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THE KAPP PUTSCH

In 1920 in Berlin a coup d’etat (or
putsch) led by the right-wing Dr Wolf-
gang Kapp and backed by several army
officers was defeated by nonviolent*
action.

The coup was an attempt to over-
throw the new Weimar Republic (the
Ebert government) which had already
faced many difficulties such as eco-
nomic dislocation, military unrest and
attempts at revolution. The coup was
rather amateurish, but despite their
limited preparation the Kappists oc-
cupied Berlin without military resis-
tance, and the Ebert government fled
to Stuttgart. The states were instruct-
ed by the government to refuse all
cooperation with the new Kapp
regime. When the Kappists took over
two government newspapers, all the
printers went on strike. Thousands of
other workers spontaneously went on
strike all over Berlin.

Following this, a call for a general
strike was issued, and was supported
by workers of all political and religious
groups including the bureaucratic
departments, who refused to head
ministries under Kapp. Workers tried
to influence Kappist troops. After
only four days and an unsuccessful
attempt to compromise, the limited
power of the occupiers became more
obvious, strikes spread, military com-
manders resumed loyalty to the
government, and leaflets entitled
“Collapse of the military dictatorship”
were showered over Berlin from a
plane. All this served to further weak-
en the regime, forcing Kapp to resign
and flee, followed by the troops who
were now under the order of the
Ebert government.

So the coup was thus defeated
and the Weimar Republic preserved,
providing a good illustration of the
potential of nonviolent, cooperative
action. If it had not been for the
immediate intervention and non-
cooperation of the people, the mili-
tary takeover might well have been
successful.

NONVIOLENT COMMUNITY RESISTANCE
TO AGGRESSION

Social defence is a nonviolent alternative to
military defence. It is based on widespread pol-
itical, economic and social noncooperation in
order to oppose military aggression or political
repression. It uses methods such as boycotts,
refusals to obey, strikes, demonstrations, and
setting up alternative government.

Social defence is based on the principle that
no regime — whether democracy or military
dictatorship — can survive without the passive
support or nonresistance of a large fraction of the
population. Since social defence relies on resis-
tance by large sections of the population, it is the
nonviolent equivalent of guerilla warfare.

Social defence acts as a deterrent by appeal-
ing to the civilian population in the aggressor
country through its broad base, its nonviolence
and the justice of its cause. The methods of social
defence maximise political opposition within the
aggressor country.

Social defence is not automatically success-
ful, just as military defence is not automatically
successful. Its effectiveness can be improved by
advanced planning and practice. Although social
defence is based entirely on nonviolent methods,
violence and suffering caused by the aggressors
are still likely. Social defence is not an easy road
to peace, but it does offer some hope for creating
a world in which social struggle continues but
large scale war and violence are greatly reduced.

The money required

to provide adequate
food,water,education,
health and housing

for everyone in theworld
has been estimated

at $17 billion a year.

It is a huge sum of money

...about as
much as
the world
spends on
arms every
two weeks.
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THE METHODS OF
SOCIAL DEFENCE

The methods of social defence can
be divided into three types: sym-
bolic actions, noncooperation, and
intervention and alternative institu-
tions.

(a) Symbolic actions, such as:

— formal statements (speeches,
letters, petitions);

— slogans, leaflets, banners;

— demonstrations, protest mar-
ches, vigils, pickets;

— wearing of symbols of op-
position (such as the paper
clips wom by Norwegian
civilians during the Nazi
occupation);

— meetings, teach-ins.

(b) Noncooperation, such as:

— social boycott, stay-at-home;

— boycotts by  consumers,
workers, traders; embargoes;

— strikes, bans, working-to-rule,
reporting ‘sick’;

— refusal to pay tax or debts,
withdrawal of bank deposits;

— boycotts of government

institutions;

— disobedience, evasions and
delays;

— mock incapability (‘go slow’,
‘misunderstandings’, ‘mis-
takes’).

(c) Intervention and alternative

institutions, such as:

"~ fasts;

— sit-ing, nonviolent obstruc-
tion and occupation;

— sabotage (such as destruction
of information and records);

— establishment of parallel
institutions for government,
media, ftransport, welfare,
health and education.



WHY IS SOCIAL
DEFENCE NEEDED?

(a) The danger of war and of
nuclear war.

The rhetoric of those who
advocate spending money on
weapons is that military hard-
ware is needed in order to deter
potential aggressors or invaders.
But is the goal of deterrence best
achieved by expenditure on wea-
pons? After a great deal of mili-
tary expenditure by many
governments, the threat of war is
as great as ever.

Talk of ‘winnable’ nuclear
war and ‘limited’ nuclear wars
suggests that the idea of nuclear
war is being seriously considered
by political and military leaders.
Nuclear war seems even more
likely if one considers that much
of the ‘defence’ capability de-
pends on the °‘defender’ being
the first to strike.

Australia’s position as a link
in the United States defence
system means that if a nuclear
war were to occur between the
superpowers, Australia would be
involved. US military bases in
Australia are almost certain nu-
clear targets, and Australian cit-
ies might also be attacked.

(b) Reduction of the threat of
invasion.

Social defence is an alter-
native to military defence which
can reduce the threat of invas-
ion in 2 number of ways.

Firstly, other governments
cannot pretend that their mili-
tary arsenals are for defensive
purposes if the supposed oppo-
nent relies on social defence and
has no arms. It becomes harder
to convince soldiers of the
justice of their government’s war
if they are attacking an unarmed
opponent.

Secondly, since with social
defence there is no military
defence  capability, nuclear
attack and aerial bombing to
overcome such defences become
useless exercises and hence much
less likely. The notion of pre-
emptive attack becomes mean-
ingless.

Thirdly, if social defence is
seen by potential aggressors as
being well coordinated and
strong, the estimated cost of an
invasion escalates. Because of
the broad base of social defence
it is extremely difficult to over-
come: as long as there are com-
mitted people there is resistance.
In this situation the deterrent
effect is large since the benefits
of aggression are greatly reduc-
ed.

Historical evidence suggests
that social defence could be as
effective or more effective than
military methods in deterring or
resisting attack, if as much
money and energy were devoted
to nonviolent means of resis-
tance as are now devoted to vio-
lent methods.

(c) Reduction of suffering.

Adoption of social defence
as an alternative to military de-
fence can reduce suffering in a
mumber of ways. Firstly, the
money now spent on weapons
manufacture and testing can be
spent on more socially useful
projects.

Secondly, by reducing the
threat of war the potential suf-
fering is also reduced. Thirdly,
in the event of invasion or
military takeover, social defence
over a wide area precludes the
use of many conventional wea-
pons which are wunsuited to
combatting such defence, includ-
ing nuclear weapons.

&

P>

¢ Npye?
/ ‘l-’,:i 4

Social defence has a further
tendency to reduce suffering
since it is difficult to gain sup-
port for use of violence against
a population which is defending
itself in a totally nonviolent
manner. Thus large scale and in-
discriminate violence 1is less
likely.

(d) Guarding the guardians.

The existence of military
forces is normally justified by
the threat of ‘enemies’. But one
of the greatest dangers to free-
dom and democracy in many
countries today is the military
forces themselves. If military
forces take over the government,
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who will stop them? Who guards
the guardians?

With social defence this pro-
blem does not arise, since social
defence is based on widespread
popular participation and so
eliminates the dependence on a
professional defence force. In
the meantime, the nonviolent
methods used against a foreign
aggressor can also be used against
local military forces that try
to take power, as in the case of
the Kapp Putsch and the Alger-
ian Generals’ Revolt. For these
reasons, social defence is the
form of defence most compat-
ible with the ideals of freedom
and democracy.

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 1968

In the 1960s, a number of reforms
were made in Czechoslovakia which
reduced the repressive aspects of
communist rule. These moves — so-
called ‘socialism with a human face’
— were strongly supported by the
Czechoslovak people and government,
but bitterly opposed by the Soviet
government. In August 1968 a Soviet
military invasion of Czechoslovakia
was launched, with the expectation of
quickly installing a  pro-Soviet
government in Czechoslovakia. There
was no military resistance to the
invasion, and such resistance would
have been futile anyway.

But the Czechoslovak people,
from the political leadership to the
workforce, were unified in nonviolent
resistance to the occupation and
this slowed and obstructed the Soviet
occupation considerably. The clandes-
tine radio network played a crucial
role. It convened the Extraordinary
Fourteenth Party Congress, called
strikes, gave tactical instruction on
street confrontations, requested rail
workers to slow the transport of Soviet
jamming equipment, cautioned against
rumours, and counselled nonviolent
resistance. Due to the unified civilian
resistance, to the lack of a pro-Soviet
government and to the demoralisation
of Soviet troops, directives were issued
from Moscow offering reforms and
other concessions.

The Czechoslovak leadership con-
sidered these offerings and so adopted
a more cooperative stance than had
the previously unified defence net-
work. Further noncooperative acts
were now without official sanction
and as the Czechoslovak position
weakened, the Soviet forces consoli-
dated the occupation, removing the
‘unnecessary’ concessions.

Because Soviet economic and pol-
itical interests in Czechoslovakia were
so strong, long-term resistance, either
military or social, was a near impos-
sibility. The nonviolent Czechoslovak
resistance was successful in delaying
and frustrating achievement of Soviet
aims, with very little loss of life. But
the reforms achieved prior to August
1968 were lost, partly due to loss of
unity in the resistance.

*‘Did I have a nightmare iast night! | dreamed they bad »
billios misalles a5d we had oaly s million."’

WHY IS SOCIAL
DEFENCE NEEDED IN
AUSTRALIA?

Social defence is not limited to
resistance to a full scale invasion.
It can be used to preserve threat-
ened civil rights. Although mili-
tary invasion or military take-
over in Australia are unlikely,
any of the following could well
occur.

(a) A political coup which the
military does not oppose (as in
1975), but in which elections or
parliament are suspended indef-
initély. Social defence could be
used to support demands for a
return to democratic principles.

(b) Acts of violence (such as the
Hilton bombing) which provide
an excuse for police or mili-
tary powers to be expanded.
Social defence could be used to
preserve rights such as no arrest
without trial, the right to march
and congregate in public places,
and freedom of speech.

(c) Declaration of a state of
emergency following an attack
on a military installation such as
Pine Gap. Such a state of emer-
gency could be used as a pretext
for suspending civil rights and
gaoling ‘dissidents’. Social de-
fence could be used to challenge
government or military control.



WHAT PEOPLE CAN DO

Because social defence is largely depen-
dent on a closely knit network of allianc-
es throughout the community, it is
important for people to strengthen these
community ties. They already exist in
the form of sporting clubs, child-care
centres and trade unions. They include
informal friendships and links between
neighbours, work-mates and students. All
these relationships are crucial to the
success of any social defence operation.
They provide support and ideas for
people resisting either an occupying army
or a military takeover. In any community
action, it is important for people to act
together, knowing that thousands of
others are doing the same, for example in
a general strike to frustrate the occupy-
ing force. This ability to coordinate
actions happens only when community
links are developed.

LOCAL COMMUNITIES

Starting in streets and suburbs,
people can work out with their neigh-
bours plans for resistance. There are
many possible methods for resistance.
Street signs can be turned around or
removed, as was done in Czechoslovakia
to resist the Soviet invasion of 1968.
Local people will still know their way
around, but invaders will be hindered.

Conversations can be struck up
between local residents and soldiers in
order to establish friendships. Grafitti can
be used to promote messages of non-
violence and solidarity in the resistance.
People can leamn the location of and use
of local equipment such as typewriters,
printing facilities and citizens band radio.

FACTORY WORKERS

Factory workers can deny the end
product of their labour to an aggressor
by knowing how to control their pro-

duction process and, if necessary, to
stop it. The exact course of action to be
taken will depend on the circumstances.
If, for example, a general strike is held,
workers should know how to disable their
factory so no one else can use it. In a long
drawn-out struggle, workers producing
goods for the general population (clothes,
housing, etc.) may decide to continue
operations. Others in areas vital to an
aggressor or repressive ruler (arma-
ments, fuel, etc.) probably should disrupt
their factories as much as possible.

Johan Galtung suggests that for the
strongest resistance, factories should be
designed around a small number of simple
but vital components, which if removed
and destroyed, cannot be quickly replac-
ed. Copies could be held in a safe place,
perhaps even in a foreign country. No
aggressor could get the factory to
operate, and the use of force or even
torture would not be of any help, and so
probably would not be used.

Factory workers can (a) learn how to
disable or halt production with the
minimum damage, (b) learn how to
quickly alter production methods to
make products more useful to the com-
munity, (c¢) develop procedures for com-
munication and decision-making among
workers, and between workers and other
groups, (d) carry out workshops and “trial
runs’ in disrupting or changing factory
production to resist aggression, and (e)
share experiences with other workers and
the public.

COMPUTER PROGRAMMERS AND
OPERATORS

Computers are vital to many activi-
ties in modern industrial society, includ-
ing industrial processes, communications,
military planning and the operation of
bureaucracies. As a result, computer
workers are in a strong position to help
oppose any group which wished to take
over society for its own purposes, by
interfering with or changing the opera-
tion of computers.

Computer workers are in an especial-
ly strong position to oppose aggression,
since outsiders cannot easily take over
computing jobs, and not even the use of
force can guarantee to an aggressor that
‘bugs’ are removed from computer sys-
tems or that computer output is exactly
what was desired.

To prepare for effective resistance,
computer workers can (a) learn how to
terminate or disrupt the operation of
computers, preferably without being
detected if necessary, (b) prepare alter-
native programmes, or subtle alterations
to existing programmes, which could be
used in an emergency, (c) liaise in these
efforts with other sympathetic pro-
grammers and operators, (d) carry out
‘trial runs’ in which the operations of
computers are disrupted or altered to
resist aggressors, and (e) communicate
information about resistance by com-
puter workers to others in the computer
field and in the general public.

ALGERIAN GENERALS’
REVOLT 1961

Until 1962, -Algeria was a colony of
France. Beginning in 1957, an armed
independence struggle was waged by
Algerian nationalists against French
settlers who were supported by French
military forces. By 1961, moves were
under way by the French government,
led by de Gaulle, to grant indepen-
dence to Algeria.

Leading sections of the French

military in Algeria, who were strongly
opposed to Algerian independence,
staged a coup on 21-22 April 1961 in
the city of Algiers. It was rumoured
that there would be an invasion of
France by the French military leaders
in Algeria in order to topple the
French government and institute a
strict colonialist policy.

The population in France demon-
Strated its solidarity against such an
invasion. French airports were shut
down, trade with Algeria ceased and a

one-hour strike was held by ten
million workers. Dissident elements
within the army in Algeria performed
noncooperative acts, largely by adopt-
ing an attitude of mock incapability.

After four days the coup dis-
integrated. Large-scale violence was
avoided and thus many lives saved.
1t was largely the force of community
resistance which deterred the threat-
ened invasion of France and caused
the collapse of the short-lived Algerian
Generals’ regime.

OTHER EXAMPLES
Detailed responses to aggression for

nearly every group in society could be
developed, as in the case of local com-
munities, factory workers and computer
workers. Here are a few other possibil-
ities.

(a) Government employees can destroy
or ‘misplace’ files on ‘dissidents’
and others who might be targets for
security forces.

(b) Communications workers, secretaries
and others can ‘accidentally’ pass
vital information to opposition
groups.

(c) Sympathetic members of the armed
forces can warn resistance members
about impending attacks and other
operations, can sow seeds of doubt
within the military, and can ‘mis-
understand’ or quietly neglect to
carry out orders.

(d) People can ‘go slow’ or ‘misunder-
stand’ in carrying out any task forced
upon them by aggressors. This is a
good method against really brutal
rulers, since it is very hard to tell
whether inefficiency is genuine or
not.

There is much to be learned from the
experiences in other countries, as well as
from discussions by people in Australia.
Information can be printed and distri-
buted widely as basic resource material
for community resistance. It would be
wise to prepare such information ahead
of any crisis.

The only publication currently avail-
able to the community to cope with
social crisis is a ‘civil defence’ booklet
describing how to make shelters against
nuclear attack. This suggests that the
only open conflict on Australian soil in
which Australians could be involved is
one in which we will be nuclear targets.
This no-win possibility can be avoided by
both nuclear disarmament and prepara-
tion for nonviolent resolution of con-
flicts. In fact, a successful programme of
social defence opens the possibility for
a totally nonviolent resolution of inter-
nal and international conflict.

As well as preparing written resourc-
es for nonviolent defence, it is extremely
useful to hold workshops to allow people
to become acquainted with some of the
tactics and methods involved. Simulation
exercises, performed like fire drills, can
accustom people to rapidly responding to
an emergency.like an invasion or coup.
One example is setting aside half a day at
the local primary or high school for dis-
cussing and training in ways that school
students can best help in any locally
based resistance.

Social defence skills must be promot-
ed gradually throughout all communities
in the world if we are to have a viable
alternative to the nuclear arms race.



WHAT ABOUT
SEVERE REPRESSION?

Social defence may sound pro-
mising when used against aggres-
sors who must pay attention to
‘public opinion’, as in most
Western democracies. But can it
work against really ruthless
attackers? Can it work against
repressive regimes such as the
dictatorships of Hitler and
Stalin?

Historical examples suggest
that the answer is yes.

Effective nonviolent resis-
tance to the Nazi occupiers
occurred in the Netherlands,
Denmark and Norway during
World War II. For example, the
Nazi regime in Norway run by
Quisling tried to force the
schools to teach Nazi doctrines.
The teachers publicly refused,
and many were arrested and sent
to concentration camps. But
they continued to resist, and
finally the Quisling government
— worried about angering the
Norwegian people too much —
released the teachers. The

Even the most ruthless dic-
tatorship depends for its exis-
tence on passive support or non-
resistance by a large fraction
of the population. No govern-
ment in history has been so
powerful that it could function
without a fair degree of consent
or acquiescence. If the regime
adopts unpopular policies and
tries to repress all opposition
violently, this will cause ever
larger numbers of people to
oppose and resist the govern-
ment.

Social defence can be suc-
cessful against severe repression.
But the methods and tactics
used need to be specially chosen
if repression is harsh. More use
can be made of quiet ‘mistakes’
in carrying out tasks and ‘mis-
understandings’ of orders. And
when support for the resistance
is widespread, open defiance
becomes possible.

schools were never used for
Nazi propaganda.

Even in Nazi Germany it-
self, nonviolent resistance was
effective in some cases. In 1943
in Berlin, thousands of non-
Jewish wives of Jews arrested by
the Gestapo demonstrated out-
side the detention centre. Even-
tually the prisoners were releas-
ed. Nonviolent resistance also
has been used with some success
in the Soviet Union, for example
in prison labour camps at
Vorkuta in 1953.
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IF SOCIAL DEFENCE IS SO
EFFECTIVE, THEN WHY
HASN'T IT BEEN TRIED
BEFORE

Social defence is at variance
with our present political and
economic system. It advocates
shared control as a replacement
for the military defence hier-
archies which keep power and
knowledge in the hands of the
minority. The continuance of
the military system is in the
interests of a powerful few,
including weapons manufactur-
ers, top government bureaucrats
and other vested interests.

idea of social defence is fairly
new. It is true that the methods
of social defence, such as strikes,
boycotts, demonstrations and
‘go slow’ campaigns, have been
used for many centuries.
Furthermore, organised cam-
paigns of nonviolent action
have been developed, for exam-
ple under Gandhi’s leadership
during India’s struggle for in-
dependence and as part of the
black civil rights movement in
the USA in the 1950s and 1960s
under Martin Luther King. But it
is only in the last 25 years or
so that social defence has been
proposed as a full-scale alter-
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THE KEYS TO SUCCESSFUL SOCIAL
DEFENCE

Social defence is more than a collection of non-
violent techniques of resistance. It must be based
around defending basic principles and around a
sound strategy.

The principles to be defended are those which
are understood by people as basic to their way of
life.

The key to a successful nonviolent strategy
is maintaining the unity and morale of the resis-
tance. Decisions about demonstrations, strikes
and other actions should be made with careful
consideration of their effects on unity and
morale.

Success also depends on persistence. Non-

violent resistance is not guaranteed to succeed
quickly, any more than violent resistance is. In a
long struggle, tenacity is vital.

Finally, preparation to use nonviolent meth-
ods is important, just like it is with violent
methods. Most historical uses of nonviolent
resistance have been spontaneous. With thorough
preparation, the chance of success is increased.
People can learn about what to do and train in
the use of methods and strategy of nonviolent
action.

In summary:

— defend basic principles;

— maintain unity and morale;

— be persistent;

— prepare in advance.

For further information or additional copies of this broadsheet contact:

A second reason is that the

native to military defence.
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