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Numerous analyses have documented the Arts Council’s refusal to provide Theatre Workshop with an adequate subsidy, which, among other things, forced the company to abandon its revolutionary training programme. However, few have examined the reasons for its behaviour. This article calls for a re-evaluation of the Council’s treatment of the company by analysing it through the lens of Bourdieusian sociology. It argues that the Council withheld money as a way of punishing the group for its countercultural practices and for developing a method of training actors that attacked the conventions of the British theatre in the 1940s and 1950s. Furthermore, this article cross-references the Arts Council’s files with records of MI5’s systematic surveillance of the company for the first time to identify the political motivations that also contributed to this behaviour. In both instances, it reveals a concentrated effort against Littlewood and her training programme that led ultimately to the exclusion of Theatre Workshop from the British theatre. 
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Punishing the Outsiders: 

Theatre Workshop and the Arts Council
Since it was founded in 1945, Theatre Workshop’s practice was marked by an attempt to break down the conventions of the British theatre. Under the direction of Joan Littlewood and Ewan MacColl, the company confronted the cultural conservatism of the mainstream theatre in order to bring it into touch with the harsh reality of the post-war society. An important element of this iconoclastic approach was an assault on the method of training actors at institutions such as the Royal Academy of Dramatic Arts (RADA), which Littlewood attended in 1932 and left after less than a year, calling it ‘a waste of time’ (Littlewood 1994, p. 68). She believed that such institutions undervalued the importance of training and produced actors capable of doing little more than regurgitating previously fixed performances. To counter this, she developed a method of working with actors that emphasised collaboration and research, and created a rigorous programme of training that had at its foundation the three areas of work that she believed were the centre of the actor’s craft: movement, voice and improvisation.
 
The training regime was intensive and Littlewood insisted on continuing the daily movement and vocal exercises while touring or developing a new production. She encouraged the company to see training as part of the daily work of the actor and understand that ‘acting is an art of infinite difficulty which demands constant training and humility’ (Theatre Workshop Winter Season Brochure, 1954-55, KV 2/3178). 
The reason for this emphasis on training was twofold. First, it was rooted in Littlewood’s belief that theatre existed in the live dialogue between the stage and the auditorium. She refused to allow her actors to become fixed in their performances and trained them to improvise on stage and to respond to the live audience. Second, the training was tied to her aims to establish an ensemble company with a composite mind. Littlewood believed that the continual training of the body, the mind and the voice by the group working together would help to establish nodes of unity that would foster the collaboration of the group, thus creating an overriding sense of an ensemble with a clear group identity. 
Despite receiving praise for ‘her conspicuous success in training actors’ (The Times, 15 July 1961), Littlewood’s training programme, like the other aspects of Theatre Workshop’s work, did not meet the approval of the Arts Council of Great Britain, which ignored the company’s constant pleas for help. Without a substantial public subsidy, Littlewood began transferring productions (along with the actors who worked on them) to the West End for lengthy and profitable runs. The constant need to replace these actors made Theatre Workshop more of a loose nucleus of actors than the envisioned permanent ensemble company, while the need to churn out successive commercially viable shows made the training programme untenable. By 1958 it had been abandoned almost entirely, making it an early victim of the Arts Council’s rejection of Theatre Workshop. 
Of course, it is nothing new to state that the Arts Council purposefully ignored Theatre Workshop, and numerous studies have already detailed the tumultuous relationship between the two (Goorney 1981; Holdsworth 1999; Leach 2006; Rufford 2011). However, despite accurate accounts of how the Arts Council stymied the group, few have examined fully why it acted in this way and the consequences it had on the group’s training.
 In contrast, this article argues that the Council’s behaviour can be understood sociologically as a means of punishing the group for its countercultural practices through symbolic violence. Its challenge to the Establishment in the form of a method of training that attacked the conventions of acting was countered by an Establishment that fought back to retain the status quo, thus corroborating Pierre Bourdieu’s claim that every field is underpinned by an inherent competition between the dominant and the dominated that makes it a ‘field of struggles’ (1993, p. 30). The systematic underfunding of Theatre Workshop by the Arts Council was the apotheosis of this fight back and an attempt to exclude the company from the field of theatre in Britain. 

Furthermore, this article argues that this treatment of the group was politically motivated. The recently released MI5 files on Littlewood, MacColl and Theatre Workshop depict a British theatre gripped by the anti-Communist propaganda of the Cold War. Suspicions about the company’s Communist connections and its celebration of the working classes led to local policemen, secret agents and informants from within the theatre monitoring and reporting on its movements.
 Suspicion was also levelled at any groups or individual willing to support the company, as is shown below. Theatre Workshop is, therefore, used as a case study to examine the politics of subsidy and the Arts Council’s refusal to support any company that did not accept its cultural hegemony. 
The Training Programme
Any attempt to outline Theatre Workshop’s training programme must come with a number of caveats. First, Littlewood did not attempt to establish a definitive method and so there is no clear account of her training process. It is, however, possible to get a sense of this process from the numerous first-hand accounts published by such performers who worked with her closely as Howard Goorney (1966, 1981), Jean Newlove (1993), and Clive Barker (2003, 2010), although anecdotal recollections of this nature often prove to be contradictory or untrustworthy. The prime example of this is Littlewood’s own notoriously unreliable autobiography (1994). Second, the scarcity of primary sources documenting the group’s training necessitates relying on already published material, much of which will be familiar to the reader. However, it is important to give a sense of the training, bearing these caveats in mind, in order to identify how it went against the conventions of the British theatre and, therefore, to situate fully the behaviour of the Arts Council. 
At the heart of Littlewood’s approach to training was a quest for truth on the stage, both in terms of what was represented and how it was performed. In its 1945 manifesto the company vowed to produce work that was socially relevant and that commented ‘fearlessly on Society’ (cited in Goorney 1981, p. 42). This theatre would counter the West End’s isolation from the ‘real’ world and its near-exclusive representation of the upper-middle class experience at the expense of the working class. 

The isolation of the mainstream theatre was evident in the acting performances and the conservatoire system that trained actors in what Littlewood called ‘past-tense acting’. Underpinning this type of acting was a view of the production as a fixed product that is created during the rehearsal period and repeated as a facsimile in subsequent performances. The fact that imitation was the common method of training used by drama schools at the time reinforced this view of acting as a form of reproduction rather than creation (Shirley 2012, p. 40). Littlewood, instead, argued for present-tense acting, where performances evolved continually in response to the reactions of the audience and the improvisations of the other actors on stage. It is here possible to see the political commitment to reflect the reality of life in Britain and the artistic commitment to reflect the reality of the live performance moment dovetail into a training programme that emphasised truth over poetic recitation. 
Littlewood encouraged this sense of truth by training her actors in improvisation at a time when very few directors or teachers used this approach in Britain, with the exception of Michel Saint-Denis. In doing so, she cited Konstantin Stanislavsky, to whom she was drawn due to his own unending quest to find ‘truth’ in acting. She used a number of the exercises from An Actor Prepares in rehearsals and training sessions in order to foster genuine and truthful performances from her actors (Holdsworth 2006, p. 57). These improvisations engaged the actors’ creative imaginations, which were vital to keeping a particular production in a state of constant evolution. Littlewood would often start work on a play with a series of improvisations to help the actors understand its super-objective, as well as the relationships between characters (Goorney 1981, p. 167). For example, before receiving scripts for The Quare Fellow in 1956, the company spent the first few weeks improvising as prisoners and performing the daily routines of prison life so they could experience the monotony for themselves (Goodwin and Milne 1960, pp. 12-3). 

Training with the Whole Body 
The body played a crucial role in these improvisations, where the actors embodied the situations in order to perform them truthfully. Likewise, the actors needed to train their bodies to become finely tuned and alert in order to perform physically whatever was suggested by their creative imaginations. In both instances, Littlewood placed the body at the centre of the training, making Theatre Workshop ‘the only company in Britain who consistently trained in movement’ (Leach 2006, p. 89). Again, she was reacting against the common practice of institutions such as RADA, where the focus on verse speaking encouraged a perception of acting rooted in Cartesian dualism that all but ignored the presence of the body. The tendency to train actors from the neck up resulted in what Littlewood called ‘talking head’ acting:
This is characterised by an insensitivity to space, a slight but significant retarding of the pelvis, which alters the balance of the body and allows the mind to predominate over the physical sensations of the body, and by an absence of direct contact between the actors, each enclosed in their own world. (Barker 2010, p. 137)
As Barker explains, this cerebral approach to acting alienated the actors from each other and from the reality of the live performance. 


Rudolf von Laban’s theory of movement was a central tenet of Littlewood’s quest to develop ‘actors [who] could handle their bodies like trained dancers or athletes’ (MacColl 1990, p. 254). Laban’s belief in the need for a dialogue between the actor’s inner impulse and his or her external expression had clear resonances with what Littlewood was trying to achieve. Just as she rejected the countless regurgitations of a previously fixed performance, so Laban rejected the replicated external display of imitated movements in favour of free-flowing spontaneity connected to an inner vision that, he argued, would ‘penetrate to the hidden recesses of man’s inner effort’ and establish a different quality of contact with the audience (1950, p. 19).
Newlove joined the company in 1946 to train it in Laban’s methods and ran daily three-hour movement sessions and pre-performance warm ups (2014). She provided a direct link to his theories, having worked with him closely as his assistant, and trained the company to use the body as a primary resource for characterisation. For example, she trained the actors in Laban’s Eight Basic Efforts and encouraged them to use the efforts as the foundation for their characters through exercises and improvisations (Goorney 1981, p. 167; Newlove 1993, pp. 78-85). Newlove also led the company in performing movement scales as part of Laban’s theory of choreutics, his ‘science’ for the analysis and synthesis of all human movement. The scales, Newlove argued, would help the actors ‘unlock the doors to expression’ and teach them the laws of movement (1993, p. 29). This area of study not only helped improve the actors’ flexibility, but also encouraged an acute awareness of the surrounding space and the other actors in it, establishing an overriding sense of co-ordination.  

The body was also central to the group’s vocal work, which ‘was always considered as an extension of movement’ (ibid. p. 8). Incorporating a number of the exercises introduced to them by opera singer Nelson Illingworth, including exercises in breath control and chanting, Littlewood and MacColl worked with actors to counter the behavioural use of ‘head voices’ and the focus on articulation. Actors were trained to breathe with the whole body rather than just the mouth and chest, while speech was likewise taught to be a physical act, where the voice began in the lower abdomen and rose up through the body before emerging from the mouth (Leach 2006, p. 91). The emphasis was on the quality and the richness of the sounds as opposed to the specifics of verse speaking, and was, again, in stark contrast to the established drama schools’ focus on elocution. 


Littlewood encouraged her actors to find a vocal truthfulness by first establishing the meaning or the emotion behind the words through improvisations, where, for example, ‘dialogue would be adapted into colloquial speech […] Often speeches would be rendered in gibberish.’ (Goorney 1966, p. 102) Similarly, she combined the vocal work with Laban’s efforts and used physical movements to encourage the actors to take ownership of the dialogue:

Sometimes an actor is made to physically punch his way through a speech, beating out the metre with his fists like a shadow-boxer. When you have the physical movement which underlies the verse, its meaning is brought out right. (Goodwin and Milne 1960, p. 16)

This close relationship between the action and the dialogue created a holistic approach to characterisation that countered any notion of the actor as merely a talking head.


Perhaps the most unconventional aspect of the training programme was that it trained actors to work together as an ensemble rather than focusing on improving their own skill. Littlewood insisted that the full company, including lighting technicians and sound engineers, trained together as a collective, establishing a common language and a sense of unity. Furthermore, she shied away from any attempt to set her apart as the genius teacher and encouraged the group to learn from each other. ‘[You] can’t teach people to write or act,’ she argued in 1961, ‘it’s something that they can learn only from each other’ (cited in The Times, 12 July 1961). 
While this approach was fundamental to the work of a company that emphasised ‘collective graft […] rather than cossetting the egos of individual actors’ (Holdsworth 2006, p. 49), it had little relevance to the ‘star’ system that dominated the British theatre. It is true that leading members of the acting establishment such as Peggy Ashcroft and John Gielgud happily performed as an ensemble in Theodore Komisarjevsky’s productions of the 1920s and 1930s. However, these were very much exceptions to the rule. For those still battling to become established the competitive ‘star’ system inculcated the belief that an actor had to develop a distinctive personality to set him or her apart (Barker 2010, p. 137). Conservatoire training internalised the values of this system and encouraged student actors to display their individuality through the creation of atomistic, mannered performances that would pull focus from the rest of the company. As Charles Marowitz complained in 1960, any sense of ensemble at drama school was ‘strictly superficial’ as the focus was more on ‘personal advancement’ and ‘frantic I–ism’ (1960 p. 22) 
Excluded by the Arts Council

Littlewood recalled a representative of the Arts Council warning her that to receive funding, ‘some of our actors would have to be replaced while the rest underwent a lengthy period of retraining’ to bring them into line with the established way of acting (1994, p. 189). In this threat, the Arts Council sent a clear message that it would not support a method of training that failed to produce actors who could slot into the British system. While Littlewood may well have exaggerated this encounter, the sentiment of the warning was palpable in the Council’s behaviour towards the group. Theatre Workshop applied repeatedly for financial support since the Arts Council was formed in 1945. However, the group did not receive any assistance until almost a decade later, when it received its first grant, a £150 bus subsidy, in September 1954. This grant was raised to £500 the following year on the condition that local councils doubled the contribution. Between 1955 and 1961 annual funding for the company was increased by only £1,500, while the Council threatened constantly to remove it altogether. 
The Arts Council archives reveal a clear reluctance to support the group. Between 1945 and 1954 the Council’s Drama Panel advised repeatedly against any association with the company (Minutes of the Drama Panel, 1946-1955, ACGB/43/5). These negative feelings were echoed by the Council’s first three Drama Directors – Michael MacOwan (1945-47), Llewellyn Rees (1947-49) and John Moody (1949-1954) – who were all reticent in their treatment of Gerry Raffles, the company’s manager, and warned him that there was little hope of funding (ACGB/34/68 Folder 3). 

Part of the problem was that the Council’s assessment of the group was based solely on end products. Each time the company applied for funding a representative was sent to see a production and report back (Minutes of the Drama Panel Meeting, 6 May 1948, ACGB/43/5). This focus on the end result – the production – was at the expense of the training; there are no records of any Council members being sent to report on the company’s training methods. The same was true after the company received funding. Like any other funded organisation, Theatre Workshop had to submit to the Council routine budgets, balance sheets and reports on ‘weekly box office returns and at the end of the run of each production we shall want a statement showing the result’ (Letter to Raffles, 26 November 1958, ACGB/34/68 Folder 2). Assessment of future grant applications was based largely on this information and what it revealed about the company’s financial position. Again, the focus was on the evidence of results with little consideration of artistic processes.
It is important to remember that the Arts Council was, itself, very much a part of the British theatre Establishment, which influenced its decisions. Robert Hutchinson argues that the Council’s organizational structure meant that a ‘select group of mice were given a lot of responsibility for distributing the cheese. Vested interests were fully involved in the Arts Council’s decision-making from the outset’ (1982, p. 27). Membership of the Council’s Drama Panel was dominated by key figures from the commercial West End, including successful impresarios such as Hugh ‘Binkie’ Beaumont and leading actors such as Gielgud, Laurence Olivier and Nöel Coward. The homogeneity of its members gave the Council a very narrow frame of reference; the Drama Panel embodied the established way of making and perceiving theatre leaving little room for anything else. 
The Arts Council’s embodiment of the established theatre is all the more significant given its dominant position in the field. Working in a field where success was dependent on commercial viability, the Council had the power to bestow onto certain theatres the means for survival through the distribution of funds that would free recipients from being slaves to box office receipts. It was able to exercise its power over the field through the act of selection, where it chose which theatres were deemed worthy of funding and imposed its own definition of what constituted a legitimate artistic practice. The criterion of this definition promoted the Council’s socially and culturally determined taste and thus ensured a level of self-preservation, where those organisations that perpetuated the values of the Establishment were rewarded. The Council also had the power to exclude any company that posed a threat to the status quo or did not meet the criterion by rejecting funding applications, as Littlewood herself found out. 
Punishing the Outsiders 
In 1958, Nelson Linklater, Deputy Director of the Arts Council’s Drama Department, warned that ‘the Council does not make a grant to any company unless it approves of the Company’s general policy’ (Letter dated 30 September 1958, ACGB/34/68 Folder 2). This statement actually implies the reverse: that it would only fund those companies whose ‘general policy’ replicated the policy of the Council and the values it promoted. These values included metropolitanism and professionalism, values that Littlewood rejected wholeheartedly. Knowledge that only those theatres that adhered to the Council’s criterion would receive financial support encouraged groups such as the English Stage Company to internalize these values, adapting their practice so as to make themselves eligible for funding (Storey 2012).
In this way, the Arts Council was able to uphold it hegemonic domination through ‘symbolic violence’, Bourdieu’s concept whereby a dominant group imposes its meanings onto the rest of the field (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990, p. 4). This imposition of meaning is exercised upon an agent with his or her complicity and generates the illusion that it is not violence but the ‘natural’ order of things (p. 17). The acquiescence to the Arts Council’s dominance by groups in need of funding and their willingness to play by its rules with the promise of financial reward meant that its definition of legitimacy became the unquestioned standard that all had to conform to. 
The rules, or doxa, of the field had notable implications on the perception of actor training such as perpetuating the view that training was of secondary importance through the celebration of professionalism. By stating explicitly that it had ‘adopted a deliberate policy of directing its financial help towards the professional aspect of the arts’ at the expense of amateur work, the Arts Council placed the two in a dichotomous relationship that promoted the former and established it as the legitimate form of theatre (Arts Council 1951, p. 9). Training was relegated to the realm of amateur theatre given its perceived status as merely a precursor to the professional career of the actor (Marowitz 1960, p. 20). The denigration of amateur work was, therefore, extended to actor training, which fell outside the Arts Council’s remit and received little support. There is barely any reference to such training in the early Annual Reports, while the accounts show that no money was paid out for the specific aim of supporting or developing training programmes (Arts Council Annual Reports, 1945–1960). This is in contrast to the fields of music, opera and ballet, which all had dedicated schools that were funded by the Council.
 It is clear that, in this context, Theatre Workshop’s request for money to be able to train actors placed the group completely at odds with the policy of the Council. 
The Council’s quest to ‘maintain the standard and the national tradition’ of theatre meant that it deemed as appropriate only those training methods that would uphold these ‘professional standards’ (The Scotsman, 13 June 1945). Bourdieu explains that the symbolic violence inherent in any form of pedagogic work is focused on the reproduction of societal structures, where agents are trained to adhere to them and misrecognise them as fact (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990, p. 33). The Arts Council approved of only those methods of training that produced actors and artists willing to adhere to and reproduce the conventions of the field, including the emphasis on the text, the ‘star’ system, and fixed performances. This training thus produced actors who would not question either the field’s conventions or its cultural hierarchy. 
While it is true that the Council did not lend financial support to those training programmes that conformed, it certainly acted against any that tried to offer an alternative. A pertinent example is Saint-Denis’s Old Vic Theatre School, which he founded in 1947. Jane Baldwin argues that the premature demise of this school in 1952 was due to the non-conformist training led by Saint-Denis, where, like Littlewood, he placed emphasis on improvisation and ensemble work (2003, pp. 123-43). This training angered both the Old Vic’s Board of Governors and the Arts Council, where Llewellyn Rees – who joined the Old Vic as Administrator in 1949 – acted as a go-between, reporting negatively on Saint-Denis’s training methods. Rees argued that classes in improvisation and movement had nothing to do with the purpose of training, namely, to produce actors capable of continuing the tradition of British theatre (p. 136). The Old Vic Governors, in consultation with the Council and Rees, decided that it was no longer appropriate to dedicate a portion of its grant to fund the school and it soon closed (Minutes of the Drama Panel, 3 April 1952, ACGB/43/5)

The active role Rees played in ousting Saint-Denis must be understood in the light of his previous position at the Arts Council and the amount of power he wielded there. His comments are symptomatic of a deep-seated abhorrence of training programmes that did not toe the line, which no doubt underscored his warnings against any affiliation between the Arts Council and Theatre Workshop (ACGB/34/68 Folder 3). Bearing this in mind, Littlewood’s claim that the Council pressured her into retraining her actors in order to secure money may not be too far from the truth. 

Clearly the punishment served by the Arts Council was not as straightforward as withholding all financial support from the company. If it had continued to reject Theatre Workshop’s funding applications throughout the 1950s, when acclaim for its work was growing, then the group would have grounds for publicly accusing the Council of bias, as happened when its funding was threatened in 1958 (Littlewood 1958). Instead, the Council awarded only a minimal level of funding and set tough conditions on it that were not placed on similar companies. This ensured that Theatre Workshop could not complain that it was purposefully ignored, but that there was not enough money for the group to pose a serious threat to the status quo. Furthermore, the Council could justify the removal of funding at any time by saying that the company had failed to meet its conditions.
The Problem of Politics
According to its Standard Drama Agreement, the Council only supported work that was ‘done in the interest of the nation’ (Annual Report 1946-47, p. 47). Such work would help to restore national pride and offer a respite from the turmoil of war by adhering to the growing political consensus that typified the 1950s. Clearly, Theatre Workshop did not fall into this bracket. The group’s left-wing commitment generated suspicion from various factions of the Establishment, including MI5 and Special Branch, who believed it posed a threat to national security. Of course, this was a climate in which Communism was looked on askance, fostered by the return of the Russophobic Winston Churchill as Prime Minister in 1951 and the McCarthyism that gripped the United States. Theatre Workshop’s support of Communism and its public condemnation of war and capitalism led officials to label it a ‘Communist controlled theatre company’ that took its orders from Moscow (MI5 Report, 5 December 1953, KV 2/3178).

The recently declassified MI5 files on the company reveal that it spent at least nine years monitoring the group closely, building a substantial file that was supplemented by information already gathered on Littlewood and MacColl in the 1930s. Both Special Branch and MI5 used various methods of gathering information, including intercepting letters, collating reports on particular productions, tapping phone conversations, and stationing officers outside company members’ homes. A Personal File was opened on any individual that was mentioned in connection with the group, and even the most mundane events such as the sale of the company van were instantly reported to MI5 (Manchester Constabulary Report, 16 July 1952, KV 2/3178). 
While James Smith gives a comprehensive analysis of these files, he shies away from examining fully the effect that the scale of surveillance had on the company’s position in the British theatre (2013, pp. 80-109). He is correct in noting that there is, as yet, no conclusive evidence to suggest MI5 had any direct influence over the Arts Council’s funding decision (p.109). However, cross-referencing the files of each organization reveals how the level of suspicion had major implications on the Council’s assessment of the company’s training programme and strengthened its resolve not to support it. 

The paramount fear was that Theatre Workshop would use the training programme to encourage the widespread adoption of Communist values. Reports voiced suspicions that the company was in collusion with numerous Soviet-front organisations such as the British Youth Festival Committee to turn students to Communism and MI5 intervened in the group’s plans to work at schools in Glasgow (Letter to MI5 from Glasgow CID, 9 December 1952; Intercepted Letter, 7 January 1954, KV 2/3178). Of course, the suspicions were accurate to an extent. A central part of the early training followed at Theatre Workshop was an education in politics, where company members were encouraged to become politically aware (Goorney 1981, p. 192). Likewise, the importance placed on the group working together and the need to create a socially reflexive dialogue with the working class audience promoted Littlewood and MacColl’s political values. However, this was a far cry from accusations that they purposefully targeted and brainwashed young men and women (Letter to the Home Office, 25 May 1940, KV 2/2757). 


As well as reports from local police constabularies, Special Branch and members of the public, MI5 relied on its extensive and well-placed network of informants from within the British theatre (Smith 2013, p. 82), painting the picture of a field gripped by anti-Communist fear and suspicion of Theatre Workshop. The Arts Council would have been aware of the notoriety surrounding the company and its alleged Communist ties given the fact that its members were drawn from those same theatre circles. The Council was, itself, concerned about the group’s political associations and commissioned a report on this subject by Drama Panellist Stephen Thomas, but unfortunately this report is now missing from the archives (ACGB 34/68 Folder 3). 

Suspicion of Theatre Workshop was extended to any individual or organisation that agreed to support it. A Special Branch report in 1953 noted that the company had received a loan of £450 from West Ham Borough Council at the behest of Councillor W. C. Kuhn. ‘According to my information,’ the report continued, ‘he was aware that the company had communist connections and his action in granting this loan has led reliable members of the Council to suspect that he is a communist sympathiser.’ (Report dated 10 October 1953, KV 2/3178) If a previously trusted Councillor came under suspicion of being a communist sympathiser then it follows that the Arts Council would have also been accused if it chose to fund the group. Or, at least, it would have been aware of the likelihood of such suspicion falling on it, which undoubtedly informed the Panel’s advice to avoid any association with the company at this time. This conclusion is bolstered up by the fact that the Council did come under suspicion for its support of Theatre Workshop in 1960. Questions were raised in Parliament after Communist propaganda material was found on display at the Theatre Royal Stratford East, including whether the Chancellor ‘will make it a condition of his grant to the Council that its sponsorship be withdrawn from all productions in conjunction with which Communist publications are displayed for sale’ (Arts Council Minute Paper, 8 April 1960, ACGB 34/68 Folder 3). One can only imagine the questions raised had it supported the group at the height of the Cold War.  
Conclusion


While the link between MI5 and the Arts Council remains speculative, it is clear that the Council used its symbolic power to punish Theatre Workshop for the insidious threat its training programme posed to the status quo. The Council’s coercion of Theatre Workshop certainly worked with regard to training. Littlewood’s need to turn to the commercial West End for much needed money was a sign of her accepting the ‘natural’ order and the fact that she could not change things. She had failed in her plan to establish a permanent ensemble company founded on a shared training programme. Defeated by the Arts Council she left the British theatre, first in 1961 and then permanently in 1975. 
Of course, some of Littlewood’s training methods did survive and were passed on at East 15, the drama school founded by Newlove and Margaret Bury in 1961. While Littlewood had no involvement with the school, its aim was to ‘train actors in Theatre Workshop methods’ (The Times, 17 August 1961). It is not within the remit of this article to examine how the school perpetuated these methods, but it is important to note that the school’s presence ensured the continuation of Littlewood’s ideals for actor training. Although not funded by the Arts Council, it managed to survive and take these ideals into the twenty-first century.
 

The fact that East 15 remains a leading drama school in Britain indicates what Littlewood could have achieved if she had been supported. Yet, the Arts Council’s fixed view of what constituted legitimate training meant that both she and her company had to be neutralised. This was not just a question of taste or preference; rather, as my analysis of both the Arts Council and MI5 files has shown, it was about self-preservation and the fight for survival. This analysis makes it possible, for the first time, to ascertain fully how the Council shaped, dominated and restricted not only Theatre Workshop, but the very foundations of actor training in Great Britain. 
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� Littlewood ran the training programme with MacColl until he left the group in 1953, after which she ran it alone with the assistance of Jean Newlove. 


�  The exceptions here are Holdsworth and Rufford, although the latter examines only the Arts Council’s refusal to support Littlewood’s later Fun Palace Project and pays no attention to its treatment of Theatre Workshop. 


� Littlewood and MacColl were active members of the Communist Party of Great Britain but severed ties with it during World War Two after being blacklisted by the BBC (BBC Report to MI5, 7 April 1941, KV 2/2757). See also, KV 2/3178-80.


� The Council awarded the Royal Ballet School an annual grant of £15,000 from 1955, while in 1958 it launched a special report into opera training, which resulted in the Council-supported London Opera Centre (opened in 1963) and funding for the National School of Opera. See, Arts Council Annual Reports 1955-6; 1958-9; 1961-2). 


� The school’s current prospectus still cites the legacy of Littlewood and advertises a curriculum that incorporates many of the training methods she pioneered (East 15 Acting School Prospectus, 2013)
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