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Abstract

Counterinsurgency assumed a status during the twentieth century as one of the
Briti sh faried iAtwealty dofs asymmetric warfare experience was
accumulated after World War Two, as the small wars of decolonisation offered the
army of a fading impeal power the opportunity to regularly deploy against an
irregular enemy. Yet this quantity of experience has been misguidedly conflated with
quality. This thesis holds that the British, far from being the cotinseirgent
exemplars that history has benkardly cast them, have in fact consistently proven to
be slow learners and slow strategic burners in the realm of ceostegency

warfare.

The case studpased nature of this thesis, utilising the chronologically and
geographically dispersed examplesMélaya (19480), Kenya (195560), South

Yemen (19626 7 ) , the first decade of % ,e Nort
culminates with an analysis of the recent British couim&urgency campaign in

southern Iraq (20089).

This thesis will blend histazal narrative with critical analysis in order to establish a

new paradigm through which to interpret and analyse British inertia in ceunter
insurgency and help unpack the mythology of inherent British competence in the
realm of irregular warfare. Three maj dimensions emerge. These elements
const i t-Bartie Caunted hrsiur gency Model 6, and wer e
comprising the major causal and impacting factors contributing to success or failure

in counterinsurgency, and were settled upon a#iarexhaustive review of primary

and secondary literature relating to cousitesurgency, both historical and doctrinal.

The TriPartite Model is constructed by three interactive and interdependent factors:

the counteiinsurgent, the insurgerdnd theinternationabpolitical context.

Vi
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CHAPTER 1: Britain, Counter-Insurgency and the TrPartite Model

Counterinsurgency assumed a status during the twentieth century as one of the
Briti sh faried iAtwealtly dofs asymmetric warfare experience was
accunulated after World War Two, as the small wars of decolonisation offered the
army of a fading imperial power the opportunity to regularly deploy against an
irregular enemy. Yet this quantity of experience has been misguidedly conflated with
quality. This hesis holds that the British, far from being the couirtsurgent
exemplars that history has benevolently cast them, have in fact consistently proven to
be slow learners and slow strategic burners in the realm of caostegency

warfare.

The case studbased nature of this thesis, utilising the chronologically and
geographically dispersed examples of Malaya (18@8 Kenya (195&60), South

Yemen (19626 7 ) , the first decade of N e Nort
culminates with an analysis of threcent British counteinsurgency campaign in

southern Irag (20089). The poor operational performance in and around Basra

pulled the mask away from the hitherto rosy popular trsttentic perception of

British competence at countgrsurgency. Indeedt iwent further by fulfilling a

linear progression of British conduct in irregular warfare, arguably demonstrable

from Malaya onwards, by failing to swiftly apply lessons learnt from previous
campaigns, and by failing to achieve a level of strategic cogantl after the

insurgency has had time to flourish.



This thesis will blend historical narrative with critical analysis in order to establish a
new paradigm through which to interpret and analyse British inertia in ceunter
insurgency and help unpack theythology of inherent British competence in the
realm of irregular warfare. Three major dimensions emerge. These elements
const i t-Bartie Caunted hrsiur gency Model 6, and wer e
comprising the major causal and impacting factanstributing to success or failure

in countefinsurgency, and were settled upon after an exhaustive review of primary
and secondary literature relating to cousitesurgency, both historical and doctrinal.
These factors are essentially timeless and uséem insurgencies, therefore
circumventing any temporal or regional restrictions on the analysis. factors
inherent in the model provide a comprehensive analysis of the doctrinal elements that
underpin counteinsurgency and a practical assessmethefapplication of counter
insurgency strategy and tactiésnake no claims to have constructed a prescriptive
model that tells us how to beat insurgents. Instead, it is offered as a pragmatic
framework that allows us to make sense of the numerous factpasting upona

stat eds c o n-dsaurgency conflicts, and raltowsrus to assert the factors
that 1 mpinged upon British 6édsuccessd in
intended to be creative, not imitative. In an era when insurgandyterrorism has

come to define contemporary conflict it is hoped that this framework can shed some
light on this often perplexing form of warfare. Indeed, the factors identified in the
model reveal that history has a lot to teach us about how to comebadntemporary

threat posed to Western states. There are perhaps more consistencies than
innovations in the trends insurgent groups have shown and the way in which states

combat them. Beware the neologists.



The TriPartite Model is constructed by threderactive and interdependent factors:
the counteiinsurgent, the insurgent, and the international political context. The rest
of this chapter will lay out the premise of this model and explain how it presents a
revelatory insight into the way we can irmgest slow learning and slow burning by

the British in the realm of count@isurgency.

At the heart of the model is the first factor that analyses the strategy, tactics and
operational art of the countarsurgents, in this case the British. LiteratureBoitish
counterinsurgency, both primary and secondary, has revealed, to my mind at least,
that all British countemsurgency operations uttiately rest on three intéwined
factors: military effectiveness, which is proved to be strategically slowdfigally
innovative; activeintelligence gathering, particularly by indigenous police forces;

and closepolitical management of both military operations and societaparation.

The British military has long prided itself on the ethos in coumsurgecy
campaigns of 6 mi ni muamdtlafge, haiddride, Onahe fdontlind i s
the British military have had to adapt to new conflict environments and change
tactics, even strategy, accordingly. Military priorities, particularly in rural
insurgencies, are initially focused on cutting insurgents off from their supply network
before moving in to strangle the pockets of resistance with accurate and efficient

engagements.



Yet military operations would have been totally ineffective, be it in the yaala
jungle, the Kenyan forest, or the Ulster housing estate, if it was not for accurate
intelligence as to the location and intention of insurgents. The intelligence
community, both British and indigenous, plays a crucial role in insurgencies and the
information garnered is vital for the wider countesurgency effort. This requires
cultivating a network of informers and agents, as well as establishing an effective
system of interrogation for surrendered or captured enemy personnel. This has
proved to be ve of the most controversial and brutal elements of British ceunter

insurgency operations.

However, the military campaign can be severely undermined by bad political
management. Count@rsurgency operations are inescapably political in their scope
(indeed so are the insurgencies that provoke a reaction), therefore the objectives of a
counterinsurgency strategy are politically motivated and require astute political
leadership. The political authorities, both in Whitehall and within the host nation, are
responsible for employing economic and social measures to wrest control of the
insurgency and instigating legal controls that mutually ensure popular support for the
government and dissuade sympathy and help for the insurgents. This thesis also
contents thiaall colonial insurgencies must be viewed in the context of the retreat
from Empire, whereby a politically stageanaged military withdrawal after the
establishment of an acceptable postonial regime backed by an effective post
colonial security forcdoecame the ultimate erghme of British counteinsurgency
strategy. From Malaya onwards, it became clear that closenuivthry relations

were essential to a successful cowneurgency effort and that delegation to the



most local level was required order to meet specific regional insurgent threats,

albeit conducive to an eventually enunciated national strategy.

Yet too many counter nsur gency texts are what |

W C

centricbd in as much as t boamyerinfuogentratiop r i mar

(i.e. Britain) and that they place too much of an emphasis on the role of individuals
(i.,e. General Templer in Malaya). Therefore it is essential to analyse counter
insurgency campaigns within the context of factors relating ¢oirteurgent group
itself. This contextualisation is necessary in helping explain the-sborings of
British countefinsurgency efforts by measuring their own strategic merits and
deficiencies against those of their opponents. For this to be achievedadtars

must be analysed in regard to the insurgent group: trganisational structuye

which dictates the level of cohesion and autonomy to undertake guerrilla activities,
whether hierarchical or cellased, as well as their level of preparednesgjdbrrilla

strategy and tacticthat they adopt, from a Maoist rural revolt to urban terrorism,

which will inevitably shape the countarsurgency response required; the level of

domestic supporfor their cause, which is commensurate with the level dfiqeal

sympathy and logistical supplies from internal supporters; and the leeskterhal
supportthey are receiving from outside groups or a sponsor state in terms of

solidarity or logistical help.

By including the wider international political picauinto the analytical framework
this thesis, in part, aims to transcend the traditiorpablar schools of decolonisation

t heory. The 6l i ber al commonwealtho

n i



decolonisation at the door of British policy, blaming Whitémairansigence and

I mper i al arrogance for |l osing the Empire
contends that decolonisation came about as a result of grass roetsl@mal

protest, forcing a ground swell of opinion across the Empire to bheakntperial

chains' However, what these two schools fail to account for is the role of external

actors outside the metropgberiphery relationship in the process of decolonisation

and the insurgencies it provoked. Not only did Britain have to conterd tiw

exigencies of a crumbling Empire in the pigorld War Two era, but concomitantly

deal with a new order of world politics as America gained a primacy of power at the
start of the nuclear age. Britainds econ
of postwar reconstruction placed restrictions on the financial costs of maintaining

the Empire. The posvar er a brought about, I n Fr
6termination of the Western consensus r e
international e vi ronment (that) compli c’aAsthe t he
temperature of WestetBoviet relations plummeted in the late 1940s it became
increasingly difficult to separate the dual developments ofcahtinial insurgencies

and Cold War proxy cdlicts, especially given mutual policy decrees such as the
Truman Doctrine or Ni kita Khrushchevds
Owars of national | i®Bhe superpowen aye riow rerdéreel T h i
it increasingly impossible for a mietin power like Britain to engage in a counter

insurgency campaign that involved defeating a communist enemy (as in Malaya), or

! For discussion see John DarwBrjtain and Decolonisation: The Retreat from Empire in the Post

War World(Basingstoke: Palgrave, 1988), pp-25.

Frank Furedi, 6Creating a aRreanetntti md Swd oe:i aTh & iz
Robert Holland (ed)Emergencies and Disorder in the European Empires After {l9g%don: Frank

Cass, 1994) p.90.

5For an analysis of Soviet policy on Third World
Questfoe Empire: The Cold War and Sovi etCol8Wagrport f o
History, Vol.6 No.3 (2006), pp.3352.
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engaging in conflict with forces known to have superpower backing (as in Yemen)
without causing an interplay between the perativeperial right to maintain control

in the colonies and the pervasive global ideological strive for dominance that
overshadowed international relations for nearly half a century. Even supposed
6domesticb6 conflicts, S U c d veese untavoidablyd Tr o u t
tinged with the effects of the wider geolitical scene, given both the large influence

of the Irish diaspora in American politics in attempts to mediate in the conflict, as

we l | as republican gr oup shéspigtfoffsolidatitgin t o s e
under mining the British occupier. -As sch
9/11 worl dé-Cdlod Whre Weolsd?bd, the emphasi

dimension of insurgencies is as relevant as it was fifty years agooujlh the

causes and catalysts for insurgencies have changed, the global dimension to the way
they are conducted has not. States c¢l amo
the willingbo, whi ch has now ef-ihsargenti vel y
military force in response to the degeneration of the War on Terror into a protracted
war of attrition with a disparate yet determined insurgent resistance movement. If the
War on Terror is the defining conflict of the early twefitgt century, thercounter
insurgency is the defining mode of waging war against the enemies of Western
states. As these insurgents take their fight to domestic populations through acts of
mass terrorism (New York, Washington, Madrid, London, Bali) the
internationalisation fo insurgency has embedded itself in not only analysis of
asymmetric warfare but in our evaluation and understanding of contemporary

international relations.



Insurgencies in History

One of the first aspects of insurgencies and the efforts to countervibemust

qualify is that they are not new. We must place insurgencies within their temporal
context, exposing neologist misconceptions of this form of warfare. Armed

i nsurgency and guerrilla conflict is, i n
and indeed predates what we would conceive of as conventional wakdrether

| abell ed o6guerrill abd, Opartisand or Oi n:
combatants are involved in is far from modern. Despite being overshadowed by the

rise of the standing army and the ga@ece, increasingly destructive, wars that came

to define war in the industrial age, irregular or asymmetric warfare has formed a
perennial element of conflict on almost every continent. The Roman Empire was
littered with pocked of native insurgencies against imperial rule, perhaps setting a
precedent for another two millennia of insurgeasus belli Even the great Imperial

Army of Rome had difficulties adopting an effective strategy to eliminate small
insurgent groups. Supeawers, both then and now, are still plagued by that very

same problem.

Westphalian Europe witnessed a high degree ofstatie insurgent activity, notably

i n the Vendee region of France, in the T
was first coned to describe the form of warfare waged against Napoleonic France
between 1808 and 1813. It must also be remembered that the adoption of insurgent
tactics played a role in both the French and American Revolutions of the late

eighteenth century, whilst ¢h Latin American wars of independence in the

* Walter LaqueurGuerrilla: A Historical and Critical StudyLondon: Weidenfeld and Nicholson,
1977) p.vii.



nineteenth century utilised similar methods against colonial ruléxsparticular

relevance to the emergence of British cowmeurgency strategy were the
insurrections of the New Zealand Maoris, the soutl#drican Kaffirs, the Burmese

dacoits and especially the Boers of South Africa in the mid to-meteteenth

century, where the British remained unable to contain the cavalantitun strikes

of the Boer horsemen. The British experiences in the threte of these examples

were to prompt the emergence of arguably the first theoretical analysis of eounter

I nsurgency, C. E ®naall Wanrse TheéirdPsincifle8 ané Practte k

This book offered the 6firsnsugencg,aahd synt h
although steeped in imperial arrogance offers some enduring observations on the

i mportance of intelligence and popul atio
terms). In the intewar years, the British had amassed a significant amount
experience at suppressing uprisings and rebellions through Empirel e o601 mper i
policingbo. Ensuring the i nfugrcamnersofthecur it
Empire did not render a particularly nuanced approach from the British, and this
heavyhande inclination was exposed during the Angtsh war of 191921 when
thewonton brutality of the Black and Tan
counterinsurgency campaign sent shockwaves through British society and had

inevitable political consequees®

*Laqueur 6esabexcehkent overiew of the historical roots of guerrilla warfare and insurgent

tactics. Chapter 1 is particularly useful.

® C.E Callwell,Small Wars: Their Principles and Practi¢eincoln, NB: Bison Books, 1996 [1896]).

"l'an Becket t Courieflhnes uStguednyc yo:f A BSmalltWarsdnd Per spect i v e (
InsurgenciesVol. 1 No.1 (April 1990), p.48.

. Thomas Mockaitis, O6Th-en®uri malsvarédnd IBsurgencies h Count e
Vol.1 No.3 (December 1990), p.212.



Doctrinal attempts on behalf of the military to codify conduct in such conflicts came
with the publication of the pamphleiotes on Imperial Policing1934) andDuties

in Aid of the Civil Powe(1937), which were tested during the Jewish insurgamcy
Palestine (19438) when groups such as Irgun and the Stern Gang initiated a
terrorist campaign against the colonial rulers in favour of the creation of the Israeli
state. Martial law and exclusively military solutions to the Jewish guerrillas proved
ineffective in quelling the violence and further alienated the government from the
wider Jewish population. Such critical miscalculations were to undergo a
fundamental reappraisal in the pd¥orld War Two era when irregular warfare, in
the form of colonialinsurgencies, proliferated across European colonies, provoking
the emergence of a body of literature that laid the foundations of constegency

doctrine that would last nearly half a century.

Counterlnsurgency Literature and Doctrinal Shifts

The iterature on counteinsurgency, in both a doctrinal and empirical context, has
been sporadic to say the least. Marginalised from mainstream security and strategic
studies literature, count@msurgency research has a longevity problem. This can
largely ke attributed to the emergent correlation between interest in ceunter
insurgency and the strategic priorities of the American military that has become
manifest in the aftermath of Vietham. The conventional warfare culture that
pervaded American military thking prelrag sidelined any efforts to build a
coherent and consistent body of knowledge on irregular warfare. Other militaries,

notably the British, have more successfully cultivated a sizeable library from their

10



extensive counteinsurgency experiencelroughout the latter half of the twentieth
century, with British and Frenchsoa |l | ed -s@wad raire® f or mi ng t
of t he 6 cl danswgencyaréséarclt in then 1960s. The imbibing of these

lessons in later asymmetric combat zonesasdver, a different matter altogether.

Counterinsurgency research has not produced a consistent body of literature since its
ascendance as arguably the standard form of warfare in théVpolst War Two era.

Indeed, the pattern of emergent literaturettom subject has been as irregular as the

nature of the conflicts themselves. In the Cold War era, and the unipolar phase that

has followed, the strategic priorities of the US came to dictate the military thinking

of other Western states. Consequentiallyurterinsurgency research has always
fluctuated with American engagements and
war 0. The first -insargeacy litenatune evas geultantdranm thee r

need of the American military to learn irregular warfar&/ietnam, and this need for
strategic direction produced some of the
T h o mp Defeatng Communist Insurgeicy J o h n  Mhe G of Godirger
Revolutionary Warfar, and Da vCodntekhaurgencyaVdrfare: Theory

and Practice™ Preoccupied with strategic planning for a large conventional war in
Europe and for a nuclear exchange with the Soviet Union, the US essentially
attempted to fight an irregular war with regular warfare tactics, arguably upghent

removal of General William Westmoreland in 1968, by which time the insurgency

had wrestled the military initiative away from the Americans and secured a foothold

° Robert ThompsorDefeating Communist Insurgency: Experiences from Malaya and Vig@am
Petersburg, FL: Hailer Publishing, 2005 [1966]).

1% 3ohn J. McCueriThe Art of CounteRevolutionary Warfar¢St Petersburg, FL: Hailer Publishing,
2005 [1966)).

" David Galula,Counterlnsurgency Warfare: Theory and Practig&/'estport, CT: Praeger, 2006
[1964]).

11



in the population. However, instead of triggering a consistent level of ceunter
insurgacy research that would inculcate an understanding of irregular warfare into
American, and therefore wider Western, military culture, the end of American
involvement in Vietnam witnessed a parallel curtailment of academic interest in
counterinsurgency asattention returned to conventional, and largely hypothetical,
strategies of a ground or nuclear war with the Soviets. The decade that followed
American withdrawal from Vietnam became, in the words of one RAND
Corporation report, ermsurgehey teseardiThere wasad 6 f o
momentary resurgence of interest as the Reagan administration concomitantly
attempted to support and suppress numerous insurgencies in Latin America, however

the abrupt end to the Cold War and the dawn of the unip@asignificantly reduced

t he military and political establ i shmen
machinations of low intensity conflict. If countgrsurgency had been eclipsed as a

major research topic in the 1980s by the arms race, it becanghaglewed in the

1990s by the ORevolution icml Mieldi téaNreyw ANa
Despite the military and economic investment in pdaaping and naticbuilding,
counterinsurgency was barely touched upon as an issue affecting such joritie
despite the significance of actors such as the guerrilla forces of Mohammed Farrah
Aidid who caused the i nfamous 0Bl ack H
American withdrawal from Somalia, and the Kosovo Liberation Army who acted as

a de factoNATO ally in undermining Serbian security forces with guerrilla strikes

against army units. As if to further demonstrate that codngerrgency research has

always waxed and waned with American strategic engagements, we have witnessed

an exponential rise in countgrsurgency literature, in terms of monographs, reports,

2 Austin Long,On 6 Ot her War 6: Lessons from Five Decades
(Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2006).9.

12



and journal articles in the wake of the insurgency in Iraq after the 2003 invasion. The

US Army has even been compelled to significantly update and revise its eounter
insurgency field manual for théirst time in twenty years® As David Kilcullen
astutely observed i n itteraoh ¢ [coRrnefhurgendylnor e h a
the |l ast four year s ' Tharmpiditransforrhagon bfaghet f o
Iraq war from a welexecuted demonsttion of how to win a conventional land war

to a quagmire of ifconceived counteinsurgency operations that belies strategic
planning has converted countasurgency research from a focus of historical
analysis to a relevant contemporary subject thatiges signposts for the way out of

an increasingly intractable imbroglio. The Americans have also demonstrated,
particularly in Iraq, a slow burning strategy that arguably attained impetus with the
2007 O6surged of tr oopsmpemahtedbl EengrahDavid | e |

Petraeus.

0Cl assicbdb has been a | ab e l-insagencyliehard t o t
that emerged in the 1960s, borne primarily out of the experiences of a number of
Western states in fighting insurgencies in Sduést Asia: the British in Malaya, the

French in IndeCh i n a, and the Americands picking
Vietnam. The other mo s t noteworthy <contr
came in the early 1 adwOlstensiyiOpenatiodswhiamk Ki t
emanated from his extensive lomtensity combat experiences, especially in Kenya

and Northern IrelanP As Bard OO0 Nei | | has noted of

13US Army Countetnsurgency Manual, FM24, (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2006).
“David Kil cul |l en RedodtCSurvivaltVel#s No.d (Wintere26067), p.111.

'3 Frank Kitson,Low Intensity Operations: Subversion, Insurgency and Peaceke@iiRgtersburg,
FL: Hailer Publishing, 2006L971]).
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wor ks: 6t here were two kinds oHeoraticali t i ngs
Seldom did the 't Theformen type oftworlk grdvited histodical
overvi ews of events and 0 CGdurtdesimsergency( s u ¢ h
Campaigning'” whi | st the | atter soroo6 offieoedt:i
manualgor conducting a countansurgency campaign that were heavily influenced

by their own personal involvement in particular conflicts (Thompson, Galula, and
McCuen). Furthermore, these texts were written, either exclusively or to a large
extent, in respons® Maoist rural insurgencies, which require their own nuanced
counterinsurgent response as opposed urban terrorism, for example.
Consequenti al | y rinsurderey lite@tura is rsiroevl§y foauisedi updne r
defeating one variety of a multitude iosurgent strategies. This is a trend that has

been fundamentally overhauled in the latest body of literature that has emerged as a
result of the war in Iraq. At the forefront of this new wave of literature is a new
generation of American sbpal | edrs@cwadrmairec® who are atte
American military preferences for conventional war planning. General David
Petraeus received command of American operations in Iraq in February 2007 and
was responsible for authoring large parts of the updated W8y Acounter
insurgency field manual. Other notable scholars include David Kilcullen, whose

pi ece -&ightv eArtitleg: Fundamentals of Company Level Counter

I nsurgency?o, t h a t Milimny Reyiewnres riow beanpepaledrtce d i n
every companya@mmander in the field in Irag Robert Cassidy, whose research has

focused on how military cultures have indisposed superpowers, in particular the US,

®Bar d Olashrgendy and Terrorism: Inside Modern Revolutionary War(Brales, VA:

Brasseyds, 1990), p.ix.

7 Julian PagetCounterinsurgency Campaigning.ondon: Faber, 1967).

BDavid Ki |l c uHightéricles: §uhdamentaly of @panylLevel Counted nsur gency 6,
Military Review (May-June 2006)pp.10308.A pi ece on Kilcull ends influer
insurgency strategy appearedline Sunday Timééde ws Revi ew, OLawrence of Ar
Taliban6, 11 March 2007.
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from imbibing counteinsurgency lesson$ and Thomas Hammes who has
attempted to contextualise insurgiscin the wider landscape of human warfari.
remains to be seen whether this level of scholarship into the cause and effects of
insurgencies and the nature of the required response will be maintained after the
eventual withdrawal of the coalition foicdrom Iraq and Afghanistan in a similar

vein to the trend witnessed after the US left Vietham. However, what this new body
of literature has done is to evolve our understanding of the fundamental nature of
counterinsurgency. It has transcended the esakynt anti-Maoist strategies
developed by the original pioneers of countesurgency, providing strategists and
policy-makers alike with a relevant appraisal of the evolved nature of the
contemporary insurgent threat and the need to adapt the respoossingty. The
presence of 2#our international news coverage and the globalised, networked
insurgent threat facing American and British military forces has invalidated previous
tenets of irregular warfare doctrine such as population resettlement. @betagnts

of the doctrine remain universal, such as the need for closentlitary relations,

yet this latest body of countarsurgency literature has achieved the modernisation

of the central tenets of asymmetric war. The new manifestation of thetanperof
understanding the culture of the population in which cotntrrgency operations

are being conducted has become a central theme of the new generation of thinkers,
shifting analysis away from the O6cl assi
approaches. Thi s rldwcoubterinsurgency anblysis is @venl ut i o

enshrined in the new US Army countasurgency field manual. As Beatrice Heuser

9 Robert M.Cassidy Counterinsurgency and the Global War on Terror: Military Culture and

Irregular War (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2006).

*Thomas X. Hammeghe Sling and the Stone: On War in the Twdtitgt Century(St Paul, MN:

Zenith Press, 2004).

“Beatrice Heuse, 6 The Cul tur al-l Rewv o §auma g Birategic StQdiesi n t e r
Vol.30 No.1 (Februrary 2007), pp.1831.
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has stated, it has reached a stage in the contemporary literature whereby references to
the6cl assical 6 works are O0a case of pacif

building a temple to the new god. d

So why for so long has countmisurgency research found itself separated from
mainstream security and strategic studies literature? Trerseveral possibilities.

Firstly, | suggest that it is because the rules of the game in irregular conflict differs to
that of conventional warfare, which has come to dominate Western military thought
over the last half century, and hence has dictatedeatia research agendas for the

most part. In addition, the temporal realm of coumisurgency is more elastic than
conventional warfare. Such conflicts are often measured in years (possibly decades)
not months, obfuscating conceptions of an identifiable i ct or y 6, t hus
counterinsurgency far more difficult to analyse and theoffse.Furthermore,
counterinsurgency research has tended to be the preserve of historians and not
strategists therefore negating the necessity for fortfanking plannng?* Another

reason offered here for the peripheral nature of coumsergency research is that

much of the literature has been the result of temporary scholarship in the area.
Widely cited wor ks, sBrciht aaisn 6Cshra(Rickets] TWawns
St u bHeart8 and Minds in Guerrilla Warhave epitomized how excellent
scholarship in the area has been but a momentary focus for many academics before

attention has been diverted elsewH@rBespite the prolific output and determined

%2 |bid, p.166.

3 For a discussion of the temporal realmof couiters ur gency see Christophe P
of ATIi meterl mms u€ gpefenceyStudied/ol.8 No.1 (March 2008), pp.497.

“Beckett, O6The-l BsudgenéyGpupt 82 .

% Charles Townshen® r i t ai n6s Ci wrisurgentiain tise:Twe@tieth Gentgtyondon:

Faber, 1986); Richard Stublitearts am Minds in Guerrilla War: The Malayan Emergency

(Singapore: Eastern Universities Press, 2004)
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presence of thékes of lan Beckett, Thomas Mockaitis and John Newsinger in the

field, counterinsurgency research has a longevity problem. Attention is sporadic and
invariably casespecific. This latter factor can largely be accredited to the fact that

some of the bestesearch on countémsurgency has been produced by area
specialists (such as Middle East expert
Yemen, or African specialist Caroline EI
therefore limiting the scope for appliecountefinsurgency analysis across a
multitude of cases and preventing overarching frameworks of analysis from being
formulated®® It is hoped that this thesis can go some way in redressing this

imbalance.

There does, however, remain an academic tretitinvcountesinsurgency research

that is primarily historical in its methodology and analysis (for example, John
Newsi nger 6s u British Counterirstirgendy’ et the stope of this
thesis, tracking the development and consistencies in Btsimterinsurgency
campaigns over the past sixty years and exposing its consistent inconsistencies,
contends that history is not enough. History alone cannot help us explain and
understand recent British strategy in Irag. The historical literature degsovide an
adequate framework of analysis for us to evaluate the effectiveness of strategic and
tactical development from one insurgency to another. Furthermore, there has been a
propensity to focus solely on couniasurgency as a oAgay process, anging

just the actions of the state army and security forces. The failure to interpret €ounter

% Clive JonesBritain andthe Yemen Civil War Ministers,Mercenariesand Mandarins Foreign

Policy and the Limits of Covert ActigBrighton: Sussex AcademRress, 2004); Caroline Elkins,
Britainds Gul ag: The HBlondbnadonathan €ape P00 mMpi re i n Ken)
%" John NewsingeBritish Counterlnsurgency(Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2002).
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insurgency as an intactive process between insurgent and cotingrrgent, where

the strategy, tactics and resourcefulness of the former are as importérg to
outcome of an insurgency as that of the latter, has revealed that eiosaotgency,

as a suHield of strategic studies, is suffering from a paucity of analytical
understanding. Therefore, in order to rectify this hole in cotingerrgency analysis

this thesis will reflect not only the imperative of understanding the factors relating to
the insurgent group themselves, but will also identify the key factors that lend
counterinsurgents the tools with which to contain, suppress and eliminate an
insurgacy. Bearing all these omissions and deficiencies of cosngeirgency

| iteratur e -pianr tmitned ,motdheel 66 tirsi i ntended to
through which we can observe and explain the way in which the British, in counter
insurgency tems, have been slow to learn and have belatedly achieved strategic

cohesion.

Explaining the Model

The First Dimension: Countdnsurgency Forces

The Military Element

Counterinsurgency poses a unique military problem. Such campaigns lack the

decisive grategic goals of conventional war between state armies and contain an

18



overtly political endgame. Countersurgencies are fought for, what Rupert Smith

has | abell ed, O0softerstmaotregimal ¢ ejadd tei, v &3
ultimate aim isnot to take and hold territory, but to establish the conditions under

which the countemsurgent state can fulfil its political objectivés.Counter

insurgency is therefore strategically sensitive. It has its own rules. The application of
conventional cocepts of warfare is at best redundant, at worst coymeetuctive.

As Eliot Cohen rightly pointed out in the mid®80s, small wars such as counter

insr gency campai gawar, batrragher@ coonpletefy llitierent &ind of

c o n f % Caunterifsurgency therefore requires a different military doctrine,
altered military expectations of &évictor:
crucially, an inherent tactical flexibility that is sensitive to the variations in threat in
different areasrad avoids a blanket response. This will then allow for a variance of

tactics to be utilised if, for example, the military is fighting concomitant urban and
rurakbased insurgencies (as in Aden and South Arabia). Aggressive search and
destroy missions in @ated areas of insurgeapntrolled countryside would certainly

be unsuitable and erroneous if employed in hupltareas with a high density of

civilians unsympathetic to the insurgent cause who are vital to the broader battle for
Ohearts andemt inadmsal &oemarch and hol dé or
alongside smallinit operations, especially in populated areas, therefore allowing for

the more discriminate location and elimination of insurgent cells. Yet the importance

of harnessing such tactidganovations for use in future conflicts is rendered useless

unless the military accepts the critical notion of transferring coumsergency

lessons. Effective armed forces in cousitesurgency campaigns are forced, through

8 Rupert Smith;The Utility of Force: The Art of War in the Modeworld (London: Penguin, 2006),

p.270.

“Eliot A. Cohen, 6Constraint sintermtodehSeauityad®s Conduc
No.2 (Autumn 1984), p.167.
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the painful lessons of histr vy to become successful o |

reflexive military culture is fostered in order to assess tactical accomplishments and
deficiencies and imbibe them into strategic thinking for future conflicthis does

not mean that the militgrnis always preparing to fight the last war, but in fact means
that it is historically conscious of previous successes or failures that can aid the
planning and conduct of the contemporary conflict by providing perspective and
context.®® All counterinsurgencies are scenario specific with their own detailed
casual factors, demographic appeal and political demands, however to deny that
certain strategic and tactical elements of a cotingirgency approach are not
transferable is to be blind to the utiliby history and put to waste valuable and hard
learned lessons of past conflicts regarding, for example, the importance of a sound
politico-military strategy, the axiomatic nature of a good intelligence infrastructure,
and the need to keep the populatiofe$a Again, neologism can be a dangerous
thing. Asymmetric conflict, inclusive of countersurgency, has been a constant

form of war far e despite paradi gmati c

e

st

war far e. l ndeed, cur r enWarafnaarl egys i 5l ad e s6 Fao:

conflict at the forefront of understanding contemporary s the case studies go
on to demonstrate, transferring counAtesurgency lessons has been sporadic in the

British case.

%9 For a comparative study on the military cultures in couimsurgency scenarios of the Ariwan,
British and Russian armies, see Cassithyynterinsurgency and the Global War on Terror

For an evaluation of the benefits of learning
Counterl ns ur g e n c RaravetarsiVa. B4e(8pring 200% pp.1628. For a refutation of the
utility of | es s on sinsdrgemcyreratfdn the contein@oiary age see Ravidu nt e r

Ki | ¢ uGolinteansurgéncyR e d wpp.Bl11112,

¥paul Mel shen, 6Mapping Out a CoQonsilesationsirs ur gency

Counterinsur ge sy Wa&sanblrssurgemciegold®No.4 (December 2007),
p.66798.
3 See especially HammeBhe Sling and The Stone
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The centre of gravity for any countgisurgency campaign is the population,
ensuring that plans for a military assault upon the enemy have to be couched in terms

of protecting the civilian population and preserving their trust. For this reason the
concepts of o6mini mum f bavelmdmeaimedral iohtrear t s

British conduct of counteinsurgency campaigns.

Centr al to the British Armyds traditiona
its conduct 1is the principle of restrain
forreé has to be seen to be *Mloontenarguepthatt ant
this is the byproduct of ethical Victorian values combined with ingrained
pragmatism through centuries of imperial policing. The public outrage at the
Amritsar massacre in 19 certainly impacted upon the future conduct of the British

Army and marks a turning point in the level of force used by the military in trouble
spot s. Thorntonds conception of Victor.i :
conduct does, however, overlothe unavoidable inculcation of imperial racism, a
metropolitan superiority compl exgpingi nt o t
subjugation and repression. The chivalrous behaviour of British polite society could

never be transferred to conflict zoresund the world. The Empire was not built on

al trui sm. This is why Thorntondés second
policing retains far more credence as an explanatory tool. Such experience fostered a
realisation that the Empire could not be maiméd by violence and that a balance

needed to be struck between preserving a forcible military presence yet only utilising

it as a last resort. The same principle still holds true in theqmbsial era. As John

¥Rod Thornton, 6The British Army andSmdMars Ori gi ns
and Insurgenciesvol.15 No.1 (Spring 2004), p.84.
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Lynn points out in regard to excessiveeusf force in contemporary courter

il nsurgency, it only serves to generate
r e v e ¥ Analysi$ of counteinsurgency campaigns, whether British, American or

French, clearly reveals a link between the appropriadeotigorce and the level of

military and political strategic success. There are implications for héawled
counterinsurgency conduct (just look at the French in Algeria) as it fuels what

Mar t ha Crenshaw br aebaeclt li eodh  tshyen d vickemce ® o n wh
becomes cyclical, ratcheted by corresponding strike and cestrite®® In a
specifically British context, Thomas Moc
would be difficult to exaggerate the importance of the principle of minimum force to

British countesi n' s u r & dtsnimportadce is unquestioned, but it is its actual
application that will be evaluated throughout the case stdtlirsan age now where

the conduct of counténsurgency operations is under the constant critical scrutiny of
international law, the 2#our global media, human rights groups and other NGOs,

the concept of minimum force, with all its permutations of the absence of civilian
casualties and the expectations of operational legitimacy, has never been under more

intense bservation.

¥John Lynn, o6Patterns of IMilisary Rayiew{JalyAugust 8005[ount er i r
p.27.

®Martha Crenshaw, 6 T®Gompattve RoktissVoh 13 N6.4 (Juty d981),s mo ,

p.385.

Mockaitis, 6The OFrlingsiunrsg eonfc yBor,i tpi.szh1 3Count er

% For a particularly rigorous exchange on the application of minimum force during the Mau Mau
uprising see John Newsi nge-insurggndyianditheManM&or ce, Br i t
Reb e | | SmalilWars and Insurgenciegol. 3 No.1 (Spring 1992), pp.457, who points to the high

|l evels of brutality and wonton force used by the
British Countefinsurgency and the Mau Mau Rebellion: A Répfymall Wars and Insurgencies

Vol.3 No.2 (Autumn 1992), pp.889, who defends British restraint.
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A second factor key to the military conduct of British cowmesurgency, and

centr al to strategic planning, I's that o
this is an adherence to military and political principles that imbib&d=arce in the

indigenous population as to the coudten sur gent 6 s strength anc
concomitantly delegitimising the insurgents appeal. As David Kilcullen has
succinctly stated: OHearts means bpyer suad
your success; minds means convincing them that you can protect them, and that
resisting f®Wemoiver futimpdhasdi s on Obéhearts
counterinsurgency theory in the early 1960s in the wake of the British campaign in
Malaya. It wa widely accepted that the domestic population had to be placated,
offered security, have their living standard maintained if not raised, and even granted
more political rights. Yet as US involvement in Vietham escalated in thel8&ds

the prominence gmt ed t o Ohearts and minds6é di min
quid pro quobetween the military and the population whereby concessions and
improvements were only granted if -operation was forthcoming from the
communities? This failure to acknowledgthe importance of the battle of ideas in a
counteri nsur gency campaign cost the American
cautionary | esson in the dangers of und
mi nds 6 t -nsusencystiatedy.eAs Roberader quips of countensurgent

forces: o6they must ‘be wooers as well as

¥Kilcull eeBi gbTwaAntiyclesd, p.105.

“Long,On 6 Ot h pp232Wa r o

“l Robert TaberThe War of the Flea: Guerrilla Warfare in Theory and Prac(i8eAlbans: Paladin,
1970), p.26.
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OHearts and mindsd is both an -insdgerdti ona
authorities are obliged to shore up ideological support within a population for the
political system they are preserving or installing whilst also legally, socially and
politically invalidating the ideological premise of the insurgency, be it communism

in Malaya or jihadist Islamism in Irag. Parallel to the battle for ideas must be-an on

going pocess to improve the material lives of the population. This can be achieved

in a number of ways, yet first and foremost it is the ability to provide security.
Shelter from violence and the protection of their means of living is an essential
function the canterinsurgent forces must fulfii i f t hey dondt t hen
will. Engineering works to the national infrastructure also emit an aura of
competence and security, particularly if basic provisions such as water, electricity

and garbage collectioran be maintained in the face of-gaing insurgent attacks.

This is perhaps where the Amerielaa coalition in Iraq initially faltered in its battle

to win Ohearts and minds§é, given that wa
households and thatectricity supplies ran at arod half the actuadlemand, indeed

falling below prewar levels for a period in early 2086This situation demonstrates

that O6hearts and minds6 are wiBatperagsn act
the most telingelemmnt of the British approach to
an explicitly coercive process tdothe two dynamics need not be dichotomitkd.

We need |l ook no further than the O6New V

forcible resettlement of segmentf the population (half a million rural squatters in

“BBC News Online report, o6Life in lragqd, November
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/shared/spl/hi/in_depth/post_saddam_irag/html/1.stm

““For an advocacy of ainsarbeacy strategy, based onmomputaidhal count er
model |l ing of conflict outcomes in the past, see |
Fire with Fire? How ( NoCiilWiarVolNddNa.4 (Dexdmber 20073 n | ns ur ¢
pp.378401.

“Kelly M. Greenhill and Paul Stani ICawihwlrs 6 Ten Way s
Vol.9 No.4 (December 2007), p.404.
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this case) was achieved under the guise of offering them land rights and modern
amenities to placate any objections. When population control becomes an element of
the countetinsurgency military stratgy, it is invariably sugacoated in order to off

set the potenti al detri ment al effect on
one of the key tools with which to wage this wider battle is an effective propaganda
campaign. By utilising the widegossible communication methods, visual, audio
and electronic, the countersurgency authorities are able to undertake a double
edged information war that botlissuadesinsurgents from continuing their
campaign and the public from supporting them, a6 agincentivisedisillusioned
insurgents to surrender and shores up popular support for the authorities. It may seem
obvious, but the most effective way to win the hearts and minds of the population is
through their eyes and ears. What they see and ihiaences their allegiances,

hence the importance of a rigorous information campaign.

One of the most crucial, yet often undgsfaluated, elements in most counter
insurgency military strategies is the utilisation of indigenous troops for intelligence

and political purposes. Local forces in irregular conflicts not only strengthen the

quantity of troops available for operations, but also allows for an intelligence
dividend to be reaped by tapping into local knowledge, culture and language that
arises though joint training and patrolling. Yet it is not just indigenous regular
troops that the British hawaetcthréadriotlieo nparlel

a military withdrawal. A notable pattern in British couniesurgency has been the

> A recent illumination on this undaxplored issue is Geraint Hughes and Claisfiripodi,

60Anatomy of a Surrogate: Historical Precedents ar
Insurgency and Countdr e r r o $mals Wads,and Insurgenciegol.20 No.1 (March 2009), pp-1

35.
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useoffrregul ar i ndigenous fighters, mai nl vy
So called Opseudo operationsdé have prov
military side of countemsurgency campaigns. In such operations surrendered or
captured insurggs, in conjunction with government forces, return to an insurgent
controlled area posing as an insurgent unit. These operations can be valuable
militarily, in the instance of an armed assault, and especially in terms of reaping
intelligence on future opations and the whereabouts of key leaders should the
pseudegang be accepted and ingratiated into the insurgent organisation. Such groups
can also plant false information in order to cause operational disfunction or induce
surrendef The us e onburgeénts can beeseeh thioughout the case studies
employed in this thesis, from the O6runni
Ireland, and will be emphasised as an integral element to the military conduct of

British countefinsurgency campaigns.

One key constit utHavret ietlee nondte |06f ttoh ep o6 Tnrti
of the police, and policing duties, under the military banner. This is because, as
Charl es Townshend articul at es jinsuigargy] a hyb
cal ls for a synthesi s* Thé Armyadd often ealled mdo mi | i
fulfil the role of military aid to the civil power, which requires a guagsiicing

function, such as law enforcement and keeping the peace. Concomitantly, the police
fulfil quaskmilitary roles, primarily through being one of the prime intelligence

gathering agencies in a countesurgency campaign. With their local contacts and

“®For example see Lawrence E. Cline, Strategic Studiest i t ut e report, O6Pseudo ¢
Countefl nsurgency: Lessons from Other Countriesd6 (Ca
from one of the first vocal exponents of the use of ps@adws in counteinsurgency see Frank

Kitson, Gangs and ConterGangs(London: Barrie and Rockcliff, 1960).

“"TownshendBr i t ai n6sp2Ci vil War s
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knowledge of a particular area the police can act by detaining known or suspected
supporters bthe political wing or facilitators of the supply network of an insurgent
group. In short, local police forces in countesurgency campaigns are crucial for
fulfilling the wider military strategy of constraining the activities of the insurgent
group, whist the military are constantly required to act ageafactopolice force in

order to maintain the security of the wider population, who themselves are the

fulcrum of any countemsurgency campaign.

The Political Element

All insurgencies are inhendly political by nature, seeking the imposition of their
political creed and structure over a particular region, society or country.
Consequentially, the countersurgent response is also inexplicably political as
nationstates seek to assert (or reaggbeir authority in the face of a threat to their
monopoly of violege. The overarching countagrsurgency strategy will always be
constitutive of a large political element, namely to achieve a reduction and eventual
eradication of the threat to statentw| or a particular sphere of interest. In counter
insurgency scenarios, therefore, the military battle is highly politicised.
Clausewitzian truisms regarding war and politics are still applicable to asymmetric
counterinsurgencies. David Kilcullen hasogne as f ar as to st at
counteik nsurgency may “khougyhoh’ eslcyatidns nay be aigh, 6

his point is well madé political considerations, sensitivities, and necessities are

“Kilcullen, ¢6Redwatepi h88rgency
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omnipresent in a count@msurgency campaign. This not a new phenomena. Whilst

Western states attempted to counter Maoist rural insurgencies in the 1960s and 1970s

it was also noted, lucidly by David Galuwu
the political and the military actions thatthey o not be t i*Htislthe separ
political masters who send in the military to reassert control; it is the political
masters who assess the strategic threats posed by insurgent groups to the national

i nterest; it I s t he engtites that argpihge vpansthee r 6 s
longevity of the military campaign. As the case studies will go on to demonstrate,
counterinsurgency campaigns are initiated, conducted, and curtailed by the hidden

hand of politicians. As General Sir Rupert Smith hashit | v not ed: O (F
considerations provide the context for t

actions must always work withi®v and cont |

However, it is not just the central control of the wider couirtsurgency campaign

that asserts the importance of the political dimension. The introduction of sound
political practice on the ground in the country facing the insurgent threat is essential
too. Representative government lends legitimacy to the campaign, lijnutua

providing a political vision for the future that the indigenous population of all races,

tribes and religious groupings can rally
appeal to represent the O&épeopl ed.thatT homas
0The fundament al weapon in count®hisi nsur g

was evident in Malaya, for example, as the ethnic Chinese, the mainstay of the

“9 Galula,Counterlnsurgency Warfarep.5.

%0 Smith, The Utility of Force p.214.

Thomas X. Hammes e doCasntr areiMiitgryNEview{duy-Rugdst,
2006) pp.2021.
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insurgent Malayan Communist Party, were brought into the electoral franchise, given
political rights hitherto not granted, and sought to foster a mainstream, non
Communist political party that provided a platform for Chinese opinion. Attempts in
Iraqg to foster a mukparty, multisect government have proved an essential, although

ultimately as yeunfulfilled, element of the strategy in Iraq.

Whilst the military threat needs to be dealt with, the population will inevitably
demand political representation by their own kith and kin. Prolonged and centralised
political control by an external countersurgent force, especialls decolonisation
became @&eemingly unstoppable reality, ran the risk of jeopardising the necessity of
wi nning indigenous Ohearts and mindséo
population upon the countersurgent forcesas both guarantors of security and
amenities as well as creators of a new political order in which they will have a
greater say. Making political provisions for the mainstream ethnic and religious
groups has long been a reality in British cowmeurgenyg as it lends the wider
campaign a degree of legitimacy, and ensures that it is seen to be both constructive
(in terms of building new institutions and improving the infrastructure) and as well as
destructive (in terms of eradicating the insurgent threétanly). lllegitimate or
controversial political control and management of a cotingmrgency campaign

will inevitably aggravate an insurgency leading to a deterioration in the security
situation. Just note how the extended political control of tleigtonal Coalition

Aut hority in Ilraq under Paul Br emer [

turned notions of the coalition troops as liberators into that of occupiers.
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Close civitmilitary relations are vital for ensuring that a-@ainated and deerent

combined counteinsurgency strategy is implemented efficiently and effectively.
Britainds historical experiences, not abl
have demonstrated the need for close -enlltary liaison, particularly through a
deentralised, committebased decisiemaking structure. This reflects the
inescapably political nature of coundesurgency and ensures that the military
campaign is commensurate with overarchpualitical objectives.Therefore it is at

the level of civitmilitary relations that the two primary planks of any counter
insurgency strategy the political and the kineti¢ coalesce, with the cohesion of

this relationship proving vital to the efficacy of the campaign as a whaie. is
axiomatic uocesdgsgateigien 6tshe widel y- ackno
insurgency campaigns are not won by outright military force alone (of which the

2009 Sri Lankan Army repression of the Tamil Tigers stands as a bloody and
controversial anomaly) but requires sigraint civilian input into building
governance structures and undertaking reconstrugiians As David Kilcullen

memor ably pud ssirngendcyouing e &rThie cquiex ci a l

therefore, both civilian and military unity of effort.

However such unity of effort cannot be achieved unless adequate resources are
provided to civilian counteinsurgency work if the noekinetic instruments of
influence, such as reconstruction projects, are to prove effective. This was arguably a
barrier thrown upbetween close civimilitary relations in Iraq, where severely
restricted financial resources hindered cfagency ceoperation as each

organisation sought to fulfil its own purview with a limited budget at the expense of

2Kilcull eBighTwAntiyclesd, p.107.
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pooling resourcesThe civilian role in countefinsurgency should not be reduced
simply to developmentriented work designed to make the life of the military easier
by being a friendly 6follow on forced, b
of essential countansurgency teets such as building population resistance to
insurgent narratives, strengthening host nation governance structures, as well as the
obvious need to improve the material wed#ing of indigenous communities via
reconstruction work goals that the militarghemselves are also seeking to fulfil

parallel Close civitmilitary relations based on common goalsffective
communicationand good working relationshipsre therefore at the heart of the
securitydevelopment nexus, particularly when we asseswlioée gamut of civilian

input into a countemsurgency campaign, from reconstruction to humanitarian work,
from central political leadership to g@he-ground diplomacy. The spectrum of such
civilian involvement in irregular warfare does however flag up ithportance of
heightened civilian and not just military education as to the particular nuances and
complexities of counteinsurgency warfaré® Undeniably, counteinsurgency does

bl ur the traditional 0l anes of Hhawet hor it
notionally delineated civilian management of a campaign and the military execution
of it. Yet this challengeo redefinecivil-military relationswithin the context of
irregular warfare is one that the British have, throughout the case studies etnploy

in this study, not entirely conquered. Consistent restrictions on military resources by
civilian politicians have proven to be a major thorn in the side of cohesive relations,
whilst the political supremacy of strategic planning, attained arguably gdtinig

South Arabian campaign, has ensured friction at senior levels of civilian and military

leadership.

®pPatrick M. Cronin, 6lrreguliMdr i War fyaStReegicaNe w nGloag | |
Forum No.234 (October 2008), p.1.
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The o maintraditional schools of thought regarding chntilitary relations have
coalesced around two of the scholars to first theorise on the, t§amuel
Huntington and Morris JanowitZ.hese pioneers in this field retained an essentially
domestic quality to their understanding of ciwillitary relations, defining it
primarily in terms of the militadyodbs r el
necessarily as an assessment of working relations between the military and civilian
workers in theatres of operatig¢an interpretation of civimilitary relations that this

thesis will adoptf* The Huntingtonian School disaggregates the milifaoyn the

political sphere, denying a link between military means for political ends. Huntington
depicts members of the military as subordinate servants of the political state and
argues for an explicit distinction between the way political decisions drensaf

conflict are reached and the way in which those decisions are carried out by the
armed forces. In short, there is to be no political encroachment on military affairs.
This is maintained, argued Huntington,
professionalism and its outlook of conservative realism, allowed for a separate

military sphere to develop.

Conversely, the Janowitzean School advocates that the military establishment imbibe
political sensitivities into their own professional outloolkarnSequentially, Janowitz
argues, military understanding of overarching political imperatives would be

achieved via the integration of political and military leadershim  J anowi t z 0 s

*Fredert k Rosen, O6Thi-Mdl GeneyaRebatCobwsl and the fANev
Af f a iDansholdstitute for International Studies working papeo.3 (2009), p.7.

%5 Samuel HuntingtoriThe Soldier and the State: The Theory and Practice of-Biiifary Relations

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1957).
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sophisticated interpretation, the military retains close links thighstate whom they
serve and the society whom they protect. This is reflected, Janowitz maintains, in the
transition of Western militaries in the twentieth century into highly professional
forces whose application of kinetic activity is now tightly colda, in part due to

political necessity®

These two models can broadly account for the differences inngildary relations

in a historical counteinsurgency context between the US and UK. The Americans
have traditionally fostered a Huntingtoniamatenship, with a deliberate and warily
maintained division of civilian and military responsibilities and leadership within the
Pentagon (a factor that has arguably led to many of thewawsproblems in Iraq).
Conversely, the British have developed &ige akin to the Janowitzean model,
nurturing the cohesion of civilian and military personnel in the defence decision
making process in Whitehall. The nature of this particular variation of warfare has
proved that as the military and political side of thedtle are intetwined, then so
must the respective branches of civilian and military leadership. Closeruiidry
relations are thereforequisite in countemsurgency and can take one of two forms:

visible civil-military relations, such as jointeconstruction projects, provide the

6observabl e physical interfaced between

perceptions of a &écompr e h e-visthie vivél-miiggyp r o a ¢ h

relations provide essential cresgency liaisonon issues such as operational

*® Morris JanowitzThe Professional Soldier: A Social and Political Portr@iew York: The Free
Press, 1960).

1

Robert Egnell, 6Explaining US anndry®peratibrs:Ste Per f or
Civil-Mi | i t ar y JIourmaleohS¢rategio Studie¥ol.29 No.6 (December 2006), pp.1049
1053.
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planning, intelligence coperations and economic provisidhUnity of effort in

both forms of civitmilitary relations are bound to make the most effective use of the
different strengths and expertise that the various branohéhe military and the
multivariate civilian agencies brin@lose civitmilitary relations simply reflecthe
political nature of the beast a beast that British governments throughout the
twentieth, and into the twenfyst, century have shied awdypom taming, often
preferring to cut and run (as in South Arabia and Iraq) or accept an uncomfortable
stalemate (such as Northern Ireland during the Troubles). The political management
of British countefinsurgency is presented in this thesis as incomtjstehich in

itself has played a large part in creating thaditions for strategic inertia counter

productive to the attainment of OGédsuccess:i

But what const it udnsusggendysvarfaref sherf) success ic o u Nt ¢
counterinsurgency is compraise. Often, best case outcomes are achieving what is
realistically attainable once a campaign is underway rather than attempting to meet
idealised targets created in advance. Asymmetric warfare is fluid and complex in
natur e, renderingd cascdapetfs ned DB UCTegul ¢
nebulous. Campaign success will of course boil down to the question of whether
insurgent violence has been curtailed sufficiently. Yet the impact of several factors
impinge on the qualitative nature of such successticularly time, political goal

post shifting and altered public expect al
i ssues into consideration, we can see th
achieve i a timeframe almost unthinkable in tgdé s  #medsivea world.

OSuccessd against t he Mau Mau came at t

®Rosen, O6Thir dMiGeneaayi Ral €i vohsd, p. 8.
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heavyhanded policingi a n aberration of mini mum for
oriented campaigning. There was no success to talk of in South Arabratgee

alacrity of the politicallydictated withdrawal and the failure to suppress insurgent

vi ol ence. To speak of O6ésuccessd6 in relat
in terms of compromise. The MRwas never militarily defeatetl hence talk ofan
acceptable | evel o f- rather islpditical widg wasdarcadg ma i
to realise the inevitability of peace negotiations and peharing given wider

societal revulsion at egoing violence. Having Sinn Fein partially control the
Exeaitive branch of government in Northern Ireland would certainly not have been

an original tenet of campaign O6success?®d
Banner, yet given the effects of time and political necessity, it became the most
practical ad achievable solution for ending violence. Compromise of a different

sort, however, came to characterise poltico | i t ary c¢l aims of O6su
Irag. Negotiating from a position of weakness given the military inability to curb

militia violence,the British stuck a deal with the Shia insurgents allowing the Army

to withdraw from Basra, effectively surrendering the city to the militias whilst
enabling the British to point to a transfer of security responsibilities to the newly
trained Iragi Army ad police force. The Iragi case alone openly demonstrates the
utterly subjective natur e of the -const
insurgency terms. The political acceptance of the inevitability of decolonisation led

to a permissive political existrategy (i.e. independence for Malaya and Kenya)

being utilised to undermine insurgent political plans. This is the fortunate context
under which British Army were conducting campagn the 1950s and 1960s and

stands in stark contrast to the French eepee in IndeChina and Algeriafor

example,where the French aggressively opposed the process of decolonisation and
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therefore committed themselves to a concept of stramgicesshat could only

entail an outright military defeat of the insurgency aontl permit a politicallystage
managed withdrawaPerhaps we should therefore conceive of success in counter
insurgency terms as simply being able to acknowledge what is practichlvable

given firstly, the temporal expanse of irregular campaigrs r@entioned earlier,
often measured in decades not years), secptidlyntractability of insurgencies who
draw on their support from the populatioasd the way this creates different
characteristics of victory as opposed to that when facing a reguéanyerand
thirdly, the subsequent futility to harnessing metrics as a means of measuring
counterinsurgency progress. Unlike in regular warfare there is no discernable point
of enemy surrender, no victory ceremony, no official declaration of peace. Sienplist
counting of the number of attacks carried out against courgergent forces, the
number of civilian death®r the number of newly trained indigenous police officers
may provide quantitative comfort for commanders and politicians, yet they fail to
asess the qualitative impact couniesurgency tactics are having on the motives
behind insurgent violence. Statistics cannot measure the tangible outputs of-counter
insurgencyi in other words, the psychological and not just physical impact of
political, economic andnilitary efforts. It is easy to mistake action for progr&ss.
Success in count@nsurgency, therefore, is constructed of a subjective interpretation
of an eradication of insurgent violence, however this is often the result of overt
politcalc o mpr omi se, which questions whether
to describe a strategic outcome. This certainly holds true in the British cases viewed

here.

*Cronin, 6lrregular Warfared, p.2.
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The Intelligence Element

At the heart of each civihilitary counterinsurgency campgn must lie an efficient,
decentralised and wellhtegrated intelligence network. Not only does intelligence
provide the basis for the launch of goint military operations, offering information

on insurgent location, likely strength and movement, @ alsls the political side of

the campaign, revealing schisms within enemy political leadership, as well as
establishing the political acceptability or likely civilian acquiescermgatds a
particular operation opolicy. In short, intelligence proves its¢o be integrally
inter-connected with the military and political dimensions of any cotingirgency
campaign. As Michael Howard has succinct
cannot obtain intelligence, and without intelligence terrorists cawvernde

d e f e ¥ tTrekford, intelligence must be seen as both -@rbgiuct of other
successfully implemented couriesurgency tactics (such as hearts and minds, or an
influential propaganda campaign) as well as a catalyst for direct military, orandire
political, action. Yet the frequent failure to establish effective intelligence structures
swiftly became one of the primary retardants to building an effective strategy across

numerous British counténsurgency campaigns.

The primary intelligence ghaerers in colonial British countémsurgency operations

have been indigenous police forces, who were then assisted by a-8stasitished

®Mi chael Howard, O6What Bisgh tin FaaagNAfarg KPo.8hl &g
(January/February 2002), p.10.
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Special Branch and, on occasions, MI5 and MI6. Recent operations in Iraq still relied
on intelligence collected blpcal police officers in conjunction with other military
sources. The need for combined polmditary action in countemsurgency
operations stems from the particular need to adapt to the nuances of asymmetric
warfare among the people, and as a meanbridfing the divide between the
purposes of the two institutions. The gathering of information on suspected or known
insurgents (and equally crucially their supply and support network) lends itself to the
methodical and legalist work of minimum force potig. An insurgency can thus be
undermined outside the conflict zone. However, the combative nature of insurgencies
requires the use of lethal forcea role reserved for the military. Therefore, the dual
imperative in countemsurgency operations of nodlienating the indigenous
population whilst concomitantly subduing and eliminating an insurgent group
requires the parallel utilisation of effective community policing (necessary for
intelligence gathering and Opopse)laad i on
targeted military operations that strike at insurgent cells or strongholds. This balance
is by no means an easy one to find or maintain, particularly given the jealously
guarded fiefdoms of intelligence, however the clear benefits -ofpeoationwill be

noted throughout the upcoming case studies, as will the belated nature of its

implementation.

The essenti al peacekeeping role played

k

ocontactodo intelligence need enothe edident mut u e

link between the legitimate conduct of a countsurgency campaign as a mode of

winning civilian o6éhearts and mindsd and

misguided stofandsearches as a result of an intelligence vacuum. Securidgsfo
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are therefore keen to build bridges with a local community in order to foster an
environment conducive to intelligence gathering within the population, especially
given the evident importance of localised intelligence. As Frank Kitson stated in the
197 0 s : 6a | ot of | ow grade information 1is
hi gh gr ad”Howeeet, a paudityl of itelligence should not be licence to
adopt more antagonistic population control measures. The introduction of internment
in Northern Ireland in the early 1970s proved as nmfiichtelligence should
therefore be used not only to tap into the ethos and motivations of the aggrieved
community in order to develop a greater understanding of the nature of the threat for
political means, bt also in order to accurately assess the insurgents operational
capabilities and organisation for practicailitary means. As one contemporary
observation of the role of intelligence in operations in Iraq illustratively commented:
OWi t hout gnoeoacountarinsiigentiisgliee a blind boxer wasting energy

flailing at a% unseen opponent. o

As the role of intelligence in fulfilling military objectives during counitesurgency
campaigns is accepted as crucial, Michael Herman has served to resrtimat its
relationship with politics has become close in the pdstld War Two era, so much

40f t he

so that oO6intelligence became part
The collection of intelligence for political consumption has formed a cruspgc

i n allowing governmentods to assess and i

¢ Kitson, Low Intensity Operation$.73.

%2 For a critique of internment see Caroline Kennedy pe and Andrew Mumford, 6T
Rul es and War sinternhtiorallRelatiahsVol.@1 No.d @1gréh,2007), pp.11E26.
®El i ott Cohen, Conrad Crane, Jan Horvath and Johr

Count er i nMilitany BeviewtMai@h-April 2006), p.50.
“Mi chael Her man,t &DIli ipBipomegand Statectafibl® No.2 (July 1998)
p.4.
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initiatives and military capabilities of enemies and allies alike. We can then see how

the three factors at the heart of the counters ur gent s 6 driparitersi on
Model 6 unite when politicised intelligen
obvious or controversial example is nec:¢
heralded by the Blair government as legitimate reasoning to launch the ineésion

Iraq in 2003° The aftermath of this debacle was, and arguably still is, felt in all

three communities, especially in the international environment fostered in the wake

of 9/ 11 whereby, as Len Scott and Peter

betwen politics and intellig®nce has never

However, such trends are not new. Western policy during the Cold War was driven
to a large extent by intelligence analysis of Soviet capabilities, activities and
supposed intentions in an effdo widen the missile gap and protect spheres of
influence. What is important to consider is that not only does intelligence form a vital
crux for political and military decisiemaking on the grand strategic level, but that it

is essential when combagjinsubstate insurgencies also. The importance of
knowl edge of an epoveemoaalisilities) @aoncerdration of their e
forces and intended future targets, does not diminish when applied to asymmetric
warfare. Indeed, it may be deemed more clitgigen the overtly difficult task of
infiltrating an insurgent cell, or to collect intelligence on a group so clandestine as to
be living among the people, to paraphrase Mao, as a fish within the sea. As a result,

intelligence structures have to adapt am asymmetric conflict environment

®See the Butler Report, O6Review of Intelligence c
July 2004) http://www.butlereview.org.uk/report/report.pdf
®Len Scott and Peter Jackson, 6Journeys in Shadoyv

Understanding Intelligence in the TwerRirst Century Journeys in Shadowondon: Routledge,
2004) p.21.
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accordingly, in terms of its resource and personnel allocation, collection methods and

organisational seip®’

Practically speaking, there are three methods of intelligence gathering in eounter
insurgency operations, &dentified by Keith Jeffreyovert (collected by uniformed
controls on the ground)confidential (retrieved largely from detainees under
interrogation), andclandestine(including undercover or paralegal surveillance).
These forms of intelligence are caited by both police and military intelligence
units in order to form one of three types of intelligence, either background
intelligence to gain a wider picture of the causes of the insurgency, operational
intelligence that can guide the military side oé tbonflict, or criminal intelligence

that is aimed largely at individual insurgents or individuals within their supply
network in order to bring legal proceedirfdf these methods and typologies of
intelligence are successfully used in a collective magrthe intelligence community

can provide the military and civilian administration with what | would term
6i nformati on the pnautica knowlezlge éand insights with which to
directly or indirectly undermine, subdue and eventually suppress agensy. But

as the case studies will demonstrate, this can only be achieved if the intelligence
gathering process fulfils several key criteria: intelligence networks must be grounded
in the local community, with a reliable system of protection and rewanglace for
indigenous intelligence agents; the intelligence gathering system must be

decentralised all owing for |l ocalised 6ho

®”Kyle Teamey and Johah an Sweet, 6Organizing | Kiteyl | i gence f
Review(September/October 2006), pp-24

®Keith Jeffrey, 0 Hnsurgercy Operations: Soma Redect®ms omtte dritish

E x p e r ilnteligerecé and National SecwyijtVol.2 No.1 (1987) pp.129 &141.
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lost in a hierarchy of authority; the police, the military and government irgatlig
agencies must be encouraged to share informaticm latal and national level,
although it is acknowledged that this is easier said than done; and finally, that an
absence of intelligence does not legitimise heaaryded treatment of the local
populdion i accurate intelligence is rarely the product of fear and coercion. The
British were not quick to realise the necessity of these factors, however the bearing
of intelligence on the outcome of previous cowmsurgencies has been crucial, and

Irag was no exception.

The Second Dimension: Insurgent Forces

Insurgent Organisation

Both the organisational structure and function of an insurgent group are important
factors to analyse in regard to the grolt
effectively as a paramilitary and political movement. It is essential for the ceunter
insurgent military and civilian authorities to gauge the organisationalpsef the

insurgent opposition as it impacts upon how operational orders are constructed,
dissennated and executed, as well as affecting the level of strategic competence

with which the insurgent group is able to perform, both militarily and politically.
Nominally, most insurgent groups are comprised of three main organisational

strands: the insurgés (fighting force); the underground (active political wing who
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also maintain supply and intelligence network); and the auxiliary (constitutive of the
latent support base within the wider populatibhyet it is the way these strands are
structured and #ir functionality that fundamentally affect the ability of the group to
achieve its strategic goals as well as shaping the nature of the eosotgent

response.

Structurally, a whole host of questions come into play. Does the group have a
hierarchicalor cell structure? Does it have a decentralised or guaehomous
leadership? Is the group regionally focussed or does it have a nationwide presence?
Are there any rival factions or splinter groups that could affect the potency of the
political messag®r military operations? How well connected are the political and
military wings of the group? The answers to such questions, usually provided by
background intelligence, helps build up a picture for the political and military
communities that will then aidn tailoring a targeted and appropriate counter
insurgency response. For example, a district or regioaseéd insurgency, such as

the Mau Mau uprising in Nairobi and the surrounding White Highlands and Aberdare
Mountains, would demand only a concentratatitary deployment for the counter
insurgent force. Furthermore, an insurgent group disjointed by rival factions, such as
the I RAG6s various guises (Official, Pr ov
open to a greater degree of exploitation byusec forces that play one splinter
group off against another, whilst the entire political message of the insurgent cause is
being undermined and pulled in different directions. The contemporary insurgent

threat posed in Iraq offers a new set of orgarosali challenges to the counter

®Adrian Bogart, 6The Nine Principles of Combined
Envi r o MiitaynRedew(MarchApril 2006), p.112.
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insurgent coalition. Rupert Smith helpfully applies botanical phraseology when
describing Islamist insurgent groups, particularlyQeah e d a as having 6
nervous systems whereby growth derives from the roots evée ifoot becomes

detached from the stem above the gro{fnHere, the organisational structure is
demonstrable of the groupods wider strat
borders and for a prolonged peribdhe organisation is sefferpetuating, as the

cause. This, in part, helps explain the ineffectiveness of many British counter
insurgency operations in southern Iraq given the organisational potency of the
multivariate insurgent opponentis arguably the first welbrganised enemy the

British have faced in an asymmetric conflict environment.

Functionally, another set of questions need to be posed in order to assess the
effectiveness and efficiency the organisational aspects will have on the insurgency.
Wh a't i's the | evel poeparednbss forian spuiging?eDoés itgr o u
possess a viable propaganda machine capable of the effective dissemination of the
political message? Is the political wing of the group a shadow government in
waiting? Does the group provide alternative public servioethe people, such as
health care, schooling or security? Again, an assessment of such factors will reveal
the potential potency of the insurgency. It will be seen in the case studies how
Malayan Races Liberation Army (MRLA) fighters in Malaya possesseglatively

high level of preparedness come 1948 after their recent experiences fighting the
invading Japanese Imperial Army during World War Two. Therefore, the availability

of weapons (ironically supplied by their British colonial rulers during the amal

then turned on them in 1948) and the combat experience of many MRLA guerrillas

0 Smith, The Utility of Force p.328.
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ensured that the British had much difficulty in controlling MRLA violence in the

early phases of the campaign and had difficulty gaining the strategic initiative. In
contras, the Mau Mau had low levels of preparedness given their lack of formalised
combat experience and their rudimentary weapons. The preparedness of these two
groups played a vital role in the achiev
frustrating thesecurity forces) in the crucial opening stage of their respective

uprisings.

Insurgent Strategy and Tactics

Broadly speaking, all insurgencies share the same overarching strategic imperative:
to repel or overthrow an occupying or ruling military and tocdi order in a
particular country or territory and replace it with a system constructed in their own
ideological or religious image. Obviously each insurgency is subject to its own
strategic nuances, but the endgame is usually the same. Tacticallyy oerthods

have attained a level of permanence in asymmetric warfare. Many insurgencies share
a reliance on surprise attacks, constant harassment of the enemy, and an ability to
fade into the population. As T. Eudbd awr en
tip and run, not pushes but strokes. We should never try and improve an advantage.
We should use the smallest of force in the quickest time at the farthest’piEiuis
encapsulates the axiomatic maxims of an insurgency, registering the perennial
principles of utilising size, speed and distance to your advantage. Insurgent strategy

and tactics are born out of the particular exigencies of asymmetric warfare. Engaging

"L T.E. LawrenceSeven Pillars of Wisdofiertfordshire: Wordsworth, 1997), p.328. Emphasis
added.
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i n armed conflict with a nationalsaar my w
requires the adoption of a nuanced tactical arsenal. As Robert Taber memorably
describes: O0(T)he guerrilla fights the w
disadvantages: too much to defend; to small, ubiquitous and agile an enemy to come
togr i ps’?Weé mdst.widely cited contributions to the evolution of insurgent

tactics have been the communisépired, rurallyfocussed works of Mao Zedong

and Che Guev arQ@n.GueNibaoNarsarewas fersh published in 1937,

and containsik guidelines for guerrilla tactics and doctrine that fuelled a generation

of rural uprisings. In perhaps the most pertinent Maoist teaching in regard to

i nsurgent tactics, b o rArt of WarrMgo ungesahe ndedy f r o

for surprise, speeand stealth:

6ln guerrilla warfare, select the tact
and attack from the west; avoid the solid, attack the hollow; attack;

withdraw; deliver a lightning blow, seek a lightning decision. When

guerrillas engage a strongenemy they withdraw when he advances;

harass him when he stops; strike him when he is weary; pursue him

when he wWithdraws. 0

Al t hough written t o me et t he demands 0
observations on the tactical art of irregular warfaage gained a perennial quality,

regardless of the location, ideology or strategy of the insurgent. So too has his belief

"2 Taber,The War of the Fleg.29.
3 Mao Zedong©n Guerrilla Warfare(trans. Samuel B Griffith 11) (New York: Anchor/Doubleday,
1978 [1937]) p.43.
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in the political omnipotence surrounding a military insurgency, castigating those who

l ose sight of 6thecphbleéetieals gdbdtisgoaadrih
just for the counteinsurgent that Clausewitzian truisms regarding war and politics

ring true. In light of this, it is important to remember that Mao conceived of guerrilla
warfare as a oé6csttrhovoegxcopexali anygdtand nc
of warfare in its own righf® This caveat in the application of revolutionary

i nsurgency can help explain why many Mao
the British in Malaya, have failed due to@am d ament al mi sapplica
doctrine. Insurgency was never intended to be the only way to achieve strategic

goals.

Like Mao, Latin American revolutionary Che Guevara also wrote on the application

of guerrilla warfare, yet in contrast to his Chieesontemporary, Guevara did not

perceive insurgency as supplementary to conventional warfare, but as a prelude to

it.”® Regardless of differences in perception of the utility of irregular warfare, what

uni tes Mao and Guevar aos thatd msurgentsgropsm un d ¢
wish to fulfil their political goals then a military strategy comprising an element of
irregular warfare, which in itself is constitutive of a tactical repertoire that includes

ambush, harassment, and agility, must be implemented.

These two prominent insurgent strategists promulgated a way of irregular warfare

that instigated t hiesurgencythadWas analysex alovecThed 6 ¢

" bid, p.41.
"5 bid, p.52.
® Che GuevaraGuerrilla Warfare (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1969 [19641p.1618.
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dissemination of their thoughts amongst revolutionaryvfig circles gave rise to

the domination of insurgent doctrine by a rurally inspired and pe&shmhilitary
strategy. However, the increasing urbanisation of developing countries in the mid
twentieth century ensured that insurgent strategy had to move away from Maoist
idealsofgpr ot racted &épeoplesd ward and Guevar
revolutionary growth, and adapt to the new opportunities offered by urban conflict
and the application of terrorism tactics. Whereas, for example, the Malayan Races
Liberation Army,blinded by their misguided adherence to Maoist strategy, failed to
launch a twepronged war by attacking rural and urban targets simultaneously, the
National Liberation Front (NLF) in Yemen took full advantage of a concentrated,
therefore vulnerable, Brgh military presence in the strategically vital port town of

Aden by initiating acts of urban terrorism in conjunction with operations in the

Radfan mountains and the Yemeni desert.

These two examples, however, do raise the important point regardingphet of

the conflict environment on the appropriate tactical response. Rural terrain and urban
areas offer differing opportunities and hindrances for both sides in irregular warfare,

in terms of an insurgent 6s oarbciel6ist ynotboi |6ihti
offensive capacity. Rural campaigns, as launched by the pjnogied MRLA in

Malaya or the foresfiocussed campaign of the Mau Mau in Kenya, allow insurgent

groups a natural habitat in which to hide, plan attacks, and receive effeloéiiter

from aerial bombardment. The effects of such a conflict environment directly

i mpacts upon the strategic feasibility
terms of logistical supplies and intelligence, as it forces the group to become self

sufficient or else coerce local rural communities into providing food and information.
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The natural camouflage and the vast spaces offered by a rural setting grants an
insurgent group a degree of readgpde invisibility, therefore nullifying the security

forces use of large sweeps through sizeable areas of jungle or fatestcounter
insurgency equivalent of searching for a needle in a haystack. Urban insurgencies
offer a different form of concealment, one that ensures that indiscriminate or overt
firepower cannot feasibly be employed by countesurgent forces. The ability to

merge into the wider population provides excellent cover for the insurgents,
compelling the security forces to adopt
This, however, brings ih it a whole new set of dangers for military and police
personnel, as the almost daily attacks in Irag demonstrated, because they make
themselves static targets at checkpoints or on patrol through the streets for snipers,
suicide attacks, and improviseaplosive devices (IEDs). The conflict environment,
therefore, plays a key role in dictating the tactical options available to an insurgent
group and, particularly in the case of urban insurgencies where the density of
6occupierd6 or Odppoessocéal mpersanpelanpro

surroundings, can also have a bearing on the actual strategic outcome.

Certain other factors must also be taken into account when analysing the strategy of
an insurgency. Firstly, the strategy must invdyidie placed in a temporal context.

Just as countensurgents cannot rely on any grenceived strategic notions of a
quick victory, neither too can an insurgents. In irregular warfare longevity should
permeate strategic thinking on both sides, but fdieint reasons. As Charles

Townshend succinctly states: 0l n conver
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governments:; in irregul ar’ Despitethedemisenf c he a
Maoist rural uprisings, the protracted nature of insurgenciegetilhins the same.

As the conflict in Irag unfolds it is still clear to see how a coumsurgent state
psychologically and logistically prepares itself for the long haul, whereas the psyche

of the insurgent opposition, not to mention its seemingly esdiecruitment cycle,

sets the conflict up for an intractable and uncomfortable stalemate. Victory has
always been a nebulous phrase in coumsurgency. Political faceaving and

military pride has seen to that. It is Henry Kissinger who perhaps beshe up

this conundrum during the Vietnam War: ¢
The counterinsurgent '®This smlysis may bérstarkdbat e s n
encapsulates the way in which the emphasis on attaining all strategic goals lies with

the countetinsurgent to a far greater degree than it does with insurgents. Continued,
albeit sporadic, activity at the tactical level will still perpetuate a perception that the

wider strategic struggle survives.

One key element necessary in propagatingnsurgency, as the case studies will
demonstrate through historical experience, is that the insurgents do not meet the
countei nsurgents on the | atterds terms. Asy
to meet Goliath on the battlefield, but for Davalfind innovative and elusive ways

to nullify Goliathoés advantages of si ze
Often, by protracting the conflict militarily, an insurgent group can weaken the
political resolve of the counteénsurgent nation and, ithout having won a major

military battle, ensure a withdrawal of occupying forces due to a collapsed political

"TownshendBr i t ai Warsp.l€i vi |
"Henry Kissinger, 6T RoeigVAffars(Jamuany 1869))pp.2A34.t i ons 6,
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consensus given the costly longevity of the conffi@uch occurrences were evident

in the British withdrawal from Aden in 1967 and, most niotasly, the ignominious
American retreat from Vietham during the ri@70s. Indeed, destroying the
political will of the counteiinsurgent state is often the only recourse to strategic
Ovictoryd open to insurgent gr ougnéd i n
military technology. This is certainly an element in play in the campaign in Iraq,
where Islamist insurgents play upon American and British unpopularity to a wider
audience. The insurgents operating in Iraq today are still bound by some of the

stratgic and tactical truisms alluded to above, yet strategic notions of a Maoist revolt

in the O6classical d insurgent f omatonagr e no-

technologically adept movement. For this reason, it is worth analysing the modern

strategic implications of Islamist insurgency in more depth.

The contemporary global Islamist insurgency, networked through cells with its
vestiges of technological and operational innovation, has changed perceptions of
counterinsurgency best practice. Wilraq as its current hub, the insurgency is one
where traditional territorial concepts of conflict are insufficient. As Stephen Sloan
not es: 6(T)he object i's not the use of
seize state poweameansbolifundaméentalty transfarnsing endire

r e g i *dBy sapitdlising on technological and communication innovations, such as
the internet, Islamist insurgents have been able to publicise and recruit for their cause

on an unprecedented scale, turning phized inventions of the pemstdustrial, high

“Andrew Mack, O6Why Bi g WoadHFolitis ¥ol.27 Ne.2(Jasuara19T5), War s o ,

p.176.
®Stephen Sloan, 6Respondi ng NaworkshTerrolismardaoial, i n
Insurgency(Abingdon: Routledge, 2005), p.xxiii.
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tech West against itself. I n this sense,
disadvantages has been aggrandised like never before. Nelvasetl groups, small

and simply structured, can capitalisa the gaping asymmetry of the conflict by
exposing the Westods reliance on technol o
sacrosanct economic infrastructure. The vastness of cyberspace has granted insurgent
groups the freedom and knowledge to secureid aecretly plan and launch
operations. Such technological innovations have ensured the decentralisation of

Il nsurgent operational control from a not
the structure. Although cellased insurgencies have existadhe past, such is the
quastautonomy of Islamist cells granted by the simplicity of laligtance
communication and the fundamentally Aenritorial nature of their insurgency, that

complex plans of mass terrorism can be formulated and disseminatettlattie

ease. Long gone are the days when naive insurgents thought, as T.E. Lawrence
recounted, O6weapons destr uttWd liweinmare pr opc
complex times, where insurgencies have attained a sophisticated level of tactical

savvy n order to attain strategic goals. This is the darker side of globalisation.

Indigenous Support

The beating heart of an insurgency is the support received from elements of the
indigenous population. Passive and active internal assistance sustairgdittbal p

message of the insurgency as well as aiding the military side of the campaign by

81 Lawrence Seven Pillars of Wisdorp.91.
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establishing intelligence networks and building covert supply chains. Quite simply,

i nsurgencies instigated in the naleie of 6
0t he peopl ed ar e at-rightemosedaopttzetinbuegént cayse. at w
Key to this is the religious, ethnic and racial cleavages that divide a population.
Grievances harboured by societal segments can quickly translate into sympathy o
even activity for the insurgency, especially from disadvantaged, discriminated or
minority sections of the demographic. However, this is no guarantee for garnering
support for an insurgency tacitly or explicitly associated with a particular grouping in
society. The almost exclusive ethnic Chinese membership of the Malayan
Communist Party did not translate into gahinese Malay support for the uprising

as it proved to be an essentially ideological and not ethnic insurgency, despite the
discrimination theChinese Malay population suffered at the hands of British colonial

rule. The Mau Mau in Kenya attempted to ignite a rebellion within the widely
disadvantaged Kikuyu tribe but was undermined by the mystical and atavistic image
their insurgency exuded. In ehlrish case, the IRA played heavily on British
discrimination against the Catholic community in Ulster as a means of provocation.

In such circumstances it is imperative that the couintrrgent state redouble its

political overtures to minority populains susceptible to the insurgent message, in

order to stem the broad societal support for the insurgency, and that the military
mai ntain an emphasis on O6hearts and min

population with an ethnic or religious affinity the insurgency.

Popular support holds a vital key to success for the insurgent and emsoigyent
alike. Dealing with swathes of a population who passively support the insurgency

can hinder countensurgency operations as communities become reluda
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divulge any information on insurgent activity in their area. Passive popular support
gifts insurgents a wall of silence that can shelter them from intelligence leaks.
However, it is mainly upon active popular support that insurgents rely for explicit
help, including arms resupply, intelligence, concealment and medical attention.
There are certain perennial factors that appear to motivate elements of the population
to support an insurgency. As Robert Thompson noted in the wake of his experiences
in Malaya and Vietnam, three primary dynamics impinged on the domestic
populationvisasvi s t he i nsurgency: 6national i sm
customs, material weh e i ng a n d® Quer dafrae cersturydafter these
observations were first maddese same criteria can still be applied to contemporary
counterinsurgency. Not only do populations respond to affects on their own material
interests (look at the widespread discontent at the Ameficard coal i ti onds
to reinstate and maintathe Iraqi electricity and water supply), but also they rally
around corresponding religious militias in the face of opposing faction belligerence
(hence interpretations that Irag is now gripped loe dactocivil war between Sunni

and Shi 0t edndirgagainsethelcomemen enemy, the occupying coalition,

in the name of Iraqgi national pride. Irag serves as a crucial reminder that an
insurgency feeds off the support it can find in the population. Not only does it
provide an ideational purpose in petygating the political dynamism and fervour of

the insurgency, but also a material purpose as militias and gangs build supply and
intelligence networks amongst the people that they claim to defend and protect. Yet
it is not just inward that we must look tonderstand the true extent of insurgent
support. We must turn our attention to exogenous support in addition to endogenous

sustenance.

8 Thompsonpefeating Commmist Insurgencyp.63.
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External Support

Rarely can an insurgency survive and thrive purely on the resources found within the
boundaries ofone particular state. The external provision of additional financing,
logistical support, and willing recruits to the insurgent cause is therefore critical if an
insurgent movement wishes to fulfil its strategic goals and achieve a level of tactical
effeciveness. External support becomes even more important if the insurgent group
has failed to find a substantive foothold of support within the indigenous population.
Bard OO6Neillds typology of wvariations of
allowing us to perceive the levels and sort of support on offer. He distinguishes
betweenmoral support (public statements of solidarity from other states or groups,
such as those emanating from the powerful {Asherican lobby in the US during

t he 0 T r o suppbre ef 6the irepublican cause)plitical support (active
manoeuvring on behalf of the insurgents on the diplomatic stage, which was a
particular version of support provided by the Soviet Union to most communist
inspired insurgencies during the Cold \A%ar material support (the provision of
military, financial or logistical supplies, for example the overt Egyptian assistance to
the National Liberation Front (NLF) insurgents fighting the British in South Arabia

and Aden); andanctuary(the use of crosborder training facilities, hideouts and

®¥For analysis of Soviet surrogacy of certain Thir
Superpower Quest for Empire6é, and Richard Shult z,
Co n f IConmparaiive Strategyol.4 No.2 (983), pp.79L11.
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operational bases, as Iran has been accused of providing feb&sed jihadists in

order to weaken their neighbour, attain regional dominance and undermine tife US).

The receipt of outside help is often the onlgyihat an insurgent group can hope to

reduce the disparity of firepower and add to their tactical effectiveness. As Jeffrey
Record rightly points out: O(E)xternal a.
but there are few if any examples of unsksl insurgent victories against
determined and r e ¥ Outside =ippart thergfore lrecomen atht s . 6
a vital facilitator of success for insurgent groups, as well as a focus for the eounter
insurgent authorities who should aim to strangulapples and minimise the impact

of exogenous supplies through tight border control. Jeffrey Record is also astute in
pointing out the trend within the literature on insurgency and asymmetric warfare to
assume that the O6weakd @ forthe supdriority bfe 0 st
6such intangi bl es as? Atoolgh stcle factors veiaih B and
substantial degree of importance, material aspects must rank alongside ideational
ones when analysing an i ns dgaryguednpbliticgir oup 0
defeat upon the counta@rsurgent authorities. The role of external assistance, in

terms of arms, money and equipment can go a long way in accounting for the British

defeat of the MRLA in Malaya, who lacked any help from outside itsdssrand, in

contrast, the NLF6s victory of military

# 06 N elmstirgency and Terrorismpp.114117.

¥®Jeffrey Record, O6External AsParanseteraVok38No.3Enabl e of
(Autumn 2006) p.36.

® bid, p.36. For an argument ersipwgerwiesisdowntban i dea t
asymmetry of interests in the conflict \dsvis the countef nsur gent st ate see Mack,
Nations Lose Small Wars, pp.12B0. For a contrasting argument, that places responsibility for
insurgent success atthedootoh e f ai l ure of the O0strongd state toc
light of the conflict asymmetry, see lvan Arregdimo f t , 6 How t he Weak Wi n Wars
Asy mmet r i dntefhationtllSecarity\wol.26 No.1 (2001) pp.9328.
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Arabia given the constant stream of Egypfmovided, Soviemade weaponry, as

well as military advisors and high numbers of regular troops to augmeranth
royalist, antiBritish military presence in the region. When we take into account the
externally supported insurgents in southern Iraq and in southern Yemen, history has
demonstrated that the British have displayed an inability to adequately suppres

insurgencies that are in receipt of sizeable outside support.

External assistance has also helped turn the tide in the cdinsuegency
experiences of other nations, notably the American frustration at Soviet and Chinese
assistance for the Viet Congsurgents and the North Viethamese regular army,
which invariably helped prolong the military capabilities of the insurgent forces and
weaken American military and political resolve, as well as the Soviet military
impotence rendered by the American supgfiystinger surfacéo-air missiles to the
mujahidin resistance in Afghanistan in 1985. External assistance, or the absence
thereof, must be seen as a factor ranking alongside strategy, organisational structure
and functionality, and indigenous support as subparts contributing to a holistic
analysis of the operational effectiveness of an insurgent group, which in itself plays a

large role in determining the outcome of any such conflict.

The Third Dimension: International Context

International and Reginal Pressures
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No countefinsurgency campaign takes place in isolation, hermitically sealed from
international scrutiny or the interests of other states. Such conflicts will arouse the
suspicions or solidarity of numerous nations who perceive an interdst outcome

of the campaign. As explained earlier, the external support received by insurgent
groups can be critical in enabling their uprising to succeed and sets the tone for the
achievement of their strategic goals. In a similar vein, it is impotttanthe counter
insurgent state receive favourable international consensus (or failing that, widespread
apathy will suffice) in order to ground the strategy in international moral and legal
legitimacy. There are a number of other parties who do notaaiuect hand in the
conflict whose influence is still vital to the outcome. Firstly, the tacit or explicit
support of the superpowers is always crucial. For Britain after World War Two, as
their global power waned dramatically in the new nuclear era,nk&nt gaining
American backing for countensurgency operations. As the US became the self
styled leader of the pestar West and the nuclear protector of democratic countries
at the beginning of the new bipolar age, it gathered increasing importartbe oK

to receive the backing of the US for military deployments as thaJBS 6 s peci al
rel ati ons h{i Pphis heldaseveral implieatons, especially for the conduct

of counterinsurgency operatonsa | ens t hrough which the
has been historically ignored. American foreign policy rhetoric has consistently
contained an antiolonial element to it for obvious historical reasons. Therefore it
became imperative that Britain not depict the small wars being fought around the

globe & the last vestiges of a fading power clinging on to its Empire.

8" Noteworthyexamples from the extensive pool of literature ontheU¥s 6speci al rel ati ot
include, John Baylisanglo-American Defence Relations, 1989: The Special Relationship
(London: Macmillan, 1994), and Al ex RRancheaw,dddThe

Diplomacy and Statecrgf/ol.17 No.3 (2006), pp.5795.
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Britain came out of World War Two a different power to which it had entered it. The

I nternational order had altered and the
British Empire. Decolnisation had manifested itself as a reality by the late 1940s as

India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Burma achieved independence. Yet the British were
keen to engineer colonial independence along their own lines and consequently
launched belligerent responsesarmed insurgencies whose goals differed from the
acceptable model of a pesplonial, preBritish government. However, to depict
these conflicts as essentially o6i mperi al
wider ideological struggle that encomgsed these conflicts: the Cold \r.
Insurgencies and small wars that contained elements of the broader Cold War
ideological struggle became tke factocrucible in which the East v. West conflict

played out. They became conduits for the major supergowerchannel their

influence in efforts to undermine their rival, draining their economic resources,
pinning down military resources, and adding to social and political unrest on the
domestic front®® Even given the broadly antblonial nature of many insgencies

Britain fought in the posivar era, such was the pervasiveness of the ideological

di vision of the world order that it beca
i nternati onal i s%Thisie atremdfthatihas grown gxpatialy ie s . 6

line with the growth of modern media coverage of international events.

¥Mark Berger, o06The Real Cold War Was Iiligence The GI c
and National Securityvol.23 No.1 (February 2008), p.113.

8 Since the collapse of the @et Union, and the resultant access to hitherto unseen archival material,

there has been a historiographical shift in Cold War studies towards internationalising the conflict,

placing a greater emphasis on conflict in the Third World. For the best exahguleh a work see

Odd Arne WestadlThe Global Cold War: Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

06 N elmsuirgency and Terrorisnp.5.
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Despite the disparity of insurgent causes that Britain faced, it was impossible to
escape the influence of wider tEvietSino conflict. British conviction that the

Malayan Communist Party uprising in 1948 was a Seinspired conspiracy added

to the wider international implications of the insurgency. The regional element also

pl ayed a factor given the <creation of t
establishing a comumist power that possessed the ability to influence regional and

global events. Thus the Malayan Emergency was able to feed into wider American

fearsofaSoudtt ast Asi an oO6domino theory6o.

The Suez crisis of 1956 ensured tighter scrutiny of Britishdarpolicy actions. The
international condemnation of the joint British, French and Israeli action in Egypt
undermined American support for British military deployments. The pressure came

to bear on the British military in Yemen in the 1960s as the Amesigdaced

diplomatic pressure on Whitehall to curtalil its imperial ambitions, despite the overt
Soviet sponsorship of the Egyptiaacked insurgents. The US clearly opposed

British regional influence in the Cold War, yet they did not wish to strengthen the

hand of communism, causing a dichotomy between theircatanial rhetoric and

their staunch support for ar@ommunist operations. However, it must be concluded,

as William Roger Loui s has -copmalismtweasl out ,
alwaysrecontied with the needs of securityé Th
the defence requirements °orb hatdénesuclo 8r ee
viewpoint we can observe the American abstention from ratifying the United Nations

Declaration on the Granting dfidependence to Colonial Countries and Peoples in

Wi Il Il i am Roger L oGoiorsalismaniline r DicesolAmtion of the Bri
International Affairs Vol.61 No.3 (Summer 1985).397 and pp.4312.
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1960 as further evidence of their desire to leave themselves the strategic space to
assess each colonial case on its méritsother words, to assess the possibility of a

communist takever in the postolonial vacuunt?

The Americanés clearly held romantic not
Ireland and did exert pressure over British conduct of operations in the province. It
was therefore little wonder that an American envoy, Senator Géditgkell, was
selected to marshal the peace process in the 1990s. This follows a pattern of
American reactions to British courtigisurgency operations that has rested on a
blend of material and ideational factors, including the political dividend they may
reap in light of British success (i.e. communism stymied in SBast Asia without

direct American military involvement); the perceived interference of another power
in a region they are seeking to bring within their own sphere of influence for
ideologi@l and economic reasons (i.e. the Middle East); and the channelling of
opinion of powerful and vocal diasporas on the international stage (i.e. the lIrish

American lobby.)

The importance of material and ideational factors is still at play in contemporary
counterinsurgency operations in Iraq. However, the War on Terror has witnessed the
first deployment of British troops to a countaesurgency conflict as junior coalition
partners, where their influence is mainly operational rather than strategic. yhis sa
as much about the role of Britain as a world power as it does about the balance of the

O6speci al relationshipo. The Amerieéans s

“Rupert Emer s o dournabdf@ohtemporany Hisemud.4 No.1 (January 1969), p.5.
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insurgency operations, but currently with more strategic control than ever before.
The influences of other states are thus a vital component in assessing the evolution of
British countefinsurgency, be it in a Cold War, domestic, or g@4tl context.
Globalisation has come to bear on this particular form of warfare. The international
elemrent therefore provides the thipatite and
model 6, all owing our u n dhsurgentyacordlictsr p o f
become multdimensional in effectively explaining the inability to meet strategic

goals.

This, therefore, is the analytical foundation of the thesis, the basis of the critical
evaluation of the case studies. It is mditnensional and is intended to provide a
comprehensive and detailed explanation and understanding of British eounter
insurgeny over the last half a century and allow for ainmeerpretation of British

0 s uc c e s s Ginsurgencyc et thet neodel remains a straw man unless given
bones and muscle via the application of historical and contemporary examples. It is
to be stood upgainst five case studies, spanning the dstld War Two years,
when British counteinsurgency found itself widely enacted. The case studies appear
chronologically, allowing us to evaluate the developments and consistencies in the
British approach to cauerinsurgencyi an evolution marked by slow tactical

learning and a slow burning strategy.
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CHAPTER 2: Methodology

This thesis bridges the divide between international relations and international history.
As such, it utilises a number of methodologjiwels as a means of harnessing empirical
information and securing a meaningful mode of presenting the research findings. In
essence, the reflexive use of primary archival documents, combined with a critical
appraisal of arguments housed in the seconditeyature, are analysed within a

framework of a comparative, case stimhsed approach.

Comparative Case Studies: A Methodological Approach

The utilisation of the comparative method in international relations research shares a
longevity with the disciphe itself. Forming a central plank in the approach to political

research, comparison is not necessarily a method of measurement in a purely positivist
sense, but is a tool that be employed to discover the empirical relationship between two

or more politial variables.

Todd Landman identifies four main reasons for utilising a comparative approach:
contextual description; c | a stesting and gheoryo N a n
building; and predictioni It is firmly within the first of these juditations that this thesis

is located. The comparative nature of the case studies is intended to offer an empirically

! Todd Landmanissues and Methods in ComparatiRolitics: An Introduction3" edition) (Abingdon:
Routledge, 2008), p.4.
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rich description of events I n order to ¢
counterinsurgency campaigns over the last sixtyarge Despite harnessing a meta
narrative pertaining to notions of the Bri
the realm of counteinsurgency, it is not proposed to test hypotheses or build theory in a
positivist sense, nor attempt to positgotions as to the possible outcomes of future
campaigns. Instead, a comparative methodology is utilised here as a means by which to
describe the British count@msurgency experience across continents, across the last half

century.

Landman goes on to aawledge four vital components of any form of comparative
research, including that of contextual description: cases; units of analysis; variables; and
observations. By way of explanation, cases are the places or phenomena that are the
basis of the analysis Uni ts of analysis are the O6o0bj e
Vari ables are 6those concepts whose value
observations are 6t he v al?inedsectoefatioriththis var i a
thesis, he TriPartite Model encompasses these components to provide a comprehensive
means of comparative analysighe case studies selected are the Malayan Emergency
(194860); the Mau Mau uprising in Kenya (1968); the insurgency in Aden and

South Arabia (1986 7 ) ; the first decade of 1/9e Nor't
and an evaluation of the recent British commsurgency efforts in southern Iraq (2003

09). The units of analysis are the distinct dimensions of courgargent; insurgent;

and intenational influence. The variables housed across these units include €ounter

2 |bid, p.18.
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insurgent political, military and intelligence approaches; insurgent organisation, strategy
and tactics, and levels of internal and external support; and the intensity of global
political opinion or intervention in the conflict. The primary observations drawn from
the value of these variables is that the political management and military execution of
counterinsurgency by the British throughout the cases from the last sixty yaars h
revealed a slow lesson learning mentality and the disorganised implementation of a slow
burning strategy, all of which has been undertaken, up until Iraq, against deficient
insurgent opponents. Holistically, therefore, this provides a raesd analys of the

evolution of the British approach to countesurgency between 1948 and 2009.

Comparative politics has emerged in the last half century as-Betilof international

relations (IR) in its own right, with its own pessviewed journals and bgdf scholarly
l'iteratur e, to the extent to which 1t can
other branches of IRHowever, it is its utility as a methodological approach that holds
relevance to both the structure and the epistemological iggenf this thesis. As
counterinsurgency regains its status as thedus operandof Western militaries, the

need to critically reassess the last sixty years worth of the British censtegency

experience becomes premised on the need for a comparasiwestudy based approach.

Arend Lijphart hits the methodol ogi cal n i

principal problems facing the comparative method can be succinctly stated as: many

James A. Caporaso, O6Across the Great Divide: I nt eg
International Studies Quarter/wol.40. No.1 (1997)p.564.
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vari abl es, s ma’lnishon, thetbiga caratibn betaesretise.quantity of

variables or cases and the quality of effective comparative analysis. In an attempt to
all eviate this perenni al met hodol ogi cal pr
Model 6 goes some way stpromvreent and reocaiging vaaidblesh g t h
in British countefinsurgency based on historical analysis (such as the interconnectivity
between military, political and intelligence actors) and by applying this uniform model
across all case studies. This permitgraater opportunity to describe the empirical
relationships between these variables across time and space, enabling a critical analysis

of perceived Br i tinswdencycampaigne ss 6 i n counter

Yet any comparative study must be aware of what Rickase has labelled its own
6bounded >matoallyadjettihgthe gxtrémes of assuming universalism and the

limits of particularism. What is clear is that a comparative tattlenust occur where

the depth and breadth of the analysis is suffigrdmidged in order to acquire adequate
mid-range analysis. For this reason, this thesis employs five case studies in order to
describe how the British approach to coutsurgency has evolved in the p&¥orid

War Two erai a manageable mithnge numbeof cases that take in a broad temporal

period and geographical variance. Furthermore, a comparative study must also be wary

of not engaging i n t he met hodol ogi cal mi
(comparing events separated by too much time ornirg@ uenc e) or 6co

stretchingdé (applying cases to fit circum

“Arend Lijphart, o6Comparati ve PhonkricanPdlitcal Scrente t he Co mp a
Review Vol.65 No0.3 (1976)p.685.

®Richard Rose, 6Compari ng MoliticahSsudies¥ol.30 bloBa(E91pt i ve Anal
p.447.
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over the potential travails of such travelling or stretching by forming a linear chronology
of British countefinsurgency campaigns with nostinct disjunctions across time, and

the Tripartite Model attempts to avoid deductive theorising regarding preconceived
notions of what the historical cases tell us about the contemporary. It also attempts to
circumnavigate the problem of case selecti@ms.bThe temptation to deductively select
cases that will neatly fit a preconceived hypothesis will inevitably produce flawed

research. So how can the case selection for this thesis be justified?

The cases were chosen for several reasons. Firstly, theialokxamples represent the
most significant turning points in British courdasurgency given their importance to
both British and wider international military and political developments. The case
studies selected stand out as the most noteworthy cgngpiat are demonstrative of a
considerable countensurgency deployment, each having a sizeable impact upon the
way in which the British military theorised and practiced irregular warfare. Secondly,
they offer a wellspread temporal and regional mix.dey decade of the pestar era is
covered by at least one case study (hence the amissithe Cyprus Emergency, 1955
59, as Malaya and Kenya provide ample analysis of 1950s canstegency for the
purposes of this thesis), whilst the five cases amevifrom distinct and varied parts of
the world (hence the omission of the limited British couirisurgency deployment to
Oman in the late 19705 Aden provides a far more detailed and wider example of
British countefinsurgency in the Gulf region). Thease studies were not picked to
justify the inclusion of certain factors within the model. Indeed, the model is not rigid

and holds no preonceived notions of which elements are superior to others. It is an
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inter-active model constitutive of consistentipplied variables that can help explain
why one factor impacted upon the eventual outcome in one case study, yet played a
relatively minor role in another. Yet, holistically, certain elements of the model,
emphasised at different points across the casbBestupresent a picture of a regularly

inert and inept British response.

The question of internal and external validity is of paramount importance with regard to

a comparative study. Internal validity relates to the cases that are under sctrintiny

othe words, are the variables viable? External validity refers to the generalisability of

the findings in terms of its applicability to other cases. The validity of the comparisons

within this thesis are guaranteed by firstly the chronological and congrateme rof the

cases selected and secondly by the potential ability to apply tirafiie Model across

other national countdansurgency experiences, to the American, French or Portuguese

cases for example. The employment of a multiple case $tasigd aproach allows for

a oOocontrolled comparisond to be conduct ec
equivalence between variables (in this case, for example, the relationship between the
level of external funding for an insurgency and the success @bti@erinsurgency in
fulfilling its strategic goal s), and to
analysis of the case studies allows us to track the progression by which conditions

produce outcomes (again in this case, how, for example, diBritigh army come to
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conduct its counteinsurgency campaign in southern Iraq the way it did as a result of its

historical experiences?).

One of the primary advantages of utilising case studies as a research tool is that they
encompass an array of segtes on the methodological spectrum, covering issues
regarding research design and empirical information collection, dissemination and
anal ysi s. Robert Yin has argued that <case
guestions are being posed, whika investigator has little control over events, and when

the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within somd reaf e ¢ Arguabl/x t . 6
the utility of case studies in the context
takes the recerritish conduct of counteinsurgency operations in southern Irag as the
culminating point of sixty years of courdmisurgency learning, as revealed through
asking the o6howd and o6whyd research quest.
their coungérinsurgency operations as they have done?; and why has Britain been

7

traditionally assumed to be competent or 6

Today is Yesterday Tomorrow: The Relationship Between History and IR

International Relations researchisofteh assi fi ed as contributin

ounderstandingd of events, phenomena or st

® Steven van Ever&uideto Methods for Students of Political Scierfiew York: Cornell University
Press, 1997pp.5664.
"Robert K. Yin,Case Study Research: Design and Meth8ds ed), (Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1996).
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analysis in positivist lavlike hypotheses designed to find causal links, research that
proffers an Oapartcelar Satea of thiemagidnal Belations, as Ngaire
Woods argues, delves o6into history not as
theory, but as a narrative which permits a greater appreciation of the origins, evolution

and consequences of anv e it is id this latter vein that this thesis presents an
understanding of British countersurgency as being haphazardly implemented and
lacking the success that has traditionally been bestowed upon it. It will be the utilisation

of historical cas studies, woven through the Jpartite Model framework, which will

provide the core foundation of the research.

It is clear that this thesis transcends the boundary between international relations and
international history. These two disciplines haveclase relationship, although not
necessarily a smoothofé.ndeed, they can be consi’dered
Methodologically, the two disciplines are similar, with both facilitating the use of
documents, interviews (for the contemporary hiatg), and archival work. However,

the real deviation is on an epistemol ogi c
interpretation produces differences over the employment of theory. As E.H. Carr
asserted, any contemporary attempt to investigatpthest 6 consci ously or

reflects our own position in time, and forms part of our answer to the broader question

8 Ngaire Woods, The Uses of Theory in the Study ofrintea t i on a | Rel ationsd6, in Ng
Explaining International Relations Since 1943xford: Oxford University Press, 1996), p.11.
®Caroline Kenned?i pe, 6l nternational Hi story and I nternat:i

t he Co linternAanal Affairs Vol.76 No.4 (2000), p.741.
Yst ephen H. Haber, David M. Kennedy and Stephen D.
Hi story and | nt bternationadl $eoudtyVol.R2No.4 (Sunomersl@07), pp-38.
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what view we take of t'Hneother wardsene projectrourwh i ¢ h
modern condition, our current existence, retraigely in a pursuit of understanding,

rendering us unable to truly disaggregate the present from the past. Indeed, it has been
the quagmire arising from the invasion of Iraq in 2003 that has triggered a parenthetic
clamour to revisit historical examples oounterinsurgency as a means of helping

interpret the current crisis, of aiding an appreciation of the contemporary tactical and
strategic direction, and of placing British political and military conduct in context.
Historical countefinsurgency is nowelevant again as a belated process of asymmetric
lessonlearning unfolds. Yet as Carr points out, the contemporary need to understand
elements of the past is not only catalysed by the pressing need to untangle current
complexities. But with this comes amcomitant impermanence with which the past is
rendered with utility. Once the coalition has withdrawn from Irag and the
contemporaneous Obroader questionso6é that (
then becomes the role of history? There is agdarthat historical analysis becomes

merely a tool to be utilised only to help retrospectively justify or denigrate an existing

policy decision. The past therefore becomes evidence offered by the defence or
prosecution in the intellectual trial of contemaxy international relation. This thesis

is therefore premised as a bulwark to this fleeting and inexpedient use of history by

(@)

aiming to promot e, in E.H.Carrdés words,
present through the interrelation betweerh e'mCofsequently, this thesis presents
itself essentially as a work of international history that casts light on contemporary

strategic studies.

L E H. Car, What is History32" ed) (London: Penguin, 1987), p.8.
“Woods, 6The Uses of Theoryo6, p.19.
13 Carr,What is History p.68.
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How then are the disciplines of history and international relations interrelated? To
crudely characteriseit can be said that for the historian, IR scholars are guilty of
frequently abusing history to uphold theories, hypotheses or policy recommendations;

for the IR scholar, historians are largely devoid of theoretical judgement and are caught

in a cycle ofdescription not explanatioif.John Lewis Gaddis borrows from Sigmund
Freud the phrase O6narcissism of mi nor di f
the two disciplines, because for Gaddi s:
spectrunmnr eopfl ifcradon ed0 sci ences. Both trace |
imagination. Both use countéra c t u a | '¥Te this lstnGeaffgey Roberts would

also add that both history and IR are increasingly narrative in their cofitéet.for

Gaddis the pmary difference that has generated so much narcissism in both camps lies

in the use of history for the purposes of prediction and policy releviariasks that
political scientists ent husiastically ind
vampiresc onf r ont e d "wWowever, the inalectaas badiers that may have

enforced the segregation of history and IR in the past have been surmounted in the past

two decades to the extent that, in Zara S
the pesence of contemporary historians or historieally i ent ed | R schol ar s
“Jack Levy, 6Too | mportant to Leave to the Other:

I nt er nat i o mwrhatioRad $eeutity Vol 2ZNb.1 (Summer 1997), p.22.

*John Lewis Gaddis, 6Hi st olntgrnatiofahSeaunityyol.22iNd.1 Co mmon Gr
(Summer 1997), p.84.

®Geoffrey Roberts, OHi st or y, ReVibwablnteynatimahStudieshe Narr at |
Vol.32 No.4 (October 2006), pp.7d3 4.

YGaddis, O6History, Theory and Common Groundd, p. 84
not only between history and international relations but between scholarly research and paleyoaqvi

see Alexander L. George, OKnowledge for Statecraft
International SecurityVol.22 No.1 (Summer 1997), pp-&2.
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create patterns that illuminate the past and open up ways to see the present and the

f ut tf in@eedd historians should relish the task of informing petiakers, whose
ransacking of history to produce decisions via the use of analogical reasoning has done
much ensure that contemporary political decisiwaking (or indeed military strategy

making) is diverted from acknowledging prescient lessons of the past. History, in
particular military history, is not something merely found in a dusty archive. It should be
something actively involved in the formulation of contemporary security deeision
maki ng I n order to avoid what Gary Shef

schobr s hi p 6-mbkgrs®p ol i cy

Despite the seemingpprochemenbetween IR and history there still remains a need to
balance IR scholarship between the essentially ahistorical studies that display a poverty

of historical consciousness and the works that ptera form of historicism, namely the

search for positivist lavike trends in historical development. As Donald Puchala
rightly points out, in IR there d6édare no pr
numerous avenue $Histdry pevides ogehof thee mose ifuminafing of

these pathways. As Hidemi Suganami has argued, there is a need to bring history to bear

upon IR 060in order to deepen its critical |
Zara Steiner, 60n Writing | nt er ndnterational Affail§i st or y :

Vol.73 No.3 (July 1997), p.545.

YGary Sheffield, 6Military Past, Military Present,

RUSI Journal Vol. 153 No.3 (2008), p.102.
% Donald PuchalaTheory and History in International Reéians (New York: Routledge, 2003), p.10.

73



use of historical material, artd guard against a misuse of history... (D)rawing a rigid

demarcation |line between IR arfldd IH [Intern

Hi storyés traditional contribution to IR |
a body of knowledge than as a sef me > Mamvdver.the utility of history to the

study of IR expands further to the contextualisation of structural and agential behaviour;

to raising the awareness of policy consequences via historical parallels; to compressing
temporal and spatial miensions in order to imaginatively create abstract investigation

and comparison in the present; and presenting nuanced examples that caution against
contemporaneous oweimplification, reductionism or generalisation. Indeed, one of the

most overt aspects historical methodology employed in this thesis is the avoidance of

the soci al scientistodés predilection for s
and (as witnessed in the interconnected-Paitite Model) an embracing of an
interpretation of tB interdependence of all variables and an assumption of their

i nterweaving influence through ti me. Re s
observation that: OHistory is arguably t he
way as to command the vest possible consensus on what the significance of that

ex per i en c%Withbughatbodp @& cotinténsurgency experience in the post

World War Two era, it is both necessary and illuminating to assess the current strategic

and operational environmeim which the British were functioning in Iraq by ruminating

ZHi de mi Suganami, O6Narrative Expl anatMilennumnd | nter
Vol.37 No.2 (2008), pp.328.

“Dennis Kavanagh, 6Why P oPolitital StudiésVob39 Noe3r(19%), M8k d s Hi s
%3 John Lewis GaddisThe Landscape of History: How Historians Map the R@stford: Oxford

University Press, 2004), p.9.
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on what exactly the significance of such a body of historical experience, in Malaya,

Kenya, Yemen, and Northern Ireland, might be.

Sources: Documents and Archives

This thesis utilises a raagof methodological tools in order to construct ardepth

study. Archival sources have been retrieved, in order to gain a foundation of primary
source knowledge on which to base the thesis. An extensive literature search produced
an array of secondary doments that helped ground the research in existing
historiographical and contemporary debate. The accumulative effect of this
methodological approach has enabled this thesis to encapsulate the nature of debate
about the evolution of British countersurgency and to enable a critical analysis of how

this has been presented and interpreted in the existing secondary literature and primary

documents by unpacking notions of perceived British competence at cosuagency.

Primary sources are important besa they function as a tool to help reconstruct past
lives, events and processes. They provide aHlasd insight into the decisiemaking

process, often at the very highest level, and can be presented as the most accurate

representation of events as possi bl e. However, qguestion
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authenticity, credibility and reliability must be constantly raised by a rese&fcher.

mere acceptance of the documents contents does not lead to an analytically sound piece
of research, meaning that a maneerpretative method must be adopted in order to avoid
what E. H. Carr | abel | e®dDoduments @d peotlicts that @em o f
not language neutral, that have a persuasive purpose, which must be placed within their
wider temporal and institional context® This is particularly true of autobiographies, a

primary source that this thesis has utilised in order to gather interpretations of
eyewitness accounts of events. Memoirs of former prime ministers, foreign and defence
secr et ar i eused @ ¢rentvdeal Hy distarians but have not been given a great
deal of attent i oflforbrgasossmtréliabllity. Thers i a coostaptr s , 6
and underlying danger that autobiographies are produced with the express purpose of
conveyinganatr nati ve history of events in order
they are extremely useful in helping explain intent and méfiv€onsequently,

autobiographies have been utilised but with a high degree of bias awareness.

The historical nature ahany of the case studies employed in this thesis places archival
research at the heart of the study. Official government accounts of events, discussions at
cabinet meetings, and even private memos are essential in building up a wider picture to

assess theolitical attitudes and reasoning behind the conduct of coumargency

“Keith MacDonald and Colin Tipt on Resdatdsng Sogial lDfe c ument
(London: Sagel1993), pp.195198.

% Carr,What is History?p.16.

% For a comprehensive discussion on the use of documen@slseept er 5 6Wor ki ng with T
Marc Trachtenberglhe Craft of International History: A Guide to Meth®inceton, NJ: Princeton

University Press, 2006).

2" Alan Bryman,Social Research Methods'{2d) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), p.381.

®peter Catterall, O6Autobiographies and Memoirso, i
Understanding Documents and Sour(@sgford: Henhemann, 1994), p.33.
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campaigns. The National Archives at Kew have been extensively used, in line with the
thirty-year document release rule, to gather material on operations in Malaya, Kenya,
South Yeren and for the first decade of the N
and incomplete records are two of the most problematic aspects of a documentary
research strategy. However, the increasing accessibility of hitherto secret government
documents,particularly pertaining to military or intelligence operations, has been
partially alleviated thanks to a series of government schemes in the past few decades,
including the Open Government Initiative instigated in 1992, and most recently the 2005
Freedomof Information Act. Although the intelligence agencies are exempt from this
new wave of archival transparency, the criadsilation of intelligence material is
possible through discussion in other retempt government department material,

especially the reign Office®®

Yet practical problems have still arisen during the archival research for this thesis. Files
pertaining to the first decade of the O0Tr
with redactions given the egoing sensitivity towarsl building a lasting peace in the

province. This archival equivalent of letting sleeping dogs lie thus creates significant
barriers for a researcher attempting to assess British security policy in Ulster in the
1970s, despite the period now falling outsidh e st andard o6t hirty vy«
already been observed, couaten sur gency is a form of warfe

then the control of releasing documents in relation to such campaigns is, in itself, a

®For detailed discussion see Len Scott, 6Sources a
Vi e imt@lligence and National Securjtyol.22 No.2 (April 2007), pp.18205; and Gill Bennett,

0Decl assificatdioms amfd tRred eldls®s RieHigerceé dnd Npgonat e Agenci ¢
Security Vol.17 No.1 (Spring 2002), pp.232.
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highly politicised affair. Redactios at t he Nati onal Archi ve
counterinsurgency campaigns thus leads the researcher into a Rumsfeldian vortex of
pondering the content of archi val 6known
Committee assessments on Northernalneld ) and, mor e cruci all
unknownsd of events or di scussions as yet
caution against regarding the content of archival documents as sacrosanct or somehow a
Otrued or Obaccur at estiongity oftcabinet members endecinilt s . T

servants must not go unnoticed when analysing the reliability of a document, thus

fostering within the researcher a critical eye for content reflexivity.

Additional issues arising from this thesis included théjem of source material for the
contemporary case study of Iraq, for which there exists no such pool of primary, elite

l evel , materi al upon which the o6historical
inevitable methodological shift from the archibased research of the first four case

studies to reliance upon newspaper reporting of eventeesground in Basra and on

decisions and discussions taking place in Whitehall. This use ehérst reporting of

events by journalists, whilst useful in pl@iigg the gap left by the absence of
unclassified Ministry of Defence documentation on the campaign, is of course utilised

with the same critical caveats placed upon archival documents themselves, namely an

awareness of author positionality, potential pcditagenda and bias.
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What is clear is that in regard to archival documents there has been an overt use of elite
accounts of events. Documents written by former prime ministers, cabinet members or

civil servants ensure an elite interpretation of meetirmggeements and the entire
decisionmaking process has become the norm. The major consequence of such an
approach is a tedown bias within the research that privileges the accounts of the
political and military elite above the interpretations of, forregke, a newlyenlisted

sapper patrolling the streets of Belfast, or an engineer constructing a New Village for
relocated squatters on the jundlimges of Malaya® This remains an unfortunate yet
ultimately unavoidable methodological conundrum that refléee elite level at which
counterinsurgency strategy, both politically and militarily, is constructed. For this

reason it is essential for archival researchers to be wary, as Caroline Ké&hpedas
observed, of &6coll apsdamd tther eshhyateq uanttion gt |
simplistic manner *\woweher, cettain lefiels oframalysisdssuasc y 0 . ¢
are compensated bythe-Riar t i t e Model 6s pr enstaeactog of t

(the insurgent) in relation to the statieq counteiinsurgent) at the heart of the analysis.

Holistically, therefore, the model is able to conduct a mémrel analysis of the
evolution of posWorld War Two British countemsurgency by accounting for agential
and structural developments ass the level of analysis spectrum. This is aided by the
utility of a comparative case study approach that is historigaidymed and

methodologically reflexive in its use of primary source archival documents.

% David SilvermanPoing Qualitative Researcfi.ondon: Sage, 2000), p.36.
' KennedyPi pe, o6l nternational Hibeoryodéanpg.VAbBernational
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CHAPTER 3: Rethinking the Malayan Emergency,94860: The Counter

Insurgency Archetype?

The British response to the 194860 Malayan Emergency is widely considered to be

the first modern countensurgency and is often regarded as the archetype of a
successful operation by scholars and practtisralike: Thi s chapter- adopt
partite Countet nsur gency model 6 to explain why Br
foundations of a countensurgency paradigm that required the concomitant utilisation

of military, intelligence and political pans to ensure an eventual defeat of the
insurgents. It also questions the notion of Malaya as an archetypal model of counter

il nsurgency success. British Ovictoryd must
several external factors, namely thet@itous economic dividend resulting from the

Korean War, the misapplication of guerrilla warfare tactics by the Malayan Communist
Party (MCP) and their lack of popular support within Malaya and from outside sources.

The chapter contends that a manageditipal withdrawal, in the context of
decolonisation, was always an essential component of ensuring indigenous compliance

for the Emergency and that twelve years to eradicate an isolated insurgent group is a
campaign record not as deserving of the acadesaligtations it has parenthetically

received.

! John NewsingeBritish Counterinsurgency: From Palestine to Northern IrelgBdsingstoke:
Macmillan, 2002), p.31. Also see John Ndgdarning to Eat Soup with a Knife: Counterinsurgency
Lessons from Malaya and Vietham (New Editi@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005).
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The role of agency, namely the impact of General Sir Gerald Templer, within this
structural model will also be accounted for, arguing that the amgatic tendencies

within elements ofr afhbéyhééMalayawEnedendy ifas to o r

i o

appreciate the impact of external factors that greatly facilitated eventual success.

Furthermore, it is demonstrated that the controversies surrounding British conduct in

Malaya, such as detention withdutl, abuse by British troops upon detainees, and the

paral |l el use of Ohearts and mi ndsé ta

cti

contemporary security studies. Ultimately, this case study holds that the lessons of the

Malayan Emergency are perhaps oggaggerated given the favourable conflict
environment and otri al and errord nat
foundations for future campaign conduct, we can witness during the Malayan
Emergency the protracted construction of a slow burniradegly that would create the
conditions by which an increasingly isolated and dwindling band of insurgents could
extend their uprising for twelve years before the political and military conditions
presaged an end to the Emergency. This is not the impressjoisite of an archetypal

counterinsurgency campaign.

Background to the Declaration of the Emergency

The Chinese had been immigrating to Malaya since the sixth century, and by the mid

twentieth century formed nearly forty per cent of the total Malgyapulation of 6.3

Phillip Deery, 6The Ter mi-baJoompyofSoidthedbteAsian Studies m:
Vol.34 No.2 (June 2003), p.246.
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million.® Yet they remained socially and politically ostracised, particularly after the
British officially secured Malaya with the Angbutch Treaty of 1824. Employed

mainly as rural labourers and miners, the ethnic Chinese were delhieitiZenship in a

country that by the |l ate 1940s was the wor

rubber was the British Empireds best ear ne

to Britainds entire expo*Thecaonig metrdpsle thus| u e
had good reason to ensure order in this prosperous part of the periphery. Yet political
reform in Malaya in the immediate pestr period, necessitated by growing indigenous
demands for a greater degree of governance, wasve pkthought out and ineffective.
Humiliated by their defeat at the hands of the Japanese in the dense jungle of Malaya in
World War Two, the British attempted to reorganise the political structure of their
returned colony in the late 1940s. An initiednstitution was established under the
provisions of the Malayan Union in 1946 but was almost immediately disbanded due to
vociferous opposition from the majority ethnic Malay population whose traditional
rulers were still subjugated by a constitutionablyperior British governor. An
alternative settlement was eventually reached. In February 1948 the Federation of
Malaya was inaugurated, which safeguarded the position of the regional sultans and
restricted the citizenship rights of ndfalays, thus securgtacitacquiesencefrom the
politically and economically dominant ethridalays. This restriction further alienated

the Chinese community not only from their Malay neighbours but from their British

rulers. Some sought solace in the doctrine of commurasnigeology that had divided

% Noel BarberThe War of the Running Dogs: Malaya, 19¥860(London: Fontana Buks, 1972), p.15;
Sam C. Sarkesiatunconventional Conflicts in a New Security Era: Lessons from Malaya and Vietnam
(Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1993), p.63.

“ NewsingerBritish Counterinsurgengyp.41.
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China since the beginning of the civil war in 1927, and which was finding appeal among
the diaspora. Established in 1930, the Malayan Communist Party (MCP) had endured a
short and largely unsuccessful infancy in which thewresethousand strong wéme
militant groupi ng, -lapapeseMarly @dMPAIA), fRledotpHold 6 s A
back the invading Imperial army. Indeed, the MPAJA was to a large extent funded and
armed by the British in an attempt to maintain control ef ¢blony. The equipment
provided by the British in World War Two would eventually be used against them as the
MCP turned its guerrilla tactics against the returned colonial ruler in 1948. Yet this was
a gradual process, as pogr political settlements arementally marginalised and
radicalised elements of the Chinddalay population. Indeed, one of the leaders of the
MCP, Chin Peng, was awarded the OBE for his-ivae escapades alongside the
British elite Special Operations Executive (SOE) unit, FOR®& before becoming one

of the most elusive figureheads of the insurgent movement.

The racial tensions unleashed by the Federation constitution curtailed the legitimate
options open to the predominantly ethnic Chinese MG#t the 12,000 members in
Februay 1947 all but 800 were Chine3éCombined with a crackdown on the wider

l eftist and trade wunion movement by the
violence hardened. A violent flurry of attacks in 1948 on white settlers and rubber
plantationsi the symbols of perceived imperial control and exploitatigorimed the
conditions for a wider insurgent uprising. The historiography of the Emergency has been

split about the immediate origins of the insurgency, particularly the extent to which it

® |bid, p.40.
83



was a lmgterm contrivance of the MCP, whether it was part of an international
communist conspiracy, or whether it was a reaction to colonial aggression. Undeniably,

the dogma of communism prepares its adherents for the eventual takeover of power, yet
the MCP wasn ot Opart of t-wide cakpagmagainstotse Westernl d
powers,d as initially dé&whatemerdes insteadtichaee Br i
picture of a communist party fuelled by the frustration of internal strife, angered by

racial inequalies and spurred by ideological fervour.

As unr est gr ew, t he MCPO6 s n e-British Admg r me d
(MPABA) i an acronym deliberately chosen for its echoes of resistance against the last
imperial invader- resorted to tactics of arson andumtter directed towards British
economic interests, especially rubber plantations. This should not lead to conclusions

that Britain only leaped to the defence of their Malayan possession in the face of MCP
aggression primarily to protect their economic teses. As Nicholas White points out,

0t he degree of collusion between the Bri
limited. Government was often just too dispersed, representing too many varied
viewpoints, to support British business in Malaya with mléfit i v e plodeddci es é6
British estate and plantation owners in Malayhose on the front line of the insurgency

and prime MCP targetswere generally dissatisfied with countesurgency defences

® The National Archives (hereaft&t NA) , Kew, London, CO 537/5698, 6The
Summary of Our Main Problems and Policiesd. Col oni
1950.

" Nicholas White Business, Government and the End of Empire: Malaya,-1952 (Kuala Lumpur:
Oxford University Press, 1996), p.16.
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and the security offered to themselves and their cercial interests by the authoritigs.
As the violence against British and settler targets spiralled, the colonial administration
was forced to act, and on 19 June 1948 the High Commissioner, Sir Edward Gent,
declared a Federatiamide State of Emergencyygdifying a surprised reaction at an

insurgency that the military, political and intelligence communities had failed to foresee.

The Political Management of the Malayan Emergency

The political impetus behind the initial countasurgency campaign was stantly

limited. The failure of the authorities to prevent the escalation of MCP violence in the
run-up to the declaration of the Emergency resulted in a loss of faith in Sir Edward Gent

by the 12,008strong expatriot community in Malaya. He was recallem London in

order to resign just two weeks after the insurgency broke out. The three month
interregnum between Gentds death and the

successor in October was a period of confusion and floundering for the British.

Onecrucial way in which the political authorities tried to regain control of the situation
and contain the insurgency through legalistic means was via the introduction of
draconian Emergency legislation. One of the most important and controversial measures

to be passed was Emergency Regulation 17D in January 1949, which provided for both

8See chapt er 3Wandfthd\Rumning Dbder an Bustiaton of how planters relied on
their own private security to fend off insurgent attacks in the early phase of the Emergency.
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mass detentions without trial and wigleale squatter relocation operations. One in ten of
the Malayan population were squatters, eking out a living on the jungle fringese Th
people were strategically imperative to the couiteurgency strategy, as the MCP
cajoled them into providing food and information. In the first nine months over 6,000
people had been forcibly removed in an attempt to underminblimn&uen( Peop |l e 0 s
Movement), the clandestine recruitment and supply network of the MCP who covertly
operated within squatter communities. By March 1950 that figure had risen to over
11,500. Relocation operations were to be given far more cohesion and order with the
adventof the Briggs Plan, which will be analysed in detail later. The second implication
of 17D was the ability of the authorities to arrest and detain without trial suspects
thought to be cwoperating or actively participating with the MCP. The legislation
enatked the police to hold individuals for six months without trial, soon rising to one
year, and then eventually two years. Just one month into the insurgency and around
1,500 people were being held under such deCrétse we see the historical use of
detertion without trial as a vital component of the politliegal side of counter
insurgency strategy. It is not a new controversy. Instant population control, decreed by
sweeping laws, has long been an element of British strategy, and Malaya provides an
idealcase in point. Other Emergency regulations included the ability to restrict transport
movement on the roads, the power to hold all-capital offence crimes in secret, and
crucially, the right to register the entire population and issue identity daedpite the
sweeping nature of the Emergency regulations in late 1950 the government was forced

to repel calls, mainly from the European planters, for the implementation of martial law.

® Anthony ShortTheCommunist Insurrection in Malaya, 1948®60(London: Frederick Muller Ltd,
1975), p.184.
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After weighing up the relative advantages, it was decided that tlsengxlegislation

and the continuation of civilian rule was sufficiéhtRegulation 17D was eventually
abolished in autumn 1953, after the insurgency had been brought under control, but not
until 29,828 suspects had been detained and questioned withoutsee¢o due legal
process’ In mid-1950 the British government even considered establishing a massive
detention centre on Christmas Island in the Indian Ocean as a means of speeding up the
repatriation process for Chinese detainees whilst simultaneolusiynating security

threats on Malayan soil, although the plan never came into frdftiBy.the end of the
Emergency, 226 MCP members had been executed for taking part in guerrilla activities

that resulted in the death of members of the British or Malageurity forces?

One of the most interesting aspects of the British response was not one of military
resources or intelligence accuracy, but one of semantics. As has been noted in some
quarters, the historiography of the Malayan Emergency has laggkdgt fo focus on the

political language in which Malaya was couched by the political, military and
intelligence communities. As Phillip Deery, one of the few to rectify this omission,

points out, Malaya is an excellent case study for analysing normatimeesinsurgency
semantics as it 6clearly shows the Briti
political terminology within the broader context of aBtio mmu ni st p‘Opbepagand

of the consequences of Whitehall wavdtching was the decision to kEbthe

YTNA, CO 537/4773, 6Draft Memorandum on the | mplic.
" Barber,War of the Running Dogg.182.
2TNA, CAB 21/ 16 8yaCommifes MALNC(30) 26144 July 19506 Var i ous Matter

Di scussed with the Authorities in Malaya: Me mor and
13 Newsinger British Counterinsurgencyp.46.
“Deery, 6The Terminology of Terrorismé, p.232.
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i nsurgency in Malaya an 6Emergency6 rather
hardened financial and political appreciation of the situation. In a state of war private
insurance companies could forfeit payments to rubber plantationramgin@e owners for

damage or loss of property, meaning that compensation responsibility fell on the
government. In the context of the dollar deficit of the late 1940s, this was a financial

load the Attlee government was unable and unwilling to bear. Byl#%s, UK

investment in Malaya tipped £10million, representing, in the eyes of Whitehall, a colony

that was as economically significant as India had been before indepeftiEnc¢hese
reasons, the initial phr ase cthitoayelitcisedo | ab
epithet implying lawlessness, illegitimacy and lack of popular support. However, in May
1952 the term was dropped because, as Deer
was toS6@ommdni st Terrori st wasnowthe pnaferrel ¢ o mm
moniker, largely because it helped contextualise the MCP within the perceived threat of
international communism. However, the debate about semantics remained a political
sideshow to the main task of defeating the insurgents throaghmhination of military

deftness, accurate intelligence and politicatlpy t i vat ed Ohearts and r
This, however, would prove an iddgpe countetinsurgency paradigm that would

prove somewhat removed from actual strategic and tactical imeplation.

1 \White, Business, Government and the End of Empir&l.
YDeery, 6The Terminology of Terrorismé, p.240.
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Political String-Pulling and the Managed Withdrawal

It was not just the military and intelligence communities that had to adopt a nuanced
strategy geared towards undermining the insurgency. British politicians, and there
representatives in ¢hMalayan administration, bore the responsibility of ensuring that
the MCP were outnanoeuvred on the political front. Ultimately, this would involve the
stagemanaged independence of Malaya and the Hosed of power to a moderate and
acceptable posatolonial regime. In this sense, decolonisation was actually utilised as a

counterinsurgency tool.

One of the first political pressures put on the Attlee government at the immediate
outbreak of the Emergency was the need to reassure the Malayan and Badfihtpat

his government was committed to defeating the communist insurgency despite the initial
difficulties faced by the security forces. In the House of Commons in April 1949, the
Prime Minister stated: O0Hi s Majliegishind s Gov
their responsibilities in Malaya until t he
jeopardising the security, wddkeing and liberty of these peoples, for whom Britain has
responsibilities, b’ yt appearp threugtatér stateenenisimade d r a w &
by Attlee that even before Churchill and |
government, a politically stageanaged withdrawal was an integral part of ensuring

that the insurgency could be fatally undermined by decolonidajaya and

establishing it as an independent democracy. As early as March 1950, Attlee had stated

" parliamentary Debates, House of Commovial.463, 194849, March 23April 14 (13 April 1949)
Col.2815.
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t o t he Cotrsnoorriren:inendidn ito]implement the policy [in Malaya] o f
steady democratic progress towards-gelfernment within the CommonwealtfdThe

Attlee administration does not receive enough plaudits for itsig@ated conclusions

that in order for Malaya to have a safe and secure future, it must bgogethed.
Decolonisation was not just an irreversible poat reality, but in this see could

actually be used to achieve a military withdrawal from a campaign that was proving a
drain on the Treasury and Malayan economic resodfden t hi s context ,
1951 Conservative administration receives an overt amount of praise. Fetikeos.J
Stockwell, the turning point in Malaya came with the return of Churchill to office,
arguing that in conjunction with Oliver Lyttelton at the Colonial Office, Churchill
ensured that o6military vigour a-msurggnoyl i t i ce
campaigrf’ This, though, places too much emphasis on the power of an ailing Prime
Minister whose domestic problems overshadowed a conflict on the edge of the fading
Empire. Even the last major biography of Churchill, written by Roy Jenkins, wloie

deem the Emergency worthy of indexing, so little was Churchill actually concerned with
the dayto-day running of the campaigh.Overtly agententric accounts of British

victory that accredit individuals on the ground in Malaya, such as Templer, are
contentious enough, but to endorse Churchill as turning around the Malayan Emergency

is misty-eyed bulldog romanticism.

'8 parliamentary Debates, House of Commovial.473, 1950, March 2April 6 (28 March 1950)

Col.180.

9 The total cost of the Emergency was put at £70 million, from the outbreak in June 1948 to Malayan
independence in August 1957. The British shouldered £52 million of this cost, with the rest being

provi ded by the Malayan authorities (TNA, WO 106/599
the Emergency in Malaya from June 1948 to August 1
A, ) Stockwell, 6British | mperi a5 2#wrdbfémperiaind Decol
and Commonwealth History/ol.13 No.1 (October 1984), p.70.

I Roy JenkinsChurchill, (London: Pan, 2002).
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As the military side of the count@msurgency campaign was virtually over by 1955, it

became clear that the political side held thg ke actually sealing an end to the

i nsurgency. I n December of that year a O0b
elected Alliance government and the MCP in the jueglge town of Baling on the Thai

border. The MCP revealed that they wished to end stieiggle with the granting of an

amnesty, as well as seeking political legitimacy for the MCPs programme at the next
election. The government delegation, led by Chief Minister Tunku Abdul Rahman,
dismissed these demands (unsurprising, given the lewelading he had received from

the British beforehand). As a consequence, negotiations disintegrated and no deal was
reached, but the very conduct of this meeting in itself demonstrated a willingness to
ensure a managed political end to the conflict, awdals a historic legacy of the British
opening a Obackchannel d with insurgents in

long before the controversies surrounding secret talks with the IRA in the 1970s.

By early 1956 Malaya was set on a coumseifdependence. A conference in London

set the date of 31 August 1957 as independencklecdeka day. The interim period

would see a gradual withdrawal of British personnel and the fledgling Malayan
government take up more powers as the British cedsd.tfihis would ensure a smooth

full transfer of power the following year, when the Union Jack was lowered in Kuala
Lumpur on the exact date set eighteen months earlier. By ensuring that Malaya became a

sovereign state on its own terms, Britain undermirted éntire MCP insurgency by
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doing exactly what it least expected them to do. As Rod@mpson astutely observed:

0 Chi nstafed a gdr to kick out the British Imperialist&a nd now t here
any. Weodove notiweéege kietkearhdeaidt dhs gthhe Br i
I ndependence to Ma?4 Suchather attempts & hundermiring arg . 6

I nsurgency can be witnessed in the numer ou
at Stormont in Northern Ireland, and most recently thetime of an elected post

Saddam government in Irag. The devolution of powers to indigenous authorities paves

the way for a military withdrawail but a successful devolution only comes when the

military campaign has been satisfactorily concluded.

The Mili tary Response to the Malayan Emergency

Two days before the Emergency was declared, Lieutédalonel John Dalley, head of

t he Mal ayan Security Service, wrote a memc
immediate threat to internal security in May a? laternal intelligence analysis had
completely misinterpreted the intentions and strength of the MCP and as a result all
branches of authority in Malaya were unprepared for the beginning of the insurgency.

The intelligence services had little gaugeMCP numbers or organizational structure,

largely because piEmergency intelligence had focussed on the potential threat of

%2 Quoted in Barbewar of the Running Dogg.235.
BTNA, CO 537/ 60067 Madllanytae.ron aMa | Saeycaunr i SyeiractoridJahry Ser vi c e
Dalley, 14 June 1948.

92



Malay nationalisnf® The Malayan police were in an equal state of unreadiness, lacking
adequate weaponry, communication equipmeahicles and personnel. The army was

also unprepared to fight. Counesurgency, at this stage, was not a central operational

tenet of the British army, despite recent experiences in Palestine. This cause was not
helped by a psychology of arrogance ohdleof the military hierarchy. On 6 July 1948
Major-General Bower, the General Officer Commanding (GOC) Malaya, declared in a
broadcast: 061 have had experience fightin
tell you this is by far the easiestptoe m | h a v e ? Ehis edlief waa to prove d . 6
unfounded as the British constructed a campaign designed in increments, often
haphazardly, which eventually <created a ¢
strategy based on local intelligence, all dfigh was politically managed and controlled

from London. Yet this was all slowly implemented, with gradual effectiveness, negating

the impact that a swift military response would have had on an infant insurgency.

At the outset of the Emergency there wjeist ten battalions of troops in Malaydhree
Malay, two British and five Ghurkha totalling no more than 4,000 combatady
troops?® Significantly, this was almost the same number of MCP guerrillas who had
taken to the jungle after the Malayan poliseme 9,000 strong in 1948, had made initial

raids on known communist encampments. By the end of August 1948 up to 4,500 people

24 John CoatesSuppressing Insurgency: An Analysis of the Malayan Emergency;18%4gBoulder,
CO: Westview Press, 1992), p.25.

%5 |bid, pp.3132.

% Nagl, Learning to Eat Soup with a Knifp.65.
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had been arrested, not only for MCP membership but as part of a general crackdown on
the entire left, including the trade unioms an attempt to prevent any kind of solidarity

action by movements sympathetic to the MCP cause.

The army still appeared to be in a World War Two mindset, fixed on a conventional
approach of large sweeps through the jungle that were heard long incadwa the
guerrillas. The thick jungle of Malaya, which covered around 80 per cent of the entire
country, rendered traditional army weaponry and tactics useless. Air monopoly meant
little until the SAS began to use parachute jumps as a means of trooyrdept, as

close combat became the only means of engagement with the enemy. This insurgency
was to be a steep learning curve for the British, and represents the genesis of their slow

learning, slow burning legacy in couniesurgency campaigns.

The Brigg Plan

Thankfully for the British, despite the shaamings of their initial strategic planning,

the insurgents displayed an unwillingness to attack guarded targets. The MPABA had
retreated into the jungle in late 1948 to undergo aes#tirced period ofeorganisation,
training and tactical revision in the wake of the initial British response. They emerged
from the jungle as the renamed Malayan Races Liberation Army (MRLA), a name
change arguably instigated to ensure a more catchall base of supptw. édtof 1949

MRLA offensives rose to an average of 400 a month compared to 100 in the spring of
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that yea®’ By early 1950, as John Coates as st

fl ood out ?® Bhe numendf incders. directed against colbmipitalist
interests, their workers, and British army troops rose to 221 in February alone, hitting a
peak of 571 in October the same year. It was this rapid increase in attacks that sparked
calls, again especially from the-patriot planting communitythat a military Director

of Operations be appointed to-oadinate the military side of the couniesurgency

campaign.

LieutenantGeneral Sir Harold Briggs was appointed to this new post on 3 April 1950,
and he immediately embarked on a swift natim@mour to build up a picture of the
state of the British campaign. His findings were formalised in a subsequent report,
known simply as the Briggs Plan, which was delivered to the authorities in May*.950.
The essence of the plan was the belief thatinlsargency could be defeated if the
terrorists were cut off from their support base. By severing the link between the MCP
guerrillas and théin Yuen the insurgent campaign would be cut off from its food and

information supply. This could be achieved \éa more coherent and systematic

a

resettl ement campaign then the previously

squatters® Entirely new Resettlement Areas were to be constructed, with new huts built
for squatters who were granted the land deeds far flot. Sanitation and medical

facilities were provided for these newly constructed communities. However, it must be

2 Newsinger British Counterinsurgencyp.45.

8 CoatesSuppressing Insurgency.79.

29 A full copy of the report can be found in TNA, CAB 21/1681, Cabinet Malaya Commikfide
C(50)23.

%0 CoatesSuppressing Insurgency.87.
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remembered that they functioned as a tool of population control and coercion. Despite
being depicted as a dcemimnadsdoteampaiogn,t hteh e
those rehoused in Resettlement Areas were severely restricted outside the barbed wire
perimeter fence. The forcible resettlement of hitherto rural and isolated squatters into
self-contained social units, where the poki framework was defined by the
government, resulted in a coercive acquiescence towards the British agenda for

Malaya>!

Between 1950 and 1960 more than 500 resettlement areas were built, 400 of which were
constructed in the first two years, witnessthg movement of over 400,000 peojle

four-fifths of the entire amount relocated during the entire Emerg&nkjowever,

victory never seemed assured after the initiation of resettlement. MRLA activity and
numbers (8,000 by 1951) continued to grow and sifgnpeaking with the audacious
assassination of the High Commissioner, Sir Henry Gurney, on 6 October 1951. This
added to an increased sense of British despondency. By early 4tO5tidprogress in
6clearingb6 areas of i n s pes gf @ military swaaess had ow a
faded. This view is reflected in the cabinet discussions held at the time. The Defence

Mi ni ster, Emmanuel Shinwell, | ame¥fthed the

Chief of the Imperial General Staff, General Slimeastr hi s vi ews that ¢t

% |bid, p.93.

%2 Newsinger British Counterinsurgncy p.50.

3 TNA, PREM 8/1406 (Part I1), Memorandum from Minister of Defence to CIGS, 3 May 1951. Also see
Simon C. Smith, 0 Ge nlesurgehcy ih Ealagal Hearts and Mind§ thieligeneer
and Pr o pneligentelamdNational SecwijtVol.16 No.3 (Autumn 2001), p.64.
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Mal aya is stil |3 dndBriggs himself, veha was bréught tiefore thed
cabinet twice, was forced to admiHig hat h
resettlement plan may not have functione@fésctively as was hoped, but that was not

the extent of Briggsd contribution. He h
success and had ensured that the military strategy employed in Malaya took account of
the political nature of the conflict. Theecknowledgment was evident in one of his first

actions as Director of Operations. The establishment of the Federal Joint Intelligence
Advisory Committee in May 1950 centralised andocdinated intelligence collection,
evaluation and dissemination. In tsame vein, Briggs oversaw the creation of the
Federal War Council to ensure cressvice ceordination and liaison for the counter
insurgency campaign, including civil, police and military figures. District and State War
Executive Committees (DWECs and &@s) were also set up to implement plans
locally.®® The accumulative result of these initiatives was to greatly improve the
administrative ability to deal with operations effectively and vastly improve the
intelligence on which military decisions and pal#ti priorities could be made. Despite a

|l ack of tot al success, Briggs shoul d be
organization on an i rr eV ¥etisstillrdmainsintidtable t o wa
that it took over two years into the ingency before a comprehensive strategy was fully
enunciated. Again, we can see the germinal origins of twerdesttury slow burning

British countefinsurgency planning manifest itself.

% TNA, PREM 8/1406 (Part I1), Memorandum from Chief of Imperial General Staff to Minister of

Defence (MO2/464/51) 4 May 1951.

% Briggs was brought back to London twice to meet the cabinet and explain the progregsaot. fike

first meeting took place on 27 November 1950 and then again on 1 December 1950 (TNA, CAB 130/65,
Cabinet Meeting with the Director of Operations, Federation of Malaya, GEN 345/1 and GEN 345/4).

®TNA, CAB 21/1681, 6Dir:echiorre cotfi vOp eNoa.tlido,n sl 6 Mapraiyla
37 CoatesSuppressing Insurgency.99.
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In the early years of the Emergency security force operations \karacterised by
6search and destroyo missi*tmleed thamapityobn a c
British troops who served in Malaya were young men on compulsory national service

with no combat experience. Even among the older hands there wereitfeyungle
experience. From this rather unpromising start, the British military were slow to shift
tactical and operational gears. So why the common perception of Malaya as an
outstanding exemplar of countieisurgency success? According to John Nagd th

British succeeded in Malaya, specifically in contrast to the American failure in Vietnam,
because the British army had an organi sat
whereby the army quickly adapted to countesurgency conditions and chatjtactics
accordingly®® The array of operational experiences the British army has undergone,
from limited to total war, has arguably led to a greater degree of pragmatism in its
military outlook. A dogmatic adherence to rigid military doctrine has beeerab

However, this does not explain, nor should it detract, from the languid application of

appropriate irregular warfare tactics and the absence of swift strategic design.

3 Alan Hoe and Eric MorrisReenter the SAS: The Special Air Service and the Malayan Emergency
(London: Leo Cooper, 1994), p.33.
%9 Nagl, Learning to Eat Soupp.xxii.
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By 1950 the number of battalions in Malaya had risen from ten to just thineariy all

of which were under strengffi.in 1953 the number had reached twefutyr, perhaps

one of the most important additions being that of the reconstituted Special Air Service
(SAS). Malaya marked the first outing of the reformed Special Forcesinoé the end

of World War Two. An ad hoc group of war veterans and army regulars had formed the

first British fighting force in Malaya known as the Ferret Force. This was superseded by
Brigadier Mike Calvertods Mal ay equipp8dcfarut s,
jungle-based countensurgency. By 1955 the number of SAS troops operating in
Malaya numbered some 560, divided into five squadtbbsilised as a comptaentary

unit to the wider military effort, the SAS fulfilled a narrow, yet crucialtitat role in

Malaya and would continue to do so in future coumisurgencies. However, reliance

on Special Force success does little to fulfil the pervasive policing and security role
required of the regular military in countgisurgency campaigns. Oate this, those

close to the SAS attribute the turning of the tide of the Emergency to the introduction of

the regiment. General Sir Peter de la Billiere, a new recruit in Malaya and future
Director of the SAS, a s s er the abilithta patral for wa s |
l ong periods in the deep | un“jAlteoughsuchmhi ch
view contains an element of truth, such a narrow and proudly regimental assessment
risks allowing the SAS to take the glory for the patiengady soldiering of the
mainstream British army, the painstaking intelligege¢hering process, and the

political emphasis on the oOhearts and mi-t

0 Short, The @mmunist Insurrectiorp.225.

41 Anthony Kemp,The SAS: Savage Wars of Peace, 1947 to the Prgserton: Penguin, 2001), p.29.
“2 General Sir Peter de la Billierepoking for Trouble: SAS to Gulf Commati@ndon: Harper Collins,
1994), p.107.
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prove just how important Special Forces operations would becometighBtrategy in

future countefinsurgency campaigns.

Arguabl vy, before Briggsdé shake wup of the
civilian-military ties, the army had failed to adopt an appropriate structure for low
intensity conflict, had féed to set realistic goals in terms of the time scale of operations,

and did not acknowledge that command needed to be shared with civilian politicians.

The combination of troop shortages and lack of strategic cohesion resulted in what
Richard Stubbs hasomted to as a fundamental security paradox, whereby the security
forces 6were clearly unable to protect the
more remote rural areas, from guerrilla pressures, but at the same time they expected full
coopera i on from those peopl e ®Bythesmingtofi 1859 o ut
the MRLA were recruiting more members than were being killed or captured as the
police seemed impotent to halt the murder of civilians. As a result of this much debate

has beenceat ed regardi-dgwn heatisecu® bdt weeem Br
MRLA insurgents. Richard Clutterbuck is keen to point out that many commentators
who ci-doewndtrieeti o0sd iin order to depict t h
numbers faltoa ke i nto account that just over hal
of actual combat troops, with the rest providing logistical support and supply tasks. Up

until 1952, Clutterbuck argues, the ratio of insurgents to actual combat troops was

“3Richard Suibbs,Hearts and Minds in Guerrilla Warfare: The Malayan Emergency, 1520
(Singapore: Eastern Universities Press, 2004), pp7(6
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evenly méched (4,000 each in 1948, 8,000 by 19%1As the Emergency gradually

turned in the British favour in 1952 only then did the British develop a 2:1 majority
ratio, much lower than other estimates that fail to take into account such calcufations.
Again, ths contributes to a wider picture of inadequate strategic planning. Yet such

deficiencies would be robustly addressed with the arrival of General Gerald Templer.

The Templer Effect

The figure of Sir Gerald Templer divides the historiography of the Mal&ymaergency

more than any other issue. Reviled by som
Boy S%®whuat 6presi ded over 4’ héwasinpegual meaguredi ct &
revered by others as a man whos&eatmedher gy,

him the epithet ®6the Tiger of Malaya. d

The death of Gurney and the retirement of Briggs soon after created an opportunity for
the new Conservative government to unify the civilian and military command under one

post in an attempt to strength#re countefinsurgency effort. Templer was eventually

“4 Richard ClutterbuckThe Long, Long War: The Emergency in Malaya, 12880(London: Cassell,

1967), p.43.

“Forexampp, see Robert @.esBiolnmam,f 4 htee MsianBuyvayn Emer gen
Vol.6 No.8 (1966), p.418, where he estimates that the troop to insurgent ratio was as high as 31:1.

T N Harper,The End of Empire and the Making of Malg@ambridge: Camtidge University Press,

1999), p.311.
“" Clutterbuck,The Long, Long Waip.80.
“Brian Stewart, O6Winning in Matlligepce and Nationdl Becugjty | i ge nc

Vol.14 No.4 (Winter 1999), p.276.
49 John CloakeTempler: Tiger of Malag (London: Harrap, 1985).
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appointed as dual High Commissioner and Director of Operations in February 1952.
Upon his arrival in Malaya he openly committed himself to the central tenets of the
Briggs Plan as the mainstay of thiwrotenure in office. However, Templer succeeded
where Briggsdé own plan was floundering d
campaign. As Anthony Short puts it: 0l n a
t he si”tVYetdnspirationdl leadelsi p has its f1l i mensedse, and
approach in some quarters created a negative backlash as some communities resented
increasingly stringent food rations, curfews and detentions that Templer had instigated.
Templer was acutely aware of the dde utilise local intelligence and win round local
populations as the key to victory in the insurgency. As John Coates observes, Templer
6grasped firmly that he was engaged i n a
the war would be lostifitwere eft t o the soP'dothisextenand t h
Templer acknowledged that if political progress, through constitutional concessions,
were to be made then the rural Chinese population must be part of the process, ensuring
that the voting franchise ag extended to the ethnic Chinese. Furthermore, Malay chief
executives were installed in every state in an attempt by Templer to foster the emergence

of moderate political movements, especially as independence became increasingly
likely. The United MalaysNational Organization (UMNO) and the Malayan Chinese
Association (MCA) were the two most prominent groupings, particularly the latter as it
aimed to become a n@ommunist alternative for the Chinese community. This political
strategy was to be apotenteon i n under mining the MCPOG6s i n:

the MCA united to form the Alliance Party in 1954, and in the first federal elections that

%0 Short, The Communist Insurrectiop.343.
®1 CoatesSuppressing Insurgency.114.
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were held in June 1955 they won 51 of the 52 seats. The new Chief Minister, Alliance
leader Tunku Abdul Rahman,as eager to quicken the pace of full independence,
however, the British security forces, aided by an increasingly growing Malayan army,
still had to killoff the military side of the campaign before the cessation of colonial rule

could be achieved.

Undenably, the countemsurgency campaign swung massively in favour of the British

as the MRLA crumbled into a dwindling force of beleaguered guerrillas. During
Templ erdés time in post bet ween 1952 and
fewer than 100 anonth® But one of the main questions is the extent to which Templer
himself can personally take the credit for this outcome. His bold leadership style, his
appreciation that there should be an intricate marriage between normal and Emergency
government aci vi ti es, and his emphasis on O&hea
population all helped strengthen British confidence and helped build a more coherent
counterinsurgency campaign, from a military, political and intelligence perspective.

John Naglassertshat : o611t is difficult to overstat
course of t H Arguébly, ethe goppositey is Gue: it isasyto overstate

Templ erds rol e. Hi s high profile and bl us
embodiment of sccess, however, Templer was in fact improving and modifying tactics
established by Briggs. It was Briggs who had first initiated a rmeeided overhaul of

the intelligence system, had first introduced a professional propaganda campaign, and

Kumar Ramakrishna, ATransmogrifyingé -Ba)aéaya: The
Journal of Southeast Asian Studi¥®l.32 No.1 (Felwary 2001), p.79.
*3Nagl, Learning to Eat Soup with a Knifp.89.
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had made polit ¢ a | overtures to the Chinese popu
argument that the countarsurgency campaign had already reached its turning point
before Templ er 6 s* Temptei hasableen bredied with ®al rmuchc Eor
exampl e, Odbober Dirécivéss(discussed fully in the next section), which
reverted MRLA tactics away from guerrilla attacks to political education in October

1951, were not made public until December 1952. The resulting lull in MRLA violence
between these datesdifn 6,000 incidents in 1951 to 3,700 in 1952) was thus wrongly
perceived as a sikef f ect of Templ erods st iYamgthemnd ef
should this argument be seen as an attempt to wholly shift credit away from Templer to
Briggs. Agericentrc accounts are unrewarding in terms of allowing us to see the wider
picture, the percolation of initiatives and changes throughout the military, intelligence

and political structures. Furthermore, they fail to take into account decisions and actions
taken by agents external to the British countesurgency outfit, as the October
Directives episode proves. We must be pragmatic about the role of Templer in relation
tocountei nsurgency success in Mal aya. As John
notoveesti mate the contribution of one manée
beyond anyon e’8Asthearqureents sutrounadingsTentpler demonstrate, it

I's essential that we avoid beemtgr iwh@tandd wf

account for the actions, for example, of indigenous forces.

*Karl Hack, fdlron Claws on Mal ayad: JolmmamloHi storiogr.
Southeast Asian Studjégol.30 No.1 (March 1999), pp.9825.

%5 StubbsHearts and Mindspp.1®-160.

% CoatesSuppressing Insurgency.132.
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Use of the Indigenous Troops and Police

The local population plays an essential role in any counseirgencycampaign

Intelligence gathering is made easier by the natural trust between indidercmssand

local communities. Furthermore, indigenous forces understand the often complex tribal
loyalties and relationships that frequently determine access to information or decision
maki ng, al |l of whi c h, despite mphassgwillage sk
always remain alien to outside forces. Jolt
own, foreign forces cannot defeat an insurgency; the best they can hope for is to create

the conditions that will enable local forces to win it for théhiThe British authorities

were to become acutely aware of this necessity.

In order to boost troop numbers and immediately strengthen the cimsusgency

campaign, a Special Constabulary was established, largely as a means of providing
securityforMal ayads approximate 3,000 rubber est
15,000 men were soon surpassed as nearly 24,000 had enrolled by September 1948,
reaching a peak of 41,000 by late 195Rlowever, the almost exclusive Malay make up

of this force ombined with the lack of security offered to Chinese owned estates,
aroused resentment and mistrust amongst the Chinese community. This was exacerbated
by the Manpower Regulations of February 1951, which required young Chinese men to

enrol for service inhte police force. This highly controversial and unpopular measure

" Nagl, Learning to Eat Soup with a Knijfp.xiv.
%8 Short, The Communist Insurrectiopp.124125.
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prompted many to evade the authorities, some even by returning to China. Eventually
just 2,000 Chinese were drafted into the police under these regulations. Nevertheless, the
special constabdary was crucial in fulfilling a lowkey security role that would free up

regular army troops for larger operations.

Briggs was aware of the need to ensure the support of theamemunist Chinese
population and to involve them in the countgurgency ampaign. A Home Guard
organisation was developed, which simultaneously played upon the fears the Chinese
population had of being intrinsically stereotyped as communist guerrillas, whilst
distinguishing the Guard from normal security forces, thus undergniviews that
members were traitors voluntarily aiding the British occupiers. Resettlement areas were
encouraged to establish a Home Guard unit, and once the District Officer became
assured of its loyalty they were distributed with shotguns. Units would réqmort the
names and movements of those in their area in an attempt to identify pbdsisideen
activists. In larger towns, domestic Chinese auxiliary police units were formed.
However, both forces were chronically short of arms, and were largelyf qadlioe
control. Even 400 Chinese were recruited to become detectives in the regular police.
Al t hough pay incentives were given, by Br
q u a 1% By #1953, however, the ranks of the Home Guard had swelled to 250,000
eighteen to fiftyfive year olds, most of whom were Malay, but an extra 50,000 Chinese

were enlisted on the orders of Templer to ensure acoommunist influence on their

%9 Newsinger British Counterinsurgencyp.98.
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fellow Chinese€® However, the training and effectiveness of the Home Guard units has

led Ant hony Short to conclude that: O0the pr
be equated with the security of a New Vi
protection of seventywo New Villages by the end of 1983An overhaul of the Home

Guardin 1956 saw the remnants of the units being stood down and placed on unarmed
duties, however, the experiment with armed civilian units was an essential one as it
demonstrated that the British trusted the Malayans enough to guard themselves and their
communities from the insurgent threat therefore depicting cosingmrgency as a

nationwide teaneffort.

Another essential demographic group that the British needed to win round were the
jungle aborigines, therang asli whose importance to the countesurgency campaign
increased when a revised government estimate of their numbers leaped from 34,000 to
somewhere between @%0,000. There jungle dwellings placed them in a natural
proximity to the insurgents and maintained the ability to pass food and suppbeald

they be willing. The British response was to employ aborigines as intelligence gatherers,
made possible by the construction ofcadled jungle forts where British forces were
based and able to liaise with aborigines as to MRLA movement in tgkejudroups of

jungle natives who had been resettled were returned to their original dwellings as early
as 1951 in order to fill erstwhile intelligence vacuums in the jungle. Their natural jungle

craft and survival skills made the aborigines more adapaeking insurgent movement

% |bid, p.54.
®1 Short, The Communist Insurrection in Malayep412-13.
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than British security forces, an acknowledged reality when by 1956 aborigines formed

armed auxiliary police units and were sent to track MCP couriers through the jungle. In

the final years of the Emergency a 3fifong aboriginkiunit known asS e n o i Pradal

(6Fighting Peopl ed) killed mor e i nsurgen

combined®? Indigenous help was thus essential indsy and prominent ways.

Although superior manpower is obviously important, strength in nusni@es not win

an insurgency alone. Military flexibility and innovation is also essential, either when
reacting to an attack or when taking the offensive to the enemy. The British belatedly
acknowledged this in Malaya by adopting a number of tactical mesasuhe
establishment of the Far Eastern Land Forces Training Centre (FI@@mmonly
known as the Jungle Warfare Schaohelped foster, for the first time in the British

ar myo6s hi s tinsurgency nalitary ethos. The doctrine that emerged fitoen
school was enshrined in the ATOM manual
Terrorist Operations in Malayad), which
insurgency handbook. Such tactical innovations, combined with increaseébransh
liaison with the intelligence and political communities introduced by Briggs, ensured
greater steps towards formalising a British approach to ceursigrgency campaigns.
Implicit in this was an acknowledgement of the prolonged temporal context of counter
insurgency. Indeed, the Operations Research Section (ORS) of the Director of

Operations staff estimated that it took approximately 1,800 hours of patrolling to catch

%2 Robert ThompsorDefeating Communist Insurgency: Experiences from Malaya and Vitramon:
Chatto and Windus, 1966), p.153.
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one insurgent in Malay®. This ratio required not only an ethos of patience within the

military, but also the cultivation of an effective intelligence network.

6Mal aya is an ®ntelligence Warb

I n the years prior to the Emergen®y, i nt
Intelligence agencies, especially the Malayan Security Service (M8®) unprepared

for the MCPO6s adoption of revolutionary g.t
agencies jealously guarded their own fiefdoms-oferation was lacking in the early
Emergency years, even to the extent that the director of the B8, Dalley, was

refused permission to attend meetings of the Joint Intelligence Committee of the Far
East®® The reorganisation of such a chaotic intelligence system was thus initiated in
August 1948, whereby the MSS was scrapped and its responsipiltiess ed t o Mal a
newly created police Special Branch. Howev
compromised by a lack of resources and manpower. At its inception it had just twelve
officers and fortyfour inspectors. Briggs began his tenure age®or of Operations by

initiating another intelligence review in 1950, which included a recruitment drive for

Special Branch. By 1953 they had 123 officers and 195 inspectors, most of whom were

®Raffi Gregorian, AJungle Bashingd ©SmalWadaad a: Towa
InsurgenciesVol.5 No.3 (Winter 1994), p.351.

® General Templer, quoted in Barb@ar of the Running Dogg.137.

®Karl Hack, O6Briti shnsurgancydr theiEmg ef Decaonisatiod: TI@ &Examplesof

Ma | a intalliyence and National Securjtyol.14 No.2(Summer 1999), p.127.

% Richard J. AldrichThe Hidden Hand: Britain, America and Cold War Secret Intelligéii¢eodstock,

NY: Overlook Press, 2002), p.497.
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ex-patriots with experience in other British colonies, maiRalestiné’ Conscious of

the importance of intelligence to winning the Emergency, General Sir John Harding,
Commander in Chief of the Far East Land F.
weakness now is the lack of early and accurate informatidntofe enemyds str
di sposi tions ° dwale of the énteligenocen shecbmings, Briggs
established a federal Intelligence Advisory Committee to improve therdtoation of
intelligence on the insurgents in May 1950. Sir William Jenkin agsointed Director

of Intelligence (DOI) in August that year, charged with police, but not military or
intelligence operations a move perhaps reflecting the initial inclination of the political
authorities to turn to special military operations rathantto the intelligence services as

the first weapon to beat the insurgents. It would take until 1952 for both the political and
military communities to realise that 1nte
General Templer, himself a former Directaf Military Intelligence, acknowledged as

much when he stated upon his arrival in 1
i nt el | i géhYeethisseprederdenh a distinct case of closing the door once the

horse has bolted.

The arrival of Cabnel Arthur Young as Commissioner of Police in April 1952 saw
Templer grant Special Branch more independence. In the same month Jack Morton,
formerly the MI5 station chief in Singapore, became DOI and oversaw thanémugd

amalgamation of police and nidry intelligence. Furthermore, Templer ensured the

®Hack, O6British Intelligenced, p.128.
% Quoted in ShortThe Communist Insurrectiopp.229230.
% Quoted in NewsingeBritish Counterinsurgengyp.54.
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placement of Military Intelligence Officers in Special Branch in order to identify and
disseminate operational intelligence regarding immediate insurgent movements,
particularly that generated from surdemed enemy personnel (SEP). This union of

police and military intelligence brokered lostanding differences in intelligence

priorities that had previously hindered the cowmeurgency effort. As Sir Henry

Gurney observed as far back as February 1649:n t hi s sort of t hi ng
wi t hout™ Thi®was tebe & lesson that the British would have deae in
subsequent insurgencies despite the delayed appreciation of the axiomatic nature of such

inter-agency ceoperation.

By 1957, tle intelligence services were employing four main tactics in Malaya: agents
within the Min Yuen noncommunist informers; air reconnaissance over cleared areas;
and SEP intelligencE. The importance of this strategy was not lost on the political
elites. In 1955, in the wake of an Empimede report into British intelligence
capabilities by General Templer, the Colonial Office established its own Intelligence and
Security Department manned by MI5 officials. In three years-$iftyen visits were
made to twent-seven colonies, during which local Special Branches were established
and specialist training given to local intelligence officers. By 1957 1,866 police officers
were seconded to intelligence duties across the British Empire, excluding Nfalaya.
Such an epansion of numbers and training across colonies would prove vital not only as

Britain embarked upon a retreat from Empire in the shadow of colonial insurgencies, but

“TNA, CO 537/4750, 6Personal and Confi dleneg i al memo
Col onial Secretaryd, 28 February 1949.

L Aldrich, The Hidden Hangdp.510.
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also in the wider Cold War context 4s the
Indeed, much of this value was placed upon enduring intelligence networks, particularly
in the strategically sensitive region of East Asia. British success in Malaya thus took on

a wider significance, in military, political as well as intelligence terms.

Intelligence was always the starting point for every military and police operation, and

the majority of this intelligence was gleaned from surrendered enemy personnel. Many
SEP were O0turnedé by the British and pl ac
Vol unteer Force (SOVF), established by Ten
d o gisaé excommunist informers were knowinprovided orgoing advice as to the

intentions and tactics of their former colleagues. Some SEP were deployed on lecture
tours as part of an orchestrated propaganda campaign in order to display signs of
rehabilitation and dissuade other ethnic Chinese from joining the ranks of the MRLA.

Far more dangerously, other SEP were returned to their old guerrilla units and planted as
agens. This was a high risk strategy, especially given the notoriously brutal MCP
internal security units who ranwoa | | e d-k iéltIriand ocampsd6 to el ir
within.” Significant cash payments and the threat of execution were usually enough to

turn a SEP from an informant into an agent, coercively fostering what Tim Harper has

| abel l ed 6a conf d<hatiepitondskd tHe ilife ahd dedth bprgainingt i ¢ s

SO symptomatic in count@énsurgencies. By May 1954 there were twelve SOVF

"RichardJ.Aldr ch, 6The Val ue o f-AmRreanilnteligerice Gopepation ia AsiaAn gl o
after 19456, in Richard J. IntdligehcejDefenceaandDipMdinacyh ael F.
British Policy in the PosWar World(London: Frank Cass, 1994), p&2

™ Aldrich, The Hidden Hangdp.509.
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platoonstotalling nearly 300 men, who had managed to kill twelve insurgents and prove

their worth as a source of intelligence and assassination. When questioned about the
military discipline of SOVF wunits, Gener a
wantttem t o handl e we ap 6 Asghe tide tdrned agginsethe MRIAh e s . 6
the number of SEP offering aid to the British increased to a peak of forty a month by
195777 The one thing more useful than a dead insurgent was one willing to switch sides.
Ashad of Speci al Branch Guy Madoc succinc
depended o n’Thisdegehdenicgwascoreplintented to a large extent by the
attempted empl oyment of politicised d6dheart

a coerciveprocess as it was a conciliatory one.

OHearts and Minds6é and Propaganda

It is eminently more practical in a couniasurgency to encourage the guerrillas to
surrender their arms and divulge information simply than to kill them. That is why the
psycholg i ¢ a l battl e against t he i nsurgents |
conducted towards the wider population to steer them away from insurgent propaganda

was as important as the military and intelligence battle. The biggest difficulty in this
respect wapersuading the ethnic Chinese that their interests were best provided by an
independent Malaya rather than a communist state. This must be seen in several
contexts: firstly, the recent and rapid independence granted to India and Burma; and

secondly, the £t abl i shment of t he Peopl eds Repul

®Nagl, Learning to Eat Soup with a Knijfp.100.
" Aldrich, The Hidden Hangdp.513.
8 Quoted in Nagllearning to Eat Soup with a Knjfp.93.
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recognition this communist government received from the British in January 1950. The
impact of this last factor will be discussed in relation to its effect on the insurgents later.
However, itcertainly made the wording of ardgommunist propaganda a more delicate
process thereafter. According to Susan Carruthers, the propaganda tactics employed
during the Emergency Oreveals much about
manage the presgtion of terrorism in a fashion which accorded with its own political

o bj e c® Tiovhis extent, the authorities had a dratk approach to propaganda: it

must induce insurgents to surrender, and it must dissuade the public from sympathising

with, orjoining, the insurgents.

One of the earliest propaganda tools was the simple distribution ohsumgent leaflets

-50 million in 1949 alonf®The effectiveness of this meth
directive that made it an offence punishabledeath for one of their members to so

much as pick them up off the jungle floor. In the early stages of the Emergency,
propaganda was the responsibility of the Department of Public Relations, which had a
staff of 200. However, questions were raised oveir gqgoroach. Not only were there
concerns about the overtly Western style to psychological warfare, but also worries
about the emphasis on written pamphlets in a country where low literacy rates were rife
among the target rural population. To professi@eathe propaganda campaign, Briggs
oversaw the creation of the Emergency Information Service (EIS) based in Kuala

Lumpur in June 1950 to manage and disseminate propaganda at a federal level. Yet the

" Susan L. Carruther$yinning Heats and Minds: British Governments, the Media and Colonial
Counterlnsurgency, 1944 960(London: Leicester University Press, 1995), p.73.

TNA, CAB 21/1681, 6 CaMALNC50)2Mmfbraatien S&@vicesrandt t e e
Propaganda in MalayiaMemorad um by t he Secretary of State for th
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arrival of General Templer in 1952 saw him merge the @it other existing
propaganda bodies to form the Department of Information in an attempt to rationalise
propaganda distribution. Under Alec Peterson (whose 1952 report on the organisation of
Information Services in Malaya provided the framework for restming™) the unit

initiated a huge increase in the quantity of pamphlets being distribu@8dmillion in

1953, rising to over 100 million in 19%6C| ear |y, the initial pha
propaganda campaign relied heavily on the printed pressdeAfrom pamphlet
distribution, a key component was utilising the Malayan tradition of newspapers being
read aloud in public to maximise the spr
significant given that in 1951 the government published over fivaomiltopies of
newspapers or periodicdfsYet by the end of that year it became obvious that radio

now held a sway over a population reaping the financial dividends of the Korean War
boom. Private listener licences leaped from 35,000 in 1949 to 110,83b8) whilst

over the same period the number of community receivers installed in resettlement areas
rose from 32 to 1,408 Radio could reach those rural communities where the battle for
hearts and minds became crucial. Another key tactic in this froriheofcounter

i nsurgency campaign was the wuse of Ovoice
broadcasting messages to the insurgents, urging them to surrender. As the war began to
turn against the MRLA after 1952 and morale severely dipped, the effieesis of this

method became obvious. In 1955, questioning revealed that 100 per cent of surrendered

enemy personnel stated that they had heard propaganda being broadcast from voice

8TNA, CO 967/181, O6A.D.C Petersonds report on Orga
of Malayadé, 20 August 1952.

82 CarruthersWinning Hearts and Ming$.95.

8 StubbsHeartsand Minds p.185.

8 bid, p.186.
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aircraft, many of whom agreed that what they heard played a large tokrimecision

to surrender and offer intelligen€®.

Inducement of insurgent surrender was also attempted by the implementation of a
controversial, yet ultimately successful, rewards policy by the colonial authorities.
Monetary payment was offered in erdto encourage the divulging of information on
insurgent location or future operations. This was not a widely welcomed policy, either
politically or militarily. The morality of
insurgents was raised by polie@d government officials, in particular after one high
profile incident during Operation Cobble in 1956 whemMm Yuenmember turned
police informer, leading to the ambush and killing of three insurgemtfrmation for

which the informer was paid M$1®)0, seventeen times the average annual Malayan
income®® Initiated by Hugh CarletoGreene, head of the Emergency Information
Service (EIS), and significantly expanded by General Templer, the rewards policy had
constituted a sliding scale of payments foiormation depending upon the rank of the
insurgent captured or killed ranging from M$2,000 for a rank and file insurgent up to
M$60,000 for Chin Peng, the Secret&@gneral of the MCP’ By June 1952 the policy

had distributed M$2million in reward moneyijth a tangible number of people coming

forward with information, leading to direct operational results. As Kumar Ramakrishna

% Nagl, Learning to Eat Soup with a Knijfp.95.

®Kumar Ramakrishna, fBribing the Reds to Warve Upbo:
in History, Vol.9 No.3 (2002), p.333.
87 |bid, p.340.
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concludes, t he raepsyavar dpsychalagital wayfarepeapsn ob

considerabl e potency e xepveedii einft .idt was 6a mo

It had been argued in some quarters that
Malaya was not a conscious and deliberate move by the political and military
authorities, but a strategy t hagoodnatwe | ved
of the sol &iSehdaims pointpforexamplepto the unprompted medical
treatment captured insurgents would receive from British troops and the dividends it
would produce in terms of their consequent compliance and willingnesgriender

i nformation. This &ébenevolence argument 6,
the British counteinsurgency campaign rested on gentlemanly conduct, and secondly

for failing to take into account that for every one insurgent who receaivedical

treatment there were far more CTs and-@drs galvanised by there experiences through

forcible resettlement or detention without trial. A politicathotivated and instigated
Ohearts and mindsd propaganda oanmnrpoadergn h a
to assuage some of the sieléects of other countensurgency tactics. To this extent, as

Ri chard Stubbs rightly points out , t he E
enforcementd strategy and a 06 hcermidetedinand n
terms of a dichotomy but r°8otthveere essentialtnwo p o
0cajolingd sympathisers i nto becoming inf

surrender. The two approaches provided a carrot and stick to Britis&éggiravhich

% |bid, pp.35152.
89 Ken ConnorGhost Force: The Secret History of the §A&ndon: Cassell, 1998), p.43.
% StubbsHearts and Mindsp.264.
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would come to have a profound effect on the MRLA and the indigenous Malayans. It
would simply be too introspective to assert eventual victory over the MCP solely to the
actions of the British military, political and intelligence communitiesn@loTheir

strategy was vital in contributing towards victory, however there were further external
factors that must be taken into account if the insurgent defeat is to be fully and
adequately explained. This helps fend off what has been a historiographahcy to

lay the credit for victory at the feet of certain British individuals, such as Templer or
Briggs, without acknowledging that their initiatives only had the impact they did due to
external factors such as the level of MCP support within thegendus Malayan

population, the external level of funding and solidarity the MCP was receiving; their

organisational structure; and the particular Maoist rural guerrilla strategy they adopted.

MRLA Organisation

The Malayan Races Liberation Army was argad in a classic Maoist manner,
constitutive of two main strandsthe MRLA junglebound fighting force and its support
and supply wing, th&lin Yuen( Pe o p | e 6 s ° Wieen thenEenergehcy broke out
in 1948 around 9,000 communists were associated twéhinsurgency. Up to 3,000
guerrillas took to the jungles to undertake attacks, ambushes and training, whilst the
remainder served in a support capacity on the periphery of the jungle in order to fund,

feed and arm the uprising.

1 Thompsonpefeating Communist Insurgenqy.33.
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Nominally led by Chin Peg, leader of the Malayan Communist Party, the initial

i ncarnation of the i nsur gen t-Britislo Armyneas t , t h
organised into eight regiments. Yet after initial operational difficulties the MPABA
retreated to the jungle to undergoperiod of reorganisation and training. The group
emerged as the MRLA in 1949 as a far more decentralised insurgent group, how based
primarily upon semautonomous units of around fifty insurgents who were responsible

for undertaking attacks within theparticular rural are Aside from the organisational

changes wrought by the 1948 rejuvenation, perhaps the more significant implication

was its eventually enhanced tactical potency.

MRLA Strategy and Tactics

It took the MRLA nearly a year after thee-emergence from the jungle in 1948 to

assess their guerrilla tactics. A directive captured by the authorities revealed that in June
1949 the insurgents had decided to concentratehirds of their entire force over three

areas in northern Malaya,itw the remaining third allowed to form quasitonomous
tenman O6killer squads®6, r oa nfiBrtighsecaritytoces t he
adopted their own tactics and troop deployments accordingly. However, one of the main
strategic failings othe MRLA at this point was that it placed too much emphasis on

terrorism at the expense of propaganda and political education. Consequently, they

%2 Nagl, Learning to Eat Soup with a Knifp.64.
% Aldrich, Hidden Hand p.500.
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failed to cultivate a wide base of ideological loyalty even among the Chinese

demographic.

By late 1951 theni i t i al i mpetus given to the MCP
communist revolution in China had almost irretrievably slipped away. Another strategic
revision had to be undertaken. Despite the chance assassination of the High
Commissioner Sir Henry Goey in October 1951, the MCP issued what would be
known as the October Directives, which demonstrate an appreciation on behalf of the
party hierarchy that victory would not be possible given previous strategy. The
Directives subordinated military operat®rn favour of aggressive political activity
amongst members that attempted to be inclusive ofGionese ethnicities. In short, it
attempted to O6expand and consolidate the

terrorism> Yet it seemed too lite t oo | at e. The accumul

resettl ement progr amme, the i mpact of hei

effective organisational restructuring had taken the initiative away from the MCP. Thus
perhaps the one factor that negatesl slow and inept British response was the equally

inept insurgency the MCP was attempting to prosecute. By the spring of 1953, Chin
Peng relocated the command of the MRLA over the Thailand border in a move that

tacitly acknowledged that the insurgency wasmbling.

% An English translation of the October Directives, made by the intelligence services in Malaya, can be
found in the TNA, CO 1022/187, 06Captured Malayan
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A critical explanation for this turning t
guerrilla strategy. In eagerly applying a Maoist approach to Malaya, the MCP

mi sgui dedly O6ésaw the Malayan situamCPon as
ignored or misread Maobs caution that Arev
to be s @cUneosbsedly the éthnic divide in Malaya made it even more
difficult for the MCP to promulgate ideological revolution along Chinese linestrasd

makes it even more unfathomable that, as the tide turned against them and their strategic
shortc omi ngs became obvious, they did not ab
of using the villages to surround the towns and launch a renewed urbarentsurg

Malaya had one of the highest levels of urbanisation in any South East Asian ountry

and there were lax levels of security at government offices in Kuala Lumpur.
Furthermore, Chinesklalayansi the backbone of the MCPwere the majority ethnic

group in ten of Malayaods fifteen | argest ci
Chinese populatiolf. An urban campaign would certainly have caused more political

and economic disruption for the British and further stretched the -wesleurced

military, however, the MCP had become so obsessed with mere survival that it failed to
implement an effective strategic overhaul or undergo tactical innovation. The need to
survive, as Sam Sarkesian points out, 6f o
into the jungle, where they became increasingly vulnerable to British military
oper a® And mtsthisdpoint, the internal meets the external. The MCPs lack of

support from an external benefactor, such as China or the USSR (as shall be shown

% sarkesianynconventional Conflicts in a New Security Epa66.

% Between 194and 1957 the urban population rose from 26.5% to 42.3% of the total population. Harper,
The End of Empire and the Making of Malapa214.

" Newsinger British Counterinsurgencyp.43.

% Sarkesianpnconventional Conflicts in a New Security Epal74.

121



later) combined wih a lack of grounding within the indigenous population and a failure
to adopt strategy to the political and military situation played directly into the hands of
the British. As a consequence, a inept insurgent opponent explains the outcome of the

Malayanconflict as much as eventual British tactical measures.

Internal Support for the MRLA

The communist insurgency in Malaya was not a popular uprising. The lack of sizeable
internal support for the MRLA can be explained firstly, by their lack of financial
resources to harness the use of mass publication leaflets or radio transmitters, and
secondly, and perhaps most crucially, because their political base was restricted, for
ethnic and political reasons, to a small percentile of the entire Malayan population.
Si mpl vy, they | acked popul ar support. The
were not based on widespread national disgruntlement with colonial rule, with high
unempl oyment , or ethnic tensions. I n shor
geneal rule-of-thumb, that a narrow, dogmatic political insurgency not immersed in
common grievance is doomed to be restricted to minimum internal support and face the
full backlash of the native majority. As Phillip Deery has noted, by the time the

Emergencywas decl ar ed, 6t he MCP was | osing i
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|l argel vy because of t he assault on its k

authorities... The partyds strength in rur

Specific to the Mlayan case, it is also important to remember that another factor
restricting the expansion of MCP popular support was that the majority of Malayans
were Muslim who found offence in the atheist tenets of communism. Furthermore, as
Richard Stubbs acknowleds, in the context of the Korean War boom as Malayan tin

and rubber became essenti al to the war ef
not easy in ti me¥ Thefewdswnd financgamipdentive rfoe ron 6 .
communist Malays to suppotid insurgency. Holistically, therefore, what emerges is an
insurgency critically undesupported within the boundaries of the territory it aimed to

control. It was to find little recompense in external support either.

External Support for the MRLA

Initial British suspicions fell upon the Soviet Union as being behind a Southeast Asian
conspiracy to instigate communist revolutions, including within Malaya. The basis of
this view stemmed from the MCPO6s involvem
interndional communist parties in February 1948 where the Cominform purportedly

instructed the MCP to initiate an insurgency. Yet this interpretation is based on

“Phillip Deery, o6Mal aya 1XdrelofOBld\War GtidigosONAsi an Col d
(2007), p.45.
190 stybbs Hearts and Mindsp.126.
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circumstantial evidence and fails to take into account the internal status and
deliberations of theMCP itself. Furthermore, the international communist conspiracy
argument does not take into account Chin
of the MCP in the wake of the revelation that his predecessor, Loi Tek, had been a
British agent®* If the Soviet Union had instigated the insurgency it remains odd that no
Soviet arms, funding or militargolitical personnel were sent to ensure success. This
would have almost certainly been an imperative, especially if the USSR wanted to
ensure that a futummunist Malaya fell under their influence and not, after 1949, that

of Maods China. I 't al s o -cblaniallelement.oThetMCR,e i n't
like other anticolonial insurgent groups, would likely have been influenced by India and

B u r macerd independence from Britain. The metropole was not invincible.

With no Soviet arms, the MRLA received no other sources of external support either.
Significantly, there was no input from the Chinese Communist Party, before or after
Maod6s vi edvibway Iniate 194%even the CIA was forced to admit that they
had 6no evidence of material support from
to CCP 6int er esPahisiisinditative of Ehen Malayaam rCommunist

Par tyos usinihenigternat®ralacommunist movement. It carried little weight

and attracted little attention. As such, it therefore did not draw a sizeable external
support network. This is perhaps one of the most critical disablers of the insurgency. As

British caunterinsurgency strategy reached a belated level of coherence by the end of

YIpeery, 6Malaya 19486, p.42.
192 heclassified Document Reference SydieeneafteDDRY , 6 Ce nt r a gendy repoetfoltiege nce |
President of the United States: Current Sitwuation
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Gener al Templerds | eadership, t he MRLA f
significantly curtailed ability to remain in contact with thien Yuen who in turn found

it increasingly difficult to come by supplies. The absence of an external sponsor to
provide rearmament, financial aid or political protection hindered the MRLA to the

extent to which it lost the ability to maintain a level of tactical potency that had so
shaken he colonial authorities in the early years. They became more vulnerable to
precision jungle patrolling, especially after the introduction of the SAS. External support
always supplies oxygen to the lifeblood of an insurgency. Without it, the communist

insulgency in Malaya simply suffocated.

The International Dimension

At the outbreak of the Malayan Emergency in 1948 international attention was fixated

upon Europe as the nascent Cold War manifested itself across the continent. The
Truman Doctirmmentod ddaecmintat ed We s tskategic secur
concerns overshadowed a seemingly minor colonial uprising in the corner of a moribund
Empire. As the MCP instigated its insurgency in Malaya, the Berlin Blockade
heightened superpower tensiong;& Sovi et 0s undertook a «co
gover nment of Czechosl ovaki a; t he Mar shal
divisively promulgating artcommunism across the continent; whilst the Iron Curtain

was fast shutting itself between East and WAst a result, events in Southeast Asia

were simply not on the strategic radar of the United States in 1948, who, despite the
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extant presence of armed communi st uprisir
words O6unwil |l ing t offorc.oAmérieam pdivetyt and salfishnessna j o r

were part i cPBuathelkgrear War @aaild ¢hange that attitude.

The Korean War catalysed American entry into partnership alongside Britain and France

in assuming responsibility for the security of Smast Asid* Military intervention in

Korea also crystallised American concepti
one communist takeover would trigger its neighbours to fall the same way. Malaya thus
became part of the wider American picture of egasusceptible to succumb to
communism and the Emergency was soon deemed important enough to warrant the State
Department s attention. I nterestingly, t h
about Malaya in the context not of the MRLA triumphing in d&n right but
specifically in relation to the way in which the Soviet Union or China could use it as a
regional foothold. Indeed, it appears to have been Chinese and not Soviet influence after
1949 that the Americans feared most. As the Director of thigopinie and Southeast

Asi an Affairs Office at the State Depart me
likely to be invaded whenever the Chinese feel that they have digeste@ it and

Thai Mamhel Stade Department seemed almost perplexethdyack of input or

interference in Malaya from Moscow: OWith

WRitchie Ovendale, O6Britain, testAdialMBadosStates and
International Affairs Vol.58 No.3 (1982), p.447.

"peterLave, O6Change and Stability in Eastern Asia: Nat
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what must be its huge quantities of weapons, it would seem the Soviet Union could do
far more than it has done for the Communists in {6tiina, Burma Malaya, the
Phil i pp hwhst, emeegese thérefore, is the international dimension of the
Malayan Emergency being contextualised strongly within a Cold War framework.
Latent American arttolonialism was eclipsed in foreign policy terms by the ulbjopf
antrcommunism. To the Americans, Malaya was a small piece of a wider game that
swung Washingtono6s s up piosurgench ampaigndandtmuted Br i t
criticism of perceived British imperial reassertion (arguments that were in any case
nullified when independence for Malaya became a political weapon to undermine the
insurgent cause). American acquiescence to the British ceunstegency efforts
removed any significant diplomatic obstacles to the prosecution of the Emergency,
allowing afundamentally colonial campaign to be openly interpreted by Washington as

an essential battle against communist expansionism.

Reflections on Malaya

The muchheralded US Army and Marine Corps coufitesurgency field manual FM3
24 praised the British cmluct during the Malayan Emergency as a historical campaign

that o6éprovides | essons app* Hoadvdr,eas Hew c o mb

YFRUS 6 Memorandum by Mr Charlton OgburEasttno t he Assi
Affairs (Rusk)déd, 15 January 1951, Vol . VI (1951),
19 EM3-24: US Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field MagGhicago: University of

Chicago Press, 2007), p.235.
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Strachan points out, 6t he Americans. .. mo |
mo d &4 Thidchapterhastal ed for a reappraisal of con
and attempts to redress the conventional agemtric historiography of the Malayan
Emergency, which concentrates primarily on British figures and fails to account for

other factors. British couek-i nsur gency strategy alone was
Malayan campaign. It was successful not solely for its own belatedly discovered merits

but also because it favourably interacted with an insurgent group lacking in popular
support and without exterhaolidarity. The socieeconomic conditions were not ripe

enough for the MCP to advance with a widespread revolution, despite the misreading of

the situation by the MCP politburo, whose flawed application of Maoist guerrilla
strategy played into the hand$ the British. Malaya acted as a crucible for British
counterinsurgency strategy on a number of levels. It demonstrated that intelligence
gathering networks must be efficient, cohesive and unified. This is essential as the
groundwork for military operatns, which themselves must be based on an ethos of
minimum force, maximum output. Simply, the British did not storm into the jungle all

guns blazing. Patience was a military virtue. Politically, Malaya displayed how the
process of decolonisation necessithts stagenanaged withdrawal but only at a point

when the military battle against the insurgents had been won. As far back as the first
pieces of Emergency Legislation in 1948, the campaign in Malaya proved that some
things have not changed in the wayt8in deals with threats to its national security

i nterest. Detention without trial, the ne

populace, and controversies surrounding abuse by British troops (most notoriously, the

Hew Strachan,-InsuBeny t f 5 b mC da hRUSRIoutnal Vol.162aNgp.6 (2007),
p.8.
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execution of twentffour unarmedietainees at Batang Kali on 12 December 1948), have

a long heritage, and it is essential to place contemporary debates surrounding these
issues in their historical contexf® Yet the political management of Malaya was
insubstantial in the crucial early afs. As outgoing Colonial Secretary James Griffiths
remarked to his incoming successor Oliver Lyttelton after the 1951 election, Malaya
Ohas become a military problem to which we
t he aMt’ Soedespite the slo burning politicemilitary strategy, what makes
Malaya stand out in count@rsurgency terms was the way in which it eventually came

to form the basis of future practice. Politically this would be based on close civil
military decisionmaking by decentreded committees whilst being militarily grounded

in the necessity of sgblatoon units in launching localised intelligerded operations in

order to attain greater tactical nuance and operational effectivéhds.the official

end of the MCP uprising id960 the blueprint for future British count@surgencies

had been written. The efficacy of this blueprint, however, remains vastly overstated.

) n April 2009, after pressure from victimso fami.l
investigation into the shootings by the Scots Guards at Batang Kali, some sixty years aftentbevere
officially dismissed as legitimate actiénThe Independent 6 6 0 year s on Mal aya fAmass

troops to be investigateddéd, 30 April 20009.
10 Oliver Lyttelton, The Memoirs of Lord Chand@sondon: Bodley Head, 1962), p.362.
" pavidUcko,6 Countering I nsurgents Through Distributed

1 9 6 Iodrnal of Strategic Studie¥0l.30 No.1 (2007), pp.51 & 53.
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CHAPTER 4: The Malayan Roots of Mau Mau: Transferring Countdnsurgency

Lessons, 1954960

As British effots to stagenanage the retreat from Empire and uphold Cold War
military commitments unfolded across sowtst Asia in the early 1950s, it is easy to
overl ook the conflict that Frank Kttson
Declared four years intoperations in Malaya, the Kenyan Emergency utilised counter
insurgency tactics that built upon the lessons learned in the Far East and were applied in

the effort to defeat the mysterious movement known as Mau Mau.

The focus of critical analysis in thihapter will be the extent to which strategic and

tactical direction in Kenya was based on the developing ceunrgergency campaign in

Malaya and the enactment of slowtgbibed lessoxearning from soutieast Asia. The

early phases of the Kenyan Emergg lacked coherence and direction. Yet as the

bel ated dividends of General Briggsod acti
General Templer in Malaya began to turn the tide for Britain against the Malayan Races
Liberation Army (MRLA) after 1952,&ch strategic and tactical imperatives as forcible
resettlement to new villages, detention camps, supply networeiffcuand the use of
surrendered enemy personnel as double agents, were implemented by the British

authorities in Kenya with clear operatairdividends. Kenya, in short, was a stbwn

! Frank KitsonBunch of FivgLondon: Faber & Faber, 1977), p.13.
130



strategy. Once the British gained strategic clarity in Kenya, largely thanks to lessons
from Malaya, the Mau Mau found themselves prosecuting an increasingly isolated
insurgency. As in Malaya, eventual Britéhs uc cess® has to be cont
background of a small insurgent movement lacking in overt popular support and any
external aid. Intelligence agencies were also slow to react at first, but organisational
restructuring witnessed in Malaya @ldbecame a model for Kenya, reaping quick
rewards by improving the system of intelligence collection and dissemination. The
political community, however, were not willing to acknowledge that experiences in
Malaya could help counteénsurgency operations iKenya. Any comparison between

the two was discouraged given the political propensity to view Mau Mau as a
disorganised, savage rabble that could be easily defeated. Yet propaganda in both
insurgencies retained the same themes, namely the delegitimati@ion$urgent group

by highlighting their atrocities and perceived savagery. As a case study in eounter
insurgency lessetearning, Kenya demonstrates the maladroit abilities of the British to

learn quickly, and typifies just how an eventual couiisutg e ncy Ovi ct or yd a
operational and strategic clarity were able to be realised in large part due to the
deficiencies of the insurgent opponent. This case study exhibits how a nascent tendency
for slow learning and slow burning that emerged in Malbgcame fully established in

Kenya and began a linear trend in British couimisturgency conduct.

Perhaps more than any other insurgent group in Britishvpastcolonial history, the

Mau Mau has been subject to rigorous and heated historiographiedé delsrounding
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its origins, meaning and legatifraditionalist interpretations, primarily encapsulated by
the works of Kenyan scholar Louis Leakey during the Emergency itself, depicted Mau
Mau as an atavistic cult shrouded in mysticisiet the 1960s gee rise to a revisionist
historiographical trend that shifted interpretation of the group away from tribal
primitivism and towards an understanding of a rational and modern uprising fought for
national liberation unshackled by previous European ethnoceantslysis' Since the

crest of the revisionist wave broke in the 1960s, Mau Mau has been comparatively
underresearched as a source of cowmseurgency analysis, especially in terms of
historical and military literature, until the early twetiinst certury when a series of
books revisiting the Kenyan Emergency offered new critical interpretations of British
conduct between 1952 and 1960he onrgoing debate about Mau Mau has given rise to
what Bruce Berman has | abell ad Maegodo,hi whe:l
contending schools of thought have common foundation in divergent explanations of the
three overarching themes of nationalism, ethnicity and modériityeed, the dispute

over both the continuing implications of the meaning of Mau Maueny&n history and

% For an overview of this debate $8eS AtieneOd hi ambo, 6The Production of Hi
Mau Mau GCaaddianJeuénal of African Studiegol.25 No.2 (1991), pp.36807; and Joanna

Lewis, O6Nasty, Brutish and in Shorts? BMaubdbsh Col o
The Round Table/ol.96 No.389 (2007), pp.2633.

%L.S.B LeakeyMau Mau and the Kikuy(London: Meuthen, 1952Pefeating Mau MaiLondon:

Meuthen, 1954). For another conservative traditionalist account see Fred Maj&adda\gf Emergency:

The Rull Story of Mau MayLondon: Longmans, 1962).

* Perhaps the most prominent of the revisionist texts is Carl Rosberg and John Nottifigaawyth of

Mau Mau: Nationalism in Keny@New York: Frederick Praeger, 1966). Also see Donald L. Barnett and
KarariNama,Mau Mau From Wi thin: Autobiographlondammd Analy
MacGibbon & Kee, 1966).

®> The two books at the forefront of this critical approach are David Andersstories of the Hanged:
Britainds Dirty WaffEmpirgLomlennGrian, 2006)dwhichhfecus&srupon the

summary justice and wonton use of capital punishment for insurgents), and CarolineEElkinst ai n 6 s

Gulag: The Brutal End of Empire in Kenflaondon: Pimlico, 2005) (which focuses upon the condgio

and treatment in detention camps).

®Bruce Berman, o6Nationali sm, Et hni cCabagiandouchaldlo der ni t
African StudiesVol.25 No.2 (1991), pp.18206.
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British execution of its countensurgency campaign were crystallised in October 2006
when a group of surviving Mau Mau veterans launched a lawsuit against the British
government demanding an apology for brutal atrocities committed gduttve
Emergency and an owof-court financial compensation settlemén€ontemporary
interest in Mau Mau was further sparked by revelations in late 2008 that the then US
Presidene | e c t Barack Obamads Kenyan grandfath
tortured by the British for being a suspected Mau Mau mefhiet in terms of the
extrapolated meaning pertaining to cousteurgency, the Kenyan example has not
consistently been placed in the context of lesson learning. If Malaya drew up the
counterinsurgency blueprint, Kenya represented the first opportunity to put those plans
into action elsewhere. Archive material and elements of existing secondary sources
reveal an untapped angle from which to view the British defeat of Mau Mau: namely its
strategic,operational and tactical roots in the Malayan Emergency and the delay in

producing an effective transferral process.

Origins and Background to the Mau Mau Insurgency

The roots of Mau Mau lie in the Kikuyu tribie one of fortytwo tribes or ethnic

groupirgs in Kenya. The politicisation of the Kikuyu stemmed from severe pressure

"Mau Mau to Sue BBONewsOhlinecGover nment 6,
http://newsvote.bbc.co.uk/mpapps/print/news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/africa/5411038cstessed 23

October 2006.

8TheTimes 6Beatings and abusdfmabder BabpatkeObhmaBsi gi al
2008.
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placed on their tribal lands in the 1920s by a parallel occurrence of a marked population
increase and the claim to large swathes of Kikuyu land in the central highlands of Kenya
by European settlers who employed Kikuyu labour to tend the lambk dactotenant
farmers. This was to provide a catalyst for militancy within elements of the Kikuyu, who
had seen during the early twentieth century their tribal practices and political
organisations, namely the Kikuyu Central Association (KCA), suppressed and
manipulated by the colonial authorities and the missionary churches. For implications
further down the line, it also provoked a mass migration of landless and angry Kikuyu
from the Whie Highlands to the urban centre of Nairobi, channelling an influx of
radicalised rural sentiment into a new urban environment. As a consequence of these
developments, significant segments of the Kikuyu tribe were faced with poverty and

unemployment accerdited by a lack of land and oveopulation.

In 1940 the colonial authorities proscribed the KCA, interpreting it as a challenge to
colonial power, forcing those members who had not been arrested underground.
Between 1944 and 1946 a successor movemeatK#nya African Union (KAU),
emerged, quickly building a membership of over 100,000 under the leadership of Jomo
Kenyatta. By instinct a moderate reform movement, schisms soon appeared within the
KAU as the radical remnants of the KCA began pressing faermsabversive action.

The underground KCA leadership subsequently altered its recruitment strategy in order

to become a viable mass movement of its own. It was during this organisational shift
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that the mysterious group known as Mau Mau first emetg€His militant and

mercurial movement was thought to have been responsible for a number of agitations
against colonial rule in the late 1940s and were understood to administer oaths of
allegiance to its members (the particulars of which subsequent Britisrgprafzawould
disseminate in salacious detdfl.Their intentions, much like the movement as a whole,
remained porous, ensuring that Mau Mau was concomitantly labelled reformist,
nationalist, antcolonial and Kikuyu supremacist. No coherent manifesto was ev
expounded, adding to the moVé&eaengwhatshey mage
did not quite understand, the proscription of membership to Mau Mau was decreed by

the colonial authorities in August 1950.

Yet despite the move to quash the movemmntiegal manoeuvrings, violence and
disruption perpetrated by Mau Mau continued, fuelled by the intransigence of both
London and Nairobi to instigate political reform of the almost exclusively European
settler representat i onAtacks oK tenhpnaed of Eutopegn s | a't
settlers and Kikuyu loyalists were undertaken alongside the symbolic mutilation of their
cattle. The Governor of Kenya, Sir Philip Mitchell, only months away from retirement

by early 1952, proved unwilling to curtail thepike in rural violence and demonstrated

particular obstinacy in refusing to tackle this growing problem. Even the Colonial

° Stephen L. Weigarfraditional Religion and Guerrilla Warfare in Modern Afri¢Basingstoke:

Macmillan, 1996), pp.224.

1 For an analysis of the role of oaths in creating the myth of Mau Mau see JohmlUoresd 6 Mau Maus ¢
the Mind: Making Mau Mauunalef AfdcanRiestorgMoli3hNp.3 KL@9d)y a 6

pp.393421.

1 For a comprehensive political, social and economic contextualisation of Mau Mau and the creation of its
O6myt hd see De WrTihgionusp ,AfrfcanMiiains VM.84ND.336 (July 1985), pp.399

433; and Dane Kennedy, 0Const rintecnatiomalgoumnd e Afi@anl oni al
Historical StudiesVol.25 No.2 (1992), pp.24260.
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Secretary, Oliver Lyttelton, in a telegram to the Prime Minister, Winston Churchill, a
month before the Emergency was declaredpamm ced t hat he o6did r
al armi st view of fNMitehelldeft hisi gost indune 1952, aKthen y a . 6
emergence of a nascent Il nsurgency foment
triggered a four month interregnum before London gubst new Governor to Kenya, Sir

Evelyn Baring, in October Upon arrival Baring quickly acknowledged the danger of

the situation, <citing the exi s¥ amdneanof a
attempt to curb the mounting levels of rural violenod arban disquiet he declared a

State of Emergency on 20 October 1952. It was to mark the beginning of a €ounter
insurgency campaign that received relatively little public attention in Britain, yet was to
demonstrate a military attempt at transferring asytnic lessons from other theatres of

operations, often with a decidedly-noanced level of force.

The Political Response to Mau Mau

Within twenty-five days of Governor Baring declaring a State of Emergency up to 8,000

arrests had been made in a masgmilitary and police operation codenamed Jock

2The National Archives (hesef t er TNA), Kew, London, PREM 11/ 472,

State for the Colonies, O.Lyttelton to PM, 9 Septe
3 This gap was, in part, caused by Baring having nearly amputated his hand ieteopping accident at

his home on the eve bfs planned departure for Kenya, resulting in a delay of several months.

“TNA, CO 822/ 444, 6Top Secret: Letter from Sir Eve
Rt . Hon. Oliver Lyttelton, 9 October 1952. 0
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Scott™® This represented an attempt to decapitate the KAU and the KCA in a direct
effort to stifle the momentum of Mau Mau. A further crackdown on the wider trade
union and nationalist movement was also irs#d in a political endeavour to cripple
any solidarity from groups perceived to h
anticolonial strategy. Yet as an antithesis to the interpretation of the Emergency as a
consequencef Mau Mau violence, revisionisirguments, notably from Donald Barnett,
posit that it was in fact eauseof escalated militancy. Barnett contends that the move to
outlaw the affiliations of large swathes of both the Kikuyu and wider nationalist
population alienated a far greater degoé&enyans than before the Emergentifhe

fact that the colonial authorities estimated that up to ninety percent of the Kikuyu
population of 1.5 million had taken at least one of the seven stages of Mau Mau oaths
can aid an understanding of the dracona@aichall detention policy. Yet this estimate

was exaggerated and led to an unsubtle political approach in distinguishing the
insurgents from the ethnic community from which they emandtéche political

element of the counteénsurgency strategy was tieéore flawed from the outset.

Yet the political response to Mau Mau cannot be reduced to reference to imperial
reassertion. There were numerous, often competing, interests and influences that
intertwined during the Emergency, namely that of the Europetters, the Kikuyu

0l oyalistso, the coloni al aut horities, an

interaction of these interests that emerged the political reaction to the Mau Mau

*John Newsi nger , rith\Oountermonsnu Fgeoey &nd t h&émaMau Mau R«
Wars and Insurgencie¥ol.3 No.1 (Spring 1992), p.48.

16 Barnett,Mau Mau From Withinp.72.

YElkins,Br i t ai np.a. Gul ag
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insurgency?® There does appear to have been a distinct disgagttyeen the attitudes

and inclinations of the colonial authorities in Kenya and the political officials at
Westminster. The colonial response at the declaration of the State of Emergency had
been to significantly increase the sentences for apparent misdeurs or perceived

Mau Mauinspired crimes and instigate collective punishment. However, as David
Ander son points out, 6Churchi || was not
Nairobi for this or that power € thaythet el t on
| atest proposals smacked of heavy “Wetndedne
as the Emergency unfolded the Kenyan campaign weighed little on the mind of Prime
Minister Churchill, with most political direction in London emanating fromoGal

Secretary Oliver LytteltoR’ Despite the activism in the face of stories of British

brutality (see the next section on the military response) by the trio of Labour MPs
Barbara Castl e, Fenner Brockway andolLesl i¢
one in the |l eadership of the party?really
Counterinsurgency in Kenya was simply unwarranted of political attention in London,
dismissed as an uprising by local savages, easy to put down, and thus crystallising
Kit sonds interpretation of Mau Mau as a 0:s
British foreign and defence policy. Yet as an example of coumsergency lessen

learning, and as an illustration of how often the most interesting illuminations on a topic

®Bruce Berman, O6Bureaucracy an dratomandtmelDegnsoftdeé ol ence
6 Mau Mau6 BrtishrJgumal of Pdiitical Sciencd/ol.6 No.2 (April 1976), p14€i7.

19 AndersonHistories of the Hange.71.

®®Analysis of the main files at the NaMauMaual Archi v
reveals management lay with the Colonial Office. Especially see series CO 822.

ZLElkins,Br i t ai np.309.Gul ag
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appear when light is shone in the darkest corners, Kenya needs to placed under the

scrutiny of the historical microscope.

The col oni al authoritiesd depiction in bot
savages enabl ed t hem, toifight aBasty guerrilld war mtéon 6 s w
good c o #dsiillastratian ofdhe insurgent enemy was cemented by a carefully
constructed political propaganda campaign. The campaign within Kenya itself resorted
firstly to outright censorship, banning a loriggt of publications including the
communistDaily Worker, and then secondly to more O6p
designed to further the political and military ends of the cotinsurgency campaign.

This type of propaganda, as in Malaya, derived freormultiplicity of requirements,

including the mutual need to delegitimise the insurgent cause whilst stemming the flow

of sympathisers to the forests and placating the fears of the settler comMufityin

Malaya, this final task of ensuring settler cdiapce was often undermined by mistrust

and a feeling on their behalf t hat 6out s
mentality or behavi ourgoveriment telationship avasi note s 6 .
eased by the prospect of Kenyan independenceu&gisd in full detail below.) These

di fficulties were further exacerbated by
negl ect a7 Bropagandaowasiteervage responsibility of a disparate number

of agencies with no centralised control or messdigtook until February 1953 for the

?Ber man, 6The Paradox of Mau Mauéb, p.192.
% Susan L. Carrutheryinning Hearts and Minds: British Governments, the Media and Calloni
Counterlnsurgency, 1944960(London: Leicester University Press, 1995), p.146.

2 bid, p.150.
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Kenyan and British authorities to appoint a unifying Director of Information, Brigadier

William Gibson.

Whitehall s propagandi sts were eager to e
depicted as a carbon copy dfet Malayan Emergency. They were concerned by late

1952, four years into operations in Malaya, that any comparisons with what were
perceived at that time to be a stalled and protracted campaign against a porous enemy
were counteproductive. A.C.E Malcolm,the Head of the Information Policy
Department (I PD), was keen that propaganda
Kenya is not, repeat not , going to develo
there is altogether too much similarity for ther opagandi st ©8uchcaonveni
view, however, must be placed in the context of aTmmpler strategic vision in

Malaya, when Whitehall disgruntlement at progress in the colony was volumous. The
Director of the Information Service, Charles Carstaltdy attempted to highlight thae

factoKikuyu civil war unfolding given the high number of loyalist Kikuyu Home Guard

units and the mainly African victims of Mau Mau violence. Yet, as Susan Carruthers

rightly observes, such an emphasis would, cotinteitively, ensure that:

0t he basic themes of propaganda on Mau
Malaya: that the victims of terrorism were of the same ethnicity as the

terrorists; that the terrorists did not enjoy external support, nor were they

BZTNA, CO 1027/ 7, o6Letter from A.C.E. Malcolm to C.
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a legitimae nationalist movement; and that Britain was doing much to
promote the social and political advancement of the colonial

i nhabftants. o

Again learning from their Malayan experience, propaganda was quick to delegitimise

t he Mau Mau by Irasdlsléi ngn tphuebnh i &t edrirsoc our s e
upon imagery of Mau Mau barbarism and depictions of a movement driven by atavistic
savagery fundamentally i ncapabl e o f enga
colonisation. However, the issue of civiliannot exclusively be levelled at Mau Mau
given the politicised process of detenti o

the colonial authorities.

In July 1953 the Kenyan government initiated a programme of rehabilitation for former
orcaptued Mau Mau. This process, informally d
at some 100 detention camps for suspects, which by the end of the Emergency in 1960
had seen some 80,000 Kikuyu men and women pass through their barbed wire gates.
This reformatoy programme was designed to convert the perceivably warped Mau Mau

into progressive Kenyan citizens via a combination eédecation, Christian teaching,

and manual labouf. This official process was often interspersed with unofficial

6cl eansi ngd cememoemy et he authorities attem

%6 CarruthersWinning Hearts and Mind$.156.
““"Caroline Eukgighe, foTh&as8t Mau Rehabi lntetnationalon i n Lat
Journal of African and International Studjégol.33 No.1 (2000), pp.236.
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mystic seers and the Mau Mau oaths from the detainees in rituals carried out by Kikuyu

el ders nicknamed 6He? YeMizejsale of yétentionAin Keoya d o ¢ t
was drastically out gproportion to what was witnessed in Malaya. By 1954 there were

some 64,000 detainees awaiting interrogation, compared to a maximum of just 1,200 at

the height of the Malayan EmergerféyThis politicised process of detention placed a
massive strain on thmmtelligence agencies, especially the police Special Branch, to
screen those who were interned in the camps. The fate of many detainees lay in the
hands of Kikuyugikuniai loyalist informants who were paraded in front of lingul

suspects covered hegmtoe in sack cloth with small eye slits in order to anonymously

identify supposed Mau Mau.

In the months preceding the official rehabilitation policy announcement the colonial
authorities in Kenya sought guidance on its formulation. Governor Baring ttoned

General Templer for assistance. The Malayan experience had already provided Kenya
with the template for its Emergency Regulations for detained persons (the Emergency

[ Detained Persons] Regul ations of 1952 and
[Detained Persons] Regulations of 1948)n June 1953 Baring requested the dispatch

of an officer from Malaya to advise on Kenyan rehabilitation policyavwiss Mau Mau

detainees. Templer, already stretched with manpower in Malaya, eventually agreed to

train Thomas Askwith, the Commissioner for Community Development in Kenya, who

8 \Weigart, Traditional Religion and Guerrilla Warfare in Modern Africp.30.

“Randal | He a tcdhamd Gouniehsargercl ih Kegya,n.952 6 $mall Wars and
InsurgenciesVol.5 No.3 (1990), p.71.
®El kins, 6Mau Mau Rehabil i tBriitomionpph0i@®Rl,agn. 27. Al
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was sent to Malaya in August 1983Askwith, perhaps the foremost colonial expert on
Kenyan impoverishment with a liberal paternalist zeal for reform, toured Malayan
detention campand rehabilitation centres and was briefed by Templer on the Malayan

approach. Askwithdéds recommendati ons on

h

substance of Kenyads official r eddacétionl i t at i

not punishmenaind on a clear distinction in treatment towards insurgent sympathisers
and insurgent fighter€. However, it is clear from firshand accounté and from recent

in-depth historical researttthat such a distinction was arbitrary.

Yet it is not just in theehabilitation process that controversy lies. The application of an
extensive resettlement programme drastically overshadowed the scope of a similar
process undertaken in Malaya. Between June 1954 and October 1955 over 1 million
Kikuyu were forcibly reseked into 854 new villages. As in Malaya, this programme was
designed to disrupt the activities of the insurgent supply network by placing vulnerable
communities on the forest fringe under closer scrutiny and monitoring. Although
ostensibly modelled on thdalayan version (which themselves were not without their
critics or controversial moments), the Kenyan villages were, as David Anderson has
argued, 6little more than concent?¥sei on
land rights and farming opportiies offered to the resettled Malayans were not

extended to their Kenyan counigarts.

3L For the official correspondence pertaining to this visitEdé, CO 822/703.

¥El kins, 6Mau Mau -®Behabilitationé, pp.32
% Josiah Mwangi Kariukilau Mau Detaine¢Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1964).
¥Ekins,Britainés Gul ag

% Anderson Histories of the Hange.294.

143



So what about the much vaunted British ap,
indigenous populations in courdieisurgency campaigns? In Kenya such an approac

was severely lacking, perhaps the one major signature approach in Malaya neglected

upon transfer. Any remnants of a Ohearts
primarily on t he O0mi nds 6 o f Ma u Ma u de:
programmes andlceansing ritual s. The only percei

political suppression of Mau Mau lay with a £7 million development and reconstruction
programme designed to fund schemes involving road, hospital, school, housing and well
construction prjects. Perhaps the most important distribution of this money was an
additional £5 million allocation for agricultural improvement schemes, aimed to
alleviate one of the primary grievances of the Kikdytiowever, the benefits of this

scheme seem to havedmedwarfed by the degenerate effects of several factors. Firstly,

the detention and rehabilitation process was mired with widespreaggalid for

det aineesd wel fare. This undoubtedly acted
friends of thosanterned. Secondly, the absence of impartial jurisprudence renders the
politico-legal effort to counter Mau Mau callously brutal. Between 1952 and 1958 up to
3,000 Mau Mau suspects stood trial on charges relating to the insurgency. Of these, one
third of the suspects, some 1,090, would be hanged after being found guilty. In David
Andersonés words: 6ln no other pl ace, and

such a s c*aThis leasto a thiid sass@mption, namely that the traditional

¥David A. Percox, 6 BinKenhyn 49556& Bxtensioreof IntérmalsSecurity @aolicy y
or Prelude t oSnakWasslaransusgantiéga.d o3 (1998), p.65.
3" Anderson Histories of the Hangegp.67.
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colonal mastersubject relationship that had been approached arguably with a degree of
paternal respect in Malaya, was conducted in Kenya with subjugation and belittlement.
Whereas alternative political avenues were sought for the ethnic Chinese in Malaya, no
serious effort was made to -opt norMau Mau Kikuyu voices into the political
process. This can only lend itself to the conclusion that Africa represented something
different in the mindset of the British political class. Psychological assumptions

regardng t he O6civilising processO6 were not p

Fall

nor indeed in subsequent counAt@surgency campaigns in Cyprus {gaing during the
Mau Mau uprising) or Yemen. This assumption therefore goes some way to explaining
how themilitary repression of Mau Mau was British countesurgency implemented

with an iron fist.

The Military Response to Mau Mau

The initial military bulwark against the Mau Mau insurgency consisted of just three
battalions of t he tKmamgpwes equivblent to pust a tRirdfol e s |,
estimated Mau Mau numbers. Governor Baring, wary of the inadequate military
resources at his disposal, requested to London that a military Director of Operations,

akin to the Malayan version of Briggs and then Tkmpoe appointed in Kenya to direct
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and supplement the military campaiynThe Chief of the Imperial General Staff

(CIGS), General Sir John Harding, initially refused, yet by January 1953, as the
insurgency took a hold, he partially relented and M&ereral William Hinde was

appointed Chief Staff Officer to His Excellency the Governor. Hinde maintained an
emphasis on policing in order to uphold law and order, with the military only fulfilling

an auxiliary role. Yet he maintained this approach even asNéauviolence continued

to escalaté a problem compounded by poor intelligence and ayeasinclear counter

Il nsurgency strategy. In the face of cl ai
campaign, the CIGS himself intervened in 1953 to increase Bnitiktary strength in

Kenya by two brigades and two additional battalfdr{including a battalion of the
Lancashire Fusiliers and later on a battalion of the Black Watch), bringing the military
presence to some 10,000 troops, who were backed up by 20ed8@rKpolice officers

and a further 20,000 Kikuyu Home GudfdCr i ti ci sm of Hindeos
campaign, especially from the white settler community who felt exposed to increased
violence by his intransigence, reached a crescendo in spring 1953 arad heplaced

by Lt-Gener al Sir George Erskine in May. Er sk
at which the British started to take the Mau Mau insurgency seriously, reflected in the
deci sion to upgrade Erskineds r ctlAfricat o Ger

Command.

¥ See the correspondence in TNA, WO 216/560.

¥TNA, PREM bihet Beferice Com@itiee, Kenya: Report by the Chiefs of Staff, 27 February
1953.

“0\Weigart, Traditional Religion and Guerrilla Warfare in Modern Africp.31.
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Erskinebs appointment also reversed the pi
emergent successful lessons of the Malayan campaign. As Thomas Mockaitis has
argued, Erskineds arrival s a wstinotly Malgyanr vy o p ¢
hue, including the reduced use (if not total abandonment) of-&maje sweeps through

the forest, an increase in police resources, and a heightened level -ofikiaily co-

operatior*' Indeed, the most overt display of Malayan milité&gsons percolating the
Kenyan campaign was the publicabu Man of t
Operationsao, di stributed to officers in Ke
came two years into the campaigra crucial time lag given the giferation of Mau

Mau violence since 1952). This manual borrowed the wording and the operational
premise of i t s Mal dserrarist Operatoosuin dataya, ATON)e 6 An
Manual 0, and represents a ¢clear caiand enti o
operational lessons from Malaya to Keriydndeed, Erskine sent a telegram to the
Commandein-Chief of the Far East Land Force acknowledging that the ATOM Manual
Ohas been much used as -Maubvas ops Allfavailable r g [ t
copies have been passed to the wunits <conc
still t he current Abi bl eo it woul d be a

[ forwdy ded] . o

“Thomas Mockaitis, 6Th-en®ui Smalsvarddnd IBsurgenciegohl Count er
No.3 (December 1990), pp.223.

“2|an F.W. BeckettModern Insurgencies and Countirsurgencies: Guerrillas and Their Opponents

Since 175FAbingdon: Routledge, 2001), p.103.

BTNA, WO 276/159, 6Telegram from GHY EbhbktAWgustcal 9F
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However, there was a severe disjuncture between the theory and the pfadiadayan

lessons in the Kenyan case. Firstly, military operations in Kenya were carried out on a
scale not seen in Malaya, undertaken in both urban and rural enviroringestenario

not borne out in Malaya. Secondly, there is widespread evidencéhthaeemingly
sacrosanct Mal ayan i mper at i-imsarger@y wa® not ni mu r
merely ignored but was flagrantly flouted. In sum, as one observer has noted, the
authorities in Kenya O0imported the tyMal aya

or re®traint. o

Firstly, let us deal with the concomitant undertaking of urban and rural operations. The
presence of a radicalised and organised urban segment of the insurgency contrasted with

the reified groupings that took to the forests. The ttpeaed by the Central Committee

in the capital Nairobi, the perceived executive body of Mau Mau, drove the colonial
military and political authorities to instigate a large and ruthless urban operation to
neuter Mau Maubds ur ban telargestarpan co@@edr at i on
search operation ever undertaken by the British military up to that Pddrt.24 April

1954, 25,000 troops and police officers sealed off the entire city of Nairobi, rounded up,
and screened the ci negf80000amholding eentiddimarderdon p 0 [
detain suspected Mau Mau sympathisers and activists. 16,538 were detained for further

questioning after initial screening and 2,416 were deported to the Re¥eFheseffects

“Wade Merkel, O6Draining the Swamp: Parameter®/oli36i sh Str .
(Spring 2006), p.41.

> AndersonHistories of the Hange.200.

“TNA WO, 236/18, 6The Keavaylass:RAmeporgp&Seneryl Sir Geargee 195 3

Er skinebd.
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of Operation Anvil were twdold. Ona social and ethnic level the indiscriminate nature

of the roundup conveyed how unsubtle the British approach to the various African
ethnic groupings was. The British had demonstrably failed to distinguish Mau Mau from
the wider population who did not suprt their insurgency, and consequentially
displayed an arrogance that could have endangered that widespread apathy towards Mau
Mau by mounting such a forceful catchall operation. However, the strategic dividend of
the operation was sizeable. It crippledM Maud6s organi sati onal
their only urban base, and severed the ability of the urban Mau Mau to supply or
influence the rural campaign. Yet it came at the price of alienating large swathes of the
originally anttinsurgent indigenougopulation. The wmuanced nature of Operation
Anvil, the first major postvar urban counteinsurgency operation undertaken by the
British Army, puts future urban operations conducted in Yemen and particularly
Northern Ireland into context and helps depea lineage for the British approach to
urban campaigning in a lewmtensity conflict environment that stretches into recent

operations in Basra and southern Irag.

The rural campaign proved to be equally slow in reaching a level of operations
effectiveness. Small scale sweeps through the forest and foothills of Mount Kenya
typified the rural military approach in the early years of the Emergency. It was not until
1955, three years into the campaign, that the first major rural operation, Operation

Hammer( compl ementing the wurban OAnvil 6), [
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the forest are&’ Capitalising on the improved road infrastructure into the Aberdare
mountains, British commanders led 10,000 troops through the forest region in a massive
show ofrural force with the aim of detaining up to 2,000 suspected Mau Mau insurgents
hiding there. The operation lasted little over a month and resulted in just 161 insurgents
killed, captured or surrendered, forcing General Erskine to damn the operationintith fa
praise: 61 did not expect spectacul*®ar ter
Deemed a disappointment on an operational level, the military attempted to reinvigorate
the rural campaign with Operation First Flute. Using a similar numberoops to
Hammer, First Flute was conceived to engage a 35000g insurgent grouping in the
wider Mount Kenya area. By April 1955, two months into the operation, just 277 Mau
Mau had been killed or taken prisoriea figure Erksine claimed constituted-26 per

cent of insurgents thought to be operating in the south and-sesthregion of
Kikuyuland® Yet perhaps one of the most pertinent lessons of rural operations in
Malaya that was not heeded in Kenya was that contact with insurgents takes time,
patience and endurance. Calling off operations that initially appear to be reaping little
reward, as happened in Kenya, as opposed to the acceptance of operational longevity in
Malaya, can arguably be put down to the colonial interpretation of Mau Mau as an
atavistic irritant and not a wellersed, weldisciplined, wellorganised insurgent enemy
(despite the fact that the MRLA in Malaya fitted none of these criteria either). The
expenditure of significant military resources to the rural campaign was not pimgee

with the pervading political position that Mau Mau constituted a nuisance, albeit a

" See the National Archive files CO 822/778 and WO 276/448 for official correspondence regarding
Operation Hammer.

BTNA, WO 236/18, 6The Keavaylass:Repertby GaneraySirGdomge e 195 3
Erskinebd.

*bid.
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vicious one, that could be put down with ease. Again, this depicts a discernibly leaden
approach to countensurgency, adverse to swift adaptation. The only conditera
contribution to the rural campaign was unsurprisingly a low cost one: the utilisation of

Opseudo gangs©6.

Pseudo Gangs were constitutive of surrendered or captured enemy personnel. Initially
utilised as trackers or guides for the British army, formauMlau were soon seen as an
essenti al component for intelligence gath
insurgent units still in the forests. There is some contention as to who pioneered the use

of pseudo gangs in Kenya, yet undeniably the twerfmrst proponents of the technique

were Captain (later General Sir) Frank Kitson, and Detective Superintendent lan
Hender son. By Kitsonés own admission, 6t h
(pseudo gang) idea itself, variations of which have besed un countless wars

t hr ough o d’indekd, it was B ynethibd employed, albeit to a lesser extent, in
Malaya, where Special Operation Volunteer Forces (SOVFs) formed by captured and
surrendered insurgents returned to the jungle to track down themefocomrades.

However, the use of the pseudo gang technique in Kenya perhaps receives more
attention than in previous conflicts because it had not hitherto played a significant role in

the strategic outcome of a conflict, especially of the low intensitiety. Frank Kitson
established a Special Methods Training Centre for the express purpose of
professionalising the O6turnedd surrendere

reliable allies in the countémnsurgency fight. This Centre, and the pseudaggaethod

0 Kitson,Bunch of Fivep.49.
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as a whole, was sanctioned by General Erskine in June 1954, formalising the importance

of the technique to the military hierarchly. n May 1955 Erskineds
Commandein-Chief, LtGeneral Gerald Lathbury, attempted to increase the fise o
pseudo gangs by establishing five Special Forces Teams, each consisting of ten ex
insurgents and commanded by a Europieanmanifestation of his belief that pseudo
gangs were O6the most eff e dflleypdicewlsodqumun aga
the pseudo gang method conducive to producing tangible results. As lan Henderson
recalls in his account of his fabled pseudo gang effort to track down senior Mau Mau
leader Dedan Kimathi, once surrendered or captured, former insurgents seemed to resign
themséves to ceoperating with the pseudo gangs, fearful of retribution from their
former comrades and of similar treatment at the hands of the authorities should they not
prove helpful: OA hostile gang fighting
fighting for us today. We were not exactly converting these desperate men, but we were
certainly r° loiseuWhitd, im @n aftdmetna ifuminate the practice of
pseudo gang operations through gender literature, infers that pseudo gangs were engaged
ina dmasquer ade 6 -rtacit alineo@fdieheegodthe practicesof white

British soldiers blacking their faces and wearing wigs in an attempt to pass themselves

off as Africans on pseudo gang operatidhsAlthough the social, and indeed

psyhol ogi cal , i mplications of Oblacking up6é
Whiteods i nterpret at consequedcesd pseudoogang adlians, e s s
"Heat her, 6l ntellnisyemeemcagnd nCKemtyard6, p. 75.

“TNA, WO 236/20, 6The KenvemberBdsé A BepartbyiGenevbhSir 1955

Gerald Lathburybd.

*31an Henderson (with Philip Goodhearfhe Hunt forkimathi (London: Pan, 1962), p.124.

Luise White, 6Precarioud nGuamdienicyns n @®ehdeoand @rftEo
History, Vol.16 No.3 (November 2004), p.619.
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namely the large intelligence dividend and the ability to locate and disband insurgent
unitstoo elusive to be tracked down by regular army units, and implies a pacifism to a

form of warfare defined by its very ingenuity in the face of an asymmetric gap.

One of the foremost challenges to state armies engaging in warfare in that asymmetric
gapist o adhere to conceptions of Ominimum fo
of success in Malaya, it would be natural to assume that along with the raft of tactical,
operational and structural designs that were gradually transferred by the Botish f

Malaya to Kenya in the mid950s a concerted effort would have been made to uphold

and conform to the notion of minimum force. This was not to be the case. Even before

the critical historiographical turn, facilitated by new archival material, occunréde

early twentyfirst century, academic opinion on the British conduct in Kenya has been
uniformly damningi arguably only assessments of conduct in Northern Ireland match

the Kenyan case for indictments of widespread disregard for civilian rightsednd
Thomas Mockaitis has pointed to what he |
work in Kenya, given the excessive use of force by the security forces on suspected
insurgents and their purported supportér€aroline Elkins has gone as far as to
dscribe the British campas @mc taigariaistt ¢ hreo rl
John Newsinger has depicted British opera
f e r 0°The epicedtre of much of this criticism lies with the treatment of detistee

interrogation camps (dealt with in detail in the next section), indiscriminate raids and

*Thomas R. Mockaitis, 6 MinsurgemoyrandEhklaudau Retllion:tAi sh Coun:
R e p ISymdl Wars and Insurgenciegol. 3 No.2 (Autumn 1992), p.87.

®Elkins,Br i t ai np&. Gul ag

*Newsinger, 6Minimum Forced, p.50.
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roundups that failed to distinguish Mau Mau from Kikuyu, or indeed Mau Mau from
African (as encapsulated in Operation Anvil), and tales of British soldiersirsg\vbe

hands of dead Mau Mau in lackadaisical and disrespectful efforts to match finger prints

at police stations some distance away. Even the American G@8eselral in Nairobi,

Edmund Dorsz, felt compelled to report back to the State Department ine® &@h?2

that : OArbitrary methods used by the poli
Mau by alienating the goedill of the lawa b i di n g °°Arf shartcpermessiorts

away from minimum force practices perpetuated cycles of violence and retheced
counteri nsur gency campaignbés societal support

being learnt slowly , was arguable never imbibed at all in Kenya.

When he first arrived in Kenya, Maj@en. Hinde cited minimum force as an essential
componentimmper ations conducted against Mau Ma
Malaya and ensure that repressive measures do not result in an unbridgeable gap of
bitterness bet we éWhanSir EBvelyd Bariry énforkiedkQolgnial. 6
Secretary Oliver Lyttelto o f rumours of Oi nhuman met hoc
security forces in Kenya, Lyttelton expres:s
to prevent such excesses and to &dmhis with
memoirs, Lyteltonpt o6i sol ated incidents of atrocit

quality of mercy under strain, or to panic in men of low intellectual capacity or low

*8 Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS)6 The Cons ul General at Nairot
Department of State, Subject: Growing Concern over
(Part 1: Africa and South Asia, 1952).

Cited in PercolxnswBgdndys hi cCokientyead, p. 71.

%0 See the exchange of telegrams in TNA, CO 822/2Tnd 12 February 1953.
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per s on al® Howewer angsach & climate of fear, many allegations were left
uncorroborated du® a widespread unwillingness to speak out against the police, Home
Guard or army. The prevalence of beatings, torture and killings by British armed forces

and, to a greater extent, the Kikuyu Home Guard in seemingly unaccountable corners of

the Kenyan foest or detention camps (most infamously the deaths of eleven unarmed
internees at the Hola Camp on 3 March P59 ensured that, I n Huw
6f ear became a strategic | &\Bdtish cblanil c o mb
perceptions of enteringhe savage African heart of darkness ultimately ended up
justifying savagery of a different form:

processd and one that was overlooked becau

The Intelligence War Against Mau Mau

As far back as 1950, when Mau Mau had first emerged, the British had authorised the
monitoring of the group and even attempted to infiltrate it in order to reap intelligence
on its aims, membership and strategic intentions. This intelligence did partiallyeaid t

conduct of Operation Jock Scott, however the arrest and trial of high profile nationalist

and trade union leaders, such as Jomo Kenyatta, with at best an ambiguous relationship

®1 Oliver Lyttelton, The Memoirs of Lord Chandg¢kondon: The Bodley Head, 1962), p.402.

For the official report into the deaths at Hola C.
eleven Mau Mau detainees at Hola Camgenya (London: HMSO, June 1959). A copy can be found in

TNA, CAB 21/2906.

®Huw Bennett, 6The Other Side of the COIN:-Minimum
I nsur ge n cymalWarKaadlysargenciegol.18 No.4 (2007), p.647.
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with Mau Mau, demonstrates how inadequately the intelligence penetratio& gfoup
had beert? Randall Heather has argued that the intelligence agencies in Kenya were
owoefully unpreparedd to face an insurgenc

an insurgent group was alsojiltepared for a significant confrontatith.

The colonial intelligence structure was fragmented and its agencies were given little
attention or resources by the colonial administratorét the outbreak of the
Emergency, Kenyan Special Branch consisted of just four officers (none of whom were
African) and very few African rank and file (none of whom were operational in Kikuyu

areas due to a lack of resourcdsEven by Gener al Erskineds
intelligence section in Keny%Thedailyduiyafl | y c
maintining law and order in Mau Mathreatened areas rested with the Kenya Police

and the Kenya Police Reserve, a notoriouslynansense unit consisting of mainly

white settler reservists. In the face of pamd early Emergency intelligence failings,

newly arived Governor Sir Evelyn Baring acknowledged the need for a fundamental

restructuring. Whitehall dispatched the Direefaeneral of MI5, Sir Percy Sillitoe, in

“Even the Americandéds were unconvinced of claims that
decl assi fied State Department intelligence report
originated or directed t hebmteddermgtnettriél ndr &goantsofher t he
his activities during the movement 6Declaksifiedmat i ve per

Documents Reference System (DDR par t ment of State, Office of | nt
Report (N06307): The Mau MalAn Aggressive Reaction to Frustratio
®Heather, 6l ntellnisgeyeecagnd nCKemtyeard, p. 62.

®Even the Colonial Secretary, Oliver Lyttelton, wa:

servi ced@nidn akgruyead t hat &édmany security and remedi al
the Colonial Office had been kept The Mdmoirsoféad by t he
Chandosp.393.
®Heat her, oI
®TNA, WO 236
Erskinebéo.

Hnisurggreynicken wan @, Cp.uth2 er

nt e
/ 18, 06The Keévayla55:RAmReporgbg @General SirGeorge 195 3
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November 1952 to review the intelligence-gptin Kenya and construct a report
recommendinglta nge s . Sillitoebs report forwarded
line with the Malayan intelligence system. A national Intelligence Committee was
established to centralise the collection and analytical process, to be chaired by an
Intelligence Advisorto the Governor (a departure from the Malayan model, whereby a

Chief of Intelligence oversaw the entire process with a more hands on role). Although
Sillitoeds plan of action was heeded, It
implemented, and even lomgbefore the benefits could be reape®andall Heather

has argued that two factors prevented the Kenyan intelligence authorities from learning

from Malaya in the early stage of the Emergency. Firstly, there was a pervasive belief

wi thin t hetica elite that WausMay wolld be defeated quickly, therefore
negating the need for intensive intelligence work. Secondly, there was a desire
emanating from London that Kenya was to be treated differently from Malaya and that
comparisons between the twondiicts were undesirabl€.On this latter point, a series

of telegram exchanges between the War Office and the GHQ Middle East Land Forces
(who had ultimate responsibility for East Africa) only several months into the
Emergency reveals an eagerness withihe mi | i tary and politi c:

even the appearance of direct comparison w

However, certain structural changes were enacted that enhanced the efficiency of

intelligence collection, analysis and dissemination in Kenya. IntalligggCommittees

“Percox, O6Bdinsusle@eynt er Kenyad, p.70.

“Heat her, 6l ntellnisyemeemcagnd nCKemtyard6, p. 66 .

LTNA, WO 216/560, exsange of telegrams between War Office and GHQ MELF, 28 and 29 November
1952.
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were established in 1953, on a district, provincial and national level to ensure a more
effective and widespread flow of intelligence. Yet these committees only served to
disseminate police and Special Branch intelligence. There was stidirdall in military
intelligence that would | ead to O0contactd
52 Field Intelligence Officers (FIOs) in early 1954n order to breach this gap (which

was in part filled by pseudgang operations) Joint Aty Police Operational Intelligence

Teams (JAPOIT) were formed in and around Mau Mau strongfidllshough a step

forward, intelligence collection still remained focussed on the political rather than the
military activities of what the police jokinglyrefer ed t o as t H'&etésMi ckey
insurgent violence intensified the need for operational intelligence increasedof the

most pertinent lessons to emanate from Malaya. Accordingly, army officers were
seconded to Special Branch teams inthefied gar ner &édhot 6 intell]
However, a lack of manpower and adequate training ensured that results were
stultified.” This was compounded at the national level by a lack afrdmation. The

head of Special Branch was not obliged to repoth¢omilitary Director of Operations,

resulting in an absence of militamytelligence liaison. Lt.Gen. Lathbury duly noted this

divide and made moves to locate military intelligence within Special Branch and
ensured that the Director of Intelligence Sesegihad to report direct to the Director of

Operations. Yet this was enacted three years into the Emergency, and brought a belated

coherence to the process.

"2 For a tangible sense of the frustration at the difficulties of successfully tracking down Mau Mau
insurgents in the forest, see the intelligence reports in the recently desdalNsitional Archive file CO
276/431.

"Heat her, 6l ntellnisyemeemcagnd nCKemtyard6, p. 67.
“I'nterview with Chief Inspector Roy O6Robb®ed Rober:
June 2008.

"Heather, 61 nt e }nsuirggeennccey da,ndp .Go8u.nt er
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The capture, arrest and interrogation of senior Mau Mau leader General China (real
name Waruhiu Itb e ) in January 1954 was, i n the w
intelligence br e%lthkte divulged sphsitive bperatibnal material 106
Assistant Superintendent lan Henderson, the Kilkapeaking police officer who did

much to pioneethe pseud@ang techniqué’ Yet as he awaited trial, ltote was offered

an extraordinary deal, hatched by Henderson and approved by Governor Baring. On the
proviso of waiving the death sentence, Itote was to return to the forests surrounding
Mount Kenya andorganise a mass surrender of the insurgent units situated there in
conjunction with the Chief Native Commissioner (the only African in the Kenyan
cabinet). Although Operation Wedgwood wasetm d i n f ai | uweee,notl t ot e
the first attempt at wucing the surrender of Mau Mau insurgents. The first offer to
relinquish the death penalty for those who gave themselves up (disseminated, as in
Malaya, by Voice Aircraft flying over the forests) in August 1953 induced just-sixty
surrenderé® The faiure of Operation Wedgwood in April 1954 marked a hiatus in
surrender attempts until February 1955 when similar offers to the 1953 proposals were
offered, again with scant resporfSeThis succession of surrender offers, designed
primarily to appeal to thestuctant, forced or wavering insurgents (given the widespread
colonial belief that most insurgents were coerced into taking Mau Mau oaths), were

approved by General Erskine and angered the white settler community as they, as John

® AndersonHistories of the Hangeg.233.

"The report of General Chinadés interrogation can b
Waruhiu s/ o Itote, 26 January 1954. 06
“Percox, O6Bidinsuslye@Geaynti-8x Kenyab pp. 79

" paget,Counterinsurgency Campaigningp.105107.
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Lonsdal e pudstthae, | wdgtfWBoodiugt asie, ¢ha gfferts aid
succeed in securing the surrender of over 1,000 insurgents b§{'185® offered a
potential intelligence golthine in terms of revealing the size, movement and
operational intentions of their foen units. Yet perhaps the one major point of note in
regard to the Kenya surrender offers in relation to the schemes established concurrently
in Malaya, was the lack of financial inducement offered to Mau Mau. Members of the
Malayan Races Liberation ArmyRLA) were, as discussed in the previous chapter,
lured to hand themselves in for the promise of a lump sum upon their surrender. No such
scheme (successfully employed in Malaya, though not without controversy) was
replicated in Kenya despite the perceleabtagnancy of existing surrender efforts and

the political unwillingness to draw Mau Mau into a protracted and potentially bloody
campaign. Explanations for this must lie firstly in the colonial interpretations of Mau
Maubs atavism ( attMRLAehadsa perteptibly rational ndeatogical
premise) and secondly with an arguably subjugatory view the colonialists had of
Africans being unwilling or unable to better themselves economically, unlike their more
prosperous and advanced counterparts ira.AGathering intelligence on Mau Mau
would come at a price, but evidently not at any significant financial cost. The authorities,
in the absence of any fundamental intelligence breakthrough, were largely reliant on the
internal deficiencies of Mau Mau tsndermine and stall the insurgency from withia

fortunate circumstance given the torpid and blunt nature of the British strategy.

®Lonsdale, 6Mau Maus of the Mindé, p.415. For Erski

TNA WO, 276/ 430, 6Directive from Commander in Chie
81 Estimate based on the total ®mders accrued over the three separate offers. Figures provided in

Percox, OB insiuslye@ecynt ear Kenyad, and-Insbeggantyiner , o611 nt e
Kenyabd.
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The Organisation of Mau Mau

Mau Mau was constituted, as most O0cl assi
and a support wing. The militant Land and Freedom Armies were responsible for
mounting insurgent attacks, whilst the Passive Wing attempted to ensure a supply of
weapons and food to the guerrillas. By early 1952, before the Emergency officially
began, a KikuyuWVar Council had been established in Nairobi teoodinate an arms
procurement scheme. By August of that year KAU militants (the nominal Mau Mau)
were infiltrating rural areas in preparation for an insurgency. By the end of that year it
was estimated thlau Mau was in possession of 4800 modern weapons. By the end

of 1953 they had acquired nearly 300 more. These weapons had to be split between an
insurgent group boasting a membership of betweeh5]@00% This means that at any
given time a maximum obnly 15 per cent of insurgents possessed firearms, with
estimates of a further 3@ per cent brandishing homemade weapons as they served in

self styledbatuni(platoons)*

However, the organisation of Mau Mau was to be fractured by a series of paiitctal
military divisions, perpetuating the incoherent strategy discussed above. There was

never a single political or military leader of Mau Mau, despite the efforts of British

8 \Weigart,Religion and Guerilla Warfare in Modern Africpp.2728.
¥He at hMeligenceand Countdrnsur gency in Kenyad, p.58.
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propaganda to single out Jomo Kenyatta as the insurgent puppet master. As David
Anderson points out, Oeach | eader did pret
to impose a more rigorous str u%mdeedeheof co
cult of personality, as a consequence of a fractured leadership, helps explain why small
forest groups attached their allegiances to larger groups led by guerrillas with
widespread reputations. This led to a pattern of integration and explains the
organisational phenomena of large insurgent clusters in remote *aréas.the
insurgency escaladein early 1953, the militant wing of Mau Mau split into three semi
autonomous operational teams, who were often in dispute with each other. Dedan
Kimathi led the guerrillas in the Aberdare Mountains; General China took command of

the grouping around Moutikenya; whilst a Central Committee controlled operations in
Nairobi. Although this committee was nominally the executive authority of the
insurgency, it was widely acknowledged that decigiaking really lay with the forest

leaders. This provides an ingsting insight into the relationship between the rural and

the urban elements of the insurgency. Unlike in Malaya, where the MRLA failed to
make any in roads into fomenting an urban
in town and country presented additional challenge to the security forces and political
authorities. Far from proving a dichotomous insurgency, there does appear to have been
6positive interaction between Na%imdeedi 6s wur
it was the mutualdiscontent of landless agrarian Kikuyu and the radicalisation of
Nairobi déds wurban Kikuyu in the face of det

insurgency into a parallel urban and rural uprising. Although the number of armed Mau

8 AndersonHistories of the Hangeg.248.
8 Barnett,Mau Mau From Withinp.156.
M. Tamar Wiam, i d&Mdbarkalof Afrizan HistoryVol.17 No.1 (1976), p.120.
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Mau in Nairobi tself never reached more than 300, there was tangible popular support
for the insurgents in the city that David

beatiny heart. o

However, by 1955 the Mau Mau insurgency was internally divided by a sptiinvitte

political leadership. The two factions, the peasamntated Kenyaiigi group and the

middle class Kenya Parliament, became quickly irreconcilable over the political
endgame of the insurgency. This organisational rift dealt a blow to the Macaiae

as a whole and provoked widespread disillusionment amongst the armed insurgents.
This was reflected in a huge decrease in Mau Mau volunteers, a trend accentuated by the
intensification of the British count@nsurgency effort. Intelligence estimatest Mau

Mau membership by early 1955 at around 6,000. By the end of the year, the figure had
dropped to just 1,508° This crystallised the Mau Mau insurgency as one undermined

by perennial organisational fragmentation, militarily and politically, whiahly o

aggravated the discrepancies of fostering acoificeived strategy.

Mau Mau Strategy and Tactics

Just as the origins of Mau Mau are shrouded in mystery, so too were their strategic

objectives. Not inspired by any specific ideology, it is difficialtpin down with any

87 Anderson Histories of theHanged p.200.
8 Weigart,Religion and Guerrilla Warfare in Modern Africa.32.
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accuracy the political and military manifesto of Mau Mau given the absence of any
literature and the prevalence of mysticism surrounding its actions. Yet such was the
porous nature of Mau Mau that the movement survived the initiahpt$eto stamp it

out, with armed groups taking to the forest shortly after the declaration of the
Emergency, as an embryonic insurgency developed. The insurgents operated in four
main areas in the Kikuyu areas of Kenya: the Aberdare Mountains; Mount Kerya;
capital Nairobi; and the Kikuyu tribal reserve to the north. There is scant evidence to
suggest that the unit leaders operating in these different areas were in close
communication or formulated shared strategic goals. Therefore, it perhaps makes more
sense to refer to multiple Mau Mau strategies, each revolving around a set of localised

initiatives, rather than a holistic unifying strategy.

In terms of their level of preparedness for launching their insurgency (unintentional
though this might haveden, especially given the question of whether it was a cause or a
consequence of the declaration of Emergency) it should be remembered that unlike the
communist insurgents in Malaya who had developed a wealth of combat experience
fighting the Japanese in &d War Two, Mau Mau fighters had no formalising military

or paramilitary experience (although a sm
Rifles during World War Two). This in part helps explain their tactical preference for
smallscale attacks agashwhite settlers and Kikuyu loyalists in isolated communities

with little or no security force protection. Indeed, the most defining Mau Mau atrocity of

the entire insurgency would reinforce such tactical preferences. On 26 March 1953 up to

1,000 Mau Maunsurgents attacked the predominantly loyalist Kikuyu village of Lari,
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killing over 100 villagers and burning their homes. The Lari massacre marked a turning

point for Mau Mau for a number of reasons. Firstly, it demonstrated that operational
planning, nomatter how primitive, was still possible despite the arrest and incarceration

of its purported | eaders. Secondly, it dert
Mau Mauds eyes were not necessarily the w
despite being depicted in propaganda as anwhtie movement, Mau Mau Kkilled just

32 white settlers during the Emergency, compared to the deaths of 1,821 fellow
Kikuyu.® Thirdly, it acted as a stark warning to the colonial and British security forces

that complacency regarding the abilities of Mau Mau to stage large scale attacks was

mi spl aced and that o6victoryd would not cor
raid by insurgents against the police station in the village of Naivasha, just tiagty m

from Lari, occurred at the same time yet independent of the Lari attackers demonstrated

the strategic reification of Mau Mau. As a result of this fragmentation, Mau Mau was not

to achieve a level of cogency either as a political or a paramilitarymee

The main cluster of Mau Mau offensive action occurred between October 1952 and July
1953, necessitated by the requirements of newly formed insurgent groups to fight for the
acquirement of supplies and weapons (the premise behind the Naivashahiap$

permitted by the thinly spread density of the colonial and British security forces. Attacks

waned after July 1953 as the military engaged in a series of offensives against Mau

8 Carrutherswinning Hearts and Mind$.140. Even Colonial Secretary Oliver Lyttelton acknowledged
that o6éthe overwhel ming weight o0Af rnihea Ma.déeMaywt tadlttacr
Memoirs of Lord Chando®.397.
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Mau-controlled forestry, which disrupted insurgent supply liffeBy 195, weakened

by the capture of sever al key | eaders i nc
incoherence became amplified in the face of a more aggressive emsotgency

approach by the British military. The strategic confusion surrounding Mau Mesi do
stand in contrast to the MREcdlanisl goals.iyet def i
there are more commonalities between the two insurgent groups than there would first
appear. Bruce Hoffman and Jennifer Taw have pointed out five fundamental sirsilaritie

In both instances the insurgents:

6(1) Were part of a clearly defined min

environment.
(2) Used violence as a means of controlling the population.
(3) Attacked primarily in rural or jungle areas.

(4) Based the majity of operations within the country rather than in

neighbouring countries.

(5) Received little or®no support from c

These similarities go some way to help us understand why so much strategic and tactical

import was conducted by the Bsit between the two campaigns (although issue must be

% AndersonHistories of the Hangeg.86.
1 Bruce Hoffman and Jennifer M. TaBgfence Policy and Low Intensity Conflict: The Development of
Britainds &é6Small War s(8ant@orich, CA: RANDDAAM)ipR2f. t he 1950s
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taken with their third point, gi ven Mau Mze
British were fortunate that not only was Mau Mau strategically confused but it was
restricted by a limited amounf support not just within Kenya but within Kikuyu tribal

areas.

Internal Support for Mau Mau

Sympathy for Mau Mau within Kenya was generated by a set of real and mythical
injustices emanating from elements within the Kikuyu tribe against the whtterset
regarding grievances over land rights. Yet the popular appeal of the Mau Mau was
stunted from the outset by a series of factorsamducive to the spread of a nascent
insurgency. Mau Mau did not embody the hopes and frustrations of the African
popuktion in Kenya. Furthermore, it did not even embody the feelings and sentiments of
the entire Kikuyu tribe from which the movement originated. Educated, more urban tribe
members, although sharing antlonial sentiments, were repelled by the feral tactics
and mystical oatltaking of Mau Mau. This sociological divide between the Kikuyu
ensured that Mau Mau would lack an appeal across the strata of Kikuyu, depriving the
insurgency of not only a political vanguard, but also a tier of paramilitary strategists,

leaving the movement weak and fatally constraitfed.

92 \Weigart,Religion and Guerrilla Warfare in Modern Africa.27.
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The colonial authorities certainly exploited the schism between the loyalist Kikuyu and

those who pledged their allegiance to Mau Mau. Kikuyu Home Guard units were at the
centre of the counténsurgery campaign in rural areas, providing law and order and
capturing Mau Mau. The innovative implementation of psegaiog operations pitting

former insurgents against their erstwhile comrades, combined with the fluid status of
some Kikuyu from reluctant MaMau to staunch loyalist as a result of a mercurial

bal ance of power in some communities, ens
Mau Mau war was no simple displuAltemugbet wee
reference to ae factoKikuyu civiwargiven t he death tol | among:
overlooks the need in countigisurgency to alienate the insurgents from the societal

group from which they stemmed with an increased emphasis on turning their ethnic or
religious brethren against them (for exdeppthe Malayan campaign made use of
surrendered enemy personnel in operations and sought to increase Chinese recruitment
to the police force) it does highlight t h
insurgency even within its own tribal group. Ralingly, during his interrogation by

Special Branch, General China showed no remorse that the Mau Mau rising had
instigated inteKikuyu violence, and appeared to revel in the need to eliminate the

loyalist elements:

60Q. Why does t he oMatacking daswownctribe?c ent r at e

“Dani el Branch, 6The Enemy Within: Loyalbunalbfs and t
African History, Vol.48 (2007), p.294.
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A. If you want to go away in a car and you find the back tyre is punctured,

you have to stop and thend it before you

With limited internal support that spilled over into internecine violence, Mau Mau was

further regricted in its actions by a paucity of external support also.

External Support for Mau Mau

Mau Mau was perhaps the most isolated insurgent group to fight the British in the post

war era. Internally alienated from widespread support given its narroal #jipeal,

Mau Mau was further ' imited in garnering
geographical locatioin with the exception of Ethiopia, the country was surrounded on

all borders by countries controlled by colonial powers (Uganda and Tangdmyika

Britain, and Somaliland by Italy). Notions of Mau Mau heading a vanguard of pan
African nationalism are understandably sidelined. Solidarity may have been abound for

the seemingly anit ol oni al nature of Ma u Maubs I ns
surfaed of militant nationalist groups from other African countries supplying Mau Mau

wi th ar ms, finance or ot her ai d, despite

“TNA, WO 276/5126 | nt errogation of Waruhiu s/o ltote, 26 J
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settlersé that Mau Mau was direct &®ofrom
worried wa the Foreign Office by these unsubstantiated rumours that it issued
guidelines for countearguments to put pay to this persistent stéripterestingly, the

deputy Governor of neighbouring Uganda reported to Sir Evelyn Baring in January 1954
the presencef approximately 80 Kenyans in Uganda who intelligence sources believed
had taken the Mau Mau oathFearful of an attempt by Mau Mau to secure ciossler

support or supplies, the colonial authorities in Uganda screened 1,074 members of the
Kikuyu tribe who lived in the country and served 198 of them with Detention and
Removal Orders for implication in Mau Mau activities by July 1580 evidence

exists, however, of any successful or significant external supplies emanating from

Uganda despite the depatibns.

Despite the fervent claims of those onthernghit ng i n Bri tain, who I
words Osaw a Russian agent behind every t
owel | knew that there was no Sovibet nsupppag
part due to the colonial depiction of Mau Mau has an alienated and backward tribal
uprising® On 4 May 1953, the British Embassy in Moscow informed the Foreign Office
that oO0developments in Kenya haventbneiren rec

the Centr al Soviet press.o06 The telegram, ¢

“A. S Cleary, 6The Myth of MaAfricaMAffairs Vah89iNo.355 (Apnilt er nat i
1990), p.240.

®TNA, CO 822/461, O6Telegram from Foreign Office t
TNA, CO 822/818, 6Telegram from Deputy Governor o
19546.

BTNA, CO 822/818, O6Extract from Uganda Monthly | nt.
1954. 6

“Berman, 6The Paradox of Mau Maud, p.193.
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goes on to note that references to Jomo Kenyatta, who the British perceived as the leader

of the insurgency, were oOnot i ghemseblsyallyungar
applied to persons or groups Whanyeas¢, oy Mo
the Soviet policy, instigated under Nikita Khrushchev, of supporting African liberation
struggles was not initiated until the 1960s, by which time Kenya dhahdy been

granted independence. Caroline Elkins has argued that Governor Evelyn Baring
6despaired that Mau Mau was not communi st
would have given them a blank cheque to suppress the movement, as it had done with
Gene al T é°%ifhé enly indication of external communist support came from a

cligue of Indian intellectuals, linked to Kenya via the sizeable Asian population in the

col ony, but 6in all p r o-teweb support and rothimgr e  w a
mor'®Déspite General Erksineds declaration
and to a small extent financially, encourages nationalism amongst African politicians,
particul ar | ¥ th& DdputyyGoveraan ef Kenga felt confident enough to
infformthe Cd oni al Secretary that O0there is no e
being giveno *The lackoéextdtmausuphbat in.part helps explain Mau
Maudbds reliance on homemade paagalitenTakng na me
all this evdence into account we can build a picture of Mau Mau as an insurgent

movement physically isolated in the dense forests, politically isolated by the narrow

W0TNA, CO82/ 461, 6Confidential Telegram from British E
1953. 0

YlEkins,Bri t ai nps. Gul ag

2cl eary, 6The Myth of Mau Mau in its International
STNA, WO 216/863, OAppreci akieinoyma,o fl 9FBudtéur e Mi |l i tary
MTNA, CO 822/495, 6Telegram from Deputy Governor o
Coloni es, 13 July 1953.6
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tribal appeal of their cause, and internationally isolated by the lack of external support

that congtuted more than vocal solidarity.

The International Context of the Campaign Against Mau Mau

By the time the official counteénsurgency campaign was launched in 1952, American
anticolonial ideals had been relegated to mere rhetoric, given new priegideght

Ei senhower 6s pri or i t-doransunism f itself mnt aggrandised i o ni s
version of the Truman Doctrine. In any case, British depictions of Mau Mau as a savage
tribal cult helped stem any potential American opposition to colonial sigxpneand

shored up American support for a gradual process of Kenyan national development. The
60sideshowb6é interpretation of Mau Mau withi
and defence policy is mirrored when placing it in the context of 1950 atienal

relations. The death of Stalin and the wary relations between the new Soviet
nomenclature and the new warrwolitician President in Washington ensured that a

tribal uprising in a small corner of Kenya represented a ripple in the grander ocean of

geostrategic Cold War thinking. As A.S Cleary observes, when both countries did

acknowledge the events wunfolding in Kenya
spectre of i nternational communi s me t o S
manifestaton of Ar i can nationali smé The Soviet Uni
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Mau was either an anatimper i al i st revol t or a figmer

i magi mation. 6

It does though remain an interesting point as to why the British never played the
communist ced in Kenya. Crying foul of communist interference would certainly have
enlisted the overt support of the Americans and would have ordained Western
legitimacy upon the craetown. However, such an invitation would arguably have
generated an impression thihe British could not deal with a rebellion in a corner of

their Empire and projected an image of an incapable and weak world power. In any case,

the Americans themselves were well aware, as a DecembemMEs®al Intelligence

Estimatep ut i t e Mauhvau terroriét Tnovement in Kenya presents an excellent

target for Communist exploitation; however, we have no conclusive evidence of
Communi st i nfl uen P%Therefore, the eonstan paetrayaintd theé

outside world by the British of the HEarous image of Mau Mau in both political and

cultural propagandd ensured that 6together with fait
responseé the United States consi®tentl )
Consequently, the fight against Mau Mau wate db be disengaged from the wider

global ideological tumult as a means of emphasising the peripheral nature of the Mau

Mau insurgency.

“cl eary, 6The Myth of Mau Mau in its International
WFRUS 6 National | nt ed3)Gogdetnicen sEsaridnaftreen(dNd Ein Tropi c
December 1953), Vol.10 (Part 1, 1952).

97 For an interesting comparative analysis of the cultural portrayal of insurgents in the Kenyan and

Mal ayan Emergencies in cinemat i ofTdrrorisrm3hefilme Susan C
Presentation of Mau Ma uSnmlhWarstardénsukjancieggl.@Mo.1ELBBE)Y gency 6
pp.1743.

%c|l eary, 6The Myth of Mau Mau in its International
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Reflections on the Kenya Campaign

Maybe Frank Kitson was right. Maybe Kenya
wider circus of 1950s international relations. Yet its value as a case worthy of study is

not diminished by its peripheral nature, firstly because of its value as an example of
partial and slow counteansurgency lesson transferral, and secondly due to thg lon
underexposed darker side to the eventual defeat of the Mau Mau uprising. The official
death toll of O6combatantsd on each side w:
were supposed Mau Mau insurgeita disproportionate number given that MauuMa

was estimated to only have 12,000 members at its peak. British and settler police and
army fatalities numbered 63. The largest burden of the counsigrgent forces was

taken by the Kikuyu Home Guard, who suffered 1,920 kiffédlhese figures reveal

seweral characteristics of the countesurgency campaign in Kenya. The Home Guard

fatality ratio to that of British soldiers discloses how the colonial authorities were

complicit in allowing tensions within the Kikuyu community to be manipulated,

renderingthe conflict ade factoc i v i | war as a means of rec
bur denod. More il luminating is the Mau Mau
Maubs woef ul inability to have waged a s

resources, traing and support in the face of overwhelming fire and manpower held by

the colonial authorities. In short, it was an annihilation waiting to happen. At worst, it

199V eigart, Traditional Religion and Guerrilla Warfar Africa, p.33.
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reveals a disproportionate and indiscriminate level of violence undertaken by the
counterinsugent forces who wantonly eliminated an inferior combatant with little
adherence to notions of minimum force. The suppression of the Mau Mau did not
require an overt military effort on behalf of the British armed forces, and the levels of
troop deployment my ever constituted a relatively smallc al e campai gn, y €
distinction in the lineage of British countieiIsurgency stems from several sources. It
marks the first occasion in the pasar period that counteansurgency lessons could be
transferred from one theatre of operations to another, via a combination of
organisational, tactical and personnel conveyance. This was to prove a piecemeal
process. Furthermore, it also represented the first occasion in the@giosta where the
British army had tgplan and conduct concomitant urban and rural cotingergency
operations. This would later have ramifications in Cyprus, Yemen and ultimately
Northern Ireland (where Frank Kitson, who cut his couirtsurgency teeth in Kenya,

would get to put his ideasto action on a grander scale).

It could be argued that Mau Mau was doomed from the start. With no coherent strategic
plan, a fractured leadership, limited resources, a narrow domestic appeal and no external
support, Mau Mau were perhaps the mosedalipped insurgent enemy the British have

had to face in the postar era. This conceivably ensured that the decidedly overzealous
implementation of lessons from Malaya went beyond traditional notions of operational
Osuccessd and cr oofwvielehceiumdertakerdvathr ikprimity. Undke r i t or
the Malayan tin and rubber plants, Kenya contained no significant resources of

importance to the British Empire. Combined with the relatively low cost of the Kenya
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campaign and the constricted appeal of MawNMas message, London wa
forced to rethink the entire premise of its colonial presence in the country as a result of
the insurgency. Al t hough David Percox 1is
did the British countemsurgency camaign in Kenya constitute part of a Colonial

Of fice plan for decolonisationo, It does 1
and militarily acceptable outcome of the campaign that enabled an eventual process of
stagemanaged decolonisation, pgendent of the Mau Mau catalyst, to take place in

1963 as a result of the Lancaster House summit of 13968 year the Emergency was

officially revoked. Controlling every last vestige of the relinquishment of control over

the Kenyan body politic, the Rok Commissioner Richard Catling ordered in the weeks

running up to formal independence that all police files on Kenyan tribal leaders, Kenyan
politicians and public figures (files filled with innuendo, rumours and lies to discredit

their reputation) shodlbe burned before the British hanetmeer control in order to hide

the methods of discrediting potential opponents to colonial authority, insurgent'dt not.

Although lasting eight years, all major couniesurgency operations were ostensibly
over within four. On 13 November 1956, General Lathbury officially announced the
withdrawal of the British army from operations in Kenya, satisfied that Mau Mau was
sufficiently defeated and law and order adequately restdtéthat it took the British

four yearsto eradicate this severely deficient insurgency is in itself an indictment of the

efficacy of the British strategy at large. The renewed historical interest in these four

Winterview w

ith Chief Inspector Roy ORobbied Rober
WTNA, WO 236/20, 6

GG drear aolf Sihre M®eryalbds Lat hbury, 13
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years has given the study of the Mau Mau a new lease of life, and has opened up new
avenues through which to explore this most Hobbesian of ceustiengency

campaigns: one that was indeed nasty, brutish and relatively short.
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CHAPTER5:6 The Pri macy of P edrdsurgenceQperatigsint i s h

Aden and South Arabia, 1968 7 6

The campaign in South Arabia between 1962 and 1967 represented the most distinct
turning point in the lineage of British courti@surgency since World War Two. It
presented a disjuncture in terms of how couiritsurgency was planned, executed, and
ultimately concluded. This chapter observes five primary factors, contained within the
framework of the Trpartite Model, as to why British military operations in South
Arabia and the protectorate of Aden changed the rules of the asymmetric game whilst
still displaying overt traits of slowly applied lessons and the slow implementation of a
coherent military strategy before it was politically curtailed. Firstly, it marked for the
first time in contemporary British countgrsurgency operations the complete
suprenacy of political priorities over military necessities, above and beyond the inherent
politicised exigencies of countarsurgency strategy. The political decision to publicly
announce a withdrawal from South Arabia and Aden before the military objectides h
been achieved denoted a seismic shift in the-omlitary relationship over strategic
planning in an asymmetric conflict environment. Secondly, counserrgency
operations were politically motivated not solely by unfolding events on the ground but
were partially driven by unfulfiled vendettas and vengeful ploys for redemption

emanating from Whitehall. The spectre of Suez provided a strategic straightjacket for

C

operations in South Arabi a. Britainds 19
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primary rekerence point for the political considerations surrounding the Yemen
campaign, for both hawks, who saw Yemen as an opportunity to purge the memories of
Suezds humiliation, and for the doves, w
imperialist meddling in Aab affairs. Thirdly, the British army had not hitherto fought an
insurgent group with such an overt level of supplies and solidarity from an external
sour ce. The permeation of Nasseros infl u
sculpted the political anndhilitary nature of the conflict. Whereas in Malaya and Kenya

the paucity of external funding and weaponry significantly hindered the longevity of the
insurgency, in Yemen the constant stream of Egyptian arms ensured that a military
victory for the Britishcould not be guaranteed with the assurance it had in previous
conflicts. Fourthly, never before had the international political dimension played such a
significant part in shaping British thinking. Pressure from the United States and the
United Nations wighed heavily in the minds of those controlling policy on Yemen,

whilst the Six Day War between Israel and its Arab neighbours in June 1967 impacted
upon Nasseros ability and willingness to
the British presece in South Arabia. Finally, South Arabia represented for the first time

in the postWorld War Two era an example of the British conducting a sizeable portion

of their countefinsurgency operations covertly, with official political denial they are
takingplace. This was a bgroduct of both the delicate international situation and of the
secretive Whitehall scheming to undermine Egyptian influence. The application of the
Tri-Partite Model will help unravel the significance of these #tened themes and

signify the relevance of the factors that impacted on the outcome of this one campaign to

the broader sweep of British countesurgency experience.
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The campaign in the Yemen has amassed a body of literature that has attempted to
deconstruct the militargnd political exigencies of this most extraordinary of conflicts.

The literature falls into two broad categories. The first is the depository of books that
emerged in the immediate aftermath of the humiliating retreat. Senior political figures
military commanders journalists who had closely covered the stognd military

analyst8 were quick to deconstruct the failings of the British campaign. The intrigues of
authorising covert mercenary missions and
in South Arabia led to a second wave of literature to emerge in the early {fiventy

century, as the West again involves itself in couimtsurgency in the Middle East. At

the forefront of this new generation of literature on the dimensions of the tasflic
Clive Jonesd work on the military machina
Yemen and its intelligence aspett.s i de from Jonesd i mportant
other books analysing the overt military camp&igand the political and sai
implications of the insurgenéyhave reawakened interest in this campaign that began

with the most secret of involvements and ended with a most public withdrawal.

! Sir Kennedy Trevaskishades of Amber: A South ArabiBpisodgLondon: Hutchinson, 1968).

2 Julian Paget, ast Post: Aden, 1962967 (London: Faber & Faber, 1969); David Smiley (with Peter
Kemp),Arabian Assignmer{tondon: Leo Cooper, 1975).

® Dana Adams Schmid¥emen: The Unknown Wérondon: Bodley Headl1968).

‘“Edgar Oob6BeWdria theYemdrlamden, CT: Archon Books, 1971).

® Clive JonesBritain and the Yemen Civil War, 1965: Ministers, Mercenaries and Mandarins
Foreign Policy and the Limits of Covert Acti@Brighton: Sussex Academic é&s, 2004).

® Jonathan Walkeiden Insurgency: The Savage War in South Arabia, -B¥gStaplehurst: Spellmount,
2005).

" Peter Hinchcliffe, John T. Ducker and Maria Hultithout Glory in Arabia: The British Retreat from
Aden(London: IB Tauris, 2006).
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Background to the Insurgency

The port of Aden had become a British possession in 1888 wie town was occupied

and utilised as a trading post on the way to the Indiarcenbnent by the East India
Company. It was held as a Protectorate until 1 January 1963 when it eventually merged
with the Federation of Yemen (an agglomeration of suleeyasheikdoms and tribal

entities) to form the Federation of South Arabia (F8A)though, crucially for political

control of the coming count@nsurgency campaign, the FSA was not a British colony

per se but was run by an indigenous Federal Counailenrthe auspices of the British,

who were allowed to keep their military badéghe strategic importance of Aden to the
British was wunderlined in 1960 when it re
Headquarters (GHQ) of Middle East Land Forces (HMELIn the wake of the EOKA

insurgent campaign on the island. Therefore, next to London and Singapore (GHQ of

Far East Land Forces, FARELF) Aden represented one of the triumvirate of locations
critical to Britainds gl wadmiltaryreffidady atatakg pr e s
in the protection of the FSA; the British were also keeshieldtheir economic interests

in this most inorganic of federations, notably the large British Petroleum (BP) refinery in

Aden?

8Glen BalfourPaul,The End of Empire in the Middle East: Brit
Last Three Arab Dependenci@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), p.49 & p.78.

° Thomas MockaitisBritish Counterinsurgency in the Postmperial Era (Manchester: Manchester

University Press, 1995), p.45.
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Importantly, the entire campaignust be placed in the wider context of the Yemeni civil

war. On 26 September 1962 a coup by a group ofMefty army officers inspired by
Nasserodos ideals of Arab national i sm, over
Badr, sparking an internecine conflibetween the royalist FSA and the breakaway
Yemen Arab Republic (YAR). It was to be in the crucible of the Yemeni civil war that

the British would first forge their interventionist policies, steeled by a desire to augment

the capabilities of the pfBritish royalists in the face of the Egyptimacked
republicans. Yet it was not until 1963 that republican dissidents from the FSA initiated

an insurgent campaign inside Yemen itself, penetrating the soft underbelly of British
control. The urban campaign in Adeat first instigated by the YAR and Egyptian
sponsored insurgent group the National Liberation Front (NLF), must be seen as a
parallel yet distinct conflict to that being undertaken as part of the civil war. British
efforts to defeat the NLF representelde tovert plank of the countersurgency
campaign, triggering the deployment of troops to the streets of Aden and a formalised
intelligencegathering and interrogation network. Yet it was the concomitant rural
campaign in the Arabian hinterland that forned covert plank of British involvement.

The secret deployment of mercenary SAS units to train, equip and fight alongside FSA
troops amidst the civil war, as well as the more aggressive use of air power, was
designed to undermine the Egyptian infuenceov t he YAR. We may t al
Ar abian campaignod, but we are faced with
involvement in the civil war, and the overt efforts to dispel insurgents from Aden and

the FSA. Holistically, they presaged significamansformations in how the British

conducted countansurgency, largely via the political primacy achieved in regard to
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strategic imperatives, and reveal a military persistently on the back foot, grappling with

strategic coherence.

The Political Response

The most influential British political actors in the early years of the campaign coalesced

intothesec al | ed 6Aden Group6é of hawkish minist
of Harold Macmillan and then Alec Dougtaso me . The <cabal wer e,
words, 0t he direct descendants of the Sue:

action against Nasser in the previous decdée Aden Group managed to shut the

Foreign Office out of the polieynaking process over Yemen and dictate an aggressive
ani-Nasser, prooyalist agendd’ The key figures in the group were Julian Amery,

Minister for Aviation; Duncan Sandys, the Colonial Secretary; Peter Thorneycroft, the
Defence Secretary; and Ngyled Yethé&hiemissgryy Thic Cl e ¢
group saw the protection of British political, military and economic interests in South

Arabia as a critical means of stemming the influence of Nasspired Arab

nationalism in the region. For the Aden Group, the humiliation of Suez still smarted.

Y“Clive Jones, fiWhere the State Feared to Treadd: B
Wa r Irdtelligence and National Securjtyol.21 No.5 (October 2006), p.719.

1 Even by late 198 it remains unclear as to how much Foreign Secretary Rab Butler (who took over from
DouglasHome in October 1963) actually knew about the mercenary operations. In a memo to the Prime

Minister, Butler argues, seemingly unaware of the sanctioningof seget r at i ons, t hat O&6we
a Government, either overtly or coverThdNatonaget i nvo
Archives(hereaftelTNA) , Ke w, London, PREM 11/ 4928, 6Secret: Fi

November 1963. 06
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The grouptried to push Prime Minister Harold Macmillan into granting the royalists
greater British support in order to defeat the republicans, encouraged by the dispatches

of Neil McClean from Yemen and by their Jordanian and Saudi allies in the région.

more septical Foreign Secretary, Alec Dougldeme, still maintained that the royalist

cause was already lost and that overt British involvement would needlessly aggravate
Egypt. On 7 January 1963 the Cabinetodés Ov
bythe An Group and heavily influenced by Mc
ground in Yemen, decided to recommend to full Cabinet that the British government not
formally recognise the establishment of the YAR and to secretly supply the royalists

with armsand supplies. Macmillan, whose instinctive suspicion of Nasser helped attain

full Cabinet approval of the recommendation, would only later acknowledge in his
memoirs that by early 1963 he had: O6agreec
or the Progctorates were openly attacked and meanwthileake such other action as

might seem justifiablédT hese 6ésuch other actionsd that
the deployment of mercenary special forces units inside the YAR despite an official
policy of nar-intervention. Yet Macmillan also wanted an insurance policy should the

lid be blown on the covert mission. By early October 1962 he requested of Defence

Minister Peter Thorneycroft t hat he Oarr a

'21n one dispatch back to London, McClean assured Whitehall that the Republican government of Sallal
was Outterly unacceptable to almost all Yemenis
Egyptian support for tdede MARHt tmiem TN DEEE MB/@BIBK ad i
6Top Secret: From Amman, To Foreign Of TNACDEFES Fo
13/ 398, O6Report o +B0Qtiolserl062bydCdlh.e Neime nMc QlI7ean, D
3 Harold Mamillan, At the End of the Day, 19633 (London: Macmillan, 1973), p.267 (emphasis
added) . For a detail ed amakiegyegardng Nasserfandtha wider Middla n 6 s
East see Stephen Bl ackwel |l , 6PuandtheiMarggeMentoser : The
British Policy Towards the Middle East Cold War, 1958 Gold War History Vol.4 No.3 (April 2004),
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military resouresshould we be driven to adopt an overt palityDespite keeping an
option open on a fullfledged military deployment, the Colonial Office under Sandys
turned a blind eye to the covert operations, whilst the Foreign Office became
increasingly isolatedni its attempts to rein in unlicensed actforThis became a
significantly more difficult task after 23 February 1963 when British positions within the
FSA were attacked for the first time by Yemeni tribesmen, coinciding with a sizeable
offensive by the Eggtians against royalist positions. This prompted the Aden Group to

push for an outright countémsurgency offensive.

The one moment that cast aside any political misgivings about stemming the republican
tide came with the attempted assassination ofBtigsh High Commissioner to the
FSA, Sir Kennedy Trevaskis, in a grenade attack at Khormaksar airport on 10 December
1963. The attack, carried out by one insurgent but orchestrated by the nascent NLF,
convinced a previously sceptical Alec Dougldsme, nev the Prime Minister, of the
need to tackle republican aggression both within and outside the borders of the FSA. A
state of emergency was declared within the Federation after the failed assassination
effort, and Trevaskis stepped up efforts in Aden tosswee London into firmly
committing sizeable amounts of military supplies above and beyond the existing covert

programme of arming friendly tribal groupsOn 23 Apri |l 1964 ¢t he

“TNA DEFE 13/398, 6Minute from the Prime Minister
Chiefs of Staffdulyobbl ged t he Pr i mei sediNAi sDERBE s1 3Wi3xs%h8&,s 6 Yemen

C.

t
S

Military Resources iif Driven to Adopt an Overt Pol
*Clive Jones, 6Among Ministers, Mavericks and Mand.

War, 19626 4 Middle Eastern Studie®/0l.40 No.1 (January 2004), p.103.

*Spencer Mawby, 6The Clandestine Defence 6840Fmpire

Intelligence and National Securjtyol.17 No.3 (Autumn 2002), p.121.
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and Overseas Policy Committee again took a hawkish stanceeradtwsed many

proposes enshrined in a document produced by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, entitled

60Yemen: Range of Possible Courses of Actio

by the committee included midaying in Aden harbour (Operation Eggshell),

distributing an increased amount of arms to tribal allies (Operation Stirrup), and

authorising the mercenary squads to engage in acts of sabotage (Operation Bangle). The

assassination of key insurgent leaders and Egyptian intelligence officers advising the

military hierarchy of the YAR was, however, ruled out, against the wishes of the Chiefs

of Staff’” This course of action makes Dougld me 6 s expl i ci t confi

House of Commons on 14 May 1964 that Oour

inteventi ond even Ymore discreditable.

The political emphasis on covert operations was heightened in March 1964 when the
RAF6s bombing of the republican fort at
use of air power was met with international mggium and served as a warning to the
British of the political dangers posed by the utilisation of overt levels of force in
Yemends civil conflict. Even the wuse of
was blunted by a difficult urban operatioreivironment and the constant stream of
Egyptian supplies to the insurgents. With their hands tied in one conflict, and a
worsening situation in the other, it is little surprise that Whitehall sought a political

escape from the impasse. Payments from ttigsB government to the FSA rose year

YTNA DEFE 13/ 56%, o&YePoesns:i bRdng i es Open to Usb®b,
Committee discussion paper, 23 April 1964.
'8 Hansard House of Commons Debates, 14 May 1964, Vol.695, Col.605.
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onyear, as Whitehall attempted to shift the burden of defeating the insurgent and
military enemies of the FSA to the federal leaders themseéleegrecedent perhaps for

a future process o f n Iéeldrd.s Ragmenmtss iacreasedn fiom i n \
£4million in 1962, to £10million in 1963, to £14million in 1964, peaking at £18million

in 1965 and 1966, a significant proportion of which was-fergced for training the

South Arabian Army (SAAJ?As the British requiredhe SAA to stepup their security
responsibilities, Whitehall was preparing to stiegwn from its political commitment to

the FSA. A conference held in London in June 1964 brought together the Dbloghes
government and tribal representatives of the Fadt. It settled on an agreement that

full independence would be granted to the FSA no later than??988ee months after

this accord had been attained the Tories |
Labour Party in the general election. Tlaecession of the Wilson government
encouraged, in Fred Hallidaydéds words, o6il/
dependencies, especially in Aden. However, the only difference between the
Conservative and Labour cogfletvneYlememeas Hallicay ap pr «
goes on to argue, was that the Wil son ad
di fficulties and more &PNid stom pnati ndraia edor

line of none recognition for the YAR, and shared rth@iedilection for sanctioning

YAnt hony Verrier, 6British Militar yRUSIKJbuingly on Arab
Vol.112 No0.648 (November 1967), p.351.

2 For the full text of the conference report SENA DEFE 13/ 570, 6South Arabi a

June 1964.6 Interestingly, the Colonial Selcretary,
Overseas Policy Committee early in June that he fe
independence within a few years.é This opinion was
just three weeks later. SE&IA DEF E 1 feiicé #h@ Qversedsd olicy Committed” gfeeting, 3

June 1964. 6

L Fred Halliday Arabia Without SultangHarmondsworth: Penguin, 1974), p.201.

187



covert operations when requirédLabour offered no radical alternative to Yemeni
policies that the Conservatives had, but this is not surprising given Dddglane 0 s
existing political concession that withdrawal from Souttalf\a was necessary and a
timetable put in place. Initial Labour intentions to maintain a military base in Aden even
after a largescale withdrawal were abruptly halted with the sudden announcement in a
February 1966 Defence White Paper that the Aden waséd be abandoned, as would

all British military commitments east of Suez. The plan to withdraw from Aden was
brought forward a year to late 1967, marking a political acceptance of the now absent
imperative to maintain a large military base in a countrihe midst of both a civil war

and an insurgency at a time when decolonisation had rendered the need for a major
forward operating post in the Middle East anachronfétitowever, the abandonment of

the Aden base by the Wilson government is not as sitatBgshortsighted as it may
appear when seen in the context of the newly obtained base of Diego Garcia. The
acquisition of the British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT) in November 1965 had been
transformed into a military base of key Cold War strategicevals it was capable of
launching British (and later American) aircraft within flying range of the MidalieFar

East. This dual function of Diego Garcia must understandably have alleviated fears in
the Ministry of Defence of losing strategic reach sholitten be abandoned. Indeed,
Defence Secretary Denis Healey would later admit that the maintenance of the military

base in Aden was oO0out of al/l proportion

to withdraw without defeating the insurgency byistatg t hat o6 al | altern

%2 JonesPritain and the Yemen Civil Wap.188.
% For a detailed analysis of the implications and consequeri@itish withdrawal east of Suez see

t

William Roger Louis, 6The BFr Lfoumd of Wipdridland awal fr om

Commonwealth Historyvol.31 No.1 (January 2003), pp-388.
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been worsed given the inability to find

seemingly irreconcilable tribes of the Federafidn.

Many fingers have been pointed at the Wilson government for its seemingly alacritous
abandonment of Aden. David Ledger accuses
scarcely a b23A mkvsinilad vei, ITRomas eModkaitis, forgetting the
previous Conservative promise to | eave Ade
internal conflict had a change of government led to a reversal of policy in the middle of

a ¢ amp % Ve suéhécriticisms miss several crucial political points. Firstly, they
overlook the omnipresence of the sterling crisis of the late 1960s and homaitsidil

implications permeated all aspects of not only domestic spending but defence spending

too, rendering expensive overseas military campaigns unviatiie British military

presence and operations east of Suez, including Aden, were costing £35peitlipear

by 1966’ As Philip Darby points out, O6viewed ¢
may be regarded as a reasonable compromise between political exigency and economic

n e c e £°Secongly, When viewed in the lineage of political management afteeu

I nsurgency <campaigns, Wi |l sonds execution
previous examples, as witnessed in Malaya and Kenya, of the British withdrawing all

troops before formally handing over the reins of political power. However, where

%4 Denis HealeyThe Time of My LiféLondon: Penguin, 1990),284.

> David Ledger Shifting Sands: The British in South Aralimndon: Peninsular Publishing, 1983), p.61.

5 Mockaitis, British Counteflnsurgency p.66.

Hugh Hanning, O6Britain Huematonal Affai®va.42:No.FApdits and Fi
1966), p.253.

%8 philip Darby,British Defence Policy East of Suez, 1%8/(London: Oxford University Press, 1973),

p.304.
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Wilson isextremely culpable is his decision to retreat from South Arabia in 1966 bucked
the equally important linear trend witnessed in British couimgurgency, namely that
troops are only withdrawn once a politically acceptable -pokinial authority is in
place (admittedly a negligible possibility given the uncomfortable political amalgam that
was the FSA) and only when the military situation is significantly under control with the
insurgent threat perceivably neutered and indigenous forces able to cogteemaants

of the threat (a more probable possibility, but one requiring solid political and economic
backing in order to undertake effective host nation security force training).
Consequentially, this process of decismoaking politicised the exit strajg from a
counterinsurgency campaign on a scale not seen before. Domestic considerations,
combined with a politically expedient desire to relieve Britain of expensive and
seemingly prolonged duties in one of the last troublesome colonial campaignssedtnes
the political trump the military for the first time in pesar British counteinsurgency.

All counterinsurgency is political, yet previous political means had been to meet
military ends. Not in Yemen. Seemingly abandoned by their political mashers,
military were forced into a humiliating retreat, but not before their operational

performance had set couniasurgency precedents of their own.

The Military Response

The two distinct elements to the military campaign in South Arabia, the publithand

private wars, made for two distinct strategies and ultimately two distinct outcomes. The
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covert operations undertaken by the British Mercenary Organisation (BMO) successfully
aided the royalist forces in taking back significant portions of territosg to the
republicans. With a restricted purview the BMO can perceivably be held to have met its

goal of helping stem the military tide of the Egyptiaecked army of the YAR in the

South Arabian hinterl and. Their nrteigounlaard
counterinsurgency campaign in Aden and the troublesome tribal regions of the FSA can

point to particular successes and to a tactically flexible performance required ef large

scale parallel urban and rural countgurgency campaigns, however thediminished

insurgent strength, fed by the public and protracted timetable for British departure,

ensured that the military strategy never attained a level of cogent application.

Political pressure from the Aden Group fomented the emergence of amditary unit

that was hoped could balance the political desire to retard Nasserism in South Arabia
whilst shrouding notions of direct British involvement in the civil war, circumventing

the constraints on overt force imposed by the legacy of Suez. Angéethpril 1963 at
Whiteds Club in London sealed the clandest
Present at this meeting was Julian Amery, leading membéediden Group; Colonel

David Strling, founder of the SAS; Colonel Brian Franks, Commahd&22 SAS; and

crucially, Alec DouglagHome, the Foreign Secretary, whose very presence at the
meeting again undermines his later denials of any covert British involvement in
Yemen?®® Soon after the meeting secretly sanctioned deliveries of severainpitionds

worth of light weapons were made to royalist forces, later followed by the secret

2 Walker,Aden Insurgencyp.55.
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deployment of the BMO itself, partially paglled by the Saudi royal family and in 1964
headed by Col onel David Smiley. Sthel ey h
mercenary effort, wen | was commanding them, they [the BM@jver numbered more

than 48, of whom 30 were PF%Theninvbliventent ofBel gi :
French mercenaries stems from their exper
helpud er mi ne Nassero6s influence in the Arahb
the Algerian FLN insurgent group.Yet it is significant, as Smiley pointed out, that the

BMO were there purely to 6éadvise the comm
troops and provide communication and medi c
none of the mercenar i e¥Thsadviceandltrgining ondeg h t i
Smileybébs | eadership appeared to pay of f.
swat hes of territory | ost in the previous
imperative of severing or disrupting the Egyptian supply lines to their republican allies,
Nassero6s significant escal ation oatticaEgypt. i
intuition of several dozen British mercenaries. This most intriguing of British ceunter
insurgency missionscovert and noitombativei was exposed and ostensibly finished

by its exposure in an Egyptian newspaper, and subsequentButitay Timeswhich

reproduced five letters written by members of the BMO operating in Yemen and
acknowledging its covert missidi.Yet one of the most significant ramifications that

the politicallymotivated covert operation created was a critical rupture betweeivihe

%0 Smiley, Arabian Assignmenp.154. Also see Peter de la Billiet@oking for TroublgLondon:Harper

Collins, 1994), ch.13 & 14.

®Jones, 6Where the State Feared to Treadébé, p.728.

%2 Smiley, Arabian Assignmenp.154.

#StephenDorriiMl 6: I nside the Covert Worl d of{New¥ork: Maj esty
The Free Press, 2000), p.693.
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and military hierarchy in Whitehall. Declassified documents reveal that the most senior
military commander, the Chief of the Defence Staff, Earl Mountbatten, did not
recommend the adoption of a mercenary strategy, arguing to the Prime Ministez that

saw Ono prospect of any politically acce
significant effect other than to make the
he doubted O6whether any undercover acti on:

va | (*eEved the Chief of the Air Staff, Air Chief Marshall Sir Thomas Pike, felt

obliged to rubbish Neil McCl eands telegra
Peter Thorneycroft, arguing that they 6ga
repored in Taiz,d6 and that he found it rat
information availabl e thoe nucshé Mehmobud rd *>ocfo niea rf

Despite these critical divisions, the covert mission went ahead, against the advice of
senior miltary personnel. Yet the military hierarchy did have a greater input into the

planning and execution of the overt campaign in the FSA.

The first demonstration of overt force by the regular British army came with Operation
Nutcracker in January 1964 asyHaunched an offensive against dissident tribal groups
in the Radfan mountain range. The Federal government appealed to the British for a

sizeable military presence to be sent to the region, epicentre of rural revolt towards the

Federation. The army creatthe sec al | ed 6 Radf orcebo, a si zea
troops from the 165Queends Roy al Lancer s, t he Royal
“TNA DEFE 13/398 6Mi nute to the Prime Minister, fi
®TNA DEFE 13/398 6Secret: From Air Ministry, To Mi
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Artillery, the Royal Marines, the Parachute Regiment and the®&#all scale special
forces operations were cducted alongside larger regular army operations during the
five week operation that was painstakingly conducted, taking a single mountain at a
time, pushing the rebels out of the area and subduing a nascent rural insurgency.
Operation Nutcracker was thedi major counteinsurgency operation that had received
intense media coverage. Several camera crews and up to seventy newspaper
correspondents travelled to the Radfan to cover the unfolding military campaign in rural
South Arabiai a campaign whose emmia lay almost exclusively on the kinetic
elements of engaging the tribal rebels and remained disengaged from the notion of
6hearts ¥ mhis resulted ths dlisaffected local populace in the Radfan, and
when combined with the few resources that weeng diverted to the area despite the
military success of Nutcracker, made for a continuously problematic hotspot. The lack
of Federal control over Radfan resulted in another major rural offensive being
undertaken in spring 1964. Operation Cap Badge thesecond demonstration of the
British willingness to utilise its full military potential to shore up the FSA, yet it
revealed how even this strategically important region, close to the YAR border and
location of the Dhala Road, the only major route fritra hinterland into Aden, was
persistently vulnerable to lawlessness, ambush and supply route disruption. However,
the Radfan dissidents proved illusive in the inhospitable mountainous terrain, and were
able to maintain crodsorder safe havens in the YAiRom which to retreat and plan
attacks on the British and FSA forces. Despite superior numbers and firepower, the

Radforce proved less mobile, too dependent on limited air power capacities and

% Anthony Kemp,The SAS: Savage Wars of Peace, 1947 to the Prgserdon: Penguin, 20L), p.75.
3" Mockaitis, British Counteflnsurgency p.55.
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ultimately unable to stem the Egyptian supplies to the tribespite some individual
successes, the rural countesurgency campaign remained unable to suppress dissident
rebellion in the face of a porous border, difficult operational conditions
meteorologically and logistically and an insurgent enemy keen teoid outright
confrontation and test the longevity of British resistaficé different set of
circumstances faced the military fighting the urban campaign, but they too had to accept

a similar outcome.

With its maze of crowded back streets, and its aofapazaars, mosques and cafes,
Aden did not suit itself to the conduct of urban cowmsurgency. It offered an
assortment of hiding places and concealments for an insurgent group with a preference
for ambush and assassination. Once the NLF began iterted campaign of urban
insurgency inside Aden in 1964, the British were on the backfoot and were forced to
launch a defensive urban countesurgency campaign (unlike Operation Hammer in
Nairobi during the suppression of Mau Mau, which wasgmptive ad offensive). The
dense population clusters, combined with t
public places so as to blend back into a crowd, ensured that urban patrolling was fraught
with dangers for British service personnel. Stoptseach checkpoints in known areas

of insurgent support lacked both nuance and effici@hchhe stream of smuggled
weapons to the NLF in the city emboldened the group into making more brazen and

public attacks. Rules of Engagement (RoE) in Aden were formatiseithe secalled

®For a detailed narrative and analysis of Operatio
Aden Insurgencych.4 and 5. For an official military analysis of the latter stages of thiaRadmpaign

see,TNA Al R 23/ 8637, 6O0Opera30ohsnenl9dé. REBedpant KBy KE
% Stephen Harpet,ast Sunset: What Happened in Adeandon: Collins, 1978), p.56.
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0Bl ue Card6 distributed to all sol dier s,
warning (in English and Arabic) before resorting to gunfire. These procedures,
embodying in theory the notions of minimum force, were difficult to trasspinto

practice in the confusing, crowded surroundings of Aden.

One of the more innovative courdaeasures the British took to urban insurgency was a

perverted form of the pseudpang t echni que. l nstead of o0t
into reformed uits of countefinsurgents, the SAS pioneereds@ | | ed O6keeni
operations (from the Swahil:@ phrase to de

Based at Ballycastle House on the base at RAF Khormaksar, SAS operatives trained in
close quarter cobat would don Arab dress with concealed weapons. Deploying to the

areas of Aden synonymous with insurgent support, the keeni meeni operatives would be
dispatched to blend in with the populace and then kill, snatch or interrogate suspected
insurgents. As Anhony Kemp puts it, 6essentially t
wi t h t é%Despite ihesumiqué approach, the keeni meeni operations produced few

di scernable results in Aden, were plagued
troops would ocasionally mistake the operatives for insurgents, and were, in Jonathan

Wal ker 6s opinion, 6compromi sed by their w

rarely dovetailed with the sp'cial operati

“0Kemp, The SASp.78.
“IWalker, The Aden Insurgencp.191.
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Military command of oprations in Aden lay with a Security Commander. This post,
initially filled by the Commander of the Aden Brigade from 1963, was subsumed under
the command of the General Officer Commanding (GOC) Middle East Land Forces
(MELF) in 1965, two years after maja@ounterinsurgency operations beg&nThe
Security Commander, as the most senior military figure in the campaign had no political
powers commensurate with a Tempies que Director of Oper ati
quasi autonomous position as a British Primtexte and not a colony. It was also not

until 1965 that an effective civihilitary structure was established another
demonstration of belated institutional adaptation in an insurgency environment. A
Security Policy Committee was chaired by the High @ossioner and attended by the
Federal Minister for Internal Security, the CommarnideChief Middle East, and the
Security Commander, in an attempt to orchestrate the campaign. Under this committee
sat the Security Committee, constitutive of the DeputyhH@pmmissioner, Deputy

GOC MELF, and crucially the Chiefs of Police, Intelligence, and the Aden and Federal
Governments. This committee was able to deal with operational concerns and issues, as

opposed to the strategic remit of the Security Policy Comeditte

However, one of the main issues that beset the Security Policy Committee was the
nature of the relationship between the British army and the South Arabiani aamy
amalgamation of the Federal Regular Army and the Federal National Guard in 1967.

Although responsible for their training and much of their funding, the British army never

“2paget, Last Postp.145.
“3 Mockaitis, British Counterlnsurgency p.58.
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fully trusted the SAA, harbouring suspicions of its professionalism and loyalty.
Intelligence channels between the two armies were thus sparse as the NLF was known to
haveinfiltrated the ranks of the SAX. Unlike in Malaya and Kenya where indigenous
troops proved crucial to the wider countesurgency campaign, the role of the army in
South Arabia frustrated the British. Caught in a paradox between the internal ineptitude
of reliance on the SAA and the international condemnation that a heavy British
deployment in the Middle East would create, the British never found a truly coherent
balance, resulting in a stymied military campaign. The mutiny of the South Arabian and
Aden Armed Police, provoking the siege of the Crater district of Aden and its
subsequent retaking by thé& Argyll and Sutherland Highlanders commanded by the
infamous LtCo | on el Col i n 6Mad -JMy 11967 hcéystaMsed feanse | |

over indigenousirmed force reliability.

By June 1967 the British army had already passed security responsibility for the FSA
interior to the SAA in accordance with the imminent politicaligtated withdrawal
timetable. The British retreated to form a defensive p@emaround Aden as troops
became sitting targets for reprisal attacks by insurgents with near impunity such was the
environment of lawlessness inspired by the schedule of British military departure. Such
a scenario would find echoes in Basra forty yeatey l&ears over the dependability of

the posttransition SAA were realised on the eve of British withdrawal when the SAA
declared allegiance to the NLF. The ignominy of the retreat of the British forces

conducted by the largest naval task force assemitjethe British since the Suez

“Walker, Aden Insurgencgyp.239.
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invasion, totalling twentfour shipé® - was compounded by the knowledge that the
fundamental strategic goal of the Aden military mission, to secure the Protectorate for

the FSA, was not achieved. The indigenous army it feaded to aid it in this mission

had mutinied, and left the city in the hands of the insurgents it had spent the last four
years battling against. Prime Minister Harold Wilson failed to see the strategic
implication of the withdrawal when all he recallefl the retreat from Aden in his
memoirs was that is was Osuccessfully acc
| i ° &hedswift collapse of the FSA soon after the British departure sealed the
ostensible failure of the British military missiénthe firg postwar countefinsurgency
6defeatd since Palestine. Subjugsugpled t o p
insurgent enemy, the British military were unable to fulfil the grand strategic mission set
them. This failure was caused to a significanteet by the absence of an effective

intelligencegathering and dissemination network.

Intelligence in South Arabia and Aden

Before the coup in 1962 and the establishment of the YAR, British intelligence in
Yemen had been the responsibility of MI5 ahd Aden Intelligence Centre who were
fed information by the local Special Branch. Despite this, developments in the north

came as a surprise, with little foresight

> Ledger,Shifting Sandsp.199.
“8 Harold Wilson,The Labour Government, 1964: A Personal RecorflLondon: Weidenfeld and
Nicholson, 1971), p.445.
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This was in part exacerbated in the immagligostrevolution period by the Joint

I ntelligence Committeeos refusal to sanct
monitor the Egyptian buildip, consequently establishing intelligergaghering
parameters that deemed adiiteoutsde tha mrdersrobthej u st i
Protectorate8’ The seeming vacuum of British intelligence in the wake of the
revolution generated particular worry at
coup Abdullah aSal | al 6 s new r e qg sapportwironn lipdio tedve r e c e |
thousand Egyptian troops in the spirit of parb nationalist solidarit§® However, CIA

reports were distrusted as overly stating the strength of the Egyptian influence as a
means of discouraging British involvement in theilaivar.*® Significantly, at the time

of the revolution in September 1962, there was just one MI6 officer stationed irAden.
This paucity of trained intelligence oper e
in the civil war had to be undertaken mnants of the SAS and not SIS given the
timescale that would have been required to gather the requisite officers and resources in

the country. The Director of MI6, Sir Dick White, was personally sceptical of the Aden
Groupods i nter v e namenoand fentled effpaftemptsatc éngageoMI6Yn

the campaign, arguing that the organisati
g at h erHowegpr, this did not stop Prime Minister Harold Macmillan from forming

an unofficial Yemen intelligence gtkforce, containing several retired senior MI6

officers with significant regional experience, to advise him on the clandestine aspects of

the campaign. It is difficult to assess whether it was despite or due to MI6s backseat role

““TNA, DEFE 13/398, 6Yemen Situation: Recommended Act
“8 Dorril, MI6, p.679.

9 Ibid, p.682.

®Jones, 6Where the State Feared to Treado6, p.721.
*1 Quoted in WalkerAden Insurgencgyp.55.
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in the covert campaign iMfemen that the clandestine efforts in support of the royalists
against the republican forces were hampered by a lack of effective and accurate
intelligence. For example, air strikes against arms caravans crossing into the FSA could
not be sanctioned as apéives on the ground could not distinguish between them and
ordinary caravans of legitimate goods. Consequentially, the BMOs capacity to stem the
flow of arms to aid the nascent insurgency in the Radfan and Aden was severely
restricted®® What intelligencethat was gathered by the SAS in known insurgent
stronghol ds was of ten boug-thitty-t 6f ¥ thytyfp c a |l s
thousandyals, thirty rifles and thirty boxes of ammunitiGhThis system of paying for
intelligence ran parallel to agcess of buying the loyalty of tribal leaders in rebellious
areas in an attempt to quell subversion. It is estimated that up to £30million was spent on
this informal programme of securing intelligence and loyalty, although the quality of
both these factsrwas questionable given that many of the weapons given by the British

were sold on to the republicans by expedient, even entrepreneurial, trib&smen.

A lack of useable intelligence not only hampered the clandestine military efforts, but the
overt militay campaign too. Even the Commander in Chief of British Forces in the

Mi ddl e East bemoaned the fact that during
difficulties in using limited force against specific military targets is the lack of timely
intellige n c>eThe Chief of the Defence Staff, Earl Mountbatten, felt compelled to

express the collective concerns of the Chiefs of Staff at the shortfall of intelligence

2Jones, O6Ministers, Mavericks and Mandarinsé, p.10.
3 Ken Conmr, Ghost Force: The Secret History of the SA&hdon: Cassell, 1998), p.192.

** Dorril, MI6, p.692.

STNA DEFE 13/569, 0Top Secret: From ClI NC MIDEAST,
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officers in the FSA and Aden in a letter to Defence Secretary Denis Healey in early
1965. Herevealed that the JIC had held a special meeting solely to discuss the issue, and
went on to argue that wunless the intellig
financi al outlay for counterint® Thiswasur genc
pethaps the one factor the overt and covert campaigns had in common that most

hampered their respective strategic goals.

Further setbacks to an efficient intelligence-igetin South Arabia remained the
obfuscation of a discernable structure and tatgeEncyrivalry, each earnestly protecting

the intelligence gathered by their own fiefdoms, wary of that produced by each other.
Despite the SAS operatives in the BMO gathering local intelligence on the front line of
the civil war, MI6 still remained the primanytelligence gatekeeper, controlling the
flow of intelligence between SAS patrols unable to remain in touch with each other due
to a |l ack of communication equi pment. I n(
better use of the reports produced by Bidaeratives remainsthe intelligence failure of

t he Br'iThei nexus af théintelligence network in South Arabia was the Aden
Intelligence Centre (AIC). Containing about thirty intelligence officers, the AIC
coalesced intelligence representativesnit®pecial Branch (perhaps the most significant
intelligence gatherers within Aden itself), Military Intelligence, the Information
Research Department (responsible for propaganda), MI6, and MI5. However, the AIC

vied for intelligence supremacy with the FSAwn Federal Intelligence Committee

®TNA DEFE 13/710, O6From Chief of eerfueanrcye 19t6asf.f6, To
®" JonespPritain and the Yemen Civil Wap.227. Original emphasis.
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(FIC). A working group was established back in London by the Joint Intelligence
Committee to review the intelligence structures and capabilities in South Arabia. In May
1964 it delivered a report recommending changethaoexisting system; however the
change of government back in Britain, combined with the incessardaigesicy rivalry
ensured that the changes were never wholly implemented with any convidtideed,

it was not until twelve months after the declaratioof the Emergency that an
overarching Director of Intelligence was appointéénd it was not until July 1965,
some eighteen months into the Emergency, that the authorities proscribed theaNLF
indication of how little intelligence the British actualyad on the source or motive of

the violence being directed against them.

There were two significant features of the intelligence efforts in South Arabia. First was
the reliance the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) had on signals intelligence (SIGINT)
to inform the British intelligence establishment of events pertaining to the Yemen civil
war. Given that the only tangible human intelligence (HUMINT) capability remained
several dozen mercenary special forces operatives and that there was a political
reluctance to physically assign MI6 officers to the conflict area, the JIC relied heavily on

intercepts of Egyptian radio traffic by a Government Communication Headquarters

%8 |bid, pp.16970. Although interagency intelligence rivalry has been a trend persistent in colonial
counterinsurgency, it was arguably exacerbated in the South Arakedficsity by the perceived

legitimacy of the intelligence produced by the clandestine BMO, and secondly by the parallel British and
Federal intelligence committeésan occurrence not witnessed in the colonies of Malaya and Kenya where
the British exercisé full political and military jurisdiction.

% paget/) ast Postp.149.
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(GCHQ) SIGINT intercept post, as well as army SIGINT uffit¥he sudden and
humiliating retreat from Aden resulted in the curtailment of the GCHQ SIGINT post,
unlike in other recently independent colonies, including Kenya, whereby defence
agreements with politically friendly pesblonial governments legislated for the
maintenance of SIGINPosts. To compensate for this abrupt end to SIGINT facilities in
Aden, three GCHQ operatives were tasked prior to the withdrawal from the colony, to
covertly place antennas disguised as flagpoles within the grounds of the British embassy

in the city in ore@r to intercept signals traffic even after decolonisatton.

The second feature was the NLFOs delibera
as part of its urban strategy in Aden. In late 1964 the NLF attempted to strengthen their
position within the city by strangulating the British ability to infiltrate or gather
intelligence on them. By mid966, sixteen Special Branch officers had been
assassinated, stultifying the intelligence side of the urban celastegency campaign

and placed an additial emphasis on routine patrolling as a means of intelligence

gathering in the city?

With the absence of a cultivated network of local sources, particularly after the advance

notice of Britainds intention tmoiedthpoi aa:

®David Easter, 6GCHQ and Br intligenbhe afdNatiemalrBacurityPo | i cy i |
Vol.23 No.5 (2008), p.683.

1 JamesBamfordody of Secrets: BowtAmenisc SEHQNEAvasdr op
(London: Arrow Books, 2002), pp.164

®2\Walker,Aden Insurgencyp.141; MockaitisBritish Counterinsurgency p.59.
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locals feared reprisals once the British has dep&rtemympounded by the parlous state

of intelligence dissemination channels, the interrogation of suspects became one of the
only significant methods through which to garner information onNthE. The British

operated a separate Detention Centre @faisoura) and an Interrogation Centre (at

Fort Morbut). Suspects could be held at Fort Morbut for interrogation for seven days
without warrant and for a further twerbype days under the authory o f a O6hol
order 6, totalling a max.i-sghhdays withaitrchaogg@t i on
period with haunting contemporary echoes)
suspect sent to-dllansoura. The Interrogation Centre at Fodrbut represented a legal

bl ackhol edewherr @ ndiemrogati ond masked a darl
Such activity was carried out under the protection of the original Emergency
proclamation of December 1963, further enhanced by the impositidirect rule over

the Protectorates in September 1965. Claims of brutality and torture were denied by the
army, yet they still refused any foreign observers to enter the Centre, including
representatives of the International Red Cross and Amnestyatigral®* However,

the British government partially bowed to pressure to address the allegations of abuse
and commissioned Roderic Bowen QC to investigate Fort Morbut. Critically, his remit

was restricted to reviewing procedural practices only, and eoadtions of individual
intelligence officers. The centres at Fort Morbut art¥lahsoura were operating under

military and not civilian law. Bowen recommended that this legal modus operandi be
reversed, requiring the employment of civilian interrogatdar$larbut to replace the

interrogators from the Counter Intelligence Company of the Aden Intelligence Corps

%3 |an BeckettModern Insurgencies and Countrsurgencies: Guerrillas and Their Opponents Since
1750 (Abingdon: Routledge, 2001), p.155.
® Halliday, Arabia Without Sultang.205.

205



who had been the focus of accusatith® o we n 6 s eventual report
although there had been O6a msysahd adequgtehet t ab |
with the allegations of cruel tyd at t he
criticismsThe bdemmiasdsei.oni ng of Bowenods r
combined with his rebuke (albeit a rather weak one) of interrogationegures,
encapsulates the disarray that the British intelligence system was in during the Aden
campaign. With murky lines of communication, an ever decreasing circle of informers

and the employment of exttagal interrogation methods that became pubiicvidedge,

it became inevitable that the insurgent group that British and Federal intelligence
community knew so little about came to elude the authorities and make irreversible in

roads in both rural and urban South Arabia in the absence of an effeatinterco

insurgency strategy.

Insurgent Organisation

To add to the state of strategic and tactical disorder incurred by fighting concomitant
urban and rural countémsurgency campaigns that were simultaneously overt and
covert, the British even faced abif cat ed déenemy 6 in the open
Aden and the outlying Protectorate. The National Liberation Front (NLF) was a
disparate coalition of southern Yemeni militants who had transferred to the YAR after

the 1962 coup. The Front for the Libeoa of Occupied Southern Yemen (FLOSY) was

% Walker,Aden Insurgencyp.186.
®For the full texTNAofDBRPEVeh®/s52%podThe eRqgwen Report
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a breakaway insurgent group who had its ideological roots within the Socialist Party.
Both groups differed in terms of their organisational structure, as well as in regard to
strategic ends and tactical meanswits, however, to prove to be the NLF with which
the British would come to focus their countesurgency efforts on as the internal power

struggles of the fractured insurgent movement shifted in their favour.

On 14 October 1963 the NLF declared theiiocidd revolt against British rule in South

Arabia. The group forged an agglomeration of ten various clandestine groups, including
pro-YAR tribal groups within the FSA, republican FSA army officers, middle class
intellectuals, and mercenari®sThey were, bwever, unified in their nationalism and in

their mutual desire to rid south Yemen of British control and influence. The NLF was

split into three main branches. It maintained a central political biddktab Siyagi a

financial body {Jihaz Mal); and a nlitary body (ihaz Askan, the latter element
responsible for funding, training and supplying the NLF Liberation Afntlge actual

insurgent fighter§® These insurgents adopted a 4®bked organisational system,
autonomous but f orlsidfdrmed & eacheothérs aations ankl ritpré ¢ e |

plans®®

A desire to achieve a unity of effort against the British presence culminated in January

1965, with a merger between the NLF and a nascent breakaway group, the Organisation

" Halliday, Arabian Without Sultan$.190.
% Joseph Kostier, The Struggle for South Yem@eckenham: Croom Helm, 1984), p.58.
% paget) ast Postp.116.
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of the Liberation of the Quipied South (OLOS), to form FLOSY. This union was short
lived, as the NLF quickly reasserted its independence from FLOSY over divergences of
strategic and tactical direction amongst the leading figures of the two brdfches.
FLOSY remained determined tograent its own strongholds and pursue a separate path
to insurgent victory. To emerge from its political organisation during 1966 was a quasi
autonomous armed wing, the Popular Organisation of Revolutionary Forces (PORF).
PORF was heavily influenced by tleg y pt i an s, who provided th
training. In terms of fighting strength, PORF was constitutive of between nine and
twelve armed units, made up of between twelve and thirty men each. These units
operated almost exclusively in Aden, where#isep armed elements of FLOSY took
charge of insurgent operations elsewhere in the Fedefatrganisationally diverse

from each other, FLOSY and the NLF crucially deviated on strategic vision, a factor that
could have been exploited further, had the igtitnot been subsumed in their own

strategic dilemma.

Insurgent Strategy and Tactics

The NLF, as the primary manifestation of insurgent opposition against the British, was
not an entrenched social movement, and neither was it driven by stringentooaerati

plans to drive the British out. Instead, the NLF adopted a-fermg strategy of

"OKostiner, The Struggle for South Yemen115.
™ bid, p.155.
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harassment, assassination, sabotage and terrorism. With overt Egyptian support, the NLF

insurgency may have been scrappy but it was certainly potent.

By late 1963 arms are permeating the border from the YAR into the FSA to aid the
NLFs initial insurgent front in the Radfan mountains. The fulcrum of the NLFs rural
strategy was to cut the Dhala road, the main artery from Aden to the interior of the
Federation, thereby seweg British ability to deploy forces to the hinterland and
maintain control. The NLF blockaded the road for three months before the British
launched Operation Nutcracker to depose them. Yet the NLF acknowledged the need to
assert a national presence igéithultimate strategic goal was to be met. Parallel to their
rural activities, they launched an urban insurgency inside Aden, opening a new flank in
the insurgency. The main plank to the urban platform was a targeted campaign of
assassination against piaof British control. The audacious assassination attempt
against High Commissioner Kennedy Trevaskis marked the explosive beginning of the
official Emergency in Aden and the FSA, whilst the aforementioned targeting of the
Aden Special Branch revealed anute acknowledgment on the NLFs part as to the
importance of nullifying British intelligence capabilities. High profile victims of the
NLFs campaign against British security and political figures included Sir Arthur
Charles, the Speaker of the LegislatA®sembly (shot as he left his local tennis club),
and Harry Barrie, Deputy Head of Aden Special Branch (shot in his car as he waited at a

set of traffic lights)’?

2| edger,Shifting Sandsp.65.
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In June 1965 the NLF decreed its National Charter, assgdd manifesto and
ideologicalprogramme, espousing the desire to turn the national revolution into a social

one in a country rid of colonial control. By 1966 these ideals were transmuted into
tangible policies imminently actionable as the British announced their intention to stage

a polonged withdrawal. From the recommendations of the 1966 White Paper stemmed,

in the words of journalist Stephen Harper,
asendof f with bombs and bull et s, andAtao hel |
stroke, London had granted the Nic&rte blancheo step up their insurgent campaign

against an army with one eye on its looming departure and against an indigenous
intelligence network soon to be isolated from its chief guardian. As Joseph Kostiner has
argwe d , the NLFs greatest achievement as an
its wutilisation of the Afluidity of forcec
to achieve a maxi mum numb’&By operfing @avo disinctk s o n
fronts to the insurgency the NLF was able to forge an extensive and effective strategy

that drained British resources and struck at the heart of their constegency

apparatus. Sustaining this insurgent strategy was its disparate and dispersed internal

support network within Aden and the wider Federation.

3 Harper,Last Sunseip.59.
" Kostiner, The Struggle for Soutiiemenp.72.
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Internal Insurgent Support

The complex tribal system in the Yemeni hinterland ensured that there was no logical
pattern of insurgent support, with the loyalty of tribal leaders often being bouglatipy
insurgent and counténsurgent forces. Internal support for FLOSY stemmed primarily
from within Aden, in contrast to the NLF who controlled most western and central parts
of the FSA interior, although pockets of FLOSY support in these regions diditgiv
access to one of the main through roads to Aden, enabling them to keep their urban
insurgency well supplief, FLOSY also had strongholds in the East Aden Protectorates
(EAP). However, the crucial factor that affected levels of internal support fdwthe
insurgent groups was the location of their respective leaders. The FLOSY hierarchy
directed its campaign either from Egypt or over the border in the YAR in contrast to the
NLFOSs | eaders who based themselves withi
perspective amongst the wider population of South Arabia, particularly those
sympathetic to the republican cause, that the NLF was an organic indigenous movement
with a national presence, whereas FLOSY appeared as Egyptian puppets, propagating
Nas s er 6mthaaenmyd Baradoxically, the greatest source of external support
that bestowed a degree of insurgent effectiveness upon FLOSY actually provoked a
haemorrhaging of internal support for their movenieatsignificant hindrance once the

NLF and FLOSYturned their guns on each other as the British withdrawal sparked a

power grab by the insurgent victors in the subsequent power vdéuum.

> Ledger,Shifting Sandsp.176.
"8 |bid, p.176.
" Kostiner, The Struggle for South Yemen161.
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External Insurgent Support

More than in any other countarsurgency campaign in pesfar British history, the

extenal support dynamic that played out in South Arabia was so significant as to render

it cruci al to the actual outcome of t he
Egypt shaped both conflicts the British found themselves embroiled in: the covert
involvement in the Yemen civil war and the insurgency in Aden and the FSA. In a
reverse mirroring of the participation levels of their British adversaries, the Egyptians

found themselves overtly involved in assisting the republican forces in the civil war,

whilst clandestinely training and funding the aBtitish insurgency inside the
Federation. Arguably, it was their support in the latter conflict that ultimately bore the
most fruit. Although <claims fhraalittétashe Yenm
fet ched, it was clear that in their campaig

to victory (in 1967)é°than they had been i

Egypt sent their first one hundred troops to Yemen weeks after the revolution in October
1962, causing consternatiamongst the British military hierarcii§By the end of the
year they had sent 15,000. The Egyptian strategy during their proxy intervention in the

Yemen civil war was threefold: to prop up the new republic in the name of Arab

“Peter Hinchcliffe, OetalWithoutGlocytiniAmbiagh4. i n Hi nchcl i ffe
®"David M. Witty, 6A -IRsmrgendyGperatigns: Egypt in NorttCYemen,t1866

6 7 Journal of Military History Vol.65 No.2 (April 2001), p.401.

8 Even by 5 October 1962, the British Commander in Chief in the Middle East had reported with alarm to

the Chief of Def en obeaSigndidant Egypgiiantutdpt 6h eir neTNAcBIlgERNs. t
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nationalism; to encourage tihevolution to spread from Yemen to Saudi Arabia; and to
drive the British out from the south.Although the first and third of these goals were
met, it is questionable as to the extent to which it was the Egyptian presence and effort
that guaranteed the mome. At best, the Egyptians were conduits through which the
Yemeni republicans, northern regulars and southern insurgents alike, could achieve their
own goals facilitated via Egyptian arms and training. As a proxy conflict it can be seen
as a success. As outright military deployment it cannot. The large Egyptian forces in
the YAR, some 50,000 by 1965, left themselves open to militia ambushes on a terrain
they knew little about, and failed to adequately devise a strategy capable of countering
small, spedy royalist militias whose British sponsors had trained them in the ways of
guerrilla fighting. In short, they sent a regular army to fight an irregular war with

conventional tactics and unwieldy operational perspecfives.

The British g Defeage White Pdpér shat he9aBl€d a withdrawal from
South Arabia provoked Nasser into rethinking his entire Yemen strategy and ended up
altering the external influence dimension dramatically. Secure in the knowledge of a
protracted British pulbut, Nasserdevised ase al | ed O6Long Breath
week after the British announcement, which constituted the redeployment of the bulk of
the Egyptian forces in the YAR from the north closer to the southern border with the
FSA, ready to exploit the impendj military vacuunf? This shift did entail a reduction

in the number of Egyptian troops (an intention-ga¢ing the White Paper), however the

Bwitty, 6A Regul-lams Argnyndy QCmamadteironsd, p. 410.
8 bid, p.418.
8306 Bal ITheiarénthe Yemep.156.
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Egyptian strategic rethink provoked by the British announcement resulted in a sizeable
offensive force being dregd onto the FSAs borders. The vultures were immediately
circling the frail body of the FSA in anticipation of British h$eipport being withdrawn.

Yet significantly, the intervention in Yemen was proving increasingly unpopular with

the Egyptian populatim It was expensive and was draining military resources. The cost

of Egyptian involvement in Yemen came at more than just the price of domestic
disgruntlement for Nasser. When Israel launched its offensive against Egypt, Syria and
Jordan in June 1967 uptone t hird of Egyptods m¥*Thet ary
humiliation Egypt suffered during the Six Day War prompted a chastened Nasser to
initiate a withdrawal from Yemen in October of that yéa process complete by mid

December, and undertaken in #trowledge that the British had already left.

The British departure was in large part due to the potency and longevity of the urban

i nsurgency being prosecuted in Aden by t
particul ar pr oxi mi edthem the falegesdensuégent postigniome g r
operating under the guardianship of a proxy state benefactor. However, even before
FLOSYs creation in 1965, the Egyptians were promulgating insurgent action inside the

FSA by aiding the training of NLF fighterB.y 1964 o6intelligence r €
about two hundred Adenis had received terrorist training from Egyptian agents in the

Y e me*hindéed, the Egyptian intelligence officers who undertook the tuition of

republican insurgents posed the greaterathte British troops and represented the most

#Jones, 6Where the State Feared to Treado6, p.733.
% Harper,Last Sunseip.55.
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significant aspect of the external involvement of the Egyptians, than the tens of
thousands of regular troops stationed menacingly on the FSAs borders. Yet it was not
just the Egyptians who staked an extertaiine in the insurgent cause. It was natural for

the insurgents operating in the FSA to look to their republican brethren in the YAR for
assistance in achieving the unity of Yemen. However, it is revealing that at first the
YAR were unwilling to support asupply FSAbased insurgents as they held a desire to
engender British recognition of the YAR and thus nullify any royalist opposition to the
entrenchment of Yemeni republicanism. Explicit support for the NLF only came after
the British began overtly supphg the royalist armed forces in the civil war in February
1963% But it was not just to their ideological cohorts in the north to whom the NLF
looked to garner external support. In 1965 they secured financial aid from the Arab
League to procure arms anchi@unition, whilst there were also intelligence reports the
same year that claimed that NLF members had travelled to Cyprus to receive training in
sabotage and guerrilla warfare from veterans of the EOKA insurgency campaign against

the British in the mieto-late 1950€’

Accumulatively, the disparate sources of external support that th8rargh insurgent

groups attained significantly aided the NLF in particular to not only acquire intimate
training in insurgent warfare tactics but also acquire thenéiah and logistical
resources to perpetuate their conflict beyond any reasonable hope had they been forced

to be seHsufficient, like the MRLA in Malaya or the Mau Mau in Kenya. The NLF was

% Halliday, Arabia Without Sultan$.189.
87 Kostiner, The Struggle for South Yemep.59 & 75.
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wired into a wider regional body politic, was part of the graraksign of pamrab
nationalism, and thus achieved political resonance with an audience far beyond the city
walls of Aden or the remote mountain regions of the South Arabian interior. Indeed, the
conflict as a wholé a conflict encompassing a civil wamvert proxy involvement by
regional and imperial powers, and a potent insurgéneguld come to have a political
resonance beyond the capitals of those countries with an immediate stake in the
outcome. If the level of external support rendered to the dHtFa precedent in British
counterinsurgency campaigning, then so too did the intensity of international interest

and input throughout the course of the conflict.

International Context

The ramifications of civil war, insurgency and political turmailMemen presented the
British with not only a regional maelstrom but a growing international storm over its
interference in the YAR and over its treatment of insurgents in the FSA. The interplay
between the perceived communist manipulation of Nasser amiéan interpretations

of British resurgent imperialism made for the most turbulent period of international
diplomacy resultant from a British cound@esurgency campaign since the withdrawal

from Palestine.
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The British and Ame the Eggitiad isvolvemdntimYemen fvassar st
a plot devised with the Soviets to destabilise security in the Arabian Perifhsula,
stemming from the knowledge that the Soviets had been selling arms to nationalist
forces in Yemen since 1988 Although the Soviets haan interest in the Middle East,

the Kremlin seemed content to support the Egyptians efforts in South Arabia and staged

no overt interference in the civil war or the insurgency. Indeed, any interest that the
Kremlin paid to South tAraabiiad ®WheoSovesal abd e
offered no alternative communist influence to the existing appeal of Nasserism, a
deci sion understandable in |ight ofaKhrush

influence in the Middle East in the early 1960s.

Athough erstwhile Cold War allies, the Ame
region to represent renewed colonial muscle e x i n g . As Ant hony E
Secretary, Guy Millard, pointed out, in tF

again resort to military action outside British territories without at least American
acqui e¥ @hesntwism Ildelps characterise the attempts of the Macmillan and
DouglasHome administrations to hide their employment of covert mercenary groups in

Yemen whist simultaneously pressurising the Americans to not recognise the YAR in a

®porri, M6, p.681; Jones, O6Where the State Feared to Tr
®W.Tayl or Fain, 6Unfortunate Arabia: Thee3o6United St at
Diplomacy and Statecraft/ol.12 No.2 (June 2001), p.129.

®John T. Ducker, O6The International Contetakt of Sou
WithoutGlory in Arabia p.72.

L For a comprehensive analysis of Solglyptian relations in relation to early proxy involvement in

Yemen see Jesse Ferris, O0Soviet SUupPppddhalofCold Egypt o
War StudiesVol.10 No.4 (208), pp.536.

“Quoted in Ant hony Ad a interhaianal Affairs Voh6a Ne3z(SuRmer 1988),t e d 6 ,
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vein attempt to bolster legitimacy for their clandestine operations. In line with their
vision for the development of other nations in the Third World, the US hoped that
Yemen couldbe nurtured into the wider body politic of independent democratic
capitalist states. Yet this pl an failed
overlordship of Middle East stability and secondly for Wa s hi
reconcile the ingredigs of anticolonialism, anticommunism and lorgange economic

interest that were inevitably in the mix of a British cowtsurgency campaig.

On occasions, the parallel attempts to pacify the Americans and to keep the covert
operations secret maderfo a str ai ned O6speci al relations
t hat he had a 6prol onged argument wi t h
recognitiori®, which the Americans duly granted in December 1962. At a meeting at the
White House in October 1963, DoagHome lied to President Kennedy when pressed

on whether the British were aiding the r
n ot h*% Yegthed@rime Minister had not bargained on American intelligence already
surmising British involvement in Yemen,me e Pr esi dent Kennedyos
Declassified documents reveal that in the weeks immediately after the revolution in
Yemen in 1962, at the time Macmillan was sanctioning mercenary activity in the

country, the National Security Council notified tRer e si dent t hat Brita

®Fain, 6Unfortunate Arabia, p.130.

“William Roger LoQdlsgnidalmesmcamd Atnttédé Di ssol ution of
International Affairs Vol.61 No.3 (Summer 1985), p.414.

% Macmillan, At the End of the Day.270.

®TNA PREM 11/ 4928, O6Extract from Record of a Conver
States and Lord Home, at the White House, Washington, 4 Odtades Signdicantly, there is no

reference at all in Alec Douglddo mes &6 memoirs to Yemen.
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covertly in t°hTae Spate ®gpartmennnot¥deasneany as 9 October 1962

t hat t hwhich Bavi @ardly be concealed for Igng likely to lead to a sizeable
commitment of UAR (Egyptian) forces in Yemendaconceivably to a YemetlAR
invitation to the Sovi et *®Thefamthat theoKeringdg r e a s
administration was almost immediately aware of covert British activity in Yemen not
only highlights Washi ntg tlosestoCold War Blly that lits t o |
intelligence agencies were acutely aware of UK clandestine military deployments but

also makes Prime Minister Douglslso me 6 s | i e t o President Ken

all the more incredulous.

However, the assassiian of Kennedy, who had taken a personal interest in the Yemen
conflict, and the increasing American focus on seaaaht Asia by the mid960s,

ensured that British covert operations in South Arabia became dimmer on the
Washington radat’ This engendered policy approaching apathy in the US towards the

British countefinsurgency campaign, coming to conceive of the British presence, in

Kar | Pieragostinids words, O0in the context
rather than in its more regional rel@as the guardian of Western oil supplies and the
protector of emergi n¢° Indeednnaoccarding atd Fdreignn at i o

Secretary Rab Butler, who met with Lyndon Johnson in April 1964, the President

" Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS1-63, Vol.18, Near East, 196@3, Document 68:
Memorandum from Robert W. Komer of the National Security Cd8teiff to President Kennedy, 4

October 1962.

®FRUS 196163 Vol . 18, ¢46% Bacumena &tMemorahdlire ffom the Assistant

Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Talbot) to Secretary of State Rusk, 9 October
1962. Emphasiadded.
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0seemed to be determi meddeo, detal uboagh ©oh

more sympathetic ally in Secretary of State Dean RUsk.

However, despite their previously disapproving stance on British involvement in South
Arabia, when London announced its east of Suez withdrawal in 1966, thecanseri
6regarded it as a betrayald and felt it w
volatile region susceptible to the appeals of communiéffihe timetable for departure

set out in the Defence White Paper did indeed spark an increase in 8tvigt im the

Middle East, multiplying its cohort of military advisors in Egypt and Syria in 1967,
although crucially not deploying them to Yemen its&iffl ndeed, the Amer
considered, although ultimately dismissed, the possibility of launchingdWwaircovert

operations through Yemeni dissidents to destabilise Nasser and prevent a total Egyptian
takeover of South Arabig! British Defence Secretary Denis Healey later revealed his

cynicism towards American derision of the British relinquishment ofthenial reins:

WITNA DEFE 13/569, 6Top Secret: From Washington, To
2)oui s, 6The British Withdrawal from the Gulfd, p. 8.
enough to predict that it was O6highly wunlikely tha
c o mp | eDectssified Document Reference System (DPRS§trél éntelligence Agency, Special

Memor andum, Subject: Outlook for Aden and the Fede

193 \Walker,Aden Insurgencyp.227.

194 An editorial note iFRUS Vol.10 (Near East Region; Arabian Penisula, 1868% p.84lreeal s: 6 0On
July 14, 1967, the 303 Committee, the interdepartmental committee which reviewed and authorized covert
operations, discussed @}t not declassifiggroposal for covert support on a trial basis of paramilitary
operations by dissident groups¥re men wi t h t he purpose of increasing
and South Arabia... At a meeting with the President on July 18, Rusk stated his opposition to the proposal.
Secretary of Defense McNamara expressed his agreement, and the Presidewasaidjieed that

not hing would be done. 6
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60The United States, after trying for
Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, was now trying desperately to keep

us in; during the Vietham War it did not want to be the only country

killing coloured people ortheir own soil. Moreover, it had at last

come to realise that Britain had an experience and understanding in

the Third World, whi®h it did not poss

Although perhaps privately perplexed at American anger at the White Paper, the British
were ken to harness American help in making the withdrawal as smooth as possible. In

a joint USUK meeting in Washington to discuss the implications of the East of Suez
timetable, the Foreign Secretary, Michael Stewart, requested that the American
government mt wi sh to Ouse its influence with
from making difficulties for the British in connection with their withdrawal from

A d e f°E@n if the plea was made, it fell on deaf ears.

One international aspect that impacted upoa fierocity of the insurgency in South
Arabia, particularly in Aden itself, was the perceived high level of British support for
Israel during the Six Day War. It was arguably one of the primary contributing factors to

the uprising in the Crater district éfden in June 1967, which lasted fifteen days and

1% Healey,The Time of My Lifepp.28081.
1% FRUS 196468, Vol.12, Western Europe, Document 255: Memorandum of Conversation, 27 January
1966.
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cost the lives of twentywo British servicemen in the effort to quell the disturbari@es.
Indeed, the vested Israeli interest in the outcome of the British canstegency
campaign in Yemen led Tel Avio covertly offer their assistance to the equally covert
BMO. The Israeli Air Force conducted several air drops of supplies and weapons to
royalist forces in a clandestine effad bog Nasser down in a Yemeni quagmire, and
also to ensure that a potentralyalist victory in the civil war would be rewarded with

the recognition of the Israeli staf€. The conflict in South Arabia not only drew in the
regional powers, Egypt and Israel, who staked a claim in the outcome of the conflict, but
it also caught theteention of the international diplomatic community like no other

British countefinsurgency campaign.

From the moment the British began tewerk the political structure of South Arabia

and conduct operations, the United Nations pursued an active angemttonist role in
seeking a cessation of British military action and political interference. The UN
Committee of 24, the body set up to review decolonisation procedures, published a
report in July 1963 condemni fingthe8ASA®lai n o s
the wake of Britainds declaration of a
December 1963, the UN General Assembly passed Resolution 1,972 on 16 December,
which called for the British to end their policy of deportation and imprisonragént

suspected insurgent¥ Britain denounced the Resolution as -@iged, yet the support

197 Beckett,Modern Insurgencies and Countersurgenciesp.155.
®ionesp Where the State Beared to Treadd, pp.729
199 pjeragostiniBritain, Aden and South Arahi@.52.

YKingyuh Chang, 6The United Nations and Decolonisat:i

International OrganisationVol.26 No.1 (1972), p.45.
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with which it passed through the Assembly demonstrated the international scrutiny that
British actions in Yemen (the overt military operations at least) would be tnode the
beginning. This scrutiny would increase after the opprobrium wrought on Britain after
the civilian deaths at Harib after an RAF bombing raid in March 1964, and would
arguably have served as a <cruci al mo me n t
previously stringent line in shunning any effort by the UN to post observers or
peacekeepers across both sides of the ‘SR border for fear of losing face on the
international stag&: In June 1963 the British acquiesced to the deployment of the UN
YemenObservation Mission (UNYOM). The Mission, which cost $2million and only
ever posted 25 observers on the ground, was wound up in September 1964 citing British
obstinacy in aiding the task assigned them and failing to bring the warring parties
together to hoker a peace deal to end the civil WdrThis unforeseen level of UN
intervention in the conduct of a British countesurgency campaign reflects firstly the
complex web of conflicts unfolding in South Arabia, but secondly remains indicative of
the intermtional scepticism with which British military action in an ostensible corner of
Empire by the midl960s was viewed. The Yemen campaign was to prove to be the
6nadir in the popul a¥ andyhe iotérnatioraleconBnuriity, i s h
friends and fes alike, were able to perceive this wane and use it to their own advantage

i the Egyptians got a Middle East free from British interference; a sizeable portion of

UN member states were placated by the eventual relinquishment of British colonial

1170 apprecia the British diplomatic manoeuvrings during the UN Security Council debate in response

to the Harib attack se8NA FO 371/174628. A resolution was eventually passed®yith the UK and

the US abstaining) in April 1964 that condemned the attackeTa gense of the internal wrangling

within the American cabinet over whether to abstain in the votEREESS 6 Memor andum from t !
President s Special Assistant for National Securit
(Document 326), VoR1 (Near East Region; Arabian Peninsula, 12888), pp.6234.

206 B a |l IThe Warén,the Yemepp.10005.

") ouis, 6The British Wi thdrawal from the Gulfoé, p.
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control; whilst the Americans were able to extend their sphere of influence and fill the
breach left by the British as selhampioned guarantor of regional security and oll
supplies in the Middle East. We are still living with the results of this final consequence
of British withdrawal from commitments east of Suez in 19@fguably the first time

in the modern era that a countesurgency campaign not only triggered a massive
overhaul of British defence policy but also engenderedstyabegic upheavals with

lasing ramifications for world security.

Reflections on the British Experience in South Arabia and Aden

Sir Richard Turnbull, successor to Sir Kennedy Trevaskis as British High Commissioner

to South Arabia, was asked by Defence Secretary Denis Healdyhehthought the

|l egacy would be once the sun had set on tF
behind it only two monuments, & Turnbull
Association Football, the %BhNovanberal867t he e
the British had duly adhered to the sentiment of the second of these testaments. They left
their royalist allies and their poor military forces, to eventually succumb to the NLF. A
republican victory led to the incarnation of the Marxist statthefPeoples Democratic

Republic of Yemen (PDRY) in November 1970 over the corpse of the'FSke

PDRY became a haven for Middle East and European terrorist groups seeking a

4 Healey, Time of My Lifep.283.

"As far back as Sept e mb eligenck Bstintate hau pred@tedittasit wasat i on al
6unli kely that the Federation will IDPRYy éNawvi wepal h
Intelligence Estimate (306 6 ) , 8 September 196606, p. 1.
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sanctuary, whilst Aden became a significant port for the Soviet and Chinesewfle®t
gained a naval foothold in the Gulf regibf.It also became a refuge for insurgents
prosecuting an uprising in the neighbouring region of Dhofar against the Bréiskd
forces of the Sultan of Omdh. In short, the vacuum left by the British in8b Arabia

was filled by the political and paramilitary forces the British had spent five years
covertly and overtly attempting to quash. The couintsurgency strategy had not been
fulfilled. Whereas in Malaya and Kenya a slow burning strategy had ealigntu
prevailed over poorly supplied insurgents, in South Arabia a similarly inert strategy in
the counteiinsurgency campaign in both rural and urban areas, was not afforded the

politically-granted time to gain the upper hand.

The scuttling of Aden hademented the primacy of politics in the execution of British
counterinsurgency strategy. Haunted by the spectre of Suez, British poakers had

been willing to initiate a programme of covert operations to facilitate a proxy
intervention that was owteighed from the outset by the sheer quantity of Egyptian
forces augmenting the Yemeni republicans. In the face of international pressure, and
confusing signals from the Americans, the British government crossed the eounter
insurgency rubicon in 1966 by conttmg to a protracted withdrawal in lieu of a

satisfactory stemming of insurgent violence.

18 \walker,Aden Insurgencyp.296. For evidence tiie increased influence the USSR exerted over the

PDRY in the early 1970s see Christopher Andrew and Vasili MitroKtie,Mitrokhin Archive 1l: The

KGB and the WorldLondon: Penguin, 2006), Chapter 11.

7For an overview of the Dhofar Rebellionsee Water Ladwi g |11, 6Supporting A
Il nsurgency: Br i t ai n Srail WargahdensubgerxiBgal 19 N®.& (Marthl2008)n 6 ,

pp.6288.
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The campaign in South Arabia proffered some significant lessons for operations in
Northern Ireland, where troops were deployed two years after the Aden withdrawal.
Some of these lessons were eventually noted and adhered to, with differing effect. The
deployment of special forces, particularly in an intelligence gathering capacity, became a
cornerstone of military effectiveness in Yemen, and would be utilised agaltster.

The experience at controlling large crowds and demonstrations would be invaluable on
the streets of Belfast and Londonderry, whilst the formalisation of a detention and
interrogation system achieved in Aden would have detrimental consequences when
replicated in an essentially domestic environment. Other lessons from Yemen were
forgotten until the damage was done and the Troubles ingratiated. Foremost was the
failure to note the importance of the increasing coverage and attention paid by the media
to British countefinsurgency campaigns. To the background of the spiralling Vietham
War, British news crews and journalists filed reports from Yemen with a frequency and
intensity not witnessed in any other irregular war involving the British army. Ttigava
represent the beginning of an era in the conduct of irregular war, where the scrutiny and
gaze of the modern media made the military answerable to another audience. This would
prove to be one of the taoings of the British campaign in Northern Iredamnd can

trace its roots, like many of the tactics unleashed in Ulster, to the barren rocks of Aden.
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Chapter6: The Failure to Domesticat e: Britain,

1979

At midnight on 31 July 2007 the Union Jack was lowered from I fole inside

Thiepval Barracks in Lisburn, the headquarters of the British military command.

Wit hout fanfar e, without ceremony, this e
Banner 0, the |l ongest oper at i ocaghtyears tiBer i t i st
British Army had engaged in a turbulent conflict on the streets and in the countryside of
Northern Ireland. What began as a campaign to reduce urban civil disturbance quickly
spiralled into a vicious countémsurgency campaign that polarisedmounities and

normalised violence as the Army and a myriad of sectarian paramilitary groups sought to

gain the strategic momentum over what came to be known, in a gross act of
under statement , as the O6Troubl esd. heSl ow |
conflict would have significant ramifications on the level of violence. Withinfitlsé

decade of the Troubles some 2,000 lives had be€i losb thirds of the eventual death

toll in a conflict to last nearly another twenty years. Belated operatmtancy on

behalf of the British army, achieved in large part by effective intelligence, would keep

the fire of this slow burning strategy going.

1y, Brian Garrett, o6Ten Year dntemdtiond BacuriyVwld NG.3 oops i n
(Winter 197980), p.87.
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The O6Troubles6 erupted at a point when
Empire. The retreat stof Suez was underway as the vestiges of imperial rule gave way
to decolonised independent states. The experiences of the British Army, intelligence and
political communities had become conditioned to fighting insurgencies against distant
guerrilla groupg in corners of the Empire where the use of force was applied with
efficient yet widespread vigour. By the late 1960s the British army in particular had
developed what they perceived to be an effective coumgergency strategy, founded

in Malaya, whichhad been transferred piecemeal to Kenya, and had been prematurely
compromised in Yemen. However, in Northern Ireland the process of lesson transferral
was undertaken in the absence of context. Coumsergency success in overseas
imperial campaigns hadstensibly produced an impression within the British Army that

it was an effective strategic and tactical force in irregular warfare scenarios. Yet when a
nascent republican insurgency erupted into violence in Northern Ireland in 1969 the

Army and their patical masters reacted with the detachment and heamgedness of a

reactionary coloni al force, exposing f al

adaptive Ol earning institutiond capabl e

The British rsponse in part lies in the political fright at the domestic nature of the
conflict. A de factocivil war was now taking place within the United Kingdom. Political
panic found recourse in a military solution. The army was sent in and reacted with a
tacticalrepertoire and a level of force that it had come to know throughout its colonial
experiences. In short, there was a failure to domesticate the situation. Some of the most

extreme aspects of its previous countsurgency experiences were applied, in
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paricular internment without trial and curfews in communities with suspected
sympathies. A combination of Army excessive force and eventual republican
paramilitary competency managed to turn around a situation of the British Army being
viewed as saviours ohé Catholic community in August 1969 to being reviled as the
agents of repression, murder and violence.
psychology of suspicion arguably permeated relations between the British Army and the
Catholic community. Fot he Br i ti sh Ar my, i n the early
was just another colonial war, where bombings, assassinations and ambushes, as
experienced in the Malayan jungle, the Kenyan mountains and the Yemeni bazaar, were

met with raids, arrests, andhaotings. This merely helped perpetuate the inevitable

Oact+ieancti on syndromedé that fuels insurgenc

Too often analysed in isolation, British actions in Northern Ireland must be interpreted
as part of the lineage of colonial countesurgenciesgdespite the fact that the British

had never fought an insurgency where the insurgent opponent could physically take the
fight to the British mainland with persistence. As happened in Yemen, political priorities
were placed above military imperatives in M@rn Ireland also. This can be seen with

the highly politicised deployment of troops, the political decision to introduce
internment, the numerous attempts (often secret) to find a peace agreement, and the
civil-military emphasis upon shifting the secyriburden to indigenous forces via

OUl sterisationbo. Coterminous with this r el
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foreign countefinsurgency tactics to an inescapably domestic conflict. The effort to seek

and maintain an d&éaceépbgldTIOkwabk iadicatiVe obhbw v i ol
the security situation was not under British control. This was one of the most regrettable

el ements to the sorry story of the Ul ster
process, building from experie@ in previous campaigns, was implemented by the

British Army without any contextualisation as to the domestic nature of the conflict as to

actually prove to be a catalyst and not a retardant of violence.

This chapter will, however, restrict itself to amalysis of the first decade of the
Troubles, from the eruption of violence on the streets of Belfast in 1969 up until the
watershed 1979 Warrenpoint and Mountbatten attacks. This period represents the zenith
of Britainds appl i-milgaryicounterimsiirgerecyn stradegyt im theg h t c
province, providing distinct temporal and analytical bookends. The chapter will also
focus almost exclusively upon the Provisional Irish Republican Army (PIRA) as the
prime instigators of insurgent violence in fieern Ireland given firstly their
organisational supremacy over rival republican factions and secondly their focus as the
primary target of British Army and security force operations during this period.
Although loyalist groups shoulder a distinct portioh responsibility for fuelling
violence in Ulster during this period, they played no central part in the British counter

insurgency strategy, and as such do not come under analysis here.
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l ndeed, the PIRA has al so secublkds@a Ipirt enra
This fits in to a wider trend that focuses upon the insurgent groups in Northern Ireland

and not necessarily upon the insurgent phenomena itself. This plethora of books,
however, is distinguished not primarily by their contents butHgyr tauthorship. A

significant bulk of literature on the PIRA and the wider Troubles has been penned not by
academics but by journalists. Not only is this symptomatic of the essentially domestic
nature of the conflict coinciding with the dawn of the medgge, but also of what

M. L. R. Smith has described as the &6intell
academic strategic studies circfe¥et the journalistic influence over the literature has
produced some intuitive and indispensable insightts the IRA, as well as the British

military respons& and wider socigolitical narratives of the TroublésRecent

academic literature on Northern Ireland has hinged upon the political means by which

the Good Friday Agreement represents the teleolbgitmination of the TroubleSYet

the band of scholars who have offered a consistent strategic and tactical analysis of the

military conduct of Operation Banner and the paramilitary conduct of the IRA has been

M. L. R. Smith, 6The Intellectual Internment of a Cc
International Affairs Vol.75 No.1 (1999), p.78.

% For example see, Tim Pat Coogd@he IRA (4 ed)(London: Harper Collins1995); Peter Taylor,

Provos: The IRA and Sinn Fejhondon: Bloomsbury, 1998); Ed Maloned,Secret History of the IRA

(2" ed) (London: Penguin, 2007); Patrick Bishop and Eamonn Mdallie, Provisional IRALondon:

Corgi, 1992).

“ For example, see MatrbanBi g Boys 6 Rules: The SAS and the Secr
(London: Faber and Faber, 1992); Martin Dilldme Dirty War(London: Arrow, 1991); Peter Taylor,

Brits: The War Against the IR ondon: Bloomsbury, 2002); Tony Geraghtihe Irish Wr: The

Military History of a Domestic Conflig.ondon: Harper Collins, 2000).

® For example, see David McKitterick and David McVbkgking Sense of the Troubl@sondon:

Penguin, 2001); Tim Pat Coogdhe TroublegLondon: Hutchinson, 1995); Eamonn Malbnd David

McKitterick, The Fight for Peace: The Secret Story Behind the Irish Peace Praaston: Heinemann,

1996).

® For example see, Michael Cox, Adrian Guelke and Fiona Stephens (edewell to Arms? Beyond the

Good Friday Agreement {2ed) (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2006); Paul Dixorthern

Ireland: The Politics of War and Pea¢Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001); Michael CunninghBritish

Government Policy in Northern Ireland, 198900(Manchester: Manchester University Pre&301).
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smaller but by no means less influential @mr understanding of the dynamics of the

Northern Ireland conflict. This chapter hopes to go some way towards offering a
synthesis of this admittedly di minutive se
a framework, via the T+iPartite model, to hplmould an understanding of the way in

which the Troubles was conducted in the crucial first ten years, revealing an institutional
blindness to the deficiencies and consequences of adopted military practice and the
lessons emanating from them, within thentext of a consistently malleable strategic

endgame.

Background and Origins of the O6Troubl esbd

Northern Ireland has a turbulent and bloody past. To trace the historical antecedents of

the Troubles that flared in 1969 would mire the reader in centfrigenflict, repression

and reprisal. The politiceeligious catalyst for violence in the province, tracing back to

the occupation of Cromwell 6s army in the s
through to the twentieth century as union with &ritgave way to Home Rule, civil war

and eventual independence for the 26 southern counties of the Irish Free State in 1921.

" For example see, M.L.R SmitRighting for Ireland: The Military Strategy of the Irish Republican

Movement( London: Routl edge, 1995); M.L.R. Smith and Pe
Changing the Strategic Setting in Northern Irefa@@bntemporary BritisiHistory, Vol.19 No.4 (2005),

pp.4134 35; Peter R. Neumann, O0OThe Myth of Ulsterisati
Studies in Conflict and@ierrorism Vol.26 No.5 (2003), pp.36377; RichardEnglish,Armed Strugg: The

History of the IRALondon: Pan, 2004); Caroline Kenneeyi pe and Col in Mclnnes, 0T
Northern Ireland, 1969972: From Policing to Countdr e r rJournél of Strategic Studie¥0l.20 No.2

(June 1997), pp-24
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Under the 1920 Government of Northern Ireland Act six counties in the north were
retained as part of the United Kingdom and its @emernmental structures, centred on
Stormont, were created. This catalogue of events in Ulster had been violently fought by
the provinceds citizens politically inclin
finding recourse to violent oppositioi,r om Wol fe Toneds United
eighteenth century, through the Fenians of the nineteenth century, to the Irish
Republican Army of the twentieth century. Yet it was the actions of the IRA, their early
members blooded in the 1916 Easter Rising,ctviwould come to set a precedent for
insurgent opposition against unionist rule in Northern Ireland. Their campaign in the
province, and against the British mainland, in the 1930s and 1940s, marked a significant
increase in the insurgent nature of the tonfc t . A O6border campaig
between 1956 and 1961 as IRA members attacked targets in Ulster before fleeing for

refuge in Eire.

The emerging political discourse of civil rights in the 1960s injected a new dimension to

the tensions in the Norin Ireland. The civil rights agenda had profoundly altered race
relations in the United States and was manifesting itself in Ulster by offering the
minority Catholic population a means to express its perceptions of institutionalised
prejudice and discrimiat i on i n Ul sterds predominantly
near monopoly over social housing allocations. Theléaiihing appeal of the civil rights
movement inclined itself towards elements of the republican faction who harnessed the
civil rights discourse to reinforce their own proclamations of inherent political injustice

in the Northern Irish political structure. As a consequence, the civil rights agenda inter
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twined a wider social movement for change with a justificatory vehicle for renewed IRA
violence. Therefore, as Richard English rightly points out, there was not one definable

catalyst to propel the rise of the IRA or a single spark to ignite the Troubles. Instead, in

the | ate 1960s there unfolded Oaonedfnt er wec
which is singly responsible for what foll
monocausal it yThe aivil rigtitseageada,ythe soria stabus of Catholics, the

built-i N uni oni st control of U brsntatery thetoricpod | 1 t i C

republican and unionist zealots, and the ubiquity of violence in republican history were

all ingredients thrown in to the Ulster cauldron that boiled over in August 1969.

O0What a Bloody Awful Countryé: The Politic

Home Ser et ary Reginald Maudlingds apocryphal
in Northern Ireland encapsulated the political turmoil that engulfed the province in the
1970s and the frustrations in seeking workable solutions. The first decade of the
Troubles was wrought with factionalism, faltered peace efforts, and institutional
upheaval. Since the Irish political settlement of 1921 and the creation of Northern
Ireland, the devolved government at Stormont had presided over the descent into
sectarian conftit in 1969. Within five years, the province would have that devolution
revoked with the imposition of Direct Rule from Westminster in March 1972; a brief

period of a powesharing Executive set up in the wake of the Sunningdale Agreement

8 English,Armed Strggle, pp.14647.
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between January drMay 1974; followed by a renewed period of Direct Rule after the

Ul ster Wor kersdé Council strike brought do
Northern Il rel andods sovereignty, as demon
arrangements, unfolded agst the backdrop of spiralling violence and aptly
characterised the Ohall of mirrorso that
1970s’ The political strategy for the province was therefore perpetually obfuscated,

rendering the military stratggequally mercurial.

In counterinsurgency warfare there is a tangible relationship between the effectiveness

of the military campaign and the quality of the political direction it receives. The
Troubles in Northern Ireland were to severely test theaffiof this bond® Scholars of

the conflict have been divided as to the political management of the conflict in its first
decade under the administrations of Harold Wilson, Edward Heath and James Callaghan.
Paul Dixon has argued that the British governmest pol i cy towards No
since 1972 6éhas been characterised more b
di s ¢ on' EvenuHarolg Wison himself acknowledged that despite the change of

British government in 1970 from Labour to Consérvav e 6t he handling

Il reland probl em was ma r*kieabntrasyto this resillesthe nui t

scholarly opinion, as enunciated amongst others by John Newsinger, that the British

° Tony GeraghtyThe Irish War: The Military History of a Domestic Confl{tbndon: Harper Collins,

2000), p.xx.

YChristopher Tuck, ONorthern | rlehsawnddefenckyaddhe Br it i
Security AnalysisvVol.23No.2 (2007), p.166.

“"Paul Dixon, O6British Pol i-2000: Continuity,rTactcal Ndjustmemteandn | r e |
Consi stent 0 Brtishdoumdl of Poditinsanddnsedtional Relatigngol.3 No.3 (2001),

p.342.

2Harold Wilson,Final Term: The Labour Government 197476(London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson,

1979), p.67.
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were <culpable of provpadliintgi cad Ildacakecof ol p
6contradictoryd a¥Hdweder thgse opposing peespectises falsely e g y .
dichotomise the British position. The British were indeed consistent in their
inconsistencies. Whilst pursuing security crackdewsuccessive governments sought

ways of opening dialogue with the terrorist factions. Successive governments sought
ways of maintaining a degree of constitutionalism between London and Belfast whilst
dictating the pr ovi nce 0 s ractegsationdd the Heath e my
government 6s approach to Northern Ilreland
the Labour governments of Wil son and Cal
di alectic of coer ci &Ever toeltHree seetaties fystate forn ¢ i | i .
Northern Ireland during this period, William Whitelaw, Merlyn Rees and Roy Mason,

all held an ovearching strategic aim of enhancing stability in Ulster via political
agreement despite radical deviations in perceptions of how tevackiuch an airi
notably Masondés belief that Direct Rul e,
was the best method by which to prime the conditions for peace and an eventual British
military withdrawal®® Overall, therefore, the rhetoric was pevedly the same across

and even between governments yet the messages were always mixed. Conservative or

Labour, the political management of the Northern Irish Troubles in their first decade was

decidedly contradictory and at times courgevductive.

John Newsi ng e finsurgérey tolmernal Gecarity:eNorthern Ireland, 1969 9 Sndall

Wars and Insurgencie¥ol.6 No.1 (1995), p.93.

“Jer emy VWahingtalReal TighRope of Di fficultiesoé: Sir Edward
Stability in Northern Ireland, June 19R0a r ¢ h Twenfieth@Century British Historywol.18 No.2

(2007), p.220.

“Peter R. Neumann, OWi nni n gsCortributioh W&ounteferrorifreinr or 6 ? R
Nor t her nSmallrwais and bthsurgenciegol.14 No.3 (2003), p.47.
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The intricate and drawsout political process in Northern Ireland between 1969 and
1979 was one suffused with obstinacy, fervour and Machiavellian intrigue, oscillating
between periods of devolved power and Direct Rule, as spiralling violence and socio
religious tensions provoked the original attempt at, and subsequent failure of- power
sharing as established in the 1974 Sunningdale Agreement. The political efforts to
reduce violence and stabilise the security situation during the 1970s were characterised
by two primary initiatives. The first was the introduction of internment in 1971, and
second was the sporadic engagement in secret negotiations with the IRA from 1972.
These two often undexxplored elements to the political management of the coeunter
insurgencycampaign in Ulster bring to the fore two particular trends. To begin with,
both phenomena were f or gednsurgemcy Bampaigrssi n 6 s
abroad, and were here being introduced to a fundamentally domestic conflict.
Furthermore, they reprasiethe fluctuation in the British political strategy towards
Northern Ireland between promoting hardline security measures (as denoted by
internment) and conciliatory overtures to help ensure an end to violence (as symbolised
by the engagement in secretk&). Combined, these two seemingly opposite yet
concomitantly applied political methods set the tone for political progress in Northern

Ireland as the 1970s unfolded.
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Internment as a Political Tool

The period of internment in Northern Ireland betw&®@1 and 1975 represents one of

the most turbul ent and controversial ti me
attempts to halt spiralling IRA violence by interning suspected republican members and
sympathisers, and the treatment they receivethfopurposes of intelligenagathering

at the hands of the security services, provoked a backlash within the Catholic
community and intensified paramilitary and civilian unrest. The four years of internment

in Northern Ireland serves to highlight thetiéatment of detainees by British forces in

its historical context, whilst also raising wider questions over the use of torture for

interrogation purposes.

The use of internment as a security measure had actually been utilised in Northern
Ireland on threeprevious occasions: between 1934, between 19385 under the
auspices of wartime secur6ilt yob oarndde rtl ucra nmpga
Provided for under the Civil Authorities (Special Powers) Act (1922), the British
government reserved the riglat intern any person suspected of endangering the peace.
Northern Irish Prime Minister Brian Faulkner had been pressing for internment long
before its eventual introduction, and in the face of growing IRA activity since the arrival

of British troops, Britie Prime Minister Edward Heath took the proposal of internment

to full Cabinet knowing that it contravened the European Convention on Human Rights

18 Crucially, however, these internment swoops had been carried out on both sides of the Irish border and
had proved effective with Garda-opeaation. The 1971 internment swoop was undertaken only in

Northern Ireland without the prior knowledge of Dublin. This allowed tippédRA members to slip

over the border unmolested.
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(ECHR). Heath skirted round this issue by insisting that at that moment in time Britain
was not a fullyfledged member of the European Community and was therefore not
dutybound by such | egislation. The situatio
now too grave for us t o U econsidesatioasdsuch §s s u c h

human rights, civil libertieand habeas corpus.

The Cabinet Committee on Northern Ireland had already discussed the possibility of
internment as early as March 1971, five months before its eventual introduction. Aware

of the difficulties posed to the normal legal process by IRAnid&ation of witnesses,

the government appreciated that i1 nternment
bypass the wall of silence by sw8emping on
August 1971 the Cabinet agreed to grant the authoritiesstertthe power to take any

action to rein in violence. The following day Heath authorised the use of internment on

the condition that Faulkner ban parades in Northern Ireland for six months in order to
diffuse further tensions. However, it would be wraieginterpret the introduction of
internment as a unanimous and uncontroversial measure from a British perspective.
Despite political acquiescence regarding its implementation there were severe doubts

emanating from the security forces. Even the Generat&®fCommanding (GOC) of

" Edward HeathThe Course of My Life: The Autobiography of Edward H¢aondon: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1998).428.
'8 |bid, p.428.
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Northern Ilreland, Gener al Sir Harry Tuzo,

grounds: he consider®d it militarily unnec

I'n the first swoop of O6Operation Demetriu
were take into custody from an original Special Branch list of 464&aulty RUC
intelligence not only failed to distinguish between those who had been involved in
republican political campaigns and those who were directly involved in IRA violence,
but was also knon to have wrongly targeted innocent people with the same name as
suspected IRA members, arrested the wrong family member, and indeed arrested IRA
veterans whose last involvement with the IRA had been over fifty years ago but whose
names still lay on RUCIilés. Massive civil unrest in the Catholic community followed

this first round of arrests. The three days following the introduction of internment
witnessed the deaths of twerdge people as rioting broke out on the streets of Belfast,
Londonderry and o#r towns. In the House of Commons in a two day debate to discuss
the implications of internment (which had been introduced during the parliamentary
summer recess) Home Secretary Reginald Maudling argued that it was necessary as a

measure to contain violeac

6The object of the internment policy 1is

no further harm, active members of the IRA and, secondly, to obtain more

¥The Nationa
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information about their activities, their conspiracy and their organisation, to
help security forces their job of protecting the public as a whole against

their dctivities. o

This dual justification of internment fails to adequately represent the situation inside the
internment camps at Long Kesh, Magilligan, the Crumlin Road prison in Belfastand th
temporary internment hold dwoard the prison shiplaidstone anchored in Belfast
Lough. The internees were not held for re:
given that no senior IRA members were detained and that most internees were released
after a short time as the security forces failed to prove that they were involved in
terrorist activity. Indeed, of the 800 internees released between 1972 and 1973, just 10
were subsequently charged with other offerféesurthermore, arguments that
interment was necessary to uphold public saf
narrow consideration of the impact of internment in a military context but not in a social

one. Internment was to prove an instrument of massive upheaval that contributed to a
sharp rise in violence. In the eight months of 1971 before the introduction of internment
there were 30 deaths relating to sectarian violence in Northern Ireland. In the five
months immediately proceeding the first round of arrests 143 people were 4dled,

which were members of the security foré&Much of this communal unrest was a result

of i nternment 6s al most exclusive discrimir

L House of Commons Debates, Vol.823 Col.8, 22 September 1971.

2R.J Spjut, o6lnternment and Det es9375 Ministevil Rolicp ut Tr i a
and Pr Bhe ModarneLdw Reviewol.49 No.6 (November 1986).718.

3 Anthony Jennings (edjustice Under Fire: The Abuse of Civil Liberties in Northern Ireléinohdon:

Pluto Press, 1988p.204.
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3,633 terrorist suspects arrested during the whole period of internmediDfustere
Protestant Loyalists. Indeed, it took until February 1973 before the first Loyalist was
interned, almost eighteen months after its introductfofihis led to understandable
claims that internment was a policy aimed at undermining the wider @athol
community and helped contribute to a hardening of republican sentiment. When pressed
on the issue of exclusive Catholic arrest in the House of Commons, Edward Heath

denied prejudice on religious or political grounds:

06The <criteri a fG(of acomcerned wite whetlne B personasr e
Catholic or Protestant. What they are concerned with is whether he is a
member of an organisation openly engaging in a campaign of violence, and
which have openly claimed responsibility for the acts of terrorism lwhic

have cost the lives not only of® sol dier:

Yet Heath ignores the detrimental domestic implications of internment and the way in
which it unified the minority community around a common repugnance at the policy and
the stories of brutality emerging from the released internees provided ample propaganda
for the republican cause and hardened-British sentiment® As Rod Thornton has

rightly argued, internment represented a hurried political solution to a conflidtabat

24 McKitterick and McKeaMaking Sense of the Troub)gs70.

% House of Commons Debates, Vol.823 Col.322, 23 Septeh@ydr.

% For revelations and reflections on the period of internment in Northern Ireland see: John McGuffin,
Internment( | r el and: Anvil , 1973); l an Brownlie, Ol nterrc
R e p o The Mlddern Law Reviewol. 35 No.5(Spt ember 1972); and Michael O¢
Emergency Powers Under the European Convention on
The American Journal of International Lawol. 71 No. 4 (October 1977).
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gotten out of hand, and characterised an attempt by the political community in London
to reassert its influence over the direction of evéhtBhe obvious deficiencies of
internment soon led Whitehall to seek alternative means by which to diminishogo
in Ulster. One element to this altered political approach involved the initiation of secret

talks with the IRA itself.

Forging a Secret Peace: Political Negotiations with the IRA

By 1972 negligible headway had been made by the security serviceducing IRA
violence. Furthermore, the failure of the mainstream political parties in Northern Ireland
to reach an amicable political settlement in the face of the imposition of Direct Rule in
March 1972 opened up the option of political dialogue outdlde conventional
channels. Increasing calls, therefore, for the British to enter into negotiations with the
IRA over a ceasefire, became ever more pragmatic and appealing to the British
government® Secret negotiations, it must be remembered, are a constam
throughout British countensurgency campaigns and had been instigated in previous

conflicts in Malaya and Kenya in particular. Northern Ireland was to be no exception.

Rod Thornton, O6G@rtudinagl iNMi sMraokegs iTrhet he Early Stac
Depl oyment to Northern | r e lDoarnatiof Strategig StedieVoll30 8L t o Mar
(2007), p.91.

B6Tal ks with | RA Ipshdipes3leDdcenbygr 197 (olippéig TNA PREM

15/1023)
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The first secret talks with the IRA came when opposition leader Harold Wilgth the
permission of Prime Minister Edward Heath, took a meeting with the leadership of the
Provisional IRA whilst on a visit to Dublin in March 1972Although nothing came of
these talks it marks the establishment of cpsy consensus as to theed to engage

in dialogue with the IRA if the peace process was to be moved on politically. Yet
perhaps the most meaningful secret contact came with the extraordinary meeting
between six PIRA leaders, who were helicoptered in by the RAF, and the Home
Secetary William Whitelaw at the Chelsea home of junior minister Paul Channon on 7
July 1972. Although there were many disagreements during this meeting, particularly
over the issue of setfetermination and the withdrawal of British troops, the two sides
did settle on a four point plan that included the mutual suspension of offensive activities
for one week, with immediate effect. This bilateral ceasefire, resultant of this significant
secret meeting between a senior cabinet minister and the PIRA leadex&npjally

lasted just two days as violence flared on the Lenadoon housing estate in Belfast over
the rehousing of Catholic families. The perceived he@ydedness of the British Army

in quelling this unrest was taken as an indicator by the IRA thaetsetire was ovéf.
Despite the failure to secure a lasting ceasefire from this round ofldvightalks,
Edward Heath quite astutely defended the decision to engage in talks with the IRA by

rightly observing that 6Br been nsebtinggerorists n me n |

®Heath had just months earlier privately described
may in part suggest why he allowed the leader of the opposition, and not a member of the government, to

make the first overtuee SeefTNAA PREM 15/ 1023, &6Fr om-She ttehrd , Gr5e glsaonnu at
1972.

®For the British governmentés account of events | e
conversations between Whitelaw and the IRA leadership, and aragealof the events at Lenadoon, see

TNA CJ 4/ 1456, O6Top SecelrfetJ:ulTyhel 9I7TRA . Truce, 26 June

244



for years, endeavouring to put an énd to
Whitel aw, although initially opposed to t
refusal to talk would leave the political initiative inth@ h d s o f **tn hesponseR A . &

to IRA fingerpointing at British military aggression in Lenadoon as justification for
breaking the ceasefire, Whitel aw dgsgat bbed
given the &édi mpossibl etdienma@®ndshée drmRdA 4 aelmduerr
securing. Yet the Home Secretary claimed that by resuming their campaign of violence
and by making public their meetings with
intransigent and that it was the British Government waally wanted an end to

vi ol #M4.BR..Shith has attributed this breakdown in peace talks after the secret
Whitelaw meeting t o éueruthinkiagnahicly pracledpduthbel i ¢ an
possibility of a settlement based on mutual compromise and dlitheemovement to

the realities of the po*Howeiec blame musdalsorbe! i t ar
apportioned to the British government for oscillating between indifference and
enthusiasm for secret talks. No coherent pathways out of violence ssgmisly

offered. As such, the Troubles maintained its violent course in the face of such strategic

confusion.

Aside from engaging in higlevel political talks with the IRA, the British government
gave its blessing to the instigation of further talkes backchannel intermediaries. A set

of secret talks was initiated by a group of Protestant clergymen in the County Clare town

%1 Heath,The Course of My Lifg.438.

32 William Whitelaw, The Whitelaw Memoir@_ondon: Aurum Press, 1989), p.100.
% |bid, pp.1001.

%4 Smith, Fighting for Ireland, pp.1078.
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of Feakle in December 1974, attended by senior IRA leadership and British civil servant
Sir Frank Cooper, the Permanent Secretarthe Northern Ireland Office in Stormont.
Resultant from this first round of talks was an IRA ceasefire, declared from 22
December 1974 through until 16 January 187A.new set of discussions was initiated
after the breaking of the ceasefire, this timeolving two Foreign Office officials,
James All an and Michael Oatley (who was i
Ulster who fulfilled a quasdiplomatic function to disguise his intelligence role). This
new initiative brought about some tangiblgtcomes, including another IRA ceasefire in
February and the establishment of local Incident Centres that would act as monitors of
future ceasefires and encourage cro@®mMunity involvement. The ceasefire and the
Incident Centres lasted until October759when internal feuding within the IRA led to a

resumption of violencé®

Michael Oatley himself had received tacit Whitehall support to open up further dialogue

with the IRA after the exposure of the Whitelaw talks aroused a public backlash. By

1974 Odey had developed three secret backchannels to the IRA leadership: one through

an English businessman with |links to the I
a second via the former commander of the F

crucial link, through a Londonderry contact with direct access to Sinn Fein President

% For the full IRA statement declaring a ceasefire as a result of the Feakle talké’see CJ 4/ 86 4, 61 F
Statement. & For a discussion ThdIRApp.8979B.eakl e peace i
% Between their creation in Felamy 1975 and early October the same year, Incident Centres dealt with

1,369 complaints ranging from claims of security force or RUC harassment in Catholic areas to violence
potentially constituting a breach of the ceasefire by IRA memb®&is,( CJ  Bron8 Brivate 6
Secretary to the Secr eithismwhole fild is alisetultinsight irtodhe Brtistho ber 1 9
ministerial and civil service discussions of the role of Incident Centres, and includes an example of an

incident form that was comgled by the personnel who manned the centres.)
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Ruair.i O6Bradai gh. The col |l apse of t he |
Sunningdale had engendered within the 06dov
toatleast i st en to what the British had to say

37(

Oevery solution was now) up for consi der a

Ultimately, secret dialogue with the IRA/Sinn Fein leadership would eventually
establish itself as a hallmark of British pm#l management of the Troubles and
arguably paved the way for the Good Friday Agreement to secure its terms and
conditions on terrorist violence. Yet what hindered this dialogue in the 1970s was the
failure of consecutive governments to fully commit tgotéations. Talking was often a
reluctant process for the British political community to engage in and this sent
incoherent messages to the insurgent opponent. The sporadic nature of the talks failed to
depict a genuine British commitment to finding a mititary solution to the Troubles

and also missed the opportunity to therefore furtheledéimise any elongation of the

| RAG6s commit ment to violence by forcing t
peaceful political dialogu& When combined with # stick of internment, the potential
carrot of negotiations was hesitantly and tredartedly dangled before the IRA. The

complex coexistence of these opposing policies failed to significantly quell the disquiet

3" Taylor, Brits, pp.16970.

®l'n this sense the former Irish Taoiseach Garret F
contacts had the effect of prolonging the violence by deluding the IRA @lievimg that a British
government would eventually negotiate a 9dhmettl|l ement

Fight for Peacep.8). In essence it would be the secret negotiations of the 1990s between the various
factions that would pave theay for the Good Friday Agreement. It of course remains a cofautral
notion as to whether a full commitment to secret negotiations at the height of the Troubles in the early
1970s would have engendered a comprehensive peace settlement much aarlie®& however the
notion that talking to terrorists prolongs their violence is a misconception ignorant of the ubiquity of
negotiations in insurgent conflicts.
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on the streets of Ulster. With the politicalanagement of the conflict failing to bring
about lasting change, the nature of the military response would therefore be under
additional pressure to suppress violence and restore order. In large part it would fail to

meet this challenge during the 1970s.

The Military Dimension

I n the Chief of Gener al Staffés (CGS) of fi
the then CGS, General Sir Mike Jackson, b
the very few ever brought to a successful conclusiothéyrmed forces of a developed
nation agai nst > Bhis audacious gsseksment irhptied that thé Good

Friday Agreement was possible not because of the -cayasmunity desire for a
diplomatic solution and an exhausted resentment towardsrét@nged violence, but

because the British Army had actuallgfeatedhe IRA in conventional military terms.

However, this assessment belies the significant strategic readjustments the British Army

had to undergo during the Troubles and fails to accomnthfe war of attrition the

military engaged the IRA in after initial hopes of quickly stamping out the insurgent
threat di mi ni shed as an 6acceptabl e | eve
Furthermore, Jackson fails to acknowledge the exceedingtynéatal effects certain

military operations and tactics had upon the level of violence in Northern Ireland as

perceived heavhandedness fanned the flames of wider social conflict, especially in the

¥60Operation Banner: An Analysis of Miliundertje Oper at
direction of the Chief of General Staff, Army Code 71842 (Ministry of Defence, July 2006).
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early 1970s. With entire neighbourhoods existing utigemary eye of a watchtower or
armoured vehicle, the Army©os routine pat.
overtaken by riot control and incursion operations into republican strongholds. As

Bl oody Sunday and Oper at i onsddatacodurimgriots d e mo n
and incursions had considerable and often opposing repercussions for the broader British

strategy.

Anti-IRA Operations and Riot Control in the early Troubles

The early years of the Troubles posed some distinct difficulties thahgegiupon the
British Armyds actions. The Army was depl
unrest before a significant insurgent threat had emerged, therefore requiring the military
to fulfil a fundamental policing function a task that although netholly contradictory

to their training, ran against the grain in relation to issues such as use of force. Further to
this, as mentioned above, the Army was hamstrung by a dispersion of political
authorities in Belfast and London and faced inconsistentigalimanagement, thus
preventing the cementing of a cogent military strategy. Indeed, this strategy was further
confused by a shift in modus operandi from policing to cotingrrgency as the IRA
emerged as a potent security threat in the early 197@sprbblems adapting to all these
changes posed distinct difficulties for the British Army and led the military to make
some gratuitous errors in their efforts to quell social unrest and quash the insurgent

threat posed by the IRK.

““KennedyPi pe and Mclnnes, O6The BriiP3BOAr myl1B8n Nort hel
249



The critical mistake nd@e by the British Army and the RUC in early riot control
scenarios is that it allowed itself to be provoked into @eaction by the goading
provocations of a violent fringe movement. Hednanded riot control techniques
utilised by the RUC at the starf the Troubles stood in contrast to the default tactics
employed by the Metropolitan Police and other mainland UK constabularies at the time,
who would use O6cordons and wedges in <cl os
prevent disorder. There would Imeo b a t o n*sTheobroader ausrestdwithin the
wider Catholic community was heightened by the swift degeneration of relations with
the British Army as the military mishandled crowd control during the first marching
season of 1970 by using CS gas in @&tholic areas of the Ballymurphy estate in
Belfast during disturbancéé.The civil-military response to increasing public unrest in
1970 compounded the incendiary situation. The Heath government decided to devolve
security decisiommaking powers to the mny, granting commanders on the ground a
freer hand in responding to events in a manner they saw fit. This enabled the then
General Officer Commanding (GOC) of Northern Ireland, General lan Freeland, to
manifest his personal hardline style of cowitesumgency on the streets of Ulster,
unshackled from previous political restraints. Freeland imposed a curfew in response to
rioting in the Lower Falls area of west Belfast on 3 July 1970 without political
permissioni an unprecedented move considering it wapliad on British saill,

tantamount to marti al | a w-anddearch eperations Was pr e C

“! Chris RyderThe RUC, 192997: A Force Under Fir¢Revised editin) (London: Mandarin, 1997),
p.138.
“Thornton, 6Getting it Wrongod, p.83.
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rolled out across the entire estate in a domineering act of indiscriminate crowd control.

The curfew prompted a severe breakdown in trust betwee Army and the Catholic
community in the Lower Falls and beyond as reaction to the move prompted a severe
backlasH’ Fr eel andds i mpl ementation of collecti
community is demonstrable of an eafttouch quascolonial appoach that was
inappropriately transferred into a domestic conflict. This rudimentary and insensitive
lesson transferral in large part explains the severe deterioration of the security situation

and the deepeated resentment that resided within the Citlooimmunity towards the

British Army.

However, the tragic apogee of hedwgnded British Army crowd control came in
Londonderry on Sunday 13 January 1972. A civil rights demonstration had been
proscribed by the authorities yet took place regardless sigaibackdrop of increasing
Catholic unrest at social conditions and ¢
distinguish IRA members from the wider community from which they were drawn. The
chronology of events that unfolded on that Sunday afterreoe highly contested and

have been the subject of two judicial reviews, one of which is stilaing**

Regardless of whether IRA snipers fired the first bullet or not, the resulting assault by
British troops upon the assembled crowd left thirteen medr demonstrators dead.

Bloody Sunday was to mark the dark nadir of British conduct in the Troubles and

“|bid, pp.8587.

“The Widgery Tribunal was set up in the immediate aftermath of the shootings and largely exonerated

the actions of the British Army in April 1972. The Saville lirguvas established in 1998 under pressure

from the families of the deceased tawaiteddindingsaret he ev
due in late 2009.
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catastrophically showcased the British Ar
scenarios in the context of an already confusing urban terramarked a seemingly
unredeemable breakdown in trust between the people and the Army, therefore breaching
an essential tenet of courdesurgency warfare regarding the fundamental requirement

of building good relations with domestic populations and positiegmilitary as the
indispensable guardian of public security in the face of an insurgent threat. The security
situation in Northern Ireland would drastically degenerate in the wake of Bloody Sunday
and would inordinately dufiimg the strategie aimh dfe mi |
restoring order to Ulster and eliminating the insurgent threat that thrived on such

disorder.

The biggest test of British Army determination and capability in the immediate
aftermath of Bloody Sunday came in the summell®72 as barricades were erected
demarcating IRAcontrolled zones in Londonderry and Belfdésselfs t y| ed &6 no
areas for the security forces. This bold show of force by the IRA severely challenged
British Army resolve to tackle insurgent tenacity in thee of simmering social tension

and spiralling violence. On 21 July 1972 the IRA had ended its ceasefire by unleashing a
wave of twentyone bomb attacks across Belfast, killing nine people, in what came to be
known as Bloody Friday. It became a highstegi ¢ pri ority to end
and send a statement to the IRA that the British still maintained the strategichapder

in the conflict, especially since the imposition of Direct Rule in March 1972. Operation
Motorman was to be the conduit dlwgh which the British would send that message.

Launched on 31 July 1972, Operation Motorman was undertaken bydighty Army
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battalions, totally 22,000 troops, and a further 5,300 Ulster Defence Regiment (UDR)
soldiersi the largest deployment of Bst troops in the province in all of its twentieth

century turbulenc® I n t he end, the | RA6s organisat.i
levels were utterly insufficient to repel the overwhelming display of force shown by the
British Army. As one soldier depyed to Londonderry for Motorman, 4Golonel R.P.

Mason of the Royal Scot s, put it: OAfter
whole thing was much of a navent; the day went quieter than expected and though

the mobs were outin force withbkis and bottl es. .. w&%hehad no
swift eradi egaotbi carr eafs twhid hdmud overt violen
and Peter Neumannodés words, Opermanentl y
| r e |*aSuah ardinterpretatn rightly places the operation at the apex of a distinct
downturn in the level of violence in the provinteluly 1972 marked a bloody high

point in violence with ninetfive deaths in that month alone. After Motorman the

number of fatalities related tbe Troubles declined and never again reached the heights

of 1972. Mot or man had removed the | RAOGS s
the groupdés bargaining capacity, retarded
the psychological edge theygaably felt they had over the security forces. With
Operation Motorman, therefore, what is presented is the first real British Army operation
executed with overwhelming yet reasonable force, and the results were tangible.
Although turning a corner in theonflict there still remained a persistent underlying

resentment towards the British Army within the wider community, and it certainly did

“Smith and Neumann, O6Motormands Long Journeyd, p. 4
“Lt. Col. Masond®drss tiestlkene nWhamptpenods or al hi story ac:ct
in Northern IrelandA Long, Long War: Voices from the British Army in Northern Ireland, 15888

(Solihull: Helion, 2008), pp.12Q1.

“Smith and Neumann, O6Mpildor mands Long Journeybd,
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not halt IRA activities. The introduction of the SAS into Northern Ireland was designed

to help achieve those widderategic aims. In fact, it had the opposite effect.

Daring to Win: The SAS and 6Shoot to Killd

The SAS has shouldered much of the blame for many murders, kidnappings and
beatings in Northern Ireland during the Troubles. The regiment has been a ligbhthing r

for criticism and condemnation from the republican and wider Catholic community.

SAS squadrons had been active in Ulster in 1969 and in 1974, but this was done secretly
and on a temporary basis, driven by operational and not strategic*fiaedsy ealy

1976 Prime Minister Harold Wilson felt compelled to take action to halt the proliferation

of rural violence in South Armagh,cal | ed o6Bandi t Countryo.
publicly announced the deployment of the SAS to South Armagh for patrolling and
surveillance tasks in an ostentatious political move designed as much to strike fear into

the IRAastoshorep t he i mpression of Wi lsonds gri
introduction of the SAS has been widely criticised by scholars and practitedikersin

his memoirs, General Sir Peter de la Billiere, Director of the SAS from 1978 to 1982,
accused Wil son of deploying the regiment i
it mor e vul nerabl e t o | RA &6bl ackthuspr opag
undermining its entire countémsurgency efforf Tony Geraghty has ar

Wil son6s r espon sphayed, this lbokes ke avseriouswoverd ac¥ i on. &

“UrbanBi g Boyp#é Rul es

9 peter de la Billierel.ooking for Trouble: SAS to Gulf Commainthe AutobiographylLondon: Harper
Collins, 1995), p.315.

% GeraghtyThe Irish War p.118.
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Despite the controversy, just eleven SAS members were deployed in Janudéry 19

rising to a full squadron of sixty by Aprit.

Surrounded by myth, and hampered by a blurred chain of command between local,
divisional and national commanding officers, the value of the SAS to the British military
strategy lay in prosecuting a covevar against the IRA. However, the regiment was
stalked by controversy. One source <of con
border activities in the Republic of Ireland. Claims that several IRA subjects were
0li ftedd fr om t hdaand andhtlemarrested ansetbrough sackdimo | r
Northern Ireland raised questions as to the legal (not to mention political) ramifications

of the regi ment’¥etthepnest significanh @htroversumaunds

claims of the adoption of adeibr at e 6 shoot to killdéd policy
1978, after a full three years of deployment, the SAS was responsible for the deaths of

ten people, three of whom were innocent members of the public mistaken for IRA
members® These tragedies were ailpic relations disaster for the British Army,
jeopardising not only community relations but undermining the future of covert
operations by elements of the security forces and intelligence agen&esday Times

i nvestigation infocytbendébbdetd thakibthepe

the SAS or the security forces catch | RA n

however this argument only applied to I RA

*1 James Adams, Robin Morgan and Anthony Bambridgebush:The War Between the SAS and the IRA
(London: Pan, 1988), p.54.

2Urban,Bi g Boy ppBlORuUIl es

%3 Anthony Kemp,The SAS: Savage Wars of Peace, 1947 to the Prgsemdon: Penguin, 2001), p.129.
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bomb, or ai mi n g naa hblaskatpdaicy’ Déployng the elitaregiment

of the British Army had become a sharp douddiged sword for the government. The

attention and criticism the SAS encountered as a result of its high profile mistakes and
myth-making aura provoked thead | aghan government to shif!H
from offensive ambush towards observation and intelliggratleering in 1978. This of

course did not mark an end to the controversial deployment of the SAS in the Troubles,

yet it marked a watershed iretiBritish military attempt to wrestle the strategic initiative

from the IRA by instigating a covert war. It did, however, raise further questions about

the use of force by the British Army as a whole during the early phases of the Troubles.

The Use of Fare

The use of force in Northern Ireland by B
issued to each soldier. The card listed the rules of engagement (RoE) with suspected
IRA members and enshrined the notion that opening fire was a last resort. ifenisic

involving the accidental shooting of unarmed civilians (as brutally withessed on Bloody
Sunday) and especially the high profile mistakes made by the SAS, severely undermined

the belief that the British Army was adhering to its own Yellow Card ppiesi
Nevertheless, the Army was anxious to absolve itself of culpability by pointing out the

high pressure, split second decisimaking that its soldiers were required to make in

kinetic engagements with insurgents and wrapped itself in the cerdidie®ral risk of

warfarei either kill or be killed. But in retrospect, the Army was willing to concede, as

** Adams et alAmbush p.33.
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the Chief of Gener al Staffdéds end of Oper af
Army failed to o0di scr i mi nimlenee abdethewee@mert h o s ¢

of the c®mmunity. 6

The Army did, however, make moves to try and prepare soldiers as best as they could

for the particular combat environment awaiting them upon deployment to Northern
Ireland. The particular exigencies of urbaoucterinsurgency had been a residual

element of the British irregular warfare experience (especially the recent debacle in
Aden), yet it was not until the mitl970s that there came a belated acknowledgement

that the Army needed specific training to ad@d the essentially domestic nature of

the campaign. The Army thus established Northern Ireland Training Advisory Teams
(NITAT) in bases on the UK mainland as well as in Germany to verse soldiers on the
verge of deployment to Ulster in couniasurgencyprinciples, urban infantry skills, riot

control methods, and instruction as to the RoE laid out on the Yellow°€&uth

training can be perceived as vital given that by 1977 the British Army had fourteen
battalions in Ulster, each with their own Tactiéaeas of Responsibility (TAORS). In

the same year, these battalions were digesting the publication of the new Army manual
6Land Operations Volume | 11°: Counter Revo
Mar k Urbanés words, o6the Ui §1 er § oc°caTheAe myi to

manual represented an effort t o-infurgenoyg t o g e

f iDerf eBiarenero®,pepartagraph 216.

son, O6Low I ntensity Operations in North
Cities: itary Operations on Urban Terraind (Car
2001), pp.11617.
Urban,Bi g BoypI® Rul es
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thinking and bring a practical amount of doctrine to proceedings in the province. Yet

even the introduction of doctrine extolling thetue of minimum force in Northern

Ireland could not prevent occasional incidents and controversies from causing social
ructions within Ulster as claims of a deli
blur the line between propaganda anditga@nd undermined any moral exclusivity the

British sought to hold over the conflict. Indeed, in 1970/71, the GOC General Sir lan

Freeland issued orders permitting the targeting and shooting of petrol bombers in riot

situations’® As one Rifeman withthR oy al Green Jackets attest
to kill; we aimed at the biggest target,
do... (T)his aindt Holl ywood/®Sich éebatemot a

surrounding the use of force ake with the wider shift in the military sands as a

process towards OUl sterisationd began to o

Ulsterisation

One of the most successful strands of previous British ceingergency strategy was

the utilisation of domestic securitiprces. An integral element of an eventual exit
strategy was to sufficiently train indigenous police and military who would step up their
patrolling and operational commitments as the British stepped down. Such initiatives
were implemented in Malaya, Keamyand South Arabia. Furthermore, domesticating the
responsibility for community security in

vulnerable to insurgent attack. The belated realisation of the need to domesticate the

%8 This is confirmed by testaments in Whartéri,ong, Long Warp.69. Also see Rydefhe RUG p.121.
%9 Anonymous Rifleman testament in Wharténlong, Long Warp.122.
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conflict in Northern Ireland did nat o me unt i | the 1976 process
the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) and Ulster Defence Regiment (UDR) were

granted a much bigger role in policing and security operations.

In 1975 the Wilson government sought ways to scale down tleityecommitment to

Ulster as the financial cost of Operation Banner was set against an increased resentment

at the continuing presence of British Army patrols. It published a policy document
entitled 6The Way Aheadd i mlireldnd wahto ieliee s e c L
worked in order to ascertain Opolice pri:i
flowed from the Army to the RUC, intending to send a powerful message to the Catholic
population in particular that their security was not providedatyarmy of occupation

but by their fellow Ulstermen. RUC Chief Constable Kenneth Newman saw
Ulsterisation as an opportunity to rejuvenate his force and rein in the security situation:
060The RUC would be hard but s ensyrmeanse .
giving people the fr ee%Yenhistwasucsdermided bytwot hei r
major factors. Firstly, the RUC had an almost exclusive Protestant make up, giving the
impression to the Catholic community that they were loyalist paramibtarieniform.

Secondly, any advantage that Ulsterisation could have reaped in terms of placating the
nonuni oni st popul ation was di mo-ki shéd poblyi c
amongst the residual elements of the British Army. Peter Neumann hasdpmirwhat

he perceives to be the Omythdé of Ulsteris

force members peaked before not after 1976, and that a more adequate description of the

% Quoted in RyderThe RUG p.142.
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process would be O6professi onanbus pdidng asné g
opposed to external military conttdhNeumannés analysis helpf
guantitative and qualitative el ements of L
most potent effect was as a symbol of reduced British Aramgral over security in

Northern Ireland and not as a numerical exercise in rotating military for police.

The Army may, after 1976, have resorted to acting in a support role in light of newly
established RUC operational command, yet the two organisdtaahs poorly defined
working relationship. Command and control (C2) structures were often obfuscated,
whilst intelligencesharing became a reluctantly rarecurrencé? This was despite the
creation of a devolved organisational structure aimed airdioating the military
security effort. At the top of this system was the Province Executive Committee (PEC),
which moulded the strategic and operational direction of Operation Banneraohhar
basis (a task of hei ght en e diniguenppsitiontinatmec e gi
history of modern British counténsurgency as being the only campaign conducted
without the creation or implementation of a comprehensive campaigi)plahe PEC

was chaired by the Deputy Chief Constable of the RUC as a dentmmsié police
primacy, and was attended by the Commander of Land Forces. Devolution of such
decisionmaking occurred through the establishment of local Division Action

Committees (DACs) who prempted and reacted to events within their TAOR based on

Peter R. THeumlgnm, od Ul sterisation i n BStidiesinsh Secu
Conflict and TerrorismVol.26 No.5 (2003), p366/368.

%2 Ryder,The RUG p.157.

®Mi ni stry of Defence, 6Operation Bannero6, paragrap
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intelligence lead$? Indeed, it would be such intelligence leads that would provide the
most powerful weapon for the security forces in the secret war against the IRA and

eventually add an element of targeted purpose to the British strategy.

60Bi g Boy $he IntBlligéneedDinension

Northern Ireland was an intelligence war. For the British military and intelligence
agencies, the collection, dissemination and use of intelligence material became
ubiquitous in operational terms during the 1970s. By the enldeoflecade one regular
soldier in every eight was directly involved in intelligence work in Ul&téxr.myriad of
security branches were involved in intelligence gathering, often leading to confused
structures and conflicting agencies. The Army, the RUTG Bhd MI6 all vied for
intelligence supremacy leading to the establishment of various intelligence operations
and units that contributed highly valuable sdrts to an admittedly uncoordinated
whole. As a consequence, the intelligence war in Northedanblewas essentially
effective but controversial and mismanaged. By the end of the first decade of the
Troubles, British intelligence had identified the IRA leadership, penetrated its ranks and
to a large extent help retard IRA violence. Yet this was unthed in the early phases

of the campaign by a lack of operational intelligence on the IRA and the absence of a
centralised structure to manage intelligence gathdriagguably a perennial pattern in

the early phases of previous British counteurgencycampaigns. As a result of this

“pPearson, 6LowomstiemsNoyt O®pemaktiel andd, p.110.

®Mi ni stry of Defence, 6Operation Bannero6, paragrap
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intelligence malaise, each separate intelligence unit set about collecting their own
information without pooling it. In the early 1970s it was the UK intelligence agencies

that had preeminence over their military and policelleagues.

Despite a residual MI5 presence in Northern Ireland in the early Troubles, in 1971 Prime
Minister Edward Heath authorised MI6 operations in Northern Ireland, placing reliance
upon perceived SIS efficiency at running agent and informer netwdespite MI6s

initial concerns that in an essentially domestic setting Ulster was the preserve %f MI5.
MI6 primacy lasted just two years when MI5 was charged with taking the intelligence
lead in an atmosphere of distrust between the two agencies. Bydtad the 1970s MI16
retained a token presence in Belfast, as MI5 took over the running of MI6s informers.
Once they gained intelligence primacy, MI5 concentrated almost exclusively on strategic
intelligence, directing its efforts towards undermining tRAs long term plan§’

Tactical and operational intelligence was largely the preserve of the Army and the RUC.

The RUCs intelligence capabilities stemmed from two main branches. C Department
housed the Criminal Investigations Department (CID), responfiblewvestigation of
terrorist incidents and interrogating suspects. E Department was the Special Branch, who
ran their own network of IRA informef&.In 1976 the RUC created three Regional

Crime and Intelligence Units to unite the efforts of CID and Bp&ranch and improve

®StephenDorrilMl 6: I nside the Covert Wo (NewYorkfFre¢lRrass, Maj est y
2000), p.738.

Margaret Gil more, ORWUSIMoritar(M&ah 200H),@6.n | rel ando,

®Urban,Bi g Boyp.Z. Rul es
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co-ordination® The Army ran parallel informer networks, exacerbating the myriad
intelligence avenues and competition that already existed within the RUC and the
intelligence services. Special Military Intelligence Unit (Northermamd)i SMIU NI 7

was established by the Army in 1972 to act as a bridge between the Army and RUC
Special Branch to aid intelligence sharing, which to a limited degree it acHfeved.
Further efforts at closer ArmRUC intelligence caperation were augmermten 1978

by the creation of integrated intelligence centres known as the Tasking and Co
ordination group (TCG). Comprised of CID, Special Branch and Army officers, the two
TCGs (one in the north and one in the south of Ulster) aimed at pooling intefligenc
material and making operational use out of it, therefore reducing intelligence confusion,
duplication or contradiction. Mark Urban has described the establishment of the TCGs
as Oprobably the most I mportant ofs all S

enhancing intefligence gathering. o

By 1975 the Army had at its disposal around 100 soldiers dedicated solely to covert
intelligence gathering. By the end of the decade this number was up {6 Bo@.

refl ected a consci o uesce fdus i the laterl970shagvay Aommy 6 s
regul ar O06Green Armyd®é sources, to covert sn
SAS, who by this point had honed its own surveillance capabilities and become an
efficient intelligence gathering unit insitown right. Yet perhaps the most innovative,

although concertedly controversial, plank of the British intelligence war in Northern

% bid, p.29.
Obid, pp.2621.
" bid, p.94.
2 bid, p.11.
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Ireland stemmed from the creation in 1970 of the covert Mobile Reconnaissance Force
(MRF) by Brigadier (later General Sirydnk Kitson, commander of the 39 Brigade in
Belfast. The MRF was designed to enhance t
the dawn of the Troubles, independent from the RUC and MI5. The MRF mounted
plain-clothes covert surveillance operations machantly in Catholic areas, often in
conjunction with | RA members turned infor
One of i1ts most notorious operations was t
locally recruited MRF members established a doetoor laundry business in the

estates home to suspected IRA members. Clothes unwittingly handed over to the laundry

van were then driven away for forensic analysis in search egatelgunshot residue or

traces of explosive materials. This operatiwas exposed, however, when an MRF

of ficer revealed the nature of the force
attempted murder. The MRF was subsequently wound up in 1973 but was succeeded by

a more sophisticated surveillance unit, 14 Intelligence GoypSplit into three
Detachments (Dets) covering the areas of Belfast (East Det), Armagh (South Det) and
Londonderry (North Deff, 14 Intelligence Company mounted surveillance operations
primarily from static observation posts (OPs) or from unmarked(sesxsal | ed 06 Q c a|
fitted with radio equipment. 14 Intelligence Company proved less controversial than its
predecessor, largely due to its deplayed emphasis on invasive sting operations that

utilised turned insurgents. Mark Urban has argued thatshe u of O Fr edsdé (o
countergangso6 as he | abels them) was Ofool i s

6ability to win back the | oydUrhay howdverl RA m¢

3 Taylor, Brits, p.3.
™UrbanBi g Boyp.®. Rul es
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underplays three significant factors. Firstly, the punishment f 6t out sé or [
within republican circles was brutal, and often fatal. Known informers were rarely given

a second chance. Secondly, as Kevin Toolis has pointed out, the republican community

was extraordinarily tighk ni t , t o s u c heredsmo maxetfar outsidetsiiia.t : 6 1
MI5 or Special Branch spies) to be slotted into this complex web of social and extended
family relationships. I nformers "hrinaly, come
Urban fails to place the utility of indigens covert units in its historical lineage of

recent British counteinsurgency campaigns. Formed in both Malaya and Kenya

bef orehand, the use of captured or O6turne
in the intelligence wars to undermine theinr gent opposi ti on. I nde
replicationgardngdhimetélpsckesudforom its pioneer:i

streets of Northern Ireland, emphasises modes of ldeaamng and transferral in a
counterinsurgency context. Lesséearnng in this respect rested upon the transfer of
personnel between campaigns (a crucial point especially given the way in which Kitson
himself was personally vilified by the republican community for his influence on British
tactics) and on harnessing the gguided) belief that a successful tactic in one campaign
is readily available for replication elsewhere, without contextualising the nature of each

campaign.

Despite the controversy surrounding the MRF, other covert surveillance units
proliferated througout the Army and police in the late 1970s. Aside from 14

Intelligence Company and the SAS, the Army established Close Observation Patrols

"SKevin Toolis,Re b e | Hearts: Jour n(eopdon: Rigadot1996), pt19%be | RAS6s Soul
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(COPs), consisting of small numbers of trained soldiers who would build up an
intelligence picture from routine patling. The RUC, keen to protect their intelligence
domain, created an observation unit known as Bronze Section in 1976 as part of their
Special Patrol Group (SPG), in order to provide undercover surveillance. This became
over shadowed by edfignefandite ob&rvaionaumtdEdA, i 1977 as
part of its Operations Division (E4), to undertake mobile and static operations. Yet
despite such an abundance of overlapping surveillance units, there were few joint

operations and there was little-omination’®

Indeed, the cmrdination of British intelligence in Northern Ireland and assessment of

iIts direction are issues that have recei v
has pointed out, the focus on operational intelligence has abthe price of sidelining

the role of the Joint Intelligence Committee (JI€AIthough primarily focussed upon

the Cold War threat of the Soviet Union at the time the Troubles broke out, the JIC
became 6heavily invol ved®8Alkoughtedattionsinthe r n | 1
National Archives make it difficult to assess the evolution of JIC discussions on Ulster,

the prevalence of JIC involvement in theamination of the UK intelligence machine

in Ulster paints a picture of an intelligence campadtpvoid of local, tactical pre

eminence and controlled by tajown dictation as to the focus of the intelligence

effort.”® Such centralised eordination of intelligence efforts were intensified after the

®|bid, pp.4548.
"Eunan O6Halpin, O6AA Poor Thing But Our Owno: The
7 2 litelligence and National Securjtyol.23 No.5 (October 2008), p.661.
78 |hi
Ibid, p.661.
" bid, p.673.
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same day assassination of Earl Mountbatten off tleresof Mullaghmore and the

ambush and killing of twelve paratroopers at Warrenpoint on 27 August 1979. Maurice
Oldfield, the former head of MI6, was appointed as the Securityor@ioator in

Northern Ireland to harmonise the actions of the increasingtfibus Army and RUC

by providing a clear line of management for the entire intelligence effort. It was not

Ol dfielddébs role to conceive of or execut e
Whitehall informed as to the nature of intelligence effortdJister and ensure greater
inter-agency ceoperation in the face of a seemingly resurgent IRA. Indeed, a large part

of Ol dfieldds work was an effort to regair

of IRA recruitment.

Yet despite the controveas nature of the role intelligence played in the internment

fiasco and in facilitating the use of the SAS, it remains a fair judgement, as Bradley
Bamford has argued, t hat O60British intelli
Northern Ireland confic, but at the price of emfloying
The contentious and ubiquitous employment of covert intelligence operations was seized
upon by IRA propagandists and helped contribute to narratives built upon depictions of
nefarious Britishduplicity. Yet such operations proved essential to producing tangible
security results, such as the infiltration of an IRA unit, the detention of a wanted
terrorist, or the thwarting of bomb attacks. Despite the discredited reputation of the

Army and RUC m the eyes of the Catholic community and the subsequent hindrance this

80 BradleyW.CBamfal, 6The Role and Effectivendneligewéd | ntel i
and National Securityvol.20 No.4 (2005), p.581.
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created in building a reliable intelligence picture of -tiazglay activity in republican
stronghol ds, t he o6wal l of silenced the int
was tanscended by the cultivation of effective surveillance mechanisms, widespread (if

not overtly discriminate) interrogation of suspects, and by the nurturing of a network of
agents and informers. As the Troubles evolved, the importance of the most
comprehense intelligence effort in any British countarsurgency campaign became

integral to the overall outcome of Operation Banner. It demonstrated not only the
importance of gathering tactical intelligence, but also highlighted the utility of
specialised intéigence units and the necessity of parallel human and signals intelligence
capabilities in a counténsurgency contex: Eventually, the inteagency approach to
waging the intelligence war on the | RA car

stratgic competence and weaken its organisational functioning.

IRA Organisation

TheIRA could only react to and not necessarily shidggeevents of summer 19¢®en

the ubiquitous influence of wider satiupheavallndeed, the outbreak of the Troubles,

far from providing a unifying moment around which the IRA could mobilise its
organisation on a wave of popular support, actually proved to be a moment of undoing
for the IRA. The group was unprepared for the launch of a mass campaign of violence

against Britsh rule in Northern Ireland. However, it soon became clear to the IRA

8 For discussion of these i-sesesgereyBrinael Aigdancés,i
The British Experia c e i n No r tMhitary Revidw{JanFea 20079, pp.785.

268



Gener al Headquarters (GHQ) t hat 6event s

specifically that &éthere could no |l onger

from the politcal proces$?

In December 1969 the Army Convention (the highest authority within the IRA) met in
Dublin and, with the aim of presenting a united republican front, recognised the
governments in both the north and south of Ireland, as well as that imiN&str in an

effort to steer the course of events in their favour from within and not outside the
existing status quo. This proved a highly contentious move within the wider republican
movement. Factions opposed to the abandonment of abstentionism @youhds that

it would tacitly legitimate the British rule in Ulster) formed a breakaway Provisional
Army Council which rejected overtures to opponents of a united Ireland. This faction
soon developed its own paramilitary wing, the Provisional IRA (PIR#jich went

about recruiting members north and south of the border who were disgruntled with the
seeming concessions to the British. This split within the Republican movement was
sealed in January 1970 at the Si natisedFei n
their secession, taking with them the more traditional, less ideological members who
were primarily concerned with issues of nationalism than with sociffisiose
members that remained loyal to the Marxist programme became the Official IRA
(OIRA), yet they very much now formed a rump grouping, lacking the dynamism and

firebrand radicalism of the PIRA membership. Cathal Goulding, the Chief of Staff of the

82 3. BowyerBell, The Secret Army: The IRA, 191879 (Revised Edition) (Dublin: Poolbeg, 1989),
p.366.
** Ibid, pp.36668.
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Of ficial 6s, decl ared in an interview in |
reasondor the split: inherent class divisions with the organisation; divisions over the

issue of paramilitary participation; and divisions over the preparedness of the
organisation to engage in an armed struffiEhe effect of this schism was that by a

year into the Troubles both wings of the IRA were, as J. Bov@/er | | concedes, |

the groundé and were quite incapable of h

Fall

mo v e mB This in farge part explains the latent inability of either IRA faction tdtpos
itself as the guardian of the Catholic community in the face of the civil disturbances of
196970 and allow the British Army to be seen as the early protector of Catholic areas as

unionist violence flared.

Yet as the Troubles escalated and the Briishmy 6 s acti ons i n riot
turned Catholic feeling against the soldiers, the PIRA found itself in the ascendancy
given its radical appeal to young republicans devoid of ideological inclinations towards

a Marxist state but energised by viole appeal s for O0Britbés Out
IRA split occurred in early 1970, nine of the eleven IRA Belfast company commanders
pledged their allegiance to the PIRA, ensuring it received near exclusive control of the
city.?® In an attempt to harnssts organisational capabilities to reflect its status as the

main republican paramilitary group, the PIRA modelled its organisational structure upon

that of the British Army, having Brigades broken down into battalions, which

themselves broke down intmmpanies. The executive authority overseeing this new

#Cat hal Goul di ng, 6T h &ewNefviRevBNo.a5 (Mog/Pec BIT0), pptbB | RA 6 ,
% BowyerBell, The Secret Army.374.
% English,Armed Strugglep.114.
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model army was to be a seven person Army Council. However, by 1977 the PIRA
attempted to adapt its organisational structure in the face of new strategic imperatives (as
discussed in the next sectiort)shifted away from its army style division and adopted a
new cellular structure at grassroots level with the adoption of Active Service Units as the
atom of IRA organisation. The group also initiated changes at the top. An autonomous
ONort her n GesmabishaddrdBeliast to prosecute the campaign in Northern
Ireland independent of the GHQ in Dubfih.This restructuring also included the
establishment of an internal Security Department specifically to wheedle out British
agents and informers withitheir own ranks in the wake of several high profile
exposures of British intelligence infiltration of the grdliTherefore, what emerges is a
picture of gradual organisational evolution for the PIRA. This process was concertedly
slower, albeit less contiesl within the movement, than the evolution of its strategic and

tactical approach.

IRA Strategy and Tactics

At the first session of the new Provision
executive body enunciated a thygaint strategy that would seentially remain
unchanged for the duration of the Troubles: defend Catholic areas; to retaliate to

perceived acts of British Army violence; and gear all operations towards the ultimate

8 Taylor, Provos p.213.

% perhaps the most notorious IRA informer was an IRA brigade quartermaster, Eamon Molloy, who fed

British intelligence tipso i mmi nent attacks and the | ocation of |
l ed to the arrest of suspected | RA member Gerry Ad
Il RA and he was executed in 197 %®dtheMgtdblistongmhafthe ase i s
Security Department. See Engligtrmed Strugglep.134 & 156.
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goal of & Betthe Ay COundil acknowledged that thisasegy could not

be fully enacted until the rank and file of the PIRA were sufficient in quality and
quantityi a position not reached arguably until rRlil71. In the meantime, the PIRA
undertook crude attacks on security and economic targets of impottattoe British

Army and the unionist population. Once organisational competence had been achieved
in 1971, preplanned acts of violence by semitonomous PIRA battalions were
channelled into a more cohesive strategic effort. Indeed, it can be argudethRA

was strategically consistent in the first decade of the Troubles and it was only at the
tactical level that changes and innovations were initidtefiside from the 1977
adoption of the o6l ong wardé str atyefgheirt o r e
struggle and the seeming immovability of the British presence in thetshoedium

term, the IRA stuck by the main strategic planks proposed in 1970. Yet on a tactical and
operational level, the IRA instigated two major shifts in their apgro@he first was the
introduction of car bombings, and the second was the opening of another front in the war

by instigating operations on the British mainland.

The adoption of a bombing campaign in England was decided against by the PIRA
leadership inl9727 their selfpr ocl ai med O6Year of Victorybo.

the Belfast grassroots for taking the fight to British soil overwhelmed the initial caution

8 Taylor, Provos p.70.

% Tactical adaptations included stretching cheese wire across roads in republican areas in an effort to
decapitate the commanders of Ferrar@ vehicles whose heads stuck out the top. Other innovations
included attempts to get around the problem of the swatthf street lights at nightime that was
undertaken to prevent clear opportunities for IRA snipers togfickrmy or RUC after d& patrols. The

IRA began painting walls in their Belfast strongholds white so as British soldiers would be silhouetted
against its backdrop thus offering their snipers an enhanced possibility of a kill. For discussion of these
IRA tactics and how the Bigh army counteacted them see the testimonies in Wharfohpng, Long

War, pp.73 &76.
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of the Dublinbased GHQ who held reservations as to its operational viability and
perceptios of tactical gimmickry. Indeed, such opinions would have been hardened by
the Official | RA6s bombing of t he Parach
February 1972, in retaliation for Bloody Sunday. The attack killed no soldiers but
claimed the live®f six civilian maintenance personnel and a chaplain. The backlash at

this blunder even within the republican community proved fatal for the OIRA, as they
declared an indefinite ceasefire in May 1972. However, as Gary McGladdery points out,

t he Pl Rdte eventually open a second front on the mainland was driven by

two wider strategic catalysts. First was the desire to turn British public opinion away

from maintaining troops in Northern Ireland and thus encourage Whitehall to cut and run
from the ppvi nce. Second, after I nternment and
ability to carry out operations in Northern Ireland was becoming increasingly
constraineddé as British intelligence i mpr
group® As a consequercthe PIRA initiated its first attack in England by detonating

bombs outside the Old Bailey and on Whitehall on 8 March 1972. Yet even when the
campaign was underway the wider republican movement remained split in their attitude
towards indiscriminate bonnmgs of civilian target§ a schism that was intensified after

the November 1974 Birmingham pub bombings and the subsequehisimbacklash

in Britain and the hurried passage of the Prevention of Terrorism Act through

Parliament, which proscribed theA.%

91 Gary McGladderyThe Provisional IRA in England: The Bombing Campaign 18937(Dublin: Irish
Academic Press, 2006), p.58.
%2 bid, p.94.
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The second major tactical shift adopted by the IRA was the introduction of car bombs as

a means of concomitantly making Ulster seem ungovernable for Stormont and London,
whilst also tying down and tiring out the resources and manpower of the sécrlody.

Just weeks after the attacks in London, the IRA detonated its first car bomb in Belfast,
killing six people and injuring over one hundred on 20 March 1972. This deadly new
tactical i nnovation would becomeutpatfost apl e
the remainder of the Troubles. The car bomb tactic was the most devastating terrorist

method utilised by the IRA.

Yet it remains significant that perhaps its most effective tactical novelty was entirely
passive. In the autumn of 1976 a poiged campaign was instigated amongst IRA
members incarcerated i n Ulcatdgmisathon aspoaliticad ons i
prisoners. Three hundred IRA suspects were engaged intheadol ed 6bl anket
by 1978, refusing to wear prison régfion clothing and instead wesag nothing but the

blankets from their cells in an attempt to force thénteoduction of Special Category

Status in prison. The protest was not successful, but significantly raised the profile of the

IRA leadership and nue for uncomfortable political pressure upon the British
government. It also paved the way for the escalation of passive prison protests by IRA
members with the adoption of the o0dirty pi
became a political weapoand for the start of the hunger strikes in the 1980s. Such
tactical initiatives, as opposed to changes in the terror campaign, were designed to

augment the |1 RAGsSs ©political message and
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security forceioméBmwirtidschoedrceémpmés coul d L

effective republican narratives.

I n the opinion of J. Bowyer Bel I, the | RA
pointing to the near exclusive utilisation of bombings and assassindtidel

highlights other tactical avenues that the IRA chose not to pursue, such as plane
hijackings, kidnap of leading Protestant politicians, poison or gas attacks, for reasons he
argues were down to a o&flHawe voefr , a pBerlol porsi a
fundanentally misconceives the relationship that the IRAs tactics had upon its over
arching strategy. The IRA consciously avoided the adoption of acts of catastrophic mass
terrorism in the early Troubles not because of a resource hindrance but because of the
inescapably domestic nature of the conflict. Political and social outrage from both sides

of the republicarunionist divide were a natural occurrence in the aftermath of atrocities,

as the backlash at Bloody Sunday and Bloody Friday attest. In such a daroe8iat,
tactical exuberance detrimentally affect s
strategic goal was to force the British to withdraw from Northern Ireland. The deaths of

large numbers of civilians, as pdf279 attacks such as the Remembranag &tack in
Enniskillen in 1987 or the Real | RAGs 19¢
have a counteproductive effect upon insurgent strategic aims as they inherently strain

the ties of trust with the indigenous population who groups purporbteqt, whilst also

damaging their cause in the eyes of international opinion. Spectacular acts of

3. Bowyer BMalrl:, Téhlen |IRAidssh ABOnSdr St eggghe, HL86Bry R
Small Wars and Insurgenciegol.1 No.3 (December 1990), p.260.
% bid, p.260.
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catastrophic terrorism on a consistent and mass scale were never adopted by the IRA not
for reasons of resources but for reasons of strategic clarity. Iy mays acts at the
opposite end of the strategic scale, namely the prison protests, did more for furthering
the republican cause than any act of catastrophic terrorism would have. Crucially, this

was able to occur because such tactics harnessed the safpfsosbcietal support base.

Internal Insurgent Support

Despite the initial stigma of its actions in the Bogside riots, the IRA soon became the
selfstyled guardian of the Catholic community in Northern Ireland. The blurred
nationatreligious nature bthe conflict ensured that whilst only a minority of the
republican/Catholic community volunteered for the IRA, there was undeniably more
widespread tacit support, not necessarily for violent terrorist means, but for the
disruption of British rule as a wte. Indeed, the heawyanded actions of the British, in
particular the introduction of internment and the events of Bloody Sunday, served to
galvanise the community against the presence of troops, hence increasing the implicit
internal support for the IRAs str ategy, i f not t heir t a
Seamus Finucane, attested: 060There was a s
and stop being pushed around, stop being downtrodden... The politics of the struggle

ended up taking over our Bvs® &

% Quoted in ToolisRebel Heartsp.105.
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When the Troubles broke out in the summer of 1969 the IRA was a husk group, with

few funds, even fewer arms and little support outside the older generation for whom the
Easter Rising was a direct inspiration. Yet as Richard English astutely ohdervas
significant portion of the swell of ped©969 recruits, their dedication to armed conflict

was not solely reliant on reaction to unfolding acts of perceived British oppression, but
often stemmed from deepersociacal y st s | i k eandjtf raard /¥ Many i .oé&c a |
leading IRA members were third generation republicans who were steeped in the history

of the antiBritish struggle. Belonging to the IRA was to be woven into the social fabric

of the wider republican tradition, to be a part of theered ranks of republicans that

were celebrated from Wolfe Tone to Michael Connolly. Perhaps more than any other
insurgent opponent that the British faced in the late twentieth century, Irish
republicanism was rooted deep in the society from which it gpeard was inexplicably
inter-twined with longstanding social, religious and political grievances. To that extent,

the IRA was able to rely in the early phases of the Troubles on an extensive support
net work within Norther ns, whisedlsacapitélisingonghgu b | i ¢
excessive force occasionally unleashed by the British military in order to radicalise the
angry young men of Ul sterodos Catholic housi
a race to learn the path to tactical effeeness. As fear of reprisals for suspected
collusion with the security forces emanated within the wider Catholic community, it
became clear that support for the IRA was predicated not only upon an implicit support
for OBritds Outkingforfterrarisi mearssbut avas plsoibasedtas nbuahc

on fear as it was on outright conviction. Narratives, carefully fostered by IRA

propagandists, of minority persecution played to the republican and wider Catholic

% English,Armed Strugglep.129.
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perception of discrimination and subjtiga. John Newsinger even goes as far as to

suggest that : 0t here can be |l ittle doubt
community, the British woulAlthoumlveuntereen f ¢
factual , News i nger 0s supoundingtheintegra imgortande ef wi d e

securing the support of 01l enguagencyscanipaignsrdi ger
Attaining high levels of domestic loyalism within Malaya and Kenya proved crucial to

British efforts to stem insurgent suppantvulnerable rural and urban areas. Although

0l oyali smbéb carries paramilitary connotati
meaning pertaining to the support granted the counseirgent force by sections of the
indigenous population, the broadngruence of the British and unionist political agenda
relating to Northern Irelandbds continued
demonstrates the perennial importance of localised support for the emsoteent

strategy. Yet despite the finite uort it received within Ulster an element of IRA

support that significantly bolsteddlt he movement came from outs

borders.

External Insurgent Support

Notoriously undeffunded and undesa r med at t he out setsoanf t he
squeezed by security force crackdowns and raids, the IRA sought supplies from a

number of sources to replenish their arsenal and perpetuate the armed struggle. One of

“Newsinger, WmFuobpmefBownterlnternal Securityodo, p.93.
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