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rendering it obsolete and useless. In short: how to leave the
nuclear age behind.
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nuclear power.
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INTRODUCTION

WiliTEnan LIBRARY

Since the advent of nuclear weapons the use of military force
for offensive as well as defensive purposes has become increas-
ingly problematic and self-contradictory. Paradoxically, the
construction of weapons with ever greater destructive power,
occurring as it did on both sides of the Cold War front, in a
formal sense increased the military might of each, but in a real
sense decreased it. Both sides became exposed to the complete
devastation which enemy attack or reprisal might bring: the
genuine security and effective defence which the powerful had
previously enjoyed had gone. With it went the ability of even
the super powers to use their military might offensively in
furtherance of their political aims. However perfect in a techno-
logical sense, modern weapons were increasingly useless as
military instruments. In the early post-war years hopes therefore
became fixed on the political changes which, so it was believed,
nuclear weapons might bring in their wake. Some people had
hoped that the West could retain a decisive military superiority —
decisive in the sense of a strategic and hence a political supremacy
— others that the threat of a common disaster would become the
foundation on which a supra-national world order could be built.
It is now clear that one hope was as vain as the other. When
counting missiles or warheads, numerical superiority and primacy
in sophistication do not translate into strategic supremacy, and
in the shadow of the missiles, lesser wars could and did still go on,
much as before. Yet, although patently a blind alley, the arms
spiral continues, apparently endlessly.

Not leading as some believed they would to the creation of a
political settlement in the form of a single — national (American)
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WAR WITHOUT WEAPONS

or international — predominant authority, the new weapons
have had to assume the role which arms have traditionally held
in a divided world, and in this role their performance is increas-
ingly a failure. Few people are pacifist or anti-militarist as a
matter of principle. Military preparedness and the use of force,
even though distasteful to most, are not normally challenged and
are indeed not without logic as long as they can further national
policies and provide a defence policy. Increasingly they can do
neither, and increasingly this is being realised. The emergence of
the half-way pacifism of the campaigns for nuclear disarmament
of the late fifties and early sixties, and, more recently, the
powerful and still ongoing criticism of the military establishment,
particularly in the United States, are there as evidence. Both
movements have reached far beyond traditionally anti-militarist
circles.

In this context the idea of providing for defence needs by the
non-violent resistance of the population as a whole has gathered
force. It appeared to be one possible way of effecting a radical
break with policies which had locked the world in a sterile bipolar
confrontation and an ever-expanding arms race; a break with
strategic doctrines of ‘peace by the threat of reciprocal destruction’
which were increasingly seen as morally objectionable and faulty
both in theory and in practice; and a break with military institu-
tions which, in the name of defending freedom, were encroaching
upon liberties at home, shoring up dictatorships abroad, and
proliferating over all aspects of life, ultimately resulting in the
creation of a warfare state in times of peace.

This idea of popular non-violent resistance is not new. Nor, of
course, is its practice. In its current form, however, and as an
explicit alternative to military defence it is on the whole a
post-war development. The first thorough exposition and advocacy
of this idea came in a book by a British writer, Commander Sir
Stephen King-Hall, ‘Defence in the Nuclear Age’, which appeared
in 1958 and articulated a ‘tough’, pragmatic approach to non-
violence. Numerous articles and several monographs and readers
have appeared since. This book is an attempt to survey that
literature and to examine critically the proposals which have
been put forward and the assumptions on which they rest.

Most people, inevitably, considered the call for non-violent
defence as either downright subversive — an invitation to unilateral
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INTRODUCTION
disarmament and to surrender without a fight — or else as a
respectable idealism, but one that was hopelessly out of touch
with reality. Some of the most publicised ‘tactics’ which have
been recommended such as chaining people to bridges to prevent
the passage of tanks, did not help to dispel the view that the
proponents of non-violent defence — whether cunningly or
unwittingly — were advocating a course which could only end
in disaster. Yet recent events have shown that the idea at least
deserves a fair hearing.

The war in Vietnam brought home several important lessons.
First, it demonstrated the inadequacy and indecisive character
of conventional military methods under certain circumstances,
even where the supply of weapons and manpower was virtually
limitless and the purely military superiority of one belligerent
overwhelming. Second, it demonstrated that under suitable
circumstances a strategy based on the political mobilisation of
the people may hold in check and gradually exhaust a vast
military machine. Third, and perhaps most important, it showed
that the strategic confrontation need not be confined to the
battlefield, but that under modern conditions and where protrac-
ted defensive warfare is concerned, the strategic space may be
so expanded as to include the enemy home country — in this
case the United States. The political and cuitural constraints
which are operative there and set certain limits to the forms and
intensity of warfare which the enemy can conduct, can be
exploited as a strategic resource, completely on a par with
conventional resources such as firepower and advantageous
terrain.

Ultimately, what all this has brought into question is the
conventional wisdom that military force is the final and decisive
recourse and arbiter of political confrontations between states.
We have been reminded that the purpose of war is to affect the
will of the enemy, and that to destroy his forces is merely a
means to this end, sometimes necessary, sometimes not. By
implication this has called into question the conception of the
military as the nation’s ultimate protector — which consequently
ignores other possible defensive strategies. The virtually sacrosanct
position above party politics which until recently the military
enjoyed in most countries was a result of the unopposed sway of
such notions. In the industrialised world we had reached a point
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where strategy was being equated with soldiers and trenches, and
where we thought that this identity was imposed of necessity
by the anarchic character of international politics. In fact this
supposedly ‘realistic’ belief in milirary might is probably better
described as the understandable illusion, the comfortable
rationalisation of societies which, after a quarter century of
peace, go on allocating a twentieth to a tenth of their total
resources to military preparations. The policies derived from such
beliefs may well work for a while — that is not in question — for
a defence policy based on false assumptions will undoubtedly be
effective (until tested in practice) provided these assumptions
are shared by potential enemies. History is replete with Maginot
lines which prove this. As we shall see the belief in the necessary
pre-eminence of military force in defence policy results from a
misconception of the strategic conditions of this age. The
assumption that military force is best countered on its own
terms had some validity in previous epochs. The self-contradictory
character of ‘nuclear strategies’ comes from transposing this
assumption to an age in which it is no longer valid and where a
broadening of the sphere of strategic action has become necessary.
At any rate, numerous examples, not least from World War II are
there to show that a military defeat is merely the exhaustion of
one among several means of defence. It may spell the end of
resistance, but it need be no more than the transition from defence
by the State to defence by the nation — from institutional to
popular resistance.

As the Vietnam war became a demonstration that the
military, in the traditional sense, cannot lay claim to a privileged
position in an overall defence strategy, so the Czechoslovak resist-
ance against the occupation by the Warsaw Pact countries in 1968
became a demonstration of the possible usefulness of non-violent
techniques. In terms of its final outcomes, the Czechoslovak
resistance was in many respects a complete failure. But this
should not blind one to the considerable tactical successes of the
first few weeks. The resistance vastly increased the practical
difficulties and the political costs of the invasion. Significantly
the Czech resistance was not destroyed by military force but by
political manipulation.

Whereas it is possible to believe — rightly or wrongly — that
guerrilla warfare as practiced in Vietnam can only be sustain-
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complete extermination, can paralyse the countryside and uproot
the resistance, Czechoslovakia in 1968 was a demonstration of
non-military defence by an advanced industrialised society and
under conditions of military inferiority, hardly less desperate
than in Vietnam. Much of what the proponents of non-violent
defence had advocated was being implemented in the first days
and weeks of the Czechoslovak resistance. Overnight, a seemingly
academic discussion had become real.

There is no general agreement in the literature on the scope
of the concept of non-violence. In normal parlance violence is
the intentional infliction of bodily harm, but many definitions
have been used which are more comprehensive, for instance
definitions which include ‘psychic violence’ such as provoking
fear. Galtung (1965a) has tried to systematise a number of
different definitions. None are more ‘correct’ than others, and
many among the methods described below could quite reasonably
be called violent if one were to adhere to a broad definition. It
seems most meaningful in this work to retain a certain vagueness
to the term, using it for actions which do not involve bloodshed
but recognising also that its meaning is relative to established
cultural patterns, that an action is not only non-violent by
virtue of its intrinsic properties, but by virtue also of being
performed in a situation in which more violent methods would
normally be thought of as appropriate. For example a strike is
not normally considered an instance of non-violent action (though,
of course, it is not violent either), but when a strike is used
during an occupation as a substitute for violent resistance it
becomes a distinctly non-violent method. This way of using the
term is all the more reasonable because it is generally claimed
that one reason why non-violence ‘works’ is precisely that the
action is less violent than the opponent would have expected.

The arguments advanced for non-violence are of two main
types, here called ‘ethical’ and ‘pragmatic’. In the former case
violence is rejected on moral grounds, but apart from this it is
difficult to find a common basis for this view as individual
reasons for rejecting violence vary considerably. There is one
group which holds that war and violence are in themselves
morally unacceptable, whatever their purpose and form. This is
argued in terms of religious beliefs or of a system of moral
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philosophy, i.e. of a conception of human nature and of Good
end Evil. Another group rejects war, not per se, but because war
- or modern war at any rate — fails to satisfy certain conditions
which alone could have made it morally acceptable. In particular
those who hold this view demand that the means used must be
such as to be able to discriminate between combatants and
civilians and that there must be a reasonable prospect that the
war will lead to an improvement as compared with the pre-war
situation. The Roman Catholic distinction between just and
unjust war is of this kind. A third group, Sibley (1969), rejects
violence on utilitarian grounds. Its members maintain that war
always counteracts desirable political and social goals, whatever
their short-term effects may appear to be, and whatever their
declared purpose. This of course verges on a pragmatic position,
since in this case the moral assumptions do not relate to war and
violence as such but to the wider goals of policy, and whether
these assumptions can be met by war is no longer a question
of principle but a question of fact. Those who present their
views in moral or religious terms often argue in utilitarian terms
as well. Gandhi is an example of this.

Those whose line of argument is truly pragmatic, in the sense
in which we use that word here would all agree with one or
several of the above views — indeed most people would — but
they add an argument of a completely different nature. They
maintain that non-violence is (or can be made to be) more
effective than military means, even when it comes to ‘deciding’
a conflict by defeating or expelling an occupant at minimum
cost. They argue that even within its own narrow framework
military defence is simply less effective than the alternative they
nropose. If this is so, then there is no argument at all to be made
“or military defence, and irrespective of the reasons one may
have to prefer non-violence — and these are obviously weighty —
the choice of a defence system can be made on technical grounds
alone.

In addition to this form of the pragmatists’ case for non-
violent defence there is, as Schelling (1967) points out, a weaker
form of the argument, also essentially pragmatic in character.
According to it, non-violent defence is a useful device for putting
pressure on the opponent and thus provides a stronger position
from which to negotiate concessions. In this perspective, and
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INTRODUCTION
barring other considerations, non-violent defence comes to
appear as a useful addition to other means.

The pragmatic argument dominates most of the recent literature
on civilian defence. As noted, this originated with King-Hall’s
Defence in the Nuclear Age. His pragmatic and ‘tough’ approach
has on the whole been retained by later authors. Thus Ebert
writes:

‘... the major justification for non-violence is pragmatic . . .
it is a sanction and a means of struggle which involves
power . . . it does not depend on the assumption that man is

inherently good.” (1967).

Here non-violence is seen as fulfilling the same functions as
more conventional forms of defence. It is, in the words of
another of its principal contemporary advocates, ‘a functional
equivalent of war’ (Sharp, 1965).

These two forms of argument, ethical and pragmatic, are by
no means contradictory — they rather complement one another —
but they lead to quite different emphases, because they tend to
relate to goals and to means respectively. In the former the main
point is that what violence achieves (at best) is a decision as to
who shall temporarily dominate whom, and this is not a
‘solution’ to conflict in any proper meaning, only a short-term
postponement of overt conflict. Being totally unrelated to any
concept of justice, this kind of conflict ‘solving’ is simply not a
worthwhile goal. The pragmatic school, on the other hand, seeks
to show that even if one were to adopt the traditional view of
conflict according to which it is terminated (‘solved’) once a
decision is reached on the battlefield, even then non-violence
would be a more effective means of compulsion for achieving a
decision which is to one’s own advantage.

The pragmatic argument is therefore generally used in the
context of a completely traditional view of the struggle which
we here refer to as the ‘negative’ view of conflict to distinguish
it from the ‘positive’ view which one often finds in the works
which belong to the ethical school. These two views of conflict
ultimately derive from entirely irreconcileable philosophies of
conflict and their difference largely dictates corresponding
differences in the means advocated. In the negative perspective
a conflict is seen as a confrontation and a struggle for ascendancy
of one group over another. The contenders have incompatible
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interests, and the enemy is opposed and fought with, even if by
non-violent means. The emphasis is on raising the material and
psychological costs to the opponent if he continues the struggle.
The means advocated are strikes, boycotts, non-cooperation etc.

Adam Roberts summarises this approach to non-violent
defence in the following terms:

‘This policy is not aimed solely at changing the will of the
opponent, it is also designed to make it impossible for him to
achieve his objectives. Non-cooperation with the opponent’s
orders, obstruction of his actions, defiance in the face of his
threats and his sanctions, attempts to encourage non-
compliance amongst his troops and servants, and the creation
of a parallel system of government, are among the methods
which could be employed.’ (1967a).

The main emphasis here is on thwarting the objectives of
potential opponents through collective action in a social and
political context of struggle. Non-violent methods are clearly seen
as an instrument of power. There is not much emphasis on
converting the opponent to one’s views, and much more on
forcing him. The positive view of conflict is more difficult to
describe in its pure form, largely because we are unaccustomed to
conceive of conflict in those terms. It affirms the oneness of the
opponents in a wider perspective, so that the conflict is not seen
as a confrontation between them, but rather as a problem, which
they face in common, and which they face, so to speak, from the
same side. In relation to the conflict they are not contenders but
partners, and their oneness in this respect constitutes the
possible foundation for transcending the conflict which — in a
more superficial sense — divides them. In the Gandhian conflict
philosophy, to which this conceptualisation owes much, the
overriding unity of the contenders is held to be such that each,
were he to comprehend the situation fully, would prefer an
outcome which is desirable to his opponent, for he cannot fully
realise his own self if he denies that realisation to others. In
dealing with conflict Gandhi and his followers are led to emphasise
trust, friendliness, fraternisation, limited cooperation, attempts
to understand the views of the opponent, and the application
of the same ethical norms to the opponent as to oneself.

To illustrate this one may draw an analogy, albeit only a
partly valid one, between the Gandhian view of conflict and
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INTRODUCTION
certain conceptualisations of the relations of states in the age of
nuclear overkill — witness Khrushchev’s statement after the
Cuban crisis (12 December 1962):

‘Which of the two camps has triumphed, which has gained?
One can say with certainty that it was good sense, the cause of
peace and the security of the peoples which won.’

Here, evidently, the conflict is not seen as a contest between
states but as a problem they have to transcend in common and
which they can only transcend by mutual consent. It is of the
interest of each to protect and assist the other. To see the
situation as an antagonism between the superpowers is funda-
mentally a delusion. It is rather, to use the language of game
theory, a kind of coalition against Nature. In another respect,
however, the analogy is faulty, for in the Gandhian philosophy
the oneness of the antagonists antedates any conflict between
them, whereas in the ‘philosophy’ of nuclear terror it is a result
of the struggle unto death in which they are locked and of the
weapons they deploy, and would not arise if the threat of mutual
annihilation had not been there. This philosophy of nuclear
terror is more Hegelian than Gandhian.

While the positive view of conflict is frequently found in the
literature on non-violence in general, it is exceptional in the
post-war literature on civilian defence — i.e. on non-violence as
specifically applied to national defence. Its major proponents in
this latter context have been Bondurant and Naess. Nonetheless
the works building on the positive perspective on conflict have
had considerable influence on the mainstream of the literature
on non-violent defence. In particular it has led to the inclusion
in the latter of many typically ‘positive’ aspects, such as frater-
nisation and conversion, and to an emphasis on trust and openness
which pervades much of this literature which otherwise clearly
adopts a negative perspective on conflict. Galtung has been
explicit in advocating a mixture of positive and negative means,
and a philosophy which seeks to reconcile them. Occasionally
this borrowing from the general literature on pacifism and non-
violence has led to the adoption of the ‘idealistic’ perspective
often found in the former, the tendency to conceive of the
attitudes and moral strength of individuals as being the essential
factors, rather than the social and political conditions which
largely determine them. In this way considerable reliance is some-
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times placed on psychological means of influencing the opponent
and resistance tends to be reduced to a question of will.

The aim of this book is to present and to examine critically
the proposals and underlying assumptions of the pragmatic school.
It is thus assumed — incorrectly of course — that the sole
purpose of non-violence is to be a more effective substitute for
military defence. Therefore the conflict perspective adopted
here is the negative one. Moreover, for reasons to be explained
later, it seems to us that the methods which are characteristic of
the positive view of conflict are difficult to reconcile with
negative means. As a consequence this book is more inclined
towards negative and pragmatic perspectives on non-violence than
are most others.

The mode of presentation followed in this book is a com-
bination of what might be called the ‘analytic’, ‘casuistic’ and
‘theoretical’ approaches.

In the analytic approach the various elements (means, methods,
organisational forms, etc.) of non-violent defence are catalogued
partly by drawing them from the imagination, and partly by
‘abstracting’ them from diverse historical cases of non-violent
action (civil rights movements, industrial conflicts, popular
resistance against occupation or military coups, oppositional
activities in police states, and so forth). What can be achieved in
this way is of course only to establish a catalogue of conceivable
means, and only in that sense is this approach systematic. But it
is necessary to go further. Some means may be mutually incom-
patible; others may reinforce and facilitate one another; particular
means may make specific demands on the organisation of the
resistance, the possibility of implementing them may be con-
ditional upon the prevalence of particular social conditions, or
they may have to be enacted in a particular temporal sequence.
Sociological theory is so poorly developed that an attempt to
take these necessary interrelations into account with its aid
alone, would amount to almost pure speculation.

The casuistic approach attempts to get around the most
glaring pitfalls of this kind by analysing specific historical
occurrences. The purpose of the case studies included in this
volume is not primarily to elaborate on particular means and
methods, but to provide a modicum of information on the
necessary interrelations between the different means and forms
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INTRODUCTION
of non-violent defence, and on the way in which these elements
are related to the wider social, political and historical context.
In contrast, the value of historical case studies as illustrations of
‘what might happen’ is extremely limited. The parallels one
may seek to draw between presumed ‘historical precedents’ and
the unknown and largely hypothetical future cases of attack in
which non-violent defence is meant to be enacted would be
tenuous and entirely conjectural. The use of the specific
occurrences of history as models for the future is no infrequent
practice, but it leads one always to be prepared to fight the last
war, and thus to be constitutionally unprepared to fight the
next one.

The theoretical approach seeks to remedy this by distilling
from the observation of past conflicts, not the ‘things which
happened’, but the underlying ‘laws of motion’, the ‘inner
structure’ which is common to all conflicts or to all wars, and
which must therefore apply to future wars as well. Applying
these laws to present social and political circumstances then
enables one to construct from first principles and in crude
outline what future wars may look like, and to develop
strategies for dealing with them. In this, apparent similarity with
precedents is not sought. On the contrary, similarity in structure
despite wide differences in appearance is the surest indicator that
one is on the right path. Properly analysed, the Napoleonic wars
may in this way provide more valuable insights for developing
the strategy of non-violent defence than the Czechoslovak
resistance of 1968.

Chapter I is a rather abstract discussion of the relationship
between positive and negative modes of conflict waging. It seeks
to explain why the remainder of the book is almost exclusively
devoted to non-violent resistance in the negative mode. The
reason is that the two approaches are largely incompatible when
they are used in group conflicts. They are so because the negative
techniques ultimately depend for their effectiveness on polarisa-
tion, i.e. on the establishment of sharp boundaries between the
antagonists and of strong cohesion among the defenders. Positive
means, on the other hand, precisely depend on, and, to a con-
siderable degree consist of, eradicating group boundaries and
allowing for a large measure of independent and contradictory
initiatives among the defenders. The conclusion is that in group
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conflicts such as arise from attack and invasicn, the negative
approach must necessarily predominate.

The next four chapters deal with various aspects of the organ-
isation of a non-violent defence. Chapter II takes up the various
means, ‘tactics’ as they are often called, which have been
proposed: strikes, boycotts, non-cooperation, and so forth. The
aim is mainly to catalogue these means and organise them accord-
ing to the functions they are supposed to fulfil. The chapter
may be seen as a description of the available ‘weapons’ and of
their modes of utilisation.

In terms of the same metaphor Chapter III deals with
‘logistics’ and with the defence organisation from ‘platoon’ to
‘chiefs of staff’ level. It takes up the questions of centralisation
versus decentralisation, of open versus underground leadership
and, more generally, of the coordination of the resistance.

Chapter IV seeks to draw certain parallels between guerrilla
warfare and non-violent defence, i.e. it deals with those general
features of ncn-violent defence which derive from its popular
and civilian character (as opposed to the specialised and pro-
fessional character of military defence). In particular it considers
the functions of violence and non-violence in these two cases,
the question of defence of social institutions rather than terri-
tory, and the specific conditions which the asymmetry of means
between an attack which is military and a defence which is
civilian imposes upon the form of the latter. This chapter thus
sets the general limits within which a strategy of popular resistance
must operate.

Finally, Chapter V considers the ability of the resistance to go
on in the face of repression by the occupant. All too often this
has been either skirted round or disposed of by reference to
historic cases of heroic resistance. This is one of the clearest
cases of the idealism (in the philosophical meaning) of much
thinking on non-violence: heroic action and defiance in the face
of repression are seen as a matter of will, of belief and of faith,
and not of specific social conditions promoting these.

These five chapters complete the discussion of what is some-
times called ‘internal defence’, i.e. those actions which are
mplemented after an attack has taken place. The next two
chapters return to these themes, but this time from the point of
view of the case study. Four such cases are briefly examined:
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INTRODUCTION
two cases of resistance against foreign occupation (Chapter VI),
and two of resistance against military coups (Chapter VII).
Inevitably, these are sketchy and based on secondary sources.
The aim each time is to trace those same aspects of non-violent
resistance which were the subject matter of the first chapters,
but this time to establish their mutual interaction. In this way
the tentative remarks of previous chapters regarding the effective-
ness of particular forms can be elaborated and based on firmer
ground, since effectiveness is not an inherent property of a
particular method, but depends entirely on the situation in which
it is employed.

Chapter VIII is an extremely preliminary discussion of
‘external defence’, i.e. of the possibility that non-violent defence
may be used, not only to thwart attack, but also to discourage or
deter it in the first place. The chapter is no more than an attempt
to identify where the problems lie. This discussion necessarily
suffers from the ambiguities in argument and the conclusions
which are well-known in the debates on nuclear deterrence. Both
are indicative of fundamental inconsistencies in the ‘deterrence
theory’, when it is used to prescribe action.

Chapter IX considers the several ways in which, a priori,
non-violent and military means may be thought capable of
being integrated into a common overall strategy. This chapter
seeks to show that such a combination is in general worse than
either ‘pure’ form of defence on its own.

In Chapter X, finally, non-violent defence is approached from
the theoretical angle. The two perspectives adopted throughout
this book, that of seeing conflict in the ‘negative’ terms of a
struggle of opposed interests, and that of judging means on
pragmatic rather than ethical grounds are the necessary and
sufficient conditions for applying classical strategic theory to
non-violent defence. This theory, due in all essentials to von
Clausewitz, is at once descriptive in that it formulates the ‘laws of
motion’ of war, and prescriptive in that it permits (in principle)
to pass judgment on the effectiveness of different courses of
action, different strategies in war. Since Clausewitzian theory
(at its most abstract level) is directly applicable to non-violence,
it enables one to determine the main features of a non-violent
defence strategy. This in turn makes it possible to situate non-
violent resistance in relation to alternative modes of defence —
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such as military and guerrilla strategy — and to situate the various
methods of non-violent defence encountered in earlier chapters

in relation to an overall strategic conception.
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CHAPTER I

Positive and Negative Conflict Behaviour:
Theoretical Problems

1. POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE APPROACHES TO CONFLICT
WAGING

Two diametrically opposed methods for achieving a goal through
conflict, two opposite ‘modes’ of conflict behaviour, appear side
by side in the literature and can be derived from it as abstract
types. The purpose of this chapter is to contrast them more
explicitly than has been done elsewhere, to compare their
respective usefulness to civilian defence and to assess their
compatibility in practical situations. .

The mode which we call negative predominates among the
pragmatic proponents of civilian defence, such as Sharp, Roberts
and Ebert. Here the conflict is perceived as a struggle in the
usual sense; compulsion and power are made use of when
necessary, and civilian defence is seen as a ‘functional equivalent
of war’ (Sharp, 1965). As appeals to the moral or human
qualities of the opponent play a secondary role only, no particular
assumptions about human nature need be made and no ethical or
moral system is presupposed. For this reason it can be said that
the pragmatic argument for this type of non-violent defence is
the main one — the claim that it is simply the most effective
means of defence. The other party to the conflict is seen as an
opponent and the purpose of the struggle is to make him with-
draw.

The ‘positive’ mode is most clearly formulated in Gandhi’s
work, but in the literature on civilian defence it is mostly Naess
and Galtung who have advocated it. Here the idea is to seek
mutually acceptable, rather than unilaterally imposed solutions,
and therefore concepts like trust, truthfulness and openness
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play an important role. It is either implicitly assumed or
explicitly stressed that certain assumptions are being made about
the opponent; that if fear, misunderstanding, prejudice and
mistrust can be removed the opponent will be accessible to
reason and to moral appeals.

Gandhi builds upon such an assumption about the moral
potential of the opponent and his susceptibility to reason. Action,
in his view, should emphasise interests which the opponents
share and should seek to resolve the oppositions between them
by refusing to do harm (zhimsa). Compromise, on the other
hand, that is to say the deflation of demands, should not be
used, except in matters where no important principles are involved.
In satyagraha it is assumed that a sense of justice can be awakened
in the opponent. Satyagraha extends from rational persuasion,
through self-imposed suffering, to non-cooperation and civil
disobedience; the latter of which Gandhi sees as obedience
towards higher moral laws. All these means are not to be under-
stood as means for coercing the opponent into particular forms
of behaviour such as capitulation, but as ways of helping him to
understand what the conflict is actually about, of making him
aware of one’s own views and of the unjust character of his
actions, and of making him consider the moral issues anew.

Despite the fact that they are often referred to as non-violent
coercion, actions such as civil disobedience and non-cooperation
therefore involve a form of coercion which is different from that
which is implied when the same methods are used in a ‘negative’
campaign. Non-violent coercion, as this term was used by
Case (1923), and, more recently, by Sharp (1965) and Lakey
(1968) is characteristic of behaviour in the negative mode. For
Lakey, non-violent coercion ‘forces the opponent to accept the
actor’s demands even if he disagrees with them’. Galtung’s
‘negative influence techniques’ are broadly similar in conception
and are defined as ‘increasing the probability that Alter (the
opponent) refrains from actions negative to (i.e. undesired by)
Ego (the actor)’ (1965). In both cases it seems that the basic
idea is to increase the actual and anticipated costs of the
opponent, both material and psychological.

The ‘positive influence techniques’ serve to ‘increase the
probability that Alter performs actions positive to Ego’ (Ibid) and
according to Galtung they are characteristic of what we have
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called the positive approach to conflict. More important is what
Sharp (1965), Lakey (1968), Galtung (1959) and many others
call ‘conversion’. Lakey defines it as ‘winning the opponent
to the point of view of the actor’, while Galtung stresses that
conversion strives after accepted, rather than imposed solutions,
and involves a ‘change of heart’ in the opponent.

Strikes, boycotts, .non-cooperation and so forth are normally
seen as characteristic of the negative mode but, as we have pointed
out, they may occasionally be used in the positive mode.
Rewarding actions, active conciliation, fraternisation etc. are
among the positive techniques most frequently advocated. Where
the ‘pragmatists’ propose the use of such means their interest
seems to lie, not so much in conversion of the opponent, but
rather in reducing hostility levels and the risk of violent eruptions
on the one hand, and, on the other, in promoting dissent and
disaffection within the ranks of the opponent in order to weaken
his power position. In other words, these techniques are used in
this case mainly to force the opponent to withdraw.

The conclusion of these considerations must be that there is
no one-to-one correspondence between the two modes of
conflict waging on the one hand, and the means used on the
other hand. Probably, it is precisely this ambiguity by which,
according to circumstances, widely different intentions (and
effects) may be associated with the same means, which,
together with the widespread tendency to categorise means
according to their outer manifestations (strike, boycott, etc.),
leads to the conceptual confusion of the positive and negative
modes which so often occurs in the literature.

Below we shall try to show why, in our opinion, the positive
mode cannot hold a central place in a civilian defence policy.
This is so essentially for two reasons. First, the large-scale use of
these methods would presuppose a complete reorientation of the
public’s view of the opponent, which it seems unrealistic to expect,
in case of an invasion. Secondly, such a change in attitudes, if it
did take place, would break down the polarisation (i.e. the
psychological climate and the organisational patterns associated
with intense group conflict), which, as will be argued below, is
precisely the prerequisite for the collective actions against the
opponent which characterise the negative approach.

The importance and desirability of positive methods in other
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contexts is not denied, and they have an obvious role to play in
the prevention of conflict. Positive methods have also been used
systematically in situations of intense conflict, but in these cases
it seems to have been invariably the work of small groups of a
sect-like character with a very high degree of internal discipline.
In order to work in a situation of intense conflict these methods
require a very high level of ideologisation, i.e. of belief in their
ultimate effectiveness or moral necessity, and a high level of
training, neither of which it is realistic to expect of the popula-
tion of a modern industrial society.

However, there is no doubt that the work of the proponents
of the positive methods, particularly that of Naess and Galtung,
is extremely valuable in pointing to the dangers inherent in
conflict polarisation and in suggesting means whereby these
dangers may be diminished.

2. POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE MEANS OF INFLUENCE.

We have so far been suggesting that there is a certain parallelism
between, on the one hand, the two modes of conducting conflict,
and on the other, each of the two classifications of actions in
conflict situations according to the way these actions function
(but not according to their phenomenological manifestation).
In this way means of non-violent coercion and Galtung’s
‘negative influence techniques’ correspond to the negative mode,
and vice versa. It is, however, necessary to consider this relation
more carefully.

The difficulty with a classification system based on concepts
such as ‘conversion’ and ‘non-violent coercion’ and the reason
why they are ill suited for analytic purposes is on the one hand
that this tends to lump together methods which have little in
common, while others (for example ‘bribery’) get lost in the
process, and on the other, that the categories remain ambiguous.
Intuitively they seem to be meaningful (and they might therefore
be useful for political purposes) because we tend to think of
them in terms of examples which can be unambiguously classified
[a number of such examples are given in Case (1923), Gregg
(1960) and Sharp, (1973)], but there are as many examples of
actions which cannot be unequivocally classified. In Case’s
system, for instance, the opponent may be either ‘coerced’ or
‘converted’ if his conscience is activated by the self-imposed
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suffering of the non-violent actors. If the suffering is deliberately
self-inflicted with the aim of hitting the opponent’s conscience,
the process is called non-violent coercion, otherwise it is called
conversion. Thus two apparently radically different categories
turn out to be distinguished (in this case) only by what is
believed to have been the intentions of the (non-violent)
defenders. The confusion goes further than this. Lakey, as was
noted, defined coercion and conversion in terms of the subjective
experience of the object of the action (‘Alter’), while we are
now forced to consider the subjective experiences of the actor
(‘Ego’) as well.

In a similar fashion Galtung’s definition of positive and
negative influence techniques is only unambiguous if one thinks
in terms of certain obviously applicable examples of behaviour.
But one may ask whether his categories are not just two sides of
the same coin, since to cause the opponent to refrain from
negative actions may also in itself be seen as a positive action. If,
for example, the aim is to prevent the opponent from executing
hostages, and if this succeeds, then it is a matter of taste
whether to describe this as the opponent’s abstention from a
negative action (not executing) or as his performance of a
positive action (granting a reprieve).

In addition to these attempts to classify methods according
to the way in which they are supposed to function there is a
large number of classifications based upon the manifestation (or
appearance) of the actions. The most notable are those of Sharp
(1959), Galtung (1959, 1965 and 1967), Case (1923) and its
derivatives, Lakey (1962) and Sharp (1965), but we shall not
consider them here, since non-violent methods are treated more
fully in the next chapter.

The common starting point of most classificatory schemes
seems to be the idea that it is meaningful to distinguish between
positive and negative actions in the sense of the opposition
friendly/hostile, and this distinction also seems to be linked in a
natural way to the two conflict modes.

In the final analysis it is evident that a definition of positive
and negative actions must be highly artificial if it is to give a
clear-cut classification of all conceivable methods. Any given
action has a number of features, each of which may be ‘positive’
when considered in isolation, but when taken together some may
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be positive and others negative. An action might be said to be
completely positive if its effects are desired by the opponent, if
the actor is aware of this and deliberately tries to achieve it, if the
action has a positive effect on the mutual sentiments of both
parties (i.e. if it increases the friendly dispositions of both), if
the actor is aware of this and deliberately seeks to achieve it, if
the action increases the likelihood that the opponent will react
with positive, rather than negative behaviour, and so forth.
Similarly it is clear what a completely negative action is. It is
resented by the opponent, intended to hurt him, perceived as
such by both parties, responded to in the same spirit, etc.

Only occasionally will it be possible to tell whether one action
is more or less positive than another, because its several features
might well be mutually contradictory: some positive, others
negative, and yet others, entirely neutral (as in exchange relations).
But it is nevertheless possible to conceive of a scale from
positive to negative actions, i.e. of a certain possibility of com-
paring actions, as long as this scale is used to compare actions
which differ in one of their features only.

There is no need to dwell upon this possibility of introducing
a partial order in the set of isolated actions which may occurin a
conflict situation, for at this point all we need to note is that it is
possible to attach a meaning to the idea that certain alterations
of an action will shift it in the direction of the positive or of the
negative end of the scale. Indeed, the crucial point is not this, but
the proposition that there is a tendency for clustering and
contamination among the several features of an action, meaning
that when one feature is positive there will be a tendency — other
things being equal — for other features to be so too. A similar
tendency is found in a sequence of actions taking place between
two opponents. Positive actions will have a tendency to elicit
positive responses and vice versa for negative actions. If, for
instance, a negative feature is introduced in one of the actions of
an otherwise positive sequence this will be perceived as dissonant
in the given context and will perhaps be interpreted as a mistake.
If, however, actions with negative features become recurrent the
idea is that this will in the long run break down the positive
interaction pattern and create a negative relationship instead.

In this way there is a certain stability at each end of the scale
(the completely positive and completely negative action sequen-
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ces), so that minor slips will be ignored and will have no lasting
consequences. At the same time we have implied that it is
possible in principle to shift a whole sequence towards the
positive or the negative end by the systematic insertion of
positive, (or negative), actions and features in the sequence.

Thus, in a sequence of negative actions, a single positive action
by one of the parties is likely to be perceived negatively by the
opponent and to be dismissed as a trick or viewed as subversion.
The point would be, however, that this vicious circle can be
broken by systematically introducing positive actions making the
entire relationship between the parties more positive. This is, in
broad outline, the idea behind the positive approach to conflicts.
It leads to recommending the deliberate introduction of de-
stabilising factors in a negative action sequence by acting with
trust, openness etc. towards the opponent until the conflict
itself vanishes, the entire action sequence having become positive.

It should be fairly clear by now that there are several important
difficulties with this approach, although they may not be
insuperable in all cases.

First, there is an evident tendency to reduce the conflict to its
behavioural manifestations. It is incontestable that negative
behaviour in conflicts impairs the search for solutions and, in
most cases, adds additional substance to the conflict (for instance
by the investment of prestige, or the question of war reparations),
but in general there will be some conflict issues which are not
caused by the conflict behaviour of the parties and existed prior
to that behaviour. When this is so, one side may engage in actions
which are intended to be positive and to be perceived by the
opponert as positive. Even if the opponent does in fact so perceive
them, his reaction may nevertheless be negative, simply because
interests are contradictory.

Another problem arises from the above-mentioned stability
of negative action sequences. Because of it, new positive actions
will have to be introduced all the time to prevent a relapse. To
effect this gradual transition from the negative to the positive
mode is like swimming upstream in a river.

Finally, those who are to carry through this transition must
have an unfailing belief in the eventual success of the method,
and they must have the tenacity to persevere in spite of early
experiences which must necessarily be discouraging. In fact this
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approach presupposes an ability not to learn from experience, in
other words, a dogmatic attitude based either on a long-term
strategy which the whole group understands and endorses, or
else on a considerable degree of indoctrination. In contrast, the
negative approach can rely to a much greater extent on spon-
taneous and emotional reactions from case to case.

The foregoing analysis of positive and negative actions, of
their tendency to self-amplification, and of the possibility of
deliberate and gradual change from a negative to a positive
action sequence finds its most straightforward applications in
situations where the action sequences and the effective relation-
ship between two individuals is unaffected by the broader social
context within which they interact.

It is clear, however, that in the psychological climate following
an occupation the social environment will exert a decisive
influence upen the relationship between individuals on opposite
sides in the conflict. If one could ‘extract’ one of the soldiers of
the occupying force and one of the participants in the civilian
defence effort from their respective contexts and let them
interact with one another in complete isolation, it is not unreason-
able to expect that the feelings of hostility as well as the more
objective opposition between them could be broken down. In
practice, of course, such an isolation is not feasible.

It is hard to escape the impression that wherever positive
means (conversion etc.) are recommended in the literature, the
author is in fact thinking of such isolated pairs of individuals and
ignoring the social and psychological context. It seems that the
conversion of groups is never considered in the literature — it is
always implicitly assumed that conversion of the opponent takes
place on an individual basis. Two conceptualisations can be found.
In one case it is the leader of the opposing group who is the target
of conversion efforts, while no real effort is expended on the
rank-and-file, so that this is again in effect a two-person conflict
(as an ilustration Gandhi’s campaigns may be mentioned — see,
for example, the letter to the Viceroy of India, prior to the 1930
civil disobedience campaign, reproduced in Gleditsch, 1965c).
In the other case, conversion of the opponent is apparently
conceived of as merely the sum of individual conversions.

The moment one considers two groups in interaction, rather
than two individuals, a number of phenomena arise, which have
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no counterpart in the two-person case. An example is the ‘con-
tagion effect’, the tendency towards the alignment of sentiment
and behaviour within each group, i.e. the fact that individuals do
not simply have an opinion to which they hold on until
convinced of its falsity, but that they tend to join the bandwaggon
when others change their opinions. In the next section we shall
give a more thorough description of polarisation, i.e. of the
psychological climate and the organisational structure within
which interaction takes place in the case of group conflicts. This
will also enable us to ascertain the extent to which the positive
methods — the relevance and usefulness of which in most two-
person situations is not contested — can be applied in group
conflicts.

3. POLARISATION

The concept of polarisation refers to the way in which conflict
groups are organised, the latter word being taken in its most
general sense. Polarisation is, therefore, a property of the total
system within which the conflict unfolds and in broad terms one
might say that the more sharply differentiated and internally
homogeneous the groups are, the more polarised is the system.
Thus polarisation has no equivalent in two-person conflicts.

There are a number of different properties of a polarised
situation, each of which could be used to define it. But, just as in
the case of positive and negative actions considered above, this
would mean putting a wholly arbitrary emphasis on particular
features at the expense of others. It is, therefore, more reasonable
to proceed as previously, only seeking to establish a partial
ordering of situations according to the degree of polarisation. In
this way one can again define the two ends of a scale unambi-
guously: the fully polarised and the fully de-polarised situations.
But these end points, of course, never occur in practice. For those
situations which one is likely to meet in reality, it will only be
possible to compare those which differ in one property only.
For our purposes, however, that will suffice.

In an intensely polarised situation group boundaries are
sharply drawn: every individual belongs to one of the groups,
and those who try to remain neutral are perceived as enemies by
both sides. Aititudes, sentiments and behaviour are aligned
within each group so that they both reflect and amplify the
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division of the system, and so that cross-cutting conflicts between
classes, religious denominations or other groups are superseded by
the conflict with the out-group. Altogether the polarised situation
is characterised by a general intolerance of dissent within the
in-group, especially in regard to differences over goals and values.
In this way the sharp external group boundaries are matched by
a blurring of internal differences. Another property of a strongly
polarised situation is the tendency to attribute stereotyped views
to the opponent, frequently the direct opposites of one’s own
views and aims. Finally, there is a tendency for interaction
between the groups to be strictly regulated, contacts being
tolerated only when they are of a negative or hostile nature. All
those forms of inter-group interaction, which normally take
place without coordination and on the basis of individual
initiatives are restricted; the interaction which is retained is
formalised and routinised.

A de-polarised situation, on the other hand, is completely
unstructured. There may be a conflict, but some individuals will
not be taking part in it, others will hold that the conflict is
relatively unimportant, and will differ over the really important
issues. They may therefore be conducting their own cross-cutting
battles. The boundary between the groups will be quite diffuse.
Members of one group will be allowed intimate personal relation-
ships with members of the other group, or a person may belong
to one group or the other depending on the context (fraternising).
Individuals who accept part of one group’s doctrine while rejecting
other parts of it are tolerated instead of being rejected altogether.

As in the case of positive and negative actions considered
above, there is also a tendency towards alignment of the various
properties associated with polarisation, because the occurrence
of one facilitates the occurrence of others. It is clear, for
instance, that the lack of contact between the groups, particularly
the lack of private and personalised contacts, promotes con-
formity within each group, and that both of these factors tend to
compel those who would otherwise have remained neutral to
choose sides.

The degree of polarisation is an important property of group
conflicts because, among others, it determines the ease with
which positive or negative actions can be carried out. Moreover,
the likelihood that a particular action will be perceived as
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positive or negative is itself dependent upon the degree of
polarisation. Thus it will be more difficult to pull out of a
negative action sequence the more polarised the situation is, and
the negative sequence will itself contribute to increased polari-
sation.

It is also clear that polarisation facilitates collective action
towards the opponent, if only because of the internal conformity
it entails, and of the sharp distinction between ‘we’ and ‘they’.

Thus the degree of polarisation is an overall measure of a set of
characteristics of group conflict all of which tend to occur
together. The greater the polarisation, the better the conditions
for using the negative approach to conflict, and the less it is, the
better the conditions for the positive approach. The reverse is also
true: the use of the positive mode will tend to break down
polarisation, and the use of the negative mode will strengthen it.
And it is precisely these facts which make it difficult to use the
negative and the positive approaches together. Furthermore,
polarisation arises spontaneously in group conflicts and is even
difficult to do without. One reason for this is that polarisation
serves to protect the groups. Not only does it protect the indivi-
duals in each group but, more importantly, it safeguards the
mutual trust, the cohesion and the solidarity within each group.
Even if it had been possible to alter polarisation at will, so that
one could arbitrarily improve the conditions for actions in the
positive mode, this would have serious implications for the
ability to continue the struggle. These problems will be considered
in greater detail below.

4. POLARISATION AND THE POSITIVE METHODS

We have seen that in a conflict between two persons there do not
appear to be any insuperable problems involved in shifting to a
positive action sequence, and thus seeking a termination to
the conflict using the positive approach. In a group conflict,
however, the difficulties are much more formidable, and when
the system is polarised individuals who try to use positive methods
will be under pressure from both sides to make them follow the
normal pattern and wage the conflict in the negative mode.

That point becomes evident when the consequences of using
positive methods in a polarised situation are spelt out. Attempts
to treat the opponent in a genuinely positive manner (and this, it
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is claimed, is required if the methods are to work) will almost
certainly be regarded with suspicion and, perhaps, fear by other
members of the actor’s own group. because it necessarily implies
that the regulations about restrained and formalised contact
between opponents must be violated. As will be stressed
repeatedly in later chapters, the maintenance of group cohesion
is probably the most important single factor determining the
ability of the resistance to go on. But it is precisely this unity
which is threatened when individuals are allowed to interact
freely with the opponent, particularly if that interaction is of the
positive kind. The suspicion must inevitably arise that individuals
use their contacts with the opponent to secure a privileged
position for themselves in case the resistance were to break down.

In addition to the functions they serve in a two-person
conflict, the outward signs of hostility and rejection which
accompany the use of negative methods have other important
functions in a group conflict. An explicitly hostile attitude
towards the opponent is a signal and a guarantee to the
members of the in-group that solidarity is still maintained, and
that no-one is trying to get on good terms with the enemy to
save his own skin at the expense o7 others. Attempts to resort to
the positive methods where this is generally seen as inappropriate,
are, therefore, likely to cause apprehension and dissent and thus
promote the disintegration of the resistance, because no-one
wishes to be the last to jump off the bandwaggon. In general,
every action which can be interpreted as collaboration is likely to
cause dissent and precipitate the break-down of the resistance.

A similar situation may be expected to apply to the opponent.
Initially, he is likely to interpret genuine overtures as tricks, and
even if he does perceive them as genuine, he will hardly fail to
notice that their effect can only be to create dissension and
disaffection within his own ranks and thus undermine his group’s
unity. The most likely reaction of the opponent to positive
actions is, therefore, to increase polarisation by restricting
interaction, for instance by isolation of his troops or by sub-
stitution with troops who speak another language.

If used to any significant extent, the positive methods would
thus create divisions on both sides of the conflict. This is of
course a phenomenon which, by definition, can only occur in
group conflicts, and the fact that such effects are hardly ever
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discussed by proponents of the positive approach is further
evidence of the tendency to analyse the conflict as though it
were a two-person conflict. It also demonstrates the difficulty
with typologies derived from two-person conflicts which, like
Galtung’s positive and negative influence techniques and — even
more so — the categories ‘coercion’ and ‘conversion’, are definable
only in terms of the psychic correlates of actions. Although
Galtung explicitly notes that the ‘actors’ in his typology may be
groups or nations, and are not restricted to individuals, these
groups and nations are nevertheless treated as though they were
individuals, because (among others) the concepts nowhere take
into account the problem of internal cohesion — in other words
of the existence of a unit which performs the action. In its place
one finds an implicit assumption about the existence of some
sort of collective will.

It must be mentioned, however, that Galtung, apparently
unlike any of the other authors in the field, is fully aware of the
difficulties involved in using what he calls positive influence
techniques in highly polarised situations. This and other reasons
have led him to recommend that one should ‘refuse to bow to the
demands of conflict polarisation’. However, it seems to us that
Galtung underestimates both the expediency, indeed the necessity
of polarisation for the negative approach, and the problems, in
an occupation situation, of gaining public acceptance for what
he calls the ‘de-polarised view of man’.

The usefulness of a high level of polarisation for conflict
behaviour in the negative mode is fairly obvious. Polarisation is
in fact the prerequisite of collective actions because it creates
the national unity, the attitudinal alignment and the emotional
foundation which are required for the success of actions such as
strikes, boycotts and general non-cooperation. Unity and cohesion
are maintained by transcending internal divisions through ex-
ternal strife, by limiting interaction between the groups to a
minimum, and by facilitating internal control. Also the limited
and formalised contact between the groups prevents the enemy
from splitting the resistance by bribing particular groups. Civilian
resistance, if it is to function in practice, presupposes a number of
radical changes in public attitudes. This applies, in particular, to
the attitudes to occupation. It is necessary that this be no longer
equated with defeat, but instead be seen as the starting point of
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the real struggle. In an occupation the negative methods will be
seen as appropriate since they still imply — as do conventional
methods of defence — that one is engaged in conflict with a
concrete enemy. Moreover, there are other experiences to draw on
since civilian resistance is, in essence, a similar method to those
which are used in other situations of intense conflict.

The positive approach to conflict waging presupposes far
more radical changes in the way the conflict is conceptualised, so
that, for example, the concept of ‘enemy’ itself disappears, or, at
any rate, is given an entirely different meaning, one which is not
normally associated with conflict situations at all, but rather
with relationships characterised by trust, friendliness and co-
operation.

Galtung, as we have seen, advocates a mixture of positive and
negative methods and is — in contrast to other writers — fully
aware of the difficulty in using both together. This leads him to
ask how maximum positive contact with the opponent can be
made compatible with minimum cooperation. His answer is to
suggest that a distinction be made between the opponent and the
confrontation, and that only the latter be fought. In other words,
the idea is to distinguish the formal role of the opponent qua
opponent, and his role as an individual human being. As an
individual he is treated in a friendly manner, while he is con-
fronted hostilely in his capacity as member of the occupying
forces. By way of example Galtung mentions that the defenders
may deny enemy troops the use of transport facilities, while at
the same time inviting them home when they are off duty. There
is, of course, already here a first difficulty in getting the
population to make the same rather fine discriminations as the
analyst. Furthermore, it seems to assume a considerable ability
on behalf of each individual to alternate between positive and
negative attitudes towards the same person or, instead, an ability
to participate in the conflict, both positively and negatively,
without involving his feelings. When it comes to group conflict it
might be added that Galtung presupposes a greater measure of
individual initiative in using positive actions than other parties in
the conflict are likely to feel safe with.

For reasons which are easily understood polarisation tends to
arise spontaneously in situations of intense group conflict. Without
the need for manipulation from above or for previous instruc-
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tions or training it is likely to arise as an inevitable consequence
of foreign occupation. It is the foundation for collective acts,
particularly of a negative kind, while at the same time it protects
both groups against internal and external threats alike. The
policy Galtung advocates, which consists in using positive methods
to a considerable extent and at the same time promoting an
ideology of depolarisation does not have these advantages. It
presupposes an orientation to the opponent, demanding what
seems to us to be an unrealistically high level of training, educa-
tion and determination to achieve and to maintain, in the face of
as unequivocally hostile an act as the invasion of an unarmed
country. The use on a large scale of the positive approach in so
intense a conflict presupposes the reversal of so many spontaneous-
ly occurring processes that simply to refer the problem to the
need to ‘refuse to bow to the demands of conflict polarisation’
does not amount to a prescription, but is only a restatement of
the problem. It is even a doubtful restatement because group
behaviour of the kind and scale implied is unlikely to be a matter
of collective will in any but the most limited sense. As far as we
can see the problem of how to achieve this depolarisation is
completely unanswered.

5. SUMMARY

We have tried here to clarify the distinction between the negative
and positive approaches to behaviour in conflict. Very briefly it
can be said that the first consists in waging conflict in the
habitual way — except for the fact that the use of violence is
avoided — while the second consists in converting the opponent
to one’s own position, emphasising or creating areas of common
interest etc. Much of the existing literature refers now to one,
now to the other, without making any clear distinction between
these two modes. With a few authors, however, one does find an
express advocacy of a particular policy — Naess in favour of the
positive approach and Galtung of a combination of both.

Hence the need for making explicit the reasons why our
presentation is based on the view that the positive methods must
necessarily hold a relatively minor position in a civilian defence
system.

The reason why the two approaches seem to us to be difficult
to reconcile, and why the positive approach seems difficult to
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apply is that they are so closely linked to the degree of
polarisation. Polarisation in group conflict seems to embody
fundamental protective mechanisms which would be jeopardised
if the positive mode were resorted to, and there are reasons to
believe that the large scale use of positive methods would lead to
the break-down of the resistance because internal solidarity could
not be maintained.

These are theoretical arguments, but there is also a more
practical argument: use of the positive methods would presuppose
considerable changes in the public view of what constitutes
‘adequate’ conflict behaviour in an occupation.

In what has been said, no critique is implied of those theories
or notions of a psychological nature upon which the assumption
about the possible usefulness of the positive methods rests, i.e. of
the assumptions behind their use in two-person conflicts. That
would also have contradicted all our experience with conflict
behaviour among individuals and in small groups where the
positive methods evidently play a much greater role than the
negative methods. The real problem arises, not with the psycho-
logical but with the sociological assumptions and in the literature
one finds no indication of how positive methods are to be applied
to group conflicts. To the extent that group conflicts are only
described at the micro level, i.e. as composed of a large number
of two-person conflicts, the problem, of course, does not arise,
but without a macro description one can neither develop a
strategy of the conflict situation. as a whole, nor estimate the
overall effects, feasibility or suitability of the micro level methods.

It should finally be stressed that while the arguments for
attributing to the positive methods a central role in civilian
defence against occupation do not seem convincing, this does
not imply that these methods have no role to play. Quite the
contrary is the case. The positive methods must undoubtedly
constitute the main part of the preventive side of the defence —
what we have called external defence — and they might be used
during occupation to deliberately limit polarisation and control
its harmful effects.
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CHAPTER 1I

The Methods of Civilian Defence

1. OVERVIEW

A very large part of the literature on civilian defence is taken up
by descriptions of particular methods and tactics used in past
non-violent campaigns. Gene Sharp’s Politics of Non-Violent Action
and his Defence Without War include exhaustive lists and
classifications of such historical precedents. In addition to this
source other authors have used a more analytic approach, and have
sought to derive prescriptions for new tactics or new combinations
of tactics from abstract reasoning. A substantial part of the paci-
fist literature is of this kind, Galtung’s work being perhaps the
clearest example. While the former approach can be criticised for
laying undue emphasis on the past, which constrains thinking too
much and does not sufficiently take account of social, political,
economic and technological changes, the latter, more theoretical
approach, does not provide much guidance as to the practic-
ability and, if practiced, the effectiveness of the methods
advocated.

It seems that all the methods proposed for making the occupier
give up and leave the country are of either of two kinds: those
activities which aim at preventing him from achieving his initial
objectives (various kinds of sabotage and non-cooperation), and
those which aim at undermining his ability to continue the
fight, whether this is done by converting him to the views of the
defenders, by creating schisms within his ranks or by causing
other powers to exert pressure upon him. In other words these
activities serve respectively to decrease the direct benefits from
occupation and to increase the costs of occupation, directly or
indirectly. Many of the types of tactics considered (such as
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strikes for instance) might of course serve several of these func-
tions at once or they may serve different functions in different
contexts.

There is, however, a third function which the tactical means
discussed in the literature may serve and which does not directly
affect the opponent’s willingness or ability to persevere, but
which instead provides the psychological basis for the resistance
by promoting unity and sustaining the willingness to fight on.
This we refer to as the symbolic function of a tactical means,
and means which serve this function alone are referred to as
symbolic activities. These we consider first.

2. SYMBOLIC ACTIVITIES: THE CREATION OF UNITY

Nearly all civilian defence writers emphasise the importance of
symbolic activities such as demonstrations, protest marches,
protest strikes, vigils etc. — especially in the first stages of the
resistance. Symbolic activities are largely affective acts of
resistance from the point of view of the individual participants
but they have a wider function for the resistance as a whole.
This function is two-fold: first to demonstrate the unity and
strength of the resistance both to its own members and to the
opponent and, second, to delimit the resistance group and hence
force dissenters and the non-committed to take a stand either for
or against. Thus these symbolic activities serve to define the
resistance as a moral community which may then provide a
powerful basis for sanctions such as ostracism or social boycott
(isolation) of dissenters, collaboratcrs etc.

For a number of reasons it is essential to have as wide a
support as possible for the resistance movement, which is to say
that the active resistance must be able to depend on at least
passive support, and preferably active moral and material support,
from the quasi-totality of the population. This passive support —
or, at the very least, the absence of active support for the oppo-
nent — is widely recognised as being essential for guerrilla
movements in providing protection, the means of subsistence,
information, and so forth. In the case of civilian resistance,
popular support plays an even greater role because a number of
the non-cooperation techniques envisaged require the direct
participation of the population.

Under the tense conditions of an occupation the main factors
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determining recruitment to, or dissaffection from, the resistance
are probably twofold as far as the least ideologised section of the
population is concerned: one is whether it is association with
the resistance or with the occupying forces which is perceived as
providing the greatest measure of personal protection; the other is
the extent to which cooperation with the occupying power entails
moral condemnation by, and isolation from, those face-to-face
groups which an individual belongs to (family, circle of friends,
work-mates etc.), and whether it is consistent with the behaviour
and norms of those persons, groups and organisations he normally
seeks to emulate or otherwise uses as points of reference and as
political and moral standards. The effectiveness of each of these
factors clearly presupposes that the resistance has quasi-unanimous
support.

Thus the wearing of a paper clip by Norwegian civilians
during the German occupation served not only, or not even
primarily, to express personal feelings of protest — a so-called
‘expressive’ activity because it only aims at relieving personal
tension. It was first of all a social activity serving as a signal of
mutual support among the wearers and — to the extent that the
practice would be widespread enough — as a signal to the non-
committed that he would run the risk of social isolation if he
collaborated with the occupant. Similarly, a demonstration of
unity such as, for instance, a general strike will not only bring
out those who already favour the resistance but will function as a
bandwaggon in making many previously uncommitted join, and it
will do so the more effectively, the more numerous and visible
those who have already joined. It is, however, evidently a two-
edged weapon: if too little support is achieved in the first place
this demonstration of lack of unity and support may cause
massive disaffection from the ranks of the resistance.

When properly used, social pressure of the kind discussed
above can be an extremely powerful factor in welding together
the resistance as became clear in the first days of the Czech
resistance when it was impossible for the occupying countries to
find anyone among the political leaders who were willing to join
a collaborationist government or, for that matter, to get anyone
to cooperate in any way. These events demonstrated that unani-
mous and coordinated action by the whole of the population is in
fact a possibility. It would be naive to assume that no one in
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Czechoslovakia held dissenting views from those of the majority,
and the important conclusion is precisely that complete unity in
action was achieved in spite of possible differences in views,

3. DENIAL ACTIVITIES: FRUSTRATION OF THE
OCCUPIER’S AIMS

Below we shall consider, first, the methods of obstruction and
sabotage, ard then the different types of non-cooperation which
have been proposed.

a) Physical Obstruction and Sabotage

Delaying the enemy advance: Physical obstruction and sabotage
can play an important role in the first stages of defence against
invasion, and this is so for several reasons:

First this serves to gain some time in which to make the
necessary last minute preparations, deciding on which types of
strategy to adopt, destroying files and records, establishing
underground communications and administration, issuing instruc-
tions to resistance groups and so forth. This time aspect would
seem essential however well the resistance had been prepared in
advance, and many of these preparations would be much harder
to make after the occupant had taken over.

The initial resistance also serves to dramatise the invasion and
subsequent occupation both at home and abroad and thus
stiffens resistance and arouses foreign sympathies. This is an
activity for which control over the normal mass media is parti-
cularly important because so much depends on the widest
possible communication of resolve and unity. Moreover, the very
fact of retaining control, full or in part, of key institutions and
institutions which have the character of national symbols signals
the initial successes of the resistance and helps to radicalise
opinion. In the first week after the invasion of Czechoslovakia
the ‘free Czech radio’ had a crucial symbolic role of this kind (in
addition to its many other functions).

On the other hand it does not seem possible to make obstruc-
tion and sabotage so effective that they amount to a border
defence and actually arrest an invasion by an even minimally
determined opponent. Nor would it be desirable to try to
maintain the struggle at the level of border defence since this is
the situation in which the defence is relatively the weakest. As
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already mentioned, the opportunity to influence the morale or
the beliefs and attitudes of the opponent and to implement
effective non-cooperation arises only after the invader has
become an occupier. This is the important phase of the struggle,
and whatever is done during the phase of invasion should be
designed with a view to facilitating this later struggle, not as a
substitute for it.

It is, therefore, clear that if one envisages a border defence
based on obstruction and sabotage then this should be publicised
as serving merely to delay, not to prevent invasion. It evidently
makes a great deal of difference to the morale of the defence in
its subsequent operations whether occupation is seen as the
consequence of an initial defeat or as the beginning of a yet
undecided and potentially successful struggle.

Obstruction: human and material: The placing of unarmed
civilians in the path of a military advance is a method
popularly associated with non-violent defence but it is one which
has been advocated, rather than practised in the past and many
authors have opposed it. In 1931 Gandhi suggested that Switzer-
land might be defended by a ‘iving wall’ of men, women and
children obstructing the frontiers, over whose corpses the
opponent would have to pass in order to gain an entry (Gandhi,
1931, quoted in Roberts, 1967b). Others, realising that the
physical removal of the ‘living wall’ was an obvious option for
the opponent have suggested chaining people together in lines
across bridges and railway tracks, mass ‘lie-ins’ on airfield runways
and similar things. The hope is that the basic humanitarian
attitudes of the opponent will prevent him from simply driving
over the living bodies (which also provide a realistic physical
obstruction in the case of airfield runways). If the opponent
disregarded humanitarian considerations and simply went ahead,
the moral outrage his acts would incur would, it is argued,
rebound to his disadvantage. Again, there are obvious ways around
it for the invader, including the simple removal of the people
without harming them. This, however, would take time — which
is the object of the exercise.

It cannot be doubted that in theory some time might be
gained in this way, but it is at best a delaying tactic, not a means
of denial. It is the implementation of a ‘living wall’ in practice

41



WAR WITHOUT WEAPONS

which raises real problems, partly because these activities are
generally conceived of as somewhat bizarre and are associated in
the public mind with more or less eccentric sects. This is to say
nothing of the risks involved and of the dubious morality of
using human beings to block tanks.

If, instead, a military advance is delayed by obstruction with
material objects or by destruction of transportation facilities these
reservations no longer apply, tut the moral coercion effect
claimed of the ‘living wall’ approach is also lost. One possibility
is to destroy facilities which would otherwise aid the advance of
the invader such as bridges, ferries, tunnels and railways. Sharp
(1965) suggests blocking roads with hundreds of abandoned
vehicles, a technique which could also be employed for temporary
blocking of airfield runways, railway tracks, etc., or — by sinking
ships across the entrance — with harbours. Yet another approach
is a more indirect obstruction; the clearest examples of which are
to be found in the initial stages of the Czech resistance to the
Warsaw Pact invasion. Street names and signposts were removed,
trains were re-routed away from their destinations etc. Reported-
ly, some trains finished up again on the Soviet border after long
excursions into the Czech countryside.

Evidently measures like those considered here can do no more
than delay an invasion, and the effective onset of occupation, by
a few hours or days. If considerad in isolation, each device can
easily be defeated but taken together they would seem to have a
not inconsiderable effect.

As long as this obstruction is limited to the initial stages of an
invasion and is carried out in a carefully planned, rather than a
haphazard way, it seems unlikely that it would lead to severe
reprisals or cause escalation into violence; but if obstruction of
transport and similar actions are used systematically during
occupation there is the problem that it may well hurt the residents
more than the occupiers. This is what happened in the Ruhrkampf
because the occupiers retaliated in kind, prohibiting all transport
after the resistance had stopped specific shipments.

Sabotage: Sabotage may be directed against the military, the
administrative or the exploitative potential of the opponent. In
terms of physical targets the first will normally involve the
opponent’s property while the latter two generally involve the
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destruction of the property of the occupied peoples.

Sabotage against the opponent’s property, and in particular
against his military forces is condemned by most advocates of
civilian defence both on moral and on pragmatic grounds.

In general it can be assumed that sabotage has little effect on
the opponent’s military capability. Commenting on the guerrilla/
sabotage actions during the last war Liddell Hart says:

‘The armed resistance forces undoubtedly imposed a con-
siderable strain on the Germans [and] proved a serious menace
to the German communications in Eastern Europe and the
Balkans . . . {the German commanders] were acutely conscious
of the worry and burden of coping with guerrilla foes who
struck out of the blue and were shielded by the population.’
‘But when these back area campaigns were analysed, it would
seem that their effect was largely in proportion to the extent
to which they were combined with the operations of a strong
regular army that was engaging the enemy’s front, and drawing
off his reserves. [Otherwise] they rarely became more than a
nuisance.” (1967).

Sternstein makes a similar point about violent sabotage in
the later stages of the Ruhrkampf:

‘Arguments about violent sabotage upset the unity of the
occupied area, achieved in the moral struggle of passive
resistance. [The sabotage] had been of little effect, and hardly
interrupted the lines of communication of the occupying
forces to France and Belgium at all.” (1967).

Sabotage against enemy property necessarily involves a risk of
loss of lives (on both sides) and this is particularly true of violent
sabotage such as exploding installations, derailing trains etc. The
loss of lives and the fear amongst the occupying forces as they
come to feel themselves endangered serve on the one hand to
justify increasingly violent repressive and retaliatory measures,
and on the other hand to inhibit whatever moral restraints
individual soldiers may otherwise have had against countering
non-violence with violence. As Liddell Hart puts it, violence
affords the enemy troops ‘the opportunity for violent action that
is always a relief to the nerves of a garrison in an unfriendly
country.” (1967). The fact that opponents often welcome and
try to provoke violent resistance from a generally non-violent
movement is in itself a warning against actions which, like
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sabotage, easily lead to violence, even though such is not their
aim. The frequent use in the past of violent ‘agents provocateurs’
underlines this point.

Sabotage of one’s own property involves considerably less risk
of degenerating into violence and is less likely to upset the unity
of the occupied, to reverse world sympathy and so forth. It may
involve the destruction of information, records etc., or of pro-
duction and distribution facilities. In addition, as we shall see
later, this type of sabotage facilitates non-cooperation activities
in general and nullifies some of the conceivable reasons for
invasion (such as gaining access to economic resources).

The problem that by destroying the systems of administration,
production, distribution and communication these are denied the
civilian population as well as the opponent (and the latter has
easier access to outside substitutes) is common to all denial
activities and it is one to which no simple solution can be suggested
in the abstract. One may note, however, the possibility of
establishing ‘parallel” but less vulnerable structures underground
(which is a particularly obvious solution for communications)
and the possibility of limiting sabotage of, say, factories to the
removal of certain parts which are difficult to replace instead of
destroying the complete factory.

b) Non-Cooperation

While all authors agree that non-cooperation should be an
important part of resistance to occupation there is some
divergence as regards the forms it should take. Below, the main
suggestions are briefly reviewed.

Total non-cooperation: Gene Sharp (1965) advocates total non-
cooperation following an initial stage of symbolic resistance
designed to communicate unity and firmness. He argues, however,
that total non-cooperation might simply be a stage in the
resistance struggle — a non-violent blitzkrieg which would
include a general strike. Because total non-cooperation would be
too costly to the population in the long run he proposes to
switch to selective resistance aimed at a few key sectors and with
a longer time perspective if the total non-cooperation fails to
achieve its ends rapidly.

Probably the most extreme form of non-cooperation is the
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proposal by J. W. Hughan (1942) that all public officials should
be pledged to die rather than retreat from unconditional
non-violent non-cooperation. Apart from the fact that such total
and automatic resistance does not seem to be the best course
under all imaginable circumstances, the proposal also seems
difficult to enforce.

Working on without collaboration: Theodor Ebert (1967) advo-
cates that the resistance should ‘refuse to recognise the usurper’s
legality and to obey his orders . . . In general the emphasis should
be more on a determined continuation of the existing social and
political system than on resignations or strikes.” In other words
Ebert would not inifiate a ‘non-violent Blitzkrieg’ like Sharp’s
although there would be total refusal to cooperate with the
opponent. The idea is that the legitimate holder of each particular
post continues towork normally though absolutely refusing to obey
any orders from the occupying power until removed physically
from his post. If that happens, subordinates would take over and
similarly refuse to comply with the illegitimate instructions of
the occupier. Ebert argues that if officials stay at their posts
instead of going on strike it will be more difficult for collabora-
tionists to take over.

Resistance at key points or over key issues: This approach is
advocated by Naess and King-Hall (1958). The difference between
Naess and Ebert is one of emphasis but is important. Whereas in
the previous case all orders from the occupying power are refused
on prnciple this is not the case with Naess” approach where the
ultimate aim is seen as defending the ‘life-style of individuals’ and
the defence of institutions, which Ebert emphasises, is seen as
contributing to this principal aim only indirectly. Naess’s basic
aim is to change the attitudes of the opponent rather than simply
blocking the opponent’s objectives by refusal to cooperate. The
refusal on principle to cooperate with the opponent over issues
which do not directly threaten the life styles of individuals is
seen as being likely to alienate and antagonise the opponent
unnecessarily and make it more difficult to convert him. Naess
gives as an example the device used by some in the Norwegian
resistance of immobilising German vehicles by putting sugar in the
fuel tanks. This did nothing to directly safeguard the way of life
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of the Norwegian civilian populatior, indeed it entailed the danger
of reprisals, and on the other hand it made the ‘active conciliation’
methods designed to promote conversion much more difficult.

Perhaps Naess’ approach should not be classified as a denial
activity at all, since although non-cooperation is involved this is a
secondary rather than a primary aim. Sharp’s emphasis, on the
other hand, on resistance at key points during a later and pro-
tracted phase of the conflict is clearly aimed at denial, seeking to
block the opponent’s attempts to undermine such institutions as
a free press, ‘the independent social groups and institutions of a
democratic society’ etc.

Two other approaches to non-cooperation should finally be
mentioned although they are perhaps best described as means for
facilitating non-cooperation. One consists in claiming inability to
perform a particular task, and the other in effectively preventing
oneself from performing it by pre-emptive sabotage. In either
case the ability of the occupier to enforce compliance is reduced.

“Schweikism” and “go-slow”: The term ‘Schweikism’ derives
from Jaroslav Hasek’s novel about the Good Soldier Schweik who
was ‘dedicated to the low ideal of survival’. He did not refuse to
cooperate, rather he showed an apparent willingness to cooperate
coupled with an apparent inability to comprehend instructions
properly or to carry them out. In 1968 the Czechoslovaks were
apparently using the Schweik tactics of passive resistance and
‘go-slow’ very deliberately. The delays in the passage across
Czechoslovakia of a train loaded with radio jamming equipment
which was to silence the Czech ‘free radio’ provides a good
example. There was no explicit refusal to obey orders (contrast
Ebert’s proposed ‘work on without collaboration’) but a long
series of ‘mistakes’ and ‘communication failures’ which delayed
the train for days until the occupying forces eventually airlifted
the required equipment in.

Sabotage of property and institutions: All the tactics thus far
discussed depend upon the ability of the resistance to withstand
pressures and repression from the cpponent to force compliance.
Galtung (1967) proposes to depend less on the ability of indi-
viduals or groups to refuse cooperation and instead to miake
cooperation impossible for them. This approach has parallels
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with the ‘scorched earth’ tactics of military strategy, the emphasis
being on the sabotage of property and social institutions. Galtung
notes of sabotage against one’s own property that the idea is to
‘remove the minimum part which could cause the maximum
uselessness’. This has fairly obvious applications for means of
transport and communication, for factories and so forth. Appar-
ently the Swiss made preparations during the last war for under-
mining over a hundred factories in case of German occupation
and had trained a corps of 1600 saboteurs for this purpose
(Gleditsch, 1965a, quoting Kimche, 1961). Of more general
relevance to the other tactics discussed would be the destruction
of central records, census data, occupational data and informa-
tion on political affiliations. A copy of the records could be stored
in advance abroad.

Galtung argues that the same principle would also apply to
the social order as to physical objects. Here the idea would again
be to ‘paralyse the minimum part of one’s own social order
which would cause the maximum uselessness.” This would imply
the removal of the most indispensable and irreplaceable actors
in various sectors of the society. The experience of the Allied
Powers in setting up a post-war administration in Germany and
the necessity to assign many ex-Nazis to top positions because
other qualified persons were lacking might illustrate this.

With regard to public administration during occupation the
approach would consist on the one hand in rendering useless the
existing facilities, including files (see also Ruge, 1965) so that
non-cooperation does not rely on the continued willingness to
resist to quite the same extent, and, on the other, in the removal
of the most indispensable and irreplaceable individuals. Ebert’s
concern that strikes and non-attendance at work leave the way
open to collaborators is less important here due to the presumed
difficulties of finding others who could take over.

4. UNDERMINING ACTIVITIES: SPLITTING AND WEAKEN-
ING THE OPPONENT

As has been mentioned previously there is little to be gained and
much to be lost by sabotage and obstruction against the forces of
the occupier. What we are discussing in this section is, therefore,
not the undermining of the physical military capability of the
opponent but the undermining of his political ability to continue
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the occupation. While non-cooperation is directed primarily
towards controlling the opponent’s behaviour, the activities
considered here operate primarily on the level of his attitudes.

The overall strength of the opponent may in particular be
undermined by: (a) causing disaffection and dissent among the
occupying forces; (b) causing disaffection and dissent in the
opponent’s home country or among his allies; and (c) mobilising
other external forces against the opponent, or otherwise increas-
ing his costs at the international level.

Many among the activities considered under the heading of
denial activities may have the additional effect of undermining
the opponent’s strength in one or several of these ways but some
approaches are designed expressly to have these effects. They
include activities aimed at converting the opponent and appeals
to his conscience and empathy. In the literature the main
emphasis has been on affecting the occupying forces — because
it is to these that the resistance has most direct access — but it is
not evident that these are always the most effective targets to
aim for.

a) Conversion

The emphasis on converting the opponent to one’s own view is
characteristic of the ethical pacifist approach to defence, whereas
in the more recent literature on civilian defence conversion is
much less emphasised. In the latter it is also treated rather more
as a means towards weakening the enemy than as an end in itself.

It has been often emphasised that non-violent defence is
particularly well suited for attempts at converting the opponent
because the asymmetry between the positions of the attacker and
the defender is such as to sensitise people to see the situation
from the point of view of the defence. With a fully non-military
and non-violent resistance the problem of identifying the
aggressor or initiator of hostilities does not arise, particularly
since the nation practising non-violent defence does not trans-
gress the boundaries of its own territory (whereas a military
defence, however ‘defensively’ its tasks may have been defined,
will often need to conduct offensive actions in enemy territory).
Numerous examples from recent history show that (other things
being equal) world opinion tends to favour the smaller and
weaker of two nations in conflict, the one whose methods are
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least brutal, the one which was attacked in the first place (when
this can be ascertained) and the occupied rather than the
occupier. The importance of this factor is illustrated by the
widespread tendency in the propaganda of nations at war to
slant their case in this direction, and since in the case we are
considering the odium is so clearly placed with the occupant
there is an evident initial advantage here.

It does not follow from this that anything like conversion will
necessarily occur in practice, and conversion is evidently more
likely to affect third parties to the conflict than the opponent
himself. Furthermore, the claim is justified that so-called ‘totali-
tarian’ states are less accessible to undermining by conversion
because of censorship, and that these countries, even if large sec-
tors of the population were to oppose the policies of their
government, this would have little effect in practice. Nevertheless,
the importance of this point is often exaggerated. Disaffection
did occur among the Soviet troops in Hungary in 1956 (See:
United Nations, 1957) and in Czechoslovakia the replacement of
occupying troops from Eastern Europe by troops from the Soviet
Far FEast with whom the population could not communicate so
easily was apparently motivated by this problem of disaffection
and loss of morale.

Sternstein (1968) explicitly turns against the ‘myth of the
invincibility of totalitarian systems’:

‘Of course, a Goliath has an interest in making himself and
others believe that he is invincible. In fact, the totalitarian
system is far weaker than it appears to be, because in the long
run it cannot secure for itself the loyalty and the cooperation
of the population. . . . We can, therefore, assume that the
totalitarian system, together with a maximum of physical and
military power, has a minimum of psychic power at its
disposal. Its psychic weakness is the Achilles” heel of the
totalitarian system.’

The importance which civilian defence theorists attribute to
contact with the opponent must be seen in the light of what we
have just discussed. Proposals include fraternisation with the
occupant (see for instance Naess, 1958 and 1964b), increasing
the exchange of persons and information with potential attackers
(ie. prior to attack) and many similar methods, all with the
same purpose of building up confidence, breaking down stereo-
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types, etc. The fact that these approaches have been of limited
utility in cases where violent means of resistance were used or
contemplated is no convincing counter-argument because in the
case of non-violent resistance, attack as well as repression are
much more difficult for the occupier to justify or rationalise.

We have already dealt at length with the particular problems
involved in combining ‘positive’ influencing techniques such as
fraternisation with ‘negative’ techniques such as non-cooperation,
problems which make it difficult to conceive of the first group
as more than a relatively minor supplement to the second, but
such problems and reservations do not arise with positive means
applied before hostilities have begun.

b) Appealing to conscience

Here the aim is not to change the opponent’s viewpoint but to
appeal to his empathy or his basic humanitarianism. Strikes which
hit borh defender and occupier (the former often more heavily
than the latter) are frequently seen as having this effect, and so
are the selfimmolations like those of Buddhist monks in
Vietnam and of Jan Pallach in Czechoslovakia.

The latter are extreme examples of what Galtung calls the
‘amplification of suffering’. The dafender attempts to activate
the conscience of the opponent by inflicting upon himself a
higher level of suffering than that which directly results from the
opponent’s actions, but does so in such a way that the respon-
sibility for the increased suffering is laid with the opponent. This
is, of course, the idea in lying down in front of advancing tanks.
Less dramatic examples of this technique are often quoted in the
literature — for example the voluntary imprisonment of conscien-
tious objectors in Britain during World War I which had a long
term effect (legislation was eventually changed), but no apparent
short term effect.

While there is little doubt that extreme measures of self-
sacrifice often have a considerable impact on public opinion in
the occupying country and abroad, there are numerous examples
to show that they are not always effective in making the opponent
desist from action. No examples from a long list of brutalities
against unarmed and defenceless civilians need be mentioned to
make this point.

There is to our knowledge only one laboratory experiment
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which has been performed with the explicit aim of studying the
psychological effect of non-violent techniques on the opponent,
and its results were not too encouraging. In that study participants
were made to bargain with a stooge about the way to share a
pay-off between them and were given the further option of
inflicting electric shocks upon the opponent to force him into
submission. The stooge had been instructed to emphasise that he
was morally committed to non-violence, that he would refuse to
use shocks against the opponent and that he was determined to
expose himself to shocks rather than accept an unfair deal. In a
few participants these appeals produced the desired restraint, but
for many others their resolve to dominate was increased by
attributing trickery to the motives of the pacifist.

Altogether, participants confronted with a pacifist showed no
greater tendency towards cooperative behaviour than did those
who were not; nor could fear explain the results since it made no
difference whether the pacifists were known to be ‘disarmed’ (no
ability to inflict shocks) or not. The authors concluded that
whereas pacifist appeals can dissuade some adversaries away
from their original stance they fail to influence those who
intend to dominate and may even encourage exploitation amongst
those who do not have such intentions prior to interacting with
the pacifist. (Shure et al., 1965).

Needless to say, there is scope for considerable scepticism
about generalisations from such laboratory experiments to real
life situations, and the degree of realism of this experiment,
particularly as regards the participants’ evaluation of the suffering
inflicted upon others, is open to doubt. The most important
critique is probably that which relates to the relevance of the
experiment for civilian defence methods. In the experiment there
were no external costs associated with brutal conduct, no-one
except oneself to account to morally, and the participants
found themselves in a situation in which they were mutually
anonymous, had no past establishing their role patterns and no
future in which the consequences of their acts would be judged.
Thus the experiment presupposes — and that is undoubtedly a
crude oversimplification — that the restrained behaviour which
is expected of those who are confronted with a pacifist is due
solely to his conscience in the narrow sense of individual psycho-
logy, whereas other factors like, for instance, a socially deter-
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mined moral pressure are completely ignored.

Nevertheless, the strikingly negative result of these experiments
at least provides a warning against an exaggeratedly simplistic
view of what appeals to conscience can achieve in the direct
relation between the occupying forces and the resistance, and
without taking into account the full set of expectations and costs.

On the other hand appeals to conscience, the amplification
of suffering and similar techniques may have effects other than
those most emphasised by authors on non-violence. Even if they
were not to cause much disaffection or mutiny they may
nevertheless enhance the constraints imposed by the military
professional ethics of the occupying troops regarding the use of
force against unarmed civilians and thus, for instance, inhibit
repression against non-cooperation. These constraints may well
be quite powerful. As Liddell Hart (1967) points out the Germans
often had considerable difficulty in knowing how to respond to
non-violent resistance:

‘The German generals, by and large were handicapped by the
relatively humane tradition in which they had been brought up.
They found it difficult to be as ruthless as military logic and
military theory tended to demand.’

c) Splitting the Home Front

In the literature on civilian defence less attention has been paid
to the possibility of creating dissent and opposition in the home
country of the opponent, perhaps because this is more dependent
on factors which are to a large extent outside the control of the
resistance.

The invasion itself may exacerbate political divisions within
the invader’s home country. The immediate and spontaneous
political reaction in Britain to British participation in the
invasion of Suez in 1956 is a clear example of this. The resistance
might in some cases be able to influence the situation by supply-
ing information directly (the information offices abroad of the
various national liberation movements serve this purpose). Propa-
ganda aimed at the occupying forces achieves the same thing
indirectly, but its effectiveness depends to a large extent on the
ability to reach groups higher up in society than those from which
rank-and-file troops are normally drawn, and the views of which
do not spread very much to the remainder of the population.

52



THE METHODS OF CIVILIAN DEFENCE
The extent to which the defenders can exploit or create such
opposition would depend on having a good knowledge of existing
political divisions in the invader’s home country and, preferably,
prior contacts and continued communication with political
groups there.

A good example of the effect of the resistance on the home
front of the occupier is provided by the Franco-Belgian invasion
of the Ruhr and the non-violent resistance of the Germans. The
Belgian people openly condemned their government’s adventure
(Sternstein, 1967) and as Grimm wrote of the situation in France:

‘Opinions were changing. The economic consequences of the
Ruhr occupation showed themselves everywhere. A nation
like the French is unable to endure moral isolation for any
length of time. The occupation had repercussions which no
one had expected. Thousands of Frenchmen who went to the
Ruhr as soldiers and civilians became advocats des boches
intercessors on behalf of the Germans. For the first time they
saw the Germans as they really are. They met an industrious
people living in neat houses, people who were so very different
from what war propaganda had led them to believe. There
were even many high-ranking officers who had soon to be
replaced as unsuitable because of their friendly attitude
towards the Germans . . . In the elections of May 1924 the
French themselves decided against the [hitherto ruling party
coalition, the] Bloc National.” (1930).
Another possibility is to provoke opposition within the occupy-
ing power’s home country by making the costs inflicted by the
defence intolerable (‘costs’ being taken here in its widest sense).
Actual attrition of the occupying power is well-known, from
guerrilla warfare, but is not so easy to visualise for a civilian defe-
nce. The protracted non-cooperation of the occupied population
could conceivably lead to attrition, but the costs to the
defendants would be very high in this case.

d) Mobilisation of International Support

Any realistic assessment of possible policies aimed at mobilising
international support is of course utterly impossible without a
very explicit scenario describing, not only the form of the
occupation and of the resistance, but also the international
context within which both take place. Even more than previously,
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the need for considering the total strategic and historical situation
is inescapable in this case.

Undoubtedly the most important type of international pressure,
particularly if one is dealing with the isolated occupation of a
small West-European country would be the effect this would
have on the other European countries. It would presumably
make them gang together in common opposition to the occupant
and increase their general military efforts so that, altogether, the
position of the aggressing country would become worse, not
better, as a result of the occupation. This, however, has more to
do with the problem of deterrence, and is, therefore, dealt with
in greater detail in a later chapter.

It would of course be naive to assume off-hand that support
for a resistance movement or pressure against the occupant is
necessarily motivated by support for the aims of the resistance
movement. Strategies designed to mobilise external support
would, therefore, seek to exploit not only the sympathies but
also the self-interests of other nations or of powerful groups
within other nations.

It is not suggested here that any of the possible consequences
of occupation which would be effective in undermining the
opponent’s strength will necessarily materialise, nor that if they
do they will have any great effect. On the other hand, an aware-
ness that such effects may materialise could enable the civilian
defence organisation to manipulate the situation more effectively
than they already do.
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CHAPTER III

Organisational Problems

In the literature a great deal of attention has been paid to parti-
cular types of organisation which may or may not be suitable for
civilian defence. The picture which emerges is somewhat confused
— a great deal of time is spent discussing such specific technical
problems as delivery of milk or the growing of food in backyards,
and little on the more basic issues involved.

The problems to be dealt with here are those relating to the
organisation of society and the possibility of redressing those
aspects which most contribute to the vulnerability of the society
as well as the organisational forms which may be given to the
civilian defence apparatus under occupation, particularly in so far
as leadership and coordination are concerned and the question of
whether the leadership should be centralised or not and whether
it should be open, underground or in exile.

It is clear that in different types of society different organi-
sational forms will be required. What is appropriate for an
undeveloped country with a largely self-sufficient peasantry, a
low degree of urbanisation, and poor transport and communication
facilities, may not be suitable for a highly industrialised Western
European nation.

1. THE VULNERABILITY OF SOCIETY

In much of the work on the preparations for an occupation
defence, in particular with Carter (1964) and Galtung (1967), the
concern has been with the reduction of the vulnerability of the
civilian population to measures of mass repression from the
opponent. Concern with the possibility of blockades, policies of
starvation and with the possible consequences of dependence of
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an urban population on water, fuel and power supplies have led
to proposals for stockpiling, de-centralisation to increase self-
sufficiency, production of food concentrates etc.

There are several reasons, however, why the use of those
repressive methods which, in principle, it would be possible to
find a protection against (for example starvation of the popu-
lation), do not seem particularly likely. First, it is difficult to
imagine any strategic gain which might accrue to an occupying
power which could offset the heavy costs (to the occupying
power) in the form of protest and opposition abroad and declin-
ing political support at home which would arise if such extreme
methods were implemented. Second, there would be less politic-
ally costly ways of achieving the same ends, for instance the
selective use of terror against particular persons or groups to
split the resistance. Third, the destruction of the economy of the
occupied country would also greatly inconvenience the occupying
forces. Last, but not least, such massive repression would either
make the population give up non-violence and take up whatever
arms are available, which cannot be in the interest of the
occupying power, or else the population would presumably give
in on the grounds that nothing can be gained from a continuation
of the struggle. In the face of a policy of genocide, non-violent
defence is virtually useless, and there is little else to do than
hope for assistance from abroad. Scepticism is therefore justified
regarding the usefulness of taking on the huge costs in peace time
which would be involved in a de-centralisation of the economic
and political systems as radical as Carter and Galtung imply.

De-centralisation of the economic system has also been
advocated on other grounds. Some writers suggest a de-central-
isation of the economy which would also make it less vulnerable
to attempts at control, exploitation, tax collection etc. Carter
mentions the small-factory system of southern Italy as an example.
However, the examples of de-centralised economic systems
given all typify underdeveloped economies and declining indus-
tries. De-centralisation of the economy to this level would without
doubt cause a drastic decline in living standards and welfare
services and would mean the transformation of the country into
a warfare state, even in peace time.

The fact that countries become increasingly dependent on
external trade and therefore vulnerable to blockade has led to
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similar suggestions for making each country more fully self-
sufficient. Without denying that something might be achieved in
this way it is nevertheless clear that one would soon encounter
the same problem of a decline in welfare if such a policy were
pursued. This is particularly so for countries with a very large
foreign trade and for those countries which would have great
difficulties in finding substitutes for indispensable imports such
as foodstuffs or fuel. Besides it is to be noted that from the
point of view of defence the international division of labour is
not the only liability. The independence of Switzerland is to some
extent safeguarded by the importance of the Alp tunnels for that
country’s neighbours. For other countries like South Africa and
the oil producing countries of the Middle East their economic
importance for the West, also provides some degree of protection
for their regimes and political systems.

This is not to deny that certain limited measures might be
useful in allowing the resistance movement a greater freedom of
manoeuvre by reducing the cost of certain forms of non-coopera-
tion. Similarly, this may serve to increase the feeling of security
in the population, thus increasing the strength of the resistance,
or to protect against the economic disruptions which the occu-
pation can hardly fail to cause. The economic losses incurred
through strikes and delivery stoppages will hit both the resistance
and the occupant, but where the resistance takes the initiative
it can try to keep the losses to the population at a minimum, and
those of the occupying power at a maximum. Limited preventive
stockpiling may, therefore, be of some utility. On the other hand,
where it is the occupying power who takes the initiative his aim
will be the opposite and it will always be possible to get around
any preventive measures the population might have taken.

Another aspect of a highly industrialised system with an
advanced technology which distinguishes it from less developed
societies seems to be that in the first case it is more difficult or
downright impossible to make the economy work efficiently
using the cruder forms of coercion. Advanced industrial production
requires a minimum of cooperation and even initiative on behalf
of the workers. This affords some protection against the cruder
forms of repression in those situations where the occupying
power wishes to keep the economy going, while at the same time
creating ideal conditions for Schweikism and go-slow tactics
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against which the occupying power can do very little.

It seems that one can summarise by saying that large scale
measures to decentralise the economy and increase the ability of
individual sectors to perform independently are excluded both
because of the immense cost it would entail, and because even so it
would be of little use. More limited measures might, on the other
hand, provide the defence with greater flexibility in tactics.
Moreover, and in contrast to what most authors seem to
believe, the development from a self-sufficient peasant economy
to a modern industrial state is not an unmitigated evil from the
point of view of the defensive capability. At any rate the basic
features of the economy and of the social structure in general
must be treated as given in developing a defence system, since
otherwise one is trying to defend something entirely different.

2. COORDINATION OF THE RESISTANGE

The increasing tendency towards interdependence and centralisa-
tion in modern industrial societies also means that the major
public and private institutions are increasingly characterised by
bureaucratic organisational structures with hierarchic chains of
command. A major consequence of this is that, increasingly, only
the incumbents of the top positions in the various institutions
are in a position to be able to plan and coordinate policy. The
lower the level in the hierarchy the less the understanding of the
wider implications of the tasks performed. Incumbents of the
lowest positions increasingly become functionaries with neither
the knowledge nor the ability to influence overall policy.

In going through the arguments in the literature one is struck
by the fact that the problem of coordination between groups and
the problem of overall political and strategic control have been al-
most completely ignored in the discussion of decentralisation, in
spite of the fact that the latter, undoubtedly, must make these
problems much larger.

Where the strategy merely consists of a few simple directives
like ‘total non-cooperation’ or ‘work on without collaboration’
then the problems of strategic planning and of organisation tend
to disappear. ‘Working on without collaboration’ consists in
obeying orders from legal but not from illegal authorities so that
the resistance organisations must coincide with the major social
institutions (public administration, private companies etc.). The
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need for a strategic overview disappears, of course, when, in
Ebert’s words, every man becomes ‘his own general’. However,
such a ‘strategy’ can backfire (see below on the Ruhrkampf) and,
furthermore, it may not be so simple for those in lower positions
in the hierarchies to determine whether the instructions they
receive were issued by the legal authorities or by collaborators.

If, on the other hand, the policy is to make use of the whole
spectrum of methods it will hardly be possible to avoid some
measure of strategic steering. This raises the problem of embody-
ing the resistance organisation in the bureaucratic structures of
the major institutions of the society, because these are so devised
that people at the lower levels depend on those at the top, while
the latter are both very visible and very vulnerable in an occupa-
tion. This is an important reason explaining why a majority of
civilian defence writers have favoured a more decentralised
organisation both for society as a whole, and for the resistance
organisation. These writers have further claimed that decentrali-
sation avoids bureaucratic delays so that the organisation can
respond quickly and flexibly to changing situations without the
inertial element which often characterises bureaucratic systems,
while closer contact with the base of the organisation should
lead to a wider outlook for those at the bottom, and more
informed leadership at the top.

Sharp (1969) envisages that the ‘free institutions’ of society
(voluntary and professional organisations, the press etc.), which
are both collectively organised and semi-autonomous in relation
to the state, could serve as the basic units of a resistance organi-
sation. Sharp (and others) here draws on the experience of the
Norwegian resistance (in particular the resistance of the teachers’
organisations against the Quisling regime). Since the ostensible
functions of many of the so-called ‘free institutions’ — in particular
unions and the various professional associations — is the further-
ance of the interests of their members, and since this gives them
a certain experience in conflict with the state, business interests,
etc. and a structure adapted to conflicts with external groups,
they could perhaps play an important role if the top levels of
business, administration and government had been taken over
either by the occupying power or by collaborators. Historical
precedents, including those considered later in this work, support
this assumption. In other words these groups could, according to
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Sharp, act as the centre of gravity for resistance in other methods,
like that envisaged by Ebert (which relies primarily on resistance
at the top of society) were to fail.

The role played by the radio in the Czechoslovak resistance
in 1968 suggest a possible solution — at least in the short term —
to the problem of reliable and fast communication and coordi-
nation. While instructions from the Party leadership were relayed
to the public, it fell on the radio station staff to select and
broadcast from the mass of incoming information on events
throughout the country that which was relevant. Resistance
tactics which had evolved in one part of the country were made
known to the rest of the population in a matter of hours, and all
forms of warnings and recommendations could be issued in-
stantaneously. The potential that the use of radio networks in
resistance offers, of course goes further than the successes
achieved in Czechoslovakia, but that example unequivocally
demonstrates how one may by-pass hierarchic command structures
— with all that these imply in delay, information corruption and
inefficiency — without losing a strategic overview and the potential
“or tight strategic and tactical control. Broadcasting to the whole
nation with feedback coming in constantly through telephone
link-ups means that, potentially, the whole population becomes
one vast ‘organisation’ with a maximally informed leadership, a
minimum number of communication links between top and
bottom, and as much information at the base as is deemed
necessary.

The lifespan of this kind of resistance organisation is of
course determined by the ability of the underground radio net-
works to survive. While it seems unlikely that an occupying
power will in the future repeat the mistakes the occupying
powers made in Czechoslovakia there seems no a priori reason
why with adequate research and planning one should not be able
to establish a far better and less vulnerable system than the
improvised set-up with which the Czechoslovaks had so much
initial success.

As an extreme opposite to this form of organisation we may
mention the ‘cell’ system which the Communists adopted in the
occupied countries in the last war and which the FLN guer-
tillas used in Algeria. The system consists of a branching
hierarchy of ‘cells’ at various levels with no connection between
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cells at the same level, and each of them having a dozen members
or less. The lack of horizontal communication between cells and
the fact that only one member of each cell needs to communicate
upwards makes it almost impossible to trace the organisation,
starting from one of its members, and equally impossible to
paralyse it by cutting a limited number of communication links,
despite the fact that it is hierarchically structured. No member is
able to give away more than a handful of others. The system is
not incompatible with a large degree of autonomy for each
geographical region or for each sector in the economy, provided
it was set up with this in mind. While this form of organisation
has obvious drawbacks, it was developed and found suitable
under conditions which placed a high premium on survival. It is
probably the most appropriate system for a protracted under-
ground resistance and to maintain continuity until conditions
improve and more open forms of resistance can be used as
happened in Europe in the last stages of the war.

3. THE LEADERSHIP: OPEN, UNDERGROUND AND IN EXILE

Together with the preference for a decentralised and more
‘democratic’ organisation which is found in the literature, and
very much linked to it, there is a preference for a leadership
which remains in the country, at its post for as long as possible,
which participates openly in the resistance and which thereby
serves as a model for the rest of the resistance movement. In this
case too, the conclusion seems to be based in part on ideological
preferences in addition to those arguments of a more pragmatic
kind which are presented.

In fact, the question of openness versus secrecy of the
resistanice is much broader than that which we are suggesting
here, because, ultimately, the same question arises when it comes
to planning the various actions and the course of the struggle. For
Gandhi the intentional use of untruthfulness is irreconcilable
with the ultimate aim of full self-realisation (Naess, 1958) and in
one form or another this conception pervades much of the whole
literature. As noted in the introduction, such considerations do,
however, fall outside the more limited and ‘pragmatic’ perspective
we have chosen, and we shall therefore limit ourselves to con-
sidering under which circumstances open resistance and open
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leadership would be the most effective from the point of view of
liberating the country.

Sharp (1971) lists a number of arguments against secrecy in
general and for open leadership in particular. Other writers like
Carter (1964) and Ebert (1967) have put forward similar argu-
ments. Secrecy, says Sharp, is both rooted in and contributes to
fear, while the courageousness of an open leadership, by providing
an example to the resistance, helps to dispel fear. While openness
increases the chances that the leaders will be arrested, imprisoned
or otherwise repressed, this is not necessarily a bad thing in
Sharp’s view, since a willingness to face repression provides both
sxample and encouragement to others, while the act of repression
used against a popular leader may increase the antipathy towards
the occupier and thus support for the resistance. The advantages
of decentralisation are again stressed since this both reduces the
dependence on leaders and the necessity for secrecy. The ‘security
consciousness’ which is a prerequisite for a secret organisation
reduces the number of those involved in the policy making
process and can result in poor planning as a consequence of
insufficient or corrupt information. Underground organisations,
Carter adds, are also seen as breeding suspicion and distrust and
as involving, for this reason, a risk of para-military take-over, of
political and personal enemies being eliminated, etc. Finally, the
restriction of the number of people participating in decisions is
seen as undemocratic and thus likely to reduce the commitment
of those who are excluded.

The impression gained is that many of these arguments are
coloured by the fact that openness is advocated for its own sake,
rather than as an instrument to build an effective resistance
movement. Thus the advantages from repression being used
against leaders should be set against the potential drawbacks.
First, repression may deter others from taking over the leader-
ship. Secondly, imprisoned leaders can only play a purely
symbolic role whereas in an underground resistance they have
little symbolic value but can serve instrumentally to plan the
resistance. Moreover, an open leadership can be subjected to all
kinds of pressures by the occupying power, or by the population
itself, since the latter might very well have a more short-term
political perspective than the leaders. Lastly, it must be assumed
than an open leadership will be unable to secure correct infor-
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mation on ongoing events if the occupant tries to prevent it. The
leaders might therefore be compelled to make decisions on a
basis of false intelligence, carefully constructed by the occupant.
It is also clear that many of the methods which have been pro-
posed are of necessity (sabotage) or even by definition (‘under-
ground’, press and radio) of a clandestine nature. In addition
secrecy in planning is a necessity if the surprise element is to be
maintained. All this suggests that an underground leadership has
an important role to play right from the start and that there may
well come a time when all forms of open resistance become
impossible and where, instead, one must rely on methods which
are themselves ‘secret’: Schweik-methods, go-slows, etc.

This brings us to another dilemma within the civilian defence
literature, namely whether the government should remain within
the occupied country or should go into exile.

The arguments one finds against a leadership in exile are similar
to those for an open resistance leadership. It is assumed that if
those who have a constitutional role as symbols of legitimacy
(e.g. the King or the President) stand up against the occupier,
this example will strengthen the resolve of the people and
constrain the actions of the occupying power because other,
more cooperative leaders cannot simply be put in their place.
This argument, however, presupposes that the leaders do in fact
take part in the resistance, whereas historical precedents indicate
accommodation as the most typical response of the leadership.

The Head of State has an important role being alone con-
stitutionally empowered to nominate the government and the
government has a similar legitimising function in regard to the
central administration. At least in the short run, their importance
in these respects is not dependent on whether they go into exile.
The advances by the Greek colonels to the King, both before and
during his exile, demonstrate the importance which formal
recognition by the Head of State entails for a regime which
attempts to establish itself and to achieve a modicum of
legitimacy.

The act of going into exile both removes the most visible and
vulnerable leaders from pressure from the occupying power and
implies a complete rejection of accommodation or submission.
It thus makes it difficult for the occupant to establish a govern-
ment which has the appearance of legitimacy and which claims
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to represent the resistance and the people. The occupying power
would be free to establish a collaborationist government of the
Quisling type, but this would not have the benefit of legitimacy
and thus resistance against it could be made completely un-
equivocal. If communication permits, one might have both an
exile government and an underground deputy government in the
country itself. Ebert (1967) proposes a rotation whereby only
some of the leaders are in exile at any time.

Government or other national figures vested with legitimacy
and prestige who remain abroad though in close contact with the
leadership in the occupied country could also have a central role
in all attempts to mobilise sections of world opinion against the
occupying power.

4. SUMMARY: THE NEED FOR FLEXIBILITY

It is almost impossible to discuss organisational requirements for
civilian defence in the abstract without some knowledge of the
objectives of the opponent (economic exploitation, ideological
crusade, invasion with a wider strategic aim etc.) and of the
international political context in which the invasion takes place.
It seems evident, however, that corresponding to different
strategic situations, one will have to think of different levels of
organisation, just as one finds in guerrilla warfare. Indeed it
seems to us that many of the arguments about openness and
secrecy, centralisation and decentralisation etc. miss the point
in that they seek to establish the advantages and drawbacks of
particular organisational forms in some absolute sense, when in
fact their effectiveness varies as the context changes.

In guerrilla warfare the necessity for different organisational
forms is clearly recognised. Where the guerrillas are weak and a
strategy of attrition of the enemy is employed, organisation is
relatively decentralised and of an underground character. Indivi-
dual guerrilla units are allowed considerable tactical autonomy
although the Party leadership retains the overall strategic control.
As the opponent weakens and the guerrillas gain in strength the
units link up, resistance becomes more open and the political
leadership exercises tactical as well as strategic control. Flex-
ibility of response is seen as crucial and the necessity to shift back
and forth between the different levels by de-escalation or escala-
tion as the situation demands, is constantly emphasised without
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de-escalation being in any way tainted with the odium of
defeatism. This is undoubtedly a lesson which may be most
profitably applied to civilian defence organisational planning.

In fact one gets the impression that those who have considered
civilian defence hardly attribute any importance to the need for
a common strategy. Sharp has a conception of several stages in a
confrontation which require different forms of non-cooperation,
but he does not seem to have any clear idea of how the decision
to pass from one stage to the next is to be reached. In the
historical cases most quoted in the literature (for instance the
Ruhrkampf and Czechoslovakia) there was, despite the large
measure of improvisation, nevertheless some form of strategic
guidance, and this is even more so with other types of non-violent
campaigns such as Gandhi’s struggle for the independence of
India and the Civil Rights movement in the United States. Only
in a few cases of brief and unplanned action (as, for instance the
civilian insurrections in San Salvador in 1944, in Guatemala in
1945 and in Chile in 1961; see Lakey, 1969) does one find
the relatively spontaneous and entirely ‘democratic’ civilian
action which many advocates of civilian defence seem to have
in mind.

We shall deal with this at greater length in the next chapter,
but it seems to us that it is impossible to envisage a non-violent
defence against occupation which merely takes the form of a
spontaneous and improvised insurrection. Whether there is any
need for peace-time preparations may be debated, but once
occupation has taken place there is undoubtedly a need for a
general strategic plan for the entire struggle and for people who
can draw it up and implement it. An occupying power would be
able to adapt to any policy which was completely settled in
advance, say, the rule of ‘working on without collaboration’.

Whether the resistance takes an open or underground form
will depend on the stage of the struggle, the strength of the
opponent, his willingness to use heavy repression, and its
effectiveness if used. An open resistance coordinated through a
clandestine radio network like that in Czechoslovakia can only
last as long as the underground radio stations survive. On the
other hand, open resistance of the type advocated by Ebert can
last as long as repression remains bearable because, as already
noted, such strategies as ‘work on without collaboration’ do not
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in themselves presuppose any organisational form or political or
strategic perspective. If, however, repressive counter-strategies
against general open resistance are effective then retrenchment to
more diffuse resistance tactics is indicated — perhaps through the
‘free institutions’ as Sharp and others have suggested. At this
stage the importance of localised resistance organisations having
some considerable autonomy becomes obvious — though again it
must be emphasised that these organisations should be tied into
the underground resistance infrastructure if the overall resistance
effort is to retain some measure of coordination. Finally, there
might well be periods when any form of open resistance comes to
be seen as too dangerous so that attrition tactics (like Schweikism
and ‘go-stow’) which can be most easily maintained because they
are almost impossible to detect must become the main focus of
the resistance.

In other words the general pattern would appear to be a move
from open to underground and from centralised and inter-
dependent to centralised but more autonomous organisational
forms and methods if the opponent’s control over the situation
increases. The key to effectiveness would seem to lie in eschewing
rigid formulae and being prepared to shift from one strategic
level to another and back again as the situation demands.

As regards the position of the leadership it seems useful to
distinguish between its three functions. First, there is the con-
stitutional role as a source of legitimacy, with all the possibilities
this implies for preventing a collaborationist government from
taking over, establishing diplomatic relations with other countries,
etc. It seems essential to protect this role as far as possible from
the occupying power’s attempts to control it, and it is therefore
reasonable to think of exile in this case. As noted, there is also
an important task in seeking support abroad, and because of the
symbolism and prestige associated with his position, the Head of
State is particularly suited for that task.

Another function for the leadership is the legislative and
executive one and the day-to-day strategic and tactical steering of
the resistance. For this it is of course necessary to be on the spot,
and, equally, it is necessary that those who fulfil this role are
protected from the opponent’s attempts at coercion and control
of information. This part of the leadership must therefore
necessarily go into hiding if it is to serve any useful purpose
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apart from maintaining the morale of the population.

This last and purely symbolic role should, however, not be
underestimated. On the other hand it seems that it can be ful-
filled equally well, or even better sometimes, by other persons
instead of the political and administrative leaders. The important
point is simply that they be well-known and respected public
figures, that they appear openly, and that they are not
irreplaceable because they must necessarily be in a vulnerable
position, making it easy for the occupant to remove them,
imprison them, or render them harmiless in other ways. Finally,
it is essential that such persons should not be given any formal
power of decision making because the occupant can subject them
to pressure. An illustration of this symbolic leadership is the role
played in the Czechoslovak resistance by the sports hero Zatopek.

At any rate the assumption that the leadership should simply
come forward and act as a model of courageous behaviour should
not be taken for granted. As has become clear in Czechoslovakia,
the need for unity in the resistance is so dominant a concer