As a member of Menzies’ War Cabinet, Hughes had begrudgingly feigned support for the Prime
Minister’s “no quarrel with the mass of the German people” claims with some reservations.?*? The
irony and ominous portent of Hughes’ re-reading of his own inaugural wartime speech twenty-five
years previously as then Attorney-General of Andrew Fisher’s wartime Labor Government would not

have been lost on Menzies, nor Hughes’ former political colleagues on the Left:?*3

I quite agree thut we have no quarrel with
the masses of the German nation; but we have
a quarrel, and a quarrel to the death, with
that intolerable I’rusgian military autocracy
which, by this war, and by deliberate prepara-
tion during the last twenly years, has hofped
to dominate the world and trample under foot
liberty and democratic government. In order
to meet the machinations of this blood and
iron policy, the power given in this paragraph
is obviously necessary. We are face to face
with the most terrible realities., It is for us
a struggle of life and death. We must not
forget this fact. Sentiment is idle; mere talk
will not avail.

If one were to replace Hughes'’ reference to “Prussian military autocracy” in 1914 with “the intolerable

spirit of dictatorship” inherent in Nazism and Hitlerism he referenced in early September 1939,

Hughes’ statements were almost carbon copies of each other. He was quoted thus:?*
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"I agree with the Prime Minister
when he says that we have no gqusrrel
with the mass of the German people,”
said Mr. Hughes. "But we have a quar-
rel o the death with the intolerable
spirit of dictatorship.”

In order to tify his insatiable am-
bition, Herr Hitler was prepared (o
send millions of men, women and child-
ren, not only of other nations but of

his own nation, to their death. The
people of Australia must realise that
this was a struggle to the death, and
the issues Involved were 30 vital that

they might shake to their foundatione
the structure of our economic and
social life.

Astute observers cautioned about the potential hollowness of governmental rhetoric given the
symbolic and legislated anti-Germanism spearheaded by Hughes between 1914 and 1918 against
those Germans with whom he had “no quarrel”. True to form, the Attorney General was soon
demanding that the Allies “beat Germany to her knees”, a statement made in an address to the Sydney
Lyceum Club in early November which was quickly jumped upon by the Sydney Press.?!> Hughes’
strong rhetoric drew praise from magazine’s such as Smith’s Weekly who viewed the isolated but

Ill

“long-sighted” Hughes as an important corrective to political “mumbling Minnie’s” such as Menzies
and “pamphlets from heaven”, a reference to the British “leaflet raids” which will be discussed in the
following chapter.?'® Some astute Labor politicians, such as Eddie Ward in response to the Sydney
Sun’s report on the matter, argued that Hughes’ public rhetoric was in “marked contrast” to
assurances by the Government that it “had no desire to humiliate or destroy the German nation [and]

interfere in any way with the livelihood of the German people.”?Y
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“Blame Hitler, Not the German People”: The Australian Labor Party and Support for “No

Quarrel”

Despite concerns regarding sincerity, differing ideological impetuses and concerns over other
elements of Australian war aims and war effort, the Labor opposition publicly commended Menzies
for his ideological, rather than national or racial, framing of the enemy. The ALP’s subscription to the
“no quarrel” framework reflected bipartisan support across the political spectrum, even if a large
divide remained regarding the derivation of the threat from an ideological perspective. It was likewise
uncontroversial considering underlying divisions that remained within the Australian Labor
Movement. Ideologically, politically, and morally, the vagueness of Menzies’ stance allowed various
meanings to be attached to it. In the ALP’s case, “no quarrel” could be reconciled with both the vague
mainstream consensus within the Party for war based on collective security and a last resort to
conflict, and the slowly converted minority clinging to the inter-war isolationism and pacifism who
would naturally have supported any assurances of constraint, moderation and tolerance.?'® Although

expressing a determination to win the war, the ALP maintained the possibility of negotiated peace

with an “other” Germany.?*®

III

The ALP’s continued support for the “no quarrel” stance throughout the Phoney War and well into
1941 was vocalised by Federal Opposition Leader, John Curtin.??° Curtin had applauded the essence
behind the Prime Minister's November statement of war aims but had expressed his colleagues’
concerns about their “genuineness” and abstract form which gave little assurance to how “all peoples”
would benefit from the peace envisioned by Menzies. Evidence that this focus on universal social and
economic benefits extended beyond the ALP was tabled by Curtin in the form of a manifesto printed
in the West Australian. It contained signatories from across the West Australian political spectrum,
alongside key representatives from the education sector, judiciary, commerce, and local government,

who utilised a similar emphasis on “all peoples” 2%

It was also the framing of peoples, rather than specific nations, as the victims of war that Curtin urged
the Government to expand upon and reinforce in Australian war aims. In a November 1939 statement

on “culpability”, Curtin had noted that the Prime Minister’s speeches to date had rightly:

..drawn a clear distinction between the government of Germany and the people of

Germany...Because the peoples of the world have not had the making of this war, it is

218 \Waters, Australia and Appeasement: Imperial Foreign Policy and the Origins of World War 11, 260.

219 cpPD, Vol. 162, 16 November 1939, 1192-93.; Hasluck, The Government and the People, 1939-1941, 195.

220 HROH, No. 36., 6 September 1939, 36-7.

221 |pid. It is little surprise that F. Alexander, the Professor of History responsible for ABC broadcasts warning
against the proliferation of national enmities, was a signatory. “Broadcast to Schools: ‘Keep Hate from Your

o

Hearts’.

47



right that the issues [principles of liberty, freedom and justice for the ‘people’] should be

kept clearly in the forefront of every national statement.??

Joe Gander, the Langite member for Reid, put ALP policy more bluntly in an injunction against a
perceived “condemnation” of the German people en masse in Menzies’ 6 September statement:

“Blame Hitler, not the German people”.?2

The ALP clearly supported a conflict against a “political system” and ideology. Thinly veiled references
to “bad governments” could clearly be read as Curtin’s warning that the policies of consecutive
Conservative governments were part of the problem. The ALP was concerned that focus on an
“external enemy” could be used to excuse Capitalist exploitation on the home front.??* Reinforcing
the politicised narrative of international working-class solidarity, Curtin noted in early 1940 that “the
workers in Australia have no quarrel with the workers of any other country.”??* Curtin’s framing of the
ALP’s stance clearly aligned with that of British Labour. In the House of Commons (HOC), Party leader

IM

Clement Attlee and deputy A. Greenwood had likewise proclaimed no “ill will” towards the German
people. Curtin reinforced Attlee’s references to German “responsibility” to attack and undermine
Hitlerism from within, albeit as part of a universal struggle against global Fascism.??® The German
working class was seen as an inevitable ally in the ideological conflict against National Socialism, and

an internal source of revolution from within.

Leading Labor politicians such as John Beasley, Eddie Ward, Joe Gander, Dr. William Maloney, James
Scullin and Maurice Blackburn weighed in to hold the Menzies Government to its claims. John “Jack”
Beasley asked how the German people — renowned for intellectual, industrial and cultural ability no
less than the British people — could support a regime responsible for the calamities noted in the White
Paper.??’ In response to White, Anthony and CP MHR, John Prowse,?”® Beasley sympathised with
German “grievances”, blaming the deprivations and suffering imposed on the German people through
the Versailles Treaty for the rise of National Socialism.??® The economic context and insecurity of the
inter-war period and the diplomatic alienation and lack of tolerance displayed by Hughes and his

contemporaries had perpetuated that “deep resentment” which had exacerbated the perpetual
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“antagonism” between Germany and the Allies.?° In promoting the ALP’s view that the war was, in
part, a matter of assisting the German people to overthrow Hitlerism, Beasley reflected the attempt
to universalise the issue along the line of Labor ideology and “economic security”, engendering

empathy for the German plight:

We must remember that the German people, like ourselves, have traditions and
ideals...we cannot crush a whole people like this out of existence, and therefore, the
Prime Minister’s reference to the German people as such [like ourselves] is worthy of

particular note.?!

James Scullin, the former Depression-era Prime Minister who endorsed Labor’s support for the war,
had qualified the Party’s support by emphasising a commonly utilised argument that framed “war”,
rather than any specific nation, as the true enemy. Framing national enmity as a “hatred of war”,
rather than peoples, had been undertaken by many politicians, including both Curtin and Menzies.??
Scullin attempted to remove “nationality” as a framework and reinforce humane wartime conduct

“irrespective of nationality or of race”.?33

Others were far more overtly political in their discussions. The maverick political “bomb-thrower” and
isolationist ex-Langite, Eddie Ward, was much more forthright in openly criticising “British
Imperialism” and trade competition through Labor’s class narrative.* Aside from his open attacks on
Billy Hughes discussed above, Ward also challenged Larry Anthony’s framing of the inter-war
settlement and his inflammatorily reductionist claims about the mass support of the “90,000,000
enemies” in Germany who, wholeheartedly “imbued with the Nazi spirit”, were Nazis for the purpose

of war.?> Ward counterposed that:

Many of the unfortunate people in Germany who have had their civil liberties destroyed,
have been dragooned into going to war because they have not the power to resist.
According to the honourable member [Anthony], we must regard every one of those

Germans as enemies.?3¢
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Ward argued that not only were these views not shared by Anthony’s own UAP colleagues (an astute
and accurate observation given our discussion above), British Bomber Command would not idly waste
precious wartime resources on an extensive pamphlet drop to directly speak to the German people,
counter Nazi propaganda and educate the German populace about Allied war aims. Ward also
politicised the issue further by attacking Anthony’s selective and politically opportunistic
interpretation of Mein Kampf for failing to reference Hitler’s attacks on the German working class
whilst drawing an unfavourable analogy between Nazism and the Conservative’s own “anti-Labor”
agenda.?®” Ward was still criticising repeated claims by Conservatives that the German people would
not revolt against Hitler in a separate debate on the 1939-40 Budgetary papers and war economy
more than a week later. He highlighted the Government’s anti-worker policies and attempts to
undermine international working-class solidarity.23 Any attempt to shift blame to the German people
symbolised Ward’s broader concern and suspicion about the Conservatives’ expanding definition of

“threat” and “enemy” in both Australia and in Britain.2

Suspicion remained within the ALP regarding the cogency, robustness and sincerity of the
Government’s apparent tolerance. Dr. William Maloney, an international socialist and fervent anti-
militarist,?*® and Norman Makin, the Methodist lay preacher and sitting Labor member for Hindmarsh,

|II

personified ALP concerns about “racial” injustices once again being perpetrated against law-abiding
Australian-Germans.?*! They had failed to be convinced by injunctions of Conservatives such as Arthur
“Artie” Fadden, the soon to be CP leader and short-lived future Prime Minister who provided an
impassioned plea for tolerance on behalf of the Australian-German community in his electorate.?*?
The spectre of Andrew Fisher’s Labor Government’s enactment of the War Precautions Act (WPA) in
October 1914 clearly prompted political advocacy for a more tolerant, subdued approach in the
formation of the contemporary National Security Act (NSA). Like the NSA, the WPA saw an overarching
conferral and centralisation of national security powers to the Executive and military bodies over
information dissemination, communications networks and economic and social life. This
institutionalised the legal framework for the suppression of personal rights and liberties and justified

anti-German policies throughout the war.?*® Political discourse surrounding the German people’s

rights and freedoms exemplified the ALP’s consistent warnings about the use and abuse of wartime
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powers under National Security regulations on the domestic front to not only suppress minority

groups (including enemy aliens), but also to restrict individual rights of Australian citizens.?*

Some staunch anti-hate advocates also recognised that totalising enmity narratives were inevitable.
Maurice Blackburn, a staunch defender of civil liberties in wartime, questioned the superficial
“popular attempt to distinguish between German people and the German Government”.2*> While
actively calling out anti-German sentiment, Blackburn expressed little belief in the popular Leftist
notion of internal revolution against Hitlerism in the Reich itself given the historical role of hyper-
nationalism in totalising war. His concerns were not allayed by the guarantees of senior Cabinet figures
such as Minister for External Affairs and Information, Henry Gullett, regarding the “treatment” of
Australian Germans, nor hypotheses that they would not be “interfered with by Australian citizens.”2%®
Suspicion on this front was valid given the rhetoric surrounding so-called “enemy aliens” by men such
as Cameron who actively designated foreign-born residents the status of “enemy” regardless of the

absence of guilt, professions of loyalty or naturalisation.?*” Blackburn highlighted the capacity of total

mobilisation to raise wartime emotions and the powerful role of nationalism.

Conclusion

Analysis of the political discourse emanating from Menzies’ appropriation of Chamberlain’s dictum
reveals a noticeable lack of hatred and vitriol against the German people in official statements, even
less so than in the initially moderate response in British Parliament. As the following chapters will
show, Menzies appropriation of “no quarrel” with the German people became a key reference point
in the formation of Australian enmity narratives throughout the first months of the conflict. The
Nazi/German distinction reinforced the Australian Government’s rejection of hatred and anti-German
jingoism and attempts to focus national enmity on Nazism and the ideological, racial and political

threat it posed to Australian national security, values and way of life.

The ideological framing of the war against Fascism, Nazism and Hitlerism was accepted with little
opposition, even accounting for Australia’s partisan political context. Hasluck’s findings vis-a-vis
cooperation and bipartisanship in the face of vocal fringe minorities on several key wartime issues
appears to equally apply to the German Question.?*® Limited attempts to undermine the idea of “no
quarrel” in the first months of the conflict emanated from a small, yet vocal section of the UAP/CP

Coalition Government who tended to refute the distinction due to the logic of total war. Although
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varying levels of anti-German sentiment were evident in the responses of Hughes, Anthony and
others, existing anti-Germanism did not appear to be necessary for politicians such as Cameron to
promote a narrative of totalising enmity in the context of the strategic implications of total war.
Although Cameron advocated totalising narratives, his focus appeared to be on mentally preparing
Australians to realise that fighting a totalising peoples’ war required simple dichotomies between

peoples, rather than to instigate indiscriminate hatred and anti-Germanism.

The ALP opposition clearly supported the logic of a distinction between the German people and
Nazism because it suited the Labour Movement’s ideological and political objectives. Concerns about
feasibility, suspicions of the Government’s sincerity, and cynical realism were reflected in the
responses of Labor politicians such as Ward, Makin, Maloney and Blackburn. Limiting the war to Hitler,

the Nazi Party and its ideology served a clear political goal.

Despite the sincere concern expressed by politicians on both sides of the political spectrum,
apprehension over the well-being of German “enemy aliens” and avoiding the mistakes of the
previous war seemed less of a prerogative for mobilising “no quarrel” sentiment than justifying the
declaration of war and framing the type of conflict that would service a burgeoning “good” war
narrative. It normalised and legitimised the conflict as an ideological and moral struggle, rather than
a renewed global conflict for national or imperialistic interests. The Brisbane Telegraph’s Canberra
correspondent recognised that the Government’s references to “not fighting to suppress the German
people but to prevent thelir] suppression” by Hitler, provisions for “freedom and equity for the
Germans as well as ourselves”, and the “absence of any expressions of bitterness towards the enemy”
had in no small part secured Labor cooperation during the war.2*® Although reductive in its analysis,
the Telegraph captures the bipartisan rejection of totalising enmity highlighted by other mainstream
dailies.?*® The rejection of the exploitation of the German people and promotion of shared “equity”
and “prosperity” spoke positively of the Government’s war aims, even if there were doubts about its

authenticity and application in practice.

Finally, a brief survey of the Government Hansard reveals that these parliamentary exchanges did not
continue after the initial months of debate discussed within this chapter aside from sporadic
injunctions by individual MHRs. Importantly, no systematic debate occurred vis-a-vis Japan in

December 1941 where racialized assumptions about innate Japanese character underwrote enmity
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narratives. Put simply, there were no official attempts to argue that Australians had “no quarrel” with

the Japanese people.
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Chapter Three: “Whom Are We Fighting?”: The Media Narrative, 1939-
41

The truism that war sells reflected the voracious demand for war news and images in Australia that
was particularly acute in the opening stages of the conflict.?®! The Australian press maintained a
thriving discourse relating to the enemy German population throughout the first years of the conflict.
As noted in the introduction, historians such as lan Harmstorf have argued that the mainstream
Australian press largely upheld the Nazi/German distinction.?®? Harmstorf, however, does not provide
extensive analysis of this issue, drawing broad assumptions from a solitary newspaper, the
Advertiser.?> This is problematic given the lack of a unanimous collective viewpoint in the major
dailies of wartime Australia, who largely maintained editorial independence and presented diverging
interpretations of key wartime issues.?** Notwithstanding the Australian press’ common reliance on
various international cable services such as the AAP and British United Press (BUP), variations in local
editorial decisions — how, where and if a story was presented, the choice of headline, accompanying
commentary and images (photographs and cartoons) — governed how Australians on the home front

saw and experienced the war in Europe.

The following chapter argues that whilst Harmstorf’s findings regarding a Nazi/German distinction
within the mainstream press largely hold true in the first months of the conflict, the framing of the
wider “Germany” enemy was far more nuanced, disjointed, problematic and, in some cases, divisive
within the Australian public discourse than existing scholarship reveals. By the end of the Phoney War
and throughout the remainder of 1940 and 1941, a significant portion of the mainstream Australian
press were publishing totalising enmity narratives that questioned key assumptions supporting the
distinction between Nazism and the German people. Differences in interpretation lay not only
between newspapers, but also within individual newspapers struggling to answer the important

wartime question: “Whom are we fighting?”

The Australian press largely followed British norms and assumptions of its role in national life as a
shaper of public opinion, a source of information and education to the reading public.?* Kertesz rightly

notes that the press in the British tradition both “leads and reflects” public opinion.?*® Australia’s
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mass-circulation newspapers shared a “sense of mission” and a self-professed social role in line with
their commercial interests and needs, with a focus on informing and promoting ideas of national
wartime relevance.?’ Carruthers’ seminal work on media and war successfully argues that according
to liberal theory, the media in democratic nations at war often functions to offset confusion induced
by the fog of war, inform citizens, and perform a watchdog role over increasingly overarching
Executive wartime powers. In executing its self-professed role as a “fourth estate” alongside the
Executive, Judiciary and Legislature, the press informs public opinion in democratic societies on key
events, situations and people in terms of its informative as well as explanative and interpretative
functions. In line with the politics of wartime nationalism, this role often clashed with the expectations
and realities of the wartime state which often framed expressions of media objectivity