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FOREWORD

A ot has been written about the brilliant execution of operations
in the Persian Gulf War. Operation DESERT SHIELD and Operation
DESERT STORM were superb examples of the application of
military power in support of national policy. Vital U.S. and
international interests were protected and the goals of the
international coalition were achieved. However, DESERT STORM
was much more than the wide-flanking maneuver that General H.
Norman Schwarzkopf termed his “Hail Mary” play. For the United
States, it was the nexus of many factors that developed the armed
forces of the previous several decades.

A key factor in the operational success was a renaissance in the
study of the operational art in the senior service schools of each of
the armed services. An understanding of the operational level of war
provided the needed linkages between the national policy, security
strategy, military strategy, and tactics embodied in the warfighting
doctrine and concepts developed over some 20-30 years. Though
much has been written about the Gulf War, little has specifically
addressed the practice of operational art and some of the key
execution decisions relating to that practice.

This report examines operational art in the Persian Gulf War from
two unique perspectives. First, the author participated in most of the
events described. Second, the author considers not only the U.S.
viewpoint but also describes how some of Saddam Hussein's
actions were analyzed as tney applied to the various situations. The
author's purpose was to provide a better understanding of this
unigue application of the operational art in what some have termed
the last campaign of the cold war. He concludes that one of the major
lessons learned from Operations DESERT SHIELD/STORM was
that wholesale changes in the doctrine. education. and training that
coniributed significantly to the operational success are not required.

KARL W. ROBINSON
Colonel. U.S. Army

Director. Strategic Studies Institi:te
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PREFACE

In February 1991, people throughout the world watched
their televisions to see the final events of the Gulf War unfold.
They marveled at the video arcade-like magic of the precision
munitions delivered by stealth aircraft and terrain-hugging
cruise missiles. But they were truly captivated by the aura of
the bear-like commander of the coalition forces as he vividly
described the details of his operational plan which he coined
as a "Hail Mary” play, an end run to victory.

After a year of reflection, we know that plan was anything
but the act of desperation connoted by the “Hail Mary” label
from football parlance. It was a thorough and calculated
military campaign designed to achieve specific operational and
strategic objectives in support of national security policy and
goals. Furthermore, it was a superb example of the use of
military power to provide the conditions for victory that
ultimately can only be achieved through the political process.

Several decisions that contributed immeasurably to the
military success in the Persian Gulf were made decades
before. Each of them have been chronicled to one degree or
another in recent books on the Gulf War. The first of these
decisions resulted from the critical self-evaluation of the
profession following the end of the Vietnam conflict. It ied to
an intellectual renaissance and the development of a
professional education system for officers and NCOs that
produced the leaders and decision makers that planned and
prosecuted Operations DESERT SHIELD and STORM.

The second decision founded the National Training Center
and the training and evaluation system developed around it
that included Red Flag in the Air Force and Twenty-nine Palms
for the Marine Corps. These facilities and the training systems
developed around them by all the services prepared the forces
that executed the plans and orders of the leaders of the Persian
Gulf conflict.



A third decision designated Third U.S. Army as the U.S.
Army component (USARCENT) for U.S. Central Command
(USCENTCOM). It embodied the spirit of the Total Army atone
of the highest levels of command and created a hybrid
organization charged with providing theater logistical support
and sustainment for all contingencies in the USCENTCOM
area of responsibility. One of the key aspects of the Total Army
concept was the CAPSTONE program that governed the
Active and Reserve components’ preparation and training tor
their mission in a particular theater. A detailed synopsis of
these decisions and their impact are provided at the appendix.

The following report presents an operational analysis of the
Persian Gulf War. Its purpose is to contribute to a more
complete understanding of the strategy, campaign plan and
key decisions that went into the war's planning and execution.
The perspective rclated here is one of a planner and strategist
on the USCENTCOM staff who was involved in the process
that created the strategy and plans during the 2-year period
leading up to the conflict and throughout the successful
campaign. Many of the thoughts and opinions expressed here
were part of critical discussions and internal papers developed
within the staff prior to and during the crisis.

The analysis examines the conflict from both sides. In this
case. very little is known about the strategy and planning of
Saddam Hussein and the Iragi military. Consequently. the iraqi
point of view presented reflects a composite of the estimates
from within the coalition staffs and events reported throughout
the crisis. The estimates provided the basis for coalition
planning and execution decisions and the products that flowed
from those decisions as events occurred. Theretore. what you
will read is one insider’'s interpretation. as a trained observer.
of the events that unfolded during the crisis and his judgement
on their value and significance then and for the future.
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AN OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS
OF THE PERSIAN GULF WAR

STRATEGIES

Without full disclosure of the Iragi war plans and an ability
to read Saddam Hussein’'s mind, one can only examine the
Iraqgi strategy in light of overt actions taken from July 1990
through April 1991. Nevertheless, these actions provide some
interesting insights for discussion and frame a strategy that
was ultimately executed.

Regardless of his intentions, a substantial argument can
be made that Saddam miscalculated coalition actions, and
these miscalculations played the major part in both the
development and failure of his strategy. Coalition forces were
mindful of the worst case consequences of a strategy they
believed Saddam had adopted and the coalition strategy and
plans were developed to ameliorate those consequences while
achieving the coalition’s political objectives.

Iraq.

Experts throughout the world failed to foresee the events
of July and August 1990. Even Saddam's closest neighbors
and one-time allies regarded his threats as saber rattling and
political maneuvering to relieve mounting economic and
political pressures on his regime following the Iran-iraq War.
What then was Saddam’s strategy when he invaded Kuwait?
How was it modified after the world’'s reaction to his blatant
aggression?

It appears that Saddam’s strategy included both short- and
long-term components with a very complex interaction among
those concepts. In the short run, the invasion of Kuwait served
several immediate political and economic purposes. First, it
provided a means of reducing the enormous debt incurred
during the Iran-iraq War. Seizing Kuwaiti currency reserves,
exploiting Kuwait's oil wealth, and intimidating other creditors
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into canceling remaining debt obligations would accomplish
one immediate objective. Second, an armed expedition would
employ Iragi military forces who were under pressure at home
to reduce their size by discharging soldiers into a depressed,
debt-ridden economy caused by Saddam's squandering of
national wealth on arms and military-related production
facilities. More importantly, from a long-term perspective, it
appears that Saddam believed that the punitive expedition
would provide a lever for increased influence throughout the
Arab world. It would punish an arrogant monarchy for its
damaging oil policies and rectify a disputed boundary imposed
by a former colonial power, while galvanizing support within
the Arab world for the use of force to solve other issues such
as the Israeli-Palestinian question.

From this perspective, one could conclude that Saddam
never intended to invade Saudi Arabia. This is a supportable
argument considering the magnitude of the undertaking and
marginal capabilities previously displayed by Iraqi forces that
invaded lIran. Yet, force dispositions on August 3 and for
several weeks afterwards did not provide conclusive evidence
to support this argument. It was not until the quantity of
coalition forces in the region approached the projected force
levels for Operation DESERT SHIELD that coalition leaders
had a high level of confidence in the defense of Saudi Arabia
and determined that its security was no longer in question. By
the same token, one may hypothesize that lraq could
accomplish its political and strategic objectives without actual
invasion of Saudi Arabia. Through intimidation, once his
capability to project power in this direction was demonstrated,
Saddam could coerce the uncooperative Saudi regime. This
hypothesis seems more consistent with Saddam’s previous
behavior in the region.

How, then, did Saddam'’s strategy change in reaction to the
deployment of superior coalition forces in support of Operation
DESERT SHIELD and the global reaction to Irag’s invasion of
Kuwait? Instead of a strategy of regional intimidation to reduce
debts and assert leadership throughout the Arab world,
Saddam elected to pursue a strategy of confrontation with
Saudi Arabia and Western infidels invited to assist in defending
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the Muslim holy land. The object was to consolidate his gains
through historical justification and oppose Western meddiing
in affairs of the Arab nation. In doing so, he calculated that he
could gain support for his actions throughout the Arab world
by mobilizing the mass population. His trump card was the
political and material support of the Soviet Union.

Saddam miscalculated on two accounts: 1) he
underestimated the ability of the United States to form an
anti-lrag coalition. and 2) he underestimated the ability of the
U.S.-led coalition to energize the United Nations to obtain
sanctions against Iraq. These efforts solidified the response of
both regional and global Arab and Muslim states and
neutralized any possible political or material support from the
USSR. Iragi response to these political and economic
consequences was to increase its intransigent rhetoric and
deploy massive manpower to consolidate the defense of its
territorial expansion into Kuwait.

The focus of the strategy moved from the punishment of an
arrogant monarchy to pledges of a holy war against infidels in
the Musiim holy land. Saddam elected to employ several key
operations to accomplish his objectivez: a strong defense to
retain the captured territory, occupation torces to destroy the
economic and cultural foundations of Kuwait. strategic
operations to fracture the coalition by widening the conflict to
include Israel, and a worldwide terrorist campaign to raise the
cost to coalition homelands.? His became a strategy aimed
solely at deterring coalition military response against his
invasion of Kuwait while consolidating territorial and political
gains in the Arab world by attacking Saudi Arabian decisions
to permit Western forces on Saudi soil. To do so. his strategy
focused on garnering Arab nationalist support and came
complete with hostages as an insurance policy against
coalition action until defenses in Kuwait could be established
and the Arab masses mobilized.

In war. Saddam planned a strategy of attrition following a
doctrine that was a replay of his Iran-lraq War experience. it
consisted of a positional defense with an objective of inflicting
maximum casualties on coalition forces. especially those of the
United States and its European allies. lraq would win by
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exacting a cost high enough to cause the coalition to
reconsider further fighting and negotiate a settlement that
allowed Iraqg to retain its territorial gains. This would satisfy
domestic demancs while raising lraq's leadership position in
the Arab nation by successfully opposing the superpower that
was instrumental in contributing to Israel’'s existence and
security.

U.S.-Led Coalition.

The strategy of the coalition was to isolate and contain Iraq
while applying international political and economic sanctions
that would force the withdrawal of Iraqi forces and restore the
legitimate government of Kuwait. The coalition worked through
the United Nations to isolate lraq politically and establish
sanctions to isolate it economically. Coalition military forces
would be used to control sea and air access to Irag while
voluntary means would limit overland commerce. A coalition
defense of the Arabian Peninsula was emplaced to deter
and/or prevent further aggression while maintaining free world
access to the region’'s petroleum resources. Victory for the
coalition forces would be achieved as long as the flow of oil
continued, Iraqi forces were withdrawn from Kirwait and the
legitimate government of Kuwait was restored. In a larger
sense, the coalition followed the strong U.S. lead, which
ultimately aimed to define "a new world order” addressing the
future role of the United Nations and to reinforce the rule of law
in peaceful resolution of conflict in this region and throughout
the world.

Several key political factcrs influenced the strategy:
cohesion of the coalition, support of the USSR, and
responsiveness of the United Nations. Cohesion within the
coalition was critical, especially among the key regional
players such as Saudi Arabia, the smaller Gulf states. Egypt.
Turkey. and Syria. This cohes:ion provided legitimate political
and economic ~ounterbalances to Saddam's efforts to
mobilize the Arab masses and color the conflict as a Muslim
holy war. It also provided the foundation for military action in
support of the political and economic sanctions by insuring
basing. manpower. and funding.
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Support for the UN positions by the Soviet Union not only
neutralized material support for the majority of lrag's
sophisticated military forces and equipment, but it also
removed the threat of political roadblocks within the UN
Security Council. that only could be imposed by the world's
other nuclear superpower. Political actions and economic
sanctions would require timely and robust action in the UN in
order to be effective. Moreover, these actions could mark a
defining moment for the evolving role of the UN. Effectiveness
at this time might provide a spark for greater roles in the future.

Beyond the political and economic cbjectives of the
coalition, there was also the ideological objective of reinforcing
the role of the UN in preventing interstate aggression and
punishing any world community member violating the
sovereignty of a neighbor. The strategy pursued by the
coalition was one of consensus and balance.® Consensus in
the UN was used to coalesce domestic and international
opinion while a diplomatic offensive, economic sanctions, and
information campaigns painted military power as a reasonable
means to meet coalition goals.

OPERATIONAL PLANNING
IN THE THEATER OF OPERATIONS

Iraq.

Once again. lrag's precise operational plans were and still
are not known. One can only deduce the plan from Iraqgi force
dispositions and their reactions to coalition moves. Because of
the rapid, devastating success of the coalition in the initial
battles, the execution of any precise lraqi operational ptan was
never evident. However. based on Saddam's actions and
carping rhetoric. it appears that he continued to believe that
the coalition’s strategic center of gravity was U.S. domestic
and world opinion. To influence that opinion and gain his
political and strategic goals. he shifted efforts toward a strategy
of attrition.

To execute this strategy. he selected the operational
objective of inflicting the maximum number of casualties on
coalition forces. tocusing primarily on the armies of the United
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States and Saudi Arabia. From initial estimates it appears that
Saddam chose the Kuwait-Saudi Arabia border. and
subsequently the interior of Kuwait City, as the locations and
sequence for inflicting these massive casualties.

Along the border, a complex network of defensive
positions. minefields, fire trenches, and engineer obstacles
were strengthened by mobile tactical reserves of regular Iragi
Army armor and mechanized infantry forces. Qil ficlds were
mined and booby-trapped to create an inferno while the
resulting dense smoke would blind coalition forces and mask
the movements of lraqi reserves. Republican Guard forces
formed operational reserves capable of inflicting additional
casuallies in a counteroffensive designed to force coalition
forces back through the blazing, defensive complex.

The absence of defensible terrain along the border
demanded massive construction of obstacles and positions.
Any desire to seal the lengthy border required a huge
manpower pool and large stocks of material and equipment.
For the most part, these had to be provided from stockpiles in
Iraq and transported to the extremes of a limited infrastructure.
Also as a result of these distances, large quantities of
consumable stocks would be required in Kuwait to support a
force estimated at 42+ divisions situated at the end of a highly
vulnerable distribution network operated by a logistical system
accustomed to static or set-piece operations and possessing
suspect flexibility.

The defense of Kuwait City was a different story. Because
of its political importance and close proximity to the Persian
Gulf coast, Kuwait City appeared to Saddam as a logical
candidate for a amphibious operation. Consequently, it
provided an excellent opportunity to inflict severe casualties
and foil a very complex operation. Fortifications and weapons
emplacements were developed along the best stretches of
beach. Forward units were well bunkered and reaction forces
were placed to thwart an incursion. Within Kuwait City, elite
Republican Guard infantry forces and Iragi Special Forces
were dispersed to inflict maximum casualties on coalition
forces in house-to-house battles throughout the heavily mined
and booby-trapped urban area.
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The Iragi defensive force in Kuwait exhibited a modus
operandi resembling an instant replay of its experience in the
recent Iran-lraq War. It was both defensive and occupational.
The Iraqgi defensive doctrine is manpower intensive. It requires
a forward line of defense consisting of light infantrymen in
prepared positions surrounded by a complex network of
obstacles and thickened by heavy artillery and blocked by
mobile forces aimed to annihilate the attacker in fire pockets.
In this instance, the requirement was met largely by conscripts
and reserve forces. As a result, the foundation of the defense
rested upon the least professional and motivated force. Many
had to be kept in place by the threat of execution from
Republican Guard and Regular Force battalions interspersed
with the conscript organizations.

The occupational component of the force consisted of elite
Republican Guard and Special Forces. All of the forces in
Kuwait were under the command of the appointed Governor
of Kuwait, Ali Hassan Al-Majid, Saddam’s paternal cousin. He
was known for his ruthless purges of the military during the
Iran-Iraq War and associated with the alleged use of chemical
weapons to “pacify” the Kurds in previous uprisings.* His
appointment made it apparent that the major force ingredients
of the defensive doctrine would be coercion of the most poorly
trained and motivated forward defensive units combined with
ruthless urban operations designed to maximize the
advantage of occupying the city. However, in a strategy of
attrition that demanded inflicting maximum casualties on the
coalition to affect domestic and world opinion, forward forces
were an acceptable expense to Saddam and his ruthless
regime.

U.S.-Led Coalition.

The operations of the U.S.-led coalition were linked to
political isolation and economic sanctions designed to force
the withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait and to restore the
legitimate government of Kuwait. Initially. the key military
objectives were to deter further aggression. defend the
Arabian Peninsula, maintain free world access to petroleum
resources in the region by protecting key installations and sea
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lanes, protect the lives and property of coalition citizens in the
region, and enforce UN sanctions through maritime
interception operations and surveillance of Iraqi airspace.
Furthermore, it was felt that stabilizing the situation in the
region by deploying military power would permit political and
economic sanctions to work and promote long-term regional
stability through success of the international process.

When it became apparent that political and economic
sanctions would not produce a timely resolution of the conflict,
coalition leadership shifted military objectives to eject Iraqi
troops from Kuwait using military operations and to secure
Kuwait to permit restoration of the legitimate government.®
There was also a shift in the method for promoting long-term
regional stability in the Guif area. If military means were to be
used to eject Iraqi forces from Kuwait, Iraq's means to project
offensive power throughout the region would also have to be
destroyed or severely degraded. Strategically it was necessary
to destroy Irag’s means to project power through ballistic
missiles, in order to reduce the likelihood of Iragi success to
widen the conflict. Ballistic missiles provided lrag's best means
to involve Israel and achieve its strategic objective of
mobilizing the Arab masses throughout the world.®
Operationally it was necessary to destroy Iraq's ballistic missile
capability to protect the attacking force and limit the capability
of Iraq to inflict heavy casualties. Limiting Saddam’s ability to
inflict heavy casualties would in turn reduce Saddam'’s
probability of success in attaining the other strategic objective
of influencing world opinion. If Saddam was allowed to
influence world opinion by inflicting heavy casualties, the ability
of the coalition to mobilize and sustain action in the UN would
diminish and force it to abandon its aggressive posture. This
would provide an opening for Iraq to negotiate to retain all or
a portion of its August gains and successfully demonstrate its
Arab national leadership by standing up to the coalition of
Western powers and conservative Guif monarchies.

Consequently, the operational objectives of the coalition
forces shifted to those that supported an offensive strategy
which demanded a swift, decisive military outcome:
destruction of the lraqi air force and command of the theater
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airspace: destruction of Iraqi nuclear. chemical. and biological
weapons capability including both production and storage;
destruction of the Iraqi ballistic missile capability; isolation of
the Kuwaiti theater of operations to cut off logistical support:
destruction of the lragi theater command and control system:
and destruction of the Republican Guard Force Corps
deployed in the theater.

A modern, technologically superior. well-trained force
executing a joint force doctrine centered on the AirLand Battle
concept was the means for attaining these operational
objectives. The decisions leading to the employment of this
force were strongly affected by personalities of coalition
political and military leaders. Time, distance, and impatience
(derived from numerous pressures to quickly resolve the crisis)
defined the constraints and restraints for the theater
commander and his subordinates.

Time and distance factors from the CONUS base and
within the theater were the driving factors for the operational
concept underpinning the coalition campaign plan. Because of
the extreme distance from the United States to the region, it
takes a longer time to move sufficient forces to the Persian
Gulf theater to protect vital installations than is required by an
aggressor to move from the Saudi Arabian border to seize
those vital facilities. Therefore, retaining free world access to
the peninsula’s vast petroleum reserves requires adequate
deployment time. To provide adequate deployment time,
indications and warning signs must prompt a decision by the
NCA to deploy forces to the theater well in advance of an
anticipated conflict.

However, in the absence of sufficient warning to deploy a
defensive force, a force capable of deterring further aggression
was necessary to gain time to deploy the main force.
Additionally, the deterrent force had to contain enough combat
power to sufficiently reduce any attacking force by attrition and
prevent Iragi force regeneration until the main coalition
defensive force could be deployed.

Within the theater, the vast distances and limited
infrastructure severely reduced the coalition’s ability to shift
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forces. Also, the distances over which the force would have to
be supported in either defensive or offensive operations
dictated an extensive distribution system over this same
limited infrastructure. From the primary ports of Ad Damman
and Al Jubayl, coalition forces moved nearly 600 miles just to
reach staging and training areas. Movement to final assembly
and attack positions for offensive operations was
approximately 300-500 miles for the respective corps. Once
combat forces were in place, sustainment requirements would
demand long lead times, extensive stockpiles. and hauling
capacity that would limit movement of nearly anything else in
the Eastern Province. The combination of limited
infrastructure, strategic and theater distances, and massive
transportation requirements established operational planning
time horizons of approximately 60 days and emphasized the
need for a campaign that would produce a decision before the
logistics system could fracture under the weight of an attrition
battle. It also dictated an operational concept and the
deployment of logistical forces to support that operational
concept that could not be easily or quickly altered once the
decision to deploy was made.

To reduce the impact of the long distances from the
CONUS base, the theater commander decided to rely heavily
on support from Saudi Arabia, the host nation. The effect was
a reliance on third country national civilians to man major
portions of the sustainment system. This unique contract
sustainment concept was untried in the region and many
questioned its reliability. Though it was highly successful, one
must be cautioned regarding the unique capabilities
possessed by Saudi Arabia—excess reception capacity, large
labor support, and great wealth. It is unlikely that such
conditions will be replicated for contingencies elsewhere.

Finally, the personality of the theater commander, General
Norman H. Schwarzkopf, was a unique combination of combat
experiences that spanned decades including the trials of
service in Vietnam through confusing intervention in Grenada.
That experience combined with a superior intellect and
permitted him to understand the totality of unified operations
and their link to the strategic and political goals of the coalition
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nations. Most importantly, his experience and his personal
convictions spawned from those experiences focused his
intellect on developing a campaign plan that would be decisive
while minimizing casualties and preserving the force. As a
result, the campaign would maximize the employment of
superior technology and firepower before ground forces would
be committed. When committed. overwhelming ground forces
would maneuver under the cover of deception and the
protection of massive firepower to attack lragi forces from an
unexpected direction to maximize force lethality, destroy the
Republican Guard Force, and achieve the stated operational
and strategic objectives in a single battle. The campaign would
be swift and hinge on success in a single decisive battle while
incurring minimum coalition casualties.

CAMPAIGN EXECUTION

Iraq.

The major phases of the Iragi campaign were defined by
the observed shifts in the strategic and operational objectives
during the period of July 15, 1990, through April 10, 1991.7 The
first phase of the campaign was the buildup and posturing that
took place to frame the issue of Iraqi indebtedness and the
impact of oil quota violations by Irag’s major creditor
nations—especially Kuwait. The invasion of Kuwait initiated
the second phase as Saddam modified his objectives to
include resolution of the colonial border dispute that resulted
during the creation of Kuwait from the British protectorate
established after World War |. The region contained extensive
oil resources that straddled the imposed border. The disputed
border, along with the questionable status of Bubiyan and
Warba islands with their access to the Persian Gulf, provided
a historical justification for the invasion.® Consolidation cf the
Iraqi position in Kuwait concluded the second phase of the
campaign and defined the third phase. The fourth and final
phase of the campaign was defined by the diplomatic and
propaganda offensive Saddam waged to arouse the Arab
masses throughout the region against the infidels and a
barrage of threats aimed at the coalition. The purpose of this
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mobilization and intimidation was to provide a supporting effort
to assist his defense and consolidation by deterring the
coalition offensive. This was to be accomplished by influencing
world opinion through threats to inflict massive coalition
casualties in a fanatical defense, to initiate worldwide
terrorism, and to use missiles and/or weapons designed to
inflict catastrophic casualties. The latter weapons were
targeted against regional population centers—especially in
Israel.

The campaign was not executed as planned for a variety
of reasons attributable both to Saddam’s decisions and his
reactions to coalition initiatives. The primary difference in the
execution of the campaign from its apparent plan was a resuit
of Iraqg’s failure to generate unrest among the Arab masses in
countries other than Jordan, lraq's only significant
sympathizer. Likewise, the terrorist campaign never
materialized, most likely due to the strong influences of Syrian
leadership on the terrorist community and the successful
countermeasures employed throughout the coalition at home
and abroad. Additionally, Saddam’s attempt to alter his
personal image by releasing hostages did not provide him the
boost in political influence that he had envisioned. His
pandering to the world press was greeted with disdain and
stories of hostage mistreatment fueled world distrust of his
regime. Also, the release of the hostages removed one of the
key anxiety factors among the coalition populations. Concern
for the safety of the hostages created by a coalition offensive
against lraq could have acted to impede or delay it.

Finally, the impact of the coalition’'s technological
superiority was felt throughout Iraq, but particularly atthe nerve
center and heart of the Iragi government and its war-making
capability. The success of the stealth systems and precision
bombing capabilities projected some of the same physical and
psychological aspects as weapons of mass destruction without
the liabilities of these type of weapons. Operations that could
target Saddam and his war-making potential without causing
widespread. indiscriminate destruction provided a counter to
Saddam’'s attempts at influencing world opinion. Such
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precision would prevent Saddam from painting coalition
actions as war on the Iraqi people and the Arab nation.

U.S.-Led Coalition.

The coalition campaign was conducted in three phases: (1)
the defense of the Arabian Peninsula, (2) destruction of Iraqi
war-fighting capability and ejection of Iraqi forces from Kuwait.
and (3) the liberation and reconstruction of Kuwait.® Phase |
consisted of several operations to ensure that lraqg was
deterred and prevented from committing further aggression on
the Arabian Peninsula. These operations included Operation
DESERT SHIELD. Maritime Interception Operations in
support of UN economic sanctions, and psychological and
deception operations. The operations were designed to
encourage Iraq to withdraw forces from Kuwait, restore the
legitimate government, protect coalition lives and property,
and reinforce the rule of law and negotiation to settle disputes
to promote long-term stability in the region.'°

Phase |l consisted of offensive operations, supported by
complex psychological and deception operations, to eject Iraqi
forces from Kuwait and restore its legitimate government.
Operations were initiated to gain and maintain air supremacy,
destroy Iraqi present and future war-making capability, isolate
Iraqi forces in the Kuwaiti Theater of Operations, and destroy
Iragi heavy forces—focusing on the Republican Guard
divisions. These operations would permit the restoration of the
legitimate Kuwait government while establishing the conditions
for coalition and UN negotiation to reduce future Iraqgi threats
to the region. It was reasoned that these actions would
reinforce the role of negotiation in accordance with
international law to address the fundamental issues among
regional states and, consequently, promote long-term stability
throughout the region.

Phase Ill was comprised of operations to secure Kuwait's
borders, liberate Kuwait City, provide emergency services to
the liberated population, and establish conditions for
negotiations. The aim of the negotiations was to build upon the
conditions created by military successes to establish
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