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EDITORIAL

AIR POWER
AND THE ART OF WAR

OUR military heritage is rich and varied, including
everything frominsurgency and counterinsurgency
to civil war and total war. Despite thisrich heritage,
the American defense establishment seems fixed
too narrowly on the resource-oriented war of attri-
tion typified by the Second World War. In the
sweep of American history, this kind of war is more
anomalous than typical. Perhaps we ought to be
paying more attention to our Vietnam experience,
which many experts believe is typical of wars we
are most likely to fight during the next half century.
But regardless of the kind of war Americans might
have to fight, a mastery of the art of war is para-
mount to success.

If we find ourselves in a conflict like the Second
World War, it will in all probability be with the
Soviet Union. We cannot hope to prevail against
the Soviets by outproducing and overwhelming
them with superior resources. Victory can be at-
tained only through a superior strategy, which will
emerge only if our leaders are truly masters of the
art of war.

At the lower end of the spectrum of warfare, the
Vietnam experience should teach us that the appli-
cation of technologically advanced weaponry and
vastly superior firepower, however necessary, will
not always be sufficient for victory. Modern mili-
tary technology can provide the most humble
enemies with weapons comparable to our own.
This weaponry, combined with revolutionary zeal
and a genuine understanding of the nature of the
war at hand, can give the enemy superiority at
decisive points on the battlefield. To better pre-
pare ourselves for such a conflict, we must look to
yesterday.

In the Vietnam War, we used air power in a
variety of ways. Sometimes we used it superbly, as
when we sustained our greatly extended and
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dispersed forces at fire support bases and airfields
throughout the country. Our special operations
units performed many tasks innovatively. Aerial
reconnaissance, both strategic and tactical, pro-
vided information that s vital to fighting an uncon-
ventional war.

One of the best examples of the proper use of air
power in support of broad military strategy oc-
curred during Linebacker One, the interdiction
campaign conducted in the spring of 1972 in re-
sponse to the massive invasion of South Vietnam by
the North Vietnamese Army. In that campaign, our
objective was to stop the North Vietnamese Army
from making substantial gains inside the Republic
of Vietnam while American forces continued to
withdraw. The aerial strategy was to reduce sub-
stantially the flow of supplies to the twelve di-
visions of enemy troops engaged in a massive of-
fensive against South Vietnamese forces that were
stubbornly defending their country. The strategy
of using aerial interdiction to defeat an enemy
force that was consuming supplies at an acceler-



ated rate at the end of ever extending supply lines
was a sound one—and it worked.

Unfortunately, not every bombing campaign
was as firmly based in solid strategy. Operation
Rolling Thunder was the longest single bombing
campaign ever conducted by the U.S. Air Force.
Throughout the three years and nine months of the
campaign, the Air Force sought to stem the flow of
men and supplies moving from the North into the
Republic of Vietnam and to force the North Viet-
namese to desist in their support for the insurgency
in the South.

While Rolling Thunder did, in fact, wreak con-
siderable damage on North Vietnam'’s relatively
primitive industrial base and its rudimentary but
durable transportation system, it failed to achieve
its objectives. Hanoi's support for the war in the
South continued, and the flow of men and material
to the war zone increased substantially.

Rolling Thunder failed for a number of reasons.
To begin with, conventional air power used in
North Vietnam had little effect on the unconven-
tional war in the South, given the conditions under
which the war was being conducted in South Viet-
nam. From March 1965 until the end of 1968 (the
period of Rolling Thunder), the war inside the Re-
public of Vietnam was stalemated. General William
C. Westmoreland's strategy was to fight on the
tactical offensive, to search out and destroy the
enemy. The Vietcong and North Vietnamese, how-
ever, had opted for General Nguyen Chi Thanh’s
strategy of fighting on the tactical defensive in a
war in which they controlled the terms of engage-
ment, which allowed them to regulate their supply
consumption in accordance with their ability to
replenish expenditures and losses. Furthermore,
because North Vietnam possessed few industries
and did not produce its own war-making materials,
it was not susceptible to the kind of bombing that
helped to defeat Nazi Germany in World War Il.
Additionally, the North Vietnamese were extremely
determined, and bombing at the level of Rolling
Thunder did not shake—and, in fact, probably
solidified—their national will and resolve. Finally,
although we in the Air Force tend to make too
much of the point, our mission planners and crews
had to work within constricting rules of engage-
ment imposed by civilians far removed from the
realities of battle.

Added to these difficulties, an institutional prob-
lem emerged as Rolling Thunder continued. A
managerial approach to the war evolved in which
target selection passed for strategy and success
came to be quantitatively measured by computing
sortie rates. bomb damage assessments, and KBAs

(killed-by-air). Destroying stuff became the end of
our efforts rather than the means to achieve a polit-
ical objective. The science of war superseded the
art of war.

In the years since the end of the Vietnam War,
conventional wisdom within the Air Force has held
that if air power failed at all, it failed because “our
hands were tied" by civilians and politicians. While
there may be a grain of truth to this rationale for
our failure, itis largely a myth and adangerous one
at that if it obstructs an objective search for the
military reasons behind Rolling Thunder’s failure.
Civilians did set national goals and policy, and they
did tinker with the target lists—something which is
beyond their purview; but devising military strat-
egy, then as now, was the responsibility of the
commanders.

Air Force leaders of the 1980s might well be
adept at the science of war. In the thirty-seven
years since the Air Force gained its independence,
good managers have emerged in an institutional
Air Force that has evolved toward a technocratic
bureaucracy. However, the emphasis on manage-
rial skills and technological prowess threatens to
eclipse the imperative for mastery of the art of war.
Perhaps this development is to be expected in an
organization employing highly complex and ex-
pensive machines: perhaps sophisticated hardware
necessarily generates a managerial ethos in which
the exactness of science surpasses the subjectivity
of art. Nevertheless, if we are to win the next war,
whether it is fought on the plains of Europe, in the
jungles of Central America, or across the hills of
Korea, we must effect an accommodation of science
and art.

If we learn from our past experiences, we can
begin to reconcile the art and the science of war.
The dangers associated with a war between the
Soviet Union and the United States make it far
more likely that future wars will resemble the one
we lostin Vietnam rather than the struggle we won
in 1945. For that reason, it is vital that Air Force
professionals understand what went on—and what
went wrong—in Vietnam. Using what history can
teach us to approach the problems of today and
tomorrow is an important aspect of mastering the
art of war. The ability to devise superior strategy
comes from our knowledge of the dynamics of
warfare. Professional reading, especially in history
and philosophy, is vital to the kind of thinking that
compels us to ask the difficult and often disturbing
questions about our past and present so that we
can better address the uncertainties of adangerous
future.

E.H.T.
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LOW-INTENSITY CONFLICT:
CONCEPTS, PRINCIPLES, AND
POLICY GUIDELINES

DR. SAM C. SARKESIAN

INCE 1945, the coming together of major

developments in nuclear weaponry, mod-

ern revolutionary doctrine, and Third
World developments have reshaped the inter-
national arena. Combined with the American
experience in Vietnam, they have had a signifi-
cant impact on American national will, politi-
cal resolve, and perceptions of international
security. One result is that American military
involvement in any foreign area outside Eu-
rope 1s likely to create suspicion and provoke
domestic political restiveness, which can easily
lead to serious internal political opposition to
American policy. This situation has made 1t




difficult for the United States to prepare for and
deal with small, nonnuclear wars.

The difficulty of designing American strat-
egy and political-military policy in response to
nonnuclear wars of a lesser order is com-
pounded by a lack of agreement regarding the
character of such wars, their boundaries, and
the rules of engagement. Some conceptual co-
herency is necessary even if only as a first step in
developing realistic political-military policy.

Conceptual Considerations

The term low-intensuty conflict is in vogue
in categorizing nonnuclear conflicts of a lesser
order. Lacking a precise definition, this term
has come to encompass every type of nonnu-
clear conflict ranging from the Korean War to
terrorism. Earlier attempts at defining or ex-
plaining this term concept were, in the main,
based on the size of the forces engaged and the
purpose of the conflict.! The primary distinc-
tion however, rests more with the character of
the conflict than with its level of intensity or
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the specific number of forces involved.

Although low-intensity conflict is perceived
by some to include limited conventional wars
and acts of terrorism, the substantive dimen-
sions of such conflicts evolve primarily from
revolutionary and counterrevolutionary strat-
egy and causes. In brief, these include uncon-
ventional operations, protractedness, and high
political-psychological content directly linked
to the political-social milieu of the indigenous
area. Limited conventional wars and acts of
terrorism are outside the boundaries of low-
intensity conflicts. Revolution and counterrev-
olution are the major categories.

There is considerable disagreement in the
literature and in operational circles regarding
the character of revolution and counterrevolu-
tion. A variety of terms tend to be used inter-
changeably: revolt, revolution, rebellion, guer-
rillawar, people’s war, peasant war, and insur-
gency. This interchangeable use adds confu-
sion to the disagreements.

A realistic and operationally relevant ap-
proach is suggested by Bernard Fall: "'Just
about anybody can start a ‘little war’ (which is
what the Spanish word guerrilla literally
means), even a New York street gang. ... Butall
this has rarely produced the kind of revolu-
tionary ground swell which simply sweptaway
the existing government.’'? Fall goes on to note
that . . . guerrilla warfare is nothing but a
tactical appendage of a far vaster political con-
test and that no matter how expertly it is fought
by competent and dedicated professionals, it
cannot posstbly make up for the absence of a
political rationale.’’?

From Fall's analysis, several observations
emerge. Revolutions are a fundamental chal-
lenge to the existing political order and to
those holding power in the system. The essence
of such conflicts is in gaining control of the
governing structure. Although all wars are po-
litical in nature, revolutionary wars are unique
in that they center on the political-social sys-
tem as the main battle arena, rather than on the
armed forces. This focus is in sharp contrast to
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the conventional and Clausewitzian notion
that the center of gravity in war is the defeat and
destruction of the enemy armed forces.* Revo-
lutionary war is also quite distinct from nu-
clear war in that it does not attempt to destroy
the political-social system but to capture it, and
it limits itself to a particular geographic area.

Although armed conflict is an important
partof revolution, it 1s not necessarily the most
important for revolutionary success. As noted
previously, the center of gravity in revolution is
the political-social system and its psychologi-
cal coherency. Thus, political cadre and psy-
chological instruments are most important in
determining the outcome of such conflicts.

In sum, revolutionary conflict is usually in-
1iiated by a competing political system which,
at a minimum, consists of a cadre of leaders
with an ideology (or cause) who are committed
tooverthrowing the existing system. Although
this competing system may be rudimentary, its
purposes, organization, and leadership pose a
distinct challenge to the existing system. Fur-
ther, revolutionary strategy and tactics usually
combine all of the components of unconven-
tional warfare with political mobilization to
erode the legitimacy and effectiveness of the
existing system. What makes revolution so
complex is the fact that it usually occurs in
Third World systems that are already strug-
gling with serious problems of political change
and economic modernization. Consequently,
U.S. relationships and policy in Third World
areas must deal not only with developmental
1ssues but, in many instances, with low-intensity
conflicts—particularly revolution and counter-
revolution.

The U.S. Political-Military Posture

The irony of the U.S. position is that the
challenges posed by low-intensity conflicts are
largely separate and distinct from American
perceptions of war. If the experience of the
Vietnam War (and past similar conflicts) is any
guide, the American political system and its

instruments for carrying out political-military
policy are placed in a highly disadvantageous
position withrespect to low-intensity conflicts.
A number of factors contribute to this position.

In the American scheme of things, war tends
to be viewed as a technological and managerial
conflict in which face-to-face combat and con-
flict involving masses of troops engaged against
each other is, in the main, subordinate to the
ability to bring to bear sophisticated weapons
on the battlefield through electronic commands
and machine-oriented strategy and tactics to
disrupt or destroy enemy formations.

The process of rapid technological substitution
has not only led to enhanced capabilities but has
gradually turned Western armed forces into tech-
nocracies where a declining ratio of combat to
support personnel has meant that, though fire-
power has increased, a decreasing number of in-
dividuals are actually involved in combat. This
trend holds for forces of all nations, but it is most
apparent in Western forces, particularly those of
the United States.*

This process was reflected in the U.S. involve-
ment in the Korean and Vietnamese wars. In
his analysis of the Vietnam War, General
Frederick Weyand notes the relationship be-
tween the technology of war and democratic
values:

As military professionals we must speak out. We
must counsel our political leaders and alert the
American public that there is no such thing as a
“splendid liule war.” There is no such thing as a
war fought on the cheap. War is death and de-
struction. The American way of war is particu-
larly violent, deadly and dreadful. We believe in
using “‘things’ —artillery, bombs, massive fire-
power—in order to conserve our soldiers’ lives.
The enemy, on the other hand, made up for his
lack of “'things” by expending men instead of
machines, and he suffered enormous casualties.
The Army saw this happen in Korea, and we
should have made the realities of war obvious to
the American people before they withessed it on
their television screens. The Army must make the
price of involvement clear before we get involved,
so that America can weigh the probable costs of
involvement against the dangers of noninvolve-
ment . . . for there are worse things than war.¢

Seeing conflicts through conventional lenses



heavily influenced by the Judeo-Christian her-
itage, Americans tend to categorize wars into
good and evil protagonists. It follows that the
character of the enemy must be clear and the
threat to the United States must be immediate
and challenging. U.S. involvement must be
clearly purposeful and in accord with demo-
cratic norms. This “'Pearl Harbor' mentality is
more-or-less reflected in America's current pos-
ture.

Revolution and counterrevolution are asym-
metrical with respect to their relationships
with American involvement. For the revolu-
tionary system, the conflict is a total war—one
of survival. For the indigenous counterrevolu-
tionary system, the conflict eventually evolves
into a war for survival. For the United States
engaged as a third (external) force in counter-
revolution, the conflict is limited. Thus, com-
mitments, morale, national will, and political
resolve differ in degree and purposes between
the protagonists. Moreover, the nature of revo-
lution is such that 1t creates a morality and
ethics of 1ts own. These do not necessarily con-
form to democratic norms, nor do they follow
the established rules of Western warfare. These
are neither splendid little wars nor gentle-
manly encounters. They are dirty, unconven-
tional, no-holds-barred conflicts. Revolution-
aries justify any means that contribute to their
ends.

The center of gravity of such conflicts is not
on the battlefield per se but in the political-
social system of the indigenous state. Thus, the
main battle lines are political and psychologi-
cal rather than between opposing armed units.
“Body counts, " real estate, and prisoners taken
are not true indicators of success or progress.
Political and psychological factors are more
important indicators, but they cannot be meas-
ured by conventional means. The most impor-
tant elements for success in such conflicts are
trained and committed political cadres and ef-
fective political-psychological machinery. In
such conflicts, the U.S. military is postured on
secondary issues.

LOW-INTENSITY CONFLICT 7

Revoluuionary conflicts are likely to be pro-
tracted and unconventional. The revolution-
ary system 1s unlikely to challenge directly
either the existing system or U.S. forces in con-
ventional settings. Rather, the revolutionary
will pick a ime and place when he can ensure
an overwhelming superiority and when success
is virtually assured—keeping in mind that suc-
cess 1s perceived in political-psychological
terms. (The Tet offensive in Vietnam in 1968 is
a prime example of how total military defeat
was turned into a major political-psychological
victory by the Vietcong and North Vietnamese
forces.) The nature of the conflict is likely to
include a variety of tactics ranging from am-
bushes, assassinations, hit-and-run raids, sab-
otage, and terror, to periodic conventional op-
erations. The revolutionary system is likely to
follow a pattern of nibbling away at the coun-
terrevolutionary forces, particularly American
forces, in order to achieve a political-psycholog-
ical victory over the long haul.

U.S. forces engaged in counterrevolutionary
operations are likely to be involved in an alien
culture, dealing with indigenous persons who
have as little understanding of Americans as
Americans have of them. The experience of one
U.S. officer in Vietnam 1s a case in point. A
Vietnamese counterpart said to him, . . . you
can’'t help 1t if you're an American, but you
should always remember that very few of our
people are capable of genuine positive feelings
towards you. You must assume that you are not
wholly liked and trusted, and not be deceived
by the Asian smile.""?

Differences between Third World and Amer-
1can cultures are particularly sharp in regard to
the democratic socialization process. Demo-
cratic norms, based on justice and human
rights, among other things, give most Ameri-
cans a perspective on government and politics
that is generally incompatible with most Third
World systems. Americans operating in such
areas are therefore not likely to sympathize
greatly with the indigenous governing elite or
with the goals and purposes of existing sys-



Operation Urgent Fury—the U.S. and Caribbean forces
invasion of Grenada in October 1983—isan example of
an offensive counterrevolutionary operation carried
out to disestablish a Communist government and to
offer the people the opportunity to restore democracy.

tems. Not only does this disparity negatively
affect the American commitment to existing
systems in the Third World, but it makes it
difficult for Americans to shape the effective-
ness and role of the indigenous military to con-
form to acceptable American standards.
Finally, revolutionary and counterrevolu-
tionary conflicts are “‘labor’-intensive. Tech-
nology and modern weapons play an impor-
tant role, to be sure. But the essence of success
for revolutionary and counterrevolutionary sys-
tems is primarily contingent upon the com-

8

mitment and skill of political cadre, political
organization, and psychological warfare—that
is, by people on the ground in face-to-face con-
tact with the indigenous population. The na-
ture of the conflict is such that mass destruction
weapons likely to be used by counterrevolu-
tionary systems are usually inappropriate ex-
cept in rare instances where revolutionary
armed forces are caught in the open and in
mass formations or where revolutionary armed
forces have developed a fortified area or base
camp.

It is essential that once the United States is
involved, it adopt a policy and posture that
does not **Americanize' the conflict. The prime
emphasis needs to be placed on maintaining
the autonomy of the existing system. Among
other things, this means that political-military



operations that are likely to project the United
States into a dominant role over the existing
system must be avoided.

In commenting on the Americanization of
the Vietnamese conlflict, one former high-
ranking olfficial of the South Vietnamese gov-
ernment said the following about American
involvement:

American support, even when it was militarily
effective, was not an unmixed blessing. . . . The
enemy, of course . . . was solidly dependent on
foreign support, too. However, he had the advan-

InGrenada. U S. forcesaccomplished theirmission quick-
ly and were withdraun. Exvidence found on Grenada
indicated that Cuban and Grenadan Marxists in-
tended to use the 1sland as a base for supporting or
spreading revolution elsewhere in the hemisphere.

LOW-INTENSITY CONFLICT 9

tage of having no foreign troops in his own
ranks, and his allies . . . disguised their influence
quite effecuvely, whereas the United States did
not. .. .*

To be successful in accepting support and
preventing Americanization of the conflict, the
existing system must understand the require-
ments for successful counterrevolution, be flex-
ible enough to make a serious attempt at re-
dressing internal grievances, and develop the
necessary leadership and cadre to govern effec-
tively. g

In brief, such conflicts require effective oper-
ations aimed at the political-social system with
all of its political-psychological nuances. High-
tech warfare and sophisticated weaponry can-
not substitute for skillful political organizers
who have penetrated deeply into the political-
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social fabric of the indigenous system. The
term people’s war is a most appropriate label
for such conflicts.

These characteristics of low-intensity con-
flicts make an effective U.S. response difficult,
but the problem does not end here. The nature
of counterrevolutionary conflict is such that it
must be viewed in two dimensions: defense and
offense. Each dimension necessitates a mix of
political-military forces, a focus on differing
political-social components of the revolution-
ary system, and a political psychological effort.

The Two Dimensions of
Counterrevolutionary Operations

Much of the attention that has been given to
low-intensity conflicts tends to focus on sup-
port of the existing system under attack (coun-
terrevolution against the revolutionaries). The
counterrevolutionary system 1is forced to start
from a defensive posture, by and large, because
the revolution has already penetrated the exist-
ing system. That is, the governing institutions
have not proved effective enough and have
provoked or failed to discourage the emergence
of a competing system. In this respect, there
may be some truth in the observation that revo-
lution is one sign of the ineffectiveness of the
existing system. On the other hand, there may
be validity in the observation that revolution is
endemic to Third World systems because of the
character of the modernization process and the
inherent instability generated by political
change.

Starting from a defensive posture, the exist-
ing system faces difficult challenges if it is to be
successful in shifting the momentum away
from the revolutionaries. Initial counterrevo-
lutionary operations must be aimed at restor-
ing security in threatened areas and protecting
installations, key individuals, and areas of im-
portance to government control and order.
Further, a reasonably firm counterrevolution-
ary policy must be based on the existing sys-
tem's recognition of the seriousness of the chal-

lenge and a commitment to more effective gov-
ernance and police-military operations. Proper
engagement in the initial phase of defensive
operations usually entails stationing a static
force for guard duty and creating a mobile force
for response to revolutionary threats. This ne-
cessitates large police and military forces, which
must be both adequately trained and efficiently
employed. More important, increasingly effec-
tive governing institutions must evolve. Unfor-
tunately, in most instances, the existing system
lacks in all of these areas. American support
and assistance is usually necessary to shore up
the existing system, establish some political
and military leverage, and provide a training
program to increase military effectiveness.
The most effective strategy for successful
counterrevolution is the creating of a “‘revolu-
tion” against the revolutionary system. In
brief, the existing system must take the revolu-
tion out of the hands of the revolutionaries. To
do so requires success in the defensive phase of
counterrevolution and taking the fight to the
enemy. The enemy’s political-social structure
must be penetrated, key leaders must be identi-
fied and captured or eliminated, and the politi-
cal and psychological instruments of the revo-
lution must be destroyed. This strategy is not
likely to be in accord with democratic norms or
compatible with conventional military pos-
ture. Support and assistance for the offensive
phase of counterrevolution are likely to create
political and moral dilemmas for Americans,
both in the domestic political sphere and in the
military, particularly as Americans involved in
the defensive phase are drawn into the offensive
dimension of counterrevolution. Such Ameri-
can involvement is not only likely but danger-
ous, since only special units within the Ameri-
can military (Special Forces) are trained in and
capable of conducting special operations.
Moreover, American military personnel are in
an extremely untenable moral and ethical posi-
tion if they are engaged in offensive counterrev-
olutionary operations. While such actions may
have some acceptance as part of covert opera-



tions conducted by U.S. intelligence agen-
cies, political and military difficulues arise
when they involve other agencies and institu-
tions.

In sum, American involvement in the defen-
sive phase of counterrevolution carries with ita
number of difficulties and dangers. As the revo-
lution progresses, a broader and increasingly
intensive counterrevolutionary effort is re-
quired. American involvement is likely to ex-
pand accordingly. Moreover, an offensive pos-
ture must be adopted at some point if counter-
revolution is to succeed. It is clear, therefore,
that continued American involvement will re-
quire a policy that considers a number of con-
tingencies and options. Equally important, the
types of forces and their missions must be ap-
propriate to the various phases. These latter
considerations add a particularly complex di-
mension to American involvement in revolu-
tionary and counterrevolutionary efforts.

Levels of American Involvement

A serious analysis of the scope, intensity, and
implications of American involvement in coun-
terrevolutionary conflict must begin with an
operational categorization according to degree
of involvement. Such involvement must be de-
signed with an appropriate balance of force
mix, including numbers, types of units, and
nature of the deployment. Additionally, plan-
ning must 1nclude the probability that force
mixes must be changed as the conflict passes
through various phases. Equally important, the
degree of involvement affects the conditions
under which the United States can withdraw.?

defensive phase

During the defensive phase, standard U.S. pol-
icies of military and economic assistance may
be appropriate, providing a mix of civilian and
military personnel with the requisite financial
and material wherewithal to support and assist
the existing system. Revolutionary-counter-
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revolutionary conflicts require a well-designed
and consistent effort. Any American involve-
ment is likely to become broader and more
pervasive as the conflict progresses. Beyond
standard economic and military assistance,
Special Forces personnel may be involved in
both training and operations.

The final part of the defensive phase occurs
when indigenous forces are unable to stop the
revolution. If the United States continues its
involvement, it must be prepared to inject
ground forces into a combat role in conjunc-
tion with indigenous forces. This kind of opera-
tion requires capabtlities beyond those of Spe-
cial Forces units.

In the past, conventionally postured units
have rarely been trained or mentally disposed
for unconventional warfare. If history is any
guide, conventionally postured forces will en-
gage the “enemy"’ in accordance with standard
tactical doctrine, conventional weaponry, and
standard rules of engagement. This Clausewit-
zian notion of war with its center of gravity on
enemy armed forces is unlikely to be effective in
low-intensity conflicts.

Combined or joint operations with indige-
nous military forces places U.S. forces in diffi-
cult cultural and linguistic situations. Under-
standing the motivations and psychological
world of indigenous forces of the existing sys-
tem is almost as difficult as understanding
those of the revolutionaries. In such circum-
stances, Americans are likely to engage in their
own version of warfare regardless of the kind of
war being conducted by the revolutionaries
and the counterrevolutionaries.

The conventional posturing of U.S. ground
forces makes them poor substitutes for indig-
enous groups. Moreover, the sophisticated
weapons that are standard in American units
may be inappropriate in unconventional con-
flicts. Indeed, the use of such weapons by
Americans may create nationalistic sympathy
for the revolutionaries. And finally, commit-
ment of U.S. combat and support personnel in
the quantity necessary can easily lead to *Ameri-



During the past two years, our capability for con-
ducting limted or low-intensity conflicts has grown

nsiderably. The enhancement of special opera-
tions forces is not always popular with many in the
American defense establishment who prefer to con-
centrate on preparing for large-scale wars of attrition.

canization,” seriously eroding the legitimacy
of the existing system.

offensive phase

If the magnitude of the problems facing the
United States in the detensive phase of counter-
revolution is great, that in the offensive phase
i1s greater. Implementation of the offensive
phase cannot wait for culmination of the de-
fensive phase. The sooner the offensive phase is
begun, the more likely it will succeed. Most
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existing indigenous systems, however, will not
be able to implement the offensive phase quickly
because the defensive phase will demand most
of their time and resources.

Regardless of when it is possible, an offen-
sive posture must be assumed by counterrevo-
lutionary forces if they are to be eventually
successful. From the American perspective, itis
likely that the offensive phase will require spe-
cially trained units and a mix of civilian and
military forces (Special Forces units and other
personnel trained in special operations). Such
operations are generally covert, at least in-
itially, and better suited for civilian agency op-
erations.' Later offensive operations may re-
quire a visible military effort. Nevertheless, of-
fensive operations cannot succeed without ef-
fective indigenous counterrevolutionary units



capable of taking the fight to the enemy both
politically and militarily. Actions must be ac-
complished in accord with policy and strategy
aimed specifically at eroding and destroying
the political-social system of the revolution—
creating a revolution within the ranks and do-
main of the revolutionaries.

multiphased operations

The fact that the defensive and offensive phases
of counterrevolution usually must be addressed
simultaneously compounds the dilemmas fac-
ing the United States. As the revolution pro-
gresses, it becomes necessary for the counterrev-
olutionaries to carry out multidimensional op-
erations that require a variety of force mixes.
These political-military necessities make it un-

Although associated with guernlla war-
fare in low-intensity or limited confhcts,
Special Forces units can be used in larger
conventional or even nuclear wars. Should
the Souviets attack in Europe, Special
Forces units might be sent into Eastern
Europe and the Ukraine to attack bases,
destroy supply lines, distupt communica-
tions, and raise indigenous guernilia forces.

likely that the U.S. forces can successfully en-
gage in such operations beyond a certain point
without threatening basic democratic norms.

In both defensive and offensive phases, there
1s a serious operational and capability gap: that
is, there is no balanced mix of American mili-
tary and civilian forces that can conduct opera-
tions beyond those envisioned by Special
Forces. Thus, if indigenous forces are incapa-
ble of success with American assistance, the
only remaining option (assuming no with-
drawal) is commitment of conventional forces
to ground combat operations.

withdrawal

One of the most important, albeit neglected,
considerations governing U.S. involvement in

13
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low-intensity conflicts has to do with with-
drawal. Once there is a visible American com-
mitment to an existing counterrevolutionary
system, at what point does or can the United
States withdraw? Withdrawal following a suc-
cessful counterrevolution is one issue; with-
drawal as a result of impending collapse of the
existing system or because of a change in U.S.
policy 1s another matter. In the first instance,
withdrawal can be accomplished under the
most favorable circumstances. In the latter
case, withdrawal has to be carried out “under
fire,” when 1t 1s difficult to extract American
personnel safely, while the withdrawal itself
serves as a visible sign that the U.S. effort has
failed. Given all of the domestic and interna-
ttonal repercussions that are likely to result,
umely withdrawal—withdrawal when experts
and authorities recognize that the existing sys-
tem 1s not performing effectively and that
American effort will not be able to shift the tide
in favor of that system—requires bold leader-
ship. Only a strong and forceful U.S. adminis-
tration is likely to have the necessary resolve to
make such an important policy change.

Withdrawal under these latter circumstances
1s best undertaken before there is a deep U.S.
involvementand while American presence is at
a low visibility level. If withdrawal is to come
in a later phase, American forces will be placed
in an extremely dangerous position. With-
drawal under ftire 1s a very difficult maneuver,
even with the most experienced personnel.
Losses are likely to be high, both militarily and
politically.

Because the potential for serious problems
exists, serious questions need to be addressed
prior to U.S. involvement in counterrevolu-
tionary conflicts. What kind of political-social
system should be left in place? Is U.S. involve-
ment designed to bolster the existing system
without expectation of a changed political-
social environment? Under what conditions
can the United States presume that its involve-
ment was a success?

An American decision to engage in low-

intensity conflict must consider the character
of the conflict, its costs and consequences, the
system'’s political-military capability, and the
conditions under which the United States will
(and can) withdraw. Once committed, Ameri-
can forces are likely 1o become enmeshed in a
“no withdrawal without honor” situation.
Continuing commitment (and, indeed, incre-
mental increases in that commitment) then
may be rationalized in the name of achieving
policy goals, even after the conflict has gone
bevond repairability. !

U.S. Policy and Strategy:
Guidelines for the Future

The general principles discussed thus far in
this examination of low-intensity conflict lead
to a number of guidelines for future U.S. policy
and strategy. These guidelines are intended o
point a direction, identify a perspective, and
create an intellectual environment that mav
serve as a useful basis for analyzing and or
establishing U.S. policy for involvement (or
noninvolvement) in low-intensity conflicts.

asymmetry

Low-intensity conflicts tend to be asymmetri-
cal; and asymmetry pervades virtually every as-
pect of U.S. involvement, from the strategic to
the operational, affecting morale, commitment,
and staying power. While the revolutionaries
and the indigenous counterrevolutionaries are
involved in the conflict as a matter of survival,
American involvement (indeed, any third-power
involvement) is usually on a limited basis. For
the United States, therefore, it is generally dif-
ficult to develop a firm and coherent response
to sustain operations to the degree necessary to
overcome revolutionary forces in the contlict
area. U.S. commiuments are global, and na-
tional survival is viewed primarily in terms of
nuclear confrontation with the Soviet Union.
For many Americans, involvement in low-
intensity conflicts can hardly be justified.



American view of war

The American view of war is generally incom-
patible with the characteristics and demands ol
counterrevolution. Although the United States
has a long history of counterrevolutionary in-
volvement, the American Civil War and World
Wars I and II are the cornerstones of the Ameri-
can view of war. The threat of nuclear conflict
with the Soviet Union has given this view a
particularly compelling dimension. In this
context. while the morality of nuclear conflicts
may be open to question, the issues of survival
and challenges to the American system seem
clear. Thus, in the debates over nuclear war, the
major disagreements appear to be how to pre-
vent war rather than what the outcome might
be (although this latter consideration may also
be argued). Policy goals tend to be viewed on a
global scale by most U.S. policymakers and by
most of the American public.

Refocusing U.S. perspectives to those asso-
ciated with low-intensity conflicts requires ma-
jor psychological shifts. The Judeo-Christian
heritage and the American political system fo-
cus attention on values of human existence and
behavior that are far removed from arevolution-
arv-counterrevolutionary environment. One
result i1s that many Americans are convinced
neither that low-intensity conflicts are threat-
ening to the United States nor that U.S. involve-
ment is essential.

The American difficulty in comprehending
the fundamental 1ssues of revolution and coun-
terrevolution is magnified by the fact that revo-
lution has a morality and ethics of its own,
subordinating everything to revolutionary suc-
cess. Any means that are effective are morally
acceptable. Countering such measures (assas-
sinauion, sabotage, terror, etc.) usually requires
more than conventional military operations.
Equally disconcerting for Americans, the coun-
terrevolutionary system may also manifest “‘un-
usual” moral ethical values of its own. Thus,
neither revolutionaries nor counterrevolution-
aries conduct war according to "acceptable
norms” —at least from the American perspective.
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The perception and policy gap between
American support for major wars and lack of
support for low-intensity conflicts is wide; and
it has its political and psychological counter-
parts within the military. It can seriously aflect
America's military capability.

military capability

U.S. military capability is linked 1o American
perceptions of war and to the American mili-
tary heritage. These, in turn, are fashioned by
the Clausewitzian notion of war, focusing on
the defeat of enemy armed forces. The past is
perceived primarily in terms of grand battles
and major wars. Battles across the plains of
Europe and combined operations such as the
1983 invasion of Grenada are elaborately
planned. In general, American training, plan-
ning, and weaponry are designed to enhance
capability in a conventional military environ-
ment or to deter nuclear attack.

Vietnam and a number of other similar expe-
riences (e.g.. the Seminole wars in Florida and
the Philippine-American War at the turn of the
century) seem to have been lost amidst efforts to
establish a credible strategic posture and a con-
ventional capability in Europe. To be sure,
American military capability does extend to
conventional conflicts on asmaller scaleand in
special environments. The Army’s recent estab-
lishment of a Light Division is one attempt to
respond to future security needs. Envisioned is
a division of approximately 10,000 soldiers,
with about 46 percent of them designated as the
actual fighting force, available for commit-
ment to less-developed areas. It will require less
logistical support than other comparable-size
units, will be highly mobile, and will be armed
with modern light-infantry weapons.

Unless all personnel receive the requisite
training to engage in unconventional con-
flicts, organizational innovations will have lit-
tle impact, however. A Light Division may
make it easier to engage in Grenada-type oper-
ations or in limited conventional wars in less-
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developed areas, but revolution and counter-
revolution remain outside the scope of conven-
tuonally organized military units.

The Ist Special Operauons Command at
Fort Bragg, North Carolina, is another attempt
o respond to warfare in less-developed areas.
More specifically focused on unconventional
conflicts, this command includes Special
Forces, Ranger units, psychological warfare
and civic action units, and special units from
other services designated to cooperate in joint
ventures. Thisis amajorstep in theright direc-
tion, but it sull reflects a conventional organi-
zational wisdom. It links Special Forces opera-
tions, small-unit commando raids, and limited
conventional war capabilities under one or-
ganizational structure suggesting the same
posture for all “special™ contngencies.

military professionalism

The full importof military capability includes
the characteristics and effectiveness of the mili-
tary profession. The American military profes-
ston 1s closely linked to American soclety in
terms of skills and value orientation. Occupa-
tional and professional patterns in American
society have influenced the military protession,
shifting many of these bases of military leader-
ship to technological and managerial skills.
The “"heroic” leadership role of the past has
been overshadowed by the modern soldier-
technician-manager.'? Although there are a
number of implications evolving from this de-
velopment, two are of particular importance
here: the technological thrust within the pro-
fession and 1ts value linkage with society.
These are intermingled with a number of other
considerations within the profession, but they
are important in their own right and need to be
considered separately.

The technological or high-tech drive within
the military has given birth to the electronic
battlefield and increasingly sophisticated weap-
onry. I'he *'Star Wars" or ""high fronuer" con-
ceptisonly the latest in a long series of techno-

logical evolutions. In turn, military
leadership must encompass the demands of a
capital-intensive, machine-oriented environ-
ment. The tradivonal nature of leadership
will, by necessity, focus more specifically on
high-intensity wars—those that have the po-
tential of an 1immediate direct threat o U.S.
survival. Thus, nuclear war and major conven-
tional conthicts with a foe similarly postured
are likely to remain the primary focus of U.S.
political-miliary efforts.

Although the focus on high tech and the
electronic battlefield may seem new, there has
been a consistent pattern incorporating new
developments into the operational mode of the
military establishment over the past two dec-
ades. This has also been the case with the mili-
tary professton, where education and skill have
integrated new weapons developments and
high-tech concepts.

One danger of this orientation is that the
need for human resources may seem secondary
in the overall scheme of things. There i1s a
commitment to fighting wars with “weap-
onry" and “things' in order to save the lives of
military personnel. This 1s, 1o be sure, a neces-
sary commitment: it i1s compatible with the
democratic concerns for life, justice, and hu-
manity, even in umes of war. However, the very
nature of this commitment erodes (at times,
imperceptibly) the military’s ability to engage
in low-intensity conflicts.

Linkage between the American military and
American society provides a psychological and
philosophical support system for the military
profession. This support system evolves from
American perceptions that the Soviets and nu-
clear war are the most immediate and challeng-
ing threats. Thus, the prevailing environment
inextricably meshes the concept of war with a
*Pearl Harbor™ mentality; and the military
finds it less difficult philosophically, morally,
and practically to posture itself for major war
and the Soviet threat than for low-intensity
conflict. This circumstance lessens the need to
grapple with the serious ethical and opera-



tional dilemmas of low-intensity conflicts.

Of course, the military is concerned with its
capability (or lack thereol) to respond across
the conflict spectrum. Indeed, there 1s some
uneasiness because low-intensity conflicts do
not easily fit into traditional boundaries. This
is reinforced by an underlying concern, proba-
bly produced by the Vietnam experience, that
the military cannot long operate in a foreign
area without substanual support from the
American people—a necessary component of
staving power.”’

Nonetheless, the educational curricula n
senior military schools are driven by grand bat-
tles. high-tech warfare, electronic battlefields.
and the standard command and staff functions,
with only a nod in the direction of low-
intensity conflicts. Successful military career
patterns are determined by command and staff
assignments in traditional career fields even
though Special Operations has been approved
by the Army as a career field. Equally impor-
tant, major parts of defense procurement are
guided by strategic and general-purpose force
requirements. While some of these improve
U.S. capability to engage 1n low-1ntensity con-
flicts, their primary focus remains on ‘‘major
war.”

Finally, the military profession interacts
with the military institution’s planning, train-
ing, and weaponry; and these components
reinforce each other. This reinforcement, con-
ventional in nature, evolves from mind-sets
rooted in an American system whose values are
at odds with those necessary for success in low-
intensity conflicts. All conflicts, by and large.
are seen through conventional lenses.

Such an orientation militates against the
evolution of special operations as a major
component of the military profession. Indeed,
the concept of special operations has histori-
cally fostered professional antagonism, as
Colonel Francis J. Kelly has observed:

An elite group has always appeared within the

Army during every war in which the United

States has been engaged. . . . As surely as such
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groups arose, there arose also the grievances of
the normally conservative military men who re-
jected whatever was distincuve o1 different or
special. . . . In the conduct of conservative mili-
tary aflairs, revisions ol current military modes
are frequently resisted with missionary zeal and
emotional fervor simply because they mean
change, they are different. . . . If a new military
program or unit is being developed 1n order 1o
meet new needs, new threats, or new tactics, con-
sideration should be given o the use of elite US
Army units despite the customary resistance 1o
change or eliusm usually found in conservatve
establishments.'*

American military professionalism and ca-
pability, perceptions of war, and the value sys-
tem of society must be in reasonable equi-
librium if symmeury is to be maintained be-
tween the U.S. military and society. A symme-
try is necessary if the military is to develop and
maintain its effectiveness.

American ideology and democratic norms

If the U.S. military seems unprepared for suc-
cessful participation in low-intensity wars, this
lack of readiness appears at least partially due
to the fact that the American political system is
not prepared to engage in revolutionary and
counterrevolutionary conflicts. The general
perceptions justifying U.S. involvement in
conflict must evolve from the American value
system of democratic ideology and established
behavioral norms. These values derive from
Judeo-Christian principles and the philo-
sophical principles expounded by the Declara-
tion of Independence and the U.S. Constitu-
tion. The American democratic value system
includes concern for or belief in the sacredness
of life, individual autonomy, freedom of
choice, justice, and a government that serves
individuals. These values usually conflict with
the character of revolutions and counterrrevolu-
tions.

A number of Americans, however, tend to
view revolutions as either "“glorious' affairs
where a freedom-loving people rise up against
tyrants (the American Revolution) or as essen-



From its regional military training center in Honduras,
Special Forces advisors train Salvadoran and Honduran
troops to fight insurgents in their respective countries. If
local forces are successful in combating insurgency, future
Grenada-type operations by U.S. troops can be avoided.

tially anticolonial affairs. While these views
provide an implicit democratic rationalization
and justification for revolution, a study of revo-
lutions that have occurred over the past two
decades reveals that most of these conflicts are
complex and muludimensional affairs that do
not generally conform to such conceptions. In
many of these conflicts, in fact, it is difficult to
delineate friend from foe and to identify politi-
cal orientations.

I'he fact that revolution and counterrevolu-
tion can become internationalized quickly also
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plays upon the sensitivity of the American
people. For many, revolutions are perceived o
be internal affairs that must be allowed to run
their course. Simultaneously, various revolu-
tionary spokesmen inject their views into the
American media, playing on American ideal-
ized views of revolution, freedom, and justice
and achieving sympathy or support from im-
portant, often vocal, segments of the American
populace.

Whenever the United States becomes involved
in low-intensity conflicts, political repercus-
sions are likely to develop rather quickly. This
phenomenon is a function of both democratic
ideology and the American system of openness.
Information regarding American politics and
policy is readily transmitted to the public. Me-
dia access to the conflict area, the American
freedom of informauon tradition, the public's
right to know, and the technological capabili-
ties of a wide variety of information sources
make 1t extremely difficult to isolate American
military operations from the outside world,
even when official U.S. policy is deliberately
designed to do so—the Grenada operation
notwithstanding. It is likely, therefore, that
any American involvement will be on televi-
sion screens, on the radio, and in newspapers
almost immediately.

The differences between a democracy, such
as the United States, and a dictatorial system,
such as the Soviet Union, are sharply drawn
with respect to low-intensity conflicts—a fact
well illustrated by the Soviet involvement in
Afghanistan. According to an experienced
French observer who was in Afghanistan dur-
ing a part of the Soviet invasion, the Soviets’
views of not only insurgency but counterinsur-
gent methods are quite different from those
generally held by Americans:

Guerrilla warfare has already demonstrated its
effectiveness elsewhere, and until recently no one
has known how to counter it. T'he scattering of
population, the creation of village strongholds,
and control and card-indexing of inhabitants
have proved to be very useful means of restricting
guerrilla advances, but the resistance fighters
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have always won out in the end. . . . The Soviets
are not as naive as the Westerners. They under-
stood long ago.. .. thata war involving guerrillas
and anti-guerrilla fighters would never be won by
either side if the emphasis was placed on being in
the good graces of the population. On the con-
trary, the war would be won by the side that
succeeded in making terror reign.'4

The author explains in detail how Soviet
counterrevolutionary warfare differs from the
democratic West, pointing out, for example,
that Soviet tactics include the deliberate de-
struction of villages to force Afghans to flee the
country. The author also points out:

The Soviet strategy involves two aspects that may
make the outcome in Afghanistan differ from the
Western experience; one, already mentioned, is
the use of mass terror, completely unlike any of
the more moderate types of intervention. The
second is that the Soviets can afford a protracted
war in the short term for the sake of a long-term
victory. . . . The Russians do not need smashing
victories to announce (o their citizenry, as Soviet
public opinion does not influence Soviet policy.'*

Further, the Soviet system has the ability to
prevent access to the conflict area. Control of
the media and the nature of a ““closed’’ society
allow the Soviets to prevent internal and exter-
nal dissemination of information about what
is happening in Afghanistan except as deter-
mined by the Soviet state.

Democratic ideology and openness within
the American system are the bases for shaping
American public attitudes and for developing
and sustaining national will; they also are the
cornerstones for political resolve in responding
to crises. In combination with the quality of
national leadership, these factors determine the
nature of U.S. political-military capability and
the effectiveness of its response to low-intensity
conflicts. As General Weyand pointed out with
respect to Vietnam,

Vietnam was a reaffirmation of the peculiar rela-
tionship between the American Army and the
American people. The Army really is a people’s
army in the sense that it belongs to the American
people who take a jealous and proprietary inter-
estinits involvement. When the Army is commit-
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ted, the American people are committed; when
the American people lose their commitment, it is
futile to try to keep the Army committed. In the
final analysis, the American Army is not so much
an arm of the Executive Branch as it is an arm of
the American people. The Army, therefore, can-
not be committed lightly.!¢

In brief, American nauonal will must be
firm enough to accept the commitment of
American forces to low-intensity conflicts.
Equally important, the national will must be
of such nature that it will sustain the estab-
lished U.S. policy over a period of time, even
under adverse conditions. American national
will and political resolve are difficult to gal-
vanize in response to low-intensity conflicts,
however, and a firm American posture is not
likely to develop without the emergence of a
perspective that justifies support of a counter-
revolutionary system. American involvement
is likely to follow standard practice during the
early defensive phase, providing economic and
military assistance in modest amounts and sta-
tioning some American advisors in the conflict
area. Beyond this, however, the national lead-
ership must tread cautiously if it is to avoid a
commitment that leads to negative public
reaction.

The options for our leaders are limited. Once
the United States decides to engage in low-
intensity conflict, a critical limitation is the
fact that the United States must operate through
the existing indigenous system, regardless of
that system’s politics and ideology. Equally
important, America’s formal institutions and
government agencies are usually limited to cer-
tain kinds of actions. The nature of the Ameri-
can commitment imposes the limitations.

For example, the United States might want
to identify nonrevolutionary moderate groups
that could replace an existing repressive gov-
erning elite and be a more effective barrier to
revolutionary expansion. But such a course of
action could destroy the fragile legitimacy of
the existing system and project the United
States into a policy position that is even more

difficult to implement and maintain than of-
fensive counterrevolutionary operations. On
one hand, the United States would be trying to
support the existing system. On the other
hand, it would be trying to overthrow that very
system. Regardless of any morality or ethics
that might be involved, chaos is likely to result.

The nature of democracy also limits and
constrains intelligence agencies. Congressional
oversight and an inherent American fear of
secret activities establish boundaries for the in-
telligence establishment, albeit these boundar-
ies are at tuimes unclear to both intelligence
agencies and the public.!” Pressures on the ex-
ecutive branch, as well as on Congress, tend to
create political and legalistic guidelines for
most intelligence activities. Moreover, many
Americans are uncomfortable with the neces-
sity for maintaining a wide-ranging intelli-
gence establishment. As a result, U.S. intelli-
gence agencies are bound by democratic per-
ceptions of proper behavior and legal strictures
even when dealing with a protagonist not sim-
tlarly bound. This is not to deny “‘dirty tricks"
by U.S. intelligence agencies; but regardless of
the kind of activity, officials are held account-
able.

The more important issue, however, is the
ability of intelligence agencies to undertake
activities in support of U.S. counterrevolu-
tionary policy. Although the intelligence es-
tablishment has more leeway than other politi-
cal-military instruments, it is not free to engage
in certain kinds of activities that might be es-
sential for successful counterrevolutionary op-
erations. Further, even when intelligence agen-
cies do an effective job, their information and
analyses often are ignored by those in the field
and those at the national command level.

Revolution and counterrevolution are char-
acterized by purposes, protagonists, and pat-
terns of struggle that are essentially alien to
American democratic concepts. Furthermore,
the American political system and its political-
military and intelligence instruments are in a
highly disadvantageous position with respect



Ito low-intensity conflicts. The question 1is,
“W hat can be done to reduce the disadvantage?”’
An important starting pointis a philosophi-
cal and practical reassessment of American
perceptions and perspectives. American na-
tional leaders, as well as the public in general,
must develop a more realistic view of the nature
of revolution and counterrevolution. An even
more pressing need is to understand the limits
and constraints of policy and capability in re-
sponding to such conflicts. Part of the educa-
tion must focus on an understanding of the
nature of the Third World—its nondemocratic
character, its volatility, and, in many instances,
its political instability. Americans must under-
stand that certain systems are aggressively anti-
thetical to democracy and Western interests. At
the same time, they must recognize that Ameri-
can national security interests are directly linked
with a number of Third World states because of
their geopolitical importance and resources.

If American involvement is justified and nec-
essary, then nauonal leaders and the public
must understand that low-intensity conflicts
do not conform to democratic notions of strat-
egy or tactics. Revolution and counterrevolu-
tion develop their own morality and ethics that
justify any means to achieve success. Survival is
the ultimate morality.

Americans must understand the dilemmas
they face in supporting an existing counterrev-
olutionary system. Neither revolution nor
counterrevolution is likely to be democratic.
Neither is likely to conform to democratic
ideals of just and humane behavior on the bat-
tlefield. The conflict is focused on political-
psychological factors. All of the ingredients for
a “'dirty,"” ungentlemanly, terror-oriented con-
flict are there; and participation is likely to be
protracted and increasingly costly.

American national will and political resolve
must be rooted in the concept of democracy and
in the moral and ethical expectations of the
American people. Itis difficult to establish and
maintain national will and political resolve in
response to low-intensity conflicts. A sophisti-
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cated understanding of both the nature of revo-
lution and counterrevolution and the require-
ments for an effective American response must
be developed. It will not be easy because such
conflicts are complex, contradictory, and am-
biguous in nature (American policy may sup-
port nondemocratic regimes in the name of
democracy).

Making the matter even more confusing is
the fact that segments of the media promote
simplistic solutions and project distorted nn-
ages of both the nature of low-intensity conflict
and the U.S. response. Some elected officials
and special groups advocate their own particu-
lar interpretations. Political biases and ideo-
logical orientations of various groups may dis-
tort and confuse the issues.

In such a context, it is difficult to develop a
coherent American political-military posture.
Coherency is achieved when U.S. national ob-
jectives are clearly stated and when policy,
strategy, and operational doctrine are closely
linked for the purpose of achieving these objec-
tives. Americans must understand that not all
of these factors may be in accord with demo-
cratic norms and with the American political
system 1n morality and ethics.

Equally important, coherency cannot be
achieved unless the instruments of policy are
capable of effective implementation. The U.S.
military must develop a capability beyond Spe-
cial Operations units. If the Army's Light Di-
vision is to be charged with operations in less-
developed areas, for example, it must be pre-
pared to undertake counterrevolutionary and
revolutionary operations. It must develop anu-
terror operations and a political-military cap-
ability, and it must learn how to function inan
alien environment. In addition, it must have
the ability to melt into the background while
supporting indigenous operations—a feature
that may require an organizational structure
based on teams and functions. Its personnel
may need security clearances for access to top-
level intelligence and may need to be selected as
highly motivated individuals likely to be effec-
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tive in the unique environment of low-intensity
conflict. Finally, the Light Division must re-
flect a joint operational capability.

An organizational strategy that focuses spe-
cifically on low-intensity conflict must be de-
veloped. Based on goals from the highest levels
(Nauonal Security Council), this strategy must
be supported by other units within the De-
partment of Defense and by civilian agencies.
Further, the st Special Operations Command
needs to funcuon as a joint civilian-military
command system under the direct control of a
high political authority (an Assistant Secretary
of State, for example). In addition, some degree
of training in counterrevolutionary warfare
should be provided to standard military line
units.

This organizational and training thrust needs
an efficient intelligence establishment. Opera-
tions in revolutionary-counterrevolutionary con-
flicts cannot be conducted successfully without
the intelligence necessary to identify threats
and specifics of the tactical situation, both mil-
arily and in the political-social milieu (par-
ticularly during the offensive phase). Indeed, it
is difficult to see how any American involve-
ment can succeed absent an intelligence estab-
lishment attuned to the distinctive require-
ments of low-intensity conflict.

Finally, the U.S. military needs to give more
than lip service to special operations. Although
concern regarding their ability to respond
across the entire conflict spectrum is growing
among some military professionals, techno-
logical and managerial components allow lit-
tle room for emphasis on special operations for
low-intensity conflicts.

Developing political acumen, political-mili-
tary sensitivity, and an understanding of the
nature and requirements of low-intensity con-
flict requires, among other things, serious edu-
cation in these matters at all levels of service
schools. Equally important, the profession
needs to integrate special operations career
patterns realistically with standard command

and staff patterns. That is, low-intensity con-
flict must become a standard component within
the profession and in the training of line units.
These steps are perhaps the most important
initially, but even these will not be easy to
implement nor will they be easily accepted.

Involvement in low-intensity conflict usu-
ally carries risk. Even the most coherent U.S.
posture and policy, designed specifically for
low-intensity conflict, may not bring expected
results. Revolution and counterrevolution
create an environment that is not easily influ-
enced by American power. Indeed, in some in-
stances, U.S. involvement may exacerbate the
situation—and these matters cannot always be
precisely assessed in advance. Further, many of
the indigenous systems involved in low-inten-
sity conflicts are nondemocratic; basing U.S.
policy on the presumption that only demo-
cratic systems can be supported precludes Amer-
ican involvement in many parts of the Third
World.

Finally, noninvolvement may be the best
course. I'he democratic nature of the American
system may prevent involvement even if the
conflict has a potential to threaten American
interests; or the conflict may be such that U.S.
involvement would be irrelevant. Modern revo-
lutions are not necessarily attempts by a down-
trodden people to overthrow a dictatorship but
may emanate from indigenous groups who are
socioeconomically mobile. They may also be
the strategy of an external power to overthrow
an existing system for the prime purpose of
extending its own interests. The United States
must weigh the challenges to its own interests
against the costs and consequences of involve-
ment; and any involvement must be articulated
in clear terms to the American people.

Loyola University of Chicago

A version of this article, together with related articles by other
authors, will appear in Low-Intensity Conflict and Modern Tech-
nology, which will be published by the Center for Aerospace Doc-
trine, Research, and Education in 1985.



Notes

1. For a discussion of the meaning of low-intensity conflict, see
Sam C. Sarkesian, “Inuoduction: American Policy and Low-
Intensity Conflict: An Overview,” in U.S. Policy and Low-Intensity
Conflict: Potentials for Milutary Struggles in the 1980s, edited by
Sam C. Sarkesian and William L. Scully (New Brunswick, New
Jersey: Transacuon Books. 1981), p. 4.

9. Bernard Fall, Street without Joy: Insurgency in Indochina,
194663, Third Revised Edition (Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Stack-
pole. 1963), p. 356.

3. Ibid.. p. 357.
4. Anatol Rapoport, editor, Clausewitz on War (Baltimore: Pen-

guin Books. 1971). For a critique of classical military theory, see
Alexander Atkinson, Social Order and the General Theory of Strat-
egy (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1981), especially chapter
3.

5. Richard Burt. *“New Weapons Technologies: Debate and Di-
rections,” in The Impact of New Military Technology, edited by
Jonathan Alford (Westmead, Farnborough. Hampshire, England:
Gower, 1981), p. 46.

6. This 1s quoted in Harry G. Summers, Jr.. On Strategy: The
Vietnarn War in Context (Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania: U.S.
Army War College, 1981), p. 25. The author documents this as
follows: “Vietnam Myths and Realities. CDRS CALL (July-August
1976); also reprinted in Armor (September-October 1976). General
Weyand was the last commander of the Military Assistance Com-
mand Vietnam (MACYV) and supervised the withdrawal of U.S.
military forces in 1973."

7. Swuart A. Hermington, Stlence Was a Weapon: The Vietnam
War in the Villages— A Personal Perspective (Novato, California:
Presidio Press. 1982), p. 23.

8. As quoted in Summers, p. 108. This is from Stephen T.

E

coming...

in our March-
April issue

R .

LOW-INTENSITY CONFLICT 23

Hosmer ct al.. The Fall of South Vietnam: Statements by Vietna-
mese Military and Civilian Leaders (Santa Monica, California:
Rand Corporation, December 1978), p. 38.

9. A schematic depicling the conflict spectrum and American
capability is contained in Sarkesian and Scully, p. 6.

10. See, for example, Theodore Shackley, The Third Option: An
American View of Counterninsurgency Operations (New York:
Reader's Digest Press, 1981) and Intelligence Requirements for the
1980s: Covert Action, edited by Roy Godson (Washington, D C.:
National Strategy Informauon Center, 1981).

11. See, for example, David Halberstam, The Best and the Bright-
est (New York: Fawcett, 1978).

12. See, for example, Morris Janowitz, The Professional Soldier:
A Social and Political Portrast (New York: Free Press, 1971), espe-
cially pp. vii-lvi.

13. Colonel Francis J. Kelly, Vietnam Studies: U.S. Army Special
Forces, 1961-1971 (Washington, D.C.: Deparument of Defense,
1977), p. 160. See also Alfred H. Paddock, Jr., U.S. Army Special
Warfare: Its Onigins (Washington, D.C.: Nauonal Defense Univer-
sity Press, 1982).

14. Claude Malhuret, “'Report from Afghanistan.” Foreign Af-
fairs, Winter 198384, pp. 426 and 428. See also Gerard Chaliand,
Report from Afghanistan (New York: Penguin Books, 1982).

15. Ibid.. pp. 434 and 435.

16. Summers, p. 7.

17. For an excellent discussion of intelligence requirements and
the problems of the intelligence establishment, see Intelligence
Requirements for the 1980s: Elements of Intelligence, edited by Roy
Godson (Washington, D.C.: National Strategy Informaton Center,
1979) and Dr. Ray S. Cline, The CIA under Reagan, Bush, and
Casey (Washington, D.C.: Acropolis Books, 1981), especially pp.

11-22, chapters 6 and 7.

® Fighting the Russians: A German
Perspective

® Tactical Air Power in World War 11

® NATO Attack Pilots versus a Soviet
Offensive

® The Navigator: What Future?



IRA C. EAKER
FIRST-PRIZE ESSAY

A MATTER OF PRINCIPLES
expanding horizons beyond the battlefield

LIEUTENANT COLONEL DENNIS M. DREW

WAR is more than battle. War is
more than the panoply of military
and industrial actions that pre-
pare and bring armed forces to
battle. Rather, war is an all-encompassing
struggle between societies, and battle is only
its most obvious and deadly manifestation.
America’s experience in the Vietnam War il-
lustrated that the impact of war on the fabric
of society rivals the importance of events on
the battlefield. In this sense, the Vietnam ex-
perience confirmed Clausewitz’s most fa-
mous dictum that war is a continuation of
political activity with the addition of other
means.

Traditionally, Americans have had consid-
erable difficulty in accepting that war was any-
thing more than battle writ large. The Ameri-
can “principles of war”’ reflect this attitude. In
theory, these principles are axiomatic doctri-
nal beliefs that offer fundamental guidance
for the conduct of America’s military cru-
sades. In reality, they are principles of “bat-
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tle” that present basic factors which military
commanders should consider before sending
or leading their forces into combat. Principles
such as mass, maneuver, and surprise apply
directly to battlefield situations but have only
atenuous relationship to the broader concept
of a nation at war.

The American experience in Vietnam dem-
onstrated that victory in battle does not nec-
essarily lead to victory in war. Time and again,
American forces defeated the enemy in bat-
tle. At the high point of our involvement, we
could transport our troops anywhere in South
Vietnam, engage any enemy force, and be
confident of victory. We controlled the seas
around Vietnam and the skies above. Never-
theless, we were unable to translate tactical
victory into strategic victory. We were unable
to win the war even though we won the bat-
tles. Thus one wonders if the Vietnam expe-
rience might indicate some higher order of
principles that concern a nation at war rather
than simply forces on the battlefield. This es-



Lay explores that possibility and focuses on
four higher-order principles of war that are
specifically related to the Vietnam experience.
Other analysts may not agree with the formu-
lation of these four principles. The important
point, however, is that each of these princi-
ples offers evidence that factors far beyond
the confines of battlefields affect the out-
comes of wars. Taken as a group, these princi-
ples suggest that the American military estab-
lishment must expand its horizons beyond
the blood and smoke of combat.

Expositions of the traditional principles of
war make the point that the objective is the
“master”’ principle. Folk wisdom about the
Vietnam conflict holds that American objec-
tives were ill-defined and thus formed the
root cause of our problems. This assertion is
debatable. Careful examination of the record
indicates that broad American political objec-
tives were clearly and consistently articulated
from the late 1940s through the fall of Saigon
in 1975. It is more accurate to state that the
American military found it difficult to trans-
late those political objectives into military ob-
jectives in the peculiar circumstances of the
war. Worse, the American people found the
political objectives unworthy of support in
the face of the heavy costs of the war. All of
this indicates that just as the objective is the
master principle of battle, the political objec-
tive is the master principle of war.

The political objective is of paramount im-
portance for at least three reasons. First, polit-
ical objectives and enemy resistance to those
objectives form the reasons for resorting to
war. Political objectives define the goals of
war and thus imply and circumscribe, but do
not necessarily define, the objectives of mili-
tary operations. In effect, political objectives
assign broad roles and missions to the armed
forces during hostilities. In the Vietnam con-
flict, political objectives controlled both the
basic conduct of the war (e.g., North Vietnam
would not be invaded) and many of the oper-
ational details of military operations (e.g., re-

strictions on the bombing of North Vietnam).
Although many Americans prefer to believe
that the restrictions imposed on the militaryin
Vietnam by political objectives were unique
to that war, the fact is that political objectives
and politicians have had considerable control
over military operations in virtually every
American war.

One need only look to the Mexican War to
find a president dictating strategy from the
White House. In the Civil War, the political
desire for quick victory played a part in the
early Union disasters in northern Virginia.
Lincoln personally hired and fired his gener-
als as he sought decisive action on the battie-
field. Later, in 1898, President William McKin-
ley wentso far as to establish awar room in the
White House from which he directed military
preparations with messages sent out via
twenty-five telegraph lines installed specifi-
cally for that purpose. In World War i, the
shape of the Allied effort (e.g., Europe first
and the invasion of North Africa) was dictated
as much by political considerations as by mili-
tary exigencies. Finally, the political restric-
tions placed on military efforts in the Korean
War offered an immediate foretaste of what
would follow in Southeast Asia.

Political objectives affect the relationship
among the various instruments of power and
determine whether or not military actions are
appropriate. In some cases, political objec-
tives either cannot or should not be sought by
military means. In crisis situations, the na-
tional leadership must determine not only
whether successful military action will achieve
the desired objective but also what nonmili-
tary actions are appropriate and how those
actions can work in concert with military
power. In the Vietnam conflict, it was clear
that much more than military success was re-
quired if South Vietham was to remain an
independent state. A strong and independent
South Vietnam required governmental reform,
economic reform, military reform, and politi-
cal stability, along with military success.
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The third reason for the importance of po-
litical objectives has to do with motivation and
morale. War is not to be undertaken lightly,
for its consequences include the expenditure
of human life and the destruction of things
that mankind values. If the American people
are to support such a costly undertaking, they
must be presented with political objectives
that they can support with both their blood
and their treasure. To ensure this support,
political objectives should meet three stand-
ards. First, they should be simple and straight-
forward. In the ideal case, they should be
reducible to a short catch-phrase, such as
“hang the Kaiser.” Second, political objec-
tives should be, or at least appear to be, mor-
ally and politically lofty. Americans wage cru-
sades rather than wars and need objectives
that fit the crusading image. Finally, political
objectives must be perceived as vital to the
interests of the United States. The American
people will not and should not sacrifice their
blood and treasure for trivial objectives.

In the Vietnam conflict, American political
objectives failed to meet any of the three
criteria. There was nothing simple and straight-
forward about the reasons for American in-
volvement. The best catch-phrase for our ob-
jectives was “to contain communism,” which
somehow paled beside “hang the Kaiser,”
and other earlier war cries. Our objectives
may have been morally lofty, but they were
tarnished by the corruption and political in-
fighting of those we were trying to assist. Fi-
nally, most Americans had a great deal of dif-
ficulty associating America’s vital interests
with a civil war in a small former French col-
ony ten thousand miles across the Pacific.

The motivation and morale of society, which
begins with well-conceived political objectives,
can have a decisive effect on the nation’s abil-
ity and will to prosecute a war successfully—
particularly when the war spans a considera-
ble length of time. In the Vietnam conflict,
homefront morale crumbled as the war con-
tinued with no end in sight. In the final analy-
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sis, it was the American body politic, not the
Vietcong or the North Vietnamese, that forced
the withdrawal of American fighting forces
from Vietnam.

Short of suffering an attack on Pearl Harbor,
even the most carefully constructed political
objectives will not resultin unanimous Amer-
ican support for military action. Although
Americans are fond of viewing the fractious
political debate that surrounded our partici-
pation in the Vietnam conflict as something
unique in American history, deeply divided
political opinion has actually been the rule
rather than the exception in the history of
American warfare. Beginning with the Revo-
lution in 1776, every major American war has
caused great rifts in the citizenry, with the
possible exceptions of the two world wars.

The problem is to maintain public support
for the war effort. American popular support
is contingent on the clear recognition that the
sacrifices of the nation are leading, however
slowly, to ultimate victory. For this reason,
perceived progress becomes very important
in a war of any significant length. It has been
postulated that democratic societies cannot
sustain long wars. However, this thesis has not
been proved in the American experience.
What has been demonstrated is that Ameri-
cans have little patience with long struggles
that seem to make little headway.

The first three years of the American Civil
War caused terrible bloodshed but yielded
few dramatic results. In Virginia, Union forces
met with little but embarrassing defeat. In the
West, Union forces had been very successful
butstill had not penetrated deeply into Dixie.
War weariness swept the Union, and Lincoln’s
reelection was in some doubt. Finally, in 1864,
Sherman was able to march on Atlanta and,
after its capture, devastate the heart of Geor-
gia. After three years, Union forces had finally
attacked a vital center within the Confederacy,
emerged as victors, perhaps ensured Lincoln’s
reelection, and kept the Union in the war.
Progress could finally be clearly perceived.



In World War I, Americans faced an equally
long and arduous struggle, but determination
never seemed to wane. Progress was clear as
battle maps showed Allied forces marching
relentlessly toward the heart of both German
and Japanese power. Three years after Pearl

'Harbor, American troops were on the Rhine
and had returned to the Philippines. Progress
‘was easily perceived.

Vietnam was a far different story. American
forces won one battle after another, but the
enemy never seemed defeated. Every area in
Vietnam seemed to be contested year after
year. After three years of continuous Ameri-
can victories, the enemy somehow managed
to launch the massive Tet offensive in 1968,
which was the final straw. It mattered little to
the American people whether Tet was a vic-
tory or defeat. What mattered was that after
three years of pounding by the world’s fore-
most military superpower, the enemy was still
able to launch such a massive and well-
coordinated attack. American progress in the
war was difficult to perceive, and the Ameri-
can withdrawal began in 1969.

To perceive progress, observers must have
an accepted standard of measurement. The
traditional military standard was conquered
territory, which had the added convenience
of being easily displayed on a map for the
public. In Vietnam, the insurgent nature of
the war (at least during some of its phases)
made territorial claims an inaccurate barome-
ter of success. The substitute for conquered
territory was the number of dead enemy bod-
ies. Unfortunately, body counts suffered from
two crucial shortcomings as symbols of suc-
cess. First, body-count accuracy was always
suspect. When career advancement depended
on success and success meant a large body
count, many believed that the statistics were
inflated. Second, high body counts could
be interpreted as a lack of progress. In awar in
which the enemy stood and fought only when
he wanted to do so, high body counts indi-
cated that the enemy was both able and will-

ing to sacrifice its manpower against superior
American firepower. In this sense, high body
counts meant that the enemy recruiting and
resupply program was continuing to succeed.

One could speculate that a much better
measure of success would have been low
body counts and a low level of enemy activity.
Such a situation would indicate both success
in destroying the Vietcong infrastructure that
provided many recruits and success in inter-
dicting the flow of men and material from
North Vietnam. It appears that we chose the
wrong threads from which to weave the fabric
of success and that, in the eyes of the Ameri-
can people, the Tet offensive revealed that
the emperor had no clothes.

The main point that this line of reasoning
leads us to is that American strategy in the
Vietnam War was seriously flawed. The de-
cision-making process linking political ends
with appropriate means somehow went awry.
In the peculiar circumstances of the Vietnam
War, the United States could not apply the
various instruments of national power, in-
cluding military power, in such a way as to
translate battlefield victory into strategic vic-
tory. This inability suggests the critical impor-
tance of understanding the circumstances of
the conflict.

The key to understanding the circum-
stances in the Vietnam War was to understand
the motivation of the enemy. Our adversaries
in Vietnam were organized by the harsh disci-
pline of Communist ideology, but they were
motivated by the passions of long-suppressed
Vietnamese nationalism. Their objective was
politically unlimited, as they sought nothing
less than unification of Vietnam under Ha-
noi’s leadership. Ho Chi Minh and his follow-
ers had been waging the struggle for more
than two decades by the time American
troops arrived in force, and they were willing
to accept the challenge of American arms.
They waged an unlimited war in virtually
every respect. North Vietnamese society was
mobilized for the long struggle. On the bat-
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tlefield, their troops used every military means
at their disposal. They were ready to endure,
to sacrifice, and to persevere.

In retrospect, it would seem that the United
States did not understand the circumstances
of the Vietnam conflict and that the means we
used were inappropriate as well as unsuccess-
ful. Unlike our opponents, the United States
foughtalimited war in virtually every respect.
Our strategy was based on the belief that
gradually increased military pressure, coupled
with obvious military restraint and the subtle
threat of limited patience, would convince
the North Vietnamese that they could not win
and should negotiate a reasonable settlement.
However, viewed through lenses colored by
Vietnamese nationalistic passion, American
restraint connoted both a reluctance to fight
and something less than total commitment.

America’s enemies in Vietnam understood
the circumstances of the war. They under-
stood that a guerrilla army wins when it is not
defeated and that a conventional army loses
when it does not win. They understood the
problems faced by democratic governments
when waging long foreign wars. Their answer,
in these circumstances, was to continue the
struggle and avoid decisive defeat until time,
casualties, and frustration destroyed the
American commitment altogether.

The misguided American strategy played
directly into the enemy’s strong suit. Gradual
escalation and attrition warfare require con-
siderable time and patience. They also can
extract a high pricein blood and treasure. The
American body politic would not tolerate
such slow results requiring such a high price.
As the war dragged on, it became very clear
that the United States did not have a clear
vision of how the war would or should end
and had no firm plan concerning the end of
the American involvement. Rather than a de-
liberate and well-planned ending to the Amer-
ican effort, it was the American people who
decided that they had suffered enough and
that the United States must get out.
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The United States spent four years, from.

1969through 1972,in aslow withdrawalwhile;‘ (i

making feverish but belated attempts to pres}
pare the South Vietnamese to defend them-

- iyl
selves. In 1975, when the enemy armies were (“[

overrunning South Vietnam, the American

people made it very clear that we would not =

become reinvolved. Thus, the American in-
volvementin Vietnam ended not with a flour-
ish but with a whimper and a sign of relief.

. . 1}
However, even the whimpering was full of

confusion. As pressure mounted in the United
States to end the bloodshed in 1972, the peace
negotiations came to a head. But it was clear
that we had not even come to an agreement
with our principal ally, the South Vietnamese,
on the shape of an acceptable settlement. The
result, even after the intensive bombing cam-
paign against Hanoi and its environs in De-
cember 1972, was a ceasefire unsatisfactory to
the South Vietnamese and satisfactory to the
United States only in the sense that the Amer- |
ican travail was over.

The confusion that resulted in such an un-
satisfactory conclusion to a long and costly
struggle suggests the importance of consider-
ing conditions of termination. Termination
should be considered “up front,” preferably
at the same time that a nation considers the
option of going to war. Conditions of termi-
nation are particularly important in the cur-
rent era of limited war—limited at least from-
the perspective of the United States. Limited
wars for limited objectives are rarely foughtto
absolute and complete victory. Rather, these
wars typically end with negotiations and com-
promises. An early consideration of termina-
tion conditions should clarify what is negotia-
ble and what is not. Among allies, whose ob-
jectives will differ at least in some details, early
consideration of acceptable outcomes should
clarify those differences and make it possible
to present a united front to the adversary dur-
ing negotiations.

Understanding the desired conditions of
termination is part of understanding the cir-
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Eumstances of the war and thus is also a criti-

al step in determining strategy. Early consid-
ration of termination conditions forces the
objectives of the war into sharper focus,
which, in turn, should help define the best
means and methods to achieve those objec-

tives.

IT Is worth repeating that the importance of
the four principles discussed in this essay lies
notin the principles themselves. Rather, their
importance lies in the realization that factors
far removed from combat can determine suc-
cess or failure in war. Political objectives set
the stage for all other actions. Understanding
the circumstances and defining the condi-
tions of termination play key roles in shaping
the course of the war. Finally, a war of any
length requires the continuing public support
generated by perceived progress. In essence,

although these four principles have little to
do with battle, they have everything to do
with war.

When we look back on the Vietnam con-
flict, it is clear that our vision of the war was
limited to the battlefield. This narrow vision
was evident in a president who personally
selected individual bombing targets and in
military professionals who still do not under-
stand that winning the battles does not equate
to winning the war. The price of our failurein
Vietnam was paid in blood, treasure, prestige,
and influence. America cannot afford more
failures. We must expand our horizons beyond
the bloody confines of the battlefield. We
must learn, at long last, that war is more than
battle.

Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research,

and Education
Maxwell AFB, Alabama
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HE Soviet war in Afghanistan has pro-

vided a plethora of information about

the Soviets and their use of military
power. Additionally, the war has allowed the
Soviets to learn many lessons and has offered
them the opportunity to train, apply various
tactics, and experiment with different weap-
ons. Curiously, however, although the Soviets
paralyzed the Afghan government initally
with troops airlifted into the capital city of
Kabul and since then have used helicopter,
fighter-bomber, and bomber operations in the
war, very little has been compiled heretofore in
open U.S. sources regarding Soviet air power
experiences and tactics. By studying Soviet use
of air power in Afghanistan, we might gain a
better understanding of Soviet air power doc-
trine and how the Soviets may employ air
power in future conflicts.
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Airlift

Soviet military doctrine stresses the primacy
of offensive operations aimed at stunning and
preventing organized resistance by opponents.
In Afghanistan, as in Czechoslovakia in 1968,
the Soviets used the surprise landing of air-
borne units at strategic centers, particularly
around the capital, in conjunction with the
speedy movement of ground units along stra-
tegic routes toward vital centers to gain the
initiative.! The military invasion began on
Christmas night, 1979, when the Soviets staged
a massive, single-lift operation involving an
estimated 280 transport aircraft packed with
troops, munitions, and equipment. The air-
craft were reported to be I1-76s (closely resem-
bling the U.S. C-141), An-22s (a Soviet turbo-
prop strategic transport), and An-12s (a C-130

The Chnistinas 1979 Sowet invasion of Afghanistan
began with 11-76 Mainstays and other transports fly-
ing an arrborne dunsion into Kabul. Transports like
the 11-76 provide the flexible mobility essential to
conventional forces locked in an unconventional war.

equivalent). Subsequent airlifts completed the
placement of three airborne divisions in Af-
ghanistan.?

The size and swiftness of the airlift operation
are significant. Each Soviet airborne division
normally comprises nearly 8500 men, includ-
ing artillery and combat support elements.?
The 280 transport aircraft represented approx-
imately 38 percent of the total Soviet military
transport air force (Voyenno-Tranportnaya
Aviatsiya or VTA). If Aeroflot, the Soviet ci-
vilian airline, is included in the total transport
capability figures, the 280 transport aircraft rep-
resented approximately 29 percent of the total
Soviet transport fleet. This sizable transport
fleet 1s a significant Soviet asset, contributing
to the capability of the Soviets to mobilize and
deploy quickly large numbers of troops. The
Christmas night airlift was, of course, only the
initial stage of the invasion; massive airlift of
troops, equipment, and supplies has continued
to flow into Afghanistan. To date, no Soviet
transport aircraft appear to be permanently
based in Afghanistan; transports are rotated in
and out from air bases in the Soviet Union.*

Ironically, the Soviets may be copying U.S.
transport tactics used in Vietnam. Soviet
sources have suggested that An-12 Cub trans-




ports have been used as bombers by rolling
bombs down and off the tail ramp while in
flight.s In Vietnam. the United States used
15,000-pound bombs dropped from C-130 trans-
ports to clear helicopter assault zones in the
jungle.

Tactical airlift aircralt are used primarily,
however, in their traditional role of supply.
The Soviets have found that they often cannot
use ground convoys to supply many outposts
in the sparsely settled provinces along Afghan-
istan's eastern border with Pakistan. Even such
significant bases as Khost and Gardez—each
held by a battalion or regiment of the Kabul
regime—normally must be supplied by air,
while smaller outposts in these provinces re-
quire parachute drops for resupply.¢

Helicopters

Perhaps the most widely used element of So-
viet air power in the Afghan war is the helicop-
ter. Helicopters have been used extensively in
varied types of military missions. Estimates of
helicopter strength range from 500 to 650 ma-
chines, of which up to 250 may be the Mi-24
Hind gunships.’

The Hind is an extremely lethal weapon,
with machine gunsor cannon in the nose turret
and up to 192 unguided missiles under its stub
wings. It has room for eight to twelve ground
troops and their equipment in the fuselage,
and itis widely used by the Soviets for punitive
and search-and-destroy missions.® The Hind
has also been used to provide close air support
for ground troops, to strike Afghan villages
(sometimes in conjunction with fixed-wing
aircraft), and to conduct armed-reconnaissance
missions to detect and attack guerrilla groups.?

Due to its heavy armor, the Hind is nearly
'impervious to guerrilla small arms unless the

[}
!

SOVIET AIR POWER 33

guerrillas can fire down at the helicopters us-
ing weapons positioned high on the sides of
mountains.'® The Hind has only three known
vulnerable points: the turbine intakes, the tail
rotor assembly, and an oil tank inexplicably
but conveniently located beneath the red star
on the fuselage.!!

The terrain in Afghanistan has had consid-
erable influence on the use of the Hind. Many
of the narrow roads in Afghanistan snake
through valleys overlooked by steep, tall moun-
tains. Such terrain provides perfect ambush sit-
uations. As a result, whenever a Soviet troop
column or supply convoy moves into guerrilla
territory, it is accompanied by Hinds whose
pilots have developed a standard escort tactic.
Some Hinds hover over the ground convoy,
watching for guerrilla activity, while others
land troops on high ground ahead of the ad-
vancing column. These troops secure any po-
tential ambush positions and provide flank se-
curity until the column has passed; they are
themselves protected against guerrilla attack
by the Hinds that inserted them and subse-
quently hover overhead. Once the convoy passes
their position, the troops are picked up and
reinserted farther along the route. Convoy pro-
tection is also provided by other Hinds that
range ahead of the column to detect and strike
guerrillas that may have concentrated along
the route.!?

Other information on Hind tactics indicate
that a closer relationship between air and
ground arms has been a major aim of the Soviet
force development (the helicopter is a part of
the Soviet Air Force). Hinds are the primary
Soviet close air support weapon in Afghanis-
tan. They not only strike enemy forces in con-
tact with Soviet troops but sometimes carry out
attacks as much as twenty to thirty kilometers
forward of the forward edge of battle area. This
tactic is apparently an attempt to increase re-
sponsiveness, tactical flexibility, and integra-
tion with ground forces.'?

The Soviets have had some problems with
their helicopters. In 1980, losses to SA-7 surface-
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to-air missiles (a hand-held, heat-seeking mis-
sile) led to a change in tactics at the end of 1980
or early 1981. Since then, the Hinds have used
nap-of-the-earth flight patterns, for which the
machines were not designed nor their crews
properly trained. There have been reports of
Hind rotors striking the rear of their own hel-
icopters during some of these nap-of-the-earth
fights. The wear on airframes and systems
caused by these lower-altitude flights has also
greatly increased rates of operational attrition. !4

These nap-of-the-earth tactics are a signifi-
cant change from those employed in 1979-80.

Hind crews then showed little fear of the oppo-
sition, attacking with machine guns, 57-mm
rockets, or cluster and high-explosive 250-kg
bombs normally during diving attacks from a
1000-meter altitude. After the firing pass, they
would break away in a sharp evasive turn or
terrain-hugging flight before repositioning for
another firing pass. The Soviets used these tac-

A Mi-24 Hind helicopter can carry up to twelve troops
and provide devastating fire support with its array of
cannon and rocket weapons. The Soviets are thought
to have more than 250 Hinds in Afghanistan.




Although aged. the Mi-4 Hound has found new life in the
war against Afghan rebels. Often, a parr of Hounds will
lead an attack mission. dfter an 1mtial strafing run, the
two will climb to a higher altitude ¢ SA-7s with
flares while t} e lethal Hinds attack rebel positions.

tics with several Hinds in a circular pattern,
similar 1o the American “wagon wheel” used
in Vietnam. Such tactics may still be used in
some parts of Afghanistan, but by and large
they have been changed.

Reportedly, new tactics that use scout heli-
copters for target acquisition have been adopted
for both attack helicopters and fixed-wing air-
craft. These scouts are usually Hinds (or, in
some cases, Mi-8 Hips) rather than smaller,
lighter helicopters. Normally, they stay high,
out of range of the target, giving crews a better
field of view while directing attacks. This tactic
may become standard in future Soviet con-
flicts.?

Current reports say the Hind now begins an
attack run 7000 to 8000 meters from the target,
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running in at low altitude and then rising 20 to
100 meters in altitude to fire. Firing usually
commences at maximum range, and mutual
support is emphasized. One tactic that has en-
dured the war has been to send one helicopter
in at high altitude to draw enemy fire, while
wingmen remain low, behind a ridge, ready to
attack anyone who opens fire.!¢

The Soviets are also using helicopters in
mass formations (a standard Soviet tactic). Re-
ports have helicopters in packs of four and six,
hovering, firing their rockets and machine
guns, circling, hunting, and then swooping
down and firing again.!’

While the Hind is the primary attack heli-
copter being used in Afghanistan, the Soviets
have also made extensive use of the big multi-
purpose Mi-8 Hip in several different capaci-
ties. One of the major missions of the Hip is to
serve as the main troop carrier.'® In this role,
the Hip is enhanced by its ability to provide i1ts
own fire support/suppression with 57-mm
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rocket pods.'® The Hip has also been used for
aerial minelaying, which the Soviets have found
is a good way to reinforce a defensive perimeter
quickly. Furthermore, the Hip has been used as
a heavily armed attack helicopter to complement
the Hind.?° As with the Hind, the Soviets have
found problems with the Hip. These have
come primarily in the areas of its exposed fuel
system (a major hazard to crews in case of a
crash), short rotor life, lack of engine quick-
change capability, poor engine performance,
and inadequate trim control. The engine and
trim problems result from the low-density air
conditions found in the high, mountainous
terrain of Afghanistan, which force the engine
to work harder and make hovering difficult.2!

The Mi-4 Hound has also been employed in
the war, often in concert with the Hind. Many
helicopter airstrikes start with two Mi-4
Hounds, which attack with unguided rockets
and machine gun fire, followed by four Hinds,
which continue the strike with rockets and
cannon. While the Hinds attack, the Hounds
circle, ejecting heat decoy flares at regular in-
tervals, apparently in an effort to protect the
helicopters from hand-held SA-7s. The Hounds
also have been reported to hover near villages
being shelled, perhaps acting as air controllers
for ground-based artillery.2?

One other type of helicopter that the Soviets
are using in Afghanistan is the big Mi-6 Hook.
It has been used extensively to provide heavy
lift support for Soviet forces.2

Observers report that Soviet helicopter roles
in the war have varied from dropping Soviet
parachutists, antipersonnel mines, bombs, and
leaflets to providing close air support for Soviet
armor. Yet, while significant tactical changes
have occurred, the broad picture of Soviet
Frontal Aviation tactics in Afghanistan has
remained largely unchanged. Trends and con-
cepts observed prior to the war have been rein-
forced. The Hips still carry troops for airmo-
bile assaults and provide suppression; the Hind
remains the Soviets' primary source of airborne
firepower.24

Fighter-Bombers

Helicopters may be the main element of So-
viet air power in Afghanistan, but evidence
indicates that the Soviets are testing their
fighter-bombers and associated weapons and
tactics in the Afghan war as well. Compared to
reports on their helicopter use, very little on the
type of fighter-bomber tactics that the Soviets
are using has appeared in the open press. How-
ever, enough has been published to provide a
glimpse of Soviet fighter-bomber philosophy.

Soviet fighter-bombers have been employed
exclusively in the air-to-ground role, since the
Afghan guerrillas offer no air-to-air threat.
They have been used for carpet bombing, terror
bombing, and scorched-earth bombing in ef-
forts to destroy the guerrillas or drive them
from the country. Combined with helicopter
attacks, Soviet fighter-bombers have pounded
settlements throughout the country. Half of
the city of Herat (Afghanistan’s third largest
city, with a population of 150,000) was leveled
in an extremely heavy, brutal, and prolonged
attack.?

Most Soviet fighter-bomber crews are trained
for close air support roles with ground troops
in the European theater. In Afghanistan, they
have also proved their value on sorties against
targets deep inside guerrilla territory. Houses,
crops, livestock, vineyards, and orchards in
some areas have been systematically bombed
and rocketed in what appears to be a scorched-
earth campaign aimed at denying the guerril-
las food and shelter. Terror bombings of vil-
lages, by both MiG aircraft and helicopters,
have reportedly become commonplace in areas
that are sympathetic to the guerrilla move-
ment. To complete the destruction, ground
troops often enter these areas after an air assault
and shoot at anything alive, eventually turning



everything of value into rubble.?¢

Early in the war, the primary fighter-bomber
used by Soviet forces was the MiG-21 Fishbed.
The Fishbed has one twin-barrel 23-mm gun
with 200 rounds of ammunition in a belly
pack, and it can carry four 57-mm rocket packs,
two 500-kg bombs, and two 250-kg bombs, or
four 240-mm air-to-surface rockets in a typical
ground attack configuration.?” Tactically, the
MiG-21s have generally operated in pairs,?8 but
they attack individually, taking turns firing
rockets at or bombing guerrilla positions. After
releasing their ordnance, they each eject three
sets of four heat decoy flares as they climb away.
Again, the flares are an apparent attempt to
negate any SA-7 threat. Reports also indicate
that the MiG-21s often fire from a range of
about 2000 meters, which makes their strikes
somew hat inaccurate and ineffective. This tac-
tic, combined with the failure of many bombs
to explode on impact and the failure of some
cluster bombs to deploy and scatter, has at
times rendered the Soviet fighter-bombers in-
effective.?s

Still other reasons have been cited for the
ineffectiveness of the MiG-21. All seem valid.
First, the MiG-21 is best suited as an air-to-air
platform. Second, the guerrillas are an elusive
enemy, and any kind of early warning of an
impending airstrike helps negate the effects of
that strike. Third, the mountainous terrain,
where most of the guerrilla resistance is lo-
cated, tends to restrict the effectiveness of air-to-
ground fire.3 The steep, deep, winding ravines
and valleys make the use of high-speed aircraft
somewhat sporty, and Soviet pilots have often
pushed the Fishbeds to their flight limitations.
Like the helicopters, the fighter-bombers in
Afghanistan are affected adversely by the high
aluitudes associated with terrain that includes
10,000-20,000-foot mountain peaks. The fourth

Although a consummate dogfighter, the MiG-21 (top ) has
been someuhat ineffective in air-to-ground operations in
Afgharistan. . . . The new Su-25 Frogfoot (bottom), de-
signed for close air support, carries a hefty weapons load
that includes fragmentation bombs, napalm, and rockets.
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major difficulty experienced by the Soviet air
forces seems to be a lack of an adequate quick-
reaction tactical fighter-bomber strike capabil-
ity. The use of forward air controllers (FACs),
especially in the mode in which the United
States used them in Vietnam, has been con-
spicuously absent (although, as noted pre-
viously, some helicopter FACs apparently have
been used). The fifth drawback appears to be
the lack of any significant night or all-weather
fighter-bomber capability.?!

To counter some of these drawbacks, the So-
viets have introduced their new Su-25 Frogfoot
fighter-bomber into the war. The Frogfoot, de-
signed as a close-support aircraft, is similar in
performance to the USAF A-10. At least one
squadron operates from Bagram airfield in
Afghanistan. The Frogfoot can carry up to
10,000 pounds of ordnance on ten stations,
making it a formidable weapon.3? Tactically,
the Frogfoot operates in loose pairs, going in
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separately and very low. Weapons accuracy has
improved considerably, and the Frogfoot is
used primarily to hit point targets in rough
terrain. Delivery distances, from the weapons
release point to the target impact point, have
increased steadily, making the Frogfoot a
much-feared weapon system.

The Soviets have also employed the Su-17
Fitter, the Su-24 Fencer, and MiG-23 Flogger in
the war. These aircraft engage in intensive
bombings of known guerrilla concentrations
and installations. In the April-May 1984 time-
frame, their combined sortie generation was
estimated to be more than 100 per day. During
this period, the Fitters and Fishbeds were rele-
gated primarily to missions requiring general
accuracy, while the Fencer, the Flogger, and
especially the Frogfoot were used more for direct
air support against point targets.3} Very little has
been published about the tactics used or limita-
tions incurred by these aircraft.

Bombers

Recently, the Soviet Union introduced the
Tu-16 Badger into the aerial bombing cam-
paign in Afghanistan. The Badger is a medium-
range bomber that can carry bomb loads up to
19,800 pounds. Its service ceiling is listed as
40,350 feet above sea level.34

The Badgers, stationed inside the Soviet Un-
lon, were apparently first used in the bombing

Stationed inside the Soviet Union, Tu-16 Badgers are
used for carpet-bombing missions targeted against rebel
strongholds and willages in the Panyshir Valley. Such
operations may involve as many as forty Tu-16 sorties.



campaign directed against the city of Herat.»
Prior to 21 April 1984, the Soviets deployed
numerous Badger bombers on their common
border with Afghanistan. On 21 April,
they began high-aluitude carpet bombing
against guerrilla villages and strongholds in
the Panjshir Valley, which is located approxi-
mately seventy miles north of the capital city of
Kabul. Reports indicate that thirty-six Badger?®
bombers were being used, and that thirty to
forty airstrikes a day were being flown.?’

With the service ceiling listed for the Badgers,
they probably can bomb ata maximum of only
20,000 feet above the highest peaks in the
mountain ranges. But since most of the targets
are in the valley floor, bomb releases can still
remain high above the target impact points.
The bombers are relatively safe because the
guerrillas apparently have no weaponry that
can accurately reach the bombers’ altitude. The
Badger attacks are followed by close-1n attacks
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from fighter-bombers, helicopters, and artillery
shelling.?® The bombing raids, flown in sup-
portof Soviet ground forces advancing into the
valley, signal an apparent willingness on the
part of the Soviets to use any conventional air
power available to support their ground opera-
tions.

Weapons

Many other types of air-delivered weapons
beyond those already mentioned have allegedly
been employed by the Soviets in Afghanistan.
The major headline grabber has been the al-
leged Soviet use of chemical warfare (CW).
However, numerous conflicting reports sur-
round this matter, with hearsay rather than
hard evidence forming the basis for most con-
clusions.

A somewhat unique use of Soviet aircraft has
been to lay down smoke screens. Smoke plays
an important role in Soviet mountain fighting
doctrine. By masking ground troop movements,
it helps the Soviets achieve surprise. The So-
viets also use air-delivered smoke to mark and
direct artillery fire for their land forces.3®

Other weapons employed by Soviet air forces
include napalm<® and various types of antiper-
sonnel mines. The standard small antiperson-
nel mine explodes when stepped on. This
weapon does not seem to be designed to kill,
but rather to injure. The injured person helps
demobilize the guerrillas because they have to
transport casualties. Thus slowed, the guerril-
las become more vulnerable to helicopter at-
tacks. Reportedly, many Soviet antipersonnel
mines are camouflaged as toys, watches, ball-
point pens, or even books, which explode when
picked up, blowing off fingers, hands, arms,
etc. According to some accounts, these weap-
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ons have been aimed also at some of the civilian
population in an effort to demoralize those
who are pro-guerrilla.*! In an apparent effort
to eliminate as many guerrillas as possible, the
Soviets also have dropped enhanced-blast bombs
and large blockbuster bombs. These weapons
explode in midair, sending out lethal shock
waves in a large-radius kill zone.42

Command, Control,
and Communciations

To complement the Soviet war effort, both in
the air and on the ground, the Soviets have used
a wide variety of command, control, and com-
munications (C?) equipment and procedures.
A look at the Soviet C? system gives an insight
into the complexities involved in the war and
the Soviet ability to conduct such an under-
taking.

The first two weeks of the invasion were an
enviable demonstration of top level C? and
coordination. The C? link went via satellite
communications (Satcom) from the Army head-
quarters in Moscow to Termez, located in So-
viet territory on the northern border of Afghan-
istan. Control of the complex and tightly sched-
uled initial airlift assault was impressive,
with different aircraft types arriving from vari-
ous routes. Radio command posts controlled
the two motorized rifle divisions (MRDs) in
their land invasion two days later, as well as the
four MRDs that arrived within the next two
weeks.

In mid-January 1980, the command post was
relocated from Termez to Kabul, which has
become the communications hub for the Soviet
occupation force. Apparently, the antiaircraft,
antitank, electronic countermeasures (ECM),
and Frog missiles (a surface-to-surface missile)
that normally accompany and comprise a So-

viet C? network of this type have since been
removed, leaving the Soviet Signal Troop sec-
tion as the major electronic element in the war
effort. Within the Signal Troop is a wire com-
pany, which has three platoons: one for line
construction and two for radio relay. In addi-
tion to the Signal Troop, each Soviet airborne
division has one signal company of 22 officers
and 221 enlisted men, 30 jeep-type vehicles, 23
GAZ-66 trucks, 11 motorcycles, and 9 SA-7 port-
able SAMs. Communications between the head-
quarters and MRDs are usually via UHF or
VHF radios and/or land lines.43

According to Soviet literature, the signal
companies have C? survivability through con-
cealment, dispersal, hardness, mobility, and
redundancy. In addition to establishing vari-
ous radio nets, the signal troops lay telephone
and telegraph wire that provides communica-
tions via land lines. Thus, the Soviets use four
systems to communicate:

¢ Line-of-sight—UHF, VHF, and microwave
for twenty- to thirty-mile ranges.

e Troposcatter—set on vans or in fixed posi-
tions, with relays about 200 miles apart.

e Satcom—Malniya, Gorizont, and Kosmos
series networks. The earlier Satcoms were in
twelve-hour elliptical orbits; the newer ones
are in synchronous twenty-four-hour orbits.

¢ Land lines—existing civilian lines or lines
laid by Soviet forces. The Soviets favor secure
underground land lines.44

Since the invasion, the Soviets have divided
Afghanistan into seven military districts. The
main army headquarters near Kabul may have
Satcom and troposcatter links to some military
districts or bases but not to all. Therefore, be-
cause of field command delays and the rigidity
of the Soviet communications channels, it ap-
pears that each district commander has been
given more than usual latitude to meet the
combat needs of his area.

Preplanned air support seems adequate in
Afghanistan, but the Soviets seem to lack an



adequate quick-reaction airstrike capability in
support of field troops. To receive an airstrike,
a junior-grade infantry officer must send a re-
quest, which is forwarded up to the division
level in the Army and then over to the Air
Force; there are delays at each command level
and communications point. Associated with
these delays is the fact that the Soviet army has
neither aviation helicopters nor forward air
conuollers (although recently helicopter scouts
have been used to some degree). Soviet air force
helicopters and support aircraft are at the di-
vision level for Army interface. The compound
communications structure tends to hamper
support for truck convoys or airborne opera-
tions unless events proceed strictly in accord-
ance with the advanced plan. An example of
the communications problems that stem from
this system can be seen in a July 1981 battle
with guerrilla forces that occurred twelve miles
from Kabul; here Soviet close-air-support jets
mistakenly strafed Soviet and Afghan army
troops. 46

All in all, Afghanistan presents a benign
electronic environment to the Soviets, with
minimal need for electronic counter-counter-
measures (ECCM), jamming, or smart weap-
ons to home on emissions. The guerrilla forces
rely primarily on runners or civilian walkie-
talkies for communications.¥’

Meanwhile, the Soviets are using long-range
surveillance-type radars, which they have in-
stalled in Afghanistan, to observe air activities
in the neighboring countries of the People's
Republic of China, Pakistan, Iran, and other
Persian Gulf states. It is highly probable that
Soviet electronic intelligence and ECM troops
are collocated with these surveillance radars to
monitor electronic emissions in Iran, the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, Pakistan, etc., since
that is a somewhat standard Soviet tactic.4®

The Soviet army communications environ-
ment in Afghanistan has changed from mobile
and temporary tent-city layouts to sites with
permanent buildings, fixed communications
sites, and fixed antenna arrays. According to
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reports, Soviet engineers have established elab-
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