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Anyone is to blame except Russia: USAF steps
step back into the Dark Ages: the month when
Germany nearly won the Great War: RAF
celebrates 100th anniversary
MARCH TURNED OUT TO BE DARK, DIRTY AND GLOOMY. Few could have predicted
that there would be a Russian nerve agent attack on a defector in the quiet Wiltshire town
of Salisbury that left two Russians fighting for their lives. The international furor that
followed has, in many respects, been nurtured by the responses from Moscow ‘s psy ops
brigade that not very cleverly claims that anyone is to blame except the prime suspect,
writes Mike Peters.
Scribblings warned that we should Beware the Ides of March. How right that turned out
to be. Defence Minister Gavin Williamson telling Russia to keep quiet and go away
produced the expected reactions from the East and good supportive coverage in the
Western media. This looked a good tactic for the Secretary of State who is shaping up to
make changes in the Ministry of Defence and is winning some extra cash. The Skripal
Effect will continue as, hopefully, will the active media operation around the incident.

What’s inside: See Page 6

1

The proponents of cyber warfare and psy ops have been boosted by the Secretary of State’
declaration that he wants to see the Armed Forces play a greater role in countering disinformation
at home and across Europe, by highlighting 77 Brigade and confirming that information
operations would become a more central part of all military deployments.
On the other side of the Atlantic, the United States Air Force
took a strange decision. Don’t speak to the media, no more
embeds is the controversial ruling. Why is the obvious
question? The media is an essential in a modern democracy.
The Stateside reaction has been fierce and Scribblings awaits
the U-turn that must surely come.
That old phrase…go tell it to the Marines comes to mind as
Defense One reports a difference of opinion among the other
US armed forces.
The evidence of polls shows that the public has less and less
faith in what it reads on social media and that mainstream is
gaining ground in the scales of veracity. In the UK the
Metropolitan Police Commissioner warns that social media is
to blame for violence among young people.
This is the time to expand media operations and harness the credibility that comes from coverage
generated by established, knowledgeable defence correspondents and the specialist media.
The problems of social media as a news platform were highlighted as the month ended with Times
Defence Editor Deborah Haynes facing a barrage from trolls that looked suspiciously like a
coordinated campaign to discredit her reporting.
==============================================
Scribblings trawled deep into the March news scene and there is much happening that the media
operations community should study. In the UK the BBC has taken the initiative and is setting up a
programme for schools to identify fake news. The debate on UK defence spending continues and
we learn that the F35 programme is becoming even more costly; the MoD now spends more
money on computers than ammunition, and the Royal Navy is advised to use more Reservists to
man its smaller ships. The use of specialist Reserves is not new and is to be encouraged. This is
one area of the recruiting spectrum where Reserves can really make a significant difference and
provide “greater bangs for bucks.”
===========================================
China is expanding and expounding cyber warfare and its concepts of the “Three Wars “- the
growth of information operations is well underway with media ops taking a leading position. In
the Middle East the Israeli Defence Force is criticised for allegedly posing as journalists to make
arrests and Israel goes public on why it destroyed Syria’s nuclear plant.
Egypt has tried to harness journalists to their Sinai campaign and In Turkey the clamp down on
media dissenters has seen more prison sentences. In Nigeria we see a major effort by the Air
Force to “educate” journalists.
The last month has also highlighted some interesting history. One hundred years ago the
Germans launched Operation Michael and threw the Allies into confusion, if not despair. In a
fraught 100-day series of battles the Kaiser’s Army introduced Stormtroopers to break the fouryear-old stalemate of trench warfare but lost as the British responded to Haig’s famous “backs to
the wall” exhortations.
Scribblings digs deeper into the era’s rigid censorship and the attempts to control journalists
throughout the war that was supposed to end all wars.
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March also raised interest in the WW2 media ops scenario with the Anzio landings reported
wearily, so it seems, by a critical international media while earlier in that war the Raid on St.
Nazaire prompted post-war comment on the stories behind the operation. Scribblings will return
to both operations later this year.
Closer to home we report on club member Wendy Faux’s photographic exhibition entitled Not
Just a Wife and report on Life after the MoD through former defence information officer, Nigel
Sargeant throwing light on his long career. Our book reviews assess the work of club members
Professor Paul Moorcraft (Dying for the Truth) and former Metropolitan Police security and
counter terrorism specialist Andy Clancy (A Smugglers’ Tale.)
April 1 marks the 100th anniversary of the Royal Air Force. To our colleagues in RAF Media &
Comms and, particularly, to those serving and former members of 7644 Squadron, Royal Auxiliary
Air Force, Scribblings says Happy Birthday, great memories of times shared, and keep up the
good work.

Pen & Sword strengthens
the management team
WITH NEARLY 400 on-line members and another
350 plus full members. the Pen & Sword Club is
strengthening its management team. To support
the National Chair, Major John Boyes, the club has
appointed Colonel Rosie Stone and Lt Colonel David
Reynolds to be Deputy National Chairs, North &
South respectively.
Rosie and David will work closely with the Chairman and Executive Vice President, Colonel Mike
Peters, to meet the high demand for quality speakers and events and to take the club into the next
decade: and with the club’s strong team of Honorary Vice President’s will ensure the club’s aims
and purposes are fulfilled. The management team will support the expansion of media operations
as an essential military skill in the British Armed Forces.
In the era of non-kinetic warfare, the planned dissemination of information to the right audiences
and, particularly to the professional writers and commentators of mainstream and specialist
defence media .is vital.

Colonel Rosie Stone BSc Hons DL
ROSIE STONE is a military Strategic Communications
(StratComm) and Media Operations specialist who
began her Army career with Queen’s University
Officers’ Training Corps, Belfast. On completion of a
BSc Hons in Geography she attended the Royal
Military Academy Sandhurst and was commissioned
into the Women’s Royal Army Corps in 1990.
Initially posted to 4th Regiment Royal Artillery in
Osnabruck, Germany, she completed eight years
Regular service including operational tours to
Northern Ireland and Bosnia.
In her last year of Regular service Rosie led a major
expedition to Bolivia to make the first British ascent
of Chaupi Orco (6.044m) a mountain close to the
border with Peru.
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The expedition ran a full PR profile to boost its fundraising, and successfully tested a ruggedised
laptop with camera, and solar panel which were used to maintain a website, and a first attempt at
a ‘blog’ in 1997. The epic finale was conducting a live radio interview via satellite phone from the
summit of Paquena Lucien (5065m).
Armed with a mixed portfolio of media ‘stuff’ Rosie put herself through the trauma of Media
Operations Group (V) selection and transferred to the Territorial Army. It was a time, she says,
when simulated media and exercise support was the focus and Major Doreen Cadwallader, the
unit administrative officer, affectionately known as ‘Auntie Doreen’ looked after an eclectic bunch
of ‘special’ people.
Rosie developed her media skills and StratComm capability. In her role as SO1 StratComm,
PJHQ, she created the concept of a Media Pulse Team and maintained a small core at high
readiness for deployment on Op HERRICK. She led the first team in to Helmand and maintained
an audio diary of the deployment.
In September 2010 Rosie became Commanding Officer of Media Operations Group (V). She
championed the art of radio production, nurtured a talented all ranks organisation, and developed
the Group’s understanding of Influence (Information Activities) from a Media Ops perspective in
preparation for the creation of General Nick Carter’s Security Assistance Group (SAG), now 77
Brigade. In a surprise twist, with all military eyes still on Afghanistan, Rosie fell foul of the Arab
Spring and was deployed as StratComm Deputy Advisor to NATO Joint Force Headquarters for
the Libyan Campaign in spring 2011.
She was tasked with running a non-kinetic campaign through coordination of Psyops, CIMIC,
Electronic Warfare, a small ‘regional’ social media team and ‘Presence, Posture & Profile’. It was
an interesting and challenging few weeks, a steep learning curve in Information Operations, and a
‘breaking all NATO rules’ approach to collaboration with Public Affairs.
Rosie completed a third short tour in Afghanistan in Spring 2013 before handing over command
and moving to HQ 42nd Infantry Brigade, Preston, as Head of Business and Community
Engagement. She put her PR and media skills to good use raising the profile of the Brigade in the
North West, including the promotion of a multi cap badge Reserve unit on the Isle of Man.
In December 2016 Rosie joined 11 Signals and West Midlands Brigade on promotion as Deputy
Commander (Reserves). In addition to her current role she is
in her final year studying for a Master by Research degree at
Cranfield University. The title of her research is ‘Gender
Dynamics: The Role of Female Engagement in the context of
Countering Violent Extremism’, an academic area that she is
keen to move in to on completion of her postgraduate degree.

Lieutenant Colonel David Reynolds QVRM
DAVID REYNOLDS joined the Media Ops Group in the mid1990s. A former Royal Marine, he is from a military family
and as a child lived in Aden, Kenya and Djibouti many places
which are today suffering from regional violence-. He was
educated at Gosfield Boys Boarding School in Essex and
while he did well at school he describes himself as a 'late
developer'. His Dad wanted him to go to Welbeck and
Sandhurst but David says he didn't have the confidence and
joined the Corps at 16 and a half.
Having come top in his intake he was quickly selected for
promotion, but after a number of tours in Northern Ireland he
was in his words 'bored'. He left and worked for the Home
Office.
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He then moved into writing and photography, covering the war in Bosnia and won an award for his
pictures during the 1990 Gulf War. Then in 1992 he was appointed defence correspondent at the
Sunday Express.
During his early years as a TA Public Information Office, David found himself in the United States
on the biggest UK deployment, since World War Two, Exercise Purple Star. Notably David was to
take all his Commando determination and volunteered for P Company and earned the red beret of
The Parachute Regiment.
He deployed to Pristina in 1999 when UK forces spearheaded the NATO intervention in Kosovo
and then after 9/11 he was sent to join Task Force 7 in Bagram, Afghanistan, as their media
advisor before being attached to 3 Commando Brigade at the same location.
He recalls the worst part about any deployment was the mobilisation phase at Chilwell, but David
says thankfully, club secretary, Doreen, then the MOG Administration Officer always managed to
get him processed within a few days. In 2003 he deployed to Baghdad in the multi-national
headquarters as the Coalition spokesman and then returned for two tours in Helmand as the
Task Force spokesman. He was later decorated by the Queen for his service to the reserves and
the Media Operations Group.
David said: "l think Helmand was the most rewarding, but also the most emotional in terms of
seeing young men and women, killed and maimed day in, day out. For me the Group was unique,
across the military I have never come across such a small group who can deliver so much. The
measure of success for me was when I watched a two-star general listening intently to a brief
delivered by a female Captain from the Group in Basra and then acting on her advice."
On leaving the Group he served at Headquarters Army in the then TA Directorate and worked on
the future White Paper for the newly named Army Reserve. He added: I loved my time in the
Group, I had an amazing time and while going on operations was rewarding, it was the people in
the group who made it special". Today, David, runs a publishing company, writes for a US based
defence magazine and works as a communications advisor for a company based in the Middle
East.

New Vice President
ONE OF THE UK media’s best-known defence specialists,
Michael Evans has been appointed a Vice President of the
Pen & Sword Club.
A respected Fleet Street journalist with more than 40 years’
experience Michael’s life and career has been shaped by his
experiences as a war reporter.
He has a reputation for having some of the best contacts in
the defence, military and intelligence world. He has
covered six wars in the field and recorded his thrilling
experiences – from facing dilemmas in the Bosnia War to
flying with British paratroopers into Kosovo – in his bestselling book First with the News.
Michael is a specialist defence consultant with The Times
where he spent 24 years as defence editor and
correspondent before becoming the newspaper’s Pentagon correspondent. He makes regular
appearances at club lunches.
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Scribblings Editorial Team gets a boost.
THE CLUB JOURNAL, SCRIBBLINGS continues to expand its success and, in future, will be sent
to full members by email in two parts to avoid problem with transmission. For on-line members,
the journal will be posted to the club web page by Web Master, Major Peter Griffiths. Peter is
currently refreshing the site which has been running for nearly eight years.
The Club has produced a journal in a number of forms over the
years. The NetWorker and Scratchings are both still available
on the web site. The burden of producing the journal, which has
exceeded 100 pages in recent editions is now to be shared with
Major Gerry Bartlett, TD JP, pictured right, taking on the Joint
Editorship with Mike Peters.
Gerry was a staff trouble spot and defence journalist for firstly,
The Sunday Telegraph and then The Daily Telegraph, for 27
years, spending much of that time covering the Troubles in
Northern Ireland, the Cod War in Iceland, elements of the
Falklands War, riots and catastrophes at home and abroad.
He served with the TA Public Information Officers (TAPIO) Pool
for around 17-18 years and deployed on a six-month tour as 24
Air Mobile Brigade's Press and Public Information Officer during
the Bosnian war, for which he was awarded a Commander British Forces Meritorious Service
certificate. Gerry was a Magistrate on the Kent Medway Bench for around 27 years, spending the
majority of that time as a court chairman and, until he resigned late last year, spent nearly 16
years leading SSAFA Forces Help's Canterbury and Ashford Division.
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A step too far?
US Air Force
takes a leap into
the dark
Comment from: John R
Primm, March 17, 2018.
John was formerly Senior
TV Producer and Chief of
Media Training at HQ United
States Air Force and is one
of the Pen & Sword Club’s
members in Washington
DC.
IT SEEMS THAT the US Air Force’s new
Public Affairs-Public Outreach program
is back to the early 1990’s under Chief
of Staff Gen Merrill (Tony) Mc Peak
famous directive, “NFW are you talking
to the press”.
Having served General Mc Peak
closely, as I did all of the Chiefs of Staff
and Air Force Secretaries for over 17
years in times of high stress and public
outcry, I can testify that the words
were, if not always actually spoken
exactly, were in force for four years
immediately after the 1st Gulf War until
superseded by a more rational
approach. And the USAF suffered
greatly thereby during a perilous time
in US history.
In 2018 it seems that the USAF is like
the Bourbon Kings of France, “they
learned nothing and forgot nothing”
(sic). The Air Force Times article of
March 13, 2018 quotes an official memo
that chills any thoughts of
transparency and using the power of
information to inform the American
taxpaying public.
Heaven forfend!
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=========================================
All sarcasm aside, the USAF is committed for the near future to a
policy that requires any Base Public Affairs Officer to clear any
media encounter with the Pentagon PA staff.
If you are a young PAO trying to tell the Air Force story to your
local newspaper, TV or radio, you must be retrained and then wait
for the bureaucracy of the AF Headquarters to respond.
No media outlet will wait, they will run with whatever “expert” they
can find, tell/twist the story any way they want and the Service and
the American public will suffer.
==========================================
It is a canard that openness will help the adversaries of the Air Force and the USA. Those in the
military media operations community reading this are the best qualified to know what can and
can’t be said and have forged positive relationships with the Intel and counter Intel specialists
that we call upon to keep us on track.
Secretary Whit Peters, for whom I was a close adviser and also admired greatly, is spot on with
his comments, “The penumbra of this memo is worse than the memo itself. If you’re already an Air
Force officer, who is disinclined to talk to the press, this just gives you one more reason to think it
is not career enhancing to talk to the press,”.
It pains me to read about your troubles in the UK services with leaders that do not value open
engagement with the Press and I see here the same blindness and unwillingness to acknowledge
what I know – and I think you all know as well – that the taxpaying public is smarter that politicos
think. I have always contended and seen the truth of telling the public as much as you can, as
soon as you can and if you have to retain information for operational reasons—say so—the
people will understand and respect that.
The enemy has no moral compunctions about using information to damage the West. We have
morals and standards—but they are not inimical to proper Information Operations. The Press will
rarely be our friends but can be our allies if we work openly with them. We as Information
professionals, owe our audience the best story, the most open story we can provide them under
time and operational requirements.

Air Force: 'Media embeds, media base visits, and
interviews are suspended until further notice'
By: Jillian Angeline, Federal News Radio, March 14, 2018
THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE is suspending media interviews, media base visits and embeds
until further notice, according to a March 1 memo listing Public Affairs Guidance. The memo,
listed as For Official Use Only, said it aims to align with the new National Defense Strategy. The
National Defense Strategy was issued by the Department of Defense Secretary Jim Mattis and the
document aims to increase operational security.
The memo states "Media embeds, media base visits, and interviews are suspended until further
notice. Limited exceptions may be approved by SAF/PA." There are exceptions to the restrictions,
but stories like human interest pieces and features need to be approved by higher headquarters.
Central Texas Congressman John Carter said it is about striking a balance. In a statement to
Channel 6, he said "Striking a balance between national security and transparency with the public
is a difficult task for those whose sole duty is to keep the American people safe. Adequate training
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for public information and media relations personnel is critical to keep the lines of communication
open while protecting sensitive information.”
The Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee Representative Mac Thornberry said: "
Any Public Affairs Officer must strike a careful balance between protecting sensitive information
and the transparency and accountability that makes our system and our society so special.
Additional training and education of PAOs may be useful, but the answer is not to shut off the
public’s access to information while that is underway. Public support for our defense efforts
depends on a public that understands the threats and what our military personnel are working to
accomplish. They gain that understanding largely through the media.”

Why the Air Force is Wrong to Freeze its
Engagement with the Media

By: Col. Steve Boylan, U.S. Army (Ret.), Task & Purpose, March 19, 2018
THE RECENT AIR FORCE FREEZE on public affairs interactions is troubling for a number of
reasons. Among other things, it may counter the Department of Défense’s “Principles of
Information,” which state that, “It is Department of Defense policy to make available timely and
accurate information so that the public, the Congress, and the news media may assess and
understand the facts about national security and defense strategy. Requests for information from
organizations and private citizens shall be answered quickly.”
Why is the need to release information so important? Foremost, because it is the right thing to do.
We live in a democracy, and the people have a right to be informed. Also, if we, “the military,” do
not do that, we may lose the public
support we need. In addition, it is
dangerous to cut yourself out.
Stopping the flow of official
information doesn’t stop the
discussion, it just means that we
are ceding to other the information domain and battlespace.
You say there are too many cases of stories containing screwy quotes, misleading statements
and individuals saying the wrong things to reporters? Got it. Work on it. Training and education
are required on how to work with the media in various situations.
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The media is like the weather. They are part of the environment in which the military operates.
You might complain about training in the rain, but you do it. So, learn to deal with it.
I fear we are not doing a good job out there these days. For the most part, what I have heard from
numerous reporters over the last few years, the embed program is effectively non-existent except
perhaps on a case-by-case basis.
Numerous reasons have been cited such as the public is bored with the military operations in
Iraq, Afghanistan, Syria, etc. Cost of covering the operations from the media’s business
perspective, too hard to get to the locations and perhaps more disturbing to me, deemed too high
risk by commanders at various levels to have media in their midst.
========================================
Steve Boylan, a former Army helicopter pilot and public affairs
officer, holds a doctorate in management. He deployed to
Central America in 1987and did two extended tours to Iraq as a
PAO. He currently is an associate professor at the Army’s
Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas,
where he teaches organizational leadership and is curriculum
author for organizational risk and adaptability, leader
development, the military-media relationship, and leadership
development.
=================================================
From what I have observed from my time at the Command & General Staff College (CGSC), the
experience level of our students (promotable Captains and new Majors) has been declining over
the last four years plus in their interactions with the media. This is attributed to the lesser number
of deployments, lack of embeds with those deployed and commanders being risk adverse in
interacting with the media. Since the publication of Michael Hastings’ controversial “Rolling
Stone” profile of Gen. Stanley McChrystal in 2010, there has been an increasing number of
anecdotes from CGSC students about commanders declining to engage at all with the media.
For today’s commanders, you can see the logic. Why take the risk? The media is a distraction, a
drag on time and energy. The public does not really care what “we” are doing. The media does
not get it right anyway. The reporters already have their stories written and just need a quote from
me (the commander) to finish it out. I was told by one senior leader that if he has to engage with
the media, it will be only in written form as a “response to a query.” It is especially easy these
days to blow off the media when many are dismissing reporters as misguided purveyors of “fake
news.”
Not all commanders and senior leaders are risk-averse in this area. Many understand why the
military must interact with the media on military matters. But nowadays these tend to be the
exceptions. That’s the wrong way to go. During my time as an active duty public affairs officer
spanning 20 years, I never encountered a reporter who purposely got the facts wrong.
Yes, they made mistakes, but it was because they misinterpreted the information provided, or had
a bias in their perspective, or even were given the wrong information or incomplete information by
a military official. When I confronted reporters who made mistakes, if a correction was warranted,
they corrected it. We may not always want a correction. We may just have a discussion between
the PAO, the commander and the reporter for future reference, so it doesn’t happen again.
But if you don’t make the effort to engage, I can tell you right now what will happen. You will see
more mistakes. You and your command will feel misrepresented, worst of all, when a crisis hits,
you will not have commanders and PAOs experienced in media interaction. Reporters will not
know who to trust. It is about the relationships built over time.
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Nobody argues that the media should be able to see, hear and report on everything. Tactics,
Techniques and Procedures (TTPs), future plans, our capabilities or lack thereof depending on the
situation are all areas that we should not discuss with the media. There are a vast amount of good
reporters who cover the military know not to ask such questions.
There also are people new to reporting, or to covering the military, and some of them will stumble
all over the place, asking all sorts of questions. That does not mean you have to answer them. It
does mean you should explain to them why you are not going to discuss specifics about
capabilities, TTPs, future plans, etc. We should fall back on the training, education and perhaps
common sense that if you get asked a question that goes into classified areas or operational
security matters, tell them that you cannot answer or provide the information, but tell them why
you cannot.
Help with the education process of those that do not know. But do not use OPSEC or other like
areas as the blanket to avoid answering what you can and should. If we do not address the
issues, someone else will — and they will most likely get it wrong.

Top Marine General: ‘I’ve Never Told a Marine
They Could or Couldn’t Speak’ to the Press
By: Caroline Houck Staff Correspondent, Defense One March 29 2018.
GENERAL ROBERT NELER, Commandant of the U.S.
Marine Corps, said he has not received or given any
direction for Marines to stop talking to the press, and
instead encourages the service to do public
engagements.
The commandant’s remarks stand in contrast to
several of his fellow service chiefs’ stances on public
engagement, and recent guidance and practices by
senior Defense Department officials limiting public
appearances and interactions with the press.
Under President Donald Trump and Defense
Secretary Jim Mattis, Pentagon officials have spent
the last year and a half tamping down on public
engagements, directing the ranks and department
employees to watch what they say, hosting fewer oncamera briefings, and limiting the numbers of
reporters invited to cover senior officials on
trips abroad.
“I don’t feel that I’ve been restrained and I’m not restraining any Marines,” Neller said, in an
interview at the Atlantic Council Thursday with Defense One Executive Editor Kevin Baron. “The
media is part of American life; this is a democratic society. You’re going to write a story, and I
think we’re compelled — and should be able — to convey to you our version of the story.”
Earlier in March, Air Force leaders issued a memo clamping down on media engagement. The
service curtailed interviews, embeds, and base visits until public affairs officials and commanders
down to the wing level completed new media training. Service officials said the restrictions were
meant to protect against accidental disclosure of sensitive information. Until that training had
been completed, responses to some press inquiries were subject to approval by the Air Force’s
public affairs headquarters. The change was first reported by Defense News,
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===================================
Neller said it’s exactly those younger professionals involved in the Corps’ day-to-day operations
away from Pentagon headquarters who are best-positioned to engage with the media. “I’ve never
told a Marine they could or couldn’t speak,” he said. “In fact, I think they are the best
spokesperson for our Marine Corps. I want you to talk to our young Marines. They’re outstanding
men and women and they’re smart enough to know when to stay in their lane.”
==========================================
Air Force Secretary Heather Wilson defended her department’s policy to lawmakers last week. “It
has to do with operational security. We have an obligation to be transparent, but not with things
that our adversaries can use against us,” she said before the House Armed Services Committee.
“It was time to go a reset and a retraining of our commanders and public affairs officials, which
we have done.”
Several lawmakers she was addressing have criticized the services and Pentagon more broadly
for their lack of transparency. Last year, Chief of Naval Operations Adm. John Richardson
instructed sailors to be more circumspect in their public communications — a policy that had
“catastrophic” consequences, according to HASC member, Rep. Mike Gallagher, R-Wisc.
The public clampdowns have come for
another reason: Trump. Mattis said last fall
he was avoiding on-camera press briefings
because he did not want something he said
to be unfairly pitted against the president. It’s
a concern for top generals, as well, as Joint
Chiefs Chairman Gen. Joseph Dunford, right.
also, has restricted his public engagements
and interviews.
Neller, on Thursday, said he wants “the
American people to know what their Marine
Corps is doing, because I think we’re doing a
lot of really great, important stuff.” And that work should be the focus of every Marine. While the
public may be focusing on national security issues with increasing intensity, he said political
developments and other hype shouldn’t make servicemembers swerve out of their lanes.
“When I go and talk to Marines, I understand they’re out there and they see all this, and I remind
them, I say, ‘You took an oath to defend the Constitution of the United States against enemies
foreign and domestic. Do your job. Do your job. And don’t bring in — we’re here to defend the
nation,” he said. “And anything that distracts us from that is, quite frankly, not beneficial.”
Earlier this month, during a speech at Marine Corps Air Station Miramar in California, Trump
criticized the media, calling reporters in attendance “fake news.” Some of the Marines in
attendance applauded. In its wake, the White House was criticized for using the military as a
political rally while the troops were criticized for applauding what he was saying.
Neller downplayed it.
“They were at an event, they responded to the president — he’s the commander in chief,” Neller
said. “That was an individual event, but from what I’ve seen, when I talk to them and I see them in
training, they’re singularly focused on what they’re supposed to do.” The commandant said he
still takes the time to remind them about their “responsibility” as servicemembers. “I do remind
them of where they are, their role, in the United States, that they’re in the Department of Defense
and their job is defense,” he said.
“They’re United States Marines, and there’s a certain expectation with that. We all have to do our
best every day to live up to that expectation, which is not a low bar.”
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USAF Chief of Staff opens up about crackdown
on public affairs due to OPSEC issues
By Staff Writer, Military News, March 29 2018

THE AIR FORCE CHIEF IOF STAFF is doubling down on the service’s decision to be less open
with the press in terms of operational details, adding that the USAF is still obligated to speak with
the public. “We’ve done some very significant training not only with our public affairs but also
with our commander,” Chief of Staff General David Goldfein said during a March 29 Defense
Writers Group breakfast in Washington.
According to the seasoned combat pilot, the Air Force changed how they interacted with the
press after determining they needed to adapt to a changing threat climate. “We are coming out of
17 years of conflict where we really haven’t been in the great power competition game and so
therefore we have been a little looser on the things we talk about and then we as an Air Force had
three of four instances in a row where we just skirted the edge. We just got to the point where the
secretary [of the Air Force] and I were just uncomfortable about the operational details we were
talking about,” Goldfein said.
Essentially, potential future conflicts with peer adversaries have created a new need for
heightened levels of operational security (OPSEC). Still, the USAF is still obligated to speak to the
press on multiple levels. “It’s always a balancing act. We have an obligation to speak to the
American people and tell them what’s going on. We have an obligation to speak to [the press]. We
take that obligation seriously and so hopefully what [the press] will report back to me is that there
will be no difference because that obligation has not changed,” Goldfein said.
According to Federal News Radio, not everyone sees it that way. Adam Marshall, a Knight
Foundation litigation attorney at the Reporters Committee for the Freedom of the Press,
expressed his concern about the Air Force’s new policies. “When press access is restricted, it’s
the public that loses out the most by having less information about what its government and
military are doing,” Marshall said.
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“Reducing journalists’ access to the people, places, and sources of information that contribute to
complete, accurate reporting is not the way to strike the balance between national security and a
free press.”
As tensions ramp up between global superpowers, many experts and analysts are left to wonderwill the US Air Force be the tight-lipped organization of Cold War days gone by or the open-door
of information that the 21st Century has grown accustomed to? While only time will tell, one thing
is for certain- the enemy is always watching.
==================================================

Anyone but Russia is to blame
By: Michael Evans, Veteran Fleet Street
reporter, former Defence Editor, War
Correspondent, Pentagon Correspondent for
The Times and Vice President of The Pen &
Sword Club. March 25 2018
MOSCOW HAS NOW FED into the stratosphere every
possible alternative for the poisoning of Sergei Skripal
and his daughter in the lovely city of Salisbury. First of
all, of course, they are not to blame. They had nothing to
do with it, neither Russia nor Russians. Never mind that
the nerve agent Novichok is/was only ever made in a
Russian laboratory.
Among the myriad of stories coming out of Moscow
about who was to blame their favourite one seems to be
that the Porton Down chemical defence establishment
just down the road from Salisbury had had Novichok
leaking out in one way or another. So, under this
scenario, a little bit of Novichok seeped out and hunted
down the former Russian double agent and his daughter
and somehow crept into their soup or coffee or front
door.
We had the chief executive of Porton Down telling the world on the BBC that there was no
possibility any nerve agent could have leaked out because he ran a very tight ship.
Sorry, but that begs a number of questions. Does Porton Down have stocks of Novichok to make
sure there's an antidote in case of a Russian biological warfare attack? If not, then why not say
so? And even if they do - but don't want to tell us - why did the chief executive not say in the
interview, "this is all a load of rubbish because even if there had been a leak of any type of nerve
agent which there wasn't and never could be, how come only Skripal and daughter and those
anywhere near him got poisoned."
So, Moscow central, this alternative answer to the Novichok poisoning is totally not credible. The
nerve agent was used to target a particular individual - a man who had worked against his country
and sold secrets to British intelligence. In the words of any lawyer worth his salt, there is
motivation, there is access, there is capability, there is previous. Prima facie, Moscow is the
culprit. Not Porton Down.
All the other alternatives put about by Russia are also interesting but fiction. Who else in the
whole wide world would want a Russian double agent dead as a warning to other putative Russian
double agents or defectors? Belgium? I'm joking.
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Now Moscow is being accused by America's top commander in Afghanistan of colluding with the
Taliban by arming them to fight the American-led coalition. That word "collusion" gets around
doesn't it? General John Nicholson, the military chief, says he has evidence of collusion. Russia
says this is a fairy-tale, claiming the only effort being put in by Moscow in Afghanistan is aimed at
forging a peace settlement. Like in Syria perhaps!!?
I blame Trump. Ever since he spouted the words "fake news", Russia and in particular his "friend"
Vladimir Putin, have used the same words to dismiss every accusation made against them.

Mattis: Poisoning in Britain is 'attempted murder'
By: Robert Burns, The Associated Press , March 29, 2018
WASHINGTON — The poisoning in Britain of a former Russian spy and his daughter amounts to
“attempted murder” by the Russian government and furthers a pattern of Russian efforts to divide
the U.S.- led Western alliance, Defense Secretary Jim Mattis said Tuesday.
In remarks to reporters at the Pentagon, Mattis said the March 4 attack in Salisbury, England,
involved the “pretty obvious” use of a chemical agent. He did not identify the agent, beyond
calling it a “weapon of mass destruction,” but the British government says it was Novichok, a
military-grade nerve agent. Mattis said Salisbury was the first chemical weapon attack in Europe
since World War II and provided a fresh example of Russian misbehaviour.
The United States and more than a dozen European nations kicked out Russian diplomats on
Monday and the Trump administration ordered Russia’s consulate in Seattle to close, as the West
sought joint punishment for Moscow’s alleged
poisoning of an ex-spy in Britain.

By: Josh Lederman, The Associated
Press
Mattis, right, a retired Marine general and former
senior NATO commander, said he could recall a
time when the U.S. and Russian militaries were
training together for international peacekeeping
missions amid hope of a post-Cold War
partnership.
“That regrettably, by Russia’s choice, is now a thing of the past,” he said. “Russia has chosen to
be a strategic competitor, even to the point of reckless activity,” referring to the poisoning of
Sergei Skripal, a former Russian intelligence officer convicted of spying for Britain, and his
daughter, Yulia, who are hospitalized in critical condition. “That’s the only thing it can be called to
the innocent people in Salisbury who were exposed, and possibly to the extent of being murdered
by this stuff.”
Pressed to be more specific in his accusation, Mattis said: “Attempted murder of a man and his
daughter. How’s that for starters?” Asked whether this amounted to an act of war, Mattis said it is
part of a pattern of Russian actions that President Vladimir Putin apparently believes can be
plausibly denied. Mattis cited as examples Russia’s 2014 annexation of Crimea and its military
intervention in eastern Ukraine, as well as its interference in the 2016 U.S. presidential election.
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Skripal attack: 2800 Russian bots ‘sowed
confusion after poison attacks’
By; Deborah Haynes, Defence Editor, The Times, March 24 2018
RUSSIA UNLEASHED an “extensive” disinformation operation in Britain after the Salisbury spy
attack, with thousands of suspected robotic accounts spreading doubt and conspiracy on the
internet, officials believe.
It is understood that an estimated 2,800 such online accounts are suspected of posting material
about the attempted murder of Sergei Skripal and his daughter Yulia in Salisbury, according to
monitoring reports prepared for the government. Messages posted by the suspect accounts are
thought to have been interacted with 75 million times and to have reached at least 7.5 million
people in Britain.
A key aim of the accounts appears to be to cast doubt on Theresa May’s assessment that the
Kremlin is responsible for the nerve agent attack on March 4 and to turn people in Britain against
each other by helping to ferment
divisions, according to sources.
“We have seen the Russian state
deploy an extensive disinformation
campaign around the Salisbury
incident,” a British official said.
“This campaign curiously began
before the prime minister
announced that Russia was behind
the attack.”
Robotic, or “bot”, accounts are
automated and programmed to post
on social media, often hundreds of
times a day. On Twitter they can create tweets or retweet the messages of other accounts and
amplify their effect.
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The monitoring reports found there was a 70 per cent chance that the suspect accounts were
bots. It can also be revealed that: •Suspected bot activity was particularly prolific in the first five
days after the Skripals were poisoned, accounting for 44 per cent of all posts. •Comments
responding to social media posts by British media outlets including The Times, the BBC and The
Guardian appear to include those from fake social media accounts.
========================================
Troll-like, pro-Russia Twitter profiles appear to be exploiting the social media activity of
British people who believe in conspiracy theories and distrust the government, according
to a separate analysis. Searches on Facebook for the name “Skripal” appear to produce a
large volume of English-language content produced by Kremlin-backed media outlets
suspected, such as RT and Sputnik.
========================================
Russia uses disinformation, amplified by state-backed news organisations and posts on social
media platforms, as one of its hybrid weapons of war. The tactic has been deployed in attempts to
mask Russian culpability in the downing of a passenger jet over Ukraine in 2014 and to cover up
the killing of civilians in Syria. “There is an information confrontation, they seek to turn us
against ourselves,” a European security source said. “The Kremlin has an appetite for this, a
sense of impunity.”
The monitoring reports are understood to have been prepared for officials co-ordinating a crossgovernment response to Russia’s disinformation operations. This includes the creation in 2016 of
a unit at the Foreign Office to examine open source material.
It is difficult to know for sure whether or not a social media account is automated or operated by a
person. The number of human-assisted bots is growing and Russia is known to use real people
posing on social media as someone else to exploit divisions. The analysis is thought to have
identified bots based on how many times an account posted and who they followed. More than 40
suspected automated accounts that prolifically posted around the Salisbury attack were analysed
manually.
Some of these accounts were among the most active in the whole of the UK, though not just
posting information linked to the Skripals. The analysis found that online public conversation
about the nerve agent attack reduced on March 15, while bot activity increased. A fifth of
suspected content that day was in reference to allegations of a lack of evidence linking Russia to
the attack and an attempt to discredit claims that Russia was responsible. Additional reporting
by Mark Bridge,

Putin’s new Cold War
By Lawrence Freedman, The New
Statesman March 14 2018. Lawrence is
emeritus professor of war studies at
King’s College London.
VLADIMIR PUTIN is not one to accept criticism
from the West, even when his country stands
accused of attempted murder using military-grade
nerve agents. Russian responses to the
accusations have been dismissive, even
suggesting that British intelligence was really responsible for the attempted murder on 4 March of
Sergei Skripal and his daughter Yulia in Salisbury, combined with knowing observations that their
fate should be a warning to other traitors.
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Russia has been on the receiving end of sanctions and
diplomatic slights ever since Crimea was annexed in March
2014, and Putin will expect to ride out whatever
punishments the British can put together in the same way
that he has ridden out those of the past. He will talk up the
resilience of the Russian state and identify appropriate
forms of retaliation that his adversaries will find difficult to
match.
He may even wonder whether heightened tension with the West will help him with his other main
preoccupation this weekend – the first round of his re-election as president on 18 March. Putin’s
message to the Russian people has been for some time that they are under attack from old
enemies and that this requires national unity and a readiness to sacrifice. He does not need to
worry about the result. His victory is taken for granted. Polls show him romping home with about
65 per cent of the vote, with the other seven candidates all managing about 5 per cent each.
There are no credible opposition figures because murders, imprisonments and denunciations
have left few capable of taking on this role. The anti-corruption campaigner Alexei Navalny might
have made a dent on Putin’s majority, but he was barred from standing by the Central Election
Commission. The only thing that might worry Putin is that too few people will come out to vote
and so detract from his victory. Given the lack of a real contest, minimal actual campaigning, calls
for a boycott from Navalny and his supporters, declining living standards and little for the Russian
people to look forward to, the turnout could well be less than the 65 per cent achieved in 2012,
which was itself down from 70 per cent in 2008.
This will be Putin’s fourth term (five if you include the 2008-2012 period when he swapped places
with his prime minister, Dmitry Medvedev). He may not be following China’s Xi Jinping in getting
himself declared president for life, but he has already had the presidential term extended from
four to six years. This means
that he should be in power
until he is 71. As Western
governments work out what
to do about Russian
disruption, there is not much
point looking forward to a
new leadership in Moscow
that might be interested in
starting afresh. They need a
policy for Putin that can last
for some time.
This is one reason
comparisons are being
made with the Cold War – a
period that began after the
Second World War and
lasted until the fall of the
Berlin Wall in November
1989. Over this period relations between the two superpowers, the US and the Soviet Union, and
their respective allies were tense and dangerous. There were many vicious conflicts, often
involving client states, but a third world war, which was expected to involve massive use of
nuclear weapons, was avoided.
In the 1990s it was hoped and believed all this could be consigned to history and that a new
period of peace and prosperity could be enjoyed by all. Well before the start of the Ukraine crisis
in March 2014 it was apparent that these hopes were not being fulfilled. Russia complained about
the West demanding a rules-based international order while regularly breaking its own standards.
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How useful is it to think about the new situation as a cold war? Comparisons with the previous
one can be, as we shall see, instructive, if only to explain why things are very different now. But
“cold war” is also a more generic category. The term was first used in France before the Second
World War to describe circumstances that had not yet led to actual hostilities but were likely to do
so at any time.
This was how the phrase was understood when employed by American commentators in the late
1940s – they had no reason then to expect a long stalemate but were looking ahead to a period
when the possibility of a “hot war” was very real. And this is how we might think of a cold war
now. It is not so much a replica of what we might call Cold War 1.0 but a new version with its own
characteristics. Cold War 2.0 deserves the designation because it might turn hot. That is the risk
that demands attention. In
some respects, it is already
quite warm, given the number of
active measures recently taken
by Russia against the West.
As a reminder of the most
dreaded aspect of Cold War 1.0,
Putin started this month
introducing a collection of new
nuclear weapons, including a
cruise missile that could “reach
anywhere in the world” and
bypass all forms of defence.
Meanwhile, in tones reminiscent
of the early 1980s, NATO
generals have been describing the extent of the recent Russian build-up of conventional forces
facing the Baltic states and the struggle the alliance would face when responding to a quick
offensive, even if over time (if there was time) its superior strength would win out.
The emphasis on nuclear power is one of the major continuities between the two cold wars. It is
the foundation of Russia’s claims to great power status (which is why Putin refers to it with
alarming regularity). The other is its permanent membership of the UN Security Council, which
allows it to prevent other great powers from ganging up on it. Yet the differences between the cold
wars 1.0 and 2.0 are profound.
The most obvious and major change is that Russia is in a far weaker position than the Soviet
Union was. At the end of 1991 the Soviet Union split into 15 republics and they all went their
separate ways. Three – Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania – are now members of NATO. All its former
allies in the Warsaw Pact have now joined NATO too. Moscow’s sphere of influence has therefore
shrunk dramatically. Unsurprisingly this has led to a sense of isolation and insecurity. The priority
for Russian foreign and security policy has become the old Soviet space – its “near abroad”.
Second, Cold War 1.0 was a global affair. Although it began in Europe, it soon spread to Asia and
then on to the Middle East and Africa. In Cold War 2.0 Syria is the major exception to Russia’s
European focus. Moscow stepped up its engagement in 2015 in order to prevent the defeat of
President Bashar al-Assad. This operation was more successful than the one in Ukraine where
Russia is stuck sustaining an unstable enclave. Putin is now a major player in Syrian affairs,
although, as he is discovering, this is a mixed blessing.
Despite having done enough to ensure the survival of the Assad regime, Putin has not yet
managed to work out how to bring sufficient peace to allow Russia to withdraw. Nor is this really
part of Cold War 2.0 as a new arena for conflict with the West. Neither President Obama nor
President Trump was inclined to get directly involved in Syria, despite the unfolding humanitarian
disaster. They both largely confined themselves to mounting air strikes against Islamic State and
its supporters.
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Third, the shrinkage from the Soviet Union into the Russian Federation had major economic
consequences. Almost until its fragmentation the Soviet Union had the second-largest economy
in the world. It now vies for
13th place in the economic
league table with Australia, a
country with about a seventh of
the population. Its GDP is
about 60 per cent that of
France and Britain, 40 per cent
of Germany’s and not even
8eight per cent of the US’s.
In addition, its economy is
severely unbalanced. It is
extremely dependent upon
energy exports, which is why it
gained in strength during the
2000s, as energy prices rose to
new heights, and slumped after prices fell in 2014. Rebalancing the economy was one of Putin’s
objectives early in his presidency, but chronic corruption and disregard for the rule of law have
held it back.
Fourth, during Cold War 1.0 the interaction between the Soviet bloc’s economies and those in the
rest of the world was minimal, other than in the energy sector. Since 1991 the Russian economy
has engaged much more directly, using Western capital markets, importing Western goods and
technology, and exporting oil and gas in return. Russia has always seen its position as an energy
exporter as a source of leverage as well as revenue, a means of demonstrably rewarding friends
and punishing enemies. Over time this has weakened Russia’s position in the market as
customers become wary of being too dependent upon it as a supplier. At the same time,
substantial economic connections with Russia provided the West with opportunities to impose
sanctions, although these have largely been on individuals rather than whole sectors of the
economy.
Fifth, Moscow can no longer claim leadership of an international ideological movement. There are
some old leftists who still find it hard to think of Moscow as anything other than a leader in the
struggle against global capitalism and imperialism. Its main messages, however, are now crudely
nationalist, and so its natural supporters are on the xenophobic right – figures such as Nigel
Farage, Marine Le Pen and Viktor Orbán. Russian sympathisers are now most likely to be found
among misogynistic, racist and homophobic parties and movements.
These have gained ground in Europe largely because of the migration crisis, and Russian
propaganda has done what it can to encourage this. Putin can appear to be more sympathetic to
popular concerns than Brussels, Paris or Berlin. Yet this is not the same as leading a movement
with a clear ideological identity. A number of pro-Putin politicians have come to power in EU
states, including Viktor Orbán in Hungary but Russia’s lack of economic power means that these
leaders end up complying with mainstream EU policies (including sanctions).
Sixth, Cold War 1.0 was a struggle of the pre-internet age. Cold War 2.0 has been shaped by the
internet. This has provided opportunities for new forms of coercion and influence that have the
advantage of being relatively cheap and potentially covert. They allow for provocations just below
the threshold of what might lead to a hot war.
In this way conflict can be carried on in a grey world of actions that are hard to attribute and may
be enacted by private individuals and groups acting as agents of the state. When critical
information systems go down suddenly, affecting banking or a government bureaucracy, or fake
and inflammatory messages overwhelm social media, the fact that Russia is responsible may be
obvious but hard to prove. Even when the evidence is overwhelming the response is often simple
denial.
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The intensity of Russian activity below the level of actual war is worth noting. Attention in the UK
is focused on attempted assassinations. But the other high-profile issue concerns the extent of
Russian interference in the 2016 US presidential election campaign. Special counsel Robert
Mueller has reported on the role of the Internet Research Agency, a St Petersburg-based “troll
farm” which was part of an effort to develop links with far-right and far-left groups opposed to
“globalisation” and liberal interventionism. Russia has also been blamed for the Petya
ransomware attack of June 2017, which was originally directed against Ukraine’s financial, energy
and government institutions – but its indiscriminate character meant that it spread further to other
European businesses, causing many millions of dollars’ worth of damage.
The opening ceremony of the South Korea Winter Olympics was also attacked, with the official
website going down and on-site technology failing, in such a way that North Korea might have got
the blame at a time when
South and North Korea were
engaging in talks to reduce
tensions.
Military personnel in
Salisbury following the
attempted murder of Sergei
and Yulia Skripal. Credit:
Chris J Ratcliffe/ Getty
Images
A likely motive was revenge
for the International Olympic
Committee’s decision to ban
the Russian team from the
Games because of its history
of doping violations (a
practice that showed how
ready Russia is to gain
advantage by breaking the rules). The German government has disclosed that federal computer
systems have been penetrated by Russian hackers.
Responsibility is always denied, without much attempt to make the denials plausible, and often
with a knowing sneer. Refusal to be held accountable for actions is combined with satisfaction at
giving an impression of deliberate menace.
Does Cold War 1.0 provide any guidance for how we should cope with Cold War 2.0? For a start,
we should accept it is not going to end soon. For this reason, and to prevent small incidents
escalating into something much worse, we should keep open lines of communication and be
prepared to c0-operate when it is in our mutual interests to do so. There are, for example, some
decaying arms control agreements left over from easier times that need some attention. In
addition, while bad behaviour must be called out, we should also recognise that suitable
sanctions will be hard to find. A tit-for-tat response to attempted assassinations is hardly
appropriate.
Although our media continues to challenge Russian narratives, Western governments are never
going to be much good at state-sponsored information campaigns. It is worth noting, however,
that Russians are convinced that the West is quite brilliant at undermining governments this way,
citing as examples the Arab Spring of 2011, demonstrations against Putin in Moscow in 2011, and
the uprising in Ukraine in 2014 (indicating their difficulty in believing that popular movements can
develop without substantial help from foreign agents). There are also reasons to be wary of
engaging in offensive cyber-operations, as they can get out of control, although temptations to
move in this direction are likely to grow.
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It is important to keep all this in perspective. China is a far more important player in international
politics and economics, and bigger issues are posed by the wayward course of President Trump’s
foreign policy. There have been complaints from Russian dissidents that exaggerating Moscow’s
prowess in cyber-attacks or overstating its role in Western elections gives Putin an aura of power
that he does not deserve (as well as discouraging honest assessments of why certain political
messages turned out to be popular in the West). Putin wants to be talked up and not down, for
Russia to appear as a great power whose interests must be accommodated and that must have a
say in all important issues.
As Cold War 1.0 ended, it became apparent that a country that had been worrying us so much was
hollow inside. Russia should be taken seriously, but in the end, it is a minor economic power. It
has allowed its insecurities to lead it into behaviour that can hurt its adversaries, but in the end
will prevent it from addressing the aspirations of the Russian people.

What did the Russians say? Novichok of
Diplomacy: Russian
Spokeswoman Mocks
Boris Johnson
By: Kirill Kallinikov
Sputnik March 21 2018

THE PRESS SECRETARY of the Russian Foreign Ministry, Maria Zakharova commented on an
article published by the head of the UK Foreign Office Boris Johnson, and dismissed all his
allegations that the incident with Skripal is connected with the Russian presidential elections
as fake.
“Why are a new portion of fakes and attacks by the “Novichok” of British diplomacy needed? The
answer is obvious – there are no facts, and by storming to hit rock bottom Boris Johnson tries [to
do three things],” she wrote on Facebook.
The name of the substance, Zakharova refers to, which the UK claims was used in Salisbury’s
poisoning, shares the Russian word for a “new man.” According to the spokeswoman, the
British Foreign Office head wants to save his boss, Prime Minister Theresa May, from disgrace,
as she has ejected Russian diplomats and their families before a proper investigation began.
Zakharova also implies Johnson wants to find a “motive” Russia lacks, unlike the UK and its
NATO Partners as well as “howl down the siren from Moscow calling for providing all the
evidence on the case.” The ruling elites need the article and more outrageous impertinence
because Scotland Yard’s investigation will take months. Many months literally,” noted Zakharova,
adding that the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) will analyse the
agent for not less than three weeks.
Citing some analysts, Zakharova wrote that the unfolding story is a complicated game and
represents a new level of the anti-Russian campaign, making it possible to manipulate Theresa
May. She calls her a “hostage”, whose political fate depends on the UK security forces.
“They played too long, got entangled in their lies and were caught,” Zakharova said, describing
the British information campaign. She also expressed suspicions that May brought up “dirty
Russian money”, laundered in the UK for many years and providing London with finance flow
while Moscow demanded the extradition of more than 40 suspects. Zakharova ties it to the need
to deal with great financial losses from “Brexit.”
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Tensions between Moscow and London have been rising since early March, when the United
Kingdom accused Russia of the attempted killing of former spy Sergey Skripal. The retired
double-agent and his daughter are currently being treated in the United Kingdom for exposure
to a nerve agent, which, according to the UK, belongs to a class of chemical weapons developed
in the Soviet Union in the 70-s, named “Novichok.” The UK government, backed by its NATO
allies, expelled 23 Russian diplomats and promised further sanctions.
Moscow has strongly denied London's allegations and requested access to samples of the
substance used to poison the Skripals. London has refused to honor this request.

Assange’s internet
blackout & Skripal case
part of propaganda war
that risks real one –
John Pilger
March 30 2018
THE SKRIPAL SAGA and Ecuador’s move to cut
Julian Assange’s internet is part of a wider
crackdown on freedom of speech and states like
Russia which have stood up to the West. It risks
evolving into a real war, John Pilger told RT.
“This is about a war on freedom of speech; this
man is being denied the most basic right –
freedom of speech. It’s part of a wider war. The wider war is against known enemies, and Russia
is one of them, China is another,” investigative journalist and documentary filmmaker John Pilger
said.
Earlier this week, the Ecuadorian Embassy in London, where Assange has been holed up since
2012, cut off all communications for the WikiLeaks founder, blocking his internet access and not
allowing any visitors. A source close to WikiLeaks told RT that Ecuador cut Assange’s internet
due to his tweet about the arrest of former Catalan leader Carlos Puigdemont in Germany.
Pilger argued that the way the Western media – instead of doing its job, blindly sided with the
official narrative – framed the events in Salisbury is another instance in the same global
propaganda effort. “It’s part of the propaganda war that the attack in Salisbury represents. Here
we have Russian diplomats being expelled all over the world on the basis of no evidence.”
Former Russian double agent Sergei Skripal and his daughter were poisoned earlier in March and
found unconscious in Salisbury. The UK government has blamed the attack on Russia, but
Moscow denies the allegations, saying that no evidence has been presented to support the claim.
Following calls from London, almost 30 states announced they would expel Russian diplomats
over the case, prompting the Kremlin to announce tit-for-tat measures.
Pilger said Assange was castigated by the British government for merely saying it was “poor
diplomacy” on the part of the UK to kick out Russian representatives with no independent
confirmation of its rushed investigation. “He was just suggesting that there was no evidence, but
this is what this propaganda war is about.
It’s a war on speaking out, it’s a war on dissent, it’s a war on the very things that I’m saying at the
moment, it’s a war on journalism and requires collaborators,” Pilger said.
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He cited as an example an article written by the Guardian’s James Ball. The opinion piece by Ball
says Assange “has himself to blame” for invoking Ecuador’s ire, and he should “hold his hands
up and leave the embassy. These are not journalists, because this is about the public’s right to
know and it’s the public right to know what the governments are doing. The second part of this
war is about a real war. We’ve got
the prospect of a real war unless
this propaganda war is seen
through,” Pilger said.
What made WikiLeaks and Assange
the target of multiple attacks over
the years is the commitment to true
journalism. “The attack on him and
WikiLeaks over the years is so
important because it does what
journalism should be doing and that
is holding power to account.”

Moscow confronts London with 14 questions on
‘fabricated’ Skripal case
From: Daniel Leal-Olivas AFP March 31 2018
RUSSIA’S EMBASSY in London has sent a list of 14 questions to the UK Foreign Ministry,
demanding that it reveals details of the investigation into the nerve-agent poisoning of former
double agent Sergei Skripal and his daughter.
The questions, below, include a demand to clarify whether samples of the nerve agent А-234 (also
known as “Novichok”) have ever been
developed in the UK. The embassy’s statement
calls the incident that started the recent
diplomatic row a “fabricated case against
Russia.”
1. Why has Russia been denied the right of
consular access to the two Russian citizens,
who came to harm on British territory?
2. What specific antidotes and in what form
were the victims injected with? How did such
antidotes come into the possession of British
doctors at the scene of the incident?
3. On what grounds was France involved in technical cooperation in the investigation of the
incident, in which Russian citizens were injured?
4. Did the UK notify the OPCW (Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons) of France’s
involvement in the investigation of the Salisbury incident?
5. What does France have to do with the incident, involving two Russian citizens in the UK?
6. What rules of UK procedural legislation allow for the involvement of a foreign state in an
internal investigation?
7. What evidence was handed over to France to be studied and for the investigation to be
conducted?
8. Were the French experts present during the sampling of biomaterial from Sergei and Yulia
Skripal?
9. Was the study of biomaterials from Sergei and Yulia Skripal conducted by the French experts
and, if so, in which specific laboratories?
10. Does the UK have the materials involved in the investigation carried out by France?
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11. Have the results of the French investigation been presented to the OPCW Technical
Secretariat?
12. Based on what attributes was the alleged “Russian origin” of the substance used in Salisbury
established?
13. Does the UK have control samples of the chemical warfare agent, which British
representatives refer to as “Novichok”?
14. Have the samples of a chemical warfare agent of the same type as “Novichok” (in accordance
to British terminology) or its analogues been developed in the UK?
A similar list, containing 10 questions, was sent to the French Foreign Ministry by the Russian
Embassy in Paris. According to the document, Moscow wanted to know on what grounds France
was involved in the British investigation into the Skripal poisoning.
It demanded that Paris reveal what kind of evidence was handed over to France by the UK, and
also inquired if French experts were in possession of the samples of the nerve agent А-234 (also
known as “Novichok”) or biomaterials from Sergei and Yulia Skripal.
Russia also demanded explanations on what made French experts conclude that the substance
used in Salisbury attack was nerve agent А-234 and that it was of Russian origins. The final
question on the list read: “Have the samples of a chemical warfare agent of this type or its
analogues been developed in France and if so, for what purpose?”
===========================================

British cyberforce of 1,000
to combat hostile nations
and terrorists
By: Deborah Haynes, Defence Editor & Mark Bridge,
Technology Correspondent March 14 2018,
12:01am, The Times

SPY AND MILITARY CHIEFS are looking to create a new force to bolster their ability to combat
hostile states and terrorist groups in cyberspace, The Times has learnt. The proposed joint
cyberforce will comprise more than 1,000 GCHQ and military personnel as well as contractors. It
would be a significant increase from a team of operators engaged in offensive cyberoperations
against Islamic State in Syria and Iraq, defence sources said.
General Sir Gordon Messenger, Britain’s second most senior commander, pictured below, said
that the armed forces and GCHQ were looking to “accelerate and deepen” their partnership. The
desire to increase offensive as well as defensive cyber capabilities will feature in the findings of a
review of national security capabilities due to be published before Easter.
An offensive cyberattack could be deployed by Britain against Russia in response to the nerve
agent assassination attempt in Salisbury. Security sources said that they did not think the
government would authorise a large-scale, destructive online assault because that would not be
deemed proportionate and would probably trigger a tit-for-tat response.
Instead, any operations authorised in cyberspace would most probably never be disclosed. They
could include using malware to disrupt online financial transactions by Russian criminals and
hacking into emails to steal and publish embarrassing information, such as alleged links between
organised crime and senior officials in the Kremlin. Robert Hannigan, a former director of GCHQ,
sounded a cautious note.
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“Starting a cyberconflict is not in anyone’s interests,” he told The Times. “We need to be sure that
anything we do is consistent with our values, which is what makes us different to the Russian
state.”
Britain’s offensive cyberteam, thought to include hundreds of GCHQ and military officers and
analysts, is much smaller than Russia’s. However, the UK works closely with the US National
Security Agency (NSA) and Cyber Command, which is
more than a match. GCHQ beefed up its ability to defend
Britain’s networks from cyberattack with the creation of a
National Cyber Security Centre in 2016.
Offensive cyberoperations by Britain, the US and other
allies have played a prominent part in the campaign
against Isis. “The UK has been quite a leading player and
we should take some pride in that,” General Messenger
said in a recent interview. “We have been very concerned
about [Isis’s] capabilities. They have been particularly
strong in the areas of social media as a tool of
radicalisation. They have been quite adept at portraying
themselves in the media. Working with GCHQ . . . we
have conducted offensive cyberactivity against them and
vastly reduced their ability to do those things to some
high level of success.”
The cybermission, run out of GCHQ’s headquarters in Cheltenham and the military’s permanent
joint headquarters in Northwood, northwest London, is co-ordinated through a US-led combined
air operations centre in Qatar. Cyber Command and the NSA, the US equivalent of GCHQ, also
play a leading role.
Any new joint cyberforce is likely to be established at a separate location. General Messenger
declined to confirm plans for the joint force but said that officials are looking at how the joint
mission will be structured in the future. No final decisions have yet been made.

Strain on defence budget ‘prevents coherent
strategy’
By: Deborah Haynes, Defence Editor, The Times March 23 2018
A “STRUCTURAL HOLE” in the defence budget is undermining government efforts to develop a
coherent national security strategy, a parliamentary inquiry warns. The joint committee on the
national security strategy said that the January launch of the Modernising Defence Programme
(MDP) — effectively a mini-review — was a “short-term political fix”. It said that the defence
budget was under “extreme strain”.
It said that the most recent Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR) in 2015 had
perpetuated a “longstanding failure to match ambition with capabilities and funding”. The
shortfall meant that when ministers launched a “cost neutral” national security-capability review
last year — intended to update the SDSR in the light of evolving threats — they were forced to
spin off defence through the MDP to avoid major cuts to the armed forces. However, the result
was an “uncomfortable halfway house” between a “quick refresh” — as originally intended — and
a full SDSR.
“We understand that the challenges posed by the hole in the defence budget — and the inability
of the MoD to address these on the timetable set for the national security-capability review —
made it necessary on this occasion to separate defence from the wider review,” the committee
said.
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“Nevertheless, we are concerned that such financial constraints are distorting the UK’s national
security. We are further concerned that this short-term political fix once again exposes a longterm fault line in Whitehall between defence and other security-related departments and policies,
which leaves the government unable to bring them together coherently. This will likely remain the
case until the inadequate level of the defence
budget is resolved.”
In a separate report, the Commons public
accounts committee said that the Ministry of
Defence needed to “ramp up” the process of
competitive tendering for contracts to meet its
target of saving £1.7 billion over ten years.
It also expressed concern about the high levels of
“cannibalisation” — the practice of taking spare
parts from one piece of equipment to keep another going — particularly in the Royal Navy. “The
department must make sure it adequately funds the provision of spares for its future new ships in
order not to repeat the same mistakes,” it said.

F-35B Block 4 software upgrades will cost
Britain £345m
By Gareth Corfield, The Register Mar 22, 2018
BRITAIN WILLSPEND £345m ($486m) upgrading its F-35B fighter jets to the most recent, combatready, version of the aircraft’s operating system. The figure was indirectly revealed by defence
procurement minister Guto Bebb, in response to a Parliamentary question. “The UK’s
contribution will be around 4.5 per cent of F-35 Program common upgrade costs, from which the
UK gains 100 per cent of the benefit,” said Bebb in his answer to Plaid Cymru MP Jonathan
Edwards.
Figures reported by The Times newspaper
pegged US estimates for upgrades to the
supersonic stealth fighter at £7.67bn ($10.8bn)
for software development and £3.84bn
($5.4bn) for deploying those upgrades across
all F-35s ever built. The sum payable by the
UK is for deploying Block 4 of the F-35’s core software to the UK’s jets, which number 15
airframes at the time of writing. As we reported in January, the mishmash of OS versions currently
running on the global F-35 fleet has hampered flight testing as ever more bug reports pile up from
pilots and maintenance crews.
So far all of the core OS versions developed for the F-35 have been written to get the aircraft
through the key tests it has to meet for its formal declaration of Initial Operating Capability (IOC),
which is the point where the aircraft, its main sensors and its main weapons can all be used
together in a warlike situation. The UK expects to declare IOC for the F-35B in December this year.
Block 4 of the F-35’s core OS is intended to be the final combat-ready version, though, judging by
its comments on the previous version, Block 3F, the US Department of Operational Test and
Evaluation appear to think this may not be the case. IOC can be compared to Full Operating
Capability (FOC). Think of IOC as similar to Windows’ Safe Mode – it’ll do a handful of core tasks
OK but you haven’t got full functionality – and FOC as the whole shebang.
Cost has been an ever-present factor in public discussions about the F-35 project as a whole. The
fighter is already expected to be the most expensive military aircraft ever produced, even before
any fully operational versions are deployed.
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Of public concern in Britain is the
Ministry of Defence’s extreme
reluctance to confirm simple
details such as “are we still buying
138 F-35Bs?”, “how much are we
paying for each aircraft?” and
“have we accounted for spares
and upgrades?” The answer to
the latter question would appear to
be “no”, judging by the ominous
silence of the MoD.
While Lockheed Martin, the
aircraft’s builders, have previously
told The Register that they want to
get the cost per jet down by 14 per
cent, the current price of an F-35B
is $121m (i.e. 75 per cent of the
2012 price of $161m, as quoted by
the defence procurement minister
in February, at the link), which is
£85m at current exchange rates.
617 Squadron RAF, the first
frontline British F-35B squadron,
is scheduled to form up in the UK
this summer.

British military spends more on computers than
weapons and ammo
By: Gareth Corfield March 7 2018
THE MINISTRY OF DFENCE has admitted that it spends more on computer services than it does
on weapons and ammunition for the Armed Forces. The startling admission came in a statistical
publication issued by the department, breaking down how much of the £35bn defence budget is
spent with British industry.
Spending on weapons and ammunition for the Armed Forces totalled £1.15bn in fiscal year
2016/17, whereas the MoD spent £1.45bn on computer services in the same period. For the four
prior years, spending on computers consistently outpaced that for arms and ammo, with half a
billion more being spent on computers than weapons in 2015/16.
We understand the bulk of the spending was on maintaining and "modernising" the MoD's IT
infrastructure, including IT security and the JPA military HR system. Only shipbuilding and
repairing, aircraft and spacecraft, and "technical and financial services" spending outpaced the
MoD's expenditure on computers. Even construction, at £1.20bn, lagged behind it.
SNP MP Martin Docherty, who sits on Parliament's Defence Committee, told The Register, with
reference to a well-known budget shortfall in the MoD: "We can only assume 'technical and
financial services' is a euphemism for filling in that £20bn black hole – but on a more serious note,
this underlines the changing nature of war fighting and points towards the substantive problems
with the Modernising Defence Review: how does the MoD fulfil legacy capabilities while also
undertaking a meaningful modernisation, all within a squeezed budget?"
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"Data processing equipment", a separate category, attracted an average spend of £123m per year
over the four years given. As a standalone category, weapons and ammunition includes
everything from rifle ammunition to complex weapons such as the Royal Navy's new Sea Ceptor
air defence missile system or the RAF's Brimstone guided bomb, as dropped in its thousands on
Islamic State terrorists.
The Register asked the MoD for a fuller breakdown of the top-line figure but was told it will "not
release contract detail for commercially sensitive reasons". We know, unsurprisingly, Microsoft
features in there.

Innovative threat
detection system
for the Army’s
newest armoured
vehicle
By: George Allison UK Defence
Journal March 19, 2018

THE DEFENCE SECRETARY has announced a £3.7 million contract for the Army’s next generation
armoured vehicle with a new automated threat warning system. Thales UK has signed a contract
with General Dynamics Land Systems–UK for the installation of its Acusonic sensor, a vehiclemounted acoustic shot detection system, on the £4.5 billion Ajax family of armoured fighting
vehicles.
The Ajax Shot Detection System will be manufactured at Thales in Templecombe in Somerset,
which employs more than 700 people in highly-skilled manufacturing and technical roles.
An MoD release on the matter said: “Designed to accurately sense and report the direction of
incoming enemy fire, the system will give the vehicle’s crew the critical situational awareness to
react to the threat. Its innovative sensing system is based on Thales’s world-class sonar
technology that provides the ‘ears’ for ships and submarines around the world. Each Ajax will be
fitted with three Acusonic sensors, giving the crew a 360-degree threat-detection capability.”
Defence Secretary, Gavin Williamson, said: “I am pleased to
announce today that we will be spending almost £4million with
Thales and General Dynamics Land Systems-UK to deliver the
Ajax Shot Detection System, which can sense enemy gunfire and
protect troops using our next generation armoured vehicles.”
Under the terms of the contract, 735 Acusonic systems are now
on order for integration onto Ajax. Thales is already on contract
to supply the primary and secondary sighting systems on the
vehicle he six variants in the Ajax programme – Athena, Ajax,
Ares, Apollo, Atlas and Argus – are due to come into service in
2020, providing a full suite of medium armoured vehicles and
capabilities.
General Dynamics Land Systems–UK, as the prime contractor for
Ajax, was awarded the contract to provide the Ajax family of
armoured vehicles in 2014.

29

British Army re-joins Boxer programme
From: The Daily Telegraph March 31 2018 : News from the Ministry of Defence
and Guto Bebb MP
THE BRITISH ARMY has taken a step towards exploring a deal for a fleet of new armoured
vehicles, potentially supporting at least 1,000 British jobs, by announcing it is re-joining the Boxer
programme today. The UK will re-join the Boxer programme and explore options to equip the
Army with the 8x8 troop carriers to modernise its vehicle fleet and meet the Army’s Mechanised
Infantry Vehicle requirement.
The UK played a major role in the original design, development and testing of the Boxer, and
would reassume the rights it had as a project partner if a deal was to go through - allowing the
option for the vehicle to be built and exported from the UK.
The deal could see the Boxer fully assembled in the UK with at least 60% of the manufacturing
with British industry, sustaining and developing UK industrial capabilities, facilities and skills.
Artec, the consortium who manufacture
the Boxer vehicle, have already made
commitments to British industry by
signing partnership agreements with
BAE Systems, Pearson Engineering and
Thales UK, in anticipation of a deal
being struck.
It is expected that British companies
would compete for the manufacture and supply of many of the vehicle sub-systems, as well as for
a full production and assembly line in the UK. Estimates suggest Artec’s planned investment in
the UK could secure or create at least 1,000 jobs, based across the country including locations
such as Glasgow, Newcastle, Sheffield, Stockport, Telford and Wales.

30

With the likes of Rolls Royce already powering Boxers with engines and Parker-Hannifin, William
Cook Engineering and other British companies also supplying sub-systems for the vehicle, this
deal could secure a broader industrial UK partnership.
The MOD is now taking forward negotiations with the Organisation for Joint Armament
Cooperation (OCCAR) and Artec. Looking forward to the Assessment Phase, concluding in 2019,
this will consider the comparable benefits of manufacturing locations and different supply chains
for Boxer, as well as value-for-money. Any deal will be subject to commercial negotiation and
assessment in 2019 and the aim is to have the first vehicles in service with the Army in 2023.
OCCAR is a European intergovernmental organisation which facilitates and manages
collaborative armament programmes through their lifecycle between the UK and European allies.
The organisation manages the Boxer programme and, as an OCCAR member state, the UK has the
necessary Intellectual Property Rights to the Boxer and greater control over ensuring Britain
benefits from supply chain work.

The MOD conducted a comprehensive market analysis of Mechanised Infantry Vehicles in-service,
entering service and in development. The analysis was guided by the British Army’s requirements
and how best to deliver them. The Boxer delivered on protected mobility, capacity, flexibility,
utility and agility.
As part of the proposed deal, the UK is also expected to see substantial inward investment from
Rheinmetall, one of Artec’s parent companies, who signalled their intention to launch a
production and integration centre for armoured vehicles in the UK as part of the programme.
This would represent a significant commitment which would lead to long-lasting armoured vehicle
capability in the UK.
The other of Artec’s parent companies, Krauss-MaffeiWegmann (KMW), already has a substantial
UK manufacturing facility in Stockport, from where it designs, manufactures and supports
complex military equipment as far afield as the US and Australia, as well as parts of Europe.
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A Century in the Air: Stunning Book Reveals
RAF History in all its Glory
By Michael Napier: Author of The Royal Air
Force - A Centenary of Operations
MOST PEOPLE’S IDEAS about the history of the RAF consist of Sopwith Camels over the Western
Front, Spitfires and Hurricanes fighting the Battle of Britain and Lancasters carrying out the
Bomber Offensive over Germany. Some will recall that RAF Vulcans maintained the country’s
nuclear deterrent in the 1960s - and that those same Vulcans bombed Port Stanley airfield during
the Falklands War.
They might also remember the RAF participation
in the first Gulf War and perhaps they might even
mention the recent conflict in Afghanistan,
although that seems to be chiefly considered to
be an army campaign.
While that version of events is not incorrect, it is
an account that does not even begin to scratch
the surface of the exploits and achievements of
the Service in its first century of existence.
Throughout the 100 years since it was born into
the final year of the First World War, the RAF has
been involved in almost continuous air
operations around the world. What’s more,
many of the troublesome “hotspots” of today’s
world would have been very familiar to members
of the RAF nearly a century ago.
For example, the RAF was fighting in north and
south Russia and the Baltic Sea in 1919 and 1920,
it was in action against insurgent jihadists in
northern Iraq in 1923 and the world’s first ever
large-scale airlift was carried out in Afghanistan
by the RAF in 1928.
Furthermore, while these events were happening,
RAF squadrons were involved in almost
continuous operations in Iraq, Palestine, India and China. In the Inter-War years, most of the RAF
frontline units were based overseas, policing the Empire and until the expansion of the mid-1930s,
there were actually remarkably few flying squadrons back in the UK.
The story of the Battle of Britain in 1940 is well-known and, as the defining moment of the
independent RAF, it deserves re-telling; but we should also remember that at the same time that
the Spitfires and Hurricanes of Fighter Command were taking on the Luftwaffe over southern
England, the RAF was heavily involved in campaigns over Eritrea, the Red Sea and Egypt.
During the Second World War, the RAF played a vitally important part in every theatre of
operations, but to my mind, there were two particular campaigns to which the RAF made a critical
contribution: firstly, the Battle of the Atlantic, where the long-range patrol aircraft of Coastal
Command were crucial elements in defeating the U-boats and secondly Burma, where RAF
transport aircraft provided the means to keep the army supplied and reinforced over long
distances and otherwise impassable jungle.
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So, if any aircraft types should be remembered as the iconic symbols of the RAF during the
Second World War, perhaps they should be the Liberator and the Dakota. (Dakotas were also used
to drop paratroopers. RAF transport aircraft proved their worth again after the War during the
Berlin Airlift of 1948-49, which took place at the same time that RAF fighters were in combat with
Israeli aircraft over Sinai and RAF fighter-bombers were participating in the first stages of the
Malayan Emergency.

Although no RAF fighter squadrons took part in the Korean War in the opening years of the 1950s,
RAF flying boat squadrons did - and so did around 70 RAF fighter pilots who flew combat
missions while seconded to the USAF and RAAF.
In fact, the 1950s were a period of continuous operations for RAF aircraft in Malaya, Suez, Arabia
and Kenya. The action continued into the subsequent decade, when crises in Kuwait, Borneo,
Cyprus, Aden and Rhodesia also called for intervention, in varying degrees, by RAF aircraft.
The Troubles which began in Northern Ireland in 1969 were the start of a thirty-year commitment
for the RAF Support Helicopter Force and the Air Transport fleet, while the 1970s brought more
operational commitments including two Cod Wars, another crisis in Cyprus, and others in Oman
and Belize.
Then came the Falklands conflict of 1982, during which long-range radar reconnaissance
missions by Nimrods and Victors secured the route of the Task Force as it headed to liberate the
islands. The subsequent Vulcan raids on East Falkland were made possible by the air-to-air
refuelling support from - once again - the Victor tankers. RAF Harriers played their part, too, as
did a number of RAF pilots who flew with the Sea Harrier squadrons of the Fleet Air Arm.
Although there were no “hot wars” between the Falklands conflict and the Gulf War nine years
later, the intervening years saw operational detachments by RAF aircraft in the Falklands, Belize
and Northern Ireland - and not forgetting, of course, the continuous watch of the Quick Reaction
Alert fighters (and their supporting tankers) and the Search and Rescue helicopters.
The Gulf War in 1991 was preceded by a massive air campaign in which RAF aircraft played an
important part, but that was just the start of continuous air operations by the RAF over Iraq which
lasted (apart from a short break between 2010 and 2013) for the next quarter of a century, right up
to the present day.
In that time the whole range of RAF aircraft, from transports to tankers, from helicopters to
intelligence-gatherers, and from drones to combat jets, have also been involved - again almost
continuously - in air campaigns over Bosnia (1993-98), Kosovo (1999), Sierra Leone (2000),

33

Afghanistan (2001-2016), Libya (2011), Nigeria (2014), the Baltic Sea (2004 and 2014) and the Black
Sea (2017).
“The Royal Air Force - A Centenary of Operations” tells the story of how the RAF has carried out
its “core business” - the application of air power - over the last 100 years. My “operational”
approach, concentrating on the work of the front-line units, gives a slightly different perspective
on the story to that of the more usual “organisational histories,” which have been done many
times before. It is a fascinating story of endeavour which describes the work of a service which
has very much earned its keep in every one of its 100 years of existence.

Will the year of the Royal Air Force be any
better than 2017 was for the Royal Navy?

By: Paul N Cornish and Andrew M Dorman, ‘Breaking the mould: The United
Kingdom Strategic Defence Review 2010’, International Affairs, vol.86, no.2,
March 2010, pp.395-410. Defence-in-Depth Research from the Defence Studies
Department, King's College London.
IF 2017 WAS THE YEAR of the Royal Navy then presumably 2018 is the de facto year of the Royal
Air Force as it celebrates 100 years since its formation on 1st April 1918. For the RN, 2017 proved
more problematic than it had hoped. With most of its major warships in harbour, including the
Type 45 destroyer HMS Diamond, which broke down on the way to the Gulf and the new aircraft
carrier, HMS Queen Elizabeth, suffering from water leaking into the main hull, the challenges for
the RN were clear for all to see.
These developments in 2017 suggested that the Ministry of Defence (MoD) had failed to escape
the Ground Hog Day of problems in bringing new equipment into service. This raises questions
about whether 2018 will indeed be designated the ‘Year of the RAF’ and whether its prospects
look brighter over the next 12 months.

So, will 2018 be the year of the RAF?
On first examination, the answers would appear to be yes. The MoD’s 2015 Strategic Defence and
Security Review (SDSR) appeared to be a victory for the RAF. In it, the government pledged to
acquire 138 F-35 ‘Lightning’ multi-role fighter aircraft, albeit with the first 48 at least being of the
short take-off and vertical-landing (STOVL) variant (F-35b) rather than the conventional take-off
and landing (CTOL) variant (F-35A) that the RAF would have preferred. The government also
decided to retain the first tranche of Eurofighter Typhoons in service which would allow the RAF
to form two additional squadrons.
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The SDSR also committed to acquiring at least 20 new unmanned combat aerial vehicles (UCAVs),
9 Boeing P-9A maritime patrol aircraft, 3 more Shadow R1 surveillance and reconnaissance
aircraft, and retaining 14 C-130J-30 tactical transport aircraft in service. To support this the RAF
was allowed a very modest increment in its personnel numbers.
However, the problems lie in the however. The RAF is confronted with many of the same problems
that the RN has encountered. First, its success in the 2015 SDSR is resulting in the chickens
coming home to roost.
There has been a considerable focus on the RN’s problems with finding sufficient personnel to
crew its ships. The minimal uplift in RAF personnel means that it is similarly struggling to find the
requisite personnel to form up the promised new squadrons. Personnel shortages mean that the
RAF needs rapidly to take its remaining Tornado aircraft out of service in order to shift the
personnel to the new Typhoon squadrons, but this migration cannot occur until the Typhoon’s
capabilities are extended to replicate those of the Tornado.
It also means that the RAF is
forced to consider losing the
RAF Regiment for the same
reason. The obvious solution
– changing the personnel
balance between the Army,
RAF and RN to address these
personnel deficits – is
effectively blocked by the
stove-piping of the threearmed services introduced by
the MoD’s Levene Reforms
since 2010.
Second, even if the RAF has
its requisite personnel
numbers, it is still confronting
affordability issues arising
from new equipment
procurements announced in
the 2015 SDSR, which have subsequently been compounded by the impact of the devaluation of
Sterling against the US Dollar since the UK’s 2016 referendum decision to leave the European
Union. The Sentinel R1 fleet looks set once again to be cut and there are already rumours that the
14 C-130Js will no longer be retained.
Moreover, the long-term impact of a decade of wars in Iraq and Afghanistan has left the RAF with
a number of platforms with obsolescence issues, such as the recently grounded E-3D Sentry
airborne surveillance and command-and-control force, and others with high maintenance costs
because of their intense operational use in recent operations.
Third, although the RAF continues to be largely disinterested in domestic defence industrial base
issues in its aircraft procurement, it is also worth noting that the one area that appears to have
exercised commentators outside the RAF continues to be the future of the Red Arrows. A lack of
money, and the fact that the remaining fleet of first generation Hawk trainers potentially have
sufficient flying hours left, has led the RAF to ignore calls to acquire a replacement for these
aircraft produced by BAE Systems.
In this it misses the point that the Red Arrows have two roles: they are a recruitment tool for
future aircrew and a powerful means of advertising the UK’s defence wares. Flying an obsolete
although perfectly serviceable aircraft does not really support either task.

35

Interestingly, the new Secretary of State for Defence, Gavin Williamson, whose constituency
provides some of the parts for the F-35 programme, announced that the MoD will develop a
‘Combat Air Strategy’ which sounds remarkably similar to the earlier national shipbuilding
strategy aimed at preserving the UK’s naval shipbuilding capabilities.
This would reinforce the impression that the RAF will increasingly have to take into account
wider economic consideration when it looks to acquire systems in the future rather than
automatically look to the US for a solution.

So, what will 2018 really mean for the RAF?
It was recently announced that the government’s new National Security Capability Review (NSCR)
will be published without the defence element. Instead, the MoD hopes to publish a separate
‘Modernizing Defence Programme’ (MDP) before the parliamentary summer recess. Such an
approach can at best be described as novel, and MDP is for all intents and purposes a defence
review by another name. As the most recent National Audit Office report on the MoD’s Defence
Equipment Plan for the period 2017 to 2027 makes clear, the Ministry confronts an equipment
procurement and in-service support affordability gap of somewhere between £4.9bn and £20.8bn
over the next decade.
The new NSCR looks like it harkens back to the 2008 and 2009 National Security Strategies which
both basically said the world is dangerous but provided little in terms of how this might be tacked
in policy terms. This means that we might see the demise of a number of RAF platforms earlier
than expected with the end of the Tornado force potentially brought forward to this year.
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We might also expect to see announcements in 2018 about the early demise of the Sentinel,
Sentry, Puma and Hercules fleets buried within Hansard. Offsetting this, there may well be a
government announcement that the Red Arrows will acquire new Hawk aircraft as a means of
placating Conservative back-bench MPs and nullifying Labour Party opposition to further adding
to the financial pressure on the defence budget.
In other words, 2018 might well be a year of major cutbacks in the UK’s aerial capabilities unless
either the government devotes more money to defence or it revokes the stove-piping of the
Levene reforms and shift resources from the Army to make up for personnel deficits in the other
two-armed services.
At the moment Gavin Williamson is clearly hoping to obtain further funds for defence and has
successfully detached defence from the National Security Capability Review. However, if the
‘Modernizing Defence Programme’ does not obtain the additional funds the MoD would like, he is
likely to have to consider moving resources between the various Top-Level Budgets to meet the
personnel needs of the RAF and the possible aspirations of the ‘Combat Air Strategy’.

Sir Humphrey keeps on
tweeting…….

Reserving the
Rivers - Could the
RNR keep these
ships at sea?
Navy Blogger, Sir Humphrey
is a former MoD Civil Servant
and Reservist Officer.

IT HAS BEEN CONFIRNED that as part of Brexit contingency planning, approximately £12m has
been made available to the MOD to keep all three Batch 1 River class OPVs in reserve pending a
full assessment of fishery protection requirements as the UK exits the EU.
This announcement, slipped out in Parliament confirms that for the first time in many years, the
Royal Navy will actively maintain a small reserve fleet capability. Other than singleton LPDs like
HMS INTREPID and HMS ALBION, who went into reserve after the 2010 SDSR, and whose £100m
reactivation was so costly partly because she had spent years alongside without any crew
onboard, the RN has actively tried to avoid maintaining any semblance of reserve ‘standby
squadrons’ since the mid-1980s.
The cost of keeping three middle aged OPVs that have been worked very hard (each averaging
some 300 days at sea per year for the best part of 15 years (that’s approximately 12 of the last 15
years at sea or available for sea) works out at roughly £4m per hull to keep them alongside for the
next two years.
The MOD has previously estimated that keeping a River class operational cost about £5.5m per
year according to FOI requests. So, to keep one in reserve not doing anything for the next two
years will cost approximately £2m per year. In other words, it costs about 40% of the cost of
keeping the ship at sea to keep her alongside doing nothing.
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This money will presumably be spent on maintenance, preservation and ensuring that if required
in two years’ time, they could be reactivated with minimal hassle. It is not clear whether the ships
will have crews attached
to them to keep them
‘ticking over’ or if they
will be left unmanned
and routinely docked
and repaired. Either way,
this is a lot of money to
spend for an asset to do
nothing.
HMS Mersey
For the Royal Navy the
bigger challenge is not
that of recommissioning
them in 2020 if needed
to scare off pesky
fishermen in UK waters,
but working out how on
earth they could be manned if they had to be recommissioned without doing real and lasting
damage to other commitments.
The challenge of the OPV force is that it works incredibly hard, and their ships spend most of their
time at sea delivering across a wide range of roles. They rely on a ‘third watch’ manning system,
which means at any one time roughly 30% of the ships company is not onboard and is instead on
courses or leave – this is the only way that they can keep up with the heavy demand for their
services.
To bring them back into service would place a significant manpower burden on the RN, who
would need to find approximately 150 personnel on an enduring basis to man them. This may not
sound like much in a Naval Service of 30,000 people, but the headline figures conceal the
challenges. The surface navy (e.g. trained personnel for the surface fleet) is approximately 15000
strong (the balance being made up by the RM, FAA and Submarine Service).
There is not a generic pool of 15,000 sailors who can be put onboard at no notice. To crew these
ships means finding three ships companies worth of crew with the right skills to do specific roles
(e.g. engineers, logisticians, warfare specialists etc) in the right ranks/rates and right level of
training who can go to sea as needed. Instead there are small (often tiny) sub branches of people
– 50 here or 2-300 there who provide the manpower for the whole surface fleet.
The branch structures are designed to generate the right number of bodies on an enduring basis
to meet all likely ships complements from carriers to survey vessels. It also needs spare bodies to
ensure certain shore-based roles that are essential to support shore work in dockyards and
headquarters that helps keep the fleet at sea. There is also a small allowance for trying to cover
for training, career courses and compassionate or medical cases, and giving people a breather
away from the relentless demands of life at sea.
Too much sea time or too many sea drafts will quickly lead to retention challenges, which in turn
makes the problem worse. Amongst all this the Career Managers must ensure they have enough
trained and qualified personnel at the right level to meet all the demands of the Navy. Suddenly
adding in a requirement to generate an additional three ships company’s worth of crew places
significant pressure. If your sub branch is 70 strong, and you have to constantly generate 40
Leading Seamen for existing seagoing billets, adding in a need to find an extra six leading seamen
(say two per ship) on an enduring basis places real pressure on career managers – its equivalent
to adding a 15% additional requirement in billets with no uplift in manpower to meet it. This can
make life extremely challenging.
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Consequently reactivation has the potential to cause major long term challenges for the RN
manpower planners, who may not have a clear idea of where to get the people to man these three
ships without gapping posts (reducing the ability of other ships to deploy), paying other warships
off early (thus freeing up personnel to meet requirements), or reducing shore time and putting
more people to sea (reducing retention and raising costs considerably due to the increased
amount of payable allowances for sea=goers).

What about the Royal Naval Reserve?
One suggestion put out on social media to meet the manpower
needs would be to mobilise the Royal Naval Reserve (RNR) to fill the
ships companies out and either man the ships themselves or
backfill elsewhere to enable the regulars to go to sea. To Humphrey
this is a very emphatic ‘bad idea’.
The RNR until the early 1990s had both sea going and shore-based
elements, intended to provide both a Minesweeping squadron
(known as MCM10) and also onshore HQ support. Defence cuts in
the 1990s saw the end of the seagoing role, and the structures
required to put RNR personnel to sea as a coherent ships company
were lost, with the RNR instead focusing purely on filling shorebased billets.
This massive change meant that the RNR refocused its efforts on
instead becoming a niche support organisation, delivering across a range of requirements to meet
RN needs – such as providing intelligence, information operations, media handling and maritime
trade support. Outside of a tiny number of very niche areas (mostly the old amphibious warfare
area), hardly any RNR personnel go to sea except for basic training.
The challenge for keeping a seagoing ships company is that you need to be able to maintain the
core skills and understanding of how to work safely and effectively onboard a ship – these are
easily perishable and require a lot of work to keep up. It worked in the Cold War because RNR
units had a sufficient cadre of experienced manpower at all levels to get their ships to sea at the
weekend, and occasionally for longer exercises, and they relied heavily on the RN to provide
‘weekday’ cover and sign over the ships on the weekend.
The RNR has long stopped this sort of work, and instead refocused itself into a highly effective
organisation that delivers timely support to the RN and MOD. This means it covers areas where it
is not sustainable to run full time careers plots (for instance certain very nice roles like working
with merchant shipping), or to fill specific slots on battle staffs. It is not as an organisation
designed or able to suddenly up sticks and man three OPVs.
Mobilisation is not something that should be done lightly – compulsory mobilisation is a powerful
means of getting manpower in a crisis, but immediately ‘times out’ the Reservist from being
compulsorily mobilised again for another five years. To use this power means you must be certain
that you won’t want to call on their services again for that time, and that you have sufficient depth
in your manpower plot to instead find a replacement.
You also must match their salaries too, which if you start calling up people can be hideously
expensive. Many reservists earn high salaries in their real jobs and will cost a great deal to put in
uniform full time. This is absolutely a price worth paying if they can provide skills the RN doesn’t
otherwise have, but expensive to get someone to potentially stand on a gangway for 6 months.
The follow-on problem is how do you sustain the mobilisation for the long term of two-three
years?
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The need for 150 personnel is probably doable for one six-month period, but in reality, you’d need
to mobilise twice per year (assuming three months lead in training, six months on task and then
terminal leave etc) to keep RNR crew available on a six-month deployment. This means over three
years you need six mobilisations of 900 personnel – or roughly half the entire RNR.

The requirements of ranks/rates needed means the burden will fall disproportionately on certain
areas and could easily cause people who are serving but don’t want to mobilise to leave. When
added to the long list of exempt personnel who cannot mobilise for very good reasons, your pool
of manpower is highly limited.
The point to make here is that the RNR is not a homogenous mass of people able to suddenly turn
up en-masse one day and start sailing ships around. They don’t have the skills or people to do
this, and it is exceptionally unrealistic to assume that they could be used in this manner. The RNR
is an amazing organisation and aimed at providing a small number of people at any one time to
support ongoing operations and is capable of a ‘best effort’ when absolutely required. But care
should be taken not to break the organisation to meet a goal that it is not able to do.

If not the RNR, then who?
If the RNR isn’t the answer, how do you get the ships to sea if needed without breaking the RN?
There seem to be a number of different options open that could work well. Firstly, this could the
opportunity to make better use of both FTRS contracts and intelligently reaching out to the
Regular Reserve (e.g. former RN personnel who have left but retain a legal mobilisation
commitment).
There may be an opportunity to recruit former RN personnel who want to come back in for two
years or more in order to do an FTRS contract on an OPV. An intelligent recruiting campaign done
via LinkedIn and existing contacts to reach out and test service leavers for interest in coming
back could easily generate the 150-people required to get the ship to sea.
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Assuming they left in the last few years (or even better served on a RIVER class), then the time to
retrain is relatively short. In some ways this mirrors the Canadian model of putting reservist staff
onto their KINGSTON class MCDV for two-year contracts. This move could work, and it is
interesting to note that it mirrors current approaches by the RAF, who are actively trying to coax
former members back in, often at higher ranks than before, in order to fill some of their SNCO and
Officer gaps.
More widely it could be possible to look at manning them by one of the tapestry of coastal forces
already in the UK. One of the challenges is that there are a great many organisations that do
offshore work, but it is dysfunctional and not terribly effectively co-ordinated. For instance, the
police, border force
or regional fisheries
protection agency
could take them on
as hulls. The
Scottish FPA has
long experience of
operating OPV’s
and may well
welcome additional
resources.
Alternatively, the
MOD could contract
the hulls out to a
service provider like
Serco. Given the
widespread
contractorization of
the RMAS and the
Range Safety boats
(many of which are
small OPVs by
themselves like the
SMIT class) – there are currently 16 Fast Patrol or OPV sized vessels based around the UK and
under contract to MOD for these duties right now - LINK. It may be a step up but seeking a
contractor solution could be one way of doing some of the work of the OPV force.
Ultimately though, while it is pleasing that three Batch 1 RIVER class are being kept on, there is
perhaps some frustration that a great deal of public money is going to be spent keeping three
ships alongside not doing anything without any guarantee that they will ever sail again under the
White Ensign. Such a move may reassure some, and provide a modicum of capability in
theoretical reserve, but it is reasonable to ask the likelihood of whether they will be used again.
The RN may well see this as an opportunity to make a case for reactivation under the current
defence review, sensing an opportunity to grow the fleet if it can make the manpower work.
Alternatively, there may be a case to hold the ships in reserve and instead look to order further
Batch 2 in due course to enter service in the mid-2020s alongside the Type31 – such a move
would help sustain shipbuilding and buy time for the RN to recruit and train manpower to get
them to sea.
This is an encouraging step in preserving capability if required, but the even better next step
would be to find the people and the money to get these ships, and successors to sea. Being
moored alongside in the harbour may be a fine place if you must take shelter, but it is no
substitute for being at sea.
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BBC journalists visit
schools to teach children
how to identify fake news
By: Victoria ward, March 26 2018
THE BBC INITIATIVE to visit schools has been designed to tackle false information that the
corporation says “threatens fact-based public debate and trust in journalism.” Details of the
scheme, which will involve up to 1,000 schools, will be outlined in the BBC’s annual plan.
It will include BBC journalists such as Huw Edwards, Tina Daheley, Nikki Fox, Kamal Ahmed and
Amol Rajan. The details come after Ofcom, the communications regulator, warned that children
were being increasingly exposed to fake news, with nearly half of 12 to 15-year-olds finding it
difficult to tell fact from fiction on social media.
The annual plan, which sets out priorities for the year ahead, will also focus on the BBC’s role in
society and the ways it could be used to unite politically estranged communities.
“When the country is increasingly being portrayed as fragmented and divided, the BBC will
maximize opportunities to bring the country together,” it said. “This is important at a time when
the UK is seeking to redefine its relationship with the world.”
The plan will outline ways in which the BBC plans to invest in new content, with commissions
“that no other broadcaster would make”. It also intends to improve iPlayer, admitting that it need
to provide a more personalised service for subscribers with more content and “reinvent” itself for
a new generation.
But the BBC said it faced continued financial challenges, highlighting the frozen licence fee and
noting that investment in British content across the television industry was falling. Another area
of focus believed to be in the plan involves maximising the BBC's global reach, with "BBC World
Service undergoing its biggest expansion since the 1940s".
A BBC source said: "The BBC can and will do more for Britain at an important time. Our aim will
be to bring the public together while challenging fake news and false facts. “The world is
changing fast and Britain's media sector is still the envy of the world. We need to enhance and
protect that against new global challenges."
It was announced by the Government in February that the annual TV licence fee will increase to
£150.50 from £147 from April 1.

Web giants ‘drive violence’
Young people committing crimes because of
social media, says top police officer
SOCIAL MEDIA sites are driving children to commit violence and murders “within minutes”,
Britain’s most senior police officer has warned. Cressida Dick, the Metropolitan Police
commissioner, said that often- trivial disputes between young people were escalating into murder
and stabbings at unprecedented rates. The goading of rivals on online message boards and video
sites “revs people up” and normalised violence, she said.
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By: Fiona Hamilton, Crime Editor |& Rachel Sylvester March 31 2018
The speed at which disputes gathered pace echoed the way in which some Islamists, including
the perpetrator of the lorry attack in Nice in 2016, were radicalised within days or weeks. A febrile
online atmosphere was among factors responsible for rising knife crime. Also, to blame were
drug-dealing, absent fathers and socio- economics, Ms Dick said.
Violence is on the increase across the country and yesterday a 36-year-old woman became the
tenth person to be stabbed to death in London in 17 days.
Ms Dick, 57, who started work as the Met’s first female leader nearly a year ago, has made the
tackling of violent crime a central part of her agenda. A key plan is to increase use of stop and
search, which was reduced by Theresa May during her time as home secretary.
In a wide-ranging interview with The Times, Ms Dick:
•
•
•

Promised not to be cowed by political correctness in her efforts to reduce violence,
particularly knife crime, after 13 murders in just over two weeks in the capital this month.
Announced a new task force with about 100 officers focused on violent crime. There are
600 officers raising awareness in schools as the police treat violence as a public health
issue.
Called on recreational users of drugs to acknowledge the “fear and misery” they were
causing, with much of knife crime linked to street dealing.

Fatal stabbings in England and Wales are at their highest level since 2010-11. There were 215
homicides involving a knife or other sharp instrument in the year to March, data from the Office
for National Statistics shows.
Ms Dick said that social media companies, which have been criticised for their response to prolific
terrorist propaganda and online paedophile material, needed to take down content that stoked
violence. “There’s definitely something about the impact of social media in terms of people being
able to go from slightly angry with each other to ‘fight’ very quickly,” she said. “Gangs who
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“posture on social media”, including rap videos in which they goaded rivals, glamorised violence.
“It makes [violence] faster, it makes it harder for people to cool down.
“I’m sure it does rev people up.” This month the family of Miriam Moustafa, 18, who died after she
was attacked in Nottingham by ten girls, said that the attack might have taken place because she
was mistaken for an Instagram user who had been goading the gang.
Detectives in London have warned that online
disputes on sites such as YouTube have resulted
in real-world violence. Google, the owner of
YouTube, and Facebook have been criticised for
failing to take down extremist material. The
European Commission warned internet
companies this month to remove such material
within an hour of being notified — or face
legislation forcing them to do so.
Ms Dick said it was shocking that young black
men were ten times more likely to be killed but “it
is absolutely as much about socioeconomic
factors as anything else”. Perpetrators and
victims of knife crime were often excluded from
school and had “something pretty ghastly
happen” to them earlier in life.
Ms Dick said it was beyond her remit to comment
on social policy but acknowledged that the phenomenon of absent fathers was a “challenge” as
male role models were important. Many young men involved in crime were “looking to be loved”.
Stop-and-search peaked in England and Wales in 2008-09 when more than 1.5 million were carried
out but use of the tactic fell by up to two thirds after Theresa May, as home secretary, ordered a
reduction. It stemmed from concerns that the tactic was discriminating against ethnic minorities.
Ms Dick said that it was an important strategy if it was intelligence-led. “We will be out on the
streets more; stop and search is likely to go on going up,” she said.
Ms Dick’s first year has included four terrorist attacks, a string of thwarted plots, the Grenfell
Tower fire disaster and the recent nerve agent poisoning in Salisbury. She said that it was worth
considering whether Prevent, the government’s deradicalisation programme, should be made
compulsory in some cases. She also expressed concern about segregation, which leads to
problems including radicalisation.

BBC launches Serbian
digital news and
social media in last of
World Service expansion's
By Arun Kakar March 28, 2018
The BBC has launched its Serbian digital news service, the last of the corporation’s 12 new
language outlets. Based in Belgrade, BBC News Serbian will deliver exclusive social mediafriendly and video content that contextualises world events for the region using “modern
storytelling techniques”. The service is now live at bbc.com/Serbian and on new Facebook and
Twitter feeds.
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It is headed by BBC News Serbian editor Aleksandra Nikšić, who has previously served as news
editor at Vice Serbia. Nikšić said: “We will be using innovative formats to bring our users the
global content that is relevant to them and that helps them make sense of the world. And we want
to hear the voices of people in Serbia and the wider region, as well as Serbian-speakers around
the world, to bring the Serbian story to the BBC’s international audience.”
The BBC now operates in more than 40 languages worldwide, and most recently opened new and
expanded bureaux in Lagos, Bangkok, Cairo and Kathmandu. The insights and expertise of BBC
News Serbian’s journalists will also enrich the BBC’s wider coverage of the region, the
corporation said.
World Service Europe Region senior editor Artyom Liss said: “The launch of BBC News Serbian is
a milestone for us. Supported by the entire global team of BBC News, BBC News Serbian will be
an innovator in the market, offering unique content in a modern and engaging manner.”
BBC News Serbian is part of the BBC World Service Europe Region, which also offers content in
Russian, Ukrainian and Azerbaijani.

Local newspapers seeing ‘resurgence of trust’
as research shows they are three times more
trusted than Facebook
By: Charlotte Tobitt, Press Gazette, March 2018
LOCAL NEWSPAPERS are seeing a “resurgence of trust” with readers more than three times
more likely to trust their local publisher than information they see on Facebook, according to new
research. Three-quarters (74 per cent) of respondents to a new survey carried out by YouGov said
they trust the news and information in their local newspaper, whether online or in print.
Local commercial TV and radio stations
were only fractionally behind, with a trust
level of 73 per cent, while information from
search engines and other websites is
trusted by 43 per cent and 39 per cent of
people respectively.
Social media came bottom in the poll with
just 22 per cent of the 2,131 UK adults
surveyed online in February agreeing they
trusted the news and information they see
on sites such as Facebook and Twitter.
Craig Nayman, chairman of Local Media
Works which commissioned the survey,
said: “This survey provides yet more
compelling evidence of a resurgence of
trust in traditional media outlets, with local
media leading the way, as the public become increasingly aware of the dangers associated with
social platforms and fake news.
“In the current climate, trust is at a premium and advertisers large and small must recognise the
clear advantages of partnering with local media in order to communicate with their audiences in a
safe, trusted, and highly effective environment.”
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The new research appears to corroborate findings from the Edelman Trust Barometer survey
released last month, which found that trust in traditional media has rebounded sharply over the
past year, reaching its highest level in six years.
The survey found that trust in UK journalists increased from 19 per cent to 32 per cent, at the
same time as more than half of people said they worry about being exposed to fake news on
social media and trust in social platforms was at 24 per cent.
Facebook executives promised earlier this month to crack down on fake news and online fraud
after Unilever threatened to pull its advertising contracts on digital platforms which “breed
division”. Facebook is currently running a trial in the US show more content from local news
sources in its News Feed. Trust in local news has now risen above the level of October 2014,
when newspapers had a trust level of 64 per cent and radio and television had scores of 59 per
cent and 58 respectively. Then, Facebook was trusted by 21 per cent of people and Twitter was
scored even lower at 15 per cent.

Back in the 1890s, fake news helped start a war
By Christopher Woolf, Public Radio International March 2018

Part of the front page of the New York Journal, from Feb. 17, 1898, when fake news helped start a
war.
FAKE NEWS IS NOTHING NEW. Its impact has waxed and waned through American history. But
there was a golden age of "yellow journalism," back in the 1890s, when fake news helped start a
war. Yellow journalism has been defined as any journalism that treats news in an unprofessional
or unethical manner. The term was coined in the 1890s to describe the ferocious circulation war
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between William Randolph Hearst's New York Journal and the New York World, owned by Joseph
Pulitzer.
They sought out crime, scandal and salacious detail. Facts that got in the way of a gripping story
could be left out. Imaginary details could be added. Any excuse to include an image of a scantilyclad woman was welcome. The goal was to create a sensation that would prompt people to buy
copies of the paper. In other words, truth was sacrificed, a victim to profit.
There were some benefits to this kind of muckraking. Corruption and incompetence were
ruthlessly exposed, and some good causes were adopted, even if the stories were pushed
unethically. One cause adopted by both papers in the 1890s was that of the revolutionaries in
Cuba, fighting for independence from Spain. The rebels were cast in the same mould as the
patriots who fought for American independence. Spanish atrocities were played up; rebel
atrocities were ignored. The editorial line was that America should help.
In 1898, the US Navy battleship, the USS Maine, blew up while off Havana, Cuba, killing more than
250 Americans. The cause was never discovered. But the yellow press jumped to the conclusion
that the Spanish did it deliberately. “Remember the Maine” became the slogan of the yellow press,
driving public opinion toward war.
There were plenty of other factors behind the Spanish-American War of 1898, but the conflict was
in part enabled by this barrage of misleading journalism.

China’s and
Russia’s Influence
Operations
By: Peter Mattis, January 16, 2018. Mattis is a Fellow at The Jamestown Foundation and a
contributing editor at War on the Rocks. He also is the author of Analysing the Chinese Military: A
Review Essay and Resource Guide on the People’s Liberation Army. Editor’s Note: This is the
first instalment in “Ministry of Truth,” a special series on state-sponsored influence operations.
A SERIES OF SCANDALS from Russian meddling in the U.S. elections to China’s influence over
Western politicians, like Australian Sen. Sam Dastyari, below right, and U.S. Sen. Steve Daines,
has brought American attention back to the Cold War-style fight for influence and narratives.
Congress has started to act, incorporating counter-propaganda funding into the FY2017 National
Defense Authorization Act and proposing reforms to the Foreign Agent Registration Act and the
Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States.
The United States finally may be waking up to the challenge that its NATO allies and Taiwan have
been facing for years. As Americans try to make sense of modern political warfare, the struggle to
polish the rust off of the Cold War toolkit for countering foreign influence has run into the problem
of insufficient to explain the challenges now faced by the United States and its allies.
In a series of presentations, conferences, and phone calls over the last year the discussion of
Chinese intelligence and information operations invariably raises the question: “How do the
Chinese compare to the Russians?”
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I have attempted to describe the differences with three distinctions between Russian and Chinese
influence operations: set-piece operations vs. playing the man; service-led operations vs. servicefacilitated operations; and agents of influence vs. influenced agents.
These are not perfect distinctions, and both systems can
and do draw on a wide variety of means. Beijing’s methods
also appear to be evolving over the last year to incorporate
Russian techniques, if its operations on Taiwan can be
viewed as the leading edge.
The operational differences, for all their practical
implications, may be less important than the simple
recognition that Beijing and Moscow both approach
influence operations and active measures as a normal way
of doing business. The United States approaches covert
action as something distinct from the routine business of
foreign policy, requiring special authorities and oversight or
legal arguments over whether Title 10 or Title 50 applies.
This is simply not the case for the contemporary Chinese or
Russian states. * They still bear the hallmarks of their
totalitarian and Leninist pasts.

Set-Piece Operations vs. Playing the Man
The strength of the Russian disinformation system has been executing set-piece operations of
varying degrees of sophistication. These have ranged from forged or otherwise manipulated
documents being used to discredit a target to planting rumours that the United States unleashed
the AIDS virus as a biological weapons program.
The objective may be as specific as an individual or as broad as poisoning the environment.
These are discreet operational acts to achieve those objectives.
As Kevin McCauley noted in his book, Russian Influence Campaigns against the West, the Soviets
developed what they believed was an objective, scientific framework for evaluating information
operations: reflexive control theory. This theory developed out of research into psychology and
cybernetics as the Soviet Ministry of Defense sought to incorporate the techniques of operations
research into decision-making. By mapping how an adversary’s system framed problems and
processed information, Russian planners could design operations to shift that adversary’s
decisions in an advantageous direction.
The Chinese, however, seem to focus on individuals rather than effects, on shaping the personal
context rather than operational tricks. It is person-to-person relationships that carry the weight of
Chinese information operations. Many of China’s first-generation diplomats and negotiators —
including Zhou Enlai, Wu Xiuquan, Li Kenong, Xiong Xianghui, Liao Chengzhi, and many others —
worked for some time as intelligence officers.
For example, Li Kenong was Beijing’s chief negotiator at the Panmunjom talks with the United
Nations during the Korean War and a vice foreign minister. His party career, however, began in
intelligence where he was one of the “Three Heroes of the Dragon’s Lair” and rose to become a
deputy director of the party’s intelligence service. The evidence of this training also can be found
in available transcripts. For example, in Zhou’s conversations with Henry Kissinger in 1971, the
techniques of a case officer are on display: playing to the ego, elicitation, switching between
dominance and deference, and controlling the tone and tempo of the conversations.
The history of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) provides important examples of how the party
manipulated an adversary into assisting it. If anything proves the value of playing the man, the
Xi’an Incident of 1936 provides the clearest proof according to party accounts — even if historians
justifiably can dispute the CCP version. In December 1936, as the Kuomintang under Chiang Kai-
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shek closed around the CCP, two of Chiang’s generals,
Zhang Xueliang and Yang Hucheng, kidnapped him and
forced him to agree to the second CCP-Kuomintang united
front to fight the Japanese. The public story for many years
was that Zhang and Yang were motivated by patriotism and
a desire to unite the Chinese people against the foreign
threat.
Earlier that year, the CCP had dispatched future premier
Zhou Enlai and espionage specialist Li Kenong, pictured
left, to open a channel and negotiate with Zhang, whose
forces posed a more immediate danger and was the senior
of the two.
Thanks to a long-time friend and former aide of Yang, Nan
Hanchen, Zhou and Li possessed inside information on
both generals’ motivations that helped them exert pressure
internally without revealing the CCP’s hand.
As a result of these efforts, Zhang and Yang slowly turned
against Chiang as the year went on. Then, in December,
without communist prompting or knowledge, they decided
to kidnap him to a force a CCP-Kuomintang truce that Zhou
then negotiated. The lesson? By building the relationships, unexpected opportunities will arise.

Service-Led Operations vs. Service-Facilitated Operations
Another key difference between the Chinese and the Russians is the role of their respective
intelligence services. For Moscow, intelligence services play a leading role, in part because they
possess the skills to operate clandestinely.
For the Chinese, intelligence services seem to facilitate meetings and contacts rather than
handling the dirty work of influencing foreign targets themselves.
The KGB’s First Chief Directorate for foreign intelligence operations included “Service A,” an
operational unit of 50 to 70 officers responsible for active measures. This was one of the three key
units, according to Soviet Bloc defectors and Western observers, managing Moscow’s program to
influence foreign governments, societies, and events. Much of the Soviet Union’s capacity for
grey and covert propaganda operated under the KGB’s direct hand, while the overt side resided in
the party’s International Department and International Information Department. Even though
resources like clandestine radio stations and international front organizations might be under the
International Department’s authority, the KGB still played a role in the handling and management
of the Soviet front organizations abroad.
The Chinese intelligence services, however, seem to play a secondary role in influencing external
actors and events. The principal organizations — the Liaison Department of the PLA’s Political
Work Department and the United Front Work Department — report to the Politburo through a
completely separate chain of command that deals mostly with party affairs. In the past, the Central
Committee’s International Department (previously the International Liaison Department) may have
played in important role, not dissimilar from its Russian counterpart. However, the International
Department slowly evolved through the 1960s away from Soviet-style active measures and toward
being primarily the party’s diplomatic arm.
The services and influence organizations — particularly the Liaison Department and the United
Front Work Department — do play a role in setting up and facilitating the activities of a multitude
of friendship and cultural associations. These range from the vast China Association for
International Friendly Contact that has provincial and municipal affiliates to smaller veterans
affairs group like the Huangpu (Whampoa) Alumni Association.
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The Chinese participants in exchanges organized in these groups are rarely intelligence officers
themselves, but rather party elite who understand the party’s international objectives and have
been trained in managing foreigners.
One contemporary example is Xu Jialu, formerly a vice chairman of the National People’s
Congress and a leader in the promotion of Chinese culture. Xu was enmeshed in a web of ties to
the Liaison Department and its Taiwan-focused operations, and he also played a role in
establishing the Confucius Institutes — still another set of institutions closely connected to
China’s influence apparatus.

Agents of Influence vs. Influenced Agents
In keeping with the differences in the roles of
intelligence services, Russia relies heavily on
intelligence officers, their ability to pound the
pavement and socialize, and their recruited agents.
The Russian services appear perfectly willing to
recruit agents simply for active measures, and they
also cultivate collaborators who may not
understand with whom they dealing or why.
Ladislav Bittman, left, and Gen. Ion Mihai Paceba
describe two notable Soviet approaches to putting
out disinformation. The first was simply to hire or
recruit individuals to produce manipulative cultural
products to discredit political figures and hostile
institutions.
The second was ever-more sophisticated ways of
producing doctored or forged documents that
could then be passed discretely to newspapers or
researchers.
One of the public examples Bittman highlighted was the case of Pierre Charles Pathé, a French
journalist sentenced to five years in prison in 1980 for his distribution of Soviet disinformation
through his newsletter. Pathé’s subscribers included roughly 400 French parliamentarians, 50
foreign embassies, and another 50 journalists and publications. On at least one occasion, the
Soviets handed Pathé an entire draft that he went on to publish in his own name. The recruitment
of journalists and writers is echoed from other sources, such as KGB defector Stanislav
Levchenko. He claimed to have handled four journalists among the ten agents he handled during
his tour in Tokyo in the late 1970s.
Sergei Tretyakov also described handling a Canadian environmental lawyer to agitate U.S.Canadian relations in the 1990s as well as the continuing Russian efforts to sow mischief through
other agents and propaganda materials unattributed to Russian intelligence.
Gen. Paceba describes the use of both approaches to undermine the moral authority of the
Roman Catholic Church by attempting to discredit Pope Pius XII (1939–1958). In 1963, a long-time
Soviet disinformation agent Erwin Piscator edited the manuscript and directed the play The
Deputy: A Christian Tragedy. The play told a fairy-tale about the pope’s silence during the
Holocaust, insinuating the pope could have acted to end or mitigate the worst abuses of the Nazi
regime.
The tragedy relates to a young Jesuit attaché’s effort to alert the pope to German atrocities, not
the pope’s silence. Pope Pius XII, however, was emphatically not silent or inactive during the war,
but, because The Deputy was not a history, Piscator and the playwright Rolf Hochhuth dodged
this inaccuracy by claiming to have produced a fictional work. Soviet disinformation agents and
collaborators in France and the United States also translated, produced, and publicized the play.

50

Doctored and forged documents produced by the Yugoslavian secret police also were used
against the Church, first in a trial of Croatian Archbishop (later Cardinal) Alojzije Stepinac who
had refused to subordinate his diocese to Tito’s communists and subsequently provided to Italian
writer Carlo Falconi. Falconi’s book, The Silence of Pius XII, informed many later attempts to
smear Pope Pius XII.
The CCP approach generally
appears much softer, perhaps
because the formal intelligence
organizations play a less visible
role. Gatekeepers who facilitate
inroads and make connections to
open the door for foreigners in
China are more common than
intelligence officers. People like
Sheri Yan (now jailed for bribery)
and Chau Chok-wing of Australia or
Chinese-American Katrina Leung,
pictured left, fulfilled this kind of
role. Leung also reportedly served
as a conduit for the Chinese
leadership to feed information
through the FBI to the White House.
The kind of elite relationshipbuilding that these individuals
demonstrate and seem to be the
hallmarks of Chinese influence are
what make flirtations with ethics
violations difficult to dismiss out of
hand.
From then-ambassador to China
Gary Locke’s rushed sale of his Maryland home to Chinese businesspeople to the trademark
grants to Ivanka Trump or her husband’s backchanneling to Beijing, the activity may be
completely innocent or routine. Or it may be something more devious. The surface-level
indicators are the same.
Mao Zedong and the party exploited foreign contacts from the very beginning to shape the story
of China’s revolution, gain support, and discredit their adversaries.
Journalists Edgar Snow and Theodore White presented the CCP of the 1930s and 1940s to
Americans as charismatic, peasant-focused revolutionaries who brought self-government and
genuine resistance against the Japanese. If, as White wrote, they could be brutal, it was because
“men who sacrificed themselves so cruelly to an ideal were equally cruel to opposition.”
They were not the only ones duped by the communists’ selective openness. As Yu Maochun
chronicled, U.S. officials in China erred in exaggerating the Kuomintang’s faults and corruption —
Chiang and the Kuomintang sacrificed the cream of their army in 1937 in an attempt to unify China
and rally the warlords — as surely as they misjudged the CCP’s noble resistance. The reality was
far different. The transcripts of Snow’s interviews with Mao were edited by the CCP.
Rather than fighting an all-out war against the Japanese, the CCP often collaborated, providing
intelligence to the Japanese army on the Kuomintang while husbanding their own strength.
To the best of our knowledge, none of those who misjudged the CCP based on their managed
contact with communist leaders, including controversial or sympathetic figures like John Service,
was a spy or did so under CCP direction.
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Concluding Thoughts
Undoubtedly, more can be said about how to understand the distinctions between Chinese and
Russian influence operations and political warfare. Perhaps the best way to describe the
differences between the two approaches is that the Chinese are human- or relationship-centric
while the Russians are operation- or effects-centric. The points outlined above, however, should
be treated at best as hypotheses to explored rather than definitive judgments.
The importance of explicit comparisons cannot be understated. Today, more than 25 years after
the end of the Cold War, the default position for most Western security officials when discussing
an unnamed or potential adversary is to use the Soviet Union or Russia as an implicit proxy.
Those of us engaging in these discussions should be able to do better. If these judgments of
Chinese and Russian information operations are accurate, the necessary policy responses vary
quite dramatically. Comparisons will help cross-fertilize ideas on how to respond as well as show
what has worked (or not) in the past.
* I will confess no special expertise on Russian disinformation techniques, but only a perspective
informed by reading through some of the classics on Soviet intelligence operations, accounts by
Warsaw Pact defectors, and more recent analyses.

Why did Israel reveal
and boast the bombing
of Assad’s nuclear
reactor by: Ron Ben-Yishai,
March 22, 2018? Ben-Yishai is a
senior Israeli defense analyst. This
article is published courtesy of Ynet.
AFTER THE FIRST WAVE of official Israeli acknowledgements that it attacked the nuclear reactor
Syria clandestinely built, several points are still in need of clarification. Most importantly, won't
Israel's detailed statement admitting to being the country whose fighter jets bombed and
destroyed the reactor force the Syrian president's hand to retaliate? That is, after all, precisely the
eventuality Operation Outside the Box sought to prevent.
It's more than safe to assume no such Syrian retaliatory action should be expected, and there are
several reasons to that. Firstly, Syrian President Bashar Assad does not possess today the same
capabilities he once did. In 2007, Syria had in its possession hundreds and thousands of ballistic
missiles, as well as an enormous arsenal of chemical weapons, including deadly nerve agents.
Today, however, the Syrian army is a shadow of its former self and can barely shore up the
regime. Assad knows, then, that if he becomes embroiled in conflict with Israel, he may lose
everything he fought so hard to gain—with Russian and Iranian assistance—since the onset of the
civil war. The Syrian leader controls roughly 70 percent of Syria's territory today, but he almost
lost all of it merely two years ago. Had the Russians not come to his aid, he indeed would have.
Conflict with Israel now may lead him to lose everything he has, as the Russians are highly
unlikely to support action against Israel, which will also harm their own interests. Most
importantly, won't Israel's detailed statement admitting to being the country whose fighter jets
bombed and destroyed the reactor force the Syrian president's hand to retaliate? That is, after all,
precisely the eventuality Operation Outside the Box sought to prevent.
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Israel's military admitted for the first time it was responsible for a 2007 air raid against a
suspected Syrian nuclear reactor using four F-16s and four F-15s
JACK GUEZ (AFP/File)
It's more than safe to assume no such Syrian retaliatory action should be expected, and there are
several reasons to that. Firstly, Syrian President Bashar Assad does not possess today the same
capabilities he once did. In 2007, Syria had in its possession hundreds and thousands of ballistic
missiles, as well as an enormous arsenal of chemical weapons, including deadly nerve agents.
Today, however, the Syrian army is a shadow of its former self and can barely shore up the
regime. Assad knows, then, that if he becomes embroiled in conflict with Israel, he may lose
everything he fought so hard to gain—with Russian and Iranian assistance—since the onset of the
civil war. The Syrian leader controls roughly 70 percent of Syria's territory today, but he almost
lost all of it merely two years ago. Had the Russians not come to his aid, he indeed would have.
Another question raised from the affair is why Israel chose to divulge publicly and so intimately—
bordering on boasting—that it was responsible for attacking the reactor North Korea built for
Syria. It may be assumed that this generous divulging of information caused not inconsiderable
damage to Israel's operational and intelligence capabilities. One such reason justifying the
publication is that the matter was already publicized in American and international media.
Former US president George W. Bush and his secretary of state Condoleezza Rice have written
about the matter in their memoirs, to say nothing of the book by then-prime minister Ehud Olmert,
which was recently published.
What finally pushed the defense establishment to admitting culpability were overtures from Israeli
media outlets to the High Court, claiming that refraining from accepting responsibility for the
operation was anachronistic and, moreover, not congruent with the principle of freedom of
expression democracies are beholden to. The High Court indeed backed the air of secrecy
surrounding the operation in Israel—since the defense establishment convinced the court Assad
should be allowed to maintain plausible deniability so as not to be tempted to retaliate.
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Through the intervening years, however, the High Court's justices have grown more and more
skeptical as to the need and logic of maintaining that secrecy, or as a senior security official said,
"keeping the stable door locked long after the horses have escaped."
There is, however, also a strategic reason. Israel's public taking of responsibility was meant to
serve as a warning to the Iranians and to deter them from continuing their nuclear program. It was
intended to signal to Tehran that Israel still abides by the "Begin doctrine" and will not allow a
country with which it is still in a state of war to obtain nuclear weapons. The Begin doctrine led to
the bombing of the Iraqi reactor in 1981, and the same strategic doctrine guided the bombing of
the North Korean reactor in Syria eleven years ago. It's quite
clear who may soon be third.
This strategic signal is doubly important now, when
President Donald Trump is threatening to withdraw from the
Iranian nuclear deal, while Iran—for its part—is counterthreatening to resume its nuclear program with vigor if
Trump makes good on his threats. At this point in time,
then, it's crucial for Israel's national security that the Iranians
remember that renewing the nuclear arms race may carry
disastrous repercussions for them.
The minutiae of the different intelligence, strategic, political
and military-operational processes preceding the reactor's
bombing were also important to be made known in detail, as
was the "soft war"—through both a diplomatic and media
campaign—waged by Israel in an effort to prevent a war with
Syria after the operation. For over a year, Israel's conduct
vis-à-vis the affair was exemplary and should be taught and
copied for generations to come, so we can once again
achieve national security objectives without shedding a
single drop of blood.
Plaudits for laying down the groundwork for the successful operation deserve to go to members
of the intelligence apparatus, or to be more precise, members of the IDF's Intelligence Corps and
Mossad operatives, who through endless and enormous intellectual efforts were finally able to pin
down the Syrian nuclear program—not thanks to a "golden piece of evidence" but through sheer
concerted effort, from the head of the Military Intelligence Directorate down to the last army
intelligence and Mossad operatives.
They put hundreds of pieces of the puzzle together and worked tirelessly until they came up with
the smoking gun. This successful effort, however, should be contrasted with the abject failure of
the intelligence community to even be aware of the existence of Muammar Gaddafi's military
nuclear project in Libya.
Only in 2004, when the Americans notified us they were successful in convincing the despot to
scrap the program, did we find out about it. That sent shockwaves through the Israeli intelligence
community, which up until that point was steeped in misconception. Estimates in Israel said Syria
did not possess the scientific infrastructures to support a nuclear project and that Assad was
basing his strategic deterrence vis-à-vis Israel on the tons of chemical weapons he had amassed.
It should nevertheless be noted that the intelligence community—starting with junior officers and
all the way to the heads of the Military Intelligence Directorate and Mossad—had the praiseworthy
intellectual readiness to "switch gears," and as a result the nuclear plot brewing between North
Korea and Syria was revealed.
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The importance of American backing
Another noteworthy aspect of the affair pertains to the political and strategic moves opposite the
US, which guaranteed Israel political and military support for action—which would have proven
invaluable had the conflict devolved to war. Israel shared its information with the Americans, was
able to covertly make clear to them the need to terminate the threat and therefore enjoyed their
backing.
In 1981, when then-prime minister Menachem Begin decided to bomb the Iraqi nuclear reactor, he
didn't bring the Americans into the fold and President Ronald Reagan therefore denounced the
attack and was close to hitting Israel with sanctions. Speaking of which, the argument between
Prime Minister Ehud Olmert and Defense Minister Ehud Barak—which was often acrimonious—
regarding the operation's timing did not stem merely from electoral and political considerations or
the two figures' egos.
It was a true dispute between Olmert, who greatly feared the possibility of the reactor being
operational and therefore beyond bombardment, and Barak, who believed and knew there were
ways of neutralizing a plutogenic nuclear reactor even after it was already "hot" and active.
Certainly, emotions ran high, but today it can be safely said that the dispute was topical and even
justified. Most important, however, is that the entire system—despite political disagreements and
bad blood following the Second Lebanon War—came together for serious, thorough staff work on
all levels of government, starting with the political ranks within and without Cabinet and ending
with the last of the air force's ground mechanics who installed the bombs on the planes.
The kind of work surrounding the bombing of the reactor has not been seen in Israel before or
since, and that is a shame. No less importantly, despite several hundred people being in the know,
the story never leaked out from the Israeli side, which allowed both to surprise the Syrians and
Assad to ignore the attack, and therefore circumvent war. Beyond the pride and satisfaction
undoubtedly felt by Israel's populace, this model should be studied by future generations of
Israeli politicians, intelligence operatives and military men.

Israeli security forces posing as journalists
endanger press
By: Shlomi Eldar, Al-Monitor, March 9, 2018. Eldar is a columnist for Al-Monitor’s
Israel Pulse. For the past two decades, he has covered the Palestinian Authority
and especially the Gaza Strip for Israel’s Channels 1 and 10, reporting on the
emergence of Hamas. In 2007, he was awarded the Sokolov Prize, Israel’s most
important media award, for this work.
AN UNDERCOVER UNIT of the Israel Border Police raided the Bir Zeit University campus in the
West Bank on March 7 and arrested Omar Al-Kiswani, head of the student council. Al-Kiswani also
heads the Hamas-affiliated Al-Wafa Al-Islamiya faction that won the student council elections in
2015. According to witnesses, the Israeli operatives passed themselves off as journalists to trap
al-Kiswani.
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In a video of the event likely shot by a student, four men in civilian clothing are seen wrestling
someone to the ground, brandishing guns and dragging him away while uniformed armed Israeli
troops wait outside the campus fence

The reason for sending in a special ops unit and endangering its members to arrest al-Kiswani is
not known, but the operation carried out in broad daylight in front of dozens of students drew
condemnation by the Union of Journalists in Israel. Chairman Yair Tarchitsky told Al-Monitor that
by posing as journalists, the soldiers endangered the media.
Tarchitsky's analogy of ambulances being used for nonmedical purposes is an apt one. In the
past, Israel has accused the Palestinians of exploiting Red Crescent ambulances to
transport weapons or armed combatants. In the most recent such case reported in January, Maj.
Gen. Yoav Mordechai, the Coordinator of Government Activity in the Territories, said that by
employing an ambulance driver accused of transporting goods to aid terrorism, the Red Crescent
is deviating from its humanitarian mission and commitment to neutrality. He demanded the
organization fire the driver immediately.
Ambulances and journalists, said Tarchitsky, should not be used for underhanded purposes. “The
rules of play must be observed. Journalists, just like sick people and ambulances, should not be
part of the game,” he argued.
Following the union's censure, a spokesperson for the military police denied that the unit had
posed as journalists, claiming in a statement, “Fighters of the special unit brought about the
arrest of the man wanted on suspicion of terror activity against the State of Israel. Prior to his
arrest on the university grounds, the fighters merged into the crowd of Palestinians at the site but
did not use journalistic cover of any kind whatsoever.”
The police denial notwithstanding, witnesses to the undercover operation at the university claim
that not only did the commandos pass themselves off as journalists, al-Kiswani was lured to the
campus on the pretext of an interview with reporters.
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The disguise allowed the force to enter the campus without being identified until its members
revealed themselves and detained the student leader. Whether or not the commandos posed as
media representatives, the event's repercussions have been damaging.
For years, Israeli journalists have been covering Palestinian affairs in the West Bank and
providing the Israeli public with important information about politics, diplomacy, security and the
humanitarian situation
there. However, they have
seen their freedom to work
there increasingly curtailed.
While most Palestinians
used to view the Israeli
media, especially reporters
covering Palestinian
issues, as a conduit for
important information to
the Israeli public and often
even offered their help, the
situation has changed.
Asaf Gibor, a reporter and
analyst of Arab and
Palestinian affairs for the
Makor Rishon newspaper
and the NRG news site as
well as chair of a group of
reporters covering
Palestinian affairs, confirmed as much to Al-Monitor. “We feel the Palestinians have started
viewing us as part of the Israeli defense, military and Shin Bet apparatus. Suddenly, from being a
sort of communications channel between Israeli and Palestinian societies, we have turned into
suspects or hostile elements coming to operate against them,” said Gibor.
Hostility toward the Israeli media began to grow in 2013 when Palestinian journalists demanded
that the Palestinian Authority ban Israeli reporters as long as Israel does not allow Palestinian
reporters to cover events in areas under its control. Israeli journalists supported their colleagues’
demand for reciprocity, arguing that covering the Israeli side as well as the Palestinian one serves
to build an important bridge for building trust between the two societies. However, the Israeli
military and Shin Bet persist in their policy of denying access to Palestinian journalists, citing
security considerations.
Palestinian suspicions have intensified in recent weeks due to IDF operations to arrest
Palestinians in the West Bank, including in area A, which is under Palestinian civil and security
control. Previously, said Gibor, Israeli TV crews would enter Palestinian areas with all their gear
and get any help they needed. Now, “You can’t even pull out a mobile phone without appearing
suspect real journalists doing important work in the field. and being assailed by a crowd
demanding to know your real identity. It’s very hard to operate like that in the field, feeling that
you’re increasingly being hemmed in,” he said.
“The union strongly condemns the abuse of the journalism profession and views it as
undermining democratic principles,” he said. “It’s like using ambulances to conduct military
operations.”
In addition to all the other difficulties inherent to their work, Israeli journalists now risk suspicions
of being undercover troops. The loss of Israeli reporting from the West Bank means the loss of
one of the last links between Israelis and Palestinians. Without it, mutual demonization
will flourish.
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Sinai 2018: the beginning
of the end of terrorism?
By: Galal Nassar, Al-Ahram Weekly, Cairo
Thursday 15 March 2018
IT HAS BEEN FIVE WEEKS since the start of
Comprehensive Operation Sinai 2018 and the Egyptian
Armed Forces have successfully utilised the media to
make the people live the military operation blow by blow through daily statements accompanied
with audio, video and photo coverage and accurate statistics.
This has prevented anyone from spreading rumours or fabricated news, and kept the morale of
soldiers, officers and citizens high and supportive of military action against armed terrorist
groups and their sponsors in North Sinai, on the western border, and in operations in the south,
Delta, by air and by sea to protect the vital interests of the economy and the Egyptian state in its
domestic and regional context.
According to experts, Operation Sinai 2018 has so far been successful in uprooting terrorism that
had spread across the country since 2014. Some 1,700 terrorist attacks took place, leaving death
and destruction in their wake.
Statements by the military spokesman show the advanced training and infrastructural
preparations of terrorists in Sinai, revealing extensive logistical support that is not possible
without the support of hostile foreign state and intelligence agencies. This debunks the lie that
there is a regional and international desire to stamp out terrorism in the region, because all the
intel about support for and actions by terrorist groups is on the desks of decision makers around
the world as well as international and regional organisations, but they remain silent and conspire
to allow matters to spiral.
Operations have shown that Egypt and its army gathered accurate intelligence and prepared for
battle well. They have destroyed large caches of weapons, ammunition, explosives, landmines, as
well as dens, operation rooms, bunkers, broadcast stations, media centres, tunnels, four-wheel
cars and motorcycles.
They also shut down all sources of weapons, logistical and combatant support by land, sea and
air in a comprehensive confrontation described by distinguished military expert Major General
Mohamed Al-Ghobari as the fourth and last phase of a strategy to combat terrorism.
Al-Ghobari told Al-Ahram newspaper that phase
one began when terrorists infiltrated Sinai after
the 25 January Revolution and began operating
when there were few military units there. The
second phase was to prepare the world stage
for extensive military operations in Sinai to
remove this tumour from Egypt’s body.
Since the security clauses of the peace treaty
with Israel prohibit increasing military presence,
it was necessary to gain the support of the
international community to carry out the
operation, increase the Armed Forces’ presence
and furnish them with advanced weapons, even
if Israel did not agree. The police and border guards were not enough to confront the growing
danger, which meant there were many losses in army and police ranks, such as the attack on
Karam Abu Salem, Al-Qawadees I and II and Battalion 101.
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President Abdel-Fattah Al-Sisi’s address at the UN in November 2017 was the climax in preparing
the world stage to begin a massive military operation, when he announced that Egypt is and will
continue fighting terrorism on behalf of the world after international efforts and organisations
failed to end this threat, causing it to spread and threaten the very existence of states, peoples
and nations.
The attack on Al-Rifaie checkpoint that killed 205 terrorists was the start of the third phase of
aggressive responses by the Armed Forces that stunted the aspirations of terrorists and their
financiers to establish an Islamic caliphate, similar to the one in Syria and Iraq. Many were taken
prisoner and made confessions that were useful for future operations, including Martyr’s Revenge
I, II, III and IV, as well as flushing out Gabal Al-Halal to pave the way for phase four, Operation
Sinai 2018, across Egypt.
Despite difficult economic conditions after the 25 January 2011 Revolution, a manufacturing
slowdown, diminished state revenue and a drop-in development rates, Egypt was able to dust
itself off and quickly come back with an ambitious nationalist plan to revive the state and its
institutions after they were hijacked during a dark period in our modern times when political Islam
almost robbed the history and heritage of the oldest people in the world.
They almost desecrated this holy land to serve colonialist ambitions targeting regional countries
by taking advantage of their need for justice and freedom. Egypt focused on training and arming
the military, diversifying its sources of armament to prepare for a historic moment and patriotic
decision making that serves Egypt’s ultimate interests.
Egypt did not wait for anyone’s help or succumb to pressure or colonialist plots. It decided to
embark on military action at a high economic and political cost. It decided to sacrifice its best men
for the sake of protecting its land and sovereignty, and to follow its own path. It took its own
decisions and passed the laws necessary to empower it to move forward since this phase needs
extraordinary measures and restricting some liberties common during ordinary and stable
circumstances.
It is at war, even if domestic and foreign media fail to convey this message clearly, which has
caused more criticism and violations of procedure. It has put pressure on decision makers but
was countered by achievements on the ground focused on key accomplishments in development,
mega projects and strategies that will propel Egypt to the ranks of major economic powers.

Egypt's Sisi warns 'defaming' army is treason
EL ALAMEIN: Egyptian President Abdel Fattah al-Sisi told
media on Thursday (March 1) they should prevent defamation
of the military, which he warned would be seen as "high
treason" amid a campaign to crush Sinai militants, said
Agence France Presse. Sisi's comments at a ceremony to
inaugurate the "New El Alamein" city in western Egypt come
after complaints by authorities against foreign and local
media coverage of the campaign in Sinai.
Government rebukes to media have increased ahead of a presidential election this month that Sisi
is expected to win easily, with him facing only one other candidate who until recently was one of
his most vocal supporters. "It is not appropriate that they (the military and police) be defamed
and we will not allow it," Sisi said in a speech broadcast live on television.
"I hope the media helps us confront that without me repeating this demand," he said. "This
defamation will be met with the law. It constitutes, for me, high treason." But Sisi did
acknowledge that authorities should allow more media access to front lines to "see how (soldiers
and policemen) are dying."
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It was not immediately clear to whom Sisi was referring, but his comments come after human
rights group Amnesty International said the military has used banned cluster bombs in the
campaign. Some media also reported that the operations in Sinai had caused food shortages for
residents of the northern part of the peninsula and civilians have been harmed by stray strikes.
A military official told AFP that the army has provided food and supplies to the residents. "The
armed forces have distributed goods to the residents ... in coordination with the ministry of
supply and (North Sinai) governorate has supplied them with all goods in short supply," he said.
"The operations there are ongoing, in that one is destroying the infrastructure for the extremist
elements and targeting them in some residential areas without harming civilians," he said.
AFP has not verified a civilian
casualty toll, and much of the
military operations appear to be
taking place far from residential
areas. Sisi gave the military a
three-month ultimatum in
November to end IS attacks,
which have killed hundreds of
soldiers, policemen and
civilians. The deadline came
after suspected IS gunmen
massacred more than 300
worshippers at a north Sinai
mosque.
On Wednesday, Egypt's prosecution warned it would monitor media and social media for "false
news" and take legal measures against "news and rumours that harm public safety. “The warning
came after the government's State Information Service, which regulates foreign media, demanded
the BBC retract a report on rights abuses in Egypt.

NAF Hosts Airpower
Workshop for Defence
Reporters
By: Air Vice Marshal Olatokunbo Adesanya,
Director of Public Relations and Information
Nigerian Air Force March 9, 2018
THE NIGERIAN AIR FORCE (NAF) held a one-day enlightenment workshop on air power for
Defence Correspondents in Abuja. The Directorate of Public Relations and Information (DOPRI) at
Headquarters NAF, Abuja, organized the workshop, which witnessed a large turnout of journalists
from different media organizations covering the Defence beat. The workshop was aimed at better
equipping Defence Correspondents with requisite skills and updated knowledge on the
application of air power.
The enlightenment workshop was also intended to acquaint Defence Correspondents with various
air power terminologies in a bid to enhance professionalism in the reportage of NAF events
thereby projecting the NAF in a more accurate and balanced manner.
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While declaring the workshop open, the Chief of the Air Staff (CAS), Air Marshal Sadique
Abubakar, who was represented by the Chief of Administration, Air Vice Marshal Ibrahim Yahaya,
stated that information management in contemporary times is critical to national development. He
added that the way information is processed could affect national security either positively or
negatively.
“Therefore, a Defence Correspondent must understand the terminologies associated with his beat
to enable him report events professionally”, he stated. The CAS enjoined Defence
Correspondents to make good use of the opportunity offered by the Workshop to acquire
pertinent knowledge about the NAF. According to him, there is a growing need for journalists to
understand the nuances and technicalities involved in air operations as the nation strives to
maintain peace in the country.
Earlier in his welcome address, the Director of
Public Relations and Information (DOPRI), Air
Vice Marshal Olatokunbo Adesanya,
commended the media for their dedication in
covering and reporting military activities. He
pointed out that the workshop could not have
come at a more appropriate time than now, as
public expectation of accurate and timely
dissemination of information on NAF operations
across the country is on the increase.
According to him, the nature of warfare has
assumed a new dimension and therefore,
accurate reportage of NAF air operations would
prevent avoidable controversies. He then
expressed his appreciation to the CAS for his
strategic guidance, which led to the conduct of
the workshop.
During the one-day workshop, resource
persons, all of who are specialists from the NAF,
presented 5five papers. The topics of the papers include ‘NAF Hierarchy and Rank Structure’,
‘Characteristics and Limitations of Air Power’ as well as ‘Aircraft types in the NAF Inventory and
Roles’. The two other papers were ‘Armaments on NAF Aircraft’ and ‘Military-Media Relations’.
While speaking on ‘Military-Media Relations’, Air Vice Marshal Adesanya charged the media to be
even more professional in their reportage while also remaining conscious of the need to uphold
integrity. The DOPRI stated that the media are veritable partners in national development and as
such, “patriotism should override sensationalism and commercialism in the course of practising
journalism”, he added. Speaking further, he said the media should always work together with the
military, especially now that the nation is experiencing various security challenges.
“The responsibility of fighting security challenges in the country should not be left in the hands of
the military only, the media could also help through the quality and contents of their reportage”,
he said. In addition, the DOPRI said that journalists should not allow themselves to be unwittingly
used as tools in the hands of insurgents to propagate fear and terror. Rather, journalists should
be more conscious of their onerous responsibility as critical stakeholders in the fight against
insurgency and terrorism.
Participating Defence Correspondents expressed their delight at the opportunity to attend the
Workshop, which they described as being “quite informative and eye-opening”. They therefore
commended the NAF leadership for deploying resources to add value to their capacity to
undertake their assignments as Defence Correspondents thereby engendering professionalism.
At the end of the Workshop, certificates of participation were presented to the nearly 60 Defence
Correspondents, who attended the Workshop.
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Turkish court gaol sentences
for Kurdish media workers
From: The Stockholm Centre for Freedom, Mar
2018 News
A TURKISH COURT in the southern province of Adana on Friday sentenced two Kurdish media
workers to three years in prison each. According to a report by the pro-Kurdish Fırat news agency
(ANF), the trial of Murat Karakaş and Leyla Yıldız, distributors of the Özgür Toplum (Free Society)
magazine and the Özgürlükçü Demokrasi (Libertarian Democracy) newspaper, was held at the
Adana 13th High Criminal Court on Friday.
While the journalists did not attend the hearing, they were represented by lawyer Tugay Bek, who
denied the accusations of “aiding and abetting a terrorist organisation,” stating that the work of
his clients did not constitute a crime. Although the lawyer demanded the acquittal of Karakaş and
Yıldız, the court sentenced them to three years in prison each.
Meanwhile, seven people were detained during a “social media operation” launched in İzmir
province on Friday. Counterterrorism teams from the İzmir Provincial Gendarmerie Command
carried out operations against people who allegedly “shared posts promoting the outlawed
Kurdistan Workers’ Party [PKK]” on their social media accounts.
The seven people were detained in raids on nine locations in the Menemen, Seferihisar, Aliağa
and Selçuk districts of İzmir during which notebooks, magazines, newspapers and some clothes
were seized.
The Turkish Interior Ministry had announced that legal action had been taken against 169 people
due to their social media posts between February 26 and March 5. In a statement on February 26,
the ministry had also said that 845 people who criticized a Turkish military operation in the Afrin
region of northern Syria on social media and attended demonstrations critical of it were taken into
custody.
Turkey is the biggest jailer of journalists in the world. The most recent figures documented by
SCF show that 248 journalists and media workers were in jail as of March 9, 2018, most in pretrial
detention. Of those in prison 193 were under arrest pending trial while only 55 journalists have
been convicted and are serving their time. Detention warrants are outstanding for 139 journalists
who are living in exile or remain at large in Turkey. Detaining tens of thousands of people over
alleged links to the Gülen movement, the government also closed down more than 180 media
outlets after the controversial coup attempt.
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How March 21, 1918 became the second worst
day in British military history
MARCH 2018 MARKED 100 years since the German Spring Offensive. Codenamed Operation
Michael the first day of the attack saw the second worst day of losses in British military history
with more than 38,000 casualties.
The 1918 Spring Offensive, also known as the Kaiserschlacht, ‘The Kaiser’s Battle’, was a series
of German attacks along the Western Front during the First World War. The Germans intended to
force the Allies to the negotiating table before American forces could be fully deployed.

There were four major German offensives, codenamed Michael, Georgette, Blücher-Yorck, and
Gneisenau. Launched in the early hours of 21 March, Operation Michael was the first attack of the
offensive. German bombardment began at 4.40am. It lasted only five hours but was one of the
heaviest artillery bombardments in history with more than 3.5 million shells fired.
By the end of the day, the British were fighting a desperate battle of survival in their rearmost
defensive positions. British casualties numbered 38,500, including almost 21,000 British soldiers
taken prisoner.
The first day of Operation Michael remains the second worst day in British military history,
surpassed only by 1 July 1916, the first day of the Battle of the Somme.
The offensive continued until 5 April, by which time the German Army had taken more ground on
the Western Front than the Allies had managed since 1914. In 16 days they had captured some
1,200 square miles, compared to 125 square miles taken by the British in 141 days during the
Battle of the Somme in 1916. Tens of thousands of British soldiers had been taken captive and in
total the British and French suffered nearly 250,000 casualties.
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However, success had come at terrible cost and almost 240,000 German soldiers were wounded,
captured or dead, soldiers the Germans could not replace.
The Commonwealth War
Graves Commission
Pozieres Memorial and
British Cemetery
The Commission
commemorates almost
37,000 service personnel
who died in France during
Operation Michael. More
than 23,000 have no
known grave and are
commemorated on CWGC
memorials to the missing.
The cemeteries on the
battlefields of Operation
Michael were often begun
by medical units or
created after the war by
the concentration of isolated graves and small cemeteries, many containing a very high number of
unidentified servicemen. The sites where the dead of Operation Michael are commemorated each
have a story to tell. They include Pozieres Memorial, Chauny Communal Cemetery British
Extension, and Ham British Cemetery.

Operation Michael: Germany’s
Last Chance to Win WWI Before
the Americans Arrived
BY LATE 1917, the German Empire’s High Command knew they had to turn the war around
quickly. Progress against the Allies was slow and they were losing ground to them in many
places. Furthermore, rationing of food in Germany was extremely unpopular. In a matter of
months, the American Expeditionary Force (AEF) would arrive and the combined forces of the
Allies would be too much for the Central Powers.
In early 1918, General Erich Ludendorff devised a plan of action to secure favourable ground from
the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) around the Somme, northeast of Paris. With dozens of
divisions moving to the Western Front after the Russian surrender in the East and the assumption
that the BEF was severely depleted by the major battles of 1917, a massive offensive was planned
to take the cities of Amiens and Arras. Then, the German Army could isolate and destroy the BEF
in Flanders, while holding off the French to the southwest.
This whole grand scheme was dubbed Operation Michael. It was the beginning of what became
known as the Spring Offensive, Germany’s last push before the collapse of their Western Front
and the end of World War I.
The German’s had been right, the BEF was exhausted, depleted, and had been taking over the
responsibility of French Positions around St. Quentin. While the British Third Army commanded
the front up until the Flesquières Salient near Cambrai, the Fifth Army now held the longest front
of any, from the same salient down to Barisis, where the French Army took over.
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The winter of 1917-18 saw the
British frantically building up the
defences in this bombed-out
wasteland which had seen some of
the fiercest action on the Western
Front. They also reformed their
divisions from 12 to nine Battalions
(like the French and Germans) to
tighten up the depleted
Likewise, with their force already
stretched thin over a long line and
outnumbered by ever-increasing
German troops, they had to defend
their line by relying on firepower,
not numbers. Thus, a three-zone
system was developed that
consisted of scattered outposts in
the foremost sector supported by a
fractured line of more posts and
then yet another line of redoubts behind this. Instead of a continuous, solid line, this system
relied on concentrated areas of resistance and positions placed in a system, so as to provide
mutual support with sweeps from machine guns and rifles.
As World War I was pushing the armies of Europe to quickly develop their trench warfare tactics,
the Germans had learned their own, that had mixed results against the British in the Spring
Offensive and Operation Michael.
For their infantry, Stormtroopers, or Stoßtruppen, were units composed of the best warriors in the
German Army, hand-picked from the divisions. Their role was to advance rapidly through holes or
weak points in the enemy line to attack deep positions like command posts, artillery, and supply
depots and destroy communications and supply lines to the front. The enemy’s forward positions
would then be isolated and attacked by the regular German formations.
But apart from the horrors of infantry warfare in the trenches and apocalyptic no-man’s land, the
Great War was also defined by the never-before-seen devastation caused by thousands of pieces
of giant war machinery firing millions of shells and the nightmare that is chemical warfare. The
German Army concentrated their heavy artillery bombardments on the British rear positions,
destroying communications and supplies, severing the fighters in the trenches from higher
command. British soldiers on the front lines choked on mustard and chlorine gas released by the
enemy. More German artillery blasted suspected positions of British counter-batteries.
It was at 4:40 AM on March 21st, 1918 the German war machine opened fire on the BEF, beginning
Operation Michael along a 60 km front. With 6,600 guns and 3,500 mortars, they dropped 3,500,000
shells on the British Fifth and Third Armies and part of the First. It was the biggest barrage of the
war.
The infantry assault began at 9:40 AM and advanced behind a creeping barrage of artillery fire.
The forward push was moving at different places along the line. Due to the thick morning fog and
smoke from the artillery fire, many German Stormtroopers were able to slip right past the
intermittent BEF forward positions and into deeper areas where the Fifth Army had not finished
preparing defences. In many places, the British line held for hours.
But by midday, the Germans were breaking through southwest of St. Quentin. The Fifth Army’s
General Hubert Gough had learned that many of his corps were being flanked and that a large
portion of his men in the forward most positions had been taken prisoner by the Germans who
had snuck up in the smoke and fog.
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Much of the line held by the Fifth and Third Armies was breaking, sometimes totally thrown back
and other times, a slow, coordinated withdrawal that caused many German casualties. Many
British units fought hard and were able to cover each other’s retreats effectively from their
strategically placed positions. But by the end of the first day, the BEF had been pushed out of
their defences, sometimes several miles back.
The Germans paid a high price for their gains that day with 40,000 casualties. The BEF suffered
similar losses, but also, the loss of the Fifth Army’s only completed forward trenches and
fortifications.
For the next two weeks, the German advance progressed in a similar fashion, gradually pushing
the British back on both the North and South sides of the River Somme and claiming about 3,100
square kilometres of ground. But troop losses were high and by April 5th, they still hadn’t reached
their goals. Amiens and Arras were still in the hands of the Entente. Supplying troops over the
war-torn terrain was a slow, aggravating process. Wells they, themselves poisoned during
previous retreats in the War couldn’t be used.
Stormtrooper casualties were particularly high, wiping out the elite forces of the German Army.
British arms production was running at a remarkable pace, negating German gains in artillery and
other equipment captured and then some.
By the end of Operation Michael, the Germans had suffered 239,800 casualties, the British,
177,739, and the French, 77,000. The Americans, who had just started to arrive, lost 77 men.
And yes, the Americans were indeed arriving. The German Army had once again begun to lose
more men then it could afford to, and now the Allies were amassing over one million more fresh
troops for a massive counter-attack. Germany would have one more massive push that would
gain major ground and a few more, less successful drives, but the war was already turning
against them. The British and French had held it together beneath the guns and gas of Operation
Michael and this meant that the Germans would eventually lose the war. © Copyright 2018 - War
History Online/Posted on centenarynews.com on 21 March 2018
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British WW1 war correspondents: courtesy of Alamy.com

Over Optimistic War Correspondents
By Tim Luckhurst University of Kent & Section Editors: David Welch; Dominik
Geppert
AT ITS OUTBREAK, newspapers in the Allied and
neutral democracies hoped to present vivid
descriptions of the First World War. They were soon
frustrated. Censorship obstructed the adventurous
style of war reporting to which readers had grown
accustomed. Belligerent governments wanted
journalists to encourage enlistment and maintain home
front morale.
Many newspapers in Britain, France and America were
content to behave as patriotic propagandists. All were
constrained by rules and circumstances.
War correspondents downplayed misery and extolled
victory. Soldiers found their behaviour hard to forgive.
War reporting promoted the belief that newspapers
could not be trusted to tell the truth.
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It is widely held that war correspondents produced an over-optimistic depiction of trench warfare
between 1914 and 1918 and that their work distorted civilian understanding of the conflict (among
the proponents of this position are Christian Delporte, Martin Farrar, Niall Ferguson, Philip
Knightley and Colin Lovelace). An alternative view, namely that correspondents depicted grim
realities as accurately as possible within the formal and informal constraints under which they
operated, has recently earned attention. Stephen Badsey argues that British war correspondents
wrote “pen-portraits of the horrors of the trenches [that] were on occasion so vivid that [Field
Marshall] Haig was moved to complain”
British, French and American newspaper readers in 1914 expected war reporting to be exciting
and revelatory. In the second half of the 19th century, technologies, including the electronic
telegraph and photography, had transformed the coverage of news. Readers had experienced the
consequences in coverage of the Crimean War (1853-1856), American Civil War (1861-1865) and
Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871). In these conflicts, professional correspondents travelling
independently had eclipsed serving soldiers as sources of reporting from the front.
Moreover, by the end of the 19th century, the work of pioneers such as William Howard Russell
(1821-1907) of The Times and Archibald Forbes (1838-1900) of London’s Daily News had
generated a tradition of bold, adventurous journalism capable of attracting readers and,
occasionally, speaking truth to power.
The Japanese decision to ban American correspondents from the front during the RussoJapanese War of 1904-1905 had done little to reduce expectations. The war correspondent was a
glamorous figure until the First World War saw this model of heroic, independent reporting
severely curtailed. Between 1914 and 1918, war correspondents ceased to be autonomous
observers of conflict and learned to work within a set of
laws and conventions that encouraged them to write prowar propaganda.
The British journalist Sydney Moseley (1888-1961) described
it as a time when war correspondents’ “wings were so
clipped by the authorities and the censors that they seldom
fluttered to the front line. And their most magnificent flights
were flights of rhetoric or pure fancy”. Philip Gibbs (18771962) of the Daily Chronicle wrote after the war:
We identified ourselves absolutely with the Armies in the
field. We wiped out of our minds all thought of personal
scoops and all temptation to write one word which would
make the task of officers and men more difficult or
dangerous. There was no need of censorship of our
despatches. We were our own censors. American reporter
Frederick Palmer (1873-1958) observed: “There was not the
freedom of the old days, but there can never be again, for
the correspondent.”
This article outlines how war correspondents who were able
to visit the front worked between 1914 and 1918. It explores
their relationships with soldiers and their involvement with
state propaganda. It identifies the themes and topics they did report, those which they were
prevented from covering, and those which they chose not to touch.
It argues that few correspondents were willing to report anything which might damage their
country’s war effort and even correspondents from neutral countries lied by omission.
Collectively, their work contributed to the creation, on the British, French and American home
fronts, of a mythologised version of the war.
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And, although the First World War is often described as the first total war, it was reported from an
almost exclusively male perspective. The Americans Harriet Chalmers Adams (1875-1937),[5] who
reported from the trenches for Harper’s Magazine, and Mary Roberts Rinehart (1876-1958),[6] who
spent three months in 1915 in Belgium for the Saturday Evening Post, were immensely rare
exceptions.
All correspondents were constrained by rules and circumstances. Some also felt powerful
personal commitment to concepts of duty and obligation. This essay argues that these
constraints combined to prevent correspondents fulfilling the duties ascribed to them by liberal
press theory. It defines these duties as those enshrined in the liberal ideal of a free press that, in
1914, was advanced as a justification for the freedom to publish in all the countries under scrutiny
here. In contemporary theory, these ideals are described in Michael Schudson’s “Things News
Can Do for Democracy”.
The article also tests correspondents’ broader obligation to record a reliable first draft of history.
It argues that the war correspondents of 1914-1918 failed to “provide fair and full information so
citizens [could] make sound political choices”. They did not investigate the way in which
governments and military high commands used power. They provided little analysis through
which citizens at home could properly comprehend the war. They did too little to promote
empathy with those who fought at the front. They did not record an accurate first draft.

August 1914
When war began in August 1914, governments and military
commanders moved quickly to exclude reporters from the
frontline. Field Marshall Lord Horatio Herbert Kitchener (18501916), appointed Britain’s secretary of war on 5 August,
immediately banned all correspondents from the area surrounding
the British Expeditionary Force. Three days later, newspaper
editors received letters informing them of the creation of a press
bureau that would supply them with official reports and censor
correspondents’ dispatches.
Through a voluntary agreement negotiated in 1912, British
newspapers had already accepted voluntary self-censorship on
security matters. The Defence of the Realm Act (DORA), passed
on 8 August 1914, greatly increased the state’s powers of
restriction and control.
Winston Churchill (1874-1965), Liberal First Lord of the Admiralty,
expressed succinctly the British government’s hostility to the idea that correspondents should
report from the frontline. “The best place for correspondence about this war will be London”, he
advised anxious newspaper editors, adding that it should be “fought in a fog”.
From the very outset, France made equally stringent efforts to obstruct frontline reporting. French
commanders believed journalists had contributed to France’s defeat in the Franco-Prussian War.
They were determined not to let it happen again. The French war ministry established a bureau to
censor military information on 3 August. Siege laws enacted in 1849 and 1878 were adapted to
obstruct any reporting deemed detrimental to public order.
From the first minutes of the war, Germany imposed rigid and efficient military censorship and
allowed no newspaper correspondents to visit the front. The press law of 1874 gave the
government power to suspend press freedom during war and the government did not hesitate to
use it.
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The semi-official Wolff Telegraph Bureau was German newspapers’ sole source of war news and it
cleared every word with the government. News intended for civilian consumption was
augmented by military spokesmen at press conferences conducted by staff officers. Serving
soldiers working as officer
correspondents supplied
meticulously censored material from
the frontlines. But despite these
initiatives, censorship was not
immediately effective. In the first
weeks of fighting, a few intrepid
correspondents were able to move
freely and, by living as outlaws, to
report without constraint.
They produced some of the most
memorable reportage of the First
World War. Among these examples of
journalism from 1914 are three
reports, which depicted the real
consequences of modern warfare:
the first British; the second French; and the third by a then neutral American correspondent. At
considerable personal risk, Arthur Moore (1880-1962) of The Times found and spoke to soldiers
involved in the British Expeditionary Force’s retreat from Mons. His report, published on 30
August 1914, revealed shocking news: “Since Monday morning last the German advance has
been one of almost incredible rapidity...The pursuit was immediate, relentless; unresting…
regiments were grievously injured...Our losses are very great.”
Three weeks later, Albert Lenders (1884-1932) of the Parisian title Le Matin, a similarly intrepid
correspondent, cycled into the northern French city of Reims under intense bombardment by
German artillery. Londres and a photographer, Moreau, witnessed the flight of the city’s women
and children. They saw the destruction of its ancient cathedral. Londres wrote: A shell had just
fallen on the cathedral square...A second shell fell 30 seconds later...It was just the beginning. The
guns were being adjusted. This time they had her. We lost count of the blows. They rained down
relentlessly.
Irvin S. Cobb (1876-1944) of the Saturday Evening Post, a mass circulation weekly news magazine
published in Indianapolis, got his first scoop of the war in occupied Belgium. Setting out from
Brussels in search of fighting, Cobb found German officers sufficiently proud of their
achievements to overlook their government’s edict that no correspondents should accompany
German forces. Cobb’s hosts showed him the consequences of their assault on the Belgian
fortress at Liege. His dispatch described the devastation inflicted by the assailants’ heavy
artillery.
Had I not already gathered some notion of the powers of destruction of those one-ton, four-foot
long shells, I should have said that the spot where we halted had been battered and crashed at for
hours. Now, though, I was prepared to believe the German Captain when he said that probably not
more than five or six of the devil devices had struck this target.
German newspaper readers did not read such material. However, for readers in America, Britain
and France there were, in these early chaotic months of mobile warfare, several additional
examples of resourceful eyewitness reporting that conveyed a sincere and accurate impression of
the fighting and its consequences. Separated from their officers, retreating soldiers recounted
their experiences and correspondents reported them faithfully. Civilian refugees shared their
horrors, hopes and fears.
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Wandering on the fringes of the action and smuggling their stories back to Britain via couriers
based in the port of Calais, British journalists including Phillip Gibbs of the Daily Chronicle, below
left, William Beach Thomas (1868-1957) of the Daily Mail and Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett (1881-1931) of
the Daily Telegraph were able to find compelling and detailed human-interest stories. This they
did at grave personal risk. The enemy was advancing and the frontlines were not yet stable.
Correspondents caught in civilian clothes risked
being shot as spies. Several were arrested on
charges of espionage. Moreover, despite the risks
taken to obtain them, their stories were subject to
censorship at home This, though, did not yet
prevent accuracy. In late October, Philip Gibbs
crossed back into Belgium from France and filed a
series of compelling eyewitness reports about the
fighting between Nieuport and Dixmude in West
Flanders. These appeared under headlines such as
“Under Fierce Gun Fire in Blazing Town” and “Vivid
Story of the Battle of the Yser”. Ferguson notes
that: “Even in late November 1914 The Times saw
no reason to varnish the truth about what was
happening at the front.”
Now mobile warfare had given way to stagnation,
and the elite British title’s correspondent reported:
Trenches and always trenches, and within range of
the concealed guns the supreme law… Day after day
the butchery of the unknown by the unseen...War
has become stupid… The strain on the infantry is
tremendous, and it is endless...At the cost of
thousands of lives a few hundred yards may be
gained, but rarely indeed does the most brilliant attack produce anything...Fresh troops brought
up under the cover of a tremendous artillery fire which opens by surprise may affect a
breach...But only with heavy loss can such an attack be carried through. It was the type of
candour the British and French governments believed they must suppress. Unrestricted, it might
threaten the supply of young lives required to sustain warfare in the age of mechanized slaughter.

Stopping the Supply
Knightley notes that: “By early 1915 the net to prevent war
correspondents getting anywhere near the war was drawing
tighter.” Angered by reporting of the retreat from Mons and
the fighting on the river Marne, Lord Kitchener had already
attempted to make war correspondents redundant by
appointing a soldier to supply the newspapers.
Ernest Dunlop Swinton (1868-1951,) pictured right, was a full
colonel in the Royal Engineers. Working in France under the
title “Eyewitness”, he produced dull, officially authorized
copy packed with military terminology and devoid of the
names of places, soldiers and regiments. Swinton would later
confirm that he wrote not as a journalist seeking to inform the
public, but as a soldier determined to maintain home front
support for the British army: The principle which guided me
in my work was above all to avoid helping the enemy. This
appeared to me even more important than the purveyance of news to our own people...For home
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consumption...I essayed to tell as much of the truth as was compatible with safety, to guard
against depression and pessimism, and to check unjustified optimism which might lead to a
relaxation of effort.
Kitchener reinforced Swinton’s deployment by circulating to the British Expeditionary Force a list
of the names of British correspondents still in France whose immediate arrest he sought. Philip
Gibbs was arrested at Le Havre and warned that he would be shot if he returned to France. Now
France adopted still more repressive tactics towards its war correspondents. The French army
was determined that the only supply of news from the front should come from its own Service
d’Information. Tom Quinn notes that: “Journalists were not allowed to visit the front and civilian
newspapers could not be distributed along it.”
The American neutrals fared a little better. Several, including Irvin Cobb and Richard Harding
Davis (1864-1916), doyen of the
American war correspondents, chose to
go home rather than submit to the
indignities of censorship. Others stayed
to take full advantage of their country’s
neutral status. Among these, William G.
Shepherd of the United Press was
particularly successful. He broke
exclusive stories including the first
German use of poison gas on the
Western Front at Ypres in April 1915
and the first Zeppelin raid on London in
September 1915. Knightley notes that
Shepherd learned fast how best to
squeeze his words past the censors. On
the occasion of the gas attack, he did
not need to squeeze: the British were delighted by the propaganda impact of his description of
gas victims.
Exploitation for propaganda purposes of American war correspondents was a tactic employed on
both sides of the Western Front. Their draconian press laws did not prevent the German military
offering help and support to journalists whom they believed might help influence American
domestic opinion in their favour. Britain and Germany had been major trading partners before
1914. Each felt the loss of such a convenient export market and sought to replace lost business
with new, transatlantic trade.

Orchestrated Coverage
Early in 1915, the British and French governments confronted a dilemma. They had stopped free
movement of correspondents on the Western Front and imposed effective censorship. However,
in so doing they had angered Americans by restricting access to coverage of the fighting. In the
first months of the war, American readers had grown accustomed to detailed, colourful and
balanced reporting.
Objectivity was already an established principle of American news reporting. Journalists and their
employers cherished it as a way to distinguish their work from that of America’s burgeoning
public relations industry. In 1914, American correspondents had applied their principle to
challenge reports of German atrocities in Belgium.
Now the shortage of reporting about the British and French armies risked giving German
propaganda undue prominence by default. In January 1915, the former American president,
Theodore Roosevelt (1858-1919), wrote to Sir Edward Grey (1862-1933), Britain’s foreign secretary,
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to warn him that the consequence of ejecting correspondents was that the only authentic war
news reaching American readers was coming from the German side.
The French were first to devise a solution intended to satisfy domestic and overseas demand. In
February 1915, they introduced a system of accredited correspondents. In Britain, political
pressure to end unnecessary secrecy soon mounted and was reinforced by vocal complaints from
British newspapers. In May 1915, the British government decided to imitate the French model: a
small group of accredited correspondents representing the British press would be allowed to
report from the Western Front. Like their French counterparts, these journalists would work under
close and constant supervision by the military.
It was the birth of a process by which
blunt censorship would be replaced by
a subtler system in which newspaper
power was manipulated to serve
government interests. Farrar notes that
“most of the articles written by the
accredited correspondents were
recycled a few days later and used in
newspapers all around the Empire and
the world”.
The correspondents who arrived at the
British army’s General Headquarters at
St Omer in June 1915 were: William
Beach Thomas for the Daily Mail and
Daily Mirror; Basil Clarke (1879-1947)
for the Amalgamated Press; Philip
Gibbs for the Daily Telegraph and Daily
Chronicle; Percival Phillips (1877-1937)
for the Daily Express; H. Perry
Robinson (1859-1930) for The Times and Daily News; and Herbert Russell (1869-1944) of the
Reuters news agency. All billeted together in a house in the village of Tatinghem adjacent to St
Omer, they were supplied with army servants, army vehicles and dedicated conducting officers.
Censors accompanied them at all times. Crucially, they received officer’s uniforms bearing green
armbands – normally the insignia of the intelligence services - and the honorary rank of captain.
Formally, they were allowed to go wherever they liked and to report whatever took their interest,
provided only that their work did not break the rules of censorship. In fact, they could go nowhere
unless accompanied by their conducting officers and censors. Every word they wrote was read by
these mobile censors who also checked to ensure that they were concealing no private messages
by means of invisible ink.
Once approved by the censors, their reports were taken to St Omer whence they were transmitted
to the War Office by the army’s own signals department. The War Office forwarded the dispatches
to the relevant newspapers and agencies. Following first publication in the UK, the Newspaper
Proprietors’ Association then made them available for use by newspapers throughout the British
Empire and beyond. The army had bowed reluctantly to political pressure to admit reporters. It
had no intention of allowing them to write accurate first drafts of history, still less to hold power to
account.
America entered the war in April 1917, mere months after President Woodrow Wilson (1856-1924)
had won re-election in a tight contest against his Republican opponent, Charles E. Hughes (18621948).
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While making plain his preparedness to lead America into war if he considered it necessary,
Wilson’s campaign had appealed to voters who wanted to maintain American neutrality by
reminding them that: “He kept us out of war.” And, although sympathy with the Allies was now
common, economic support for their cause was more popular than the commitment of American
lives. This ambivalence was confirmed by poor responses to the government’s initial appeal to
young men to volunteer for the armed forces. Wilson had a propaganda battle to fight. To win it he
established and funded generously a Committee on Public Information. Its objective was to
generate intense popular animosity towards Germany. These efforts to sway American opinion
created intense anti-German sentiment.
Nevertheless, as Ferguson explains, the Wilson administration remained concerned about the
extent of patriotism in an American population of 100 million citizens, which included eight million
first or second-generation Germans and 14.5 million Americans who had been born abroad. It
updated America’s sedition law to curtail criticism of the war. So strict was the new legislation
that more than 2,500 Americans were prosecuted for
sedition and nearly 100 served prison sentences of up to
20 years. It was against this repressive backdrop that
American war correspondents were sent to France.
Philip Knightley explains that the conditions under which
they worked were still more restrictive than those
imposed on the British correspondents. These included
a personal appearance before the secretary of war at
which the journalist was required to swear an oath of
loyalty and obedience. His newspaper was required to
pay a $10,000 bond on the understanding that this would
be forfeited if the correspondent broke the rules. Finally,
lest a journalist should attempt to conceal his identity
beneath a cloak of anonymity, American war
correspondents were required to wear a green armband
sporting a large, red “C”.

Everybody Doing Gallant Deeds
Among the most alarming innovations in battlefield
technology deployed during the First World War was the
use of lethal gases including phosgene and chlorine.
Though these poisons caused a small minority of
casualties, soldiers found them terrifying. An example of
the way in which gas attacks were reported serves to illustrate one of the important ways in which
correspondents presented the fighting.
The Times of 26 April 1915 carried an eyewitness report describing the desperate efforts by
British infantry to seize a tiny objective called “Hill 60”, “only about 250 yards in length by 200 in
depth”, during the Second Battle of Ypres. This was the first occasion on which German forces
fired chlorine gas. The Times correspondent wrote:
Onto that small area the enemy for hours on end hurled tons of metal and high explosive, and at
times the hill top was wreathed in poisonous fumes. And yet our gallant infantry did not give way.
They stood firm under a fire which swept away whole sections at a time, filled the trenches with
dead bodies, and so cumbered the approaches to the front line that reinforcements could not
reach it without having to climb over the prostrate forms of their fallen comrades.
Acknowledging that losses had been heavy, the correspondent concluded:
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“Nevertheless, they have not depressed the men, who are all, including the wounded, extremely
cheerful, for they know that the fight for Hill 60, below, has cost the Germans far more than it has
us.”
The formal demands of military censorship are instantly apparent. The correspondent did not
identify regiments or soldiers. He gave no estimate of casualty figures. These rules obeyed, he
acknowledged deaths and wounds, but offered no description of the effects on human bodies of
the artillery shells, hand grenades and bullets with which Hill 60 was bombarded. He did not detail
the effects of the “fumes” and
“asphyxiating gases”. Instead,
he identified excellent morale
among those soldiers who had
survived the battle and
attributed to them uniform
certainty that, provided only
that the enemy had paid a
higher price than “our” side, all
had been gloriously worthwhile.
He did not quote a single
soldier. The words were his not
theirs.
He spoke on their behalf but
without their consent. His work
fulfilled the purposes to which
Ernest Swinton, the army’s own
propagandist, had committed
himself. It told only as much of the truth as was compatible with the maintenance of support for
war on the home front. It took great care to avoid provoking depression and pessimism. It was
sufficiently honest about the death toll to limit optimism and maintain effort.
If the preparations to which they had submitted before departure had not driven the point home,
correspondents accompanying the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF) soon learned the extent
to which military censorship was designed to make their work operate as a propaganda tool.
Some resented it intensely, not least because there was much to write about. Emmet Crozier
describes how journalists visiting the training camps in which American soldiers prepared for
their first forays to the front became aware of “a growing procession of funeral corteges”. They
also observed the atrocious conditions in which the men were forced to live: “There was no way
to keep warm, no way to dry their clothing, no extra clothing or dry underwear to change into. As
the weather turned cold and rainy, pneumonia deaths were rising.”
With their work censored to prevent readers learning about such evidence of inadequate supplies
and incompetent distribution, some of the more assertive American correspondents formed a
protest group, the American War Publicity League in France. Through it, they petitioned General
John J. Pershing (1860-1948) for better access to information and reduced censorship. The
American Expeditionary Forces’ commander rejected their demands. Crozier notes that
censorship was organized “in the narrow interest of the military clique rather than in the interest
of the American people.”
This approach would have significant consequences at the beginning of 1918 when soldiers of the
AEF entered the fray as an autonomous force. Now the correspondents accompanying them
understood what was expected of them. They were to depict glorious and heroic deeds and to
justify their government’s decision to intervene by revealing the devastating impact of American
martial valour. This constituted a major challenge.
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The only extended campaign American soldiers fought as an independent force during the First
World War was the Meuse-Argonne offensive launched in late September 1918. By this time, AEF
commanders had taken some steps to help correspondents. An information officer, Captain
Arthur E. Hartzell (1891-1940), was appointed to gather and distribute news to correspondents
behind the lines. Men with newspaper
experience were identified among
new consignments of troops arriving
in France and these soldiers were
given rudimentary training as press
officers. The army was not
abandoning control of information,
but it was preparing to make a little
more available to reporters.
As the AEF advanced towards its
jumping-off point in the final week of
September 1918, an expanded group
of nearly 50 correspondents
assembled in their makeshift field
headquarters, “a small store up a
cobbled side street” in the town of
Bar-le-Duc.
Here, the reporters were offered an
unprecedented treat: a briefing on the objectives American forces would attempt to take the next
day. Standing before a map, Major General Fox Connor (1874-1951) explained that the operation
was aimed at a crucial part of the German defensive line. If the AEF could seize it, their assault
would end the war!
The briefing was not the end of the AEF’s fresh approach to war correspondents. During the first
days of the attack, motorcycle couriers and army signallers brought a steady stream of reports to
Bar-le-Duc, providing a basic but useful service. One immediate consequence was that
correspondents found it easier to work from their headquarters than by travelling to the front –
where chaos and confusion appeared to reign. In Bar-le-Duc, they learned essential details about
the shape and progress of the advance. The material lacked elements required for compelling war
reportage such as vivid eyewitness testimony and engaging quotes from combatants, but it
allowed the correspondents to fill columns for their employers.
Then the advance stopped. Recent scholarship suggests that the AEF’s soldiers were poorly
trained and woefully ineffective. Hastily mobilized and poorly led, they suffered a
disproportionately heavy toll of dead and wounded.
Four days after Fox Connor’s briefing at Bar-le-Duc, the AEF’s advance had ground to a bloody
halt. The most telling example of tactical naivety emerged when a force of about 700 soldiers from
the 77th Division were cut off and surrounded in the Argonne Forest by a superior German force.
The incident instantly became known as “the story of the Lost Battalion”, its name invented by
correspondents and army press officers at Bar-Le-Duc. Reported as a glorious tale of heroism in
the face of daunting opposition, it won extensive coverage in newspapers across the United
States. Crozier recalls that the correspondents told how: “the men had fought and dug in,
sleepless, hungry, thirsty somehow keeping together, sharing their last rounds of ammunition.”
Copy filed by Edwin L. James (1890-1951), the New York Times correspondent who accompanied
the AEF during the Meuse-Argonne offensive, suggests that he considered it his duty to obscure
evidence of military incompetence. James did not explore why the Lost Battalion had fallen into a
trap. He noted only that: “The Germans had found an opening on their left and using a trench
filtered in fully a thousand men behind our battalion out there.”
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For days, the encircled infantrymen were battered by intense artillery and machine gun fire. Their
food and ammunition ran out. When the survivors were eventually liberated by a combined effort
of AEF and more experienced French soldiers, James described the survivors as an “exhausted
but still determined band” and their fight as “one of the classics of the war”. He wrote that:
“More than three-fourths of them were safe.” This was what officers at divisional headquarters
told him, but it was misleading. Recent scholarship indicates that more than half of those trapped
were killed.
Edwin James was not the first war correspondent to compile a flawed first draft because those
who authorized his presence told him lies, nor was he alone. The American correspondents
assembled to cover the Meuse-Argonne offensive couched their descriptions of the AEF’s
performance in the language of hagiography. That the doughboys were suffering appalling
casualties they did not deny, but their deaths were invariably heroic, their suffering always
worthwhile and the German casualties always worse. The military press team were delighted with
the results.
Far from holding them to account, the journalists had relayed their partial and self-glorifying
account of events. The press officers’ report to the War Department in Washington D.C. was
enthusiastic: “The Meuse-Argonne story was a very hard one to write and the correspondents
wrote it remarkably well...They did a
good American piece of work...they
justified all the confidence which had
heretofore been placed in them, and
their work was worthy of all praise.”
A modus operandi had been reached.
Thus, in describing the 42nd
“Rainbow” Division’s fight to take
Hill 288 at the northern end of the
Bois Romagne in October 1918,
Edwin James of the New York Times
noted that: Our losses were
considerable, something more than
half of the German losses – but we
got the hill and they lost it. The
General commanding the 42d tells
me that it was the toughest and
pluckiest bit of fighting that any part
of the division had done. In acknowledging that casualties had left fit for action only 800 of the
3,000 men who came to France in the division’s deployment, he concluded that morale remained
undimmed, “the new men borrow the spirit of the old ones and the regiments will fight at the drop
of the hat if any one suggests it.”
Edwin L. James was highly regarded. He ended his career as managing editor of the New York
Times and is credited with helping to build its reputation as a quality, liberal newspaper with an
international reputation for fine reporting. He would complain bitterly about secrecy and
censorship in the coverage of the Paris Peace Conference of 1919. But James, in common with
his fellow American correspondents and their British and French counterparts on the Western
Front, faced intense pressure to self-censor.

Censorship and Self-Censorship
A powerful reluctance to offend the soldiers they worked alongside, sensitivity to public opinion
on the home front and obedience to the editorial policies of their newspapers appear to have been
instinctive among correspondents accompanying armies on the Western Front. Self-censorship
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added to official pressure to depict the war as noble. Correspondents did not describe the
maimed, shell-shocked wreckage of humanity that staggered from each engagement. They spared
their readers accounts of the gruesome, rotting corpses and body parts that littered no-man’s
land and festered in shell holes. They depicted ordinary soldiers as fearless, idealistic martial
enthusiasts.
Philip Gibbs made no secret of the extent to which correspondents chose to offer a selective
account of the fighting. As previously noted, he freely admitted that they were their own censors.
Ernest Hemingway (1899-1961), the American novelist and journalist who served briefly in the war
as an ambulance driver, observed that it was “...the most colossal, murderous, mismanaged
butchery that has ever taken place on earth. Any writer who said otherwise lied. So, the writers
either wrote propaganda, shut up or fought.”
These accounts suggest that war correspondents were not impotent prisoners of their military
hosts and newspaper employers. Rather they had agency and could, had they wished to do so,
have included detail, which they chose to omit. Philip Gibbs’ account, and the relative ease with
which copy filed by war correspondents passed military censorship, imply that few tried to file
copy that might shock their readers sufficiently to make them question the point of sending young
men to fight. Plainly, they could not write accurate first drafts of history or fulfil Schudson’s
purposes without including such material, but would their work have been passed or published
had they done so? There are good reasons to doubt it.
On 19 September 1916, less than two months before he became Britain’s prime minister, David
Lloyd George (1863-1945) told Sir George Riddell (1865-1934), managing editor of the News of the
World and the man responsible for liaison between government and press: “The public know only
half the story. They read of the victories; the cost is concealed.”[55] On 27 December 1917, now
as prime minister, he discussed the performance of war correspondents with Charles Prestwich
Scott (1846-1932), editor and proprietor of the Manchester Guardian.
The prime minister told Scott: I listened last night at a dinner given to Philip Gibbs on his return
from the front, to the most impressive and moving description from him of what war in the west
really means, that I have ever heard. Even an audience of hardened politicians and journalists was
strongly affected. If people really knew, the war would be stopped tomorrow. But of course, they
can’t know. The correspondents don’t write and the censorship would not pass the truth. What
they do send is not the war, but just a pretty picture of the war with everybody doing gallant
deeds.
There were exceptions. Some correspondents on the Western Front and elsewhere
circumnavigated military censorship and
the editorial policies of their newspapers
by sending detailed accounts of the
horrors of war to politicians and other
prominent public figures in London,
Paris and Washington. Some of these
missives, sent as private letters, evaded
mail censorship and reached their
intended recipients. Notable examples
include the accounts of the bloody
fighting on the Gallipoli peninsula
recounted to “influential political and
media figures” and sent to the British
prime minister, Herbert Henry Asquith
(1852-1928), by Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett,
now correspondent for the Newspaper
Proprietors’ Association.
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Ashmead-Bartlett’s candid accounts of atrocious military leadership and its terrible, mutilating
consequences are credited with bringing about the dismissal of the British commander-in-chief at
Gallipoli, Sir Ian Hamilton (1853-1947), an event that led to the evacuation of British forces and
abandonment of the Dardanelles campaign.
In playing this role, mildly dissident correspondents behaved as useful channels between pillars
of the political and social establishments. They ran few risks of stimulating political opposition to
the war. They did not want to. Such criticism as they were prepared to express was intended to
enhance the Allied war effort, not to challenge its legitimacy.

Journalists and Propaganda
Every democracy acknowledges that national security demands secrecy about the operational
aspects of military activity. The British and French governments recognized early in the First
World War - and the Americans as soon as they entered the fray in April 1917 – that such limited
control would not meet their needs. They concluded that, to sustain modern warfare, newspapers
would have to be recruited to the patriotic cause. Correspondents were granted access to the
battlefield on terms that accorded much higher value to the operational requirements of the
military than to free speech. The terms on which they operated were choreographed to tell the
military’s preferred narrative from the battlefield to the grave.
Correspondents got close enough to the action to write stories of heroism that dazzled and
fascinated the taxpayers back home. They rarely risked blighting their readers’ appreciation with
troubling narratives about grotesque wounds, squalid death or perpetual terror. Hosted by armies
that fed, housed and conveyed them, they formed close bonds of trust with their military
conducting officers.
Such proximity spawned a version of Stockholm Syndrome. Many correspondents became willing
allies of military/political authority. It exploited them to create a narrative amenable to its interests.
These were essentially as Lasswell defined them: to mobilize hatred against the enemy; to
preserve the friendship of allies; to procure the co-operation of neutrals and to demoralize the
enemy. Through the pages of their willing newspapers and compliant editors, correspondents
served these purposes and their respective national propaganda campaigns.
However, journalism’s failure to report accurately the “faceless corpses, the scattered limbs, the
heaped-up bodies and the stench of death”, angered soldiers. Veterans returning from the front
expressed fury about the inaccurate portrayal of battles in which they had fought. Ferguson notes
that British and French soldiers preferred to produce and read their own trench newspapers.
Trench publications such as the Wipers Times, a satirical magazine published by British soldiers
fighting in the Ypres Salient, lampooned savagely the reporting published in British national
newspapers.
French newspaper reporting was so tightly controlled that it helped to construct what Ferenczi
terms the “patriotic lie”. French soldiers responded by publishing satirical titles such as Le Rire
aux Eclats, Le Poilu and Le Crapouillot. German soldiers also produced trench newspapers, but
while these were widely read, they were heavily censored and explicitly forbidden to publish
anything that took “a religious, moral or political direction”.
Official censorship played a vital role in generating the propaganda-laced accounts that emerged
from correspondents on the Western Front. The American, British and French militaries controlled
news at source, restricting correspondents’ access to any material that might undermine home
morale, help the enemy or offend allies. Other factors were also in play. These included: selfcensorship by journalists and their editors; exploitation of newspapers by governments
determined to maximise pro-war propaganda; and remoteness of journalists from the battles they
purported to describe.
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Beyond these political and economic factors, their work suggests that many correspondents were
overwhelmed by the scale and nature of the slaughter. Farish notes that they responded by
“reverting to earlier narratives of heroic war” which provided inadequate and inappropriate
“representational frames”. He further notes that Charles Edward Montague (1867-1928), a
disillusioned former censor, concluded that the correspondents had “existed in the staff world –
not the combatant world”.
Many survivors of the Western Front, returning
to their homes with painful memories of
comrades killed or maimed - and the terror and
suffering they had shared - regarded the war
correspondents with contempt. In addition to
the spontaneous literature of correction
contained in their trench publications, soldiers
and those who sympathized with them
responded in wartime and afterwards with
poetry and fiction that depicted journalists
unfavourably. Lonsdale describes Siegfried
Sassoon’s (1886-1967) 1917 poem “Fight to a
Finish”, in which the author, a recipient of
Britain’s Military Cross for his heroic service
on the Western Front, “fantasises about
soldiers returning from the War running
through the grunting and squealing ‘Yellow
Pressmen’ with their bayonets”. French
soldiers had no more sympathy for the
journalists who had misrepresented their
suffering and loss.

Conclusion
Correspondents at the front wrote little of the
copy published in the newspapers of
combatant nations between 1914 and 1918.
The bulk of it was compiled by reporters,
leader writers and columnists working at home
and informed by official communiqués. The
correspondents failed to serve the ethical
purposes of liberal journalism to which they and their editors professed allegiance. Their
profession lost the aura of glamour with which it had been associated. Moreover, though their
contribution to misinforming the public was relatively small, their conduct promoted a belief
among surviving members of the front generation that newspapers had failed to do their duty and
were vulnerable to manipulation.
It also promoted an understanding among military leaders and politicians that war
correspondents could be exploited in ways that rendered them valuable as agents of state
propaganda. General Francisco Franco (1892-1975), Adolf Hitler (1889-1945) and Benito Mussolini
(1883-1945) would exploit this lesson ruthlessly during the wars that followed, and to deplorable
effect.
The dictators’ enemies learned, too. Combat correspondents would not operate again with the
freedom they had enjoyed before 1914. Newspaper readers would not expect them to speak truth
to power and would be additionally delighted and impressed when the best among them managed
to do so despite the barriers placed in their path.
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Reporting the First World War: stumbling
through the fog of war
By: the late Michael Nicholson, the former chief foreign correspondent with ITN.
His book, 'A State of War Exists: Reporters in the Line of Fire’ (Biteback, £20), is
available from Telegraph Books.
WAR CORRESPONDENTS fight on many fronts.
Censorship is the most persistent and pernicious.
From William Russell reporting the war in the Crimea
to the wars of today, the correspondent struggles to
tell it how it is. The censor comes in many guises but
usually in uniform, and his veto is final. A state of
war exists between the reporter and the
establishment – and the reporter invariably loses. It
was never more thoroughly and tragically so than in
the First World War.
The conspiracy to hide the scale of casualties condemns the principal conspirators, prime
minister David Lloyd George and Lord Kitchener, minister for war and munitions. Kitchener had
been vehemently hostile to journalists ever since the Sudan. He had seen no reason for them to
be there and was outraged by the slightest criticism in reports of his war against the Dervishes,
the Mahdi’s army. “Get out of my way, you drunken swabs!” he shouted at them on his arrival in
Khartoum.
Within months of the declaration of war, he introduced blanket press censorship, the most severe
by any British commander yet. In the first year of the war, all press accreditation was refused. The
public, anxious to understand the reason for British involvement in a Continental conflict, had to
be satisfied with clumsy propaganda from the government’s newly formed Press Bureau that
censored even military communiqués before
passing them on for publication. Its mantra was
simple: “Do nothing. Say nothing. Keep off the
front pages.”
David Lloyd George, who was soon to become
prime minister, told C P Scott, editor of the
Manchester Guardian, that if people knew what
was going on in the trenches, the war would be
stopped immediately. At the time, the
government even denied trenches existed.
Kitchener was adamant. There would be no
press anywhere near the action. Instead, he appointed the loyal and subservient Colonel Ernest
Swinton as the official war correspondent, later joined by a conscripted journalist, Henry
Tomlinson. Only untrained, army cameramen were allowed anywhere near the Front. Their filming
was amateur, under-exposed, grainy – and more often than not faked.
British journalists, as well as those from other countries based in London, were obliged to write
stories of a war that was just across the English Channel, relying entirely on the barely believable
and infantile releases from the Press Bureau. It prompted Winston Churchill, then at the
Admiralty, to complain about “the fog of war”, a phrase that has echoed down the corridors of
every news organisation ever since.
It could not continue. The truth of what was happening on the Western Front was filtering back by
other means, much of it from returning wounded troops. The British public, saturated by the daily
barrage of government propaganda, became more suspicious, more inquisitive and newspaper
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editorials more vociferous. In 1915, Theodore Roosevelt, the US president, wrote to the foreign
secretary, Sir Edward Grey, warning him that barring journalists from the Front “was harming
Britain’s cause in the United States”.
Prime minister Asquith and Kitchener bent to the president’s will. In March, four journalists were
invited, under strict supervision, to visit the British Field Headquarters during the battle of Neuve
Chapelle, among them the war artist and correspondent Frederic Villiers of The Graphic and
Illustrated London News. Others, including Henry Nevinson of The Daily Chronicle, joined the fleet
on its way to the Dardanelles. It was Nevinson who, reporting later from the Western Front, coined
the phrase “lions led by donkeys” in his criticism of the High Command.
Two months later, permanent accreditation was given to five more reporters but on a severely
censored “pooled” basis, the five sharing their information for general distribution to all news
outlets in the United Kingdom and abroad. In another more sinister development kept secret at
the time, a register was kept by the War Office of reporters “whose patriotism was in no doubt,
were on the military’s side, could be trusted to comply with regulations and not betray military
information to the enemy either by accident or design”.
The military were less than subtle in their wooing of the few correspondents permitted to witness
the fighting. They were given officer rank, special quarters, often a grand requisitioned house, ate
officer’s rations and provided with transport and army driver. But journalists paid for the privilege
as censorship was ratcheted up. They were accompanied at all times by a “minder”, mostly junior
officers who despised the press and made it their business to obstruct them.
Dispatches were examined by a senior staff officer who had the authority of immediate veto
before they were relayed to the War Office. There a press officer, usually a minor bureaucrat and
suffering no crisis of conscience, moulded the stories to suit the official version. They were then
sent by couriers to the newspapers but with no indication that what they were about to print bore
any resemblance to the stories their reporters had written.
Phillip Gibbs was sent by The Daily Telegraph to France soon after the outbreak of the war and he
quickly became hyper-critical of the British command and its determination to suppress the truth.
He managed to smuggle some reports back to his newspaper describing conditions in the
trenches that appalled readers. But when Gibbs revealed the
bitterness and hostility between officers and other ranks,
sometimes bordering on mutiny, Kitchener decided enough
was enough. Gibbs was arrested on charges of “aiding and
abetting the enemy” and warned he would be put up against a
wall and shot.
Instead, he was given a military escort back to Britain and told
he would not be allowed to return. He was not out of favour for
long, such was the influence of the newspaper. A month later
he was given full military accreditation and returned to the
Front, where he stayed for the rest of the war. His output was
prodigious but even he paid the price, submitting, as most did,
to ever sterner censorship.
This note to his editor was never published: “Journalism has
been throttled. We are so desperate for information that we will
report any scrap of any description, any glimmer of truth, any
wild statement, rumour, fairy tale or deliberate lie, if it fills the
vacuum.” He had his revenge when the war was over,
publishing his memoirs, The Realities of War, in which he gave
a very caustic and unflattering portrait of Field Marshal
Douglas Haig.
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There were other honourable exceptions, those who preferred to write nothing rather than
government untruths. Some found ingenious ways to avoid military control. Henry Hamilton Fyfe
of the Daily Mail, pictured above right, having angered the generals with a smuggled dispatch,
was threatened with arrest and deportation. He joined the French Red Cross as a stretcher-bearer
and continued reporting.
Another was Charles à Court Repington, pictured below. He was a former Lt. Colonel in the Rifle
Brigade and had served in Afghanistan, Burma, in the Sudan under Kitchener and as a staff officer
in the Boer War. After an affair with a fellow officer’s wife became public, he was forced to resign
his commission but was promptly offered the post of military
correspondent for Lord Northcliffe’s Times. Repington had
privileged access to senior officers and diplomats that
enabled him to bypass the restrictions that so frustrated his
colleagues.
His high-ranking contacts fed him valuable titbits of
information, assuming that as an officer and a gentleman they
could depend on his discretion and confidentiality. This cosy
relationship abruptly ended with his scoop, remembered as
the “Shells Crisis” story. In May 1915, in conversation with
the BEF Commander-in-Chief General Sir John French,
Repington was told that a shortage of shells had contributed
to the failure of the attack on Neuve Chapelle and Auber’s
Ridge two months earlier, resulting in appalling casualties.
Repington wrote: “The want of an unlimited supply of highexplosive shells was a fatal bar to our success.”
The story caused a furore that forced Asquith to dissolve his
Liberal government and form a coalition. French was replaced
by Haig, and newspapers demanded Kitchener’s resignation.
He kept his seat in cabinet but was replaced as minister
responsible for munitions by Lloyd George. Kitchener exacted
his revenge on Repington by ensuring he was promptly barred from the Western Front, an order
not reversed for another year and then only under pressure from the new government.
Repington became a campaigner for a national army, later known as the Territorials. Towards the
end of the war, he resigned from The Times after a disagreement with Northcliffe over his style of
reporting and promptly joined the Morning Post. He was later arrested and charged, under the
Defence of the Realm Act, with disclosing classified military information in an article. After he was
found guilty and fined, he wryly commented that the military had a long memory and a revengeful,
unforgiving nature.
Despite all the frustration and humiliation, they had to endure, there was little resistance from
national newspapers. In turn, reporters seemed resigned to a form of journalism that demanded
they exchanged their professional integrity for the limited access the military provided. Many
defended themselves, arguing that being near the battle front, whatever the restrictions, was
better than sitting in London rewriting War Office handouts.
Men in the trenches were nauseated by reports that portrayed the war like a football match. Even
the Battle of the Somme was initially reported as a victory, with some newspapers omitting to
mention that, on the first day, 20,000 British troops were killed.
After the war, some correspondents wrote of how deeply ashamed they were at what they had
written, a shame compounded when the government offered them knighthoods, which many
accepted. There were honourable exceptions, those who saw it as a bribe to keep their silence.
Had they the courage to break that silence when it mattered most, how different it might have
been.
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Worry, isolation
and loneliness
often traumatise
Army wives,
says new
exhibition
By: Major Gerry Bartlett
A FORMER MEDIA OPS GROUP
officer has painstakingly created
a moving exhibition entitled “Not
just a wife,” which high-lights the
frequent worry and emotional
torture endured by many British
soldiers' spouses.
By frank talking to a panoply of
British Army wives – and two
Army husbands – but identified
by Christian names only, photojournalist Wendy Faux, left,
reveals the heart-ache, isolation,
and loneliness endured by many
wives, particularly when their
partners are away on active
service.
Wendy, mother of four and an Army wife herself, married to Lt. Col. James Faux, has taken her
exhibition to many parts of the country to considerable acclaim. The Royal United Services
Institute backed it with funds for 18 photographs but Wendy has paid for the remainder - and is
now looking for funding to extend the exhibition.
“I want people to understand how hard and lonely life can be for the wives of serving soldiers
when they are away for whatever military reason - and my in-depth interviews with nearly 50 wives
of our soldiers, leave no doubt about the unhappiness and sheer mental torture a high proportion
of Army wives have to face,” said Wendy.
“I felt a need to give a voice to the Army families community. You see, when the guys return from
military ops, it is all about what they have been doing and suffering – and very little time is given
over to what the families have endured physically and emotionally.”
Wendy's unique exhibition, incorporating photographs of Army wives and frequent `no-holdsbarred ' descriptions of their fraught and harrowing existences, has already impressed the Royal
United Services Institute (RUSI), the Defence Academy, the Army and Navy Club and Army unit
garrisons and Barracks around the country.

84

“This exhibition, of which I am so proud, is a portrait of the life and fears of nearly 50 Army wives
(and two husbands),” said Wendy. “I wanted to show the changing face of military life and how
today's Army wife is far from a dependant. “
For those who have not yet seen this unique exhibition, here are just two of Wendy's
verbatim `no- holds-barred' interviews.
The first is with a lady called Ania, a
psychologist who grew up in Poland when
it was a Communist country: “I think I was
in the first class where they actually
allowed us to learn English. I went to a
military base and the classes were run by
Polish soldiers as a community project. I
love working with people and training
comes naturally to me. I realised that
simple techniques can really change
people's lives and this where I decided that
with psychology, “this is it.”
When we got married I didn't want to leave
my job; I didn't want to become just a
military wife. Having a job or interests
gives you a good distraction when they are away. “Military life is so different from civvy life: Your
family is moved to a place where you don't have any family members, so you might feel very, very
lonely as a family.
“Another thing is depression; post-natal depression is, I think, a big problem as you don't have
that support. On top of that you have the pressure and stress that your husband may be deployed
any time and don't know. I think the 'not knowing' and living in the anxiety of `you don't know` is
really stressful. I think there are lots of mental health problems in Army families that they are
dealing with: stressed that your husband might be deployed, and anxiety. When they are
deployed, they are worried over whether or not they are going to come back. It seems like the
Media and people focus on PTSD. But I don't think there is much talk about these family issues
and the mental health around Army families, wives and children.
“No one looks into how all this affects the mental health of children comparing to civvy children.
Maybe it's a positive thing- maybe they are more resilient? Maybe they achieve more? Maybe
there re negative things? We need to look at it.”
The second is Sarah, business owner:
McNeill & Stone, Samtaler: “I joined the
Army for a year on a limited Commission. I
studied War Studies at King's College.
September 11th happened and overnight,
the political landscape changed. My degree
was obsolete. The threat had changed.
“I am glad where it did take time for me to
get married and that I have got a career, a
purpose and more than just an extension of
him. “I definitely struggled being in
Germany. I went from a good job working
for a senior politician to Germany where
they said: `What does your husband do?
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“What people do with military wives /spouses is they say ‘they’re all the same. 'You do us a huge
injustice when you define us by what our husbands do. The world has changed and what used to
work doesn't work anymore. It is not true to say it’s an amazing life, because it's not. But it could
be. I don't want to destroy my community – I want to make it stronger. It's about bringing the
perks back into the Army life-style and those are not financial. I want people to think: `I'm going to
build my office next to a garrison because there is a pool of talent there. We need to get industry
to see Army wives as a pool of amazing talent. “Get the world to see us as we are: professional,
amazing, incredible people who provide a really important service to the nation.”
Sophie; owner of “Huxter Clothing” business: “I wanted to do costume design. I always knew I
was going to work in London working with textiles. I didn't want to live in London anymore and I
met Rob. I knew if I committed to him my career would end. I liked him a lot but I was reticent
about the Army life. My whole family is in the Army.
“It's really transitory: you are a wife
rather than a career person. With
my first son I suffered very badly
with post-natal depression. I think I
may have had pre-natal depression
as I hated where we lived. “With my
second son I was in Cyprus on my
own and he arrived six weeks early
and my husband was in Germany.
I remember the anaesthetist asking
me if I had any family. I said 'No;'
and friends?
I said `No. When you don't have a job, a family, or a husband at home it is very, very lonely. In
Cyprus I was so low I wanted to kill myself. “We have moved 12 times in nine years – you have to
be organised and look after your life. A civvy lady at school asked me if I was OK and I said `No.'
They don't know what to do but when you are part of the military community you can just go and
sit and say `can I have a bottle of wine please and can you look after my kids.' I can't do that here
(in a civilian community). “It taught me patience and knowing that it will come good in the end.
Which has been helpful in setting-up my business “Huxter.”
This unusual and rather unique exhibition will be on show at the Army & Navy Club from April 6 8; at the National Army Museum, Chelsea, from April 9 -20; and at King's College, London, from
May 21 – June 3. Wendy is available on her work email,wendyfauxmedia@gmail.com, for other
exhibition dates or information.

Movies Review by Mike Peters
Sometimes, war films can be embarrassing: Will
Pegasus Bridge do justice to Op Deadstick?
DO YOU SHOUT AT THE TV Screen, or get up and walk out of cinemas while watching war
movies? Do you cringe at the inaccuracies of the film makers? It seems many of us do, as
Facebook revealed in March, as criticisms were aired about a new military TV drama. The answer
from the industry is usually that they have to produce dramatic effect to sell their products to a
world-wide audience.
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In earlier years British service humour would
laugh at “watching training movies “but
today, sometimes, war films can be very
embarrassing.
Take U571 which resulted in a British Prime
Minister, in the House of Commons,
demanding an apology from its makers for
portraying the capture of an Enigma coding
machine from a German submarine as an
American first: or the glorification of Patton
while demeaning Montgomery in Sicily and
later at Bastogne: and even as far back as the
War of Independence in The Patriot, which
not only failed to depict its hero in true
colours but actively hit out at British
Redcoats.
So far this year we have seen a mixed
reaction to Dunkirk from those who saw it as
the accurate sentiment of a nation confronted
with defeat and those who derided historical
inaccuracies and the narrow view of the
evacuation.
It wrongly alluded to Allied soldiers being
turned away from rescue ships and then
failed to mention the skill and bravery of the
defence of, not just the Belgium port, but
what was happening at Calais.
Later this year the entertainment industry releases what might well become a block buster.
Pegasus Bridge, one of the most brilliantly executed operations of her war, let alone D-Day will hit
the big screens. Described by many as the ultimate demonstration of a coup de main it is an
opportunity to tell a real British success story- Operation Deadstick when six gliders carrying 139
men from the Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire Light Infantry formed the sharp point of a
spearhead that was to be hurled on to the Normandy beaches,
No doubt the incredible feats of the team led by Major John Howard will be to the fore. Though
there is much else they could tell of this feat of arms. The culmination of an inspired training
programme, the fantastic skills of the glider pilots and eventually the waste of a specialist unit.
Rather than being used for future similar operations the team was dissipated in the grinding
clashes of the Battle of Normandy.
It is well to remember the story behind-the-story: the praise heaped on the glider pilots. The
landing was “one of the "most outstanding flying achievements of the war", said Air Chief Marshal
Sir Trafford Leigh-Mallory after the smoke had cleared and the casualties had been tallied.
Spare a thought too for the Allied cameramen who landed on D-Day whose film was damaged
during processing so that, today, the few surviving shots are repeated endlessly. And why is
there no Army Film & Photographic Unit film of the vital Op Deadstick.
Well Sgt Eddie “Smiler “Smales, father of club member Nigel Smales, who was due to fly in the
gliders sprained his ankle during training with the Ox & Bucks a few days before the kick-off and
spent the next few weeks “imprisoned” behind barbed wire before eventually landing in France.
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A British Band of Brothers? Pegasus Bridge the
Movie Is Coming, the Director tells us more!

HISTORICALLY SOME OF THE BEST war films ever made have been British. That kind-of ended
when Hollywood stepped up and dominated the film and entertainment market (after all they did
have the budgets to do so). This history of WWII is mainly seen through the eyes of the U.S.A. and
their involvement.
Sadly, this has slightly put a bent-on history and has been further reinforced by the computer
games generation. Furthermore, Hollywood has also been responsible for some rewrites of
history when churning out films, U-571 comes to mind. The fictitious plot attracted substantial
criticism since, in reality, it was British personnel from HMS Bulldog who first captured a naval
Enigma machine (from U-110 in the North Atlantic in May 1941), months before the U.S. had even
entered the war.
The anger over the inaccuracies even reached the British Parliament, where Prime Minister Tony
Blair stated that the film was an “affront” to British sailors.
And more recently Brad Pitt’s Fury should have been a great film but really did leave everyone
disappointed, the ending was a real failure and the lack of reality in the Tiger v Sherman’s was
laughable. Many people have said that they have watched it once and wouldn’t bother again. Don’t
think it is going to go down as an epic. As someone pointed out, it should have gone straight to
DVD and sold in supermarkets.

88

However, having said that, the U.S. has produced some game-changing films and productions. I
don’t need to point them out but I will mention Saving Private Ryan and Band of Brothers. These
two productions alone changed how WWII history is viewed. It actually saved our WWII history.
Put it back on the map and spawned a whole new industry. Take the re-enactment scene – how
many Ranger re-enactors did you see before Saving Private Ryan was made or how many 101st
airborne re-enactors? Not that many, but
now you trip over them. That’s the impact
that a good Hollywood production can
have.
Now it gets interesting. As for years the
Brits have been moaning ‘why doesn’t
someone make a film on the British
achievements during the war”. Or you
often hear “anyone would think the Yanks
turned up and won the war for us”.
Writer and director of Pegasus
Bridge, Lance Neilsen.
Of course, the Brits have every right to
moan as they were in the war a long time
before the Americans and were on their
own for many years whilst taking on Hitler
on so many fronts, the land, sea and air
battles.
Well, the Brits can stop moaning now as
right here, is a British film that is in preproduction about an iconic fight that took
place on early D-Day. In fact, the British were the first to land and into combat on D-Day. If Major
Howard and his men hadn’t had achieved their crazy objective, then D-Day would have had a
different outcome. To those who study history will know the story of Pegasus Bridge and for
those who don’t, then read on as we have hooked up with director of the film Pegasus Bridge the
Movie.
If the British don’t get behind this film then they best stop complaining about Hollywood leading
the way – this is a chance to put the record straight.

Heroes of Pegasus Bridge (who also liberated a
bar)
FOR D-DAY TO SUCEED to succeed, two bridges had to be taken. The men who stole into France
in six gliders recall the fight that morning, wrote Jonathan Owen, of The Independent just before
the 65th anniversary of the Normandy invasion. The plan, audacious and, of course, top secret,
was to land a team of British soldiers on a tiny field behind enemy lines deep within German
occupied France under cover of darkness.
The men, under the command of Major John Howard, were tasked with taking and holding two
bridges, 500 yards apart, over the River Orne and the Caen Canal. The bridges, which had been
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wired for demolition by the Germans, were vital to the fate of tens of thousands of Allied soldiers
who would be involved in the D-Day landings hours later.
While the first bridge over the River Orne was taken with hardly any resistance, the Caen Canal
Bridge – later renamed Pegasus in honour of those who fought there – became the scene of a
brief but fierce battle. Despite the memory of the carnage that followed, what Staff Sergeant Jim
Wallwork, pilot of the first glider to land, remembers most clearly from that night, was the neartotal silence.
"The men had been singing, but as soon as we
reached the French coast everything went quiet.
There was silence for the last few minutes. It was a
lovely night. In full moon we could see every twig,
every cow. The waterways were like streaks of
silver," said Mr Wallwork, from Salford,
Manchester, an airborne veteran who had already
fought in Sicily.
Major John Howard, left, led Operation Deadstick.
Suddenly the silence and beauty were shattered,
as the glider hit the ground, crashing through
barbed wire defences. Staff Sgt Wallwork and John
Ainsworth, his co-pilot, were thrown headfirst
through the cockpit. They came to a standstill just
a few yards from Pegasus Bridge at the exact point
where they had planned to land – an area about
300 yards wide and so small the Germans had not
bothered to defend it with anti-glider poles.
"It was a rather spectacular arrival into France to
put the Germans back in their place. France was a
very busy place that night," said Mr Wallwork.
"People were dropping out of aircraft with supplies
for the Resistance, things like that, but we were the first to start the fight. The outstanding thing
was how bloody good we were at night. With a slight bit of moon, we could put a glider anywhere
you wanted, simply because of practice. In my youthful enthusiasm I went as far in as I could but
hit the embankment rather hard and the nose of the glider collapsed.
The others were a bit shaken up but the only people injured in the arrival were me and my co-pilot,
Johnny Ainsworth. He couldn't walk, so I dragged him from the wreckage and shoved him in a
ditch out of danger and out of sight.
“Then, knowing my duty was to make sure the chaps doing the shooting had plenty to shoot with,
I started carting ammunition about. I had taken a blow on the head, which was bleeding so much
that it filled my right eye with blood and I had the awful thought for a while that I might have lost
an eye. But I wasn't too bothered, I was so glad to have done the job and delivered the boys."
The men clambered out of the wrecked glider and dashed towards the bridge, firing as they ran.
Coming under enemy fire from dozens of German soldiers dug in around the bridge was
something they just accepted, said Mr Wallwork. "We were of that daft age where you believe that
you are invincible and are going to live forever – that if a bloke's going to be shot it's going to be
the one next to you," he said. "We had not the slightest doubt we were going to pull it off. If the
Germans had been better prepared they'd have wiped us out very quickly but luck was on our
side, we took them by surprise and it worked out rather well; let's put it that way."
The enormity of what they had done hit home later, he said. "Of course, once it starts you're so
much part of it that you've no time to think.
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“There's so much going on and there's the fear of what's coming next. There's so much
excitement which you repress. It is only afterwards that you think how lucky we were to survive."
The assault lasted barely 10 minutes, but cost the lives of two British soldiers, with 14 others
injured. Lieutenant Den Brotheridge, right, who led the charge to clear enemy trenches and
machine-gun posts defending the bridge, became the first allied soldier to die by enemy fire on DDay when he was shot in the neck. One of his men, Private Wally Parr, remembered the shock at
finding the popular officer on the ground. "His eyes were open and his lips were moving; I just
looked at him. I put my hand behind his head to lift him up; his eyes rolled back – he just choked
and lay back. I took my hand away; he had got one right in the back of the neck. My hand was
covered in blood. 'My God,' I thought, 'what a waste.'"
A small bar, Café Gondree, beside the bridge, became the first building in Normandy to be
liberated. The small band of men saw off a Panzer tank, as well as German infantry, and even a
gunboat, in the hours that followed. "We knew that it would be harder to hold the bridge than to
take it," Mr Wallwork said.

For Staff Sergeant Wallwork, above, who was awarded the Distinguished Flying Medal for his
actions that day, it doesn't seem as though 65 years has passed since the battle for Pegasus
Bridge. "It doesn't feel like a long time ago, not really. I'm still in touch with several of the people,
the few that are left," he said.
The 89-year-old, due to ill health, was not among the dwindling band of veterans who returned to
mark the anniversary of D-Day this Saturday. But it is important to remember that time, he said.
"The lessons of the Second World War haven't been learnt and the wars go on and on. Thank God
I'm a little past being called up. It is important that people realise that this sort of thing has been
going on for so long – every generation thinks they won't be so daft again, but it's human nature."

91

And the former glider pilot, who flew in every major British airborne operation in the Second
World War, added: "The war shaped me for the rest of my life, and I'm so very proud to have been
part of it."

LIFE AFTER MOD – AND NOT QUITE
RETIRED YET ….

RETIRING FROM THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE at the end of 2012 after 37 years with the
Government Communication Service, I thought it was pretty well the end of my career-path. No
longer a 20-something and firmly stamped ‘Civil Servant’, I wasn’t sure what the future held on the
jobs front. But I quickly discovered, with relief, that this wasn’t the end, but just the beginning of a
very positive second career. writes club member Nigel Sargeant, pictured above climbing in the
Falklands.
I soon found out I had much still to offer, thanks to the great experience and skills gained in
Government and Forces comms, and prospective employers seemed to think so too. Since
leaving MoD, comms challenges have taken in the Royal British Legion, Gloucestershire
Constabulary, Forestry Commission and Swindon Borough Council.
So where did it all begin and what has 40-plus years of public service and charity comms taught
me? My first MoD job was Information Officer North West District (as Colonel Mike’s successor –
a hard act to follow!) in 1980, fresh from the British Overseas Trade Board. Knowing little about
the Forces, I was in at the deep end, but being an ‘Army brat’ saved me from too many blunders.
Hard to believe now, but then there were no email, smartphones, websites or Internet. Even fax,
when it arrived, was a revolution. Want to get a message to someone? Phone them or send a
signal! So, arranging media coverage for exercises and TA camps meant careful planning and
prioritisation.
Once we’d arranged an RV and media timetable with the Unit Press Officer we had to stick to them
– no chance to text or phone en route to fix a new plan!
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▪

Researching Army stories, too, was a different world. Touring round exercises, often with
my energetic TAPIO colleague Major Chris Vere, I got everything, from COs’ ‘big picture’
quotes to soldiers’ sound-bites, 100% accurate in my notebook, with no chance to email
copy back to the adjutant on Monday ‘just to check’. And when typing out the feature, I
had to know exactly what I wanted to say before a single word hit the page, with no time
for the re-writes computers make easy.

Features written - differently-angled and re-typed for each local paper - off they went in the post to
the newspapers, accompanied by black & white photos.
So, we had to be totally organised, sticking to print deadlines and allowing several days for news
editors to receive and load up press releases. No chance to email copy and digital pics for their
instant upload. But the extraordinary thing is that it worked. We got just as much news material
published right across the NW as would happen today. And we knew what messages appealed to
potential soldiers - adventure, travel, excitement. No mention of crying on shoulders and coping
with self-doubt!
One of the great things about Forces media ops is that you become self-reliant fast, working in
isolated locations far from HQ. I hadn’t been in Preston long when something nobody foresaw
came out of the blue - The Falklands Campaign. When my SIO, Martin Helm, was suddenly
deployed, I found myself the sole MoD comms officer for NW District when media were chasing
any Falklands angle, however tenuous.
Nigel takes time to
sight see in
Baghdad
Although daunted,
I had to up my
game fast but,
dashing around
the huge District to
run media
facilities, I didn’t
want to leave MoD
anytime soon.
All great
preparation for my
next assignment –
IO 1st Armoured
Division in BAOR.
The industrial
scale of the Forces was staggering: three Armoured Divisions, four RAF bases, scores of
barracks, a full-size hospital and the British HQ in Berlin, an ‘island’ in East Germany. Over 50,000
troops plus thousands more family members.
The vast Soviet Forces, massed just across the Inner German Border, presented a serious threat,
prompting endless exercises at every level to prepare for a possible offensive. Having all Europe
on my doorstep and a bewildering Army ‘machine’ to master was heady stuff for someone who
only two years before had been editing an export magazine in London.
The main challenge was how to achieve the maximum publicity for my Division, over 15,000
troops in three Brigades, constantly training throughout West Germany and beyond. What were
the priorities, not least when we were only a small team: an IO, a Major and an Army
photographer? Even if my Major was a friend of Roahld Dahl and his daughter Matilda inspired the
famous film!
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The Divisional and Germany-wide distances were vast so we had to be realistic about what we
could achieve, whether tank manoeuvres on Hohne Ranges or a Bavarian climbing expedition,
rattling around everywhere in a slow Landrover.
Just as now, it felt like ‘emptying the sea with a bucket’, a small team facing endless publicity
demands. A lesson for me, still applicable today, was to keep the key messages in sharp focus,
identify what events best reflect them, resist pressures to report the likes of GOC’s cocktail
parties, and get to know your COs and UPOs quickly.
I had just about caught up with myself in time for Exercise Lionheart in 1984, the biggest rehearsal
to withstand a Soviet attack ever mounted, featuring over 130,000 British Regular and Reserve
troops, thousands deploying direct from UK. All the BAOR media ops staff deployed into the field
for a month, joined by TAPIO colleagues, to generate oceans of copy and host hundreds of
international media.
About to move to MoD Press
Office, I was diverted to Berlin
for 15 months to help run British
support to the city’s 750th
anniversary celebrations. Every
Royal visited, including The
Queen, reviewing her troops in a
state coach shipped out for the
occasion. Working in the shadow
of the 1936 Olympic Stadium
with diplomats and Allied press
officers in a politically-charged
atmosphere was excellent
training for operating in the
world spotlight – invaluable
experience for future operational
tours.
Lots of powerful memories –
such as the dazzling parades
mounted by all four Allies as
shows of strength – the
Russians of course displaying hundreds of tanks. Lionheart and Berlin were important messages
for me - treat every media assignment as training for every future challenge, however
unpredictable.
▪

Berlin proved to be a great bridge for me between BAOR and the MOD press office, giving
me a taste of a joint military/political environment and daily ‘breaking news’. But arriving
at MoD Press Office I still had much to learn - the pace, complexity and daily sparring with
national correspondents who knew far more about Defence than me was a shock.

And if I thought it would be two years to get the press office ‘ticket’ on the CV and then back to a
Regional HQ and more fun, I was wrong. I was in Whitehall for 10 years, steadily working my way
through MoD Main Building, the Home Office, Cabinet Office and back to MoD Press Office. I loved
MoD and working with the Forces, but one challenge was balancing the very different Civil Service
and military cultures, with inevitable tensions thrown up and powerful egos at work.
Moving on to the Home Office, then Cabinet Office, it was refreshing working just with Civil
Servants and avoiding mil-speak (although dealing with police and prison officers had its
moments). Also, access to Ministers in other Departments seemed surprisingly straightforward
compared with the MoD ‘Sixth Floor’ hierarchy. Accompanying Ministers to an event - a rare
occasion at MoD - was an almost daily occurrence for junior press officers.
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As both a Ministerial and Departmental media officer, I thought nothing of being summoned
upstairs without warning to advise a Minister on, for example, illegal immigration news handling
(nothing changes!). The Home Office was a real step change in my transition from a traditional
press officer to a more rounded comms specialist. The massive Car Crime Prevention Campaign,
for example, was a great chance to stretch my skills with a secondment to the publicity team.
Suddenly I was designing posters and flyers and
producing an exhibition stand, as well as writing
features for the motoring press and helping plan
TV commercials - inconceivable for me at the
MoD. Remember the thieving hyenas swarming all
over cars in the TV ads? (A secret – the cars were
liberally smeared with honey to attract the
canines!) One other powerful memory – running a
major press facility for the Immigration Minister to
watch lorry searches at Dover. Fortunately, no
illegals were found that day. I’m not sure how I
would have handled it!
I didn’t want to leave MOD, with its fascinating
subject matter and deployments to hotspots - but
the Home Office, by stretching my skillset, springboarded me to promotion possibly quicker than
staying in MOD.
Falklands battlefield tours, living in the bombed
out Olympic Village on Mount Igman above
Sarajevo, left, when we shelled the Bosnian Serbs,
thousands of Kosovans cheering when we entered
Kosovo, or running the Commander’s press
conference in Baghdad, were unforgettable
experiences.
But it became clear to me that I had to embrace
change and constantly update my skills even if it
meant taking on less glamorous roles. As a
Government communicator, and certainly since, I needed to handle the total media mix, turning
my hand effortlessly from press release writing to brochure design to web uploading.
Clearly the strategy worked since I landed my SIO grade as Marketing, Recruitment and Training
Officer at the GCS Development Centre. For someone who the previous week had been arguing
with Home Affairs correspondents about broadcasting and prisons, it was a new world, producing
a careers exhibition, briefing ad agencies and hiring management consultants.
I did find my way back into MOD and even Germany (it gets under your skin, doesn’t it!). But my
last MoD posting to HQ London District, showcasing the Forces’ contribution to the Royal
Wedding, the Diamond Jubilee and the London Olympics was definitely my ‘grand finale’’. The
Forces were central to all these but a lot of other organisations were too and it was a reminder
that no-one hands us publicity on a plate.
Dealing with Buckingham Palace, FCO and Royal Parks, as well as MoD Press Office and all three
Services, we really had to step up a gear, engaging strategically rather than tactically across the
whole stage and battling to keep our units on the news radar. The Olympic organisers were
grateful to the Forces for coming to the rescue, but there was still no open door to the Olympic
sites to showcase the guard force. Strong relationship-building with LOCOG was needed before
the gates swung open to us.
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Looking back, I was ‘spoilt’ in MoD. Soldiers are a national treasure, especially in exotic
locations doing exciting things, and much easier to showcase than ‘widgets’ as my CAM
tutor once reminded me. And I never had to worry about social media and web uploading,
which was all done by the Press Office Digital Team.

All that changed in my brave new world of short term contracts, and I have had to work harder to
publicise sometimes less glamorous topics, even if just as important. To be fair, my first two
jobs, Royal British Legion PRO for the South of England followed by Gloucestershire Police Press
Office had plenty of military crossover, whether planning the Poppy Appeal comms campaign
from Cornwall to Kent or working to catch ‘bad guys’ with uniformed officers, albeit blue not
khaki. So, when I found myself running a poignant Remembrance press facility near Royal
Wootton Bassett, with soldiers on parade, or taking part in emergency services blue-light
exercises, it felt like I hadn’t been away!
Some police assignments were a lot grittier but, armed with the right comms skills and the
resilience that knockabout Forces media ops life gives us, I felt I could handle most challenges. I
was the assigned press officer for numerous murders, Missing Persons and fatal RTCs, not to
mention police dog training and anti-burglary drives. But discussing media approaches with
senior police officers, even
up to the Chief Constable,
just seemed to come
naturally.
Establishing shot: Nigel
checks out the local scene
in Kosovo
And the police press office
was my first experience of
being expected to swiftly
produce my own photos
and upload news content
direct to Facebook, Twitter
and the police website,
even at weekends. When
one minute might be the
difference between finding
a missing person safe or
deceased, I couldn’t afford to hang around. A different world indeed.
As Forestry Commission’s short-term Communications & Engagement Advisor, I again had to hit
the ground running. On endless dial-in’s to Defra press office, I felt like a Civil Servant again! But
trips to the Edinburgh office, a week at the Forestry Show and free family-access to Westonbirt
Arboretum, opposite Highgrove, were great bonuses.
In many ways, my most recent role, with Swindon Borough Council comms, called for all my
experience, both as a Government communicator and since. I coordinated all media relations
whenever the press desk head was away, handling every issue from post-Grenfell tower block
safety to school standards. It was clear that I had the ‘traditional media’ experience that other
colleagues had simply never acquired.
But that didn’t let me off the hook for long term campaign planning, from fostering to flu
vaccinations, needing detailed research, delivery across all media, and comprehensive post-event
evaluation to satisfy demanding Councillors.
As MoD faces staff reductions, along with all Government and public service departments, my
experience over the past few years is that MoD and Forces communicators will need to be able to
multi-skill – both to stay employable and to guarantee comprehensive news delivery. Gone are the
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compartmentalised days when one could get away with being either a press, publicity or digital
expert – my last four roles have required me to be all of those.
Certainly, Forces media ops officers will always be in demand to support recruitment and
encourage public support. But – whilst we ignore traditional press at our peril - as both Forces
comms teams and newsrooms shrink in size, we’ll need to have a very full golf bag of skills. All a
far cry from the day I walked into that Preston office.

Book Reviews by Gerry Bartlett
“War reporting is crucial to
democracy and the public's
discovery of the truth. Without it, the
temptation to manipulate events with
propaganda, would be irresistible to
politicians of all hues.”
By Major Gerry Bartlett
PROFESSOR PAUL MOORCROFT, a seasoned
military combat and multi-media political journalist,
with over 40 years front-line fighting experience, has
written a powerful and fascinating new book on the
history of war reporting.
Entitled “Dying for The Truth,” it is unquestionably
one of the finest books on hand-to-hand war
fighting, back as far as the Crimean War, examining
how media military correspondents plied their trade
and shaped the actions of politicians and military
commanders. He also shows how the media can be
valuable to those in authority and sets out to
examine this sometimes-cosy two-way relationship.
Dr Moorcraft, an internationally respected expert on
crisis communications – especially those relating to security issues -completed his studies at six
British, Middle Eastern and African Universities, thereafter lecturing at ten universities in the UK,
US, Africa, Australia and New Zealand, in journalism, politics and international relations, and is
the author of a wide range of books on military history, politics, crime and mathematics.
He spent five years as a senior instructor at the Royal Military Academy, Sandhurst, and later at
the UK Joint Services Command and Staff College. He also worked in Corporate Communications
at the Ministry of Defence.
This new book, which anyone with a Services back-ground will find extremely hard to put down,
probes a deep-rooted struggle: a contest between the media and the military in which one side
waves the banner of freedom of speech, and the other trumpets the security of the state.
Dr. Moorcraft writes that before 9/11, policy-makers sometimes talked despairingly about the new
media power and some television news personnel were often eager to agree.
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British Television journalist Nik Gowing, noted, however: “TV's unquestioned ability to provide a
contemporaneous ability, piecemeal, video-tickertape service - a tip sheet of raw real-time images
virtually instantly -must not be confused, as it usually is, with power to drive policy-making.”
Television journalists, says the author, are far less influential than they sometimes think. “If any
hacks believed in the myth of media power, as presumably some did, they may have been inspired
to topple dictators, or uncover unjust wars, in the name of Pulitzer prizes, pride, professionalism
or even personal gain, “says Professor Moorcraft, pictured below right.
“In reality, while investigative journalism might have greater impact domestically, proving cause
and effect of foreign reporting is far more nebulous. And this is even more true as traditional news
is being replaced by younger people chasing informal news on
social media. TV news channels may go the way of newspapers,
musical records and book-shops.”
This fascinating book, which takes readers through the world
wars, The Cold War, and The Long War, is a must for any media
journalist, and ends with some rather auspicious advice: A few
brave “soldiers of the press,” writes Dr. Moorcraft, pictured
right, “who make up the little army of historians who are writing
history from the canon's mouth (to quote from Alfred
Hitchcock's Foreign Correspondent) still maintain William
Howard Russell's legacy : War reporting is necessary, not just
as a witness to history in the killing fields, but to `monitor the
centres of power ` in authoritarian states and in Western
democracies, where government spin and propaganda can dupe apathetic voters and hard-bitten
correspondents alike.”
Dying for The Truth, by Paul Moorcraft, £25. ISBN 1473879159, Pen & Sword Books Limited

Redcoat soldiers fighting Napoleonic wars
Came home to poverty, brutality and
begging on the streets
By: Major Gerry Bartlett
A FORMER METROPOLITAN Police officer, fascinated by
the Napoleonic wars, uses them as a back-drop for a fastmoving and fascinating new novel, revealing extensive
smuggling and intrigue by practically everyone in the seaside town of Hastings, Sussex, nearly two centuries ago.
Smugglers ruled the British, Sussex, sea-side town at that
time, it seems, and author Andy Clancy, 56, now a risk and
management consultant, uses two fictional British Red-coat
soldiers to bring “A Smugglers ' Tale to life.
Sgt. Major Daniel Sibson, and his life-long friend, Cpl Ralph
Masters, of the 2nd Btn. 35th Sussex Regiment, expect a
hero's welcome when they return home to Hastings – but all
they received, was another Redcoat veteran's advice: “Smuggling is what keeps this town living.,
“he said. “You can carry on begging on the streets, selling your military medals - or you can get
involved (with smuggling). “
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Needless to say, the two soldiers do get involved (with the
absence of anything else to help them), and Andy Clancy's
new book unfolds, beguiling its readers with incidents of
bravery, selflessness, and military excellence until the very
last page. This is a fast-moving novel, rich in anecdotes
and descriptions which, I guarantee, you will find very hard
and difficult to put down.
The author says that the inspiration for writing this second
historical and fictional novel, happened after visiting “The
Smugglers' Caves” tourist attraction, in his Hastings hometown.
The story, he says, “Is accurate regarding the treatment of
Napoleonic veterans – there were thousands of them, just
like Daniel and Ralph, who came back to Britain after
Napoleon's defeat and could not find work or a decent living anywhere. Some of them turned to
crime and other anti-social activities – so much so, that a piece of legal legislation called “The
Vagrancy Act” of 1824, was passed to deal with countless miscreants.
The story in this action roller-coaster ride, has two themes relevant to today, 2018: unemployment
was prevalent as it is in many parts of Britain today. “Ordinary people,” said Andy, “Often have no
opportunity to find work so will always be at risk of turning to crime to exist. If politicians send
our young people to fight wars in far-off places, those same politicians have a moral duty to care
for them on their return home.”
A Smugglers' Tale, by Andy Clancy, £7.99. ISBN: 9781784653545.Pegaasus Elliot Mackenzie
Publishers Ltd.

Yamato – the most beautiful and powerful
battleship the world has ever seen

By: Jan Morris March 24, 2018. An edited extract from Battleship Yamato, published by Pallas
at £14.99. See: bit.ly/buy-yamato

TO SOME SHE WAS THE ULTIMATE battleship – to others, a supreme folly. But for Jan Morris,
Yamato, the Japanese vessel sunk by the Americans in 1945, is an eloquent symbol of war itself.
In her day, the Japanese battleship Yamato was the most powerful warship in the world. She was
the Dreadnought of Dreadnoughts, the ultimate expression of Japanese imperialism – of
imperialism itself, one might say.
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She was legendary in her own lifetime, and she was sunk in a suicide mission during the
American assault on Okinawa in the very last months of the Second World War. Her story seems
to me to express all the varied emotions evoked by that ultimate public catastrophe, war, and by
its inescapable concomitant, irony. For while war is always misery, it has not always been misery
unalloyed. Down the centuries, men (if more seldom women) have paradoxically drawn inspiration
of many kinds from conflict: I mean the pride and splendour of it all, the undeniable beauty, the
excitement of battle, the elegiac calm of defeat, the magnificence of human strength and courage,
and through it all the bitter power of irony, tempering the squalor, the carnage and the
degradation. This is the ship, then, that has inspired my reverie. Let us see where she lies.
On a day in early April 1945, Yamato is at anchor with nine escort vessels off the village of Mitajiri
in the Inland Sea of Japan. They constitute the Second Fleet of the Imperial Japanese Navy. It is
almost the end of the Pacific War, essentially between the Japanese monarchy (population
124 million) and the USA (population 255 million) but forming one vast element of the ideological
conflict that has engaged half the world since 1939.
We may imagine an almost lyrical scene there. Low wooded hills shelter the anchorage. To the
east are the waters of the Inland Sea, to the south the fierce mysteries of the Sea of Japan, and
beyond, the far-scattered isles and atolls of the South Pacific.
It is a prospect, as I see it from the next century with my alien European eye, allegorically
Japanese; instinct with the traditions of a proud, ancient and warlike culture. And it is to honour
those traditions that the 3,000-odd sailors on board Yamato are awaiting the command to go into
battle against the Americans.
Last arrow in the imperial quiver:
Yamato was armed with antiaircraft shells, nick-named
Beehive, designed to explode
mid-air and destroy whole
enemy squadrons at a time
As I watch her there in my
imagination I seem to sense a
tremulous serenity to her
presence. Her silhouette is long,
low and threatening, like
something in a tapestry.
Amidships, her complex control
tower looks futuristic, and her
solitary funnel is heavily raked,
almost as if she is perpetually
sailing against a hurricane.
Discreetly unobtrusive, as
though they are lying low, are
the three huge turrets of her main, 18.1 in guns, two forward of the tower, one aft. She is painted a
muted silver-grey.
Even her enemies think her a beautiful ship, and to me she possesses a beauty of suggestion,
too. Chopin might have orchestrated it, with his streaks of something dark among the ecstasies,
and aboard Yamato those 3,000 Japanese men, most of them young, are living it themselves. This
is because Yamato is no ordinary battleship, but the most powerful warship there has ever been.
At the prow of the ship is the chrysanthemum crest, in gold, that has been for five centuries the
symbol of Japanese imperial glory, and the very name of the vessel is an ancient poetical eponym
for Japan itself. To be manning Yamato is honour unparalleled. And tomorrow, perhaps, they will
have their sailing orders, ultimately from the divinely incarnate Emperor Hirohito of Japan, 124th
in the legendary line of succession from the sun-goddess Amaterasu.
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By now the Americans are at the gates of Japan, and ready to attack its ultimate outpost in the
Pacific Ocean, the island of Okinawa. They have already bombed Tokyo itself, and up their sleeve,
so to speak, is the ultimate war-winning weapon, the nuclear bomb. Only Okinawa awaits them
first.
Many of Yamato’s 3,000 seamen probably realise their war is lost. Japan’s last desperate
technique of arms has been the profligate use of single-seat suicide aircraft, kamikaze, “divine
wind”, to throw themselves at individual American ships. Now kamikaze pilots and aircraft are
running short, while the Japanese surface fleet has been decimated in desperate rear-guard
actions. The Second Fleet, 10 ships, is almost all that is left afloat.
What use the High Command in Tokyo will make of it, with Yamato a last magnificent arrow in the
imperial quiver, the next few hours will reveal.
As the day passes, and it becomes known that Yamato will be sailing into action the very next
morning, so a kind of official festivity is ordered, too. Junior officers are given cigarettes as
presents from the emperor himself. Rice wine is distributed among all ranks. Sounds of
celebration reach us across the darkening water, and we can see through our hypothetical lenses
that, around the decks, there is a suggestion of bacchanalia. Glasses are being splintered, songs
hazily sung, and we can glimpse sailors tipsily dancing among the massive gun turrets.

No hope in hell: Yamato under aerial attack, Oct 1944 Credit: US Navy
It is an ordered bacchanalia, though, and after an hour or two the command comes over the
loudspeakers that the good times must end. At midnight two destroyers arrive and mooring
themselves one to the starboard side of Yamato, one to the port, refuel the battleship for the next
day’s war.
Yamato’s enemies are aware that she is there, but in many ways the ship is still a mystery to them.
Her sister ship Musashi they sank from the air four months before, but without giving them a
chance to inspect her, and Yamato herself had been constructed in a purpose-built dry dock,
screened for security by huge bamboo mats and nets of sisal. American intelligence knew little
about the details of the ship: Japanese counter-intelligence had put about deceptions concerning
its size and in particular the size of its
Guns. We now know that Yamato far exceeded the size agreed by pre-war international treaties
and carried the biggest guns and the heaviest armour of any warship afloat. The main turrets
alone were so heavy – each as heavy as a destroyer – that lesser vessels had to be constructed
just to convey them from factory to shipyard. Yamato’s main armament was the most powerful on
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any ship anywhere, and she also had at least 150 smaller guns and carried seven seaplanes. To
the American High Command in the Pacific, she was in herself, as the old strategists used to say,
“a fleet in being.”
And as for the Japanese High Command, she was to its admirals, as she is to me, not just a
formidable statistic, but a symbol and an epitome. A model of her is before me as I write, picked
up years ago at a charity shop in Wales, and her silhouette still strikes me as lovely, dreadful,
pitiful and reproachful – sad components of beauty.
Reproachful? In a way, because the very notion of the battleship had already been discredited –
and by the Japanese themselves. The men of the Yamato are well aware that two of the most
powerful British capital ships, Prince of Wales and Repulse, were ignominiously sunk by
Japanese torpedo bombers four years ago: and they know, too, that the American victories in the
Pacific have been gained by vast numbers of aircraft operating from aircraft carriers. By 1945, big
warships operating without air cover are hopelessly vulnerable, and Yamato has none – five of her
seaplanes have been disembarked as unsuitable for battle, leaving only one slow reconnaissance
aircraft on board.

An illustration of Yamato and her sister ship Musashi.
A bitter Navy joke had it that history knew of three supreme follies – the Great Wall of China, the
Pyramids and Yamato. So perhaps there is an element of resentment to the responses of her
crew, however fervent their patriotism, when on the morning of April 5, they are mustered on deck
to be told their purpose. Yamato and her escorts are to make an immediate sortie code-named
Operation Ten-ichi-go (Operation Heaven Number One).
The little task force, without its own air cover, is to hurl itself out of the Inland Sea to fall upon the
United States forces attacking Okinawa, in coordination with an aerial assault by the remaining
kamikaze pilots. It would fight to the death, as the High Command message portentously puts it,
to “destroy the enemy fleet completely, and establish an eternal foundation for the Japanese
Empire”.
The sailors might cheer their captain, but all too many of them, we may be sure, understand what
that message means. Yamato is to commit suicide, as the noblest of kamikaze weapons. At best,
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she is to beach herself on Okinawan coral and in her death-throes use all her guns, all her
ammunition, all her heroes, in support of the Japanese army.
The Americans, we know now, have fallen upon Okinawa with 1,500 ships and 250,000 men, and
they have thousands of attack aircraft on call. There is not a hope in hell for Yamato and her nine
consorts, except the wan and glorious hope of sacrifice.
Softly, the great engines thud, lines are cast away, signal lamps flash from ship to ship and
Yamato sails tremendously into the dusk – away from the sweet waters of Japan, where the
cherry-blossom flowers, towards her nemesis at 30˚22’N, 128˚04’E, halfway to Okinawa. Now that
we see her on the move at last she looks what she is – a monstrously elegant weapon of war,
71,000 tons of it, 863ft long, more heavily armoured than any other ship afloat, which can sail at 27
knots and fire projectiles weighing nearly two tons to a distance of 26 miles at a rate of 7.5 per
minute from each of its nine heaviest guns.
======================================================
Jan Morris 1926) is a Welsh historian, author and
travel writer. She is known particularly for the Pax
Britannica trilogy (1968–1978), a history of the British
Empire, and for portraits of cities, notably Oxford,
Venice, Trieste, Hong Kong, and New York City. A
trans woman, she was published under her birth name
until 1972, when she had sex reassignment surgery
In the closing stages of the Second World War Morris
served in the 9th Queen's Royal Lancers, and in 1945
was posted to the Free Territory of Trieste, during the
joint Anglo-American occupation. Career.
After the war Morris wrote for The Times, and in 1953
was its correspondent accompanying the British Mount Everest Expedition, which in the event
was the first to scale Mount Everest. Morris reported the success of Hillary and Tenzing in a
coded message to the newspaper, "Snow conditions bad stop advanced base abandoned
yesterday stop awaiting improvement", and by happy coincidence the news was released on the
morning of Queen Elizabeth's coronation.
Reporting from Cyprus on the Suez Crisis for The Manchester Guardian in 1956, Morris produced
the first "irrefutable proof" of collusion between France and Israel in the invasion of Egyptian
territory, interviewing French Air Force pilots who confirmed that they had been in action in
support of Israeli forces. Morris opposed the Falklands War.
=====================================================
By now, the task force has been spotted time and again by American reconnaissance planes,
keeping out of range of the warships’ guns. Without a doubt, American submarines are waiting for
them. Rear Admiral Ariga, captain of Yamato, orders that an inspirational signal flag should be
prepared – the Z flag. It was a legendary signal. The great Admiral Togo ordered it at Tsushima in
1905, when he led the Navy to victory against the Russians.
Not so far away, another fateful signal is being prepared. Two separate American fleets are
waiting for Yamato, one chiefly of elderly battleships commanded by Admiral Raymond Spruance,
the other of aircraft carriers commanded by Vice-Admiral Marc Mitscher. You take them, signals
Admiral Spruance.
The day of April 6 opens sullenly, in mist and drizzle, and the scene is hushed – no aircraft in the
sky, no other ships in sight. Yamato is still 200 miles from Okinawa. Everyone knows now that
before the day is done she will have done her duty to Emperor and to destiny, for better or for
worse, and a solemn sense of camaraderie unites the 3,000 – admirals to ratings, bridge to
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engine-room. The artillery is ready for anti-aircraft action: even the 11 vast 18in guns are primed
to fire the anti-aircraft shells, nicknamed Beehive, that are designed to explode in mid-air and
destroy entire enemy squadrons at a time. Yamato is primed for Armageddon.
At 1220 the radar room reports that three large formations of enemy aircraft are approaching from
the south. Ten minutes later chaos strikes.
Out of the skies, in three violent waves in as many hours, 386 American aircraft fall upon the task
force in deafening fury, swooping to the attack almost at sea-level. The battleship never stops
firing, never lowers its flags, but its defiance makes no difference. It is as though some grand
beast, the tiger unleashed, is tormented by insufferable insects in hopeless conflict and Admiral
Ito, commander of the task force, sits there passionless in his chair as one by one the ships of his
fleet are sunk around him; until at last, Yamato, after three hours of it, her flags still flying, with a
mighty shudder, herself begins to heel over, and slowly capsizes.
Over the loudhailers the order comes to abandon ship, and Ito impassively leaves his chair and
locks himself in his cabin to die. At 1345 hours a gigantic explosion sends the battleship to the
bottom of the Pacific, together with 2,278 men. Years later Admiral Samuel Eliot Morison, the
official historian of the US Navy, wrote that the sinking of Yamato had “a sentimental interest for
all sailors – when she went down, five centuries of naval warfare ended.” The tremendous column
of black smoke that rose from the sea at the site of Yamato’s sinking could be seen from the
shores of Japan itself, where the cherry trees blossomed.

A Footnote Relevant to Today from: The
Centurions
MARCUS FLAVINIUS, Centurion in the 2nd Cohort of the Augusta Legion, writing to his cousin
Tertullus in Rome:
“We had been told, on leaving our native soil, that we were
going to defend the sacred rights conferred on us by so
many of our citizens settled overseas, so many years of our
presence, so many benefits brought by us to populations in
need of our assistance and our civilization.
“We were able to verify that all this was true, and, because
it was true, we did not hesitate to shed our quota of blood,
to sacrifice our youth and our hopes. We regretted nothing,
but whereas we over here are inspired by this frame of
mind, I am told that in Rome factions and conspiracies are
rife, that treachery flourishes, and that many people in their
uncertainty and confusion lend a ready ear to the dire
temptations of relinquishment and vilify our action.
“I cannot believe that all this is true and yet recent wars
have shown how pernicious such a state of mind could be
and to where it could lead.
“Make haste to reassure me, I beg you, and tell me that our
fellow-citizens understand us, support us and protect us as
we ourselves are protecting the glory of the Empire.
“If it should be otherwise, if we should have to leave our
bleached bones on these desert sands in vain, then beware
of the anger of the Legions! “
This warfare classic of the 1960s by Jean Larteguy has been re-published by Penguin
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