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Deportations and Counterinsurgency
A Comparison of Malaya, Algeria and Romania

ANDREI MIROIU

Like Moliere’s bourgeois, who wrote prose withouhokving it, the
American armed forces fighting in Iraq and Afgh&isbetween the invasion of the
respective countries in 2001-2003 and roughly 2pf&ticed counterinsurgency
(COIN) without knowing it or, more accurately, wailt admitting it. Ever since
the end of the Vietham War, COIN had been perceagthaving very little to do
with the “American Way in Warfare”, which concerneubstly large-scale conflicts
fought for vital objectives and mobilizing vast nibens of soldiers supported by
tremendous material resourte¥ery few officers had any formal theoretical or
practical training in fighting armed rebels, ance tholitical leadership in the
Department of Defense had even forbidden the useeofvord “insurgency” in the
initial post-occupation stages in Iraq. The silatthanged after 2005-2006, when
the U.S. elite decided to put its trust in a patdc group of military officers and
academics who advocated the doctrine of countegesicy (COIN) as the best
solution to the twin nightmares of Afghanistan dratf. Led by General David
Petraeus, the group rewrote the American tactical strategic guidelines for
conflicts in occupied countries and then, underdiisct command, applied this
strategy in Iraq and AfghanistaThis particular school elevated the experiendes o
late colonial warfare, notably the French expereirt Algeria and the British

| would like to thank Dr Andrew Tan, Dr David Le®r William Clapton and an
anonymous reviewer @tudia Politicafor their help in revising this article. Fragmenfs
this article were presented at the™3&nnual Conference of the Australian Historical
Association in Wollongong, the World History Assatdn Conference “Empire, Faith
and Conflict” in Fremantle and the “Past, Presénture: Shifting Boundaries”, UNSW
Postgraduate Conference in Sydney. | am thankftihéoother panelists and participants
for their helpful comments and criticism.

Russell F. WeigleyThe American Way of War. A History of United Stdiary Strategy
and Policy Macmillan, New York, 1973.

Counterinsurgency stands for the ensemble ofigaliand military measures a central
government takes against armed rebel groups clgaligiits policies or rule. Andrew T.H.
Tan,U.S. Strategy against Global Terrorism. How It EealyWhy It Failed, and Where It
is Headed Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2009; Gian GentWlgrong Turn. America’s
Deadly Embrace of Counterinsurgendye New Press, New York, 2013.

This process is carefully detailed in Fred M. kapThe Insurgents. David Petraeus and
the Plot to Change the American Way of V& mon and Schuster, New York, 2013.
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campaign in Malaya to the status of policy guidestie early 2% century world.

This article attempts two things: to briefly recdle argument that in order
to understand the contemporary COIN approach we gudack to its actual and
professed intellectual and practical roots, the dytuof the classical
counterinsurgencies fought immediately after theeo8d World War both by
Western and Eastern states; and to highlight théralggy of internal deportations
for military victory against the rebels by discuggithis approach in Malaya,
Algeria and Romania. This centrality makes it vewgrd for contemporary
democratic states to pursue successful COIN, asgded would place their
governments in a moral breach with their own stesglaand values and in a
tenuous position concerning internal and intermeidaw.

The significance for the theory and practice ofteaiporary COIN of the
campaigns fought after the Second World War neetfsliyh be demonstrated.
Critically or not, all major COIN authors and pigioners ground their works and
conclusions on the supposedly “golden era of C&IRavid Kilcullen, one of the
academic and military brains behind the anti-ineatgpproach in Afghanistan and
Iraq consciously posits his theory of a comprehensipproach to a globalized
insurgency as both a continuation and sharp caorecf the lessons learned from
the theorists of the 1960°, especially British exobert Thompsdh To advance
a relatively similar position another foremost gsalof the phenomenon, John
Mackinlay frames his approach of the contempordopal insurgency as a post-
Maoist phase, thus basing his theory on the predumportance of Mao Zedong’s
influence on the classical, Cold War armed rebedfioProbably more importantly
from a practical perspective, the 2006 US Army Qerinsurgency Field Manual,
co-authored by General David Petraeus, the top C@ffider in Iraq and then
Afghanistan, contains historical sections with ¢ess learned from previous
conflicts in Malaya, Algeria or Vietham, as well agjuite significant bibliography
of the works on which the entire approach is based

5 Beatrice Heuser, “The Cultural Revolution in Coumsurgency”, The Journal of

Strategic Studievol. 30, no. 1, 2007, pp. 153-171.

See for the term encompassing the period fron8 1841973 James D. Kiras, “Irregular
Warfare”, in David Jordan, James D. Kiras, David.dnsdale, lan Speller, Christopher
Tuck, C. Dale Walton Understanding Modern Warfare&Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 2008, p. 260. The two years obviouslgrref the beginning of the Malayan
Emergency and the end of American military involesiin the war in Vietnam.

The quintessence of his approach can be fouridaind Kilcullen, Counterinsurgengy
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2010, pp. 166-167.

8 The larger argument is in John Mackinlayie Insurgent Archipelago. From Mao to bin
Laden Columbia University Press, New York, 2009.

US Army,Counterinsurgency FM 3-24ecember 2006.

6

7

9

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XV ¢ no. 2¢ 2015



Deportations and Counterinsurgency 179

Present-day theorists and practitioners see tlssiad counterinsurgencies of
the early post-1945 period in a particular lightheT*hearts and minds” approach,
which forms the consensus in contemporary Weste@iNCand stands for a
strategy that centres on winning the active andingilsupport of the civilian
population in the struggle against armed rebelsesisentially the conventional
wisdom about what happened in Malaya in the 19%0&imilarly, the widely held
modern belief that the use of purely military metmdestroy an armed rebellion is
wrong is based on a set of analyses of the Frexgpbrience in Algeria from 1954
to 1962". Again, the conviction that there is very littlseuin studying non-Western
strategies of COIN because of their alleged ovisarree on violence and lack of a
politically-driven approach to quelling the rebetlialso stems from the literature of
the 1960's. For instance, according to some authibies Soviet Union’s “non-
Western” culture, history and geography is respgwesior its approach to COIN
being substantially different from those of the ton, Paris or Washingtdn

This article will showcase that internal deportatian approach that can
hardly be conceived in the “hearts and minds” frann&, was crucial in both
Malaya and Algeria. Amongst the many civilian agmioes and military tactics
including propaganda, political promises, intellige gathering, the formation of
informant networks, direct strikes, ambushes, aesdpatrols and combined-arms
operations, internal deportation stands as a presriool for the authorities which
despite its moral, legal, economic and social iogilons was chosen for its
efficacy in quelling armed rebellion. This will Hitight the hypocrisy of current
military guidelines concerning COIN, such as theekitan FM 3-24 (2006) a
document that failed to engage with the harrowieglity and magnitude of
deportations despite being based to a large degrdélee works of David Galula, a

10" The classic on the subject is Richard Stubtesrts and Minds in Guerilla Warfare. The
Malayan Emergency 1948-196@xford University Press, Oxford, 1989. For the
consensus see Beatrice Heu3ée Evolution of Strategy. Thinking War from Anitigtio
the PresentCambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010, pp-48%. For a strong,
polemic attack on the current and historical theang practice of COIN see Douglas
Porch, Counterinsurgency: Exposing the Myths of the New Wayvar, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 2013.

For a typical example of these analyses, usuatliften with very little or no use of
French sources see John Pimlott, “The French Armym Indochina to Chad, 1946-
1984”, in lan F.W. Beckett, John Pimlott (edsAymed Forces and Modern Counter-
Insurgency Croom Helm, London, 1985, pp. 47-66.

See for this and the persistence of this attitRdd Paschall, “Soviet Counterinsurgency:
Past, Present and Future” in Richard H. Shultz (e@Gderrilla Warfare and
Counterinsurgency. U.S. — Soviet Policy in the Thiatld, Lexington Books, Lexington,
1989.
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180 ANDREI MIROIU

French theorist and an officer in AlgeéfiaFurthermore, by including the Romanian
case, the article shows that there was positivigthe Idifference in how internal
deportation was pursued by democratic and authiaritagovernments, throwing
doubt that cultural markers are important in un@deding post-war repression of
armed rebels.

Malaya

Between 1948 and 1960 the Malayan Peninsula wagtskye a bitter
struggle pitting the colonial power, the United g@lom and its local allies against
the political and military organizations of the Mgan Communist Party (MCP).
While to some extent this conflict was fought oreatbgical lines, the ethnic
dimension should be mentioned at the beginninghefanalysis, as the MCP was
overwhelmingly recruited from amongst the largeése minority of Malaya. It
thus allowed the British to gather the supportahkthe rich Chinese and majority
Malays and to present their internal repressioa pfo-independence movement in
the light of the broader East-West Cold War, thamigg support at home and in
other Western natioh’s

From a military perspective Malaya featured a ‘easty of operations and
approaches. Conventional manoeuvres by compang-siziés against Communist
“regiments” took place in the early stages of thaflict; for many years the Royal
Air Force bombed the jungles; ambushes, patroleep® through the jungle and
the cordoning of big population centres were alerapted. A vast intelligence
network operated against Communist supporters r@ondiers in the big cities and
the rural communities and was combined with a pshagical warfare campaign
that featured the distribution of leaflets, radimdxlcasts, and low-flying aircraft
with megaphones and re-education camps for capttebdls. British Special
Forces hunted down the Communist insurgents ddepthe jungle, forming local
alliances with the Malayan aborigines dwelling e tforests. Most importantly,
population control was exercised on an extrematyelascale. Over half a million
Chinese peasants were deported from the junglgefsinnto Malayan-policed and

13 Lalaeh Khalili, Time in the Shadows. Confinement in Counterinsurggn&tanford
University Press, Stanford, 2013, p. 183.

See Anthony Short, “The Malayan Emergency”, in &drHaycock (ed.)Regular Armies
and InsurgencyCroom Helm, London, 1979, pp. 65-66; Charles Tdwensl, Britain's
Civil Wars. Counterinsurgency in the Twentieth Centéigber and Faber, London, 1986;
Thomas R. MockaitiBritish Counterinsurgency, 1919-198@acmillan, London, 1990.
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administered secure villages surrounded by barbwioed was rationalized and
controlled; identification cards were issued andevmandatoryHabeas corpus
was suspended and judges were forced to issue skettnces for everyone caught
carrying an illegal weapon; whole villages were stimes arrested and collective
fines were imposed. This goes a good measure aghies‘hearts-and-minds”
approach, but somehow that particularly narratitik dominates the academic
discourse concerning the Malayan Emergéhcy

The most notorious aspect of the population comtodicies in Malaya was
the vast program of internal deportation, called dfficial documents and
subsequent academic literature “resettlement”. Bhiéish colonial government
realized soon after initial military operationsléai to destroy the insurgents that
one of its most important strategies needs to bes#paration of the rebels from
their sources of support. As the MCP was 90% Cleirsesl drew its strength from
the poor elements of this ethnic group of the paulan the authorities resolved to
target the group in order to destroy the Min Yué&edple’s Movement), the
communist logistical and intelligence network opiea inside the Chinese
community®.

Internal deportation was identified early on ashibst way to deal with the
rebel's support netwotk Indeed, programs of moving the rural ethnic Chénim

15 Good sources on the military aspects of the Malagonflict are James E. Dougherty,

“The Guerrilla War in Malaya”, in Franklin Mark Oska (ed.),Modern Guerrilla
Warfare. Fighting Communist Guerrilla Movements,4194961 The Free Press of
Glencoe, New York, 1964, pp. 300-306; Julian Pa@etjnter-Insurgency Campaigning
Faber and Faber, London, 1967; Richard Stubthsarts and Minds in Guerrilla
Warfare..cit.; John A. Nagl,Counterinsurgency Lessons from Malaya and Vietnam:
Learning to Eat Soup with a KnjfdPraeger, Westport, Conn., 2002; David Ucko,
“Countering Insurgents through Distributed Operatioinsights from Malaya 1948-
1960”, The Journal of Strategic Studiesl. 30, no. 1, 2007, pp. 47-72; Karl Hack, “The
Malayan Emergency as Counter-Insurgency Paradidauiinal of Strategic Studigsol. 32,
no. 3, 2009, pp. 383-414.
While this was realised fairly early, the cryBtation of the policy was in the proposals
issued by Lieutenant-General Harold Briggs in thengpof 1950. The outline of his
strategy called for: dominating the populated argecuring them and use them as
information sources; breaking up the Min Yuen ia gopulated areas; therefore to isolate
the bandits from the food and information supplgamization; destroying the bandits by
forcing them to attack the security forces in teeused territory, see “The Briggs Plan”
CAB 21/1681 MAL C(50)23, Appendix, 24 May 1950 in AStockwell (ed.),A.J.
Stockwell éd), Malaya, Part I, The Communist Insurrection 1948-1953 HMSO,
London, 1995, p. 217.
17" Telegram from Henry Gurney to Creech Jones CO7T7$2649/2/1948, ff. 108-110, 25
October 1948 in A.J. Stockwell (edMalaya, Part Il, cit., pp. 77-79.

16
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182 ANDREI MIROIU

government-controlled communities started in 1948en the High Commissioner
Sir Henry Gurne¥?, but were brought to their full intensity under gHi
Commissioner and Director of Operations GeneralG&rald Templer, who ruled
Malaya with proconsul powers from 1952 to 1854 was during this latter period
when the program was fully completed and the reqidtame apparent. Overall, it
involved the destruction of the squatters’ wayifd, las all of them — half a million
people — were forced to move from their villagkesnjpongsin the jungle’s fringes
to a number of “New Villages” in areas closer te thoast and to the main
plantations and tin mines. In addition to that,theo half a million Chinese already
working on the plantations and tin mines were ragea from their initial lodgings
to government controlled and policed settlenf@nts

The process of deportation itself was painful efougovernment troops
usually arrived in a village and gave its inhalitan few hours to gather their
belongings after which they were herded in truaks moved to their new places of
residence. The troops then burned the village astralyed the crops. To assuage
their feelings, their superiors insured Europeafdies and officers that the
squatters were just nomads and kheponggust temporary sheltér's Obviously,
the Chinese peasants were not able to collecf #ledr belongings and they were
seldom compensated for their los8es

The reality of “New Villages” has been portrayed thgir proponents as
clean, organized and safe communities offeringrtimiabitants security from
attacks, good roads, schools and medical assié ari@eaviously this is true in a

18 Cabinet memorandum by Creech Jones CAB 129/33/149)/52, 5 March 1949 in A.J.

Stockwell (ed.)Malaya, Part Il, cit., p. 118.

However, by the time Templer became supremo itaja these measures had already

affected MCP strategy to a very large degree, Khatk, “Everyone Lived in Fear:

Malaya and the British Way of Counter-insurgencytall Wars & Insurgenciesol. 23,

no. 4-5, 2012, pp. 671-699.

20 Numbers of the deported reached 423.000 for thireSh squatters relocated in 410 new
villages and — 116 about 650.000 mine and estat&en® settled in wired-in villages.
They accounted for about half of the entire Chines@amunity in Malaya, David French,
Army, Empire, and Cold War. The British Army anditslily Policy, 1945-19710xford
University Press, Oxford, 2012, p. 115.

2L |bidem

2 As one of the classic analysts of the Emergeaiy. $Putting the squatter inside a fence,

and quickly, was all that seemed to matter”, Rich&tdbbs,Hearts and Minds in

Guerrilla Warfare..cit., p. 103.

Robert ThompsonDefeating Communist Insurgencixperiences from Malaya and

Vietham Chatto & Windus, London, 1966, p. 121; James Eudberty, “The Guerrilla

War in Malaya”, cit., p. 303. As late as 2010 soroelld write: “The Chinese villages

were not constructed as concentration or labourpsarbut as politically engaged and

19
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certain technical regard, though in the initial & of the resettlement program
those who lived in the new communities found véttiel in terms of hygiene and
education, at least until the government got ozgthiand financed this program
accordingly. The Chinese families were indeed w@tbia small plot to build a hut
and grow some crops and a sum to support thenhéar first five month&'. They
were also promised titles of property to the latdsy were going to cultivate But
from the perspective of the former squatters ttadityeof their new homes must
have been strikingly different. Undergoing the tmauof having been moved from
their homes, they found themselves in new, unknewmoundings, confined in
what were effectively camps surrounded by barbwsmame with night perimeter
lighting. Obviously, night moves were prohibitedoidover, the villages were for
many years guarded by police units raised almagtegnfrom the ethnic Malays,
who were not necessarily displaying a very endgarattitude towards the
Chinesé®. It took a long time until the effect of governmepropaganda was
positive and the authorities were able to replaeeMalay policemen with Chinese
Home Guards insuring the security of the New Viig§

Understanding that a main priority for destroyingnMvuen was the
classification of all possible supporters, the goweent started issuing
identification cards to all of the inhabitants betnew settlements, thus tracking
their moves and connections. The identity cards pcmad personal details, a
photograph and fingerprint. By identity controls ewhleaving or entering the
village and random controls on the roads, any sudpdividual or move could be
thus detected and brought to the attention of ligeeice agencié® The MCP
understood this soon enough and it strove to destre identification cards of
anyone they encountered, thus mostly insuring thatcivilians went through a
harrowing bureaucratic process of having to rerfeir cards.

Possibly the most efficient COIN policy which wasrmitted by the
resettlement program was strict food control atidmang. The Malayan soil cannot

progressive communities”, David H. Ucko, “The MaayEmergency: The Legacy and
Relevance of a Countémsurgency Success StoryDefence Studiesvol. 10, no. 1-2,
2010, p. 26.

Julian PagetCounter-Insurgency Campaigningt., p. 59.

% Thomas R. MockaitisBritish Counterinsurgency, 1919-196¢t., p. 116.

% Richard ClutterbuckGuerrillas and Terrorists Faber and Faber, London, 1977, p. 39;
Idem The Long Long War. Counterinsurgency in Malaya ametndm Frederick A.
PraegerNew York, 1966, p. 40.

John Newsinger,British Counterinsurgengy From Palestine to Northern Ireland
Palgrave, Houndmills, 2002, p. 41.

2 Richard ClutterbuckThe Long Long War.cit., p. 38.

24
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easily support vast numbers of people and the guitgélf, where guerrillas were
forced to operate soon after the beginning of tigdsc is even less able to provide
food to large numbers of people dwelling in it, @gplly if they are not accustomed
to a hunters-gatherers lifestyle. By destroying sheatter settlements the British
cut the lifeline those could give to the commumjserrillas®. To insure that food
would not even trickle from the New Villages, strifood controls were
implemented at the entrance of the settlements. Qiiiaese workers, who were
marched daily to their new working places, be théyber plantations, tin mines or
agricultural plots, were subjected to systematiard®es and controls for food.
Workers were prevented for having any food for ynghen food was issued to the
inhabitants of the villages, it usually consistédrad rice — which in the humid
climate became uneatable within two dys

One should add that it was not only the Chinese whi@ subjected to the
resettlement policies. In the early phases of thdlict, until it was realized that
they can be turned to the government’s side wittebeffect if left in the jungles,
substantial numbers of Malayan aborigines were ateved to New Villages.
Unaccustomed to a sedentary lifestyle and confimere enclosed, insalubrious
places, the death toll among them was larger thne ranks of the squatt&ts

Resettlement was not, obviously, an easy walk énpthrk for the military
authorities. There were serious instances whenfdhaer squatters refused to
comply with the government guidance in the new caomities, either by
continuing their support to the insurgents, eithgmrefusing to cooperate with the
police and intelligence agencies in providing infation about the rebels. In some
cases, the reaction of the authorities involvedective punishments over whole
villages. General Gerald Templer, who otherwisenedithe benign “hearts and
minds” slogan for his policies, personally carreag such punishments in Tanjong
Malim and other recalcitrant communitfésPut under arrest and an early curfew,
the inhabitants and their elders were publicly ded] fined and had their food
rations reduced. More often than not, collective punishments evalty produced

2 peter Lowe,Contending with Nationalism and Communism. British doltowards

Southeast Asia, 1945-6Balgrave, Houndmills, 2009, p. 46.

The extremely detailed regulations concerningabeduct of searches can be found in
Director of Operations, MalayZhe Conduct of Anti-Terrorist Operations in Malay
edition, 1958.

John D. Leary,Violence and the Dream People. The Orang Asli i talayan
Emergency 1948-1960@hio University Center for International Studieshéas, 1995.
Charles Townshen@ritain's Civil Wars..cit., p. 160.

On collective punishment in Tanjong Malim, Peklabi and Permatang Tinggi see the
letter from Oliver Lyttleton to Grimond C0O1022/56 3&, 10 December 1952 in A.J.
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compliance, although there were voices that doubtedt efficiency*. In a few
cases the reaction could be far more brutal. Thet motorious incident was at the
New Village of Batang Kali, where troops of th& Scots Guards shot and killed
under the pretence of an attempted escape 20 udabnterecalcitrant Chinese
villagers, with the whole incident deemed legal thye Attorney General of
Malaya”.

Algeria

The war in Algeria (1954-1962) ended with the railt victory of the
French colonial power but its nearly complete defetathe negotiations tabfe
Despite that, Algeria remains a very interestingregle of colonial warfare, whose
roots go all the way back to the war of conquesitarticularly to the 1840s, when
General than Marshal Thomas Bugeaud pioneered #&ssef counter-
insurrectionary tactics relevant to this day. Feaeatury after Bugeaud, the officers
who were responsible for the conquest of West Afdat their teeth in Algeria, as
did many of the important general who led armieghia major wars of the 20
century’. Socially, the main impact of the French was theotuction of the
European system of private property and the vasster of lands to the colonists.
The colonists came mainly from the impoverishedameg in south-central France,
but there were many Spaniards, Italians, CorsieadsMaltese as wél

The movement that came to embody the reactioneof\thb Algerians was
a lay movement, who incorporated and subordindtedsiamic nationalists and the
local Communists, to the surprise and dismay ofesémenchmen who wished to
see everything through the prism of the West-Easifrontation. The Algerian

Stockwell (ed.)Malaya, Part Il, cit., pp. 424-425.

For instance, Victor PurceMalaysia Thames and Hudson, London, 1965, pp. 112-113.
David French,Army, Empire, and Cold Warcit., p. 123; Gregory BlaxlandThe
Regiments Depart. A History of the British Army43997Q William Kimber, London,
1971, p. 87 gives 26 dead.

James S. CorunBad Strategies. How Major Powers Fail in Counterirgamncy Zenith
Press, Minneapolis, 2008, pp. 77-78.

A.S. Kanya-Forstner, “The French Marines andGbaquest of the Western Sudan, 1880-
1899”, in J.A. De Moor, H.L Wesseling (eddmperialism and War. Essays on Colonial
Wars in Asia and AfricaBrill, Leiden, 1989, p. 120; Glenn E. Torrdyenri Mathias
Berthelot: General of France, Founder of Modern Rom, Center for Romanian
Studies, lgi, 2000.

38 Eric R. Wolf,Peasants Wars of the Twentieth Centiiigber and Faber, London, 1971.

34
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Front for National Liberation (FLN), boasting amahgs numbers former soldiers
in the French army with counter-guerrilla experena Indochina launched a
campaign of bombings and assassinations on 1 Neet8b4. Soon, the action
was concentrated in the agricultural hinterlandilgferia’s main cities, where the
insurgents killed some European settlers and hi¢drer number of Arab loyalists.
The rebels obtained weapons and other type of sufpm the Nationalist leader
of Egypt, Gamal Abdel Nasser. The authorities eghsiftly enough, aided by the
fact that unlike in Indochina, here they could asascripted soldiers, as Algeria
was part of metropolitan France. Paris amassedinviahyear and a half over
190.000 troops against an estimated 20.000 relpeldhmough a system of raids,
local terror, cordoning, clear-and-hold approactiésctively broke the back of the
rural insurgency by 1956.

When the FLN moved the fight to the streets of kg cities (Oran,
Algiers, Constantine) through a ferocious bombirggnpaign against European
civilians, the French authorities reacted by semdmcrack troops, establishing a
thorough intelligence system penetrating the rébmiganizational and support
network. Widespread torture was a mainstay of §ystesn and along with the
condoning of a vast anti-Arab campaign waged byallamilitias run by the
European settlers was one of the causes for th@waldoreakdown of political and
social support for the Algerian campaign. But witimonths the urban insurgency
was defeated, forcing the insurgents to move tocthetryside and from there to
the mountains. Continually harassed by raids ofi¢heSpecial Forces making good
use of helicopters and increased firepower andatedl from possible help or
sanctuaries in Morocco and Tunisia through a systématrolled and electrified
land barriers, the FLN was no serious military #tréo the government. An
economic program to develop the country made huggress in the final years of
the conflict. Rather than the actions of the reb#ie collapse of metropolitan
French will to hold on to Algeria was the primetfarcof the eventual proclamation
of independence in 1982

While this is the traditional narrative concernitige Algerian War,
population control approaches are central for wstdading the outcome of the
conflict. As in many previous and contemporary Iciwiars, the government

% The fragment on the course of the Algerian Waraised on Francois Sulljhe Age of the
Guerrilla. The New WarfateParent's Magazine Press, New York, 1968; RobebeFa
The War of the FleaPaladin, Bungay, 1970; John Pimlott, “The Frenegmy from
Indochina to Chad, 1946-1984", cit.; Andre NouschiAlgérie ameére 1914-1994
Editions de la maison des sciences de 'hommesPa895; David Jordan, “Countering
Insurgency from the Air: The Postwar LessorStntemporary Security Policyol. 28,
no.1, April 2007, pp. 96-111.
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concluded that it would be beneficial to removarge part of the Algerian Muslim
population from small, distant villages where theguld easily fall under the
influence of the FLN into larger localities, clogerstrategic points and army bases.
It is estimated that a total of two and a halfle# seven million Algerian Muslims
that lived in the country in the late 1950s wentotlgh internal deportations,
sometimes forcefully removed by French troops, wlestroyed their homes and
their cultivated land®.

The first camps were organized in the Aures, a r@nous region in the
East of the country as early as 1955, but thestemce only became known to the
wider public through the report of Michel Rocardaked to the press in March
1959, 40.000 people were displaced in 1955. By sumr@éi7 there were already
a million people in the camps. Theections Administratives Spécialisédése
military-political units tasked with gaining theust of the population and presented
as the spearhead of a “hearts and minds” approach also heavily involved in the
whole process. By early 1959 there were over 936tres in operatioli.
Altogether, the number of those deported or dethiive their own villages
amounted to a staggering 40% of the Algerian pdjaaThe most exact available
figure for the number of those deported can bergfee 1 April 1961, when 2.932
centres held 1.958.302 pedfle

The strategy was widely welcomed by the officersha “revolutionary
warfare school”, who saw in it a possibility of &ipg their theory about cutting
the link between the guerrillas and the populatibithough some of the camps
were presented by propaganda as model villagesy maere surrounded by
barbwire, were heavily guarded and movement wasrsiged®. Among the 2.5
million Algerians placed in the camps the mostc#d were the 400.000 nomads,
whose way of life was completely altered. They wapecifically targeted in order
to cut the guerrillas from a source of food andinfation. To force them in the
camps, sometimes their herds were machine-gunoedfrench military aircraft.

40 Douglas Porch,a légion étrangere 1831-196Rayard, Paris, 2004, p. 661.

“1 The report became fully available only in 2003} khe fragments published in 1959
contributed both to a change of policy concerning tamps and to the shifting in the
public mood concerning the war, Tassadit Yacine,véRgdions sur les ‘camps’ de la
guerre d'Algérie”e Monde diplomatiquéictualités, Février 2004, p. 29.

Michel Rocard,Rapport sur les camps de regroupement et autrdestesur la guerre
d’Algérie, Mille et une nuits, Paris, 2003, pp. 103-153.

One good source on the camps is Michel Corndtes,camps de regroupement de la
guerre d’Algérie L'Harmattan, Paris, 1998 (1967).

Anne Guérin-Castell, “Un déshonneur de la Républiquéttp://www.ldh-
toulon.net/spip.php?article692, last consultedur®2013.

Simon Chavarie, “Quadriller, regrouper, contréselentariser”, http://www.lepanoptique
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At most, the deported had a few days or hoursdk pp their goods and
leave. Most frequently, however, army trucks woslthply arrive at a village,
surround it and immediately transport everyonehtrtnew lodging€. Even more
strikingly, the soldiers compelled the Algerian Muons to sign documents in
French saying that they voluntarily agree to thetrdetion of their own homes as a
contribution to the war and that they would seekmaterial compensatiéh The
new settlements, sometimes simple ghettos in alreaxisting large urban
concentrations, were controlled through the usmitifary troops, but more useful
than these were the networks of agents of influesmue informers that French
intelligence established in their mitfstThe camps were devised to crush all idea of
private life and in fact they were a tool of tatahtrol over the bodies and minds of
the interne®. This process of internal deportation, like siméaents in history, led
to much untold suffering, both through the lossh& old way of life and former
homes and through the often insalubrious new suodiogs, devoid of proper
sanitation and public servic8sDisease and depression took countless livestand t
material and psychological damage could never bBg éstimated. In addition to
internal deportation, French officers also introetli;mumbers for the houses and
cards for each dwelling containing the number aeslcd?tion of the inhabitants
and other information in order to improve populat@ntrof™.

.com/sections/histoire/quadriller-regrouper-corgrededentariser/, last consulted 13 June
2013.
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Lyon, ENS LSH, 2007, http://ens-web3.ens-Ish.fitaqlies/francealgerie/communication
.php3?id_article=259 last consulted 13 June 2013
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no. 2, Nov., 1999, pp. 248-249.
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Romania

An armed movement against the pro-Moscow autheritithe Romanian
capital of Bucharest began virtually as soon ascthentry switched sides on 23
august 1944, moving from an alliance with Nazi Gamgnto one with the Soviet
Union and its allies. The government fought themofeer a decade and a half, until
the last armed opponents surrendered, were killechptured in the early 1960s.
While this was a very low-intensity conflict andetinsurgent groups were never
truly able to challenge the pro-Soviet power stites, we can talk in the Romanian
case of an insurgency in the sense of a politicallyivated, armed struggle against
a central government. Indeed, when compared wéhvtalayan and Algerian case,
the Romanian insurgency can be even more relewntdntemporary concerns,
being a scattered, diffuse and leaderless movemeitéd nevertheless by an
ideology (nationalism) and by the belief that arrs&dggle would contribute to the
downfall of an illegitimate regime supported byoaefign power. We cannot talk of
any specific political program that was shared hmy insurgents as there was none
(unlike the pro-independence political manifestoeshe MCP and the FLN), but
the documents consulted as well as secondary tliterapoints out to the
nationalism of the insurgents as well as their ergal desire to see an end of the
regime of the Romanian communists. In this it rdgdesr what Mark Sageman
callei_,(z'j the “leaderless jihad” to describe the e@B@0s evolutions in the Middle
East”.

In the growing literature of armed anti-commungstistance in Romania a
relative consensus has emerged in what regardsutfteok and ultimate fate of the
guerrillas. According to most authors, they werestiyosmall groups of up to 20
armed individuals, generally living in remote rurakeas, preferably with
mountainous terrain. They relied to a great measaorthe networks of family and
friends in these villages, providing them with seelfood, information, physical
and moral comforf. They were formed mostly of local anti-communisggants,
led by charismatic figures recruited from formetatilities, notaries, teachers and
army officers. A good number of them were city-fatko took to the mountains to
add their efforts to the armed resistance and omdddind among them students,
lawyers and traders. Politically, many had not bafitiated before or during the
war, while others had been liberals, members oNhgonal Peasants Party, social

52 Marc Sageman, “Leaderless Jihad: RadicalizatiohénWest”, on www.newamerica.net
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Presidential Commission for the Analysis of Comratillictatorship in Romanidinal
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democrats, and even some were former commdhistsny of them, though not
the majority, were legionaries, sympathisers ofRleenanian fascist movemeént

Armed with light weapons, mostly pistols, riflesegades and occasionally
automatic weapons, the guerrillas may have haddiamm of military training due
to many of them serving in the army during the $ec@/orld War. Most of their
attacks were attempts at sabotage, strikes agatatcommunists and local party
buildings or confrontations with the armed forcéshe regimé®. Ultimately, their
fate was sealed by a combination of intelligencerkwfyom the authorities,
involving the creation of an informative networktire area, the use of torture and
intimidation, infiltrators, “counter-gangs” with ggical operations when the groups’
location was discoveréd Disillusionment and discouragement coupled with
betrayal also accounted to the capture of soméefrébels, some going down
fighting, some taking their own lives while manyhets ending before a firing
squad or spending long years in labour camps a@adns”.

The lessons learned in the early years of fightiregguerrillas, 1945-1948
led the Romanian communists to the belief that gméve action was needed
whenever a certain segment of the population nighhclined to revolt or support
partisan activity. Mass internal deportation wapley a prominent part from now
on in dealing with dangerous communities.

5 Ghita lonescu,Communism in Rumania 1944-1982xford University Press, London,
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The most prominent of these took place in the earlymer of 1951 when
40.000 people were deported in the course of onefrden Banat, a region in
western Romania bordering Yugoslavia to thgaBan, a barren region in the east
of the country, close to the Danube. Some of tiwdees had been forcibly moved
a number of times before: Romanians from Bessanabi@ moved to Banat than
deported to Brigan. Aromanians from Greece moved to Southern Qyaaran the
20s, to the Banat in 1940 and to tha#@an in the 19508 The main reason for
this action was the suspicion that the local comtieswould collude with Tito's
regime in the case of conflict between Yugoslavid e rest of the Soviet camp.

Deportations were done according to Decision 21 1&f the Romanian
government which called for the forcible movemeinthe population living in a 25
km belt close to the Yugoslav border. About 97@hef ethnic local Serbs had been
partisans in Tito's armies during the war and hadntained close relations with
their former comrades leaving in the neighbour ¢gh The deportation plan was
finalized by the Securitate on 14 November 1950 idedtified 40,320 people as
“security risks”. They comprised 1.330 foreign zgins, 8.477 Romanian refugees
from Soviet-occupied Bessarabia, 3.557 Macedoniab844 people who
collaborated with the German army in World War B57 Germans, 1.054
“supporters of Tito”, 1.218 people with relativelsr@ad, 367 who had supported
anti-communist guerrillas, 731 “enemies of the al&i regime”, 19.034 rich
peasants and innkeepers, 162 former big landlard$eaurgeois and 341 convicted
criminals. However, a different research suggéstt 9.413 of the deportees were
ethnic Germans. Of them, 629 died in thagan.

Over 10.000 Army and Militia troops took part iretdeportations and in
addition to the trains 6.211 trucks were also ugedeven this huge mobilization
was insufficient, some families waited under therogky for two or three days to
be deported and most of them, upon arrival, wesegbandoned on an open fféld
All deportations were organized by the local paxynmittees and were conducted
by officers of the Militia, who arrived at theirrteet's homes at 1 ARL. The goods
of the deported were immediately seized by invgntmmmissions, who paid for
them in casff. Some of the deported found out about the immieeoi their
dislocation and had their luggage prepared. Ongopetupon being notified of his

% Viorel Marineasa, Valentin #arti, Daniel Vighi, Deportarea in Brargan. Destine,

documente, reportajéMirton, Timisoara, 1996, p. 9.

Miodrag Milin, “Inca o dati despre genezaiBiganului”, in Silviu Sarafolean (ed.),
Deportaii n Baragan 1951-1956Mirton, Timisoara, 2001, p. X.

° Ibidem pp. XIII-XV.

%2 Viorel Marineasa, Valentinanari, Daniel Vighi,Deportarea in Brargan...cit., p. 45.

8 Synthesis of the Sanicolau Mare Regional Orgaioizatf the PMR iribidem pp. 72-74.
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impending deportation, committed suicide. During thearches, weapons and
ammunition were found at some of the richer peasdmit there were no arrests for
partisan activity were mafe

Each train used in the deportation was huge, W& carriages, largely
because each carriage was carrying only one faamity their goods. They were
allowed to take food, furniture, horses, a cow,rtloe/n horse-drawn cart and a
pig®. In total, 66 trains with 2.622 carriages trangption 18 June 3.537 families,
while another 3.276 families were still awaitingearkatiori®. Upon arrival in the
barren plains of the #agan, the deported were to be employed as farm-hainds
state-owned farms. In order to emphasize that tlwemwas permanent, the
authorities forced them to create new communitied @ build new houses. By
necessity, these houses were initially just howstich quickly became unsuited
for living in the local climate, characterized bgry little water in dry season but
extreme humidity once rains be§an

The Securitate admitted in its internal documehts the action of the
local party leadership as the deportees reachedBtindggan was extremely
disorganized and unable to cope with the necessiiiethose relocated. The
deportees had to pay for their food and the cocttnu materiel for their new
homes. Therefore, a big difference was noted betilee poor and the rich among
them, the latter having the resources to pay foatwthey needél Building a
house was compulsory; those who refused or weve isl@loing so were prevented
from getting jobs at local farms, seriously hurtitihg possibility of feeding their
families. In a sign that the action was disorgamizeome of the deported were
allowed to build their new houses wherever theyagdel, as the area was extremely
large and sparsely populated. In the new localittesse arrived from Banat had the
opportunity to meet others who were enduring theestate; some of the engineers
responsible for the building of the villages wetsoadeported from other citi&s
Others were families of the partisans, who had lEgrorted from their regions to
put psychological pressure on the guerrillas ancetoove one of their sources of

5 Report of the Timbara Committee of the PMR, 2 July 195ikidem pp. 78-80.
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supporf’.

Many perished in the harsh winters of thedan because of hunger, cold,
desperation and low-quality medical care. The gé& built by the deportees — and
left by most of them after the amnesty of 1956 wasmolished by the authorities
in 1964, in an effort to efface the memory of aigebiof repressioft.

Conclusion

This article has charted deportations during p@st-@ounterinsurgencies in
Malaya, Algeria and Romania. To a large degreefitiings point out that in each
of these cases the governmental authorities pedeivat internal dislocation of
populations through massive forced resettlemeneweay aspects in fighting a
successful COIN. In Malaya and Algeria the figufes those deported were
staggering, reaching between 15 and 40% of theeepthpulation of the two
colonies. Whereas in Malaya the British and thé¢imie Malay allies targeted
specifically the Chinese minority, especially tloep rural elements, as well as some of
the Aborigines, in Algeria the French authoritieggeted indiscriminately the
Muslim population which was in any way liable ofcaping strict government
control. In Romania deportations either targetegtsje regions that were deemed
untrustworthy and possibly rebellious, or were dmadly directed at the families
of the armed rebels in order to punish them anckftimem to surrender. In all cases
dislocations were brutal, with the families depdrteeing given hours or at most
days to gather a few belongings before being marabre transported to the
resettlement areas. In Malaya and Algeria the gdlfa were destroyed by
governmental troops and little of no compensati@s wayed to those deported. In
Romania the government confiscated houses andnycped paid a meagre sum to
the deported, but generally allowed them to takeenpooperty with them.

The reality of the new settlements varied betweenceid labour
concentration camps in Malaya to closely supervised guarded villages in
Algeria to fairly scattered, isolated makeshifttieatents in the middle of a large
and inhospitable plain in Romania. The deporteceda;n most cases terrible

0 gee for some of these deportations, involvingvbeh two and three members of the
families of the identified rebels Order of the “@ah Sector | Teregova, 7 December
1951 in Nicolae Chipurici, Tudor #bi (eds.),Rezistera anticomunist din sud-vestul
Romaniei. Opresiung rezisteni. Documentevol. I, MJM, Craiova, 2004, Doc. 295,
pp. 345-346.
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conditions in the initial stages, with food shodagor food controls in Malaya),
almost no building materials, privacy-erasing ctiods and extremely poor conditions.
Forced resettlement meant in all cases the dastiuctometimes complete and
definitive of the previous way of life, with incallable psychological and economic
consequences. This led to a vast number, perhaps teebe fully known, of people
dead of hunger, disease, deprivations or depressitarrogations sometimes
including torture, control movement, creation ofyspetworks in the new
settlements, the obligation to be identified, aajakd and to produce identification
papers were also forced on the deported. In the mxdeeme cases, some of the
deported were summarily executed when they disabélye authorities or were
suspected of helping the rebels.

This discussion has highlighted the fact that themse precious few
differences between the approaches concerning @épos of the professed
democracies of Western Europe and a “proletariataidirship” modelled after the
Stalinist Soviet Union. Even more poignantly, moithese differences were not in
the favour of Britain or France. The deportationsanted in all three cases to a
war fought by the government against its citizehs, very source of its authority.
These particular lessons were, thankfully, igndsgdhe practitioners of COIN in
the wars fought by US-led coalitions in Afghanis{@001-2014) and Iraq (2003-
2011), as they were technically impossible with tiraited military means
available, in addition to being morally reprehefssitand illegal. However,
incomplete accounts of campaigns in Malaya and Wdgéailing to account for the
role of brutality and specifically of internal depsttions in those conflicts, still
dominate contemporary COIN discussions and militananuals. Current
policymakers should be aware of the centrality opydation control in winning
post-war counterinsurgencies and weigh the mefrpgisuing such a strategy.
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