
From Manoeuvre 
Warfare to Kosovo?

Edited by 
John Andreas Olsen

The Royal Norwegian Air Force Academy



Title:
From Manoeuvre Warfare to Kosovo?

Publisher: 
The Royal Norwegian Air Force Academy

Editor: 
John Andreas Olsen

Cover Picture:
FRM

Lay-out:
Per Arne Pedersen

ISSN 1502 - 6280



Contents

Introduction 
Dr. John Andreas Olsen  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5

PART I: Manoeuvre Warfare 

The Origins of Maneuver Warfare and its 
Implications for Air Power  
Mr. William S. Lind  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19

Doctrine as the “Danger on the Utmost Edge of Hazard”
Dr. H.P. Willmott  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39

Manoeuvre and Attrition – a Historical Perspective
Professor Hew Strachan  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .80

PART II: Peace Support Operations

Air Power in Peace Inducement: 
Contributions and Implications
Air Vice-Marshal (ret.) Tony Mason  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .103

An American View of Peace Support Operations: 
A Perspective on Air Power
Colonel Robert C. Owen  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .115



PART III: Specialisation vs. Generalisation

Coalition Warfare – The Small Countries’ Contribution: 
A Historical Perspective
Professor Richard Overy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .141

Critical Aerospace Capabilities for Coalition Operations
Dr. Richard P. Hallion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .151

Crisis of Russian Air Power
Dr. Benjamin S. Lambeth  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .164

PART IV: Operation Allied Force

Modern Conflicts, the Media and Public Opinion:
The Kosovo Example 
Dr. Jamie Shea  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .199

Air Power and Coercion
Air Commodore A.P.N. Lambert  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .221

An Airman’s Lessons from Kosovo
Lieutenant General (ret.) Michael C. Short . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .257



Introduction

From Manoeuvre Warfare to Kosovo is a collection of essays on military
thought that has been presented to the graduating cadets at the Royal
Norwegian Air Force Academy within the last two years.1 The overall
purpose has been to broaden the understanding of the lethal and com-
plex phenomenon of air power, to encourage further studies of military
power and to prepare the officers for future challenges in developing a
sustainable air force. The chosen point of departure has been the concept
of manoeuvre warfare, a military philosophy that the Royal Norwegian
Armed Forces chose to adopt in the early 1990s. Although the term is
widely used there remains limited understanding of where it comes from
and its organisational and doctrinal implications. The second theme is
the nature of peace support operations, and air power’s role therein. The
Norwegian Air Force is required by its government to contribute a
squadron of F-16s, one maritime aircraft (P-3), two transport aircraft (C-
130), four helicopters (Bell 412 SP) and one ground based air defence
unit (NASAMS) to international operations. Such a commitment has
proved challenging and is closely interrelated with the third theme of this
book: Specialisation vs. Generalisation. Should we have an Air Force that
is dedicated to certain niche roles that contribute to the larger Nato
Alliance, or should we have a general-purpose Air Force that gives prior-
ity to national sovereignty demands? These are all-important issues that
dominate the current air power debate in Norway. The debate has
received increased attention with the on-going restructuring of our
armed forces, and the experiences from the recent operation in Kosovo.
The final subject is lessons learned and perspectives on “Operation Allied
Force” – the first war in which Norway has actively participated since
1945. Although President Slobodan Milosevic withdrew his forces after
78 days of bombing, the Norwegian after action reports conclude that
there is much that has to be improved on all levels of war if it is to be a
first-rate air force in the near future. In order to contemplate such an
ambition one must move beyond the belief that technological effective-
ness can serve as a substitute for military thought, and moreover, doctri-
nal and conceptual thinking must surpass the realms of dogma and cer-
tainty if one is to maximise the utility of military power as an instrument



of politics. The following essays will hopefully contribute to that purpose
by encouraging further debate on military theory and practice.

Mr. William S. Lind, one of the founding fathers of today’s manoeuvre
warfare philosophy, argues that in order to understand the concept one
needs to develop a historical context. His preferred framework is what he
terms the “three generations of war”. The first one begins with the Peace
of Westphalia in 1648, wherein the state established de facto monopoly
on war. What followed was according to Lind the basic tactics of lines
and columns, where linearity was predominant with an orderly military
culture and careful gradation of ranks and uniforms. The distinction
between military men and non-combatants was clear, and the culture of
order translated well into the battlefield of order. This linearity started to
break down around the middle of the 19th century, and according to the
author the second generation came from France, and is what we today
refer to as attrition warfare: “The artillery conquers and the infantry
occupies”. Methods and procedures for winning wars were developed,
where co-ordination and synchronisation of the artillery, machine-guns,
infantry and aviation was considered more important than focusing on
enemy strategy, his cohesion and his vulnerabilities. Lind argues that the
Americans translated the French doctrine verbatim into English, and
although the Blitzkrieg witnessed the start of the third generation of war-
fare - the manoeuverist approach - the American forces did not seriously
begin its adaptation until the AirLand Battle reform in the 1980s. Lind
argues that most military forces have still not reached the third genera-
tion, including large elements of the American forces, and that in order
to succeed in war one must start by focusing on the enemy’s decision-
making process. The immediate consequence would be to acknowledge
that one cannot have both command and control. Indeed, initiative, cre-
ativity and mission-type tactics do not allow you to have complete con-
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1 The exception is Jamie Shea’s contribution, which was presented at the Royal Military Academy
in Oslo 18 September 2000. Tony Mason’s and Robert Owen’s presentations were given in February
1999 at the annual Air Power Symposium; Richard Overy, Richard Hallion and Benjamin Lambeth
gave their presentation at the Symposium of February 2001; and the others held their lectures at var-
ious stages of the year 2000. Some of the lectures have been transformed from verbatim to transcript,
while others submitted complete manuscripts. The editor would like to thank Jostein Lillegård and
Anne-Marie Gorset for their help in turning tapes into written text.



trol of the situation. In essence Lind suggests that centralised command
and decentralised execution is the only way forward, and that air power’s
role is to support the ground commander’s scheme of manoeuvre.

Dr. H.P. Willmott examines the historical background to manoeuvre
warfare doctrine, by focusing on technology, US Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) and both military and political delib-
erations. He argues that the experience from Vietnam combined with the
perception of October 1973 as a conflict in which the Arabs were able to
orchestrate a considerable fight against the technologically superior
Israelis jolted the US Army out of its doctrinal doldrums. As several pro-
grammes were initiated in the early 1970s, combined with developments
in communication, ECM and surveillance equipment, the author specu-
lates that the period represented a change in the conduct of battle. The
Active Defence concept was soon replaced by the so-called AirLand Battle
reform, and by combining the intellectual and material element the
author argues that an operational concept of warfare was embraced that
was never previously acknowledged in American military doctrine. The
Americans moved from focusing on attrition to manoeuvre, but
Willmott stresses that the two should not be considered opposites: The
reverse side of attrition is annihilation, and the opposite of manoeuvre is
positional or siege warfare. Although the author does not like the term
“manoeuvre” his ideas conform to Lind’s in the sense that the school of
thought implies the combination of firepower and mobility in an
attempt to focus on will and cohesion rather than mere physical strength.
Willmott argues that the importance of the doctrine (FM 100-5) of 1986
lies in its radical departure from earlier wisdom: The abandonment of the
linear concept of battle and the adaptation of the major concentration of
firepower across the depth of the enemy deployment. The author further
examines the Reagan years and implications of operation Peace of Galilee
before he concludes with a brief discussion of modern air power thoughts
applied in the 1991 Gulf War Air Campaign. His basic argument is that
modern air power theorists are not able to distinguish between the con-
duct of war and the nature of war, and thus their belief in technological
effectiveness runs counter to the fundamental characteristics of war as a
human activity, wherein doctrine is the servant and not the determinant
of war. 
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Professor Hew Strachan examines the relationship between attrition and
manoeuvre in a historical sense, using the First World War as his point
of departure in presenting two lines of argument: The experience of indi-
viduals and the developments of technology in 20th century warfare. He
argues that Basil Liddell Hart, who had a profound influence on British
military thought, used his experience from the First World War to for-
mulate ideas on warfare, and that innovations such as combat aircraft
and tanks stem from that period of time. Strachan argues that the reali-
sation of mass armies became possible in political, economic and social
terms at the turn of the century, but it created enormous tactical and
operational problems in terms of transportation and logistics. Moreover,
the commander was removed from the battlefield to the rear, and com-
manding his troops from headquarters made real-time and detailed deci-
sion-making immensely difficult. Consequently, command was being
exercised at lower and lower levels of formation and delegation encom-
passed in the so-called “Auftragstaktik” became a necessity rather than a
real choice. According to the author the intentions were break-through,
but when it failed, for various reasons, the commander would argue that
the strategy was to wear out the enemy through attrition. Thus, Strachan
argues that manoeuvre warfare was not developed as an anti-thesis to
attrition, but that the latter was the effect of failed manoeuvre. Moreover,
although the two concepts are interdependent they do not belong on the
same spectrum: Attrition is a method that belongs to the tactical level of
war where physical destruction is the objective, while manoeuvre belongs
to the operational level of war, where the objective is to out-smart the
enemy by attacking his will and cohesion through “envelopment” or
“movement on interior lines”. According to the author attrition and
manoeuvre are therefore not opposites, but methods that exist in rela-
tionship to each other. In conclusion there is little new in the concept of
manoeuvre, as the ideas of “unhinging the mind of the enemy com-
mander” and “upsetting the psychological equilibrium of the command-
er”, would have made just as much sense to Napoleon as to contempo-
rary leaders.

Air Vice-Marshal (ret.) Tony Mason examines air power’s potential
strengths and weaknesses in peace inducement. He discusses the impli-
cations of “Operation Deliberate Force” in Bosnia in 1995 and concludes
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that although air power technology can be easily adapted to a whole
range of peace support operations, less tangible problems will require res-
olution. The author emphasises that future scenarios may well be battles
over the remains of a fragmented political entity, such as Rwanda,
Somalia, Moldova or Bosnia, and therein the conflict will have tribal,
ethnic, ideological and cultural roots that complicate the Western notion
of war as a mere continuation of politics by other means. The United
Nations requires that the operations are applied impartially and with
legitimate authority, and given the complexities of intra-state conflicts
the objective is not military victory over one side, but the ability to
coerce several parties to the conference table. Surveillance, reconnais-
sance and intelligence become essential, and air power can under such
circumstances best contribute as a force equaliser according to the author.
Mason is critical of strategic bombing in such circumstances: The bomb-
ing of social and economic infrastructure may complicate the economic
reconstruction that is required to enhance the peace-building process. He
further stresses that targeting the belligerent leadership may be tempting,
but a violent removal may just as well induce martyrdom. Either way,
such attacks may stiffen belligerent support according to the author.
Mason argues that the best option may often be to reduce the adversary’s
military capability to a point where he can no longer impose his own
solution by force, and therein there is room for gradualism as a strategy,
where air power is closely entwined with diplomacy. In essence Mason
argues that air power is extremely well suited to make a major contribu-
tion to peace inducement operations when applied as a force equaliser
that creates conditions in which a settlement could be negotiated.

Colonel Robert C. Owen provides an American view of peace support
operations. He begins with encapsulating the nature of peace support
operations by discussing the relationship between the attributes of land
and air power, and then goes on to describe some of the more important
operational implications of such a relationship. Owen questions the per-
ceived neutrality and impartiality in peace inducement operations,
because the “naked reality is that they are interventions by wealthy and
powerful outsiders into affairs of less well-endowed local governments,
groups and factions”. Thus, he argues that the objective is “making the
natives behave” in an environment where the soldiers enforcing peace
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will find allies among those who benefit from the intervention and ene-
mies among those who do not. Owen’s central hypothesis is whether the
utility of air power, in relation to land power, is increasing or decreasing.
His conclusion depends on the situation, but interestingly he suggests
that air power should be the tool of first recourse in peace enforcement,
while land power retains an advantage in peacekeeping. Nevertheless, air
power has a “positive” role to play in peacekeeping too, such as provid-
ing mobility and information support, in addition to the latent coercion
that may reduce the chance of mission creep so often associated with
peace inducement operations. On a tactical level, however, Owen argues
that recent experience and technological developments suggest that air
power’s ability to contribute to peace support operations has exceeded
the abilities of ground power. The author’s argument relies on air power
advantages found in observation, interposition, patrolling and civic actions.
In conclusion the author argues that air power has become a much more
useful peacekeeping tool both in absolute terms and relative to land
power.

Professor Richard Overy focuses on experiences from the Second World
War in order to highlight what he considers as some of the key issues that
small nations face in the context of coalition warfare. The first consider-
ation is the problem of strategic partnership, where small nations’ strate-
gic interests have always been regarded as subordinate to those of the big-
ger nations, and small powers have played only a very small part in influ-
encing the strategic and operational thinking for the larger powers. The
second issue is one of sovereignty, as the historical trend has been for larg-
er powers to subsume the units of their smaller partners, and have them
comply to the wider strategic aim rather than what is of immediate
importance to the smaller nations. The third issue that Overy brings to
the surface is what he calls the problem of technology transfer. During
the Second World War there was an extremely high technological
dependence on the larger nations, and the operational parameters need
to be clearly defined. Small nations will always be hostage to the ability
of sustaining their technology in the long term, and the wrong purchas-
es might easily result in the equipment becoming obsolescent. The
fourth and final point that is given attention is the problem of low repro-
duction rate for the smaller nations in coalitions, as they are more vul-
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nerable to high casualties. Overy’s conclusion is that all these factors need
to be considered in future operations, and that defining the parameter of
regional and peripheral activities is something that small nations’ air
forces ought to do in order to optimise their role in coalition warfare.
Those parameters need to be defined both in terms of function and geo-
graphy, and in that process small air forces might find that they have to
concentrate on a particular kind of air power.

Dr. Richard Hallion focuses on critical capabilities for coalition operations
by looking at three operations where air power played a leading role in the
1990s: Operations “Desert Storm”, “Northern Watch” and “Allied Force”.
From the perspective of the task force commander he concludes that every
contributing nation found a niche within which it could contribute to the
overall air campaign in 1991, and that 1999 demonstrated a continuing
trend in coalition operations. In the latter case nineteen nations in Nato
co-operated with non-Nato countries, and in such a process gaining and
maintaining consensus is of overall importance, and consequently the
political considerations can possibly be at the expense of military strategy.
Although operation “Allied Force” became “Rolling Thunder with preci-
sion”, not conducted according to the advice of the air commander, the
gradual escalation and focus on the Serb Third Army turned out to be the
only acceptable strategy. The true contribution of many countries then,
according to Hallion, is at the strategic level, enabling operations to hap-
pen in the first place, and thus one cannot measure contributions by the
number and capability of aircraft sent to fight. In conclusion the USAF’s
official historian argues that regardless of whether a nation chooses to spe-
cialise as part of an interdependent mutual defence agreement, or a more
general approach to develop all aspects of what is required for national air
power, there are types of capabilities that need considerable attention:
Command, Control and Information Systems; Precision Strike; Precision
Surveillance and Reconnaissance; Force Protection; and Force Projection
Support. Additionally, Hallion argues that future belligerent states may
well invest in low-cost, but sophisticated surface-to-air missile systems in
order to deny the Americans and Nato the airspace control that they have
had in recent conflicts. Non-western countries may not bother with the
traditional manned air power platform approach, but concentrate fully on
defensive and offensive missile systems.
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Dr. Bejamin S. Lambeth presents an analysis of Russian air power today.
He begins with a review of organisational developments and changes in
the force structure that have taken place since the end of the Cold War,
and offers informed perspectives on Russia’s attempts to modernise in the
face of massive defence cuts. As the Russian air strength has declined
from 13,000 aircraft in 1990 to some 2,000 currently in serviceable con-
dition, Lambeth examines the evolving doctrine, concepts of operations
and day-to-day exercises on the unit level. By combining the challenges
in military thought with the troubles in Chechnya and the on-going eco-
nomic crisis, the author argues that operational compatibility with Nato
forces in the foreseeable future is at best premature and at worst inap-
propriate for numerous compelling reasons. The author argues that the
Russian military leadership’s collective mind has so many fundamental
issues to deal with that the last thing on their mind is contemplating
interoperability with Nato forces. Although the 1999-2000 war with
Chechnya was more successful than the earlier debacle of 1994-1996,
some 2,000 Russian servicemen died and the lack of precision munitions
and night/weather capability limited the air force’s performance substan-
tially. Still, there were improvements to be found in the Second
Chechnya War: The poor co-ordination between the Russian ground and
air forces was partly mitigated, Grozny was sealed off prior to entering it
by force and the handling of domestic public opinion improved. Russian
air power has as such gained some experience in low-intensity asym-
meric warfare, but there is little to be optimistic about on Russia’s behalf
according to Lambeth, because “apart from the nuclear capability”, the
former Soviet Air Force is “little more than an inflated Third World air
force when it comes to what remains of its former professionalism and
fightingstrength”.

Dr. Jamie Shea, the Nato spokesman during “Operation Allied Force”,
discusses the role of media and public opinion in modern conflicts. He
argues that one is facing an immense paradox in contemporary warfare:
Man has succeeded in making war in Europe a rarity in the latter part of
the 20th century, and thus when armed force is required in humanitari-
an disasters it becomes difficult to justify it. Shea discusses how the
CNN-factor has significant implications on the conduct of war, as the
media and NGOs focus less on whether the conflict meets its objectives
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and more on how it is fought. Thus, Shea argues that winning the war is
not enough, even when one’s own casualties are kept at a minimum. He
argues that the Alliance’s centre of gravity is its ability to maintain a con-
sensus, and in that process domestic problems in Greece may be just as
important to Washington as its own public opinion. Shea contends that
it is unsustainable to have the attitude of winning first and investigating
afterwards, and that it took the major public relations disaster of the
Djakovica tractor convoy incident to learn that lesson. Future com-
manders and spokesmen are advised to stay away from deliberate decep-
tions, because truth is the only road to credibility and integrity, and those
factors are required to win wars. Collateral damage is a certainty, and as
it gives the enemy the advantage to portray itself as the victim, the
Alliance had to work hard to develop a campaign where Nato was not
being perceived as killing the very people that it was trying to save. Shea
argues that there were two conflicts: The virtual war that they lost and
the real war that they won. In conclusion the author argues that Nato
must devote more resources to satellites and drones, in order to provide
pictures of what is happening on the ground, because although the media
campaigns cannot win conflicts, it can certainly lose one for the diplo-
mats, politicians and pilots conducting the military campaign.

Air Commodore A P N Lambert reviews the historiography and con-
cepts that underpin coercion, and by drawing on recent air campaigns he
provides considerable insight into both possibilities and fallacies related
to the psychological aspect of applying force. The author argues that war-
fare is coercion, and that an understanding of coercive mechanisms is
critical to the selection of targets and the forming of air power strategies.
Lambert’s thesis is that coercive effects must be considered as part of a
whole range of persuasive instruments, and that the cost-benefit calcula-
tion must be seen through the eyes of the victim. Vulnerabilities and val-
ues will differ from one culture to another: Rationality has many facets,
and there is no such thing as the “state” having an “opinion”. The key is
to compel the true power brokers. Credibility, hope and punishment is
in the mind of the victim, and Lambert finds that coercion has much in
common with individual reactions to stress. Thus, coercion applied
incrementally, as it was in Vietnam and partly in Kosovo, has certain pre-
dictable effects. The victim is given opportunities to take counter-
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measures, he gets time to habituate to the stress, can encourage a sense of
purpose by externalising the threat, and thus there is an encouragement
for the population to rally around their leader who controls the media.
Such misapplication of coercion results in a prolonged conflict, made all
the worse by a perceived lack of commitment which increases the
enemy’s reasons for hope and consequently the actual casualties increase
too. Lambert warns against such dangers, arguing that bombing by itself
does not create a political solution. But if air power is considered as part
of a whole range of pressures, and applied with high intensity and preci-
sion at centres of gravity, then the combination of bombing, sanctions
and diplomacy can provide the leverage sought for, and collectively the
risk becomes too high to bear for the adversary. An understanding of the
nature of coercion and enemy value sets, entwined into an air power
strategy, will therefore provide an opportunity for victory short of the
killing fields associated with the world wars and the civil wars of the 20th

century.

Lieutenant General (ret.) Michael C. Short discusses tactical and oper-
ational lessons from “Operation Allied Force”, by concentrating on
applied air strategy. He focuses on the meaning of “centre of gravity”,
which to him is the entity or capability that allows a nation to go to war
in the first place, and is powerful enough to keep that nation at war.
Rather than focus on the Serb Third Army in Kosovo, Short would have
preferred a classic strategic air campaign against Belgrade, focusing on
the Serb leadership from the first day. In an attempt to “demonstrate
resolve” and by declaring that a ground attack was off the table, Short
argues that the air campaign was compromised for political reasons. He
argues that war is essentially all about modifying the adversary’s behav-
iour, and as the end-state was not defined in this conflict he argues that
the operation was “victory by happenstance” rather than “victory by
design”. He argues that they essentially “bombed for 78 days, hoping that
something would work”, and he criticises General Clark for his choice of
strategy, for his micro-management during both the planning and exe-
cution of the campaign, and for establishing what was basically a US-
only decision making command. Short’s recommendation had been to
attack the power-grid in downtown Belgrade on the first night in order
to turn out all the lights, the refrigerators and the televisions, and to drop
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the bridges crossing the Sava to degrade the infrastructure and industry.
He wanted to bring as much pressure to bear on Milosevic and the cadre
around him as possible, but the Coalition did not accept such level of
force. The campaign took the form of gradual escalation, and when he
was finally allowed to intensify the campaign against the Serb leadership
they hit the Chinese Embassy, an intelligence error, and once more
Belgrade was off limits. In the second half of the presentation General
Short stresses the reality of fog and friction in war, and discusses perti-
nent factors for future commanders to succeed, such as commitment,
dedication, professionalism, honesty, pride and integrity.

Whatever decisions nations take in their effort to improve their air forces,
one requires a foundation of sound military doctrine that is based on
technology, experience and theory.  These essays should be viewed as
another step in the process of comprehending the utility of military
power across the wide spectrum of conflicts. 
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Part I





The Origins of Maneuver Warfare and its
Implications for Air Power 

William S. Lind
Having just come from a two-day conference arranged by the Military
Academy in Oslo, marking their 250th anniversary year, during the
course of which we received a number of high-level presentations from
various senior people in the Ministry of Defense, it seems to me that you
have a somewhat interesting situation here in Norway. Your government
has adopted maneuver warfare as your military doctrine without having
the slightest idea of what it is. The Military Academy has quite correctly
been attempting to wrestle with this problem from the bottom-up, rather
than from the top-down, and indeed after many years of trying to pro-
mote maneuver warfare in the US military, particularly the US Marine
Corps, I can say that is the only way real change happens. So from that
basis, I am particularly glad to be able to speak to cadets. It is an old say-
ing in the military that the only thing harder than getting a new idea into
the military mind is getting an old one out, and the good thing about
cadets is they do not have any old ideas.

What I would like to do today is talk about what I call the three genera-
tions of modern war. There is a fourth, which is where I think things are
going, and that is what we spent a great deal of time talking about in
Oslo. An hour is not really enough time to cover all four and leave time
for questions, so I am going to talk about the first three, and the third is
maneuver warfare.

In order to understand maneuver warfare, we need to understand more
than maneuver warfare itself. We need to try to develop some historical
context, so we can see where it comes from and, indeed, see where we are
ourselves in terms of how we think about, and conduct, war. The frame-
work I use for this is what I call the three generations of modern war. For
you Hegelians out there, “generations” is short hand for dialectically
qualitative shifts, and working with the US Marines, to use the phrase
“dialectically qualitative shift” guarantees that the entire audience at that



point is reading the label on their beer bottle. So we have tried to sim-
plify the terminology.

The modern period really begins with the Peace of Westphalia in 1648.
What happens with the Peace of Westphalia is that in Europe initially,
and then slowly in the rest of the world, the state establishes a monopoly
on war. War from then on is carried out by state forces - by armies, navies
and eventually air forces – that are the instruments of government and
the instruments of the state. That to us is so automatic that it is our
whole image of war. But it is important to remind ourselves, particular-
ly as we look to the future where I think this is all changing, that for most
of history that was not true. Through most of history many different
entities fought wars: families fought wars, clans fought wars, tribes
fought wars, cities fought wars and companies fought wars. Britain did
not conquer India: India was conquered by the British East India
Company, a business enterprise that had an army and a fleet. They
fought wars for many different reasons, not simply as politics extended
by others means, as Clausewitz says. They fought to kill the enemy men,
rape his women, sell his children into slavery, and take his land. That is
real war! Interestingly, we see that real wars are starting to come back,
including in some places where Norwegians have been lately, like Bosnia
and Kosovo. But war in the state framework is what shapes the first three
generations. War is between essentially “like forces”: armies against
armies, navies against navies and air forces against air forces. Forces with
uniforms, ranks, flags and all the other nice stuff that we think of as char-
acteristic of the military

The first generation of modern war is roughly from 1650 to the middle
of the 19th century, 1850-1860, and we are all familiar with its basic tac-
tics: they are linear - they are the tactics of line and column. The object
is to bring your soldiers, armed primarily with smoothbore muskets, up
face-to-face with another line of soldiers in different uniforms, and bang
away at each other until somebody decides to go home. Navies fight very
much the same way because the navies developed their tactics starting
about 1650 when the British Navy under the Commonwealth was taken
over by generals. They were indeed called generals at sea, and they all
knew what a battlefield looked like. It all looked like a line, so they put
their ships into lines too. This battlefield of order yields a military cul-
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ture of order, and therein lies its importance for us. All of the things that
we think of as defining a military: it is a very orderly place, with careful
gradation of ranks and uniforms and different insignias, medals to
denote what combat experience, or these days, non-combat experience
one may have. There is a very careful distinction between officers, NCOs
and enlisted men. The salutes, all of the things that mark a really incred-
ibly orderly culture, come out of this first generation. They are consistent
with the environment in which militaries have to operate. The battlefield
of order yields the culture of order, and the culture of order functions
very well on the battlefield of order. There are a few exceptions in the first
generation, as General Braddock found at Fort Duquesne, but mostly
this is the case. 

The problem, which is the central defining problem that militaries all
over the world are facing today, and have been facing now for 150 years,
is that starting from about the middle of the 19th century, the battlefield
starts to become less and less orderly, a progression that continues in our
days. The culture of order that marks the military is increasingly in con-
tradiction with the environment in which it has to operate. The culture
of order increasingly inhibits the ability of armies, navies and air forces
to function in an ever more disorderly environment. The culture and the
environment become a contradiction. The story of military doctrine and
military thought for about the last 150 years is essentially the story of var-
ious attempts to come to grips with this contradiction.

People begin to notice the breakdown of the battlefield of order in the
middle of the 19th century. Wars like the American Civil War make it
pretty clear that you just cannot perform the old 18th century
Napoleonic tactics anymore. If you do, you get killed, in battles like Cold
Harbor in 1864, when Grant tried to use typical Napoleonic offensive
tactics against entrenched Confederate riflemen. The Union casualties
were higher proportionally than at the Battle of the Somme. The result
was a disaster and country after country sees this happen, and if you look
through the military journals in the latter part of the 19th century, in
Europe particularly, you find everybody talking about this. The question
is what to do about it and a lot of the debate revolves around the ques-
tion of whether you can trust the troops. One school says: “In the face of
this firepower we have got to go to some kind of open order, we have got
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to disperse, we cannot stand there packed in masses anymore”. The other
side says: “You have got to pack them in masses, because you have got to
stand right in front of them or right behind them, and if you do not they
run away, because you cannot trust them”. 

The effect of the debate is that most European armies go into war in
1914 still pretty much doing what they would have done in 1814, that
is with packed columns of men. There are a few exceptions: the British
have learned some unpleasant lessons this way in the Boer War. In one
battle eighteen Boer riflemen defeated two British Guard Battalions.
There were also some German tactics that were decentralized. There were
some German units that did not fight in line and column, but a great
many did, and the result for everybody was an absolute catastrophe.
France almost loses the war in the first three months, attacking in blue
coats and red trousers, directly into the machine-guns. She loses 300,000
dead in three months. The Germans have similar experiences in battles
like Loos. The Russians, of course, have an absolute catastrophe at
Tannenberg; over and over and over again people are finding that the old
stuff does not work.

The result is that the battlefields in the West just grind to a halt in trench
warfare. By the end of 1914 the men are in the trenches, nothing is mov-
ing and from then on the question that everybody asks themselves is
“How do we get things moving again?”, because sitting in trenches does
not have a lot of potential for winning a war. Two fundamental answers
come out of World War One, and they are respectively the second and
the third generation of modern war. Both are very much with us today.
Modern armies are very much reflections of what we see by 1918.

The second generation comes from the French. The French doctrine in
1914 is a catastrophe, it says that all that matters is élan vital, and if you
charge with enough fervor into the enemy firepower, you will win the
day. Well, again, they almost lose the war, but at least they are smart
enough to change. The British never really change, at least not until
1918. The French change pretty fast, they very quickly say: “Well, that
did not work so we have got to do something else instead”.
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One of the big surprises to everybody in 1914 is indirect artillery fire on
the battlefield. Previously indirect fire could only be seen in sieges, and
almost all the guns, like the famous French 75, were designed for direct
fire. But everybody discovered quickly that if you put the gun behind a
hill and sent a guy with a telephone to correct the fire from the fall of the
shot, then it is a lot harder for the enemy to knock the gun out. So very
quickly the battlefield becomes dominated by indirect artillery fire. 80%
of the casualties in World War One are due to artillery fire. The French
believe that this is obviously the secret for developing new tactics and
they build their new tactics, the second generation of modern war,
around artillery indirect firepower. 

The French sum up their doctrine as “the artillery conquers and the
infantry occupies”. By the end of World War One they have come up
with some very carefully worked out processes, methods, step-by-step
approaches, for both the attack and the defense. On the attack you use
lots of artillery and then with a very careful co-ordination of all the ele-
ments, and a careful constant coverage by the artillery fire, the infantry
moves forward very slowly to take an objective that is very near their ini-
tial frontline. It is a very short-range attack and time is not very impor-
tant. What is important is the co-ordination and synchronization of the
artillery, the machineguns, the infantry, the aviation, and so on. The gen-
eral handles it all. He sits in his headquarters with his maps and his tele-
phones, “with his hands as on the handles of a fan”, reaching out to all
his different elements, controlling everything in this magnificent sym-
phony for which a very careful score has been written. The orders are
very detailed and very controlling. The whole doctrine is very ordered.
On the defense, it is very similar. If the enemy threatens to break
through, you bring reserves in from the flanks, you close the breaches.
You get in front of him, and again you call in massive artillery firepower,
and you very slowly and methodically withdraw, pouring in the artillery
until he cannot move forward any further. It is not a doctrine of great
results, but the French by this point had long ago given up the idea that
you could get great results on a modern battlefield. The effect of fire-
power was just too great, and the French doctrine is mesmerized by the
power of modern firepower, particularly artillery. 
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The good thing about this solution is that it preserves the culture of
order. In the face of the growing disorder of the battlefield, the French
seem to have found a way to impose order on the chaos, to once again
make sure that all these careful distinctions are maintained. A little book
on the fall of France was written in 1942, by a French officer who had
been caught up in it, Daniel Vilfroy, who knew what he was looking at.
He had been an exchange student at the German Kriegsakademie before
the war. He spoke about how for the French, in their training and in
their schools, everything was a matter of following the steps and the pre-
scribed order, of knowing exactly what phase you were in at every time,
and again the development of the very detailed order. He said we only
forgot two things: we forgot the enemy and we forgot time. But the very
comfortable illusion was maintained that the culture of order had tri-
umphed, and it seemed to work. In World War One the French actually
carried the burden of the war on the Western front. They were exhaust-
ed by 1917, but by then the fresh American manpower is arriving, and
here is where it becomes interesting from an American perspective,
because the American military pours into Europe in 1917 and 1918 as a
frontier constabulary. Since 1865 we have been fighting Indians, and at
first the American commander, General Pershing, says, “We are not
going to learn from these Europeans, we are going to show them how to
do it”. Both the Allies and the Germans observing the first American
attacks said that “nobody has done anything that stupid since we did it
in 1914”, because we send blocks of men into the firepower. We are tak-
ing 50% casualties in a division in one attack, and we turn to the French
and ask them to teach us. And they say: naturellement.

We translated the French manuals verbatim into English, and we issued
them as our own. We established a staff school staffed by French officers
at Longwy, where the American staff officers learned the French meth-
ods. We got French instructors into our units and we absorbed wholesale
this French methodical battle, bataille conduite, “conduct the battle like
the conductor conducts the orchestra”. This influence persisted between
the wars. In 1930, when the American Army felt it needed a doctrine for
operational art, it simply took the French manual, on what they called
“grand tactics,” and translated it word for word without the slightest
change. There was not even a footnote to acknowledge that it was from
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the French. It was issued as the American manual, which explains why
the US Army had no operational art in World War Two. 

Air power, of course, is also coming along in World War One. Air power
seems to fit very nicely into the same framework. It is another way, from
this perspective, to deliver firepower, and what the battle is all about is
firepower. So in addition to artillery we can now reach perhaps to longer
range than the guns can reach, because we can send bombers over, and
they can add their ordnance to the firepower. That view of air power, that
war is simply tonnage of ordnance on target, is very much with us today.
It is what we call strategic bombing. It is what we just tried with spec-
tacular lack of results in Kosovo, where 37,000 sorties of the most mod-
ern aircraft ever seen, all equipped with the latest PGMs, destroy thirteen
tanks. It is at the heart of the very existence of the US Air Force, because
the argument the Air Force used to get its independence from the Army
after World War Two is winning through air power. Winning by pure
bombardment of tonnage dropped from airplanes. Interestingly, even the
Air Force’s own Strategic Bombing Survey after World War Two said that
it did not work, but that has by no means stopped us from continuing
to try it. 

On the other side of the trench-line something different was happening,
and the difference actually goes back long before World War One. It goes
back to the time of Napoleon, when in 1806 Prussia, all on its own,
decided to fight the French. Napoleon proceeded to beat them at Jena-
Auerstadt, and the Prussians suffered one of the most crushing defeats in
military history. There was a little group of young officers back in Berlin
headed by a Hanoverian named Scharnhorst, who nobody liked because
his uniform was always a mess and he read books. He had been warning
that this was going to happen, together with a young lieutenant called
Clausewitz. They had been preparing for this eventuality, or this certain-
ty, and when it did happen, they were put in power, briefly, for a couple
years, to make some significant reforms. One of them was the creation of
the famous German General Staff. Another, which is less often noted by
historians, is the basis, the root of modern maneuver warfare. They
changed what was required of a Prussian officer. Previously the Prussian
officer like every other officer had been required above all to follow
orders, but they said: “Not any more”. From now on the Prussian officer
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is expected to get the result the situation requires, regardless of orders,
and he is expected to think on his own what that result should be. He of
course references orders, and they changed how the order was written, so
the order now did not tell you what to do. It told you what result was
wanted, and not only from you, but at least two levels up from you -
what the unit as a whole was trying to accomplish. You were to reference
that, but above all you were to look out there, think about what you were
seeing and act on your own, so as to get the result the situation requires.

This change came very rapidly. At Waterloo in 1815 one of these young
officers, who suddenly instead of being a lieutenant was a general - this
is what happens after defeat - was attached to Wellington. He was with
the English Dragoons, and he saw a terrific opportunity for the
Dragoons to charge and decide the outcome of the battle, but nothing
happened. He could not understand, so he rode over to the British
Dragoon Commander and said “Why are you not attacking”? The
British commander replied that “I cannot, I do not have orders”. Von
Müfflling was appalled, and that night at the ball he told the story to
Wellington, and Wellington said the Dragoon Commander was quite
right. If he had acted without orders he would have had him court-
matialled. You already see a very great cultural difference between the
Prussians and everybody else, and it is the difference that lies at the heart
of methodical battle, the second generation of war, and maneuver war-
fare, the third generation of war, and that is the difference between
inward focus and outward focus. Are you focused inwards, on orders,
procedures, processes, rules, and “the sixteen step staff planning process”,
which is the curse of the US Marine Corps? Or are you focused outwards
on the enemy, the situation, and the result? That cultural difference,
“focus inward - focus outward” was the basis of why the Germans came
up with a very different solution to the deadlock of the trenches in World
War One. 

They developed this outward focus through the course of the 19th cen-
tury. It became, for example, routine to give junior officers, like your-
selves, problems in war-games that could only be solved by disobeying
orders. The German fitness report considered it a compliment to say
“this man is a difficult subordinate”. They spoke of the inherited right of
the Lieutenant to make rash, brash mistakes, not any kind of mistake,
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only rash, brash mistakes. The Lieutenant who sat there and could not
make a decision, well, his brief military career would be lived out in the
logistic services. But the Lieutenant who went too far, who was too bold
and took too many risks, he would have to learn judgement over time,
but in the meantime there was at least something to build on, because he
was willing to make decisions and take action. He had
“Verantwortungsfreudichkeit”. It is one of those wonderful German
words that stretches across the whole blackboard and that translates, lit-
erally, as “joy in taking responsibility”. 

When 1914 ends, the Germans are in the trenches with everyone else,
and what does an army like this do? It does not sit there waiting to be
told the answer. Everybody starts experimenting. When they find some-
thing that works, they do not only pass the information up the chain,
they pass it laterally, because this type of military has a lot of lateral com-
munication. They start evolving some things that are working, and out
of this comes wholly new tactics. It is the first non-linear tactics, the first
break with the battlefield of order that really accepts the disorder and
welcomes in many ways the disorder of the modern battlefield. Briefly,
tactically, it first manifested itself in 1917 with the so-called let-them-
walk-right-in defense. When the Allies attacked, instead of meeting the
Germans at the trench line, they just found a few outposts. As they pene-
trated further, the outposts got a little more dense, designed for 360
degree defense built around a machinegun. These started to pull apart
the momentum of the attack. The attacker would crest a hill and come
down the other side. Now German masked batteries would open up and
his own observers could no longer see him to support him, and this fur-
ther pulled apart the momentum of the attack. At the right moment, and
it required somebody up at the front to decide what that moment was,
the real strength of the German defense came to bear in a counterattack.
Not a counterattack to push the enemy out - modern tactics are not
shoving tactics - but rather to go deep back to the original line and come
around and encircle the whole attacking unit. The British were stunned,
because for the first time whole battalions were going into the attack and
nobody was coming back. They were not necessarily dead, but taken
prisoners. The whole nature of the defense had changed from holding a
piece of ground, to, just as in the offence, destroying the enemy. General
Hermann Balck, probably the finest tank tactician of World War Two,
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who saved the whole front after Stalingrad in a series of defensive actions
on the Chir river with the 48th Panzer Corps, went off as a lieutenant in
1914. He had seen it all and knew what he was looking at, since his
father was a premier writer on German tactics before World War One. I
asked him, “When did the change occur that we think of as Blitzkrieg,
and what was it”? He said it all occurred in 1914-1918. Blitzkrieg was
conceptually complete by 1918. He said the change was that when we
went to war in 1914 our objective was to kill the enemy soldier and blow
up the enemy piece of equipment, (strategic air power is the same thing).
He said as the war went on our objective changed to taking enemy units
as a whole out of play, and as the war went on further our horizon grew
bigger.

In 1918, for the first time since 1914, the Germans go on the offensive
in the West, in the great “Operation Michael” in March of 1918. The
Allies are pretty confident. They have tried to attack for years, and are
getting nowhere. Only it does not work that way, because the new
German attacks do not try to push a line forward. Rather you have a lit-
tle group of soldiers, “storm-troopers” we call them, essentially a squad
built around a light machinegun and a trench mortar, so you have com-
bined arms at squad level. They are not looking for where the enemy is,
to engage him, but for where he is not, to go around him. To find or cre-
ate little holes, blow through him and move as fast as possible deep into
the enemy rear. Simultaneously some units roll up behind the enemy to
collapse him from the rear and others continue the attack with unlimit-
ed objective into his depth: into his artillery, into his logistics, into his
headquarters, etc. Instead of the direction of advance being set by some
general in headquarters, it is eventually set from the bottom-up; wher-
ever these guys find or create a hole, they call others in behind them. So
it flows like water, as Liddell Hart writes, always seeking the path of least
resistance, flowing through the enemy defenses, and it solves the riddle
of the trenches.

In 1918 when the Germans attack the British 5th Army they push it back
40 miles. In fact they destroy it, there is no 5th Army, and everybody is
stunned. This is Blitzkrieg. In 1940 the tanks make a critical difference,
because what loses the war for Germany in 1918 wins it in 1940. In 1918
the Germans are foot-infantry, moving forward with horse-drawn logis-
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tics and artillery over ground that has been churned into a moonscape by
all the shelling, and the Allies can shift reserves laterally by rail faster than
the Germans can move forward on foot. In 1940 the tracked vehicles in
the panzer divisions can move forward faster than the allies can shift the
reserves, which are still moving by rail. Operational mobility differences
are very important in maneuver warfare. Tanks make the difference, but
all the concepts, all the thoughts that we think of as Blitzkrieg are there
by 1918.

This is maneuver warfare, and this too has its equivalent in aviation. Just
as strategic bombing is the pure French war-by-bombardment, so also air
power has its relationship to the use of firepower in maneuver warfare.
Firepower as it was used in maneuver warfare by the Germans in World
War One, which included aviation, was there to facilitate movement. It
was there to raise tempo and facilitate movement, not just to blow things
up, and that meant it had to be very, very intimately linked with what
the guy on the ground was doing, which is the infantryman and later the
tanker. The great German artillery genius of World War One, General
Bruchmüller, before an assault would visit each of the infantry units, and
he would have a discussion with them and he would explain what we can
do for you and what we cannot do for you. Here are the kind of oppor-
tunities that we are going to create. Here is where you need to work to
take advantage of this, and it was all worked together. Not like the
French as a score of a piece of music, but with a shared understanding of
what each could do, and how the pieces could fit together, not synchro-
nization, but harmonization. So that instead of being an orchestra with
a score, they could be like a jazz group jamming.

Air can also follow this path, and has historically very often done so. The
Germans developed whole “Staffel” of “Kampfflugzeuge” in World War
One, which were ground support aircraft, that is special aircraft types.
They had a machinegun pointing down from the bottom of the airplane,
so that the gunner could fire down into the trenches. They were very
effective, they would come in very, very low, they would fly the contours
of the land, fly right over the trenches, particularly when the Allies start-
ed to withdraw and wanted to start moving in columns; these aircraft
made it very difficult to do that.
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World War Two was very similar. The Germans used aircraft to facilitate
movements. When Guderian needs to get across the Meuse at Sedan, and
has problems with the French artillery, he sets relays of Stukas that are
constantly diving on the artillery. Even when they are out of bombs they
are diving on the artillery to keep the gunners away from the guns. They
understand it is not just blowing things up, it is time. It is timing. It is
an integrated action with what the guys on the ground are doing. In the
book Air Power and Maneuver Warfare it is pointed out that the most
effective air force in World War Two is the one with the worst planes and
the worst pilots, the Soviet Air Force. Why? Because the Soviets under-
stood correctly that the German defense at the operational level depend-
ed on shifting operational reserves quickly, laterally. Well, if you are going
to move fast you have got to move on the roads. So they focused their air
power on attacking German columns that were moving on the roads. It
did not destroy those columns, but it slowed them down, and the loss of
time meant that the Soviet ground forces penetrated before the defense
could shift and coalesce. Air power used that way, in this very intimate
relationship with what is happening on the ground, has consistently been
important and effective. The problem is that it means you airmen do not
have your own show. It works against the notion of the independent air
force that can essentially do what it wants to do, and live a life inde-
pendent from the ground force. An effective air force is one that is a sup-
port air force. It is not a show on its own. It is not doing its own thing.
It is married so intimately with the ground forces that when we asked the
greatest ground support pilot of all time, the famous Stuka pilot Hans
Ulrich Rudel, what piece of advice he would most like to pass on to his
successors in his business, he said always think of yourself as a soldier, not
a flyer. So not surprisingly, this message is one that most air forces have
done their utmost to ignore.

Now I want to look a little more behind the tactics of maneuver warfare
and specifically the tactics of aviation. We have been trying to revive
some of this in the Marine Corps recently with an effort called “Jäger
Air”, and we have some Marine pilots who are very, very interested in
ground warfare. It is an up-hill battle, because most, and particularly the
Marine aviation school MAWTS, are devoted to independent air power.
But what I want to do is look beyond that to the common culture that
aviators and soldiers must share if maneuver warfare is to work, because
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the whole point of my talk here is that maneuver warfare is not a replace-
ment formula. What maneuver warfare is, is a whole different organiza-
tional culture, and if it is not that, then it is just, as it is currently in
Norwegian defense documents, a nice phrase that nobody knows the
meaning of and that in the end is not going to make a difference. As I
mentioned, the origins of maneuver warfare, in the German Army, lie in
a cultural change that begins in the time of Napoleon. This cultural
change is deepened in World War One, because before the war, only the
officer had this kind of initiative, only the officer got mission type orders.
During the war, that broke down. By 1918 the commander of the “storm
troop” is a corporal. By 1918 mission type orders and the culture of ini-
tiative had to extend down to the most junior soldier, and this was
enshrined in the German post-war regulations.

To understand the culture we need to start, as I did at the beginning,
with the nature of war. Maneuver warfare accepts that war is not an
orderly business. It is fog and friction, uncertainty, rapid change, ambi-
guity, incomplete and often wrong information. There is no such thing
as information dominance, there is no such thing as a crystal ball that
through technology is going to allow you to know what the enemy is
doing. You cannot even find out for the most part what your own side is
doing. That is inherent to the nature of war, that is the automatic result
of what we call “the independent hostile will of the enemy”, a buzzword
phrase that means the other guy keeps doing stuff you never expected.
The object, from a maneuver warfare perspective, is not to overcome this
by imposing order on it, but rather to use it to your own advantage, to
be able to operate better in this environment than your opponent. This
is done, not by staffs creating elaborate plans, but by commanders at
every level from the most junior to the most senior making decisions on
the spot on their own responsibility. We are back again to
“Verantwortungsfreudichkeit”. The key to turning this chaos to your
advantage is to be able to operate, not only better than your opponent,
but constantly faster than your opponent. Maneuver warfare understands
that warfare, not just formal warfare but many types of conflict, is less
about space than time. Tempo itself is a weapon, and often the most
powerful weapon, and ironically our best understanding of this comes
from a fighter pilot and from air combat - the work of Colonel John
Boyd and the concept of the OODA loop.
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John Boyd, as a young officer, as a captain, invented the energy manage-
ment tactics that are now used by every air force in the world. The
Germans had actually discovered them during World War Two, but
never wrote them down. He codified it mathematically and made it the
basis for air force training and doctrine. John also had that characteristic
of the German officer of being a somewhat difficult subordinate. He was
called back as a captain to brief the Chief of Staff of the Air Force on his
work, and John was always rather sensitive about doing something and
not really being able to explain it all. This took some time, and on their
way in to the Chief ’s office he was told that the Chief could only give
him fifteen minutes, and John said: “Then I will not brief him”.

John went on looking at fighter combat, particularly fighter combat in
Korea, to develop what he called the OODA loop. He noticed that by
most conventional measures the MiG-15 was actually superior to the F-
86, yet in fact we got a 10 to 1 kill ratio on the F-86 over the MiG-15.
The question was why. He talked to pilots about this, and he found two
very subtle but key superiorities. First, it was much easier to see out of
the F-86, which had a bubble canopy instead of a faired canopy. Next,
the F-86’s high-powered hydraulic controls allowed it to change from
one maneuver to another much more quickly than the MiG. The F-86
pilot would put the MiG through a series of different maneuvers, and
each time it took longer for the MiG pilot to figure out what was going
on, and to adjust to it. That time differential could be converted into
positional advantage, and the F-86 ended up on the MiG’s tail. John gen-
eralized this, and this is really sort of the core explanation of what is
going on in maneuver warfare, as the OODA-loop. He said that in every
conflict, people go through repeated cycles of observing, orienting,
deciding and acting, and whoever can go through the cycle consistently
fastest gains a tremendous advantage.

Let us say that the cadet in the front row here and I are in a conflict of
some sort. We start by observing: with own eyes and ears, from military
intelligence reports, radar and so forth. On the basis of that observation
we orient, we make a mental snap-shot or picture of our relationship to
each other in this time and place, which may or may not be accurate,
which immediately shows you the importance of deception. On the basis
of that mental snap-shot, we decide to do something, and then we act.
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Now, what happens if the cadet can consistently go through this cycle
faster than I can? By the time I am ready to act he is doing something
different from what I observed, and my actions are irrelevant. We cycle
again. Again I am irrelevant, but now by a larger margin in time. Each
time we cycle I fall further and further behind, and at a certain point it
hits me that nothing that I can do will work, and at that point I tend to
do one out of two things. I tend to panic, or I tend to give up. 
This is exactly what happened to the French in 1940, when French sec-
ond generation warfare and German maneuver warfare meet. Everything
that the French do is right, but it is always too late. The margin by which
it is too late grows steadily through the course of the campaign. At one
point the British liaison officer reported back to his headquarters that he
was with the French 9th Army, which was at a critical position where the
Germans were going to come through. The staff is in tears, the general is
in hysterics, and no one can even answer the phone. At that point, they
had not even suffered their first casualty, but they knew it was over,
because their method could not operate at a tempo fast enough to match
the Germans. If all you know is your method, if it does not work, it is
over. All you have learned is your method, all you have learned is your
multi-step-process, your internal focus, and it can not adjust to a tempo
which is driven faster than your method can accommodate. Now the
question is how do you keep up the tempo? One answer is operational
art. Operational art is the art of deciding when and where to fight, and
when and where not to fight, on the basis of what you are trying to do
strategically. It is the linkage between tactics and strategy, something that
is often missing in air operations. I remember a friend of mine who was
flying over Vietnam. After over 500 missions over the Ho Chi Minh trail,
he said to his navigator that there has got to be somebody back in the
Pentagon who knows how many missions it takes for the enemy finally
to give up!

Air power, and attrition warfare generally, try to win strategically by
accumulating tactical successes, by counting how many things they have
hit. It is the body-count business, and the US headquarters for Kosovo
was lying through its hat, saying how many tanks they had bombed and
so forth. Maneuver warfare perceives it differently. Maneuver warfare
tries to get as directly as possible at the strategic center of gravity of the
enemy, by economizing on engagements. Why? Because even victorious
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engagements slow you down - you have dead, you have wounded, you
get damaged and broken equipment, you are out of fuel, you are out of
bullets and the troops are tired. You have got to slow down, you have got
to pause. So operational art is essentially the art of trying to fight only
when and where it really benefits you strategically. A good example
comes from the 1940 campaign when Guderian got across the Meuse at
Sedan. There were strong French forces moving up from the south, and
he could have stayed there. He could have fought them and probably
beaten them, having destroyed a couple of French divisions. Instead he
used a minimum force to hold his crossing and threw everything towards
the English Channel, because he knew that was what would be decisive
strategically, splitting the Allied forces in Belgium from those remaining
in France. That was far more significant than accumulating some tactical
victories over some French divisions, and that was operational art. An
enemy, if he is good, is often going to make you fight when you do not
want to, but your operational art is trying to minimize fighting because
fighting slows you down.

From an air power standpoint, air power again cannot play a critical role
on its own. Air power has to be linked intimately to what is happening
on the ground. In one of these “Jäger Air” experiments we gave a Light
Armor Vehicle (LAV) company a couple of navy trainers to act as this
kind of aviation with infantrymen in the backseat controlling the air-
craft. As with German two-seater aircraft in World War One, the pilot
was not the captain of the aircraft. The observer was the captain of the
aircraft. They would fly over, they would say there is an enemy over here,
there is an enemy here, you just missed a turn you wanted to make
because with the dust cloud you could not see the road. The ground
company commander said he could move twice as fast with twice the
security that he could before. That is the kind of pay-off that you could
get with aircraft in maneuver warfare, by supporting. The aircraft is not
going off on its own and doing its own thing. 

Obviously reconnaissance, the first job given to aviation in World War
One, and in many ways still the most important, plays a critical role here,
but most air forces consider reconnaissance to be very low on their pri-
orities, because no one makes ace by bringing back photographs. The
role of being able to see over the next hill is absolutely critical for the guy
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on the ground, but it is not a glamorous role from the air forces’ stand-
point. It is not nearly as much fun as blowing things up, or at least think-
ing you have blown something up. So air power has a key role to play,
but it is not a comfortable role institutionally, which is why we tend not
to see it.

Operational art is essential to keeping up tempo, but so is something
else, and that on a tactical level is what we call tactics of surfaces and
gaps. Modern ground tactics are not about closing with the enemy, but
bypassing and collapsing him, just like those German tactics in 1918.
The object is not to find where the enemy is, but where he is not, so that
you can go through him, so that you can go around him, so that you are
all over his rear area. Since the Greeks and phalanx warfare, most forma-
tions have collapsed from the rear: the object is to get behind the other
guy to collapse him from behind. How do you do that? Just as in 1918
you can only do it by radically decentralizing authority and decision-
making. You cannot keep up tempo in a military where information is
collected at the bottom, then passed up the chain of command to some
headquarters, where a bunch of staffers chew on it for a while at meet-
ings and design elaborate computer slides, and then an order from the
general comes working its way back through the chain. Forget about it.
The only way you can keep up the tempo, the only way you can take
advantage of fleeting opportunities that appear unexpectedly, is by radi-
cally decentralizing authority. This is a culture of initiative and not a cul-
ture of obedience. This is a radically decentralized military culture. It is
a break with the hierarchical culture of order, and it cannot work any
other way. 

The immediate answer from the culture of order has been for the past
150 years, “But my God you will lose control”! Well, first control is not
a very good word to think of in terms of war anyway. You do not control
war. A very good new book by a young British author, a young British
civil servant who understands this stuff very well, on the differences
between British and German training and tactics between 1888-1918, is
titled correctly, Command or Control, not “command and control”. The
answer is that this military culture of initiative has a counterpart in dis-
cipline. It is a culture not of imposed discipline like the first military gen-
eration, where the sergeant walks behind the troops with the short spear,
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the symbolic purpose, and sometimes the real purpose, of which is to
stick anybody who is trying to run away. It is a culture of self-discipline.
The German training literature from World War Two says explicitly that
imposed discipline is useful, if at all, only in the earliest stages of training.

There are two glues that enable the self-discipline to work with the initiative
to keep the thing from flying apart. The first we have already touched upon:
mission-type tactics and mission-type orders. The order does not tell you
what to do, it tells you what result to get. It lays that on you as a burden, as
the term “Auftrag” suggests, which literally means “I leave the burden on you
for getting me this result”. The order usually has this writ great and writ
small. Writ small is the mission for your unit, “here is specifically the result I
want from your unit”. Writ large is the commander’s attempt at least two lev-
els up, and intent overrides the mission. If you go out there and say, wait a
minute, if I do as I have been told in this order, in this mission, the situation
is different from what they thought it was, and it is not going to serve the
intent, then you act according to the intent. It overrides the mission. It is
what the Germans call, “the ticket till the end of the line”. The second glue
is what we call the concept of “Schwerpunkt”. This is hard to translate. The
Americans call it “point of main effort” and it becomes a point on the map,
but that is not it. The “Schwerpunkt” is the commander’s bid for a decision.
In maneuver warfare you are always going for a decisive result, not an incre-
mental result, and the commander is therefore thinking through the battle.
The Marines who were first introduced to this suddenly discovered that they
had to think through a battle for the first time in their lives. All right, what
action am I going to take that is going to be decisive? That is the
“Schwerpunkt”, and it is usually expressed as a unit, because you decide that
I am going to do that with this unit, and then you radically concentrate your
combat power to support that unit, taking great risks elsewhere, if necessary.
For example, one of the most useful things to do as “Schwerpunkt” is to have
aircraft right overhead all the time. That means probably nobody else is going
to get any aircraft. Artillery would be very similar. It will generally be con-
centrated at a “Schwerpunkt”. For aviators, it definitely means that you can-
not do what Marines love to do, which is to come to the scene and say “Hey
you guys, we are here for the next ten minutes, use us or lose us”. The air can-
not come when it is convenient from its standpoint in terms of getting back
to the club at 18:00 for a beer. It has got to be there when the guy on the
ground needs it.
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The key point here is a radically different culture. It is a culture that is
outwardly focused, not inwardly focused. It is a culture of initiative, not
a culture of obedience. It is a culture of self discipline, and not a culture
of imposed discipline. Everyone is working cooperatively in this to the
shared result, toward the intent, toward the goal that everybody under-
stands, and they can take all sorts of initiative, playing off one another,
not following the generals as the conductors of the orchestra, but again
like the jazz group jamming, so that you get a very dynamic, fast-mov-
ing, high-tempo organization.

Can air operate this way? Sure it can. Can aviators use mission-type
orders? Of course. I was in an exercise with the Marines a few years ago
where a friend of mine, a Harrier pilot who is very deeply into the
Germans, ran the red air, which was outnumbered three-to-one, and at
the critique, blue admitted honestly that red air had been totally domi-
nant. How did he do it? He used mission type-orders. There was no ATO
and nine-line brief. There was none of that crap. He used the same map
as the ground commander, and he explained that here is the ground sit-
uation, and here is the result we want from you. The aviators loved it.
The squadron commander said, “This was the first time in my life I have
ever done anything but fly wing for somebody, the first time I have ever
been a commander”. It so raised the tempo that though they were heav-
ily outnumbered, red air dominated easily. 

All of these things can work in aviation, but aviation itself only works if
it is in this intimate marriage with what is happening on the ground. The
guy in the cockpit has to look out of the cockpit and see the situation on
the ground, understand what he is seeing, and know what it means. If he
is reduced to a narrow technician who is told to put a bomb on this grid
square, then he cannot possibly operate in this manner. Air will most
surely not be effective because it is commanded by a centralized organi-
zation, by people who cannot possibly make the decisions in a timely
manner as events unfold on the ground. Just as the 19th century debate
was resolved by saying you have to trust the troops, in the 20th century
debate on air power you have to trust the pilot. But you also have to train
the pilot so he can operate this way. He needs to spend time on the
ground, with ground units, doing ground tactics. You have to have air-
craft that can operate in this environment. I only know one at the
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moment in western inventories that can, and that is the A-10. You have
got to have an air force that above all else wants to be part of the ground
battle and the ground campaign. That is the challenge for air forces, and
that is why the most expensive part of the modern militaries, the air
force, is also usually the least effective, and contributes the least to the
outcome of the battle or the campaign.
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Doctrine as the “Danger on the Utmost
Edge of Hazard”

H. P. Willmott
One has always been somewhat sceptical about Manoeuvre Warfare.
One’s hesitations have several different strands not least of which is that
doctrine is nothing more than a common basis for change, not some-
thing to which reality must conform. One could make many such com-
ments, suffice to note just one matter. This essay was written in 1996-
1997, and has been divided into two with only the first part presented
here. The original divided its attention between the process whereby
Manoeuvre Warfare doctrine emerged and an examination of the 1991
campaign in light of this body of thought and modern air power ideas.
When faced with instructions that this article had to represent a choice
between the two one sought to evade instructions, then to merge mate-
rial so that one could not be separated from the other. Serious reflec-
tion, however, pointed to the need for compliance with instructions,
and herein is presented the historical background to Manoeuvre
Warfare doctrine - technology, TRADOC and political and military
deliberations, and presented on the normal basis: for interest and infor-
mation, and as the means of encouraging not stifling thought.

1975 witnessed the end of the Second World War, or at least the Pacific
War that began with the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on 7 December
1941: the fall of Saigon on 30 April 1975 marked the end of the process
that had been set in train by the Japanese occupation of southern Indo-
China in July 1941. The continuing division of the Korean peninsula
and lack of a Soviet-Japanese peace treaty notwithstanding, the end of the
second Indo-China war really marks the point in time when the
upheavals that were part of and flowed from the Second World War can
be said to have worked themselves to a conclusion. Moreover, there was
another link between these two conflicts, the Second World War and the
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second Indo-China War, a link that was material: much of the weaponry
with which the Vietnam War was fought was recognizably of Second
World War vintage.

Between 1945 and 1975 there was much in the way of research and
development of weapons and communications systems, and in this peri-
od many new systems entered various national inventories, but for the
most part these various developments represented qualitative improve-
ments over existing weaponry. The North Vietnamese T-54/55 tanks that
completed the conquest of the south in April 1975 clearly derived from
the Second World War. The majority of American carriers that served in
the Gulf of Tonkin may have been modernized in the Fifties and Sixties
and thereafter represented massive qualitative improvement over their
previous form whether off the Marianas, Philippines, Okinawa or the
Japanese home islands, but they remained ships that first entered service
during the Second World War. The same was true, mutatis mutandis, for
the Fletcher, Sumner and Gearing classes of destroyers, most of which
were retired from American service in the course of the Seventies. Only
in terms of aircraft and missiles were there development of the kind that
represented quantum change in the conduct of war, witness such systems
as the P.1127 VTOL Harrier, which was designed between 1957 and
1959, and the AIM-54/AAM-N-11 Phoenix air-to-air missile which
began life in 1960 and which, in prototype form in 1965 as the XAIM-
47, destroyed a target aircraft at a launch range of 127 miles. Such sys-
tems did represent something that was new, but the elements of novelty
that were apparent in southeast Asia primarily concerned jet aircraft and
the helicopter, the Vietnam War being the first in which both were used
on an extensive scale. The Korean War had seen the employment of both,
and the importance of such aircraft as the F-86 Sabre in that war cannot
be gainsaid, but the intervening decade between this conflict and the
Vietnam War had seen developments that had transformed both the jet
aircraft and the helicopter in terms of performance. When the U.S.
Navy’s F-4B Phantom fighter was tested in 1961 - it flew for the first
time in May 1958 - it was found to be superior to all existing fighters in
American service by very wide margins in virtually every aspects of per-
formance, while improvements of engines, couplings, rotors and stream-
lining by the second half of the Fifties had produced the power, lift,
speed and mechanical reliability that enabled the helicopter to perform a
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number of different tactical roles over the battlefield. The increased
importance of aircraft and helicopters in the conduct of war was made
evident in the course of the Vietnam War: in a way that was unique at
the time, the Vietnam War was synonymous with the B-52
Stratofortress, the Phantom and F-105 Thunderchief, and the AH-1G
Huey Cobra and CH-47 Chinook.

TRADOC was formed under the command of General William E.
Depuy in 1973, the year that saw the completion of the withdrawal of
American combat formations from southeast Asia and the October war in
the Middle East, and in the evaluation of these conflicts it was perhaps
inevitable that TRADOC’s studies should have concerned themselves
with three aspects of operations. First, as early as 1966 in South Vietnam
the 1st Cavalry Division, complete with its equipment and supplies, was
able to undertake sustained operations over several provinces over a four-
month period, while in 1968 the same formation, in the course of
Operation Liberty Canyon and at one day’s notice, was redeployed over a
distance of 570 miles in the course of two weeks. It was able to assign its
leading brigades to other divisions before being reformed with the arrival
of divisional headquarters and being committed immediately to opera-
tions. Such mobility was obviously unprecedented, and it is small wonder
that in the aftermath of the Vietnam War American military attention
should have turned to the use and implications of air mobility to “square
the circle” within the European theatre of operations. Moreover, the
Vietnam War also brought home to the American military the practicali-
ty of the concentration of firepower by air. The combination of command
helicopters, fighter-bomber and AH-1G Huey Cobra strikes, scout heli-
copters for the marking of B-52 missions and the use of such aircraft as
the and AC-130H and KC-130 Hercules and the Chinook in the support
role enabled the Americans to concentrate overwhelming firepower in the
course of their operations. There was, inevitably, a disastrous reverse side
to this ability: the use of massed firepower devastated the countryside and
very probably cost the Americans as much in terms of potential support
among an uprooted peasantry forced to flee to urban crime-racked slums
as it ever gained tactically. But in terms of the conventional battle, the
potential importance of concentrated and properly co-ordinated airborne
firepower was evident, especially when tied to the development of such
weapons as TOW missiles for the anti-tank role. Thus at the very time
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when the Soviets were seeking to enhance an existing conventional capa-
bility by improvement of the firepower, mobility and supply of massed
armoured formations, the Vietnam War opened American eyes to anoth-
er combination of fire and movement in the form of air mobility.
The long-term implications of air mobility were to point American mil-
itary attention in three different directions. First, and most obviously, the
concept of air mobility pointed to the need for new forms of tactical
organization, specifically for smaller but more agile and more powerful-
ly equipped units and formations than presently arranged. Second, air
mobility undoubtedly proved valuable in southeast Asia in conditions of
American air supremacy, but the concept of air mobility in the NATO
theatre of operations necessarily involved having to fight and win the bat-
tle for air supremacy against an enemy with formidable offensive and
defensive capabilities in the air. Third, the concept of concentrating fire-
power by deployment of air assets necessarily demanded formidable
intelligence and command and control capabilities. But if these were
problems that the American military had to address at the time when
TRADOC began to consider how the future battle would be fought and
relate that battle to matters of organization and doctrine, outside devel-
opments, and especially the apparent lessons of the October 1973 war,
served to push TRADOC down the “more-of-the-same” path. The con-
centration of attention on material factors as critical to the increase of
fighting effectiveness served to deflect American military attention from
the basic questions of organization and doctrine that had to be addressed.
In part this was because at this very time there were development and
procurement programmes in hand that made the idea of fighting and
winning an attritional battle against massed armoured formations on the
basis of overwhelming qualitative advantage rather than superiority of
numbers a realistic possibility.

The programmes in hand on 7 November 1973 in the United States
embraced an awesome array of weaponry at every level of operations,
including deterrence, and involved all three services: the Navy, on
account of the block obsolescence of so many of its ships and the emer-
gence of a genuine blue-water enemy for the first time since 1945, was
perhaps the service most affected. At the strategic level MIRV had been
unveiled in December 1967 and was tested in August 1968, and provid-
ed the Nixon administration with a belief in a continuing and insur-
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mountable American technical superiority that enabled it to conclude the
ABM Treaty. The B-1 Lance bomber, though beset by doubts about costs
that were likely to prove prohibitive, was less than a year from its maiden
flight, while in May 1973 much improved engines redeemed the fortunes
of the much-troubled F-111 all-weather attack bomber and allowed the
new F-111-F to replace the older B-52 bombers in service with the
Strategic Air Command. In late 1971 the Trident submarine, and the pro-
gramme that ultimately resulted in the D-5 missile, had been adopted by
the Nixon administration. On the ground, 1973 saw the ordering of the
prototypes that were to result in the M1A1 Abrams tank and M2 Bradley
armoured personnel carrier and the testing of the missile of what was to
yield the MIM-104 Patriot HIMAD system. In the air, and in addition
to the E-3A AWACS programme which represented the world’s most
costly military aircraft at that time, a new generation of fighters, strike air-
craft and helicopters was in the process of coming on line, while the expe-
rience of the bombing campaigns against North Vietnam in 1972 -
Linebacker I and II - and the October 1973 War pushed the United States
into the search for stealth technology in the form of reduced Radar Cross
Sections of aircraft. The missile programmes in hand in the United States
by the end of 1973 were all but bewildering in their diversity and impli-
cations though the most contentious, the cruise missile programme, had
only begun life in 1972 as a derivative of the programme that was to
result in the SLAM anti-ship AGM-84E Harpoon, which was tested in
this year and entered service in 1977. At this time there was no appreci-
ation of the problems that this programme, specifically its land- and sea-
based versions, were to entail for SALT II and the European members of
NATO: the AGM-109 Tomahawk II MRASM was tested in 1974. In
terms of air-to-air missiles, the Phoenix had entered service in 1970 and
complemented the ageing but constantly-being-updated AIM-7 Sparrow
and AIM-9 Sidewinder, the latter having been first used in combat in
October 1958 by Chinese nationalist F-86 Sabres: air-to-surface weapon-
ry was smartly represented by the laser-guided Paveway and the AGM-62
Walleye electro-optical bomb, both of which had entered service in 1965-
1966 with mixed results but which between 1971 and 1974 were updat-
ed and subjected to massive improvement and increases in size. The
AGM-88 HARM, the successor to the AGM-45 Shrike and AGM-75
Standard, and the Hellfire anti-tank missile were under development in
1973. The A-10 Thunderbolt, designed for the close support role, had
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undergone trials in autumn 1972 and was scheduled for delivery in 1974:
after the abandonment of the AH-56 Cheyenne gunship programme in
1972, the specifications for new Advanced Attack and Utility Tactical
Transport helicopters had been issued and competition narrowed to two
designs in each category by mid-1973.

The sum of these various programmes, when allied to parallel develop-
ments in communications, ECM and surveillance equipment, potential-
ly represented major change in the conduct of battle. The most conspic-
uous changes were those affecting the role and importance of aircraft,
specifically the fighters: the F-14 Tomcat first flew in December 1970
and the F-15 Eagle in July 1972, while the F-16 Fighting Falcon was to
make its maiden flight in January 1974. The significance of the F-15
Eagle and F-16 Falcon lay in the fact that, given the development of the
F-100 engine, they were the first aircraft to possess thrust-to-weight
ratios of more than one, and both incorporated fly-by-wire and electro-
optical “heads-up display” technology. They were to the Phantom what
that aircraft had been to all other aircraft when it had entered service.
The new aircraft could out-manoeuvre any other fighter in service with
ease, while HUD allowed a pilot to engage an enemy without switching
attention between the sky and instrument panel: fly-by-wire technology
allowed aircraft to be deliberately designed or loaded to be unstable but
handle correctly and conferred a tolerance to damage denied aircraft with
conventional hydraulic control systems. Subsequent advances in the
micro-miniaturization of computer and software produced aircraft
increasingly capable of flying themselves: when the F-15A entered ser-
vice in November 1974 it was equipped with 60,000 avionic software
codes but its successor, the F-15E, by 1990 carried forty times as many.
The extent of the qualitative advantage thus conferred on this new gen-
eration of American fighters can be gauged by the claim that the Tomcat,
equipped with multiple target track-while-scan and look-down/shoot-
down capability, could track a maximum of 22 targets and engage six
simultaneously. The U.S. Navy’s calculation was that the new aircraft
would be able to deal with minimum odds of 4:1 in combat with Soviet
land-based fighters, and the corollary needed little in the way of elabora-
tion: with the new fighters coming into service in the foreseeable future,
the Americans possessed a confidence in their ability to fight and win the
battle for air supremacy in the NATO theatre of operations.
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Whether this confidence was justified, given the sheer size of the air
forces of the Warsaw Pact and the physical spread of the latter’s bases,
can be doubted, but what cannot be doubted are two points. In 1973
the Americans were a few years from the deployment of the new aircraft
that would provide NATO with a potentially overwhelming advantage
over forces of the Warsaw Pact, and in the period between 1973 and
1976 the long-term implications of developments in aircraft and
weaponry did not impinge overmuch on the deliberations of TRADOC,
an organization overwhelmingly concerned at that stage with far more
immediate issues.

At the time when it was formed TRADOC was part not of an army that
had been defeated but something that was worse: a defeated army that
had never been beaten in the field. The end of the Vietnam episode
found the U.S. Army exhibiting all the symptoms of defeat: its relation-
ship with government was characterized by mutual incomprehension and
its relationship with society was almost one of mutual antipathy. It con-
tained within its ranks warrant and non-commissioned officers who had
refused to lead patrols in Vietnam, and junior officers who had proved
either unable or unwilling to impose their authority on subordinates, to
lead and to serve. It was an Army demoralized by its own failure, by the
nature of the war it had waged in southeast Asia, by the indifference of
American society to its ordeal. As noted elsewhere, the fact that in 1994
the number of suicides amongst American veterans of the Vietnam War
exceeded the number of American deaths in that conflict suggests that
the legacy of this conflict was both longer lasting and deeper in effect
than is sometimes considered.

In such a situation it was small wonder that TRADOC and the U.S.
Army’s first concern was training rather than doctrine: after Vietnam the
U.S. Army had to go back to basic soldiering simply to be able to go into
the field at all. At the same time the U.S. Army was involved in weeding
out the junior and warrant/non-commissioned officer ranks, and in one
basic re-organization of its structure that reflected the end of the draft.
Prior to its involvement in the Vietnam War the U.S. Army had been
organized on the “hollow-divisions” principle, formations that existed
only in skeletal form but which were fleshed out by conscripts. With the
end of the draft the U.S. Army, as a fully professional force, was obliged
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to constitute its field force differently, but after 1978, instead of organiz-
ing complete regular divisions, it adopted a system whereby part of every
division existed in cadre form for reserve and National Guard units and
the majority of the non-combat arms, and specifically combat support
and combat service support, specifically drawn from reserve forces. In
this way the American military establishment ensured that for practical
purposes it could not be committed to any major endeavour without
calling up reserves and thus could only be committed to operations with
full congressional support: for the American military establishment the
failure of the Johnson administration to have secured such support was
the real lesson to be drawn from the Vietnam War.

But if the U.S. Army and TRADOC in the aftermath of Vietnam were
primarily concerned with basics of organization and training, the ques-
tion of how to fight presented itself in with immediate urgency. Their
reaction, or more accurately TRADOC’s reaction, was to form the story
of AirLand Battle, but this is a story that is beset by two basic problems
of narration and interpretation. In tracing the evolution of American
doctrine between 1973 and 1986 there is the manifest problem of decid-
ing whether the 1982 field manual was a half-way house on the journey
to the 1986 edition or the 1986 field manual merely a postscript to the
1982 version. At the same time the basis of this evolution is difficult to
discern. There is an interpretation of this process that is frankly deter-
minist - a militarized marxism - and which recounts the shift to opera-
tional concepts of war primarily in terms of the Vietnam experience and
the nature of the weapons systems which were becoming available in the
course of the Seventies. Conversely, there is an interpretation that pro-
vides an account of this same process in personal terms, citing the
Manoeuvre Warfare School and such people as Edward Luttwark but,
more specifically, in seeing certain individuals such as John Boyd, Steven
Canby, William Lind, Norman Polmar and Pierre Sprey, who together
were the leading members of the reform caucus, as the critical factor in
change. Quite clearly the shift in American doctrinal thinking was an
intellectual process and therefore the emergence of AirLand Battle can-
not be explained solely or primarily in material terms. AirLand Battle,
because it embraced an operational concept of warfare never previously
acknowledged in American military doctrine, cannot be explained sim-
ply by reference to the Vietnam experience and a recognition of the
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worth of weapons system then becoming available. But if these two ele-
ments - the intellectual and the material - complemented one another,
and there is little doubt that these were the most important single factors
in the development of this concept and that they were inter-dependent,
then one is faced with the difficulty of incorporating other factors into
an account of these proceedings. For example, the debut of AirLand
Battle in the form of FM 100-5 1982 cannot be separated from inter-
service and bureaucratic struggles within the American defence estab-
lishment for the simple reason that the paper raised crucial questions of
funding and the definition of the relationship between Army and Air
Force.

Such matters were two presidents hence when, in 1976, TRADOC pro-
duced its first FM 100-5 and the concept of Active Defence. In essence,
this concept sought to interpret the NATO strategy of flexible response
by ensuring battlefield success by the conduct of the defensive battle in
depth through the employment of the combination of massed firepower
and mobile formations. As such, Active Defence conformed to main-
stream American military thought because, in effect, it sought to deal
with the requirements of battle at the tactical level by the use of fire-
power. In so doing, Active Defence invited active opposition, and for
good reason: if it sought to overcome strategic inferiority by inflicting a
series of tactical defeats upon an enemy it ran the very real danger of
ensuring that the defence would win every battle except the last one. The
concept of Active Defence was attritional, and the danger inherent in
seeking to fight attritional battles against a superior enemy was that the
defence would exhaust itself as a result of its victories, not unlike the
Army of Northern Virginia in the 1864-1865 campaign. This was a dan-
ger that Active Defence did not address, yet this was the very real
prospect that NATO faced in the European theatre of operation. This
was precisely the point that the critics of Active Defence, the Manoeuvre
Warfare School, recognized and which formed perhaps the most impor-
tant single premise of the assault on the ideas underlying FM 100-5 1976
over the next two years.

The course of events as TRADOC moved from FM 100-5 1976 to FM
100-5 1982 proved as tortuous as some of the arguments of Active
Defence’s detractors, but in a sense the basic argument of the latter never
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changed, and it was the point to which their opponents always had to
return not least because another set of factors increasingly impinged
upon American calculations. The second half of the Seventies saw the
Soviet Union attain superpower capability, and if the most obvious proof
of such attainment was possession of a genuine blue-water navy and new
friends on the Horn of Africa and in Angola, the immediate NATO and
TRADOC difficulty was presented by two aspects of Warsaw Pact devel-
opment. First, from the time that the Americans and later European
NATO adopted flexible response the Soviet military faced a situation
that was even-handed in its implications. The build-up of Soviet nuclear
forces in the Sixties pointed to a time when the Warsaw Pact would be
able to meet NATO on a basis of strategic equality and hence would be
able to neutralize the threat of nuclear strikes that had previously under-
scored NATO doctrine. As such, developments presented the Soviet mil-
itary with opportunity, but at the same time Flexible Response, because
of its emphasis upon conventional forces, presented the possibility that
the one clear advantage that the Warsaw Pact had enjoyed over NATO
would be eroded. Thus the Soviet military in the latter part of the Sixties
was forced to consider something that previously had never commanded
much attention because the capability had hitherto been assumed, name-
ly how to overrun western Europe in the course of a conventional cam-
paign. From 1964 onwards, therefore, this consideration produced three
related developments as the Soviet military turned its attention to the
future battle: the massive strengthening of the firepower and logistical
capability of existing divisions, the raising of more airborne divisions,
and the development of the Operational Manoeuvre Group concept. In
essence, what the Soviet military sought to do in order to maintain its
conventional capability was to implement qualitative improvements that
would ensure the continued viability of the “Deep Battle” concept by
increased firepower, improvement of logistical arrangements that would
ensure a greater tempo of operations, and the ability to strike in strength
and in depth across the NATO area. In so doing the Soviets were able to
reach for the air-mechanization concept that had proved so elusive in
1944-1945, and in addition the Operational Mobile Group emerged by
the Eighties in the form of complete armies.

The second development was the direct byproduct of this strengthening
of the lead formations. The subsequent strengthening of the formations
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in the western military districts of the homeland inevitably raised Soviet
conventional capability still further, and by the latter half of the
Seventies, at the time when the Active Defence battle was joined, this
had created an additional problem for NATO. In its previous calcula-
tions and planning NATO had assumed that its formations would be
able to break an offensive by Group of Soviet Forces Germany: its basic
problem was that NATO formations would be very severely mauled in
the process. The realization that the formations in the Soviet second
strategic echelon, with their improved capabilities, would be able to
move to the battlefield and maintain the offensive against gravely weak-
ened NATO forces was to recognize that defeat in the conventional bat-
tle would be inevitable. But herein the arguments within the American
military produced an attempt to square the circle that elicited only
amazement on the part of the United States’ allies. Recognition that in
effect the real threat to NATO’s integrity was presented by the forma-
tions moving from the western military districts gave rise to the
American determination to seal off the battle area from these forces and
thus prevent their intervention by the offensive use of air power. Faced
with distinct difficulties in dealing with the first-echelon forces and a
major Soviet air capability, the European NATO military were less than
impressed by the prospect of using air power to deal with the second-
echelon formations. To the European military there was little if any point
in preventing the second-echelon formations getting to the battlefield if
there was no guarantee of being able to destroy the first, and lurking
behind this self-evident concern was a certain scepticism about American
claims given the state of the U.S. Army in the immediate aftermath of
the Vietnam War.

This, however, was but one of three major sources of tension within the
Active Defence argument that affected the American military, both inter-
nally and in its dealings with its allies. The second was to emerge over
time, as TRADOC moved from Active Defence to embrace AirLand
Battle, and it did so because of the very nature of the answer that the
AirLand Battle concept gave to the problem of fighting a defensive bat-
tle on the basis of tactical inferiority. That answer was the dispersal of
force, an idea that contradicted every known military wisdom. The third
source of tension was a well-nigh incomprehensible misuse of language
on the part of Active Defence’s detractors, which was a source of consid-
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erable confusion as the military on both sides of the North Atlantic
sought to try to understand the intricacies and subtleties of the AirLand
Battle argument, bedevilled as it was by the Manoeuvre Warfare school’s
highly selective use and misuse of terms and historical argument.

This latter problem was very real. Those that were to mount the assault
on Active Defence were to adopt the title “Manoeuvre Warfare” for their
alternative, and in so doing made clear their distance from concepts of
warfare that were based upon attrition. But in several ways this choice of
title was unfortunate and indeed erroneous, not least because attrition
and manoeuvre are not opposites. The reverse side of the coin marked
attritional battle is the battle of annihilation, and that of manoeuvre is
positional or, to adopt the German word, bodenstaendig. Given the fact
that no war has ever been fought without manoeuvre, the use of the term
Manoeuvre Warfare was something of a disservice to the cause of gener-
al understanding, and the term itself became ever more meaningless with
the subsequent attempts by Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff drawn
from the Army to impose Manoeuvre Warfare or the “Manoeuvrist
Approach to Warfare” - a corporate credo sanctified as an all-encompass-
ing truth - on the Navy and Air Force. By the Nineties the pointlessness
of such doctrinaire notions became ever more obvious, not least for a
Navy no longer faced by a blue-water enemy and in effect denied a
brown-water role other than in direct support of formations and opera-
tions ashore. What the opponents of Active Defence really meant with
their alternative was a means of restoring decisiveness to warfare and to
do so by the concentration of firepower against what it termed enemy
“centres of gravity,” though “critical vulnerabilities” might have been a
better term. But whatever the title and the basic tenets of its credo, the
AirLand Battle concept was doubly ill-advised in the adoption of the
term “Manoeuvre Warfare” because it implied stress upon movement
whereas its main argument in effect was to seek decision by the combi-
nation of firepower and mobility. As it was the emphasis upon manoeu-
vre in its own title lent itself to such observations as firepower can rarely
substitute satisfactorily for manoeuvre. Manoeuvre used to secure a posi-
tion of advantage has an enduring effect, which compels the enemy to
respond by acting on our terms. The effect of firepower is, however, not
sustainable indefinitely and may not provoke a reaction that can be
exploited, which would seem to be wholly beside the point, if not worse:
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firepower might not win battles and campaigns, but manoeuvre never
has and never will. The weakness of this assertion is that it fails to recog-
nize the critical inter-dependence of firepower and movement by depict-
ing the two parts as conflicting rather than being complementary.

The very term “Manoeuvre Warfare” created problems of understanding,
partly because whereas the customary use of the word “manoeuvre”
implies the movement of formations in order to concentrate whether in
defence or attack, under the new definitions it primarily concerned the
concentration of firepower, which was slightly but significantly different.
The real problems of comprehension concerned themselves with the idea
of the dispersal of force in the face of a superior enemy, but the oppo-
nents of Active Defence were to be vindicated in argument because the
idea of tactical dispersal was but part of a concept of operational con-
centration and one directed against will and cohesion as much as physi-
cal strength.

Perhaps somewhat strangely, the basis of these ideas lay in contemporary
Soviet doctrine, a state of affairs that passed unacknowledged in FM 100-
5 1982: the only reference to Soviet operations in that document con-
cerned the battle of Kursk-Orel and dwelt with the failure of the German
offensive. But NATO’s adoption of flexible response forced upon alliance
members the study of Soviet doctrine and organization, and it was in the
early Seventies, and primarily as a result of research undertaken in ser-
vice schools in the United States and Britain, that the writings of such
people as Svechin, Triandafillov and Tukhachevskii and such concepts as
Deep Battle and the operational level of war slowly began to percolate
western military consciousness. The fact that such concepts as Deep
Battle and the operational level of war had no American pedigree, and
indeed had no meaning in the American military vocabulary, pointed to
the extent to which much of the idea of “manoeuvre warfare” was lifted
in no small part from Soviet military literature and experience, and
sometimes obliged to take second place in matters of translation: the
American term “meeting engagement” was taken directly from the Soviet
concept of the “encounter battle.”

The awareness of how the Soviet army would attempt to conduct an
offensive into western Europe was critical because within the idea of
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fighting in depth across the battlefield and with formations en echelon
there was weaknesses, as there must be in any military plan or concept of
operations. The Soviet concept of Deep Battle at this time was a
Schlieffen Plan, a Soviet military equivalent of a de Dondi creation, a
majestic clockwork of wheels-within-wheels that represented the
medieval European view of the universe - ingenious, beautifully crafted,
lovingly created and hopelessly wrong. If the Schlieffen Plan in 1914
failed because it imposed such unrealistic demands upon its soldiers,
lacked adequate logistical investment and its inadequacies of command
and control facilities, its synchronization of its parts was duplicated in a
Soviet concept of operations that risked breakdown and failure, not
unlike the failure on the Marne in September 1914, because of the
checking of one of its inter-dependent parts. The Manoeuvre Warfare
school’s relevance lay in its appreciation that an ability to check the
enemy at one point of the latter’s effort across the depth of his offensive
either by the destruction of forces or the denial of prescribed axes of
advance provided a basis of operational, not tactical, victory.

Manoeuvre Warfare as a concept encompassed a number of ideas but the
notion of the defeat of an offensive by the checking of capability and
intention formed its central part. Other ideas, and the various techno-
logical changes then in the process of working their way into military
inventories, both reinforced this basic tenet and provided the means of
realization. Inevitably, given the fact that repudiation of attrition as the
means of ensuring victory was central to the Manoeuvre School thesis,
the notion of checking the capability and intention of an enemy was syn-
onymous with paralysis and the destruction of the enemy will to fight.
Central to this was the notion, embodied in Boyd’s OODA Loop con-
cept, of beating the enemy in terms of speed of decision and thereby
imposing one’s own will on the battle and ensuring the concentration of
firepower at different points across the depth of the enemy deployment,
the enemy being forced to react defensively and without the time to be
effective. Herein the emphasis of this new American thinking was pri-
marily concerned with the deep strike, thereby avoiding the potentially
costly close-quarter battle, by aircraft and by highly mobile formations,
though the reality that close contact could not be entirely avoided was
acknowledged. By the use of concentrated firepower and such forma-
tions, the Manoeuvre School sought to engage and defeat the enemy
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operationally and, in a cause-and-effect context, secure or ensure reten-
tion of the initiative and to disrupt the enemy’s plans and cohesion and
to ensure the disruption of the coherence of his forces and his operations
in depth. In this manner the Manoeuvre Warfare school sought to
embrace concepts that would enable the very strengths of a Soviet doc-
trine based upon manoeuvre, momentum, depth and successive opera-
tions by formations staggered en echelon to be turned against themselves.
The Manoeuvre School’s concept of disruption as the key to victory was
both a reflection of and counter-point to the Soviet concept of opera-
tional shock as the basis of operational success.

As noted elsewhere, the adjective “revolutionary” is much over-used with
reference to military change, and if one considers the various parts of the
Manoeuvre Warfare concept one cannot but note that none were new:
Lind, perhaps the most celebrated member of this school, wrote in 1985
that Manoeuvre Warfare was not new. Yet it is very difficult to resist the
notion that, irrespective of acknowledgements to traditional military
concepts, the concept of Manoeuvre Warfare most certainly was new,
indeed revolutionary. The Manoeuvre Warfare school in the United
States was not alone in developing its ideas - Marshal Ogarkov in the
Soviet Union was arguing along very similar lines and to much more rad-
ical conclusions at this very same time - but the sum of its ideas, when
finally assembled in FM 100-5 1986, most definitely represented a radi-
cal departure from received military wisdom, not least in its abandon-
ment of the linear concept of battle and the adoption of the principle of
concentration of firepower across the depth of the enemy deployment.
This was something different and broke with the practice of two world
wars, and perhaps the only parallel to be found in history is the Battle of
the Atlantic in the summer and autumn of 1943: simultaneous and suc-
cessive defeats in battles around convoys along the shipping routes across
the whole of the eastern and central North Atlantic, plus the losses
inflicted on the U-boats moving to the battle zone across the Bay of
Biscay, destroyed the force of successive German efforts in the campaign
against Allied shipping. But this parallel is not exact, dealing as it does
only with those convoys that were attacked and not with the majority of
convoys that crossed the North Atlantic unmolested even at the height of
the campaign, but the historical comparison is relevant for one obvious
reason. The victories that were won by Allied naval forces in this cam-
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paign were in no small measure the result of the inter-play of factors the
absence of which, in this period between 1976 and 1981 when Active
Defence and Manoeuvre Warfare did battle, were enough to ensure that
Manoeuvre Warfare could not have worked at this stage of proceedings.

Allied success in the Battle of the Atlantic in 1943 was the result of the
coming together of five sets of circumstance: settled organization and
qualitative and quantitative superiority of Allied warships relative to the
U-boat, superiority of personnel, effective co-ordination of naval and air
forces, effective command and control, and Intelligence advantage.
These had been four years in the making with many defeats and failures
marking the path, and the final result represented attritional victory, as
befits the nature of naval warfare. But those very conditions that had
made for the Allied victories of 1943, and which enabled the Allies to
confirm these victories in 1944 and 1945 by inflicting a rate of loss that
was even greater than registered in 1943, were not available to the
Manoeuvre Warfare school in the period between 1976 and 1982. For
example, the Allied victory in the Battle of the Atlantic in summer and
autumn 1943 was in no small part the result of Allied success with
ULTRA, the security of their own communications, and the effectiveness
of Admiralty organization in tracking, diversion of convoys and forma-
tions, and liaison with air forces. These were the critical factors at work
in this mid-war period because they brought the other elements to full
effectiveness. To fight AirLand Battle in the period under examination
would have demanded communications on a scale that simply was not
available, and the Intelligence base that would have been required, specif-
ically to be able to fight the deep battle, did not exist. The qualitative
advantage of escorts, individually and at formation level, that con-
tributed massively to the Allied victory in 1943, had no parallel in this
period, and certainly the situation in 1943 of growing disparity of capa-
bility in terms of experience and training between warships that survived
and U-boats that were lost had no equivalent if only for the very obvious
reason that NATO could have no such advantages if it never had a doc-
trine, and was fully trained in that doctrine, in the first place. But the real
point, however, was that with the exception of the latter all the materiel
requirements that were needed to duplicate the 1943 situation were in
the process of realization in the period after 1976.
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Arguably the most important of these elements needed to provide
Manoeuvre Warfare with credibility concerned command and
Intelligence: the ability to read the battle over time and distance, and to
be able to respond to developments more rapidly than the enemy, were
in many ways the crucial considerations that would spell the difference
between victory and defeat. Under the definitions supplied in the 1982
manual, the depth of battle for a corps - its area of interest - involved sur-
veillance sufficient to provide 96 hours’ notice of the approach of enemy
formations, and in theatre terms the NATO area of interest extended to
a depth of some 600 miles. This was one area where the Manoeuvre
Warfare alternative was weak. The proposed use of TR-1 (updated U-2
spyplanes) in the Precision Location Strike System for strategic recon-
naissance and targeting was someway in the future and in any event
encountered major funding problems, while the means of detailed tacti-
cal surveillance - the JSTARS programme - was only initiated in May
1982, the first E-8A flight taking place in December 1988. In 1991 the
E-8A was able to read the battle to a depth of 155 miles, but even at that
stage, more than eight years after the publication of FM 100-5 1982, the
E-8A was some six years off entering service: in 1991 it was committed
to the Middle East before it had been properly tested and evaluated and
rendered fully operational. In one sense the situation was not quite so
dire as might appear, not even in the period 1976-1982, because of the
availability of other forms of surveillance then coming to hand, but in
reality American confidence to be able to read the battlefield was mis-
placed. The basis of American belief was the constraints that were
believed to place themselves upon Soviet deployment. Given the dis-
tances involved and such considerations as the life-expectancy of engines
and tracks of armoured vehicles, the Intelligence calculation was that the
movement of formations from the western military districts of the Soviet
Union to the central European battlefield could only take place by rail,
and between the Carpathians and the Baltic in effect restricted strategic
movement to just three major, double-track, lines. The monitoring of
three lines was within American capability in the second part of the
Seventies, and the ability to strike these lines had been demonstrated
between 6 April and 30 June 1972 in the course of Linebacker I when
Phantoms using smart bombs destroyed no fewer than 106 bridges in
North Vietnam, including the Paul Doumer bridge on 10/11 May and
the Thanh Hoa bridge on the 13th. But the fact of the matter was that
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Soviet armour was designed and built to move on roads or across coun-
try over hundreds of miles, not to use a rail system that was vulnerable,
dependent upon available rolling stock, and not necessarily quicker in
the deployment of forces than the road system. Between the Carpathians
and the Baltic were three major road systems and six minor rail lines
(capable of handling half a motor rifle division per day) across which
Soviet forces in the western military districts could have moved without
any significant loss of combat effectiveness. In light of the diversity of
routes and in terms of real-time intelligence and command and control
arrangements, at this time NATO’s ability to effectively seal off the bat-
tle zone from Soviet reinforcements from the western military districts
was highly problematical.

Even more seriously, the mobility and firepower that were needed to fight
and win the battle at the tactical and operational levels were not available
in the period between 1976 and 1982. The production order for the
UH-60 Black Hawk helicopter was issued in 1977 and deliveries began
in 1980, but the production order for the AH-64 Apache was not issued
until 1982 and deliveries did not begin until January 1984. With the
example of the October 1973 War to serve as evidence of the importance
of PGM, the concept of Manoeuvre Warfare in large measure rested
upon small, highly mobile units able to disperse firepower effectively in
direct contradiction to the historical trend of concentration. The sine qua
non of Manoeuvre Warfare was air mobile units and specifically the
attack helicopter, the Cheyenne or Apache but not the Cobra, but these
systems and the capability made possible by network systems were not in
place in this period of AirLand Battle’s gestation. Equally, at this stage of
proceedings the Manoeuvre Warfare school’s argument in respect to
devolved command and initiative was tacit acknowledgement of their
absence, and indeed the 1982 manual’s claims about the U.S. Army’s his-
tory and capabilities were little more than feeble homilies with little or
no historical justification.

Perhaps inevitably, argument involves “sound bytes as instant wisdom,”
and the Manoeuvre Warfare thesis had four which, enshrined in FM
100-5 1982, are synonymous with the very name AirLand Battle: initia-
tive, depth, agility and synchronization. In reality any argument, event,
even History itself, is like a piece of rope in the sense that all consists of
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strands, each of which is essential to the integrity of the whole, but argu-
ment, events and History are unlike a piece of rope in that their strands
are not equal and woven into a regular, repeating pattern. At different
points along the length of an argument or History one strand will be
uppermost, and any examination of the Manoeuvre Warfare thesis
reveals the futility of trying to identify the primary argument or strand
at any particular point in time. But the idea of devolved command -
“mission-command” or “mission-orientated command” or, to borrow its
German original, auftragstaktik - was one of the key elements of
Manoeuvre Warfare, and the latter implied a level of understanding,
competence and initiative that the 1982 field manual, by its repeated
assertion of their importance, unconsciously acknowledged did not exist,
and nor could they. An army that throughout its existence had been sub-
jected to the “orders-command” system - befehlstaktik - could not assume
the levels of competence, notably with respect to anticipation of superi-
or intent on the part of subordinate commanders, that Manoeuvre
Warfare demanded given its need to guard against a collapse of command
and control systems under the attack of an enemy’s electronic counter-
measures.

If the U.S. Army was to secure the levels of initiative and competence
that Manoeuvre Warfare demanded many years needed to pass in order
to allow the U.S. Army was to equip itself with an understanding of the
concept of the operational level of war. Richard E. Simpkin’s difficult, if
not unreadable, Race to the Swift. Thoughts on Twenty-First Century
Warfare, published in 1985 complete with its somewhat esoteric five cri-
teria, and Deep Battle, The Brainchild of Marshal Tukhachevskii, pub-
lished in 1987, provided the basis of understanding of the concept of the
operation level of war, but arguably the real basis of an historical under-
standing of the concept did not exist before 1991 and the publication of
David Glantz’s authoritative Soviet Military Operational Art: In Pursuit of
Deep Battle. By the same token many years needed to pass to allow a new
generation of junior officers, nurtured on the concept, to enter the ser-
vice: the wooden performance of Army units during the course of the
Grenada venture in October 1983 against an “enemy” that offered resist-
ance that ranged between the negligible and the non-existent was clear
evidence of what remained to be done on this particular score some four-
teen months after the publication of FM 100-5 1982. But if the
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American military needed time to take up the challenge presented by the
concept of mission-command, another set of events was unfolding that
was to both reinforce and make possible the system of devolved com-
mand. Other than its increasing capacity to irritate, the telephone bare-
ly changed in the hundred years after its invention in 1876: likewise, the
computer changed relatively little between the turn of the century and
1970 though it had moved from mechanical to electro-mechanical sys-
tems. But by the Seventies, and in part under the impact of a Space Race
which had resulted in satellites displacing even such aircraft as the SR-71
Blackbird in the strategic reconnaissance role, integrated circuitry had
resulted in the development of the microprocessor in 1971: the develop-
ment of the Intel 8086 microprocessor in 1978 effectively marked the
point where the reduced cost of computing power meant that computer
technology ceased to remain the closed preserve of major institutions
with only very limited relevance to subordinates. If the concept of net-
works and the impact of fibre optics remained perhaps a decade into the
future, at least some of the military implications of these developments
were recognized though very obviously these remain somewhat debat-
able. The assumption that the new technology would “empower” lower
levels of authority does not sit easily alongside the historical reality that
the series of communications developments since the telegraph was
patented in 1837 have served to strengthen superior authority by
enabling it to exercise ever closer supervision of subordinates, witness the
Methodical Battle concept of the inter-war French Army and Hitler’s
general conduct of operations in the course of the Second World War.
The fact of the matter is that armies are hierarchical in organization and
practice, and have never been able to institutionalize a means of encour-
aging innovation and free-thinking on the part of subordinates lest these
become criticisms of and challenges to established authority and per-
ceived wisdom. Certainly film of proceedings within the British defence
ministry showing junior minister, permanent under-secretary and chief
of the defence staff discussing the funding of a platoon hardly represents
evidence of assured auftragstaktik as the product of the Information
Revolution.

The Manoeuvre Warfare school embodied paradox: virtually every single
argument, tenet and imperative was hopelessly flawed, hence the basic
soundness of its whole. Its essential validity lay in its anticipation of
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means that were not available at the time it joined battle with the Active
Defence establishment and its recognition that new concepts of warfare
were needed to overcome the conventional materiel inferiority under
which the American military would have to labour in future. Its success
was ensured by the latter, as TRADOC’s movement away from Active
Defence after 1976 acknowledged. But if Manoeuvre Warfare and AirLand
Battle were primarily the products of various military and technological
factors, three other ingredients were critical to their development and tim-
ing. The first of these was the fact that the decade that followed the
Vietnam War were ones of turmoil and upheaval within the American mil-
itary establishment, and in such a context the Manoeuvre Warfare school
was able to mark out its ground in a way that was perhaps unprecedented.
The place that civilian academics and retired service personnel had played
in the development of defence ideas in the United States had been assured
for many years, but the various debates that had been provoked had been
conducted within the military system. The arguments of the 1976-1982
period certainly embraced both military and civilian personnel who were
within the system but much of the driving force behind Manoeuvre
Warfare derived from Congress, most notably the subsequently-discredit-
ed Senator Gary Hart, and the whole process had been initiated jointly by
Lind and Senator Robert Taft in 1976. But this was an unusual period. The
Carter years, 1977-1981, were characterized by doubt and confusion, the
Reagan years that followed merely confusion. The Carter and Reagan
administrations were antitheses of one another, the former mixing good
intentions, intelligence and irresolution in equal amounts, but in one crit-
ical respect they had the same effect reference the American military’s doc-
trinal disputes. In effect both encouraged the Manoeuvre Warfare school
without understanding either its arguments or the implications of its ideas,
the one on account of the seeming weakness of the American strategic posi-
tion that in the aftermath of the Vietnam War provoked the search for
means of redress and the other on account of an overweening confidence
in American power that enabled it to consider radical innovation. This was
the period when the idea of fighting and winning limited wars became
common currency within the American military establishment, when the
U.S. Army became increasingly insistent upon its ability and its right to be
allowed to fight such wars on its own terms and, by virtue of “overwhelm-
ing force,” to win such conflicts.
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The second of the three ingredients crucial to the development and tim-
ing of Manoeuvre Warfare ideas was the person of Lieutenant-General
Donn Starry, after July 1977 the second commander of TRADOC.
Somewhat sceptical of Active Defence doctrine before he took up the
appointment of commander of American land forces in Europe, his time
in Germany served to convince Starry that the Active Defence concept
had passed its sell-by date. The emergence of AirLand Battle doctrine in
his extended time at TRADOC was in large part the result of his personal
movement to embrace most of Manoeuvre Warfare’s concepts, and since
there was no open repudiation of FM 100-5 1976 and Active Defence,
he was able to take the bulk of army opinion with him as he did so.
Starry’s time at TRADOC was thus marked by gradual shifts to the
Central Battle corps-concept in 1978, to the corps-plus-air force idea of
the Integrated Battle in 1979 where for the first time the concept of
operational shock in depth was grasped, and critically, under the influ-
ence of SACEUR’s “follow-on forces attack” concept, to the Extended
Battlefield in 1980. These developments occurred even as the argument
between rival schools passed its peak, and in this process the articulation
of the Carter Doctrine in the State of the Union address on 23 January
1980 and the formation of the Rapid Deployment Task Force in March
1980 were of major importance. The Carter Doctrine, formulated at a
time when American power seemed to be in retreat in the wake of Soviet
success in upholding its Ethiopian client in its war with Somalia
(February-March 1978), the Iranian revolution (16 January 1979), the
seizure of the U.S. embassy in Tehran (4 November 1979), and the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (26 December 1979), committed the
United States to a five-year programme of modernization of the armed
forces. The creation of the Rapid Deployment Task Force, the precursor
of Central Command (CENTCOM) which was established on 1 January
1983 from the joint headquarters formed for this force, was designed to
bestow the United States with the means to respond to crises around the
world. In effect, however, the combination of the Carter Doctrine and
the new command organization marked out the Gulf and Middle East as
vital to American national security and the American determination to
uphold her interests by force if necessary. But by creating an organization
with Army and Marine Corps formations the Carter administration pre-
sented the armed forces with the twin demands that they be able to oper-
ate if necessary under conditions of major inferiority and to synchronize
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their various capabilities. Thus the U.S. Army was obliged to deal with
the new demands imposed by the Carter Doctrine, and the Navy and Air
Force were thus drawn into the process at the very time that the doctri-
nal net was being thrown ever wider by the Manoeuvre Warfare school
and by Starry’s shift toward endorsement of its main arguments.

The third and last of the factors that shaped the development and tim-
ing of Manoeuvre Warfare and AirLand Battle was provided in the form
of the Reagan administration and a 15% increase in defence spending.
The implications of this development was to take different forms, not
least for the U.S. Navy which, having decided upon “The 600-ship
Navy” had to produce the rationale for such a force, hence The Maritime
Strategy paper of August-September 1982. What was at issue was pro-
curement programmes and service status, and specifically which of the
services was to gather the lion’s share of what was to hand. The AirLand
Battle concept was the Army’s attempt to ensure its own priority ahead
of the Air Force and publication of FM 100-5 in 1982 all but wrecked
the very delicate consultation that was then being undertaken by the
Army and Air Force with regard to AirLand Battle 2000. To state that the
Air Force was less than enthusiastic about FM 100-5 1982 would be to
understate the situation with a vengeance: the Air Force did not regard
its prime purpose in life to be at the beck and call of the Army. FM 100-
5 1982 left the Air Force bitterly resentful and implacably opposed to a
concept of warfare that effectively denied it any role other than support
for its sister service. The Air Force resisted acceptance of commitments
under the terms of FM 100-5 until 1984 and the “31 Initiatives” agree-
ment with the Army, and one of the most notable features of FM 100-5
1986 was the balance between land and air that was so conspicuously
lacking in the 1982 edition. To borrow an observation, the 1976 concept
dealt with co-operation and mutual support between ground and air
forces whereas AirLand Battle 1982 concerned itself with “simultaneous
battles on the forward line and deep in the enemy’s rear echelons in close
concert by airpower and ground forces.” What was also conspicuous
about the two papers was that the 1986 paper lacked the frenetic breath-
lessness, and sense of incompleteness, of the 1982 version: the 1982 doc-
ument is a proselytizing screed whereas the 1986 document is the
authorized version of an established church. As it was AirLand Battle, in
the form of FM 100-5, was published on 20 August 1982 after the West
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Point conference of the previous month. Sometimes regarded as the
point at which old ideas were laid to rest, this meeting of the congres-
sional “Reform Group” and defence intellectuals was really more impor-
tant for the new ideas being officially unveiled and endorsed, the U.S.
Air Force notwithstanding.

The West Point conference came in a month that witnessed two wars. In
the South Atlantic the Argentinean occupation of the Falkland Islands
was ended in a highly unusual campaign which was cruelly if not inac-
curately described as a fight between two bald men about a comb: a
nation that had turned its back on aircraft carriers and commitments
outside the NATO area was able to improvise at short notice an opera-
tion across 8,000 miles of ocean and fight and win a campaign in which
surface warships, with minimal air support, were able to overcome land-
based aircraft operating at the limit of endurance. In the Middle East
another round of the Arab-Israeli conflict began with the Israeli invasion
of Lebanon, which had been engulfed by civil war since April 1975. Both
wars saw the employment of high technology weapons and were linked
by the fact that the last missile fired at a British warship in the South
Atlantic was a Gabriel, supplied to Argentina by an Israeli aircraft cour-
tesy of refuelling facilities in Libya. But if in this war the narrowness of
the margin of British victory could be measured by the number of British
warships that were struck by bombs that failed to explode, the war in
southern Lebanon was to be much more significant in terms of the state
of the art and its implications for warfare.

The episode that went under the name Operation Peace for Galilee, and
which ensured everything but, was profoundly significant both in terms
of warfare and the Arab-Israeli dispute. Freed after March 1979 from any
immediate commitment on her southern border as a result of the
Washington treaty with Egypt, the Israeli offensive into southern
Lebanon in June 1982 introduced Israel to two new experiences. For the
first time in her existence Israel embarked upon a military operation
against a neighbour that opened deep divisions within Israeli society, this
being an act of calculated aggression that many Israelis found wholly
unacceptable. Moreover, for the first time in her existence Israel encoun-
tered military failure. In the short term she was successful, ironically so:
the expulsion of Palestinians from Lebanon, and the pictures of ships
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arriving at Lebanese ports to take them to more hospitable shores,
mocked the Israeli claims that the Arabs threatened to destroy the state
of Israel and drive its people into the sea. But whatever military success
was commanded counted for little alongside reality that Israel embraced
a long-term commitment in southern Lebanon that she could not escape.
In much of this area Israeli forces had been welcomed by the indigenous
population, weary of war and resentful of the Palestinian presence in
their country, but Israeli behaviour turned this population against and
saddled Israel with a commitment to support Christian Falangist forces
that, in the final analysis, were unable to sustain themselves without
Israeli backing: the idea of securing Israel’s northern border by proxy,
which had begun in March 1978 with an Israeli incursion and establish-
ment of a cordon sanitaire in the border area, finally miscarried. In fact
Israel’s failure was even more profound because her attempt to re-assert a
Christian supremacy in the Lebanon that had long died provoked the
inevitable anti-Israeli reaction among the various peoples of southern
Lebanon that Israel had to win to her side, and in so doing the Israelis
managed to rescue defeat from the very real victory that she won in the
first three days of this operation. What was no less significant was that in
the process the Israeli state revealed itself as possessed of characteristics
that rendered it indistinguishable from its PLO enemy. The PLO strug-
gle against Israel after 1967 was generally described in the West as ter-
rorist, and the Palestinian leadership was routinely condemned by Israelis
as murderers and worse. But the massacres at the Sabra and Shatilla
refugee camps in southern Beirut by Falangist militia operating in an area
controlled by Israeli forces (16/18 September 1982) and the Israeli naval,
air and artillery bombardment and deliberate blockade of the Moslem
areas of the city by the denial of food, medical supplies, electricity and
water cost Israel its claims on the moral high ground, both in this spe-
cific conflict but more generally in the context of the Arab-Israeli dispute
as a whole. If before this time Israeli terrorism was selective and for the
most part discreet whereas Palestinian terrorism most definitely was nei-
ther, Israeli behaviour in southern Lebanon in 1982 meant that the var-
ious denunciatory labels thereafter attached themselves to all sides with
equal impartiality.

In terms of warfare Operation Peace for Galilee was significant because
of the manner in which it was fought, specifically on two separate counts.
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First, given the initial intention to destroy Palestinian forces in southern
Lebanon, the Israelis, with its Northern Command allocated a total of
seven divisions, “force-packaged” a corps equivalent on three separate
axes of advance, along the coastal plain, via Beaufort Castle into the area
between the Litani and Zaharani rivers, and up the Beqaa valley. Given
the nature of the terrain and the wretchedness of the roads in these areas,
each formation was specially strengthened with engineers, but with a
plan that involved a series of divergent attacks across a linear front and
with fully mechanized formations the Israelis adopted a form of attack
and all-arms formation that was very similar to that to which the Soviet
Army had begun to move in the Seventies. The need to integrate armour
and infantry, and to have the whole properly supported by artillery and
services, was the prime lesson of the October 1973 War, and in practical
terms this meant a mechanized infantry able to put down general sup-
pressive fire. With the Merkava tank making its operational debut in this
conflict, the Israelis invested their separate efforts with considerable
defensive power and relied upon mobility and the support afforded pri-
marily by Cobra and Defender helicopters for firepower. This is not to
suggest, however, that either the Israelis were not without their problems
or that their arrangements were innovative: the American military assess-
ment of the Israeli performance was that the 1982 campaign revealed
very little advance relative to the October 1973 War while the Israeli
effort in southern Lebanon was beset by logistical problems and over-
concentration of helicopters in the assault role.

In the first two days of Operation Peace for Galilee the Israelis were able
to sweep aside hopelessly out-gunned and out-classed Palestinian forces
and were almost on the line of the Awali river, and within another twen-
ty-four hours had advanced on Damour and through the Shouf to secure
Beit el Dine, some ten miles south of the main Beirut-Damascus road.
But on the unsecured right flank Syrian forces remained, and despite an
initial Israeli intention not to seek battle with these forces fire had been
exchanged in the Beqaa on the first day and the Israelis had prepared an
alternative plan - Operation Big Pines - that involved an offensive against
both the Palestinian and Syrian forces in Lebanon. On the second day of
the campaign the Israelis again encountered Syrian resistance, this time
around Jezzine, and strengthened their forces in the eastern sector: on the
third day Israeli formations clashed with and defeated Syrian forces in
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front of the Bessri and around Jezzine and pushed up the Beqaa valley to
within ten miles of the main Syrian defensive positions around Rashaiya.
Herein the second factor of significance in terms of the manner in which
this conflict was fought was summoned.

The unprecedented scale and extent of the Israeli offensive throughout
southern Lebanon compromised the position of the Syrians. Having
intervened in March 1976 ostensibly in an attempt to end the civil war
but in effect to save the Christians from being defeated by the Lebanese
Moslems and their PLO allies, Syria in June 1982 could not afford to see
her special position in Lebanon usurped by Israel and could not stand
aside while the Palestinians were defeated and her military position com-
promised. But her strengthening of her forces in the Beqaa and the Ante-
Lebanon led the Israelis to implement their second alternative, which
opened on 9 June. Over the previous days the Israelis had conducted
extensive electronic surveillance of Syrian positions and installations
both in Syria itself and eastern Lebanon, and on the fourth day of this
campaign began a series of operations designed to force the Syrian Air
Force to give battle. In this the Israelis were successful, and a minimum
of 22 Syrian fighters that were put into the air were destroyed in a single
action by an Israeli Air Force that, having used drones to read Syrian
radar signatures, used four E-2C Hawkeye AWACS/ESM and four
Boeing E-3 ECM/ELINT aircraft to jam Syrian radar and communica-
tions and to direct Israeli fighters to the battle. In addition, the E-2C,
which can track 200 aircraft simultaneously and fly a F-14 and fire its
missiles, were able to direct the attention of Israel ECM fighter-bombers
and strike aircraft, which were equipped with jam-resistant secured voice
and data links, against the Syrian missile batteries in the Beqaa, the
Israelis using AGM-45 Shrikes against the missile radars and ordinary
bombs against the missiles and their launchers. With 198 aircraft com-
mitted in two strikes, the Israelis, in addition to winning the air battle,
were able to destroy seventeen of nineteen SAM-6 Gainful batteries, plus
a number of obsolescent SAM-2 Guideline and SAM-3 Goa batteries, in
one three-hour period on the 9th, the surviving two Gainful batteries
being destroyed the next day. No Israeli aircraft were lost in the course of
these operations.

Operation Peace for Galilee was to continue, despite a number of cease-
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fires, until 3 September 1982 with an international peace-keeping force
drawn from the France, Italy and the United States deployed into Beirut
in the last ten days of August to ensure the orderly and safe withdrawal
of Palestinian and Syria forces trapped in the city. West and southwest
Beirut were subjected to siege after 26 June, by which stage the Israelis
had overrun the whole of southern Lebanon, dominated the Beirut-
Damascus road and controlled the whole of the southern part of the
Beqaa valley. In the process the Israelis mauled various Syrian formations,
destroying an estimated 400 tanks, while losing about forty in the course
of the whole operation. Militarily the campaign was as one-sided as all
the previous conflicts between Israel and her neighbours, and its out-
come was the result of a general Israeli possession of the initiative and
superior technique that had decided the four previous major wars
between Israel and her Arab enemies. But the events of 9 June clearly
possessed singular significance, most obviously the contrast with the air
campaign on the Sinai front during the 1973 War.

The first use of electronic counter-measures in war occurred in February
1904 in the very first days of the first war that saw the employment of
wireless: Russian radio operators at Port Arthur jammed transmissions by
Japanese warships off the base. In the First World War the French use of
jamming from the Eiffel Tower is well known, but in the opening weeks
of hostilities when both mobility and time were at a premium all the
major combatants employed jamming and eavesdropped enemies that
were obliged to transmit in clear. In the Second World War the naval
wars in both the North Atlantic and Pacific and the German bombing
campaign against Britain and the Allied strategic bombing campaign
against Germany witnessed technological, radio and intelligence strug-
gles that were of major importance in deciding the course of events. The
Vietnam and 1973 wars brought home the critical importance of defen-
sive ECM. But the sequence of events on 9 June 1982 clearly represent-
ed something that was very significant. It was not that the Israelis were
able to win air supremacy since there can be little doubt that the Israeli
Air Force held supremacy before that date and would have won any cam-
paign against the Syrian Air Force, but the Israeli Air Force was able to
command air space by virtue of its ability to paralyse its enemy and pre-
vent its offering battle effectively. Those Syrian aircraft that did challenge
Israeli supremacy on 9 June 1982 were denied protection and effective-



DOCTRINE AS THE “DANGER ON THE UTMOST EDGE OF HAZARD”               67

ness on account of the Israeli ability to destroy Syrian command and con-
trol facilities through electronic counter-measures, and the extent of
Israeli effectiveness is proven not just in the ease with which Syrian air-
craft were destroyed in the air on this particular day but the fact that the
Israeli Air Force was able to beat down every subsequent Syrian attempt
to challenge Israeli air supremacy with equal ease. In the course of
Operation Peace for Galilee as a whole Israeli fighters, primarily using the
first third-generation AIM-9L Sidewinder, shot down a total of 85 Syrian
fighters while suffering the loss of three aircraft. Israeli supremacy in the
fields of electronic warfare meant that Syrian forces that sought to give
battle were blinded and were singly, successively and collectively
destroyed.

The circumstances of the 9 June effort, plus the Israeli air strike
(Operation Babylon) that destroyed the nuclear power station then near-
ing completion at Osirak outside Baghdad one year previously, pointed
to a future possibility that was not lost upon the U.S. Air Force, indeed
it had anticipated it and hence its chagrin at the way in which the
AirLand Battle episode unfolded after October 1981. The concept of
supremacy had been at the heart of air power certainly since 1916 if not
from the first employment of aircraft in war, but had proved elusive and
won only at considerable cost and through protracted attritional cam-
paigns in the course of the Second World War. Israeli success in the June
1967 War was very different, so different as to be both unique and unre-
peatable since it was a war that brought the pre-missile era to a close as
the events of 1973 proved, but 1982 was very different. In a very mean-
ingful sense it brought the ideas of Douhet, specifically the concept of
commanding the skies by the exercise of air power, appreciably closer to
realization. Inevitably the subsequent public analysis and argument was
dominated by a simple sound byte - control of the electro-magnetic spec-
trum - that belied the complexity of what was involved, most notably in
two respects: that counter-argument to the normal air power claims to
the effect that the speed and reach of air power has increased its vulner-
ability to ECM in a way that surfaced-based systems have avoided, and
the fact that the sheer scale of Soviet and Warsaw Pact air defence systems
represented a very different proposition as far as NATO was concerned
relative to Israel and Syria and the events of June 1982. But by this time,
1981-1982, the reality was that with the new generation of fighters and
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proven missiles in place, the U.S. Air Force had equipped itself with the
means to win a battle for air supremacy that possibly was not necessary.
The 1994 TRADOC prediction that command and control supremacy
was essential even before air supremacy was a rather belated acknow-
ledgement of the obvious as far as Air Forces were concerned: the
Douhetian argument was that events in the Middle East in June 1982
showed that command and control supremacy provided the route to con-
trol of the air.

One is tempted to conclude that the real difference between FM 100-5
1982 and 1986 is that whereas the former is a prosletysing document,
the latter is more measured and has the assurance conferred by a period,
albeit short, of acceptance. Certainly there are points of difference, most
notably the recognition in FM 100-5 1986 that the battle in depth, given
Soviet capability, would involve rear operations as well as the operations
at contact and along an enemy axis of deployment that the 1982 manu-
al had stressed, but it is possible to represent FM 100-5 1986 as the fin-
ished article whereas FM 100-5 1982 was the factory item, lacking the
packaging. FM 100-5 1986 certainly marked the end of a decade-long
process, the journey from Active Defence, and it also marked the end of
this process in another sense: the congressional decision in 1985 not to
fund follow-on programmes that were under consideration as part of
AirLand Battle 2000, which was to provide for the period 1995-2005,
indicated that the impetus of the Reagan administration was spent, at
least in terms of a defence budget cornucopia. But in another sense the
linking of the two manuals is misleading, and for a reason that is not
immediately obvious: one can see the Gulf campaign of 1991 in terms of
FM 100-5 1986 but not so directly FM 100-5 1982, and the difference
is not to be explained simply by reference to the weapons and surveil-
lance systems that moved onto centre stage in the intervening years
though clearly these provide part of the answer.

Discerning threads of continuity and change beset any attempt to inter-
pret the 1991 campaign. The latter was barely over when the first claims
set out the view that the campaign was not AirLand Battle, and if an Air
Force pedigree invited the obvious comment of what could one expect
from a pig except a grunt one fact was inescapable: the claim was quite
correct. The essence of AirLand Battle, as defined in successive field man-
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uals, was the use of air and naval assets in support of ground forces to
fight and win tactical battles linked operationally, and however much the
latter might try to evade the issue the fact was that in this conflict the pri-
mary task of destruction fell upon air power without reference to the
conduct of a land campaign. But this, in itself, describes rather than
explains, and in seeking to explain, and in seeking to explain the 1991
campaign by reference to FM 100-5 1982 and 1986, two matters, criti-
cal to an understanding of the elements of continuity and change, would
seem to be relevant.

The first matter relates to what appears to be a shift between field man-
uals in dealing with manoeuvre and concentration. In the 1982 manual
the concept of manoeuvre concerned both formations and firepower
with the emphasis placed upon destruction of enemy forces as the means
of disruption and paralysis. In the 1986 manual the concept of manoeu-
vre concerned both firepower and formations with the emphasis placed
upon separation and destruction of enemy forces as the means of dis-
ruption and paralysis. The difference between the two manuals is not
explicit, yet the qualitative leap in military imagination between the two
concepts is to be found, for those inclined to look, in Soviet concepts and
practice of Deep Battle. The Soviet way of war sought to separate enemy
front-line formations from rear support in the certain knowledge that if
an armoured mass could be concentrated between those elements of the
enemy that had to be shielded and those that had to be supplied the
defeat of both would follow, the extent of that defeat and depth of pen-
etration being largely dependent upon the size of force and its speed of
operations. In the Second World War the operational shock thus impart-
ed to an enemy defensive system was primarily inflicted by armoured
movement into the enemy rear areas, a concept that would seem to have
been adopted in FM 100-5 1982. By the Seventies, however, enhanced
conventional capability meant that the Soviets had moved to deep strike
by ground forces supported by airborne and air forces. FM 100-5 1986
followed and developed that move with the emphasis seemingly placed
upon disruption induced less by the forward movement of ground forces
into the rear of the enemy than by concentrated firepower. The points of
difference, the distinction, between FM 100-5 1982 and FM 100-5
1986 are elusive and beset by the problem of the reading of the record
backward and attribution of matters that came after 1986 to the period
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between the two manuals, but the critical point would seem to be that,
in a process that was evolutionary and which continued after 1986,
whereas in the 1982 manual the elements of ground, air mobile and air
forces were weighted in favour of ground formations moving across the
battlefield to the point of contact, in the 1986 manual the ground ele-
ment complemented the others, and specifically firepower. What cannot
be doubted is that between them the two manuals represented a move
from manpower or from formations toward firepower, but the intellec-
tual recognition of this change was not fully forthcoming, not even in
1991 except on the part of the U.S. Air Force.

The second matter that would seem to be relevant in any consideration
of the 1991 campaign relative to the 1982 and 1986 field manuals con-
cerns the definition of attrition. It may be argued that annihilation rep-
resents instant attrition, but on the evidence of the 1991 campaign it
may be that attrition can presently be inflicted on a scale and at a speed
that renders it all but indistinguishable from annihilation. Major wars,
on account of their protracted nature, have necessarily involved attrition,
but if the 1991 campaign heralded the restoration of decisiveness to war-
fare it may well be that the distinction between attrition and annihilation
will be rendered ever less meaningful as a consequence. By extension, an
examination of the 1991 campaign would present the question of
whether or not the Coalition effort represented the realization of the elu-
sive “decisive battle.”

The idea of the vernichtungsschlacht or the single battle of annihilation
has been so discredited in the course of the twentieth century that the
suggestion that the technological developments of the last two decades
may have restored such battles to the military repertoire would seem to
border on the absurd. Certainly the suggestion is flawed in one respect.
The concept of the “decisive battle” historically has concerned itself with
a narrowly military phenomenon, namely the destruction of enemy field
formations, yet at the present time the idea of a defeat that did not
embrace state, society and military would seem to be wholly unrealistic:
the nature of the state in the late twentieth century renders the idea of a
victory with only a military dimension - against an army in the field -
quixotic. But, perversely, any consideration of the 1991 campaign must
provoke two thoughts: that the decrease in the size of armies and the dif-
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ficulties of reconstitution that have been constants since 1945 must
expose an army to the danger of defeat in a single battle, and that in 1991
what was nominally the fourth largest military establishment in the
world was effectively destroyed in a single campaign. Arguably such a
defeat as the one sustained by the Iraqi military in 1991 - a comprehen-
sive defeat incurred within a single campaign - was something that had
not occurred since 1940 and the defeat of France, and the parallels
between the two events are quite close, even if one of the most important
differences was that the aspect of single-nation advantage was no more by
1991. Both France in 1940 and Iraq in 1991 shared a lack of strategic
depth despite considerable area, massive inferiority in the air, less than
adequate understanding of the balance between the offence and defence
as it existed at the times in question, communications systems that were
simply overwhelmed, and possessed of, perhaps more accurately trapped
by, experience of out-dated forms of warfare that actually contributed to
defeat. The defeat of France in 1940, however, is very much the excep-
tion in warfare in the twentieth century and is the only case of a great
power being defeated in the course of a single campaign: 1940 excepted,
however much great powers sought “the decisive battle” in two world
wars the vernichtungsschlacht was incapable of realization. Without dig-
nifying Iraq with such status, her defeat in 1991 would seem to mark the
point in time when the element of decisiveness was restored to war by
virtue of the fact that such a battle had once more emerged as a practical
and practicable option in the conduct of operations. The one crucial
point of difference between the authorized and revised versions - albeit a
highly contentious point of difference - would seem to be that, on the
evidence of the 1991 campaign, a vernichtungsschlacht can now be
fought and won by air power, and, more doubtfully, perhaps by air power
alone.

Stating the matter delicately, Manoeuvre Warfare and AirLand Battle
aroused a certain polite scepticism on the part of America’s allies: at best
somewhat futuristic, FM 100-5 1982 most obviously left a great deal to
chance, given its dependence on highly advanced technology not all of
which was in place at the time of the manual’s publication. AirLand
Battle was a statement of belief on the part of the U.S. military and
demanded an act of faith on the part of America’s partners, but in this
respect the whole of the seven years before AirLand Battle’s adoption had
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involved an act of faith on the part of America’s allies: the aftermath of
the Vietnam War, the uncertainties and irresolution of the Carter years
and the first chaotic year or so of the Reagan administration were the
years of endurance, and if AirLand Battle seemed to some of these allies
to border on the fantastical it was a model of both simplicity and sanity
compared to some aspects of the handling of strategic nuclear issues in
this period.

AirLand Battle’s gestation period coincided with a major deterioration of
Soviet-American relations, and, indeed, it has been suggested that by
1975 detente was dead though very few people realized it at the time.
Undoubtedly the deterioration of the relationship between the two
superpowers was a major factor in the complexity of nuclear issues in the
Seventies - insistence on “linkage” to alleged Soviet behaviour or action
by various members of Congress made any proposal dependent on a
capricious and singularly ill-informed opinion - but the real difficulties
that arose ironically stemmed from the stability that had been brought
about by virtue of mutually assured destruction and by the fact that in
the course of the Seventies the Soviet Union achieved strategic parity
with the United States

The reality of strategic parity was crucially important in that it provided
the basis of detente and for the first attempts to limit the number of
nuclear weapons held by the two superpowers - the SALT I Treaty was
signed in Moscow in May 1972 - because there would have been no basis
of any agreement, limited though it was, without a basic equality
between the two superpowers. But the asymmetry of the superpower
arsenals meant that when the second SALT negotiations began questions
of equivalence inevitably concentrated upon dissimilarities with the
result that weapons presented themselves in different classifications,
specifically strategic, inter-mediate and short-range. The immediate dif-
ficulties that this presented concerned the European NATO powers,
already somewhat concerned by the implications of Flexible Response
and not sure of the distinction between different types of nuclear missiles
all of which could strike at their homelands. Inevitably there was unease
on the part of these powers at the prospect of the superpowers dividing
the negotiations into separate packages but which would separate strate-
gic and theatre issues, i.e. threaten the direct links that bound the United
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States to western Europe. These did not prevent a SALT II agreement
eventually being signed on 18 June 1979, but they served to re-direct
attention to what had been discredited in the Fifties, the idea of Limited
Nuclear War and escalation up a nuclear ladder, but ultimately with an
ironic twist. The security of the American deterrent since 1962 had rest-
ed upon the secure second strike vested with the Polaris-Poseidon sub-
marine force and was directed against civilian society, in large measure
because sea-launched missiles lacked the accuracy to strike against mili-
tary targets. Increased accuracy of weapons systems meant that a preci-
sion counter-strike could be contemplated, and with it the full-scale
exchange directed against military targets: with the commissioning of the
first Trident system all the systems in the American nuclear arsenal had
first-strike capability and increasing the rationale for the American deter-
rent force had to be “launch-on-warning” if not before. This future real-
ity led to the adoption of P.D. 59 in 1980 and the concept of counter-
vailing strategy within the context of protracted and large-scale - but not
all-out - nuclear war. If the Carter administration’s idea was that the
United States should seek to retain effective options at different levels of
war, the distinctions were largely lost upon allies such as West Germany
and most certainly fell foul of one basic reality: the elements of detach-
ment and deliberate calculation were very unlikely to impose themselves
at the forefront of the decision-making process in the event of nuclear
weapons having already been used. But what compounded this unreality
was the notion that the accuracy of systems would allow strikes against
command and control facilities within the Soviet Union, the nadir of this
line of lack of reasoning coming in the form of the proposal for attacks
on key Soviet political and military installations that were justified on the
basis of Just War criteria with the claims that such attacks would be
moral, most certainly in comparison with the policy of counter-value tar-
geting and its deliberate selection of cities as the targets of a retaliatory
strike. How warheads were to distinguish between a communist party
command system within a city and the latter’s civilian society was not
exactly clear, and such arrant stupidity could have been dismissed by
affording it the silent contempt it deserved but for the fact that with the
installation of the Reagan administration it most definitely seemed that
the doubts and hesitations of the Seventies, and the stability born of par-
ity, had been set aside in favour of individuals who genuinely did believe
that a future war could and should involve the use of nuclear weapons
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and that a nuclear war could be won. In a very obvious sense the whole
idea of American armed forces being “freed” to win a war to which it was
committed came full circle with the inauguration of an administration
that seemingly repudiated the entire detente and SALT processes and
which apparently was unconcerned by the prospect of global nuclear war.
In this there was an irony that involved the reversal of usual perspective
of hawks and doves. After January 1981 the most important moderating
force within the administration in Washington was the military: the Joint
Chiefs of Staff sought to preserve and develop the SALT process despite
the declared prejudices of their civilian masters.

The Reagan years were years of paradox: in virtually every field of activ-
ity, not excluding the conduct of the nation’s defence and its wars, the
predominant characteristic was the disparity between policy and reality,
between cause and effect. Perhaps the most serious, at least in its long-
term implications, was manifested in social policy and its consequences:
the Reagan administration was fervent in its assault upon the concept of
the state as it had evolved since the time of Roosevelt and in its policy of
economic transformation by the repudiation of Keynesian ideas, yet the
resultant social problems - the breakdown of community ethic, social
unrest, racial alienation, increasing unemployment and poverty, and bur-
geoning lawlessness - were treated as wholly unrelated, indeed were the
product of the disastrously corrosive effects of liberal policies of previous
administrations. But the most obvious manifestations of the disparity
between policy and reality was presented in the conduct of foreign poli-
cy, specifically with regard to dealings with the Soviet Union. Certainly
the relationship between the two superpowers in the period 1981-1985
was worst than at any time since the death of Stalin in 1953, yet within
another four years there had emerged the basis of co-operation that was
unprecedented. In this process the president who had sought to abolish
nuclear weapons and who in November 1981 made his “zero-option”
proposal in 1982, made the “build-down” proposal, but who neverthe-
less rejected the “Walk in the Woods” suggestion in 1982, deliberately
violated the SALT II agreement with the B-52/ALCM programme,
launched the strategic defence initiative and scuttled the Reykjavik sum-
mit in October 1986, ultimately committed the United States to the
START process and to the “double-zero global option” embodied in the
INF treaty of 8 December 1987. In this process, too, and very perverse-
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ly, it was to be the Reaganite programme that emerged triumphant, yet
even in its success was inconsistency and paradox. The policy of con-
frontation with the Soviet Union, and deliberately seeking to destroy the
latter by the intensification of programmes that would impose impossi-
ble financial demands upon the latter, could have provoked only one
reaction on the part of the Soviet Union if the Reagan rhetoric that
attributed to that country’s leadership the meanest behaviour was accu-
rate: if the Soviet Union was as consistent or persistent in its pursuit of a
wholly amoral programme as was alleged then it followed that the Soviet
Union would have used any means to ensure that it would not be
destroyed in the competition that the United States under Reagan
imposed upon her. There were elements in the Soviet leadership that
were prepared to meet the American challenge, and Ogarkov coined the
phrase “the revolution in military affairs” as part of an answer that would
have resulted in the deliberate reduction of consumer production in
order to ensure the militarization of industry and society and which
seemed willing to make use of a seeming “window of opportunity” to
ensure the survival of the Soviet system. Leaving aside the question of the
wisdom or otherwise of embarking upon a race to destruction with a hos-
tile leadership thus described and also ignoring the historical parallel that
in 1981 the Reagan administration quite deliberately placed in United
States in exactly the same position relative to the Soviet Union that the
United States inadvertently assumed in 1941 relative to Japan, the fact
that the Soviet leadership desisted from such a course of action, admit-
tedly in part because it never fully understood either the Soviet Union’s
weakness or the communist party’s own weakness within the Soviet
Union, would suggest that the Reagan rhetoric was somewhat flawed. In
any event the Reagan administration never understood the process that
it set in train, still less the result. The collapse of the Soviet empire in
eastern Europe and the demise of the Soviet Union itself was seen as the
triumph of Reaganite policies, but left unaddressed was the fact that in
the twelve years of the Reagan and Bush administrations the American
national debt quadrupled and in the Reagan years the United States went
from the greatest creditor to the greatest debtor state in the world.
Moreover, the assumption that underpinned so much of whatever little
thinking that Reagan ever did - the trinity of economic liberalization,
democracy and stability - was never more than a chimera: the experience
of Latin America provided example enough that capitalism and democ-
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racy need not go hand in hand and it never seemed to have occurred to
the Washington of Reagan and Bush, with its insistence that the Soviet
Union accelerate the process of economic change, that the maintenance
of an intact, united and strong Russian state could provide the basis of
future stability and peace. The collapse of the Soviet empire and the frag-
mentation of the Soviet Union had much the same result as the process
of decolonialization in Africa: historically both the Soviet and western
imperialist systems had the effect of holding in check very powerful eth-
nic, cultural or tribal hatreds, which virulently re-asserted themselves
when these systems passed into History.

But if the START process, the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan
beginning in 1989 and the convulsions that first gripped and then over-
whelmed the Soviet system after 1988 dominated the second half of the
Eighties and provided the lasting legacy of the Reagan years, the 1991
campaign nevertheless was the test of the Reagan administration’s com-
mitment to defence and of the Manoeuvre Warfare school and AirLand
Battle. And here one faces immediate difficulty: the six years that have
elapsed since this campaign have been noted for a proliferation of
accounts of this conflict and an outpouring of doctrinal screeds most of
which relating to the “Manoeuvrist Approach to Warfare” whatever that
phrase might mean, if anything. What is not clear, however, is the his-
torical basis of much of what presently passes for doctrine, and equally
unclear is whether or not what has been written about the 1991 cam-
paign really does represent an accurate record and assessment. Put very
simply, present doctrine would claim to be the product of History and
would point to this campaign as the basis of its claims on relevance, but
one can legitimately question whether such claims can be sustained on
the basis of the evidence provided by the Gulf campaign and whether
current doctrine represents the product or the negation of History.

The ability to impose massive “shock and awe”  and to be able to “turn
the lights on and off ” of an adversary as we choose, will so overload the
perception, understanding and knowledge of that adversary that there
will be no choice except to cease and desist or risk complete and total
destruction, and presumably, being rational, mend its ways, as, of course,
did the Japanese when faced with such a choice in 1941. Resisting the
temptation to question the circumstances that might lead a superpower
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to threaten a lesser society with “complete and total destruction” and the
various limitations that the possession of the means to “turn the lights on
and off ” would inevitably entail, any consideration of warfare, and
specifically warfare in the twentieth century, suggests that societies pos-
sess enormous capacity for adaptation and endurance and that the main
impact of bombing campaigns has been to strengthen the will to resist.
The simplicity of this statement conceals a profound point of change that
such concepts as “Inside-Out Warfare” and “Shock and Awe” present. It
is not so much that “Inside-Out Warfare” claims to be able to affect an
enemy capacity that will result in air power being able to achieve what has
hitherto been elusive whereas critics of this claim would hold to the belief
that the concept of strategic bombing will never be brought to fruition
because the basic idea is inherently flawed, but that the air lobby argu-
ment has blurred the distinction between the nature of war and the con-
duct of war and that its basic premise, technological effectiveness, runs
counter to the fundamental characteristic of war: war is a human activity,
not a laboratory exercise in applied technology, and doctrine is the ser-
vant, not the determinant, of war. Herein lies the gravest problem pre-
sented by the current obsession with doctrine, even more serious than that
represented by the absurdities of “Shock and Awe.” The latter, at least in
part, does start from a premise based upon the changing nature of socie-
ty and technology as they might affect the conduct of war: present doc-
trine, from the insularity endowed by assumed orthodoxy, would dictate
a concept of operations which in turn would determine a vision of the
nature of war: this is explicit in the concept of “Parallel Warfare,” which
comes complete with a basis of knowledge and correct anticipation of
every aspect of an enemy’s capabilities and intentions. By inverting what
is the natural order of a relationship which is not singular but embraces
both the nature and the conduct of war and one in which the various parts
are mutually dependent and related, present doctrine in its certainty and
purpose represents nothing but “danger on the utmost edge of hazard.”

Any consideration of warfare over the last two hundred years, and par-
ticularly in the present century, points to societal capacity to endure that
is not to be under-estimated. Human resilience, and the capacity of peo-
ples bound together by common identity, language, culture and institu-
tions to adapt and to continue to offer resistance even in the most
appalling of circumstances has been demonstrated not just in the two
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world wars of the twentieth century but also, and perhaps even more sig-
nificantly, in other conflicts since 1945. This and the ability of non-west-
ern societies to survive conditions that would deeply divide democracies
represents a clear indication of the critical importance of moral as
opposed to material factors in the conduct of war. Any suggestion that
the ability to destroy the capacity to resist on a scale and at a pace that
are unprecedented will profoundly alter the will and ability to resist
would seem to have little historical basis, while the level of expectation
and demand in terms of war being portrayed as clean, swift, minimal in
its claims on life and, critically, carries with it the certainty of victory may
well present those who insist upon the efficacy of modern doctrine and
weaponry with all but impossible problems of fulfilling wholly unrealis-
tic public expectation. The idea of “Inside-Out Warfare” may be proven
by future events, but in its present context it would seem to be part of a
much wider concept that suggests, indeed insists, that war can be con-
trolled. The insistence on the defined “end-state” of conflict by the U.S.
military in the last decade has its origins in the Vietnam experience, yet
it begs a number of questions even it is based upon the need to soothe a
potentially volatile electorate. If Roosevelt in 1941 had been subjected to
such requirements the United States probably would still be waiting to
enter the Second World War, but the more pertinent point about this
“end-state” demand is its being indicative of a desire to control the peace
or at least set the agenda for peace, yet the conduct of peace necessarily
presents greater problems than the conduct of war. The experience of
twentieth century warfare would suggest that the ability of any single
nation or associated group of nations to control the terms of reference of
war is illusory: as Clausewitz had taught us, in war everything is uncer-
tain, and wars invariably assume courses and outcomes very different
from that intended by their authors. The whole notion of being able to
control warfare, whether it be definition of “end-state” or offensive oper-
ations of surgical precision, runs directly counter to the fundamental
Clausewitzian element in war, chance. War is not the preserve of the
intellect and is not intrinsically rational or scientific. Man made War in
his own image, complete with all the elements of human failure, mis-
judgement and incompetence therein, and, hopefully, thus it will remain.
Current doctrine and predictions for the future of war that are now on
the table would seem to assume otherwise, that somehow the certainties
provided by technology will provide certainties in the conduct of war
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that will in themselves transform the nature of war. Doctrine cannot be
divorced from the past, but if, as Svechin is credited as having written,
doctrine is the daughter of History, on the basis of some of the more
recent doctrinal papers one has had the misfortune to read one is left to
ponder the identity of the father, still more the question of whether or
not the parents were married. Current doctrine would seem to represent
neither the daughter nor the product but the end of History, and the end
of the primacy of Man in terms of the nature and conduct of War.



Manoeuvre and Attrition: A Historical
Perspective

Hew Strachan
What I am going to talk about is manoeuvre and its relationship to attri-
tion. I am going to talk about it in a historical sense. What I am actual-
ly going to do is span the whole 20th century, which is really ambitious.
Beginning with the First World War, which is what I happen to be work-
ing on, may seem particularly perverse, because if there is any low point
in the conduct of war in the 20th century, it would seem to be there.
Certainly if you talk to anybody from Britain, France or Germany, that
is what they would say. Norway may have done the sensible thing and
stayed out of that war, but I suspect that generals of the First World War
have a bad image here as well, not least thanks to Blackadder. One of the
reasons that Blackadder is so good is that it is pretty well spot on in terms
of how people see that war. There is a very successful book available now
in the UK on British generals called British Butchers and Bunglers of World
War I by John Laffin.

So why begin with the First World War? If you think in terms of inter-
national relations these days, then it is perfectly logical to begin with the
First World War, because at the end of the 20th century, with the Cold
War concluded, we have a greater sense of the fact that an epoch began
in 1914 and ended around 1990. But, in terms of the conduct of war it
may be harder to justify that decision. The justification I want to put for-
ward rests on two lines of argument: One is biographical and one is tech-
nical. 

The biographical one is that the First World War was the formative expe-
rience for many people who then went on to shape our understanding of
war in the 20th century. To take one obvious example, Basil Liddell Hart,
who had as profound an influence on British military thought and
British military history as anybody else this century, joined up as a young



MANOEUVRE AND ATTRITION - A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE                       81

officer in 1914. He was wounded at the Somme in 1916, and that expe-
rience remained for him the defining moment in his attitude to war. The
rest of his career was concerned with ways of limiting and of managing
war, of trying to understand how it could be curbed, and again and again
he came back to those ideas as his departure point. After 1945, with the
advent of nuclear weapons, he felt that he had found some sort of solu-
tion to that problem, because he agreed that nuclear weapons had actu-
ally made war a manageable instrument in international relations, and
that deterrence provided some sort of logic to the problems that he had
posed himself. He died in 1970, and when many people die a period fol-
lows in which everyone says that all the ideas they propounded were rub-
bish. He suffered as badly as anybody in that respect. I have to say I agree
with many of the criticisms that have been made of what Liddell Hart
wrote, but then about ten years ago, I suppose by the time when the
British Army discovered manoeuvre warfare, Liddell Hart came back
into fashion again, and at the British Staff College today they are reading
Liddell Hart once more. That probably says more about the Staff College
than it does about the eternal validity of Liddell Hart’s ideas, but the
point remains that here we have a man whose influence has shaped much
of our thinking throughout the 20th century, and that influence finds its
origins in the First World War. You can make the same point in relation
to the generals of the Second World War. These were men, who found
their ideas of war on the battlefields of Verdun, of Ypres, men like
Rommel, Montgomery, men who were determined not to repeat what
they felt they had suffered on the Western front. If you extend the argu-
ment for much of the Cold War, the NATO powers were looking back
to the battles that those men had fought as generals in 1944 and 1945,
as case studies for how to fight the defensive battle on the north German
plain if the forces of the Warsaw Pact ever attacked. The span therefore,
the span that I want to embrace in terms of military thought, is essen-
tially the span of one man’s life, assuming he is granted his biblical “three
score and ten years”.

The other argument, the argument that is technological rather then bio-
graphical, has to do with the fact that the weapons-systems of the 20th
century have shaped so much of what we now understand as constitute
elements of the “AirLand Battle”. Those weapons-systems find their
infancy in the First World War and come to maturity during the Second



82 MANOEUVRE AND ATTRITION - A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

World War. I hesitate to say, as I am going to mention aircraft in an Air
Force Academy, that they are old age at the end of the 20th century. But
let us just forget about aircraft for the moment, and about the future of
the unmanned aircraft, and think instead about the tank. It obviously
finds its infancy in the First World War; it finds its maturity in the
Second World War; and then by the end of the 20th century it is con-
fronted with the argument that precision-guided munitions have made it
redundant on the battlefield. The argument about redundancy has been
going on for as long as I can remember, and certainly since 1973, and we
still have the tank. I do not know if that says something about bloody-
mindessness on the part of armoured regiments or whether it says that
we should not rush into premature conclusions about death. So those
two themes – the biographical and the technological – are my justifica-
tions for seeing the First World War as the pivot of 20th century warfare.

It is the war that sees for the first time the application on the battlefield
of the mass army. That is another reason why it is peculiarly relevant to
us today as we confront the possible demise of the mass army. The idea
of conscription finds its roots in the French revolution. It is the French
revolution that gives the power to the state which enables the state to say:
You are a citizen and as a citizen you have military obligations as well as
civic privileges and you will therefore serve the state in time of war. It is
the French revolution that we see as giving the expression to that politi-
cal idea. But it is no more than a political idea at the beginning of the
19th century. It is no more than a political idea, because if you mobilise
every able-bodied male in the state in 1800 you cannot begin to equip all
of them. You cannot begin to give them all uniforms. You cannot begin
to give them all muskets. You cannot begin to create enough artillery to
support them. By the end of the 19th century you can begin to think
about those things, because you are dealing with industrialised societies.
You can equip a mass army. That is not to say there are no problems:
There are very profound problems in equipping a mass army even in an
industrialised society, but it becomes at least practical finally to turn the-
ory into some sort of effect.

Before 1914 it was possible still for a numerically smaller army to defeat
a much bigger force, nearly always because the former had superior tech-
nology. The obvious example would be the campaigns fought by imperi-
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al armies in their colonies, where frequently comparatively small armies
faced very large numbers of opponents and those comparatively small
armies won. But they won also by virtue of discipline and organisation,
and in the Crimean War, for example, the difference in the technologies
of the two sides was not that great, and yet the smaller force, the British
and the French, defeated the major force, the Russians. Industrialisation,
therefore, and the ability to move to serious mass production of firearms
and produce the ammunition for those firearms, was crucial to the
advent of the mass army. The other thing that was crucial to the advent
of the mass army was to be able to feed those men, once you had got
them onto the battlefield, and here the railway was the key component.
The fact that the railway enabled you to draw on the productive poten-
tial of your state and to make sure that you can deliver the equipment
that you need to the front line, and the food you need to the front line,
that is what enabled you to tie the resources of the state to the army in
the field. So in 1914, mass armies took to the battlefield for the first
time. On mobilisation, the armies of Germany, France and Russia went
from the order of 800,000 men each to 2,5- 3 million men each. I think
the Germans mobilised something like 13 million men during the course
of the First World War. But the mass army, although now possible in
terms of economics, and in terms of social and political organisation, cre-
ated enormous operational problems, and that is the level of war that we
really want to think of this morning. 

The first problem it created was the problem forward of the railhead. The
railway was all very well, but it was a fixed line, and it took time to build
it. In 1914 the armies of Europe were committed to a form of manoeu-
vre warfare. They were committed to trying to outflank each other with
movements which embraced a great deal of north-western Europe. The
campaign of the Marne in 1914 is one of the most spectacular involving
large armies in the history of war in Europe, and the victory of the
Germans at Tannenberg on the Eastern front is equally impressive. These
were exactly the sorts of manoeuvres which the 19th century staff col-
leges had prepared generals to expect. But by the time of the Battle of
Marne the Germans’ 1st-, 2nd- and 3rd Armies, which were the German
armies of the right wing, which had swung through Belgium and come
down into France from the north, cutting across the main railway lines
in France, which radiated out from Paris. Those armies were something
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like a hundred miles ahead of their railheads. The final hundred miles
between the railhead and the forward fighting units, for each of those
armies, were covered by horse. The 1st German Army had 84,000 hors-
es in it, and needed two million pounds of fodder per day to feed those
horses. Thanks to Blackadder you have an image of the First World War
as being particularly destructive of human life, but it was also particular-
ly destructive of horses’ lives. We tend to forget about the horses. 25% of
the horses mobilised by the French Army in 1914 were dead within three
months, and 90% of those had died through exhaustion and malnutri-
tion, and not through enemy action. So the horse still remained funda-
mental to the mobility and manoeuvrability of an army, because beyond
the railhead its logistic systems were still tied to the horse. The mass army
has therefore created an operational difficulty in terms of carrying out
manoeuvre. 

The other thing that mass armies had done was to create problems for
commanders. In ancient warfare the commander was simultaneously an
administrator and a leader. He was the heroic figure who led from the
front. Alexander the Great was just as likely to be killed in action as any
one of his men. Even at Waterloo, the pictures we have, at least of
Wellington and of Napoleon, are of generals on horseback on the battle-
field itself, who could in theory have seen the whole of the battlefield if
the smoke had ever cleared. But even at Waterloo we are beginning to get
some indication of the problems of the future. When the Prussians came
onto the battlefield, Napoleon hoped it was going to be Grouchy’s
returning French Corps coming to reinforce him, and not the Prussians
coming to reinforce the British and their allies, but he could not see that
far early enough to be sure which way things were going to break. 

By the time of the wars of the German unification in 1866 and 1870, the
image of the general was radically different. Moltke the Elder, the chief
of the German staff, is normally portrayed sitting at his desk with a map
behind him. He was no longer the heroic figure on horseback, and of
course by the time of the First World War, the image is of generals sitting
in their chateau, very far removed from the battlefront and in danger of
seeming entirely cut off from it. Heroic leadership and tactical command
was being exercised at lower and lower levels. It was the junior officers,
who now had the responsibility of making the key decisions on the bat-
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tlefield itself, because there was simply no opportunity for the com-
mander-in-chief to know what was going on. The tendency was for the
commander-in-chief to plan everything in advance, because the moment
the battle began he had essentially lost control. If you read Haig’s diary
for 1 July 1916, which is the first day of the Battle of the Somme, there
is virtually nothing in it. Haig was sitting in his headquarters and there
was nothing more that he could do. He had prepared his battle, the bat-
tle had begun, the infantry had gone over the top at seven o’clock that
morning, but he had to sit and twiddle his thumbs and probably would
not get any reports back until the end of the day, or possibly even the fol-
lowing morning. The consequence in operational terms was loss of flex-
ibility, because the commander was inevitably slow to respond, and at the
same time there was a tendency for the commander to try to pre-plan
and anticipate everything that might happen. The big limitation here is
the lack of real-time communications. In 1914 the radio had been
invented, but it was a very bulky and a very cumbersome instrument. It
was not something you would want to take into the field with you, and
it certainly was not man-portable. In 1912 Falkenhayn, the man who
becomes the German Chief of the General Staff in 1914 and holds that
job until 1916, organised a Corps exercise, using telephones, wirelesses
and motorcars. These were the available means of communications:
Motorcars, for carrying dispatches around; telephones provided fixed
lines; and wirelesses were being tested. His conclusion was that “When
these inventions of the devil work, then what they achieve is more than
amazing. When they do not work, then they achieve less than nothing”.
I think we all recognise that problem with all forms of new technology.
His conclusion was that the best thing was to have all systems available
to you, so that one could act as a backup to the other, and that you use
wirelesses but also have the old systems available.

What were the old systems? To go back to Blackadder: Runners were the
most obvious one. Baldrick is always being summoned to make the hero-
ic gesture and run back across no-man’s land carrying a message. That
was a very unreliable means of communications, not just because the
runner might be somebody like Baldrick, but also because the runner
might get killed on the way. Certainly Baldrick might succumb to the
temptation to find a shell-hole into which to dive and stay for some time.
By the time the message got back, if it got back, it was going to be pret-
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ty old news. It was going to be historic. It was not going to be real time.
Pigeons were used. I do not actually raise pigeons myself, but I am told
they require a good wind and a clear day. As you may have noticed, in
most of northern Europe there are days which are not clear, where the
clouds are low and there might be rain and mist. In conditions like that
pigeons will not fly. The Germans had rather more success with dogs.
They put messages around the collars of dogs, and they did run. Of
course they are rather lower to the ground than the Baldricks of this
world and they were quite good at taking messages. The French used
rockets. The forward infantry would fire a rocket to show their artillery
where they had got to, to make sure that the artillery did not shoot them,
but shot beyond them. Again it depended on the weather conditions:
How much smoke there was and how clear the sky was. Flags were used
in a very similar way. These communications are all vulnerable, variable
and uneven in their performance. What you had was a battlefield in
which communications up to the frontline were secure, because you
could use a telephone for that. You could lay the cable below the ground,
you could dig it into the ground so it is secure from artillery fire. The
chain of command could work perfectly satisfactorily up to the frontline
trench, but once men got beyond the frontline trench, then they were
going into a world where they were likely to lose contact with the chain
of command.

So command was being exercised at lower and lower levels of formation,
because there was no means of communicating directly back up the
command chain. The German solution to that problem was
“Auftragstaktik”. It involved the delegation of command to the lower lev-
els and an insistence that the forces behind the follow-up formations
should respond to the initiative of the forward formations, to back up
success and not spend much time trying to redeem failure. The danger
with “Auftragstaktik”, a danger which became very clear in March 1918,
was that the junior commanders follow their noses. They went where the
break-through was occurring, which was natural enough, and they
exploited the success that was available to them in tactical terms, but that
might not be where the army needed to go in strategic terms or opera-
tional terms. Tactical success does not necessarily lead to an operational
break-through if it is in the wrong place. What essentially happened in
March 1918 was that the British 3rd Army, which was holding the very
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ground that the Germans really most needed, held successfully, and
where the Germans achieved a break-through was where the ground did
not matter, and that was of course what the junior commanders were
effectively exploiting and reinforcing.

What has happened here is that a division between management and
command also leads to a division between operations and tactics.
Command in the 19th century had meant operational command. The
model was Napoleon, and Napoleon’s focus was on the vocabulary of
operations. It was on “manoeuvre”, it was on “envelopment”, it was on
operations on “interior”- and “exterior lines”. Napoleon was not very
much interested in the matters of tactics. The General Staff tradition and
the military academies had focused on this level of war - the operational
level of war. But between 1870 and 1914, new technology had present-
ed war with a fundamental change at the tactical level. In terms of oper-
ations the vocabulary is constant over time: “Envelopment” is a word
which is as perfectly understandable to us today as it was to Napoleon. It
means the same thing, and at the operational level things are not chang-
ing. But at the tactical level war has been changing continuously through
the introduction of new weapons-systems. Between 1870 and 1914 that
change was particularly rapid: The introduction of magazine breech-
loading rifles, of rifled quick-firing artillery, and just before the war, the
development of the aircraft and its application on the battlefield, and
during the war itself the advent of the tank. The result was that a frontal
attack across a far-swept zone became to all intents and purposes impos-
sible. Confronted with that tactical problem most generals before 1914
realised perfectly well how profound that problem was going to be, and
the generals’ solution was operational rather than tactical. The generals’
solution was to seek the flank: To envelop in the case of the German
General Staff. The solution was to get round the French positions facing
Germany on the Eastern by going around to the north.

In the First World War effective command on the battlefield was being
exercised at lower and lower levels. Tactics determined far more of the
complexion of warfare than did operations. The key issue became the
ability to achieve a break-in, and then the break-through of the trench
system. The break-out and the exploitation of the break-out through
manoeuvre became secondary considerations. Not secondary in order of
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importance, because that was how the victory would ultimately be
achieved, but secondary in order of time. There is no point in thinking
of the break-out and the subsequent manoeuvre if you cannot achieve the
break-in and the break-through. What tended to happen was the devel-
opment of tactical solutions for operational purposes. The armies of
1914-1918 are thinking of a way of resolving this tactical conundrum in
the hope that they could achieve the break-through and then the break-
out. The trench system, which we now see as absolutely characteristic of
the First World War, was the first stage in that process. Trenches may be
smelly, muddy, wet and horrible, but they save lives. That is the number
one reason for digging trenches: It is much better to have a trench than
to have no trench. However negative the image of the trench now is,
thanks to the First World War, it is of course vital for protection and the
saving of lives. The other key-point about the trench is that it enables
ground to be held with fewer people. It enables you to hold ground
defensively, to strip that position of men, and to use those men elsewhere
for the purposes of manoeuvre. The irony of the trench in the First
World War was that it was adopted by the Germans in the winter of
1914 as a deliberate device to create a means to manoeuvre elsewhere.
The Germans developed a strong defensive system from Belgium to
Switzerland, so that they could hold the Western front with fewer peo-
ple, and so release four corps for an offensive in the East. In 1915 they
overran most of Poland, and then Serbia.

In the end the trenches become a system in themselves. The trenches
took over and the whole business of dealing with trenches became the
end rather than the means, and the trenches became the focus of the war.
The tactical answer to the trenches was seen to be artillery. Artillery
became even more important because the war had become static and
because mobility had been lost. If war remained flexible and mobile, then
the difficulty of bringing up shells and of keeping the guns moving on
muddy roads itself limits your ability to apply firepower. But if the war
is static, then your lines of supply and your lines of communication are
short and comparatively secure, and the supply of shells can be constant.
More and more artillery was therefore used on the Western front, and
with more and more artillery, surprise was lost. The preliminary bom-
bardment before the assault went in, told the enemy that you were com-
ing. You tended to have a long bombardment. You had to register your
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guns before they found their target. All those things led to a loss of tac-
tical flexibility. Systems were developed whereby the artillery barrage
crept forward. It went forward in leaps. The range was extended in leaps
and bounds, and the infantry was meant to follow, but the consequence
of that was that the infantry formations themselves became very stereo-
typed, because they were close to the line of the artillery barrage, and that
tended to mean they were in the line: As the artillery barrage went for-
ward so the infantry followed up in line. By 1916 the pressing need was
to reintegrate fire and movement, because those two components of war
became separated. The artillery was providing the fire while the infantry
was providing the movement, and the danger was that as the artillery bar-
rage went forward, it lost contact with the supporting infantry. It went
forward probably faster than the infantry was able to keep up, and as that
happened, fire and movement became separated into different phases,
and the two were therefore not mutually enforcing.

There were two solutions to that problem of fire and movement. One
solution is what I have called “the German solution”. That meant in part
“Auftragstaktik” and the delegation of command forward, but it also
meant giving fire back to the infantry. Taking firepower away from the
artillery, and giving it to the infantry in the shape of things like machine-
guns, grenades and flame-throwers, and using those infantry squads to
bypass strong-points: To aim through the soft-points and to aim deep.
There was another solution, and that is what I call, for the sake of argu-
ment, “the British solution”. That was one that tried to make artillery
more sophisticated in its performance and tried to retain artillery as the
dominant firepower element but to make sure that it could be more
effectively integrated with the infantry battle. You did that through
improved registration of guns, through the ability to engage in predicted
fire so that with any luck your shell would land on the target. You did
that through flash-spotting, sound-ranging and through better calibra-
tion of the guns. You did that through improved meteorology, so you
knew how the atmospheric conditions were going to affect the perform-
ance of the guns, and you gave the gunners themselves better training.
You can train infantrymen quickly, because we all know that infantry-
men are very thick and stupid, but you cannot train gunners so quickly
because they are intelligent and highly articulate and it is all a little more
demanding for them, so it takes longer to make a good gunner than to
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make a good infantryman. Therefore, one of the consequences of the
rapid expansion of armies in 1914-1918 was that the performance of the
artillery lagged behind that of the infantry. But by 1917-1918 gunners
were much better, and they have also got better equipment. They have
got better fuses, they have got better shells, and they have got more heavy
guns. By 1917-1918 artillery performance had been transformed. You
could shoot off the map without preliminary registration, and ultimate-
ly in this reintegration of fire and movement, both tanks and aircraft
would play their part. The tank represents the reunification of fire and
movement, because it is a mobile gun-platform, and the aircraft if it is
used in close air support role is also able to do that, and it was doing that
by 1918. The result was that by 1918 the execution of a successful lim-
ited attack, is now possible on the Western front. It was entirely realis-
able for a commander to set himself a limited objective and be pretty sure
of achieving that objective. The difficulty remained how to convert that
limited tactical success to operational and even strategic success. In other
words, how do you reintegrate tactics and operations?

This is a front line, side A, and that is the front line, side B, and the prob-
lem is how do you convert tactical success into operational success? One
of the early ideas developed in the winter of 1914-1915, associated with
the British General Rawlinson, was that side A will attack side B’s front
line. Side A would take a bit out of the line and that was all it would do.
You knew you could take the front line and do it successfully. What you
now did was to force side B to counterattack to regain the ground that it
has lost, and what that meant was that side B had now become the side
exposed to the strength of defensive firepower. They would be the ones
who would suffer the greater losses because they were doing the attack-
ing, and if they continued to try to regain the lost ground, then ulti-
mately the balance of losses would swing against side B. This was ratio-
nalised as attrition.

Now attrition had no real place in the operational vocabulary used in
military theory and at staff colleges before 1914. Hans Delbrück, the
German academic military historian, had used the word before 1914, but
he meant by that the exhaustion of an enemy through avoiding battle.
What he was referring to was the campaigns of Fredrick the Great in the
Seven Years’ War, where he said that Fredrick the Great had manoeuvred
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in order to exhaust the stronger enemy that was facing him. He had
taken his enemy around the countryside and relied on the difficulties of
supply and communication to cause the breakdown of his opponent’s
armies. That was what he meant by attrition. This was not trying to
achieve attrition through battle itself, through the application of fire-
power. It is in the First World War that attrition acquired its contempo-
rary meaning: The application of firepower in order to wear down the
enemy. It began at the tactical level, with this idea of a limited attack
achieving a limited break-through or a limited break-in, but it had oper-
ational consequences. It is a vague word because it can also be elevated
up to the strategic level. Remember in the First World War, both sides
were conducting economic war against each other. The Allies were
blockading the Central powers – Germany and Austria-Hungary – and
in 1917 the Germans began U-boat warfare against the Allies. You can
argue that that too is a form of trying to exhaust your enemy. In other
words, attrition has an application at the strategic level as well as at the
tactical and operational levels.

But ultimately attrition here is a means, and not an end. It is a means to
achieving the possibility of a break-through in the end. The presumption
here is that side B is eventually going to run out of men to the point
where you can then achieve a break-through. What happened in many
First World War battles was that the commander in the battle in ques-
tion announced that he was intending to achieve a break-through. When
he did not achieve a break-through, then he said what he was trying to
achieve was attrition, that he was trying to wear out the other side. So he
rationalises his own failure as an attritional battle. Haig, for example,
before the Battle of the Somme, said, and I paraphrase: What we are hop-
ing to achieve is a break-through; we will release the cavalry, and we will
roll the German line up. That was in the summer of 1916. When the
Battle of the Somme became a long and indecisive battle, Haig says:
What we are trying to achieve is the wearing out of the German Army
through attrition. So they retained some purpose in this battle when he
failed to achieve his original purpose. The most notorious example of this
is the Battle of Verdun in 1916. Falkenhayn, the Chief of the German
General Staff in 1916, says in his memoirs that he intended it as a battle
which was designed to bleed the French Army white. What he decided
to do was to attack a place where the French would feel they would have
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to hold the ground, that is Verdun, and force them to commit more and
more men to the battle, and the manpower equation would therefore
swing against the French. I believe, because our only source for this is the
retrospective evidence of his memoirs, that this was a rationalisation of
the fact that he failed to capture Verdun and he explained it in terms of
attrition after the event rather than before the event.

The point here is that attrition is only possible if side B wishes to hold
on to that ground. It is perfectly conceivable that side B will say: Look
this is a nasty and muddy piece of ground, not much good to anybody
anyway, you can have it. Why should we fight? Why should we lose valu-
able men trying to regain it? The answer to that question is, you will fight
to regain it if it is of military importance, and so the great attritional bat-
tles of the First World War were fought where the ground matters, that
is, where the loss or gain of that ground could have an effect on the war.
So why fight for Verdun? If the French had lost Verdun, sited as it is on
the apex of the Western front, then the enemy would actually have
achieved an objective worth having. The allies could have been out-
flanked to the right or the left. Alternatively, if the French decided to put
large quantities of their army into holding Verdun, then the chances were
that they would weaken the line elsewhere and enable men to manoeu-
vre elsewhere. In other words, Verdun did matter as a bit of ground to be
won or lost.

The other big focus of attritional battles from the British point of view
was at Ypres. The significance of Ypres for the British was that it guard-
ed the channel ports, and the channel ports were their main line of com-
munications back to the United Kingdom, which enabled the re-supply
of the forces in the field. If they lost the channel ports, then they would
have been unable to keep a footing on the continent. For the Germans
the significance of Ypres was that the main railway communications from
Germany past through just behind Ypres, through the railway junction
of Roulers. Again, a British break-through at Ypres would have had
immense operational consequences for the Germans. So both those
places – Verdun and Ypres - became the focus of attritional battles,
because there were operational consequences that might follow from the
gain or loss of the terrain concerned. The point here is that the battle can
only be possible on that ground if the ground matters. Now, sure, as with
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trenches, there is a moment where attrition becomes an end in itself, and
as I have said, the generals of the First World War colluded in that,
because they explained their failure to achieve a break-through by saying
the intention always was to fight an attritional battle. 

During the war trench newspapers were one of the ways that the soldiers
serving at the front line expressed their satire and discontent. One of the
best known examples was a newspaper produced at Ypres by the British
Army, “the Wipers Times”, and it explained attrition like this: “In this
article I wish to show plainly that under existing conditions everything
points to a speedy disintegration of the enemy. We will take first of all
the effect of war on the male population of Germany. First let us take the
figure of 12 million as the total fighting population of Germany. Of these
8 million are killed or being killed, hence we have 4 million remaining.
Of these 1 million are non-combatants, being in the Navy. Of the 3 mil-
lion remaining we can write off 2,5 million as temperamentally unsuit-
able for fighting, owing to obesity and other elements engendered by a
gross mode of living. This leaves us 500,000 as the whole strength. Of
these 497,240 are known to suffer from incurable diseases. Of the
remaining 600, 584 are generals and staff. Thus we find that there are 16
men on the Western front. This number I maintain is not enough to give
them even a fair chance of resisting four more big pushes and hence the
collapse of the Western campaign”. This is a very good take-off of the sort
of rationalisation which Haig would use when he was presenting what he
was doing at the Somme or at Ypres to the War Cabinet in London.
When you are trying to explain failure those are exactly the terms you
use. It is a strange thing also that every calculation on the British side was
that within six months the Germans would run out of men. The British
said it in 1914, 1915, 1916, and 1917 - and in 1918 they were right.
What follows from all this is that the First World War makes attrition
and manoeuvre seem opposites, but this is an illusion. What I am trying
to argue here is that even in the First World War attrition and manoeu-
vre are in a deep symbiotic relationship. I am going to try and show that
to you in terms of an equation.

Manoeuvre in terms of traditional military thought functions at the
operational level. It has to do with ideas, like “envelopment” and “move-
ment on interior lines”. Ideas at that level have continuity built into



94 MANOEUVRE AND ATTRITION - A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

them. They mean roughly the same to us as they did to Napoleon.
Attrition on the other hand, begins above all at the tactical level, and
because it is to do with tactics, it is built around technology. It is much
affected by the firepower revolution that takes place at the end of the
19th century. Since it has to do with technology it has to do with change.
Those are the two lines, and in so much military thought they seem to
be operating on two totally different levels. Attrition has become a dirty
word. But those elements are interchanging all the time. At every point
operations clearly depend on what you can do tactically. Continuity and
change are in relationship to each other, and technology and ideas are in
relationship to each other. What confuses, or confirms, the confusion of
the division in this relationship, between manoeuvre and attrition, is
what happens in 1918, and how the events of 1918 are subsequently
interpreted.

By 1918 all armies were running short of manpower. Industry in all the
belligerent countries had now been fully converted to war-production.
So that in 1918 the obvious conclusion was to diminish your reliance on
the mass army, on manpower, and to increase your reliance on material,
on industry. To have a trade-off. To use machinery, and in the jargon of
today, to use it as a force multiplier. In 1918 most armies in their infantry
divisions reduced the number of men and increased the number of guns
of various sorts. That was exactly the sort of thought that they then car-
ried through into the twenties. In the 1920s armies were facing reduced
defence budgets. Their home governments were very anxious to turn
their back on excessive defensive expenditure, on the sort of expenditure
that they have had to lay out during the First World War, and looked to
technology for a replacement for manpower. The tank embodied that
idea best of all. The tank combines fire and movement, but also allows
the machine to substitute for men. Liddell Hart, whom I began this talk
with, was violently opposed to the reintroduction of conscription in
Britain in the inter-war period. He was talking about a small elite army.
De Gaulle in France wrote a book arguing in favour of armoured forma-
tions and armoured divisions for France, but the significance of that
book was not that it called for armoured formations, but that it called for
those armoured formations to be manned by professional forces - some-
thing that was deeply unsympathetic to the Third Republic. The pre-
sumption was that a small mechanised army would have speed and
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mobility, and therefore a small mechanised army would elevate the top
line in my equation over the bottom line. It will elevate operations over
tactics, and manoeuvre over attrition. Liddell Hart, who was one of the
principal spokesmen for armoured warfare thinking in the inter-war peri-
od, belonged to the school which stresses continuity in military ideas. He
saw unchanging principles in what he was writing about. He was happy
to take examples from ancient warfare to argue a case in modern warfare.
Manoeuvre creates a virtual circle. In the sort of thinking that these writ-
ers developed after the First World War, the argument goes something
like this: If an army is small and mechanised, it can move fast. If it moves
fast, then it fires less ammunition, because it is not confronting fixed
positions, as in the First World War. It will aim for the flank, it will aim
for the rear and it will aim deep. The less ammunition it fires, the freer
it becomes of logistic constraints. What causes an army to slow down, in
part, is the need to re-supply. If it is not firing much ammunition, the
argument goes, it does not have to pause to re-supply, and so it can main-
tain its own momentum.

Noticeably absent from this conclusion, and mostly absent from most of
Liddell Hart’s and JFC Fuller’s thinking, is the role of fuel in all this.
Vehicles need fuel. They have to pause to re-supply with petrol, oil and
all the rest of it, but Liddell Hart and others tended just to think about
the firepower equation, and not much about the fuel equation. So this
sort of thinking becomes self-contained, and a mechanised army was
more realisable in the 1920s and the 1930s if an army was small. If you
reject conscription and have a small army, then your equipment levels
can be higher. There is a trade-off here in terms of defence budgets. If
you have a big army, then you are spending more money on manpower,
and therefore you have less money for equipment. An all-tank and all-
armoured fighting vehicle formation enables you to be mobile, and the
consequence of that is that you tend to be rude about the arms that are
not mobile. The infantry and the artillery get pushed to one side, and it
means that you would want to fight on ground that is good for manoeu-
vre. You will avoid fixed defences, rather than thinking of engaging them.
So the objective of this sort of army must not be the destruction of the
enemy’s forces, but the mind of the commander. Liddell Hart and JFC
Fuller saw the decisive way of winning a battle as unhinging the mind of
the enemy commander, and upsetting his psychological equilibrium -
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not destroying his forces in the field, because that is associated with the
bottom line, with attrition, and you have created this small highly mobile
force, a force that lacks the firepower, and lacks the punch, to be able to
carry through the bottom line. It does not have the capacity to destroy
the enemy.

That sort of thinking became rooted in the British Army, and it had a
baleful effect on the performance on the British Army between 1940 and
1942: Succession of defeats, not only when it decided to intervene here
in Norway, but also in France, in Greece and in North Africa. The rea-
son it was defeated was not because it had neglected the tank, but
because it had gone overboard for one form of tank warfare. It stressed
mobility over firepower and it stressed an armoured division that is tank
dominant and which neglected artillery and infantry as crucial compo-
nents of the armoured division. The British, when they looked at the
German victory in France in May 1940 saw evidence which for them
confirmed all these trends. They saw that victory as further confirmation
that the mass army was not doing its job. The mass army that was defeat-
ed, in 1940, was of course the French Army, and what they saw was a
German Army which for them was centred around the ten panzer divi-
sions - the ten armoured divisions of the German Army - and not around
all the other divisions of the German Army. They looked at that as the
elite element. They looked at that as the element for emulation. Liddell
Hart was writing furiously throughout the war trying to refurbish his
own reputation as a military theorist, and his influence was extraordi-
narily profound both in the latter stages of the Second World War, and
immediately afterwards. He and others saw the victory as one that had
been achieved over the minds of the French command. France seemed to
have collapsed in May 1940, because the French high command was
paralysed through the speed of German manoeuvre at the operational
level. 

In reality, of course, the real causes of the German victory in May 1940
were rather different. The Germans managed to concentrate five of their
ten panzer divisions on the decisive sector of the front; they confronted
very weak anti-tank defences, because of the derogation of artillery; they
confronted an enemy with poor radio and wireless communications; they
confronted an enemy that failed to use aircraft in close air support; and
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they failed to use aircraft on interdiction missions on the German lines
of communications. But having achieved that victory in May 1940, what
then happened was elevated to the stage of doctrine. Blitzkrieg was a
rationalisation of something that has happened, rather than a plan for
something that will happen. Germany itself was still anticipating that
what it had embarked upon was a war where firepower will matter, and
where it would be important to have a mass army that is fully equipped
and fully mobilised, to enable it to fight a succession of major campaigns
over a long war.

In reality, German production in the Second World War, could never
meet the targets that the German Army set it, and the German Army was
always under-equipped in the Second World War. Germany might have
wanted to go to that second line in the equation in the Second World
War, but it could not do it, because it had not got the kit. In 1941 when
the Germans invaded the Soviet Union they had twenty panzer divisions,
out of a total of over a hundred divisions all together, and of those twen-
ty panzer divisions half of them had tanks which had been captured from
the defeated enemies of the previous two years. In other words, they were
not German-produced tanks. The actual numbers of tanks per division
were roughly two thirds of those that which the German armour experts
thought they should have. So they were short of tanks, both overall, and
within the individual divisions. The transport of the rest of the German
Army was still horse-drawn, and it remained horse-drawn throughout
the war. It had not moved beyond the problems that the German Army
was confronting in its advance in 1914. So Germany had to fight a
manoeuvre war partly by default, because it had not got enough armour
and enough equipment to enable it to fight a battle of destruction, or a
battle of attrition during a long war. An attritional battle was out as far
as the Germans were concerned. The payoff for them was the war on the
Eastern front, because the Soviet Army in the inter-war period did create
itself as a mass army, which was also equipped and mechanised through-
out, and capable of straddling both those lines of the equation. What
happened on the Eastern front possessed an element of continuity with
the First World War, but also recognised the validity of both lines of that
equation.

On the Eastern front in the Second World War, between 1941 and 1945,



98 MANOEUVRE AND ATTRITION - A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

as on the Western front in the First World War, the achievement of sur-
prise remained very difficult. To do that, you have to have balanced
forces, you have to have large quantities of artillery, which are especially
important in the initial break-in. In other words, you have to look at the
bottom line of that equation. The key phase in the Second World War,
as in the First, remained the conversion of the break-in to the break-out,
and the important thing beyond that was to maintain tempo, before the
defence had time to counter. Real-time communications were crucial
here. Both sides had the opportunity to react more quickly, thanks to the
radio, and therefore to sustain the tempo of operations to make sure that
you were inside the decision-making loop. The radio was crucial on the
Eastern front, and air power became vital in terms of interdiction of the
battlefield, and in terms of close air support. The first stage of this battle
was the physical destruction of enemy forces through attrition. And then,
having broken through, you were then talking about manoeuvre and the
operational level of war. 

During the Second World War neither the British nor the Americans
really grasped these essential points, because their own experience of this
level of war was limited to north-western Europe in 1944 and 1945.
They were fighting other campaigns elsewhere, but their experiences of
directly and indirectly fighting the Germans was limited to that brief
period. That lack of experience was reflected in what happened to doc-
trine after 1945. The key point in terms of this debate between manoeu-
vre and attrition for the Americans was of course the Vietnam War. The
Vietnam War, for the Americans, is seen as the low point, and one in
which the Americans occupy that bottom line of that equation, where
they are thinking about attrition. It is a campaign, where, according to
the American Army’s critics, it overemphasised the importance of indus-
trial capability and firepower, and forgot about manoeuvre, ideas and the
operational level of war. Again these two were being set up as opposites,
and in the early 1980s there was a major debate that swung the balance
from the bottom line of the equation to the top line, to manoeuvre oper-
ations and ideas. In 1989 the British began to reflect the power of that
argument when they themselves embraced the operational level of war,
and in 1989 for the first time the British published a doctrine for the
British Army, something called the “British Design for Military
Operations”. That defines manoeuvre warfare as follows: “Generally the
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aim is to defeat enemy intentions by the disposition of forces with only
the minimum of essential fighting”. In other words, you are not trying
to destroy the enemy, you are trying to upset his command level, to upset
his equilibrium, “with the minimum of essential fighting”. So you have
taken the weight right away from that bottom line and put it up towards
the top line. The British Army, being a small army, a professional army
without conscription, rejected the mass army earlier than other armies in
NATO. In rejecting the mass army it found itself bound much more to
that top line, simply because it was unable to renew itself to replace its
losses. American thought never went quite that far. American thought
was less extreme. In relation to AirLand Battle for example, the thought
very much was that the purpose of manoeuvre was to bring fire to bear.
The Americans did not emphasise manoeuvre as an end in itself, in the
way that the British did. The 1982 Field Manual 100-5 says: “Firepower
provides the enabling of violent destructive force essential to successful
manoeuvre. Manoeuvre and firepower are inseparable and complimenta-
ry aspects of combat”. The NATO definition from 1996 of manoeuvre
is not dissimilar: “The employment of forces on the battlefield through
movement in combination with fire, or fire potential, to achieve a posi-
tion of advantage in response to the enemy, in order to accomplish a mis-
sion”. In other words, what the NATO definition now tries to do is final-
ly to settle that particular division. It tries to bring these two elements
together rather than to see them as alternatives, that is, to see firepower
and attrition as standing together, and having to work together. 
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Air Power in Peace Inducement:
Contributions and Implications

Tony Mason
In the aftermath of the Gulf War, air power enthusiasts were exultant,
and with good reason. Air power had denied Saddam Hussein the oppor-
tunity to impose a strategy of ground force attrition on the Coalition. It
had isolated his occupation forces in Kuwait, shattered their morale and
war fighting cohesion to such an extent that they could be swept aside by
Coalition land forces in 100 hours with but a handful of friendly casual-
ties. Air power’s capacity had finally caught up with the promise of so
many years. In “Desert Storm”, the enemy had been clearly identified,
the political objective was unambiguous and agreed between Coalition
members. Military objectives were defined and executed in a unified mil-
itary command structure. The Coalition enjoyed considerable numerical
and technological superiority in the air. The enemy ground forces were
largely static and highly visible on terrain favourable to air attack in
weather, which despite unseasonable lapses, was generally good. But in a
little more than twelve months exultation began to turn to frustration as
a very different operational environment began to evolve in the territory
of the fractured state of Yugoslavia. It is difficult to envisage more con-
trasting circumstances from those of the Gulf than the civil war in
Bosnia. For over three years there was constant disagreement among
nominal coalition partners about political objectives and strategy. While
the Serbs were frequently identified as aggressors, only in 1995 was coali-
tion combat air power heavily and systematically applied against them.
There were few formal “enemy” ground force deployments, no recognis-
able “front lines” and frequently little separation between belligerent for-
mations and the surrounding civil population. Terrain was mountainous;
inhibiting surveillance and reconnaissance while topography provided
cover for small mobile units. The weather was standard European: fea-
turing cloud, wind and rain for much of each year. Since then some of
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those circumstances have been repeated in Kosovo. In 1999 however,
there are the further complications of an ethnic group opposing an inter-
nationally recognised central government as well as the presence of a
large number of unarmed UN/OSCE observers. It is dangerous to pro-
ject future guide lines from a single region, but certain characteristics in
the peace support environment in the Former Republic of Yugoslavia
may be identified which are likely to reoccur elsewhere. A decision to
intervene with armed force in any civil war will be made hesitantly.
Ultimately, and reluctantly, ground forces will be committed. Now how-
ever, it is also possible to identify the considerable, cost-effective contri-
bution which air power can make.

This paper prefers the expression “peace inducement” for all aspects of
peace support, only one of which is actually “peacekeeping”. It explores
political features of the peace inducement environment, which are par-
ticularly conducive to the application of air power. It examines air
power’s potential contribution and the constraints upon it, highlights the
significance of Operation Deliberate Force in Bosnia in 1995 and final-
ly argues that, while aerospace technology may be readily adapted to
peace inducing, less tangible problems will require resolution. Its central
thesis is that aerospace power is extremely well suited to make a major
contribution to peace inducement operations.

There may be several reasons why a state or supra national organisation
may wish to intervene in a civil war, but the objective is likely to differ
considerably from intervention in a conflict between a government, how-
ever frail, and insurgents. In Afghanistan, Western support of the
Mujahadin was intended to discomfit the USSR. In Vietnam, the situa-
tion had been the reverse. In peace inducement, the objective of inter-
vention is to stop the conflict and to bring the belligerents to the con-
ference table. Intervening states may be concerned about the impact of
the war on essential natural resources in the region or access to them.
Without the escalatory constraint of super power confrontation, there
may be a risk of the civil war spreading across frontiers and stimulating
regional conflict. Or instability may tempt intervention from a poten-
tially hostile power, which should be forestalled. A smaller state may wish
to build up international credit by participating in a coalition. In the
absence of any of these raisons d’etat there may be the pressure “to do
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something”, prompted by international media transmission of scenes of
atrocities.

One factor is common to all these dispositions to intervene: the core
security interests of the putative intervener are not at stake. Since the
ending of superpower confrontation, the states from whom the inter-
veners would most likely be drawn have two levels of option: first
whether to intervene at all, and second, if so, then how far and for how
long. From this basic position a number of sensitive political and mili-
tary considerations flow which are likely to re-occur whenever peace
inducement intervention is being considered. Some states may view
international peace keeping as a means to fund their armed services, but
most western governments are seeking to reduce defence expenditure and
intervention will inevitably interrupt that process. Consequently, the
cheapest method will be attractive. Finite, low risk, minimal casualty,
short duration, small-scale commitments will be preferred. In democrat-
ic states, the absence of threat to core security interests leaves room for
political opportunism. A government may be condemned for becoming
involved, or for not becoming involved. It will be vulnerable to partisan
politics if “success” appears illusory, or if military mistakes are made, or
if “needless” casualties are incurred. Consequently, political objectives
may be ill defined, limited, transient, variable and unpredictable, creat-
ing difficult circumstances for the application of any military force.
Politicians will wish to exercise tight political control. That may be irk-
some to air force commanders but it will place a high premium on flex-
ibility and responsiveness, executed by politically sensitive but highly
professional leaders and subordinates. Air power’s versatility is most com-
patible with such circumstances.

The media is likely to be influential; highlighting the horrors, which
stimulate the demand for intervention, and then publicising any collat-
eral damage or suffering inflicted by peace inducing forces. Public opin-
ion will itself be volatile, fluctuating between outrage at scenes of horror
and concern at casualties among friendly forces incurred in trying to stop
them. Susceptibility to public opinion may induce governments to adopt
ambivalent positions and to be disproportionately influenced by relative-
ly small numbers of casualties, as in Somalia in 1993 after the mutilated
bodies of 15 US servicemen in Mogadishu were shown on international
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television. From 1992 to 1995 the vulnerability of British troops in
Bosnia to reprisals stimulated consistent British opposition to the use of
offensive air power against recalcitrant Serbs.

Every country will evaluate the likely benefits and costs of intervention.
In a coalition, consensus will be determined by the compounded caution
of the entire group. There may be a common interest in inducing the bel-
ligerents to reach a peaceful settlement but there may not be agreement
on the extent of the commitment to be made, or the price to be paid.
Not surprisingly, the hesitation and disagreement between the US and
European governments over the use of force in Bosnia has been repeated
in Kosovo. Conversely, the political considerations of the warring fac-
tions in a civil war are likely to stimulate very deep commitment to clear-
ly defined objectives. Recent events suggest that they will be fighting over
the remains of a fragmented or decaying political entity as in Rwanda,
Somalia, Moldova or Bosnia. The conflict may have tribal, ethnic, ideo-
logical or cultural roots and it may have erupted spontaneously or it may
have been stimulated by more cynical political opportunism. While their
motivation may be deep and intangible however, the belligerents’ objec-
tives are likely to be territorial and political control. Their motivation
and historical perspectives will stimulate hatred, fear and suspicion, leav-
ing little room for compromise or conciliation. They are likely to equate
security with territorial and political domination. The imminence or
actual outbreak of civil war will signal their determination to achieve that
security or aggrandisement by armed force. Throughout history, civil war
has been characterised by brutality, destruction and intimidation, fre-
quently applied by formations lacking traditional military discipline,
organisation or command and control structure. There is no reason to
assume that such characteristics will disappear from future peace support
environments, even when one side, as in Kosovo, claims political legiti-
macy for its objectives. The factions in a civil war do, however, share one
major weakness. They are totally dependent on armed force to achieve
their objectives. Military supplies, formations, command, control and
infrastructure will frequently have been divided. Air defence co-ordina-
tion is particularly likely to have been weakened by fragmentation. Arms
factories might have been inherited but if so, their location will be well
known. If embargoes or sanctions are in force, both sides will have finite
supplies of war stocks and spares, especially of heavy weapons, aircraft
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and armoured vehicles. Their locations also are likely to be well known.
As a result, both sides are likely to be particularly vulnerable to attack on,
and interdiction of, weapon sources, stocks and infrastructure.

Four phases of peace inducement have been defined by the United
Nations.

1) Preventative Diplomacy: Action to prevent disputes from arising
between parties, to prevent existing disputes from escalating into con-
flicts and to limit the spread of the latter when they occur.

2) Peace Making: Diplomatic action to bring hostile parties to negotiat-
ed agreement, essentially through peaceful means as those foreseen in
Chapter VI of the “Charter of the United Nations”.

3) Peace Keeping: The deployment of a UN presence in the field, hith-
erto with the onsent of all the parties concerned, to implement or mon-
itor arrangements relating to the control of conflicts and/or to protect
humanitarian relief.

4) Peace Enforcing: May be needed when peaceful means fail. It consists
of action under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, including the use of
armed force, to maintain or restore international peace and security in
situations where the Security Council has determined the existence of a
threat to the peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression.

In all four phases, a distinctive feature is the fact that all the inducements
are applied by a third party and, therefore, subject not only to the per-
ceptions of the faction which is currently being “targeted” but also to
those of its adversary. This is an environment of deep-rooted mistrust,
suspicion, reluctance to make concessions, unpredictable responses and
local intransigence even when the factional leadership has acquiesced in
the peace process. If force is to be included among the inducements, it is
essential that it be applied impartially and with legitimate authority.
Consent, however grudging and resentful, may be induced by force as
well as by cajolery and promises of economic assistance. Impartiality does
not imply equality of force against all factions when one is intransigent
and the others are not.
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While the factions are relying on force to achieve their political objectives
in classical Clausewitzian mode, the use of force by the interventionists
has a very different purpose, varying in application in different phases
but sharing an underlying objective. Their objective is not a military vic-
tory over one side or the other, but to coerce both to the conference table.
Intervening force is unlikely to compel reconciliation between the fac-
tions. It will be used concurrently with other inducements and diplo-
matic pressure to persuade the belligerents that they are likely to achieve
a better outcome by negotiation than by armed force and that, once hav-
ing reached a negotiated settlement, it is in their own interests to adhere
to it.

Aircraft do not need to be deployed to disputed or turbulent territory to
influence events within it. Operating from secure bases in the region, air-
craft do not require extensive and vulnerable logistic links within the ter-
ritory itself. Such deployment may be deterrent in nature, especially in
the preventive diplomacy and peace making phases, or it may be to con-
tribute to peace inducing coercive operations. If no airfields are available
in the region, or if neighbouring states are hostile to the intervening pow-
ers, the ability to sustain any intervention, not just the application of air
power, must be highly debatable. The responsiveness of air power is par-
ticularly valuable in peace inducement. It may be swiftly deployed and
equally swiftly removed from a theatre, without the military and political
penalties of highly visible withdrawal of ground forces. Its operations may
be concentrated in space and time or intermittent: activated and sus-
pended in cadence with diplomatic and other pressures in the peace
building process. It may be held at various levels of readiness over long
periods without the problems associated with sustaining ground forces
during a cease-fire among a resentful population. In peace inducement,
as in any other circumstances, air power may be employed to prepare the
environment for exploitation by ground forces, or in support of deployed
ground forces or independently of any other armed forces. It is sometimes
argued that the use of air power indicates a weaker commitment than the
deployment of ground forces. However, the withdrawal of US ground
forces from the Lebanon after the Beirut tragedy of 1982, and early
extraction from Mogadishu after casualties in 1993 call that view into
question. It is the impact of the commitment on the warring factions,
which is important, not the perceptions of reluctant coalition partners.
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Most of the traditional roles of air power will be required whether
ground forces are deployed or not. In all phases, surveillance and recon-
naissance will be essential. They may disclose belligerents’ intentions and
capabilities, locate weapon, ammunition, fuel and other stocks; identify
supply routes or breaking of embargoes, locate fortifications, command
posts, road blocks and heavy weapons; monitor treaty compliance and
contravention, and swiftly investigate claims or even rumours of atroci-
ties. Both defensive and offensive combat air power will be required.
Belligerent aircraft and air defences will need to be neutralised, because
of the disproportionate political effect even of slight coalition aircraft
losses, or of small hit and run air attack on friendly forces or opposing
factions.

Offensive air power can deny a belligerent the ability to concentrate his
own ground forces or to move them confidently into excluded territory,
thereby conferring escalation dominance on a coalition. It can directly
reduce the military advantage held by a belligerent to a point where not
only is he incapable of imposing his will on a competitor, but he may
actually be in danger of conceding the coercive advantage to him. Under
such circumstances air power becomes a force equaliser, as happened in
Bosnia in August 1995. Some targets however, will be off-limits or
unproductive. Snipers or light mortars operating from built up areas,
even if precisely located, are unlikely to be neutralised by air attack with-
out civilian casualties and collateral damage. Attacks on social and eco-
nomic infrastructure: power stations, oil refineries, industry etc. will
increase the discomfort of all concerned but will prolong and complicate
economic reconstruction essential to cement the peace making process,
without necessarily furthering it. They are just as likely to stiffen bel-
ligerent support as undermine it. Similarly, while the character and
intransigence of some belligerent leaders may tempt personal targeting,
their violent removal is as likely to induce martyrdom as concessions.
Discrediting by military failure is likely to be more effective and perma-
nent.

The objective of force equalisation by air attack does not require the met-
ing out of large scale death and destruction. It is to reduce the belliger-
ent’s military capacity to a point where he can no longer impose his own
solution by force. Indeed to reduce his forces beyond an “equalisation”
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level may induce his opponent to press home his own military advantage,
to the further detriment of the peace building process. This is an obvious
risk in the use of heavy air power against Serbian forces in the Kosovo cri-
sis. Such a process calls for fine judgement and, to a certain extent, revi-
sion of some cherished military principles. Intermittent action may
inhibit concentration of force. Withholding pursuit or curtailing a suc-
cessful operation before the achievement of traditional ‘victory’ may be
detrimental to morale. One of the many advantages of air power in this
environment however, is that retaliation or punitive action may be taken
against widely spread, numerous targets, all of which have been publicly
identified. Moreover, postponing or cancelling further air attacks from
secure bases is much easier than disengaging arbitrarily from contact on
the ground.

Military suspicion of gradualism: the limited escalation of military pres-
sure to achieve political ends is a legacy of Vietnam, especially in the
USAF. The peace support environment is far different, but the basic
principle may, on occasions, have substance. Therefore, if air attacks have
to be made they should be against such significant targets with such force
as to leave no doubt whatever in the intransigent’s mind about the out-
come of continued military opposition to the peace keeping process, or
of seeking to take advantage of a bombing halt. The attacks can still be
limited in duration, weight and targets. All the contributions of air
power noted above may be made in an attempt to avoid the commitment
of ground forces altogether or to create more favourable circumstances
for them to exploit. When friendly ground forces or other agencies are
deployed, their effectiveness can be enhanced by the provision of tradi-
tional “tactical” air support, including air mobility, reinforcement, verti-
cal outflanking and envelopment of hostile forces.

Assertion of such potential for air power prompts a very obvious ques-
tion: “Why did it take so long to be effective in Bosnia?” The Yugoslavian
tragedy has not reached its last Act but circumstances from 1992 to
September 1995 already offer almost as many lessons about how not to
apply armed force as did the earlier tragedy of Vietnam. With hindsight,
it is obvious that too many well founded political and military principles
were overlooked; too much emphasis was placed on differences in the
peace inducing environment and not enough on factors common to all
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application of military force. There was no external agreement on the
political objective: which should have been an acceptable peace plan.
Ground troops were deployed in insufficient numbers to discharge their
increasing responsibilities. Ultimately, they became hostages impeding
the application of heavier, coercive, air power. There appeared to be lit-
tle anticipation of the fact that in a civil war, humanitarian relief to either
side would be interpreted as direct assistance to the other. UN ground
force weakness induced heavy dependence on the consent of the warring
factions to its activities, which inevitably rewarded intransigence and
hostility.

Early proposals to use air power as a force equaliser were strongly
opposed in Europe. Those countries with deployed ground forces feared
for their vulnerability to reprisals. The exaggerated response of the USA
to the loss of one F-16 showed that there was not much difference in
such sensitivity on either side of the Atlantic. The principle of “propor-
tionality” - responsive, defensive fire power restricted to the same level as
an attack - was enshrined in very tight rules of engagement which con-
strained both air to air and air to surface operations. Concern about pos-
sible civilian casualties and collateral damage was widely expressed.
Needless to say, the Bosnian Serbs seldom lost an opportunity in the
international media to exploit this enervating compound of uncertainty,
disagreement, idealism and fear among the intervening powers. Even had
there been earlier agreement on the use of air power, the duplicated, tor-
tuous chain of command, from the UN Secretary General to UN civil-
ian and military commanders in the field, alongside that from the NATO
Council to the squadrons in Italy, would have inhibited its use. Finally,
even when air attacks were made, “proportionate” targets of individual
tanks or other small mobile and concealed targets were of little signifi-
cance. Meanwhile, in the skies above, the shooting down of four Bosnian
Serb aircraft was an isolated coalition success in an otherwise widely
infringed air exclusion zone, which contributed little to the struggle for
territorial control and UN objectives. Under such circumstances, threats
of severe retaliation from the air by the UN, NATO and local com-
manders alike were hollow, and contemptuously disdained by the
Bosnian Serbs.
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The turning point came in May 1995, when, after one more Bosnian
Serb failure to meet another UN deadline to withdraw heavy weapons in
the regions of Bihac and Sarajevo.  NATO aircraft, for the first time, were
freed from the constraints of previous rules of engagement and, instead
of striking the offending weaponry, hit Bosnian Serb ammunition
bunkers near Pale. This attack was to be the turning point in the peace
inducement process. For the first time, the air strike had not been “pro-
portionate”. It hit the weakest point in the Bosnian coercive strategy:
their finite war stocks. The versatility, reach and precision of air power
had finally been exploited without civilian casualties or collateral dam-
age. The damaging potential of the attack was realised immediately by
the Bosnian Serbs who swiftly and indiscriminately retaliated by shelling
Sarajevo, Bihac, Gorazde, Srebrenica and Tuzla, inflicting heavy civilian
casualties, and taking 300 UN troops hostage and as human shields
against further bombing. Consequently, the air attacks were widely por-
trayed by the media as counter productive, producing exactly the disas-
trous results forecast by many policy makers and analysts. The signifi-
cance of NATO’s response, to increase troop contributions, to establish
a Rapid Reaction Force and to withdraw UN ground personnel from
exposed positions, was not given the same media cover.

Over the next few weeks the command and control chain was simplified
and shortened. The Croatian and Bosnian Moslem armies began to exert
heavy pressure on the Bosnian Serbs, forcing them to draw down more
heavily on their resources and to become more dependent on reinforce-
ment and supply. The US increased diplomatic pressure on the Bosnian
Serbs to accept a peace settlement. At the end of August, after a mortar
shell exploded in a crowded market in Sarajevo, NATO airforces
launched operation “Deliberate Force”. The offending weapon was iden-
tified as a single Bosnian Serb mortar, but NATO’s response, over a peri-
od of 16 days, comprised 4,000 sorties. Of those, approximately 25%
delivered weapons, against command bunkers, radar and control centres,
ammunition storage bunkers and bridges on Bosnian Serbs reinforce-
ment routes. The Bosnian Serb capacity to coerce its opponents was
severely reduced, NATO and UN authority was re-established and the
way to the Dayton agreement was cleared. Air power had not imposed a
solution to the problem; but by acting finally as a force equaliser it had
created conditions in which a settlement could be negotiated.
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In the end, a combination of pressures brought the Serbs to the confer-
ence table: resurgent and threatening Croatian-Bosnian ground forces,
heavy diplomatic pressure and sanctions, increased allied artillery fire in
the critical area of Mount Igman, and the “disproportionate” impact of
allied air power in total force synergy. Concentration of force, versatility
and depth in targeting, destruction of instruments of power, exploitation
of technological superiority, weapon precision, minimal casualties and
collateral damage, greatly reduced requirements for ground forces (the
4,000 troops of the UK Air Mobile Brigade were not employed) and a
sense of powerlessness among the Bosnian Serbs were the features of
“Deliberate Force”. The circumstances had been very different from
those of “Desert Storm”, but the impact of air power was very similar.

In the spectrum of uncertainty, which lies ahead, many armed forces are
faced with a difficult choice: whether to prepare and equip for high
intensity conflict, which may threaten national security but which, may
be very remote. Or for low intensity operations, including peace induce-
ment, which may be in support of lesser interests but occur much more
frequently. Fortunately for air power, most of the technology procured
for high intensity operations is equally valuable in peace inducement,
and vice versa. It includes multi-spectrum reconnaissance and surveil-
lance satellites, aircraft and UAVs; defence suppression weapons, defen-
sive and offensive counter air systems and weapons, night/all weather tar-
get identification and acquisition systems; precision guided munitions;
airlift; real time C3l nets and comprehensive electronic warfare suites. All
can be used in either a “Desert Storm” or a “Deliberate Force”. There is,
however, a less tangible constraint. In the 1920s and 1930s the Royal Air
Force very successfully carried out low-intensity policing duties in vari-
ous parts of the Empire, sustaining its independence in a period of inter-
national uncertainty. It thereby failed to prepare or equip for modern
large-scale warfare until the eleventh hour, with tragic results in the early
years of World War II.

Using air power in peace inducement is likely to reduce the costs of over-
all national commitment, but it will not be cost free. The environment
is likely to be hostile, with threats from both air and ground. But the
demands of a large scale conflict, in a multi-threat, high pressure, dense
electronic warfare environment are likely to be very different and com-
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bat efficiency must be maintained by appropriate training. Peace induce-
ment missions may need to be flown in addition to such training. In
which case aircraft fatigue life, engines and spares will be consumed more
rapidly. Either peacetime air and ground crew manning must be increased
or workloads must be expanded, risking over-stretch and dissatisfaction.
If, on the other hand, peace inducement were to be given priority over
training, or even replace it, combat aircrew would risk suffering the RAF
experience. There might also be a temptation to reduce priorities in pro-
curement of advanced platforms, weapons and systems. There is obvious-
ly a need to ensure that politicians fully understand both the potential and
implications of employing air power in peace inducement.

The contribution of air power to the Bosnian tragedy in 1995, in cir-
cumstances so different from those of the Gulf, demonstrated its enor-
mous versatility and potential for the wide-ranging uncertainties of the
next century. Peace inducement operations may not be accorded the
same political enthusiasm after the Balkan experiences as in the heady
days of the “New World Order”. But if they are, air power has shown
that, despite many different circumstances, it can make a similar contri-
bution to peace inducement as it did in the Gulf. It can determine the
conditions of conflict and deny a belligerent the ground based strategy of
his choice. It can reduce the number of friendly ground troops required,
thereby reducing potential casualties. As in the Gulf, it can capitalise on
the technological advantages likely to be possessed by the intervening
powers and on long standing habits of operational co-operation and cul-
tural affinity shared by many air forces. Above all, provided that all the
implications of its potential use are considered from the outset, it can
generate enormous combined force synergy. 

One final thought: Peace inducement is likely to be but one of several
contributions of air power to conflict in the 21st century. Politicians and
populations of nations, which have long and honourable traditions of
international responsibility, are unlikely to abandon them when faced
with evidence of genocide or other threats to international stability. No
doubt there will be some airmen who will have little enthusiasm for the
constrained operations of peace inducement. But an air force, which is
only considered relevant when national security itself is threatened, may
well put its political support and resource allocation at risk.



An American View of Peace Support
Operations: A Perspective on Air Power

Robert C. Owen
In the world of military policy and operations, peace operations are a
growth industry. The United Nations (UN) activated just 13 peace keep-
ing operations in the forty years between 1948 and 1988. In the last ten
years the international body has activated or endorsed 36 others, includ-
ing peace enforcement operations in Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia-
Herzegovina.1 The sudden expansion of peace operations is a product of
collapsed economic and political systems in various parts of the world
and the post-Cold War freedom of developed countries to expend eco-
nomic, political, and military capital on them. And capital is what peace
operations require. Besides costing billions of dollars, peace operations
cost lives; over 1580 soldiers lost to all causes between 1948 and 1998.2
Peace operations also exert tremendous pressures on peacetime military
establishments and on individual soldiers. Those costs are what bring us
here today. If our governments choose to be involved in peace operations,
we must develop ways to do them effectively and at minimum cost. As
airmen and those who think about the utility of aerospace power, these
goals naturally lead us to consider the role of our chosen arm in such
operations. To develop operational plans, we need to understand the
absolute contribution aerospace power can make to peace operations. To
make force-structure policy, we must consider the relative effectiveness
and costs of aerospace operations in comparison to, or in conjunction
with, other forms of military power, particularly land power. 3 Only with
those pieces of information in hand, can we go to our governments and
suggest the kinds and scale of aerospace forces needed to best serve their
commitments to peace operations.

My charter then is to present “an American view of peace support oper-
ations”. More specifically, I intend to narrow my focus to a presentation



116 AN AMERICAN VIEW OF PEACE SUPPORT OPERATIONS

of my assessment of the relative value of aerospace forces in peace opera-
tions. This narrower focus will avoid a tedious and ultimately hopeless
effort to capture a typically “American” view on peace support opera-
tions. One only has to read the literature to know that no such thing
exists. This focus also will spotlight two fairly clear-cut focal questions for
examination. First, is the utility of aerospace power, in relation to land
power, increasing or decreasing? Second, how should governments take
advantage of the dynamics of that relationship? By addressing the utility
of aerospace power in a relative sense, rather than in an absolute one, this
examination becomes a little more complicated and risky, but it also
becomes more likely to produce an answer of some value to military force
structure policy. Everyone knows that military aerospace forces can con-
tribute to peace operations in an absolute sense. That is interesting infor-
mation, but hardly instructive to decisions about the size and composi-
tion of either air forces or of their proportional role in any given defense
establishment. Only by knowing how aerospace power stacks up against
land power can defense planners get into the serious business of picking
and choosing force mixes and doctrines. 

My approach to exploring the relationship between aerospace power and
peace operations will be straightforward. First, and at the risk of patron-
izing the many experts in this audience, I will encapsulate the nature of
peace operations with an eye to their relationship to the attributes of land
and aerospace power. Then I will describe some of the more important
operational-level elements of those two forms of military power in rela-
tion to the demands of peace operations. This section will be followed by
a discussion of the specific capabilities of aerospace power at the tactical
level of peace operations. Since I am only a plugger in the doctrines and
capabilities of land forces, I hope that others in the audience will con-
tribute their greater knowledge of that subject after the merciful end of
my prepared remarks.

The American joint doctrine publication, Joint Publication 3-07, Military
Operations Other than War, defines peace operations as a category that
“encompasses peacekeeping operations and peace enforcement opera-
tions conducted in support of diplomatic efforts to establish and main-
tain peace.” The publication goes on to define “peacekeeping” as “mili-
tary operations undertaken with the consent of all major parties to a dis-
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pute, designed to monitor and facilitate implementation of an agree-
ment…and support diplomatic efforts to reach a long-term political set-
tlement.” As we all might expect, the document presents “peace enforce-
ment” as “application of military force, or the threat of its use…to com-
pel compliance with resolutions or sanctions designed to maintain or
restore peace and order.”4 These are useful definitions that capture the
main difference between the two types of peace support operations: one
assumes broad permission and co-operation from the “major parties” of
a dispute, while the other assumes that one or more of those parties needs
a little slapping around. But, a closer look at these definitions reveals
that, in their careful brevity, they miss or gloss over some essential ele-
ments in the nature of peace operations that have relevance to the pres-
ent discussion.

The naked reality of peace operations is that they are interventions by
wealthy and powerful outsiders into the affairs of less well-endowed local
governments, groups, and factions. However public relations officers and
pundits might wish to present peace operations, it is useful for military
planners and operators to recognize their core reality. They are applica-
tions of state power to direct or facilitate the movement of the social, eco-
nomic, and political affairs of others in directions that the intervening
states believe they would not go without that application of power. The
directions intervening states wish local affairs to go may be laudable.
They may wish to prevent the dissolution of failed states, mid-wife the
birth of new states, block genocide, or to achieve other worthy objectives.
Intervention objectives also may be self-interested, such as protecting
economic interests, alliance structures, or to just getting those awful
images off of the Cable News Network. Whatever the case, states inter-
vene or, in current usage, conduct peace operations to accomplish their
objectives, mainly by helping or making the natives behave.

I use that distinctly pejorative term, “making the natives behave,” with a
purpose. I want to emphasize that, as interventions into the affairs of
others, peace operations, in reality or at least in the views of some of their
recipients, amount to little more than a type of or continuation of west-
ern imperialism.5 If that term is too harsh for some, then peace opera-
tions also could be presented as assertions of economic, political, and
moral hegemony. Essentially, they involve developed states accepting
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obligations or asserting rights to shape directly the lives and destinies of
peoples and organizations that fall outside of the political structures of
the intervening states. Whether the rich states are intervening to prevent
locals from behaving badly or from suffering the consequences of their
own political or economic failures or bad luck, the essence of the act is
the same—hegemony. For the intervention to be “peacekeeping” the
intervened state and/or disputants must accept the consequent reduction
of their sovereignty and self-reliance. If one or more of those parties do
not accept the intervention or its intent, then the operation likely will
become one of “peace enforcement.” In that case, the intervening states
will have to fight to impose their visions on local circumstances; visions
that may or may not even conform to those of the government or fac-
tions upon whose “behalf ” the big powers are intervening.

That peace operations represent a species of imperialism is manifest from
several perspectives. How else but as imperialism will many perceive a
national policy statement that multilateral peace operations “can serve
U.S. interests by promoting democracy, regional security, and economic
growth”? 6 In the eyes of many, even the “promotion of democracy” will
appear as an assertion of cultural imperialism by developed countries
seeking security by having the world conform to their ideas of political
propriety. Similarly, when states bomb one faction in a civil war to both
defend the borders of a forming state, and to prove to the world that their
collective military and political alliances are sound; that will read to
many like an act of moral and political self-interest, hegemony, or impe-
rialism—call it what you will. We should not be surprised or dismissive,
therefore, when the Serbs link UN-sponsored peace operations to Nazi
conquest.7 While such statements certainly reflect their odious brand of
bullying diplomacy, they also reveal their perception of the motives of
intervening states. Inaccurate and unfair though it may be, such a per-
ception can have great effect on the course and outcome of a peace oper-
ation. 

Thus, the value of describing peace operations as a form of “real politik”
is neither to discredit them or even to address the argument of whether
imperialism is right, wrong, or just an inevitable feature of the inter-
course of nations. Rather, the value of such a description, assuming it is
correct, lies in its support for accurate analysis of the military character-
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istics and strategic essentials of peace operations, and of aerospace
power’s role in them. To put it bluntly, mushy descriptions of peace oper-
ations as humanitarian and neutral efforts to promote peace, stability,
and motherhood do not explain why so many soldiers die in them or
why they so strain the resources of our states. Understanding that “peace
operation” is the current term for self-interested interventions by states
into the internal affairs of others does go a little further down the path
toward explaining those realities. People and some disputing factions
benefit from such interventions, while others do not, and sometimes the
dissatisfied ones fight.

As interventions, peace operations make intervening states and their sol-
diers active members of local society, politics, and culture. In open war,
societies focus on destroying, capturing, or threatening one another’s
resources until their opponents capitulate. In peace operations, outsiders
come into the life of a country by permission or force and, along with its
regular citizens, take on a role in shaping its features and future. Of
course, the effects of this interaction go both ways. By asserting some
ownership of events in intervened states and societies, intervention states
are shaped by them politically and socially, in turn. As a case in point,
consider the effects on our domestic politics of the televised images of the
Market Squares of Death in Sarajevo and of dead Americans in the streets
of Mogadishu. For every force, there is an equal and opposite reaction.

Interaction with intervened states and societies, of course, makes inter-
vening states liable for subsequent events. Depending on what they have
asked, helped, or forced the factions in a conflict to do, the intervening
states also may find themselves emotionally or politically vested in them
in ways that make withdrawal difficult, even when the initial crisis is
over.8 The United States could and did withdraw from Granada quickly
and easily, for example, partly because it asked the people of the country
to commit to or change nothing, other than to bid farewell to the
Cubans. In contrast, the Bosnian Federation and many of its citizens live
and may even begin to thrive as a consequence of the UN-NATO inter-
vention, which may explain why both alliances assume a moral obliga-
tion to preserve the new state until that distant day it hopefully will stand
on its own. 
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Also, as self-interested intrusions into local affairs, peace operations are
highly unlikely to be viewed as politically neutral events, except in the
eyes of the most hopeful or doctrinaire among the interventionists them-
selves. Despite official pronouncements that “peacekeeping…demands
that the peacekeeping force maintain strict neutrality,” and derivative
statements that “peace operations interject politically neutral military
forces into contested areas,” real neutrality is unattainable in peace oper-
ations.9 To the point, one can not enter a state like Somalia and interfere
with the factional competition for control of the flow of foreign aid,
which was the primary currency of political power, without becoming a
biased actor in local politics, at least in the eyes of the factions.
Experience bears this out in the rapid evolution of the U.N. mandates in
Somalia; from humanitarian relief, to disarming the factions to secure the
flow of relief, to a specific manhunt for Mohammed Aideed.10 Likewise,
no matter their self-perception, United Nations “peacekeepers” became
participants in the Bosnian civil war the moment the UN passed resolu-
tions forbidding the factions from using combat air power and from
attacking Bosnian cities. Moreover, since only the Bosnian Serbs had
combat aircraft or were conquering cities at the time, the partisan and
inequitable effects of the U.N. mandates were obvious to most.11 The
reality is that, even in what appear to be the most humanitarian and
benign of peace operations, soldiers keeping and, certainly, enforcing the
peace will find allies among those who benefit from their intervention,
and they will find enemies among those who do not.

These processes of interaction and of finding friends and enemies suggest
that mission creep is inherent to and almost instantaneous in peace oper-
ations. In an analog to the Heisenberg Principle of Physics, peace keepers
and enforcers change the circumstances in which they intervene, simply
by the act of intervention itself. Missions simply will not stay put in these
kinds of operations where, in the words of one analyst, “the success of the
original mission depends on picking up additional missions.”12 The U.S.
government sent Marines into Haiti in 1915 to reestablish order, but
found itself unable to withdraw them until 1934, and only after under-
taking a large program of public works, education, and attempted cul-
tural reengineering. To stabilize a government, the Marines had to build
a nation.13 NATO entered the Bosnian conflict to underpin United
Nations sanctions and humanitarian relief efforts. But now the alliance is
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engaged in a long-term presence upon which hinges the survival of the
Bosnian state. In reasonable likelihood, if NATO leaves anytime soon,
tens of thousands will die. To secure the safe areas, then, the intervening
states have had to help rebuild Bosnia politically, militarily, and to some
degree psychologically. No wonder that one student of international rela-
tions recently wrote, “to imagine that the United States can send a com-
pany or a corps into [an intervention] with a clear, finite mission state-
ment that will not evolve takes a remarkable mind.”14

Tactically, peace operations can demand the full range of capabilities
incumbent in conventional military forces. In the past, peace soldiers
have faced threats ranging from terrorists and guerillas to conventional
land forces and even air arms. The weapons of their opponents ranged
from land mines and small arms, to armored fighting vehicles, artillery,
and aircraft. Peace force tactical operations have included the traditional
ones of taking posts between warring factions, observation, patrolling,
reconnaissance by land and aerospace systems, de-mining, corps of engi-
neers construction projects, coercive confrontations, conventional offen-
sive operations, and others. In short, peace operations are distinguished
from open conflict not by the types of tactical operations undertaken,
but by their intent. Consistent with this view, United States Army doc-
trine does not discount the applicability of traditional principles of war
to peace operations, though it adds several other principles to peace-
keeping to reflect its focus on utilizing minimum force to restore the con-
ditions of peace as quickly as possible.15

Because peace operations demand so much from the military, they cer-
tainly can “feel” like war, at least in terms of the resource pressures and
emotional trauma they impose. As General Frank Kitson discovered for
land forces over a generation ago, preparing officers and troops for peace-
keeping requires substantial investments in education and training,
though he believed that many of the basic skills thus imparted would be
transferable to conventional roles.16 But overall, units engaged in peace
operations have little time or opportunity to engage in the training, bat-
tle drills, and exercises needed to keep them ready for their convention-
al roles. Similarly, Air Forces maintaining air occupations over places like
Bosnia and Iraq have also discovered that the air-to-air combat and other
skills of their fighter pilots quickly degrade in a regimen marked by long
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patrolling and minimal continuation training. Peace operations also
demand much in the way of psychological stress, particularly from
ground troops engaged in the inevitable processes of interacting with
intervened societies, while all the time watching their backs. Recent stud-
ies, as cases in point, indicate that veterans of peacekeeping in Somalia
experienced a similar rate of post-traumatic stress disorders as soldiers
from the Gulf War, about eight percent. Their traumas emerged not from
combat, but from its absence under the “nerve wracking conditions of
peacekeeping [and] the need to exercise restraint in a country full of
armed bands.”17 The resource pressures of peace operations can also be
formidable for militaries simultaneously trying to maintain their readi-
ness for conventional war and to sustain troop moral at a level necessary
to keep soldiers from resigning in mass. Largely as an effort to balance
these pressures, the Chief of Staff of the United States Air Force, General
Michael Ryan, launched the Expeditionary Aerospace Force concept last
August of 1997. His guidance to his major commands was to develop a
package of personnel policies, force scheduling procedures, and logistics
concepts to make more bearable the burdens of maintaining standing
deployments.18 

All these factors considered, it is reasonable to point out that peace oper-
ations have more in common with war than many would like to admit.
Their genesis lies not in the existence of tumult and tragedy in the world,
but rather in the desire of strong states to intervene. Tumults and
tragedies are always with us. They only become peace operations when
wealthy states find it in their interests to protect others from the conse-
quences of their own actions, to protect weak factions from strong ones,
to help or force others to adhere to moral and political norms attractive
to the interventionists, or simply to get peoples and their ugly actions off
of television. As in the realm of war, such intrusions into the affairs of
others can be causes of conflict or at least acts that make the intruders
participants in conflict. 

Understanding that peace operations have much to do with hegemony
and conflict greatly simplifies an analytical approach to the two most
important strategic questions about them. The first is, “which of the
many opportunities for intervention should be taken”? Just as it is in any
rationalist approach to conflict in general, the basic answer to this ques-
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tion is “whichever ones truly involve significant national interests and
that can be accomplished with a net improvement in the national condi-
tions of both the intervened and intervening states.” This answer clearly
is implied in American presidential policy, which holds that intervention
decisions will be based on national security requirements, the scale of the
threat or breach to international security, and the presence of interna-
tional support for an intervention.19 The devils of such a policy are in
the details, of course. To intervene to achieve a net improvement in the
national condition requires a clear knowledge of end-state goals and the
probable outcomes of the action. End-state goals are difficult to calcu-
late, because they must accommodate, among many things, national
desires to gain economic and political strength, preserve military capa-
bilities to handle vital threats, and to enhance the moral self-confidence,
prestige and alliance structures of the intervening state. At least one real-
ist analysis of this decision process has suggested that the final answer to
this question is, in essence, “hardly ever.” Another has said only when
“there is a genuine threat to the interests of the United States,” and only
when end-state goals will not “require a revolution in indigenous values
and beliefs.”20 In any case, before intervening a nation should at least try
to determine that the intervention truly is necessary and that it likely will
come out of the intervention stronger than when it went in. Any less dis-
ciplined approach is the first step to strategic overreach.

The second fundamental strategic question emerging from an under-
standing of peace operations as actions of hegemony and conflict is,
“once governments decide to intervene, how do militaries achieve
national goals at least cost in blood, treasure, and heartache”?
Simplistically, the answer is “through astute combinations of doctrine,
preparation, and operational exploitation of existing and/or readily
obtainable forces singly and in combination with one another.”
Concisely put, probably every thoughtful strategist understands that
peace operations are won by intelligently employed Joint and, hopefully,
Combined forces, applied in concert with equally astute diplomatic
actions. This insight, in turn, re-spotlights the focal questions of this
presentation; (1) is the utility of aerospace power, in relation to land
power, increasing or decreasing, and (2) how should governments take
advantage of the dynamics of that relationship? Once again, getting at
this one narrow aspect of the broader problem of “fighting” peace oper-
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ations requires a shift of focus from their nature to operational-level dis-
cussion of the relative roles of aerospace and land forces in such activi-
ties, and then to tactical-level discussion of aerospace power’s changing
role in an absolute sense.

Quick definitions of land and aerospace power will be useful here.
“Power” means the same thing for both terms. Power is the ability to do
work or, in the military context, to make someone or group do things
that they were not intending to do otherwise. Land and aerospace power
share the same objective then - compelling enemies to do things - they
only differ in their means and methodologies. Land forces compel ene-
mies through maneuver, fire, and presence operations by forces that
move on the surface of the earth, or by auxiliary air arms that move above
the surface but whose operations largely are oriented to the movements
and positions of their parent land forces. Aerospace forces compel ene-
mies through maneuver, fire, and presence operations by forces that
move above the surface of the Earth. In simple terms then, air and land
forces do similar things in different mediums. This simple relationship is
useful, because it makes comparisons of land and air power easier than
often is understood. It is from their different mediums that each mode
of fighting draws its distinct operational-level advantages and disadvan-
tages in peace operations.

The salient advantage of land forces in peace operations is that, by oper-
ating on the surface of an intervened state, they are there and, compared
to aerospace forces, it is difficult to extract them from there. As any sol-
dier will tell you, land forces do their job most decisively in close quar-
ters with the enemy, even if that “enemy” is an uncooperative Haitian
policeman unwilling to enforce the law. So, to keep or enforce the peace,
armies seek to deploy as widely as the security situation permits to engage
in eyeball-to-eyeball cultural interaction with the locals. Close contact is
the sine qua non of armies, and it gives them unequalled ability to come
to grips with local conditions, distinguish between allies and enemies,
and to execute schemes to shape social and political developments.
Soldiers walk the streets and enter buildings, sometimes without destroy-
ing them first. They talk to people, read posters, and otherwise plumb
and characterize the “atmosphere” of a place. So, in peace operations,
land forces seek to deploy as widely as the security situation permits.
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Given the capabilities of modern weapons, command and control sys-
tems, and tactical mobility platforms, intervening armies also have the
ability to spread out and “cover” larger areas. Last, since armies are not
easily moved out of conflict environments, their presence is, in the words
of two senior American doctrinalists, “is an irreducible “bonafide” of
alliance commitment, especially for the nation claiming leadership of
that alliance.”21

The salient disadvantage of land forces in peace operations is that, by
operating on the surface of an intervened state, they are there and, com-
pared to aerospace forces, it is difficult to extract them from there. In close
quarters with the citizens of foreign cultures, peacekeepers often find their
duties characterized by confusion, frustration, and boredom laced with
frequent moments of anxiety and fear. Soldiers in peace operations are
vulnerable, as casualty figures from Somalia and Bosnia attest. Death or
injury can come to them from bombs, bullets, the clubs and knives of a
mob, or a thousand other ways. And peace soldiers do become the targets
of attack, particularly when their duties call on them to coerce and/or kill
locals. When peace soldiers kill or are killed, the relationship between
interventionist and intervened will change. Consequently, interventionist
“investment” and liability may increase and the mission likely will creep
or plunge toward greater or lesser involvement. The direction of move-
ment often is unpredictable. After eighteen U.S. soldiers died in Somalia
on 3-4 October 1993, the U.S. began a policy shift that had it out of the
country by the following March. In contrast, when the Bosnian Serbs
took several hundred peacekeepers hostage to halt NATO bombing raids
in May 1995, the U.S. cooperated with several other countries to prepare
the way for a sustained air campaign against the Serbs, which came off at
the end of the following August. The air campaign, in turn, opened the
way for the insertion of over 20,000 peacekeepers into Bosnia that win-
ter. In other words, armies find both power and vulnerability in close-
quarters interaction with intervened societies. Close-quarters interaction
gives intervention governments an indispensable ability to shape events,
and it also exposes them to liability and mission creep. As many have
pointed out, these vulnerabilities can be minimized by proper education
and training of troops to conduct themselves effectively in unexpected cir-
cumstances. But, such vulnerabilities can not be eliminated.22 
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The salient advantage of aerospace forces is that, by operating above the
surface of the intervened state, they normally are not there, and com-
pared to armies, it is easy, indeed routine to extract them when they do
overfly there. As any airman will be glad to tell you, the speed, range,
agility, and elevation of their aircraft and space systems, combined with
the unprecedented lethality of their weapons and the capabilities of their
information, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems allow them to
exert great effect from afar. Given time, airmen are getting ever nearer to
former United States Air Force Chief of Staff Ronald Fogleman’s claim
that “in the first quarter of the 21st century you will be able to find, fix
or track, and target—in near real time—anything of consequence that
moves upon or is located on the face of the Earth.” Consequently, aero-
space forces do not need emotional or physical nearness with intervened
states or cultures to do their primary jobs of observing, holding at risk,
or destroying their resources and people. Indeed, close contact for airmen
can be counterproductive. Part of their psychological effect in peace
operations, has been their ability to observe and attack in something like
cold blood. Because they can be nearly invulnerable to the defenses of
disputing factions, airmen in modern aerospace forces have opportuni-
ties to time and structure their operations in ways that are systematic,
unstoppable, dispassionate, and enormously useful to their governments.
As Ambassador Richard Holbrooke and others have recorded, such oper-
ations had a profound psychological effect on Serbian leaders in the fall
of 1995.23 Such operations also can shape conditions to let ground forces
spread out and do their jobs more effectively and at more bearable cost.
Further, as in the case of “Deliberate Force”, air operations often produce
minimum friendly and enemy casualties, which in turn reduces the gen-
eration of and overwhelming pressure to change the political cohesion
and mission focus of an intervention. 

As by now must be obvious, the salient disadvantage of aerospace forces is
that, by operating above the surface of the intervened state, they normally
are not there, and compared to armies, it is easy, indeed routine to extract
them when they do overfly there. The distance between airmen and inter-
vened cultures prevents them from doing some things as well as their Army
brethren. Professional airmen do not look their opponents in the eye. They
do not negotiate with local commanders, warlords, civil servants, or
refugees. They do not watch, interrogate or arrest people. In the first quar-
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ter of the 21st century, they likely will not be able to find, fix or track, and
target all the significant things that will be hidden beneath the surface of
the earth or other forms of camouflage, or that will be hidden behind the
eyes of an enemy. In short, airmen have limited ability to build detailed
pictures of what is going on at the human level or to shape local events or
developments in positive ways, except in conjunction with activities by
forces, diplomats, and non-governmental workers on the ground.

The ease with which political leaders can halt offensive air operations is
a two-edged sword. Numerous military thinkers have pointed to on-
again-off-again air operations as ineffective, even counterproductive
actions in peace operations and war. The observation is true, of course.
It has also been true for land forces in cases, like the Gulf War, when their
offensives were turned off short of what hindsight now tells us would
have been a better victory than the one attained. On the other hand, the
knowledge that air operations could be turned off quickly, with little
residual liability or vulnerability, was an important factor in NATO’s
decision to take offensive actions against the Bosnian Serbs in the fall of
1995. In other words, aerospace forces find both power and security in
episodic interaction with intervened societies. Episodic interaction, in
comparison to the close quarters interaction of armies, gives intervention
governments indispensable freedom to shape events at greatly reduced
liability and exposure to mission creep.

In broad terms, then, the comparative utilities of land and aerospace
forces in peace operations are obvious and mirror-imaged. Land forces
are as good an instrument as we have to undertake the positive military
aspects of peace operations, such as reconstruction and confidence build-
ing. But, if used to accomplish the negative aspects of peace operations,
such as coercion and combat against factions, land forces are likely to be
very expensive instruments in terms of costs, casualties, mission creep,
and liability. Aerospace forces, in contrast, can be used to accomplish the
negative functions in ways that minimize those costs. On the other hand,
their utility in the positive aspects of peacekeeping generally is limited to
providing mobility, information support, and to providing latent coer-
cion to help keep disputants in line. In general, then, strategists should
consider land and aerospace power as complementary tools to be used in
ways that offset each other’s weaknesses and maximize their strengths and
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combined synergy. At the core of such a strategy probably should be an
appreciation that aerospace power should be the tool of first recourse in
peace enforcement, while land power retains preeminence in peacekeep-
ing and as the tool of second recourse in peace enforcement.

This idea that aerospace power leads in peace enforcement and land
power leads in peacekeeping commends itself on at least two accounts.
First, it conforms to recent experience in Bosnia, where intervening states
used aerospace power to enforce the peace and to set the conditions for
a peaceful insertion of land forces. The likely costs and liabilities of land
power-based peace enforcement simply were not acceptable under the
circumstances.24 Second, a division of peace enforcement and peace-
keeping duties between the land and air arms could offer an interesting
opportunity to play “good-cop-bad-cop” in a peace operation. As many
observers have pointed out, it is very difficult to conduct peacekeeping
and peace enforcement in the same situation simultaneously. The pas-
sions and distrust engendered by peace enforcement operations can, at
least in the short term, undermine the work of peacekeepers, humanitar-
ian relief workers, and others trying to patch things together.25 It seems
reasonable to think, however, that employing airmen to beat up on the
bad guys can minimize the souring effect of enforcement operations on
relations between local disputants and peacekeepers on the ground.
There is enough indication of this possibility in the Bosnian experience
to suggest that the idea at least is worth considering. Imagine the conse-
quences on peacekeeping in Bosnia today had NATO opted for a multi-
division land campaign instead of air power to force the Serbs back from
the safe areas and to the conference table. Likewise, would Somalia have
turned out differently had the Americans first tried to bottle up
Mohammed Aideed with unmanned aerial vehicles, AC-130 gunships,
naval air, and ground reconnaissance teams, instead of with rangers and
light helicopters? These are unanswerable questions, of course, but they
do prick the imagination.

This discussion leads naturally to a shift in focus to consideration of the
evolving tactical capabilities of aerospace power in peace operations. If
ground power is going to pick up the slack for aerospace power in peace
enforcement, we need to know where that slack begins. In his valuable
work on aircraft and unconventional war, historian Philip Towle argued
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that aerospace power has had uneven, but generally restricted success at
suppressing guerilla forces or performing other internal security opera-
tions, particularly in broken, covered, and urban terrain. Success was
even more elusive, Towle discovered, when air action occurred inde-
pendent of cooperation with effective land forces, or when its intended
targets enjoyed protected sanctuaries.26 Recent experience and unfolding
technological developments, however, suggest that aerospace power’s
ability to do many of the tactical tasks relevant to peace operations may
in fact be increasing in absolute terms and in relation to the abilities of
land power. Examining that proposition requires first categorizing those
tasks, and then examining the ability of aerospace systems to do them.

To argue that aerospace power’s tactical effectiveness in peace operations
is increasing in absolute terms requires a description of the tactical tasks
involved in that assessment, at least at the categorical level. Professor Jim
Corum sometime ago noted the relatively skeletal nature of American
service and joint doctrines for peace operations, particularly in the cases
of air power and peace enforcement.27 Recently, however, several doctri-
nal publications have emerged to lay out the broad missions and tasks of
peace operations, though air power and peace enforcement remain rela-
tively under-treated.28 In the case of peacekeeping, I would paraphrase
American doctrine as broadly categorizing its tasks as: 

• Observation to record and report the implementation and violations
of the truce process; to include cease fire or border violations and
troop dispositions.

• Interposition of peacekeeping forces between belligerents to establish
and maintain buffer zones, discourage border violations, infiltration,
confrontations, and other truce violations.

• Patrolling to enhance the visibility, credibility, and effectiveness of the
peacekeeping operation, and to supplement the observation and
interposition missions.

• Civic Actions to enhance the stability and confidence of the dis-
putants, to include actions such as information reporting, assistance to
law enforcement, provision of specialist advisors, escorting convoys,
protecting economic assets, and an almost limitless list of others.29
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These doctrine publications also assert roles in all of these tactical cate-
gories for every medium of military operations—land, sea, air, and space.
Air and land forces complement one another in all areas. Naval forces
overlap with land and air in many tactical tasks, while bringing unique
capabilities to the table in areas such as environmental protection, fish-
eries patrol and escort, and maritime patrol and inspection. Space forces
contribute by providing communications, navigation, and imagery sup-
port for activities such as mapping, truce monitoring, and diplomatic
negotiations.

U.S. Joint and service doctrines are less explicit and detailed for the rela-
tively new mission of peace enforcement than they are for the more estab-
lished one of peacekeeping. The keystone Joint publication only devotes a
half page to defining peace enforcement and, in contrast to peacekeeping,
there is no stand-alone publication for the mission.30 The absence of a
stand-alone joint pub probably reflects the implicit assumption in
American service publications that peace enforcement is so much like war,
that it can be covered as a subset of it. As suggested earlier, the United
States Army assumes that peace operations largely are subject to the basic
principles of war. Accordingly, its basic doctrine publication merely restates
the Joint definition. In its general discussion of military operations other
than war, the Army’s pub does advise that, when peacekeepers are called
upon to defend themselves, “the use of overwhelming force may compli-
cate the process toward the Army’s stated objectives.”31 United States Air
Force’s basic doctrine manuals are even more vague on MOOTW and
peace operations. AF Doctrine Document (AFDD) 1: Air Force Basic
Doctrine, lists peace operations in its brief discussion of MOOTW, but
does not define them. Even the new and exhaustive AFDD 2: Organization
and Employment of Aerospace Power scarcely mentions peace operations,
even to the point of leaving them out of its discussion of “Peacetime
Engagement and Crisis Response,” which does include mention of topics
like “Arms Control” and “Counterterrorism.” 32

The presumption implicit in this shallow treatment of peace enforce-
ment, that it basically is subject to the same principles and doctrines
already developed for war in general, simplifies the task of categorizing
the missions of peace operations. The only mission category added by
peace enforcement is:
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• Combat to compel or coerce resisting factions to conform to the pro-
visions of the truce and/or the diplomatic demands of the interven-
tion, to include the full range of Combined, Joint and service com-
batant actions as appropriate to the situation and the objectives of
the intervention.

As this general discussion now turns to the more specific ones of aero-
space power’s absolute and relative roles in the tactical mission categories
of peace operations, it is not going to discuss several issues. First, for rea-
sons of time and security classification, the discussion can not become a
detailed effort to describe the applications of specific systems and
weapons against specific tasks. Second, it is not going to devolve into a
polemic about whether or not the world is moving into a chaotic era of
cultural or mass conflicts that will subsume the state-based warfare of the
present and the past, and incidentally render air power an ineffective
instrument of war. This latter thought, raised so strongly by Martin van
Creveld, merits a separate line of discourse, but one separate from this
study.33 Last, the remaining discussion here will not address the question
of whether the current tactical advantages of aerospace power in relation
to land power are likely to last for very long or will be swept away by con-
tinued technological development. One military thinker recently has
suggested that the maturation of the current revolution in military affairs
eventually will favor land forces over air forces, overweighing their cur-
rent advantages in stealth, maneuver, and precision.34 This is a particu-
larly important and seductive issue for aerospace thinkers, but it is not
immediately germane to the questions under study and will be passed
over.

Two background issues do require mention, because they apply equally
to all of the forthcoming mission area discussions. The first issue is vul-
nerability. Intentional vulnerability helps peacekeepers do their jobs.
Often, their manifestation of an inoffensive, under-armed vulnerability
is central to their efforts to gain credibility and the appearance of neu-
trality. But, if peace soldiers can be rendered vulnerable, peace airmen
usually are not so easily trussed for the altar of peace, as demonstrated by
the casualty figures. So, any discussion of the relative merits of air and
land power must be understood against a background understanding of
the advantages and disadvantages of vulnerability. 
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The second background issue is air mobility. As basic United States doc-
trine points out airlift often is not only the fastest way to move assets, it
may be the only way to move them. 35 Experience suggests that this may
be so for reasons of politics, security, logistical efficiency and even the
basic health of the interventionist forces.36 Thus, in many applications of
the mission categories discussed here, air mobility is a key enabler of the
forces involved. Peacekeepers rely on airlift for secure movement between
their posts and patrols, and for day-to-day logistics support. Peace
enforcers, particularly if they are airmen, will require both airlift and aer-
ial refueling to get to the fight. So, any assessment of the total or relative
contribution of aerospace power in peace operations must include at least
acknowledgement of the ubiquitous contribution of air mobility to
everyone’s success. Now - back to the roles of aerospace power in the mis-
sion areas of observation, interposition, patrolling, civic actions, and com-
bat.

Observation: This one is easy; for the truly astounding advances in the
ability of air- and space-borne systems to locate, see, measure, categorize,
and report are generally known, making a recitation of specific systems
and capabilities is thus unnecessary and would be tedious. But, it is
worth noting that over the past twenty years, aerospace reconnaissance
and surveillance systems, when used in combination, have gone a long
way down the road to solving their two main weaknesses - dwell time and
close-in detail. Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), high-endurance air-
borne platforms, and satellite systems, matched with modern sensors,
can give military forces the ability to observe specific targets and areas for
long periods of time, even continually. UAVs, by moving in close, and
satellites, though high-resolution sensors, can also search and observe in
great detail. Even at the commercial level, almost anyone can buy satel-
lite imagery down to a few meters of definition. Importantly, in current
peace operations, the increased quality and duration of aerospace obser-
vation comes at greatly reduced exposure and costs for peacekeeping
forces. One can survey an exodus of desperate refugees and disgruntled
soldiers by exposing several peacekeeper parties to close-in danger over a
period of days, or by maintaining a UAV and satellite watch. UAVs cer-
tainly are costly and currently limited in reliability, but imagine the cost
advantages of replacing several manned observation posts with each one.
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Clearly though, aerospace observation systems likely will retain critical
weaknesses in the foreseeable future. They still can not see under roofs,
open boxes of contraband, look into vehicles, or in all the other places
peacekeepers must explore. Perhaps most importantly, aerospace systems
can not look into someone’s eyes during and interview, meeting, or inter-
rogation. But, by gathering key information, like the existence of mass
graves and the presence of factional forces in the wrong places, aerospace
observation can make the job of land-based observation much easier, cer-
tain, and productive. The point here is that land and aerospace observa-
tion are indispensable elements of the same task of just knowing what is
going on. But, because aerospace observation systems can do an ever
wider range of tasks more cheaply, more safely, and often better than land
systems, their role in operations and the budget must be balanced care-
fully. 

Interposition: This one is tougher. Aerospace forces are not good at vul-
nerability. But, part of the usefulness of interposing peacekeeping forces
between belligerents derives from the vulnerability of the peacekeepers.
The prospect of shooting a flesh-and-blood national of a great power
may give greater pause than the prospect of shooting down an orbiting
UAV, hopefully. Still, experience shows that some belligerents have shot
anyway, and some have used peacekeepers as hostages or macabre politi-
cal statements. Moreover, as intervening powers more frequently con-
front the aftermath of failed states, or pseudo-states that never quite
were, it becomes more likely that they will meet groups and individuals
who do not know or care about the niceties of civilized peacekeeping.37

So, if close-in observation and/or vulnerability are required, use peace
soldiers. But, if distant observation will do, use peace airmen.

Patrolling: To the extent that patrolling is about gathering information,
then the preceding comments about observation apply. But, patrolling is
also about establishing control and it often carries the possibility of con-
frontation and combat. Here again, peacekeepers must weigh the coun-
tervailing values of vulnerability, and the advantages of air and land
maneuver as mechanisms for establishing control. Air’s advantages, of
course, are its probably reduced vulnerability and its ability to cover large
areas and revisit specific targets frequently. Combat air and patrolling air
can also leverage and protect the efforts of land-based patrols, thereby
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allowing them to spread out and do their jobs with greater confidence
and security. Air’s disadvantages may be the ubiquitous one of not being
able to get really close to people or to look under cover. UAVs can get
pretty close, but they also become more vulnerable at the same time.
Peacekeeping operators and force planners should consider, therefore, the
consequences of having a faction shoot down a UAV, and of the inter-
vention either responding or not responding to the provocation.
Providing enjoyable target practice for dolts with AK-47s is not good
peacekeeping. In the final analysis, the right force structure solution to
patrolling will lead to a mixed reliance on land and air assets, with air
being the option of first choice for many purposes. 

Air patrolling presents an intriguing mirror image of land patrolling. No-
fly zones and air embargoes could be enforced to some degree by land-
based forces, possibly at reduced risk. But, in comparison to air, land-
based patrollers would not have the ability to get close to their subject,
let alone take a look into its windows and openings. Also, land-based air
patrol systems would face the classic and expensive problem of having to
be everywhere at the same time with sensors and weapons of relatively
short range compared to fighter aircraft.

Civic Action: The ability of airlift and aeromedical evacuation operations
to sustain lives and confidence in peace operations has been well estab-
lished for many years. In a sense, most humanitarian airlifts amount to
low-key versions of peacekeeping in that they help to hold at bay the
fractious forces of famine, illness, and disaster. A more recent discovery
coming out of the Balkans experience has been that combat air forces and
space forces can contribute to the environment of stability and confi-
dence in an intervened state, both in combat and non-combat applica-
tions. NATO’s enforcement of the no-fly zone and its air attacks of 1994
and early 1995, leaky and half-hearted as they were, nevertheless helped
to restrain the region’s violence. The use of space to detect and publicize
the mass graves of Srebrenica, and to delineate the new internal borders
of the Bosnian Federation, were important examples of the usefulness of
that new medium. Still, civic action overwhelmingly remains a human-
to-human activity. In all likelihood, the overwhelming military contri-
bution of air power to civic action will be as an adjunct or support to
activities by peacekeepers on the ground.
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Combat: The case for aerospace forces as the lead arm in peace enforce-
ment has already been made. Here the important issues are its potential
for decisive intervention and methodology. At the moment, the data base
for the specific effectiveness for combat air in peace enforcement is too
small to draw any real conclusions. We can only draw examples from use
in the Congo in 1960-61 and in the Balkans in 1994-95. In the case of
Operation Deliberate Force in August-September 1995, air bombard-
ment seems to have driven the Serbs back from the safe areas and to the
conference table. But, air was employed in conjunction with high-pres-
sure diplomacy and major land offensives by Croatia and the Bosnian
Federation, and at the conclusion of over two years of horrible, exhaust-
ing fighting. There simply are too many unknowns in that equation to
describe their relationships definitively. What we can say is that air cer-
tainly wielded substantial positive influence, from the intervention’s per-
spective, on the outcome of the events of the moment. That air action
did not solve the endemic political and social problems of the region is a
weak criticism. First, the allies were not trying to reengineer Bosnian
society and politics. They just wanted them to stop slaughtering one
another and start talking. Second, what was the alternative? 

The second issue, methodology, obviously is as huge as the subject of
aerospace power in general. Any approach or combination of approach-
es that could be or have been valid in open war, potentially could be valid
in peace enforcement. Bosnia provides an example of the effectiveness of
indirect and asymmetric attack. The intervening coalition pursued its
strategic objectives of securing the safe areas and prompting negotiations
through strategic attacks against forces elsewhere in the region, lines of
communication, and materiel. Their intent was not to interdict Serbian
war supplies and forces before they reached the battle front, but rather it
was to break the will of the thuggish leaders of the Serb Republic and
Serbia proper. It seems to have worked. Likewise, one could easily pro-
ject peace enforcement scenarios where the classic aerospace power mis-
sions of counterair and -space, interdiction and close air support would
be effective and potentially decisive. This particularly would be the case
in pursuit of objectives that were recognized by both an intervention and
the intervened as of less than immediate life-or-death importance. In the
context of well-conceived interventions, such confrontations should be
rare events.
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This finally brings us back to answering the focal question of this study.
It should be clear, first of all, that aerospace power has become a much
more useful peacekeeping tool in absolute terms and, largely because of
that, in terms relative to the effectiveness of land power. This is not to say
that an intervention could not be effective without fully exploiting the
strengths and opportunities presented by aerospace forces. But, why
would intervening states not want to exploit aerospace power, assuming
they had the choice? Why pay a higher bill in treasure and troglodytic
head bashing when not necessary? Second, it should be clear that gov-
ernments anticipating peace interventions should take advantage of aero-
space power’s growing utility, by determining as precisely as possible
where it leads, complements, and follows in relation to land power.
Basically, where direct human contact and/or vulnerability are required
to accomplish a specific task, land forces are the option of first choice.
Where information is required and the mode of gathering it does not
matter, then land and air systems should be evaluated against one anoth-
er on the basis of cost effectiveness and the impact of their use on other
intervention objectives. Where confrontation or combat is at least pos-
sible and/or vulnerability is not required for the task, then aerospace
forces should be the option of first choice. Then, before would-be peace
operators go out and buy anything, they should go through the whole
drill again, this time factoring in the opportunities to get double duty
from systems and forces in both wartime and peacetime missions. Simple
in theory, this process of comparative force structuring obviously will be
iterative, complex, and expensive. But, no one really has a choice to do
otherwise, so it is useful to at least have a methodological approach. 
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Coalition Warfare – The Small Countries’
Contribution: A Historical Perspective

Richard Overy
I would like first of all to take the opportunity to thank you very much
for inviting me here. It is my first trip to Norway, and it has been a pleas-
ure – so far! The first thing that I want to say is that I was asked to talk
about small nations in coalitions in a historical perspective, and I am
rooting my discussion in history rather than contemporary air power.
The second thing is that almost everything that I have written so far
about the Second World War, or about air power, has been about big
nations. So, it is quite a challenge to start thinking about smaller nations,
and where they fitted in. I am so used to writing about the big battalions
that one tends to forget that in the Second World War, in particular, both
sides were fighting coalition warfare. The other thing that I realised in
coming to address the Royal Norwegian Air Force, is that I knew very lit-
tle about your history. You all know a great deal about it, so I have decid-
ed not to discuss Norway, but to say a considerable amount about other
countries. Do not feel that it is deliberate on my part: You can tell me a
great deal more about Norway’s air power history in the 20th century
than I could possibly read up. 

I ought to start off by defining in a sense the “small nation problem”. I
take as my starting point a book published by the Royal Australian Air
Force some years ago by Shaun Clarke about small nations and air war-
fare. He argued that the real problem facing small nations is that over the
course of the last fifty or sixty years no real attempt has been made to
provide a body of strategic doctrine for small nations, or for small nation
warfare. Most of the air strategy that has been formulated has been done
with larger air powers in mind. The second thing that he claimed was
that there was really no historical precedent for raising the profile of
small nation air power, because small nations have always played very
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subordinate parts in coalition warfare. He is right of course in that sec-
ond sentence: Small nations have tended on the whole, to have a very
small part to play in the great wars of the 20th century. Small nations
hardly ever fight on their own against great powers. The one case we have
is the heroic Polish resistance against the German invasion in September
1939, but it was snuffed out in a matter of days. Other small states facing
the Luftwaffe, in the early stages of the Second World War, Norway
included, again found the same sort of problem. There was a great degree
of asymmetry between the combatant powers. Otherwise small nations
have generally fought in wider coalitions. That was true in the Second
World War for both sides. There were small nations fighting side by side
with the Germans just as there were many small nations fighting side by
side with the Soviet Union, the United States and Britain. It was also true
for the Korean War, the Vietnam War and Desert Storm. The history of
small nation air power in the 20th century has been essentially the his-
tory of operating within coalitions. 

What I want to do today is to focus on the World War Two experiences
in order to highlight what I see as some of the key issues that face small
nations in the context of coalition warfare. The first of those I have called
the problem of strategic partnership. The simple historical fact is that
small nations have on the whole played a very small part in influencing
the strategic and operational thinking of large powers. There are plenty
of examples that one could point to from the Second World War to
demonstrate that issue. Take Poland again. Poland was in 1939 an ally of
Britain and France, and it went to war believing that Britain and France
would go to its assistance. The British and the French governments had
already decided beforehand to write off Poland: Poland could not be
effectively defended and they would reconstruct it at some later date if
they were able to win the war. The Poles did not know that of course, but
their strategic interests were always regarded as subordinate to the inter-
ests of the two western states. That effectively remained the case for
Poland really throughout the course of the Second World War. One
thinks perhaps of another occasion, when Polish politicians abroad began
to make a great deal of noise about the Warsaw-uprising in 1944, when
they wanted the British and the Americans to provide them with air
power assistance and on this occasion the three major allies between
them failed to do so. The Polish interests were always subordinate in the
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long run to the other operations of the allies. On both sides of the
Second World War, the higher councils were dominated by great power
interests. This was even true of the British Empire, which is perhaps the
best example in the Second World War of what we might call pure coali-
tion warfare. Australia, India and Canada were given little chance to dis-
cuss, argue or even alter British or American priorities. Indeed, over and
over again in the early stages of the Pacific War where Australia, India or
New Zealand had particular interests that they wanted to prosecute, the
British priority was essentially the defence of the motherland. The
defence of the outer dominions was something that they would have
liked to support, but were unable to do for all kinds of reasons. Small
nations would usually find themselves under those circumstances at the
bottom of the list of priorities. The Second World War showed a partic-
ular political asymmetry, as well as a military one, in small-large nation
coalitions. On the German side that was even more the case. There were
very few opportunities for Romania, Slovakia or Croatia to discuss with,
or alter, German strategic priorities. 

The second issue seems to be the issue of sovereignty, which is something
very important for small nation considerations. In coalitions of the
Second World War the historical trend was for larger powers to subsume
the units of smaller partners. In the German case on the Eastern front,
for example, Romanian, Italian and Hungarian forces entered the
German order of battle, even though they were able to retain a certain
degree of battlefield independence. They had to comply with the overall
framework of German strategy, and in many cases directly with German
operational orders. Hungarian, Romanian and Italian divisions had
German staffs and liaison officers attached to them to ensure compliance
with that wider strategic aim. In a curious way one might even argue that
the forces that operated in Operation Babarossa did represent a genuine
kind of European security force, particularly when the German authori-
ties later in the war tried to present their conflict with the Soviet Union
as a conflict against Communist barbarism. But this European security
force was throughout its history dominated entirely by the interests of
the German centre.

There is one case in the Second World War where this issue of sover-
eignty became particularly important, and that was the relationship
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between the Royal Canadian Air Force and the RAF. In 1941 this became
a major political dispute between the two countries. By 1941 60% of
Canada’s airmen operated with other air forces, some with the American
air force but most with the RAF. In 1941 there was a swing in the poli-
tical mood of the Canadian public, with a demand for greater responsi-
bility for their own armed forces. What they wanted was
“Canadianization” – sovereignty over their nationals serving abroad. As
one Canadian put it in June 1941:

The Canadian government should keep the status of young
Canadians to something other than hirelings or mercenaries in
the service of another state, which however closely we may be
associated with it by ties of blood, interests or sympathy, is not
the homeland of these young men. 

These were such strong words that in 1942 the Air Ministry in London
was prepared to make a concession. The Royal Canadian Air Force was
allowed to develop its own bomber squadrons within Bomber
Command, and in January 1943 it was able to form six groups entirely
from Canadian squadrons. But even that concession was watered down.
The RAF insisted on keeping operational control over the six groups, and
they continued to operate within the terms of the Combined US-British
Bomber Offensive. In practice many non-Canadians continued to be
posted to Canadian units. Even by the summer of 1944, one quarter of
all those serving in the Canadian units were non-Canadians. The reasons
given for persistent RAF control over the Canadian units was presented
by the Air Ministry in the following terms:

Canada is a dominion, and as such, is no less entitled to a sep-
arate and autonomous air force than is the United Kingdom,
but this right she has temporarily surrendered in the interest of
war efficiency, accepting the fact that unity of organisation and
operational command is essential in the prosecution of total war.

That is an important explanation, or justification. American and British
commanders assumed that those smaller states and smaller contingencies
working within them would recognise that they all shared a single strate-
gic aim, which was to defeat the Axis powers. If that meant temporarily
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surrendering the question of sovereignty of their armed forces, then so be
it – that was something worth sacrificing for the larger cause. Canada did
not give up this attempt. In 1945, when plans were set up to establish a
British Commonwealth air force for the Pacific - the so-called Tiger Force
- the Canadian Air Force hoped that they would form this force and be
able to perhaps operate independently from the RAF. But here again the
British insisted on a unitary organisation and a unitary command. In the
end the Tiger Force in the Pacific, which was of course never used, was
made up of five RAF squadrons, two from the Canadian Air Force, one
from Australia and one from New Zealand. This issue of sovereignty of
the people’s armed forces was complicated by the fact that during the
Second World War a great many wanted to serve in the larger armed
forces and actively chose to volunteer for service abroad. The RAF for
example had a stream of volunteers in 1940 and 1941, both from airmen
in occupied Europe or from the dominions and the colonies. In some
way we can understand that volunteer mentality. There was the opportu-
nity to get to grips with the enemy immediately and the sense that you
were doing something that would produce real achievement if you were
working within the context of the larger air force. It is interesting that
one of the most successful airmen of the Second World War, Sir Keith
Park, the Commander of 11 Group, was from New Zealand. 

Now the third problem that I want to address is the problem of technol-
ogy transfer. This is a very serious problem for small nations engaged in
air combat. During the Second World War there was an extremely high
dependence on the larger states such as Britain, and on supplies from the
United States. It was precisely to avoid that dependence that the Poles
had begun to set up their own aircraft industry in the 1930s, in order to
produce air forces that were technically independent. A high level of
dependence brings, as I am sure you all know some serious problems.
One might think that the reliance on other larger air powers would
reduce the risk of obsolescence. You could just buy in the best and the
most recent equipment, and your problem would be solved. But in fact
small nations are almost always the victim of obsolescence. They have to
think very carefully where they want to buy in to the sophisticated tech-
nology of the larger powers. If you make the wrong choice, your equip-
ment becomes obsolescent very quickly. There is a high cost as well. If
you were in the Romanian or Australian Air Force in the Second World
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War, you might well have found that you had to pay a substantial amount
of money in relation to your total budget in order to buy in equipment
from British aircraft producers. There is also likely to be a long replace-
ment lag: You will chose a specific technology and you will be landed
with it for a very long period of time. This was certainly a problem for
some of Germany’s allies during the Second World War, and it has been
a problem for small nations making choices about air technology ever
since 1945. This was certainly evident during the Second World War:
Small nations tended to be discriminated against by their larger suppli-
ers. Take the Royal Canadian Air Force again. It had one of the last units
to get a full conversion to Lancasters and the Halifaxes during the course
of the autumn of 1943. Many of them were making do with twin-engine
aircraft when a great deal of the rest of the RAF had converted to four-
engine craft. The same is true during the Battle of Britain. Britain export-
ed quite a large number of aircraft during that critical period to the
dominions, such as South Africa, Australia and India, but in almost all
cases they exported poorer quality or obsolete aircraft, because that was
all they felt that they could afford. The same thing was true of Germany
in the Second World War. Its coalition partners repeatedly demanded the
best technology available, and they wanted the Germans to supply their
air forces, but German officials in Berlin preferred to supply the older
technology. There also tended to be a substantial lag between the orders
placed by their coalition partners and the supply of those aircraft. Just to
take an example at random: In August 1943 there were orders on the
Luftwaffe’s books for 1,744 aircraft for its coalition partners, such as
Hungary and Romania, but only 675 of these were sent, and most of
them were only non-combat aircraft such as trainers. 

Why are small nations discriminated at in Coalition warfare? In the
Second World War the reasons are obvious. The argument was always
priority for home forces - defending the Reich against the Combined
Bomber Offensive, or priority for RAF fighter squadrons during the
Battle of Britain. There is no doubt that this does make strategic sense.
But there is also the problem of secrecy and security with vanguard tech-
nology. There was a great reluctance for major powers to pass on to small-
er power technology which is right at the cutting edge of aviation
research. German producers bitterly resisted any attempt to supply any of
its coalition partners with the best quality aircraft available. Indeed the
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Swiss got better aircraft than many of Germany’s coalition partners. The
other problem is of course the very high domestic wastage rate. As the
war went on British wastage rates were extremely high, as was the
German, so the tendency to place your own units first and coalition part-
ners further and further down the list becomes more pressing the more
vigorous the combat you are engaged in. But the issue of technology
transfer is not simply about getting aircraft of course. It is about getting
all those things that keep the aircraft flying. That was a serious problem
in the Second World War, as was the problem of spares. Germany’s coali-
tion partners were in the end sent quantities of aircraft, and although
often not the best available it was very difficult to supply them a regular
quantity of necessary spares to keep the aircraft flying. They were in fact
a wasting asset, as they were very difficult to keep in the air. It was also
true of ancillary staff, maintenance staff and engineers necessary to keep
those aircraft flying. The Canadian Air Force had a long-run shortage of
engineering and maintenance staff of its own during the Second World
War and had to rely for supplies on Britain throughout the war period.
That meant of course that even with establishing sovereignty and devel-
oping technology, the small nation will always be hostage to the ability to
sustain that technology in the long term, and that means spares and
maintenance.

This highlights the fourth and final point that I want to make on the
issues of small nations in coalitions, and that is the problem of low repro-
duction rate for the air force. They tend to take high casualties, partly
because they tend to operate with inferior equipment and partly because
they find it difficult to maintain. This was found again with the
Canadian and Australian units attached to the RAF. They took propor-
tionately higher casualties than the British units operated by only British
crewmen. It may well be that smaller nations will fight with greater
enthusiasm. A great many of those who volunteered to fight with the
RAF in the Second World War, such as the Poles, were desperate to get
back at the Germans. They fought with greater determination and reck-
lessness perhaps than their British colleagues. The high casualties meant
that it was even more difficult for small nations to maintain the supply
of trained men necessary to secure sovereignty or any sense of separate
identity. It also meant that it was hard to reproduce its technology and
technological facilities easily, because in a situation of high losses you
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need a very large production and distribution pool to be able to fill those
losses. In that sense, under the condition of combat, the dependence on
larger powers tends to increase for small nations, and it raises all kinds of
additional problems. It also means that small nations’ combat-effective-
ness is likely to decline under combat conditions in relation to larger air
powers. That low reproduction rate, and the difficulty of maintaining an
air presence through time seems to me as one of the most important les-
sons from the Second World War, and one of the key issues that small
nations have to confront. 

Now, are there lessons from this history? The first lesson, which I think
we need to remind ourselves of, is that small nations get something from
coalition warfare. It is not a one-sided relationship. They get the assis-
tance of very large air powers and they may well find themselves liberat-
ed as a consequence of the exercise of air power by the larger states. It may
well give them the opportunity to be engaged in major conflict that they
would not possibly be engaged with on their own. Finland, for example:
Its war with the Soviet Union in the Second World War would have been
impossible without the knowledge that Germany was fighting the bulk of
the Red Army forces further to the south. It was the same with Romania
and its recovery of the areas taken by the Soviet Union in 1940. Small
nations fighting in coalitions achieve something. It could be argued that
Poland got something in the end, since she was freed from German rule
in 1945. But Poland was an unfortunate case, because the rule by the
German dictatorship was rapidly substituted by domination from the
Stalinist dictatorship. But setting that important issue aside: Small
nations do get something from fighting within coalitions. 

Shaun Clarke, to come back to the book that I mentioned in the begin-
ning, argued in his conclusion, that small nations need to be able to build
air strategies on their own. He suggested that small nations should engage
in small pinpoint air attacks, which he called SPOT-bombing - Strategic
Persuasion Oriented Targeting. Essentially, picking out a very small num-
ber of targets, perhaps the head of an enemy state - the Milosevics and
the Colonel Gadaffis - and launching a pinpoint attack that will take out
the enemy leader. He pointed to the high achievements of Deliberate
Force in Bosnia and Allied Force in Kosovo as evidence that small nations
with a relatively small quantity of aircraft, might be able to optimise their
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impact, much more than was once thought. It does seem to me that this
solution to small nation air power carries some serious dangers. First of
all there is the danger of grabbing the tiger by the tail as the saying goes.
If you undertake selective attacks against an enemy that has the power to
retaliate in force, you may well find that you have bitten off a great deal
more than you can chew. The other danger of course is that if you do
adopt the idea of SPOT-bombing, hitting particular targets, or assassi-
nating the enemy head of state, this can set an extraordinary precedent
for the conduct of terror war in the 21st century which may well end up
damaging the Western world much more than its absence. 

I think there are other solutions besides SPOT-bombing. We could see
even in the Second World War that there were occasional opportunities
where small air forces were able to undertake some quite significant
strategic operations. I can suggest a couple of examples. One is the role
of the South African Air Force in the operation to occupy Madagascar, to
prevent the Japanese from seizing the island and dominating the sea-rout
around Southern Africa and the Western Indian Ocean. That was a move
of very considerable strategic significance, and the failure to seize
Madagascar would have had serious strategic implications. It was an oper-
ation conducted in the end largely by South African forces with a leav-
ening of British forces as well. One might look at the Australian defence
of Darwin against Japanese air attacks in the early stages of the Pacific
War. Here too was a critical strategic turning point. The Japanese pushed
into the Southern Pacific and needed to have some kind of halt-line
placed there. In the end the Navy did of course play a very important part
in doing that, but both these examples seem to me to highlight the fact
that there are peripheral or regional opportunities for small nations to act
strategically within broader coalitions. Indeed in some ways, defining the
parameter of regional and peripheral activities is something which small
nation air forces ought to engage in perhaps more. 

But there are finally some obvious lessons to be drawn from the experi-
ence of the Second World War. The first is the importance of having
some kind of strategic level exchange between the small nations and their
larger coalition partners. There must come some opportunities were
smaller nations are not simply sidelined in the strategic discussion, but
where it is recognised that they should have some strategic input on their
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own. Establishing the political parameters within which that takes place
is very difficult indeed, but clearly having some kind of high-level strate-
gic input would be a very significant step forward. The second thing I
think is the importance of focusing on what I have called the reproduc-
tion rate of the air force, on issues of training, logistics and supplies. I am
sure that I do not need to tell you that this is a priority area, but it is not
simply a question of what force you have up front, but it is the ability to
sustain and reproduce that force through combat time which is so signif-
icant. The third lesson is sovereignty. It may well be under the circum-
stances very important to retain full sovereignty over those armed forces,
if only to maintain political support at home for involvement in particu-
lar operations. It is important to identify and sustain a distinct contribu-
tion by a small nation, for both political and psychological reasons. The
fourth lesson is in some ways the most important. It comes back to what
I have just been saying about the experience of peripheral strategy in the
Second World War. It is the importance of defining parameters for small
air forces. Those parameters could be functional parameters, within
which that small air forces may find that they want to concentrate on a
particular kind of air power. It may well be naval aviation, or developing
an effective fighter-defence system. These parameters could be defined in
terms of particular functions or technologies. But perhaps more signifi-
cantly on the experience of the Second World War there are parameters
that need to be defined geographically, in terms of regions or territories
within which small nations might be able to play a more strategic role
and exercise a larger degree of autonomy in the conduct of operations.
Those four things: The strategic level exchange, the reproduction rate,
the issue of sovereignty and clearly-defined operational parameters – are
all lessons which can be drawn from the experience of small nations in
the Second World War.



Critical Aerospace Capabilities for
Coalition Operations

Richard P. Hallion
Before I begin, I must admit that I feel at a bit of a disadvantage discussing
the topic for today’s symposium - whether smaller countries should size
and shape their air forces for a more general, independent capability, or
for specialized capabilities that contribute to shared defense arrange-
ments.1 I know each of you knows vastly more about the subjethan I do;
further, as a “stand in” for Brigadier General David A. Deptula, one of our
great air leaders, (and who very much regrets that he could not join you
today for this discussion), I feel inadequate to this task. However, I
would like to discuss a few insights about aerospace power capabilities
and coalition operations that touch on these issues, and, I think, an inter-
esting approach to this question is to briefly look at three coalition oper-
ations where aerospace forces played leading roles in coalition and
alliance military operations. These three operations cover a wide-range of
military operations, from the MTW size operations of Desert Storm to
the much smaller, continuous regional shaping operations of Northern
Watch. I will then present a few insights about future coalition opera-
tions, and the type of aerospace capabilities that a coalition commander
will look for in the future.

The unique strategic situation of the U.S. has allowed - indeed forced -
it to develop a truly global Air Force. Although we in theory often appear
to possess the power to go it alone, this is not the reality of how the U.S.
has conducted military operations in the past, nor is it how we are like-
ly to conduct them in the future. The Second World War, the greatest of
all wars, was quite clearly a coalition war.  We fought Korea and Vietnam
1 This paper has been co-authored with Brigadier General David A. Deptula and Colonel Jim

Tubbs.



as coalition wars.  We fought in the desert as partners in a coalition.
And, of course, most recently we fought over the Balkans as part of a
NATO coalition.  May I say, we were honored and gratified to have the
men and women and combat power projection capability of the Royal
Norwegian Air Force right there with us, taking the risks and carrying
the fight to the enemy.  Clearly, then, the U.S. has an historic and endur-
ing interest in participating in coalitions of willing partners to the bet-
terment of the security environment around the world. Thus, the per-
spective I propose to take during this presentation is that of the task force
commander, or air component commander of a joint task force. From
this viewpoint, I will focus on the aerospace capabilities provided by
coalition partners. However, I will not presume to tell you how each of
your Air Forces should proceed in the future. There are many essential
strategic questions, a few of which are listed here, that every country
must answer in making this decision. I only hope my perspective will be
useful in informing the debate about the topic of this seminar. Also,
before I begin I must mention one caveat.  In line with the academic
nature of this symposium, the ideas I am presenting today are my own,
based on my impression of what has transpired since Desert Storm and
what I see as the trends of the future. They in no way reflect the views of
the USAF, or the U.S. Department of Defense.  This caveat is what I call
my “Get out of jail free” card!

To begin this discussion, I would like to briefly review three key aero-
space campaigns of the last decade: Desert Storm, Northern Watch, and
Allied Force. While some would argue that these are all anomalies, I
believe they illustrate important trends in the future of coalition opera-
tions.

First, Desert Storm marked a fundamental change in how military com-
manders approach warfare. Strategically, it marked the future of U.S.
military operations in the post Cold War environment. Operationally,
the over 150 attacks on separate targets during the opening 24 hours of
the Gulf War serviced a larger number of targets than those struck by the
entire 8th AF in the CBO in Europe during the years 1942 and 1943
combined. In fact, it was the largest number of separate target attacks in
the shortest period of time in history. This was an operational level plan
supporting a strategy based on achieving specific effects rather than
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absolute destruction. It was, in many ways, the emergence of what we
now call “effects based warfare,” where what enemy capabilities we
degrade and remove is far more important than the number of forces or
targets actually annihilated by physical destruction. 

To review briefly, the objectives of the Desert Storm air campaign were:

• Isolate and Incapacitate Hussein Regime (Leadership and
C3 Targets)

• Gain/Maintain Air Superiority to Permit Unhindered Air
Ops (Air Defense and Airfield Target Sets)

• Destroy Iraqi Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical Warfare
Capability

• Eliminate Iraq’s Offensive Military Capability (Key Military
Production, Infrastructure, and Power Projection - Air
Force, Republican Guard and Scuds)

• Render Iraqi Army in Kuwait Ineffective, Causing Their
Collapse (Bridge Destruction, Direct Destruction of
Armor, Artillery and Personnel).

What enabled planning against such a large number of targets in such a
relatively short period of time? In part the answer is technology - the
combination of stealth, standoff weapons such as cruise missiles, and pre-
cision. However, a large part was the magnificent training and perfor-
mance of crewmembers and support personnel from the Air Forces of the
ten primary nations contributing to the Desert Storm air campaign. The
contribution of each of these nations was an integral part of the overall
success of the air campaign. Although the coalition numbered over 29
nations contributing to the war effort in some way, shape or form, the
ten countries listed here are the primary coalition Air Forces that con-
tributed combat forces to Desert Storm. Of note, only six countries con-
tributed ground forces to combat - the U.S., Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Syria,
France and the UK.
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The U.S. played a predominant part in the Desert Storm air coalition,
and flew almost 85% of the sorties flown during Desert Storm. More
than just the total sorties, the U.S. also provided virtually all CAS, SOF,
C2, SEAD, EW, Bombers, Cruise Missiles, and Stealth capability.
However, these types of statistics mask the critically important opera-
tional contributions of coalition air forces above and beyond the strate-
gic solidarity and international support and legitimacy they fostered as
part of the coalition. In some areas, our coalition´s partners contributed
disproportionately to the number of sorties flown based on the aircraft
they committed to the campaign. For example, they flew about 1/3 of all
the defensive counter air sorties, almost 1/4 of the offensive counter air
sorties and intratheater lift sorties. The contributions of the different air
forces reflected their approach to sizing and shaping their forces, and the
capabilities they brought to the JFACC. For example, the Royal Air
Force and l’Armée de l’Air (FAF), which like the U.S. were shaped based
on Cold War needs, were capable of providing a broader range of capa-
bilities than some of the smaller nations. The RAF contribution to mis-
sions like OCA (14% of total effort) and DCA (5% of total effort) reflect
how their smaller air forces, sized for specific regional defense needs, still
contributed mightily to the overall campaign. Likewise, the Saudi
emphasis on DCA (18% of total effort) and intratheater lift is not sur-
prising considering their geography and the strategic balance of power in
the region. Some nations chose to specialize in the types of missions in
which they felt they offered the biggest contribution. For example,
Canada and Bahrain primarily contributed air-to-air capabilities, while
Kuwait dedicated all of its 780 sorties to interdiction. The bottom line is
that every contributing nation found a niche within which it could con-
tribute something very important to the campaign.

While Desert Storm may represent the high end of coalition air opera-
tions, Operation Northern Watch (ONW) represents a significantly dif-
ferent type of coalition air operation. Operation Northern Watch, the
follow on to Operation Provide Comfort that ended in the fall of 1996,
is a long-term operation aimed at containing the regime in Iraq. ONW
also helps shape the security environment in the region and addresses the
long view of U.S. national security interests. Turkey will continue to play
an increasingly important role in this region of the world, particularly if
one considers the shortages of water developing in countries downstream
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of the headwaters of the Tigris and Euphrates, and the energy resources
of the Caspian Sea region and the potential for transit routes through
Turkey. 

Today, Operation Northern Watch air operations are focused on enforc-
ing the no-fly zone above the 36th parallel in Northern Iraq. This action
exerts pressure on Iraq, and continues to mark Iraq as a pariah in the
international community. Operation Northern Watch should not be
considered as a stand-alone operation. First, a companion - Operation
Southern Watch - exerts similar pressure in southern Iraq. In addition to
military activity, the economic and diplomatic sanctions against Iraq
combine to preserve stability in a critical region. 

While one country - in this case the United States - may contribute the
preponderance of forces, part of ensuring the success of a coalition oper-
ation is recognizing that without the participation of each nation, the
coalition ceases to be effective. Brig. Gen. David Deptula, the previous
commander of ONW, remarked that one lesson he learned as the com-
mander at ONW is that the size of force contribution is only one factor
in coalition operations, and not necessarily as important as the commit-
ment of the participating Nations. Additionally, he remarked that even a
relatively small contribution can give the CTF commander important,
unique capabilities. In this case UK aircraft give the ONW commander
a unique capability that the U.S. does not provide, a CTF-controlled aer-
ial reconnaissance capability, and, as well, furnish vital tanking support
to EA-6B SEAD as well as the Jaguar reconnaissance aircraft. Before leav-
ing the discussion of ONW, I would like to share another perspective of
combined task force relationships. First, each coalition command rela-
tionship will be unique, and dependent on the make-up of the coalition.
There will be very few textbook cases of operational command, and
multi-command arrangements sometimes pose interesting challenges, as
one would expect. However, openness, trust, and complete sharing of
information are the keys to coalition command success. In ONW, each
of the participating nation’s senior commanders retained command
authority over their individual forces. This is not a unique situation in
coalitions operations. However in order to achieve unity of effort and
military effectiveness, tactical control of all the forces was resident in the
combined force air component commander - this is an absolute must.

CRITICAL AEROSPACE CAPABILITIES FOR COALITION OPERATIONS                 155



The last case I want to look at is Operation Allied Force, as it demonstrates
a lot what I believe will be continuing trends in coalition operations. Allied
Force began with the unanimous approval of the nineteen nations in
NATO, in cooperation with non-NATO countries that border Serbia such
as Macedonia, Bulgaria, Romania and Albania. Gaining consensus among
these nations was not easy, and maintaining it became a primary objective
of military operations. Not surprisingly, aerospace forces provided the right
balance of military force with political restraint to gain the consensus need
to strike, and preserve that consensus over 78 days of continuous fighting -
it was the best military option. The campaign was characterized by a phased,
escalatory strategy that required political consent to proceed to the next
phase. The survivability, precision lethality and brilliant execution of NATO
crews were the keys to success. They allowed NATO to fight a highly con-
strained conflict with only 2 combat aircraft losses, no combat casualties
and minimal collateral damage. In 78 days, over 23,000 weapons dropped
with only a few incidents of collateral damage. It took this level of excellence
in execution to keep the alliance firm. This was NATO’s first military action
of this magnitude. Although it is too soon to call Kosovo the template for
the future, it does showcase the flexibility of aerospace forces to respond to
the dynamics of coalition warfare in the next century.  

These objectives are derived from Secretary Cohen’s Joint Statement on
the Kosovo After Action Review, 14 October 1999:
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STRATEGIC 

• Demonstrate NATO 
resolve and unity

• Deter continuation of
attacks on civilians in
Kosovo 

• Create conditions to
reverse ethniccleansing

• Deny FRY capability to
wage war in future

MILITARY

• Compel withdrawal of
FRY forces from
Kosovo by raising cost
of aggression to an
unacceptable level 

•Isolate and degrade
combat capability of
Serb military in Kosovo

• Allow international
force into Kosovo

• Reduce FRY capability
to conduct and sustai
offensive operations

END STATE

• Verifiable stop to mili-
tary/paramilitary action

• Withdraw forces 

• Unconditional return of
refugees

• Work towards a political
settlement  



As alliance resolve grew over time, especially after the April NATO
Summit in Washington D.C., the air campaign grew more aggressive and
eventually resulted in NATO achieving the conditions necessary to stop
the bombing. In essence, all objectives were achieved. However, perhaps
the biggest strategic error was the short war focus - we anticipated a quick
capitulation by Milosevic, and did not have the proper force structure in
place initially to pursue this objective. As such, we lost the initiative early
in the campaign. However, we were able to regain the initiative and
achieve our desired end state. Further, it shows the tremendous leverage
of precision attack which, in this case, enabled a politically constrained
Rolling Thunder-type air campaign to achieve - albeit on a longer than
desired timeline - Desert Storm type results. One can only speculate what
the outcome would have been had Desert Storm-type targeting and level
of effort been pursued from the outset - certainly it would not have taken
78 days to achieve NATO objectives!

Although all nineteen nations in NATO approved military operations
against the FRY, only fourteen countries actually provided aircraft for the
prosecution of the air campaign. Perhaps the biggest trend marked by
Allied Force was the fact that NATO countries other than the U.S. pro-
vided about 40% of the aircraft, and 40% of the sorties during OAF.
What this boils down to is that, in consideration of the size of the Air
Forces participating in OAF, each of the NATO countries contributed
about the same percentage of their available aircraft to the fight. This
marks a continuation of a trend, as the NATO allies also provided
between 30-40% of the aircraft for Operation Deliberate Force in Bosnia
in 1995. 

I stated earlier that the true contribution of many countries to coalition
air operations is at the strategic level, and cannot be measured by the
number and capability of the aircraft sent to the fight.  Allied Force pro-
vides another example of this point, as the primary contribution of many
of the alliance and coalition partners was access to the infrastructure and
airspace needed to conduct OAF. NATO, in fact, had unprecedented
access to 24 bases in ten different countries, and access to the airspace
from many others. The effect of this access was to surround and isolate
the FRY. However, at the operational and tactical levels we see many of
the same trends observed from the Gulf War. The U.S. continued to pro-
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vide the bulk of the capability needed to conduct a robust air campaign
- operational and tactical level C2, SEAD, EW, Bombers, Cruise
Missiles, Stealth, Air Mobility, AAR, CSAR. In addition, we saw the
emergence of some new U.S. capabilities, to include a sophisticated night
capability, all weather precision, and an emerging capability for integrat-
ing ISR into a real-time “sensor to shooter network” for time critical tar-
gets. Although the capabilities gap between some NATO countries and
the U.S. seem to have widened since the Gulf War, each of the NATO
countries contributed to Allied Force in a very meaningful way, and in
many of the same areas as we saw in Desert Storm, such as air-to-air
defensive CAPs. NATO countries also demonstrated a good air-to-
ground strike capability. Once the door to Northern Serbia was finally
opened in late May, non-U.S. coalition aircraft flew the majority of the
strike sorties in Northern Serbia. However, the shortage of PGM capable
systems and limited survivability in a high threat environment (i.e.
stealth, standoff munitions) meant that U.S. forces carried the bulk of
the offensive load, especially in Northern Serbia, for much of the con-
flict. Finally, a few countries provided high-leverage, specialized capabil-
ities to the operation. Lt. Gen. Mike Short specifically singled out the
Dutch AF as an example of how a small AF can function as a tremendous
coalition force multiplier. The Dutch F-16 Mid-Life Upgrade (MLU)
program provides them a good beyond visual range air-to-air capability
(as a FRY MiG-29 driver discovered to his sorrow), and Dutch tankers
are completely compatible with USAF air refueling needs. Additional
examples include UAVs (French and German UAVs flew over 1/3 of all
UAV sorties), and the HARM capability of German, UK and Italian
Tornadoes. However, it was the fantastic performance of the individual
airmen in the coalition, and their excellence in execution, that was the
coalitions biggest asset. The fact that over 1,000 aircraft from 14 coun-
tries were successfully integrated in a complex operation, with bad
weather, in the complex European airspace structure, mixed in with civil
airline traffic and radio frequency, language and capacity constraints of
the European air traffic control system is testimony to this fact. NATO’s
biggest advantage during Allied Force was the edge it had gained through
years of operating and training together.

I have highlighted here what Brig. Gen. Deptula recently expressed as the
keys to an effective coalition operation. Certainly they are entirely con-
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sistent with what recent experience tells me about the future of coalition
operations. Among these you see some of the themes that underpin coali-
tion operations - mutual interests/trust between all coalition partners,
interoperability in C2 mechanisms at the operational and tactical levels
of war, and operating standards and training that allow for smooth coali-
tion interoperability at the tactical level. Although high-technology does
not appear on the list, the capability gap that was highlighted during
Allied Force could put the success of future coalitions at risk. 

Following Allied Force there was a lot of angst on both sides of the
Atlantic over the capability gap that was highlighted during the cam-
paign. According to testimony by Gen. Wesley Clark after the war, Allied
Force has solidified the determination of European countries to close this
capabilities gap between American and NATO forces. Although I do not
want to dwell on the subject, I believe a brief review of some of these
concerns is in order, as they do point to some of the key areas that coun-
tries should examine as they look to develop better capabilities to support
coalition aerospace operations. There was a general consensus in after
action reports, on both sides of the Atlantic, that the gaps in capabilities
are real, and may impede the ability of coalitions to operate at optimal
effectiveness both now and in the future.

• Precision Strike/Stealth/Standoff: In many ways these three capabilities
have driven the revolution in military affairs, and we must expand
them into NATO’s arsenal.  Most of our coalition partners today, if
they have a PGM capability, can only employ older U.S. laser guid-
ed weapons. Thus, the future air-to-ground weapons of choice, such
as the JDAM, will not likely be universally available throughout
future coalition aerospace forces. This needs to be remedied, and
working together we can all make it happen.

• Surveillance and Reconnaissance: There are already a lot of encour-
aging signs in this area. As mentioned earlier, a few NATO nations
have developed their own UAV capability, although with limited
endurance and sensor capability, and contributed significant tactical
reconnaissance capabilities to ONW and Desert Storm. This is a key
niche area for smaller air forces.
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• C2 and Communications: The U.S. is likely to provide the bulk of the
operational and tactical level C2, from the CAOC through execution
elements in the Tactical Air Control System such as ABCCC or
AWACS. However, all coalition members will use it. Interoperability
of ATO dissemination systems, C2 and Intel systems, classified and
unclassified computer networking and even secure voice telephones
will be critical in the future. In particular, the lack of interoperable
secure/jam resistant airborne communications was a key limiting fac-
tor in Allied Force.

• SEAD/EW:  Like Surveillance and Reconnaissance, this is a key niche
area for smaller air forces to fill, especially in the role of electronic
attack. U.S. resources are currently stretched very thin, especially in
the area of airborne electronic attack - jamming.  Coalition partners
contributed greatly to NATO effectiveness here, and I would expect
this to continue in the future.

• Mobility: The U.S. DoD Allied Force after action report identified
the lack of intratheater lift as a factor that slowed the deployment of
KFOR. However, as we saw in the Desert Storm example, this was a
key area where coalition partners filled a critical need in terms of
intra-theaterlift.

I would now like to shift the focus to a more general discussion of coali-
tion operations in the future, based on the insights from these three oper-
ations. The previous disparities in capabilities are of even greater concern
when one considers the future threats to coalition aerospace forces.
America’s best air-to-air fighter, the F-15, is today on par with current
Russian fighters and behind many of Europe’s future fighters. Russia’s
newest class of fighters is set to roll off production lines by 2005, and the
F-22, which is increasing under attack at home, will not have an initial
operating squadron until 2005. Finally, belligerent nations who chose to
defy the norms of the international community will also learn from our
recent experience and attempt to deny America access to airspace around
the globe by obtaining low-cost, but sophisticated surface-to-air missile
(SAM) systems. Estimates are that 21 countries will possess the most
advanced “double digit” SAMs (such as the SA-10/12 and -20) by 2005. 
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Allied Force may have served as a signal to many countries that multina-
tional operations are an increasingly important element of their national
security strategy. Within the United States, our own defense community
continues to emphasize the importance of multi-national operations as
the logical and desirable method for most military operations. The U.S.
will remain engaged abroad and will, therefore, emphasize coalition oper-
ations as a method to increase aggregate military power and enhance the
political legitimacy of the response. Mastering the leadership and inte-
gration of multinational combined operations will continue to be critical
to the success of future NATO military operations. A second observa-
tion, highlighted again by Allied Force, is that coalition operations will
generally be fought for limited objectives. As a result, there will be an
increasing emphasis on force protection and limiting collateral damage to
help maintain coalition cohesion. Aerospace forces, using technology to
their advantage, offer the political decision-maker an ideal tool around
which to form a coalition. We should recognize that technology is radi-
cally transforming the means of warfare, and aerospace capability is lead-
ing this revolution in military affairs. Where precision, stealth, and
standoff have lead the RMA in the past, information technology will like-
ly take equal billing in the future. This allows for the unprecedented
application of force simultaneously across the breath and depth of any
theater, and allows us to rapidly overcome the tyranny of distance.
Improved battlespace awareness combined with stealth, precision and
standoff weapons will heavily influence how we fight the conflicts of the
future. As such, I believe aerospace forces will continue to grow in impor-
tance as coalition building forces.

Aerospace power is ultimately an instrument that generates strategic
influence. The technological advances we are seeing in modern aerospace
forces in the U.S. - a move to pervasive stealth as the JSF, F-22 and B-2
become the bulk of our combat forces, all-weather precision engagement
capabilities resident in our newest munitions, and improving informa-
tion technologies and integration techniques - allow aerospace forces to
do things today and more so in the future, than they have never been
capable of doing. Modern coalition aerospace forces can defeat enemy
anti-access strategies and achieve the dominance to secure freedom from
attack, enabling our joint forces to attack and maneuver with less resist-
ance and fewer casualties. The ability to maintain constant pressure on
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an enemy from a safe distance, and ultimately rendering an enemy force
ineffective before engaging in close combat should promote aerospace
forces to the top of any future joint commanders list of must-have forces
for coalition operations. As such, aerospace forces will be natural coali-
tion building tools in the future. The inherent flexibility of aerospace
forces allows every nation to contribute meaningfully to coalition opera-
tions by providing critical aerospace capabilities. Playing an active role is
as important as numbers of aircraft committed. However, nations with-
out modernized forces may find it increasingly difficult to play an active
role. This is obviously a serious challenge, as NATO will increasingly rely
on coalition aerospace capabilities for the execution and support of these
operations and interoperability will be the key to successful aerospace
power application.

What aerospace capabilities best match this view of future coalition war-
fare? Again, I would like to take the viewpoint of a future coalition com-
mander, or air component commander, and postulate what key capabil-
ities would enhance the contributions of aerospace power as the center-
piece of a coalition operation as envisioned in the previous slides.
Regardless of whether an individual nation chooses to specialize as part
of an interdependent mutual defense arrangement, or take a more gen-
eral approach to developing its national aerospace power, these are still
the types of capabilities one might pursue towards a goal of enhancing
the contribution of its aerospace forces to future coalition operations.

• C2 and information systems must be developed with an eye towards
being fully integrated with coalition operations from campaign plan-
ning to tactical execution. When I speak of a system, I am not only
talking about interoperable information systems - ATO generation
and reception, secure radios, data links etc. - but also having trained
people capable of operating within a Combined Air Operations
Center. Participating in NATO and/or U.S. C2 exercises, such as
Blue Flag, is a must for nations that envision being an integral part
of a NATO aerospace-based coalition

• Precision Strike is moving towards all-weather, day and night opera-
tions. Future commanders will find less and less need for aerospace
forces that bring only a day-VFR dumb bomb capability. At a min-
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imum, they will look for a capability to employ today’s laser guided
munitions, either day or night. We should also consider the air-to-
air aspect of precision engagement - a beyond visual range air-to-air
capability that can be employed in a restricted ROE environment is
becoming an increasingly important capability. 

• Precision Surveillance and Reconnaissance capabilities will continue to
be in demand, with the ability to integrate into a rapid targeting sys-
tem for mobile targets becoming increasingly important. This par-
ticular area offers a great niche capability, especially for those nations
whose security and domestic policies may not support active
employment of combat forces, but who still seek a role in coalition
operations. 

• Force Protection capabilities will remain essential. This includes not
only a robust self-protection capability, but also the ability to provide
SEAD, especially Electronic Attack, capability. This, again, is a great
niche capability!

• Force Projection Support is the final area I think will be essential for
future U.S. coalition partners. It is not reasonable to think smaller air
forces can develop the type of strategic reach that the USAF provides.
But even a limited tanker fleet can offer a high leverage capability,
especially if it allows a nation’s air forces to maintain air-refueling
proficiency that is compatible with other coalition tanker capabili-
ties. Also, theater airlift is an area where non-U.S. aerospace forces
made a great contribution during Desert Storm, and is likely to
remain a key enabler. Finally expeditionary logistics, focused on a
rapid deployment force package, will be essential.

The recent past has seen a rise in the importance of aerospace power to
coalition operations. If one believes that aerospace capabilities will be key
to future coalition commanders, then developing modern aerospace
capabilities should be important to any state that considers coalition
operations in its strategic best interests. One thing is certain: partner Air
Forces, appropriately modernized and well trained, will be even more
vital to future successful coalition warfare as they have been in the past.
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Crisis of Russian Air Power

Benjamin S. Lambeth
Ever since the disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991, military avia-
tion in post-Soviet Russia has been in a state of steady decline.1 Thanks
to the overnight losses the former Soviet Air Force (Voenno-vozdushnye
sily, or VVS) experienced to the newly-independent states in the wake of
the USSR’s collapse, as well as to the further reduction in deployed VVS
assets that has continued to take place throughout the ensuing years,
Russia’s air strength has now almost literally been decimated from some
13,000 aircraft in 1990 to no more than around 2,000 in serviceable
condition today.2

As one might expect, this unhappy experience has reflected the broader
decline of the Russian economy and sociopolitical system that has
occurred since the demise of Soviet communism. Russia’s gross domestic
product (GDP) fell by an average of around 9 percent almost every year
since 1990, to a point where it is now only slightly larger than that of
Mexico.3 Its GDP finally rose again by 3.2 percent in real terms in 1999,
thanks to the recovery of oil and other commodity prices as the 1998
ruble devaluation increased the competitiveness of Russian exports.4
Nevertheless, owing to chronic underfunding and the uncorrected after-
effects of 74 years of communist misrule, Russia entered the 21st centu-
ry, in the words of one expert observer, with a military establishment that
was “in extreme disrepair, ill-equipped, ill-trained, ill-disciplined, signif-
icantly corrupted, criminalized, and demoralized.”5

This paper offers a status report on the overall condition and vector of
Russian air power today. It begins with a review of the organizational
changes that were occasioned by the merger in 1998 of the former VVS
and Russia’s separate and independent Air Defense Forces (Voiska proti-
vivozdushnoi oborony, or VPVO), to include a brief look at the compo-
sition and force structure of the newly-integrated VVS. It next examines
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trends in force development and modernization, followed by snapshot
overviews of evolving doctrine and concepts of operations, day-to-day
training at the unit level, and the highlights of air combat activity during
Moscow’s second war in Chechnya, which began in late 1999 and con-
tinues intermittently to this day. The paper concludes with some
thoughts on why any serious consideration of possible NATO coopera-
tive operational ventures with the VVS would be premature at this point,
followed by a recapitulation of the current status and near-term direction
of Russian air power. 

Developments in Air Organization and Force Structure
The long-awaited and long-discussed merger of Russia’s VVS and VPVO
finally came to pass staring in early 1998. The previous December,
General Pyotr S. Deinekin, the commander in chief of the former VVS
who took the helm after the abortive 1991 coup attempt and who shep-
herded Russia’s air power through its first fitful years of post-Soviet
retrenchment, was retired and replaced by a former VPVO officer,
Colonel General Anatoly Kornukov, previously assigned as commander
of the Moscow Air Defense District. One Russian commentator called
the merger “the largest restructuring in the history of our military,”
adding that despite the objections of those in both former services who
had resisted it, the unification made sense in that the nation’s air “sword”
and “shield” were now fully integrated, making it “easier to coordinate
interaction between formations and units in their joint interests and to
maintain combat readiness with stringent constraints on all types of
resources.”6

During the first year of its existence, the newly-merged VVS received less
than 48 percent of its budget request, virtually all of which went to pro-
viding for personnel benefits and to supporting organizational changes
associated with implementing the integration of the former VVS and
VPVO.7 The merger was accompanied by an accelerated downsizing of
the two former services. The newly-integrated service saw a decline in its
combined personnel strength from 225,000 in 1998 to 185,000 in 2000,
as well as a reduction in force structure from 100 to 70 aircraft regiments. 

Toward the end of 2000, General Kornukov announced plans to robust
at least some of his remaining units by merging several regiments, pro-
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viding them with three rather than two squadrons, retaining only their
most experienced pilots, and striving for an 85-90 percent aircraft in
commission rate.

8
He added that these three-squadron regiments would

each have 36-40 aircraft per regiment and a crew ratio (the number of
assigned aircrews per aircraft) of 1.5 to 1.7.9 Earlier in 1999, six former
VVS and VPVO training establishments were closed, 38 separate state
repair enterprises were merged into a single repair network, and 14 main-
tenance depots were closed. 

Some predictable and still-unresolved problems were created as a result
of the merger. For example, former VVS aircrews were accomplished at
deploying to alternate operating regions and were trained to operate out
of any location, whereas those in the VPVO were accustomed to operat-
ing solely from a single base. The merger further spotlighted numerous
interoperability problems occasioned by different types of equipment
being brought together in a single command and by individuals raised in
dissimilar operational cultures who have experienced persistent difficulty
in relating to one another and working together efficiently.

Nevertheless, by mid-1999, the merger of the two services was called
“practically complete.”10 It brought to an end the long-familiar existence
of separate VVS branches. The former Long-Range Aviation, (LRA),
Frontal Aviation (FA), and Military Transport Aviation (Voenno-trans-
portnaia aviatsiia, or VTA) commands that had dominated VVS flight
operations throughout the cold war were disestablished. In their place,
LRA’s assets were assigned to a new 37th Air Army of the Supreme High
Command in Moscow. The transport aircraft of the former VTA went to
a newly-established 61st Air Army of the Supreme High Command. In
addition, two independent VVS air corps were established, with head-
quarters in Samara and Yekaterinburg, respectively. Finally, Russia’s fight-
ers and ground attack aircraft of the former VVS’s Frontal Aviation
Command and its interceptors of the former VPVO were reconstituted
as four air armies of the new VVS:

• The 4th Air Army, headquartered in Rostov-on-Don
• The 6th Air Army, headquartered in St. Petersburg
• The 11th Air Army, headquartered in Khabarovsk
• The 23rd Air Army, headquartered in Chita
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The original idea behind the reorganization plan was for all heavy
bombers to be reassigned to a newly-created Joint Supreme Command of
Strategic Deterrent Forces, leaving the VVS with only four medium
bomber divisions, which would then be subordinated to the operational
control of Russia’s Military District commanders, all of whom wore army
uniforms. In a clear win for the interests of Russian air power integration,
that move was rescinded at the April 1999 session of the Russian Security
Council.

As for force structure, the 37th Air Army, commanded by Lieutenant
General Mikhail Oparin, maintains an inventory of 68 Tu-95 and 15 Tu-
160 heavy bombers in two divisions at the Engels air base, as well as four
additional divisions of Tu-22M3s, three in the Far East and the remain-
ing one in European Russia. Each Tu-22 division maintains some 40-50
aircraft. In addition, a 5th Heavy Bomber Air Division is attached to the
Russian Navy’s northern Fleet, headquartered at Oleni. (The navy’s other
two bomber divisions were transferred to VVS control.) 

The oldest Tu-95MS aircraft entered service only 15 years ago and can
look forward to a service life out to at least 2020. The weakest compo-
nents of the 37th Air Army are said to be its Tu-22MR reconnaissance
bombers and its 20 Il-78 tankers, which are not nearly enough to meet
Russia’s inflight refueling needs. In late 1998, Russian bomber aviation
was reporting only a 50 percent aircraft in-commission rate, with 75 per-
cent of its Tu-95s in need of major servicing and only two of its six (at
the time) Tu-160s in flyable condition.11

For its part, the 61st Air Army, commanded by Lieutenant General
Viktor Denisov, has 280 transports consisting mainly of Il-76Ms, sup-
plemented by smaller numbers of An-12, An-22, and An-124 transport
aircraft. Military transport aviation accepted its last new aircraft in 1991.
In 1999, the VVS’s transport component was reduced in equipment and
personnel by 30 percent. It now operates two transport divisions of 4-5
regiments each, as well as an operational conversion center for new and
requalifying aircrews. Its principal operational tasking at present is to
provide logistic support to Moscow’s second war in Chechnya via the
Makhachkala and Mozdok airfields in Transcaucasia (see below), as well
as to support Russia’s peacekeeping activities in Bosnia and Kosovo and
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in Abkhazia and Tadzhikistan on Russia’s southern periphery. Some 80
percent of the 61st Air Army’s missions currently being flown are in
direct support of the General Staff and higher Russian security organs. Its
most experienced and proficient pilots are concentrated in a separate
detachment that provides paid transport service to the commercial sector
for extrabudgetary funds.12

General Denisov recently commented that the downgrading of VTA to
the status of a numbered air army in the wake of the merger had been a
“sound and logical decision at that stage of the military’s reform,” since
it had made possible the harmonizing of transport aviation’s staff and
structure with national needs. But now, he said, “the situation has
changed,” since upward of 90 percent of transport aviation’s missions are
in support of the Supreme High Command, with a steadily increasing
mission load. It would make more sense in the current situation, he sug-
gested, were transport aviation directly subordinated to the VVS com-
mander in chief rather than to joint and higher national agencies in
Moscow. Moreover, he added, there are no transport units fielded in the
two largest military districts, the Siberian and Far East, which must be
supported by airlift missions flown from Europe, a practice Denisov said
was “irrational.”13

Russia’s fighter, ground attack, and interceptor aircraft now assigned to
the four regional air armies include 260 MiG-29s, 340 Su-27s, 280
MiG-31s, and 135 tactical reconnaissance aircraft (15 MiG-25Rs and
120 Su-24MRs). In addition, an advanced tactics development and
application center at Lipetsk and another center for operational conver-
sion and recurrency training together operate 65 tactical aircraft of all
major types, including 20 MiG-29s, 35 Su-24s, and 15 Su-25s. Finally,
five VVS flight schools for each aircraft category (fighter, ground attack,
interceptor, bomber, and transport) operate a total of 1150 aircraft,
including the L-29 and L-39 basic jet trainers, the Tu-134 transport used
as a multiengine transition trainer, and dual-control MiG-23, MiG-29,
Su-22, Su-25, and Su-27 advanced trainers.14 All told, the VVS main-
tains a formal inventory of around 1500 tactical aircraft, 220 bombers,
and 290 transports and tankers, with another 1200 aircraft at training
schools and test centers and an additional 200 transports which are used
solely for revenue-generating airlift missions.15 For its part, Russia’s naval
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aviation component maintains some 244 combat aircraft broken down
into five regiments, including 45 Tu-22Ms, 52 Su-24s, 10 Su-25s, and
52 Su-27s, 24 navalized Su-33 variants of which are assigned to the air
wing of the carrier Admiral Kuznetsov, which is home-ported at
Severomorsk. 

Near the end of 2000, newly-elected Russian President Vladimir Putin
called for “smaller armed forces that are better equipped.”16 His Security
Council announced a long-delayed decision to eliminate an additional
600,000 positions from the defense payroll across the board, out of some
2.1 million servicemen and 966,000 civilians currently employed by the
defense establishment, so as to clear the way for serious military reform.
That announced cut included 470,000 military positions and 130,000
civilian jobs in 12 ministries and agencies which maintain and operate
armed units. Planned cuts in the three main organizations of the
Ministry of Defense included 180,000 personnel in the ground forces,
50,000 in the navy, and less than 40,000 in the VVS.17

As for other pending organizational moves, Russia’s military space forces
and the Moscow antiballistic missile (ABM) system, both now operated
by the Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF), will be remanded to the direct
operational control of the General Staff in 2001. Units operating mili-
tary satellites will be transferred from the space forces to the VVS in
2002.18 Finally, the ICBMs of the SRF are slated eventually to be placed
under VVS command, thus completing the long-promised transition
from a five-service arrangement to only three services, as is the practice
in most Western countries.

The Bleak Outlook for Force Modernization
A hallmark of the post-Soviet Russian defense effort across the board has
been a plummeting of available funds for force development and mod-
ernization. Translated into dollars, Russia’s official defense budget for
2000 was only some $5 billion, roughly the same as the annual defense
spending of Singapore. To be sure, the International Institute for
Strategic Studies has found that characterization highly misleading in
terms of actual level of effort and has assessed Russia’s real military spend-
ing in all categories at some $57 billion in 1999, or around 5 percent of
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the nation’s GDP. Only the United States exceeds that percentage in
absolute terms. In relative terms, the IISS assessed Russian defense
spending as a percentage of GDP at two to three times higher than that
of the United States and its principal NATO allies.19

Nevertheless, thanks to a chronic shortage of funds, procurement of new
equipment fell steadily from 1991 to only symbolic levels in 1998, with
steadily declining numbers of new and replacement aircraft having been
acquired each successive year since the USSR’s collapse. The VVS took
delivery of 77 new aircraft in 1992, 66 in 1993, 29 in 1994, 31 in 1995,
19 in 1996, 6 in 1997, and none in 1998. The year 1999 saw the lowest
amount of state funds in constant dollars allocated to the defense sector
at any time during the 8-year incumbency of President Boris Yeltsin. In
contrast, at the height of the Soviet era during the 1980s, the average
annual number of new aircraft deliveries to the VVS and VPVO was over
400.

Even profits from foreign military sales failed to make a significant con-
tribution toward picking up the slack. Russia earned around $3.7 billion
from arms exports in 2000, up 10 percent from 1999 and more than at
any time since the USSR’s dissolution. Yet that was a mere pittance com-
pared to the $26.2 billion reaped by the United States, which accounted
for 49 percent of the overall international arms market. One major prob-
lem hindering Moscow’s arms sales effort lay in the realm of product sup-
port, which proved highly unsatisfactory, especially with respect to parts
deliveries to its best customer, India. Both the Rosvooruzheniye and
Promexport arms sales agencies were slow to respond to requests for spare
parts and repairs, sometimes taking months to process orders.20 That
poor performance led the deputy director of Russia’s Center for Strategic
and Technological Analysis, Konstantin Makienko, to predict that Russia
“will ultimately be squeezed out of the arms market.”21

As a result of a defense ministry authorization of military efforts to earn
extrabudgetary income, the VVS in 1998 brought in 98.7 million rubles
over and beyond its state budget allocation for hauling commercial pas-
sengers and cargo on VVS transport aircraft. Those earnings, however,
went entirely toward financing badly undersupported housing programs,
attending to people needs, and keeping airfields and equipment in min-
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imally acceptable repair. The VVS continues to nurture a vain hope of
earning additional extrabudgetary income from selling off unneeded
equipment, but it has found it to be no longer profitable to train foreign
students at its military educational institutions, since the facility offerings
of the latter are no longer even barely adequate, let alone competitive
enough to warrant customer payment for such paltry service.

There also has been a dearth of state funding even for upgrades of exist-
ing equipment and the purchase of spare parts, quite apart from the
acquisition of new aircraft. Only 1 percent of the VVS’s current force
structure is less than five years old, and more than 48 percent of its air-
craft inventory is more than 15 years old. Colonel General Yury Klishin,
the VVS’s deputy commander in chief for procurement, said that many of
the VVS’s aircraft now on the books will reach the end of their service lives
by 2005.22 Only 20 percent or so of the overall VVS inventory can hon-
estly be called “modern,” and only about half of that inventory is kept in
flyable condition.23 This situation has been moderated somewhat, at least
at the margins, by the fact that those flyable aircraft are not now flying
much and accordingly are being stressed at a less than normal rate.

In an attempt to begin correcting this grim situation, President Putin’s
Security Council announced his administration’s intent in principle in
2000 for a significant increase in the federal defense budget of more than
30 percent over the revised budget for 1999. The Security Council fur-
ther reported that it had elected to do away with the former practice of
providing equal funding for all services and to replace that practice with
a more rational approach whereby funding for each service would be
determined by that service’s assigned tasks and mission needs.24 That was
a rather cryptic pronouncement, however, considering that upward of 80
percent of post-Soviet Russia’s annual procurement and R&D spending
has been allocated to the SRF and other nuclear forces. In contrast, the
VVS’s reported share of the defense ministry’s annual R&D appropria-
tion to all services has been only around 10 percent.25 Nevertheless,
Russia’s defense minister, Marshal Igor Sergeyev, the former commander
in chief of the SRF, told reporters that Russia’s conventional forces would
benefit most from the planned hike in 2001.26 The announced goal is to
spend 30 percent on procurement and R&D. However, unrequited per-
sonnel needs still compete aggressively, with priority funding required for
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retirement packages for the 365,000 servicemen who will be released by
all services over the next few years. Only after that slump is passed, per-
haps in 2007, can the services afford to spend upward of half of their
annual budget allocation on procurement and R&D.27

For now, prospects for the modernization of Russia’s bomber, fighter,
transport, and trainer inventory appear uniformly bleak. Sukhoi’s pro-
posed T-60 replacement for the Su-24 and Tu-22M3 medium bombers
is going nowhere, and production of the Tu-160 heavy bomber was can-
celled in 1992 after only 38 of a planned 100 had been built. Of that par-
tial production run, many ended up as a windfall inheritance by Ukraine
following the USSR’s disintegration. In October 1999, after eight years
of negotiations, Russia and Ukraine finally agreed to a transfer of 8 Tu-
160s and three Tu-95MS bombers from the 184th Heavy Bomber
Regiment at Priluki and the 182nd Heavy Bomber Regiment at Uzin-
Shepelovka. Ukraine had initially demanded $3 billion equivalent for all
Soviet VVS aircraft and equipment that had ended up in Ukraine, but
finally settled on $285 million for 11 of the most serviceable aircraft, as
well as 575 Kh-55 subsonic cruise missiles (roughly analogous to the
U.S. Navy’s Tomahawk), to be deducted from Ukraine’s $1.5 billion debt
to Russia for natural gas deliveries. That has now given the VVS 15 Tu-
160s instead of six, enough to fully equip the 121st Heavy Bomber
Regiment at Engels. Also, another Tu-160 now in slow-rate manufacture
at the Tupolev factory in Kazan will be completed and delivered in the
near future, thanks to a contract from the Ministry of Defense.28

As for fighters, the long-anticipated Russian answer to the USAF’s F-22
is now completely dead in the water. RSK MiG’s Article 1.44 fifth-gen-
eration air combat fighter prototype underwent high-speed taxi tests at
Zhukovskii in early February 2000, even as the firm’s director and gen-
eral designer, Nikolai Nikitin, acknowledged that “everybody under-
stands this aircraft will never enter series production.”29 Initially slated to
make its maiden flight 11 months earlier, the aircraft finally got airborne
on February 29, 2000 in an 18-minute flight with MiG’s chief test pilot,
Vladimir Gorbunov, at the controls.30 It climbed to 3,300 ft and circled
the airfield twice with its landing gear down at a maximum speed of 270-
325 kt before landing. The aircraft has been flown only once again since.
Similarly, Sukhoi’s proclaimed fifth-generation concept demonstrator,
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the forward-sweep S-37, also continues low-rate flight testing, although
it is purely a design bureau initiative, as is MiG’s Article 1.44. VVS test
pilots have not flown either. The chief of the VVS’s Scientific
Engineering Committee, Major General Sergei Kolyadin, predicted last
year that Russia will introduce a fifth-generation fighter in 2010 assum-
ing at least a modicum of improvement in the funding outlook.31 Yet a
civilian aviation authority observed more realistically that any develop-
ment and procurement of a Russian fifth-generation fighter will only
occur if Mikoyan, Sukhoi, and “to some degree” Yakovlev all pool their
respective talents in a consolidated firm. He further suggested that the
aviation industry will recover and become revitalized only if Russia suc-
ceeds in overcoming “the mentality of self-isolation and rejects the idea
that we are surrounded by enemies and that we have no allies.”32

Meanwhile, the MiG-29SMT upgrade program, suspended in 1999,
resumed in early 2000 with a funded VVS order for 180 reworked air-
craft, of which some 20 had been delivered to line units by year’s end.
The upgrade involves the Phazotron Zhuk-M multimode radar designed
to accommodate as many Western-developed weapons as possible, along
with a new cockpit and an enlarged conformal fuel tank over the upper
spine, plus an inflight refueling capability. The SMT upgrade will enable
the aircraft to employ electro-optical and laser-guided air-to-ground
munitions. (The basic MiG-29 is air-to-air capable only, except for the
carriage of unguided bombs and rockets.) It will also give the aircraft an
extended operating radius and a true multimission capability.33 Finally,
the air defense component of Russia’s fighter aviation acquired 12 Su-30s
during the mid-1990s, with a hope of more to come once the funding
picture improves. The Su-30 was designed expressly for VPVO to offer a
two-seat fighter controller capable of serving as a tactical airborne warn-
ing and control system (AWACS) and handing off targets to Su-27 inter-
ceptors via datalink.

In the airlift domain, the VVS has placed its first tentative orders for the
Il-112V intratheater transport to replace the aging An-26 inventory. As
for replacement basic trainers, the outlook continues to be forbidding for
at least the near term, with the VVS having recently declared that it will
simply soldier on with its tired but still-serviceable Czech-made L-29s
and L-39s until it acquires enough discretionary funding to procure one
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of the two follow-on trainer options that has long been available and
ready for production in principle. Such a plan may prove workable, since
there is now only a miniscule number of cadets in the VVS pilot train-
ing pipeline, and the aircraft in the VVS’s flying schools are not being
used anywhere near as heavily as they were a decade ago. VVS officials
have further indicated that they will only select a replacement trainer for
production whose principal components are all manufactured in Russia.
That gives the MiG-AT candidate a distinct advantage over the Yak-130,
since the home-grown RD-1700 engine now being successfully tested
can easily replace the MiG-AT’s current French SNECMA Larzac
engines. Both feature similar performance specifics.34

Doctrine and Concepts of Operations
As yet additional evidence that the VVS has been marking time in recent
years, there has been no change of note in what we have known for most
of the past decade with respect to its doctrinal orientation and roles and
missions. The latest draft military doctrine submitted to the Security
Council by the defense ministry in 1999 to supersede the previous 1993
doctrine remains “strictly defensive” in focus, even though it character-
ized global security trends as having been largely inimical to Russia’s
interests during the preceding six years. The latest doctrine further spoke
of a sharply diminished threat of world war, an increased likelihood of
regional conflicts and local wars, and a rise in the likely incidence of ter-
rorism and the spread of weapons of mass destruction. 

Clearly reflecting Russia’s traditional inclinations toward paranoia and its
continued inability to accept the loss of its former superpower status with
equanimity, the draft doctrine cited the continuing trend toward
NATO’s eastward expansion as a reason for special concern. It also cited
what it portrayed as the relentless fielding of qualitatively new weapons
by the principal Western defense establishments, shifting the global mil-
itary balance increasingly to Russia’s detriment and threatening to render
Russia even more a second-rate power. In the face of Russia’s growing
conventional-force inferiority, and consistent with the earlier Russian
national security strategy published in 1997, the 1999 draft military doc-
trine reemphasized the High Command’s determination to rely on
nuclear rather than conventional forces for large-scale contingencies as a
cheaper solution. It also declined to rule out nuclear first use, declaring
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instead that nuclear weapons may be employed in response to major con-
ventional aggression against Russia.35 All of this was codified in a new
national security concept published on January 10, 2000 and in a new
military doctrine issued on April 21, 2000, both of which recognized a
decline in major threats of external aggression against Russia, offset by
new threats of local conflict along Russia’s troubled southern periphery. 

Russian air experts have correctly understood the thrust of emerging air
power thought in the West in spotlighting the new essence of strategic
attack as being aimed at attempting to “destroy the air grouping of the
opposing side and inflict severe losses at the very outset of the war by
seizing the initiative.”36 However, as in Soviet times, such experts still
tend to portray a notional air operation as being conducted only
“briefly,” over several days (two to ten on average). Yet at the same time,
they warn of the dangers of ignoring the lessons not only of World War
II, but also of the very different conflicts of the 1990s. They further stress
that in any major conventional aggression against Russia, the VVS’s first
requirement will be to conduct a defensive air operation as a part of a
larger aerospace offensive.37 In that respect, the VVS’s commander in
chief, General Kornukov, noted that of all available military instruments,
only the air weapon has enough reach and leverage to engage land and
surface naval targets with precision strikes at medium and long ranges.
He further noted that the battlespace beyond the army’s reach of 50-70,
or, at the absolute outside, 100 km from the line of contact represents the
“undivided sway” of VVS theater and long-range aviation.38

In an effort to apply in practice elements of this emerging concept of
operations, military representatives of Russia and Belarus have discussed
plans to establish a unified air defense system to be backstopped by the
Baranovichi early warning radar site in Belarus, which was slated to
achieve initial operational status at the end of 1999. The two countries
have also been holding joint exercises, exchanging information, and
using each other’s airfields on a limited basis since 1996. The command-
er of Belarus’s air defense forces, General Valery Kostenko, called for an
acceleration of that effort in response to NATO’s continuing eastward
expansion and, as he put it, growing ability to challenge Belarus and
Russian airspace with provocative reconnaissance forays.39
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Continuation Training at the Unit Level
Aircrew training in the VVS, already curtailed severely by the collapse of
funding for operations and maintenance, was further afflicted by the loss
of resources diverted in 1998 and 1999 to underwrite the merger of the
VVS and VPVO. The VVS’s chief of combat training, Lieutenant
General A. N. Barsukov, said that the declining skill levels of mainte-
nance personnel as a result of this chronic underfunding was occasioning
errors in aircraft servicing, a decline in flight safety, and reduced overall
readiness. He saw no prospect for improvement in the near future.

The total number of hours flown by the VVS in 1998 was only 57 per-
cent of what had been planned, and it amounted to less than a quarter
of the bare minimum acceptable for maintaining the most rudimentary
aircrew flight proficiency. The average planned flight time allotted per
aircrew member for 1999 was 50 hours. As it turned out, bomber air-
crews in the 37th Air Army averaged only 21 hours in 1998 and 20 in
1999. Tactical aviation was affected even worse yet, with fighter pilots
getting only 14-16 hours a year, not even enough to maintain more than
basic landing currency. Ground-attack pilots averaged 22-24 hours a
year. Transport aircrews, because of the nature of their missions, averaged
the most, at around 60 hours a year. Some pilots still on flight orders
have not flown for four years or more because of the shortage of funds
for fuel. Only Moscow’s second war in Chechnya (see below), with from
25-50 to as many as 100 combat sorties a day, was giving VVS aircrews
any reasonable level of actual mission employment training. As a meas-
ure of the sharp decline in VVS continuation training since the USSR’s
collapse, the actual hours flown VVS-wide in 1999 were only 200,000,
compared to 2 million in 1990.40

Relatedly, because of the lack of adequate maintenance support and a
ready availability of spare parts, some 32 percent of the VVS aircraft
inventory has been deemed permanently unserviceable. Cannibalization
of aircraft to keep others flying has now become routine, even though it
is universally disparaged as a practice conducive to a higher mishap rate.
The average in-commission rate of line aircraft in 1999 was 61 percent,
with the figure varying from 55 to 81 percent for each aircraft, depend-
ing on aircraft type. By 2005, 75 percent of Russia’s military airfields will
be in need of major repair and refurbishment.41
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All of this has had a predictable impact on the VVS’s flight safety record.
In 1999-2000, the VVS experienced 12 major accidents over a 12-month
period, of which 11 were directly attributable to pilot error. That con-
trasted with only four major accidents the previous year. The pilot error
rate has doubled lately in comparison to that of the preceding eight
years.42 The MiG-31 long-range interceptor operated by former VPVO
units has been particularly plagued in this respect. Since reaching initial
operational capability in 1981, 36 have been lost in training accidents
and 20 crewmembers have been killed, making for one of the worst air-
craft safety records in the VVS.43

To meet the manifold shortages that have been occasioned by the fund-
ing crisis, extraordinary measures are now being taken at the unit level,
including aircrew specialization in specific mission events and munitions
types, limiting overall training, and generally prohibiting any exercises
above the regimental level. Unit commanders have been forced to sus-
pend their usual mission readiness standards and to tailor their training
programs to the actual availability of fuel and spare parts. General
Kornukov recently extended to regiment commanders further latitude to
adjust downwardly their already meager training programs as needed to
comport with available resources. Actual flight exercises even at the regi-
mental and squadron levels have largely been supplanted by command
post exercises, in which large-force employment scenarios are exercised
only on paper. Moreover, the VVS is now retaining only its most experi-
enced aircrews and is letting the less experienced ones go. That has raised
the average serving fighter pilot’s age to 36. As a result of the continuing
crisis, test pilot Anatoly Kvochur recently admitted that there are “restric-
tions and limitations everywhere,” since unit commanders must focus on
their average pilots and since most units have few exceptionally experi-
enced pilots who can fly enough to maintain their superior proficiency.44

The funding crisis has affected the VVS’s already truncated undergradu-
ate pilot training (UPT) program as well. The flying portion of the cur-
riculum in the VVS’s five UPT schools is now only 100 hours for the
awarding of an aeronautical rating, down from their long-standing pre-
vious norm of 250 hours. That means, in effect, that line units are now
gaining badly undertrained UPT graduates who are unprepared to move
on to advanced training in their assigned operational aircraft types. Many
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newly-commissioned UPT graduates have not flown for years as a result
of the shortage of funds for fuel.45

General Kornukov described 2000 as a “year of stabilization” during which
the average flight time per line pilot rose to 25-30 hours, even though
fighter pilots remained badly shortchanged because they are at the bottom
of the priority list. The VVS received funding that year for only 500,000
tons of jet fuel, when it had requested 2.5 million tons just to meet its min-
imum planned training requirements.46 Nevertheless, the number of unit-
level exercises rose from 300 to 400. As for larger and more involved unit
training and operational test exercises, Zapad (“West”) ‘99 conducted in
June 1999 included two Tu-25MS heavy bombers of the 37th Air Army
which flew 15 hours northward from Engels air base to the vicinity of
Iceland, where they were intercepted on arrival by U.S. F-15s. In that same
exercise, a pair of Tu-160s flew northward from Engels around the Kola
peninsula and down the coast of Norway, where they were intercepted by
Norwegian F-16s south of Andoya at approximately 0300 local time.47

Upon their recovery to Russia, one aircraft from each pair fired an inert
Kh-55 cruise missile into the Caspian lowland weapons range. Zapad ’99
was portrayed as the largest combined-arms exercise held in Russia in the
last 14 years. It exhausted virtually the entire fuel, training munitions, and
other expendables allocations for the participating units and significantly
affected those of nonparticipating units.

Later in September 1999, two pairs of Tu-95s from Anadyr and Tiksi air
bases on the Chukotka peninsula in Russia’s Far East Military District
approached the Canadian border, whereupon they were also intercepted
by U.S. fighters.48 In a similar spirit, the VVS has announced plans to fly
heavy bomber missions to the former Soviet air base at Cam Ranh Bay
in Vietnam, which has been available to Russia free of charge until 2004
under the terms of a lease agreement reached in 1979 and which was
recently reactivated.49 Defense minister Sergeyev declared that these
recent bomber forays over the north Atlantic and out of Russia’s Far East
were intended to test and rehearse “one provision of Russian military
doctrine—the use of nuclear forces when all measures of conventional
defense against aggression have failed.”50 As one might have expected, all
of these missions were flown by the VVS’s most experienced and profi-
cient bomber crews.
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Air Operations in Moscow’s Second Chechen War
Stung severely by Russia’s poor performance in the first war in Chechnya
during 1994-1996, many in the military’s upper ranks had long been
itching for an opportunity to vindicate themselves by having another go
at the Chechen rebels. Such an opportunity finally presented itself in
August 1999 through a combination of happenstance and possible
Kremlin contrivance when thousands of Islamic militants entered
Dagestan under the leadership of the Chechen warlord, Shamil Basayev,
allegedly to establish an Islamic state, at about the same time that a num-
ber of mysterious bombings of apartment buildings occurred in Moscow,
Volgodonsk, and Buinakskand, causing extensive civilian fatalities which
then-acting President Putin attributed to Chechen “terrorists.” Although
no one stepped forward to take responsibility for the bombings, uniden-
tified “Chechens” were widely implicated, prompting a resurgence of
popular support for Russian military intervention—and, perhaps not
entirely by accident, helping to ensure Putin’s subsequent election as
Boris Yeltsin’s successor.

In response to these putative trigger events, Russian troops poured into
Dagestan and eventually expelled Basayev’s forces. Moscow characterized
that incursion as an “anti-terrorist operation,” which enabled the federal
government to use force without first securing State Duma approval.
After several weeks of low-intensity operations in Dagestan, Russian
forces began moving slowly and deliberately into Chechnya, in studied
contrast to Russia’s abortive assault on the capital city of Grozny in
December 1994. This time, Moscow opted to lead with heavy air and
artillery attacks from standoff ranges to preclude any early need for close
ground combat with the Chechen rebels. Whenever resistance was
encountered, Russian troops simply sealed off the affected town and
bombarded it until it surrendered. They did not enter Grozny in strength
until December.

VVS air assets devoted to the operation were spearheaded by a regiment
each of Su-24s and Su-25s based at the Mozdok air base some 60 miles
northwest of Grozny. These units were drawn from the 4th Air Army
headquartered in the nearby Don River basin area. They were supple-
mented by additional aircraft and personnel from the Moscow region air
and air defense forces. Russian observers indicated that some 80 percent
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of the initial fire support was provided by air power, split roughly even-
ly between ground-attack jets of the VVS and attack helicopters organic
to Russia’s ground forces, with an additional 15-17 percent provided by
artillery. 

Air operations commenced with attacks on a radar unit at the Grozny
airport and on what was left of Chechnya’s “air force,” a single propeller-
driven An-2 biplane. After that, initial targets included bridges, major
roads, buildings, oil production and storage facilities, ammunition
dumps, communications links, and rebel strongpoints. Later, the target
set was expanded to include rebel leadership and camps, which saw a dis-
tinct shift in munitions used from high-explosive bombs to antiperson-
nel submunitions.51 The avowed goal was to avoid close combat on the
ground at every reasonable cost and to minimize friendly losses, albeit
with less concern for Chechen noncombatants. Defense minister
Sergeyev stressed that the overriding intent was to achieve desired com-
bat objectives with “minimal losses among the forces.”52

VVS aircrews flew 5000 combat sorties between August 1999 and early
February 2000. On January 27, 2000, Russian forces reported 100 Su-
24, Su-25, and Mi-24 helicopter sorties over Grozny and the southern
mountains during a single 24-hour period. The more typical daily inten-
sity of air operations was 25-60 sorties.53 By November 2000, Kornukov
reported 266 enemy armored vehicles and 13 antiaircraft artillery (AAA)
positions destroyed. Many aircrews flew multiple sorties a day. All were
rotated in and out of the area every 5-6 weeks, while their aircraft
remained forward-deployed at Mozdok. New pilots arriving in theater
with only minimal mission qualification would initially operate at medi-
um altitudes, stepping down to lower altitudes to attempt better target
identification and more accurate manual bombing only after their com-
fort level and proficiency had increased.

As in the earlier Chechen war of 1994-1996, the VVS used the A-50 air-
borne surveillance platform to monitor enemy airspace. It also flew
round-the-clock Su-27 and Su-30 combat air patrols to ensure against
any attempted helicopter resupply of rebel forces from outside
Chechnya. An An-12 airborne command and control center (ABCCC)
directed some strikes, but most VVS ground-attack missions were con-
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ducted without any direct command and control support. Although the
Tu-22M3 medium bomber flew 200 combat sorties in 1994-1996, it was
not used in the second war.54 In all, some 11,000 combat sorties had
been flown as of January 2001.

Russian attack helicopter crews applied many of the same tactics that had
been developed and tested earlier during the 1980s in Afghanistan. As in
the first Chechen war, Mi-24 gunships and Mi-8 transport helicopters
were the principal workhorses used, supplemented as needed by Mi-26
heavy-lift helicopters. Attack helicopters worked in either pairs or as
four-ships as organic assets of an Aviation Tactical Group (ATG) subor-
dinate to ground commanders, with Mi-8s often orbiting nearby in
standoff positions to provide targeting instructions. 

Some combat applications featured simultaneous attacks from opposed
directions out of a circling “wheel of death” formation operating just out-
side Chechen AAA range. As many as a third of the Mi-24 sorties flown
were “free hunt” missions against rebel convoys and other targets of
opportunity. Since few, if any, Russian attack helicopters carried global
positioning system (GPS) equipment, their aircrews were forced to nav-
igate by visual pilotage. Only five transport helicopters reportedly carried
GPS receivers. The use of nonsecure radios further allowed the rebels to
monitor Russian frequencies and to target ATG operations. Russian
ground commanders were said to possess poor knowledge of helicopter
attack tactics and would often keep their helicopter crews in high-threat
areas for too long, needlessly increasing their exposure to enemy fire and
endangering their survivability.55 In addition, because of poor target
identification and the unavailability of accurate navigation and geoloca-
tion equipment, one Su-25 mistakenly attacked the Georgian town of
Zelo Omalo near the Chechen-Dagestan border.

Russia’s defense ministry evidently conducted only limited operational
evaluations of new equipment during the second Chechen war. An all-
weather variant of the Su-25, the Su-25TM, was battle-tested out of
Mozdok for the first time, firing Kh-25ML missiles to take out satellite
communications dishes and the sole surviving Chechen An-2.56 The
VVS also had success against point targets with the AS-10 and AS-14
electro-optical and laser-guided air-to-surface munitions. Finally, two
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Ka-50 Black Shark advanced attack helicopter prototypes were dis-
patched to Mozdok in November 1999 but were pulled out by March
2000, having evidently flown only a few local-area test flights. By all
accounts, they were never committed to combat. 

As for what worked, air-ground coordination appeared more effective
this time than in 1994-1996. Fratricide did occur on several occasions
early on against Russian internal ministry (MVD) troops because the lat-
ter had not trained with the VVS and could not communicate with VVS
aircrews, a problem further compounded by the distrust, and even
hatred, that existed between MVD and regular Russian ground troops.57

Such friendly fire incidents largely ceased, however, once combat opera-
tions shifted to Ministry of Defense command and additional ground
forward air controllers (FACs) with improved communications links
with VVS pilots were provided. There was also greater reliance on elec-
tronic intelligence (ELINT), as well as an effective combat use of the
upgraded Pchela-1T unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV), which provided
Russian commanders with real-time video feed to locate mobile rebel
groupings and to interdict supply routes coming into the war zone from
outside Chechnya.58

The most glaring problems and revealed deficiencies encountered had to
do with the inadequacy of Russian precision munitions and
night/adverse-weather attack capabilities. The VVS’s lack of suitable
night-fighting equipment (including night-vision goggles) meant that
the majority of air operations had to take place during day clear-weather
conditions, leaving Russian ground forces exposed and vulnerable at
night. Precision weapons were also used only during daylight hours
owing to the VVS’s lack of night target designation capabilities. The few
attack missions conducted at night served mainly as flying artillery to sat-
urate wide-area kill boxes with nonprecision munitions, such as FAB-250
and FAB-500 cluster bombs and S-8 and S-13 rockets, as well as ODAB-
500 fuel-air explosives on occasion, the latter of which caused extensive
civilian casualties. The Su-24 was limited in its ability to employ electro-
optical and laser-guided weapons against targets located in the more
mountainous terrain of Chechnya. The Su-25, unequipped to deliver
precision weapons, was used almost exclusively on day close air support
(CAS) missions in VFR conditions. To help counter the infrared SAM
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threat, Su-25 pilots routinely made liberal use of self-protection flares
during target egress.

Intelligence preparation of the battlefield also left much to be desired.
Attacks by Su-24s and Su-25s against rebel supply routes were extensive,
yet generally ineffective because of a shortage of available real-time infor-
mation on the location of those routes and the small size of the rebel con-
voys. The VVS possessed nothing like the synthetic aperture radar (SAR)
and moving target indicator (MTI) equipment carried by the U.S. E-8
Joint STARS battlefield surveillance platform, which was used to such
telling effect against enemy ground forces during Operation Desert
Storm. Much as NATO’s air forces experienced over Kosovo in 1999,
Russian reconnaissance was deficient at spotting Chechen troop buildups
and providing reliable battle damage assessment of attacks against dis-
persed, concealed, and lightly-equipped enemy forces. FAC support was
hampered by the fact that most Chechen rebels, like their more senior
Russian counterparts, had served previously in the Soviet armed forces
and, accordingly, knew and understood Russian tactics implicitly. They
frequently would monitor Russian FAC radio transmissions and misdi-
rect VVS CAS aircraft against Russian troops. They also would fire off
spoofing flares to confuse VVS pilots as to who and where the real friend-
ly ground FACs were. Finally, they made special efforts to single out
FACs for sniper attack. As a result of these often highly effective rebel
countertactics, numerous inadvertent blue-on-blue engagements
occurred during the earlier phase of Moscow’s second Chechen war. As a
result, later VVS air support missions were redirected against rear-area
targets or against enemy troops not in close contact with Russian
forces.59

As for the air attrition experienced by the invading Russian forces, the
VVS lost a Su-25 to enemy AAA fire on September 9, barely a month
into the operation, with the pilot successfully ejecting and getting res-
cued soon thereafter. Another Su-25 went down on October 3, with its
pilot, a regimental commander, also successfully ejecting. This time, a
Su-24MR reconnaissance aircraft, launched to photograph the area for a
combat search and rescue mission planned for the following day, was
downed by an infrared SAM, with one crew member killed during the
ejection sequence and the other ultimately rescued by an Mi-8. An Mi-
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24 gunship, in turn, was downed while supporting that rescue effort.60

Another 24 aircraft sustained battle damage during the war’s early
months. By May 2000, the invading Russian forces had lost two Su-24s,
two Su-25s, and 10 helicopters to enemy ground fire.61

On balance, Russia’s second Chechen gambit was more successful than
the first, even though more than 2000 Russian servicemen were killed
and another 5800 wounded during the course of the operation. Russia’s
on-scene commanders managed to avoid a replay of the three failings
that largely accounted for the first war’s unsuccessful outcome, namely,
poor coordination among the numerous friendly players operating in
theater, not sealing off the capital city of Grozny before entering it in
force, and badly mishandling Russian public opinion. Among other
achievements accomplished at the operational and tactical levels, Russian
forces successfully used counterbattery radars to locate the source of
enemy artillery fire, as well as UAVs with electro-optical and IR equip-
ment to locate enemy force positions, mensurate their coordinates, and
laser-designate identified targets. As the operation was ramping up,
General Kornukov reported that during the first Chechen war, only 3
percent of the munitions delivered by VVS aircraft had been PGMs due
to the recurrence of prohibitive weather, whereas during the second war
accurate air attacks, in close coordination with artillery and armor, were
consistently conducted against enemy point targets that had already been
successfully reconnoitered.62

That said, Russia’s performance in the second Chechen war was also
marred by some significant failings. At the outset, Russian military
spokesmen claimed that they were merely emulating NATO’s earlier air
campaign against Yugoslavia, and they made studied efforts to prepare
Russia’s rank and file for a drawn-out campaign. Kornukov even staged a
NATO-style press briefing where he narrated VVS cockpit display videos
and stressed the “precision” of Russian air attacks, much as NATO
spokesmen did during Operation Allied Force.63 He further spotlighted
VVS attacks against Chechnya’s limited cellular phone network, televi-
sion station, and other communications means, characterizing these as
“center of gravity” strikes against enemy “strategic” targets. Similarly,
VVS attacks against Chechen oil refineries were rationalized on the
ground that the rebels traded oil on the black market and that the strikes
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would deprive the latter of a vital revenue source. Kornukov pointedly
claimed that there were “certain parallels” between the Chechen opera-
tion and NATO’s Operation Allied Force, and he clearly sought to emu-
late NATO’s approach by relying more heavily on the coercive use of
Russian air power than had been attempted during the previous Chechen
campaign.

Such pretensions notwithstanding, however, any comparison of
Moscow’s second Chechen campaign with Operation Allied Force
stopped abruptly with its initial public relations offensive. There was no
serious effort made to minimize collateral damage to enemy civilian
infrastructure and noncombatants. On the contrary, Russian ground
forces fired SS-1C and SS-21 ballistic missiles fitted with submunitions
designed expressly for killing and wounding personnel and taking out
soft targets like vehicles and buildings. Many noncombatant casualties
and extensive damage to civilian structures resulted from such indis-
criminate weapons use. Even friendly fire incidents were kept in check
only because Russian ground troops were generally positioned at a safe
distance from targets that were being bombed in Grozny. Apart from
that, Russian forces intentionally sought to inflict damage on civilian
structures and to cause noncombatant fatalities, to a point where some
VVS commanders were said to have refused to carry out attack orders
because of the danger of harming innocent civilians.

Finally, Russia’s defense ministry was once again forced to rob Peter to
pay Paul to conduct its second Chechen campaign. Many munitions
expended by the VVS throughout the operation were stripped from the
inventories of other units, reducing PGM stocks to critically low levels
and forcing a predominant reliance on unguided bombs. VVS pilots
often flew into combat with only half a weapons load because of muni-
tion shortages. In all, combat operations were said to have consumed
upward of 60 percent of the VVS’s operating budget for 1999 and
2000.64

Russian Cooperation with Nato Air Forces?
Since the theme of the conference session for which this paper was com-
missioned concerns specializing vs. generalizing with respect to force
development and mission emphasis, I would be remiss were I not to offer
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some concluding observations on how this issue relates to the VVS as a
close and still-looming, if also ailing, neighbor of the Royal Norwegian
Air Force.

To cut straight to the point, I would suggest that any serious considera-
tion of possible VVS role-sharing with NATO air forces in potential
regional crises, at least for the immediately foreseeable future, would be
at best premature and at worst inappropriate, for numerous compelling
reasons that would make any such interaction problematic at almost
every level imaginable. At bottom, the issue of specialization vs. general-
ization was most recently dramatized by the allied interoperability prob-
lems that became apparent early on during NATO’s air war for Kosovo
in 1999. It is an issue of concern principally to air forces such as the
Royal Norwegian Air Force whose leaders might reasonably expect to
operate in an alliance or coalition context at some near-term future
point. No such possibility, however, applies to the VVS, at least for the
first decade of the 21st century. Indeed, for many of the reasons noted
above and still more, probably the last thing on the Russian military lead-
ership’s collective mind today is contemplating the desirability and like-
ly requirements of conducting air operations with NATO under U.S. or
any other non-Russian command.

By the same token, it follows that the last thing that ought to be on the
minds of NATO planners, at least for the first decade of the 21st centu-
ry, is any serious weighing of possible ways of integrating the VVS into
NATO’s air operations repertoire, with all the many hurdles that would
have to be crossed first even to engage Russia as a prospective security
partner at the most basic political level. On this point, one need only
consider the special complications which NATO had to endure in deal-
ing with Russia’s peacekeeping involvement in Kosovo after Operation
Allied Force, most notably the Russian KFOR component’s unseemly
rush to capture and claim control of the Pristina airport, only to have to
be fed and supplied afterwards by NATO because it lacked the funds to
sustain itself. 

The first reason why now is not a propitious moment for Norway or any
other NATO member to be exploring interoperability issues with the
VVS in any detail is that the latter, even more now than in recent years
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past, is comporting itself more as an adversary than as anything resemb-
ling a would-be cooperative security partner. True enough, the latter part
of 1999 and 2000 saw some signs of a revitalization of Russian military
cooperation with the West, both bilaterally and through NATO, follow-
ing the earlier breakdown of such cooperation triggered by the onset of
Operation Allied Force. That nascent revitalization was reflected, among
other ways, in the revival of Russian-NATO Permanent Joint Council
meetings and by improved Russian peacekeeping cooperation within
KFOR. Nevertheless, the preponderance of evidence suggests that Russia
remains far from ready to consider more serious cooperative security ties
with NATO, in the air realm or any other.

Part of the reason for this can be seen in the still-truculent tone of
Russian pronouncements when it comes to the West in general and to
NATO in particular. For example, in late 1999, the VVS commander in
chief, General Kornukov, wrote that early hopes prompted by the ending
of the cold war were not being borne out because the NATO “dinosaur”
was still showing a “dangerous recurrence of militaristic instincts,” as
reflected in allegedly increased defense spending and continued plans for
eastward expansion. As a result, said Kornukov, despite NATO’s sooth-
ing words to the contrary, the alliance “presents a real threat to Russia’s
national security.”65 In keeping with that declaratory tone, notwith-
standing Moscow’s continued involvement in KFOR, Russian commen-
tators have routinely portrayed NATO’s air war for Kosovo in 1999 as an
act of “air aggression.”66

A second reason has to do with recent Russian military conduct, most
notably the harmless but remarkably sophomoric buzzing of the aircraft
carrier USS Kitty Hawk in the Sea of Japan on November 9 by a VVS Su-
24 and Su-27 two-ship element at low altitude and high speed, evident-
ly to make someone’s point that Russia remains a “force to be reckoned
with” in world affairs. The carrier was undergoing underway replenish-
ment at the time and had ample radar warning of the incoming Russian
aircraft, even though its alert fighters were only on 30-min alert because
of the low threat and could not be launched in sufficient time to inter-
cept the VVS jets before they passed over the carrier battle group. After
the incident, Izvestiia boasted that “if it had been an attack, the aircraft
carrier would have been sunk.”67 Kornukov likewise crowed over what
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Russian sources called a simulated “attack,” boasting that “the arrival of
our planes came as a complete surprise to the Americans. Photographs
show there was panic on the aircraft carrier’s deck.”68 Kornukov further
announced fulsomely that the VVS aircrews who had carried out the
stunt had been awarded military decorations for their performance.69

Even were considerations such as these not a factor, a final reason why
any serious contemplation of air interoperability with the VVS by
NATO planners would make little sense today has to do with a multi-
tude of all but preclusive operational barriers that currently separate the
would-be partners. Simply as a practical matter, the VVS is all but whol-
ly noninteroperable with its NATO counterparts, as best attested by the
fact that the German Luftwaffe was able to make almost no use of most
of the personnel and equipment it inherited from the former East
German Air Force and was obliged to retrain completely the few former
EGAF pilots retained on active flight status in the MiG-29 because of
their completely dissimilar operational upbringing and tactical reper-
toire. On top of that, the VVS leadership has little incentive or inclina-
tion even to consider reconfiguring its equipment to become interoper-
able with NATO’s air forces at a time when it has so many more prepos-
sessing concerns, such as ridding itself of excess manpower and aging
equipment, securing enough funding to retrain its pilots to the most
minimal level of basic flying proficiency, and simply surviving as a self-
respecting military institution, never mind the more ambitious and elu-
sive goals of recapitalizing its largely obsolete force structure and regain-
ing anything approximating real mission readiness. 

Even with these considerations held in abeyance, any effort to seek VVS
involvement in combined operations with any sister NATO air force
today would still make for an operational nightmare at every level. One
reason has to do with equipment differences of the most basic sort. For
example, Western air forces mainly use UHF radios; they mainly use
VHF radios. We use both preset and manually selectable frequencies;
they use incompatible preset frequencies only. We routinely use TACAN
(tactical air navigation), inertial navigation systems (INS), and GPS in
peacetime operations; they use their own RSBN (radiosistema blizhnei
navigatsii, or “short-range navigation system”), INS as the exception
rather than the rule, and GPS almost not at all. Their identification
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friend or foe (IFF) equipment and procedures are completely different
from ours. They operate in a completely different airspace structure and
rules and procedures environment than we do. 

For all these reasons and more, Russian aircrews, given what we now
know of the highly stereotyped and scripted way in which they operated
throughout the cold war, could not begin to understand and identify
with, let alone assimilate and effectively handle, the contrasting com-
plexity of even the most routine peacetime Western training practices
today. To cite but one example, the recurrent Red Flag large-force exer-
cises regularly held at Nellis AFB, Nevada, in which U.S. and allied air-
crews periodically train together, even the most seasoned Russian fighter
pilot within his own system would be like Robert Heinlein’s stranger in
a strange land, totally out of his element and beyond his depth. Apart
from the insurmountable language barrier he would encounter from the
first moment onward, he would bring nothing to the party but a safety-
of-flight hazard of outsize proportions. 

On Balance
If the retirement of General Deinekin in December 1997 and the con-
current onset of moves to merge the former VVS with VPVO signaled
the end of one era of post-Soviet Russian air power and the beginning of
another, the newly-reconstituted VVS three years later has shown few
signs of progress other than the completion of its long-planned merger.
Indeed, beyond its expected further reduction in force structure and per-
sonnel, it has experienced continued setbacks rather than any turnaround
in the most important areas of force modernization and training. 
Throughout the cold war, Western intelligence analysts typically tended
to give the VVS, or at least the theater forces component of it, more cred-
it for operational prowess than it deserved, as the later revelations of glas-
nost during the final years of the USSR made abundantly clear. But at
least the VVS at the height of the Soviet era was not just liberally but lav-
ishly funded, had little to complain about when it came to force mod-
ernization, and could be said to operate and train within a framework of
consistent and universally recognizable tactical principles. Today’s VVS,
in contrast, is a serious air force in name only. Its inadequate funding
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even to address its most basic personnel needs, let alone for procurement,
upgrades of existing equipment, and mission support, remains acute. In
melancholy contrast to the tiresome boasts one routinely heard through-
out the Soviet era, Russian commentators now freely acknowledge that
the NATO countries are “clearly ahead” of Russia in air technology
development.70 No less than General Kornukov himself has warned that
without a substantial improvement in the funding situation, Russia’s air
power “will simply cease to exist in 6-7 years.”71

In the face of this seemingly systemic predicament, one might fairly ask
who the role models are and whence the VVS’s successor generation will
come? As test pilot Anatoly Kvochur recently pointed out, the once-
romantic image of military aviation in Russia has long since lost its for-
mer allure, leaving the VVS leadership with a burning need to “revive the
motivation of the flying profession.” Today, he said, the media refer to
aviation “only when there is an accident or some kind of trouble.”72

Moreover, unlike General Deinekin, who had stoically accepted the
USSR’s demise from his first days as VVS commander in chief and who
understood that Russia needed to tailor its air posture to a new situation
and to reach out to the West along the way, Kornukov radiates every
impression of being a throwback. Still aggressively unrepentant for his
having issued the final order that led to VPVO’s downing of Korean Air
Lines Flight 007 over the Sea of Okhotsk in September 1983, he has
repeatedly sounded far more Soviet-like than his predecessor since
assuming command of the new VVS in January 1998. 

To make matters worse, because of the all but total collapse of funding
for operational support, whatever Russia’s aircrews may have had in years
past by way of a credible combat edge is now gone. As in 1994-1996, the
defense ministry sent Russian airmen into harm’s way in the second
Chechen war who were barely proficient at the most basic instrument
and night flying, let along ready to employ weapons in the face of enemy
fire with any significant degree of effectiveness. What little peacetime
continuation training that still occurs at the unit level today is all but
unrecognizable in comparison with normal Western practices. A typical
VVS pilot might fly twice in a single day and then go months without
flying, and operating practices are routinely condoned at the squadron
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and regiment level that would make any Western air commander, for
good reason, turn ashen over legitimate concerns for flight safety. In all
probability, the only VVS pilots today who have anything even remote-
ly resembling real proficiency are the few test and training professionals
at the VVS’s flight test center at Akhtubinsk and its weapons centers at
Lipetsk and Savasleika. 

In all, the VVS leadership remains in the grips of a deeply-rooted identi-
ty crisis, still clinging with one hand to pretensions of regaining super-
power status and, on the other, facing up only reluctantly to the discom-
fiting reality of Russia’s diminished post-cold war security situation and
meager economic prospects. As in the earlier instance of Operation
Desert Storm a decade ago, VVS observers could only watch Operation
Allied Force as outsiders with a combination of resentment and grudging
respect, bereft of any ability to act on whatever they may have taken away
from those experiences by way of useful lessons indicated for Russia.
Apart from its nuclear capability, the VVS at the brink of the 21st cen-
tury has devolved, to all intents and purposes, into little more than an
inflated Third World air force when it comes to what remains of its for-
mer professionalism and fighting strength. 
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Part IIII





Modern Conflicts, the Media and Public
Opinion: The Kosovo Example

Jamie Shea
The problem with conflict is that it is always controversial, no matter
how necessary as a means to stop gross human rights violations, and no
matter how much it may conform to the “just war” theories of Aristotle
or Sir Thomas Aquinas.1 Using force is a drastic thing for modern soci-
eties to do and they do it rarely. The chance of being killed in a mili-
tary conflict is at a historical all-time low, compared to the risks that
our great-grandfathers or great-great-grandfathers would have faced. In
fact, military conflict is probably the least likely cause of premature
fatality today in western democracies, compared with cancer or heart
disease or traffic accidents, or particularly the easy availability of guns
in the United States which produce over 17,000 murders annually. As
a result, when conflicts do occur, they have a shock value for public
opinion, particularly when they occur in a modern European city like
Belgrade at the end of the 20th century.

Our main difficulty in justifying the use of force to public opinion is
based on this, our greatest success: that we have made conflicts in
Europe a rarity. A public which increasingly sees its armed forces as
peacekeepers rather than as warriors, engaged in humanitarian or dis-
aster relief missions rather than combat, finds it difficult to accept a
reversion to the traditional practice of warfare. Moreover, most inter-
ventions these days are what we call humanitarian interventions. They
are voluntary. No vital national interest is at stake, and the main moti-
vation for governments is the moral argument that we are upholding
human rights, not our narrow, selfish national self-interest and doing
“the right thing”. But that argument is an appeal to the emotions.
Rational arguments in themselves are insufficient to mobilise public

1 The views expressed in this article are those of the author alone. They should not be construed
as representing an official position of NATO.
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opinion behind a conflict. They have to be supported by an emotional
echo in public opinion. Everybody is familiar with the “CNN factor”.
Emotive images of human suffering, of amputated limbs in Sierra Leone,
of raped women in Bosnia, of starving children in Ethiopia, ethnically
cleansed Kosovars, all create the public pressure on governments to act.
But we also know that emotions are the least stable basis for sustaining
action once started. Like love, they can change from attraction to revul-
sion, very quickly, and with no intermediate phase. We have seen with
the United States’ mission to Somalia in 1993, or the Belgian role in the
United Nations mission in Rwanda in 1995, situations in which public
support for intervention can change dramatically when 18 US Rangers
were killed in a firefight in Mogadishu, or 11 Belgian paratroopers were
gunned down by Hutu rebels. Television showed the body of an American
helicopter pilot being dragged through the streets - an image which
American public opinion found as shocking, if not more so, as the thou-
sands of starving Somalis before the US intervention. Strategically, noth-
ing changed because of that incident. The United States was not losing,
or was not winning any more than before that single casualty. The situa-
tion in Somalia was the same. The success of the operation was the same.
There was no strategic reason to change the operation. None of the
objective factors had been changed by that picture of an American heli-
copter pilot being dragged through the streets of Mogadishu. But
because this intervention was based largely on the appeal to emotions,
the idea that dictated events was not whether hungry people were being
fed or warlords brought to heel, but whether Western soldiers should be
required to sacrifice their lives in order to help other people. Once it
became clear that interventions do not always earn the lasting gratitude
of the very people that one is trying to save, popular sympathy can turn
quickly to anger. In this case, the US intervention in Somalia was soon
terminated. Its course had not been determined by how much the US
was succeeding but by whether or not the TV pictures could sustain
emotional sympathy for the Somalis.

We have a situation today where governments are using the language of
moral purity to justify international interventions. Doing the right thing
and upholding human rights have replaced territory and treaties as the
spur to action. Tony Blair spoke of Kosovo as the first truly humanitarian
conflict in modern history. But this emphasis on the “Just War” has cre-
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ated a new situation. Today public opinion, and certainly the media and
the multitude of NGOs, are focussing less on whether a conflict meets
its goals but on how it is fought. The tactics are receiving more attention
than the final score line. It is not enough to win. One must win in the
right way. The problem here is that technology is not perfect or neces-
sarily moral. The actual execution of a conflict will rarely meet the same
high standards of the just war that has become the conflict’s chief ration-
ale. The just war concept insists that there must be absolute propor-
tionality of means. Not one bomb more or one day more of operations
than are strictly necessary to achieve a clear, pre-announced objective. 

Moreover, the just war insists that there should be an absolute improve-
ment as the result of fighting which justifies the cost that has to be paid
and that the situation should show an immediate improvement follow-
ing hostilities. It states further that there should be absolute discrimi-
nation between civilian and military targets so that only the “bad guys”
get hurt and the “good guys” (or the innocent in the “bad guys” com-
munity) are all spared; or that conflict itself should be only a last resort
after every other conceivable means of help have been tried and failed.
But how can you prove that every other conceivable means have failed?
There is always somebody who will argue that you should try the final,
final visit to Belgrade to negotiate with Milosevic. In short, if interna-
tional law (or, at least, the interpretation of international law of certain
NGOs) runs too far ahead of human and technological possibilities,
there will always be a danger of someone, somewhere accusing even the
most reputable organisations, such as NATO, of war crimes and of fail-
ing to take all necessary precautions.

But, as there have been 100 armed conflicts since the end of the Cold
War and as 80 of those have been internal conflicts, we are simply going
to have to adapt to this modern situation in which basically we are fight-
ing to uphold the rights of peoples rather than the rights of states. We
are going to have to learn to better manage conflicts where popular sup-
port is based on emotions and on a view of the type of civilisation we
want to live in. In other words, we act because we have a picture of what
we believe is right, and because we want others to enjoy the rights and
dignity of our civilisation, rather than because we have a clear idea of
what we can realistically achieve in those countries where we are acting.
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The key difficulty here is that there is a dichotomy between, on the one
hand, somebody like Milosevic who is fighting for strategic objectives
and western democracies that are fighting for moral objectives. Moral
objectives are powerful mobilising factors but democracies are only will-
ing to tolerate small costs. Public opinion demands the zero casualty war,
in terms of the civilian population of the adversary or in terms of their
own pilots. The objective is to come as close to zero as you possibly can.
Success is judged as much according to proximity to that zero than
according to whether you achieved your objective or not. If you go high
above that zero, no matter how necessary to succeed in what you are
doing, public support can collapse very quickly. 

On the other hand, a dictator like Milosevic fighting for strategic objec-
tives is willing to accept a high cost before giving in. He has no problem
with his public opinion, at least, not one that he cannot control. This
leaves him free to focus his attention and resources on influencing
NATO’s public opinion, safe in the knowledge that the same means of
control prevent NATO from gaining access to his public opinion.
Milosevic is helped by the irony that when you intervene against a dic-
tator even the most radical opposition in that country has a tendency to
side with the government in the name of the “union sacrée” or national
solidarity. For example, the opposition leader Vuk Draskovic was not
only in the Yugoslav government but, for a while at least, Mr Milosevic’s
main media spokesman for the conflict. Because the dictator is fighting
for a strategic objective, to keep control of Kosovo, he is willing to absorb
a great deal of damage. At the very least, it is a good bet for him to sus-
tain some damage merely to test NATO’s resolve. There is always hope
that NATO’s political solidarity will collapse before Yugoslavia’s infra-
structure. Dictators are able to make these brinkmanship calculations. 

You have no certainty of being able to succeed with an air campaign in
78 hours, no matter how much you would like to. You have to use force
for a long time both to demonstrate resolve and to allow time for force
to produce its full impact. And this is the problem. The objective may be
a limited one: Serb troops out; NATO troops in; refugees back. But what
we discovered in Kosovo was that in order to achieve that extremely lim-
ited objective, we had to deploy an armed force normally reserved for a
major international conflict. We started with 300 aircraft, of which only
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50 strike aircraft, in the hope that a warning shot would be enough.
Once Milosevic became ready to absorb high costs, we had to deploy
five times as many aircraft and ultimately drop 23,600 bombs and mis-
siles on Yugoslavia and attack a wider set of strategic objectives, includ-
ing in urban areas such as Belgrade, in a campaign that lasted 78 days.
We had to begin also to prepare seriously a ground invasion option,
although thankfully, it did not have to be activated. In other words,
military force cannot be nicely calibrated to strategic or humanitarian
objectives. There is no discount in destruction because the objective is
a morally superior one. You need a sledgehammer to crack a nut. 

As a result, there is in the public view and the media a disproportion
between the means and the end. Military force does not work in small
packages. You either use enough to win, or you do not use enough and
you lose. It was only when NATO realised that it needed to use enough
to win that we succeeded in the final analysis. Vis-à-vis the media, this
became a major problem because although greater force made the air
campaign much more effective and hastened the achievement of
NATO’s objectives, it also appeared to be inflicting lasting damage on
Yugoslavia and victimising the civilian population. It also increased the
possibility and consequences of mistakes or “collateral damage”. But
using too little force at the beginning made NATO look ineffective.
Many journalists, for example, declared from the outset that air power
would never work. It was insufficient and too limited. Only a massive
ground invasion would secure the objective. Unfortunately, from a
public perspective, there is no happy medium here where you are using
enough force to show concrete results while avoiding lasting damage to
a country like Yugoslavia beyond the assets of the regime. It is either too
much or too little.

Apart from the issue of proportionality, the next problem is that all
conflicts today are fought by coalitions. Nations do not go to war any
longer, at least not alone. But we have not yet discovered a patriotism
for international organisations. When the United Kingdom went to the
Falklands in 1982, there were probably many British journalists who
thought it strange to go so far for a territory that many people in
Britain had not even realised was part of the United Kingdom, let alone
knowing anything about, but it was the nation, it was the flag, the
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Union Jack, there was a patriotic feeling that few wanted to criticise.
Some, of course, were more exuberant than others, particularly in the
popular press, but there was a sort of a discipline that came from the fact
that the nation was standing alone in a conflict situation. 

But, in a modern day coalition operation like in Sierra Leone, or in
Bosnia, or Kosovo, or East Timor, there are sometimes 30 or 40 coun-
tries involved. In such a circumstance, it is easy for the media to blame
the international organisation for everything that is going wrong without
being accused of patriotic disloyalty and not withstanding the fact that
the international organisation is us and it only works if we take the deci-
sions to resource it or if we are there to support it. The key challenge with
coalitions is that there is not simply one public opinion to look after,
your own domestic public opinion, but, as in the case of NATO and
Kosovo, 19 public opinions. Another country’s domestic problem rapid-
ly becomes yours as well. Because, if public opinion in Greece had forced
the government to drop out, we would have lacked access to air space and
the use of the port of Thessaloniki. We could not have deployed troops
in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia nor could we have made
the threat of a ground invasion credible to Milosevic, and that was one
of the factors that made him give in at the end of the day. Because of the
NATO rule of consensus, one ally’s defection would have stopped the
operation. So public opinion in Greece was potentially more important
to us than public opinion in Washington. That is why Tony Blair spent
more time out of the UK preaching the message in Brussels or in
Germany or in France or in Chicago, as he did inside the UK, because
in a coalition, somebody else’s public opinion problem becomes your
public opinion problem, and fast.

We live in an age where the media are more sceptical about governments,
particularly in conflicts. Nobody could be proud of the way in which
journalists were briefed in Vietnam. We all remember the “five o’clock
follies” in Saigon, the absurd figures for the body count or the notion
that those figures proved that the US was winning the Vietnam war.
French journalists feel that they were grossly misled in Algeria in the six-
ties. After the Gulf War, after the Falklands, journalists believe they have
ample reason to suspect that governments are not always telling them all
of the facts. This is somewhat of a pity because governments are doing a
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good job, much better than in the past, of giving honest, accurate infor-
mation about conflicts, given the need to protect lives, operational
secrecy and, as Clausewitz once said, the “fog of war”. Even for the best
people with the best technology it is sometimes difficult to know every-
thing that is going on. But still there is this sense that what is said dur-
ing a conflict cannot be trusted, that everything that comes out after
the conflict must automatically be true by contrast. 

There has been an example of this recently with Newsweek, which pub-
lished a story which said that NATO lied in Kosovo because we did not
say that only 14 tanks had been destroyed by allied air forces. This
proved that the military campaign was a failure. I beg to differ.
Whether we hit 14 Serb tanks or 140 tanks is irrelevant. The military
campaign was a success and fulfilled unconditionally the three objec-
tives that we set for it. But, how does Newsweek know that there were
only 14 tanks destroyed? Did it have proof? No. It reports this because
it believes that it has learned of a secret Pentagon report that says that
we only found 14 Serb tanks after KFOR’s entry into Kosovo. But does
the fact that we may have found only 14 tanks (in fact we found 26)
constitute absolute proof that only 14 tanks were destroyed? Not at all.
There were 78 days of an air campaign. The Serbs had tank trans-
porters. At night, or on cloudy days, they could easily take those tanks
out, back to Serbia for repair. Serbs repair their equipment, like every
other army. We never claimed, by the way, that we had destroyed 93
tanks; we claimed that we had hit 93 tanks, many of which are proba-
bly operational today. Regrettably Newsweek disregards the fact that we
conducted a two-month investigation in which we looked at all of the
aircraft camera footage. After seeing secondary explosions, where clear-
ly a fuel tank had been hit because it creates a major explosion, in con-
trast to what happens if you hit a decoy, we concluded, based on four
or five different but concording sources of information, that we hit 93
tanks. In doing so, we revised downwards our initial estimate of 120
tanks. We ourselves admitted after the conflict in September, having
done an investigation, that we had not hit as many as we had hoped.
But, because a magazine publishes that story, it immediately goes into
every single newspaper and makes headline news because it is some-
thing that comes out after the conflict. Therefore, it must be more
accurate than what came out during the conflict. Writing a column
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based on the Newsweek story, but without bothering to check it for him-
self, the American journalist William Pfaff claims that because we got
that figure wrong, then we must have got everything else wrong about
the Kosovo conflict. 

The fact is that there is a difference between deliberate deception and
uncertainty. Because you are not certain about something does not mean
that your are lying. It does not mean that you really know the figure but
that you are being unkind to journalists by not revealing it. The fact is
that we will probably never know how many people were killed in
Kosovo. We will probably never know how many tanks were effectively
hit or destroyed by NATO. We have done a study, based on a sound
methodology which says that our best estimate is 93 and we will stick by
that. But there is a tendency to believe everything that is said during the
crisis has to somehow be corrected afterwards, even if manifestly the
information which corrects the original information does not necessarily
produce more truth. If anything, it produces less truth and certainly
more confusion. Some journalists also find it easier to repeat what their
colleagues are reporting than to go in search of their own stories and
undertake original research of their own.

The next problem that we face today is that governments no longer have
a monopoly over information. That is probably a good thing. The “man
in the ministry” is no longer the man who keeps the facts all to himself.
We have witnessed of late a proliferation of other information gathering
sources. There has been the enormous growth in journalists and print
and audio-visual media, particularly following the liberation of the air-
waves, and the enormous reduction in the costs of research, printing and
distribution. There are hundreds more journalists in the world today
than just twenty years ago. It is much cheaper and legally easier today to
set up a media organisation. We have the Internet, but also modern
news-gathering technology, satellite phones, real-time transmissions and
so on. We have also seen a fantastic growth in non-governmental organ-
isations. There are now over 500,000 major multinational NGOs in the
world, compared with only 5,000 in 1960. The United States alone has
365,000 NGOs, all of which have staff, resources and technical means to
gather information. The issue here is that the production of information
per se does not mean the production of more truth, but rather of more
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opinion. It simply means that more facts, or pseudo-facts are constant-
ly being churned out which governments and international organisa-
tions have to investigate. A spokesman today spends as much time
analysing and correcting false information than actually putting out his
or her own information and view points. The problem for the modern
media is the increase in rumour over real information. For instance, in
the United States, an individual named Matt Drudge has set up his
own Internet newsletter. It first revealed the Monica Lewinsky scandal.
However, virtually all of his other allegations have been found to be
baseless. Yet getting the story right just once vastly increased his credi-
bility with the media, who then felt obliged to report everything else he
said.

The problem is that if television reports one story about a political or
sex scandal, other networks have a dilemma. It is a rumour. They have
no reason to believe that it is true. But it could be true. Any rumour
could be true, even if the probability is low. And if they do not report
it and another network reports it and later on it turns out to be true,
they would have given a scoop to the competition. So what is the best
insurance policy? Report the rumour. If it turns out to be wrong, who
cares for others are also guilty of the reporting error? At the same time
the news cycle moves on, another day, another story. There are no legal
implications, no fall-out, no responsibility. Television, as a medium, has
no past and no future. It is always the eternal present, what the BBC’s
Nik Gowing has called “the tyranny of real time”, with no causality, no
connection to what came before or what goes next. So everything is
immediately important and a few moments later completely unimpor-
tant, contrary to our experience of real life.

During the Yugoslav air campaign, Belgrade’s news agency Tanjug
would regularly report that it had shot down six NATO aircraft and
most networks would run with that immediately. It was sufficient that
Tanjug should report it. And then the onus was on the NATO
spokesman to spend hours waiting for the pilots to return, making sure
that everybody had been interviewed about the operations, before
being able to deny these reports. The press kept us tied up for hours
with the simple checking and rebuttal of false information. Time that I
could not spend getting the real information and trying to make sure
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that it, and not rumour or false information, was dominating the head-
lines. This is going to become an increasingly difficult problem of crisis
management in future. The longer you take to deny a story, the smaller
the denial is. You need a microscope to find it when it eventually appears
on the back page of the Los Angeles Times or the New York Times or
whatever, several days later. The Yugoslavs, knowing that, used their
Internet site to actually proliferate stories of bad information and all
kinds of allegations which Western journalists would then pick up and
play with in their reporting.

One of the features of modern conflicts is asymmetrical warfare which
means that adversaries cannot beat NATO cruise missile for cruise mis-
sile. They cannot compete with us tank for tank. We had a massive supe-
riority in the military field. Such a margin of technological superiority is
essential because it enables you to win at an acceptable cost with mini-
mal “collateral damage” and to protect your pilots in the process. But it
is a public relations deficit, because it enables the adversary to portray
himself as the victim. Milosevic wanted to be seen as defenceless in the
face of brute aggression by the Goliath of NATO. He wanted the cure to
become the story which is criticised and not the original disease, such as
his own ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, which was the original incentive for
NATO action. It is like these stories where the techniques that the police
use to catch criminals become more the focus of public attention than
the original crimes of the criminals themselves. He who controls the
ground, controls the pictures, and this was the major problem that we
had. We had nobody on the ground. In fact, I need journalists in my pro-
fession. I do not just need them to help me get my story across, but I
need them to tell me what is happening. In Bosnia there were 3000 jour-
nalists on the ground throughout the NATO air campaign of 1995
which led to Dayton. I was in touch with them every single day. I was
giving them information, they were giving me information. They were
almost like a police force that could go to the scene of a car crash within
ten minutes and objectively establish the facts (or at least ask the prob-
ing questions where the facts were not clear). For me, it was extremely
valuable because they were faster than NATO soldiers or NATO satel-
lites. Certainly faster than our intelligence community. When I hear that
you csannot beat CNN, I agree. We were at a disadvantage in Kosovo
because Milosevic made sure that there were no journalists there except
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for a few that could be relied upon to portray the situation as near nor-
mal. There were a few true independents but they were in hiding and
could not operate freely. There was consequently no police force on the
ground to go to Djakovica after the tractor convoy bombing on 14
April and tell me immediately what had happened. There were only
Milosevic’s soldiers and Milosevic, controlling the ground, controlled
the pictures. He gathered together groups of Western journalists in
Belgrade, bussed them down to Kosovo. The windows were blacked
out. They arrived in Kosovo and were allowed to film the tractor inci-
dent but nothing else. How I have wished that Western TV crews
would only agree to participate in such bus tours if they can film what-
ever they want to and not only those scenes as directed by the Serb
police. Minutes later the harrowing images were on TV all over the
world. We lost 20 percentage points of public support in Germany
alone, which it took weeks of hard effort to make up again. There was
a sense that NATO was killing the very people that we were trying to
save. What was incredible in all of this is that the only time Milosevic
seemed to care about the human rights of the Kosovar Albanians was
when he could exploit their deaths for propaganda purposes as if
NATO alone were responsible for their suffering. 

The problem with something like Djakovica is that it was not a mani-
pulation. It actually happened, and therefore NATO could not deny it.
But there was an obvious danger for NATO’s public support if the only
pictures that Western TVs were able to obtain - and broadcast - were
those of NATO’s errors and not those of Milosevic’s crimes. Not only
did this present a confusing moral picture but conveyed the impression
of a moral equivalence between the Alliance and the Serbs - as if the
crimes of the latter were somehow less serious because they had come
in response to a NATO “aggression”. But if TV shows the truth, it is
not the entire truth. It is like a jigsaw puzzle in which truth consists of
1,000 pieces and you cannot know all of the truth before you have at
least 50% of those pieces on the table. But the press, by concentrating
on that one NATO accident, made it look as if the only thing that was
going on was NATO killing innocent civilians. Before NATO acted
there was no shortage of TV pictures of the situation in Kosovo but
then the air campaign itself became the main story; and any military
campaign removed from the context in which it is taking place will
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seem heavy-handed and destructive. Milosevic was deliberately expelling
many people, both before and after the Djakovica convoy incident. We
had no pictures to show of that reality and where there are no pictures,
there is no news. NATO needed to counter with its side of the story:
burning houses, deportations, mass graves and then ask people to choose
who is right and who is wrong based on presentation of a greater reality.
We were not able to do so, because we had nobody on the ground to pro-
vide those pictures and therefore we could not create news out of what
we were saying. A battle between pictures and words is like a battle of sci-
ence and religion. My words were perhaps more descriptive of the over-
all situation than Milosevic’s pictures, but who did the public find it eas-
ier to believe? Whereas pictures have the scientific ring of proof about
them, words could be dismissed as speculation, rumour, the exaggera-
tions of a hard-pressed NATO spokesman. In future NATO will have to
devote far more of its military resources, such as satellites and drones, not
only to look for military equipment, as necessary as that may be, but to
gather evidence on what is going on on the ground. This may impose
some difficult choices because sometimes it is unwise to let an adversary
know what we know. If you produce too many pictures of a mass grave,
Milosevic can send a bulldozer to the site like the Bosnian Serbs used in
Srebrenica to try to destroy the evidence so that the Hague War Crimes
Tribunal would have no proof and therefore no possibility of indictments
for war crimes. Sometimes pictures have to be kept secret because they
have a greater usefulness. Other times it was simply a problem of declas-
sification, but there is no doubt: you can only fight pictures with pic-
tures. 

A dictator like Milosevic was not fighting NATO on its own terms,
except with some erratic anti-aircraft fire. We were fighting him with
weapons and he was fighting us back with pictures. We had no access to
his public opinion. This was not a level playing field. Because of the
Western media’s obsession with fairness, Milosevic had totally free access
to our media. Virtually every time I gave an interview, the BBC or Sky
would insist that I be together with a Yugoslav spokesman. Nothing else
would be fair or balanced. The media believe that it is only in the con-
tradiction of two arguments that the truth is going to emerge, even if one
is patently wrong and propagandistic. Does something called truth real-
ly emerge in the middle? Is the public really enlightened about an issue
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by being exposed to contradictory arguments? Is balance - as a rigid
notion - the best guarantor of objectivity? But that is a reality that we
have to deal with because the media will not change its approach and I
on occasion have used the argument of balance to obtain media access
when I believed opponents were receiving unfair air time. 

But we have to work harder in future conflicts to get access to our adver-
sary’s media. In other words, if Milosevic is playing asymmetrical war-
fare against us, why cannot we play asymmetrical warfare back against
him, by also trying to influence his population, against what he is doing?
I did appear on Serb TV many times, but as a hideous caricature of my
real self. We tried the Internet to reach Serb opinion, because the
Internet is meant to be the free media. The Yugoslavs have many
Internet connections, but Milosevic recognised this and organised a sys-
tematic ping bombardment of our server that went on for ten days and
totally incapacitated it with a virus, a sort of a Love-Bug from Belgrade.
It took us a long time and several thousand dollars before we could fix
this problem and as far as I am aware it is the first instance of cyber-war-
fare. In future we have to think more imaginatively about setting up our
own radio stations, seeing how we can use technology to beam our pic-
tures onto Yugoslav television. The technology is undoubtedly there to
do this, for example, in morphing Western TV pictures onto local TV
and gaining access to foreign airwaves. I am not talking about a NATO
propaganda TV. I do not think that that would be particularly effective.
What I am talking about is helping recognisably objective western
media, for instance the BBC, or ZDF or Deutsche Welle to get access to
Yugoslavia. That of course has to be one of our key priorities next time
round. Neighbouring countries could be enlisted to set up transmitters
(as Hungary is now doing to help the independent Serb media shut
down by Milosevic) or we can make better use of nearby Montenegro.
The Serb-language output on other international radio stations can be
increased. In order to limit the pernicious influence of state-controlled
media preaching violence, such as Serb TV, international satellite
authorities, such as Eutelsat, can be asked to disconnect channels that
refuse to follow standards of fair journalism.

A further challenge is revisionism. Controversy does do not stop in the
media the day that the air campaign actually ends. If anything, it
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increases afterwards. One of the problems is that because so little is actu-
ally known during the conflict itself and because you cannot give a com-
plete view of reality at the time, there is a view that the reality you have
given is wrong and has to be substituted by a totally different reality once
the conflict is over. It reminds me of the phrase by Jean-Paul Sartre that
life is lived forwards, but understood backwards. Admittedly, there is
some truth in this. After every conflict a great deal of information comes
out, and, for obvious reasons: access to the territory, investigations,
research, interviews with people that one was unaware of at the time etc.
This can be positive to the extent that we better understand that what we
have seen on TV is not the real story. Indeed, if you watched television
during the NATO air campaign, you will have seen the history of a fail-
ure. You would have seen NATO’s mistakes, the infamous “collateral
damage”. You would have seen Milosevic responding by evicting thou-
sands of refugees, creating in many a mind the impression that NATO
bore the main responsibility for turning a humanitarian problem into a
humanitarian catastrophe of biblical proportions. You would have seen
the air campaign lasting 78 days, the length itself becoming a media issue
as crises make minutes seem like hours and days like months. You would
have seen innumerable talk-shows with talking heads, for instance retired
generals and admirals, recommending an entirely different course of
action but claiming credibility from their past responsibilities and expert-
ise. The only person I know who had the courage to say ‘mea culpa’ was
John Keegan, a British military writer for the Daily Telegraph, who pub-
licly acknowledged that he had been wrong in claiming that air power
alone would not win a conflict. Most people watching TV would have
had the impression that the air campaign was going wrong and NATO
was failing. The round the clock coverage and hours of reporting failed
to convey the most elementary fact: that NATO was in reality succeed-
ing, that images of failure hid a more profound reality of alliance soli-
darity and resolve. TV failed to predict the final outcome - the public was
thus misled. 

Television has a lot of space to fill up, sometimes. Without much actual-
ly happening. Have you ever watched BBC TV on a rainy day in the
summer when it is covering a cricket match? And the BBC have arranged
to be at Lords or the Oval for the day, but there is no play. And so you
watch veteran commentators whose job it is to just talk. In order to keep
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the show going, praying that at any minute the rain will stop, the sun
will come out and the players will come back on the pitch and there-
fore allow TV to show the action rather than the commentary. But if
there is no action to supply the news, their commentary and specula-
tion become TV’s substitutes. At the beginning of the conflict I sud-
denly saw television bureau chiefs from Bangkok, Sydney, Tokyo and
New York turning up at NATO Headquarters. In other words, many
TV channels decided that for 78 days nothing in the world would hap-
pen. History was stopping everywhere else in the world. There would
only be one story and that story would be covered 24 hours a day. The
Kosovo air campaign was important, but in my view, it did not merit
24 hour coverage. It was not that important. But how many people can
remember what else happened in the world during those 78 days? None
else seemed to exist because it was not on TV. 

There were consequently two conflicts: the virtual war that we lost, and
the real war that we in fact won. Because what you saw was, Milosevic
not giving in, NATO not winning, NATO making mistakes, the inno-
cent dying because of the “collateral damage”, the refugees pouring over
the frontier. And of course, this is very difficult to understand. How is
it that the solution is worse than the problem? NATO intervenes to
stop ethnic cleansing and what do we get? More ethnic cleansing! The
problem here is that any conflict is based on the assumption that the
situation has to get worse before it can get better. You use violence to
stop violence and the temporary result is more violence. But that, like
sometimes, a painful medical operation, is the only way that you can
get at the real problem and therefore get to the real cure. So the initial
result of conflict is, what a mess! And it was very easy, even for people
who supported NATO, to watch CNN and say, “Oh my God! This is
going terribly wrong. I did not think this was what was going to hap-
pen. This is becoming an absolute mess. Stop!”

But we did not fail, we won. Why did we win? We won because of all
of the things that TV did not show. We won because of our determi-
nation, we won because of Milosevic being less determined. We won
because we had secret negotiations with the Russians. We won because
we had a secret option on ground troops. None of that appeared on tel-
evision. Am I blaming television? No. TV cannot show things that it
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cannot film. But the tip of the iceberg which is filmable is not the reali-
ty of the iceberg. It is what is below the surface that determines the ice-
berg, it is shape, it is direction, it is ultimate survival. If you are a histo-
rian today, you would probably say that most of what television showed
was secondary. It was certainly dramatic according to the old adage, “if it
bleeds, it leads.” The Djakovica tractor convoy incident was undoubted-
ly a setback and a tragedy. But, it did not stop Milosevic, it did not stop
NATO, it did not stop the Albanians, it did not affect the outcome of
the war. It was a neutral fact, highly dramatic, highly visual, but not a
shaping factor except unless NATO governments had allowed themselves
to be swayed by it to call a halt to the air campaign. The bombing of the
Chinese embassy was again, highly visual. It was news because it was so
unexpected. I complained to one TV producer, “Look, you have been
showing this Chinese embassy bombing for five days, every single hour
on your channel. And during this period Milosevic has expelled 200,000
refugees.” His reply was: “We did refugees last week.” It is important, but
because it is an ongoing process, it is not news. More often, what is news,
is not always what is important. It is like a journey. You may take your
car up into the mountains one weekend and then you turn round and go
back. You take the same road, you do the same number of kilometres,
you look at the same scenery, but going back it is a totally different jour-
ney. Looking back we see the same things but in a different order and
with a different perspective.

So there is a good side to looking back. But the problem with revision-
ism is that it starts on the basis that because everything that was origi-
nally said has to be wrong, everything that comes out later has to be
right. But one uncertainty is no better than another uncertainty. For
example, revisionists have said that because “only” ± 2500 bodies have
been retrieved from mass graves in Kosovo, the figure of 10,000 that
many Western leaders gave must be wrong. Thus NATO must have exag-
gerated the deaths to justify its intervention. But as long as the digging
continues and more bodies are found, the figure of ± 2500 will change
even if 10,000 is not reached. There are also over 5000 persons still miss-
ing who are not believed to be in prison in Serbia. Moreover, does an
intervention require a proven death toll in excess of 10,000 to be justi-
fied? Is not a gross violation of human rights justification enough?
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In any case, the important thing is to save those that would otherwise
be killed were no intervention to take place. That is certainly what
NATO has done in Kosovo. But the media focus only on the costs of
action and action always has costs. The same commentators, who usu-
ally push for military action when it is a conveniently abstract notion,
rarely ask what would be the situation if NATO failed to act; or
whether an imperfect air campaign is not better than no air campaign
at all. How many refugees would we have in Albania and Macedonia
today, how many thousands of people would have died in Kosovo if
NATO had not acted? How much would the region have been desta-
bilised? 

If this is the media environment constraining Western military actions,
how is NATO to respond? One of the ironies is that the Alliance spent
fifty years rehearsing to deter wars. We had almost no experience in
how to fight them. Therefore, even though we were a military organi-
sation, Kosovo was a novel experience, like when you read a manual
about how to do something, but then actually do it for the first time.
One of the key lessons is that we have to be better at finding out infor-
mation. If you do not know about an atrocity, the media can accept a
degree of uncertainty because NATO was obviously not involved. But
the media, rightly, expect you to explain your own actions. One of the
problems that we had, particularly with the Djakovica tractor convoy
incident, is that it took us five days to clearly establish what had gone
on. And we made the worst mistake of giving information before we
knew the actual facts. It is always tempting with the media putting you
under pressure to say something, just to give the journalists something
to write about. It is also easy to believe that because your organisation
is acting for the best of motives, you cannot be responsible for some-
thing so bad as hitting civilian tractors. Once you give out contradic-
tory stories, you look as if you have got something to hide, or there is
some sort of cover-up going on. So what you have to do is impose dis-
cipline on all of your spokesmen. You cannot be silent, that is worse
than anything else. But it is important to compose a line with no spec-
ulation incorporating what you know. And you can say, “when we
know more, we will tell you”. 
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Having made the promise, however, to tell the truth, you must tell the
truth. Transparency has to apply 100%. If you are not willing to confess
your errors, you will never be believed when you claim successes later on.
I promised the journalists during the Djakovica tractor incident that we
would present the facts. The suppression of information is precisely the
way to keep the story going. The worst thing you can do is either break
your promise to supply information, or let the facts come out little by lit-
tle. Either you say nothing or you say everything. There is no intermedi-
ate ground. We managed, fortunately, to get this message across within
the Alliance. As a result, an airforce squadron spent the weekend looking
at video tapes of the Djakovic tractor convoy incident to explain what
had happened. At the time this was more important to NATO’s success
than flying missions. An attitude of win first and investigate and explain
afterwards is unsustainable. I regret that it took a major public relations
disaster for us to learn that lesson, but at least we learnt that lesson before
it was too late. Once we provided a full explanation of the Djakovica
convoy incident, I was asked comparatively few questions about it. On
one of the last days of the air campaign, a NATO bomb landed very close
to an apartment block in a town on the border with Montenegro. By that
time, our information system was working very well. I had somebody at
every military headquarters in the chain of command to collect the infor-
mation fast and to move it up to NATO HQ in real time. As a result, I
was able to begin my morning briefings by volunteering all the relevant
information about this incident, including the aircraft involved and the
size of the bombs, before the journalists were even aware that it had hap-
pened. In doing so, we prevented the media handling of the incident
rather than the incident itself from once again becoming the story. 

Obtaining information is all the more difficult when you are no longer a
direct observer of or participant in events. The essential action was at
NATO Headquarters until March 24th. At that time the emphasis was
on diplomacy. I could come out of a NATO meeting and say to a group
of journalists, “look, I was there and this is what happened” and as I was
a direct observer. And then on March 24th, the action moved from
Brussels to Kosovo. I was not in the planes, or on the ground.  Decisions
are made also as much in capitals as at NATO HQ. The spokesman
becomes a journalist dependent on his sources to supply him with the
essential daily facts. Truth is a jigsaw puzzle. There are moments when
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you do not have all of the pieces of the jigsaw puzzle, but you could say,
“Aha, it is a Mercedes, it is blue, there is a beautiful girl sitting on top
of it and it is outside a chateau with a blue sky.” I do not have all the
details, but I have enough to know that that is the picture. But if you
go to a briefing with so many holes in your jigsaw puzzle that you do
not even know that it is a Mercedes or you do not know the colour of
the sky, then you are in trouble. One of the things that spokesmen in
conflicts certainly have to do is improve their ability to know what is
going on. But it will always be a matter of judgement to determine
what is true from what is false. A spokesman sometimes has to use his
gut reaction. One example: I was under mounting pressure from the
media to show that we were being effective against Serb tanks. One day,
I saw some intelligence reports that we had attacked a Yugoslav army
brigade exposed on Mount Plastrik and destroyed 30/40 tanks. Initially
it was heartening news. Finally, I could say to the journalists that were
being effective. Because it is important to remember that in conflicts,
effectiveness impresses the media far more than moralising rhetoric. I
phoned about 50 people, I looked through all of the intelligence, I
wrote a detailed script. At five minutes to three, I tore it up. I had plen-
ty of information, but I did not believe it. I did not have the feeling that
it was right or added up particularly in view of NATO’s previous diffi-
culty in hitting large numbers of Serb tanks. I am glad I did not give
that story, because after the war KFOR entered Kosovo and went to
Mount Plastrik, and did not find any damaged tanks. So, one has to
exercise one’s best judgement as to what is true or not, and err on the
side of caution. If unconfirmed information is nonetheless given, it
should always be sourced (e.g. “refugees have reported that ...”).

As far as pictures are concerned, NATO should be wary of showing
videos of gun camera footage again during its news conferences.
Because what, sometimes, is your biggest success story can also be your
Achilles Heel. During the Kosovo conflict, like the Gulf War, video pic-
tures of bombs travelling down laser beams and hitting the target, with
incredible accuracy, gave the impression initially of a military well in
control. But at the same time, these videos created the impression that
this is not real, but rather a computer game, virtual war. But such video
clips only show a fragment of a reality that continues. Because, there
could be a person behind that building, on a bicycle, who is going to
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get killed, and therefore it will be collateral damage. But the video stops,
because the camera is blown up on impact, so you do not see what hap-
pens next. This creates in the public mind the impression of perfection-
ism by NATO. Then suddenly, along comes the Djakovica tractor con-
voy incident: real children, real blood, real disaster, and people think,
“Oh my God! What a shock, it is a real war, we have been lied to, we have
been deceived.” So, no, let us not try to create an image that we cannot
substantiate with reality. It is better to actually declare your faults at the
beginning and therefore not disappoint anybody than try to overplay
your success, because the mood then, of disillusionment, of shock, will
be all the greater when mistakes occur, as they invariably do.

Finally, the key issue is education. Wars do not come out of nowhere. But
public opinion is only aware of your involvement in a crisis the day you
start bombing. In other words, public opinion sees this crisis only in its
most extreme manifestation, at the final point, whereas the crisis may
have been going on for years. In the case of Kosovo, there was one year
of diplomacy with negotiations in Rambouillet and Paris. But the public
sees none of the good things that you were doing as reasonable human
beings to stop the war, but only the 78 days of controversial things that
you do to finally achieve your diplomatic objective through the use of
force. This absence of context fosters the belief that, because you are
using extreme means, you must be the moral equivalent of your adver-
sary. But, democracies do not become like their adversaries just because
they use occasionally extreme methods like force. They still remain
democracies and still very different. Therefore, it is important to educate
your public into all of those complicated realities of what you are doing
and why you are doing it. TV with its obsession with the immediate
drama of the moment does not have time for context or background. It
focuses on “what” but rarely on “how” or “why”. If you show Djakovica,
it is of course terrible, but if you explain why NATO pilots were flying
over Yugoslavia in the first place at three o’clock in the afternoon, what
had gone before, what would happen if you were not acting, what is
going to come afterwards, then it is all very different. Because that is the
one thing that your adversary is not doing. He in fact is doing the oppo-
site. Whereas success for NATO lies in creating the broadest possible
grasp of context linking to the present or the past history of the conflict
and prospects for a future settlement, Milosevic’s tactic is exactly the



MODERN CONFLICTS, THE MEDIA AND PUBLIC OPINION                        219

opposite. It is to make an absolute of secondary incidents and convey
that they are the only important reality, i.e. NATO is killing innocent
civilians. So you have to educate and not only inform. 

It would be ideal to begin the education before the air campaign. That,
of course, is not realistic, because force is not inevitable until the
moment it is used. During my briefings I tried hard to do this. I had a
team of assistants every day. I asked them to look into Milosevic’s
record. I wanted to know how much money he was spending on his
special police and to know how much ethnic cleansing there was going
on in Kosovo before NATO started bombing. I wanted to know about
the circumstances in which Milosevic took away the autonomy of the
Albanians ten years ago. It is essential to factor these things in, because
it is only if people understand the context that they will excuse you for
your mistakes.

Ultimately, media campaigns do not win conflicts. Diplomats, poli-
ticians and pilots do that. But a bad media campaign will and can lose
you a conflict. Therefore, there is nothing to be ashamed about at being
organised. PR is often a dirty word when applied to conflicts. But the
fact is that conflicts represent an extreme activity and anything which
is extreme creates extra-dimensional public opposition. All kinds of
people will oppose you in your own society, not only your adversary.
Indeed, it is very difficult to know in advance of a conflict who your
supporters and opponents are going to be. Conflicts produce strange
alliances of people and no few surprises. There is nothing wrong with
advertising, providing it is truthful and it does not lie or mislead about
the product that you are offering. But if you do not organise a media
campaign properly, even though you may have the finest moral cause
in the world, you are never going to be able to deal with that opposi-
tion effectively and not even if, like NATO, you are ultimately able to
prove you were right. But that can take years as critics will not claim
NATO’s air campaign was justified one year ago until NATO forces are
able to leave Kosovo as a democratic, multi-ethnic, prosperous society.
The media are very good at constantly moving the goalposts for judg-
ing success - from the return of refugees one minute to the promotion
of inter-ethnic reconciliation the next. It is much easier to achieve phys-
ical goals, like the return of refugees, than moral or spiritual ones, like
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ethnic harmony. In conclusion, military victory is in itself not enough to
carry conviction. Without a well-organised media campaign, it is all too
easy to lose the peace; and with it the definitive verdict of history.



Air Power and Coercion

A P N Lambert

Preface
The year 1997 was an interesting juncture from which to write my orig-
inal thinkpiece on coercion. It followed the 1991 Gulf War, and
Operation Deliberate Force – the coercion campaign against the Bosnian
Serbs in 1995 – but preceded both the Kosovo Air Campaign, and the
several coercive attempts on Saddam Hussein in the late 1990s. While
my own analyses, observations and experiences have largely reinforced
my thesis and this requires little revision, we should all note with appro-
bation the conversion of many opponents to the recognition that Air
Power has a distinct,1even ”independent”,2 role in shaping world affairs,
and that, while its military dominance remains unassailed, it will be the
closest thing to a politician’s “space invaders” yet devised – lots of fun, a
few heart-stopping moments, but little personal risk.

However, Operation Allied Force did highlight practical constraints on
the use of Air Power as a coercive tool. Despite the thunderous successes
of the Gulf War and the rapier jabs of Deliberate Force, many European
politicians still had reservations over its use, - perhaps because they
retained an image of Air Power from the Strategic Bombing Campaign -
many casualties and only slow successes. Many were not only uncon-
vinced that Air Power could be used coercively, they were hostile to even
trying. Although I, for psychological and military effectiveness reasons,
stand entirely by what I have advocated about the need for the applica-
tion of coercive force to be overwhelming, and then to threaten even
worse, I fully recognise that political pressures mean that this military
effort may be diluted, perhaps even severely, by political caution. Sadly,
for the reasons given below, this caution actually prolongs the conflict, it
suggests lack of commitment, gives the enemy reasons for hope, and
actually increases casualties overall. In his perceptive analysis of Kosovo
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Professor Mason has documented some of the political realities, quoting
Meilinger, who put it to airmen frustrated by the political constraints,

”Tough. Grow Up. That’s Life”.3

But even if the military ideal cannot be fully realised, it should not stop
military officers trying to understand it, or even advocate it. I offer this
piece for those that care to try.4

Introduction

They knew everything about us. There wasn’t anything they did-
n’t know. If we lit a cigarette, they could see it. God knows what
they were dropping on us. All sorts of bombs. We didn’t expect
that intensity. We couldn’t fight planes with mortars. And our
anti-aircraft guys couldn’t do anything. …. It felt like we went
over every inch of Kosovo. We spread out, one of us every hundred
meters, but they just picked us off. Bosnia was a spa compared to
Kosovo. Everywhere there was a smell of bodies … I’m going to
the woods, where everything is calm. I’m going to spend 10 days
there, thinking of nothing, alone. I want to be alone.5

The warfighting paradigms of the Cold-War era require considerable
revision if they are to have utility in the turbulent inter-state and intra-
state relations of the new millennium. The geographical imperative - to
defend West Germany as far forward as possible - that the Cold War
placed on commanders required massed armies and a defensive style of
warfare more redolent of WWI than the manoeuvrist attacks of WWII.
Now, thankfully, all that is past, - for the time being at least. But abra-
sive foreign policy did not die with the ending of the Cold War; inter-
state rivalries, ethnic frictions and belligerent criminal activities have,
arguably, increased in number if not in intensity since the ending of
bipolar equilibrium. Moreover, the pre-democratic anarchic nature of
much of the world suggests that there are still great opportunities for
despotic adventurers to exploit their weaker brethren using military mus-
cle. While we may see relatively few eruptions such as the Falklands or
Gulf Wars or Kosovo in the immediate future, we should ponder that
each event largely caught us on the hop.



AIR POWER AND COERCION                                              223

Air Power’s utility in this simmering cauldron of world affairs is now
acknowledged by all but its most extreme detractors. Its speed of reaction
is highly responsive to political needs; it commits and risks the minimum
number of personnel; it can deliver enormous punch from which it is
almost impossible to hide; and can do so now with a precision that both
opens up new coercive possibilities and minimises casualties.6 As the
USAF School of Advanced Air Power Studies paper has argued,7 the
Balkans Air Campaign, executed under the codeword Operation
Deliberate Force, showed that Air Power is likely to be a key, if not deci-
sive, ingredient in any future operation. Indeed, in Operation Allied
Force it was almost the only instrument!

If force is to be used, current Western sensitivities demand that its aim
should fall far short of total military defeat and outright military occu-
pation. Although Total War can never be discounted, the use of force in
the future will probably be in the context of a more subtle, and hence
coercive application.

Coercion, in its strict interpretation, focuses on the use of force alone,
and it is true that in every international relationship where one side seeks
to influence another’s behaviour the threat of the use of force is always
present, either overtly or implicitly. However, in reality, states almost
always prefer other instruments either as precursors to the use of force,
or, at the very least, in parallel with it. A Western response to a crisis is
thus likely to be both ad hoc and multi-faceted, involving humanitarian
aid, quiet diplomacy, persuasion through the megaphone of the media,
opprobrium through the UN, economic sanctions and, if all those fail,
then the threat or the use of force. The interaction between the panoply
of persuasive instruments suggests that they should never be examined in
isolation; it is their combined effect that provides the leverage and, if we
are to comprehend their impact, as perceived by individuals in the target
state, then we must consider them all as part of a whole.

Many theories abound which attempt to explain coercion. We can easily
recognise a successful campaign, but deriving a theory that enjoys uni-
versal support is fraught. To the left of arc is the Schelling approach of
graduated response, where costs are increased slowly, allowing the victim
time for sober reflection, and logical compliance. At the right of arc
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stands Douhet, with his massive punishment strategy, designed to
destroy civilian resolve. Whether these two strategies lie on the same
spectrum or are, in reality on different axes is still an open question. My
fundamental assumption is that war is, however, an event between
human beings, with individual and collective aspirations, and with indi-
vidual and collective risks.

For the purposes of this chapter the word coercion includes both com-
pellence and deterrence, but the focus will be primarily on the compel-
lent aspects. The chapter does not attempt to argue the pros and cons of
any particular taxonomy; but it suggests a more objective view of the
processes involved. It reviews the historiography and concepts that
underpin coercion, and finishes by suggesting some coercive lessons from
recent campaigns. In parallel, it reviews some of the deficiencies in extant
work and applies psychological and decision making principles to the
mechanics involved.

Use of Force
In its most stark form force destroys something, thereby depriving an
opponent of its use, and hence limiting his future courses of action. At
one extreme, the total destruction of the Grande Armée in 1815 finally
thwarted Napoleon’s ambitions and it laid France open to occupation.
Conversely, at the other end of the spectrum, the application of even a
relatively small amount of force may be enough to persuade a victim that
any further resistance is futile, and he then elects to comply in order to
avoid further attrition. Examples of such coercion include the “gunboat
diplomacy” of the colonial era, or even the Air Control of the Middle
East in the 1920s. Such a differentiation echoes the thoughts of earlier
nuclear theorists.

Thomas Schelling, in his 1960s analysis of nuclear power, distin-
guished between “brute force” and “coercive force”. “Brute force”
referred to those cases where military power was used to destroy some-
thing, purely to deny it to an adversary, or to exert force in such a
way as physically to prevent a certain behaviour.

“Coercive force”, on the other hand, referred to the use of violence as
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a way of hurting or punishing an adversary, and there was, there-
fore, an implicit bargain between user and victim to deter or com-
pel a certain type of behaviour.8

If we are to understand the use of force it is necessary to distinguish the
primary purpose of an operation - whether it is principally to Deny a vic-
tim his military options or to Coerce him. 

Denial
There are times when it is irrelevant whether an enemy is coerced or not
- if he is disarmed then, although he may still be vindictive, he is still dis-
armed. Denial, in the form of constraint or destruction, aims to reduce an
opponent’s war-making capability or potential, either by physically pre-
venting movement or deployment, or by irrevocably and significantly
altering the balance of power. This could be achieved through the whole-
sale destruction of his forces, but the enemy’s physical options could also
be denied by more subtle means, such as the containment of forces
through destruction of bridges, the sowing of minefields,9 or by confine-
ment through blockade. Denial prevents the victim from waging war as
he intended and, by blocking off his options and thwarting his expecta-
tions, it inevitably also alters the victim’s hopes of success. Perhaps from
enduring physical damage on his lines of communication, from watching
his command functions paralysed, or from seeing his means of waging war
destroyed, the victim is forced to recognise that the balance of power will
be so irretrievably altered, that he will lose to his opponents, and can do
nothing. A good example of a Denial campaign is the attritional warfare
of W.W.I where the intention on both sides became the destruction of the
enemy’s army. Once the army had been destroyed then the road to the
capitol would be open and the state was vanquished. 

Often unavoidably, past Denial campaigns have degenerated into a slog-
ging match, an attritional process that continues as the pendulum of
advantage swings from one side to the other, until the balance of power
finally becomes irrevocably altered. Indeed, many Denial campaigns
degenerate still further, into a match where the contest is less over who
achieves a military advantage, more over which side can tolerate pain the
most. It becomes rather more a contest of stamina - who can endure the
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losses for longer. In effect, not which side can win, but which can avoid
giving up for longest.

Denial campaigns thus frequently achieve a momentum all of their own
and can become difficult to terminate, even well beyond the culminating
point of defeat. The reasons are many. First, is the element of self-delu-
sion. For good psychological reasons commentators frequently become
fixated by losses, rather than the more important factor, what forces
remain. For example, commentators waxed lyrical over losses on (e.g.)
the first day of the Battle of the Somme, but neither they nor the public
seemed interested in the more important criterion - the balance of forces
left. With this fixation, propaganda machines go into overdrive as they
talk up enemy losses while minimising one’s own. Nations thus become
deluded into thinking that the enemy is close to exhaustion, he cannot
sustain further losses and victory must, therefore, be just around the cor-
ner. Second, habituation to own losses can take place. Provided the loss
rate is not perceived to be too severe, and the cause deemed important
enough, then populations, leaders and even military personnel adjust to
a slow rise in casualty rates.10 Third, as the war progresses, leaders become
progressively identified with the outcome of the war, and surrender with-
out success is seen not only as a waste of the country’s investment in the
war, but more importantly, as a betrayal of the martyrs who have given
their lives in the cause. A willingness even to consider negotiations is seen
as debasing their sacrifice. - “How can we give up now after so many gave
so much?” - Finally, at a personal level, failure in the war may also be
regarded as a failure of the government, perhaps with dire personal con-
sequences for its leadership. For example, how could the senior leader-
ship of the Nazi party have entertained any thought of surrender? - To
have done so would have been tantamount to signing their own death
warrant.

Denial is fundamentally a physical act, but inexorable attrition seems to
portend inevitable defeat. Progressively and surreptitiously, this produces
a psychological reaction, and hence a measure of coercion. Pungently,
even in WWI, capitulation occurred far short of annihilation of the
German army. Indeed, the German army felt it had been stabbed in the
back by its political leadership. The psychological result of denial is crit-
ical to understanding the processes. At the very least a denial tactic that
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physically constrains produces frustration and fatigue. At the other
extreme, an attritional campaign becomes progressively coercive as casu-
alties mount; and the slow but sure destruction of the military power-
base, and the prospect of inevitable and impending defeat, are themselves
highly compelling, even far short of total destruction. Of course, in some
circumstances surrender may not be an option and evidence suggests that
where an enemy feels that there is no way out he may, like a cornered ani-
mal, fight fiercely to the death. This was the stark choice the allies gave
Hitler, a choice which inevitably meant the allies would have to march
on and storm Berlin.

Denial also has another unfortunate side-effect in that the sheer size of
the operation, and the scale of destruction, may also produce consider-
able collateral damage. Homes, personal possessions and even items of
great sentimental or cultural value are often destroyed en masse. This in
turn produces a sense of outrage, cries for revenge, encouraging even the
war’s detractors to rally to the cause, and making the rest determined to
fight all the harder. The Blitz on London in 1940 produced such an
effect.

Denial then is simple – simple to comprehend and simple to measure.11

However, if the study of warfare is confined only to Denial, the most
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physical of wartime phenomena, then it rather misses the point. At all
levels, war is fought by human beings, - each with his own motivation,
each with his own hope of success and fear of failure, each with his own
prospects of reward and fear of retribution, and each with his own abili-
ty to influence friends and neighbours. And it is based on these, and even
more subtle and diffuse beliefs and perceptions, that an individual will
fight and die, or give up in surrender or flight. Erroneously, the quality
of a force is often measured in numbers and weapons when, in reality,
morale, resolve and commitment are often far more decisive. Indeed, no
two apparently evenly matched armies ever fight to mutual destruction;
at some point one side just gives up leaving the other victorious.

Coercion
In his analysis of coercive methods, Alexander George distinguished
between “coercive diplomacy” as an alternative to “military
strategy”.12Indeed, many commentators have suggested that coercion is
somehow different to “real” warfare. This somewhat arcane distinction is
difficult to draw, and is more in the mind than in reality. Indeed,
Clausewitz accentuated the fact that force is always used as an instrument
of policy, and that the aim of war itself is to “compel the enemy to do
one’s will”. Force, or the threat of the use of force, is used right across the
spectrum of conflict and to seek to draw a line between the use of force
for “coercive diplomacy” and war fighting rather misses the point. Force
is always used to compel; in reality, the purpose of “war fighting” is less
to annihilate, but far more to coerce - be it to persuade the enemy to
comply with demands, to compel an army to surrender, or just to run
away. Warfare is coercion. Warfare is violent and bloody and individuals
almost always experience strong emotions and trauma when confronted
by violent death.13 Those already dead have no vote; it is those that are
still alive who decide when and how to surrender. And it is the manipu-
lation of that reaction that lies at the heart of coercion. Denial focuses on
death, while coercion focuses on the living.

Fundamentally, Coercion is about persuasion, and it is hence a psycho-
logical activity.14 It seeks to: dissuade an adversary, to persuade him to do
what he would prefer not, or to desist from what he is currently doing.
But, like beauty, coercion is in the eye of the beholder. From an analyti-
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cal point of view, it is the perceptions of the victim that matters, and not
the intentions of the coercer. At one extreme, the atomic attacks on Japan
at the end of WW II were highly coercive. Hiroshima was the HQ of the
Japanese 2nd Army; it was a road/rail/port complex, but its destruction
could equally easily have been accomplished in just one raid by 210 B-
29 sorties.15 But the destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by single
weapons produced profound psychological intimidation. It demonstrat-
ed not only Japan’s profound impotence to do anything in response, but
also her abject vulnerability for the future. The implication was clear: the
next would surely fall on Tokyo,16 and hazard the life of the Emperor.
These supreme events, together with other misfortunes, combined to put
inescapable pressure on the leadership to surrender. Equally, however, it
gave them a welcome pretext for so doing. At the other end of the spec-
trum, coercion is the only realistic option open to terrorists who could
not engage in classic warfare.

Presentationally, coercion enjoys an advantage over Denial. Denial
removes or destroys an object; the choice of target rests with the assailant,
and responsibility for any casualties or collateral damage is his alone.
Coercion, on the other hand threatens to destroy something only while
the victim remains in his delinquent state. Thus the burden of choice
passes to the victim - cease your criminal activity or suffer the conse-
quences.

But coercion is not just a one-way street, with coercer and victim at
either end. In a coercive process there are many different audiences, each
with his own agenda and perspective. The coercion may have to gain
acceptability from a whole range of third parties, ranging from the
publics of the coercing state, to other allied leaderships and their publics,
to supra-national organisations, and finally even to the patron(s) of the
victim state. Finally, but by no means least, the coercer will need to estab-
lish his credibility more widely if he wishes to be taken seriously in the
future by any other putative malefactor, who will be watching the cur-
rent contest with interest.
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Deterrence
The most effective form of coercion is a stated (or even implied) threat
that does not have to be carried out because it is believed and feared,
thereby deterring an adversary from challenging. Because of this, the suc-
cess of a deterrent threat frequently goes unrecognised since the object of
the threat may perhaps be deterred even from contemplating a particular
course, or he may reject it at an early stage, and in consequence appears
to do nothing. British naval policy of the Victorian era to maintain a
standing navy twice the size of the next nearest competitor was a mani-
festation of such a policy. Indeed, the success of a deterrent could well be
measured by the paucity of challenges against it.

Unfortunately, unless the asymmetry of power is vast, deterrence based
on conventional weapons is inherently contestable, and an adversary may
have few reservations in reacting aggressively to test and explore the cred-
ibility of a threatened use of force. Indeed, just like a naughty schoolboy,
a belligerent may try to assess what constraints are operating and where
the point of punishment really lies; there will always exist, therefore, a
tension between a threat and calling its bluff. In Bosnia, for example, the
Serbs frequently tested the UN’s resolve, to find what level of atrocities
or military activity was likely to precipitate UN punishment. At
Srebrenica, in particular, the West had implied that it would react strong-
ly if this “safe area” was attacked; this, the Serbs did not believe. In the
event, NATO Air Power attacked just two tanks and then largely stood
by while the town was overrun, the men massacred, women raped and
the town ethnically cleansed. This reinforced the Serbs’ perceptions and
gave a “green light” for an attack on the other safe areas, Zepa and
Gorazde.

In simple theoretical deterrent contests, such as exemplified by the
“Chicken” game, one contestant can gain psychological dominance over
the other by various subterfuges which demonstrate an absence of con-
straints, - one such subterfuge might be to say that “I have an incurable
disease and will die anyway”. The essence is to demonstrate that there are
no constraints upon me, whereas you have everything to lose. 

An adversary’s reaction to a deterrent posture may be far less in contem-
plating a trial of strength, but rather in identifying and exploiting a deter-
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rer’s weaknesses. One example of an unsuccessful deterrent strategy, but
a successful coercive strategy by the opposition, was the 1982 terrorist
truck-bombing of the US Marine barracks in Beirut, with the unexpect-
ed and sudden loss of 300 men. The US presence in Beirut was designed
to demonstrate US power, to overawe and deter the factions then oper-
ating in the Lebanon. In response, Hizbollah’s aim was simple: to punc-
ture the myth of overwhelming US power by exploiting her extreme sen-
sitivity to human losses, thereby compelling her to withdraw. At no time
did Hizbollah seek to alter the balance of power vis-à-vis the USA, since
to have done so would have been somewhat futile.

Both Bosnia and the Gulf War demonstrated a further phenomenon,
that of self-deterrence. Given the West’s sensitivities not only to receiv-
ing casualties, but in inflicting them as well, the use of force may back-
fire, and become counter-productive. Western public opinion would
have little sympathy for a posture based on chemical warfare, but even in
conventional warfare, where enemy casualties became too large then the
West may back down. In Bosnia, a sensitivity to casualties, and a desire
to remain on the touchline, deterred the UN from applying its Air Power
effectively. In the Gulf War the perceived scale of casualties amongst the
fleeing Iraqis on the Basra road produced a popular revulsion, and the
“massacre” was an ingredient in the early termination of the conflict.

Compellence
Coercion, poorly targeted, or applied too slowly, can exhibit many of the
disadvantages of Denial, and can often embroil one more deeply in a war.
Unfortunately, a slow pace means that the target may have time not only
to habituate to the pain, but also to take effective countermeasures. The
graduated response strategy of Rolling Thunder against the North
Vietnamese fitted this model, and there is considerable evidence not only
that it failed either to coerce or deny, but also that it gave the population
time to become hardened to the bombing, time to upgrade their air
defences, time to put their industry on a war footing, time to garner allies
and time to mobilise. Unfortunately, in the highly complex world of UN
operations and multi-national forces, constraints frequently swamp capa-
bilities, and what was conceived as an overwhelming demonstrative
application of coercive force often serves to say more about a coercer’s
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constraints, weaknesses and lack of resolve than it implies about his
determination. NATO’s raid on Udbina airfield in 1994 gave such a mes-
sage. The damage inflicted was minimal, and easily repaired. In contrast,
what was supposed to demonstrate NATO’s overwhelming power prob-
ably said more to all sides about the constraints under which NATO
laboured, giving a perception of political weakness and lack of commit-
ment. The effect was thus the opposite to that desired; and like
Srebrenica, it encouraged the belligerents to redouble their efforts. 

Moreover, the early stages of the 1999 Kosovo conflict conformed to this
model. An ill-considered and effete opening offensive:

….. with the implied goal of merely inflicting enough pain to
persuade Milosevic to capitulate. It was expected by US and
NATO leaders that he would settle very quickly.x17

Unfortunately, overwhelming multinational constraints, a reluctance to
use force, and a child-like belief in the omnipotence of air power pro-
duced an initial campaign with no clear aim, no focus and virtually no
prospect of success. At best this was the re-incarnation of Imperial Gun-
boat diplomacy, but unfortunately this time the savages had more than
just a few spears. In the event the Serbs thought they had a good chance
of success, provided they could stay the course.

Compellence is harder to achieve than deterrence since threats that failed
to deter are unlikely to compel, and victims are normally willing to pay
higher costs to retain possessions than the assailants are to take them.
Moreover, because it is psychological, coercion is also heavily time-
dependent. The instantaneous loss of the 300 men at the truck-bombing
in Beirut was far more stressful than the same loss spread out over sever-
al months. The British experience in Northern Ireland also amply
demonstrates this point.

Some military activities which pass for coercion have, in reality, no inten-
tion of compelling; their aim is to establish a future credibility, or just to
bolster the morale of own or allied personnel:
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The most obscure form of hurt is pure punishment, perhaps
where a threat has failed and force is used to punish the adver-
sary to re-establish the credibility of threats for the future. 

Punishment not designed to re-establish credibility is mere
revenge and has no utility of itself, except perhaps for the satis-
faction or morale of those inflicting it.18

In a similar vein, domestic politics often become a more important factor
outcome than the coercion of an opponent, and in the period before an
election governments have been known to execute raids on delinquent
states to demonstrate their standing on the world stage, rather more than
in the hope of achieving a desired coercive outcome. Such operations
should not really be judged as genuine coercive attempts, - nevertheless, an
examination of the use of coercion as an electoral tool might, on the other
hand, prove interesting to a researcher interested in conspiracy theory! 

Mechanics of coercion
At its simplest level, that of the individual, coercion is typified by a “car-
rot and stick” approach, of inducements against stressors: rewarding
compliance, while threatening to punish intransigence. Individuals are
highly impressed by asymmetries of power and personal vulnerability,
with consequent implications for their own future and life expectancy.
The use of force, or even the threat, is always accorded a high priority in
personal decision-making, and it inevitably produces a significant psy-
chological reaction. The reaction varies with personality type, motiva-
tion, perspective, and the perceived vulnerability of the victim. Where
force is targeted directly, a reaction might vary from submission and
compliance, to outrage and a desire to fight back at all costs.

Psychologically, victims are far more impressed by a forthcoming stress-
ful event than they are by an equivalent inducement. In other words, an
inducement has to be very large to match a smaller but credible physical
threat. - How much would you have to be paid to box with Mike Tyson?
Similarly, fear of personal failure is often more important than hope of
success. Success, once achieved, rapidly becomes the new norm, whilst
failure carries huge and enduring penalties. 



234 AIR POWER AND COERCION

Unlike denial, which concentrates on damage done thus far, coercion
accentuates prospective damage. Moreover, rates of destruction are more
highly regarded than levels of destruction, and the victim’s perception of
future events is derived from extrapolation. 

At the individual level the coercive processes can be inferred from classic
psychology. At the collective level, the processes are not so straightfor-
ward. Four principal decision-making theories enjoy currency: realism,
with decisions taken by a unitary rational actor; organisation theory,
where decisions are more the result of “turf battles” between bureaucrat-
ic self-interest groups; social psychology, where decisions are the product
of small elites, who brainstorm ideas; and cognitive psychology, where
decisions are taken by individuals each of whom is subject to stressors.19

Regrettably, the chapter cannot give space to weigh the theories, rather,
it will blend the salient points of each, and examine how coercion has
impacted on decision makers.

If stress is the prime agent of coercion, then violence is its prime instru-
ment. An offensive that seeks to persuade without violence will have to
offer very strong inducements indeed or it will most likely fail. Similarly,
a threat of violence without the substance is not likely to enjoy much
credibility. More likely, it reveals weakness – weakness that can be
exploited. 

Asymmetry
Effective coercion is also not about a fair fight. To be successful, a coercer
needs to demonstrate the asymmetry of the situation, of his overwhelm-
ing power and total invulnerability, to force the perception in the mind
of the victim that the coercer has the initiative, and that the opponent is
utterly defenceless. The effect of this stark asymmetry is not new.
Rommel made the famous remarks that: 

....anyone who has to fight, even with the most modern weapons,
against an enemy in complete control of the air fights like a sav-
age against modern European troops, under the same handicap,
and with the same chance of success.20
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The enemy’s air superiority has a very grave effect on our move-
ments. There’s simply no answer to it.21

In the 1991 Gulf War the Iraqi soldiery faced a similar imbalance. As the
Coalition’s growing air superiority demonstrated, Iraqi forces could do
little to prevent allied air power from having free rein across the whole
country; they were incapable of preventing aircraft operations, and
unable to prevent aircraft from attacking targets at will. Even their best
efforts seemed impotent. In contrast to the Vietnam War, where aircraft
losses had been significant, coalition losses in the Gulf were measured in
fractions of one per cent.22

But in both these circumstances the Allies enjoyed overwhelming power,
and the few vulnerabilities were largely mitigated by a commitment that
would tolerate substantial casualties. However, in operations where com-
mitment is low, or the constraints imposed are high, then the tables may
be turned. The coercer’s apparent overwhelming combat power could
become progressively attenuated as if the capability was passed through a
mesh. Meanwhile, his force deployment may itself offer a vulnerability
ripe for the picking. - In Bosnia in 1995, for example, UN forces were
taken hostage as a counter to the very limited NATO bombing.
Asymmetry of power alone is thus not a very effective predictor of coer-
cive outcome, and any putative coercer needs equally to examine the bal-
ance of vulnerabilities and the relative constraints for himself and his vic-
tim. Similarly, conventional balances of power can be misleading since
alternative means of fighting may also render simple calculations of
power obsolete.

In Kosovo in 1999 the Serbs soon realised the West’s overwhelming Air
Superiority. However, the small scale of the offensive and the circum-
scribed target sets seemed to offer hope. Only once the constraints were
progressively removed could the full might of NATO be brought to bear.
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Selecting a target for coercion
Coercion can only be effective if it targets individuals that can affect the
outcome. Historically, coercion has been regarded as focusing on one or
more of 3 groups of the population.

Hiroshima targeted the leadership, the Strategic Bomber Campaign of
WWII was originally conceived to target the morale of the enemy’s pop-
ulation, and the Gulf Air Campaign proved most effective in destroying
the resolve of the Iraqi Army. 
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The effectiveness of coercion rests on an understanding of the decision
making and psychological processes involved: on deciding whom to hurt
and what potential destruction the particular victim will find unbearably
painful. The “whom” requires an objective assessment of who are the true
power brokers. Who in the target group has the power to respond in the
desired way, and has the power to carry the oligarchy with him? To take
an obvious example, in the final stages of the Pacific War in 1945 did the
US seek to coerce the emperor, the political leadership or the Japanese
army? Similar choices would have had to have been made against com-
munist states, where factions in the communist party may have been
more influential than a political figurehead. Similarly, in Iran Ayatollah
Khomeini would probably have been a more lucrative coercive target
than the nominal government. In Kosovo, who was the real target –
Milosevic, the party apparatchniks, the people or the army? Certainly the
pain was widespread:

By the end of the seventh week, there began to be reports of
Yugoslav officials openly admitting that the country was on the
verge of widespread hardship, due to the mounting damage that
the campaign was doing to the nation’s economy. … The destruc-
tion of one factory in Krujevac … resulted in 15,000 people
being put out of work, plus 40,000 more who were employed by
the factory’s various subcontractors. By the time the campaign
had reached its halfway point, the bombing ….had deprived
more than 100,000 civilians of jobs.23

Yet a third factor may have been mounting elite pressure behind
the scenes. … Serbian military leaders had begun sending their
families out of Yugoslavia, following a similar action earlier by
members of Yugoslavia’s political elite.24

Conter-coercion
It is important to remember also that while an assailant is focusing on his
target audience, whichever that might be, the nominal “victim” is almost
certain to attempt counter-coercion. Probably, because of the likely
asymmetry in conventional power the victim may use methods other
than military force, or even other forms of military power, such as WMD
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or guerrilla tactics, the use of ballistic missiles, laser weapons or even info
war.

And, since Western democracies are susceptible to persuasion, the most
profitable target may be judged to be the population. So, while the US
was busy coercing the North Vietnamese leadership through bombard-
ment, Ho Chi Minh was busy coercing the US population via the Media.

An attack on the population or the armed forces would normally even-
tuate in pressure on the existing leadership to surrender or comply, but
this is not inevitably true. In 1917, the Germans helped the Bolsheviks
undermine the existing leadership, thereby substituting a non-compliant
leadership with a compliant one.

Selection of the most lucrative group is difficult. Pape argues that attacks
on civilians are unlikely to be effective:

Social scientists have long studied the effectiveness of both threats
to civilians (“punishment”) and threats of military failure
(“denial”) for deterrence. Punishment threatens to inflict costs
heavier than the value of anything the challenger could gain, and
denial threatens to defeat the adventure.25
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The evidence shows that it is the threat of military failure .......
and not threats to civilians, .... which produces the critical lever-
age in conventional coercion.26

Indeed, while leaderships and forces have proved susceptible to coercive
force, populations frequently have not. The reasons perhaps lie not only
in the size of the target audience, but, more importantly, in the fact that
the population’s demotivation is often difficult to translate into a desir-
able outcome, especially if the target state is a dictatorship and, in sur-
render, the dictator is possibly facing his own demise. In Hitler’s case it
is likely that he would have accepted almost unlimited destruction of his
population before he agreed to surrender. In any case, deliberate attacks
on non-combatants are now clearly considered unlawful except with the
possible exception of reprisal. For the West then, attacks on non-com-
batants are unlikely to be acceptable; however, our sensitivities makes our
civilians an attractive option for others not fettered by the rule of law.
Indeed, the SCUDS fired against Israel in the Gulf War almost unhinged
the Coalition, and the War of the Cities in the Iran/Iraq War was cer-
tainly a factor in bringing it to a conclusion.

But anti-leadership strategies can also be unpredictable. Against Qaddafi,
the 1986 bombing raid of Libya seems to have had mixed results.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that the accidental death of a young girl -
“one of my daughters” - in the Azziziyah barracks did more to persuade
him of his personal vulnerability - with the result that he quickly retired
into the desert. That said, in the aftermath of the attack terrorism did
not decline but actually increased, culminating in the bombing of Pan
Am 103 over Lockerbie two years later. Whether this was because by
then he felt far less vulnerable, - since it had become clear that no fur-
ther attacks would be countenanced by the US Administration, is not
certain. Similarly in Kosovo, it is possible that Milosevic only capitulat-
ed once he felt that he and his family had become vulnerable, less to the
bombing, but rather more to the mob rule that did indeed eventually
oust him from power.

In the Gulf War the de facto power brokers were the thousands of indi-
viduals in the Iraqi army who decided to desert, surrender or just run
away. It mattered not a jot what the Ba’ath party wanted, or what
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Saddam intended, the power to continue the war had largely passed to
the mass of the soldiery. And it is doubtful that they were concerned
whether Kuwait could or could not be retained: what mattered to them
was primarily their own survival in the face of the huge asymmetry of
power demonstrated against them, amplified by the coercive Psywar that
moulded Iraqi soldiers’ perceptions of their personal vulnerability.

Victim’s perceived vulnerabilities
Having selected the target group, there is then a need for an assessment
of the victim’s vulnerabilities - what does he value, but more important-
ly, for what is he prepared to make any sacrifice? Maslow, in his study of
the Hierarchy of Needs drew attention to the most fundamental require-
ment for every individual, that of the actuality (or illusion) of security.
Weapons have always challenged individual and group securities which
is why coercion applied to threaten the individual is always highly influ-
ential, with the degree of coercion proportional to the perceived risk
posed.

The sense of vulnerability will clearly differ from one individual or cul-
ture to another; determining it is one of the more difficult assessments
to be made, and is without any guarantee of success. For example, uni-
tary rational actor might be persuaded by devastation of his infrastruc-
ture since this would make life intolerable for his people, and costs
would outweigh any anticipated benefits. Conversely, a despot might
find that attacks on his population were perversely beneficial - they
might focus the population’s anger elsewhere, even reduce the number of
mouths to feed/support, and provide a cause célèbre in the media battle.
Certainly, Mohammed Fara Aideed seemed keen to exploit such a con-
cern in Somalia.

Pape has argued that exploiting vulnerabilities is not the prime determi-
nant of success. In his analysis the successful coercer should target the
enemy’s benefits, not his costs:

The key to success is.... the ability to thwart the target state’s mil-
itary strategy for controlling the objectives in dispute. 
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To succeed the coercer must undermine the target state’s confi-
dence in its own military strategy.

Once a state is persuaded that objectives cannot be achieved, lev-
els of costs that were bearable as long as there was a chance of suc-
cess become intolerable. The target then concedes in order to
avoid suffering further losses to no purpose.27

Pape’s model combines tens, if not thousands or even millions of indi-
viduals into a single anthropomorphic entity, a “unitary rational actor”
that, in reality, does not exist. The “state” does not have “a” view or “an”
opinion. Some individuals will be persuaded others will not. The key is
in compelling the power brokers - who may, or may not, be the leader-
ship, and who may, or may not, have a single view. However, if frustra-
tion of benefits is the only measure then it is difficult to see why the
Japanese did not surrender far earlier than they did, when it became clear
that their aims had been thwarted. In fact, they gave up only when the
failure could no longer be hidden and costs became unacceptable. 

Groups, of course, have their own internal dynamics; under mildly
stressful conditions a group often presents a united front and speaks with
a single voice. However, as the pressures mount, small groups tend to
become more cohesive against a common enemy, while larger units frag-
ment, and may ultimately even compete against each other. But even
cohesive groups are rarely entirely objective. Dominance competitions,
or factional self-interest pressures mean that the decisions may not be
rational, weighing costs versus benefits. Even the view of a small elitist
group is not entirely logical, since the leader can assume an overwhelm-
ing control of decisions.

Against leaders, or small groups such as the Tikriti Clan that supports
Saddam Hussein, tailoring the coercion is difficult:

Predicting the response of any individual to coercive pressure is a
highly subjective exercise at best because it turns on estimating the
balance of incentive between the coercer and the target.28
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This unpredictability means that leadership strategies can be fraught
with danger. One option would include targeting the leader’s self worth:
his perception of immortality, - of how history will regard him, and
whether he has brought honour, or disgrace, upon himself and his peers.
Decapitation is another coercive option. One could argue that none
could have been worse than Hitler, and his removal would have placed a
more compliant leader in power, who could then be compelled through
a sense of his own vulnerability. However, even a successful decapitation
strategy is fraught. Killing the leader might not produce compliance but
might equally likely precipitate a sense of outrage, and the replacement
of a known rogue by one that was even more extreme, - and who may
incidentally have less control of the reins of power. For example, had
Saddam Hussein been killed during the Gulf air war, there would have
been at least a chance that he would have been replaced by his heir appar-
ent, the arrogant Uday, with almost totally unpredictable results.

Recent revolutionary changes in the modus belli suggest that certain
non-violent coercive mechanisms may also be highly persuasive. While
non-violent weapons cannot produce such immediate and decisive
effects to challenge security, they can however have more long term sur-
reptitious threats that affect the individual’s perception of his longer term
prospects. For example, an information warfare weapon that targeted a
dictator’s bank accounts and demonstrated that his retirement security
blanket could be removed might be highly influential. 

Application
Since coercion is inherently a psychological mechanism, the application
of stressors needs to be considered. 

Incremental Force. Schelling’s concept of an incremental application of
force is highly theoretical, and assumes complete rationality on the part
of the victim - somewhat difficult in the stresses of war! It is difficult to
find a campaign where it has succeeded; but worse - it’s employment has
frequently led down a cul-de-sac or up an escalation ladder.29 Indeed, the
evidence from the Rolling Thunder campaign against Vietnam suggests
that the initial graduated response strategy produced results the opposite
of those intended. In early 1964 McNamara directed the JCS to develop
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a programme of “graduated overt military pressure” which it was
believed, Hanoi could not withstand.30 It began on 2 March 1965, and
built up progressively with ever increasing intensity. Why did it fail -
since it demonstrated capability and resolve, and allowed the victim a
chance for rational calculation of losses vs. gains? Perhaps the answer lies
in the psychological process. Selye’s General Adaptive Syndrome
explained that as stressors mount, so too does performance, with the
individual achieving a peak at “a” on the graph below. However, more
stress, beyond the critical level cannot be dealt with by the individual,
and faced with competing demands, he loses rationality, and his per-
formance falls, ultimately to a point of confusion - “b”.31

I argue that coercion, which is fundamentally the application of stress,
should produce a similar effect. Thus, if this is true, as the total coercion
increases so too would the performance of the target audience. And there
is considerable evidence to support this. In London in 1940 the relative-
ly slow build up to the Blitz allowed Churchill time to prepare his pop-
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ulation, time to pass emergency legislation, time to encourage longer
hours of work, time to deploy his air defences and scope to demonise the
Nazi threat. Moreover a similar process seemed to be at work in the early
stages of the Kosovo conflict. An ineffectual opening gave the Serbs
hope, not doom.

During the employment of the Schelling strategy in Vietnam a similar
phenomenon seemed to be operating. Attacks grew in intensity, and the
target area chosen was gradually moved further north.32 However, the
graduated response had little effect on North Vietnamese resolve, war
effort or support for the Vietcong. Indeed, realising the air war would be
severely limited, “Northern leaders used the air offensive to create popu-
lar support for the war.”33 Indeed, Hanoi dispersed its oil reserves and
evacuated urban centres. “Rolling Thunder’s gradually increasing severi-
ty acclimated the North Vietnamese to the campaign...”34 “In terms of
its morale effects .... the US campaign may have presented the [North
Vietnamese] regime with a near ideal mix of intended restraint and acci-
dental gore.”35 These analysts agree with my contention, reinforced by
events in Kosovo, that Incremental Stress actually improves the per-
formance of the target audience by:

• Giving the victim opportunity to take countermeasures, and to
habituate to the stress.

• Giving a Sense of Purpose.
• Externalising the threat.
• Encouraging the population to rally round.

In sum, it can prove counter productive, and may be just what the vic-
tim leadership wanted.

Taking the argument one stage further, and continuing to apply sound
psychological stress principles, while it is true that the victim reaches a
point of maximum performance at point “a”, it is also the point at which
the victim is most focused on the task in hand, and his rationality is max-
imised. The victim is at the edge of a cliff. Despite his best efforts, one
more hard push and over he goes! Provided it is clear to the victim that
the coercer can, and most probably will, apply further stress then the vic-
tim should be at his most compliant. That said, for all the reasons given
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above, he may be unable to act rationally and compliance may only be
achieved once the victim has descended into psychological confusion.
Evidence from the Iraqi POWs suggests that the bombing had certainly
taken them to this point, depicted by “b” on the graph.

According to one specialised clinic:36

The Iraqis had been exposed to conditions specifically designed
to lead to the development of Combat Stress Reaction (CSR).
The incredibly intense and successful allied air campaign sub-
jected many Iraqis to extraordinary stressors, including the con-
stant fear of imminent death, frequent witnessing of the deaths
and injuries of comrades, sleep deprivation, lack of food and
water and disruption of command and control channels. Any of
these circumstances separately would be expected to predispose a
soldier to the development of CSR while their combination
would multiply the risk.37
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All the EPWs [POWs] reported ... anxiety, depressed mood, sleep
disturbance and fear. Other CSR symptoms reported by most of
the EPWs included intense memories and dreams, exhaustion,
irritability, guilt ... noise sensitivity, disciplinary problems, psy-
chomotic disturbances, dissociative slates, poor concentration
and constricted affect. Homicidal ideas were expressed by half of
the EPWs ... to kill their own officers.38

Unfortunately, it was not possible to quantify the level of trauma, nor to
correlate it against particular attacks. Nevertheless, it was clear that all
had been exposed to frequent bombings; several POWs indicated that
bombings had occurred almost continuously. The least frequent was
every two to three days. Living conditions were miserable with little food
or water, and starvation was common. Soldiers lived in small groups, they
often witnessed death or injury and medical care was largely non-exis-
tent; there was a marked schism between officers and enlisted soldiers.
Soldiers were asked to rate their combat effectiveness at the start of the
ground war; all replied they were at 0%.

Many methods of coping were employed: by far the most common
response involved religious practices and prayer. Another common sus-
taining thought was of family members. POWs often expressed fear for
their family members, indicating that they would have deserted except
for anticipated reprisals against loved ones’.39 The strength drawn from
their small “buddy” groups was important to sustain them but they
openly discussed surrender and a third actively considered suicide.40

Fear of the allies grew progressively and eventually outweighed the fear of
death squads; at least 160,000 soldiers deserted. Until G-Day few pris-
oners were taken, largely because of the Iraqi obstacles and minefields,
but once these had been breached the trickle became a flood; 87,000 gave
up, most without a fight.

Anticipation
Coping with stress is always difficult. One method in everyday use is to
try and predict events and the likely level of pain that will have to be
endured. Preparation of women for childbirth is an example. As stress
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mounts, individuals progressively refine the model and attempt to pre-
dict the outcome. Where an individual anticipates success he commits
himself more fully to the enterprise, and vice versa.

The reasons for this may lie in the concept of self-efficacy. …. The
theory is founded upon the simple postulate that people’s percep-
tions of their own capabilities influence how they act, their moti-
vation levels, their thought patterns and their emotional reactions
in demanding situations. Perceived self-efficacy is high when the
individual believes that he can perform an act or a completed
task. It is low when failure or inability is anticipated. Self-effica-
cy has nothing to do with the outcome of the behaviour; it is pure-
ly to do with whether or not people believe that they could be suc-
cessful.

Even where self-efficacy is raised by bogus feedback about per-
formance success, it will still engender greater effort in subsequent
similar tasks.41

The effect of such a perception is that where a leadership or a group
believes in their prospects of success, they are likely to invest heavily in
terms of effort, treasure and commitment. Conversely, where the per-
ceived self-efficacy level is weak then the group is likely to be far more
diffident over the chances of success. In each case the predictions often
become self-fulfilling prophesies. For the coercer, the task must be both
to recognise the level of self-efficacy, and to demonstrate clearly to the
victim that his perceived level of confidence was entirely misguided.

Studies by Professor Quester parallel this concept and suggest that vic-
tims are also very impressed when their expectations are not met, since
anticipation is a key to the victim’s psychological defences.42 If the level
of destruction fails to meet his expectations, the victim is likely to be
pleasantly surprised, more resolved to resist, and thus less likely to be
coerced. It reinforces his self-efficacy prediction. Conversely, if the level
of destruction is patently far greater than he expected, then his ability to
cope is inadequate, his credibility as a leader suffers and his expectation
of the future is that it is likely to be more painful than he can tolerate.
His belief in himself is thus in question, and so is the rationale upon
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which he based the investment of time, effort and money. He has thus
become far more susceptible to coercion. The V1 and V2 attacks against
London in 1944 were militarily insignificant, yet they brought an out-
cry amongst the population which felt secure in its expectation of a rapid
victory. The SCUDS in the Gulf produced a similar effect.

This expectancy theory together with the stress-curve hypothesis argue
that, the initial application of force needs to be very severe and well
beyond the victim’s expectations. Equally importantly, the victim must
believe that the worst is still to come, and what will happen next will be
utterly intolerable. This is fundamental; if the victim believes the worst
is past then he needs only ride out the storm, and wait for it to pass.
However, if the worst is yet to come then the future is bleak and unpre-
dictable. - “Surely he wont go as far as ... (destroying A or B etc.)?” (It is
vital, therefore, not to let the victim know when the coercer is approach-
ing the end of his target list!)

Uncertainly of success
Unfortunately, coercion is, like any psychological event, not susceptible to
measurement nor can one always have a high degree of confidence in its
predictions. It is fraught with uncertainties, both for the coercer and his vic-
tim. Indeed many, if not most, air campaigns begin in the belief that they
can quickly coerce the target group, but the absence of any response seems
to suggest that another remedy is required. The first week of Deliberate
Force probably fitted this mould as did the early stages of Kosovo. If a coer-
cive aim fails the putative coercer may then have to fall back to a Denial
strategy, where the outcome is physical, and the effect of the destruction can
be more easily and more accurately measured and judged.

However, this is not to argue for the end of a coercive campaign; far from
it. Whilst protecting one’s own population against counter-coercion, the
Allied campaign should be re-examined to check the enemy’s true expec-
tations and where he is on the stress curve. As the campaign continues
the analyst should look for tell-tale signs – desertions in the army, riot-
ing on the streets, public disagreements amongst the hierarchy are all
indicative. An opportunity will probably open up, allowing extreme
pressure to be brought to bear to bring the campaign to a close.
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Achieving compliance through a concatenation of pressures
Analysis of Operations Eldorado Canyon and Deliberate Force suggest
that successful coercion often hinges on the synergy obtained from the
confluence of a variety of pressures.43 For example, for President Qaddafi
in 1986, the combined effect of Soviet displeasure, Libyan military
unrest in the aftermath of the bombing, improved European counter-
terrorist activity, a dramatic defeat in Chad and the real prospect of
another raid, combined synergistically to persuade him to reduce his
support for the terrorists.44

In Bosnia, the cumulative effects of economic sanctions, the bombing,
the consequent inability to deploy troops, the increasing military suc-
cesses of the Moslems and Croats and the strong diplomatic pressure all
peaked at the same time; they combined to convince the Serbs that the
high-water mark had passed and the tide had now turned.

The secret is to phase the pressures so that they peak at the same time,
with synergistic results. The sanctions have reduced the stockpiles, and
what transport can get through has to carry food, not weapons.

Corecive Pressures

sanctions

bombing

diplomacy
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Meanwhile a lack of weapons, combined with the widespread destruc-
tion of the bombing means that what forces there are left cannot move
to the battle areas. Failure in battle has psychological effects, and both
patrons and the mediators apply progressively increased pressure. Fear of
imminent failure is highly stressful, and the leadership, given the right
inducements and pretext, elects for a settlement. 

In the mind of the victim, therefore, a coercer seeks to induce a number
of perceptions:

1. That the victim is impotent to withstand the onslaught.

2. That all options are moving against him. And the pressures are
mounting synergistically:

First, the victim should feel isolated from his Patrons.

SYNERGY
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Second, not only is there now no prospect of victory or success, but
the tide of war is moving inevitably in favour of the enemy. 

Third, that the victim’s losses will grow and any temporary territori-
al gains are likely to be lost.

Simultaneously, the coercer should mount a Diplomatic Offensive.

3. If his predicament is now hopeless, and his aims are thus impossible.
Why then should he or his people endure any further pain?

Given the awful alternatives, then perhaps, with suitable induce-
ments and pretexts by the assailant, compliance becomes the least
bad option.

4. But the assailant will need to avoid the prospect of humiliating the
victim since this is likely to produce a hardening of attitudes, culmi-
nating perhaps in a fight to the death. A way out must be available.

Terminations
However, the victim’s increasing commitment through costs already
incurred, or “sunk” costs, together with the identification of the govern-
ment with the war, means that termination may prove almost impossible
for the existing leadership, if the war just continues as it is. Termination
may then still need to be achieved by other means. One example is a psy-
chological blow - a devastating overwhelming shock leaving no room for
alternatives - or perhaps a cataclysmic event that provides at its very least
a pretext for surrender, as, for example were Hiroshima/Nagasaki.

Air Power has a positive and powerful role in direct coercion throughout
the spectrum of conflict. Bombing, by itself does not create a political
solution to the dispute but it can contribute powerfully to coercion and
even break a deadlock. The key points are as follows:

1. In addition to evaluating a victim’s value sets, the coercer needs also
to assess the target’s expectations.
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2. Demonstrative use of force has rarely proved successful. It often says
far more about a coercer’s resolve and constraints, and allows the vic-
tim to identify a coercer’s weaknesses.

3. Incremental use of force also allows the victim to habituate, to pre-
pare his populace, and to deploy countermeasures.

4. Threats by the coercer to use force will be tested; a bluff will be
called.

5. A victim may tolerate considerable pain if he believes victory is with-
in his grasp.

6. To coerce successfully, an assailant needs to apply decisive (high
intensity, short period) force which far exceeds the victim’s expecta-
tions.

7. The victim needs to be convinced that worse is to follow, and that
tomorrow’s pain will be intolerable.

8. If a coercive plan seems to fail then the campaign should continue,
emphasising the denial aspects. The balance of power should be
altered so that the victim’s prospect of victory progressively evapo-
rates. This has two outcomes:

a. Remotivates the victim’s adversary and provides him with the
political acceptability for negotiations.

b. Imminence of defeat convinces the target that further pain is
not worth enduring.

9. The effectiveness of the campaign is likely to be magnified by syner-
gy with other pressures:

a. Diplomatic Pressure, especially through patrons.
b. Sense of Isolation
c. Inducements.
d. Victories by the target’s enemy.
e. Prospect of further coercion.
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10. However, a significant, highly coercive, cataclysmic event may still
be required to persuade the victim to cease operations. 

Finally, coercion is like the relationship of schoolmaster and schoolboy;
it is not a one-shot event - the schoolboy might comply for now, but he
is sure to try again, and the coercer should always see his activity as part
of a continuing process. 
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An Airman’s Lessons from Kosovo

Michael C. Short
It is a great honour and a pleasure for me to be here. This is my second
time in Norway. When I went to the US Air Force Academy we took a
summer trip. It was in 1963 and I was 19 years old. I only remember two
things: How incredibly good the beer was, and that there was a large park
in Oslo with statues of naked women. Although I have my wife with me
this time I hope to see that park again. 

I have given this presentation twice in Denmark and once in Oslo, but
it is great to talk to you younger folks who are just about getting started
and will be practitioners of air power for many years to come. It is also
good to talk to what is a pure air force audience. I have been talking to a
joint audience, and that is very important, but I believe that airmen are
in the position to best appreciate what I have to say more than the offi-
cers in the other services who have not worked with air power and do not
fully understand it. You folks are just getting started, but realistically you
probably know more about air power now than a lot of senior officers in
the other services. That is one of our problems, and I think that was one
of the problems we ended up facing in the air war with Serbia.

I am an old retired fighter pilot now, so I do no longer have to be polit-
ically correct, unlike all of you who are still in the line of service. I would
like to talk about my views on Kosovo. I do not call it “lessons learned”,
but “an airman’s lessons”, because I see very little indication that we
learned a whole lot about what happened in Kosovo. I know that within
my own country I saw mistakes made in Kosovo in 1999 that I saw made
in South East Asia and North Vietnam in 1967. Things that men of my
generation thought had been learned by our leadership, both in and out
of uniform, turned out not to have been the case. Operation Desert
Storm was an aberration as far as I am concerned, because that was in my
mind a perfect example of how air power should be used. We used air
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power appropriately from the very first night. We dropped bombs on
downtown Baghdad on the very first night. We turned the lights out and
attacked what we thought were the centres of gravity of the Iraqi regime.
We did it entirely differently in Kosovo and Serbia, and I think we did it
wrong. I call this “victory by happenstance” as opposed to “victory by
design”. We essentially bombed for 78 days, hoping that something
would work. In fact, we had a conversation along that line about half way
through the war. I worked for Admiral Jim Ellis, an American four-star
who was the commander of the allied forces in Southern Europe in
Naples. In fact, he still occupies that position. He and I both worked for
a US Army four-star, General Wesley Clark, who was Nato’s Supreme
Allied Commander in Europe (SACEUR) at the time and since retired.
Every day of this 78-day war we would hold a video-teleconference. I will
tell you, that is in your future: That is how you will do a lot of decision-
making in staff-work in your future as airmen. As opposed to everybody
coming down to Oslo, you will be in fourteen different locations and you
will all come up on a secure video-teleconference net to make decisions
that we used to make by coming together. We would hold a video-tele-
conference every morning at 09:30. I would be in my Combined Air
Operation Centre (CAOC) in Vicenza, Admiral Ellis would be at his
headquarters in Naples and General Clark would normally be in Mons,
or perhaps someplace on the road. General Jumper, the US air force
commander for air forces in Europe would be at Ramstain etc.
Unfortunately it was a US-only video-teleconference, but that was how
General Clark had chosen to run the war. On this particular day, General
Clark was giving Admiral Ellis and I guidance on how he thought busi-
ness ought to be done. At the end of giving us that guidance he said:
“Mike and Jim, I hope this will work”. Admiral Ellis thought about that
and he said: “General Clark, hope is not a course of action”. A pretty
insightful comment for a Navy Admiral! But he was dead right: We spent
78 days hoping that whatever we were doing was going to bring
Milosevic to the table and accept Nato’s terms. As some of you might
remember, before the fighting ever started, all of our leaders announced
that a ground invasion was not an option. We were not going to use
ground power. We were not going to send paratroopers or Marines or
armoured brigades into Kosovo to stop the killing. There was no mar-
itime option and there was no way Nato’s navies were going to influence
what was happening in Kosovo. Our leaders had taken all other options
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off the table and decided that we were going to use air power to modify
Serb behaviour in Kosovo. This was a war that I believe most of us agree
was going on by CNN. There were pictures of men and women dying in
the streets, villages burning and children having to leave their homes. It
berated the European and American conscience to the point where our
leaders could not stand it any more and they had to do something. You
will deal with that throughout your careers also. The politicians are
screaming “we have got to do something”, but they have no idea what it
is. All they know is that they have to do something, because they will not
get elected the next time if they do not do something. So they will now
turn to you, because they have no more diplomatic options.  They will
tell you to do something to fix it. We also entered this conflict with no
idea of what the end-state would be. I knew what the military end-state
would be. I had very clear guidance on what I was supposed to accom-
plish with air power. First, I was supposed to stop the killing in Kosovo.
Second, I was supposed to drive the Regular Army, the police and the
paramilitary forces out of Kosovo, or get them to agree to leave as a result
of the bombing. Third, the British Army General, Sir Mike Jackson, was
supposed to come in on the ground with an occupation force to protect
the citizens of Kosovo, and keep the Serbs and the Muslims apart.
Fourth, all the refugees were going to be allowed to return to their
homes. Fifth, we were going to facilitate the International Criminal
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) process. Those were the five
things that I knew that I was supposed to either accomplish, or facilitate,
as the result of using air power, but no one ever explained to me what the
political end-state was going to be for Kosovo. Nobody has successfully
defined that to this day. The Alliance has troops in Kosovo, hoping that
something would work out, just as we do in Bosnia. We have been in
Bosnia for over five years now, hoping that something will work out, and
quite frankly, ladies and gentlemen, that is what politicians end up hand-
ing you sometimes. What are we going to do in Kosovo? Is it going to be
a free nation? Like Liechtenstein or Switzerland? Are we going to return
it to Serbia, so that they can come down and start killing people again?
Should it be part of a greater Albania? Should it be part of Montenegro
or Macedonia? Has anybody here got a clue? Nobody knows. So
Norwegian and American soldiers keep rotating for Kosovo, risking their
lives pretty much every day. It is the same in Bosnia. Does anybody know
what the answer is for Bosnia? When can we leave Bosnia? My new



260 AN AIRMAN´S LESSONS FROM KOSOVO

Secretary of State announced yesterday that the United States was going
to stay in Bosnia until we all leave. Colin Powell said yesterday - despite
what President Bush said in the campaign about pulling US forces back
from our commitment - that we had all gone in together and we will all
come out together. That is a great message. I can certainly support that
message as an American citizen, but as a soldier it is not a great message.
The American Army is really tired of being in Bosnia and Kosovo,
because unlike the Norwegian Army, we have world-wide commitments.
Once an American soldier comes back from Bosnia he goes to Korea, or
some place else, because we have world-wide responsibilities and the
American Army is being stretched very thin, as is the USAF. My son is
an F-15E pilot and flew A-10s during the war. My daughter is an A-10
pilot in Korea. They are both fighter pilots, and pretty good ones I do
not mind telling you. He is away from home 90-210 days a year, and
quite frankly, young people get tired of that however much you pay
them. The politicians tend to use us, without really understanding us,
and that is something I think you will deal with throughout your careers.
You will be frustrated by it, and you will do your best to educate your
politicians on how they ought to use their military, because they are in
charge since we live in democracies. We take guidance from our elected
leaders and that is the way it should be. 

I am told that you are studying air power theory, and have studied air
power history. My hope is that air power theory has told you that there
is a right way to use air power. At least I believe there is a right way to
use air power, and that is to maximise the potential of our capabilities.
That means to me that on the first day or the first night of the war, you
attack the enemy with incredible speed and incredible violence. Violence
that he could never have imagined. It should be his worst possible night-
mare with an incredible level of destruction, relative again, to what he
thought was possible. You should use every bit of technology that you
have to shock him into inaction until he is paralysed so that you can get
ahead of him inside his decision-loop and force him to accept your
terms. It is about modifying his behaviour as rapidly as you can. That was
how I thought air power should be used in Serbia. 

General Clark and I had two essential disagreements about the opera-
tions in Serbia. First of all, he and I disagreed on what the strategic cen-
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tre of gravity was. Slobodan Milosevic, and the men and women around
him, who he kept in power and in turn kept him in power, the ruling
cadre if you will in Belgrade, was in my opinion, and I believe in the
opinion of all the airmen within the Alliance, the strategic centre of grav-
ity. To a simple fighter pilot, the centre of gravity is that entity or that
capability that allows a nation to go to war in the first place. It makes the
decision to move a nation to war, and then secondly is powerful enough
to keep that nation at war. You can have more than one centre of gravi-
ty. In the Gulf War we thought that Saddam Hussein, and a small cadre
around him, were the centre of gravity. We also felt that the Republican
Guard divisions were a centre of gravity. General Schwarzkopf, the com-
mander in the Gulf, defined those two entities as the centres of gravity,
because combined they allowed Iraq to go to war, and they gave Iraq the
capacity to stay at war. From my perspective Milosevic, the leader, and
the people around him, made a decision to take Serbia to war, by not
accepting Nato’s terms that caused the bombing, and then they were in
the positions to make the decisions to keep Serbia at war or to accept
Nato’s terms. That is what I believe is the centre of gravity. General
Clark, however, again a professional soldier but not an airman, believed
the centre of gravity to be a force in the field – the Third Army in
Kosovo. You can say that it is similar to what Schwarzkopf believed, but
I do not think so. I believe the Republican Guard was significantly dif-
ferent form the Third Army in Kosovo. 

Certainly a lot of what I wanted to do was intended to make the popu-
lation unhappy with Milosevic. But what was not clear to me at the time
was that even if the population got very unhappy, Milosevic might not
give a damn. What we found in dealing with Saddam Hussein was that
we thought we could make the population unhappy in order to influence
the Iraqi leader, but we were dead wrong. There is only one guy that can
influence what happens in Iraq, and that is Saddam Hussein. If he is
unhappy with you he shoots you, and he has been doing that for years.
We made a mistake there. He is the centre of gravity, and not the ruling
clans around him. We were not sure how powerful Milosevic was, and
whether if the people got really unhappy they would force him out of
power. We have found since that it was probably the case. There was
enough unrest in Serbia over the last 18 months to force him out of
power, and now they may even put him on trial. The population is per-
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haps a centre of gravity, but there are some unacceptable issues associat-
ed with laws of armed conflicts. If any one of our nations had believed
that I was attacking the population and civilians, then I would have been
fired. The law of armed conflict does not allow you to specifically attack
the civilian population. Now, a smart airman attacks military targets with
a clear understanding of how that will influence the population. When I
turned out the lights in Belgrade that was to influence the population.
Moreover, I do not think there is any question that when you go through
the effort of strategic bombing there will be a time when indeed the pop-
ulation rallies behind their leadership. I think that is a psychological
expectation, as it would be to me, because the population is going to be
upset by being attacked and they are going to respond. The effect does
not come overnight. So the population was a centre of gravity, but we
had to bring pressure to bear on Milosevic, and clearly one way of doing
that would be to make the population unhappy. A lot of the things that
we wanted to do were indirectly or directly affecting the population. For
instance, on the first night I wanted to attack the power-grid, in order to
turn out all the lights, all the refrigerators, all the micro-waves and all the
televisions in Belgrade. I wanted to sever Milosevic’s command and con-
trol apparatus. I wanted to drop all the bridges across the Sava. Those are
military targets, because those bridges were used to re-supply the Third
Army in Kosovo. It also made it impossible for the population to get
back and forth to work and school. I also wanted to attack factories that
had dual use. I would like to have been in the position, after the first
twelve hours of attacks, of knowing that the Serb population of Belgrade
had no power, could not get to work or to school, and had no reason to
go to work because the factory where they were working had been blown
up. They are all valid military targets that are clearly impacting the lead-
ership, who had investments in those factories. The population will
probably at some point put pressure on Milosevic. I think that in most
regimes that you and I are familiar with, it is very difficult to separate the
leadership from the population, because I believe the leadership depends
on the population for its support. When the population becomes disaf-
fected they will force their leadership out of power. What we were not
certain of in Yugoslavia was whether the people was strong enough to do
that. We know that in your country and in my country that would hap-
pen. The population would rise up and cause the leadership to modify its
behaviour or throw it out of the country. But we were not certain that it
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would be the case in Yugoslavia, and we felt that we had to bring pres-
sure to bear on Milosevic and the cadre around him. You have to be very
careful so that you are not specifically targeting the population, because
you cannot violate the laws of armed conflict. 

Moreover, without an army in the field, we felt that attacking the field-
ed forces successfully would be very difficult. I am a child of Vietnam: I
grew up in North Vietnam, South Vietnam and Laos. We had an army
in the field that was able to tell us every day where the North Vietnamese
and the Viet Cong were. I flew close air support in South Vietnam and
strike missions in North Vietnam every day. We would come in to a close
air support situation and talk to the airborne forward air controller or to
the ground commander on the radio. He would specifically say: “I am
along the river back to the west, and just on the other side of the canal I
have 300 VC pinned down, and I am hitting them with heavy machine
gun fire, mortars and they cannot move, but I am not about to drive
across the canal with my kids and take them on hand-to-hand combat”.
So, I have got them fixed, I know where they are and they cannot move,
and you are now cleared to get everything on the east side of the canal.
That happened on a daily basis. The American Army and the Vietnamese
Army fixed the positions, and either made the bad guys move or did not
allow them to move, and would next call for air power and allow us to
do our job.  We knew exactly where they were and were supporting an
army in the field that had made the ground enemy predictable. In
Kosovo there was no ground army in the field. The Serb Third Army was
unopposed, except from the UCK, which did not come close to being an
organised resistance. The Third Army owned Kosovo, and we had taken
the ground option off the table. They had total dictation of their opera-
tions. They could kill when they felt like killing, did not move when they
did not want to, and we were always on the reactive side of the equation.
As opposed to us being able to dictate what the Third Army could do,
they dictated what we could do to them. Since we did not have an army
in the field I had restricted my pilots to reasonably high altitudes. I was
worried about the SA-6 and SA-3 threat, but felt that we could handle
that. But there was no way to handle the AK 47 or the SA-9 or the AAA
that is not guided by the radar. It is up there but you do not know about
it until you run into it. I had decided, because there was no Nato army
in the field, that I was not going to send my pilots below to incur that
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risk. I was going to keep them up high and use precision munitions.
There was not going to be any dive bomb deliveries by pilots hoping that
it was going to be a good bomb, because, there were refugees all over
Kosovo. It was not a good-guy vs bad-guy conflict, or as we say in my
country – it is all “Indian country” beyond a certain line. Thus, anybody
that you kill out there has to be a bad-guy, because there are no good guys
out there. That is how it was in Iraq. Beyond the Forward Edge of the
Battlefield Area (FEBA) they are all bad guys. I do not ever want to miss,
but I can stand missing beyond the FEMA, because I am not going to
kill any good folks. I am not worried about fratricide. There was no
FEBA in Kosovo. The Serb Army and the Kosovar Albanians on the run
were all mixed. So there was a danger of fratricide every time you
dropped a bomb, killing civilians. 

When I had my initial discussions with General Clark, and he pointed
out that he wanted me to attack the Third Army as my primary objec-
tive, I said: “General, that is a high level of effort, high risk and low pay-
off operation. We will do our best but I do not expect to do very well”.
Finding tanks hidden under tree lines, when you cannot make them
move unless they want to, makes it very tough indeed. I think that the
history of what we did in Kosovo would bear that out. We did not
destroy a whole lot of tanks in Kosovo, unless the Serbs did an incred-
ible job of hiding or trucking out things that we destroyed. We felt as air-
men that it was going to be incredibly difficult to bring pressure to bear
on that army, and by the time we started attacking the Third Army most
of the killing in Kosovo had already occurred. You had already watched
it on CNN. There were hundreds of thousand of people crossing into
Albania and Macedonia with nothing but the Serbs on their backs. Most
of the outrages had occurred.  Although it might be that the population
would be outrageous if the Third Army was being attacked, we did not
think that to be the case. We also believed that even if we started to inflict
losses on the Third Army in Kosovo, the ruling cadre of Milosevic and
the people around him, would shrug their shoulders, because none of
them had sons dying in Kosovo. Certainly the population of Serbia did,
but again, we did not believe that the population was unified enough or
strong enough to bring the pressure to bear on Milosevic. We thought we
had to bring the pressure to bear on the ruling elite. We thought that this
was an absolute perfect example of asymmetric warfare. As opposed to
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attacking the tanks that were doing the killing, we were going to attack
the man who was directing the killing. If you want to modify the behav-
iour of the Third Army in Kosovo, we felt that we had to get to the leader
who was directing that behaviour in the first place. The Third Army in
Kosovo was not killing Albanians on their own initiative. Milosevic had
told them to do that. In fact, after the war we found that the profession-
al army in Serbia was not pleased with being given this task. They saw
themselves as professional soldiers, and burning villages, killing civilians
and driving them from their homes was not what they thought they
ought to be doing. They were just following orders. 

I believe that early on in the conflict there was a great chance that Nato
was going to quit. Some of our national leadership was calling for an
Easter bombing pause, and that it would be a terrible irreligious and
heinous crime to bomb on Easter Sunday. I think Milosevic was really
pleased to hear that, because my experience from Vietnam is that once
you call a bombing halt it is really tough to get it started again. So, if we
had a bombing pause I think Milosevic would have asked us to come
over and have a talk. We would have chatted for a while, he would have
asked us to leave, and it would have been very difficult to start again. But
I think that after the Washington Summit, in late April, when Nato cel-
ebrated its 50th anniversary, and all the leaderships came together behind
closed doors, they said that we, the greatest alliance on the face of this
earth, cannot let this guy beat us. If the nineteen nations of Nato are
beaten by a murderer, rapist and scumbag – an indicted war-criminal in
a third-rate military power, then the alliance ceases to exist. How can we
advertise ourselves as any sort of collective defence if we cannot handle
this essentially mass murderer. I think Nato was in after the 1st of May
until this was over. I personally believe that if we had kept going on for
another two weeks, doing the peripheral bombing that we were doing at
that point, not going after the centre of gravity, we would have had re-
inforcement. After the attack on the Chinese Embassy the French and a
few other nations did no longer allow me to attack downtown. It was a
sanctuary and we were now bombing the outskirts, and not bringing
pressure on Milosevic, but I believe that if we had gone on for another
two weeks, hoping that something would work out, I would at that point
have had additional five or six US squadrons bedded down in Turkey. We
had received permission from Romania and Bulgaria to use their air-



266 AN AIRMAN´S LESSONS FROM KOSOVO

space, and they were already coming in from Hungary where the US
Marines were bedded down. They were coming through Bosnia, Albania
and Macedonia with an additional 160 war-planes. I think after two
more weeks Nato would have said that we are getting on towards the fall,
and since none of us wants to do a ground invasion you can do what you
need to do. We will kind of turn our heads the other way and you can go
after Belgrade if that is what you need to do, because we cannot lose to
this guy. I do not know why someone believes that if we had not reached
a conclusion after two more weeks of bombing, then Nato would have
backed off, because then Nato would have lost. If you had been able to
bring enough pressure to bear on the Third Army to defeat them it
would have been the right thing to do. If I had my mission statement
here to show you, the heart and soul of my mission statement of my
commander’s intent, was that I wanted to conduct sustained parallel
operations. What that meant to me, and as I explained to General Clark,
I was more than happy to attack the Third Army with aircraft that I felt
would be appropriate: Harriers and A-10s, aircraft that were largely not
capable of attacking downtown Belgrade. But F-16s, B-2s, F-117s, B-52s
and F-18s I intended to use to attack the centre of gravity. I wanted to
bring pressure to bear on both places. General Clark, however, for much
of the war directed me to spend almost my entire effort attacking the
Third Army. That would have been okay if I could have been successful
against the Third Army, but I was not. Initially the weather prevented
me, and then there is the fact that we just could not find them, and final-
ly they had done most of the killing already.

We went through several phases. We had campaigned as airmen from the
very beginning to attack the centre of gravity on the first night. I accept,
having talked to some very senior leaders, that it was too hard to sell,
because, and for reasons that escape me to this day, our leaderships, our
prime ministers and our presidents, believed that all they had to do was
to demonstrate to Milosevic that we were not kidding around. The
phrase I heard used many times was “Nato was going to demonstrate
resolve”. Your prime minister probably, and my president certainly, my
secretary of state absolutely, they all thought that if we bomb Milosevic
for about three days, and demonstrate to him that we are serious, he will
roll and accept our terms. We would probably send him a check for £100
million to his Swiss bank account, but we would get some kind of a deal.
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So, with the mindset of bombing for about three days it was not accept-
able to blow-up downtown Belgrade to demonstrate resolve. Let us blow
up a couple of bridges near Nis, let us blow up an empty barracks near
Pristina, and let us show this guy that we are very accurate and mean
business. 

We also have to control the air. You cannot attack forces on the ground
or attack strategically unless you control the air. So I was attacking the
Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) on the first night,
scattered almost demonstration targets if you will, and we knew these
barracks outside Pristina had been vacated for months, we knew we were
going to blow up empty barracks in demonstrating resolve. I had in fact
been told by General Clark that I would only be allowed to bomb for
three nights, because Nato just did not have the stomach for this. Some
of the nations would be kicking and screaming because of this thing,
since they had memories of World War II and the carpet bombing. Many
nations in Nato had not been at war since World War Two. I tried to
explain to him that carpet bombing was not on my mind. I was going to
do precision bombing. There was going to be twelve smoking holes in
Belgrade on the first morning but they would be in the right places. I
accept that it may not have been a reasonable option, given Nato’s mind-
set of resolve being all that was required. But after the first three or four
nights, when it was very clear that demonstrating resolve did not impress
Milosevic at all, then it was time to go at the centres of gravity. You do
not have to agree with me, but that was our mindset. I would have liked
to go there on the first night. I understood the rationale for demonstrat-
ing resolve, but I was not happy about it. I actually thought a deal had
been cut. Do you remember the Rambouillet conference, where we all
got together and the Albanians accepted our terms and the Serbs did not?
I thought the Serbs had come in the back door to Nato and said. “We
are in too deep here on how important Kosovo is to us for us to give up
without a fight. So we know that you have to bomb us. Milosevic will
lose incredible face and perhaps lose his job. So, what about bombing us
for three nights? Do not harm anything, and we will not harm any of you
guys, and then we will raise our hands and say that we would like to hold
onto Kosovo but our population is suffering, so I, the supreme leader,
will accept Nato’s terms for the good of our people”. I heard this so often,
about demonstrating resolve, and only being allowed to bomb for three
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nights, so I thought a deal had been cut. But three nights go by, and I am
out of targets, on the third night I cancelled a second F-117 strike
because we did not have any targets, and Milosevic essentially tells us to
go to hell. The population was now feeling really good about things,
because Belgrade had not been bombed. They were holding rock’n roll
concerts in a park in downtown Belgrade and on a bridge that we called
the rock’n roll bridge. This Nato is a paper tiger and does not bother us.
If you are down in Pristina you are probably not crazy about what is
going on, but in Belgrade the sentiment was that nothing happened after
three nights. Milosevic tells us to go to hell, and now demonstrating
resolve is clearly not going to work. Now it is time to go to war, but Clark
pressured me at that point to only bomb a little bit around Belgrade, but
the level of effort would be on the Third Army in Kosovo. Again, if I had
been successful and destroyed eighty tanks on the first night, three bat-
talions and continued to have that sort of success, then we would have
driven the Third Army from Kosovo. Nobody else would have been capa-
ble of replacing it and the killing would have stopped. I would still argue
that it would not have been the right way to do business, but that would
have got the job done. I do not argue with that, but I would still have
liked to have done parallel operations. The issue was whether we could
bring enough pressure to bear on the Third Army, whether we would be
successful enough against the Third Army to modify their behaviour.
From my perspective, in simple terms, that is what air war is all about.
War is essentially all about modifying behaviour: I am trying to get my
adversary to stop doing what I am not pleased about, which is probably
the thing that caused us to go to war in the first place. 

I did not find that there was an ethical conflict here, but there was a pro-
fessional conflict. Professionally I thought this was done badly and
wrong. I certainly support the idea of stopping the killing, but my politi-
cians gave me no idea of what the end-state was, but again that was not
my business. As a concerned citizen I would have liked to know, but it
was not my job. My job was to stop the killing. I thought I could stop
the killing one way, and Wesley Clark told me to do it another way. It
was therefore my job to follow his guidance, and continue to try per-
suading him that there was a better way of doing business. I do not see
that as an ethical conflict, but as an air commander I saw air power being
used inappropriately and inefficiently. We were incurring an unaccept-
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able level of risk for our aircrew as a result of doing it, but as long as I
could protect my aircrews and do the best I could at the job I was given,
I had no ethical problem. 

But let there be no mistake, I had very clear guidance on how Clark
wanted me to reach the end-state. General Clark thought I would reach
the end-state by attacking the Third Army in Kosovo, and I was not out
there willy-nilly destroying Kosovo: We had specified targets every time
somebody dropped. It was not like we were dropping a bunch of bombs
and said let us see what happens. There were airborne aircraft looking for
targets, and if we could not find a target we had a defined area where the
bombs could be dropped so that they could come back and get some
more. That was pretty frustrating stuff, but that was what I was told to
do. If you think you get to be a commander and do not become frus-
trated then you are smoking something. War is a very frustrating busi-
ness, and when you cannot do things your way, you work the best you
can within your chain of command. When you get orders that you think
are inappropriate, or that you do not agree with, then you have only two
options: You can accept those orders, having made an attempt to change
them, or you can take your stars off and put them on the table. I did my
best to persuade my boss to go in a different direction, but he said no. So
I felt that it was my job to do what he asked me to do as well as I possi-
bly could, and again attempt to persuade him to do something else. We
were eventually successful in doing that, but then there was the tragedy
of the Chinese Embassy, which took us back to what we were doing
before. People have asked me what I thought was the turning point:
What was it that brought Milosevic to the table? I do not think person-
ally that there was any particular mission, although taking out the power
had an enormous impact on the population and the leadership that we
were really serious, that we were beyond demonstrating resolve. But I
believe that what brought Milosevic to the table was the pressure from
the people around him, and probably, at least peripherally the pressure
from the population, because although I was not bombing what I want-
ed to bomb, parts of Serbia were disappearing every day. I think the Serbs
finally got the picture that we were not going to quit. We were going to
stay with this until he accepted our terms. A small part of their country
was disappearing every day as a result of them not accepting our terms. I
think it got to the point on day 78 where the men and the women
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around Milosevic said this is not working, they are not quitting, and it is
time to accept their terms. They are not going to back off, and they are
just going nibble away until our country is gone. We are having no suc-
cess against them in the air. We have heard about the beddown in Turkey,
and they will attack us from all directions, and there is nothing we can
do about it. I do not know this for a fact but that is what I believe. The
Chernomyrdin talks probably had some influence, but I have no insight
into that. They realised that Russia was not going to support them any
more. It probably had some influence, but I do not personally buy the
mindset that Milosevic was just eager to keep on fighting until the
Russians turned the screws on. I personally believe that he was inde-
pendent enough from Russian control to make his own decisions. It is
not clear to me that Milosevic was getting enormous support from
Russia, that supplies were coming in every day, and that he was being
reinforced and that every thing he needed was flowing down from
Russia. I just did not see that happen. If it did it must have come in
through the mountains. I grant that Russia made the case how Nato was
a bunch of criminals, bombing their buddy, but most of us were not pay-
ing much attention to that. I do not think it was helping him a lot in
terms of world opinion. I give Chernomyrdin and the Russians credit for
assisting, but I personally believe that had we not been successful in
blowing up as much as we had at that point, and having the potential of
blowing up what we wanted to for as far as I could see into the future, I
believe that it would not have mattered what Chernomyrdin said. 

I think that within the professional military there was almost universal
acceptance that we needed to go after the centre of gravity. I talked to
some of those who were sitting in the Military Committee, and they said
“Mike, you would never have got the permission to go downtown
Belgrade on the first night. You have to understand that. But after three
or four nights, and Milosevic still standing tall, if Wesley Clark had then
come to us and asked to go downtown Belgrade I think we would have
given him permission.” Within governments I could not tell you who
was pro and who was con. I do know that after day 10, when we started
bombing Belgrade - not as strongly as I would have liked but we began
to hit individual targets - if there had then been a nation violently
opposed to that they would have played their red card, as the French did
later. As you know the French exercised their veto capacity throughout
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the campaign, taking target-sets off the table so nobody could bomb. So,
when we started to bomb Belgrade my assumption is that on a political
level all nations had agreed to it. It was very clear to me, coming out of
the Washington Conference, that all nations had agreed that we had to
change our strategy, and stop attacking the Third Army in Kosovo and
go after the centre of gravity. The night we blew up the Chinese Embassy,
and I want you to understand that it was indeed an incredible error, not
an aircrew error though, the B-2 crew hit exactly what they wanted to
hit. It was an intelligence error. They gave us a bad target. They told us
it was a logistical headquarters when it was in fact the Chinese Embassy.
On that night we were bombing additional eight to ten targets, which I
thought were good targets downtown Belgrade, and I had lined up for
the next two-three nights more targets for Belgrade. I personally believe
that had we been allowed to bomb those target sets for the next four
nights we would have brought it to an end. I will never know, but I was
very optimistic that we were now about to use air power the way it
should be used, and we were going to put more pressure on Milosevic
than ever before. But the bombing of the Chinese Embassy placed
Belgrade off limits.

Now let us move on to some of the lessons that I believe it is worth talk-
ing about. I want to start out with some of the tactical lessons, because
that is where you are going to operate:

• Airspace control plan
• Tanker requirements and planning
• Electronic warfare – both SEAD and DEAD
• AOC organisation and expansion
• Impact of both night and weather
• Need for PGM capability
• Data vice information
• Movement of information
• UAV potential
• CSAR
• Time sensitive targets
• BDA cycle and ISR coverage
• Understand and use ALL the assets made available
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The first thing is the importance of the airspace control plan. All of you
have great input on the airspace control plan, on how successful it is done,
and on how all the forces are brought to bear in an operation. A fine
example of the failure of an airspace control plan was what occurred in
eastern Turkey back in 1993 or 1994, when two US F-15s shot down two
US Blackhawk helicopters. It was a failure of the airspace control that the
F-15s did not know where the Blackhawk helicopters were supposed to
be, and further a failure by the aircrew who misidentified the Blackhawk
helicopters as Soviet helicopters. After that tragedy, in my air force, we
understood the importance of everybody being on the ATO, and having
a good airspace control plan. This is not an easy thing to do. You need to
have tanker practice, know where the AWACS is going to be, how many
are going in and out of the battlefield, how to keep the commercial avia-
tion in and out of the Adriatic and Bosnia. It all has to be well orches-
trated and people have to understand it. It is important to facilitate effi-
cient use of air power and prevent fratricide. Nothing will get your atten-
tion more quickly than blue-on-blue. Because if the airspace control plan
is not working, the IFF is not working and people do not know where
they are supposed to be. Fratricide will stop everything in a heartbeat. 

The second tactical lesson is tanker requirement and planning. You have
an air force that has no tankers, because your plans for fighting a war for
fifty years did not involve the requirements of tankers. You were going to
come up from your airfields, kill as many bad guys as you could and
return back to your airfields. That is how you will fight if you were
attacked tomorrow.  But if you go “out of area”, you cannot dictate the
base requirements. The enemy does not necessarily come to you, you
might have to go to him, and then tankers are incredibly important. We
could not have flown one mission into Serbia without tanker support.
The tanker beddown is incredibly important, because I did not have con-
trol of beddown, and Italy was just swamped with airplanes. I had tankers
in Spain, and how inefficient is that, to fly from Spain to the Adriatic?
You are almost out of gas by the time you got there. I also had tankers in
the United Kingdom. Same problem. To be efficient, all my tankers
should have been in Italy.  You have to understand that tanker require-
ments, and the efficient use of tankers needs professional training. It is
not a pick-up game where you grab some fighter pilots to put to-gether
a tanker plan. You need to be a professional and do this for a living. 
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The third point is electronic warfare. To my knowledge, there is only one
nation in the world that has an airplane dedicated to jamming enemy
radar. The US. Your air forces depend on carrying pods on individual air-
planes in order to jam enemy radar. I believe that in the sophisticated
environment in which we are operating today, that is not sufficient.
Electronic warfare must be taken very seriously because the ground-to-air
threat is going to become more and more serious. It would be much
cheaper for our enemy and potential adversary to go out and buy a few
SA-10s, as opposed to a number of MiGs with trained pilots. They can
then keep us at bay without building a real air force. I personally believe
that the days of the air-to-air conflicts are just about gone. You will deal
with surface-to-air threats that will become more and more lethal. You
will not be able to get through without an incredible level of effort invest-
ed in electronic warfare. We are talking about both suppression of enemy
air defences (SEAD) and destruction of enemy air defences (DEAD). I
had depended on killing Serb radars with High Speed Antiradiation
Missiles (HARM), but that did not work because they did not turn their
radars on. That made them ineffective, but then we had to live with that
threat every day. The pilots flying in Kosovo never knew where those sys-
tems were, and they had to assume that they were flying within the
threat-range all the time. We were not successful in killing them with
HARM, and there has to be another way of doing it than stumbling on
a radar and blowing it up. We have got to have a concentrated effort.

Next there is the Air Operation Centre (AOC) organisation and expan-
sion.  Again, your CAOC has to be trained. It cannot be a pick-up game.
It cannot be me coming up here to the Air Force Academy saying I need
80 of you guys to come and work for the AOC tomorrow morning.
People have to be trained, and have to know what their jobs are in the
AOC, because from the AOC comes the plan to carry out the war effort.
The Air Tasking Order (ATO), the airspace control plan, the air defence
plan, it all comes out of the AOC. The execution cycle is run from here,
and if that is not a professional group, then it does not matter how good
your airplanes are, or how good your fighter pilots are. The AOC is the
key in making this happen. What is it that we have all said throughout
our careers about air power? Centralised planned and decentralised exe-
cuted. 



274 AN AIRMAN´S LESSONS FROM KOSOVO

The fifth point is the impact of night and weather. In the war I fought,
over half the airplanes provided to me by the allies, could not drop pre-
cision munitions at all. They did not have precision guided munitions.
Very few of them could drop at night, and even fewer could drop when
there was bad weather. You cannot give the enemy such sanctuary, where
he knows you cannot strike him at night or during bad weather. You have
to be able to fight around the clock, in bad weather and at night with
precision. You will not be able to drop a bomb in the future unless it is
laser-guided, Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) guided or with some
other cosmic guidance that has not been invented yet. The days of drop-
ping gravity bombs, like I grew up with in South East Asia, where it took
80 F-105s or F-4s to drop a bridge, because most of them missed, does
not happen anymore. A single F-117 or F-16 is going to drop the bridge.
Now our politicians expect that. They will not tolerate us missing by 200
meters just because we are having a bad day. 

Then there is the importance of Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR). You
send in helicopters when someone has been shot down, escort our rescuers
in and bring everybody out. That is a mission that they are trained to do.
Again, it is not a pick-up game. When you lose an aircraft you do not grab
the first four F-16s you find and tell them to go in. That does not work.
You have to have assets and aircrews dedicated to it. It is a very important
contract that you make with your pilots. It is very important in my coun-
try that we tell our pilots that if you go down, then we will move heaven
and earth to come and get you. It might not be in daylight, and my pilots
know that. If they went down five o’clock in the morning as the sun was
just coming up they would have to go underground until dawn, and they
probably knew that if they went down in downtown Belgrade I would not
be able to get them either, because they would be picked up before I could
get there, but in most cases I would sure as hell try.

The second last tactical lesson is the Bomb- and Battle Damage
Assessment (BDA) cycle and ISR coverage. BDA is incredibly important.
If I were to send four of you in to attack a target, and you fought your
way in against SA-6, SA-3 and MiG 29 in the most terrifying night of
your life, and you think you dropped pretty good bombs and now you are
home drinking your beer, and they have the same target on the ATO
tomorrow. You expect your air commander to be able to tell you that you
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do not have to go, because it is destroyed. You have to get BDA much
faster than we got it this time, because you would be really upset if you
fight your way in again and find out that you did not need to destroy the
target. Now you risked your life for nothing, because I did not have accu-
rate BDA. Because if you are an old conservative guy like I am, then I
would have to send you in to make sure. You need the ability to get BDA.
How does the Royal Norwegian Air Force get BDA? From somebody else!
You need to know how to get BDA, and if you can make a contribution
to get it, one way or the other, then that is very important. I personally
believe a wrong way to do it is manned reconnaissance, which is still very
popular within Nato. You have RAF Tornadoes flying at high speed at 200
feet taking pictures, and I think that is how young men and women die.
You need to get BDA from Unmanned Aircraft Vehicles (UAV) or satel-
lites, U-2 and Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS),
but you need to get the BDA inside a cycle so that young people do not
have to go back and address a target that has already been blown up. 

We are talking about both physical effect and effect on population, but
it is very difficult to get effects on the population, and as you know we
are not good at Human Intelligence (HUMINT). That is why we
bombed the Chinese Embassy. If we had got our homework right, then
we would have found the attaché from somebody’s country that dropped
a thousand beers at the Chinese Embassy and could have told me where
it was. So we are not good at HUMINT. We are depending on Brad
Sadler, the CNN correspondent in Belgrade, to tell us how the popula-
tion feels. So quite frankly, our concentration is on physical effects. If we
wanted to blow up four shelters, in which we thought there would be air-
planes or Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) storage of warheads, we
can only tell whether the holes are in the right place, because we cannot
know what happened inside the shelters, but that is good enough for me.
We can put a check on that. We should look more closely into what the
leadership and the population are feeling, but I am not going to do that
as an air commander. I think the Intelligence, different agencies and the
diplomats are going to do that. I believe that effort should be done at the
CINC’s level and the national level. We will use newspapers, television,
and whatever we can get to tell us how the population is feeling and tell
us how the leadership is feeling. We might have somebody on the inside.
I would have liked to have somebody working close to Milosevic who
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could tell me how he is feeling, but that is much less of a science than
BDA and destruction. I would like to be able to do both, but as the air
commander, what I can control is the BDA on the physical level. As an
airman and air commander I have to settle for things that I can control.
I am pushing my intelligence, J-2, every day. I had a young American, a
Brigadier General that worked for me in Ramstain, and I called him
every day asking about the impact, feeling and the morale of the people.
Are they dancing in the streets because they are happy, or because they
are paid to dance or because they have to because the walls in their hous-
es are falling down? I want that information, but there are some things I
know for a certainty, and some things I do not know, but certainty is
more important to me as an air commander than knowing about the feel-
ings of the people that got their houses blown up. But you try to push
from all sides, and your try to use everybody within the alliance. There
were still embassies operating in Belgrade, neutral nations that had not
left, and maybe you have got really good friends in the Swedish Embassy
that will talk to you over a beer, but I need to get to you to get to them
to tell me how things are going. But I am not going to do that. Others
will do it for me, and I will depend on them to get that information. 

ISR coverage is another thing that you have got to bear. You have to
orchestrate that and as with the BDA Norway gets it from somebody
else. Right now, and I am not being arrogant, just stating the fact: The
vast majority of the ISR comes from the US assets. I will be frank with
you, I have read in the paper about this independent European defence
capability that is coming up, and I sign up the ability to do that on the
ground. There is no doubt in my mind that the European nations can
put together a force of 70,000 troops with good tanks and good rifles.
But on the air side, all the conglomerated Nato air forces lack a lot of
very important pieces. If Nato had gone to war in the air, without the
USA, then I do not think you would have had enough tankers to get the
forces in and out, except for a very small number, you would have had
great difficulty knowing what was happening on the battlefield, because
you do not have overhead coverage and you do not have a lot of listen-
ing and activation platforms that we have. Your force would have been at
an enormous risk because you might not have been powerful enough to
shut the radars down. You would also have had very low ability of drop-
ping precision munitions. You would either have dropped just a few
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bombs a day, or you would have settled for dropping a set of gravity
bombs and I think you would have killed a lot of the wrong folks. I am
not being critical, but I do not see the nations of Europe as a group mak-
ing the qualitative leap to give yourself the capability of operating in the
air independently. I know you can operate independently on the ground,
and probably at sea also, but right now there are gaps in the European
conglomerated air potential. It does not matter that you can drop preci-
sion munitions if you do not know what you are supposed to hit and you
do not know if you have hit it. 

Understand and use all the assets made available. It is really important to
know what the weaknesses and strengths are of a contributing air force.
Who is going to help you and who is not. Quite frankly in this conflict
there were a lot of air forces that did not help me, because they could not
drop precision, they could not fight at night and they could not fight all
kinds of weather. Clearly your air forces are moving to remedy that situ-
ation, and that is a great step in the right direction, but that will always
be a challenge to you. Maybe when you fight as a Combined Force Air
Component Commander (CFACC), Hungary will provide airplanes to
you. Do you know what the most frightening 30 minutes of the war was
to me every day? When I had to allow the Hungarians to fly! For politi-
cal reasons I had to do that. They were brand new members of Nato,
their leadership was trying to get permission to acquire new airplanes,
and they had to sell to their politicians that they could make a contribu-
tion. So for 30 minutes a day I allowed their MiG 29s to fly, and that is
an accident waiting to happen. They take off their airfields and Combat
Air Patrol (CAP) over central Hungary with no IFF/SIF compatible to
Nato systems. They had no tuneable radios. They pre-set on the ground
twenty radio frequencies, making them vulnerable to jamming and often
unable to talk to the others, they did not have secure radios and they had
questionable English skills. The nightmare that I had during those 30
minutes was that two Serb MiG 29s would break it across the border,
intercepted by the Hungarians, because then I would have a four aircraft
night fight, with four MiG 29s, and some American F-15 would shoot
all four of them down because he could not tell one from the other. It
would not be the kids’ fault, it would be my fault. “Hey boss, there were
four MiG 29s out there, and I got them all for you”. “Young fellow, I
have good and bad news for you: Two of them count and two of them
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do not”. But you have to understand what your contribution is, because
politically every nation in the alliance will have to contribute, and you
have to deal with that. You will have issued 200 F-104s as I was. What
am I going to do with those F-104s? They take up airspace, and they are
taking up perfectly good ramp-space. They will also take tanker time, but
you have to use them and you have to have a plan. 

Let us finally move to what I believe were the operational and strategic
lessons:

• The value of air campaign planning
• Prepare for coalition operations
• Understand the target approval process
• Chain of command
• Centre of gravity
• Collateral damage and loss of civilian lives
• Agree on the “rules” before the fight starts
• What our elected and appointed leaders think about air power
• What are we willing to die for?

First there is the value of the air campaign planning. You are airmen, but
when it is time to go to war you will fight jointly: There will be a land,
naval, marine and air component, and you will all come together as part
of a joint force. The CINC will have an objective in mind and a cam-
paign plan. He will ask you to make a contribution to his campaign plan.
You as an airman will have to come back to him with the best use of air
power to help him accomplish his goals. He might say to you, “Short, I
cannot stand you bombing downtown Belgrade”. Then you have to
choose another option, but I think as airmen you bring to him first what
is in your professional opinion the very best use of air power. That is
what air campaign planning is all about. If you fall on something less
than that, well so be it, but do not immediately go there just because you
think that is what the politicians want. Your job is to bring to your boss
a plan for the use of air power as you believe it ought to be used to
accomplish the military objectives. 

Second, prepare for coalition operations. I have talked a lot about that
already. The tactical level of war is reasonably easy to do. You and I can
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sit for five minutes, and you can tell me what assets you have got,
whether you have secure radios, whether you can fight at night and do
you speak English etc. But the operational and strategic level of war is
where the diplomats operate, and they know stuff that you and I do not
know. For instance, I did not know that the British had placed restric-
tions on my airplanes based in the United Kingdom. The British said to
me that parliament needed to approve all targets dropped by B-1s, B-52s
and F-15Es based on their soil. The approval process was incredibly slow.
In more than one instance I had airplanes on a tanker, refuelling, within
15 minutes of breaking into Serbian airspace, and the British parliament
came through and said that target is not approved, and I ended up can-
celling the whole strike package.  I did not know that, and I clearly did
not know that the French would have veto power over the entire line. If
one nation out of nineteen would say that you cannot strike a specific
airfield in Montenegro, then I could not strike it. I was stunned. The
vote was eighteen to one, and the one was the winner. You need to know
the impact of operating within a coalition. Does everybody have a vote,
or is it like it was in the Gulf, where we put together a coalition of the
willing? Somebody set the rules, and everybody who was willing to fol-
low those rules became a part of the coalition. That is the way I prefer it,
quite frankly. If I were ever to fight again, I would fight in a coalition of
the willing where we all agree on how we will do this beforehand. 

Understand the target approval process. We had targets being approved
by the heads of state. The President of my country was approving indi-
vidual targets before I could strike. That is ludicrous. He had no more
idea of why we were striking certain targets than somebody from the
street, but because we had done it before we did it again. I had to pro-
vide photos of individual targets that depended on the President giving
it thumbs up or thumbs down. It took two weeks to get a target
approved. We almost ran out of targets at one point, because the
President was out of town and we could not get target approval. Once he
approved them, they then had to be approved by a number of other pres-
idents and prime ministers who could use their veto. Targets came on
and off the list. What you want as airmen is for the politicians to approve
target sets. It is appropriate for you to go to your prime minister and say
that in order to accomplish the political objectives you need to strike
some power-grids, command and control nodes, production facilities,



280 AN AIRMAN´S LESSONS FROM KOSOVO

fielded forces, lines of communication and industrial sites. “Now, are
there any targets in those target-sets that you do not want me to strike?”
“Yes, I do not want you to strike the presidential palace”. “OK”. “I do
not want you to strike the Serb headquarters because it is only 100
meters from a thousand year old orthodox church”. “But, Sir, I can do
that without destroying the church”. “No”. “OK”. When these things are
settled you as an airman orchestrate all those options to put together an
air campaign. We bomb for effect, or what we in my country call effect-
based targeting, as opposed to randomly bombing military targets. I
should be able to tell you the effect I expect to have on every target I hit.
The effect I expect to have by taking out the power-grid is to impact
command and control, cause confusion among the Serb leadership and
affect the morale of the population. I believe that will begin to bring
Milosevic to the table. If you cannot explain to your leadership what
effect you expect to have by bombing a target, then you should not be
bombing that target. Then you are just randomly targeting, just blowing
stuff up, hoping for something to happen..

The next operational and strategic lesson is concerned with the chain of
command. You folks have not been at it for long, but I have been at it
for 49 years, and the motto for as long as I have been in the business is:
Train as you intend to fight, and fight the way you train. Nato had a
chain of command in place in Naples for 50 years that was supposed to
run this war. Instead, thirty days before the war started General Clark
shuffled aside that Nato chain of command, and set up a US-only chain
– a joint task force with only Americans throughout the process. That
was how the war was run. Essentially General Clark was saying to all of
you and your countries that only the Americans are capable of doing this
thing so the rest of you should get out of the way. It is okay for you folks
to drop bombs, but we will make all the choices and decisions. That is
incredibly arrogant and not the right way to do business. 

Then there is the importance of centres of gravity, and we talked at
length about that in the beginning. You have to talk about that before the
fact and hope to get an agreement.

Let us go into collateral damage and loss of civilian lives. That will affect
your career just as much as anything else that you do. The politicians now
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have the expectation that air power is perfect, believing that we never
miss, that we do not cause collateral damage and we do not kill folks that
we should not kill. They have no idea what war is really like, because they
think it is a video-game. After the Gulf War, Deliberate Force and Allied
Force war looks like a game: An endless series of things blowing up and
nobody dies. In fact that is what happened to our side the last couple of
times: No allied airmen died in Deliberate Force and no allied airmen
died in Allied Force and very few allies died in Desert Storm. On the
ground we killed more people from fratricide than the Iraqis killed. 

We have damaged ourselves by going to the politicians and told them
what to buy without being totally honest. My country is very guilty of
that. We go to the US Senate and say if you can buy this or that for 10
billion dollars, then we will never miss again. Well, we do miss: The
weather is bad and weapons malfunction. We overstate our own capabil-
ity, that is number one. Number two, management risk is what I get paid
for. I started this fight from 15,000 feet, but I was not going to attack
anybody on the ground. I was going for fixed targets and centres of grav-
ity until I brought Milosevic to the table. 15,000 feet is a great place to
deliver laser guided weapons, and I was really able to diminish the risk.
However, as soon as we started attacking targets on the ground, when I
could not tell a truck from a tractor with Albanian civilians, I had to let
the kids go low. As soon as we had that first tragedy, when we bombed a
couple of wagons with civilians that we thought were trucks, I told the
forward air controller that they could now go down to 5,000 feet so that
they could make positive identification, and I told the bomb droppers
that they could go down to 8,000 feet so that they too could make pos-
itive identification. As an air commander, when that one tragedy had
occurred, I did what you do every day: Another risk-benefit evaluation.
I had to increase the risk of my aircrew to diminish the risk of tragedy on
the ground. But I do not talk to politicians about this, because Wesley
Clark does not allow me to talk to politicians. I say to SACEUR: “Sir,
with effect from this morning I have changed the special instruction”.
These are not rules of engagement, these are special instructions that the
air commander issue to the aircrew on a daily basis. I would say that the
minimum altitude for the forward air controller is now 5,000 feet, and
the minimum altitude for the strikers are now 8,000 feet. That will sig-
nificantly increase the risk, because we are now down at the heart of the
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SA-9, and we can probably be hit by a light Anti Aircraft Artillery (AAA)
that is not radar guided. We are not going to fly around at 5,000 feet, but
they are cleared to go down and make a positive identification. The risk
has gone up significantly, but that is the best I can do. Whether he relays
that to Tony Blair I do not know, but I do not get to talk to the politi-
cians. Every day is a constant balancing of risk and benefit. How much
risk am I going to accept? The weather is bad – am I going to let this kid
fly? If a bunch of Russian airplanes are coming for the Pope, yes, then we
will take that risk. If nothing is happening he may say there is no need
to fly this day. “But boss, we flew yesterday”. “Yes, but the risk yesterday
was justified by the benefits I thought we would achieve”.

Agree on the rules before the fight starts. We have talked about that
already. The rules changed in the middle of the fight, and you do not
want that to happen. You need to know what the rules are when you are
going in, and you need to stay with the rules, unless you need a change,
and then you ask for a change.

We have also talked about my last but one point: The politicians have
unrealistic expectations of air power. They think we are clean, never make
mistakes and nobody dies. To some extent this is of course our own fault:
We have to do a better job before the fact. The education process has to
occur all the time. You cannot do it just fifteen minutes before the war. It
is your job, every time you talk to a politician and every time they come
out to your base, to tell them how good the system is, and be very proud
of your F-16 or whatever it is you are showing them, but then you have to
say: “By the way, Sir, about 10% of the time, because of some combination
of errors, we will miss”. The kid was being shot at just as he released, and
driven off target, the laser spot was off by 40 meters or the cloud came
between the laser and the target on the last ten seconds. Stuff happens. But
we have not been honest with the politicians as professionals on what can
go wrong, so they believe we are perfect. We never show them the films of
the bombs missing. We always go the US Senate and show them film after
film of the bombs that hit and give them the impression that we are per-
fect and that we are so precise that nothing will happen that we do not
want to happen. We have brought that on ourselves and need to correct it.
Finally: What is your nation willing to have you die for? Are they willing
to have you die to demonstrate resolve? I personally think that is a terri-
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ble thing to die for. Both of my kids, as I said, fly fighters. I do not want
my daughter to die, of course, but I really do not want her to die for
demonstrating resolve. If she is going to die, I would like to know that
what my nation was doing, was clearly in the national interest. Maybe
national survival was not at stake, but something so important for my
nation was on the line, that it was worth young Americans and
Norwegians to die for. I would like my elected and appointed leaders to
make an articulate case for that situation. They should explain why we are
going to war. Body bags may come home, but we, the president and the
men around him or her, believe that it is so important for our nation that
we accept casualties. Moreover, that we do not quit the first time some-
body comes home in body bags. Do any of you remember the US expe-
rience in Somalia? We went in to stop starvation. The CNN had geared
us up again, and we were in Somalia to prevent a lot of people from dying.
We were successful at that, but then because we were being harassed by a
bunch of bandits we decided that it was important to catch the bandits.
A bunch of lightly armed US Rangers were going to get Mohammed
Farah Aidid. Then a US helicopter was shot down with a grenade and a
Ranger’s body was dragged through the street and the American public
demanded that we get out of Somalia. Rangers were dying and it was not
in our national interest. The American public had not been convinced by
our president that this was the right thing for us to be doing, and they
wanted us out. When it is time to go to war, when it is time for you and
the men that work for you to go into harms way, you want it to have been
a conscious decision at the national level that this is worth dying for. I do
not think we have done that to be perfectly honest. When our leadership
goes out and says that we do not have a ground option, what does that tell
you and I? That it is not worth soldiers dying for it? We do not want sol-
diers coming home in body bags, although a couple of airmen would be
okay. But we think that air power is so accurate and safe that nobody is
going to die. So this is a no-risk option. We will take ground troops off
the table, send some airmen in who will not die anyway, and this will all
be worked out. That combination is very dangerous, because next time we
might fight somebody that is good at this business, as opposed to some-
body as bad as those we fought the last couple of times - the Serbs and the
Iraqis – we may lose a bunch of folks on the first couple of nights and all
of a sudden demonstration of resolve does not work out. A couple of
nations will pull out of the Coalition too. I think it is incredibly impor-
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tant that we get a national consensus on what is worth dying for. I am very
hopeful that in my country the leadership of Mr. Bush, Mr. Cheney and
Mr. Powell will make it very clear that when we use American forces,
when we send my son and my daughter into harms way, that we know
why we are doing it and that we are doing it for the right reasons. 

Somebody asked me what I believe the Royal Norwegian Air Force
should do in the near future. The first thing you have to do is meet the
needs of your nation. That is the real reason for your air force existing.
What does Norway want your air force to do? Protect your airspace and
guarantee your sovereignty in all weather. So, you have got to have a very
capable air-to-air platform. The second thing I believe you have to do is
contribute to Nato operations, out-of-area, which is not an Article V,
where you are defending against the hoards coming down from the
north. To me that means that you have to have a force that is technolog-
ically capable of being on the first team on the first night. That requires
precision, night and weather, in addition to stealth to survive, because, as
the air commander ten years from now, I am going to make that risk
assessment you asked me about. I have a bunch of Eurofighters, F-22 and
JFS. Some are stealthy and some are not, and I am not going to accept
the risk of sending un-stealthy airplanes in on the first, second or third
night. Stealth and survivability are going to drive that. I think a small
nation like yours, who wants to be on the first team, after you have met
your national responsibilities, should not focus on numbers. My nation
provides numbers. We are the biggest air force on the face of this earth,
we have world-wide responsibilities and defence budgets beyond the
imagination of other countries in the world. So we are providing a lot of
numbers. What I want from you is six first rate airplanes that are just as
good as mine, or very close to it. I do not expect you to buy the F-22,
only my country will spend that kind of money, but I expect you to have
something like the JFS. Now, I do not work for Lockheed, but I believe
you should have stealthy and flexible airplanes. Such contributions to the
air commander give him a lot of flexibility, as opposed to having a bunch
of airplanes that can only fly during the day on combat air patrol. If you
have got the budget to help fill a niche, that is also very important. If you
were willing to take six platforms and turn them into dedicated jammers
that would be very helpful. There might be only one niche that you can
fill, but at least you should have some capable combat airplanes, and
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expect my country to do the ISR missions and BDA. But I want you to
make a contribution, because I want you to share the risk. It is not
acceptable to my nation, and it might sound arrogant, but we are talking
about the truth here today, that fighting coalitions only have American
stuff. I want some Norwegians alongside my daughter, not too close, but
alongside, so you are all part of a team, and we all have the same chance
of dying. Burden-sharing does, however, not mean numbers. Burden-
sharing in my mind means risk: I want you there, ready to die, just as
much as my kid. I am not the Secretary of State, but that is how I see it. 

With regards to leadership I think the first thing is that you have to
understand your business. You do not have to be the best fighter pilot on
the face of the earth, but the kids working for you need to know that you
know your business. You can never lie to them. You have to shoot straight
with them. Do not promise your men something that you cannot deliv-
er. Be visible, do not sit in your office all day, but wander around in the
CAOC and go out and visit fighter squadrons. Do not think that you are
so smart since you have been at it for thirty-five years that somebody else
is not right and that you are never wrong. You may well be wrong, how-
ever many stars you have on your shoulders you had better be ready to
listen. It does not matter where the input comes from. Do not ever get so
narrow, arrogant and smart that you know all the answers. You have to
listen, be very flexible, and do not think that there is only one way of
doing business. I absolutely wanted to go downtown on the first night,
but it was clear that it was not an option. I kept complaining about it to
Clark every day I could, but I was doing something else that he asked me
to do. We have to stay flexible: It is the key to air power but also the key
to leadership. A leader that will not change his mind, and one that will
never admit that he is wrong, cannot do his job. Trust your people, dele-
gate and do not micromanage. Wesley Clark drew me crazy as a micro-
manager. Let me end with a true story. About day 60 of the war we had
some pictures of Kosovo that were put on the world-wide net live, and
Clark just had that channel on at his desk in Mons with the live video,
and I am sitting in my office about four or five o’clock in the afternoon.
The hotline rings, and I pick it up: “Mike, Wes, I see three tanks rolling
out of the highway just outside Pristina. Get out there and kill them”.
This was SACEUR! He spotted three tanks and told me go and kill them.
This was micromanagement to an incredible degree. You are a general
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officer, and you think you are somebody and you think you know it all.
Sometimes you walk in and you see three guys doing their job, just grit
your teeth, turn around and walk out. Let them do their job.  If they
prove to be incompetent, then fire them and hire somebody else, but do
not try do the job for them. Finally I would tell you to have somebody
around you that is absolutely not afraid of you, so that you can close the
door every day and ask whether you are screwing things up. He might tell
you that you are. The last ten directions you gave were absolutely ludi-
crous. You have to go out and change every one of those, apologise to
your staff and get your stuff together. You have to have somebody that
can do that, because all of a sudden the Emperor has no clothes. I had
three or four good friends that I had known for years. I did not have them
when the war started, because it was as you remember, supposed to be a
three day war, but as soon as I knew it was not going to be a three day
war I had those guys come down. I gave them jobs, they worked their
butts off, but their primary job was to say “Hey, boss, let us sit down and
talk. You had eight great ideas today, but that last one was not one of
them”. Trust your people, do not micromanage and let them do their
jobs. I thought we had dealt with it after Vietnam. If you were to go back
and research old newspapers from 1967-1968 you would find a picture
from the Washington Post with Lyndon B. Johnson, the president of my
country, and Robert McNamara, the Secretary of Defense, on their hands
and knees, going over the map of North Vietnam to find targets for me
to attack the next day. My peer group came out of Vietnam absolutely
swearing that we would not let that happen again. We thought we had
fixed it in the Gulf War, because Colin Powell, Dick Cheney and George
Bush did not get involved in individual targets. Chuck Horner went to
Camp David, briefed the President on how he wanted to run the air war,
and he and Schwarzkopf got it done. We thought in my country that this
was fixed, but I can tell you why this happened. Three months before we
went to war in Kosovo you might remember an operation called Desert
Fox where we bombed for about 96 hours in Iraq on a limited number of
targets. My understanding is that the because CINC Southwest Asia had
determined that he only wanted to hit x number of targets, and was only
going to bomb for four days no matter what, they decided it was appro-
priate to brief the President on what they were going to do and on every
target they were going to hit. This fight, Nato was convinced was going
to be only a three-night fight. So having briefed the President on four
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days of targeting in Iraq, it was necessary to get the President’s approval
on three days of targeting in Kosovo. We could not see that through and
we could not stop. We are trying in my country with the new adminis-
tration to convince them that it is not their role to pick individual targets.
The problem that we now face, because technology moves so fast, is that
decision makers in all the capitals all around the world will have the infor-
mation the same time as you will have it as the air force commander.
Thus, leaders are prone to micromanage because they now have that
capability. It is the job of military professionals to go to our leaders and
say “Mr President, Mr Prime Minister, Mr King: It is not your job to do
that. Tell me what you want done. I will brief you on my military objec-
tives and on how I intend to meet your political objectives. Tell me what
not to strike and let me do my job”. It is like going to your doctor. I do
not tell him where to cut. He makes that decision. I do not call in some-
body else to tell him where to cut either, because he gets paid to do that.
I tell him that I am sick, and he will fix it. Why should it be different with
bombing? It is a bit more serious than your appendix though! 

I am absolutely convinced that in the next fight we can see a Danish,
Norwegian or Italian CFACC, depending on where the fight is. Maybe
an American deputy, but maybe not. I think we will always have an
American chief of intelligence if we are part of the fight, because we bring
assets that nobody else can bring. I cannot ask you to be the chief of
intelligence if you do not have the right access. I grew from a very small
CAOC with a group of folks I was comfortable with, and there were
Americans permanently assigned to Vicenza, and the other nations pro-
vided people on an occasional basis. 
A final note on leadership, and I am going to be a little bit philosophi-
cal. I do not believe that my job is to motivate. I provide an environment
and guidance that allows you to do your job. I do not believe that lead-
ers motivate, I believe that you do that yourself. My perspective is that
the air and the ground crews that come to war are professionals. They
may well be frustrated about the rules of engagement, they may well
believe that this fight is not in their national interest, and that we are not
fighting as well as we could. I think every pilot in the Coalition felt that
way, but they are professionals, survival is at stake, there is an enormous
peer group pressure to perform, and you do not want to be the weak link.
I do not believe that the commander has to motivate. Before the fight
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started I went down and laid out what I thought was going to happen. I
said this is not the way we want to do it but this is the way we are going
to start out. I will do my best to move in the direction that we want to
go, but your job is to execute the ATO that I give you as well as you pos-
sibly can. Let me manage the risk at the operational level and you man-
age the risk at the tactical level and be the professional you were trained
to be. I think that is all you could ask from your leader, but clearly if you
sense that they are reluctant to do their job, because they do not believe
in what they are doing, then you have to deal with that straight on. You
might have to pull that unit out of action. I would have no problems
with that. The air force is different from the other services, particularly
in carrying the fight to the enemy, but you are all volunteers. You are not
forced to come here to the Air Force Academy. You are here by choice, as
opposed to being a doctor, lawyer or a taxi driver you have chosen to
fight for your country in war. Now it is time to do that, but as was the
case in North Vietnam, I wish we had better targets, but that never had
an impact on me doing my job. I do not think this is philosophical, I
believe that as a commander and a leader. I try to get the pulse of my peo-
ple and see if they were unhappy enough for it to influence how they
were doing their jobs. I never saw it in Vietnam. We were really unhap-
py about how that war was conducted. We bitched about it in the bar at
night and got drunk, but we sobered up and went flying the next day. We
were as good as we could be. You will be surprised how good you become
in combat as a result of peer pressure, because somebody else is depend-
ing on you. If you are a front-seater, the back-seater is dependent and
vice versa. The strikers are depending on the F-15s to clear the sky.

I thank you for your time. It has been a lot of fun for me, I was very
impressed by some of the questions you asked here, and I hope it has
been worthwhile for you. You are just getting started on what I think is
going to be an incredible experience for you, your air force is making all
the right decisions to be that front-line air force, and it is depending on
you to do that. A lot of times you will not be fully appreciated by your
country, but you need to understand that when the nation’s survival is on
the line they turn to you and expect you to be ready. I wish you the very
best, and when you walk into an A-10 squadron some day, and see an
incredibly good looking young lady and her last name is Short that is my
daughter and you have to take good care of her.


