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Seasonal Greetings from the Pen & Sword Club to all our members, supporters and readers.
As this disastrous 2020 draws to a close and a New Year brings the eternal hope of better
times, Scribblings pays tribute to those who will spend this holiday time working to keep us
safe whether in our local hospitals or in far flung corners of the world
Our servicemen and women are deployed In the snows of the Baltic, in the heat of Mali or
patrolling the blue skies and the deep seas - and with the NHS. Our emergency first
responders will be on duty while the majority of us relax and enjoy the end of year festivities.
Our thoughts go out to those doctors, nurses and technicians who will be on duty in our overtaxed hospitals: our thanks are due to the men and women in dark blue who guard our lives
and we should never forget those who scour the bleak streets taking cheer and comfort to
the less fortunate. To all those who serve, to volunteers everywhere, we wish you well and
raise a toast. Stay Safe and Thank You.
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Has spending a penny become the news
equivalent of an eye test: insider fighting at
Sky News
IT WAS A CASE of the biter bit when Sky News morning presenter, Kay Burley found herself
the centre of news attention in early December After nine months of pandemic in which she
has been “combative and ruthless” in her interrogation of politicians and aggressively
challenged the Government – in many cases quite rightly – she created her own Dominic
Cummings moment by breaking Covid 19 rules while celebrating her 60 th birthday. But the
twist in the tale is the media’s allegation that she was ‘shopped’ by her own Sky News
colleagues, writes Mike Peters.
The Mail on Sunday claimed that when ‘’a group of resentful junior production staff at Sky
News heard star presenter Kay Burley boast about plans for 60th birthday celebrations which
would break strict lockdown rules, they
didn’t hesitate to pounce – and set in
motion a chain of events that would
lead to her being banished from the air
for six months, her reputation severely
tarnished.
‘As the £600,000-a-year presenter
started an African safari holiday, away
from the British spotlight, The Mail on
Sunday revealed the story of how
Burley was the unwitting architect of
her own downfall and how she was
ambushed in what has been described
as the ‘perfect inside-job coup’.

Commented [Mike Pete1]:

Earlier, James Robinson in The Daily Mail had reported : 'Furious' Sky News bosses have told
presenter Kay Burley to take extended leave and could keep her off the air until next year, after
she admitted breaking coronavirus rules, according to reports.” While her own colleagues in
Sky News raised an eyebrow and expressed the views that ‘ the credibility of their journalism’
could be in question.
In the last year Ms Burley has challenged politicians over their perceived defence of breaches
of shutdown restrictions by government officials. After Neil Ferguson was forced to resign
from the Government for flouting rules to enjoy secret trysts with his lover, she asked Matt
Hancock: 'What did you think when you read it? Did you bang your head on the desk?'
In May, Ms Burley interrogated Michael Gove over his defence of Dominic Cummings' lockdown-flouting trip to Barnard Castle. She also chastised Prime Minister Boris Johnson on
Twitter for not social distancing . Now Ms Burley gives her excuse, for breaking the law, as
needing to ‘ urgently spend a penny’.
The phrase, own goal, comes to mind and her comment will almost certainly be compared forever with London based Mr. Cummings and his desire for an eye test in the North East. But I
also wondered just how many news editors looked up the dictionary definition of hypocrisy
during this news-fest and how many examined the allegations that Ms Burley’s friends were
hunting down the whistle-blowers.
Journalists have a reliance on whistle-blowers and just because the media is the focus of attention on this occasion the expected protection of their stance also needs to be observed.
This episode has been unedifying for Sky and has disturbed others in journalism and the communications profession. Now is the opportunity for all sides to take stock and consider how
the pandemic has been reported, how it has been explained to the public and to cool the toxic
debate. It is a series of questions the Pen & Sword Club will be asking experts to address after
Covid 19 has released its grip on the country.
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The public is tolerant in understanding that the pandemic has produced situations beyond
conventional experiences. The difficulties of dealing with its rapidly changing effects and the
perversity of those of that have described the disease as a hoax have just added to the difficulties of communicating with an audience which has been praised for patience and then
blamed for not observing the rules of social distancing. .
The news-following public tires of party- political point scoring and the never- ending dissection of even the most trivial stories that have blossomed in this most difficult of years. There
is a trend in broadcasting today that follows a section of society that believes confrontation is
the way to extract information. The aggressive interview has appeared in a number of forms.
The constant interruptions that do not allow an interviewee to fully explain a situation or provide a complete answer is one.
Another is the celebrity presenter who puts forward a personal view when the audience actually wants to hear the politician, industrialist or even the soldier, sailor and airman who is willing to explain.
We should not be enamoured of “ shouty” journalism or those who flaut the law. Neither
should we be amenable to fake news allegations against the media for simply doing its job
and exposing that which should be out in the open. We have some of the best of world journalism in the UK.

The Pandemic
Scribblings examines the Covid 19 media scene this
month. It publishes Daniel Johnson’s comparison
of the pandemic with the Spirit of the Blitz in his
contribution to The Article as London entered Tier 3.
He considers how the people of Britain coped with
the terrors of the World War 2 devastating bombing
campaign while pointing out that the coronavirus
has already killed more than the Luftwaffe.
Since lock- down in March there has been a constant examination of the role of the media. Mark
Austin of Sky News took an early look at the criticisms and points out that while our broadcasters
may be imperfect, they are only doing their job in an
unprecedented crisis. Combatting the disinformation around Covid 19 is also an important role and we learn that 77 Brigade has been
brought in along with other Government experts to ensure the right messages get through on
social media.

Inevitable Reaction
December has also brought a series of surprises around the Ministry of Defence’s Budget.
After weeks of leaks and speculations the Ministry ended up with an unexpected big handout
from the Prime Minister. The euphoria of the £16 billion plus wind fall did not last long and as
the end of year holiday loomed the men from the ministry revealed a bundle of cuts and set the
Royal Navy aghast as the ministry temporarily shut down the Reserve.
There was the inevitable reaction. Tobias Ellwood MP, the Chair of the House of Commons
Select Committee said the £1 billion cuts and the’ first ever suspension of the naval reserve –
a critical component of our armed forces - was very concerning.’
Admiral Lord West , a former First Sea Lord said the suspension comes at a ‘particularly poor
time’ and described the suspension as ‘short sighted, ’ while Foreign Secretary Dominic Rabb
added that it made no sense to batter morale among reservists and discourage future
members from joining.
The after-effect of the furore is something that Club Vice President Simon Wren, currently also
an Honorary Air Commodore, with 7644 Squadron, RAuxAF, will soon face. He got his call up
papers in December and has been brought out of retirement to temporarily take on the Director
of Communications role in the Ministry, which is vacant with the move of Carl Newns, to
Downing Street.
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Let us hope Simon’s long experience of communications across Whitehall and within defence
circles will bring some calm and purpose!
The Ministry came in for more criticism over its media handling this month with the upholding
of complaints made by Declassified UK that it had been blacklisted, as reported later in this
edition. Similarly, Scribblings examines the other announcement that caused such a furore
across the EU. Royal Navy Gunboats to defend fishing grounds said the headlines. If the
Media had applied the So, What Principle? they might just have realised that it is the Navy’s
job to patrol our waters and it has been protecting our maritime interests this way for many
centuries. And the emphasis on ‘gunboats’ again provokes disdain. Are not all warships
armed?
The British defence industry also came into the media pottage this month with Max Hastings
pulling few punches in his attack. While industry itself just rolled away others did not and club
member and international defence analyst, Howard Wheeldon struck back through his muchread Commentary. Mr. Hastings also postulated problems for NATO in his Times story, so
Scribblings looks to a former
Colonel Commandant of the
Media Operations Group,
General Lord Herstmonceux,
Chief of the Defence Staff and
Professor Dr, Julian LindleyFrench, Chair of The Alphen
Group to scrutinise the future
of NATO post Brexit.
Also changing addresses this
month is Mark Laity, another
of our active Vice Presidents.
A former BBC Defence
Correspondent Mark has left
his role at SHAPE where he
had become known as Mr.
Strategic Communications for
his work in promoting and expanding the technique. Mark is to convalesce after a serious
illness but has already told Scribblings he will be spending more time in the future supporting
the Pen & Sword Club. We wish him well and a speedy recovery back to his place at the
forefront of the communications profession.

UP SHIP CREEK?
SO, WE HAVE BEEN HERE BEFORE! A Royal Navy ship has sprung a leak and the Sun,
infamous for its choice of headlines, declares the HMS Prince of Wales is Up Ship Creek, and
faces a six-month delay in its programme and misses out on a Trans-Atlantic exercise.
Does the Navy and the MoD jump to explain away the story: does it put its head under water
and quietly hope the story will go away or does it sigh mightily and shrug its shoulders. It is a
debatable point whether or not the Royal Navy should spend its time defending such stories.
After all, they are often one day wonders.
While sympathising with the Royal Navy’s dilemma I would hope that this set of headlines will
prompt some positive action. Remember that old adage that today’s tabloid news is
tomorrow’s fish-and-chip wrapping paper. This is not the first occasion on which the Sun has
sparked less than flattering mainstream media interest in the two aircraft carriers and dredges
up other past incidents. The headlines produced a flood of stories, some inquiring, some
whimsical and some disappointing.
Fortunately, the Navy’ friend and critic, Sir Humphrey, author of the well-read blog The
ThinPinStriped Line – oft quoted in these pages- provides a reasoned assessment. As he
points out – no navy on the planet provides a running commentary on the day-to-day
generation of their ships and the problems they may or may not be having. But he also warns
that there is a strong argument for more open communications.
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New Moves
The Pen & Sword Club has made a number of new moves over the last few months. Our club
is flourishing, and interest is growing in our mission to promote good relationships between
all sides of the communications industry. The club is firmly of the belief that openness in
communication breeds a better relationship with the mainstream media and that in this era of
social media, citizen journalism – if the latter is an acceptable term - the storm of
disinformation and misinformation can be countered.
There will always be a divide between the need for security of some information and the
desire of the media to reveal as much as possible. But the answer to that dichotomy is not
silence and deliberate confusion of the story but in regular dialogue, explanation and a
willingness to work together.
The Pen &Sword has made a great start to opening its membership to other groups of
professional communicators. The Police Forces and the Emergency Services have been much
in evidence in recent times with the Government’s use of Military Aid to the Civil Communities
and Authorities. To highlight the work of the essential services the club has made a great start
and has already recruited senor spokespersons from the Metropolitan Police, and the
constabularies in Essex, Hampshire and Surrey.
One of the essential of communications is the photograph and video. As a consequence, the
club has also invited a number senior photographers from all three of the Armed Services to
join us. We plan to increase this representation over the next year.

New Members
Julian Lindley-French: Professor and Doctor; Chair of The Alphen Group and a leading
advisor, strategist, and author. Recently published Britain, Brexit and NATO 2030 with former
Chief of the Defence Staff, Lord Herstmonceux.
Peter Hudson: Formerly with international communications agency Burson Marsteller in
Brussel & London and now at BAE Systems. Vice Admiral, Royal Navy - Head Of NATO
Maritime Command HQ. Commonwealth War Graves Commissioner.
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Jon Pentreath: Communicator and media relations specialist associated with the major
defence exhibition in London in 2021, DSEI. Director Cormorant Consulting. Rear Admiral
Royal Navy – Led Joint Helicopter Command and RNAS Yeovilton.
Philip Ingram: journalist, broadcaster and commentator. Intelligence & Security specialist.
Colonel – Intelligence Corps, Commanded 1 Military Intelligence Battalion.
James Helm: Director of Communications, Metropolitan Police. Former BBC TV & Radio
correspondent.
Ben Pratt: Director of Communications, Hampshire Police. Previously lead communicator at
Network Rail
Robin Punt: Director of Communications, Essex Police. Previously BBC News senior
producer, correspondent and reporter.
Jonathon Wheale: Barclays Bank. Lt Commander RNR Media ops. Deployed to the Middle
East maritime command.
Andy Reddy: British Army Combat Camera Team Leader: Instructor Defence School of
Photography
Jack Cavilla: Head of Media & Communications HQ Army Cadet Force
Vicky Torrocca: Senior Communications Manager, Defence Science Technology Laboratory.
Previously British Army Chief Communications Manager.
Lee Matthews: Royal Air Force cameraman, editor and photographer.
Mike Peters: journalist, author, tv presenter. Chairman of the Guild of Battlefield Guides.
Major - Army Air Corps deployed on multi operations.
John Parris: strategic communications consultant nuclear fusion and space systems; 24 years
public affairs specialist, Commander Royal Naval Reserve.
John Durnin, United Nations, European Union & Irish Defence Forces public information and
communications officer. Lieutenant Colonel

Government comms veteran
brought out of retirement to
steady ship at MoD
By Ian Griggs, PR Week December 9 2020
GOVERNMENT comms heavyweight Simon Wren has been
called out of retirement to lead comms at the Ministry of
Defence until a permanent replacement for Carl Newns is
appointed, PRWeek has learned.
Simon Wren , a Vice President of The Pen & Sword Club, has
20 years’ experience in senior government comms roles He
was previously its director of news in the noughties. But he
returns to a comms department in turmoil after it was censured this week in an official review
into whether the MoD had blacklisted media outlet Declassified UK.
The MoD’s former director of comms, Carl Newns, left last month after five years in post to
take a job in the Cabinet Office, ahead of the publication of the review.
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The review stated that, while an official policy of blacklisting did not exist, members of the
comms team “acted as if” there was such a policy after they misinterpreted comments by Carl
Newns, who stated that they “should not waste any time” on Declassified UK and instead
direct the media outlet to submit a Freedom of Information Request.
Newns told the review his comment was “not meant to imply that the website should be
blacklisted, nor that the principle of blacklisting was in any way acceptable”.
Wren, a former regular in PRWeek's list of the most senior people in public sector comms, has
been brought in on an interim basis until a permanent replacement for Newns can be found.
He has two decades’ experience in some of the most senior comms roles in the biggest
government departments, including the MoD, Home Office and Foreign and Commonwealth
Office (FCO). He has worked in the Civil Service for nearly 40 years.
His longest stint as a director of comms was at the Home Office, where he held the top job for
more than five years until he was succeeded by Andy Tighe. His most recent central
government comms job was as interim director of comms at the FCO, which he left two years
ago to take up a role with West Midlands Combined Authority.
It is not clear whether he is on secondment in order to take up the interim role at the MoD. In a
post about his appointment on LinkedIn, Simon Wren said: “Anyway, so much for retirement.
Going back home [to the] Ministry of Defence for a few months as interim director of defence
communications while they sort out a permanent solution.”

Club Chairman John Boyes Looks Forward to a
Fresh Start in 2021
IT IS ALMOST impossible to reflect on 2020 without using the word ‘unprecedented’. But, as I
write, the first doses of vaccine are being administered. The enforced lockdown did, however,
give more time to catch up with reading.
One of the books on my reading list was ‘Toxic’, Dan Kaszeta’s authoritative work on the
history of nerve agents from Nazi Germany to Sergei and Yulia Skripal.
I was surprised, firstly by how many times nerve
agents have actually been used (worrying) and
secondly that they are not as lethal, if caught early,
as our NBC instructors would have had us believe
(not so worrying). But then consider Covid-19.

The Club National Chairman gets everywhere
– including a back-seat trip with the RAF
Despite the best efforts of humans to produce an
agent with lethal implications for fellow man, how
much more efficient has nature been in producing
something far more effective in a fraction of the
time.
In 2012 the Bomber Command Memorial was
dedicated at Hyde Park Corner. It commemorates
the 55,573 members of the Command who had lost
their lives during the six years of the Second
World War.
Covid deaths in the UK alone have now
significantly exceeded this number in less than a
year.
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The virus has certainly emphasised ‘the good, the bad and the ugly’ in the world of
communications and electronic media.
How many of us had heard of Zoom, let alone used it, but now even the older generation has
become adapted to it – at least once you understand that to be seen and heard on screen you
have to have a camera and then you have to unmute and having a bookcase as a backdrop
gives an air of intellectual awareness.
I was, until this year, largely unaware that most people who work in tertiary education seem to
be ‘professors’ – a diminution of a once prestigious title if ever there was one. It was also sad
to see the growth of the culture of ‘me, myself and I’ with so many demonstrating a scant
responsibility towards others.
How would these people have coped with being shot down over enemy territory, interred with
meagre rations for the remaining duration of the war in a PoW camp and made to march over
the frozen Polish countryside? And that is without venturing into the world of ‘wokeism’ that
infiltrated some national institutions - even Eton College failing to escape.
It was, of course, disappointing for your executive committee to face the reality of cancelling
our monthly ‘Light Lunches’ which have proved so popular and which have been the subject
of much favourable comment: and this just as we had established a firm relationship with the
Cavalry and Guards Club as our new regular venue.
We had hoped that at least we might manage a Christmas Lunch, but sadly this too has fallen
prey to the strictures of the Tier system. But do not lose heart. As soon as is reasonably
practical, we shall re-start our monthly get togethers and be assured that we have not lost
sight of our intention to hold another one-day seminar, building on the success of our last
one.
With a new, if rather elderly, US president, the rising and potentially destabilising influence of
Russia and China and a new world order where UAVs, UUVs and hypersonic missiles are set
to rewrite the rules of conflict. Whilst the RAF is receiving its quota of F-35Bs, America is
already formulating its requirement for sixth-generation fighters under the NGAD (Next
Generation Air Dominance) programme.
Such is the rapid advance in technology. There is therefore much subject matter to be
discussed and we have plenty of informed speakers to contribute their thoughts. So, once we
feel freer to travel, I would ask you to ‘watch this space.’
Finally, I must mention that our President, Hugh Colver, Executive Vice-President Colonel Mike
Peters, Squadron Leader Malcolm Davidge, our events co-ordinator and Brian Moore, former
Master of the Company of Communicators, our Affiliations Manager have all given unfailing
support during the year.
Mike has excelled in his production of
‘Scribblings’ and has even managed to add more
than a few prestigious names to the membership.
We also felt it was time to expand the terms of
membership to broaden our approach and
encompass a wider range of skills relevant to our
members.
My thanks to them and also, as always, to Major
Doreen Cadwallader, pictured right , for her
untiring efforts to keep our administration so
competently in order. And to Major Pete Griffiths
for his hard work and detailed handling of our
website.
The committee’s warmest best wishes for
Christmas and the New Year go out to all of you
and yours. Let us look forward to a lockdown-free
2021. Slàinte mhath.
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Russia is 'flexing muscles in Britain’s back
yard' after ten warships arrive off UK coast,
Chief of the Defence Staff warns
By Dominic Nicholls, Defence and Security Correspondent , The Telegraph December
17, 2020
RUSSIA is “flexing its muscles in Britain’s back yard” after ten warships arrived off the UK
coast, the Chief of the Defence Staff has warned. Two weeks ago nearly a dozen warships and
combat aircraft from Russia’s Northern, Baltic and Black Sea fleets gave a “show of force in
the waters off the British and Irish coasts” General Sir Nick Carter has said.
Giving his annual speech to the Royal United Services Institute, the Defence chief said: “They
are flexing their muscles in our own back yard with an
ostentation they have not displayed since the Cold
War.
“Signalling to the Russian regime that we shall not
tamely acquiesce should they escalate requires
conventional hard power – warships and aircraft – as
well as less conventional capabilities like cyber. It
requires us to hold their backyard at risk, whether
that’s in the Barents Sea, the High North, the Baltic or
the Black Sea.”
General Carter also said the long anticipated Integrated
Review of Foreign, Defence and Security policy, now
expected in January, will herald the biggest shake-up
of the army in a generation.
Without listing specific equipment plans General Carter hinted long-range precision rockets,
air defence missiles and surveillance drones would be brought into service.
“The Army will undergo its most comprehensive modernisation since the 1980s...It will
experiment its way to robotic and autonomous capabilities. [However] when you’re up against
a determined opponent on the battlefield you have to go close and personal with your enemy.
“I’m afraid it’s too early to plot the demise of the tank.”
Although hailing the recent £24.1 billion uplift in Defence spending as reversing a “long period
of decline”, General Carter did not say how much of the new money will fill the existing ‘black
hole’ of around £10 billion in the MoD’s 10-year equipment budget.
Defence chiefs have been keen to suggest new cyber and space capabilities will be major
beneficiaries of any extra money for Defence. However, the MoD has failed to reveal which, if
any, of the existing equipment programmes will be cut to reduce the funding gap.

General Sir Nick Carter: ‘To win against Russia
and China we must beat them at their own
game’
By Ed Lucas, The Times
AGOLD-PLATED machine pistol in a presentation case catches the eye: a gift from Pakistan.
“We had it deactivated,” says General Sir Nick Carter quickly. Other, more dangerous objects
in his Whitehall office have been dealt with too: maps on an easel are facing the wall; an array
of telephones — seriously out of bounds — have been moved aside.
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As the Times photographer marched Britain’s defence chief around the room, I sneaked a peek
at those maps. Mali, site of a new British deployment against jihadists, features, as does “The
View from Moscow”.
Russia — which barely featured as recently as 2014 — is now an “acute threat”. China is a
“chronic challenge”.
On the south wall are photographs of his predecessors. Sir Nick, nearing the average 1,000day tenure in the job, will be the 24th. They date back decades, to a grander, simpler era. A
wartime poster urges thrift. Another, featuring a kilted
Gordon Highlander, lauds the defence of the empire.
But nostalgia is unfashionable. We move to a bland
interview room, adorned with pictures of past defence
secretaries. The current holder of that job, Ben
Wallace,left has just given a speech lambasting those
who “cling to sentimentality”. The general is about to
give another, outlining the threats Britain faces and the
radical decisions looming in the next three months.
The launchpad for all this is last month’s £24 billion
four-year spending splurge, part of Boris Johnson’s
plans for a post-Brexit “Global Britain”, backed with a
military to match. The immediate benefit was to
remove the financial uncertainty that has corroded
Britain’s defence thinking for a decade. Previous
savings risked being snaffled by the Treasury. Now
they can be invested in new capabilities.
Threats have evolved far faster than Britain’s ability to
defend itself. Technological change means that
warfare is about “hiding and finding”, with the finders
on the front foot. But most conflict is now in a “grey zone” between outright war and real
peace.
Wrenching change beckons for the military, with “sunrise capabilities” — long-range precision
missiles plus cyber, space and autonomous systems — eclipsing “sunset” weapons. Cuts,
most likely involving platforms such as heavy tanks, are risky. All remember how the 1981
defence review called for the withdrawal of the Royal Navy’s sole patrol ship from its
supposedly redundant role in the South Atlantic. That prompted the Falklands conflict.
The general praises colleagues “at the top of the armed forces” who are determined to
change. Whether his zeal for digital systems, drones and robots is shared down the command
chain, let alone outside it, may be another question. “There are an awful lot of people looking
in who entirely expect us to continue to be ready and equipped to fight the last war,” he says.
When Sir Nick joined the army as a rifleman in 1977, straight out of Winchester College, the
armed forces numbered 330,000. Now the regular forces and reserves can muster 195,000.
Greater than that decline is the shrinking of the military’s social, psychological and cultural
footprint. Memories of past triumphs are overlaid with less glorious outcomes in Iraq and
Afghanistan. The armed forces, he says, enjoy public sympathy more than empathy.
Rebuilding that empathy means communicating better about what the military does and why it
matters. One route is ensuring high standards of behaviour in what he terms the “fish bowl” of
public scrutiny. That means careful treatment of battlefield data: “quite possibly”, he says,
storing troops’ Whatsapp messages, which are the equivalent of the paper war diaries of old.
Keeping the “moral high ground” on the battlefield is vital, he says, and if people step out of
line they must be investigated and held to account “rigorously”.
The message is also obscured by a blizzard of technical terms, acronyms and abstractions.
Few outsiders understand what is wrong with a “closed-loop, base-fed approach”, for
example, or what it actually means to be “adaptive, innovative, transformative and
modernised”.
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Sir Nick gave clarity his best shot in his speech on Thursday. Though heralding the
“Integrated Review” of Britain’s world role, his topical reference was the pandemic, which
delayed the rethink. Covid, he lamented, highlighted the failings of both international and
national systems, creeping authoritarianism and the power of disinformation.
The hope is that the lessons are
salutary. Stockpiles, for example,
may no longer be a dirty word.
Britain (like most European
countries) has run down its spare
parts, munitions and other vital
stores: not “useful” in Whitehall
terms.
Gavin Williamson, a widely
unloved former defence
secretary, is said to have
dismissed a plea for these items
with “I’m not going to be
photographed in front of a ****ing
warehouse”. (Mr Williamson, now
education secretary, says he
“simply cannot recall saying that”.)
Even with fuller shelves the underlying bet is that Nato (in effect the United States, with its
vast military resources) is the UK’s defence backstop. As Sir Nick puts it, “our expectation if
we have to go to war is that we will do so with allies”.
But other countries depend on Britain, and his message is that they need to do more. The
underspending by countries that miss Nato’s 2 per cent of GDP target adds up to €100 billion:
“A lot of dosh”, he says, with a Trumpian flourish. These countries benefit from the British
contribution to Nato.

Hard bargaining lies ahead once the dust from Brexit settles.
The biggest change is in the character of conflict. Rivals, he says, view the world as a noholds-barred continuous struggle. “The way to win is to beat them at their own game, and that
means beating them below the threshold of war.”
That involves what Sir Nick calls “campaigning” — the active use of military power outside
armed conflict. One element is resilience, ensuring that aggression is ineffective. Another is
deterrence, on which he wants new thinking.
His speech suggested responding to an attack by “escalating in the cyber dimension while
toning down our posture in the air or maritime dimension, while messaging a tone of reduced
aggression in the information dimension”. In defence parlance, this counts as jargon-free.
A practical suggestion is exercises for decision-makers, getting them used to making hard
choices. Such drills were routine during the Cold War. To drive home the point, he delivers a
practised rendition of a Yes Prime Minister skit featuring the nuclear button and a fire in West
Berlin. An aide stresses later that no reference to present-day politics was intended.
You do not become chief of the defence staff without acute political antennae, and Sir Nick’s
are finely tuned. An announcement is looming on making British defence climate-neutral by
2050: particularly difficult for those tanks and warships. Lighter, uncrewed, electric-powered
platforms such as minesweepers will help, as will offsets from the vast swathes of defence
real estate.
Admitting mistakes in these climes is risky. Asked if, with the benefit of more than two years in
the job, he would have done anything differently, the general responds with a lengthy and
irrelevant encomium to the previous national security adviser, Sir Mark Sedwill.
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This Whitehall mastermind pioneered the “fusion doctrine”, which supposedly brings all the
“levers of statecraft” to bear in dealing with threats. The doctrine does well, Sir Nick says, at
strategic thinking and crisis management (he mentions the Salisbury attack).
I demur. Strategic geniuses missed the threat from Russia, and are still grappling with what to
do about China. The days after the attempted murder of Sergei Skripal were a shambles, I note.
A silence descends. I twice repeat the question about learning from experience, but receive
only a self-protective reply that in defence “you’ve got to line a lot of things up before you get
things done”.
The real issue, though, is that
many of the security threats we
face are only partly, if at all,
military in nature. They lie
between crisis management and
lofty geopolitics, which he
concedes is “very difficult” for a
democracy to cope with.
I note the extent of Chinese
cyber-surveillance abroad,
suggesting that Beijing will know
a lot about our meeting. An
awkward pause ensues. Did the
defence chief just bite his nails?
Surely not.
We turn to his proposed “digital sphere of influence”, which will free western countries from
Chinese technology that can be used for espionage, or worse. We need a new “Long
Telegram”, reprising the American diplomat George Kennan’s strategy, outlined in 1946, to
contain the Soviet Union. “We are at a decision point on what sort of way of life we want.”
But change usually happens when people are angry about a defeat or scared about a threat.
Increasingly aware of the difficulties we face, politicians are belatedly willing to stump up
money and brave public displeasure.
But in much of Britain, I suggest, complacency reigns. “You may be right. It’s very difficult to
get a marked change unless you do have a shock. Hopefully enough people are coalescing
around the challenge.” Maybe. Sir Nick prizes forethought as the greatest life skill that the
military teaches. Time to stock up.

Born 11 February 1959, Nairobi
Educated Winchester College, Royal Military Academy Sandhurst
Career Joined the Army aged 18. Served in Germany during the Cold War, Northern
Ireland during the Troubles and commanded a battalion in Bosnia and Kosovo.
Awarded the CBE in 2002. Knighted in 2013 and has been the Chief of the General
Staff, the professional head of the British Army since 2014. Appointed Chief of the
Defence Staff in June 2018.
Family Married with three sons and one daughter.
Quickfire
Early riser or night owl? Early riser. Six
Christmas tipple? Malt whisky. The older the better
Clausewitz or Sun Tzu? Both
The Crown or Queen’s Gambit? What’s that?
Le Carré or John Buchan? Le Carré
Drones or tanks? A mix
Bureaucrats or politicians? Soldiers.
Boxers or Y-fronts? That’s too much information
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Hopes of an end to the pandemic are dashed.
How did we cope in the Blitz?

By Daniel Johnson, The Article December 15 2020:
Daniel Johnson is the founding Editor of The Article.

For two decades he was a senior editor, editorial
writer and columnist for The Times and the Daily
Telegraph, before leaving to set up Standpoint
magazine, which he edited for 10 years. He
contributes regularly to Daily Mail, Wall Street Journal,
Commentary, New Criterion, National Review and
other papers, magazines and websites.
LONG BEFORE Christmas Day, in Covid Britain it is
Groundhog Day. At midnight, London enters Tier 3, only a
fortnight after emerging from the second national
lockdown. The capital perhaps needs reminding that much
of England has already been living for weeks under Tier 3. Wales in particular is facing a surge
of infections that have already crowded its hospitals. But the Principality is not the only part of
the Kingdom to be afflicted by privations of the pandemic. The whole of the UK is now
suffering. It is too late to prevent the second wave of coronavirus. What about a third?
Matt Hancock’s warning in the Commons that a new variant of Covid-19, originating in Kent, is
now “increasing rapidly” will have been a revelation to most people.
Epidemiologists will not be surprised, given the adaptability of coronaviruses, but the public
has not been prepared by our politicians for the possibility that this pandemic may be entering
a new phase.
Not only do this and other possible mutations presumably make a third wave more likely, but
they also raise questions about the likely effectiveness of the new vaccines. Will the new
strain prove to be resistant to the Pfizer-BioNTech drug with which thousands of vulnerable
people are now being inoculated? Scientists probably won’t be able to answer this question
with any certainty until new tests are carried out.
Further questions follow from the first. Will new variant Covid-19 delay the approval by the
MHRA of other vaccines, especially the Oxford-AstraZeneca one of which the NHS has
purchased the largest number of doses in advance? This vaccine is much cheaper than the
imported drugs and does not require expensive refrigerators to keep it at minus 70C.
Will the Oxford vaccine, which it was hoped would be the “workhorse” of the pandemic, prove
to be able to keep pace with our shape-shifting enemy? Lurking behind all these
epidemiological and pharmacological unknowns lies our deepest anxiety: will this nightmare
ever end?
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The nation has just been hit by a triple-whammy: the return to “lockdown lite”, the fear of a
new strain of Covid and the failure so far to conclude a trade deal with the EU that does not tie
the UK’s hands indefinitely. Nor do we have much to look forward to. The promised five days
of Christmas, when restrictions would be
temporarily lifted, now looks precarious.
The national mood, already low, now threatens to
dip into despair. We seem to be entering a new
circle of Hell — or perhaps one should say, a Vale
of Tiers. Many restaurants, pubs and other
businesses that have clung on this far will be
tipped into bankruptcy by the forced closure.
In Second World War terms, we are in December
1940, when British cities had just endured 57
nights of devastating bombing by the Luftwaffe. In
The Spirit of the Blitz: Home Intelligence and
British Morale (OUP, £30), Paul Addison and
Jeremy A. Craig have edited the secret reports
compiled by the Ministry of Information to keep
track of morale. Phones were tapped, letters
opened, conversations overheard defeating
defeatism took priority over privacy.
What is striking about these reports is that even at
the height of the Blitz, people carried on living
their lives. They refused to let the bloodshed and
destruction get them down. The report for the
week from 18-24 December begins: “The
continuing good news from Africa and Greece has
made people feel justified in forgetting the war for
a little and thinking instead of Christmas and their families. There are suggestions that some
are over-optimistic about the recent successes, forgetting that it is the Italians and not the
Germans who are being beaten.”
By this time, fear of a Nazi invasion had receded, though Winston Churchill and Lord
Beaverbrook, the Minister of Aircraft Production, warned that they would not let down their
guard: “People were glad to hear that the Army would remain keyed up over Christmas, but
the prospect of invasion is for the most part shadowy and there is no alarm.” There were
continued demands for reprisals against Germany, with many feeling that “the time has come
to stop the slogan ‘Britain can take it.’ The public is now more concerned about ‘giving it’.”
The “acclimatisation to the dangers and difficulties of the blitz” meant that public concern
reverted to more mundane matters.
Chief among them were the lack of food and fuel, but even here the report speaks of “an
increased realisation that the shortage of food and luxuries must be faced”. A special report
about Eire (the Republic of Ireland) reveals starkly conflicting views: “Hopes that a Hitler
victory will settle partition are expressed in the same town in which a Spitfire fund is
organised.” No irony is intended when it is reported that “complaints about the inadequacy of
local bus services in the provinces are as numerous as ever”
Plus ça change…The predicament in which we now find ourselves cannot be compared to that
faced by our grandparents and great-grandparents. Yet there are some similarities about the
ways in which we shall “see it through”. The invisible, mutating coronavirus may be less
spectacular than explosives and incendiaries, but it has already killed more people than the
Blitz. Yet, just as it was hard to escape from aerial bombardment, so we have no choice but to
endure the pandemic and the restrictions in daily life that it has forced upon us.
It is time, surely, for the Prime Minister to steady the Buffs. This is pre-eminently a time for
leadership. Boris Johnson will have to raise his game — and show that he cares about those
who don’t have a country house to which they can escape.
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Nothing is more demoralising than the thought that those we entrust with the stewardship of
our government are insulated from the reality the rest of us have no choice but to face.
The PM has never been more popular than when he was fighting for his life in hospital. Now he
needs to show us that he understands not only what it is like to catch a bad case of Covid, but
also what it is like to have no income, no contact and no hope.

Coronavirus: Why faith in journalists has taken
a hit during COVID-19
By Mark Austin, Sky News presenter April 2020
TELEVISION JOURNALISM is imperfect. Sometimes we may miss the right stories,
overemphasise the wrong ones, occasionally ask trite questions or fail to challenge dubious
claims. During the coronavirus pandemic - with a mass of data, unattributable briefings,
unnamed sources and a rapid turnaround of often complex information - mistakes can be
made. Hopefully, they are few and quickly corrected.
And in this crisis, journalism collides with other examples of the imperfect: science, politics
and yes, even medicine.
This ghastly virus has led to people watching mainstream TV news and viewing mobile and
website content in far greater numbers than recent years.
But why, according to a recent poll, has faith in TV journalists taken a hit in the middle of the
COVID-19 outbreak? It was only one poll, but it bothers me. Trust is our lifeblood, and we
cannot thrive without it. An admittedly unscientific study of the criticism on social media over
the last few days is instructive. About a third of anger is about TV journalists being too critical
of the government.
There is a strong feeling among some out there that journalists are "missing the mood" of the
country and that what's needed is more support for a "government doing its best... a more
constructive contribution, more hope, optimism and faith".
While I get the emotional appeal of the argument, it rather fails to take into account the
essential role of journalists, which is to ask sometimes awkward questions and try to hold
government ministers to account.
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That doesn't mean constant carping and criticism, but it does mean challenging ministers who
should take responsibility when things appear to be going wrong.
So, if a minister over-promises and under-delivers on protective equipment for NHS staff, and
nurses or carers tell us they feel ill-equipped and vulnerable, our task is to ask why it's
happened and when it will be fixed. It's not hostile, it's not politically driven, it's our job.

Lockdown: The dos and don'ts
If we're told we're among the best-prepared countries for such an epidemic and then the
testing infrastructure can't cope, we should ask the question... why? And as deaths climb in
care homes, there will be many families asking us to ask the government why the elderly and
vulnerable are not better protected.
•

Interestingly, much of this type of criticism comes from veterans of the Brexit battle
who seem to think that this crisis offers an opportunity to renew recent grudges with
the media. My question to those critics is this: do you honestly think we wouldn't be
asking exactly the same questions, in exactly the same way, to a Labour government?

"Oh, but this is a national crisis that requires a national effort," comes the cry. But that
doesn't mean journalists should suspend scepticism and curiosity. In fact - with hundreds
dying every week - it almost certainly requires more interrogation.
It may seem irksome and irritating, but grown-up politicians will know it comes with the
territory and our democracy is all the better for it. Accurate, impartial, rigorous journalism
props it up.
When British troops were sent to war in Iraq, by a Labour government, would it have been
better if journalists had asked no questions about the lack of adequate equipment or, about
the premise of the war in the first place?
Roughly another third of the anger against TV
journalists is about not criticising the government
enough. For a while this was led by Alastair
Campbell, berating journalists for the soft
questions being asked at the daily news
briefings.
But Mr Campbell is a former Labour spin doctor
who's still spinning hard. He's good at it and he
will acknowledge that politically loaded criticism
and point scoring is the role of the official
opposition, not journalists.
As for the last third - that is, broadly speaking,
people who feel the news is just too grim. They
say they never see any positive or uplifting
stories and then, in the same sentence, add: "But
I've stopped watching really." Were they still to
watch, they would see stories every day on all the main news outlets about our NHS heroes,
carers and public service workers - about astonishing recoveries and patients being clapped
out of hospital, about acts of kindness by neighbours, about the fight for a vaccine, and about
people like Captain Tom Moore raising amazing amounts of money for charity.
The real problem is this: we are in the midst of a crisis that impacts every single person in this
country and that scares many of us.
And, unlike other world crises, we really have no idea how this will turn out. We really don't
know how many people will die, we can't be sure when we will find antiviral drugs and a
vaccine, we can't be certain it won't come back, we don't know what life will be like in six
months, and whether we will still have a job or a business.
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Our instinct is to want to be comforted by the thought that it will be okay - that our scientists,
public health officials and government leaders are in control and know exactly what they're
doing. They may well do - the whole country certainly hopes so.
But when journalists, on television every day, repeatedly raise perfectly legitimate questions
about it all, the result may be an unsettling and unwelcome message. But it's not one for
which the messenger deserves to be shot.
As I write this, I see that Ofcom is tracking trust in the main broadcasters at between 72% and
79% in their weekly COVID-19 tracker, so clearly all is not lost.
We must be heartened by the fact that this country is blessed with some of the best scientists,
doctors and nurses in the world.
We also have some of the best journalists, and they're only trying to do their job.

UK on high alert for anti-vaccine
disinformation from hostile states
By Helen Warrell, Financial Times December 11 2020
BRITISH MILITARY and civilian teams have been placed on high alert this week due to fears
that malicious actors will seek to target UK citizens with disinformation as the country
embarks on the world’s first mass immunisation campaign.
While intelligence assessments suggest
the majority of anti-vaccine, or anti-vaxx,
propaganda seen by UK internet users
comes from within Britain, there is a small
proportion that is being amplified or
initiated by hostile states, notably Russia.
•

Following a request for assistance
last month, the army’s 77th
Brigade information warfare unit
has been drafted in to help
officials across Whitehall to
identify the most serious anti-vaxx
disinformation originating from
overseas so it can be managed
through national security
channels.

Covid-19 has been a “growth
opportunity” for anti-vaxxers, according
to research by the campaign group the
Centre for Countering Digital Hate, which
estimates that the largest English
language social media accounts
promoting vaccine scepticism have
increased their followers by nearly a fifth
over the past year.
The UK government is aiming to tackle
the full spectrum of anti-vaccine content,
from misunderstandings and repetition of
false information to the active generation
of erroneous claims, such as that the
vaccine will be used to implant
microchips or make women infertile.
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Although anti-vaxx narratives such as those surrounding the MMR jab for infants are longestablished, Britons facing a decision on whether to take the new Pfizer/BioNTech vaccine —
which has not yet been licensed by other countries — may be particularly vulnerable to
scaremongering.
“This is an extremely rare instance where the entirety of a society has to think about whether
to take a vaccine or not,” said Professor Jonathan Bright, an expert in social media and
political behaviour at the Oxford Internet Institute.
“Whereas the normal vaccine debate is limited to the parents of young children,
now . . . everyone is having to think about this, everyone is trying to collect information and
make up their mind.”
At the start of the pandemic, the Cabinet Office repurposed its Rapid Response Unit to fight
fake news about coronavirus, either by directly rebutting inaccurate claims on sites such as
Facebook, YouTube and Twitter, or asking them to remove harmful material.
The RRU’s top priority is now dealing with anti-vaxx content, according to Whitehall insiders.
The Department for Culture, Media and Sport also has a wider counter disinformation unit
working to neutralise damaging claims about Covid transmission and treatment.
•

The army’s 77th Brigade, which is assisting the RRU remotely from its base in
Berkshire, specialises in using social media and covert influence operations to protect
UK interests. It is looking for signs of anti-vaxx material originating in or being
amplified by Russia or other hostile states.

Once identified, this would be referred to the Cabinet Office for a decision on how to manage
the threat. GCHQ, the signals
intelligence agency, could also intervene
if necessary: it has powers to take down
websites or disable enemy internet
infrastructure subject to ministerial
approval, according to a former security
official.
The Ministry of Defence has emphasised
that 77th Brigade members “do not, and
have never, conducted any kind of
action against British citizens” and
would not interact with UK nationals
involved in posting disinformation.
Experts agree that Russia — which has
a long record in proliferating anti-vaxx
sentiment as a way of sowing division
and undermining trust in western
governments — is likely to be looking
for weaknesses to exploit.
“Russia uses vaccination [debates]
opportunistically and they play both
sides,” said David Broniatowski, an
expert in vaccine disinformation and
behavioural epidemiology at George
Washington University.
“Around Covid they have really
diversified . . . they are using vaccine
debate, as they always have done, as a
means of promoting discord, but it’s
complicated by the fact that the Russian government is producing its own vaccine so there’s
an element of vaccine nationalism going on,” Professor Broniatowski said. “They have
multiple agendas, and this vaccine is serving those agendas.”
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Cyber war is real war
By Rebecca Williams, UK Defence Journal December 1 2020
OF ALL THE DOMAINS of defence today – sea, land, air, space and cyber – cyber is the most
recent and the least understood.
What is important to grasp is that cyber-attacks can cause physical damage, and on a large
scale. And, in causing physical damage, they can kill people.
As early as September 2007, according to the US Centre for Strategic and International
Studies, Israel used a cyber-attack to disrupt Syrian air defence networks as part of an air
strike against an alleged Syrian nuclear facility. The Stuxnet computer worm, discovered in
2010, inflicted physical damage on more than 900 uranium enrichment centrifuges in Iran.
In late 2014, a cyber-attack manipulated and disrupted the control systems of an unidentified
German steel plant, resulting in massive damage to a blast furnace. In December 2015, a
cyber-attack on Ukraine’s power grid disconnected 30 electricity substations from the grid and
cut the electricity supply to 200 000 people for several hours.
Physical damage was inflicted on industrial control systems and the 30 affected substations
had to be manually operated for several weeks.
Don’t forget that shutting down electrical networks also shuts down wide swathes of the
economy and national infrastructure: electric trains cannot run, financial services cannot take
place, civilian
telecommunications are
severely disrupted, hospitals
are crippled – and can patients
die – traffic control systems go
down, and so on.
In all these actual cases, the
level of damage inflicted was
previously only achievable by
the use of strategic
bombing. But the potential is
much wider. Chemical plants
are also vulnerable. Cyberattacks which give hackers
remote control of the industrial
control systems in chemical
plants would allow them to
disrupt the entire process
control system, exceed safety
parameters and wreck equipment, accompanied by the spilling of dangerous chemicals and/or
the release of poisonous gases, endangering the lives of many, perhaps thousands, of people.
That the risk to people is real is shown by the consequences of one of the worst, if not the
worst, industrial accident in history.
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In December 1984 more than 40t of methyl isocyanate gas leaked from a pesticide plant in
Bhopal, India, immediately killing at least 3 800 people, with up to 6 000 more dying in the
following few days, and a further 15 000 to 20 000 people suffering premature death over the
next 20 years.
And many people who survived, and still survive today, suffered permanent damage to their
eyes, as well as their neurological, reproductive, and respiratory systems. Survivors also
suffered from genetic damage, with increased levels of chromosomal abnormalities.
It should now be obvious that the military potential of cyber warfare is very real. Stateorganised and coordinated hacking could attack electricity grids at multiple points
simultaneously, overwhelming repair crews, and, at the same time, attack multiple chemical
plants and other essential systems. An entire country could be “taken down”, with recovery
requiring (depending on the sector of the economy) anything from minutes to months.
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Now imagine such an attack combined with a simultaneous full-scale conventional assault
against that country or a small, weak, ally of that country. The chaos resulting from the cyberattack would pretty much neutralise any military response to such an attack for crucial hours,
maybe even days.
Both Russia and China could attack the UK through Cyber warfare, as could countries like Iran
and North Korea. In fact, Cyber warfare is the ideal weapon for weaker countries against
stronger ones. Because it has global range and can inflict potentially devastating physical
damage and loss of life, it can substitute for strategic air power and conventionally-armed
ballistic missiles, and at a fraction of the price. Cyber-attacks must be guarded against.
However, protection against Cyber-attack is complicated because the sphere of cyber defence
embraces the military, civilian government, and civilian commercial realms.
Perhaps different terms should be used for each – “cyber defence” for the military realm,
“cyber security” for the civilian governmental realm, and “cyber protection” for the
commercial realm. Cyber defence would be the responsibility of service personnel (whether
regular or reservist or both), cyber
security would be handled by civilian
government agencies, while cyber
protection would involve the private
sector with government support.
Coordination and cooperation would be
required across all three realms.
As the threat is real, Britain must make
serious investments in Cyber defence.
The idea that the armed forces should
protect national industrial infrastructure
from air or submarine-launched
conventional cruise missile attack but
not from equally (perhaps even more) destructive Cyber-attacks is completely irrational and, in
fact, absurd.
Of course, what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. Britain can also use Cyber
warfare to attack foes. I am no expert in the law of war, but I suspect that, to be legal,
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Cyber-attacks would have to be carried out by uniformed personnel. Moreover, it would make
no sense to take such a potentially powerful offensive capability away from the armed forces
and give it to a civilian agency.
But who should be responsible for strategic level Cyber defence in the UK, especially given
the general perception that the types of people best suited for Cyber are not really amenable to
military discipline and hierarchy?
The RN and RAF are probably better bets for hosting such people than the British Army. The
RN in particular has a well-established record of successfully operating ‘quasi-piratical’ and
quite informal organisations that relied on self-discipline much more than formal discipline,
such as the early submarine service and coastal forces during the two World Wars.
But whichever service gets to form the framework for Cyber defence operations (which would
obviously fall under the control of Strategic Command), each of the armed forces must have
their own tactical and higher-level Cyber defence and offensive capabilities, just as, for
example, they have their own EW capabilities.
•

To reiterate and conclude: cyber war is not virtual war, it is not video game war; it is
real warfare that produces kinetic results previously only attainable through the use of
strategic bombing. Cyber warfare has the potential to kill large numbers of civilians. It
can wreck essential national infrastructure and key national industries.

In purely defence environments Cyber warfare can be used to “crash” defence command,
control, communications and computer systems, sensor systems, integrated defence (such as
air defence) systems, thereby blinding, confusing and disarming military forces and allowing
an aggressor to inflict severe losses and seize key locations using its conventional forces.
Spending on Cyber defence does not and will not take money away from defence, for it is now
an essential part of defence and investing in it strengthens defence overall.

On the Offensive: The UK’s New Cyber Force
By Tom Keatinge, Director, Centre for Financial Crime and Security Studies, RUSI
December 3 2020
PRIME MINISTER Boris Johnson’s announcement of a four-year funding deal for defence
highlighted a number of technology-focused initiatives. Prominent among them was the
establishment of the National Cyber Force (NCF), a new organisational construct bringing
together skills, capabilities and resources from across government (predominantly, but not
exclusively, GCHQ and the Ministry of Defence) to focus on offensive cyber – the use of
hacking and other cyber techniques to have a direct effect on the UK’s adversaries. What does
this mean in practice?

The Culmination of a Process
The first thing to say is that this is simply the next step in the UK’s long-standing work in this
area. As far back as 2013, Philip Hammond, then defence secretary, announced that the UK
was ‘developing a full spectrum military cyber capability, including a strike capability’.
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The 2016 UK National Cyber Security Strategy acknowledged the existence of the
government’s National Offensive Cyber Programme. In 2018, GCHQ director Jeremy Fleming
said that GCHQ had been pioneering the development and use of offensive cyber techniques
‘for well over a decade’, and referred to the conflict in Afghanistan, and operations against the
Islamic State.
So, this is not a new field of activity for the UK. And in some respects, it can be seen as the
logical continuum of operational techniques that go back many decades. For example, there
has always been a requirement to jam enemy communications on the battlefield. The
difference is that today those communications may be digital and internet-enabled, as
opposed to high-frequency radios.

The Definitional Challenge
Cyber is one of those terms that can be defined many different ways, and the same goes for
offensive cyber. To get a flavour of what might be involved it is worth looking at the kind of
things states have actually been doing.
Probably the most extreme examples to date are attacks designed to have indiscriminate mass
effects on large numbers of people by disrupting some piece of critical infrastructure on which
they depend for their well-being. Examples include Russian hackers’ cyber disruption of the
Ukrainian power supply in 2015, and an alleged Iranian attack aimed at affecting the
functioning of Israeli water treatment plants earlier this year.
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Then there are attacks designed to create significant economic disruption, targeting specific
companies or whole sectors. The Iranian attacks that disabled 30,000 computers belonging to
Saudi Aramco in 2012, and their attack on multiple US financial institutions are examples.
Offensive cyber can also be used for the purposes of political disruption, and undermining
confidence in, or simply discrediting, institutions or processes. For example, Russian
interference in the French and US democratic processes by hacking into political parties to
steal and leak sensitive material. Or the North Korean targeting of Sony by hacking and
leaking embarrassing emails in retaliation for the movie ‘The Interview’.
On a much larger scale, there was the particularly reckless Russian NotPetya attack of 2017,
which some estimate cost victims $10 billion globally. Russia infected Ukrainian tax software
to disable the systems of anyone using it, either because they were Ukrainian or did business
in Ukraine. The Russian attempt to disrupt the opening ceremony of the 2018 Winter Olympics,
perhaps in response to the banning of Russian athletes, might be another example.
And Israel may have been behind an attack earlier this year that disrupted the operations of an
Iranian port facility, perhaps in retaliation for the attack on their water treatment plants.
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Cyber operations can also be used in a targeted attempt to disrupt specific threats. These may
be attempts to disrupt adversary weapons or technology programmes, like Stuxnet, the
alleged US and Israeli cyber-attack targeting Iranian nuclear centrifuges. Or an operation to
prevent a specific attack, for example, by disrupting terrorist communications.

These capabilities can also be used to disrupt hostile or criminal online activity. There might
be operations against botnets used by cyber criminals, or to counter disinformation, or
extremist propaganda. There have been reports of US cyber operations to disrupt Russia’s
notorious Internet Research Agency, UK take-downs of extremist online propaganda, and
disruption of misinformation about a coronavirus vaccine.
And then there is cyber in support of military operations. Press coverage of the NCF has
referred to capabilities to disrupt an enemy’s air defence network. It has been claimed that a
US offensive cyber operation disrupted Iranian missile systems’ command and control, and
that Israel successfully disrupted Syrian radars in support of an air strike.

Constraints on the UK
So, what does this mean for the UK approach? It is worth reflecting on some of the
constraints. On the basis that the UK continues to adhere to its existing framework of
domestic and international legal commitments, it is not easy to imagine circumstances where
indiscriminate cyber-attacks on civilian critical infrastructure, or attacks that self-propagate in
an uncontrolled way, would pass legal tests, including of necessity and proportionality (let
alone ethical ones).
The exception might be all-out armed conflict, but, even then, the key principles of
international humanitarian law will apply to UK operations, cyber or otherwise. Needless to
say, these considerations are evidently less of a constraint to countries like Russia and Iran.
Then there is the fact that cyber operations, particularly at the upper end of the spectrum, can
be extremely complex to design and execute. They can take months or years to design.
Complex target networks are unique, and an attacker may need to learn more about them than
even their own operators know, to reduce the chances of things going wrong.
Indeed, several of the hostile operations mentioned above failed, or had limited impact. And
even when successful, complex attacks may only have an effect for a matter of hours before
back-up systems kick in and something like normal service is resumed.
This means that the scarce resources required to develop offensive cyber operations need to
be used very carefully. So as the UK develops its capabilities it needs to focus on those that
are actually likely to be usable in practice, bearing in mind legal, ethical, technical and
operational considerations.
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In practice, these are most likely to be about targeted disruption of an adversary’s ability to
communicate or operate online. And that adversary is often likely to be a criminal, terrorist or
hostile state actor conducting misinformation or cyber operations.
They live on the web, and it makes sense that we should have the ability to inhibit their
operations there, just as we seek to in the physical world.
It also means that cyber operations, particularly on the battlefield, need to be closely
integrated with other effects to achieve a real impact. And it will be important not to be
seduced by the glamour of ‘cyber war’ and lose sight of the fact that in an actual military
operation it may be a lot easier to take out a target through traditional kinetic means than by
some exquisitely complex, highly sophisticated, cyber operation.

On the Offensive?
Quite legitimately, a lot of questions are being asked about offensive cyber capability and the
avowal of the NCF is likely to intensify that debate. The government cannot take for granted
that everyone will agree it has a licence to operate in this area.

Issues include squaring offensive cyber with a commitment to a free, open and secure
internet, how to measure the effectiveness and value for money of this investment, how to
manage the risk of our capabilities falling into the wrong hands, and how to achieve a balance
between keeping knowledge of cyber vulnerabilities secret for future exploitation and
disclosing them to the manufacturers to be fixed.
And there is the overarching question of defining UK offensive cyber doctrine. The
government needs to embrace the debate, however uncomfortable that may feel, and there has
already been some commendable openness.
Offensive cyber offers the UK a specific set of capabilities that can be used in certain
particular circumstances. We already have experience in developing and using these
capabilities, and the NCF should build on that. For the UK this is most likely to be about
focused and targeted disruption of specific threat actors, rather than indiscriminate attacks
having mass effect.
There are plenty of issues to debate and explore. But there is an important risk to manage –
offensive cyber may play a part in defeating some cyber-attacks on the UK, but it will be
essential that an understandable interest in ‘cyber weapons’ and ‘cyber war’ does not divert
attention and effort away from the much broader and more complex set of issues around how
to achieve the level of cyber security the UK needs.
The views expressed in this Commentary are the author's, and do not represent those of RUSI
or any other institution.
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How Kay Burley was nailed by her own Sky
News Colleagues
By Katie Hind, Mail on Sunday December 13 2020
IT WAS AN OPPORTUNITY for revenge on an over-mighty colleague that proved just too good
to ignore. When a group of resentful junior production staff at Sky News heard star presenter
Kay Burley boast about plans for 60th
birthday celebrations which would break
strict lockdown rules, they didn’t
hesitate to pounce – and set in motion a
chain of events that would lead to her
being banished from the air for six
months, her reputation severely
tarnished.
As the £600,000-a-year presenter
yesterday started an African safari
holiday, away from the British spotlight,
The Mail on Sunday can reveal the full
story of how Burley was the unwitting
architect of her own downfall and how
she was ambushed in what has been
described as the ‘perfect inside-job
coup’.
The plot by colleagues – long
disgruntled by her imperious ways –
began when they overheard her talking
in advance about last weekend’s night
on the tiles, which culminated in her and three other Sky News journalists partying at her
home in Knightsbridge, Central London.
They secretly recruited a paparazzi photographer to take pictures of Burley breaking lockdown
rules and created an encrypted email account to leak the story to the media.
For years, Burley, who turns 60 on Thursday, has been the queen of Sky News, having been
part of the team since the channel first broadcast in 1989. Hugely professional and respected
by her bosses, she has, however, attracted envy among colleagues. Words such as ‘divisive’
and ‘untouchable’ are used about her – as they so often are about successful people.
And so, it was that nine days ago, at Sky’s vast headquarters in Osterley, West London, that
Burley was sharing her excitement about her plans to celebrate her birthday, leaving
colleagues in no doubt that she would be dining inside a venue with people from outside her
own household.
She was overheard explaining that she would be visiting the Century members-only club, a
celebrity haunt near Piccadilly Circus, with a group bigger than six. ‘It was a case of boom,
this could really bring her down,’ says a source. ‘They thought, “If she gets caught, that would
be the end for her.” ’
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Burley named certain
people she had
invited, including
Beth Rigby, Sky
News’s political
editor and Burley’s
best friend since
joining the channel
from The Times in
2016.
The plotters acted
swiftly. Just over 24
hours later,
photographers from
the top celebrity
paparazzi agency
Eroteme were in
place outside the
club, waiting for
Burley and her chums. The group also included Sky’s North of England correspondent
Inzamam Rashid and presenter Sam Washington. They spilled out on to the pavement outside
the discreet venue, shunning social distancing rules. Some prepared to go home, while others
discussed where to continue partying.
The conspirators emailed The Sun last Sunday – amusingly using kayburley@protonmail.com
as their address – with details of the presenter’s ‘crime’ and attached the photos. However, the
newspaper decided not to publish the story. The reason for this is not 100 per cent clear.
The Mail on Sunday has since been passed a copy of the email, which said: ‘Kay Burley was
bragging about breaking Tier 2 lockdown restrictions for her 60th Birthday party last night.’
It went on to describe the events of the evening, including how the party split into a table of six
and a table of four at Century, in an apparent bid to skirt the Rule of Six, and how Depoix
‘broke the law’ to let the group continue their celebrations at his restaurant.

Kay Burley row could undermine Sky News,
warns Adam Boulton
By Archie Bland, The Guardian December 10 2020
THE SKY NEWS presenter Adam Boulton has warned that the row over a breach of
coronavirus restrictions by his colleague Kay Burley has raised concerns over “the credibility
of our journalism”.
With executives at the broadcaster weighing their decision over what sanctions are merited
by the actions of Burley and three colleagues who attended her 60th birthday party last
weekend, Boulton retweeted several posts about the story on Wednesday, including one that
read: “Look at the state of Sky News. The morons spent all summer preaching to us and now
look at them!”
Speaking to the Guardian, Boulton noted that his retweets did not necessarily constitute
endorsements. But he went on: “That said, I retweet things because I think they’re of public
interest, and certainly my feed has reflected a lot of people who are very concerned about the
credibility of Sky News, and that I think is the important issue: the credibility of our
journalism.”
The intervention from the station’s editor-at-large and former political editor is the first
significant comment on the situation from a senior broadcaster at Sky News, where executives
have been considering how to deal with the fallout from Burley’s celebrations since Monday.
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Boulton said: “My view is that Sky has worked very hard during the whole Covid crisis and has
taken a very clear line about public safety, and obviously something like this perhaps
underlines [the importance of] that.” And he noted that he believed the matter to be “of
widespread concern” to colleagues at the station.
His concerns about credibility will be viewed as a reference to its role in holding public figures
to account over their conduct during the crisis. Burley herself has been a stern interrogator of
politicians who have been perceived as making excuses over lockdown breaches this year.
At an all-hands meeting on
Wednesday also covering a range of
more routine issues, the head of Sky
News, John Ryley, read out the
statement the company put out on
Monday expressing “disappointment”
and noting that a review was under
way.

A credibility warning from Adam
Boulton, Sky political anchor,
pictured left.
Burley and her colleagues Beth Rigby,
Inzamam Rashid and Sam Washington
have all been taken off air during
discussions over what sanctions will
be imposed. On Tuesday, Burley was
withdrawn from consideration for a
prestigious TV award, while two of the
group signed non-disclosure
agreements as Sky sought to limit
damage from the row.
With photographs of the group in soho emerging on Wednesday, several more-junior staff said
there was a mood of impatience for clarity over what will happen next. “The situation is just
excruciating,” one producer said. “The longer it goes on, the worse it gets and the harder it is
to see this ending without serious punishment.”
Boulton noted that he viewed Burley as a “remarkable” journalist who deserved her success
on the station. And he added: “Whatever happens next is not my decision and obviously it’s
not up to me to criticise colleagues.” Nonetheless, his comments will be viewed with alarm
by executives hoping to keep staff concerns under wraps until they reach a decision, which is
expected to be this week.
There has been no mention of the situation on air. Burley herself deleted a tweet saying she
was going on holiday on Friday to go “sit with lions”, adding: “They kill for food, not sport” – a
possible reference to the media coverage of the situation.
The group celebrating Burley’s birthday began their evening on Saturday at the Century Club
in Soho, London, sitting at tables of six and four before going on to a nearby restaurant, Folie.
A group of four then returned to Burley’s home to continue the celebrations.
Burley apologised for the breach in a tweet in which she claimed she had broken Tier 2 rules
because she was “desperate for the loo” while waiting for a taxi to get home. But the claim
that a group went on to her house is not believed to be in dispute.
In May, she conducted a widely shared interview with the Cabinet Office minister, Michael
Gove, about the Dominic Cummings affair, repeatedly asking him to clarify what the
government advice would be for a member of the public “struggling with Covid-19 and you
think you’ve got a problem with your eyesight”, in reference to Cummings’ explanation of his
trip to Barnard Castle
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Military To Make £1bn Cuts Over Next Year To
Plug Budget Black Hole
.

Forces Net December 9 2020
THE BRITISH MILITARY is to make £1 billion of cuts over the next year in response to a
defence funding black hole. The move is part of cost-cutting measures implemented by the
Ministry of Defence (MOD) to make in-year savings on a £13 billion gap in funding, evidenced
by a National Audit Office (NAO) report earlier in the year.
It comes less than a month after Boris Johnson set out a £16.5 billion increase to the MOD's
budget over the next four years. In February, the NAO said the MOD's equipment procurement
and support budget is "large" but it "does not cover its forecast cost over 2019-2029".
The cuts include Royal Navy reservists being suspended, training days for British Army
reserves being scaled back, and alternative training plans for Queen Elizabeth-class aircraft
carrier, HMS Prince of Wales. It is thought further measures will be taken by Christmas in
order to meet the £1 billion mark.

Royal Navy Reserves
Defence Secretary Ben Wallace has signed off a
directive that will see Royal Navy reservists
suspended for the first time, aiming to save £7.5
million. The suspension is until April 2021. Drill
nights, training weekends and two-week training
for the reservists will be "paused", but they will
remain at "high readiness if needed".
A total of 450 naval reservists, including 150
currently mobilised and 300 on the full-time
reserve service, are expected to continue as
normal, however.
Facing anger in the House of Commons over the
decision and the failure to notify Parliament, UK
Defence Secretary Ben Wallace said service
chiefs "make thousands of decisions"
throughout the year, and that the move would
not have been delivered in a "single statement"
by "any government".
Admiral Lord West, former First Sea Lord, was
concerned by the timing of the call, with
reservists currently supporting border control in the Channel and available to protect
fishing in the event of a no-deal Brexit.
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He told Forces News: “I think it’s a slight insult, bearing in mind that many of these men and
women will actually suffer financial penalty as a result of this cut, because they’ve got to do a
certain number of days to get their annual bonus – they won’t be able to do that."
HMS Prince of Wales will not go to the United States next year for essential training as part of
the Westlant exercise in a bid to save a further £2 million. Similar training is expected to take
place in British waters instead.

British Army Reserves
The number of Army reserves training days will be scaled back from 38 to 32 and this is
expected to save £11 million.

Royal Air Force Aircraft
The Royal Air Force will also be included in the planned MOD cuts. The RAF’s Boeing E-3D
Sentry fleet will be halved from six to three aircraft. The plan is for the MOD to sell off three of
the aircraft once they are decommissioned, amounting to a saving of £138 million.
In 2019, then-Defence Secretary Gavin Williamson signed a £1.5 billion deal to purchase five E7 Wedgetail aircraft. The fleet of E-7s is set to replace the E-3D Sentry aircraft as the UK's
Airborne Early Warning and Control capability, with the first E-7 aircraft expected to join the
RAF in 2023.

Civil Servant Recruitment
Recruitment of civil servants will be paused until the spring, saving nearly £9m in total. It is
expected this move will save £8m for the Army and £750,000 for the Navy.
Last month, the Prime Minister confirmed the £16.5 billion increase to the MOD's budget over
the next four years, including specific details about his vision for the future Armed Forces.
The Government also said the extra spending could be as high as £24.1 billion over the four
years when added to the Conservatives' manifesto commitment of the 0.5% uplift.
A defence source said: "The settlement received by defence was hugely welcome, but we
know this does not solve all of our problems.
We still have difficult and necessary decisions to make to address our financial position and
will not shy away from the responsibility we have to the taxpayer."

Royal Navy Reserve suspension a blow for UK
border control and fisheries, says former First
Sea Lord
By Lucy Fisher, Deputy Political Editor The Telegraph December 9 2020
THE SUSPENSION of Royal Navy Reserve operations comes at a "particularly poor time" as
they are needed to help protect fisheries after Brexit, the former First Sea Lord has said.
Admiral The Lord West, right, writing for The Telegraph, has warned that the cost-saving
measure is short-sighted as reservists have "vital skills" that the Navy cannot do without.
The decision has prompted concern from within defence circles, who fear it will leave the UK
vulnerable post Brexit and Reservists feeling underappreciated. "Reservists play a key part in
helping the UK Border Force patrol the Channel and given Brexit, there is yet a chance they
will be called upon to assist with boosting fisheries protection, too," said Lord West.
"Assertions that reservists will remain 'on standby' if needed brings little comfort and indeed
is an insult bearing in mind many will suffer a financial penalty as a result of this cut.
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"With the Government sensibly pursuing a wider
maritime-focused strategy, it makes no sense to
follow a policy that will torpedo morale among
reservists and discourage future members from
joining. Whatever savings this stands to make,
the cost is far too high."
Vice Admiral Sir Jeremy Blackham, ex-Deputy
Commander-in-Chief Fleet of the Royal Navy, said
reservists are "crucial to peacetime operations"
and "increasingly important given regular
manpower shortages".
•

He said it signalled that reservists were
"not particularly wanted or appreciated",
adding: "It's strange they should be
singled out for this treatment. It's very
important it’s sold with considerable care
to avoid demotivating them."

The halt to Royal Navy Reserve operations until
the next financial year equates to roughly 10 per
cent of the Royal Navy's workforce ceasing
operations for four months.
One serving Royal Navy officer said that "given
the vital role played by Reservists across a range
of fields, supporting day-to-day live operations,
it's hard to see how this won't have a direct
impact on Royal Navy and Defence operations".

Tobias Ellwood: Reservist Suspensions 'Very
Concerning’
Forces News December 9, 2020
The Chair of the Defence Select Committee has criticised recently announced plans to
suspend naval reservists for the first time, as part of £1bn in cuts. The British military is to
make the cuts over the next year in response to a £13bn defence funding black hole.
And Defence Secretary Ben Wallace is aiming to save £7.5m by keeping Royal Navy reservists
at "high readiness if needed" until April 2021. Mr Ellwood told Forces News: “To now hear that
there may be threats to the size of our reservist force and, indeed, to training hours is very
concerning indeed.”
Drill nights, training weekends and two-week training for the reservists will be "paused"
throughout the period – a move criticised by Mr Ellwood. The British Army veteran added that
he had not been on any operation where the regular forces had not been “made up” using
reservists, which he described as "a critical component".
The move is part of cost-cutting measures implemented by the Ministry of Defence (MOD) to
make in-year savings on a £13bn gap in funding, evidenced by a National Audit Office (NAO)
report earlier in the year. It comes less than a month after Boris Johnson set out
a £16.5bn increase to the MOD's budget over the next four years.
On Tuesday, the Defence Select Committee quizzed Sir Stephen Lovegrove, Permanent
Secretary, MOD, on the spending strategy to accompany the promised funds – hearing nothing
of plans to suspend the reservists.
Mr Ellwood questioned the need to make savings at all, asking: “Do they have to be made or
should we be making the case to say this is where our money should be spent?”
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More “honesty” with the public about the state and capability of the Armed Forces is required,
he said, specifically on the ageing equipment and the treatment of personnel.
•

“I’d prefer to be making the argument to say this is one place where we should be
spending taxpayers’ money,” he said, adding that he doesn’t believe the £13bn black
hole should be written off.

Removing personnel capability would be “very dangerous” and detracts from future
equipment investment, he continued, before looking ahead to the planned arrival of the
Integrated Review in 2021.
The defence, security and foreign policy is set to be the largest of its kind in decades but has
been delayed due to COVID-19. The UK’s ambitions, threats and its posture to face up to the
two will be highlighted in greater detail by early next year, he explained.

Cash Before Strategy: Defence in the
Integrated Review
By Mike Clarke, Tipping Point December 1 2020. This commentary also appeared as a
Global Strategy Forum briefing.
THE CHANCELLOR and the Treasury pulled a fast one on the Prime Minister and No.10 when
it cancelled the three-year Comprehensive Spending Review in favour of last week’s interim
one-year settlement.
It looked as if the Ministry of Defence would be the big loser. And the famous ‘Integrated
Review’ of all Britain’s external policy instruments was pushed into ‘early next year’ and would
then anyway have to wait for next summer or autumn to fit itself into a proper long-term
spending package – whenever the Treasury felt able to look beyond the economic damage of
the Covid crisis. No.10 and the Treasury then became locked in a poorly concealed argument
over making a special case for Defence to give it the certainty of a multi-year settlement.
Most of us expected No.10 to lose the argument. But last week, the Prime Minister pulled a
rabbit from the hat and not only announced a four-year settlement for the MoD but one that
significantly increased its budget. The Chancellor subsequently defended it through gritted
teeth.
Political rows always make good copy, but what can we discern from the substance of the
deal?
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A Big Strategic Moment?
The announcement of a £16.5 billion increase in defence spending certainly caught the
headlines. As Paul Johnson of the Institute for Fiscal Studies pointed out, however, that
particular figure was a crude accumulation of nominal annual increases; ‘an almost
meaningless number’, as he put it.
The reality was that the announcement represented an annual increase of 4.2% above inflation
for each of the next four years, so that in 2024-25 the defence budget was expected to be £7.3
billion higher in real terms (just on £10 billion higher in cash terms) than would otherwise have
been the case.
That represents an increase of some £6.5 billion in defence spending during this Parliament,
over and above previous Conservative manifesto plans. Not quite such headline-grabbing
figures. And what will never make the headlines will be Treasury negotiations with MoD on
‘profiling’ its extra spending – quite likely pushing MoD to load the cash heavily towards
spending it in years three and four, rather than sooner.
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Even so, the uplift still represents a dramatic defence initiative that bucks the national
economic trend. The Prime Minister’s claim that this (may at least begin to) ‘reverse a decade
of decline’ in defence provision is plausible, if not quite his subsequent embellishment that it
would allow Britain once again to ‘tip the scales of history’. But Defence spending is set to
grow faster than the wider economy, for the first time since the Cold War. Boris Johnson’s
announcement marked the first concrete initiative, after more than five years of windy rhetoric,
to make ‘Global Britain’ mean something.
The problem is that in spite of this tangible – hard cash – evidence of intention, we still don’t
know enough about what this ‘something’ will turn out to be. At the lower level, we can see the
Integrated Operational Concept that the military have now set out for the coming decade.
And at the upper level we now know that in late January or perhaps early February we will
probably see publication of the snappily-titled ‘Integrated Review of Security, Defence,
Development and Foreign Policy’, a new national strategy, a vision for Brexit Britain’s future in
Europe and the wider world.
But at least part of that national strategic overview now seems to have gone back into the
mixer, and in the meantime a series of significant choices have begun to bear on the final
outcome.
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We have seen the merging of the Department for International Aid back into a re-organised
Foreign Commonwealth and Development Office, and an intention to change the law on
Britain’s aid budget – which suggests a desire to make current foreign aid cuts permanent. We
also know that the Conflict, Stability and Security Fund, that works towards conflict resolution
in different parts of the world, is taking a 50% cut.
We have an explicit acknowledgment that Britain will field (as it has already quietly been
doing) an offensive cyber capability. We have a renewed commitment to a military-led space
policy, somewhat displacing previous intentions to build on commercial development in
space. And there is a new commitment to using artificial intelligence across the board in
British government to make society more resilient.
To do all this, we already know, there will be a National Cyber Force, made up largely of
personnel from both MoD and GCHQ; an RAF Space Command, previously announced and
repeated again; and a new ‘AI Agency’, covering all government departments and likely to
build up a big establishment of specialists with an extensive reach across government.
It is not clear how all these elements will fit together in Whitehall and it seems likely that there
will have to be some significant restructuring to the current machinery around the National
Security Council.

At Least Defence Can Breathe Again
There is no doubt that this gesture from No 10 has eased financial pressure on the MoD. The
existential ‘black hole’ in the equipment programme is touted as £13 billion. But it isn’t. As the
National Audit Office always makes clear (but journalists seem never to report) the deficit is £6
billion over the whole ten-year equipment programme but could become £13 billion if all the
chickens came home to roost and if the MoD did nothing about it in the meantime.
Nevertheless, the defence equipment programme certainly needed to be brought back on
track.
These announcements appear to underpin spending on the Trident nuclear system
replacement and the building of the four Dreadnought submarines (where Britain is just
entering the peak, most painful, spending years); renewed guarantees that the Astute
submarines will all be completed; and a hint of more submarines to come, with the
vulnerability of undersea cables in mind.
There was a guarantee of progress on the new Tempest ‘Future Combat Air System’, that is set
to develop as both a manned
and a robotic aircraft, and
upgrades in due course for the
Typhoon force.
There are guarantees that all
five Type 31 Frigates will be
built, and some commitment
from the Defence Secretary to a
‘Type 32’ – which lit up the
twitter-sphere as analysts all
scratched their heads over that
one. It would seem that Britain
might be envisaging an ‘escort
fleet’ eventually of 24 frigates
and destroyers instead of the
current 19 – logical enough if we really are going to field two operational aircraft carriers in
tandem – though it puts almost all the Navy’s eggs in two particular baskets.
Three new RFA support ships would be ordered, again with the Carriers in mind. The future
of the valuable amphibious ships, helicopter support and Mine Counter Measure Vessels must
await further decisions and announcements.
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So too, most prominently, does the very future of the Army; its role and scope – what size,
how structured, how equipped and what future for its armoured forces. In a sense, this is the
flip side of a coin we can see spinning as it is about to land.
If the Navy is the natural winner from these announcements, and the Army the apparent loser,
does that mean the Integrated Review will eventually look like a ‘maritime strategy’ document?
If so, then Britain will be opting for global reach through maritime and air power and some
lightweight, modern, version of expeditionary operations/home defence in ground forces,
reversing the Army’s concentration on effective war-fighting, at scale, following the postAfghanistan restructuring.
Our military, said the Defence Secretary, would remain capable across the ‘full-spectrum’ of
roles. That is all very well, but British forces will still be very small by international, and by
historic, standards.

And while maritime strategy is always good for the headlines, in this case it would not be so
good for NATO, the North Atlantic, or our European partners. Of course, the ‘renaissance in
ship-building’ the government spoke about plays to an urgent economic agenda, the pursuit of
‘levelling up’ in the great shipyards of the north, and to help keep the United Kingdom
together.
All politically fine and convenient. But numerically small military forces can only play one
credible game at a time. If the Integrated Review does indicate that Britain is opting for an
essentially maritime strategy, it is difficult to see how this will not weaken NATO and please
Russia’s President Putin as he finds ever greater political fissures to exploit across Europe.
How does it play in Washington? A re-commitment to defence is clearly welcome to the Biden
team, and a greater maritime presence alongside US forces in different parts of the world
would undoubtedly be welcomed. But welcomed forces are not always strategically significant
in the eyes of such a big ally. Whereas British maritime capabilities may or may not prove
strategically significant to the US, the lack of significant military capabilities in the European
land and Atlantic theatres would always be strategically disadvantageous.
The Integrated Review team, of course, are fully aware of this and have been looking at
inventive ways to try to derive the best of both worlds.
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It will be a neat trick if the Integrated Review emerges next year without emasculating the
major war-fighting capacity of the Army; unless, that is, even more investment was then made
in ground force ‘sunrise’ technologies and the personnel and equipment to use them fully.
The Army has one big news item currently playing against it. ‘Drones’ featured prominently in
the statements of ministers as they made their announcements.
The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict has been a wake-up call to all western military establishments,
where the Azeris have used high numbers of Turkish Bayraktar strike drones, in combination
with Israeli Harops suppression drones, to eviscerate the heavy Russian armour of Armenian
forces.
That has proved to be a game-changer among ground forces in that conflict, and military
planners everywhere are trying to evaluate what this first, extensive, combined, successful
use of drones in the traditional battlespace really means.

But MoD Still Has a Lot to Prove
Official statements all stressed a new emphasis on ‘space and cyber’. These were the
touchstone phrases to indicate how this financial boost would drive the technological leap
that British defence is aiming to achieve in the next decade. But of the £10 billion cash boost
that MoD will really see in the next four years, only £2 billion of it seems to be earmarked for
‘space and cyber’ as such (£500 million on space and £1.5 billion on cyber).
Most of the other favoured programmes mentioned by the Prime Minister and the Minister of
Defence looked either like investments to catch up on equipment needs that had been frankly
neglected – like RFA
support ships, more
frigates and
submarines – or else
investments in new
platforms to conduct
old-style warfare.
There was a lot more
heavy metal in the
picture that emerged
than might have been
anticipated in the preannouncement
trailers.
Of course, traditional
weapons platforms
can embed in them
the most modern, even transformative, systems. The Tempest project, for example – as a
‘Future Combat Air System’ – might be regarded as ‘transformative’ in itself. Based around an
airframe, it might be argued that this aircraft (with many robotic ‘wingmen’ operating to a
central manned aircraft) is intended to be the hub of a flying command centre – an
autonomous aerial battlegroup of its own. Perhaps. But for now, it’s only a concept, plus a
fibreglass mock-up of an imagined aircraft that Ministers stand in front of.
The fact is that, notwithstanding questions over the size and shape of the future Army, the
MoD has still to finalise the painful trade-offs that any high-tech future will require. Investing in
‘sunrise technologies’ is fine and popular but cutting and withdrawing from ‘sunset
technologies’ is painful and will cause inevitable political upsets. And some of the systems
apparently being favoured in the government’s latest thinking appear to be, if not ‘sunset
technologies’, certainly around the ‘afternoon tea’ end of the daylight metaphor.
In short, the MoD has got to convince the Treasury, and probably No 10 as well, that it won’t
use this extra cash to delay or fudge the difficult trade-offs and that it will genuinely create a
trajectory for the Armed Forces that will put them in the technological lead among the middle
powers.
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Only in this way will Britain be in a position to offer some across-the-board deterrence against
emerging threats as the ‘Global Britain’ concept finds firmer expression.
Only then will we see the real capacity of ‘Global Britain’ to build new security partnerships
around the world and maintain those with our erstwhile allies in Europe.
Early next year we hope to get the whole picture from the Integrated Review. The annual cost
of everything included in the Review – security, defence, development and foreign policy – is
calculated (by this author) as something around £61-62 billion, of which the defence
component is now just over £41 billion. So, the MoD’s emerging choices will have a big
bearing on the rest of the package and how it is eventually implemented.
It is not difficult to understand why the Prime Minister and the Chancellor had some sort of
face-off over the idea that the MoD should be given special treatment; and how the exigencies
of national politics, in the midst of the Covid crisis and the culmination of the Brexit hiatus,
have so spectacularly put the financial cart before the strategic horse.
Perhaps it will all work out smoothly. Perhaps eventually it won’t have mattered that the
‘Integrated Review’ emerged in a series of largely disconnected fragments. Strategy
sometimes works that way. But sometimes it just doesn’t.
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Britain, Brexit and NATO 2030: US must co-opt
Britain in drafting new NATO strategic concept
By David Richards and Julian Lindley-French for The Alphen Group
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“In absolute terms, the United Kingdom spent by far the most on defence (EUR 47 billion in
2016). This represents around a quarter (23.7%) of the total EU expenditure on defence (i.e.,
around EUR 200 billion in 2016)”. Defence: Member-States’ Spending, European Parliament,
May 2018
WHAT COULD a toxic Brexit mean for NATO? One of the essential messages of the NATO
Reflection Group’s (NRG) NATO 2030: United for a New Era, which has just been delivered to
Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg, is that there can be no transatlantic solidarity without
European solidarity.
However, what is the point of European solidarity without Britain? It would be naïve in the
extreme to believe the current tensions over a trade deal between the EU and Britain will not
leak into other areas of policy. This could include London’s commitment to the defence of
those countries perceived to be punishing the British for Brexit.
First, Britain matters. In November, Boris Johnson announced that Britain will increase its
defence expenditure by some 10% over the coming four years. By 2024 Britain will spend
some 2.12% of a $3 trillion (€3.3 trillion) economy on defence with a large part of the planned
£16.5bn ($21.7bn, €17.9bn) increase spent on modernising its force posture. This compares
with an average of 1.55% GDP on defence across the rest of NATO Europe.
In 2018 Britain already represented almost
25% of the entire defence investment
made across the EU. Britain’s relative
defence weight has already increased with
its departure from the EU and will increase
further over the next four years as the
British defence budget grows from the
current £41.5bn ($55.7bn, €45.1bn) in 2020
to £51.7bn ($68.1bn, €56.2bn) by 2024.
With Britain gone the EU 27 now spend
some £160bn ($210bn, €173.7bn) which is
a significant amount. However, in spite of
efforts to get more ‘bang’ out of each
euro-buck spent, the EU remains a
woefully inefficient defence spender
because of the way many of its memberstates ‘invest’ in defence.
Consequently, Britain’s relative
importance to the defence of Europe will
increase over the coming years, the more
so if the costs of the COVID-19 crisis see
already constrained Continental European
defence expenditure cut further.
Second, the US must reaffirm the importance of Britain in NATO. To paraphrase Dean
Acheson, Britain has lost a Union but has yet to find a role. The Biden Administration will
need Britain to be fully committed to NATO and the defence of Europe if it is to ease burdens
on the US for the defence of Europe.
Therefore, the Biden administration should move quickly to co-opt Britain in the drafting of a
new NATO Strategic Concept. A new Strategic Concept would not only put Brexit in its proper
strategic context, but also enable post-Brexit Britain to play a leading role in better preparing
the Alliance to meet twenty-first century challenges.
Third, Brexit could accelerate the decoupling of NATO. The US-UK Special Relationship
remains the defence and intelligence foundation of the Alliance. However, the US-German
strategic partnership is fast becoming the Alliance’s essential political relationship, even if
Berlin like the EU still clings to the false belief it can generate geopolitical weight without
concomitant hard power.
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Under the guise of strategic autonomy there are
also those on the Continent, most notably the
French, who seemingly cling to the idea of an
alternative European defence. The
consequence? Over time the Americans and
British could quietly decouple from the land
defence of Europe.
Thankfully, Berlin is alive to the danger and has
reaffirmed its commitment to Atlanticism. In a
speech last month German Defence Minister
Annegret Kramp-Karrenbauer was clear: “The
idea of strategic autonomy for Europe goes too
far if it is taken to mean that we could guarantee
security, stability and prosperity in Europe without NATO and without the US.
That is an illusion”. Far from fearing a closer Berlin-Washington relationship London should
do all in its still considerable power to foster it. At the same time, Berlin must also recognise
the importance of Britain.
Fourth, France must decide if it is Britain’s friend or not friend. The hard-line position Paris
has adopted over Brexit threatens to cripple the ever-fractious but vital Franco-British
strategic partnership. Unfortunately, NATO 2030 will only ever be realised if US and European
forces can work together in the most extreme of crises. Only the British and the French enjoy
the strategic culture and understanding of force upon force on which any such
‘interoperability’ will depend.
This is because the Franco-British defence pact is the hard, advanced military core of NATO’s
European pillar. In November 2010, Europe’s two nuclear powers signed the Lancaster House
Treaty which committed London and Paris to closer security and defence co-operation.

In the wake of Brexit, the treaty should ideally be updated and expanded to include Berlin,
Madrid, Rome and Warsaw. Other Europeans may object, but past experience suggests it is
only when Europe’s larger states agree that Europe’s defence is strengthened, and NATO with
it. However, any such progress will only be possible if France stops seeking to punish Britain
for Brexit.
Implicit in NATO 2030 is a new defence ‘architecture’ for a new NATO that transforms Europe’s
defence across a complex landscape of danger which could see the Alliance facing multiple
high-level threats simultaneously. For the balance to be struck between strategy, affordability,
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capability and shared risk and cost implicit in the NRG’s NATO 2030 report a new European
force will be needed.
This NATO European Future Force will need to be sufficiently capable to act as a European
First Responder in any crisis scenario, particularly so if the Americans are busy elsewhere in
the world. It would need to be demonstrably capable of both deterring aggression from
NATO’s east and supporting front-line Allied nations to NATO’s south.
Consequently, thus this super-coalition of NATO Europeans would need to demonstrably
operate to effect across air, sea, land, cyber, space, information and knowledge.
•

Without a Britain fully committed to the defence of Europe any such force would
simply be yet another European defence pipe-dream, and NATO 2030 with it. Britain led
the creation of NATO in 1949, it must now help lead the way to NATO 2030. However,
Britain, Brexit and NATO are inseparable and must be seen as such. Deal or no deal
years of Brexit political turbulence lie ahead, and it will affect the Alliance.

Therefore, whatever happens in the coming weeks this a moment for cool heads in Britain and
amongst fellow Europeans. In the dangerous world of which Europe is a part Brexit is a
strategic sideshow. For the sake of NATO and the future defence of Europe it is time that Allies
and Partners precisely remember that.

NATO needs more than brave words to survive
By Max Hastings, The Times December 11 2020
AMONG THE FEW with something to celebrate ahead of our personal V-days are the men and
women of Britain’s armed forces. Last month’s four-year cash settlement promises them an
additional £16.5 billion, which averts threatened big manpower and equipment cuts.
The prime minister intervened
personally to add an additional £4 billion
to the intended deal. Boris Johnson
acknowledged that, when he already
faces two major crises, it would be rash
also to eviscerate the services.
The army, in particular, is stretched to
provide logistics for the Covid-19
vaccination programme, while on
standby to manage the looming Brexit
chaos at Britain’s ports. Seasonal
rainfall risks floods in low-lying areas,
which troops would also be needed to
mop up.
Moreover, Downing Street is nervous
about its relationship with the incoming
Biden administration, declared sceptics
about Brexit and, by implication, the
prime minister. Further defence cuts
would have given the worst possible
signal to the new president about
Britain’s usefulness as an ally.
Finally, it does not seem too cynical to
say that, when the public finances are
already in the hole for hundreds of
billions, four extra for national security scarcely seems to matter. A billion pounds is not what
it used to be.
I told a uniformed friend that I am waiting eagerly to hear about the new maritime strategy to
which the government seems committed, following its go-ahead for more warships for the
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Royal Navy, including Type 32 frigates. He laughed heartily and explained that the ship build
was authorised to help BAE stay in business.
The company has a poor record in ship construction — Polish labour had to be enlisted to
complete the navy’s giant aircraft-carriers. But it seems politically unacceptable, when other
flagship companies such as Rolls-Royce are tottering, not to shore up BAE.
The company received the additional fillip of support for Tempest, the next-generation RAF
combat aircraft on its drawing-boards, though some of us question whether, as drones
become ever more potent, such a plane will be relevant.
By such a witches’ brew is national security policy made. In fairness to the government, the
forces that have driven this settlement are no more pragmatic than those surrounding most
defence policymaking. The foreign and security policy review, which is due in February, can
now be completed without the spectre of cuts.
Fundamental difficulties nonetheless persist. The Treasury settlement does not empower
Santa Claus to parachute good things throughout the armed forces. Rather, it goes some way
towards filling the chasm created by years of government neglect and evasion of choices.
The White House is soon to be vacated by a president who, in the words of a former member
of his cabinet, “does not do allies”. He is to be replaced by a traditionalist who does. But
nobody deludes themselves that this means a reset to the old liberal international order.
Back in the spring François Heisbourg, right, for many years’ chief of the International
Institute for Strategic Studies, wrote, “the best that NATO can hope for after Trump is a rattled
set of allies engaged in more hedging than they have ever done before”.
Even if the British and French remain
serious about their armed forces, no
other nation in western Europe is
prepared to become so.
The Germans are irredeemably
opposed to arming themselves to fight
in any meaningful way.
Britain continues to play a leading role
in NATO and remains a true believer in
its objectives, but President Macron
rattled many cages last year when he
declared the alliance “brain-dead”.
American dismay, indeed, anger,
about European unwillingness to pay for serious armed forces will not vanish with Trump. The
Europeans’ £160 billion defence spend sounds like serious money but represents an average
1.55 per cent of their GDP — Britain will now contribute 2.2 per cent, against the Americans’
3.4 per cent.
The US under Biden is only likely to respond positively to Europe’s fears about Russian
adventurism if European governments endorse America’s determination to check China.
Indeed, some strategic gurus believe that NATO cannot survive as an American-led alliance
unless it makes a formal commitment on the Chinese threat. Last month’s alliance publication,
NATO 2030, a response to Macron’s cruel jibe, contains much good thinking but remains
vague about what the allies might, or might not, promise Washington on China. The British
view is that the new president needs to come up with a coherent plan for containing the
dragon, which the Trump administration conspicuously lacks. It is hopeless to address Beijing
in a series of impulsive lunges, such as have characterised the past four years.
British service chiefs would like to see something resembling George Kennan’s Long
Telegram, sent to Washington from the US Moscow embassy in 1946, which became the
template for containment of the Soviet Union but averting all-out war.
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In all this, our role is
inescapably limited, and not
helped by the loss of
influence in Europe that is
inseparable from Brexit. The
service chiefs are relieved by
last month’s settlement but
still face headaches in
making the new numbers
add up. While they cherish
our prominent role in NATO,
there is a long march to
sustain it as a meaningful
military alliance, rather than
a parade of brave words unsupported by hardware or real will. Even now the Treasury axe has
been lifted, the architects of Britain’s foreign and security policy review face a daunting
challenge.

‘Glass Half Empty’ Max Hastings Bashes UK
Defence Industrial Base’
By P&S Member Howard Wheeldon, International commentator, defence, aviation and
finance December 11, 2020
AS WITH MANY of his
previous articles, the
one written by
journalist and military
historian Sir Max
Hastings and published
in The Times today is
about as balanced as
you would expect to
see on Russia Today!
This time, although not
exactly the usual type
of anti-carrier article he
typically perpetuates, or
his general despise of
the Royal Air Force and Royal Navy, the glass-half empty Hastings decided this morning to
make a savage attack on the UK defence industrial base quoting a so called ‘uniformed” friend
who I’ll wager would be unlikely to be wearing either light or dark blue uniform, suggesting
that the Type 32 ship build was authorised to help BAE Systems and he has the audacity to
suggest that the company has a poor record in ship construction.
Well, for Mr. Hastings information, let me first say that Type 32 at this stage is little more than
a long-term plan and that nothing except that the MOD is to begin looking at what might be
required following on from Type 26 and Type 31 programmes has been authorised.
My second point would be to question what on earth does Mr. Hastings know about the
building warships that allows him to make such an unsubstantiated statement? Indeed, I
wonder whether has he taken the trouble to even visit BAE Systems ship or submarine
building facilities in Glasgow or Barrow in Furness? Given his poor understanding of the
subject, I would suspect that the answer is no!
Not so very long ago, Mr. Hastings was suggesting that “It is almost unthinkable that a British
Army will engage the Russian, Chinese, or Iranian armies”. Well, I for one do not think such a
possibility unthinkable particularly if one or the other or a combination of these threatens our
national security.
41

And remember when back in the 1990’s Mr. Hastings argued that RAF Typhoon military fast
jet capability was an expensive bauble and posed the question “Do I think we would ever be
squaring up to the Russians? Well, he got that wrong too!
Perhaps Mr. Hastings could explain this view to our Estonian allies, who have been repeatedly
told that in the event of the Russians attacking their country the British Army will engage our
opponents.
From a communications perspective, it is always intriguing to me that when a journalist such
as Mr. Hastings becomes so ’senior’ (and because they only write occasionally) they are
literally just happy to write whatever rubbish they like that they think a newspaper will buy and
damn the rest?
Of course, others may wish to believe that what lies at the back of all this is his mistaken and
outdated belief that when it comes to defence and fighting battles, the Army can do it all on its
own and that air and maritime power plays but a minor and very insignificant role.
What a great shame that Max Hastings is not the chip off the old bloc that his late and hugely
respected journalist and broadcasting father Macdonald Hastings was!
I had expected that this morning Secretary of State for Defence Ben Wallace would drop out
various on the record comments relating to planned cuts in defence capability during his
webinar speech to RUSI.
But that was not to be and ahead of what I understand to have been a very rushed attempt to
put together a White Paper in time for Secretary of State to talk about cuts in his RUSI address
it is clear that the White Paper wasn’t finished in time and thus, under normal rules of
engagement, he wasn’t allowed to do this. How the government does its business sometimes
defeats me but there we are!
As it was, there was hardly
any mention of planned
cuts to conventional
defence equipment
capability and
programmes but please be
in no doubt that these are
coming our way and
probably over the next
week.
I rarely speculate but I
suspect that when they do
arrive, we could well see
some fairly big and very
questionable changes
being announced that may or may not include medium and heavy-lift air transport capability
and one of the two not already contracted armoured vehicle programmes.
Whatever spin those within Main Building choose to place on the hastily put together White
Paper announcement when it comes my guess is that what emerges will go down like a hole in
the head.
True, we have had some very good news for defence in the form of a 17.7% rise in defence
spending over the over the next four years taking the defence budget up from the
presupposed £41.5 billion today to £51.7 billion four years from now in cash terms.
I welcome the planned increase in spending on Royal Navy and maritime equipment plus the
various new digital cyber agencies and space technology programmes planned. All this is very
positive but that doesn’t mean we can do away with conventional defence equipment in the
manner that I fear is being planned. I hope that I am proved to be wrong, but you have been
warned!
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NATO Experiments With Deceptive Tactics to
Lure Russian Hackers
By Patrick Tucker Technology Editor Defense One November 20, 2020
IMAGINE YOU’RE A YOUNG cyber officer in the Russian military looking to break into the
defended network of a NATO government. You identify a target, a person whose credentials
you could steal to gain access to the network and then perhaps move from node to node,
looking for sensitive information to exfiltrate.
You send your target a phishing email. The target clicks the link. You’re in! But later on, you
learn that the information you stole was meaningless and you may have exposed your own
techniques or tools. Your adversary wanted you to succeed in the hack — to get information
on you.
This is the value of honeypots, a deceptive cybersecurity practice that NATO used as part of
its most recent exercise, NATO Cyber Coalition, which took place in Estonia and other
locations from Nov. 16 to 20.
The exercise, coordinated through Estonia’s Cyber Security Training Centre, brought in more
than 1,000 participants. Previous exercises have strived to mimic real-world challenges, such
as Russian hybrid warfare techniques.
This year, “We put [out] machines that are sacrificial, that are what we call honeypots or
honeynets,” said Alberto Domingo, a technical director for Cyberspace at the NATO Supreme
Allied Transform Command on a call with reporters and other observers on Friday. “The idea
is that the adversary will find it easier to attack these machines without knowing and they will
do that, and we will be preserving the information for NATO and interacting with this
adversary.”
•

This experiment took the concept a further than standard use of deception techniques,
he said by “working with the adversary without his knowing...in order to derive: ‘what
is their behaviour?’” The objective is to collect intelligence on the adversary without
their being aware of it. “It’s answering the questions of who is the adversary? What
type of adversary are we talking about? What do they want and what are they going to
do next?” said Domingo.

The use of honeypots by governments is a relatively recent phenomenon. In April 2017
Deborah Frincke, pictured below left, then NSA’s director of research, discussed how her
agency had also begun to experiment with deceptive tactics as a means of gathering
intelligence on adversaries.
During a breakfast put together by the National Defense Industry Association, Frincke said
that a lot of commercially available cybersecurity software gave adversaries too much room to
explore its vulnerabilities. It was too easy, she said, just to buy a copy of the software and
hunt for an attack that didn’t set off obvious alarms.
“There are ways we can get defences right and ways we can get defences wrong. So, if you
always put out a system that always tells an adversary always when they’ve beaten it, that’s
probably not the most productive way to proceed. If they sometimes will get feedback that’s
incorrect, deceptive, that might be a better thing,” said Frincke.
She said the NSA was looking at “Where might we go in terms of understanding defences. We
might think about defensive deception, for instance.”
Frinke said honeypots can give you a window into the adversary’s mindset. They can help
answer such questions as “what will the adversary tend to do? How long will they keep at a
task before they move? Can we use that to determine between a [human] adversary and an
automated system?
Can we make them go away, worn out, or become indecisive? That’s getting at what is the
cognitive load of the system we’re throwing at them.
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Can we give them a little more information that might actually be counterproductive to them,
especially if it’s sometimes wrong? So, you can start playing those games of what the
adversary is actually doing…and think about it from a psychosocial standpoint, how much
does that buy you?”
Just a month after Frincke gave that talk, Russian GRU actors attempted to breach the
presidential campaign of French politician Emmanuel Macron. But unlike the DNC in 2016, the
French had advance warning that they were targets. Macron’s team set up their own honeypot
defence.
“We created false accounts, with false content, as traps. We did this massively, to create the
obligation for them to verify, to determine whether it was a real account,” the campaign’s
digital director Mounir Mahjoubi told the New York Times.
“I don’t think we prevented them. We just slowed them down,” Mahjoubi said. “Even if it made
them lose one minute, we’re happy,”
Ian West, the chief of NATO’s Cybersecurity Centre, wouldn't say whether NATO currently
employs honeypots in real-world settings. “We can’t go into what we do or don’t do in terms of
our tactics,” West said. “We use every defensive means that’s available to us in order to
defend our networks.”
But according to Frincke, the NSA conducted a series of internal exercises, which led to some
surprising findings. “Does attacker awareness of defensive deception change its
effectiveness? By and large,” she said, “it doesn’t.

Royal Navy’s new £3bn carrier stranded six
more months after second flood
By Jerome Starkey, The Sun, December 6&7 2020
THE NAVY’S s newest aircraft carrier will be stranded another six months after a second flood
blew electrics. HMS Prince of Wales was due to sail to the US to train with F-35 jets. HMS
Prince of Wales will be stranded another six months after a second flood blew electrics. But
the £3.1billion vessel has been banned from leaving Portsmouth on safety grounds until
spring, a year after she last sailed. The flood was caused by a burst fire main.
Thousands of gallons of sea water poured into an engine room and submerged electrical
cabinets for over 24 hours. Miles of cables are being assessed. The 1,000ft ship, the Navy’s
biggest, relies on electricity produced by diesel engines and gas turbines to turn 33-ton
propellers.
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A source said: “It’s embarrassing. The America trip took years of planning and we’ve had to
say we can’t come. It will take months to repair the damage. Costs will run to millions.” In May
a video emerged showing water pouring
through a ceiling into a living quarters.
The Navy said that was a minor issue. In
May a video emerged of a flood on board
HMS Prince of Wales. Sailors had to bail out
the £3.1bn vessel after the flood It insists
the carrier will be operational by 2023 on
schedule.
Other setbacks have seen sister ship HMS Queen Elizabeth cut short trials because of a leaky
propeller. Six Type 45 destroyers recently needed new engines in a £160million refit after
breakdowns left them “dead in the water”.

Something Wrong With Our Ship Today? The
Prince of Wales Story Assessed.
By Sir Humphrey, The Thin Pinstriped Line Blog , December , 2020
THE NEWS HAS LEAKED out that HMS PRINCE OF WALES may not sail until some point in
Spring 2021, some months later than planned. This is reportedly because of issues to do with
repairs to the flood onboard the ship earlier this year. The indications are that this may delay
planned exercises with partners out in the US.
How big an issue is this, and is this something we should worry about? In short, it’s not ideal,
but it could be worse, and even if the flood hadn’t happened, things may have been delayed
anyway. For much of this year the POW has been undergoing various planned dockyard work
in Portsmouth following her sea trials.
The goal was to bring the ship up to standard with any changes or updates that had been lined
up since the design was finalised.
As can be imagined when the ships were built and the design frozen, things have evolved, so
like all major ships, when there has been a delay of a few years between design freeze and
entry to service, there are various changes and improvements that could be needed.
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This process was going to take several months anyway, and the intention (based on publicly
available information) was that at some point this autumn, the ship would have sailed for
working up for Fleet Operational Sea Training(FOST), prior to deploying next year.
A major challenge has been the flood onboard in one of the engine rooms, which will almost
certainly have caused damage that needs to be repaired. Reports suggest that more
inspection is needed to check the various piping on board to make sure it is acceptable.
There is always going to be a challenge in checking the pipework on a platform as vast as an
aircraft carrier, particularly if significant checks are required.
Getting into the workspaces,
finding the pipes and monitoring
them takes time, and the ships has,
quite literally, thousands of
kilometres of pipework installed.
So, how bad is the problem? Well, it
looks like the ship’s departure has
been delayed until next year,
although the precise date isn’t yet
known. At this stage she will try to
regain the programme and continue
with her generation and forming
into a worked-up carrier.
The delay is frustrating, but it is
important to look at the wider
picture too here. COVID-19 has had
a challenging impact on all manner
of operations and has changed how
the armed forces work and operate.
It is entirely possible that even if
the leak had not happened, then the
ability to put the ship into FOST as
planned may have been difficult or
impossible. The Royal Navy takes
its COVID secure measures
extremely seriously, but there is a
challenge in trying to bring dozens
of additional people on and off the
ship constantly, for different
exercises and evolutions, and in
carrying out a traditional FOST serial.
The FOST staff do not live onboard, and will transfer to and from the ship, meaning that this
poses a bit of a challenge in trying to ensure COVID secure training. Other RN ships have had
COVID outbreaks onboard and it is challenging to try and contain them.
The wider challenge too is that of programming – ships programmes are very complex and
rely on lots of interactions with different organisations at different times. In the case of this,
it’s entirely possible that delaying FOST would have caused all manner of ripples in the
system that could have disrupted training and operations for other ships – which would in turn
have had a direct operational impact.
Sometimes it makes sense to delay things in the short term because the cost of slipping right
by three or four weeks can cause disruptions across the Fleet as a result. This may not be
ideal for the ship, but the bigger picture outcome is a far better outcome overall.
So, the key thing to remember is that even if all were well, the chances are that the ship would
still be alongside and delayed because FOST itself has had to adapt to a different world this
year.
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The Royal Navy has made great efforts to keep operations going throughout the COVID period,
but it is a challenging act and one that takes a lot of work to do. In the case of the POW,
working a ship up from scratch into a finely tuned fighting vessel takes a lot of time and effort,
and this could be simply too much for the system right now.
The reality is that 2020 has been an extremely odd year, challenging on many fronts and it isn’t
always smooth sailing. What is an interesting debate though is how this is perceived and
communicated. The reaction on social media to the story seemed to be either ‘shrug of
shoulder and jog on’ or ‘concern that the UK has a useless aircraft carrier and that this is a
scandal’. There are two very different perspectives in play.
The military group tend to be fairly relaxed about this sort of incident – that’s not to say it isn’t
a bad thing for a flood to happen – of course not. But, to the military incidents like fires and
floods are very much an occupational way of life – something you are trained to deal with and
overcome.
Similarly, changes to programmes and delays / modifications and new plans are just part of
life. Anyone who has served will be familiar with the long cast being as accurate as the
rumours of the imminent arrival of a busload of nurses at the NAAFI disco. Things happen,
world events occur, and plans can, and do, change – often at short notice. So, to a military

person much of this is seen as very much ‘well this is just life in a blue suit’ and is not seen as
anything of great importance to worry about.
By contrast there are a lot of outside observers who are rightly worried. They see an extremely
expensive asset sitting alongside, seemingly broken and not working, and they have legitimate
concerns about what is going on and when it will be fixed.
To this group, understanding what the ship is doing and why she isn’t going to sea, and when
the problem will be fixed is key. There is also an entirely understandable worry that leaks seem
to happen onboard, and whether the design is faulty or not fit for purpose.
As a taxpayer, it is right to ask questions as to why a multi-billion-pound warship has spent
the best part of a year sitting alongside in Portsmouth dockyard and when will this be fixed?
The answer lies somewhere in the middle of all of this, and it’s hard to work out how to deliver
it. On the one hand, there is a danger that we can get a bit too focused on what are arguably
tactical issues – ships historically take time to generate, their programmes can be impacted by
things like breakdowns, fires or repairs (for example HMS ILLUSTRIOUS in the 1986 gearbox
fire while setting off on a global deployment).
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The internet does not help- anyone anywhere in the world can see what the ship is doing right
now by looking at a webcam and trying to see what is going on with her. We have an ability to
focus on the macro picture in a way denied to forbears when ships may well have had similar
problems.
At the same time, there is also perhaps an understandable desire to want to protect an element
of mystery around the finer details of the programme itself. Exposing it may highlight issues
that the MOD doesn’t want discussed from an operational security perspective. No navy on the
planet provides a running commentary on the day-to-day generation of their ships and the
problems they may, or may not, be having.

Briefing openly and publicly about what is going on with the POW is a foreign intelligence
officers dream. It allows compilation of material that can be used by hostile states to inform
their understanding of how the UK uses its carrier force – which may sound low level, but its
useful information to an intelligence collector. Never underestimate the power of Open Source
as a way to create up to date intelligence.
But equally there is a strong argument for more open communication about what is going on –
why is the ship alongside for so long and what is the rough plan for her? While giving a dayby-day account wouldn’t be helpful – particularly as it makes the MOD a hostage to fortune
and external events that could disrupt it, there is a strong argument that more information may
help improve public understanding.
Perhaps setting out in broad terms the plan for the POW, explaining what steps lie ahead for
her and then trying to explain what has disrupted events this year in a manner that not only
explains, but accepts that issues like COVID can be a challenge, would be helpful? Such a
move would help understanding, but not compromise operational activity.
However, it turns out though, there is clearly a really difficult line to be trod between saying ‘all
is well’ and ‘all is not well’ – how the line is struck is less clear.
Striking a balance on this tightrope, and keeping the public informed, but not overwhelmed
with detail or outraged with salacious scandal is the key here – hopefully, it can be done.
So, to sum up, Humphrey is not particularly worried by this news. Ships programmes can and
do change, and even if the leak hadn’t happened, it is still entirely possible that the
programme would have slipped anyway. Is this a national scandal – no, it is not. Is it
something that the Royal Navy is taking seriously, in order to ensure the ship works – yes, it
is.
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Is the Royal Navy the only navy in the world with challenges with its ships? Absolutely not –
every carrier navy will experience problems, only some are more open about it than others.
But if you look at the experiences of the USS FORD, the FS CHARLES DE GAULLE and the
RFS ADMIRAL KUZNETZOV, you’ll see a litany of problems that have needed to be overcome
either entering service or after refits.
The trick is to remember that some nations hush up when things don’t go to plan, and we
never hear a word of it. That doesn’t mean it isn’t happening, it means that their press are
unable to report it. Personally, it’s a good thing that we live in a country where the press can
report challenges in defence, because it means that we have a free press. That is worth
defending – even if it does cause uncomfortable reads at times for some.

British Journalism Awards winners 2020
Press Gazette December 9 2020
DAN McCRUM of the Financial Times has been named the British Journalism Awards
Journalist of the Year for his investigation into German payments company Wirecard, which
exposed a multi-billion-euro fraud.
The Press Gazette awards, now in their ninth year, recognised the best public interest
journalism for a UK audience in a virtual ceremony (register here to watch it on-demand)
owing to Covid-19 restrictions.
The FT was named News
Provider of the Year for a record
third time.
The BBC’s Emily Maitlis, The
Guardian’s Marina Hyde and Matt
Lawton of The Times were among
the big winners in a year like no
other for the industry.
Scoop of the Year was jointly
awarded to the Guardian’s
Matthew Weaver and the Daily
Mirror’s Pippa Crerar and Jeremy
Armstrong for revelations that former top political aide Dominic Cummings broke lockdown
rules.
New this year was the Barbara Blake-Hannah Award, named after the UK’s first black onscreen TV news reporter. The award, for the best up-and-coming BAME journalist, went to
Kuba Shand-Baptiste of The Independent.
The inaugural Public Service Award went to the Daily Mail for its Mail Force campaign to
provide NHS staff and care workers with PPE. The judges said this was “an outstanding piece
of journalism which exemplifies the extent our trade can be a force for good”.
Sky News reporter Stuart Ramsay won the Foreign Journalism prize for his coverage of the
coronavirus from Italy, including a report from an Italian hospital ward in March which was
viewed more than 100m times online.
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Press Gazette editor-in-chief and chairman of the judges, Dominic Ponsford, said the awards
would “provide a vaccine which I believe is almost 100% effective against any doubts that
journalism is the most important and exciting job in the world”.
•

“Despite furloughs, pay cuts and the challenge of swapping the newsroom for the
spare room and the ‘Zoom room’, there has been a huge amount to celebrate and
admire about the way journalists have risen to the challenge of covering the biggest
story since World War Two,” he added.

Press Gazette recruited some 30 new judges for this year, bringing the total to 80, and made
efforts to ensure greater diversity on the judging panel. A record 900 entries were received,
representing every major news organisation in the UK, boosted by efforts to improve the
diversity of entries with free entry for women and BAME journalists who did not have an
employer willing to cover their costs. “The result is a set of finalists which is more diverse in
every way than we have ever had before,” said Ponsford.

Journalists falter in poll of most-trusted
professions in UK - Press Gazette
UK Press Gazette November 27 2020
Millennials have become the generation that trust journalists the most, according to the latest
annual Ipsos Mori trust scores. Some 28% of millennials (currently aged 24 to 39) said they
trust journalists to tell the truth – even higher than those in the age 75+ pre-war group (26%).
But three-quarters (77%) of Gen Z (those under 25) participants in the annual survey said they
did not trust journalists to tell the truth – followed closely by baby boomers(currently aged 56
to 74) on 73%. Journalists remain the fourth-least trusted profession in the survey with an
overall trust score of 23% down from 26% in 2019.
They were only more trusted than Government ministers, politicians generally, and advertising
executives. This is despite two-thirds of Brits saying the Covid-19 pandemic has made them
appreciate journalism more.
TV newsreaders are more trusted than journalists generally, potentially because of the more
heavily regulated nature of broadcast news which commits them to impartiality. However,
trust in them has plummeted to an all-time low despite a surge in demand for Covid-19
information from broadcasters this year. The dip saw trust fall from 61% to 50% in just one
year. Ipsos Mori said it “remains to be seen whether these are just temporary changes”.
TV newsreaders are most trusted by the over-65s, 56% of whom said they trust them to tell the
truth, and least trusted by the 18-24 age group of whom just 38% said the same.
This year’s Ipsos Mori Veracity Index questioned participants by phone in October instead of
face-to-face because of Covid-19, which the pollster said should be taken into account when
comparing it with previous years – although the drop in trust for TV newsreaders appears to
be more than any margin of error.

What the BBC can learn
from its journalists' use of Twitter
By Tom Mills, The Guardian December 2 2020. Tom is lecturer in sociology at Aston
University. He is the author of The BBC: Myth of a Public Service
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BRITISH JOURNALISM has never been held in high esteem by the public, though the BBC and
other broadcasters have always been more trusted than the tabloids, and for good reason. In
recent years, however, levels of trust in the BBC have fallen across the political spectrum, and
particularly on the left. The Reuters Institute shows the percentage of those identifying with
the left who mostly trust the BBC dropped from 75% in 2019 to 60% in 2020.
In the BBC’s annual plan last year it acknowledged that its reputation for impartiality had been
weakened and said that new editorial guidelines were being developed to try to restore trust.
Alongside these new rules on impartiality, which were published in October, is new guidance
on the use of social media, which has been a particular focus of recent debates around BBC
bias.
Social media platforms have been blamed for
increasing the perception of political partisanship by
giving rise to online “echo chambers”, and the BBC
itself has flagged up “social media vitriol and political
polarisation”. However, criticisms have also been
made of BBC journalists’ use of social media,
particularly Twitter, which as a medium for breaking
stories, relaying anonymous briefings and airing
political gossip is not subject to the usual editorial
controls.
Addressing this has been a priority for the new
director general, Tim Davie, below left, who promised
MPs in September that he would take “hard action”
against anyone breaching impartiality rules on the site.
As is often the case with questions of BBC impartiality, though, there is much more heat than
light. At present, thanks to some activist newspapers and Conservative MPs, the debate
seems to centre on Gary Lineker’s use of Twitter to occasionally express liberal views on
Brexit and immigration, rather than on the BBC’s journalism.
There is now a large body of scholarship on the influence of social media on journalism, and a
number of recent studies examining journalists’ follow and interaction networks on Twitter.
In the first quantitative study to look at BBC journalism specifically, two Aston colleagues,
Killian Mullan and Gary Fooks, and I examine the use of the platform by 90 BBC journalists
tweeting in their official capacity, using data extracted in early 2019.
Rather than looking at particular journalists or specific tweets – the meaning of which will
always be contested – we examine the Westminster MPs followed, retweeted or mentioned by
these journalists in aggregate.
Our data doesn’t tell us anything about the personal politics of BBC journalists, but it does
show which political actors are generally thought to be significant, allowing us to examine the
culture of BBC news in a relatively objective way.
Follows and Twitter interactions not only fall under the BBC’s new social media rules but were
covered in the previous guidance, which already stipulated that “we should ensure that we
reflect due impartiality in our choice of accounts to follow”.
Given this policy, we would expect Twitter followings and interactions to be broadly even
between the political parties. In fact, we find some striking differences. Putting aside the single
Green MP, Caroline Lucas, the MPs with the highest average BBC following among BBC
journalists were the now disbanded breakaway group Change UK, followed by the Liberal
Democrats.
Just as striking as the attention enjoyed by centrist politicians, though, is the relative
marginality of MPs in parties exclusively representing constituencies outside England. While
Change UK MPs had an average of 11.5 BBC journalists as followers, and the Lib Dems 6.9,
the equivalent figures for the SNP and Plaid Cymru were 2.7 and 2, respectively.
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The two main political parties at Westminster were broadly similar in terms of their Twitter
following among BBC journalists, but if we dig a little deeper, some notable differences
emerge.
Despite the fact that Labour MPs have more
followers on Twitter, BBC journalists are
more likely to follow Conservative MPs in
general, and high-profile Conservative MPs
in particular; and additionally, are more
likely to follow members of the cabinet than
members of the shadow cabinet. It could be
argued that this pattern reflects the BBC’s
editorial remit to “hold power to account” –
meaning that the key decision-makers
attract more attention. But this would be
consistent with following members of the
shadow cabinet at least as much as
government ministers since this is precisely
the constitutional role of the official
opposition.
Within the two major political parties, we
also looked at party factions. In the case of
the Conservative party we found that the
“moderate” MPs who broke with Boris Johnson’s government to vote for an extension to
Brexit in October 2019 were more followed by BBC journalists than party loyalists.
This may reflect the potential of these MPs to obstruct the government and thereby to
generate news stories – but it is also providing further evidence of the orientation of BBC
journalists towards centrist politicians.
Within the Labour party we categorised MPs according to a leaked document, reportedly
drafted in January 2016, that identifies five groups of Labour MPs on the basis of their
perceived “hostility” to the then party leader, Jeremy Corbyn. Labour MPs in the group most
hostile to Corbyn, and the second most hostile group, each had more BBC journalist followers
on average than any other group, including the “core group” of Corbyn-supporting MPs, many
of whom were in the shadow cabinet and were among the most followed Labour MPs on
Twitter.
These findings challenge the conventional wisdom about the BBC as either a politically
impartial or left-leaning organisation. The evidence seems to suggest that the BBC leans to the
centre right. Our findings on the Labour party factions confirm claims by Corbyn supporters
that the former leader’s critics in the party were given inordinate attention by the BBC.
This is underscored by the fact that Corbyn himself – who had by far the largest Twitter
following of any MP – was followed by fewer BBC journalists than either his predecessor, Ed
Miliband, then deputy leader Tom Watson, or Change UK’s leading light, Chuka Umunna.
The marginalisation of parties in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are equally concerning,
given our increasingly devolved politics, not to mention the BBC’s commitment to “take
account of the different political cultures and structures in different parts of the UK” and
“ensure that differing main strands of argument in nations, regions and communities receive
due weight and prominence”.
If the new director general is serious about restoring trust in the organisation’s news and
current affairs, it must address the central problem: according to the social scientific
evidence, there is not a left-wing bias, but a political culture that is overly focused on the
ruling party and the leading players in Westminster, and too often neglectful of outside
perspectives.
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BBC news output receives lowest impartiality
score of any British broadcaster
By Anita Singh, Telegraph Arts and Entertainment Editor, November 26 2020
THE BBC’S NEWS output has the lowest-ranked impartiality score of any British broadcaster,
according to a survey of viewers. The corporation has fallen below Channel 5 for the first time.
Ofcom asked audiences for each of the main channels whether they believed that the news
programmes they watched were free of bias.
The BBC scored just 58 per cent. Sky News was the highest-rated with 69 per cent, followed by
Channel 4 (66 per cent), ITV (63 per cent) and Channel 5 (61 per cent).
It is the first time in the annual survey that the BBC has fallen behind all the other
broadcasters. Channel 5 has now overtaken the corporation as perceptions of its impartiality
improve. Ofcom said: “We learned that people’s views of the impartiality of BBC news are
shaped by a range of
factors, only some of which
relate directly to its news
and current affairs content.
“Some told us that their
views were influenced by
the BBC brand, its funding
mechanism and its portrayal
across wider media. Once
again, our research shows
that audiences rate
impartiality as the lowestscoring aspect of the BBC’s
delivery of this purpose.
There is a risk that future
relationships between the
BBC and its audiences
could be jeopardised if
audience concerns around impartiality continue to grow.”
Ofcom said it would monitor the progress made by the corporation over the next 12 months
after Tim Davie, the director-general, said he planned to put impartiality at the heart of the
BBC’s output.
It also welcomed Mr Davie’s new rules warning presenters that they must not express political
views on Twitter. Ofcom said: “Although the use of social media by BBC journalists and
presenters is not within our remit, we consider that this is a useful step and is likely to help
improve perceptions of impartiality.”

The existential threat facing the BBC
By Stephen Daisley, The Spectator, November 27 2020
LESS IMPARTIAL than Channel 5. That will be the headline generated by Ofcom’s latest annual
report on the BBC. In fact, what the regulator’s research finds is that, over the last two years,
the percentage of BBC viewers who deem the Corporation’s output ‘impartial’ has fallen from
61 to 58 per cent, while Channel 5 has driven up confidence in its impartiality from 57 to 61 per
cent.
Indeed, Auntie is still ‘the most-used news source in the UK’ and 70 per cent of regular
viewers still say it is ‘accurate and trustworthy’. Nor does Ofcom find the Corporation’s news
service breached the Broadcasting Code’s requirements for due impartiality or due accuracy
in 2019-20.
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Despite this, separate research shows just 54 per cent of us view the news we get from the
BBC as impartial. Ofcom puts this down to ‘an increasingly polarised political and cultural
landscape’ and notes research showing a correlation between strong partisanship and a
perception of BBC bias. Still, Ofcom warns ‘there is a risk that future relationships with
audiences could be jeopardised if audience concerns around impartiality continue to grow’.
This recognises a fundamental truth about public service broadcasting: it can only continue
serving the public if the public feels served by it. While placing the onus on the BBC to woo
back the chunk of the audience whose confidence it has lost, Ofcom’s emphasis on perception
subtly places the blame on the viewers themselves.

The watchdog hints at this when it reiterates its position that the Corporation should ‘have the
confidence to be bolder in its approach to due impartiality’. It could be that 46 per cent of
viewers are simply wrong, or madly partisan, or political cynics.
Certainly, there are grievance-mongers, typically reinforcing each other’s prejudices through
social media, convinced the BBC is consciously and operationally biased against Jeremy
Corbyn, Scottish independence, Nigel Farage or Brexit. But these cannot account wholly, or
even significantly, for almost half of BBC consumers believing the Corporation is failing in its
duty to be impartial.
What viewers are picking up on is not the concerted agenda imagined by the fever-minded of
left and right but discrete pops of partiality that hint at political and ethical monocultures in
newsrooms and editorial meetings.
Emily Maitlis’ monologue on Dominic Cummings. The ineffable silliness of trying to render
‘Rule Britannia’ ineffable. BBC Sounds’ broadside against white women. Even Countryfile
got woke. The BBC’s problem is similar to that of political partiality in academia: it’s not
that there are a significant number of personnel who are not objective, it’s that they’re all
not-objective in broadly the same direction. Subjectivity may be inescapable but, if it is, it
makes social, intellectual and ideological diversity all the more important.
During our long, hot, angry summer, I wrote about my sudden estrangement from the BBC, a
separation prompted by its fixation on issues of race and identity. It is apparent from how and
how often it produces content on these matters that editorial staff and decision-makers
consider them exempt from — and even above — considerations of impartiality. They are
engaged in advocacy but cannot see it because it doesn’t occur that there is another point of
view, or at least not a respectable one.
If you haven’t yet noticed it, I invite you to take my Widget of Woke challenge. This refers to
the right-hand sidebar on the BBC News website, which retails all the latest feature articles
and interviews.
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The challenge is to see how many days it can go without talking about race, colonialism or
identity. I don’t say these matters are unimportant; I say they are less important than the
BBC’s hang-ups about them suggest, but still important enough that they be covered through
the same impartial lens that other social and political subjects are supposed to be.
I didn’t enjoy writing that piece and I didn’t enjoy writing this one. I’m not a BBC religionist —
weird, weird people — but on balance I consider it a force for good; a solid national institution;
and a provider of largely excellent international news, documentaries, arts coverage, nature
and science programming, classical music and radio drama.
I want it to be better because I want it to endure and I want it to endure because it’s going
would leave such a chasm in the national consciousness and our sense of self.
That is changing, however. The Corporation has an existential problem in Scotland, where the
nationalists, recognising it as one of the last visibly British institutions in Scotland, have
vilified it with unfounded accusations of serving a Labour/Tory, pro-Westminster agenda. BBC
Scotland has tried buying them off with an entirely Scotland-based, Scotland-produced,
Scotland-facing TV channel and a daily slot for Nicola Sturgeon to talk about Covid-19 and still
they rail against it.
As the Ofcom report acknowledges, there is a particular decline in the BBC’s reach among
ethnic minorities and those on
the bottom of the socioeconomic ladder and even
older audiences, once the
Corporation’s most loyal
viewership, are becoming
more discontented or simply
losing interest.
What should (and does) worry
the BBC more than any of this
is young people, a category
Ofcom kindly defines as
‘those aged under 35’.
Three years ago, we spent on
average 1hr and 15 mins
consuming BBC content every day. Today, it is 58 minutes. In the last five years, average
weekly TV reach has dropped 16 percentage points among 25-to-34-year-olds; 19 points
among 20-to-24-year-olds; and 22 points among those aged 16 to 19. The picture is no prettier
in radio: 43 per cent of the time 15-to-24-year-olds spend listening to radio online is for
commercial stations, while less than a quarter is any BBC station.
As Ofcom concludes: “‘We do not expect a reversal of these trends; the BBC will need to stay
relevant to audiences by providing enough of the content they want, and in ways they want to
consume it, so that large numbers continue to use the BBC on a regular basis.’
•

Expecting the BBC to withstand political, social, demographic and technological
upheavals all at once and pertain in its present form is like asking a sandcastle to
stand firm against a tsunami.

I am about to be kicked out of Ofcom’s sweet definition of youth. I belong to a generation that
was still brought up and brought together by family gatherings around a TV set, in the certain
knowledge that almost every family in the street was doing the same thing at the same time.
There won’t be any more generations like that, with a dominant genre of visual media, viewed
through a dominant delivery system, reflecting a dominant national culture.
These changes may mark welcome technological and cultural advances but for the BBC they
weaken the very rationales upon which its charter and the licence fee rest. The perception that
it has lost its impartiality is far from ideal but what imperils the BBC is that it is losing its
purpose, its relevance and its audience.
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‘Watch out! There’s a
journo about’: GCHQ
blacklisted reporter
shining light on UK spy
agency’s shady activities,
emails reveal
From RT UK News, December 1 2010
The Government Communications Headquarters
(GCHQ), the UK’s signals intelligence agency, has
been accused of violating ethics rules after emails
showed the organization consciously ignored
questions from a reporter.
Internal communications from GCHQ reveal the agency decided it “will not be engaging
further” with Matt Kennard, the journalist who heads Declassified UK’s investigations. The
email is part of a tranche of documents unearthed by a subject access request that Kennard
submitted in September to obtain any data the organization held on him.
Kennard, who previously worked at the Financial Times, first approached the UK intelligence
service in 2019 as part of an investigation into the agency’s Cyber Schools Hub programme. In
its subsequent reports, Declassified UK exposed that the secretive “educational” programme
was disseminating propaganda at dozens of schools to children as young as four years old
without the knowledge of their parents.
Initially, basic information about the programme was provided by the National Cyber Security
Centre (NCSC), an arm of GCHQ involved in the “educational” initiative. However, the centre
began to stonewall Kennard as he dug deeper into the story.
The earliest email disclosed by the information request, dated February 24, 2020, had the
subject line “RE: Watch out, watch out, there’s a journo about.”
The NCSC stopped responding to the
journalist’s questions after Declassified UK ran
its first part of the investigation on June 2, 2020.
The centre did not respond to the last three
emails Kennard sent regarding the schools’
programme.
In an internal email chain discussing the piece,
GCHQ staff said they would “ignore” Kennard
and leave questions he submitted unanswered.
The agency also reportedly began to monitor
the journalist’s Twitter account and issued an
internal media alert to warn personnel about his
muckraking report.
The decision to blacklist Kennard appears to
breach the UK’s Civil Service Code, the
investigative outlet noted, which states: “You
must not act in a way that unjustifiably favours
or discriminates against particular individuals or interests.”
It’s unclear if Kennard’s queries are still being intentionally ignored. However, the last
question he sent to GCHQ’s press office, on September 23, concerning a different story, has
yet to receive a response.
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The spy agency’s actions were condemned by press advocacy group Reporters Without
Borders. Rebecca Vincent, director of the organisation’s international campaigns, told
Declassified that Kennard’s treatment represents “yet another worrying example of the UK
government imposing arbitrary restrictions on media deemed to be critical – a Trumpian move
that has no place in British democracy.”

Weeks after dying, Robert Fisk is savaged by
liberal war propagandists. Why? Because he
was a brave anti-imperialist
By George Galloway - a member of the British Parliament for nearly 30 years. He
presents TV and radio shows (including on RT). He is a film-maker, writer and a
renowned orator
FOR ALMOST 50 years, British journalist Robert Fisk single-handedly exposed the truth of the
West’s wars. It’s only now he’s gone that shameful, kow-towing cowards have come out to try
to smear a man who can no longer fight back.
I first fell in love with Robert Fisk's
journalism almost 40 years ago when he
wore the unlikely guise of foreign
correspondent for the London Times,
nowadays – as it had been for centuries –
the house journal of war and imperial
adventure, but then playing host to that
rarest of writers: unbribed, untwisted, and
unguided by the missile projectors.
I had been in Beirut in 1982, with PLO
Chairman Yasser Arafat, when the news
came through from London that the Israeli
Ambassador Shlomo Argov had been shot
by the renegade terrorist Abu Nidal, who
was based in Saddam Hussein's Iraq.
We both knew what would happen next.
And while scarpering was the easy option
for me, no such possibility existed for
Arafat.
A massive Israeli invasion of Lebanon
swiftly followed. It eventually, after stiff
resistance (most memorably and ironically
in the Crusader fortress of Beaufort Castle),
smashed through the gates of the Arab
capital city itself. The rest, the massacres at
the Sabra and Chatilla refugee camps and all, is history.
During the siege of Beirut, Fisk introduced his readers, including me, to the use of white
phosphorus by the Israeli forces. I remember almost verbatim decades later his description of
how the phosphorus slowly cooked from the inside the child victims he was visiting in a Beirut
hospital. Having inhaled it, it was a fire neither the victim nor the doctors could extinguish.
While the rest of the media prattled on about “terrorist targets” being attacked, Fisk, like me,
knew what was actually being razed to the ground: the miserable refugee existence of
generations of Palestinians marooned in camps many miles from their homes, in which
foreigners now slept, waking to pick the oranges from their trees.
I had no voice then, but Fisk did, and he used it courageously, shaming most of his
journalistic colleagues by so doing.
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I followed Fisk to the Independent, then the great
hope of those seeking, well, independent journalism.
That hope didn't last long. The Indy became just like
all the rest, before being bought (then partially sold)
by a former spy of the KGB in London and becoming
a small, discredited website with few readers.

But we always had Fisk.
In time, I too had a voice, and spent a lot of time in
Beirut (too much), but I never crossed paths with him
despite jogging past his seaside apartment a
thousand times. But I never failed to read his work. In
war after war after war, he shone the light of reason
through the fog of Western propaganda, mainly in
wars against the Arabs, but in Yugoslavia, too. Fisk
stood out not just because of his own stature, but
because of the flatness of the surrounding
landscape.
Not since the US war on Vietnam – with the likes of
Seymour Hersh and John Pilger – had the
mainstream media given a platform to such a
forensic critic of imperial wars. And, moreover, one
like Fisk, whose prose was purple indeed, capable of
moving the reader's sensibilities dramatically.

That made him a dangerous man.
Such was his stature, his awards and accolades, Fisk was bullet-proof from the hitmen of the
brigade of stenographers who, in the last 20 years, have become the masked ranks of the
Propaganda Army of Empire. Whilst alive, they preferred to ignore Fisk rather than confront
him. A ploy made easier by the drift of the Independent newspaper to the margins. Neither
could they avoid the panegyrics of the inevitable eulogies which accompanied his death last
month at the age of 74.
•

And so, they bided their time. For a short while. This week a blizzard of cowardly abuse
has swept the media landscape. Fisk was apparently “a fraud,” a “fake” who “couldn't
speak Arabic,” “a propagandist” (particularly rich, that one), and “a falsifier.”
Somebody has clearly taken the initiative, and integrity has become the first casualty.

The proximate cause of the reburial in un-consecrated ground of Robert Fisk is, of course, his
virtually lone debunking of Douma, the unmasking of the White Helmets as the ambulance
brigade of Al Qaeda, and the exposure of the oceanic lie-machine mustered (and paid for by
unsuspecting taxpayers, as the recent Anonymous dump showed) by the Western gang that
couldn't shoot straight in Syria.
What else did Fisk write about to upset them? The failure of the West’s gigantic operation –
military, political, financial, diplomatic and propaganda – to overthrow the Syrian President
Bashar Al-Assad. The defeat by the Syrian Arab Army (and its legal international allies) of one
of the worst, most murderous hordes to invade a country since Genghis Khan.
The humiliation of the Western powers (and their Gulf satrapies), and the enormous boost to
the prestige of Russia produced by that failure, cannot easily be forgotten. Not since Vietnam
has there been such a defeat as this for the Empire.
Bashar did not “go,” he prevailed. As did Robert Fisk, for more than 40 years. The attempted
trashing of his memory is all these pathetic losers have left. If you look closely, you can see
their bitter tears of failure on the pages of their invective. Not one of these would-be literary
assassins is a household name, nor ever will be. While Robert Fisk has written his name in the
stars. It's all too much for the chicken-hawk liberals to bear...
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A 300STRONG task group of British soldiers has arrived in Mali as part of the UN
Peacekeeping Mission there, known as MINUSMA, as the UK Government supports
security stability in the region. The deployment of a highly capable and versatile
British Army Task Group to Mali strengthens the UN mission’s ability to help the
people of Mali and implement its mandate. The UK Task Group is made up mainly by the
Light Dragoons and Royal Anglians but incorporates experts from other areas of the Armed
Forces like bomb disposal specialists, medics and nurses as well as cultural experts from the
Royal Air Force.
Alongside this deployment, the MOD currently has three Chinook helicopters and 100
personnel in a logistics role supporting the French-led Counter-Terrorist mission, Operation
BARKHANE. This is entirely separate from the UN mission, but they will be operating in the
same region.
Combat is not the objective of the deployment. The Long-Range Reconnaissance Group will
perform a crucial role within the UN mission, conducting reconnaissance and patrol tasks,
launched from the UN camp in Gao, to gather intelligence and engage with the local Malian
people. Information gathered will help improve the UN Mission Commander’s understanding of
the situation on the ground and enable the mission to respond to threats to the people of Mali
more effectively. This is not a combat operation, nor is it a counter-terrorism operation.

The Sahel is one of Africa’s poorest and most fragile regions. Marked by chronic poverty,
instability and high levels of gender inequality, it is very vulnerable to violence and conflict
from extremist and criminal organisations. Mali is at the forefront of countries in Africa
affected by instability. With terrorist violence and conflict between communities sharply on the
rise, it is costing civilians their lives and preventing the development of one of the poorest
countries in the world.
59

British troops start deploying on 'dangerous'
mission to Mali to stop Islamist terrorists
crossing Europe’s southern border
By Dominic Nicholls, Defence and Security Correspondent, The Telegraph December
3 2020
BRITISH TRROPS have started deploying on the “dangerous” mission to Mali to stop Islamist
terrorists crossing Europe’s southern border. The force of 300 UK troops have
started arriving in the West African country as part of the UN’s peacekeeping mission.
The soldiers, primarily drawn from the Light Dragoons and Royal Anglian Regiment, are
supported by specialist trades from across the Armed Forces including drone operators,
military working dogs and bomb disposal experts.
The UK Task Force will provide a highly specialised reconnaissance capability, conducting
patrols of up to many weeks’ duration in the desert region bordering the Sahara desert, to
gather intelligence on Islamist terrorists and engage with the local population.

Major General Nick Borton said the mission would be “dangerous” and the troops will be there
to “gather and report information to deliver intelligence-led operations”. He said the
deployment, to one of the poorest regions on the planet, will help prevent “migration to
Europe’s borders [from] the violent conflict that has destabilised the region”. The UN Mission
in Mali is made up of over 14,000 peacekeepers from 56 different countries and works to
support peace efforts, protect civilians and promote human rights.
General Borton was keen to stress this is a peacekeeping operation and will not be working
directly with the French counter-terrorism operation, also in Mali, that is supported by three
RAF Chinook helicopters and around 90 personnel.
The main body of troops arrived on December 2, and all UK personnel will have arrived within
a week to set up the UK Headquarters in Gao, in the north east of the country. They will be
based in the newly formed Camp Bagnold, which is named after Brigadier Ralph Alger
Bagnold, the desert explorer and first Commanding Officer of the British Army’s Long Range
Desert Group in the Second World War.
60

The Sahel region of west Africa has seen a five-fold increase in terrorist violence since 2016.
The al-Qaeda affiliate group, Jam’a Nusrat ul-Islam wa al-Muslimin (JNIM) and Islamic State in
the Greater Sahara (ISGS) both actively target UN troops in the region. Irish, French and
Estonian troops have been injured in recent bomb attacks and 24 Malian soldiers were killed in
an ambush in June this year. The biggest threat is from JNIM, who use machine gun attacks
from motor bikes or improvised bombs to extend their hold on the region.
The extremist groups are known to make money from human trafficking by pushing migrants
north to the Mediterranean Sea, for onward smuggling across Europe’s southern border.
The UK is one of the largest humanitarian donors to the Sahel. In 2020 the UK gave £14.65m in
humanitarian aid to Mali and is currently in the process of increasing the size of the embassy
to reinforce the UK’s diplomatic strength in the country.
It is not known whether the government’s recent decision to cut foreign aid will impact this
deployment. Defence Secretary Ben Wallace said: “As a permanent member of the UN
Security Council this deployment is a demonstration of our firm commitment to peacekeeping
and the importance, we place on improving security in the Sahel by protecting local
communities.
“Our land forces are the best in the world, and we are one of a small handful of nations able to
provide this specialist capability in a challenging environment which will help prevent the
spread of conflict across the region.”

Putin’s new model army - Russian military
forces dazzle after a decade of reform
The Economist, November 2 2020
AFTER THE Soviet Union’s collapse, Russia’s once-mighty armed forces were laid low. Moscow bus drivers out-earned fighter pilots. Hungry soldiers were sent to forage for berries and
mushrooms. Corruption was rife—one general was charged with renting out a MiG-29 for illicit
drag racing between cars and jets on a German airfield.
“No army in the world is in as wretched a state as ours,” lamented a defence minister in 1994.
Yet few armies have bounced back as dramatically. In 2008 Russian forces bungled a war with
Georgia. In response, they were transformed from top to bottom.
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That began with large sums of money. Russian military expenditure approximately doubled between 2005 and 2018, when measured in exchange rates adjusted for purchasing power.
Though much of the budget is secret, Russia’s annual military spending probably stands
somewhere between $150bn and $180bn, says Michael Kofman of the Centre for Naval Analyses, a think-tank. That is around three times as much as Britain and close to 4% of GDP.
•

Much of that money has been spent on kit. In the past decade, Russia added around
600 new planes, 840 helicopters and 2,300 drones, estimates Julian Cooper of the University of Birmingham.

Whereas 99% of Russian armour in 2007 was classified as “legacy”—i.e., introduced into service more than three decades ago—today fully 27% is modern, according to a study published
by the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), a think-tank in London, on September
29th. Russia’s warplanes have gone from being 97% legacy to being 71% modern in that time.
The most important investments were in precision missiles like the land-based Iskander, sealaunched Kalibr and air-launched Kh-101, putting in range targets across Europe (see map). A
decade ago, the idea that the Russian navy could accurately strike targets in Syria from warships in the Caspian Sea would have been science fiction, notes Dmitry Stefanovich of IMEMO,
a research institute in Moscow.
“Now it’s a reality.” In a European war, the idea would be to use such missiles to threaten civilian and military infrastructure deep behind the front lines on the ground, ensuring that a conflict over, say, Tallinn would stretch far to the west of the Rhine.

Russia’s ultimate aim is to create a “reconnaissance-strike complex”—originally a Soviet
idea—in which data from vehicles on the ground, drones in the air, satellites in space and radio signals emitted by enemy units are collected, processed and fed to the weapons in real
time. Any “sensor” (for instance, a drone) can feed a target to any “shooter” (like a faraway
ship), with targets prioritised centrally and struck, ideally, within minutes.
Though Russia is behind America and probably China in this ambitious endeavour, it has
made “huge leaps”, says Dima Adamsky of IDC Herzliya, a university in Israel.
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Russian forces are not just better armed, but also more fleet-footed. Thanks to improvements
in readiness, Russia could probably get 100,000 troops, complete with heavy armour, to a European hotspot within 30 days. NATO might struggle to muster half the number, of lighter
forces, in that time. Around 5,000 of Russia’s airborne troops are said to be on two hours’ notice. Soldiers are kept on their toes with huge exercises.
The latest, Kavkaz (Caucasus) 2020, involved 80,000 personnel and concluded on September
26th. “Russia has traded mass for tempo,” concludes Lt-General Jim Hockenhull, Britain’s
chief of defence intelligence.
Russia’s armed forces enjoy the additional advantage of being blooded in battle. Though Russia and China may have comparable weapons, the quality of the forces, in training and combat
experience, is “night and day”, says Mr Kofman. In Ukraine, for instance, Russia has practised
armoured warfare and artillery duels, experimenting with the use of cyber-attacks and drones
to feed targeting information to its guns.
•

Syria, where over 63,000 Russian personnel have served, has been a testbed for precision strikes, air defence against rebel drone swarms and the use of unmanned vehicles. Russian officers in Syria have even shown signs of shedding the Soviet legacy of
rigid, top-down command and acting with more autonomy and creativity, a practice
known as “mission command”, observes Mr Adamsky.

That, he says, would be “a major departure from the Russian military tradition”. And in both
countries, Russia has honed its skills in electronic warfare by jamming radios, radars and
drones. Russia’s fake GPS signals in Syria were even strong enough to bamboozle civilian airliners in Israel.
Not everything has been fixed, of course. Viktor Murakhovsky, a former officer who now edits
a military journal, is positive about the reforms. But he says that shipbuilding is painfully slow
and that the country lags behind its rivals in long-range drones.

The new T-14 Armata tank, above, the next-generation Su-57 warplane and new submarines
have all been delayed. Though Russia is adept at blowing things up in space, its ageing fleet
of reconnaissance satellites has shrunk over the years, with modernisation complicated by
Western sanctions.
Until five years ago, their film had to be physically sent back to Earth in capsules, notes Bart
Hendrickx, an analyst of Russia’s space programme. The biggest problem of all, says Mr Kofman, is the limited capacity of Russia’s defence industry, including shortages of skilled personnel, machine tools and components.
The trade-off between hardware and humans is also apparent. Though troops no longer go
hungry, their pay is not great.
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Mr Murakhovsky points out that a skilled tank commander in his 20s can expect little more
than 43,000 rubles ($532) a month in peacetime, lower than the national average. “In my opinion, it’s not enough.”
Morale among conscripts, who still make up 55% of the force, remains low, and the short duration of their service limits their usefulness in combat. And though the days of renting out warplanes may be over, last year Russian military prosecutors announced that 2,800 military officials had been charged with corruption, with the amount stolen totalling around $90m.
•

Nor has military renaissance bought peace of mind. In a war with NATO, Russia “would
have conventional superiority for a limited period”, concludes the IISS, but would be
outgunned if the conflict dragged on. In recent years, Mr Putin has therefore worked to
ensure that a conflict would not drag on.

To that end, he has invested heavily in nuclear forces, unveiling a host of lurid weapons such
as hypersonic gliders, radioactive torpedoes designed to pollute coastal areas and nuclearpowered cruise missiles capable of circling the Earth indefinitely.
Missiles like the Iskander, Kalibr and Kh-101 can also carry both conventional and nuclear
warheads (NATO officials point out that they would have no way of knowing which until they
landed). For Russian generals, the hope is that their revived strength means that the nukes are
never needed.
For its part, NATO has largely focused on Russian threats to the Baltic states, and the challenges of reinforcing Europe over weeks and months. It has underestimated how Russia’s new
firepower might be used in a shorter, sharper and more expansive war that would stretch far
beyond the Baltics. Its planners, and the national politicians that set military budgets and priorities, need to adjust their strategies and spending in the light of these new threats.

Russian military receives Terminator vehicles for
testing
By Alexander Bratersky, Defence News December 3 2020
MOSCOW — The Russian military on Monday received its first batch of Terminator tank support vehicles for testing. The Terminator previously financially neglected by the Defence Ministry, proved its effectiveness during recent Russian combat operations in Syria.
Russian state television showed Terminators attached to the 90th Tank Division in the Chelyabinsk region of the Urals on Dec. 2. “The uniqueness of this car is its ability to follow three targets at once with all of its weaponry systems,” Col. Andrey Sigarev, the deputy commander of
the tank division, told Channel One television.
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The Terminator is equipped with the supersonic anti-tank missile system Ataka, which is able
to reach targets up to six kilometres, two 30mm guns that can be used against infantry forces
and helicopters, two grenade launchers, and a Kalashnikov submachine gun. The vehicle can
reach a speed of 60 kph and is operated by a crew of five. Its design is based on the T-90 tank.
According to military experts, one Terminator can replace a motorized rifle
platoon of 40 soldiers and six armoured
vehicles.
Russia’s military has received eight Terminator vehicles, which will be tested
during military exercises.
The vehicles, first shown to the public
during the annual military parade in Red
Square in 2018, took part in the Russian
operation in Syria.
“The Terminator has proved itself a ‘universal soldier’ who can independently
fight terrorists armed with small arms,
grenade launchers and [anti-tank guided
missiles], as well as resist tank platoons equipped with UAVs,” Victor Litovkin, a retired military colonel and senior military analyst for the Russian government’s news agency Tass, told
Defense News.
Its battlefield experience “dispelled the doubts of generals about its adoption by the Russian
Army and increased its export potential,” Litovkin explained.
In 2010, the Defence Ministry abandoned plans to financially support the Terminator’s development. During that time, the ministry was headed by Anatoliy Serdyukov, who once proposed
the purchase of foreign-made weapons to boost military modernization.
The Terminator is designed by UralVagonZavod, the country’s leading tank producer, which,
despite its export potential, heavily relies on state support. It also produces rail vehicles but
has experienced problems breaking even. However, according to Russian media reports in
2020, the firm made a net profit of $2.6 million. It was last on Defense News’ list of the top 100
defence companies in the world in 2018, where it ranked 46th place, having brought in $1.865
billion in defence revenue for 2017.
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Russia’s Admiral Gorshkov frigate fires
Tsirkon hypersonic cruise missile
From: www.naval-technology.com
THE MINISTRY of Defence of the Russian Federation has announced that Admiral Gorshkov
frigate test fired Tsirkon hypersonic cruise missile. The firing was conducted as part of the
new weapons testing. It was carried out from the White Sea towards a complex naval target
position in the Barents Sea.
The anti-ship missile successfully hit the target located at 450km distance away at sea, as per
the objective control data. The flight speed of the rocket was over 8 Mach.
Northern Fleet forces operating in the Barents Sea, including the missile cruiser Marshal
Ustinov and the frigate Admiral of the Fleet Kasatonov, ensured the firing area was closed.
Last month, Russia carried out the first testing of the Tsirkon hypersonic cruise missile from a
frigate as part of plans to arm surface vessels and submarines with this missile system.
The Tsirkon missile was unveiled in 2018, which reached active testing stage in 2015. The
missile development programme was launched in 2011.
The missile has been was fired from the Northern Fleet’s frigate Admiral Gorshkov for the
second time in the White Sea.
In October, air defence (AD) crews on the Russian Navy’s Black Sea Fleet (BSF) frigate
Admiral Makarov also carried out training to repel the mock enemy air attack.

Russia’s red star in the Red Sea
BY Alexey Muraviev, The Lowey Institute December 3 2020
WHILE THE WORLD’S attention in recent weeks has been firmly fixed on the United States’
presidential race, Russia under Vladimir Putin has made a number of surprising moves. One
was a swift deployment of its peacekeepers to the disputed Nagorno-Karabakh region, putting
a stop for now to a bloody border war between Armenia and Azerbaijan. Another move came
on 16 November, when Putin approved the opening of Russia’s second forward operating
naval facility, this time in Sudan.
Officially described as a
material-technical support
facility (punkt material’notekhnicheskogo
Obezpechenya, or PMTO),
Russia’s agreement with
Sudan signifies the
resumption of Russia’s
systematic naval operations
in the Indian Ocean. Such a
move is significant.
Over the years, Russia has
been in discussions with a
number of East African
nations about a possibility
of re-establishing a naval
logistical point. The fact that
Moscow was seriously
considering Sudan was first announced in late 2017. Two years later, the two countries signed
a special agreement allowing special access rights to Russian warships calling on Sudanese
ports.
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Based on publicly available information, Russia’s naval logistical point in Sudan will be
considerably smaller than the Russian forward naval base in Tartus, Syria. The Russian naval
base in Tartus can accommodate up to 11 warships and auxiliaries; it is now equipped with
sufficient storage facilities, a repair plant and upgraded mooring spaces.
The geographical centrality of Sudan vis-à-vis the Red Sea and adjacent areas gives the
Russian navy and potentially the Russian Air Space Force the capacity to control several
choke points and focal areas.
•

The PMTO in Port Sudan (PMTO-Sudan) will be allowed to station up to four naval units
simultaneously. However, the 2019 port access agreement specified that the Russian
navy could deploy up to seven units in Sudan’s territorial waters at any given time.
This new arrangement could allow the Russian navy could assemble one or two task
groups (each comprising three to four platforms) for operations in the Red Sea and the
Indian Ocean.

Perhaps the most intriguing point was a clause that nuclear-powered warships would be able
to access PMTO-Sudan. Given that the Russian navy currently operates two types of nuclearpowered combat platforms – the 24,000 tonne Uskakov class nuclear-powered battle cruisers,
reclassified from the Kirov class, and a variety of nuclear-powered multirole submarines –
such a provision illustrates Russian naval planning with respect to future forward operations
in the Indian Ocean area.
The agreement specifies Russia’s right to use Sudanese national airspace in support of its
activities. This indicates Moscow is also likely to get access to the country’s airport
infrastructure. Russian aerial operations may range from logistical airlift, including crew
swaps, to area air defence, which presumes stationing of some fighter aircraft.
The PMTO-Sudan would be serviced by a contingent of some 300 personnel (again, a smaller
number when compared against the 1700 in Tartus). But this contingent can be expanded if
required. Moscow would exercise national jurisdiction over the facility; it would be responsible
for its area air and maritime defence, meaning that the Russian military would be able to
deploy air defence units, radar and electronic countermeasure systems; PDSS teams (the
Russian equivalent of clearance divers).
Although the future PMTO-Sudan will be short of amounting to a proper naval base, there is a
possibility that Russia may eventually expand its military presence in the country. Moscow
could pursue a staged approach, assessing in the first instance the operational effectiveness
of its newest acquisition prior to considering possible future expansion.
In return, Russia assumes responsibly for the modernisation of the Sudanese military and
partial defence of air and maritime approaches to Sudan, thus effectively making this African
nation Russia’s military ally. All this will carry implications for the Indo-Pacific maritime
security.
Compared to similar facilities used by the Soviet navy, such as its forward operating base on
Sokotra island off Yemen, Port Sudan is not ideal. Russian ships operating from a new PMTO
have to navigate through volatile Bab al-Mandab Strait prior to entering the Indian Ocean. It is
also worth noting that Russia faces risks associated with Sudan’s ongoing internal political
fragility, including hot spots in Darfur, Southern Kordofan and Blue Nile.
Yet the geographical centrality of Sudan vis-à-vis the Red Sea and adjacent areas gives the
Russian navy and potentially the Russian Air Space Force (the official description of nowintegrated former air force, air defence and space troops) the capacity to control several choke
points and focal areas: Suez Canal (also by means of Russia’s reach from Tartus), the Red Sea
itself as a strategically important maritime transit route, Bab al-Mandab Strait, and the Gulf of
Aden.
Adding to that, Russia would have its military presence in Saudi Arabia’s backyard and in
close proximity to other Persian Gulf states. Finally, Sudan is likely to be turned into Russia’s
gateway into Africa, the continent, which is again on Moscow’s active radar.
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The future PMTO-Sudan should not be viewed solely as Russia’s second naval facility
overseas, and its first proper logistical point in the Indo-Pacific strategic maritime theatre.
Sudan will now top a list of several Indo-Pacific littoral nations with which Russia has secured
special port call privileges agreements.
Others on the list include Mozambique, Myanmar, Pakistan, Seychelles and Vietnam (where
Russia had a permanent naval facility until 2002). And this expansion of Russia’s access to
overseas facilities comes at a time when Russian naval power continues its lengthy, often
painful, but nonetheless steady process of upgrading its capability across four of its naval
fleets.
Re-establishing a regular naval presence in the Indian Ocean, which goes beyond periodic
counter-piracy patrols, was on the cards of the Russian naval command for some time.

The Dutch Army Eliminated All Its Tanks—Then
Realised It Had Made A Huge Mistake
By David Axe, Forbes November 30 2020
IF THE BRITISH Army eliminates its roughly 200 remaining Challenger 2 tanks—a distinct
possibility under the U.K. government’s upcoming Integrated Review—it will be only the
second major NATO country to abandon heavy armour.
As part of a cost-saving measure in 2011, The Netherlands cut its entire force of 60 Leopard 2
tanks. The move was controversial, to say the least. And it didn’t last. The Dutch experience
could be informative as the U.K. defence ministry mulls its own, possible tank-less future.
The 2008 recession hit hard in The Netherlands. The government cut its spending by $40
billion starting in 2009. Among other reductions, the army eliminated both of its tank battalions
and their Leopard 2A6 tanks.
The Leopard 2s fired their last cannon rounds in training in May 2011. “This feels like a
funeral,” said Capt. Johnny Romein, an officer in one of the tank battalions.
The Netherlands quickly sold to Finland 100 of the roughly 120 Leopard 2s it had in storage.
The plan at the time was also to sell off the last 20 or so tanks. But then, in 2014, Russia
invaded Ukraine. Attitudes in the Dutch government began to change.
While the army retained infantry fighting vehicles and self-propelled artillery, the lack of tanks
meant big shortfalls in capability against a high-tech foe such as Russia.
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There were things the Dutch army no longer could do. “Without the tank, manoeuvres such as
a breach or a turning movement are no longer possible,” said Capt. Chiel Nieuwenhuis, a tank
company commander.
A breach is a direct attack on enemy fortifications. A turning movement is a rapid flanking
operation that requires speed, mobility and firepower.
After 2014, the Dutch army realized it needed to be able to pull off these manoeuvres in the
event of war between NATO and Russia.
So in 2015, just four years after storing its last tanks, the Dutch government decided to bring
some of them back. But money still was an issue. Dutch officials saw an opportunity in the
German army’s own plan to add tanks.
The German army at the time operated around 200 Leopard 2s—and aimed to grow this force
to around 330 tanks. But Berlin struggled to recruit enough soldiers for its expanding tank
formations. The Dutch and German governments agreed to a trade.
The Netherlands transferred to Germany the last 18 stored Dutch Leopard 2A6s. The Germans
upgraded the tanks to the 2A7 standard then formed a new squadron under the German
army’s Tank Battalion 414. A hundred Dutch soldiers joined the battalion, somewhat easing
the German army’s manpower shortage.
The battalion is under German command but, in wartime, could support Dutch troops as part
of a wider NATO operation. In effect, The Netherlands is leasing some of the tanks it once
owned. “The values we’re defending are European,”
Lt. Col. Marco Niemeyer, the German commander of the battalion, told The New York Times
NYT +1.9% last year. “The border we’re defending is not between The Netherlands and
Germany. It’s NATO’s eastern border.”
•

The British Army must plan for the same Russian threat that compelled the Dutch army
to partially restore its heavy armour. If the Brits give up their tanks, they too might
discover they no longer can breach or turn enemy defences.

It’s not hard to imagine some point, years in the future, when a tank-less British Army might
have to do what the Dutch army did—and devise some desperate plan to buy back the heavy
armour it only recently eliminated in the hope of saving a little money.
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Sweden Ups Defense Budget 40% Due to
Regional Tensions
By David Keyton, Real Clear Defence December 16 2020
STOCKHOLM (AP) — Sweden’s Parliament on Tuesday approved a 40% increase in the
defence budget for 2021-2025 because of tensions in the Baltic Sea region in recent years,
with officials saying Russia is the main reason for the move. The 349-member Riksdag
assembly approved the largest hike in 70 years, bringing the annual defence budget by 2025 to
89 billion kronor ($10.6 billion).
Defense Minister Peter Hultquist told the assembly before the series of votes that “it is the
largest investment since the 1950s.” We see a new security environment and that they
(Moscow) are ready to use military power also to fulfil political goals,” Hulquist later told The
Associated Press.
He said the increase was “because of the new security situation with Russian aggression
toward Georgia, annexation of Crimea, the conflict in Ukraine, activities in Belarus, upgrading
of Russian military capability, very complex exercises, activity in the Arctic and in the Baltic
Sea area.”
The proposal was put forward in October by Sweden’s two-party Social Democrat-Green Party
minority government, and it received immediate backing from two smaller opposition groups.
“There is much to suggest that Russia’s military capabilities in absolute terms will increase
throughout the next 10-year period,” the adopted proposal read.
The plan will see the armed forces grow from the current 55,000 positions to 90,000 by 2030.
Several disbanded regiments will be re-established, and the number of conscripts will increase
to 8,000 annually, which is a doubling compared with 2019. The Navy will receive new
equipment, including a fifth submarine, and upgrades in armaments.
Sweden also would boost its ability to prevent and deal with cyber threats and want the armed
forces — together with intelligence agencies — to establish a cybersecurity centre. “We have
this problem all the time,” Hultquist said of attacks on Swedish interests, both public and
private. “And it’s sometimes on a daily basis. The Chinese are very active, the Russians are
active, and there are also other actors,” he added.
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Sweden currently spends 1.1% of gross domestic product on defence. Guidelines issued by
NATO, of which Sweden isn’t a member, advise that members spend 2%, although many do
not achieve that target.
In December 2017, Sweden decided to establish the nation’s first new military regiment since
World War II — a unit of 350 soldiers based on the strategically important Baltic Sea island of
Gotland. In the same year, Sweden also introduced a selective military draft for men and
women, having previously abolished a men-only draft in 2010.
The Swedish parliament also decided Tuesday that Sweden — like neighbouring Finland,
another non-aligned nation — should express readiness to join NATO as a possible security
policy option.
The so-called “NATO option” doesn’t mean that Swedes would apply for Alliance membership
but rather that Sweden would consider it down the road if deemed necessary for security. In
1949, Sweden chose not to join NATO and declared a security policy aiming for non-alignment
in peace and neutrality in war.
Sweden and Finland have worked with the alliance since the mid-1990s, when they joined
NATO’s Partnership for Peace, and have contributed forces to NATO-led peacekeeping and
monitoring missions. Also, they engage in dozens of exercises annually with alliance
members and their militaries’ weaponry is NATO-compatible. There has been an active debate
in both countries on the question of NATO membership.

Five Reasons No Nation Wants to Go to War
with Israel
From: nationalinterest.org
THE TECHNOLOGY that binds all of these other systems together is the Israeli soldier. Since
1948 (and even before) Israel has committed the best of its human capital to the armed forces.
The creation of fantastic soldiers, sailors, and airmen doesn’t happen by accident, and doesn’t
result simply from the enthusiasm and competence of the recruits.
The IDF has developed systems of recruitment, training, and retention that allow it to field
some of the most competent, capable soldiers in the world. None of the technologies above
work unless they have smart, dedicated, well-trained operators to make them function at their
fullest potential.
Since 1948, the state of Israel has fielded a frighteningly effective military machine. Built on a
foundation of pre-independence militias, supplied with cast-off World War II weapons, the
Israel Defense Forces (IDF) have enjoyed remarkable success in the field. In
the 1960s and 1970s, both because of its unique needs and because of international boycotts,
Israel began developing its own military technologies, as well as augmenting the best foreign
technology.
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Today, Israel boasts one of the most technologically advanced military stockpiles in the
world, and one of the world’s most effective workforces.
Here are five of the most deadly systems that the Israeli Defense Forces currently employ.

Merkava
The Merkava tank joined the IDF in 1979, replacing the modified foreign tanks (most recently of
British and American vintage) that the Israelis had used since 1948. Domestic design and
construction avoided problems of unsteady foreign supply, while also allowing the Israelis to
focus on designs optimized for their environment, rather than for Central Europe. Around
1,600 Merkavas of various types have entered service, with several hundred more still on the
way.
The Merkava entered service after the great tank battles of the Middle East had ended (at least
for Israel). Consequently, the Merkavas have often seen combat in different contexts that their
designers expected. The United States took major steps forward with the employment of
armour in Iraq and Afghanistan (particularly in the former) in a counter-insurgency context, but
the Israelis have gone even farther.
After mixed results during the Hezbollah war, the IDF, using updated Merkava IVs, has worked
hard to integrate the tanks into urban fighting. In both of the recent Gaza wars, the IDF has
used Merkavas to penetrate Palestinian positions while active defence systems keep crews
safe. Israel has also developed modifications that enhance the Merkavas’ capabilities in urban
and low-intensity combat. Indeed, the Merkavas have proved so useful in this regard that Israel
has cancelled plans to stop line production, despite a lack of significant foreign orders.

F-15I Thunder
The Israeli Air Force has flown variants of the F-15 since the 1970s and has become the
world’s most versatile and effective user of the Eagle. As Tyler Rogoway’s recent story on
the IAF fleet makes clear, the Israelis have perfected the F-15 both for air supremacy and for
strike purposes. Flown by elite pilots, the F-15Is (nicknamed “thunder”) of the IAF remain the
most lethal squadron of aircraft in the Middle East.
The F-15I provides Israel with several core capabilities. It remains an effective air-to-air combat
platform, superior to the aircraft available to Israel’s most plausible foes (although
the Eurofighter Typhoons and Dassault Rafales entering service in the Gulf, not to mention
Saudi Arabia’s own force of F-15SAs, undoubtedly would provide some competition.
But as Rogoway suggests, the Israelis have worked long and hard at turning the F-15 into an
extraordinarily effective strike platform, one capable of hitting targets with precision at long
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range. Most analysts expect that the F-15I would play a key role in any Israeli strike against
Iran, along with some of its older brethren.

Jericho III
The earliest Israeli nuclear deterrent came in the form of the F-4 Phantom fighter-bombers that
the IAF used to such great effect in conventional missions in the War of Attrition and the Yom
Kippur War. Soon, however, Israel determined that it required a more effective and secure
deterrent and began to invest heavily in ballistic missiles. The Jericho I ballistic missile
entered service in the early 1970s, to eventually be replaced by the Jericho II and Jericho III.
The Jericho III is the most advanced ballistic missile in the region, presumably (Israel does not
offer much data on its operation) capable of striking targets not only in the Middle East, but
also across Europe, Asia, and potentially North America. The Jericho III ensures that any
nuclear attack against Israel would be met with devastating retaliation, especially as it is
unlikely that Israel could be disarmed by a first strike.
Of course, given that no potential Israeli foe has nuclear weapons (or will have them in the
next decade, at least), the missiles give Jerusalem presumptive nuclear superiority across the
region.

Dolphin
Israel acquired its first submarine, a former British “S” class, in 1958. That submarine and
others acquired in the 1960s played several important military roles, including defence of the
Israeli coastline, offensive operations
against Egyptian and Syrian shipping,
and the delivery of commando teams
in war and peace.
These early boats were superseded
by the Gal class, and finally by the
German Dolphin class (really two
separate classes related to the Type
212) boats, which are state-of-the-art
diesel-electric subs.
The role of the Dolphin class in
Israel’s nuclear deterrent has almost
certainly been wildly overstated. The
ability of a diesel electric submarine
to carry out deterrent patrols is
starkly limited, no matter what ordnance they carry.
However, the Dolphin remains an effective platform for all sorts of other missions required by
the IDF. Capable of maritime reconnaissance, of sinking or otherwise interdicting enemy
ships, and also of delivering special forces to unfriendly coastlines, the Dolphins represent a
major Israeli security investment, and one of the most potentially lethal undersea forces in the
region.

The Israeli Soldier
The technology that binds all of these other systems together is the Israeli soldier. Since 1948
(and even before) Israel has committed the best of its human capital to the armed forces. The
creation of fantastic soldiers, sailors, and airmen doesn’t happen by accident, and doesn’t
result simply from the enthusiasm and competence of the recruits.
The IDF has developed systems of recruitment, training, and retention that allow it to field
some of the most competent, capable soldiers in the world. None of the technologies above
work unless they have smart, dedicated, well-trained operators to make them function at their
fullest potential.
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When considering the effectiveness of Israeli weapons, and the expertise of the men and
women who wield them, it’s worth noting
that for all the tactical and operational
success the IDF has enjoyed, Israel
remains in a strategically perilous
position.
The inability of Israel to develop long-term,
stable, positive relationships with its
immediate neighbours, regional powers,
and the subject populations of the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip means that
Jerusalem continues to feel insecure, its
dominance on land, air, and sea notwithstanding. Tactics and technologies, however
effective and impressive, cannot solve these problems; only politics can.

Argentina: A Second Falklands Brewing – new
tensions in the South Atlantic ?
The Falklands are once more set to be the centre of a dispute between Argentina and the United Kingdom if Argentina does not recover from its economic
woes. Fears of possible new tensions rise with a president that is seeking to
divert attention and use the Falklands to refocus the Argentine mindset.
by James Vickery, Global Risks InSights, October 2020.
THE FALKLANDS ISLANDS a long standing source of historical tensions between Argentina
and the international community, are once again poised to be the centre of disputes, owing to
Argentina’s growing economic troubles. The economic stagnation present echoes the same
troubles that led to the 1982 conflict, and its purpose as a means of distracting the Argentine
people from the economic stagnation. Today’s Argentina may once again be digging up old
disputes in the region, to distract from the economy, and access the region’s resources to
repair its economy.

The 1982 Falklands War failed to quell long-term Argentine ambitions, and these have once
again resurfaced since lying dormant. Recently, President Alberto Fernandez, above,
announced policies relating to the strengthening of claims towards the sovereignty of the
Falkland Islands.
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At the 75th UN General Assembly, he called on the UK to resume negotiations that have
gathered dust for 55 years.
This action represents Fernandez’s peaceful intentions for the Falklands, but this has elicited
little response from British MP’s but garnered praise by domestic campaigns of antioccupation especially in the Tierra del Fuego region. Fernandez has made clear his intention
to advance claims of sovereignty over the Falklands, tweeting “(we will) claim our sovereignty
and shout forever, Argentine Malvinas”.
On the surface 1982 and 2020, share many of the same key factors for Argentina, but this
comparison must be taken less literally. This analysis will avoid the pessimistic prognosis that
2020 will result in the invasion of the Falklands, instead it is more likely that Argentina will
seek a peaceful solution.
The desires within Argentina to dispute the Falklands once again is evident; and key to
understanding the potential results of these claims are comparative economics.

==============================================
James Vickery specialises in political developments relating to nationalism and
populism throughout different regions of the world. He recently finished studying for
his MA in International Relations from Aberystwyth University, where his research
focused on populism in Latin America and North America. James obtained a
Bachelor’s in Political Studies from Aberystwyth University, with his studies focusing
on human rights, security, and political theory. James is interested in the geopolitical
developments in Latin America as well as sub-state nationalism in Europe.
========================================
Reports of an estimated 60 billion barrels of oil in the area evidently provide a potential
economic carrot for Argentina; and the stick of possible unrest due to economic pressures
continues to push Fernandez towards taking a serious stance towards the Falklands. He has
thus already sought to reopen negotiations surrounding the sovereignty of the islands.
The unrest in Argentina is currently limited to minor protests and a 20% drop in government
approval ratings. Approval ratings will play its part in the policy towards the Falklands, if there
continues to be a sustained decline in the approval of the government then the situation is
likely to worsen, however at this stage this situation remains distant. As people become more
disgruntled with the economic downturn, the government is likely to seek the refocusing of
discontent towards something other than itself.

Risks?
The similarities between 1982 and 2020 are remarkable; further economic decline risks further
damaging of Fernandez’s approval ratings, and as current rhetoric suggests, he may seek to
right this through once again contesting the Falkland Islands.
The outcome from the Argentine government will more likely focus on a more peaceful stance
than its 1982 counterpart. The continuing economic decline will only harden Fernandez’s
stance on the issue, while remaining on the positive side of peace. A hardened stance from
Argentina will likely be felt across Latin America as sanctions from the UK ripple outwards
from Argentina.
Fernandez has seemingly learnt from the mistakes of the Galtieri government despite facing
similar economic troubles. He has claimed that it would be impossible for Argentina to
militarily retake the Falklands and suggested he would review the 2016 UK-Argentine joint
agreement, during the electoral campaigns in 2019.
The renegotiations of the agreement would likely focus on the demilitarisation of the Falklands
and developments in joint access to the oil reserves.
It is likely that if the reopening of negotiations fail through disinterest by the UK and UN,
Argentina will continue to roll out new policies seeking the inclusion of the Falklands into
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Argentine sovereignty. These would likely take the form of sanctions on the region and
continued international campaigning.
These campaigns are likely to provide Fernandez with domestic support, and possibly regional
support from post-colonial states such as Venezuela and Bolivia who are inhabited by anticolonial governments.
A renewed interest in the region is unsurprising, and it is likely from the events in Argentina
that Fernandez will seek peaceful diplomatic negotiations to the Falklands issue before
seeking more aggressive policies. In 1982, the solution that the government sought after was
distraction and the military occupation of the Falklands. Today’s government is primarily
focused on a solution that relates to peace, and economic recovery.

Our Book Reviews in December is
focussed on the Falklands War.
There has been social media
speculation on aspects of the 1982
conflict in recent months and
Scribblings highlights some of the
books available to remind readers
of the origins, outcome and media
aspects of the war.

The Falklands War – There and Back Again
‘To a man they deployed and defended against overwhelming odds’
By Major Mike Norman, Royal Marines &
Michael Jones, Fellow of the Royal Historical
Society. Mike joined the Royal Marines in
1962 and served for 30 years, spending
much of his time in commando units. In
1982 he was commanding officer of Naval
Party 8901, the Royal Marines detachment
stationed in the Falkland Islands when the
Argentinians invaded. He organised the
resistance until he was ordered to stop
fighting. When 3 Commando Brigade landed
at San Carlos on 21 May to retake the
islands, he commanded the newly formed J
Company in 42 Commando and was in
Stanley to see the Argentinian surrender.
Michael Jones is a fellow of the Royal
Historical Society, a member of the British
Commission for Military History and the
author of 12 books ranging from the Middle
Ages to the Second World War.
The Falklands War - There and Back Again:
The Story of Naval Party 8901, Publisher:
Pen and Sword.
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ANY READING of the Falklands War story should commence with the story of Naval Party
8901. The defence of Stanley by the Royal Marines led by Major Mike Norman should be a tale
of bravery, tenacity and skill. Surprisingly, it was seen in some, and not the least by the
British media, as a failure. Just as surprising is that Naval Party 8901 did not feature in any
Honours List, writes Mike Peters.
It all began on 1 April 1982 when Mike
Norman, commander of Naval Party
8901, was looking forward to a peaceful
year-long tour of duty on the Falkland
Islands. But events turned out
differently, for the next day the
Argentinians invaded, and he and his
small Royal Marines garrison found
themselves fighting for their lives. They
took up defensive positions in and
around Government House and on the
approaches to Stanley to protect the
Governor, Rex Hunt, and delay the
enemy's advance.
They were prepared to die executing
these orders. After a desperate battle
against vastly superior numbers, Hunt
ordered them to lay down their arms.
As the surrender took place, an
Argentinian told a Marine: 'The Islands
are ours now'. The response was
simple: 'We will be back'. They were,
and this is their story. The Royal
Marines of Naval Party 8901 volunteered
to join the Task Force and, some 75
days after the invasion, the men who
were forced to watch the raising of the Argentine flag over the Islands were able, in return, to
proudly run up the Falklands flag once more at Government House.
But the story that lies behind this book is significant. What has long been recounted as a
magnificent defence against overwhelming odds did not garner the support it deserved nor the
honours that should have followed. In his prologue, Major General Julian Thompson says:
NP 8901 put up a gallant fight….70 men against two battalions of Argentine marines (1,400
men) in armoured tracked amphibians), supported by artillery, and helicopters, plus at least a
company of special forces, something like 25:1 in favour of the Argentines. Until ordered to
surrender by Rex Hunt, the Governor, the Royal Marines of NP 8901 had agreed amongst
themselves to fight to the end.
The Royal Marines fought off repeated attempts by Argentine Special Forces to break into
Government House, inflicting several Argentine casualties in the process. Thanks to the men
of NP 8901 the Governor was not submitted to the indignity of being taken prisoner. Instead,
accompanied by two officers he could walk forward under a flag of truce, to rebuke the
Argentine commander, before reluctantly agreeing that, for the time being, an overwhelmingly
superior force had prevailed.
Eventually the whole of NP 8901 were evacuated by air to England, via Montevideo. On arrival
they found to their disgust and rage that the UK press had swallowed hook, line and sinker the
disinformation disseminated by Argentina that theirs had been a bloodless victory; without
any resistance being offered by the Royal Marines. That combined with the humiliating
pictures of Royal Marines lying on the ground at gunpoint, led to the canard that they had
surrendered without a fight. Eventually this was corrected but not before at least one Member
of Parliament started talking of court martial proceedings against members of NP 8901;
without first having ascertained whether or not the media were correct in their assertions.
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Mike Norman was obviously not happy about the way Naval Party 8901 was rated on its return
to the UK:
My Marines were deployed in piecemeal fashion in different parts of RM Poole, some in
working parties, others in the provost section and the rest on guard duty. They felt they had
become a 'forgotten army', and despite having twice performed well in the Falklands, they
were not being allowed to disperse with dignity. I found this grievance fully justified.
I was shocked to learn that Naval Party 8901 had not been invited to the Victory Parade
organised in London for 12 October. A forceful complaint remedied the situation, at the
eleventh hour, with four of the team able to join the thousand marching servicemen. But an
opportunity to honour the detachment — as defenders of Stanley — by giving it a special place
in the parade was missed. In my 'closing-down report'
I also expressed concern that no official recognition of my Naval Party's brave efforts to resist
the Argentine invasion had yet been made, although awards had already been given for the
action on South
Georgia a day
later. I concluded
by saying that I
found it sad
things were
ending on such a
flat note.
On 11 October, a
supplement to the
London Gazette
published the
'honours
approved by the
Queen for service
in the South
Atlantic'. I
received a
Mention in
Despatches, although — as the covering letter made clear — this was for my command of J
Company, not Naval Party 8901. My Marines' battle against the Argentinians on 2 April got no
recognition whatsoever. I was devastated. I had put in ten citations for gallantry (sending them
off on 23 April, whilst still on Ascension Island). All had failed.
I could make no sense of the decision whatsoever. I realised that the number of awards for
gallantry is limited, so as not to undermine their effect. Not everyone can be honoured and for
every award there are many others, equally well-deserving, which do not succeed. However, I
found the lack of recognition for even a single Marine or non-commissioned officer under my
command incomprehensible, so much so that I wondered whether the fault lay in my writing
up of the citations or their processing (or 'staffing').
To a man, my force deployed and defended against overwhelming odds knowing that they
would all probably die. And they did so with unflinching courage and professionalism.
I am sure that those appearing on the list were all deserving cases. But I could not understand
why civilians who maintained essential services in the Falklands during the Argentine
occupation, or servicemen who remained in the UK, were placed above those who fought so
bravely in the hopeless task of trying to stop the invasion.
The defence of South Georgia was honoured. Falklanders who assisted the Task Force were
honoured. Those who showed gallantry in the recapture of the Islands were honoured. The
defenders of Stanley were ignored. Understandably, my Marines were bitterly disappointed. I
could not leave things like this and I wrote a formal letter of complaint.
A week later I received a reply from Admiral John Fieldhouse, Commander in Chief Fleet. After
investigating the matter, he found the citations were properly staffed.
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The original ten were first narrowed down to five, then forwarded to the MOD and to the
Honours Committee in Whitehall, along with all the other recommendations from the Task
Force, where they were judged on their merits.
The result, therefore, could not be challenged. 'It is a fact of life', he finished, 'that not every
deserving case will be recognised'. It was through this response, and a face-to-face meeting
with the Admiral at Northwood the following week, that I got a sense of what had happened
and what had gone wrong.
I do not think, on reflection, that Naval Party 8901 was deliberately snubbed or ignored.
However, I believe it was a serious mistake to put the citations for defending Stanley in the far
larger 'award hat' of those showing gallantry in the recapture of the Islands, where they were
simply swamped by numbers. The recapture may have been a close-run thing, but it was
always in with a chance, which is more than can be said for our fight for the Falklands' capital,
which should have been treated on its own merits (as the well-rewarded action at South
Georgia was).
According to Admiral Fieldhouse, Falklands Governor Rex Hunt was involved in the
consultation process, but it was Rex Hunt, not the Admiral or the MOD, who was our
Commander-in-Chief on 2 April. It would have been far better if he had submitted all the Royal
Marines citations, alongside those of the Falkland civilians he nominated (of whom twenty-four
received honours, including former Marine Corporal Jim Fairfield (NP 8901, 1980—1), a
resident of Stanley, who fought bravely alongside us). I think it was this procedural

‘Rattling great history, it ai’nt!
By Robert Fox, The Guardian: Robert Fox is a writer on military and foreign affairs
and reported the Falklands war for the BBC. Razor's Edge: The Unofficial History of
the Falklands War by Hugh Bichen.
"DEPEND ON IT, he who pretends to give a general account of a great battle from his own
observation deceives you - believe him not," observed Captain Mercer of his experiences at
Waterloo. "He can see no farther (that is, if he be personally engaged in it) than the length of
his nose."
This holds particularly true of the engagements
in the brief Falklands conflict of 1982, where the
battles were intense, intimate (they involved a
few hundred at most) and bloody. The strength
of Hugh Bicheno's new unofficial history of the
Falklands/Malvinas war is that he tells the story
in detail from both sides.
We are told how Lance Corporal Jose Luis Rios
shot Lt Col H Jones as he charged up a reentrant gulley on the hill above Darwin, only to
be killed minutes later when Corporal Dave Abols
fired a 66mm anti-tank rocket into his bunker.
Born in Cuba, fluent in Spanish and English, and
a Cambridge-educated historian, Bicheno is
steeped in the whole sorry story of Argentina's
military juntas which ended with the Malvinas
debacle.
He was working for intelligence in the British
embassy in Buenos Aires when the military
dictators took over and began the Dirty War,
bringing disappearance, torture and death to
thousands and misery to millions.
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He is fascinating about how much the British government, and the Foreign Office in particular,
knew - and chose to ignore - of the Dirty War. Relations with Argentina meant two things for
the men in King Charles Street - flogging second-hand defence kit and dumping the Falklands
problem with minimum fuss.
One of those on the receiving end of the Arthur Daley sales pitch for obsolete frigates was
Jorge Anaya, naval attaché in London. As head of the Argentine navy, in 1981 he joined the
junta of Leopoldo Galtieri, and his price for joining the military triumvirate was agreement to
grab and occupy Las Malvinas.
For many in the military it would be a noble mission, an act of redemption for national pride
and a way of salving the guilt of many officers at the dreadful deeds done in their name
against thousands of innocents in the
Dirty War. Bicheno explains that the
Callaghan and Thatcher governments
knew much of this but chose to ignore it.
The Foreign Office was keen on the
leaseback solution to the Falklands
problem at the point at which Galtieri,
Anaya and co began planning the attack.
The game of intelligence and diplomatic
bluff is explained in piquant detail. Under
Callaghan the nuclear submarine
Dreadnought was dispatched after the
Argentines plonked a flag on a guanoencrusted rock called Southern Thule.
The secret orders drafted by MoD
lawyers were less than resolute,
however: if the boat was challenged by
Argentine forces, the captain was told to
"surface or withdraw at speed
submerged".
The most detailed passages of the book
are those dealing with the land battles.
The account of John Kiszeley seizing the
summit of Tumbledown and the heroics
of 2nd Lieutenant Estevez at Darwin are
told almost blow by blow.
The problem, however, is that these
descriptions are evidently so close to the
author's heart that the details are just off
true, and key elements of the story are missing. In the desperate last charge of H Jones and
the battle of Goose Green, for instance, important figures are left out, such as Ian Beresford,
the man closest to Jones as he fell, and Mike Ryan, the most experienced British officer on the
field that day.
The mistakes of significant detail - more than a dozen in two or three pages in one passage on
Goose Green alone - make Bicheno's Olympian judgments on the conduct of the campaign
appear eccentric and snide or, as when he criticises Brigadier Julian Thompson, absurd.
Thompson has written of his regret that he didn't follow Jones's request for light tanks and
bring his own brigade HQ forward with another battalion in reserve when H was killed and
things became unstuck, to which Bicheno remarks: "Bless, but he [Thompson] went too far in
his desire to shield the memory of a fallen hero."
In fact, Thompson was right; he should have got there, particularly if the Argentines had
seized the initiative and rolled the Paras off the Darwin isthmus.
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Clearly, Bicheno and his mentor Richard Holmes, who provides a glowing introduction to the
book, have "issues" with H Jones and 2 Para. One wonders why. More to the point, one
wonders who or what the sources are for the narrative of the land campaign. Bicheno walked
the ground and photographed it, but most of the accounts are from secondary sources.
With some justification, he slags off the journalists present at the time, but, as Mercer knew, in
a real battle you can't judge much beyond the end of your nose. Interestingly, many of the
journalists' names are misspelt or mistaken entirely, even those whose work Bicheno claims
to have read in detail.
Assessments of operational matters, decisions and dispositions taken or not taken, tales of
incompetence and worse, are often based on little more than hearsay. A rattling good read this
book may be but rattling great history it ain't. It all goes to prove Alan Bennett's dictum: "there
is no period so remote as the recent past."

Invasion 1982 - The
Falkland Islanders story
There have been many books about the 'Falkland's
War, but Graham Bound's account, first published
as Falkland Islanders at War, is the only comprehensive account of what the invasion, occupation and
liberation meant to the Islanders themselves. Bound,
as the Editor of Penguin News throughout this traumatic period, is ideally qualified to record this.
Now updated with new material and the result of meticulous research and many interviews with individuals from both sides, Invasion 1982 is a sensitive, intimate and accurate record of British people enduring
brutal military occupation for the first time in half a
century. As well as describing everyday life subject
to curfew, arrest and deportation, further disturbing
proof is provided that the British government
shamefully ignored clear warnings of the Argentines' intentions.
Happily, there are many positive aspects to this extraordinary story, such as the tine Royal Marine Naval Party 8901's tenacious defence which, it appears,
may have caused more casualties than admitted by the invaders. The courage and resilience
shown by so many Islanders included public disobedience, intelligence-gathering, clandestine
radio transmissions and enlisting with and aiding the relieving forces despite the direst consequences. The Author is at pains to paint a fair picture and he tells of those few Argentines who
displayed humanity and moral courage and earned the lasting respect of the Islanders.

Across an Angry Sea: The SAS in the
Falklands War
By: Matthew A. Hughes, Small Wars Journal December 1 2020
Across an Angry Sea: The SAS in the Falklands War is Lieutenant General Cedric Delves’s
first-hand account of 22 Special Air Service (SAS) involvement in the 74-day war between
Argentina and Great Britain over the Falkland Islands. Commanding D Squadron, 22 SAS
throughout the war, Delves played a central role in this special forces unit, which emerged as
a pivotal player in the British war effort.
Delves directed his men in a variety of ground operations, leading military historian Max
Hastings to declare that no “man saw more than he did at the sharp end of the 1982 action in
the South Atlantic.”
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Written with this blend of authority and experience, Across an Angry Sea is a rich reservoir of
primary source material on SAS contributions and decisions at the tactical and operational
levels, albeit with bias and few references to outside research material for evidence. The
book’s title is an excerpt from a poem inscribed on the 22 SAS barracks clock tower that
embodies the unit’s expeditionary nature,
manifested in this conflict at the vestiges of
the imperial frontier in the South Atlantic,
nearly 13,000 kilometres from the homeland.
Delves prefaces his account by stating, “[t]his
is the story of their part in an historic event as
seen through my eyes,” and the book unfolds
from the perspective of Delves seeking to
leverage the niche capabilities of his elite
force for decisive results.
He begins with his unit’s rapid preparations
to deploy following the surprise Argentinian
invasion of the Falklands. With limited
guidance from his commander and a
perceived tendency among leaders to neglect
the SAS early on in the war, Delves
demonstrated disciplined initiative as he
jockeyed for high-risk, high-reward missions
in what he described as a quest for relevance.
An early reconnaissance mission ends
catastrophically due to poor decision-making
and weather, but Delves’s proactivity pays off
when his unit leads the assault reclaiming
South Georgia and completes strategic
taskings in the Falkland Islands.
Content flows chronologically through
chapters detailing the planning and execution
of named operations. Descriptions of raids, reconnaissance missions, and direct action
convey the SAS’s versatility and value leading up to the Argentinian surrender. The structure
and author’s ability to pair tactical operations with their strategic results adeptly convey the
SAS’s contributions in the Falklands War.
The narrative tone alternates between the calmness of an operator during high-stakes
missions and emotional reflection post-mission, taking on a didactic quality for impassioned
topics such as trust and professionalism. Delves writes for an audience unfamiliar with the
Falklands War, providing maps and occasional footnotes deciphering military jargon.
He lists only six formal citations, however, frequently summarizing information without
reference material, such as a footnote about Argentinian losses by airframe attributing
statistics to “reliable Argentine sources.” Such scant documentation diminishes the reliability
of information presented. The tendency weakens the book’s academic standing and hinders
further research.
Delves occasionally frames analysis in terms of Clausewitzian theory, albeit indirectly, as he
does not cite the Prussian theorist or consistently apply concepts. Delves describes two
aircraft carriers as the centre of gravity to justify task force priorities and convey the
magnitude of danger when SAS operations necessitate a carrier taking risks.
He alludes to the political structure of Clausewitz’s “paradoxical trinity” as he assesses how
mission failure might cause British popular support to fade, ultimately sealing British defeat.
Delves discusses the role of chance and attributes some SAS successes to fortuitous
circumstances, the essence of his remark that, “[f]ate can turn on impulse and so it proved for
us.”
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Despite the Falklands War’s idiosyncrasies, this incorporation of theory shows how enduring
concepts of warfare shaped this conflict and that Delves’s observations have relevance in the
broader study of combat.
The book’s greatest strengths are the narrative’s authenticity and exceptional portrayal of how
friction and the fog of war threaten mission command. Delves provides a forthright account of
his decisions. He outlines dissent and concurrence from others during planning phases,
which renders a more complete picture regarding risk acceptance and perspective.
Rather than eulogize
successes, Delves analyses
mistakes. His humble
admissions of failure,
describing how he became
isolated from his unit during
a night march or “shelled
[his] own troops” during a
raid, provide new insights
on the Falklands War and
lessons about leadership
and personal growth.
The most notable of the
book’s shortfalls is the
absence of a conclusion.
The narrative ends abruptly
with D Squadron observing the Argentinian surrender at Fort Stanley. This omission was a
missed opportunity for Delves, who went on to command 22 SAS and served in the British
Army for nearly 23 years after the Falklands War. His commentary confines adaptation to
events during the war, rather than examining enduring changes.
There is a gap regarding lessons learned and reflections about how the war influenced unit
culture, training, or contingency planning. Such a perspective would have been a fitting finale
for his aim to share the SAS’s story in the war.
This candid tale will resonate with those who appreciate first-hand accounts of warfare and
lessons discovered through honest introspection. While bias likely influenced perceptions
about personalities in the narrative, this book lacks the self-aggrandizement frequent in war
memoirs and possesses a refreshing plainness in recounting both successes and failures.
Delves adeptly delivers on his portrayal of a professional soldier leading men in a complex
environment against an enemy not always abiding by the norms of war. Cedric Delves, Across
an Angry Sea: The SAS in the Falklands War (London: Hurst & Company, 2018).

'Harrier 809' – a story of courage and chance
By Andy Netherwood in The Wavell Room: Andy served for 26 years in the RAF with
operational tours flying C130 & C17 and staff tours in Strategy, Policy & Plans,
Capability Development and on the Directing Staff at the UK Defence Academy. He is
now the Air & Space power editor for the Wavell Room. Available from Bantam Press
ROWLAND WHITE is a popular aviation author and Harrier 809 marks his return to the
Falklands Conflict after the bestselling Vulcan 607, which chronicled the RAF’s bombing of
Port Stanley Airport during Op BLACK BUCK 1. Like his previous books, Harrier 809 reads
more like a thriller than a history book, but unlike a thriller it draws its material from extensive
archival research and eyewitness accounts rather than the author’s imagination.
The book focuses on 809 Naval Air Squadron (NAS) which was hurriedly put together in April
1982 under the command of Lt Cdr Tim Gedge to provide attrition replacements for the
Harrier squadrons embarked with the Task Force.
The author draws heavily on the accounts of Gedge and his colleagues with their thoughts and
feelings being given as much emphasis as events, which suits the book’s thriller-like style.
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We follow Gedge as, in a peculiarly British way characterised by improvisation and ingenuity,
he scratches together a squadron from the aircraft and pilots not already heading south and
prepares them for the war to
come. The book also offers the reader
a perspective from the pilots of 1(F)
Squadron who travelled alongside 809
NAS on MV Atlantic Conveyer. That
ship’s Senior Naval Officer, then Lt Cdr
(now Admiral Sir Michael) Layard
offers another perspective as we follow
Atlantic Conveyer from her conversion
from container ship to ‘third flattop’
through to her tragic sinking.
Harrier 809 is not concerned solely
with the Harrier though. The book also
includes a fascinating narrative of the
secretive efforts on mainland South
America to provide the Task Force with
intelligence on Argentine air
movements. Prominent among these
are Op FOLKLORE, the covert
deployment of a Canberra PR9
reconnaissance aircraft to Chile and
Op PLUM DUFF, an unsuccessful
attempt to insert an SAS
reconnaissance team into Argentina by
Sea King.
While the book is at its most
fascinating when describing the
diplomatic efforts and secret missions
in South America, it is at its most
exciting when narrating air combat
through the eyes of those who fought
it. This is a story of courage and
chance and a shared realisation that the margins for error were very, very narrow. It brings
home the reality that until the land forces were firmly established on their San Carlos
beachhead, it really could have gone either way.
It also offers an Argentinian perspective too, with the Harrier pilots’ adversaries fighting a
desperate battle as they suffer appalling attrition at the hands of the Harriers and warships but
knowing that the sinking of a single carrier could change the course of the war irrevocably in
their favour.
Harrier 809 is not, nor is it intended to be, a comprehensive history. The narrative is mostly
limited to the perspectives of the main characters. The land war is barely covered and
although some key events outside the air war are mentioned (such as the sinking of the
Belgrano) others are not. However, the omission of the catastrophe at Bluff Cove – the largest
single loss of British life suffered at the hands of the Argentinian Air Force – is surprising for a
book which centres on the air war.
Harrier 809 is a valuable addition to the history of the Falklands Conflict which adds some
genuinely new material. In addition to some previously unpublished photographs, the details
and anecdotes drawn from White’s interviews with those who fought enrich the existing
literature. Sharkey Ward insisted there could only be one CO and one Sea Harrier squadron
on HMS Invincible and so the elements of 809 were absorbed into his 801 NAS, as elements
embarked on HMS Hermes were absorbed onto 800 NAS.
The story of these squadrons has been told in Sharkey Ward’s Sea Harrier Over the Falklands
and David Morgan’s Hostile Skies. 809 NAS’s badge (painted over when their Harriers joined
HMS Invincible and HMS Hermes) depicts a phoenix rising. As 809 NAS prepares to rise once
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again as the UK’s second frontline F-35B Squadron it is a fitting (albeit long overdue) time to
tell their 1982 story. Rowland White has done them justice with this excellent book.

The war Hollywood won't touch: where are the
big-budget films about the Falklands?
By Tom Fordy, The Telegraph

The Falklands War In Port Stanley, April 1982
CINEMA RETURNS to same conflicts time and again, and by now, for the generations born
post-Second World War, the popular image of history’s greatest battles come from their
depictions on the big screen: the harsh conditions and futility of the trenches in the First
World War (Gallipoli, All Quiet on the Western Front); the sheer scale and barbarity of D-Day
(Saving Private Ryan, The Longest Day); the paranoia and psychological torture of jungle
warfare Vietnam (Apocalypse Now, Platoon).
Even the first Gulf War has been the subject of a few decent films (Three Kings, Jarhead). But
the Falklands War has never been the subject of major British or Hollywood film.
The Falklands feels as much a part of the fabric of Britain in the Eighties as Vietnam does to
America in the Sixties. So, what is it about the Falklands that has stopped it from being
dramatized as a major movie production?
Is the topic still too sensitive a topic for us Brits (and indeed, the Argentines)? Are its politics
more complex than the old Allies vs. Axis dynamic that makes WW2 such a translatable
narrative?
Or is it, for whatever reason, just not cinematic enough to compete with the rousing courage
of Private Ryan et al? There is, after all, something universally human at the heart of war
cinema.

“The story of young men going to war and discovering they can be killed and questioning if it
was it worth it, that’s a perennial story,” says Sir Richard Eyre, who directed the last
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significant film to be made on the Falklands, the 1988 BBC drama Tumbledown. “That’s a story
that will go on being told. But the politics of it are quite complicated, I think, from this
distance.”
The conflict began on April 2, 1982 when Argentina's new Junta, headed by General Leopoldo
Galtieri, sent 130 Argentine commandos to invade the Falklands Islands, after years of political
tussling over sovereignty of the islands. The fighting lasted for 10 weeks, after British troops
had seized back the islands and forced the Argentines to surrender. Almost a thousand lives
had been lost: 649 Argentine military personnel, 255 British military personnel, and three
Falkland Islanders killed.
Sir Lawrence Freedman was appointed as Professor of War Studies at King’s College on April
1, 1982 – the day before the conflict began – and served as an advisor to the select committee
on defence. He remembers it as a “radio war” because video footage took weeks to get back to
British television. “It was pre-internet, pre-easy communications,” says Freedman. “By 1991
with the Gulf War this had changed, but the communications at the time were quite difficult,
even amongst commanders. The TV images came back late, way after the event.”
Though not necessarily cinematic as it was happening, the events unfolded thrillingly on TV
via dramatic “newsflash” reports and deadpan updates from Ministry of Defence spokesman
Ian McDonald, such as announcements about the sinking of the General Belgrano and burning
of HMS Sheffield. “It was dramatic because it shocking and upsetting,” remembers Freedman.
“But it created trust because we were being told.”

The Argentine cruiser General Belgrano sinking after being hit by a British torpedo
To those born afterwards, the conflict feels like the last the last Imperial jostle of Great Britain
– a battle for the final rocks of the Empire, 8,000 miles away in the South Atlantic and with a
population of just 1,800 people. Richard Eyre first heard that the war had started from the radio
while he was abroad.
“I got back to this country to discover this fever,” he says. “There were a lot of people who
were strongly opposed to it demonstrating, and there was this appeal to patriotism."
Of the handful of films based on the Falklands, Eyre’s Tumbledown is by far the best known. It
tells the story of Robert Lawrence, a Scots Guard officer who was shot in the head by an
Argentine sniper during the Battle for Mount Tumbledown. The bullet blew away part of his
brain and left him paralysed down one side of his body (he later made a partial recovery).
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Made just a few years after the war, when the wounds were still fresh, the drama was hugely
controversial at the time, symptomatic of how divisive the Falklands War had been with both
the British public and establishment.
“A lot of people were trying to stop us making it,” recalls Eyre. “There were questions in
parliament and the MOD actively tried to stop us. The Scots Guard regiment prevented their
tailor from making uniforms for us. There was a lot of pre-emptive abuse from The Telegraph
and occasionally The Times, and demand that it was stopped, because it was assumed that
the film would be a polemical blast against Thatcher and the war.”

Sea Harriers on the flight deck of HMS Hermes as she patrols with the British task
force off the Falkland Islands, 1982
If there are sensitivities in Britain about the war preventing a film being made, they could lie in
a several issues: the decisions that were made during the conflict, most famously Thatcher’s
controversial order to sink the Belgrano (though Freedman refutes any conspiracy theories
and says that strategically the sinking was “perfectly explicable”); the media’s reporting on
the war, from anti-war sentiments and un-patriotic reportage (“Thatcher complained when
Peter Snow on Newsnight didn’t say ‘we’ when talking about British forces,” recalls Freedman)
to fiercely jingoistic rhetoric, such as The Sun’s infamous “Gotcha” headline about the
Belgrano; and, of course, the effects of the conflict on the soldiers who returned home.
“I think the soldiers were at odds with the media,” says Eyre. “I remember speaking to paras
who in contempt of the tabloid press and burnt copies of The Sun.”
The war’s association with Margaret Thatcher could also be a factor. For Maggie supporters, it
was the making of her as British leader: a potential humiliation turned into national triumph.
For those who were anti-Thatcher, it was also the making of her: the thing that gave her the
strength and ruthlessness that marked the beginnings of Thatcherism. Could it be that there’s
no fixed political stance for a Falklands film to rally behind?
Tumbledown won awards but Richard Eyre remembers a certain amount of disappointment. “It
was very well received,” he says. “But there was almost a disappointment that it hadn’t lived
up to the bitter controversy that had proceeded it, that it turned out not to be the polemical
anti-Thatcher diatribe that people on one side expected and people on the other side had
craved.
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Commented [Mike Pete3]:

It’s actually quite a thoughtful film about young men going off to kill and be killed and also the
excitement and joy of war for those men, apart from the pity of war.”
The only other films made about the Falklands are 1989’s Resurrected, the directorial debut of
Paul Greengrass; An Ungentlemanly Act, a 1992 BBC drama starring Ian Richardson; and
2005’s Blessed by Fire, an acclaimed but little-known Argentine film.
Shane Meadows – never one to shy away from the abject misery of the Eighties – used the war
as a backdrop to This Is England, with lead character Shaun (Tommy Turgoose) dealing with
his father’s death in the Falklands; and who can forget Grant Mitchell in EastEnders, who
suffered PTSD from fighting in the Falklands. The Iron Lady featured a scene in which Meryl
Streep’s Thatcher decides to hit the Belgrano (“Sink it!” she demands), a scene that Lawrence
Freedman describes as “totally fictitious”.
“The stuff that’s been done on the Falklands has been done more on the decision making,” he
says. “I think there’s a problem that a lot of contemporary film and TV focuses on trauma. Not
to deny PTSD, but most soldiers
recover from it.”
And it’s not that the action from the
Falklands War couldn’t be cinematic.
There were acts of heroism that would
be ripe for a Hollywood-style
narrative: the final charge of
Lieutenant Colonel H. Jones, who died
leading his men against Argentine
gunfire at Goose Green; and Sergeant
Ian McKay, who also died charging to
take out the enemy to relieve the
position of two British platoons.
“There were lots of acts of great
bravery because there was a lot of
hand-to-hand combat,” says Sir
Lawrence Freedman.
“There wasn’t heavy artillery and
armoured warfare. A lot of it was done
by infantry, with some air and navy in
support. The accounts of the fighting
are quite brutal. It’s not like later
conflicts where you don’t see the
attackers and you don’t know why
you’re suddenly being blown up. This
was very direct.”
While the best war films zone in to
focus on individual stories, the fanfare
and legitimacy of the genre is largely
defined by their claim as “epics”.
Saving Private Ryan, The Longest
Day, A Bridge Too Far, and Dunkirk all
purport realism through large-scale production and grandiose execution, recreating
battlefields with literal armies of extras and massive clunking armouries as a means of
authenticity.

“I think there’s a story to be told about the Falklands but it’s not on scale,” says Freedman.
“You’re not talking about sweeps of thousands of men ready for battle with tanks lined up,
you’re talking about quite small-scale engagements – hundreds rather than thousands, let
alone tens of thousands. It’s not on a grand scale, it’s quite individualistic, which is why
Tumbledown worked.”
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While you’d hope a British-born filmmaker such as Christopher Nolan might give the intense
Dunkirk treatment to a Falklands story, Richard Eyre offers a more practical explanation for
why the Falklands War hasn’t made it onto the big screen – it’s not marketable enough to a
mass American audience.
“When Tumbledown was shown on TV, an American producer called John Calley wanted to
get it released in the States as a feature film,” Eyre says. “I was thrilled but he came back and
said to me, ‘I’m sorry I can’t get anyone interested in it, it’s just too parochial.’"

British Army Names Best Book of 2020
by Liam, Editor, Warfare Today December 13 2020 { The British Army Military Book of
the Year is the Army’s own annual literary prize. Each year, a shortlist of books is
considered by ten judges from the Regular Army and Reserve. Normally announced in
October each year, this years was delayed until December due to COVID-19.
THE WINNER of the British Army Military Book of the Year 2020 (#BAMBY20) is Professor
Anthony King for his book, Command: The Twenty First Century General. The 2020
competition was the closest in years with only 3% of votes separating the top three books:

1st – Professor Anthony
King, Command: The
Twenty-First Century
General
“… this book should be on the list of all
serious students of our profession. For
those who aspire to command as a general
officer, it should be required reading.”
William F. Mullen, III, War on the Rocks
A history of modern military command, from
the individualist, heroic generals of the
twentieth century to the highlyprofessionalised command teams of the
twenty-first.
Anthony King is the chair of War Studies in
the Politics and International Studies
Department at Warwick University.
His most recent publications include The
Combat Soldier (2013) and, as editor,
Frontline (2015).
He has acted as a mentor and adviser to the
British Army and the Royal Marines for over
a decade and worked as one of General
Carter’s special advisers in the Prism Cell in
Regional Command South, Kandahar, in
2009–10.

2nd – Dr Alexander Watson, The Fortress: The Great Siege
of Przemysl
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Alexander Watson is Professor of History at
Goldsmiths, University of London, in the UK. He
specialises in the history of the First World War,
especially in Central Europe and on the Eastern Front.
His books have won some prestigious prizes.
Enduring the Great War won the Fraenkel Prize. Ring of
Steel won the Wolfson History Prize, the Guggenheim
Lehrman Prize in Military History, the British Army’s
Book of the Year Award and the U.S. Society for
Military History’s Distinguished Book Award. The book
was named the ‘Sunday Times History Book of the
Year’ for 2014.
Watson’s latest book, The Fortress: The Great Siege of
Przemysl, tells the fascinating story of the First World
War’s longest siege, and of the desperate struggle of a
ragtag garrison of unfit, middle-aged Habsburg
soldiers, drawn from right across the continent, to stop
a Russian invasion of East-Central Europe.
It reveals how the horrors which were to ravage this
region in the twentieth century began already in 1914,
with brutal fighting, strategies of starvation and vicious
anti-Semitic ethnic-cleansing.

3rd – Dr Jonathan Fennell, Fighting the People’s War: The British
and Commonwealth Armies in the Second World War
“[A] weighty, admirably uncomfortable account [by] an impressively diligent and thoughtful
young historian … This is a fascinating and important book, which brings together a mass of
information … never before assembled under one roof.” – Max Hastings, The Sunday Times
Fighting the People’s War is a mighty brick of a book, offering an unprecedented, panoramic
history of the ‘citizen armies’ of the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, India, New Zealand
and South Africa, the core of the British and Commonwealth armies in the Second World War.
Drawing on new sources to reveal the true wartime
experience of the ordinary rank and file, Jonathan Fennell
fundamentally challenges our understanding of the War
and of the relationship between conflict and socio-political
change.
He uncovers how fractures on the home front had
profound implications for the performance of the British
and Commonwealth armies and he traces how soldiers’
political beliefs, many of which emerged as a
consequence of their combat experience, proved
instrumental to the socio-political changes of the post-war
era.
Fighting the People’s War transforms our understanding
of how the great battles were won and lost as well as how
the post-war societies were forged.
Jonathan Fennell was awarded a Doctorate from the
University of Oxford in 2008 and is now a Senior Lecturer
at the Defence Studies Department, King’s College
London.
Jonathan is a Director of the Sir Michel Howard Centre for the History of War and a Director
and Co-Founder of the Second World War Research Group. His first book, Combat and Morale
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in the North African Campaign (Cambridge University Press, 2011) was shortlisted for the
Royal Historical Society’s Whitfield Prize (for a first book written on British and Irish History).
It was joint runner up for the Society for Army Historical Research’s Templer Medal (for the
book published during that year that has made the most significant contribution to the history
of the British Army) and it was selected as one of BBC History Magazine’s ‘Books of the Year’

4th – Dr Peter Caddick-Adams, Sand
and Steel: A New History of D-Day
“This is a hugely impressive book which makes full
use of a lifetime of learning and experience. It is
also rich in unexpected detail . . . Such an
entertaining and engaging account.” – The Herald
In Sand and Steel, one of Britain’s leading military
historians draws on a decade of archival research
and thousands of interviews to offer a panoramic
new account of the Allied invasion of France. Peter
Caddick-Adams masterfully recreates what it was
like to wade out onto the carnage of Omaha Beach,
facing the machine-gun fire that wiped out whole
battalions of troops.
He delves into how the Allied generals came to
choose Normandy in June 1944 and describes the
extraordinary subterfuge that went into keeping the
decision secret. And he recounts how the operation
transformed the lives of Britons back home,
transforming sleepy villages in the Home Counties
into bustling military outposts. Sand and Steel is an
authoritative and compulsively readable exploration
of the most important battle in history. It will be the
definitive work on D-Day for years to come.
Peter Caddick–Adams was born in London in 1960 and educated at Shrewsbury School,
Sandhurst and Wolverhampton University, where he gained First Class Honours in War
Studies; he received his PhD from Cranfield University.
He worked in the House of Commons, then taught at Oxford and Birmingham Universities
before being appointed Lecturer in Military and Security Studies at the UK Defence Academy
in 1998, and Lecturer in Air Power Studies at RAF Halton since 2012.
Concurrently, he pursued a second career in the UK Regular and Reserve Forces, was
commissioned in 1979 and joined the Reserves in 1985. He has extensive experience of
various war zones, including the Balkans, Iraq and Afghanistan. During 1996–7 he was the
official NATO Historian in Bosnia, based in Sarajevo, and was also the UK Historian during the
Iraq War of 2003, based in Qatar and Iraq, and has written extensively on the campaigns he
witnessed, including Afghanistan.

5th – Roger Moorhouse, First to Fight: The Polish War 1939
“An important book. Roger Moorhouse has a wonderful knack of reminding us about the parts
of the Second World War that we are in danger of forgetting.” — Dan Snow
The Second World War began on 1 September 1939, when German tanks, trucks and infantry
crossed the Polish border, and the Luftwaffe began bombing Poland’s cities. The Polish army
fought bravely but could not withstand an attacker superior in numbers and technology; and
when the Red Army invaded from the east – as agreed in the pact Hitler had concluded with
Stalin – the country’s fate was sealed.
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Poland was the first to fight the German aggressor; it
would be the first to suffer the full murderous force of
Nazi persecution. By the end of the Second World War,
one in five of its people had perished.
The Polish campaign is the forgotten story of the
Second World War. Despite prefacing many of that
conflict’s later horrors – the wanton targeting of
civilians, indiscriminate bombing and ethnic cleansing
– it is little understood, and most of what we think we
know about it is Nazi propaganda, such as the myth of
Polish cavalry charging German tanks with their lances.
In truth, Polish forces put up a spirited defence, in the
expectation that they would be assisted by their British
and French allies. That assistance never came.
First to Fight is the first history of the Polish war for
almost half a century. Drawing on letters, memoirs and
diaries by generals and politicians, soldiers and
civilians from all sides, Roger Moorhouse’s dramatic
account of the military events is entwined with a tragic
human story of courage and suffering, and a dark tale
of diplomatic betrayal.

6th – Elliott Ackerman, Places and Names: On War, Revolution, and
Returning
“One of the most profound books I have ever read about the real nature of war and the
abstract allure of the ideas and the bloodshed that fuels it.” — Jon Lee Anderson
An astonishing account of the nature of war from
acclaimed novelist and decorated former US marine
Elliot Ackerman. In a refugee camp in southern
Turkey, Elliot Ackerman sits across the table from Abu
Hassar, who fought for Al Qaeda in Iraq and has murky
connections to the Islamic State. At first, Ackerman
pretends to have been a journalist during the Iraq War,
but after he establishes a rapport with Abu Hassar, he
reveals that in fact he was a Marine.
The two men then compare their fighting experiences in
the Middle East, discovering they had shadowed each
other for some time: a realisation that brings them to a
strange kind of intimacy.
Elliot Ackerman’s extraordinary memoir explores the
events that led him to come to this refugee camp and
what, unable to forget his time in battle, he hoped to
find there.
Moving between his recent time on the ground as a
journalist in Syria and his Marine deployments in Iraq
and Afghanistan, he creates a work of astonishing
atmospheric pressure, one which blends the American
experience with the perspectives and stories of the Arab world and draws a line between them.
At once an intensely personal book about the terrible lure of combat and a brilliant meditation
on the meaning of the past two decades of strife for the region and the world, Places and
Names bids to take its place among our greatest books about modern war.
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7th – Yasha Levine, Surveillance Valley: The Secret Military History
of the Internet
“The Internet will never be the same after you read Surveillance Valley. Yasha Levine has done
a masterful job of research and reporting about the military origins of the ‘world wide web’ and
how its essential nature has not changed in the years since its creation during the Cold War. I
especially applaud his courage in unravelling the connections between the so-called ‘deep
state’ and its economic allies in Silicon
Valley with the big guns of the ‘privacy’
movement, who have scoffed at virtually
every attempt at making their operations
transparent to the public.”–Tim Shorrock,
author of Spies for Hire: The Secret
World of Intelligence Outsourcing
The internet is the most effective weapon
the government has ever built. In this
fascinating book, investigative reporter
Yasha Levine uncovers the secret origins
of the internet, tracing it back to a
Pentagon counterinsurgency
surveillance project.
A visionary intelligence officer, William
Godel, realized that the key to winning
the war in Vietnam was not outgunning
the enemy, but using new information
technology to understand their motives
and anticipate their movements. This
idea — using computers to spy on
people and groups perceived as a threat,
both at home and abroad — drove ARPA
to develop the internet in the 1960s and
continues to be at the heart of the
modern internet we all know and use
today.
As Levine shows, surveillance wasn’t
something that suddenly appeared on
the internet; it was woven into the fabric
of the technology. But this isn’t just a
story about the NSA or other domestic
programs run by the government.
As the book spins forward in time, Levine examines the private surveillance business that
powers tech-industry giants like Google, Facebook, and Amazon, revealing how these
companies spy on their users for profit, all while doing double duty as military and intelligence
contractors. Levine shows that the military and Silicon Valley are effectively inseparable: a
military-digital complex that permeates everything connected to the internet, even co-opting
and weaponizing the anti-government privacy movement that sprang up in the wake of Edward
Snowden.
With deep research, skilled storytelling, and provocative arguments, Surveillance Valley will
change the way you think about the news — and the device on which you read it.
Yasha Levine is an investigative journalist and author. Born in Leningrad, he grew up in San

Beyond BAMBY
Also consider this book from one of the defining characters of modern military history, Jim
Mattis. Also published in 2019, Call Sign Chaos has scored 4.7/5 on Amazon with almost 3,500
ratings:
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Jim Mattis, Call Sign Chaos: Learning to Lead
“Combining simplicity and thoughtfulness, Jim
Mattis has produced a classic account of a
lifetime of service. Call Sign Chaos is a lesson in
leadership and an evocation of humanity in the
cause of peace.”–Henry Kissinger
“In this magnificent memoir, Jim Mattis details
many important events in his career, but he also
does much more: He explains how he is
informed by his experiences in a way that
teaches you how to learn from your own. Read,
enjoy, and learn.” –George Shultz
Jim Mattis served more than four decades as a
US Marine infantry officer. Following two years
as the Secretary of Defense, he returned to the
Northwest and is now the Davies Family
Distinguished Fellow at the Hoover Institution,
Stanford University.
Co-author Bing West has written ten books about
combat. He served as a US Marine in Vietnam
and later as an assistant secretary of defence in
the Reagan administration. He has been on
hundreds of patrols in Iraq and Afghanistan, including many operations with General Mattis.
He is a member of the Military History Working Group at the Hoover Institution.

Jim Matthews, Fighting Monsters: From British Armed Forces to
Rebel Fighter, A First-Hand Account of Battling ISIS
Warfare Today’s pick for book of the year is
Fighting Monsters by Jim Matthews.
Former British soldier Jim Matthews hit the
headlines when he was arrested on terrorism
charges – for fighting against ISIS. the charges
were eventually dropped, but he continues to be a
person of interest.
Jim gave up a lucrative career teaching English in
Saudi Arabia and headed to Northern Syria to fight
ISIS. But why, after years as a left-leaning, antiwar protestor, did he find himself pulled once
more into a conflict zone? Did he miss war?
What is the reality for those fighting ISIS in their
own country, and for those like Jim who join that
fight? This book attempts to explain, in his
words, what it’s like there…
An intelligent and evocative memoir, Fighting
Monsters explores the reasons for one man’s war,
while bringing to life the twisted roads, broken
border towns and dusty battlefields of Syria and
Iraq.

94

A new book covers pretty much all things
mobile journalism
By Marcela Kunova, Journalism,com, December 22, 3030

Credit: Courtesy SmartFilm School
MUCH HAS BEEN WRITTEN about the benefits of mobile journalism. In fact, maybe even too
much, as getting your head around myriad new apps, equipment and techniques is
increasingly difficult. To help you out with everything from grasping the basics of filming and
shooting to editing and publishing videos from your smartphone, mobile filmmaker and
academic Robb Montgomery has just released a new book 'Mobile Journalism'. We caught up
with him to chat about all things MoJo.
‘Mobile Journalism’ is for media educators and students, as well as journalists who are
looking for up-to-date guidance on how to better use their smartphones in their everyday
reporting. Readers can also register for free access to the complementary website with case
studies, videos and downloadable resources, plus the latest tech and apps.
The 12 chapters cover the tools and techniques for reporting in video, audio, photography and
graphics. The book focuses on the evergreen techniques that are adapted for the smartphonetoting reporter.
This means that it can enjoy a long shelf life, because the fundamentals for producing
professional stories are analogue and have not been made redundant with mobile technology.
The book highlights the powerful contributions made by women journalists.
I also invited a few colleagues to share their expertise and backstage stories. One of them is
Leonor Suárez, a Spanish TV journalist who was forced to adapt to full-time mojo to produce
her long-form documentary stories during the pandemic. She shares the details about her
workflows as part of a team.
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Another one is BBC TV presenter Ros Atkins, who shares the behind-the-scenes reporting and
on-camera script prep for one of the most memorable stories of the year.
The most important thing is to know is how to get the best quality out of your phone under all
conditions. My checklist includes entering aeroplane mode, wiping the lens clear, using a
tripod whenever possible, and always testing your external mic with a test video clip before
going out on a story. This VIP checklist will help a reporter avoid the most common (and
unfixable) mistakes they can make in the field.
When I first lectured on mobile journalism back in 2007, I was showing chief editors that the
smartphone was the most powerful reporter's notebook ever invented. Back then, the camera
on the iPhone 1 was its weakest feature. Today, the modern iPhone's strongest feature is the
camera.
Media execs did not care about mobile reporting. They were more interested in bringing their
existing digital and broadcast content over to mobile phones. Today there is a different vibe. I
am working with some of the largest media organisations in the world to train their entire staff
in mobile journalism as a core skill.
That is the evolution I have seen with my education partners and journalism schools. Media
professors are teaching MoJo as if it were 'News Writing 101', because it is.
This book is designed to support those teachers and their students to realise the full reporting
potential of their mobile devices. ?
‘Mobile Journalism’ is published by Visual Editors, NFP

Articles re-published in Scribblings are the work and
opinion of their authors. Comments to The Editor,
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