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Editor’s Note

The Iraqi president is referred to both by his full name,
Saddam Husayn, and as Saddam, in accordance with Arab
custom (Husayn is his father’s name) and to prevent con-
fusion with the late King Hussein of Jordan.
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Executive Summary

America’s post-Desert Storm experience in Iraq and
the changes it has wrought on the U.S. Air Force re-
main central issues in U.S. military policy. Crises after the
Storm examines the following three questions: (1) How
successfully has coalition air power contained the regime
of Iraqi president Saddam Husayn and how effectively has
enforcement of the no-fly zones supported United Na-
tions (UN) Security Council resolutions? (2) Has the
coalition responded to the four major post-Desert Storm
crises effectively and learned from these encounters? (3)
How has U.S. participation in Operations Southern Watch
and Provide Comfort (Northern Watch) affected the U.S.
Air Force?

CoNTAINING IRAQ AND SUPPORTING THE UN

Subsequent to the U.S.-led coalition’s victory in Opera-
tion Desert Storm and Iraq’s expulsion from Kuwait, the
United States and the UN instituted a policy of “broad
containment.” The objectives of this policy were to keep
Saddam weak politically and limit his military freedom of
action in the region by supporting opposing elements
inside Iraq and neighboring Gulf states; to constrain Iraq’s
attempts to rebuild its conventional military forces; to
prevent any Iraqi efforts to reconstitute or acquire weap-
ons of mass destruction (WMD); and to monitor carefully
and, if necessary, to control Iraq’s economy to accomplish
the first three goals. Accordingly, the UN Security Coun-
cil passed Resolution 687 establishing measures to ensure
the attainment of these objectives. Resolution 688 then
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created no-fly zones to prevent Saddam from attacking
his own people and to contain his military.

The U.S. armed services, particularly the air force, took
on the job of containing Iraq both to enforce the UN reso-
lutions and also to live up to the U.S. Central Command’s
mission statement: to promote and protect U.S. interests,
to ensure uninterrupted access to regional resources and
markets, and to assist regional friends in providing for their
own security and regional stability. The continued air strikes
in the no-ly zones, increasing U.S. support for Iraqi oppo-
sition groups, and Saddam’s increasing isolation from other
Arab nations have kept the pressure on the Iraqgi regime
despite Saddam’s overt military challenges to the U.S.-led
coalition and its containment policy.

Crises IN IraQ

Saddam’s forces have tested U.S. and UN resolve four
times since the end of Operation Desert Storm.

January 1993: In the first crisis, Saddam learned that
coalition forces were willing to use deadly force to compel
him to comply with UN resolutions; they could and would
use air power as an instrument of national policy. At the
same time, however, the strikes were limited and the tar-
gets had little real value to Saddam. As a result, he also
learned how little the United States was willing to risk the
lives of its service members and how constrained Washing-
ton was concerning how many Iraqi civilian lives it was
willing to sacrifice to achieve its political and military goals.

Iraq’s reaction to the January 1993 air strikes initiated
a pattern of response that would be repeated time and
again. Specifically, the Iraqi military would brace itself dur-
ing the actual attacks, absorbing the blows with little attempt



to strike back. After the attacks were over, Saddam would
then announce that any allied planes in the no-fly zone
would be shot down, at which time the skirmishes with coa-
lition aircraft would ensue and Saddam would attempt to
claim an Iraqi victory.

October 1994: The October 1994 crisis, known as
Operation Vigilant Warrior, resulted from a direct chal-
lenge by Iraq toward Kuwait, and hence the U.S. response
was swift and forceful. By deploying thousands of ground
troops, heavy armor, and hundreds more fighter aircraft
within a week, the United States demonstrated the seri-
ousness of its intention to defend Kuwait. Iraq
undoubtedly expected a slow, gradual build-up of forces
similar to that prior to Desert Storm, and the speed and
efficiency of the U.S. deployment surprised and intimi-
dated Saddam and may have in fact deterred him from
an incursion into Kuwait. And yet, Saddam did achieve
some gains in this confrontation: He forced the United
States to spend billions of dollars responding to a threat
he generated, while he risked little and spent less. More-
over, the massive deployment of coalition forces created
the impression throughout much of the Arab world that
Iraq was equal to the United States in power and in the
ability to shape and influence international affairs.

September 1996: The third crisis, Operation Desert
Strike, was a response to Saddam’s skillfully carried out
attack on Irbil.

In retrospect, the September 1996 crisis was a victory
for Saddam. Although economic and political turmoil had
weakened Iraq, Saddam was able to perform some inter-
nal house cleaning—he settled a grievance with one of
the Kurdish factions, and annihilated U.S. intelligence-
gathering efforts in northern Iraq. He was also able to

Xl



drive another wedge or two in the coalition; for instance,
Turkey and Saudi Arabia decided not to allow air strikes
to be launched from their territory. Saddam’s attack on
Irbil also highlighted a limitation of containmentin north-
ern Iraq. Because of the area’s distance from land-based
and carrier-based assets in the Gulf and the inability to
employ forces from Turkey, the coalition had few op-
tions—other than an all-out aerial attack on Baghdad—to
stop the attack on Irbil.

December 1998: The fourth crisis, which culminated
in Operation Desert Fox, was the result of a series of in-
spection-based crises that began in October 1997.

The weeks following Desert Fox proved that the op-
eration had a significantimpact on Saddam. Washington
broadened the rules of engagement, which resulted in
almost daily air strikes and eroded Iraq’s combat capa-
bilities. Saddam began to show the strain of the attacks by
lashing out at perceived enemies both within and outside
Iraq, including calling for the overthrow of several of his
Arab neighbors. As a result of all this, Saddam found him-
self more isolated from the rest of the world than he had
at perhaps any time since the Gulf War.

Lessons Learned: The four confrontations between
Iraq and the United States share several features, includ-
ing their instigation at a time when Saddam apparenty
thought the United States was preoccupied with other
matters, and Iraq’s reaction to the air strikes. At the same
time, the United States also learned several lessons between
crises and changed some of its operating procedures ac-
cordingly. Two of these changes occurred with respect to
the composition of Operation Southern Watch (OSW)
patrols and the rules of engagement in the no-fly zones.

In December 1992, the “standard profile” for OSW
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missions consisted of four fighter aircraft that would take
off from and return to Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, after pa-
trolling the arca for approximately thirty to forty-five
minutes. At times, a flight would be ordered to overfly a
specific area and observe any unusual ground activity. Its
main purpose, however, revolved around its presence on
Iraqi radar displays—to let Saddam know that coalition
air power, which had punished the Iraqi military so spec-
tacularly during Desert Storm, remained on guard.

By the summer of 1996, OSW flving operations had
evolved from the “presence” provided by these four-air-
craft formations to complete composite-force strike
packages. A typical package involved F-15s for defensive
counter-air support, F-16C] “Wild Weasel” fighters for sup-
pression of enemy air defenses support, F-16CG strike
aircraft armmed with laser-guided bombs, and EF-111 elec-
tronic combat jamming aircraft. British Tornado and
French Mirage fighter and reconnaissance aircraft were
often integrated into the package. This approach provided
amore robust air presence that allowed a response to any
immediate contingency, and it also added a more realis-
tic training element should circumstances require true
strikes: Actual combat strike package composition would
be similar to the OSW package.

The rules of engagement in the no-fly zones also
changed following Desert Fox. Saddam had marked the
end of Desert Fox by announcing that Iraq would fire on
any aircraft that entered its airspace—including the no-
fly zones—and banned all UN flights into the country.
Indeed, two days later, allied aircraft responded to an Iraqi
SAM launch near Mosul. This heralded the start of a con-
tinuous series of cat-and-mouse confrontations between
coalition aircrews and Iraqi SAM operators. Overt Iraqi
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challenges to the no-fly zones—in the form of fighter
penetrations, SAM fires, anti-aircraft artillery (AAA) fire,
and radar illumination—quickly became an almost daily
occurrence. Coalition aircraft had previously only re-
sponded to such challenges when directly threatened by
SAM or AAA launches or by radar illumination, and then
only toward the site making the threat. By mid-January
1999, though, coalition aircraft were prepared to respond
to any challenges or threats in the no-fly zones with pre-
determined targets. A perceived threat could be an Iraqi
fighter penetrating the no-fly zone, or merely an Iraqi
acquisition radar observed in operation, regardless of
whether it had illuminated a coalition jet. The United
States had broadened the rules of engagement, shifting
from an essentially reactive approach to a preemptive one.

ErrecTs oF THE OPERATIONS ON THE U.S. AIR FORCE

Since Desert Storm, the U.S. Air Force itself has experi--
enced a significant change in tactics and combat
employment, with stealth technologies, precision-guided
munitions, and stand-off weaponry coming to the forefront.
Iraq has been the proving ground for these new weapons,
advanced technologies, and attack strategies for real-world
combat situations. One such change since Desert Storm
has been the air force’s improvement in combat capability
for night operations. Other improvements in tactical intel-
ligence and communications continue to contribute to
timeliness, accuracy, and survivability.

The effect of near-instantaneous news reports and the
live coverage of events, coupled with the need to main-
tain regional or international coalitions, has led the U.S.
Air Force to focus increasingly on preventing collateral
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damage and civilian casualties. Precision has become a
necessity rather than a desire, which in turn influences
the choice of units deploying for combat operations, what
targets are designated for attack, and how aircrews react
to split-second, life-and-death situations in the air.

Another new dimension in the use of air power as a
foreign policy tool is the concept of no-fly zones. These
no-fly zones have allowed the United States to exerta con-
stant and credible military threat against Saddam, and
the threat of immediate and precise retaliation by allied
air strikes has been a key tool in keeping Saddam “in his
box.” In addition, the coalition air presence provides im-
portant intelligence, reconnaissance, and early warning
information.

At the same time, however, enforcing the no-fly zones
is costly, in terms of dollars as well as decreasing morale,
readiness, and retention of ULS. armed forces. In an era of
reduced budgets and manpower, the drastically increased
operations tempo and strain on personnel caused by the
no-fly zone commitments contribute to this problem.

Washington has attempted to deal with these prob-
lems by reshaping the deployment of military forces in
Southwest Asia, reducing the number of ground and air
forces. By November 1998, the United States had nearly
halved its military presence in the region while doubling
the number of cruise missiles available for launch. The
increased reliance on cruise missiles launched from ships
in the Gulf and from B-52s based in Diego Garcia in the
Indian Ocean allowed a quicker strike capability because
the United States could spend less time securing permis-
sion and coordinating with Gulf states for vet another
exhaustive and costly redeployment of forces.

History has shown, however, that deterrence must be
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not only immediate but also direct to be effective.
America’s aerospace advantage, unmatched by any other
nation, is the primary factor in maintaining its status as
the world’s lone superpower. To use that advantage to
contain Saddam, any future air attacks will have to be
aimed not necessarily at the values of the country, but on
those cherished by the ruling elite—and most likely on
the power of the ruling elite itself.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The ultimate object of our wars, the political one,
is not always quite a simple one.

—Karl von Clausewitz, Vom Krieg!

n August 1990, prior to his army’s invasion of Kuwait,
Iraqi president Saddam Husayn could boast that his
country had the largest and most powerful armed forces
in the Near East—indeed, the seventh largest army in the
world. Possessing approximately 750,000 men under arms,
5,800 tanks, 3,850 artillery pieces, and 650 combat air-
craft,? the Iragi military machine was the self-proclaimed
“sword of the Arabs.” Following its successes in the war
with Iran, Iraq wielded considerable influence through-
out the Persian Gulf region, both militarily and politically.
The U.S.-led coalition victory in Operation Desert
Storm, achieved largely through a decisive and devastating
air campaign, left the Iraqi military in a shambles. During
the war, Iraq lost an estimated 2,633 tanks, 2,196 artillery
pieces, and 300 aircraft. In addition, approximately 15,000
to 20,000 Iraqi soldiers were killed, between 120,000 and
200,000 deserted, and 86,000 were taken prisoner.? In the
years following the end of the war, a U.S. policy of contain-
ment, supported by a United Nations (UN)-imposed
sanctions and inspection regime and backed by a strong
military presence, prevented Iraq from significantly rebuild-
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ing its military forces and threatening its neighbors. Saddam
has effectively been “kept in his cage.”

Nevertheless, since the end of Desert Storm, Saddam
has continued to challenge the United States and the in-
ternational community by instigating a series of crises.
Whether by massing troops along the Iraq-Kuwait bor-
der, taking military action against the Kurds in the north,
or creating obstacles to UN inspection teams, the Iraqi
dictator has forced the United States to act militarily and
diplomatically at a tremendous fiscal and political cost.
The use of air power, whether by a show of force, demon-
stration strategies, or actual air strikes against select
targets, has been the primary U.S. response. The result-
ing high operations tempo maintained by U.S. military
personnel has created problems in morale, readiness, and
retention. These issues have profound implications for
the future of the U.S. Air Force as the twenty-first century
approaches.

Simultaneous with the aerial actions, the United
States, continuing a historical trend, followed its triumphs
in the Cold War with a major disarmament and military
force drawdown. Nevertheless, according to former Sec-
retary of the Navy John Lehman:

While the cataclysmic perils of the Cold War are gone,
the world remains a very dangerous place. We now have
only one superpower but no accepted order. The world
is a virtual petri dish of despots, disturbers of the peace,
and fundamentalist ethnic and economic rivalries not
possible under the bipolar discipline of the Cold War.
This disorder flourishes along with a proliferation of
horrendous weapons of mass destruction.’

The U.S.-led coalition’s confrontations with Iraq follow-
ing Desert Storm and the end of the Cold War have been
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the first real tests for the United States in the “new world
order.” Because of a perception of limited liability and a
high probability of success, air power has become a rela-
tively “cheap” method of armed response. How
Washington has responded to these challenges utilizing
air military force will be the focus of this book, examin-
ing the use of air power as a foreign policy instrument of
containment in the post-Cold War era by using four ma-
jor crises with Iraq since Desert Storm as a model.
America’s post-Desert Storm experience in Iraq and
the changes it has wrought on the U.S. Air Force remain
central issues in U.S. military policy. Therefore, the fol-
lowing questions merit examination: (1) How successfully
has coalition air power contained Saddam and how effec-
tively has enforcement of the no-fly zones supported UN
resolutions? (2) Has the coalition responded to the four
major post-Desert Storm crises effectively and learned
from these encounters? (3) How has U.S. participation
in Operations Southern Watch and Provide Comfort
(Northern Watch) affected the U.S. Air Force?
Accordingly, this book will focus primarily on the role
and performance of the U.S. Air Force in Iraq. Although
the U.S. containment policy in Iraq has been a joint ef-
fort, in-depth examination of the operations of the other
military services must take place elsewhere. Similarly, this
book is not intended to be an “air power advocacy” fo-
rum; the application of air power is just one of many tools
available to a nation in compelling, deterring, and con-
taining another nation. The timeframe examined in this
book concludes in mid-March 1999. As a result, the im-
pact of the Kosovo crisis and Operation Allied Force on
operations in Iraq remain outside this examination’s pur-
view. Finally, U.S. relations with host nations—those
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countries in the Gulf and elsewhere with U.S. Air Force
bases—also will not be examined in detail.

This book will first examine U.S. and UN actions to
ensure the containment of Iraq, including UN resolutions
and the U.S. military presence. The confrontations in Iraq
that have resulted in a U.S. armed response, including
the Iraqi actions that provoked these responses, the spe-
cific reaction of the U.S. and coalition forces, and the
outcome of each of these events, will be examined. Fi-
nally, this book will assess the impact of U.S. crisis-response
experiences on the air force and propose some conclu-
sions on the uses of air power in the post-Cold War era.

NoOTES

1. Lt Col. Charles M. Westenhoff, comp., Military Air Power: The
Cadre Digest of Airpower Opinions and Thoughts (Maxwell Air Force
Base, Alabama: Air University Press, October 1990), p. 57.

2. Michael Eisenstadt, Like a Phoenix From the Ashes? The Future of
Iraqi Military Power (Washington: Washington Institute for Near
East Policy, 1993), p. 43.

3. Ibid., p. 44.

4. Madeline Albright, “The U.S. Will Stand Firm, No Matter What,”
New York Times, August 17, 1998, p. 17.

5. John Lehman, “Our Military Condition,” American Spectator, Oc-
tober 1998, pp. 24-27.
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Chapter 2

GoaLs, OBJECTIVES,
AND CONTAINMENT

You can do a lot with diplomacy, but of course
you can do a lot more with diplomacy backed up
by firmness and force.

—United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan, February
1998

Establishing a specific framework for a review of U.S.
goals and objectives in Iraq and the Persian Gulf area
requires a historical perspective, considering different
presidential administrations’ reactions to ever-changing
events in the region. Although U.S. involvement in south-
west Asia began at the dawn of this century, one can trace
the genesis of current policy to what has become known
as the “Carter Doctrine,” established by President Jimmy
Carter in January 1980 in reaction to the Iranian revolu-
tion and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. According to
the doctrine, “any attempt by an outside force to gain
control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an
assault on the vital interests of the United States. It will be
repelled by any means necessary, including the use of
force.” This declaration led President Ronald Reagan’s
administration in 1983 to create the U.S. Central Com-
mand (USCENTCOM) to focus on political and military
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affairs in the Middle East. The USCENTCOM Posture
Statement defines the vital interests of the United States
as preservation of peace and stability in the central re-
gion through an uninterrupted, secure access to Arabian
Gulf oil; protection of U.S. citizens and property abroad;
and the security of allies in the context of a comprehen-
sive Middle East peace.?

Within the context of these broad statements, then—
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger set forth in a
November 1984 speech those conditions that should ex-
ist prior to commitment of U.S. military forces in support
of U.S. national interests, including a clear definition of
political and military objectives, commitment of forces
capable of achieving success, and support of the U.S. pub-
lic and Congress.? President Reagan supported this policy
statement, commonly called the Weinberger Doctrine, in
March 1986 when he said the United States would respond
to any threats to its national interests by “strik[ing] back
with exquisite calibration on a schedule of its own choos-
ing, and in a way that presses its advantages in economic
power and military technology, [and] retaining popular
support at home by avoiding as much as possible the ex-
penditure of U.S. lives.”* The Reagan Doctrine, with its
emphasis on precision, technology, and limited casual-
ties, quite clearly references a key role for air power as a
tool of U.S. security policy.

Subsequent to the U.S.-led coalition victory in Desert
Storm and Iraq’s expulsion from Kuwait, the United States
and United Nations (UN) instituted a policy of “broad
containment” with the following objectives: (1) keep Iraqi
president Saddam Husayn weak politically and limit his
military freedom of action in the region by supporting
opposing elements inside Iraq and neighboring Gulf

8 THE WASHINGTON INSTITUTE FOR NEAR EAST PoLicy
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states; (2) constrain Iraq’s attempts to rebuild its conven-
tional military forces; (3) prevent any Iraqi efforts to build
or acquire weapons of mass destruction (WMD); and (4)
carefully monitor and, if necessary, control the Iraqi
economy as a means of accomplishing the first three ob-
jectives.” Accordingly, the UN Security Council passed
Resolution 687 in April 1991 establishing measures to
ensure the attainment of these objectives and containing
the following terms for the formal cease-fire: (1) estab-
lishment of a demilitarized zone between Iraq and Kuwait;
(2) Iraq’s unconditional acceptance of the “destruction,
removal, or rendering harmless, under international su-
pervision . . . [of] all chemical and biological weapons . . .
and ballistic missiles with a range greater than 150 km”;
(3) creation by the UN Secretary General of the UN Spe-
cial Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) as the primary
inspection authority to ensure Iraqi compliance with the
cease-fire conditions; (4) Iraq’s unconditional agreement
not to “acquire or develop nuclear weapons,” with the
International Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA) possessing
the responsibility to ensure compliance; and (5) prohibi-
tion of the sale to Iraq any type of weapon or item that
could relate to arms.®

Surprising many Western allies, the Iraqi regime had
not self-destructed after the crushing defeat of Desert
Storm. Literally within weeks of the formal cease-fire
agreement, unfolding events forced the UN to enact ad-
ditional restrictive measures against Iraq. The defeat of
Saddam’s forces in Desert Storm prompted immediate
uprisings by the Kurds in northern Iraq and the Shi‘is in
southern Iraq. Saddam responded with armed helicop-
ter attacks to repress these uprisings, resulting in an
international demand for the coalition to intervene.” The
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UN passed Resolution 688, condemning “the repression
of the Iraqi population in many parts of Iraq” and insist-
ing that “Iraq allow immediate access by international
humanitarian organizations to all those in need of assis-
tance in all parts of Iraq.”®

The uprisings may in fact have helped Saddam,
whose ruling Ba‘th Party represents the fierce national-
ism present in Iraq. Domestic opinion viewed the
uprisings as an attack on the nation rather than an at-
tack on the regime, and the population rallied in support
of Saddam.? These events, along with the “parking lot
incident” in September 1991 when Iraq detained a team
of forty-four UN inspectors in a parking lot for several
days and released them only after the team surrendered
papers revealing Iraqi plans to construct nuclear weap-
ons,!® served as a stark reality-check for the coalition.
Developments required a larger forward military pres-
ence in Iraq than post-Desert Storm expectations had
indicated. UN Security Council Resolution 688 created
the no-fly zones, firstin northern Iraq by Operation Pro-
vide Comfort in April 1991 and then in southern Iraq by
Operation Southern Watch in August 1992, to prevent
Saddam from attacking his own population and to con-
tain his military. The no-fly zones established a ban on
flights by Iraqi aircraft north of thirty-six degrees north
latitude (the thirty-sixth parallel) and south of thirty-
two degrees north latitude (the thirty-second parallel).
Coalition aircraft, consisting of U.S., British, and French
assets based in Incirlik, Turkey, for Provide Comfort and
in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, for Southern Watch, were
tasked with patrolling the zones.

Shortly after taking office, President Bill Clinton asked
then-Secretary of Defense Les Aspin to devise a new long-
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range defense plan encompassing the realities of the “new
world order” and declining defense budgets. The “Bot-
tom-Up Review” was produced and submitted to Congress
in September 1993. In addition to defining the need for
U.S. force planners to provide for the ability to fight two
major regional conflicts (MRCs) simultaneously, the Bot-
tom-Up Review specifically addressed force requirements
and the desired military presence in the Gulf region.
These requirements were heavily dependent on coopera-
tion from Gulf coalition partners, particularly Kuwait,
Saudi Arabia, and Bahrain. Details included maintaining
four to six U.S. Navy combatant ships in the Gulf, a con-
stant air presence in the no-fly zones, pre-positioned
equipment and personnel for one heavy armor brigade
in Kuwait, and a U.S. capability to deploy at least three
heavy divisions to the region within twenty-one to thirty
days. The strategy’s success hinged on the capability to
respond immediately with a strategic and tactical air and
missile offensive, once again bringing air power to the
forefront of any potential conflict.!!

The U.S. containment policy for Iraq therefore de-
pended on a variety of tools: a lethal, forward military
presence with the threat to employ force; rapid response
capability through pre-positioned equipment; an active
sanctions and weapons-inspection regime; enforcement
of no-fly and—Ilater—no-drive zones; and a bilateral se-
curity relationship with partners in the region to enhance
allied defense capabilities.’? In December 1992, barely
twenty-two months after Iraq’s total defeat, Saddam initi-
ated the first overt military challenge to the coalition and
the containment policy.

MILITARY RESEARCH PAPERS 11
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Chapter 3

CRISES IN REVIEW

War avoidance and war limitation strategies are
particularly problematic because their ultimate
center of gravity is the often unknowable mind of
the adversary.

—Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United States Air Force

n December 20, 1992, the Thirty-third Tactical

Fighter Squadron from Shaw Air Force Base (AFB)
in South Carolina, commanded by Lt. Col. Gary North,
arrived in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, with eighteen F-16s out-
fitted with low altitude navigation and targeting infrared
for night (LANTIRN) equipment?® for a ninety-day tour
with Operation Southern Watch (OSW). The mission of
the squadron during the deployment was to patrol the
skies of southern Iraq in support of the relevant United
Nations (UN) resolutions and to display a constant U.S.-
led coalition air presence south of the thirty-second
parallel. The Thirty-third Squadron, although very expe-
rienced in terms of total flying hours, included only three
pilots who had participated in combat during Operation
Desert Storm. Despite being away from home for Christ-
mas, the unit was motivated and looked forward to
fulfilling its time in what many U.S. military personnel
referred to as the Saudi “sandbox” during the squadron’s
first OSW deployment.?
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During the squadron’s initial intelligence briefing, the
pilots were informed there had been an unusual amount
of Iraqi air activity near the southern no-fly zone border
in recent weeks. In fact, E-3 Sentry airborne warning and
control system (AWACS) radar had observed Iraqi fight-
ers occasionally flying into the no-fly zone before quickly
returning north of the thirty-second parallel. The Iraqis
initiated nearly all of the border incursions in the early
morning hours or when no U.S. fighters were present.
No provocations involving U.S. aircraft had occurred, but
the activity was unusual, and pilots were warned to be alert
during their sorties.

The squadron flew its first mission into the no-fly zone
on December 22. During the days that followed, the squad-
ron became familiar with their OSW taskings. The
squadron’s instructor pilots who had Desert Storm expe-
rience led most of these initial sorties. The missions were
relatively simple and were called “standard OSW profiles”
by the aircrews: four fighter aircraft would take off from
Dhahran, fly north to the Irag-Saudi Arabia border, re-
fuel in flight from a KC-135R Stratotanker, and
subsequently enter the no-fly zone, patrolling the area
for approximately thirty to forty-five minutes before re-
turning to Dhahran. Sometimes a flight would be ordered
to overfly a specific area and observe any unusual ground
activity, but its main purpose revolved around its presence
on Iraqi radar displays—to let Iraqi president Saddam
Husayn know that coalition air power, which had pun-
ished the Iraqi military so spectacularly during Desert
Storm, remained on guard.

On the morning of December 27, Lt. Colonel North
led a flight of four F-16s on a typical OSW mission. The
pilots had just rejoined with the KC-135 tanker for refuel-
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ing while monitoring the AWACS control frequency for
an update on air activity when they heard urgent trans-
missions between a formation of four F-15s in the no-fly
zone and AWACS controllers. An Iraqi MiG-25 had crossed
the border into the no-fly zone, flown within lethal range
of the F-15s, and was speeding north to safety with the F-
15s in hot pursuit. One F-15 had been close enough to
gain visual acquisition on the MiG and confirm it as a
“Foxbat,” and it had requested clearance to fire in accor-
dance with the standing rules of engagement. By the time
the clearance was coordinated, the Foxbat was safely north
of the thirty-second parallel, and the F-15s, now low on
gas, prepared to leave the area.

Wanting to avoid further delay, North and his
wingman refueled with only enough gas to allow them to
cover their assigned on-station time in the no-fly zone and
crossed the border into southern Iraq while the third and
fourth aircraft in their group continued to refuel. They
established a rotating orbit in the north-central area of
the zone in accordance with their assigned tasking. Within
minutes, AWACS radar detected an Iraqi aircraft heading
south toward the thirty-second parallel. The Iraqi aircraft
approached the border, safely remained several miles
north of the line, and flew east before turning back to the
north. AWACS controllers ordered the two F-16s toward
the aircraft to ensure’it did not cross into the no-fly zone.
As the F-16s were terminating the intercept and return-
ing to their orbit point, AWACS radar reported another
high-speed contact originating in the north and crossing
into the no-fly zone, approximately thirty miles west of
the F-16 formation. Again, AWACS controllers directed
the F-16s to intercept the trespassing aircraft, forcing the
Iraqi fighter to turn north to safety before the F-16s, armed
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with two AIM-120A advanced medium range air-to-air
missiles (AMRAAMSs) and two AIM-9M Sidewinder mis-
siles,* could engage it. As the F-16s returned yet again to
the orbit point, AWACS radar monitored another aircraft,
northeast of the F-16s, flying south toward the no-fly zone,
following almost the exact same ground track and flight
profile as the first MiG. As the F-16s again flew to inter-
cept the aircraft, an Iraqi surface-to-air missile (SAM)
radar site began tracking the aircraft. Although the Iraqi
jet never crossed the line and the SAM radar indications
disappeared, this mission had very rapidly turned into “not
your normal day in the sandbox.”

As North was returning to the orbit point for a fourth
time, he ordered the third and fourth aircraft in his group,
now with a full load of gas and approximately sixty miles
to the south, to fly north at their best speed. At this time,
AWACS radar again reported a radar contact entering the
no-fly zone to the west of North’s formation at high speed
at 30,000 feet. The aircraft was flying directly toward them
on an easterly heading. Calling for a tactical offset to the
north to “bracket” the F-16s between the MiG and the
thirty-second parallel, North created a blocking maneu-
ver, trapping the Iraqi intruder in forbidden airspace. It
was quickly apparent that the MiG could not escape back
into Iraqi territory without a fight. North knew at that
point that “someone was going to die within the next two
minutes, and it wasn’t going to be me or my wingman.”®

Requesting clearance to fire, the two F-16s continued
to close on the trespassing aircraft, lighting their after-
burners and climbing toward the Iraqi jet. North visually
identified the aircraft—a MiG-25 Foxbat, typically armed
with AA-6 “Acrid” radar-guided missiles—and directed his
wingman to employ his electronic jamming pod. Again,
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he requested clearance to fire. The MiG began turning
to the north directly in front of North’s jet when finally
he heard, “BANDIT-BANDIT-BANDIT, CLEARED TO
KILL” over his head set. At fifteen degrees nose high and
fifteen degrees right bank, he fired an AMRAAM. Impact
with the Iraqi aircraft occurred twenty miles inside the
no-fly zone and was easily seen by the F-16s. North later
commented, “I saw three separate detonations. The nose
and the left wing broke apart instantly, and the tail sec-
tion continued in to the main body of the jet for one final,
huge fireball.” The entire episode, from the time North
left the tanker until he shot down the Foxbat, transpired
in less than fifteen minutes.

This MiG kill was the first active combat engagement
between Iraq and U.S.-led coalition forces since the end
of Desert Storm and was the first air-to-air kill credited to
a U.S. F-16. It also marked the beginning of a series of
events that led to the first of four major crises in Iraq that
this chapter will examine.

January 1993

The months prior to the January 1993 crisis were relatively
quiet ones in Iraq. In August 1992, coalition forces began
Operation Southern Watch and created a southern no-ly
zone to protect Iraqi Shi‘i dissidents from armed helicop-
ter attacks. News reports subsequent to this period, however,
focused primarily on the impending inauguration of Presi-
dent Bill Clinton and on reports of atrocities in the former
Yugoslavia, with the media calling for U.S. intervention and
suggesting that the United States create a no-fly zone over
Bosnia. Perhaps the biggest issue of concern for U.S. po-
litical and military planners on December 10 was the
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unpunished, then he is deluding himself.”® On Decem-
ber 30, Iraqi warplanes made additional incursions into
the southern no-fly zone. Although there were no more
incidents, the U.S.S. Kitty Hawksailed to the Persian Gulf
from Somalia with eighty-five aircraft and a crew of 6,500.°
President Bush remarked, “Saddam Hussein is testing
something. I don’t know whether he’s testing me or Presi-
dent[-elect] Clinton. It makes me think he doesn’t get it
yet. He’s a madman.”

The situation became more urgent on January 4 and 5,
1993, when Iraq began to move SA-2 and SA-3 SAMs into
the southern no-fly zone. The movement of the missiles
was not a violation of post-Desert Storm UN resolutions.
After the no-fly zone was established, Iraq maintained
some missiles in the South and received warnings from
the United States not to activate the radar guiding the
missiles. The Iraqis shifted these existing missile sites to
other locations, however, and added more missiles near
the thirty-second parallel. Monitors reported three Iraqi
aircraft incursions into the no-fly zone on January 4, and
U.S. officials speculated that Iraq was trying to shoot down
a U.S. jet in retaliation for its loss on December 27.!!

Meanwhile, U.S./allied military planners in Riyadh
and Dhahran began to consider possible attacks on Iraqi
air defense sites and command-and-control facilities. U.S./
allied military leaders placed aircraft in Dhahran on alert
and extended air patrol coverage in the southern no-fly
zone to twenty-four hours a day.”® This activity allowed
the coalition to have several updated and current attack
plans “in the bag” if the forces were needed to execute
combeat air strikes against Iraq. With the exception of the
Kitty Hawk’s arrival, no additional aircraft were deployed
in the Iraqi theater of operations.

MILITARY RESEARCH PAPERS 21



White

On the evening of January 6, after receiving reports
from U.S. pilots that Iraqi SAM radars had targeted some
of their fighters, the Bush administration issued an ulti-
matum to Saddam that Iraq remove the newly-deployed
SAMs from the southern no-fly zone or risk allied mili-
tary retaliation. Iraq was given forty-eight hours to comply,
after which no further warnings would be given.?® Iraq
rejected the ultimatum and declared that any allied at-
tack would provoke a commensurate response. Further,
Iraq banned all flights by UN weapons inspectors on UN
aircraft within the country, a clear breach of Desert Storm
cease-fire agreements. Baghdad’s leadership told the Iraqi
population to prepare for an “honorable, holy war” against
the allied coalition. '*

With surprisingly little diplomatic effort behind the
scenes, the combative situation continued to escalate. On
January 10, a group of 200 Iraqis crossed the border and
traveled approximately 400 yards into Kuwait to Umm
Qasr, a former Iraqi naval base given to Kuwait by the UN
after Desert Storm. The group entered warehouses and
seized water tanks, electrical wires, and weapons, includ-
ing explosives and four Chinese-built, Silkworm anti-ship
missiles that Iraq abandoned during the Persian Gulf War.
The Iraqis made similar excursions on January 11 and 12
in the same area. U.S. officials also claimed that Iraq had
upgraded SAMs in the northern no-fly zone to operational
status.”® During this time, allied aircraft in the southern
no-fly zone continued their round-the-clock presence, par-
ticularly in areas that could be potential targets.

Actually, the order to strike had already been given,
but officials canceled at the last minute a night attack
scheduled for January 12 because of poor weather condi-
tions—cloud cover would have severely limited coalition
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aircrews’ target acquisition. Airborne strike aircraft re-
turned to their base for twenty-four hours after
performing a weather check in the target areas.'® On the
night of January 13, with the weather only marginally
improved, coalition aircraft attacked six target areas in
the southern no-fly zone. The targets included command-
and-control facilities, sector operations centers,
early-warning radar sites, and mobile SAM batteries at
Basrah, Tallil, Ashshuaybah, Nasiriyah, Amarah, and Najaf.
The strike force included U.S. air force and naval, as well
as British and French, aircraft. The strike achieved mixed
success. According to Pentagon officials, the aircraft struck
only sixteen of the thirty-two specific target points because
cloud cover in the area limited target acquisition and em-
ployment of laser-guided munitions by F-117s and F-15Es;
F-16s and F-18s dropped free-fall bombs from above the
clouds in some instances. All aircraft remained above
10,000 feet to limit the effectiveness of Iraqi anti-aircraft
fire.!” According to allied pilots, Iraqi fighter aircraft and
SAMs offered no opposition. Iraq claimed only nineteen
casualties, and Saddam threatened to “turn the skies of
Iraq into a lava against the oppressors.”’®

Two days later, Iraq announced on January 15 that it
would allow UN inspection flights to Baghdad if they flew
directly from Amman, Jordan, avoiding the southern and
northern no-fly zones. On January 16, Saddam publicly
vowed to shoot down any allied aircraft flying in either
no-ly zone.! On January 17, however, a U.S. Air Force
lieutenant shot down an Iraqi MiG-29 “Fulcrum” that had
strayed across the northern no-fly zone border. Like North,
the U.S. pilot was flying an F-16 and used an AIM-120
AMRAAM to make the kill. Additional incidents would
follow.
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That evening, the U.S.-led coalition launched forty-
five Tomahawk cruise missiles against a nuclear
fabrications plant in Zaafaraniyah, seventeen miles south
of Baghdad. The attack resulted from Iraq’s earlier re-
fusal to grant access to UN weapons inspectors. Although
the site was reportedly producing industrial spare parts
only, its near total destruction was also symbolic because
January 17 marked the two-year anniversary of the begin-
ning of Desert Storm.? The attack did not directly involve
allied warplanes, but Iraqi anti-aircraft batteries report-
edly fired on a U.S. F-4G “Wild Weasel” patrolling in the
northern no-fly zone, which responded with an AGM-88
high-speed anti-radiation missile (HARM).*!

The next day, January 18, U.S., British, and French air-
craft returned to some of the targets attacked on the night
of January 13 with a daylight raid on the Tallil Sector Op-
erations Center—reportedly killing an Iraqi Air Force
general and as many as thirty officers—as well as on the
Naja Integrated Operations Center and the early warning
radar at Samawah.?? The attack, comprising seventy-five
coalition aircraft hitting their targets almost simultaneously
with a combination of AGM-88 HARM and laser-guided
and free-fall munitions, was again confined to areas in the
southern nofly zone and was highly successful, rendering
Iraq’s air defense system in the South virtually inoperable.
In addition, the United States had bolstered its troop
strength in Kuwait with approximately 1,100 troops,” and
the UN asked the Security Council to commit an additional
3,650 armed peacekeepers to the Kuwait-Iraq border. On
January 19, the day before President Clinton’s inaugura-
tion, Iraq announced a unilateral cease-fire.

Saddam appealed directly to the new U.S. president
to halt the bombing raids and begin peace negotiations
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as soon as possible.? In a moderate gesture, Iraq allowed
UN weapons inspectors to enter Iraq without restrictions.
These efforts did not produce the expected results. Air-
craft clashed in the northern no-fly zone on January 19, 21,
and 22, when U.S. fighters on patrol responded to Iraqi
SAM battery radar locks with air-to-surface munitions. Iraq
denied it had initiated any action, claiming that the inci-
dents were merely “remnants of the criminal Bush
administration.”® On January 28, dispersed Iraqi troops
in southern Iraq returned to their barracks, and on Janu-
ary 30, the chief of the UN weapons inspection team,
Maurizio Zifferero, said current inspections were com-
pletely satisfactory and that Iraqi officials had been
cooperative.? Further air patrol activity by coalition air-
craft in the no-fly zones continued without incident. The
crisis was evidently over.

The January 1993 crisis merits close scrutiny for sev-
eral reasons. First, it established the tone for future crises
in its very personal nature. Examining the Iraqi fighter air-
craft tactics in North’s MiG engagement on December 27,
the Iraqis were clearly playing a cat-and-mouse game (fly-
ing in from the east, flying in from the west, retreating to
safety, and then repeating) in an effort to lure and shoot
down a U.S. jet, something no Iraqi pilot had accomplished
during Desert Storm. The tactics displayed by the Iragis in
that engagement were surprisingly sophisticated, especially
considering the apparent coordination between four in-
dependent aircraft and SAM missile battery operators,
assuming the coordination was not merely a coincidence.
Saddam undoubtedly wanted to shoot down a U.S. aircraft
merely to humiliate outgoing President Bush in his last
days, highlighting Iraqi decision making as being driven
largely by Saddam’s personal motives. The rhetoric that
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followed between Saddam and President Bush during this
period supports this conclusion. Indeed, as a postscript to
this particular crisis, on June 27, 1993, U.S. Navy ships fired
twenty-three Tomahawk cruise missiles at an intelligence
compound in Baghdad after U.S. intelligence learned that
Iraq masterminded a foiled plot to assassinate former Presi-
dent Bush during a visit to Kuwait in April.?

It is difficult to determine if Saddam had planned to
escalate the confrontation to the degree that he did prior
to North’s MiG encounter, or if it was a reaction to Iraq’s
embarrassment at seeing a plan fail so completely. Cer-
tainly, the timing of this crisis was quite clearly tied to the
transition from the Bush to the Clinton administration.
Iraq’s declaration of a unilateral cease-fire the day before
the inauguration was not a coincidence. It is also possible
that Saddam thought he could subtly attempt to change
the status quo in southern Iraq by moving SAMs into the
no-fly zone while the crisis in Somalia captured U.S. at-
tention. It was neither the first nor the last miscalculation
Saddam made regarding the will of the coalition to keep
him contained.

The second reason this crisis merits attention is that
it was only the first of several occasions in the post-Desert
Storm period when the coalition employed combat air-
craft to attack Iraq, but it is the only time Saudi Arabia
permitted aircraft to launch from its territory to punish
Saddam. Interestingly, during this crisis, while enforce-
ment of the northern no-fly zone continued unabated,
Turkey would not allow strike missions to be flown from
its territory, despite a request from President Bush. The
Turkish government claimed that the recent slaughter
of Muslims in Bosnia made it politically difficult to sup-
port attacks on Iraqis launched from Incirlik.?® In
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addition, the only aircraft participating in the strikes
were U.S., French, and British; no other coalition part-
ners participated.

Third, Iraq’s reaction to the air strikes initiated a pat-
tern that would be repeated time and again. During the
period of actual hostilities, the Iraqi military braced it-
self, accepted the blows with little serious attempt to strike
back, and simply waited until the attacks were over. Then,
Saddam announced publicly that any aircraft entering the
no-fly zones would be shot down—a decree followed by
skirmishes between Iraqi SAM systems and coalition air-
craft or actual anti-aircraft artillery (AAA) or SAM
launches against U.S. aircraft on patrol. Some analysts and
scholars have speculated that this reaction is Saddam’s
attempt to remain defiant, proving to his country, his army,
and the “Arab in the street” throughout the Middle East
that he is still a warrior and a fighter, willing and able to
confront the great Western powers without being cowed
or intimidated by their military prowess and technology.
(Later crises would demonstrate that the real threat to
coalition pilots occurs in the weeks after air strikes have
occurred, rather than during the attacks themselves.)

Finally, in this first test by Iraq of allied resolve, Saddam
learned that coalition forces were quite willing to use deadly
force to compel him to comply with UN resolutions. The
forces could and would use air power, virtually unopposed
by an Iraqi military severely crippled by the sanctions re-
gime and its losses during the Gulf War, as an instrument
of national policy. The strikes were limited, however, and
the targets had little real value to Saddam. He learned from
this first confrontation how little the United States was will-
ing to risk its service members and how constrained
Washington was concerning how many civilian lives it was

MiLitArRY RESEARCH PAPERS 27



White

willing to sacrifice to achieve its political and military goals.
Peter Rodman, a former National Security Council staff
member, said, “This retaliation was a chance to inflict real
pain, more than Saddam Hussein expected. I'm afraid we
did less than he expected, and it’s not likely to discourage
him from doing something again.”®

OcTOBER 1994: OPERATION VIGILANT WARRIOR

The October 1994 crisis was similar to the January 1993
crisis in that Iraq acted unexpectedly while the United
States was heavily involved in another military operation.
Throughout September 1994, the United States was fo-
cused on Haiti in discussions oriented toward expelling
the military leadership from power by a U.S.-led inva-
sion. Haitian Lt. Gen. Raoul Cedras controlled the
country, but the objective of the United States and the
UN was restoring President Jean-Bertrand Aristide to his
rightful position.* Elsewhere, North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization (NATO) warplanes struck Serbian positions
near Sarajevo on September 22 in retaliation for a rocket
attack on UN peacekeepers.’! During the spring and
summer of 1994, tensions between the United States and
North Korea increased over North Korea’s nuclear weap-
ons capability and the death of North Korean leader Kim
I1-Sung in July, which had raised North Korea’s paranoia
to an alarming level and resulted in a threat to turn Seoul
into a “sea of fire.” These events forced U.S. planners to
seriously consider the implications of the two major re-
gional conflicts (MRC) policy developed in the
Bottom-Up Review, with a grim possibility of armed con-
flict in Korea and the Persian Gulf.

In the Near East, the United States expressed con-
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mandatory visual identification training program for all
U.S. Air Force pilots.

At the same time, Iraqi defectors escaping to Kuwait
reported that Saddam had ordered ears cut off and fore-
heads branded on 2,000 captured deserters, as he
attempted to discourage an epidemic of desertions from
his armed forces that had escalated to 500 soldiers per
month.* In early October, indications were that Iraq was
moving significant numbers of ground forces toward Ku-
wait. Saddam’s threat toward Kuwait may or may not have
been an effort to distract the Iraqi population from its
economic woes, but on October 7, U.S. officials reported
that 20,000 mechanized soldiers of the Republican Guard
had moved within thirty miles of the Kuwait border, where
some 40,000 Iraqi troops were already stationed. The move
placed Iraqi tanks, heavy armor, and elite troops within
one hour of Kuwait.*

On October 6, Baghdad had warned the UN it would
prevent UN monitoring of its military forces unless the
Security Council eased its embargo on Iraqi oil sales. The
Iraqi economy was in tatters: Annual inflation was at more
than 1,000 percent; the currency value was free-falling;
and government-imposed monthly rations for rice, sugar,
cooking oil, and flour had been cut by between 33 per-
cent and 50 percent since September 25.°* The UN
Security Council was scheduled to meet the week of Oc-
tober 10 to discuss whether Iraq had complied with the
conditions for lifting the embargo.

At that time, U.S. forces available in the Persian Gulf
included 1,224 army; 6,657 navy and marines; 3,941 air
force; and 173 special operations personnel and 130 other
personnel assigned to Joint Task Force headquarters in
Riyadh. Washington responded to the Iraqi troop move-
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ments by dispatching the aircraft carrier U.S.S. George
Washington from the Adriatic Sea to the Red Sea and shift-
ing 2,000 U.S. Marines on duty in the southern Gulfregion
into Kuwait. Heavy weaponry on army ships at Diego
Garcia in the Indian Ocean began moving toward the
Gulf, and 4,000 additional troops from Fort Stewart, Geor-
gia, were deployed to Kuwait. Eighteen thousand more
U.S. Marines in the United States were placed on alert.
The Kuwaiti military moved most of its 18,000-member
force to its northern border with Iraq.’” By October 12, a
total of 36,000 U.S. ground troops were stationed in the
Persian Gulf, joining an added force of two Patriot mis-
sile batteries and more than three hundred fifty additional
aircraft, including F-15s, F-16s, A-10s, F-117s, F-111s,
AWACS, E-8 Joint STARS, and fifty-four attack helicop-
ters.”® The United States demanded that Iraq withdraw
its troops from the border, threatening a preemptive strike
on Baghdad if it did not comply. U.S. officials claimed
that ground, air, and sea forces could grow to 70,000
troops if all those on alert were sent forward.* For its part,
Iraq claimed that its deployed troops were merely con-
ducting routine exercises. Nevertheless, it began pulling
its forces back toward Baghdad on October 11.%

On October 12, as Russian diplomats flew into Baghdad
hoping to prevent a military confrontation, Saudi Arabia
and four other Gulf nations—Bahrain, Oman, the United
Arab Emirates, and Qatar—agreed to deploy troops in sup-
port of the coalition.*! Bahrain, the first gulf state to join
the allies, sent ships and aircraft to Kuwait. Egypt and Aus-
tralia agreed to send troops if necessary. Citing evidence
that Iraq had indeed begun to withdraw its troops, the Pen-
tagon announced it was slowing further deployment of
additional personnel. On October 15, Secretary of Defense
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William Perry announced that another war had been suc-
cessfully averted and declared the crisis over.*? In the
eight-day episode, the United States had deployed 28,000
combat-capable soldiers. The troops remained in Kuwait,
conducting exercises now dubbed “Vigilant Warrior,” un-
til late November with most of the newly deployed
personnel having returned to their normal duty stations
by Christmas.

Saddam’s provocative actions resulted in the UN Se-
curity Council passing Resolution 949 on October 15. The
resolution condemned Iraqi aggression, demanded that
Iraq withdraw its forces to their original positions held
on September 20, and effectively created a “no-drive zone”
in southern Iraq, wherein tanks and other heavily armored
vehicles, primarily operated by the Republican Guard,
were declared off-limits. On October 20, the United States
outlined its policy concerning enforcement of the new
resolution, including maintaining a permanent presence
of A-10s and F-16s at al-Jaber Air Base in Kuwait to join
the OSW force already conducting operations out of
Dhahran.®

In hindsight, it is difficult to assess Saddam’s objec-
tive in menacing Kuwait in 1994. Similar to the earlier
crisis, he may have believed the United States was too pre-
occupied with other events (Haiti, North Korea, Sarajevo)
to react effectively to his latest challenge. He may have
been trying to deflect attention away from the dire straits
of Iraq’s economy by focusing on an external enemy: He
was fighting to relieve the suffering of the Iraqi people
caused by the sanctions regime imposed on Iraq by the
U.S.-led coalition. It may have been a misguided attempt
to coerce the UN Security Council into lifting the oil em-
bargo, although with the UN review of the Iraqi embargo
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scheduled for the week of the crisis, one has to question
his timing. On October 14, Saddam told Russian diplo-
mats in Baghdad that he was prepared to recognize Kuwait
as a sovereign state if the oil embargo ended, an offer
Washington immediately rejected.** Although Saddam’s
actions in this crisis may have prevented the Iraqgi popu-
lace from taking to the streets in mass protest over the
ration cuts,” the country’s economic situation remained
unchanged, and Saddam now had to endure a no-drive
zone and an increased air presence in southern Iraq.

Nevertheless, Saddam did achieve some gains in this
confrontation. He forced the United States to spend bil-
lions of dollars in responding to a threat he generated,
while he risked little and spent less. The massive deploy-
ment of coalition forces created the impression
throughout much of the Arab world that Iraq was equal
to the United States in power and in the ability to shape
and influence international affairs.

The October 1994 crisis was the first significant mili-
tary challenge to the United States and its allies following
the Gulf War. The January 1993 crisis had not taken place
because Iraq had made an overt military threat; it had re-
sulted instead from subtle attempts by Saddam to alter the
political status quo and to embarrass President Bush. Even
during the allied attacks, Iraq did not aggressively try to
defend itself. The United States did not redeploy huge
numbers of troops into the region in the 1993 confronta-
tion, and Saddam was probably surprised that the coalition
did not react more forcefully. The October 1994 crisis, on
the other hand, resulted from a direct challenge by Iraq
toward Kuwait, and hence the U.S. response was swift and
forceful. By deploying thousands of ground troops, heavy
armor, and hundreds more fighter aircraft within a week,

MILITARY RESEARCH PAPERS 33



White

the United States demonstrated the seriousness of its in-
tention to defend Kuwait. Iraq undoubtedly expected a
slow, gradual build-up of forces similar to the five-month
reinforcement effort it had seen from the coalition prior
to Desert Storm. The speed and efficiency of airlift opera-
tions for Operation Vigilant Warrior surprised and
intimidated Saddam and may have in fact deterred him
from an incursion into Kuwait. The coalition remained
essentially intact, and Saddam had, for all intents and pur-
poses, shot himself in the foot. Yet, he was still in power
after once again having defied the West. A senior U.S. offi-
cial remarked, “This is not over. I think Saddam will try to
find a way to say to the United States and the international
community that neither we nor he can win the game ac-
cording to its existing rules, so that we must change the
rules and give him what he wants.”*

SEPTEMBER 1996: OPERATION DESERT STRIKE

The period between the autumn of 1994 and the sum-
mer of 1996 in Iraq was relatively crisis-free while Saddam
attempted to stabilize deteriorating economic conditions
in his country. In August 1995, following the defection of
two of Saddam’s sons-in-law and their families to Jordan,
tensions increased briefly. Lt. Gen. Husayn Kamil Hasan
Majid and Lt. Col. Saddam Kamil Hasan Majid provided
the United States and the UN with vital information on
Iraq’s nuclear and chemical weapons programs. Fearful
that Iraq might attack Jordan in retaliation for harboring
the defectors, the Pentagon dispatched the U.S.S. Theodore
Roosevelt to Israel and 2,000 U.S. Marines to train with
Jordanian forces in the Gulf of Aqaba.*” Although no con-
frontation occurred, the deployment, designated
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in the Gulf region, and on August 3, the United States
evacuated approximately 700 military dependents resid-
ing in Saudi Arabia.*

By that time, the United States had decided to relo-
cate nearly all of the OSW mission from Dhahran Air Base
to the less accessible and more sparsely populated Prince
Sultan Air Base (PSAB) in al-Kharj. The coalition had used
PSAB, a large base south of Riyadh, extensively during
Desert Storm. Costing $200 million divided between the
United States and Saudi Arabia, the relocation began
immediately and ended without interrupting ongoing
operations.” The British and French also participated in
the relocation.

By summer 1996, to counter periodic Iraqi provoca-
tion more effectively, OSW flying operations in the
southern no-fly zone had evolved from a “presence” pro-
vided mostly by four-aircraft formations of allied fighters
to one that consisted of complete composite-force strike
packages. A typical package involved four F-15s to pro-
vide defensive counter-air (DCA) support, four F-16C]J
“Wild Weasel” fighters to provide suppression of enemy
air defenses (SEAD) support, eight F-16CG strike aircraft
armed with laser-guided bombs, and a pair of EF-111 elec-
tronic combat jamming aircraft. British Tornado and
French Mirage fighter and reconnaissance aircraft were
often integrated into the package. In addition, DCA sup-
port, usually provided by F-15s, always accompanied U-2
strategic reconnaissance aircraft on their missions. This
“package” approach provided a more robust air presence
that allowed a response to any immediate contingency,
and italso added a more realistic training element should
circumstances require true strikes: Actual combat strike
package composition would be similar to the OSW pack-
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ages. Most missions took place during daylight hours, with
night missions typically flown approximately one week of
every month. Flying operations occurred seven days a
week; a deployed squadron could anticipate no more than
two “down days” a month. U.S. Air Force integration with
U.S. Navy air missions was rare; an air force package was
usually “deconflicted,” or kept physically separated by dis-
tance and altitude, with a navy package. Limited
continuation training was available inside Saudi Arabia
to allow units to practice other missions and to fill other
training requirements, including downloading live ord-
nance and flying local training missions, with most units
allocating 15 percent to 20 percent of their flying effort
to peacetime training.

In Iraq, signs of unrest and opposition to Saddam’s
regime had appeared. In June, Saddam successfully foiled
a coup attempt by disgruntled military officers, arresting
at least fifty officers, including two commanders.* In July,
Saddam narrowly escaped assassination when a bomb ex-
ploded outside one of his palaces minutes after he had left
the area. Hundreds of officers were reportedly arrested,
and dozens executed, including some members of the
Republican Guard.®® The defection of the Iraqi weightlifter
who carried the Iraq national flag during the opening cer-
emonies of the Summer Olympics in Atlanta further
highlighted unrest in Iraq.>* Resentment by the military
toward Saddam had been growing since the end of the
Gulf War. They understood better than anyone what had
happened to them during Desert Storm, despite Saddam’s
propaganda. In the Iraqi Air Force, recruitment trouble
appeared; “matriculation grade minimum” for entry into
air cadet school dropped from 80 percent to 60 percent.
The Iraqi army had dropped from one million personnel

38 THE WASHINGTON INSTITUTE FOR NEAR EAST PoLicy



Crises after the Storm

in 1990 to four hundred thousand in 1996, and from sixty-
six to twenty-three divisions. Continued problems with
recruiting and desertions resulted in a staffing rate for most
units of only 65 percent to 70 percent.”® Support from his
own military forces was dwindling at a dangerous rate, and
Saddam needed to do something to stem the tide.

On August 28, U.S. intelligence sources confirmed
that Saddam was massing troops and armor near the thirty-
sixth parallel. On August 31, Iraqi forces attacked the city
of Irbil, located in the southeastern area of the northern
no-fly zone, with more than 350 tanks, 300 artillery pieces,
and 30,000 to 40,000 troops.’® The Pentagon alerted U.S.
air and naval forces in the United States and abroad to
prepare for possible immediate deployment to the Gulf.
Carrier-based air patrols over Iraq increased and coordi-
nated with the U.S. Air Force’s OSW missions, and mission
planners began to develop target lists for potential air
strikes. Saddam claimed that Massoud Barzani, head of
the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP), had invited Iraqi
troops to assist in the KDP’s battle against the Patriotic
Union of Kurdistan (PUK), led by Jalal Talabani, over
control of Irbil.*” The two rival factions had clashed for
nearly thirty years over control of Iraqi Kurdistan. Imme-
diately after the Gulf War, through U.S.-led efforts
highlighted by Operation Provide Comfort, the two sides
had maintained a truce until 1994, when hostilities re-
sumed. One of the major sources of tension was control
of the city of Irbil, primarily under control of Talabani’s
PUK. The PUK had achieved notable victories through-
out the summer of 1996, reputedly with money, weapons,
training, and logistical support from Iran. Fearful of to-
tal defeat, Barzani’s KDP “made a pact with the devil,”
and asked for assistance from Saddam against the Iranian-
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supported PUK. By September 1, Iraqi troops and their
Kurdish allies controlled Irbil %

The Iraqi attack on Irbil was skillfully carried out, ata
time when Saddam desperately needed a victory to give
his troops. The Iraqis were extremely fearful of a U.S.
attempt to defend Irbil by air; therefore, they amassed
their forces carefully, attacked at night, smashed the
Kurdish forces before daylight, and withdrew the next day,
presenting the United States with a fait accompli.>® Sena-
tor John Warner asked why the United States had not
reacted sooner to intelligence reports of 30,000 Iraqi ar-
mored troops massing along the border.®” The question
was moot: Turkey, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia denied the
U.S. request for launching coalition air strikes against Iraq
from their territory,® even though the strikes were already
planned and ready for execution. Although Iraqi forces
had already begun their withdrawal from Irbil, they still
encircled that city and controlled the Kurdish strongholds
of Sulaymaniya and Salah ad-Din. Four B-52s were dis-
patched to Guam, and U.S. officials vowed that Iraq’s
aggressive actions would not go unpunished.®

In the early morning of September 3, the United States
launched Operation Desert Strike—twenty-seven cruise
missiles against fifteen targets in southern Iraq. The tar-
gets, consisting primarily of air defense batteries and
command-and-control installations, were located in al-
Iskandariyah, Al Kut, Nasiriyah, and Tallil airfield. Two
B-52s flying from Guam fired thirteen of the missiles, while
the destroyer Laboon and the cruiser Shilok together
launched fourteen.® After a hasty, preliminary battle-dam-
age assessment, the destroyers Russell, Hewitt, and Laboon
and the submarine Jefferson City that evening launched a
second strike of seventeen cruise missiles on four of the
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initial targets.5* According to Defense Secretary Perry, the
targets were air defense installations in southern Iraq and
not Saddam’s forces in northern Iraq, because the pri-
mary goal was protecting the aircrews flying missions into
the newly expanded no-fly zone.®® Perhaps more impor-
tant, the United States announced it would unilaterally
extend the southern no-fly zone from the thirty-second
to the thirty-third parallel, depriving Saddam of the use
of two airbases and a large military training range and
bringing the northern border of the southern no-fly zone
near the suburbs of Baghdad.

Operation Southern Watch air patrol missions, after
standing down on the day of the cruise missile attack, re-
sumed on the morning of September 4. All aircraft
patrolling the no-fly zone remained above 20,000 feet;
the previous restriction had been 15,000 feet with mo-
mentary excursions allowed down to 10,000 feet. U.S.
military leaders, however, felt that, with coalition aircraft
remaining above 20,000 feet, the effectiveness of Iraqi
AAA and the Roland anti-aircraft system would be lim-
ited, although coalition aircraft would remain in tactical
effective range of SA-2, SA-3, SA-6, and SA-8 missile sys-
tems. Aircrews anticipated some activity from Iraqi fighters
or SAM systems on this first day following Desert Strike.

The first mission, flown on the morning of September
4, was a coalition effort consisting of F-15s, F-16C] Wild
Weasels equipped with AGM-88 HARMs, EF-111s, and Brit-
ish Tornado strike and reconnaissance fighters. The French
Air Force had announced a cessation of military activities
until further notice in protest over the U.S. actions. The
mission took place in the vicinity of Basrah, located south
of the thirty-second parallel within the original no-fly zone
and assessed to have an operational SAM site. Aircrews were
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instructed not to respond to a “lock-on” by Iraqi Roland
systems, which had a maximum effective altitude of approxi-
mately 16,000 feet and were believed to be no threat.
Throughout the sortie, Iraqi Roland radar systems illumi-
nated coalition aircraft, but Iraq did not fire any AAA or
missiles, and the mission returned to Dhahran safely.

The first mission north of the thirty-second parallel
into the newly expanded no-fly zone was scheduled that
afternoon. The mission consisted of F-15s, F-16CJs, and
EF-111s; no strike aircraft were included because it was
believed that, based on the location of the designated orbit
point, Iraqi fighters—not SAM or AAA systems—would
pose a challenge if one were forthcoming. The mission
proceeded without incident until the package was begin-
ning to return south of the thirty-second parallel to
Dhahran, when AWACS controllers reported two Iraqgi
fighters inbound. As the F-15s responded to the threat,
an SA-8 SAM radar illuminated one of the F-16CJs. Two
of the F-16C]Js acquired the SA-8 with their HARMs, while
the SA-8 “spiked,” or illuminated, a second F-16CJ]. The
flight lead directed one of the F-16CJs to fire on the SAM,
and he launched a HARM. The SA-8 radar indications
quickly disappeared, indicating the system was either de-
stroyed or suppressed. In the meantime, the inbound Iraqi
fighters turned back to the north prior to crossing the
thirty-third parallel, and the mission returned safely to
Dhahran. During the return flight, controllers reported
large amounts of AAA activity in Baghdad, although no
coalition aircraft were anywhere near the Iraqi capital.
The U.S. fighters’ flight return time lasted approximately
eighty minutes, by which time CNN had already broad-
cast preliminary reports on the SA-8 engagement.

During the next week, U.S. intelligence indicated that
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Iraqi troops were retreating from the Kurdish region in
northern Iraq. There were disturbing reports that the Iraqi
military had successfully broken a long-standing covert
operation funded by the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) to destabilize Saddam’s regime, culminating in the
arrest and alleged execution of more than 100 Iraqis as-
sociated with the effort.®® In the South, Saddam began
aggressively rebuilding the air defense installations dam-
aged in the Desert Strike cruise missile attacks. In addition,
there were indications that Iraq had began moving mo-
bile SAMs, such as the SA-6 and the SA-8, to various
locations in the southern no-fly zone.®” On the basis of
this information and the SA-8 engagement, the Joint Task
Force Southwest Asia commander ordered that absolutely
no allied aircraft would enter the no-fly zone without dedi-
cated F-16CJ Wild Weasel support. This directive placed
an added burden on the twelve F-16CJs located in
Dhahran. All non-Southern Watch training missions for
the Wild Weasels ceased, and signs emerged that the unit
would not immediately return to their home stations when
their replacements arrived in mid-September. In the
meantime, France agreed to rejoin OSW, but only for
missions south of the original thirty-second parallel—in
effect, not recognizing the newly expanded no-fly zone.%®
Coalition flights in the northern and southern no-fly zones
continued without incident, and the move from Dhahran
to PSAB continued at a steady pace, with units already in
place setting up billets, maintenance, and other infrastruc-
ture requirements. Unit commanders anticipated full
deployment to PSAB by October 1.

On September 11, an Iraqi SA-6 fired on two Air Re-
serve F-16s in the northern no-fly zone near the city of
Mosul. The pilots had only several seconds to react; mis-
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siles were rocketing toward them almost as soon as the
engaged pilot had an indication on his radar warning
receiver that Iraqi radar had illuminated him. The mis-
siles missed, and the F-16s successfully egressed the area.
A flight of F-15E Strike Eagles later tried to reacquire the
mobile SAM site but were unsuccessful. According to the
Pentagon, Saddam had ordered his anti-aircraft gunners
and pilots to try to destroy any U.S. aircraft they encoun-
tered.®® The Iraqis reportedly launched a SAM out of Tallil
airfield in the southern no-fly zone, although there were
no coalition aircraft operating in the area at the time.
U.S. pilots bragged among themselves that Saddam had
put a bounty on their heads.

The United States reacted quickly, immediately deploy-
ing eight F-117 Nighthawk stealth fighters to al-Jaber Air
Base in Kuwait and four B-52s to Diego Garcia. On Sep-
tember 13, all aircraftimmediately deployed from Dhahran;
seventeen F-16CGs and six F-16CJs were sent to Sheikh Isa
Air Base in Bahrain and the remaining aircraft flew to their
new home at PSAB. An additional twelve F-16(CJs and eigh-
teen F-16CGs were sent to PSAB from their home stations
in the United States. The force in Bahrain was available to
augment the fighters in Kuwait in the event air strikes were
required, because Saudi Arabia still refused to allow air
strikes into Iraq flown from its territory. The carrier U.S.S.
Enterprise entered the Gulf to join the U.S.S. Vinson. The
Pentagon also announced it was sending an additional
5,000 soldiers from Fort Hood, Texas, to Kuwait to comple-
ment the 1,200 soldiers stationed there. That same day,
Baghdad announced it was suspending action against U.S.
jets enforcing the no-fly zones.™

Through the rest of September and October, the situ-
ation appeared to cool. Amid reports that Barzani’s KDP
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was now trying to distance itself from Saddam,” the United
States began evacuating Iraqi Kurds who had worked with
U.S. aid groups in northern Iraq to U.S. military facilities
in Guam, where they awaited transportation to the United
States.” Kurdish factional fighting continued until a U.S -
brokered truce took effect on October 22. The coalition
continued flying more than 100 sorties per day in sup-
port of OSW without any serious challenges. The Vinson
departed the Gulf on October 6, leaving only the Enter-
prise carrier battle group on station. U.S. intelligence
reported that Saddam had successfully rebuilt his air de-
fense network by mid-October and continued to rotate
his mobile SAM sites constantly, but Iraqi air defense had
not threatened coalition aircraft since the engagement
at Mosul on September 11.7

The situation changed in early November 1996. Two
more engagements with Iraqi SAMs occurred in the south-
ern no-ly zone, several days before the U.S. presidential
election. On November 2, an F-16CJ fired a HARM on a
Roland radar system after a British Tornado fighter re-
ported being electronically “locked on” northeast of Tallil.
On November 4, another F-16CJ responded with a HARM
near al-Kut in the newly expanded no-ly zone after an-
other Roland reportedly illuminated an F-16CG. While the
Roland itself was no threat to the coalition forces flying
above 20,000 feet, following the September 11 episode near
Mosul, aircrews were now free to react to any “lock-on”
radar threat. In both encounters, Iraqi radar indications
disappeared after U.S. jets launched the HARMs, and Iraq
denied that it had made any attempt to lock on coalition
aircraft, calling it “American-style electioneering.””* Amid
charges in the press of faulty radar warning receivers and
overly aggressive U.S. pilots, Defense Secretary Perry con-
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vened a formal investigation on the missile firings on No-
vember 6. Although the investigation confirmed that Iraqi
threat emitters had indeed been operating and that the
performance of the aircrews had been highly professional
and appropriate under the rules of engagement, the inves-
tigation left some U.S. aircrews feeling bitter. Many had
flown combat sorties in Iraq incessantly for more than five
months, and they considered unfair the added stress of a
formal investigation into what they knew was a justified
reaction in a time-critical, hazardous environment.”

The Enterprise left the Gulf for its home port on No-
vember 25, replaced by the Roosevelt carrier battle group
then patrolling the Mediterranean. On November 26, the
Iraqi government agreed to proceed with the UN-moni-
tored oil-for-food deal under UN Resolution 986, which
was first offered in April 1995 and previously rejected as
an insult to Iraqi sovereignty. Shortly after December 1,
aircraft that had been deployed for the crisis began re-
turning home, with the F-117s departing the first week,
followed by the fighters temporarily stationed at Sheikh
Isa Air Base in Bahrain. Most of the recently deployed
troops returned home by the holidays, and the Desert
Strike crisis came to a close.

In hindsight, the September 1996 crisis appears to
have been a lost opportunity for the U.S. coalition and a
victory for Saddam. In a situation in which economic and
political turmoil had weakened Iraq, Barzani’s invitation
to assist the KDP presented Saddam with a timely oppor-
tunity he was able to exploit fully. He settled a grievance
with a Kurdish faction that had defeated two of his regu-
lar army brigades in March 1995 and completely
annihilated U.S. intelligence-gathering efforts in north-
ern Iraq. Nearly 6,500 Kurds and members of the
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opposition Iragi National Congress left the area, and any
subsequent covert operations in northern Iraq against
Saddam’s regime would have to start from scratch. He
drove another wedge in the coalition and must have been
very pleased with the decision by Turkey and Saudi Arabia
not to allow the coalition to launch air strikes from their
territory. France’s refusal to recognize the newly expanded
no-fly zone must also have been cause for celebration in
Baghdad. By finally accepting the oil-for-food deal, he was
able to provide his population with sorely needed eco-
nomic relief. Finally, and perhaps more important, he
proved to his own Republican Guards that he continued
to be a “manly” warrior, capable of defying the West, threat-
ening allied fighters patrolling the no-fly zones, and
providing his army with a much-needed military victory
in Irbil.”® One pundit bluntly stated:

He threw sand in the face of the Iranians, his military
was able to claim victory by beating up some Kurds, he
took back land, and he stood up to the Great Satan.
The only price he paid was losing some airspace. What
does he care? Iraq is a land power, not an air power.”

Saddam surely paid a price for his decision. The Iraqi Air
Force had ceased to play any major role in Iraqi airspace
since the Gulf War, and the expansion of the no-fly zone
in the South was one more humiliating reminder that Iraq
did not maintain sovereignty over 60 percent of its air-
space. Although they placed additional pressure on OSW
mission requirements, allied fighter patrol flights to the
outskirts of Baghdad provided the coalition with an en-
hanced, early-warning capability regarding any hostile
Iraqi moves against Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The new
restrictions also denied Saddam the use of two important
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airfields and a major training area and presented a pro-
vocative tactical problem for Iraqgi defenses in Baghdad,
now forced to contend with allied fighters operating much
nearer to the capital and its high-value targets.

Nevertheless, the Iraqi attack on Irbil highlighted a
limitation in Washington’s abilities to contain Saddam in
northern Iraq. Without the ability to employ forces from
nearby Turkey, and because of the area’s distance from
land-based and carrier-based air assets in the Persian Gulf,
the coalition had few options—other than an all-out aerial
assault on Baghdad—to stop the armored attack on the
Kurdish city. The “pinprick” cruise missile strikes against
air defense sites in southern Iraq were merely an irritant;
the Iraqis rebuilt the sites and made them fully opera-
tional within a month. It must be acknowledged, however,
that the cruise missile strikes may have sufficiently de-
terred Saddam from any further advances north of the
thirty-sixth parallel.

Dissension within the coalition, highlighted for the
first time by Saudi Arabia’s refusal to allow Dhahran to
stage air strikes, demonstrated a growing “sanctions fa-
tigue” among the allies, and France, Spain, Russia, and
China condemned the cruise missile strikes. Prior to Sep-
tember 1996, Saddam’s domestic political situation may
have been the most precarious since Desert Storm, but
with the unwitting help of Massoud Barzani, he emerged
at perhaps his strongest point in the post-Desert Storm
period. As Paul Wolfowitz stated,

Unless something is done to restore American credibil-
ity, what is left of the coalition will collapse completely,
and Saddam Husayn, who is already much better off
today than he was three weeks ago, will become far more
dangerous a year from now.”™
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fighter aircraft violated the southern no-fly zone numer-
ous times. Iranian jets attacked bases of the insurgent
Iranian Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK) in southern Iraq, and
Iraqi warplanes rose to defend their airspace.®® U.S. air-
crews flying OSW patrol missions evacuated the no-fly zone
during these engagements for fear of becoming involved
in a potential conflict between Iraq and Iran.* Following
a major Iranian naval exercise in the Persian Gulf on Oc-
tober 11, the U.S.S. Nimitzsailed into the region two weeks
early, arriving on station on October 12.% Perhaps
emboldened by the lack of U.S. fighter response to no-fly
zone violations and a perceived disarray in the UN Secu-
rity Council, Saddam initiated a series of escalating
provocations, beginning on October 23 with a demand
that the UN cease all economic sanctions on Iraq. Shortly
thereafter, Saddam halted all UNSCOM inspection activ-
ity, accusing U.S. team members of espionage; demanded
that U.S. reconnaissance aircraft stop monitoring Iraq’s
compliance with UN resolutions, threatening to shoot
down any U-2 aircraft conducting reconnaissance mis-
sions; tampered with UNSCOM camera monitoring
devices; and on November 13 expelled from Iraq all U.S.
members of UNSCOM.*

The UN reacted by withdrawing the entire inspection
team from Iraq and refusing to allow Saddam to deter-
mine the UNSCOM inspection team composition.
Following a unanimous Security Council vote, the UN
passed Resolution 1137, which condemned Iraq for not
cooperating with UNSCOM, created a highly-restrictive
travel ban for Iraqi citizens in and out of their country,
and warned of severe consequences if Iraq did not com-
ply with the inspections. Within the next five days, the
United States deployed the George Washington to join the
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Nimitz; increased the number of cruise missile-bearing
ships in the Persian Gulf; deployed six B-52s to Diego
Garcia; and sent six F-117s, two B-1s, and twenty-eight
additional fighter aircraft to Kuwait and Bahrain. By No-
vember 20, Russian diplomats had brokered several
agreements with Iraq to allow the UNSCOM team to con-
tinue its work with its U.S. members. Nevertheless,
Washington maintained its recently bolstered force in the
area and continued to deploy additional troops, totaling
30,000 by the end of November.®*

Within six weeks, tensions had escalated again. In the
middle of December, Iraq declared all of Saddam’s presi-
dential palaces off-limits to UNSCOM inspectors; one such
complex encompassed almost 40,000 acres of land. In the
middle of January, Iraq denied UNSCOM inspectors ac-
cess to additional sites suspected of containing information
related to earlier evidence that the Iraqgis were testing bio-
logical and chemical agents on prisoners. By January 28, a
third carrier, the U.S.S. Independence, moved toward the
Gulf, and Secretary of State Madeleine Albright hinted that
time for Iragi compliance was running out.®?’ U.S. forces
began refining potential target lists, even as Iraqi citizens
were voluntarily allowing themselves to be used as “human
shields” at Saddam’s presidential palaces in the event of a
coalition air strike. By February 17, the United States had
deployed an additional 8,000 troops to the Gulf, including
a marine expeditionary force and additional F-117s, F-16s,
and B-52s. The Pentagon, indicating that military strikes
were imminent, dubbed the deployment “Operation Desert
Thunder.” Coalition forces in the region included 350 fight-
ers and nearly 38,000 troops. USCENTCOM commander
Gen. Anthony Zinni announced that the United States had
forces in place for an air assault on Iraq.®
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On February 20, with time for a peaceful solution
dwindling, UN secretary general Kofi Annan flew to
Baghdad to reach an agreement with Saddam allowing
the UNSCOM inspections to continue. Annan signed a
memorandum of understanding with Saddam on Febru-
ary 23 providing for “unconditional and unrestricted”
inspections and destruction of biological weapons, nerve
agents, and missiles in exchange for the inclusion on the
UNSCOM inspection team of additional diplomatic rep-
resentatives more sensitive to the plight of the Iraqi
people. President Clinton tentatively approved the deal
but declared that the recent military build-up—the larg-
estsince Desert Storm—would remain in place until Iraq’s
actions verified compliance with the inspection regime.®’
By avoiding a military confrontation for the second time
in four months, the Clinton administration demonstrated
its willingness to “go the extra mile” in developing an in-
ternational consensus and cooperating with the UN,
factors crucial in sustaining Arab support for containment
efforts against Iraq. By March 10, a UNSCOM team led
by Scott Ritter announced it had inspected eight sites in
Iraq without interference. This second inspection crisis
was evidently over.

Nevertheless, the newly deployed coalition forces re-
mained until June, when they began returning to the
United States. By that time, the continuous deployments
and reactive nature of the U.S. military response to chal-
lenges from Saddam had taken a toll on the U.S. forces’
morale, readiness, and retention. A bipartisan delega-
tion of senators on a fact-finding mission to the Persian
Gulf in May 1998 reported low morale throughout the
ranks in all services.®® A crisis had developed in the air
force, with increasingly fewer pilots accepting a six-year
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commitment beyond the initial obligation required for
pilot training. As of June 1998, only 25 percent of eli-
gible pilots had accepted the aviation continuation pay
bonus for the fiscal year; the U.S. Air Force’s goal was 50
percent.® Low retention rates in all ranks in all services
threatened a return to the “hollow force” of the late
1970s. Overall attrition rates increased to 32.5 percent
in the air force, and surveys determined that service pay
was 14 percent below the pay for comparable positions
in the civilian sector.® Reasons for the drop in reten-
tion included poor quality of life; poor pay and
retirement benefits; a lack of spare parts for equipment,
which contributed to declining mission capable rates; and
the lure of better pay and stability offered by a booming
civilian economy. A primary reason cited for dissatisfac-
tion with the military lifestyle was increased time away
from home because of the increased tempo of opera-
tional deployments.”® While the size of the U.S. military
had shrunk by more than 40 percent since the end of
Desert Storm, deployments increased by nearly an equal
amount. The Clinton administration had deployed U.S.
forces abroad fifty times in five years, compared to only
eighteen times during the Reagan administration and
fourteen times during the Bush administration.” Clearly,
the continuous deployments to southwest Asia to con-
tain Saddam were a primary factor in the exodus.
Characterizing this frustration, one pilot said,

We're tired of droning holes in the sky; protecting al-
lied airspace where we’re not welcome. They shackle
us in the air, on the ground, and during our off time.
They expect it, and they don’t respect us. We’ve be-
come instruments of foreign policy before the fact, and
we’re not doing a damn for the American way of life.%
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In addition, America’s constant presence in southwest Asia
had become a huge financial drain on the U.S. defense
budget. The estimated cost to maintain the additional
force levels required by the increased tensions in the Gulf
between October 1997 and June 1998 exceeded $1.2 bil-
lion.** Analysts claimed that the U.S. presence in the Gulf
since the end of Desert Storm had cost Washington nearly
$7 billion, with the no-fly patrol budget for fiscal year 1999
set at $850 million.” Clearly, something had to be done
to address the situation.

Beginning in May 1998, the Defense Department an-
nounced its intention to reshape military forces in
Southwest Asia by drastically reducing the number of de-
ployed ground and air forces. Troop levels would shrink
from 38,000 to 20,000, and only one aircraft carrier would
remain on duty in the Persian Gulf.*® By November 1998,
the United States had nearly halved its military presence
in the region, while doubling the number of cruise mis-
siles available for launch. In February 1998, there had
been 430 aircraft and 34 naval ships in the area. By No-
vember, only 174 aircraft and 21 ships remained, although
nine of the naval vessels carried a total of nearly 300 Toma-
hawk cruise missiles.?” This realignment of forces made
Saudi Arabia’s approval for air strikes against Iraq much
less important. The increased reliance on cruise missiles
launched from ships in the Gulf and from B-52s based in
Diego Garcia also allowed a quicker strike capability be-
cause the United States could spend less time securing
permission and coordinating with Gulf states for yet an-
other exhaustive and costly redeployment of forces.

Acknowledging that frequent, lengthy, and unexpected
overseas deployments were the main reason for the drastic
drop in personnel retention, the air force announced in
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August that it was reorganizing from a primarily garrison
force to an expeditionary air force.”® Under the plan, sched-
uled to take effect in October 1999, the air force would
restructure itself into ten separate air expeditionary forces,
or AEFs, each assigned approximately 240 aircraft and 7,000
combat and support personnel. Deployments were to be
limited to once every fifteen months for a ninety-day pe-
riod; two AEFs would be on call at all times. According to
U.S. Air Force chief of staff Gen. Michael Ryan, the air
force would schedule and rotate the AEFs in such a man-
ner to bring much needed predictability and stability to
the lives of service personnel.*

Throughout the summer and early fall of 1998, the
Department of Defense unveiled other initiatives to ad-
dress the declining morale, retention, and readiness of
the armed services. After more than a decade with no
real boosts in military spending, Congress championed
increased defense budgets, pay raises for service person-
nel, and reformed retirement benefits as long-overdue
remedies for an ailing U.S. military. The November 1997
and February 1998 episodes highlighted weaknesses in
America’s military commitments to the Gulf, and Con-
gress and the Pentagon began to respond accordingly.

Amid these changes, provocative events continued in
Iraq and the Middle East. With U.S. policymakers address-
ing military readiness issues and President Clinton
embroiled in a domestic political scandal, Iraq began to
test the limits of U.S. resolve once again. On June 30,
1998, an F-16(]J launched a HARM at an Iraqi SAM radar
site in southern Iraq after the radar had locked onto a
patrolling British GR-1 Tornado. Although Baghdad de-
nied illuminating any of the ten U.S. and British fighters
in the patrol, the situation served as a reminder of the
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risks involved to aircrews flying Southern and Northern
Watch missions.'® In a July 21 address to the Revolution-
ary Command Council, Saddam strongly warned that Iraq
would not allow any party, including the United States or
UNSCOM, to prolong the economic embargo, and he
called for an immediate lifting of the sanctions.'”’ On
August 3, the Revolutionary Command Council an-
nounced it was suspending cooperation with UNSCOM
and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) un-
til a new UNSCOM could be formed with fewer
“Anglo-Saxons.”' Finally, after Iraqi officials continuously
barred his inspection of key facilities, UNSCOM inspec-
tor Scott Ritter resigned on August 26. In his resignation
announcement, Ritter stated that Iraq could have ballis-
tic missiles capable of delivering chemical and biological
weapons within six months. In addition, Ritter accused
U.S. officials of coercing UNSCOM inspectors not to rec-
ommend inspections of sites that might provoke an
undesired confrontation with Saddam.'® Indeed, by the
end of September, UN inspectors stated they were no
longer capable of performing their duties in Iraq. Allowed
only to monitor previously inspected sites, they were de-
nied the ability to perform intrusive, random inspections
on new facilities.

On November 1, President Clinton declared the
United States would again consider military strikes against
Iraq if Saddam did not begin to cooperate with UN weap-
ons inspectors.'* The United States based its authorization
to conduct legitimate combat operations on the UN reso-
lutions of November 1997, and Secretary of State Albright
stated that Iraq’s total lack of cooperation with the UN
had alienated Iraq’s defenders and reinvigorated the coa-
lition against Saddam.'” The reconfigured forces in the
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Gulf now provided the coalition with the capability to do
what a much larger force had been poised to do in Febru-
ary before the Annan-brokered deal with Saddam. The
primary sources of power in Saddam’s regime had become
targets, and on November 7, the UN began withdrawing
weapons inspectors from Iraq.'%®

On November 11, President Clinton ordered addi-
tional forces to the Gulf in preparation for military action.
An additional 4,000 troops deployed to Kuwait, along with
twelve F-117s and eighteen British GR-1 Tornadoes. An
AFEF consisting of six B-1 bombers and thirty-six fighter
aircraft landed at Sheikh Isa Air Base in Bahrain, and a
dozen B-52s equipped with ninety-six cruise missiles ar-
rived at Diego Garcia.'”” The Enterprise battle group
steamed toward the region. The State Department with-
drew all nonessential personnel from Israel and Kuwait,
and Secretary of State Albright remarked that there would
be no further warnings.'® Again, as an imminent indica-
tor of air strikes, the latest Gulf build-up was christened
“Operation Desert Viper.”

Perhaps even more meaningful, on November 12,
eight Arab states, including Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia,
issued a statement holding Iraq responsible for the im-
pending confrontation. Russia and France, typically quick
to defend Iraq, remained silent over Saddam’s outright
defiance of the UN.'® Some analysts speculated that other
Arab nations, which in the past had been more sympa-
thetic to Iraq, were suffering their own form of “Saddam
fatigue” and that they might be more willing to support
the coalition because of U.S. efforts in the Israeli-Pales-
tinian Wye agreement.!”® For the first time since the
October 1994 crisis, the coalition appeared united in its
opposition to Saddam.
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On the evening of November 14, B-52s lifted off from
Diego Garcia for cruise-missile strikes anticipated to be
the beginning of a sustained air campaign that would
continue for several days. Mere hours after takeoff, how-
ever, the mission was canceled because Iraq had made an
offer to the UN to allow UNSCOM inspections to con-
tinue.'"! President Clinton demanded that Iraq prove its
good intentions by giving inspectors unrestricted access
to suspected sites and providing any documents related
to its weapons of mass destruction (WMD) program.
Forces in the Gulf would remain in place and on alert to
ensure Saddam did not lapse into his usual “cheat and
retreat” scheme.'? Some analysts were skeptical:

Iraq just taught the world how to put the most power-
ful military in history on aleash: plant your vulnerable
assets in cities, broadcast the misery of your people,
and convince U.S. leaders that political defeat is the
price of military victory. It’s an ingenious variation
on the old threat to shoot yourself if you don’t get
your way. The finest military in the world is useless if
you can’t—or won’'t—use it.!?

Coalition suspicions proved to be well-founded when,
within three weeks, Saddam again defied UNSCOM. He-
licopters reportedly buzzed one inspection team, while
Iraqis denied others access to sites. With the Muslim holy
month of Ramadan about to begin on December 18, in-
spectors held little hope for enforcing Iraqi cooperation
with the inspections regime.!**

On December 15, then-UNSCOM chief inspector
Richard Butler issued a ten-page report to the UN Secu-
rity Council detailing Iraq’s latest belligerence. Butler
claimed that Iraq had not provided the full cooperation
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it promised on November 14 and had in fact introduced
new restrictions into the inspection process, ensuring no
progress in the areas of disarmament and failing to ac-
count for its prohibited weapons programs.''® Coalition
military forces remained largely in place from the crisis
of the previous month, and targets and attack plans re-
quired little updating. The next evening, with an
impending vote to impeach President Clinton in the
House of Representatives, Operation Desert Fox began.

On the night of December 16, the president ordered
a “strong, sustained series of air strikes” against Iraq that
lasted four consecutive nights.!® The military objectives
of Desert Fox were reducing Iraq’s capability to produce
WMD, degrading strategic and tactical command-and-
control facilities, damaging industrial infrastructure used
for smuggling gas and oil, and reducing Iraq’s overall
capability to threaten its neighbors in the region.!” Tar-
gets for the four-night campaign included installations
associated with development of WMD, units providing
security to WMD programs, and Iraq’s national command-
and-control network. In addition, the air strikes attacked
Republican Guard units and facilities; airfields; air defense
and SAM sites; and the Basrah oil refinery, which was in-
volved in the production of illegal gas and oil exports.''
Target locations covered the entire country, including
Baghdad, Mosul, Basrah, Tikrit, and al-Kut.'® The first
night’s attack involved only U.S. Navy assets with approxi-
mately 200 cruise missiles and aircraft launched from the
Enterprise. Subsequent nights involved British Tornadoes
and U.S. Air Force assets as well, including B-52s equipped
with cruise missiles; F-16CGs and CJs; F-15Es and Cs; and,
for the first time in combat, B-1 bombers. A second car-
rier, the Vinson, journeyed to the Gulf with six additional
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warships carrying Tomahawk cruise missiles.'? Twelve F-
117 Stealth fighters redeployed forward to Kuwait,
although they arrived too late to participate in the hos-
tilities. As anticipated, of the approximately 200 combat
aircraft in the region, none of the almost sixty aircraft
based in Saudi Arabia or the aircraft based at Incirlik,
Turkey, participated in the attacks.’?’ The United States
used carrier-based aircraft in the strikes or aircraft flown
from Kuwait, Bahrain, Oman, the United Arab Emirates
(UAE), and Diego Garcia.

In seventy hours of intensive air strikes, the coalition
flew 650 sorties against approximately 100 targets and
sustained no casualties. A total of 415 cruise missiles were
launched, including 325 Tomahawks fired by the U.S. Navy
and 90 heavier cruise missiles from U.S. Air Force B-52s.'%
Strikes hit and damaged more than 80 percent of the
designated targets—strikes which Pentagon analysts as-
sessed had set back Iraq’s ballistic missile program one to
two years.'” Baghdad’s claims of forty-two civilians killed
and ninety-six wounded, while unsubstantiated, were re-
markably few;'** as many as 2,000 Republican Guard
members may have died in the attacks, including several
key individuals in the upper hierarchy of Iraqi leadership.
Likely more than twice that number were injured.'® Ana-
lysts estimated the cost of the four-day assault, at that time
the largest military combat operation since Desert Storm,
at nearly $500 million.'?

Almost immediately after the campaign, the United
States began reducing Persian Gulf military strength to
normal levels. The Enterprise departed the region, leaving
only the Vinson in place. Many of the recently deployed
aircraft, which for the most part had been on station since
early November, were scheduled to return to their home
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bases, as were the approximately 7,000 troops that had
bolstered the regular 20,000-strong force. U.S. command-
ers felt, considering Iraq’s almost complete lack of serious
resistance to the air strikes, that the presence of a signifi-
cantly beefed-up force was unnecessary and that the
normal, continuous, day-to-day forces for Northern and
Southern Watch were adequate.'?’

On December 26, following the by then-familiar pat-
tern, Iraq announced it would fire on any aircraft entering
its airspace, including the no-fly zones.'*® In a further act
of defiance, Iraq declared a ban on all UN flights into the
country, including flights carrying humanitarian relief
supplies and food under the oil-for-food program.'®* On
December 28, U.S. F-15Es and F-16CJs patrolling the
northern no-fly zone responded to an Iraqi SA-3 launch
near Mosul in the first of a continuous series of cat-and-
mouse confrontations between Iraqi SAM operators and
coalition aircrews. U.S. Air Force Brig. Gen. David
Deptula, commander of the allied effort for Operation
Northern Watch, described that first engagement:

It was our first mission back in the AOR [area of re-
sponsibility] since the conclusion of Desert Fox. We
had a well-thought-out plan that gradually moved us
from north to south over a period of several hours . . .
About the time they were exiting, three of our F-15Es
gotuncorrelated SAM launch indications, and one SA-
3 launch warning. Two missiles were observed passing
above the aircraft and exploding. About a minute later,
one of our F-16CJs saw a third missile launch, and at
the same time, one of the F-15Es happened to be ob-
serving a known SA-3 site through his LANTIRN pod
from thirty-seven miles away and saw the launch. The
mission commander called back to the combined air
operations center (CAOC) and requested approval for
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a DEAD [destruction of enemy air defenses] attack . . .
It was the fastest approval ever made, seconds from
receipt of the request to approval . .. The attack was
perfect. First, a couple of F-16CJs launched preemp-
tive HARMs at two other SAM sites in the immediate
vicinity of the SA-3 site to keep their heads down while
a four-ship of F-15Es rolled in on the launching SA-3
site. Three out of four F-15Es dropped two GBU-12
500-pound precision-guided bombs each for a total of
six, all “shacks” [direct hits] on either the radar and
optical tracking unit or the command-and-control van.
The guy that didn’t drop was because he couldn’t get
a positive target ID—the kind of superior judgment
displayed throughout the entire mission.'

Overt Iraqi challenges in the no-fly zones quickly became
an almost daily occurrence. By January 28, Gen. Anthony
Zinni reported that approximately 120 Iraqi fighters had
initiated more than seventy penetrations of the no-fly
zones since the end of Desert Fox.”®! One of these intru-
sions included two aerial engagements on January 5 when
F-15s and F-14s exchanged air-to-air missiles with Iraqi jets;
an Iraqi MiG-23 reportedly crashed in one of those skir-
mishes after running out of fuel.”®? In addition, there were
more than twenty incidents of SAMs fire, AAA fire, or ra-
dar illuminations of coalition aircraft patrolling the no-fly
zones, resulting in an allied response with precision-
guided weapons or HARMs on those sites.'?® During one
of these episodes, an AGM-130 air-to-surface missile,'
fired by an F-15E on January 25, strayed and slammed
into a suburb of Basrah, reportedly killing eleven civil-
ians and wounding fifty-nine.'® As in past confrontations,
Saddam offered a bounty to Iraqi air defense troops who
shot down an allied aircraft. The weekly Nabd al-Shabab
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newspaper in Baghdad announced that $14,000 would
be paid for the downing of an aircraft, $5,000 for shoot-
ing down a missile, and $2,500 to anyone capturing an
enemy pilot.!%

In response to continued Iraqi challenges in the no-
fly zones, the United States altered the rules of
engagement. In the past, coalition aircraft responded in
the no-fly zones only when directly threatened, either by
SAM or AAA launches or by radar illumination, and then
only toward the site making the actual threat. By the
middle of January, coalition aircraft entering the no-fly
zones were prepared to respond to any challenges or
threats in the no-fly zones with preplanned targets. A per-
ceived threat could be an aerial no-fly zone incursion by
an Iraqi fighter or merely an Iraqi acquisition radar ob-
served in operation, regardless of whether it had
illuminated a coalition jet or not. In essence, allied re-
sponse had evolved from a “reactive” approach to a
“preemptive” approach. According to General Zinni,

We have the authority to react and attack any part of
the air defense system any time there’s a threat, and
it’s not particularly geared to the cause of the threat . . .
[W]e then can attack the missiles, communication,
early warning radars—any part of the system.'®’

A Pentagon official explained it in clear terms: “Rather
than go after the bait, they went after the trap.”*

By February 2, U.S. and British warplanes had attacked
more Iraqi anti-aircraft and SAM batteries since Opera-
tion Desert Fox than they had done during the four nights
of the operation.'® In what the media called a “low-level
war of attrition,” Pentagon officials said the air strikes
would continue as long as Iraq continued to contest the
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no-fly zone patrol missions.'* After initially doubling the
number of SAM systems in the no-fly zones in the weeks
following Desert Fox, Iraqi forces began withdrawing mis-
sile batteries, radar, and other equipment from the North
and South in an evident effort to preserve them from de-
struction."! The Pentagon deliberately downplayed the
continuing air strikes against Iraq in an effort to avoid
antagonizing neighboring Arab countries who tacitly ap-
proved of the campaign but deplored the impact it was
having on the Iraqi people. In a show of support for its
Gulf allies, the United States agreed to sell AMRAAM
missiles to Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, and the UAE, and of-
fered to share data gleaned from American monitoring
of any Iranian and Iraqi missile tests.’*® In addition, the
United States agreed to help Egypt begin a major mili-
tary modernization program with $3.2 billion in subsidized
arms sales, including twenty-four F-16s, a Patriot SAM
battery, and 200 heavy tanks.™* More important,

the Pentagon had found a way to revive the
administration’s beleaguered containment policy. With
the UN mission defunct, no viable opposition groups
to replace Saddam and growing international pressure
to ease the effects of the economic embargo on the
Iraqi people, the low-grade air war had become the
centerpiece of Washington'’s strategy.'**

The weeks following Desert Fox proved that the four-day
attack in December had taken a significant toll on
Saddam. The broader rules of engagement had resulted
in almost-daily air strikes and eroded his combat capabil-
ity, with estimates that the strikes had destroyed as much
as 25 percent of the country’s air defense network.'*
Saddam began to show the strain of the attacks by lashing
outat perceived enemies inside and outside Iraq. In steady
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succession, Iraq expelled U.S. and British relief workers
in the oilfor-food program from the country;'* threat-
ened to revoke Iraq’s recognition of Kuwait’s
sovereignty;'¥’ called for the overthrow of the governments
of Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait;'* stormed
out of a meeting of the Arab League after the organiza-
tion insisted that Iraq renounce all militaristic intentions
against its neighbors and comply with all UN resolu-
tions;'* and issued a threat to attack bases in Turkey, Saudi
Arabia, and Kuwait if they continued to allow allied air-
craft based there to fly no-fly zone patrol missions.* In
addition, Kuwaiti ambassador to the United States
Muhammad al-Sabah reported that Saddam had denied
ammunition and logistic supplies to his regular army units
to discourage any rebellion attempts. As a result, the
people and the regular army appeared to be in one camp,
while the regime and its Republican Guard and security
apparatus were in the other.””! Indeed, reports indicated
that on March 8, 1999, Iraq executed twenty-four army
officers, including a major general who formerly com-
manded Baghdad’s air defense system, after accusing them
of conspiring against Saddam.'” America’s bolder,
tougher policy toward Iraq included growing support for
Iraqi opposition groups—a “containment-plus-regime-
change” policy.”®® The post-Desert Fox air campaign
showed signs of having a real impact on the morale of
Iraqi military forces, and U.S. officials publicly professed
hopes of a military coup inside Iraq against Saddam: “The
message [the United States] is sending both militarily and
politically inside Iraq is this is someone dangerous to have
as a leader.”’™ As a result, Saddam found himself more
isolated from the rest of the world than he had at per-
haps any time since Desert Storm.
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Chapter 4

AIR POWER, CONTAINMENT,
AND LESSONS LEARNED

More limited objectives than all-out war and total
defeat are the hallmarks of modern U.S. military
operations . . . Aerospace power—the synergistic
application of air, space, and information sys-
tems—provides the United States with
asymmetrical advantages over all other nations.

—Gene Myers, Air Force Times'

merica’s confrontations with Iraq in the post—Cold

War era provide several key lessons on the effective-
ness of air power as a foreign policy tool and have
important implications for future challenges to the U.S.
Air Force as the twenty-first century approaches.

AIR PowER: ENGAGEMENT, TACTICS, AND STRATEGY

Iraq’s heightened efforts to shoot down pilots patrolling
the no-fly zones reflect Iraqi president Saddam Husayn’s
need to remain defiant and show the rest of the world,
particularly Arab League member nations, that he is still
a warrior and that his military remains capable of inflict-
ing damage. This reaction has become routine; after every
allied air strike in every crisis (January 1993, October 1994,
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September 1996, December 1998), he reacted in the same
fashion, including by making false claims of success.

The man who once said, “Yours is a society which can-
not accept 10,000 dead in one battle™ is well-aware of the
potential impact the televised sight of a U.S. pilot, dead
or alive, paraded through the streets of Baghdad would
have on America’s psyche and its will to sustain air opera-
tions in Iraq. Yet, in full-scale, dedicated military
campaigns with concrete objectives, Americans have
seemed willing to risk large amounts of casualties. Prior
to actual combat, estimates for Operation Desert Storm
climbed as high as 10,000 American casualties with 1,500
probable killed-in-action.? The same risk-acceptance does
not apply to limited conflicts with limited objectives, how-
ever. This so-called “national aversion to danger” is well
documented.* The 243 deaths of U.S. Marines in Beirut
in 1983 were enough for the United States to withdraw its
troops from Lebanon. The deaths of eighteen U.S. ser-
vicemen in one day in Somalia in October 1993 led the
United States to cease its operations in that destitute coun-
try. Air Force Capt. Scott O’Grady’s downing and rescue
in Bosnia in June 1995 became a huge national media
event, complete with book deals and ticker-tape parades.
The nineteen deaths in Khobar Towers in June 1996 com-
pelled U.S. military forces to evacuate Dhahran for the
perceived safer environment of Prince Sultan Air Base.
Some cited this trait as a characteristic of the “Clinton
Doctrine,” which one analyst defined as:

the extraordinary importance assigned to avoiding
U.S. casualties, thereby advertising America’s own
point of vulnerability; the hand-wringing preoccupa-
tion with collateral damage, signaling that the United
States has no stomach for war as such and thereby
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encouraging adversaries to persevere; [and] the reli-
ance on high-technology weapons employed at long
range, inviting confusion between the technical ca-
pability to hit targets and the achievement of
operationally meaningful results . . .

The safety record for the allied enforcement of the no-fly
zones has in fact been phenomenal. Since the end of Desert
Storm, coalition aircraft conducted approximately 175,000
missions over northern and southern Iraq.® During that
time, only one aircraft has been lost inside Iraqi territory,
in northern Iraq in june 1992 when a French Air Force
Mirage F-1 crashed near Irbil. Rescue forces retrieved the
pilot without incident. Saddam, however, believes that the
odds favor him and that eventually the allies will lose a
fighter in Iraq, either by a fortuitous shot from his anti-
aircraft artillery (AAA) or surface-to-air missile (SAM)
systems, or by simple aircraft malfunction.” How the United
States reacts to the aftermath of an aircraft downing, should
it occur, will be crucial in its dealings with Iraq and Saddam.

Tactically, the Iraqis certainly have the capability to
shoot down coalition aircraft. On occasion, they have
shown a surprisingly high degree of savvy and situational
awareness. The coordination between Iraqi air-to-air and
surface-to-air assets in Lt. Col. Gary North’s MiG engage-
ment in December 1992, the first Iraqi flight into the
newly expanded southern no-fly zone in September 1996,
and the September 1996 “SAMbush” attempts following
Desert Strike are good examples. The air-to-air skir-
mishes on January 5, 1999, demonstrated that Iraqi pilots
and ground controllers have some knowledge of U.S.
air-to-air missile maximum ranges. In both engagements,
Iraqi pilots executed escape maneuvers that prevented
the successful utilization of America’s most sophisticated
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aerial weapons. Although Iraqi air defense forces will
continue to be hampered by outdated, antiquated weap-
ons systems and a lack of training, they are a willing and
able adversary. It would be a mistake to underestimate
their threat to allied aircrews.

The U.S. Air Force itself has experienced a significant
change in tactics and combat employment in the years since
Desert Storm. Iraq has been the proving ground for new
weapons, advanced technologies, and attack strategies in
real-world combat situations. When Iraq invaded Kuwait
in August 1990, air force combat scenarios centered on a
Warsaw Pact-type threat, and combat planners assumed
low-altitude, primarily daylight penetration by U.S. fight-
ers into enemy territory to avoid radar detection, armed
with “dumb” free-fall weapons or tactical nuclear arma-
ments. In the eight years since the end of Desert Storm,
stealth technologies, precision-guided munitions, and
stand-off weaponry have come to the forefront.

The spectacular successes of the F-117 in Iraq during
Desert Storm, with its precision capability in employing
laser-guided bombs, have made that stealthy fighter-bomber
a weapon of choice in America’s armed response. Indeed,
during any worldwide crisis, the deployment of F-117s has
become a signal to adversaries indicating the seriousness
with which Washington perceives the situation. Stand-off,
precision-guided weaponry, like the new AGM-130, is mak-
ing the employment of free-fall bombs the exception rather
than the norm. The worldwide impact of almost instanta-
neous news reports and on-the-spot live coverage of events
have increasingly made concerns of collateral damage and
civilian casualties a high priority in any air campaign.
America’s need to maintain regional allied support and
UN approval for military operations in the Gulf have made
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precision a necessity rather than a desire. U.S. aircraft are
increasingly equipped with navigation and targeting pods
that allow highly accurate laser-guided weapons delivery.
The U.S. Navy retrofitted their F-14s, traditionally an air-
to-air platform, with this capability, and the newly equipped
jets saw combat for the first time as ground attack plat-
forms during Desert Fox with favorable results. This
demand for precision has led the U.S. Air Force to cancel
plans to send fighter units to southwest Asia unless the air-
craft have the capability to employ precision-guided
munitions or antiradar missiles. In January 1999, U.S. Air
National Guard units from Virginia, South Dakota, Iowa,
Alabama, Colorado, and Indiana did not deploy to the Iraq
area of responsibility (AOR) because their F-16s were older,
“Block 30” models, incapable of employing these weapons.®

The accuracy and reliability of cruise missiles launched
from ships or B-52s has improved dramatically since Desert
Storm. During Desert Storm, the United States fired 288
cruise missiles, primarily to prepare the battlefield for other
air strikes.® The attacks on Usama bin-Laden in Afghani-
stan and Sudan in August 1998 demonstrated their
significantly improved capability, and cruise missiles evolved
from an adjunct to air strikes to another primary arsenal
in the employment of air power. According to Gen. An-
thony Zinni, the 425 cruise missiles fired during Desert
Fox “far exceeded” the 85 percent accuracy standard.'
Reliance on cruise missiles has led some Pentagon officials
to express concern over the limited stock of these increas-
ingly valuable assets.!! The success and reduced inventory
of conventional air-launched cruise missiles (CALCMs)
recently convinced the air force to expand research on the
development of a new cruise missile with stealth character-
istics and an increased launch range of 1,000 to 2,500
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miles—well beyond that of the current CALCM range of
600 miles.’” Furthermore, America’s growing reliance on
cruise missiles has breathed new life into an aging bomber
fleet. Pentagon planners forecast upgrades to the current
cruise missile delivery force, consisting of ninety-three B-
1s, twenty-one B-2s, and seventy-six B-52s, in avionics, radar
displays, electronic countermeasures, and navigation equip-
ment.”* Development of new bomber weapons, such as the
joint standoff weapon (JSOW) and the joint air-to-surface
standoff missile (JASSM), and plans to have the next-gen-
eration long-range bomber ready for service by 2037, are
directly attributable to the success of the newer generation
cruise missiles in Iraq.'

The need to limit casualties and collateral damage
influences which units deploy for combat operations, what
targets mission planners designate for attack, and how
aircrews react to split-second, life-and-death situations in
the air. Saddam has always been aware of this factor, from
highlighting strikes on “baby-milk factories” during Desert
Storm and food storage facilities during Desert Fox to his
penchant for placing “human shields” around high-value
target areas. The continuing confrontations in Iraq rep-
resent a change in the nature of warfare with significant
implications for the twenty-first century.

These improved capabilities allowed coalition aircraft
to conduct the four-day Desert Fox attacks exclusively at
night from medium altitudes above the maximum tacti-
cal effective ranges of many Iraqi air defense systems.
Against an adversary that relies primarily on optical ac-
quisition to launch SAMs and AAA, nighttime strikes
greatly increased the survivability of U.S. air power plat-
forms to the point at which it suffered no losses in an
intense, highly effective seventy-hour bombing campaign.
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In the years following Desert Storm, the air force has de-
voted much money and training in improving its combat
capability for night operations. Active duty, national guard,
and reserve fighter units increasingly use night vision
goggles, once worn almost exclusively by helicopter pi-
lots. Other vast improvements in tactical intelligence and
communications continue to contribute to timeliness,
accuracy, and survivability. New tactics, such as those em-
ploying F-16C] “Wild Weasels” and EA-6B “Prowlers” as
SAM “hunter-killer” teams,'® continue to keep America’s
air forces on the leading edge. Without question, U.S.
combat experiences in Iraq have altered the “American
way of war,” and as Maj. Gen. Charles Wald, U.S. Air Force
director of air force strategic plans, commented:

Air power has become the instrument of choice in
America’s foreign policy. Air forces, because they are
extremely accurate and less vulnerable than ground
forces, provide a politically viable instrument of force
and oversight to national authorities.'®

CONTAINMENT: ENFORCING THE NO-FLY ZONES

The concept of no-fly zones has emerged as another new
dimension in the use of air power as a foreign policy tool,
specifically as a result of America’s objectives in Iraq. The
no-fly zones have allowed the United States to exerta con-
stant and credible military threat against Saddam. The
threat of immediate and precise retaliation by allied air
strikes has been a key tool in keeping Saddam “in his box”
and preventing him from threatening neighboring states.
In addition, the coalition air presence provides impor-
tant intelligence, reconnaissance, and early warning
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information on Iraqi military forces. Brig. Gen. David
Deptula elaborates:

Another factor that causes [the United States] to take
notice of no-fly zones as policy tools is that occupying
airspace is more like occupying territory than it is like
maritime positioning, that occurs in what we declare
as international waters. When we set up a no-fly zone,
we are seizing an element of sovereign authority (the
right to control airspace) on behalf of the world. We
are declaring the subjected state to be less than a full
member of the family of nations, unfit to govern in at
least this one aspect, and under an interdict of sorts.
This is a surrogate for war that clearly establishes the
rogue status of the subject state . . . [T]his highlights
aerospace power as a robust instrument of power in-
tertwined with policy and diplomacy."”

The mission of the no-fly zones has matured and ex-
panded since their first use—in northern Iraq in April
1991 to protect the Kurds, and in southern Iraq in Au-
gust 1992 to protect the Shi‘is from Saddam. Their
enhancement by the creation of the southern “no-drive”
zone in October 1994 signaled that the no-fly zones were
now more useful in preventing Saddam and his Republi-
can Guard units from posing an immediate military threat
to Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The purpose of the no-fly
zones effectively evolved from the protection of oppressed
Iraqi minorities to the protection of border nations.
Furthermore, the no-ly zones have experienced seem-
ingly yet another evolution since Desert Fox. Allied pilots
have a much wider authority to attack Iraqi military posi-
tions when threatened, which has resulted in almost daily
air strikes and in some cases civilian casualties; the coali-
tion has therefore been able to continue warfare on a
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limited scale without addressing air base access issues with
Turkey and Saudi Arabia. This incremental escalation of
the air war represents a substantive change in the Clinton
administration’s policy toward Iraq. The sustained Desert
Fox bombing campaign, increased efforts through the
newly established Radio Free Iraq, and increased atten-
tion devoted to Iraqi opposition groups indicate a much
more aggressive approach with the hope of creating a
“coup-friendly environment.”® As a colleague of the au-
thor remarked, “This is not a surrogate for war; it is war.”

Enforcement of the no-fly zones has carried a high
price, in dollars as well as in terms of decreasing morale,
readiness, and retention of U.S. armed forces. The drasti-
cally increased operations tempo and strain on personnel
caused by nofly zone commitments in an era of reduced
budgets and manpower contribute to this dilemma. As
detailed earlier, Washington has recently attempted to deal
with these problems but has caused an entire “cultural
change” within the air force, restructuring not only U.S.
forces in southwest Asia but the overall air force organiza-
tion.'* With retention and recruitment uniformly depressed
in the air force, navy, and army, the services must find a
logical solution to this manpower crisis.

Surprisingly, the F-22 may provide a solution to the
demanding operations tempo required to sustain the no-
fly zones. The F-117, while possessing true stealth
capability, is a subsonic, night-strike fighter-bomber with
limited air-to-air capability in maneuverability, high-alti-
tude performance, and weapons employment. It was not
designed as a counter-air platform. Utilizing the F-22 in
what a RAND study has called the “cop on the beat” ap-
proach,? the United States may significantly reduce the
resources devoted to maintaining its presence in the no-
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fly zones while still effectively keeping Saddam in check.
Under this approach, smaller packages of F-22s, perhaps
only a formation of four aircraft, would patrol the no-fly
zones strictly at random.

Because of the F-22’s stealth qualities and long-range
radar and weapons capabilities, Iraqgi forces would find it
much more difficult to play “cat and mouse” games with
an F-22, because they would be much less sure of when the
“Raptors” were patrolling. Iraqi fighters making incursions
into the no-ly zones would occasionally “disappear” as a
result of being destroyed by weapons employed by an un-
observed, stealthy F-22, presenting the Iraqis with a huge
tactical problem and deterrent. Iraqi SAM operators would
have similar problems because of the F-22’s stealth charac-
teristics, and equipping F-22s with a “Wild Weasel” capability
to destroy SAM sites would only enhance their effective-
ness.?! In times of crisis or unusual activity, units assigned
to the air expeditionary force on duty during that period
could quickly deploy to meet any challenges.

Although many have expressed concern over the pro-
posed high cost of the F-22, a significantly reduced
requirement for fighters, tankers, and support personnel
deployed for Southern and Northern Watch would save
the air force millions of dollars annually, while drastically
reducing current operations tempo requirements. Per-
haps just as important, curtailing the demands of these
constant deployments would pay huge dividends in im-
proving morale and retention in the air force.

LESSONS LEARNED: FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

Containing Saddam is but one issue; deterring him from
further misadventure is another. Saddam took power in
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Iraq by force and has retained his position as ruler largely
through the continued use or threat of force. In such a
regime, the personal survival of the ruler and his imme-
diate political base is paramount; exterior military threats
aimed at the welfare of the greater population have little
or no effect. Domestic public opinion and economic sanc-
tions have similarly little impact. Therefore, history has
shown that deterrence must be immediate and direct for
effectiveness in this context. Injury will have to be inflicted
not necessarily on the values dear to the country but on
those cherished by the ruling elite and most likely on the
existence of power by the ruling elite itself.”

This concept may indicate why Desert Fox apparently
had more effect on Saddam than did the air strikes in
January 1993 or September 1996. In the latter cases, the
“pinprick” assaults on target areas in southern Iraq had
no real impact on his power base, whereas the targets at-
tacked during Desert Fox in December 1998 included the
headquarters and bases of the Republican Guard, the
primary forces that maintain Saddam’s grip on power.
Analysts note that Saddam divided Iraq into four districts,
each headed by his most loyal and brutal assistants, be-
fore the end of Desert Fox, a sign that he was afraid of
losing control.”® The continued air strikes in the no-fly
zones, the growing support for Iraqgi opposition groups,
Saddam’s increasing isolation from other Arab nations,
and the formal announcement of “regime change” as a
goal of U.S. policy keep the pressure on Saddam.

Air strikes have not been successful in toppling the Iraqi
government, nor are they intended to be. No one should
mistakenly assume that recent events necessarily portend
the end of Saddam’s reign in Iraq or his ability to cause
trouble. Saddam is unlikely to take his own life. His inter-
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nal protection apparatus is highly organized and difficult
to penetrate. It is probable that opposition elements within
Iraq will continue to make assassination and coup attempts,
but there is no way to know if they will succeed soon. Al-
though there is much the United States can do to promote
regime change in Iraq, the United States cannot absolutely
guarantee the end of Saddam’s regime in Baghdad, short
of a lengthy and costly land campaign.** As there is little
chance that such a land campaign will occur, the United
States has to be prepared for the possibility that Saddam
will remain in power for the foreseeable future.

Until a change in the ruling regime occurs, the cur-
rent U.S. policy of containing Iraq will continue. It is a
strategy familiar to Americans; the successful U.S. mili-
tary containment of North Korea has continued unabated
for nearly fifty years. In the post—-Cold War era, the United
States has successfully used aerospace power as a means
of containment, deterrence, and compellence in Bosnia,
Sudan, Afghanistan, and more recently in Kosovo, draw-
ing envy and respect from Russia, China, and Iran for
this unique strength. America’s aerospace advantage,
unmatched by any other nation, is the primary factor in
maintaining its status as the world’s lone superpower.

Although the United States and the UN must now
grapple with a solution on how best to implement a bro-
ken inspections regime and prevent Saddam’s acquisition
of WMD and threat to employ them, this should be tem-
pered by the realization that Washington’s nine-year effort
to contain Iraq’s aggressive behavior has generally been
successful. Returning to USCENTCOM’s mission state-
ment, the United States has in fact promoted and
protected U.S. interests, ensured uninterrupted access to
regional resources and markets, and assisted regional
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friends in providing for their own security and regional
stability. As former Representative Lee H. Hamilton stated,
“Our policy of containment, with all its limitations and
frustrations, has achieved the vital interests of the United
States.”® U.S. air power, through enforcement of the Iraqi
no-fly zones and air strikes during times of crises, has been
the key element in that success.
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Appendix

TIMETABLE OF EVENTS

Gulf Region Events Other World Events
1991

February 28

Desert Storm ceasefire

April

Northern No-Fly Zone declared

1992
June 1

French Mirage F-1 crashes in northern
Iraq

August
Southern No-Fly Zone declared
December 27 December

Lt. Col. Gary North shoots down Iraqi  U.S. troops enter Somalia
MiG-25

1993
Jan. 13,17, 18 January
Coalition air strikes in southern Iraq President Bill Clinton
inaugurated
April 93
June 26 Operation Deny Flight
begins over Bosnia

Cruise missile attacks on Baghdad after

evidence of Iraqi plot to assassinate September 93

former U.S. president George Bush Pentagon releases
“Bottom-Up Review”
October 93

Eighteen U.S. soldiers
killed in Somalia

1994
March
April 14 U.S. troops depart

U.S. F-15s shoot down two Blackhawk ~ Somalia
helicopters in northern Iraq
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Gulf Region Events

Other World Events

1994

October

Operation Vigilant Warrior—Iraqi
troops move toward Kuwait, then pull
back; southern “No-Drive” Zone
established

(continued)

May

North Korea nuclear crisis
July

North Korean leader Kim
I1-Sung dies

September
U.S. troops enter Haiti

1995

August

Defection of Iraqi Lt. Gen. Husayn
Kamil to Jordan

June

Capt. Scott O’Grady shot
down over Bosnia
August-September
Operation Deliberate

Force takes place over
Bosnia

1996
June 24

Khobar Towers bombed, killing 19
Americans

September 3

Operation Desert Strike—cruise missile
attacks in southern Iraq following Iraqi
attack on Irbil in support of KDP;
southern No-Fly Zone expanded

November 2, 4

Iraqi SAM engagements in southern
No-Fly Zone

November

Clinton reelected for
second term

1997
November
UNSCOM crisis; Russia brokers deal
1998
February

UNSCOM crisis; UN secretary general
Kofi Annan brokers deal
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Gulf Region Events Other World Events
1998 (continued)

June 30

Iraqi SAM engagement, southern August

No-Fly Zone General Ryan announces
USAF Air Expeditionary
Force plan; U.S. cruise
missiles strike
Afghanistan and Sudan in
opposition to Usama bin
Ladin
October

November Israelis and Palestinians

UNSCOM crisis; airstrikes canceled sign Wye River

after Iraq backs down Memorandum
December

Decemberl6-19 Clinton impeachment

Operation Desert Fox—four trial begins

consecutive nights of airstrikes on
Baghdad and southern Iraq

December 28

Iraqi SAM engagement, northern No-
Fly Zone; “low-level war of attrition”
begins. Limited airstrikes continue in
No-Fly Zones under expanded rules of
engagement

1999
February
King Hussein of Jordan
dies
March

Operation Allied Force
begins, with NATO
airstrikes over Serbia,
Kosovo
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