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Nobody could be better qualified than Brigadier Frank Kitson to write on this subject. He has had a wide experience both of operations and intelligence against terrorists and in the different field of peace-keeping. In Malaya, Kenya and Cyprus he approached the problems of this unfamiliar type of warfare, if it can be called that, with a combination of determination, unprejudiced objectiveness, devotion to the task and high personal courage. I myself had first hand knowledge of his exceptional skill in this field both in Kenya and in Cyprus.


His approach could not be better defined than in his own words at the end of Chapter 6, where he says:




‘The process is a sort of game based on intense mental activity allied to a determination to find things out and an ability to regard everything on its merits without regard to customs, doctrine or drill.’





The necessity for the intimate integration of intelligence and operations is his most important lesson and the one least appreciated by the conventional soldier. Frank Kitson’s great virtue is that he is above all a realist, in spite of being both an idealist and an enthusiast. The reader will not find in these pages a purely academic theoretical exercise. He will, however, find some stimulating and original suggestions about the tasks which confront the Army in the field of ‘low intensity operations’ and about the methods which should be used both to prepare for and execute them.


This book is written for the soldier of today to help him prepare for the operations of tomorrow. It will be of the greatest possible help to him, and I hope it will be read by all those concerned with training the Army. 



















Introduction





During the twenty-five years which elapsed between 1945–70 the British Army took part in a large number of operations of one sort or another. Julian Paget mentions thirty-four in a book1 which he wrote on this subject, and there are now one or two more to add to his list which only goes up to 1966, Anguilla and Northern Ireland being cases in point. Of all the operations which he quotes, only four could be described as Limited War, i.e. Korea, Suez, the move into Kuwait in 1961, and the Indonesian confrontation. All the rest were concerned with countering subversion or insurgency, or with peace-keeping operations.


The size and organization of the army during this period was not of course tied exclusively to the operations in which it became involved. On the contrary, one of the main factors governing its composition was the requirement to maintain a force in Europe which would appear to the world at large as a convincing contribution to a credible deterrent. But the army’s potential commitments were, for most of the period, very much greater than they are today, its size was correspondingly larger, and as a result there was enough spare capacity at any given moment to handle such emergencies as did in fact crop up. Furthermore, the margin was wide enough for a certain amount of clumsiness to be compensated for by sheer weight of numbers, although even in this period of comparative strength Britain sometimes fell short of her agreed contribution to NATO as a result of the demands made by operational requirements. During the 1960’s Britain made far-reaching cuts in her commitments and at the same time reduced the size of her forces, and this process is still going on. But as the overall size of the army is reduced so the built-in margin for dealing with the unexpected sinks. Although this can be offset to some degree by including extra units in the order of battle, the extent of such an allowance in these days of financial stringency is unlikely to equal the cushion which automatically existed when a large conscript army was in being as it was in the 1950’s, backed by the forces of the colonies and dependencies. As a result it will be even more important in the future for the army to handle its tasks in the most efficient way possible. It will be useless to rely on sheer weight of numbers to put right mistakes made because of a lack of proper preparation.


The purpose of this book is to draw attention to the steps which should be taken now in order to make the army ready to deal with subversion, insurrection, and peace-keeping operations during the second half of the 1970’s. The book is slanted towards the situation and needs of the British army in so far as its outward form is concerned, but the analysis of past campaigns and the prediction of the likely nature of future operations from which the specific recommendations are made, is relevant to the armies of most countries, as indeed are many of the recommendations themselves, including all of the important ones.


In writing on this subject one of the most difficult problems concerns the matter of terminology. The British Army gives separate definitions of Civil Disturbance, Insurgency, Guerilla Warfare, Subversion, Terrorism, Civil Disobedience, Communist Revolutionary Warfare, and Insurrection on the one hand and of Counter Insurgency, Internal Security, and Counter Revolutionary Operations on the other. Elsewhere conflicts are variously described as Partisan, Irregular or Unconventional Wars, and the people taking part in them have an even wider selection of labels attached to them. Furthermore, although a particular author will use one of these terms to cover one aspect of the business and another to cover another, a different author will use the same two terms in a totally different way. Under the circumstances any attempt to re-define all the terms is more likely to bring confusion than enlightenment, but it is none the less important to make an attempt to explain the more important ones used in this book. No doubt the most satisfactory answer would be to settle for one all-embracing expression which would cover every form of conflict carried out by people other than those embodied in the legal armed forces of a country. The nearest approach to such a term would perhaps be ‘Revolutionary Warfare’ but to many people such an expression is too heavily weighted towards the activities of communist or left-wing groups: it would somehow seem wrong to describe the activities of Grivas or Mihailovic in this way. Another possible solution would be to take a well-known term such as subversion or insurgency and to define it arbitrarily in such a way as to cover the whole subject. This would be perfectly reasonable so far as the meaning given to the words in the dictionary is concerned, but in each case they have become accepted as applying to one particular part of the business: to make one of them apply to the whole would lead to confusion.


For this reason the best course would seem to be to define subversion and insurgency in a way which accords with modern practice, and to leave the reader to interpret other terms in the light of the text. Subversion, then, will be held to mean all measures short of the use of armed force taken by one section of the people of a country to overthrow those governing the country at the time, or to force them to do things which they do not want to do. It can involve the use of political and economic pressure, strikes, protest marches, and propaganda, and can also include the use of small-scale violence for the purpose of coercing recalcitrant members of the population into giving support. Insurgency will be held to cover the use of armed force by a section of the people against the government for the purposes mentioned above. This would seem to be the sense in which the terms are understood by British authorities such as Sir Robert Thompson.2 Naturally, subversion and insurgency can take place in the same country at the same time, and either or both can be supported by a foreign country, which may well provide the impetus. Between them these terms cover virtually every form of disturbance up to the threshold of conventional war. There is, however, one loophole concerning disorders which are not aimed at overthrowing the government or even at forcing it to do something which it does not want to do, and this relates to activities which might take place as a protest against the actions of some non-government body, or possibly as a demonstration of solidarity with a group or cause elsewhere in the world. The handling of such situations would in British Army parlance come under the heading of Internal Security Operations, a term which also covers the suppression of various forms of subversion and insurrection as well. In practice this form of incident is not sufficiently significant from a military point of view to warrant a definition of its own, and no further distinction between it and subversion or insurgency will be made in this book.


One other term which merits a definition is peace-keeping which will be used in this study to mean preventing by non-warlike methods, one group of people from fighting another group of people. Peace-keeping does not involve the activities of an army which formally attacks one or both parties to a dispute in order to halt it, because although this might be done with a view to reestablishing peace, the activity itself would be a warlike one and would be of a totally different nature to a peace-keeping operation.


Perhaps at this stage it is worth trying to identify the way in which subversion and insurgency differ from other forms of war. One of the main differences arises directly out of the definitions given, which makes it clear that both are forms of civil conflict because both involve action by one section of the population of a country against another section. This is true even when the main impetus comes from outside. It is also true when the governing authority is an occupying power because it is virtually certain to have the support or acquiescence of some of the indigenous population at the least. A more important difference lies in the relationship which exists between the use of force and the use of other forms of pressure. The people of a country can only be made to rise up against the authorities by being persuaded of the need to do so, or by being forced into doing it. Usually those involved in organizing subversion envisage replacing the authorities ultimately, and ruling in their stead, and when this point is reached it is better to have people who are giving their support willingly. In other words, in theory at least, insurgents are likely to use persuasion on the people whose support they want, and only use violence to back it up if necessary: in practice insurgents sometimes use force at the wrong time because of errors of judgement, bad temper or an inability to control their followers. If the organizers of the campaign can obtain the support of a large enough proportion of the population, and demonstrate the fact to the government by such means as strikes and protest marches, they may be able to persuade the government to give in without using force at all. But if the government has an appreciable hold on the population, or if it derives its authority from an occupying power which is determined to stand fast, then force will be needed for attacking the government’s forces, for defending those involved in the subversion, and for creating economic difficulties. Therefore the second main characteristic of subversion and insurgency is that force, if used at all, is used to reinforce other forms of persuasion, whereas in more orthodox forms of war, persuasion in various forms is used to back up force.


One well-known author describes subversion and insurgency, which he lumps together under the name of modern warfare, as being an interlocking system of actions, political, economic, psychological and military that aims at the overthrow of established authority in a country.3 Mao Tse Tung, who is probably the most highly regarded authority on the subject, envisages the government being overthrown by a regular revolutionary army, which develops from, and operates with guerilla troops after a protracted campaign during which the population of the country concerned is methodically indoctrinated and organized to support the cause. General Grivas, on the other hand, adopted a totally different approach in the Cyprus campaign. He understood from the start that he could not achieve his aim by developing guerillas into regular troops. In his preliminary plan for the Insurrectionary Action in Cyprus which he drew up in Greece before his departure he stated:




‘It should not be supposed that by these means we should expect to impose a total defeat on the British forces in Cyprus. Our purpose is to win a moral victory through a process of attrition, by harassing, confusing and finally exasperating the enemy forces with the effect of achieving our main aim…’4





Earlier in the plan Grivas had laid down that the campaign was to consist of action designed to draw the attention of international opinion to the Cyprus question so as to mobilize international diplomacy.5 The mixture of harassing the government and mobilizing international opinion is a theme that constantly recurs. In Algeria an attempt was made to develop a full-scale regular force to attack the French army in the field but it was rapidly abandoned because of the heavy casualties incurred.6 The final political victory gained by the National Liberation Front was the result of what Grivas referred to as harassment and it came about at a time when the insurgents were all but beaten militarily.7


Although there is a wide difference of approach between one exponent of insurgency and another, there is none the less a dividing line of a sort between it, and conventional war. But even this is really no more than a matter of emphasis. If subversion fails to achieve the aim, it merges imperceptibly into insurrection, which at one end of the scale covers the activities of small sabotage or terrorist groups but which spreads across the operational spectrum to include the activities of large groups of armed men. If these gangs become sufficiently numerous and well-armed to take on the forces of the government in open combat on relatively even terms, insurgency merges into orthodox civil war, because at this stage force has again become the senior partner. Such a situation could arise if, for example, a significant number of government troops were to defect to the enemy, or if the insurgents were supported from outside the country. Should the outside support include the operation of foreign troops, the civil war would merge into a normal international war which could easily be waged in conjunction with civil war, insurgency and subversion. It is not easy to cover every set of circumstances by exactly defined terms, nor in the last resort is it necessary to do so. The purpose of this book is to consider the action which should be taken in order to make the army ready to deal with subversion, insurrection and peace-keeping, but the army has got to be ready to deal with its other tasks as well. If there is an overlap between the busier end of insurgency and normal war it is of little consequence, providing that men are there who know how to cope with the situation.


Having tried to show in very broad outline how subversion and insurgency differ from what are generally considered to be more conventional forms of warfare, it is now necessary to hark back to the stated purpose of the book in order to stress that it is the army’s contribution which is being studied, with a view to identifying the steps which should be taken in advance to prepare it for its task. Although this falls short of being a comprehensive coverage of the whole field, it is none the less an ambitious project. It could be argued that any worthwhile coverage of it should include a survey of the theory of this sort of war, together with an analysis of past campaigns and a study of the way in which all parts of the government machinery combine together in pursuit of the objective, and these subjects will certainly have to be discussed to some extent. But if they were to be covered in any sort of detail the book would be so long that only a dedicated student of insurgency would read it, and he would probably be an insurgent. It is unlikely that it would be read by many of those who are now in a position to prepare the army for future operations. Furthermore it would be difficult to concentrate attention on precautionary measures if they were to be depicted against such an extensive background. These matters are only discussed, therefore, to the extent necessary for the book to achieve its stated purpose, and the same consideration has been employed in deciding on the amount of detail to be included about the military operations themselves. In every case the deciding factor has been the extent to which understanding is relevant to preparation.


As the book progresses it will become apparent that the army’s contribution to fighting subversion and insurgency usually falls under one of two headings. In the first place the army has got to provide units which are trained, organized and equipped to carry out the sort of operations given to them, and in the second it is responsible for producing properly educated commanders and staff officers capable of advising the government and its various agencies at every level on how best to conduct the campaign. In this connection it is worth pointing out that as the enemy is likely to be employing a combination of political, economic, psychological and military measures, so the government will have to do likewise to defeat him, and although an army officer may regard the non-military action required as being the business of the civilian authorities, they will regard it as being his business, because it is being used for operational reasons. At every level the civil authorities will rightly expect the soldier to know how to use non-military forms of action as part of the operational plan, although once it has been decided to use a particular measure they will know how to put it into effect. This point is not always understood by soldiers whose recollections of fighting insurgency usually start at the point where they arrived in a district to find that the local administrator and policeman knew all about the business whereas they knew nothing. But this merely represents an accident of timing, and reflects the fact that the administrator and policeman, being permanently stationed in the country, had learnt from experience over two or three years what the soldier should have been taught before he arrived. At the start of the trouble no one would have known what to do, and whereas there is no reason why the policeman or administrator should have known, there is no excuse for the soldier having been ignorant.


For ease of reference this book is written in three parts. Part I starts by analysing the way in which force is likely to be used in the future with a view to showing why it is necessary for the army to be prepared to fight subversion and insurgency and to take part in peace-keeping operations. Part I also explains the background to these activities in sufficient detail for subsequent chapters to be intelligible. In Part II the army’s contribution is discussed under the two headings already mentioned, related to different phases of operations. For example, one chapter deals with the army’s contribution during the period before trouble actually breaks out, another deals with the phase of non-violent subversion and a third with insurgency. Part III collects together requirements arising from the other two parts of the book and presents them as a series of recommendations for future action.


One final matter which requires mentioning in this introduction, concerns the moral issues involved in preparing to suppress subversion. Many regard subversion as being principally a form of redress used by the down-trodden peoples of the world against their oppressors, and feel, therefore, that there is something immoral about preparing to suppress it. Undoubtedly subversion is sometimes used in this way, and on these occasions those supporting the government find themselves fighting for a bad cause. On the other hand subversion can also be used by evil men to advance their own interests in which case those fighting it have right on their side. More often, as in other forms of conflict, there is some right and some wrong on both sides, and there are high minded and base people amongst the supporters of both parties. Fighting subversion may therefore be right on some occasions, in the same way that fostering it might be right on others, and the army of any country should be capable of carrying out either of these functions if necessary, in the same way as it should be capable of operating in other forms of war. In a democratic country it is the duty of soldiers to know how to wage war in any of its forms, and it is the duty of the people to elect representatives who will only make war when it is right to do so. When conflicts occur, soldiers like other people, have to have faith in the moral rectitude of their government to some extent, because it is not usually possible to know enough of the facts to make an absolute judgement as to the rights and wrongs of the case. But if any man, soldier or civilian, is convinced that his country is wrong he should cease to support it and take the consequences. The fact that subversion may be used to fight oppression, or even that it may be the only means open for doing so, does not alter the fact that soldiers should know how to suppress it if necessary. Moral issues can only be related to the circumstances of a particular case, and then they must be faced by soldiers and civilians alike on moral grounds. 




1 JULIAN PAGET, Counter-Insurgency Campaigning, Faber and Faber, 1967, p.180.


2 ROBERT THOMPSON, Defeating Communist Insurgency, Chatto and Windus 1967, p.28.


3 ROGER TRINQUIER, Modern Warfare, Pall Mall Press, 1964, p.6.


4 GEORGE GRIVAS, Guerilla Warfare, Longmans, 1964, p.92.


5 Ibid., p.91.


6 EDGAR O’BALLANCE, The Algerian Insurrection, Faber and Faber, 1967, pp.143 and 154.


7 EDGAR O’BALLANCE, The Algerian Insurrection, Faber and Faber, 1967, p.220.






















PART ONE


TRENDS AND BACKGROUND

























Chapter 1


Future Trends in the Use of Force





The purpose of this chapter is to show why it is necessary for the army to be ready to suppress subversion and insurgency, and to take part in peace-keeping operations during the second half of the 1970’s. On the face of it such justification might appear to be unnecessary on the grounds that the need is obvious in relation to world conditions, with particular reference to the events of the last twenty years or so: at the time of writing both the British and United States armies are heavily engaged in these activities in Northern Ireland and Viet Nam respectively. But it can be argued that the recent past has been exceptional, that Northern Ireland and Viet Nam will both be settled within five years, and that with the proposed withdrawal of all but a small remnant of the British Army into Europe, the requirement to fight insurgents or to take part in peace-keeping operations will cease. Since this view is held by some influential people both inside and outside the army, it is necessary to make out a case for being ready to take part in these operations. The case is also relevant to those who accept the need in principle, but who are uncertain as to the relative importance which should be attached to preparations designed to fit the army to take part in these activities as opposed to preparations concerned with making it ready to fight in a conventional war.


There are two approaches towards making out a case for preparing to wage a particular form of warfare, and they apply as much to fighting conventional war as they do to countering subversion or taking part in peace-keeping operations. The first approach is to make specific predictions as to situations which are likely to arise based on foreseeable threats. The second is to show that although specific outbreaks can not be foreseen, the particular form of war in question is likely to occur in circumstances which make it probable that the country will become involved in countering it. A good case made along the lines of the first approach stands the best chance of carrying conviction, and at certain times there can be no doubt that this is the right way of tackling the problem. For example from 1937 until the outbreak of war it was clear that Germany constituted a serious and imminent menace to Britain, and it would have been foolish to have based the case for re-armament on anything other than the German threat. At other times the danger is not so overwhelmingly obvious and a choice can be made as to which approach should be used. In terms of the subject matter of this book an option of this sort exists now. It would be perfectly possible to concentrate on the threat posed by Russian inspired subversion and insurgency, and there is good material available which could be used to support a case made on these lines. On the other hand this threat is not so clear cut as that posed by Hitler in 1937 and too much emphasis on it tends to provoke the reaction that communists are being seen under every bed. If expensive preparations over a number of years had been based on making the country ready to counter this particular threat, it would probably be wise to justify continued precautions on the strength of it, in the same way that Britain’s conventional war capability is justified by reference to the threat of a Russian invasion of Western Europe which has not been imminent for at least a decade. But as neither the threat of Russian inspired subversion, nor the need to prepare for it, has been regarded as being of any great importance during recent years, and bearing in mind that most of the counter-insurgency campaigns waged by the British since 1945 have not been concerned with fighting communists, it would seem better to base the case for future preparations on an analysis of world trends showing that subversion and insurgency are current forms of warfare which the army must be ready to fight, than to single out a communist threat which may not develop.


*


There is nothing new about subversion or insurgency. Writing in the Encyclopaedia Britannica, Robert Asprey has this to say about Guerilla War, using the term in roughly the same way as insurgency is defined in this book.




‘Guerilla warfare by tradition is a weapon of protest employed to rectify real or imagined wrongs levied on a people either by a foreign invader or by the ruling government. As such, it may be employed independently or it may be used to complement orthodox military operations…. In either capacity the importance of its role has varied considerably through history’.1





The important point to notice is that guerilla war is described as a traditional form of conflict, and that it has been used throughout history either independently or in conjunction with orthodox operations. In fact, comments on the conduct of such operations were included in a book written as long ago as the fourth century B.C. by the Chinese general Sun Tzu,2 which still makes sense and which Mao Tse Tung is known to have studied when formulating his own ideas on the subject.3


But although subversion and insurgency have been known for such a long time, and allowing for the fact that their importance has varied greatly over the centuries, it seems that they have seldom been used to better effect than they have in the past twenty-five years. From one end of the world to the other campaigns of this sort have proliferated to such an extent that some commentators now talk about it as ‘Modern Warfare’4 and mention is even made of a new dimension being introduced into conflict. Whether or not the situation justifies the terminology is relatively unimportant. What obviously does matter is the extent to which this trend in the use of force will continue, and in order to assess the likelihood of its doing so, it is necessary to examine the reasons for it having developed in the way it has during recent years.


It is possible to identify three separate factors as being responsible for the rise in the incidence of subversion and insurgency. The first of these concerns the changing attitude of people towards authority. The second relates to the development of techniques by which men can influence the thoughts and actions of other men. The third factor is the limitation imposed on higher forms of conflict by the development of nuclear weapons. None of the factors on its own would account for the increase in the use made of subversion or insurgency in recent years, and by the same token some subversion or insurgency would almost certainly have taken place as it has done over the centuries, without all three of the influences being present at the same time. The existing situation could perhaps be regarded as a freak one in the context of history, because the chances of all three of the factors coming into play at the same time must be remarkably small. But that is what has happened, and whether the situation is a freak one or not, the present generation has got to accept it. In order to decide whether these conditions will continue throughout the 1970’s it is necessary to look in more detail at each of the factors in turn.


Of these three factors the question of peoples’ attitudes is the most difficult to analyse and explain. Liddell Hart recognized its importance in relation to the incidence of subversion and insurgency at least eight years ago when he wrote:




‘Campaigns of this kind are the more likely to continue because it is the only kind of war that fits the conditions of the modern age, while being at the same time well suited to take advantage of social discontent, racial ferment and nationalist fervours.’5





For the first fifteen years after the end of the Second World War, nationalistic fervour in the context of freedom from colonialism was the most usual cause of uprisings, and twelve of the twenty examples quoted as ‘World-Wide Insurgencies’ by Julian Paget6  come under this heading. For the future it may well be that social discontent and racial ferment will be more important, and disturbances arising out of dissatisfaction with society, often allied with racial problems which have not yet been mastered, are already commonplace. There is no doubt that Russia has exploited these influences wherever possible and that she has done her best to foster them as a means of weakening the will of certain countries to resist the spread of communism,7 but her direct intervention probably accounts for no more than a small proportion of the trouble. John Galtburg writing in Survival,8 points out that conflict is bound to increase as a result of a world breakdown in homogeneity, the breakdown of the feudal order, and peoples’ reaction to the future. Although stated baldly these three reasons may sound a bit esoteric, the article itself covers a wide variety of contemporary developments and is not easy to fault. There are of course dozens of theories to account for the unsettled state of the world, some of which are infinitely more convincing than others. It could even be argued that the world is always in an unsettled state and that the present situation is not exceptional in any way. But whether or not the world is more unsettled than usual, it is difficult to think of good reasons why the situation should improve in the next few years, and it is most unlikely to do so in time to relieve the incidence of subversion and insurgency to any appreciable extent during the coming decade.


The second factor which concerns the techniques by which men can influence the thoughts and actions of other men is much easier to discuss. Whether or not there is more discontent in the world than was formerly the case, there is no doubt whatsoever that the means of fanning it and exploiting it are infinitely greater than they used to be, because of the increase in literacy and the introduction of wireless and television sets in large numbers. From one side of the world to the other the organizers of subversion have access to the people through these means and although the same channels of communication are available to those involved in protecting the existing order, they seldom manipulate them so skilfully as their opponents.


There are two aspects to the business of using the communications media for spreading subversion. In the first place there is the obvious one directly concerned with the progress of a particular campaign which covers the production of news sheets by illegal printing presses and the making of broadcasts by illegal wireless stations. These activities form a most important part of any subversive campaign, particularly in the early stages when the population is being mobilized to support the cause. Sometimes when the impetus for subversion comes from a foreign power or when a foreign power is in sympathy with the cause, the organizers are allowed to make use of broadcasting facilities in the friendly country concerned. For example Radio Hanoi broadcasts for the benefit of the Viet Cong, Radio Athens put out propaganda for the benefit of EOKA during the Cyprus emergency,9 and Radio Cairo, Taiz and Sana broadcast on behalf of the insurgents in Aden and the Western Aden Protectorate.10


But there is another aspect to the way in which the means of mass communication are being used which concerns the general conditioning of people throughout the world to accept subversive ideas so that they will act on them when the time is ripe. A very large contribution in this direction is made by Russia in her efforts to spread communism, vast quantities of books, pamphlets and magazines being used in addition to an extensive broadcasting programme. Other countries involved in similar activities include China, Cuba and Egypt. The first six chapters of Ian Greig’s book11  give an excellent survey of the situation and should certainly be read by anyone who is sceptical about the serious nature of the threat.


Turning to the future there is no doubt that from a mechanical point of view the ability of men to influence each other by the printed and broadcast word will increase, as more and more people learn to read, and as small cheap wireless sets become available in even greater quantities. There is of course no technical reason why this should work to the advantage of the organizers of subversion since their propaganda could be nullified by more effective propaganda put out by the other side. But this would involve more thought, effort, and money being devoted to the purpose than has usually been the case in the past. Whereas it would be perfectly possible to stem the tide of subversive propaganda, it would require a great deal of optimism to predict any great swing in favour of those whose business it is to protect the existing order during the next ten years.


The third factor is the limitation imposed on higher forms of conflict by the development of nuclear weapons. In its simplest form this results from the fact that the two major world powers cannot afford to risk overt warlike operations against each other, because of the ability each has for destroying the other. It has also affected the behaviour of many of the other nations of the world, because America or Russia has been obliged to use its influence to damp down any conflict which might have escalated in such a way as to bring about a threat of war between them. It would be wrong to suggest that the nuclear balance has made all orthodox wars impossible. Several have taken place in recent years, such as the India-Pakistan conflict of 1966, and the Arab-Israel war of 1967, but these appear to have been exceptional cases, the first of which afforded little threat of escalation and the second of which was quickly stopped largely as a result of the influence of the great powers. It seems to many people that the nuclear balance has helped to limit the number of wars which have taken place since 1950 and while the balance holds it is likely to continue doing so.


Unfortunately the same limitations do not apply to subversion and insurgency, where the danger of escalation is very much less real. The communist countries well understand this. Russia, China, and Cuba, in particular, openly encourage what they like to call wars of national liberation which is to say any form of subversion or insurgency carried out in such a way as to advance their interests. In practice it is not only communists who encourage such activities and Egypt’s record during the last decade is second to none. The fact is that most countries which would formerly have been prepared to go to war in pursuit of a particular interest, would now be prepared to pursue it by encouraging subversion or insurgency, providing that they knew how to do so. Furthermore the nuclear balance not only makes it necessary for countries to pursue their interests in this way in many cases, but it also makes it safer to the extent that it inhibits the country being subverted from retaliating in an orthodox way. It therefore enables a weak country to take on a stronger country to an extent which would not formerly have been possible. For both these reasons the nuclear balance has tended to increase the incidence of subversion and insurgency.


The question of how long this particular factor will continue to exert an influence depends on the time during which the balance will last. If either Russia or America were to achieve a technological breakthrough which would enable one of them to destroy the other without risking destruction in return, or if a third power of equivalent strength were to arise, a changed situation would exist. It is possible that the new circumstances like the present ones would continue to limit the opportunities for waging orthodox war and that subversion and insurgency might prosper as a result. On the other hand this might not be the case. It is not easy to know whether Russia or America will be in a position to gain a decisive lead over the other during the 1970’s but recent developments indicate that both countries are prepared to continue spending money on research in order to ensure that the other does not get a lead. It is therefore fair to say that it is rather more likely that the balance will hold, than that it will be upset during the period. The fact that both America and Russia are prepared to continue spending money in this way may result in them impoverishing themselves to some extent, and it will certainly mean that less money is available in the world as a whole for relieving want and for developing backward areas, but this can only improve the chances of subversion being successful. The likelihood of the nuclear balance being seriously upset by the emergence of a third world power during the next ten years, depends on the speed at which those countries who now have nuclear weapons can improve them, and the extent to which countries now without them can develop them. In the distant future there is a possibility of China becoming a significant nuclear power, or perhaps of Europe, united in defence terms, or in some other way, achieving an equally powerful place, but there seems little chance of either of these happenings upsetting the nuclear balance during the next decade, although either America, or Russia, or both might become so obsessed by the threat posed by China that they started to neglect Europe as a result. A lessening of the influence of the great powers in Europe could make the situation there less stable and it might possibly result in the outbreak of insurgency in areas which now appear to be completely peaceful.


On balance therefore, consideration of the three major factors indicates that there is little reason to expect a reversal of the trend towards subversion and insurgency which has been such a marked feature of the last twenty-five years. Even if one or other of the factors started to operate less strongly, and the trend did go into reverse, it would not necessarily mean that any sudden change would follow. It is more likely that cases of orthodox war would become more frequent, and that cases of insurrection would gradually become less. But it could equally well be argued that a more likely situation is for the trend to continue in the present direction and reach a further stage in which the insurgents’ aim is achieved before subversion becomes insurgency or before insurgency develops into full-scale civil or limited war as happened in Viet Nam during 1967–8. This could come about as a result of a further deterioration in peoples’ attitude towards authority, or if those conducting the campaigns became even more adept at handling the propaganda media and combining it with other forms of subversion such as the application of economic pressure. Similarly, if the defenders of the existing order themselves become more efficient at countering subversion and insurrection, they will be able to achieve their aim before the campaign can develop into one of the later stages. The R.U.S.I. Journal of December 196912 carries an article which comes to the conclusion that low-level urban insurgency combined with propaganda and economic pressure, is likely to be the most popular form of operation in the future, but it is too early to know whether this prediction will be fulfilled.


So far, this assessment has concentrated on discussing general trends in the world at large and it is now worth considering how far the various countries whose interests are likely to run counter to those of Britain understand the nature of subversion and the uses to which it can be put in the promotion of their national designs. From the earliest days of recorded history the stirring up of subversion in an enemy country has been regarded by some as an adjunct or an alternative to other sorts of operations. Sun Tzu specifically states that conventional war should only be used if the enemy can not be overthrown by the activities of spies and agents sowing dissension and nurturing subversion.13 Lawrence of Arabia saw the fostering of insurrection as a method of carrying out operations against an enemy army,14 and Mao Tse Tung in his celebrated essay ‘Guerilla Warfare’ stated:–




‘Guerilla operations must not be considered as an independent form of warfare. They are but one step in the total war..’15





There is ample written evidence to show that Chinese and Cuban leaders understand the potentialities of this sort of war, and although the Russians are less disposed to extol the virtues of armed insurrection, there is not the slightest doubt that they understand the potentialities of it, and are ready and able to foster or exploit it whenever they consider that their interests would be served by doing so.


In fact Russia and her European satellites have already gone some way towards subverting the countries of Western Europe, and any military adventures which they may contemplate in the area would almost certainly be designed to take advantage of the work which they have done in this respect. Operations would probably be preceded and accompanied by disruption on a sufficiently widespread scale to ensure that troops required for fighting the conventional battle would have to be diverted to deal with it. Ian Greig gives much concrete information on how subversion is being organized now. He explains for example how the fostering of it is an essential function of Soviet Intelligence,16 how a special section of the National People’s Army of East Germany, working closely with Russian Intelligence, is organized to carry out subversion in West Germany; how as long ago as 1961 East Germany had approximately 16,000 agents in West Germany,17 and how in the early 1960’s arrests of suspected communist bloc agents there were running at over 2,000 a year.18 If these facts are looked at against assessments of the amount of disruption which a few well-trained terrorists could cause under suitable conditions, some idea of the magnitude of the problem can be obtained. A leading French writer illustrates this well in relation to two areas in France.19


Needless to say the organization of subversion is not restricted to Europe. Russia, the satellites, China, Egypt and Cuba amongst others have devoted a great deal of effort to subverting countries all over the world, and between them they have a considerable potential for capitalizing on their efforts should they want to do so, although the difficulties of sparking off insurrection at the right moment in relation to an overall plan, and then controlling its development should not be underestimated. Both in Europe and outside it, the question of whether a dispute manifests itself as subversion, or as insurrection, or as orthodox war, or as a mixture of two or three of these forms, is likely to depend solely on the merits of the case in relation to the particular aim being pursued at the time. For example it is perfectly possible that the Russians would have launched a campaign of subversion against the Dubcek government in 1968 had they thought that the Czechoslovakian army would have fought their invasion forces, but having decided that there was no likelihood of such an eventuality, and realizing that there was no chance of escalation to nuclear war, they decided to use a swifter method and one which stood less chance of getting out of control. It is difficult to know in advance what form a war is going to take. All that can be said is that the general trend in the use of force is for conflicts to be fought at the subversion end of the operational spectrum rather than at the other end, and that the three factors governing this trend are as applicable to the situation in Europe as they are elsewhere. In this connection the increasing presence of Russian ships, especially in the Mediterranean and around the coasts of Africa, is not without significance because valuable help to subversive movements in maritime areas can be provided from the sea.


Although it is not intended to try and predict the exact situations in which Britain might become involved in countering subversion and insurgency, it is none the less necessary to examine in broad terms some of the contexts in which such contingencies could arise. In this respect the position which Britain will hold in relation to the rest of Europe during the second half of the 1970’s is naturally relevant. In a publication entitled Europe’s Futures, Europe’s Choices,20 produced by the Institute for Strategic Studies, the authors suggest six ways in which Europe might develop and then very sensibly point out that the most likely course for events to follow is a seventh one which they are unable to predict. But although the future is so uncertain there are three factors which can be identified, and consideration of which may be of value. The first of these is that whatever does evolve in Europe will take a long time to come about and that so far as the 1970’s are concerned, Britain is still going to be concerned with defending her own national interests. Although these interests may be becoming increasingly close to those of other European countries, and although defence ties with other European countries may become stronger, there is little likelihood that any form of European grouping as distinct from NATO will emerge that can identify the interests of its members collectively, or take over the responsibility for defending them collectively, in so short a space of time. The second factor is that, irrespective of the final outcome in Europe, Britain will never be able to retreat into a position of complete isolation so far as defence is concerned. For centuries she has been obliged to enter into combinations to provide for her safety and the situation remains the same to-day. If Britain becomes more closely integrated into Europe she will perhaps be less directly concerned with America, but at the same time Europe as a whole will be dependent on an understanding with America in one form or another. If Britain does not become more closely involved in Europe she will automatically become increasingly dominated by America, because not only will she require a close association for defence purposes, but she will also become more intimately connected in the economic field, which is another way of saying that her interests will be more fully identifiable with those of the United States. The third factor is very obvious but frequently overlooked; it is that countries are obliged to fight where their interests demand that they should, and this is not necessarily along their geographical frontiers. Thus even if Britain becomes totally submerged in a European community, that community, and therefore Britain, must be prepared to fight wherever its interests require, which might well be outside Europe. Similarly if Britain becomes more closely bound up with the United States she may be obliged to fight where the joint Anglo-American interest is threatened.


The uncertainty of the situation so far ahead as the second half of the 1970’s is just as marked in relation to events which are not directly connected with Britain’s position in Europe and SEATO, CENTO and NATO could all change their form radically over a period of ten years. But one commitment will inevitably remain which is the obligation for maintaining law and order within the United Kingdom. Recent events in Northern Ireland serve as a timely reminder that this can not be taken for granted and in the historical context it may be of interest to recall that when the regular army was first raised in the seventeenth century, ‘Suppression of the Irish’ was coupled with ‘Defence of the Protestant Religion’ as one of the two main reasons for its existence. In practice the fact that the army is so heavily engaged in Ireland now makes it unlikely that it will be involved in exactly this task between 1975 and 1980 because it is reasonable to hope that the present emergency will be resolved within five years. Even so there are other potential trouble spots within the United Kingdom which might involve the army in operations of a sort against political extremists who are prepared to resort to a considerable degree of violence to achieve their ends. It is difficult for the British with their traditions of stability to imagine disorders arising beyond the powers of the police to handle, but already there are indications that such a situation could arise, and this at a time of apparently unrivalled affluence. It has to be recognized that methods of tying down large numbers of policemen and soldiers have been developed for use against governments which rely on popular support and which can not therefore afford to use the sort of ruthless brutality which a dictatorship could use in order to control the situation in an economic way. If a genuine and serious grievance arose, such as might result from a significant drop in the standard of living, all those who now dissipate their protest over a wide variety of causes might concentrate their efforts and produce a situation which was beyond the power of the police to handle. Should this happen the army would be required to restore the position rapidly. Fumbling at this juncture might have grave consequences even to the extent of undermining confidence in the whole system of government.


Before leaving the question of Britain’s position with regard to the use of force during the second half of the 1970’s it is necessary to look at one further point. Whereas subversion, insurgency and orthodox war have been known for centuries, a form of military operation has recently been developed which genuinely does break new ground, and that is peace-keeping in the sense in which it is defined in the introduction to this book. This is a totally different activity to that which used to be known as keeping the peace or as duties in aid of the civil power, because both of those tasks were concerned with operating on behalf of a government against people who wanted to upset its authority. In other words keeping the peace and duties in aid of the civil power were polite terms used to describe a mild form of countering subversion. Peace-keeping is different because the peace-keeping force acts on behalf of, and at the invitation of, both sides to a dispute, and it is supposed to prevent violence without having recourse to warlike actions against either of them.


A number of peace-keeping operations have taken place during the past fifteen years ranging from the operation of relatively large formations, such as those deployed by the United Nations in the Congo and in Cyprus, to the use of observer teams in Kashmir, Viet Nam and along the Arab-Israel border. Although most peace-keeping operations have been carried out under the aegis of the United Nations it is worth remembering that Britain established and maintained a force working on exactly these lines in Cyprus between Christmas 1963 and the end of March 1964, and during January and February there was a suggestion that it would be replaced by a NATO peace-keeping force or by a Commonwealth one.21 The fact that it was ultimately relieved by a UN force should not be taken to mean that in the future all peace-keeping operations will be associated with this body. The nature of the task is such that any nation or group of nations may find itself invited to form or take part in a peace-keeping force, and provided that nation has an interest, however remote, in preventing a flare-up of the contest, it may feel obliged to accept.


Despite the Cyprus experience, the likelihood of Britain operating unilaterally in a peace-keeping role is fairly remote, but it could happen if, for example, a divided community having friendly links with Britain particularly asked for assistance of this sort. The likelihood of Britain operating as part of a NATO or Commonwealth peace-keeping force is rather greater. There are countries in many parts of the world, particularly in Africa, which might require assistance of this nature and Britain is well suited to providing it on account of her experience in Cyprus, her knowledge of many of the countries concerned and because her forces have the strategic mobility which enables them to be deployed and maintained quickly and effectively. When considering the likelihood of Britain being asked to contribute to a UN peace-keeping force a new factor arises in that at times there seems to have been an understanding that permanent members of the Security Council should not be asked to provide soldiers. Dag Hammarskjold undoubtedly held this view but this policy never became accepted as a hard and fast rule for United Nations operations, and it is probably fair to say that it is now out of date. It was certainly waived in Cyprus so far as the British were concerned because of the special situation which prevailed there, and it could easily be waived again if circumstances demanded that it should. Relatively few nations have the inclination or the ability to contribute forces, especially the sort required for logistic and command purposes such as transport, repair and communications units. Furthermore, not only does the establishment of a peace-keeping force have to be acceptable to the parties to the dispute, but also the nationalities of the contingents has to be agreed upon as well, which further reduces the number of nations from which the force can be drawn. For all these reasons the fact of Britain being a permanent member of the Security Council is unlikely to disqualify her from taking part even if the custom were once more to be regarded as a guide to United Nations operations. It is felt in some quarters that a future Middle East peace-keeping force would need to include contingents from both Britain and France in order to make it effective and it is even possible that Russia and the United States might operate together under the United Nations flag one day if the disturbance which gave rise to the requirement was on a large enough scale and if the interests of these two countries were sufficiently close as to warrant it. It is of interest to recall that Russia suggested that this should happen at the time of the Suez campaign.


All in all the 1970’s may turn out to be as stormy as the 1960’s if not more so, but it is none the less virtually impossible to plot the path of the storms. All that can be said with confidence is that notwithstanding the reduction in commitments, Britain in common with the USA and many other countries is unlikely to be able to avoid all of the storms, and in dealing with them one of the most important things to realize is that most countries now regard subversion and insurgency as an integral part of one total war and not as a separate subject. Whether in Europe or overseas, the pattern of conflict is such that it is virtually impossible to imagine an orthodox war taking place without an accompanying campaign of subversion and insurgency, although the reverse is by no means true. It is of course necessary to point out that although in the world at large subversion and insurgency are likely to account for most of the operations which take place in the 1970’s, it does not necessarily follow that each country should organize its forces primarily to fight this sort of war. In some areas orthodox conflicts are still possible in the context of the special conditions mentioned earlier, and few countries would yet be prepared to dispense with the means of defending themselves against conventional attack in case the conditions which have produced the present situation change suddenly contrary to expectation. Another important consideration is that the nuclear balance itself is not solely based on weapons of mass destruction, but depends to a certain extent on a combination of nuclear weapons and conventional forces, some of which are totally unsuitable for dealing with insurgents. None the less the essential fact remains that any nation preparing to defend itself in the 1970’s must be at least as well prepared to handle subversion and insurgency as to take part in orthodox operations, despite the fact that the requirement is bound to lead to heightened competition for resources which are already far from adequate for meeting the needs of orthodox war.


This competition for resources is a difficult matter to resolve, and to some extent the only satisfactory answer is to allocate more resources over all to defence purposes than is being done at the moment. But there is a lot which can be done with the material already at hand and it is probably fair to say that unless our knowledge of the mechanics of fighting subversion and insurgency is improved, any extra resources allocated will be largely wasted. Peace-keeping is admittedly less important but many of the techniques have much in common with countering subversion, and it is therefore worth examining them so as to ensure that the maximum benefit is gained by those who may be involved in this task from resources and time devoted to preparing the army for counter-subversive warfare. It is to be hoped that this chapter has at least succeeded in showing that both peace-keeping and the fighting of subversion and insurgency are likely to face the army in the 1970’s and that preparations for taking part in these operations should be afforded a proper priority in relation to that given to preparations for orthodox war.
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