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Preface

This report is an outgrowth of questions raised in the ft- of 198( and spring of
I1981 about the conduct of air operations in the war between Iran and Iraq. Unlike
previous Middle Eastern wars, this one had continued over a protracted period '. hile
we in the United States and in the US Air Force had been able to observe it only from
a distance. As the war haltingly progressed. we began to have a fair picture of ýkhat

was going on in the air war. though our int'ormation was tar from complete or detailed.
The sketchy picture that emerged. however, seemed to indicate the combatants were
using their airpower assets in ways contrary to our expectations. Most notably, it
seemed that both sides seemed content nwt to use their airpower and relied instead on
ground forces for most combat operations. This report examines the air war between
Iran and Iraq. but rather than attempt simply to lay out what happened in the w ar. it
attempts to discern why Iran and Iraq used their airpower as they did. The results of
this study do not call into question any basic US Air Force airpower approaches. but
they' do highlight significant considerations that affect the use of airpo\%er b\ Third
World nations.

Although the analysis and conclusions in this study are the responsibility of the
author alone, it could not have been written without the generous assistance of mninv
individuals. Special thanks must go to Maj Gen John Marks for nominating me to
write this report and especially to the men of the Regional Estimates Division.
AF/IN-Majs Harry Colestock, Rick L'Heureux, and David Prevost-for ably taking
up the slack during my absence from that organization. I must also mention my thanks
to the members of the Airpower Research Institute for their guidance, insight, and
good humor. Most notably, I must thank Col Kenneth J. Alnwick, Lt Col Don Baucom,
Maj George Orr. Capt Brian Cioli. and Capt Harbert Jones. John Schenk and Dot
McCluskie kept me from egregious errors of syntax. grammar. and organization. But
no matter how much guidance. direction, or inspiration went into this study, it could
not have seen the light of day without the untiring efforts of those indefatiigable
decipherers of my indescribable scrawlings-Jo Ann Perdue, Edna Davis. Marcia

Williams. and Connie Smith.

RON BERGQUIST
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Introduction

"The war, they believe, will be won in the air." This statement \k as tile opinion of
military analysts in Washington and Western Europe as reported by Drew Middleton

in the 5 October 1980) issue of the New York lunt's. The Iran-Iraq war had begun
almost two weeks prior when the Iraqi Air Force launched airstrikes on 10 Iranian

airfields. Since that time. pictures of smoke billowing from bombed oil facilities in
both countries had become a staple on television news programs. Yet, the air war did
not seem to be protgressing in a "rational" manner. "The failure of both sides to use
their air forces in support of ground advances Iwasl inexplicable to western military
sources." By the end of the year, "the Iraqi-Iranian warbegan to resemble a grappling

match between the slow and the disorganized ... military observers were entertained
by the ineptitude of the combatants."- And now, two years later, the Iraqis have been
forced to withdraw from virtually all occupied territory by a combination of Iranian
infantry and artillery attacks. As it turned out, Iranian airpower was not the impetus
behind Iranian advances nor was Iraqi airpower any barrier to them.

The Iran-Iraq war has been a unique Third World conflict-two countries with
large. relatively untested military forces. well equipped with the best Western and
Soviet amis; slugging it out in isolation over an extended period. And one ofthe most
puzzling of its unique characteristics has been the relatively ineffectual use of
airpower displayed by both sides. US ainnen have been mystified about the conduct
of the air war. They have not understood why some seemingly irrational things have
been done while other obviously vital things have not. Herein lies the problem and
the reason for this report. In observing air warfare in the Third World. military analysts
tend to make certain, often unconscious. assumptions about the logic behind the
employment of airpower. These assumptions are based on our own historical
experiences in four wars and are reinforced to a considerable degree by the successes
of t mi,.,cli Air Foic, against Arih at'7 orces. Our institutional memory and
perception holds that ours is a rational. sensible way to employ airpotwer to achieve
military and national ends. Analysts tend to assume that any airpo•er practitionier will
recognize the essential elements of a situation and will react in a "rational" manner,
given his capabilities and limitations. They are not convinced that general rules for
airpower employment are not es,;entiallv universal. But as one American analyst
noted:

We had a tendency to see the Israeli-Egyptian war as setting the pattern for future Third

World conflicts. We discover today that Iraq and Iran are not Israel and Eg,, pi. and that
at war bIoween countries like this can he much more chaotic and dangerous than m.e
thought.

i.\
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CHIA PTE R I

The Arab Air Warfare Experience

Bo th I ran anld Iraq en te red their \% at ha~ iny, aI Cert11 at10111 iai onlt ti stri ca I

C \ peV neC1C ithe I s otatic a a i tpt'i 2 r. Thle I IA .- hadl less aciti Ia ci tnibat e \ pe ne nce
hlavinge onl\ t Iiredt in anger d uring periodic border problels I" kk it Ia.M recent.Cl k,

ho\ý e \ er. thI e\ haid Used tactical airin r alon c \% i th g routnd ftorce,, to aissist thle sulltan'
of ( )nlian inl CoUitcrinlsnr'Lelc\c Operaitions inl 1hot'ar. thle \\ estem iport ton of( n a Ill
e tntrast. the I QAF hiad e\ permicned combat operations dunl tin kars \" t I Israel inl
1 948. 1 967. and I 973. It had also operated emtensi~c\ e dUrin, thle lown, runineil
Kurdish ill Urgenc\ that ended inl 1975. And, Lt of coursec. it had also eili_%led inlI eriicK t

attacks aton, thle Iranian border.
'Ilie Arabs. most notablk thle frontline states--*Lc ipt. S\ nia. and Jordan-- -ha~i e had

301 \ ears. of lessons albout airpos~er drilled into them b\ their e\periecne acainst Israel.
A-s this st ud\ \k ill later shoit . sonle (itt these tessi ns ats sit b'te ed i nto hraqJi alnd 4,1anian1

thlinkinLc. \L1ns studies ha' e b~een done Onl thce Arab-Israel mi as. and ticleson abi tnt)(M
thle use of airpo\ker ha\e bee e--C1\hausti\ elk MatgnedI--especiltt\ after thce Si\-I)a\% \\a
inl I1L67 and thle October War inl 1973. Thecc; Li-t mnal.otit .\ oftthese stuldies. it tv.e' e.
discuss, these lessons from thle L. S ott Irael prspeIctis C. \ct\ te\ý la\ out tlie lessotns
absorbed b\ thle losincL side inl these conftlicts. Wh itle '1011e IYlesos pl euLjL\d i(t

b10th sides, it callti bertiCeI (and this Studs\ kk Ill dlo sw0 that thle Arabsleaite ess1C I ICnols
that ý%crc. inl sonec m~a~s. quite different fromn those ýý c teamed. I epitinate artenicmNlt
canl be made that somtre of* thle lesso ns tile Arabs hia\ e dras\ ni are in rca list ic and doi ntitt

re fleet ratiotnal th ink inc. at least fron aj We stel" nt prSpeCt i \ . bUt that Is iHot tile 1)011i1
'Tle point is that Arab miniIitar\ men pecrceive these things to be iftrue insolar astie

represent lessons the\ hat\ e learned: fot them. their pert.eptitn iii 1cis le reallf ictt. Becae
lie I 'iited States and the Arabs oftenm read tt till to ta It diffctellnt sheets itt muinnic

Americans. sometimes, misread Arab ikctiins..

While thle rest tt thisl, chapter discusses air tlipeatit ns tin fthe- \,trailtus Middle LIs

etinflicts froti 194S tot 1973, it ýx ill nlot attenilpt tt i merck la\ tint tile facts, Ratlher it
xiill tr\ tto describe thle xi ars fromn the Atab penspectlix e so as tt t cleanl \% hat1 lesso ns thle

Arabs- and. inl somtre cases,. thle interested 01on CIi iks. (tlie Ira iimians- toot k ;m i\ a hrotl

these encotunters. Ilie \kit\ things, happenecd iii thle I 951 1-8 I aii % at \\ ill make mitre

sense if )'xc hawe a senlse otf hotw thie Arabs saxi the resuilts titf their pre\ it us ;nripi ier

effotrts.



T'he First Arab- Israeli War- 1947-49
It is h ard to sax it' the A tab air force,, [clarrned an\ a irpox\ er lesson-, fIront thei

esperienlCes inl thle first \A ar wAith k1rael. 1Both side,, Were equipped \ý ithi World War 11I
"IurluILs equ~ipment.l hutl neither had enough to do0 1muLCh more thtan isolated or harassirme
raids upon the other. Arab air force-, at thle Outset Of* theC war totaled three -gypt.
Iraq. and Syria. Royalist Egypt's air force. in~tILueced by thle LBritki>i Roy al Air Force
(RAH. uTc tiled about 40) Spitfires and utili/ed a fwC-46s and ( -47s as bombers.

Roy alisti Iraq. also RAF-intlueced,~l had about IM(~ serx iecahle aircraft xA ith -urieCs a"

the priniar\ combat planec. ,(omie operating on! of anl adVanIced ha- in Trans jordan.
Th'le S\ rians. French trained, had a tess T-6 Har\ ards wkhichl Could hadVe been uled a,
Iii,0t homlbers. but thle\ took little pati in thle air combat.

During, the first phase of the \k ar. f'romi November 1947-befo(re thle aCtuadl pal titi 'n
of PalestineC-to Summer I1948. lust aftetr thle deelaration of 'the ness State of' Israel.
the Arabs h1ad unch1alleng~ed air sulperiorit . Thle liedeflineý Israeli Air Force OAF) had
nlo Comparable aircraftl xxithi which to compete. Syria and Iraq ,%ere responsible for
'iperations north of Tel Ax, ix. xx hi Ic Fg\ Pt 55 as responsible f'or thle area fromi Fel Ax i\
"south. 0 Despite their unchallenged control of the air. thle Arab air foroces achies ed no
significant result',. For e\amlple. almost daiklyEgyptian air raids, onl Tel Ax ix xx crc o1
Ott~isanICe x altie only, and Arab air forces, w.ere of almost no0 use to thle disparate and
disorgani/ed Arab groun~d units. This xx as to continue throughou101t. Arab airpoxx er xx as
not anl i mp WIant f~actor and Iiad little inlintLCle 1ce1)tp1 thle u ItillZ1 mateOll ut me anl.x
militar\ operations.7

Things changý7ed for the Arabs. oxeni the sumnmer of- 1948. The [AF-. %% hich started
xx ith It) ligh1t an \iIi aix -t\xpe ai reralt. -ton its fi rst combat a ire raft in M\Ia of that x\ear.
On (the 29th, four Messerschmitts arrived fromt C/eclioslos akia and more betuan to

.. rnivedaily.On 14 July. three B - 17.s k\ hich had been smuggled otit of* the Un ited States,
arrived in Israiel. hax\iiie bombed ,,(Cakiro en rotite. Soon thex x\kcrc miaking! amt"Is dailx\
bomrbing runs, onl Arab positions. Inl August. thle IAF received somec 1- I 1itistangs,
and Spitfires. further increasing their qual itatixe and noxx quantitative edge ox er the
Arabh a ir fomrce,,. 8 By the aniistice. the I Al2 had 2(05 aircraft.( Additionally. throUL11otrt
the year. Israel receivedl foreign volunteersN for its air f'orce. In all. 70X) volunteers
arrived. Some were not Jewish. but most xxý cre World War If combat % eterans and a
numbelhr xwere fighter pilots wxith Outstanding combat record,,.

By September. the situation in tile air had been reversed. In early summiler. A-rab
1lyers wvere still able to strafe Israeli positions with imlpuinity. By late surnmer.
however, the lraqis had ceased operating in the north since they were unable to
compete with the Messerschmnitts by dlay and dlid not have any bombers for nigzht
operations. Trhe Israelis. now possessing enough aircraft to begin to think about real
airpowker obiectixes. prepared in late fall to have the lAF support~ a ground offensive.
lAF objectives were: ( I) destroy the Arab air f~orces: (2) hit Arab tactical target,,- (31
support Israeli gromundl forces: and (41 hit Arab strategic targets, notably D~amaseus

K2
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and other smaller Arab I o\ns. An October surprise attack on El "Arish in the northern

Sinai Peninstula caused a great deal of damage to Egypti an aircraft caught on the

"ground and appeared to demorali/e totallI the Eg\ ptian Air Force ( FAF. For the rest

of the war. the EAF hardlN c er challenged Israeli control of the air.

Lessons-I 948

It i .hard to detect that the Arab states derived any\ lessons about airpower utilization

from the;r first experience with the Israelis,. Arab confusion and bickering after tt'i

war reflected their performance during the war. For the Arabs. the most significant

result of tile war was political-the subsequent radicali/ation of Arab politics.

Searching for the reasons for the loss of Arab Palestine. many fixed tile blame on Arab

leaders. The prime minister of Iraq was forced to resign. the emir of Transjordan was

assassinated, the Syrian government began its sorry succession of military coups. and

the royal dynasty in Egypt was ousted by army officers. But the most salient fact

concerning airpower from the Arab viewpoint was that airpower. in their hands, was

not very effective in achieving their military goals while Israeli control of the air in

the later stages of the w ar as not the decisive cause for their defeat. The Arabs showed

no sign they felt the air force could be a decisive military weapon. They seemed

inclined to consider it useful mostly as a defensive weapon. Consequently. Arab

oflensive sorties were not much more than harassment missions. One lesson that was

absorbed, however. \\ as defensively oriented. They had learned there w.vas a need to

be able to control the air over their troops in the relatively coverless Middle Eastern
topography. They could see that the army. the most important element of their military

structure. could be demoralized, if not necessarily defeated by aerial bomnbardment.

Egyptian troops -including future President Garnal Abdel Nasser-surrounded in

the Falluja pocket in southern Israel were bombed almost daily by Israeli B-17s.

Despite the severe hardships the troops expenenced from the bombings, the Egyptians

held out until the armistice. 12

Despite their overtly offensive aims in tile 1948 war-destruction of the Jewish

state in Palestine -tile Arabs did not seem to see the offensive Potential in their air

forces. They did not seek out the enemy air force and they quit the area of combat

when the enemy air force challenged them. They could see a defensive role for the

air ,orces. protecting their own troops from bombardme it. but they still did not see

bonmbardment as decisive. They had yet to experien,., however, tile effects of

unoppotsed bombardment on troops forced to retreat long distances over the desert.

That lesson was yet to come.

The Suez War-29 October-7 November 1956

One of the results of the 1948 war was, as previously noted, the overthrow of the
Egyptian monarchy'. The Free Offic,'rs. a group of military men led by Lt Col Gamnal

3
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Abdel Nasser. torced King Farouk to abdicate on 23 July 1952 which, in turn. led to
thie omial declaration of Egypt as a republic a year later. As leader of republican
Egypt. the charismatic Nasser very quickly irritated Western leaders as he loudly
denounced Western influence in the Middle East Ahile simultaneousl.y advo\tcating
the overthrow of conser\ative. pro-West Arab go\'eniments. lie especially embittered

the British by his vehement hostilit\ to the British-sponsored Baghdad Pact lIa posture
that kept Jordan and S\ria from joining) and by his strident denunciations of British
control over the Suez Canal-a condition that had existed since I 82. He also deeply
antagonized France. then sulking over the recent loss of its Indochina colonies, by his
overt support of Algerian rebels seeking the end of French rule in that country. His
support was both moral in the form of strident rhetoric and physical in the pro\ iding
of amis for the rebels. Atop all this was the continued mutual hostilitý betwseen Egypt
and Israel. While much of Nasser's anti-Israeli rhetoric was designed primarily to
secure Egyptian leadership of an Arab world where verbal overbidding is necessan
for political success, Israel prudently noted several actual manifestations of
malevolence, such as Egypt's refusal to allow Israeli shipping through the Suez Canal
and its closure of the Strait of Tiran-two actions that damaed the Israeli econom\.
Moreover, the 1955 arms deal with Czechoslovakia. which would gain Egypt 96
MiG-15s and 39 11-28s as well as tanks, guns, antiaircraft artillery (AAA). and other
weapons. was a situation that Tel Aviv viewed as a direct, if future-oriented, threat to
the safety of the Jewish state. 13 Thus by 1956. three states had reasons to \% ish the

end of Colonel Nasser and they jointly planned to see it happen.
Israel had in 1955 begun planning an operation. later named Operation Kadesh.

to seize control of the Strait of Tiran. By July 1956. the Israeli go\ eniment had decided
that the state of Israeli-Arab relations was intolerable and gave tentative approval for
war. Coincidental in timing, but unrelated to Israeli planning. Great Britain had
decided that it too would use military force in Egypt. The final strav for London was
Egypt's 26 July 1956 nationalization of the Suez Canal. In early August, British Prime
Minister Robert Anthony Eden decided to use force to restore the canal to its "rightful
owners." the (British) Suez Canal Corporation. France-for its o" n aforementioned
reasons-joined Britain, and planning for ajoint military operation began. In October.
Israel was invited to join in the assault. 14 The final plan envisaged an Israeli attack
into the Sinai. ostensibly as retaliation for fedayeen guerrilla raid, followed b) an
Anglo-French ultimatum that both sides disengage. each moving to a line 10 miles
east and west of the canal while British and French troops occupied the canal to
"protect" it. If Nasser refused the ultimatum, they would force thei, way in. 15 The
Anglo-French operation was called Musketeer.

From the beginning, elimination or neutralization of the EAF was a first priority
for both Musketeer and Kadesh planners. While Israel felt it could probably handle
the EAF had Israel gone alone on Operation Kadesh. it would not join in the
Anglo-French assault unless Israel proper was protected from Egyptian retaliatory
bombing. , As French Gen Andre Beautre put it, Israel wanted the surest f'orm of air

4
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cover---he destrUCtion of the EAF on the ground. 17 Neutralization of the EAF w+as

also a prerequisile for fhe Anglo-French invasion forces.

The air force the three allies were so concerned about totaled fte\er than 3(W)
aircralt (including 45 MiG-15s. 4(0 Vampires. 38 Meteors. X Furies. 49 ll-28s. 20

C-46s. and 20 C-47s)" however, only about 13(1 planes (6(0 fighters. 1(0 ll-29s. and 60
transporls) were actually operational.is The EAF had too fe\\w pilots and those they
did have %ere of poor quality: most of them were incapable of efticiently using the
recently arrived Soviet equipment. The number of aircrafl the EAF was able to put

into tile air wVas much lower than anyone had estimated.

To deal wýith this air force, the allies had at their disposal 2(X) Royal Navy fighters
off lthree carriers. 50 French Navy fighters off two carriers, nine squadrons of RAF
bombers ( 120 aircraft in all). four squadrons of RAF fighter-bombers (100 aircraft .
and four French fighter-bomber wings (77 F-84s and 25 Mystzre IVs). The IAF had

155 more aircraft (including 9 Myst~res. 25 Ouragans. 25 Meteors. 29 P-51s. 16

NMosquitos. 20 T-6 Harvards. 16 C-47s. and 2 B-I17sV.20 The IAF %%as to assist the

Kadesh forces while the French and British w•ere to destroy the EAF. Tile revised

Musketeer plan envisaged three phases for the Sue/ operation. Phase one was a

36-hour destruction of the EAF. Phase two was a 1(-14 day. round-the-clock air

offensive to disrupt the Egyptian economy. communications and transportation

network. and anny along wAith a psychological campaign to cripple Egyptian civilian
morale-the aero-psychological campaign." Phase three was the occupation of the

canal area.21

The Israeli invasion began in the afternoon of 29 October. Britain and France
delivered their ultimatum to Cairo and to 1el Aviv as part of the plan to appear as an

honest broker on 30 October. When Nasser. as anticipated, rejected it. Musketeer

began. At (XXI lhours. 31 October. RAF Canherras and Valiants. operating at high

altitude and using flares for illumination, dropped both contact and delayed-action

bombs on tour Egyptian airfields. As Egypt had no early warning system, the RAF

encountered no EAF opposition. The night attack w ith small payloads, how\ever. was
not markedly successful in destroying the EAF. Early morning reconnaissance on I

November showed potted runways and fires, but few damnaged planes. The EAF. in

tfact. had managed to save some airframes. Russian and Ctech pilots flew some 11-28s
and MiG- 15s to Saudi and Syrian safe havens. Twenty more 11-28s were flown south

to Luxor. But allied air torces soon finished up the EAF Later on the same day. French

and British aircraft, operating frown both Cyprus and off the carriers, made low-level

passes on EAF planes at 12 airfields, using mostly rockets and cannons. By the end
of the day. very accurate gunnery had destroyed 26(0 or so Egyptian planes ,n the

ground at a cost of 7 allied planes lost to mtoderate antiaircraft fire or accident. Of the
49 11-29s that caused so much concern to Israel. only the 2(0 at Luxor remained (and

those too were destroyed on the 2d by French F-84s operating out of Israel). Though
the EAF was to fly a few sorties every day for the rest of the war, its isolated strafing
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runs could not alter the outcome of the ground fighting. Within the first 24 hours of
the war. the EAF had been destroyed as a fighiing force.--

"The air portion of Egypt's war was essentially over before it began. For the rest of
the war. Musketeer aircraft concentrated on strafing other Egyptian military targets
while the Israeli Air Force freely struck at Egyptian army units which had been ordered
to retreat to the canal to avoid being cut off in the Sinai.

Lessons-1956

Whether the EAF or other regional observers, learned any lessons from the 1956
experience is again an open question. For the majority of the Egyptian populace and
the Arab world, the memory of the crushing military defeat was erased by the euphoria
over Egypt's political victory. Under United States pressure. France and Great Britain
were forced to leave the Suez Canal and to concede its sovereignty to Egypt: and
Israel was forced to return to the 1949 armistice borders, returning the Sinai to Egypt.
Some facets of the air operations. however. must have been noted.

Unlike 1948, Egypt in 1956 possessed enough airframes to pose a potentially
effective threat to would-be enemies. Yet. that potential was eliminated by enemy
airpower utilizing the principle of surprise to destroy the EAF on the ground. At one
swoop, the enemy had ensured their air supremacy. thus leaving Egypt and its armies
almost without defenses from air attack. Enemy aircraft, attacking first, completely
took the employment initiative away from the EAF. forcing it into a reactive mode
(and an extremely limited mode at that). Even though the French and British destroyed
the EAR Israel obviously realized that airpower used in a first strike, offensive mode
was the way to defend its homeland from attack or its troops from interference from
the air. But there was no sign Egyptian airmen viewed airpower in the same offensive
light. Allied airpower first attacked Egyptian air assets. On the other hand. Egyptian
aircraft, wherever they operated. acted to defend airspace or to defend their own
soldiers by striking at enemy troops.- 3 No allied aircraft were attacked at their home
bases.

Another fact that had to be noted was the vulnerability of aircraft on the ground.
Most of the EAF's losses were to strafing or rocket fire. The desirability of revetments
or hardened shelters was obvious. The EAF did have one answer for vulnerability of
their planes on the ground; they flew them out to safe havens beyond the battle area
(though Luxor later turned out not to be so safe).

But the poor EAF response to these lessons, further developed in the next section.
was to hurt them in 1967. They had clear warning. Moshe Dayan published his diary
in Hebrew in 1965 and in English in 1966. In it he stated that the EAF must be
destroyed on the ground for an Israeli invasion to succeed.24

In reviewing the events of late 1956, one lesson that had to penetrate into Egyptian
thinking was the recognition that troops in the desert, without some sort of air defense,
are highly vulnerable to air attack. Israel's answer to this situation was offensive
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counterair--destrov enemy air on the ground or in the air before it could attack Israeli
"ground forces. •gVpt did not yet seem it) have a comparable answAer. It patently did
not have an oftensive counterair idea. Any offensive ideas it seemed to have were
limited to interdiction and deep attacks on the enemy homeland rather than against

specific enelny air assets. The fact that Egypt recgained tile Sinai withoUt a fi0ht and
rapidly rebuilt its air force with Soviet aid allowed the Egyptians to defer facing up
to the inadequacies of their thinking as well as the total realities of their situation.

No other Arab states cot into the 1956 \xar. This meant that any lessons tihe Iraqi
and Iranian Air Forces might have learned \&ere limited. Royalist Iraq was in tile last
years of its life as the pressures were building that would lead to the violent and bitter
1958 revolution. But in 1956. Iraq was allied with Britain in tile Baghdad Pact and
tile bulk of the IQAF was composed of British-supplied Vampire and Venom fighters.
Iraq, like Britain. was in an anomalous situation wsith regards to Israel. Iraq moved
troops to Jordan to help that state tend off potential Israeli attacks. Should Israel ha\ e
hit at Jordan as well as Egypt. Britain would have to sort out its alliances before
proceeding since England would have been Israel's ally in the Sinai but her enem\

on the Jordanian border.'
6

In Iran. the IIAF was still in a formative stage. The shah was still working to
consolidate his control in the aftermath of the 1951-53 Mohammed Mossadegh era.
Development of his military as a bulwark of his throne wkas a high-priority task for
the shah. But the IIAF in 1956 was just heginning to receive its first combat aircraft.

75 F-84s that would arrive from 1956 to 1958.27

The Six-Day War-1967

Eleven years later, the Arab air forces, especially the Egyptian, had not adequately
reacted to the lessons of 1956. A partial reason was that the EAF was still living in a
fool's paradise-thinking defensively, planning for retaliation, and expecting that it
could pick the time and place for combat. To a large extent, the EAF's posture w as a
reflection of Nasser's own feeling about the situation. Egypt's defensive orientation
was noted in 1956 when, despite its verbal hostility to Israel and the West. it felt itself
the innocent, assaulted by external enemies. The year 1967 was much the same. Israel

may well have decided to act in reaction to Arab threats because it could not risk that
they might actually try to carry them out. But for all his bombast, Nasser clearly did
not anticipate launching an attack. In the Arab game of verbal one-upmanship. Nasser
went, in May 1967, beyond his previously stated objective of det'rring Israeli
aggression to state his intention of settling the Palestinian question (by force,

implicitly). Yet he was clearly thinking he could pull off another 1956 and gain his
ends through political, not military, means. He clearly expected that if w"ar came,
Egypt would not start it. He did say on 27 May, "The battle against Israel will be a
general one, and our basic objective will he to destroy Israel." Yet he preceded that
statement with, "If Israel embarks on an aggression against Syria or Egypt, the

7
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battle... " This comm111itmllent to a second strike posture was explicitly stated oii a
numbleir oi occasions just prior to the war. 8 The EAF had to he conditioned to a ci.lain

\tlenlt bv this attitude. The EAF knew it was not going to launch a war nor did it fully
appreciate or respect its enemy. The EAF told itself its 1956 defeat \&as caused by
Britain and France. In 1967. the FAF still did not respect IAF capabi Iities. It had not
dispersed. it had not hardened its airfields. and( it had not placed its aircraft out of
Israeli reach. 29 Conditioned to a state of helligerency without war, committed to a
retaliatory posture, the EAF continued business as usual as May turned into June.

The militar\ situation in the Six-Day War can he conciselh stated-led bh its air
Itkrce. the Israelis crushed tile Arabs. Some of, the important reasons for the IAF
success were: ( I ) maxiilluni surprise allowed the IAF to hit the bulk of Arab aircraft
wx hile thev were still on the Lround. (2) excellent target intelligence which both located
Arab aircraft and identified the most advantageous time to strike themn. (3) low&-le\ el
attack runs for accuracy (shades ofl 1956). and (4) the IAF's rapid aircraft turnaround

capability. The EAF was wkiped out again: according to the 1973 EAF commander.
[losni Mubarak. tie EAF lost over 90 percent of its aircraft in the first day or so and.
even more important. mlost of its eiagelr supply Of pilots.11 As the Egyptian Air Force

was beine destroyed on the morning of 5 June. the other Arab air fkorces attempted

S>ome small, half-hearled. and poorly coordinated retaliators raids on Israel. Thex
caused minimal damage. but Israel's return strikes did not. The Ro\al Jordanian Air
Force \, as eliminated kin, the cround duriic wyrnarn•ids. 1Te SN rian Air Force \\as

next taken out and lastly the Iraq1i Air Force \was damaged by a strike at H-3 airfield.
the closest Iraqi airield to, Israel. Tle Royal Saudi Air Force xas not hit. The Saudis
apparently learned early whhat wNas happening to the EAF. recognized the ftitilit\ of'
the situation, and elected not to enter into a hopeless encounter with the IAF.32 In all.
the IAF struck 25 of 26 Arab air bases on 5 June. effectively elimiiiatinig the Arab air
forces and freeing Israeli ground forces from air attacks.33

Without air cover, Arab arnies were again easy target for Israeli air. The Egyptian

commander in chief made the same decision on 6 June 1967 as lie had made in 1956:
lie ordered the Egyptian anny to \ ithdra%\ froii the Sinai to behind tile Suei Canal.

Egyptian soldiers in 1967 suffered tile saniie fate they had in 1956. onil vorse. Israeli
air, generally unopposed by the EAF. wrecked the disorganiied Egyptian columiimis
mloving w\est. On the other front, Israeli air was even more important. The Jordaniarn

anny on the West Bank l'Ought well, hut without air delense. its columns were smashed
and its po,,itions were pummeled. When Israeli ground forces found themselves in a
tight spot, they could call on air support to hail them out: the Jordanians could not.

The situation was much the same for Syrian lorces on the (jolan Heights. Despite
undeniable heroics by Israeli amly men, there is serious doUbt whether or not the

Syrians could have been dislodged without heavy Israeli air attacks. The IAF flew
More ground attack sorties against Syrian Ilrces in the Golan Heights than against all

I I I I I • I I I. . . .
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other Arab forces combined. The IAF contribution 1t tile total Israeli efftort was

vital. Trevor Dupuy noted:

With almost complete control of the air the Israelis " ere able to capitali.e on the ground

oin their initial advantage of' ,urprise and their superior c•nthat el.'ec.et\ niess "Ahilhout

hax i ne to de felnd aainst air attacks trom their enemties, air %k ealsins. The f'ull ,ign i ficance
of this air superiorit\. and the devastating effect of the air attacks upon the Arab ground

troops. seems not to ha\e been ltll K appreciated even bh the Israelis. xho after alf hasc

never heen Under truly effective hostile air attack theisels-••. '

The defeat was a shattering experience for all Arabs. Despite efforts to explain it

away, or refer to it as only a "setback. " 3 the reality of defeat hit hard. Whereas the

1948 and 1956 losses had, in the main, affected only small portions of the Arab

nation-military officers, for example-the 1967 defeat affected all Arabs. Moreover.
"the emotional and political impact of this crushing defeat was enormous since it

struck at the very heart of Arab values and Arab self-image.-'is Israel played on this

factor by successfully publicizing the war as a test between the Jewish David and the

Arab Goliath. both to gain Western support for Israel and to cause Israel's enemies to

question themselves. The impact was enough to jolt Muslim Arabs into a

soul-searching introversion to find a reason for the defeat. In many ways. 1967 marked

the beginning of the most recent Muslim revival period as many Muslims. unwilling

or incapable of accepting Israeli military and organizational superiority, saw the defeat

as God's retribution for their having strayed from the proper Islamic path:39

But many Arabs. in their reaction to defeat, found psychic refuge in refusing to

admit it had happened. King Hussein said. "We are not defeated. A defeated man is

one whose morale has been broken. Our morale has not been weakened."'0 An Arab

summit two months after the war outlined the principles of Arab relations with

victorious Israel-no war. no peace. no recognition or negotiations with Israel. The

losers of the war refused to admit their conqueror existed.

Lessons-1967

But Arab leaders did, of course, recognize that they had been humiliated and they

began to face up to the task of analyzing the reasons. The most important lesson was

that Israeli strength was real, and the Arabs could not trifle with Israel: if Arab lands

and honor were to he regained, they would have to be regained with blood. Postwar

Egyptian analyses decided that the Arab military defeat was caused by a general

misconduct of operations. the lack of sufficient Arab planning and coordination, the

effect of Israel's surprise air attack. and poor intelligence estimates.4 1

Egypt. especially. undertook to rectify its miserable conduct of military operations

by creating a new army made up of new Arabs. The old leaders were

removed-Commander in Chief Amer was jailed when he supposedly tried a coup.

9
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and Air Force Chie (eneral Mahmoud and a number of oflicers were tried and jailed
for misconduct. BN 1969. the EAF had been pureed and reorganized three times due
to Nasser's dissatislfaction with its perfornance. 42 Within the arny. kc leaders "ere
identified and g'iven the authority to make changes. I ligher quality perstmnel were

drafted as otflicers: and the training wN as toughened. made realistic, and repeated
enough so that tile men wAould have faith in their leaders, their arms. and themselves.
Most important. the men were not training to maintain stitic positions as they had in
tihe past. They rrained knowinrg that a war with Israel was inevitable and that the\
would carry the brunt of it.43 To a lesser degree, the Syrian armn did the same.

To this end. planning and coordination were improved. An Egyptian war planning
staff' was selected and charged with devising a plan that took into account the real
strengths and limitations of both the Israelis and the Arabs. one \v hich would lead to

a restitution of Arab honor and, hopefully. victory. Egyptian officers took the lead.
but coordination with Syria was maintained and facilitated by the leaders of the t\,o

states. To preserve secrecy. all other Arab states were left uninfonled. 44

All three frontline Arab states-Egypt. Syria. and Jordan-recoenized Israel's
ability to win total control of the air at the outset of any\ hostilities. This meant Arab
armies would have to face Israel's combined air-ground team %\ ith no help from their
own air. As previously noted, air was a major reason for Israeli SUcce>s, on the S, riaii
and Jordanian fronts in 1967. The EAF saw that its failure to appreciate the damage
the French and British had done to its unprotected aircraft in 1956 had led the EAF

to suffer the same fate at Israel's hand in 1967. Therefore, an extensive program to

disperse their aircraft and harden their shelters was begun. 15

At first, however, the EAF was so totally preoccupied x\ ith the idea of preventing
a repeat of Israel's 1967 preemptive strike that all its thoughts were concentrated on

how to neutralize the IAF by gaining air superiority.46 But the Egyptians graduall\
came to recognize that Arab air forces were years behind the IAF in capability and

were unlikely to catch up in the foreseeable future. This is the fourth aspect of their
1967 lesson-they realistically looked at themselves, admitted their shortcomings,
and began to plan on the basis of realistic estimates concerning their o%% n and their
enemy's capabilities. For Egypt. this led to two lessons. First, the EAF ''otuld not be

used beyond its capabilities. it would not challenge the IAF. and it would be used

mostly for defense. Second, since the EAF could not compete. achie'ement of air
superiority was unattainable. But the ground forces needed protection from Israeli air.
The Arab answer was to seek local air control instead of air superiority, to seek to
control the air over their forces using a dense air defense net rather than to throw their

air tbrce away in a hopeless attempt to destroy the IAF.
Gen Saad Shazly. Egypt's chief of staff in the 1973 war, listed his reasons for

needing an air force. They were to provide, in this order: (I ) air cover, (2) close air

support, (3) reconnaissance, and (4) interdiction or deep strike.47 He felt that the
EAF's weakness was so fundamental that it should not be brought into direct conflict
with the IAF if at all possible. The EAF was to be used in a calculated and cautious
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manner. Ground attack missions were to be hit-and-run affairs where Israeli air cover
wis unlikely. Chance air-to-air encounters were to be avoided. When Israeli aircraft
approached Egyptian rear areas. EAF fighters were to be scrambled but only to patrol
desionaied areas. Air-to-air engagements outside these areas were not permitted

unless art ola preapproved plan. Noengagements were to be accepted at unfavorable

odds. Gen Abdul NMoneim Riyadh. Egypt's commander in chief from 1967 to 1969.
stated there could he no battle with Israel without air defense and acceptable air

assistance. He did not mention air superiority. 50 His successor (after his death) as
commander in chief. Gen Ahmed Ismail decided that while the army had to fight. it
could not depend upon the air force for its life. Thus, the EAF was to be used for

ground support x& here required but would not be squandered in combat with the AF.
The EAF would not be tasked with winning air superiority over the Sinai.st The
Egyptian Air Defense Command was thus organized as a separate service in 1968.
and it was to have the role of giving the anny a measure of pritectiun. These lessons
were borne out in the War of Attrition (1969-70). Egyptian (and Soviet) attempts to
compete with the IAF in air-to-air combat resulted in nothing but losses.53

Thus, the Arabs reversed the commonly accepted role of airpower. While Israel
was quite certain the Arabs would have to try to gain air superiority in order to make

a successful ground assault, Egypt and Syria decided that their armies would move
un,:r an air defense umbrella that would hopefully inflict enough damage on the IAF

that it would either be forced to refrain from attacking them or be forced out of
optimum attack envelopes. Knowing they could not duplicate Israel's 1967 feat, their
plans maximized their advantages and minimized the IAF's. Their ground forces
would remain inside their air defense umbrella. Their air forces would be preserved

as a strategic reserve to impose caution on the enemy. to step into possible breaches
of their air defense system. or to exploit the situation after the air defense system

weakened the enemy air force.:4

Having placed their air forces firmly behind their armies. Egypt and Syria were
ready militarily in 1973. But the Egyptians had one more item in their arsenal, an item
which Iraq would lack in 1980-81 and which would lead Baghdad into a morass.
Egypt had a well-thought-out political strategy which directed its military strategy. In

its war with Iran, Iraq's political, and hence its military. strategy was not so well

thought out.
The Egyptian leadership, in conscious or innate understanding of Clausewitz. had

political goals and strategies for which their military strategies were expressly

tailored. Mohamed Heikal noted in The Roadto Rwtnudkin that it was a vital necessity
in a limited war to have a political strategy ready to take over when the fighting ceases.
Their political strategy would direct the military phase of the conflict and would also

direct the negotiating phase which was to follow. It was as vital to have a strategy for
conflict termination as it was to have one for conflict initiation. 55 The Egyptian

leadership knew Israel did not respect them militarily, and the rest of the world
likewise did not take them seriously. Therefore, the Egyptians reasoned that Israel
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must be locked into the recognitioi that the Arabs must be dealt " ith as more or- less
equal,. This meant war and it had to be a successful war. Success lbr lgxpt did not
mean objective military victory: it meant some recognizable gain and. above all. no
crushing defeat. Since so little wAas expected of them. ain success would be viewed
as a great national triumph. Second. a solution to their problem \%ith Israel kkas not
possible wxithout intervention by the superpowers who would not intervene unless the

situation threatened them. This meant a continuation of a "no peace. no v, ar" status
quo would not do. Thus. it had to he war int which superpower interests wkere

threatened, if only by threatening them through risking their reputations by the
performance of their arms as used by the actual combatants.

So it was to be war in 1973. But, on this occasion, Israel for the first time v,.as
forced to react to Arab strategic initiative rather than the other way around. For Egypt.
any gain meant victory since Egyptian leaders knew if the war was violent enough to
bring superpower intervention, neither superpower would allow its client to lose. With

lessons born of their crushing defeats, the Arabs developed an airpower doctrine

accurately reflecting their abilities. Arab airpower was to support their armies and
their armies werc to iregain Arab dignity.

The October War-1973

The war to restore Arab dignity began on 6 October 1973 with Egyptian airstfikes
on Israeli positions in the Sinai. The October War thus began in much the same manner

as had the 1956 and 1967 wars-with a surprise air attack. But there were to be two
startling differences. First, in 1973, the Arab side took the initiative, forcing Israel to
react to it rather than the other way around. Second. the airstrikes were not designed

as a way to attain air superiority as had been the case in 1956 and 1967. Instead, their
attacks were carried out as the leading edge of the main thrust which was to be anl
infantry attack. Air superiority was not the goal of the attacks nor was it necessary for
success in the overall concept of operations for the attackers.

The Egyptian attack was the opening salvo in a war they planned to be limited.
both in scope and duration. The Egyptian planning staff had developed their concept

in full recognition of Israeli strengths. Commander in Chief Ismail listed them as: air
superiority (note that he concedes this to the IAF at the start), technological skill.
efficient training, and reliance on quick aid from the United States. Israeli

disadvantages in Ismail's view were: long lines of communication. limited manpower
that could not accept heavy losses, an economy that could not afford a long war. and
the "wanton evil of conceit" (to Ismail. the refusal to respect its enemies). 57

Conceding, as they did. the flct that the IAF would have airsuperiority. the opening

EAF airstrike was to be a hit-and-run operation. The Egyptians felt they had no chance
of achieving a repetition of Israel's success in 1967. The IAF was always on alert with
its aircraft dispersed on many airfields. Israel also had a very capable air defense
system. Finally, most of the IAF was beyond Egyptian reach due to the short range
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of mo,,t o\f Egvpl',s Soviet-built fighters.' The Arab attack would live or die. not ýk ith
air superiority but "ith a Measure of air control vhich "t as to be gained h%
groUnd-hased air defense. The army was to be kept under this air defense umbrella
"while the air l'orce twas o be used mainly for air defense support. engaging the IAF
only where ground-based air defense Was unavailable. 59 According to MaJ Gen D.
K. Palit. an Indian observer sympathetic to the Arab side. the Arab high commands
(here Egvptian and Syrian). recoenizing the need to restrict their air operations in the
face of Israeli superiority. apparently had a concept of air operations designed to gain
the tollowiing objectives: (I) to make an opening, surprise attack oil Israeli forward
positions, radar sites, and communications installations in support of the anr\ assault:
(2) to compel the IAF to spread its efforts over two sectors and on as broad a front its
possible within each sector, thus reducing its ability to inflict danmage: (3) to utilize
air as part of the overall air defense. air control philosophy: and (4) to support ground
operations. but staying within their own air defense umbrella except in emergencies.

The results of the implementation of this philosophy were mixed. According to
Palit, the pre-H-hour airstrikes in the Sinai were believed to be effective.(i T\\el\e or
more targets were hit--un concentrations. conlmand and control communications
noles. radar sites, airfields, and Hawk batteries-with enough success that tile
planned second strike was called off'. Conversely. Israeli Army General Adan later
wrote he was surprised at how bieffective the Egyptian strikes w\ere. He implied the
reason the planned second wave did not materialize was that the IAF had shot do\\ i
68 out of the 190 to 240 (depending on whose account you believe) attackers. 63 Tile
truth is probably somewhere in bet\Aeen-the attacks were not expected to be
crushing. rather they were only to delay Israeli responses. Thus. Egyptian planners.
who did not want to expose their air forces to the IAF any more than nlecessarv. could
well have concluded that the first wave had done sufficient damage and resulted in
enough losses.

But the key fact for the Arab side in the 1973 air war was not their nlediocre
offensive showing. but their defensive. Much has been ,xritten since 1973 on tile
supposed lessons of the war concerning the strengths and limitations of the otfense
versus the defense. A variant of this theme-the aircraft versus missile
debate-continues today without a clear winner. But for the Arabs,. one fact i,
incontrovertible-their concept of air control through heavy use of surfacc-to-air
missiles (SAMs) caused severe IAF losses and forced the IAF to chanie its fighting
style. On the Suez front, the air defense barrier proved very effective. In the course
of the first afternoon, at least 10 IAF planes were downed. In this high-threat
environment, the IAF aircraft fbund themselves forced either to higher-than-opntimu
altitudes for ground support or out of the area entirely. On the Golan front the I AF
also fared pxoorly, losing even more aircraft to Syrian air defense forces on the first
day.65 During Israeli counterattacks on the Suez front on 8-10 October. the IAF was
held at bay by Egyptian air defense while Israeli tanks took a beating. 66 General Adan
noted that it was not until 12 October that the skies were safe enough for the IAtE that
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he could allocate aircraft to his brigades in a continuous manner. 6 7 Probably the most
important fact for the Arab side was that they were not routed, and Israeli aircraft did
not have free rein to shoot up retreating Arab columns as they had in the two previous
wars. But they also realized how helpless their armies could be whenever they had to
face the IAF outside their air defense umbrella. Whenever Egyptian or Syrian forces
got outside their umbrella, the IAF destroyed them. Shazly stated it pithily: "The
decisiveness of the encounter was a reminder, if we needed one, of how open our
ground forces were to air attack the moment they left our SAM umbrella.'"'

Arab euphoria at not being routeu and causing severe IAF losses notwithstanding.
their air control through air defense concept only kept them from being defeated, it
did not bring them to victory. Pakistani Gen S. A. el-Edroos succinctly summed up
the Arab air forces' dilemma. To him, the October War illustrated the inherent
offensive capability of an air force and the potential defensive capability of an
effective airdefense system. But the Arabs only used one-half the equation. they relied
on their air defense as a Maginot Line in the sky. The inevitable result was that when
the air defense systems were breached by a combination of Israeli ground and air
forces, the IAF mauled the Arab air forces. To el-Edroos. the severely restricted
strategic and tactical roles assigned to the Arab air forces were faulty in that they
placed an essentially offensive arm into a defensive "straitjacket" with negative results
all around. In fact, the Arab response-once the air defense wall was
breached-was ineffective. Arab airmen were aggressive: but once forced to operate
outside their narrowly restricted defensive role, they suffered greatly. Palit noted the
suicidal efforts of the Syrian Air Force to salvage what they) could on the Golan
Heights.71 Most of the EAF sorties were flown. and most of its losses were suffered.
in the final days of the war when the umbrella had been breached. Brave as they were.
Egyptian pilots suffered their losses without materially affecting the situation in the
air or on the ground.7

2

But despite this, the Arab perception of success remained unshaken. They
concluded that ground-based missiles can stop both tanks and aircraft. 73 More
important for the Arab psyche, however, was their ability to hold their own against
an Israeli force that had advertised itself and was generally perceived as invincible.

Lessons-1973

So, what lessons did they draw from the war'? First, as previously described, they
felt they had pioneered a concept of air control in which the weaker party would use
ground-based air defense to support an offensive while holding their air forces back
as a strategic reserve. Second. this air control concept depended on tremendous
amounts of SAMs-as they fired them in salvos in order to get as high a probability

ci .l..r.. i d i i. all mere argunilr an.in a yav Israel. Iromn our perpwectrv . ,e'arlh Onri the mnlilar, h ille' hu t h r.rto. b.uts
lhc, plainnd only nmll Io [ 1,, thts %on imhc pomilrirc;l oar. There m t minmthmng to hr. argumen a. the -ric ',ttller, who retenrirt had
io 1i-e the SmIim tin itte.IL
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of kill as the\ could. The suppl. factor in turn depends oil suLprpo\er Coil/- citlC l.til.
It kOtLht have been more difficult for Sxria and Fgspt to havC launched their attack
had they not lelt reasonabl\ sure they could receive resuppl.\ of their critical need,,.
Mhich were going to be SANIs. Just as tile\ had , ith the overall stratetic issue, the
Arab side-in addressing the resupply issue-had linri\ tied political realities %\ it'-
military strategies. They knem that the SoViet U nion Could not afford to let them lose
badly: hence, they wrOuld be resupplied. And. ifSoviet arns aplpeared to be, p.rtormfi ni
well. the\ knew the Soviet Union would wlant to ensure that fact be \\ell knom.,n to
the world and would want to resupply them. So the second lesson was that military
obJectives must be closely coordinated \kith political realities in order to achieve
success. Such realities, homever. maya be obvious, onlyx to the Arab decisionnmaking
elite " here decisions may well reflec't their perceptions more than they do objective

reality.

Wrap-up-The Arab Wars

Even though the\ achieved a measure of success in 1973. the 1967 " ar \%as still
the most important A, ar for the Arab countries. T1hey found reasons in 1948 and 1956
to explain area,, their losses, but the 1967 defeat asso stark that they. for the first
time, reall\ had to examine themselves,

In large measure, it \ as the Egyptians who did the best job. Unlike Syria and Iraq.
which ha, e been beset with chronic coups. Egypt has had relative stability at the top
,sice 1952. Thus a professional officer corps has developed more in Egypt than in
the other tm o countries. Jordan has a very professional officer corps too. but it is so
pooxr in both fiscal and tnanpot er resources that it cannot be a major player.

Planning fir 1973. tile Egyptians "ere able to assess forthrightlv their \eaknesses
and to devise a plan that could camouflage them even as it hit hard at enemy
vulnerabilities. Syrian planners mere a ploor second cousin to the Egyptians in this
effort. and the Iraqis %% ere completely out of the picture. The problem for the Syrians
and Iraqis is that tilet may have learned the lessons of 1973 only partly. S\ ia. which

gained little but self-respect in 1973, \&as slower than Egypt to agree to a cease-tire.
Iraq. w hich gained nothing other than casualties, refused to agree to a cease-fire and.
in at show of pique, w ithdrew its forces fronm the contfrontation lines. There is reason
to believe that the combination of less than totally professional military leadership at
the top (a phenomenon of endemic political instabilit.) and a slightly unrealistic
appreciation of their abilities could have left both Syria and Iraq more in a pre-1967
mode of thinking than in at pre- 1973. They think they won in 1973. but they may well
have not loo)ked too closely at wehat that war "'won" for them.
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CHAPTER 2

Backgrounds of the IQAF and IIAF

The Iraqi Air Force

The history of the Iraqi anned forces closely parallels the history of the modeem
Iraqi state since the armed forces have been a decisive force in the making and
breaking of governments of that state. The area of Iraq (or Mesopotamia, the area of
the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers) has been described through Arab history as difficult
to govern. It has always been a mosaic of antagonistic ethnic, religious, linguistic,
and ideological groups. Prior to World War 1. it had for centuries been ruled by the
Ottoman Empire as the buffer between the Ottomans and the Persian Empire. The
present-day state was a gerrymandered creation constructed for European imperial
interests in the aftermath of World War 1. Britain acquired it as a mandate chiefly to
protect Imperial lines of communication to India.2

Although Iraqis had served in the Ottoman armies, the first Iraqi army was created
in 1921. The Iraqi Air Force (IQAF) is the oldest Arab air force. It was established in
1931 as the Iraqi army's air arm and was equipped with five light aircraft to increase
army effectiveness against dissident tribesmen. This legacy of support for the army
and concentration on internal security still continues. Until 1955. the IQAF was
virtually an appendage of the RAF: its development was guided by the RAF and its
aircraft were British.4 With Iraq's entry into the Baghdad Pact in that year, British
control lessened and then ceased after the 1958 revolution which ousted the monarchy
which Britain had created in 1920 to rule with Iraq. Nonetheless, RAF aircraft
remained based at Habbaniyah until 1959.5

In conjunction with the anti-imperialist aspect of the July 1958 revolution and in
imitation of Nasser's example in Egypt, Iraq turned to the Soviet Union for military
supplies. The first Soviet aircraft (MiG-17s and I1-28s) arrived 27 November 1958.6

Though Soviet aid has continued to the present time, Soviet influence has waxed and
waned as successive Baghdad governments have perceived a confluence or
divergence of Soviet and Iraqi interests. Iraq moved closer to the Soviet Union after
1967 when it seemed to be the only way to counter Israeli strength and closer also in
other periods such as when Iraqi forces engaged in open warfare with Kurdish
immigrants and when a confident Iran pressured Baghdad over border issues-both
circumstances which ceased in 1975.7 The period from 1972 to 1975 marked the only
extended period of broad and substantive cooperation between Baghdad and Moscow.
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11w I cIeriodtI of I esser Looperatioil ofIten IrIellect ed B auhdad (I displeasure " it III Si\ l et
'(IppI or t10r Irq IAI C(HIIIImItLI niSIS.

Ir.sties xx itn the West hiave remtained f'airl\ Constant despite periodic
ant-V',CII i~~senontbnrstsI. Follow xx 1 h alUIV. con p inl [ebru ary 1 903. IraqI hiMrued1t
B it tin tI r H Iawxke r Hun lters and C( lin in ned to deal wxitlh Lonmdo n I rtuhl1.21 1966,

ac;ii i dd it iol (ma 1. 11 nnte 11and Jet PrIMst,v is or LIICs aga intst 1K urdi sh illnsu rLCent .S
Thle InI it a itat an it coninntt tiin S of, this fir-st atireme IxasotdinNnmhr

q~~~ N03 - led Bach da~kd to pLl fl -Iraqi cIadets out1 Of' Soy jet train iii schools and to send
hemci to Briit ain. BaM dad21&(. tinder the second IBaath re ciince in I1968. a IISO turned to
t-rance. seeking to acquireC Mirage_'s which hald prOxed SO successfulI ill thle Six-Day
WaIr. Aith1ouch0 un1successful at that timie. Iraq persevered and cained a French
connection in 1977 wýith thepuchasICize of 6(1M irae F- Is.the first of xxhich arriVed ill
Iraq inl early 198 1. 11

IDiStiuLstinc- Sox' jet attempts to spread commun1~list idfeology Zimlong IQAF trainees.
Bac11hdad alSO turnedC~ to India for traininc assistance. Iraqi pilots had received somle
traininc in India behire the 1 958 revolut1ion. During- the late 1 960 S and] eariv 1970s.
the Indian Air Force took over the training previously managed by the Soviets. Indianl
Air Force persoinnel wxere repu~tedlyI secondled it) the IQAF to provide both liv ing and
technical trainins. D~espite thle 1IuNtiating' na!ture of external tics. thle IQAF remlained
ver\ influlenced by the R AF inl its strtmetture and traditions. 1

Wartime Combat Experience

IQAF combat experience has been limited 'Allen compared to thle Egyptianl and
Syrian Air Forces. Iraq has always been a peripheral actor in the Arab-Israeli conflict.

usualy ncainu th Isael is in t ahir an 11d Uncoordinated fashion only after

hostilities; have begunl. Iraqi air activity inl 1948 was very imnited andI inl 1956 wkas
restricted to deployment of' a few- Units to Jordani as a Show Of' SuppOmI. Iraq's I190,
experience inluILded one abortive IQAF bomnber raid onl Israel (oinly one ITi- 16 out of'
four miade it to the tar-et area where it bit the wrono target. catised little darrage. and
wxas shot down onl egress) and one Israeli retaliatory raid o01111-3 airl'ield in far western
Iraq which destroyed 24 IQAF fighters. Israeli reports, hoxx ever, credited the lraq-is
'A ith being the most aggressive of Arab pilots and said the\ had dowxned sex eral
Israelis iii air-to-air comnbat. T11he Iraqi army Suiffered. like other Arab armies in the

Six -Day War. front Israeli air attack. Ani Iraqi coIlumnI mov0\ingL into Jordanl waýs
p)otinded fiva day by Israeli ai rcraft'. cIatIis11 inc tmerous castiilties~. _ili badly shattered

Unit never went into action. 1
IQA FLunits operated onl both thle SUez and Golan fronts inl the 1973 war and again

Iraqli pilots received gotd marks for their pemlornnance. Ani Iraqi I Itititer Squmadron
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OpeidlingýL out ol'[cypt waZS Used in tile oroUnd support role where. despite its reported

oood sotn te apparently did a lot of' strafing) and] high morale, the entire
squadron " a.s ekenitually lost to Israeli air action. h gyptian Chief* of' Staff 'Sha/.lv.

in hli; hook. paid thle Hunter pilots high praise.

I paý particuilarI Iiii iim toIhe lI ra ItilLihit Ioth duirio a I kIl ol ihticirant It-tank
,I ri ke, in thle Sinain I1he\~ \ it t k -,a ined xiich i reput at ion that our tie [d cmi-iiintderx.

a0' i rN ill] por SLIIO1 "oti Id treItUt11\i i ak lor tie h i ,~q iuadrion.

The fact could not have heen lost on (the Iraqis. howevr, thtprsig h tc

in an arena where thle enemy enujoyed air superiority is evenI~ltul lv a losing,

proposition.
1w (I Iraqli squadrons-joi ned later by anl additional toqudnseg edin

operations onl the Syrian f'ront where Iraq and Syria had anl incredible lack of unity of*

effort and coordination. Like their ainn units onl thle Golan tront. IQAE units, were
thrown1 into the fitiht as. soon as they arrived. Sonmc aircraft were lost to Svrian air
defenses as some identification. trieiidor t*e(lEEIF) S\ stems I suLpposecdl\ SuI-7 systems..
hut more likely Hunters) reportedl\ were not integrated into thle Syrianl systemn.
While thley had a poor concept of operations and next to no coordination with their
allies, the Iraqlis showed again that thley, would light. Butl their valor w~as essentiall\
wasted because of* their org anizational inadequacies.

Political Influences

T1he impact of raqi domestic politics on the l(QAEcannot he overstated. In October
1932, Iraq wais thle first Arab state to) gain independence and was., thereafter admitted

tothe League of' Nations. Ini October 1936. Iraq had its first m1ilitaryrcu.adtl
IQAE wýas an integral part oh' it. The leaders of' this Coup took powker but \\ere
assassinated by other military men wAithin a \,ear. Onl six occasions between 1936 and
1941. militarv of'ficer groups were decisive factors in deposing or appointing pnmlle

ministers either through the threat of or thle actual use off frce. Throughl 1 968. Iraql
had seen a doien militlary Coups including the most imiportanlt one, the 1958 rev.olution
that turned thle Iraqi government f'romn a pro-Western monarch\ into a radical.
Pan-Arabist regime.

involvement in) dome1Cstic Politics has hurt Iraqi military professionalism. \IaJid
Khadduri. at prominent Middle Eastern scholar, put it well wAlhen lie noted that %kheii
thle military becomes iinterestedI in politics. "actions as, a soldier w\ill alwkays be
subserv'ient to politics. - Early in its existence, the Iraqi military reali/ed it could he

thle ultimate power broker in the state and consequently political intrigue became more
important to the offhcer corps than militiary professionalism. The Iraqi anily's abjfect

failure in lighting agaiinst British troops in 194 1 wvas a result otf live years of political
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nianetx ering in which the arm\ had gione from an instlum1ent of pokker for the state
to an instrument for power within the state. 1

This heavy involvemient with politics has also been disastrous for conltiuit\ NA ithin

the Iraqi militar\. Of all Iraqi political leaders since 1958. 281percent ha\e cone from
the military acadenyv.-- Yet each coup since 1958 has resulted in puirges of thOse
military men thought closely associated with the losing side in the coup. After Gen

Abdul Karimn Qassemn's 1958 coup. every general w•as purged.' From 1958 to
February 1963 Allen Qassemn himself was overthrown and killed, he executed.
imprisoned, or removed 2.(XX) of 8.(X)( total officers. By 1967. Iraqi armed forces*

morale had not vet recovered from these purges. 24 Although the present gov emnent
has held on since 1968. purges have continued-for instance 3(X)officers were purged

after a 1970 coup attempt.2 The air force has played a major part in these upheavals.
The first Baathist coup in February 1963 was led by a group of air force officers based
at Habbaniyah. Air force aircraft bombed the Defense Ministry building in Baghdad

"2 6 

t.

until General Qassem surrendered. The Baathists were then ousted w ithin the year.
In 1965. the air force failed in a second coup attempt.27 Each time. more "disloyal"
officers were weeded out. A military coup attempt backed by the Iraqi Communist
Party in 1978 led to another extensive purge of the high command, and the IQAF was
put under close Baath Party control.28

The current Baathist regime seems to have learned the lesson of to() much military,
involvement. The Baath leadership is dominated by its civilian wing that has put the
Baathist stamp on the military. especially the air force. Much of the top Baath
leadership comes from the town of Tikrit. and many of the 1963 coup plotters were
Tikriti military men.IL Since 1933. the IQAF has had its own college as a source of
officers. In 1971. the college was moved from Rashid (a Baghdad suburb) to Tikrit.34)

an obvious effort to get air force cadets away from the political setting of the capital
and into the home of Baath leadership where a watchful eye could be kept on them.
The Baath has not neglected follow-on professional military education. The course
at the National Defense College was developed, according to its dean,

for the purpose of training and preparing the vanguard leader, and the element., s ho %%i ill
be candidaies for pos+itions of leadership in ihe (Baaih] Pams. in the annr . and in the
seni t e state offices,. with the most advanced and modem kno\%ledge and studies on

the re olhilionar\ I read Baath] \'ie%% of the concept of the job of national defenSe.

Loyalty to the Baath regime, not necessarily professional ability, is the prerequisite
for advancement in the IQAF and military.
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Organization and Mission

Thie ke\ faict bout tilte IQAF and its role inl Ir-aqi mlilitaix\ Ihlotght is. that it has beenl
andLI I, s ubser\ ienti to thle anuxi\ Ill it ia I k. i Is \as set Uip ats thle an njý air arll to inlcreasec

[lhe all))\ ,,ahji it to maintain illntemal Seen nix and todax1 remai ns subihordi nate to thle
anus \\ iih the Air Force commander reporting io thle anux chief of slatal. A I 968 area
handbook noted that "Part of thle annm I author'SC ephasis I, I the1 I Q..\ I ichrd sItl
pro\ dn air support lor ground torces and assisting iii air defense." - NothineL has
changed. While the IQA- mna\ not be ettetilve at supporting thle arim and mam no0t
be cal led on kc rv offen] in this role. its 1..1Subserient pos1itionl is, a reflection of Iraqi
opinion thai thle anuxis k ile decisise illiliiar\ ann).

As the xý ar wih Irnoee.ti lsa h QAF's order of batlel. Inl the air dleklns
role, the IQAF operated the radar and aircraft Portions, of the Mill stm (slicte arntis
operated thle SANIs unilike in Egypt \\here thle ground.11(-based .-\ir- IDefense C'ommand
is a separate serv ice). Teni thous1.and of the 38.0~() IQ:\V personnel V, crc dedicated to
the air defense mission. Each interceptor sqUadron1 \s as deplox\ ed at a separ1ate base
fOr defense of a specific target. Their fis e interceptor sqUadrons1' had limiteCd
all-xs eather capahilit\ and %t ere all equipped %% it)) .\iG-21Is.Ill thle illrOtnd supportI
role, the IQAF pro\vided aircraft for close air SUpport and strike roles, and. to a limited
extent, for air SUperiority over the immed1C~iate battlefield. In I 19NO. thle IQAI- had 12
ground attack squadrons-4 equipped ý\ ith \IG2R.3 \\ ith SLI-7Bs,.4 ,s ith Su- 20,.
and I w&ith Hassker Hunters. Additionally. the IQAF had tsmo bomber squadron"
equipped A~ith TU-22s and 11-28s, respectivelx -tho0ugh the latter v\ere probabl\
inoperable-and twso transport squadrons11 s hose prinuar\ aircraft \\ ere 11-7 0,s and
Ani- l2s. The I I helicopter squadrons included attack helicopters, like Sos ict \i
and Mi-24.s as wvell as wkestern European-desiJgned and -buiilt A1louctiCS. Pullas.
Gazelles. and Super Frelonsi.

Thus, the IQAF's mission \Aas essentially stipportive and defensis e. :eaitlIt Israel.
the IQAF was prepared to SUpport frontline Arab states,. Against Iran. thie lQA[
remained fairly defensive. recominim,i that its aircraft \s ith their shorter range,, and
smaller payloads were at a disadvantage Ms ien compared ito Iran s [-4 antI [-5 fleet
which wvere also augmented b\ an aerial refueling capabilit\.

The Iranian Air Force

The Islamic Iranian Air Force of 1 980 did not have the long historical tradition of
the IQAF. In a real sense, it wats niostlN at prolduct of lornner Presitlent Richard M.
Nixon's 1972 decision to allow the shah to btiy \flhatever he "anted fromt LiSdefense
contractors.-1 Before that time, the 11AF had been a relativels small affair %s ith itN
niost sophisticated aircraft being 129 F-5A/B fighters provided in the late 19NK) and
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early 1970s. laroely under the grant Military Assistance Program (MAP). 7 Although
the I IAF had always been associated solely with American aircraft and American

assistance. from 1972 forward. increasing US aircraft sales and US Air Force
assistance helped the I IAF grow into almost a mirror image of the United States Air

Force.

The American aid and assistance tie reflected a historical pattern for the Iranian
military. Iran has a very old national and military tradition: hut by the start of the
nineteenth century. Iranian leaders could see that Russian pressure from the north and
British pressure from the south were threatenimn to overwhelm Iran's independence.
One way to resist these pressures was to seek out the assistance of a third party who

would help Iran modernize its armed forces. The first foreign advisers arrived in Iran
in 1809. By 1845. Iran was sending a few military men to Europe for study.

Throughout the rest of the nineteenth century. Iran soueht military advisory assistance
from Italy. France. Austria-Hungary. and Russia. The first modernized formation that
took root in the Iranian military was the Russian-advised Persian Cossack Brigade.
Formed in 1879. it had by I 896 become an imperial guard for the shahs of the Qajar
dynasty. 8 In February 192 I. Reza Khan. head of the Cossack Brigade. overthrevý the

eovernment in a coup d'etat. In 1925. lie deposed the Qajars and became the first of
the two Pahlavi shahs.; Tile close tie between the military and the Pahlavi shah was

born.

Reia Khan's son. Mohammed Re/a. becamni tile shah during World War II , hen
the allies forced his pro-Gernman father to abdicate. The net shah becan immediately
after the %A ar to try to build uip the Iranian armed forces,. a quite illogical step since the

Soviet Union occupied the northern part of Iran and there was a genuine threat of a
total Soviet takeover. The Iran-US military tie began at that time.40 A UIS militar\
advisory mission to the Iranian gend•annerie had been established in 1942. The
following year. one was established with the Iranian army as well. In 1947. the United
States heuan to extend credit to the then nearly destitute Iran so that it could buy LIS
wAar surplus equipment. This evolved through the 1950s into a mutual defense

assistance program through which the United States provided grant militar' aid to the
Iranian arnied forces. During the period of grant aid, the shah generall\ tried to ,ain
more military aid than the United States thought necessary or pnident. It was
obvious that the shah thought Iran needed more equipment. In his 1961 autobiograph\
Mi..%io f/in Mv ('Iunrv.i he pointed out Iran's vital position as a bulwark against
Soviet expamnsion. Ile also mentioned Iraq's large military and noted: "Our armed
torces-and especially our air force-are weak and suffer from lack of the most

modem equipment." He noted the IIAI. at that lime. was "a small air force designed.,42
mainly for providing supporl for our ground forces in limited actions.l42

As Iran's increasing oil revenues gave the shah the ability to buy the artims he

wanted, the picture changed. After Britain withdrew from the Gulf in 197 I, the Nixon
Doctrine envisioned Iran and Saudi Arabia-the "twin pillars"-tilling the power
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N.CvIaclulu in thC area. To allow, Ihran to play that role, the Shah ,, as enlCoturaed to build
up his armled forces throtugh purchase,,s ot A-ierican equipment. The shah took Up the
Offer kitih a \'engeance. His sty'le was to buy early. many. and the best. fie boughl
early and boughl fhe best ia an attempt to impro\c Iran's tledeline defense indulstr,
by buying access to technology whlen Iran had great leverage, lie bought nin a.s a

hedge against resupply problems if a war resulted in rapid attrition rates. And lie
boughtll strictly US combat aircraft in an attempt to gain implicit US support for Iran's
security. tile third party support that had been the foundation of Iranian foreign policy
for the last century and a half.

Although the shah tried fronm 1973 on to proceed with vast expansion and

modernization programs for all the services, the IIAF xas the most favored service.
It received the largest share of defense modernization expenditures and had less
trouble than the other senrices in finding and retaining qualified personnel. From 1970
to 1977. the IIAF increased in numbers of personnel from I 7.(XX) to lOO.(XX) and in
numbers of combat aircraft from 175 to 341. But such growth was not without

problems. Sophisticated aircraft came into the inventor\ faster than air and ground
crews could be trained. So much equipment was bought so fast that the American side
of the exchange could not adequately account for all the transactions. Most of the
critics of the US-Iranian arms relationship seemed to focus on the size of the shah's
purchasing in relation to Iran's threat. They felt he could never have enough to hold
off the Soviets. but he was buying far more than he needed to defend Iran from any
regional enemies. The shah, however, recognized that Iran needed a strong air force
to serve as a deterrent to Iraqi ambitions. To protect Iran from air attacks on valuable
targets. the shah bought aircraft and air d,'2fnse equipment to both protect Iran and to
give it at least a comparable capability to retaliate. The IIAF was the deterrent.44 By
1978, however. Iran had an "awesome potential in tennis of airpower."4 S In addition
to the quantities of aircraft bought. the quality of the systems meant the IIAF was
overwhelmingly the most powerful regional air force. Although the IIAF had no real
combat experience. US Air Force training-both in the United States and inside
Iran-was probably realistic enough to make up for some of the combat experience
shortcomings. The IQAF did not have much to show for all its experience in combat,
while the IJAF was receiving the benefit of US Air Force experiences against Soviet
systems. The shah had hoped the IIAF would have been among the finest in the world
by 1982*46

But the IAF. under the shah. was not a pure. independent military organization.
Various students of Iranian politics noted that the shah's concern with the security of

his crown led him to exercise "leadership by distrust. 47 The IIAF was one of the
various groupings inside Iranian politics that the shah manipulated: everything
centered on him and lie balanced one group off against the other. There was. forS4X
example. no Joint service planning. The shah, as supreme commander of Iran's
military forces, exercised direct operational control over the services. The IIAF
commander. like the other service chiefs. reported directly to the shah: the minister
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of war and the supreme commander's staff were not in the chain of command. Loyalty
to the shah was the primary basis for advancement and several cross-checking security
organizations constantly gauged the loyalty of all key military figures. The shah
reportedly studied the record of every man recommended for promotion above the
rank of major.49 In this environment of suspicion and distrust, individual initiative
suffered and tight centralized control was the norm.50

Much of this was nonapplicable by the fall of 1980, however. The senior command
echelon of the IIAF had been decapitated in 1979 and early 1980 by arrests.
imprisonments, executions, purges. and forced exiles. A failed coup that originated
on Shahrokhi Air Base in Hamadan in June 1980 brought about another sweeping
purge. Many IIAF personnel were shot or jailed for suspected or real complicity in
the coup attempt, and the purge of personnel whose ultimate loyalty was suspect
continued at a faster pace. Iraq's attack forced the abol Hasan Bani-Sadr government
to free some pilots from prison so that they could fly missions in defense of their
country (and their jailers as well).51

While the turbulence continued in the command and personnel structure through
the summer of 1980, the IIAF aircraft force structure remained potent at the time of
the Iraqi attack. The IIAF had 77 F-14As for the air defense role, though their ability
to use the Phoenix missile was questionable. The backbone of the force was its 166
F-4Ds and Es. All the F-4Es had leading edge slats for increased maneuverability,
some were capable of firing the Maverick air-to-ground missile, and others had an
electro-optical target identification system. The 166 F-5Es and Fs were quite capable
ground attack fighters and effective good weather interceptors. Additionally, the IIAF
had KC-707 tankers for aerial refueling, Boeing 747s and 707s for strategic airlift.
and C-130s for tactical airlift. 52 Despite the political turmoil, the IIAF in late 1980
was still a force not to be trifled with.
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CHAPTER 3

Reasons for the War

Inlitially \\C e vC e liappý to see tilie I ,all1 ol i he Shall" So said at Baath Party. of'ficial
ill a 198 1 inlterv ie". Indeed they. were. [he shall had takenl upon hlimse'lf thle role 01'
pt iiCCI nan Ofthltle (inI11:. and kA it I] pUrchaNSe~ ofHuge1 quantities of Amnerican l\ eapt ns.
hie had t(lie mil itary' force to hack Up his stance. Thle fimperial arme~d forces had 1k x~.d
their Muscle in April 1969 when thle shahi decided to al1ter thle status quo Onl thle
Shatt-al-Arab. tile river that formis the lower border between Iran and Iraq. Imiperial
Iranian Nax'. gunboats and I IAF Ptigh ters e.scorted Iranlian shipping up thle
Shatt-al-Arab tt hack upl thle shahl's Unilateral abrogation of a 1937 treaty that had

-eve so'rievo h ivrt rq Iraq f~elt it Could not. at that time. take oil the
shah:ý and six years later. the Baathist govermient was forced to pubhlicly Ctoncede that
Iraq wkas not thle sole o\N nerof the Shatt-al-Arab. The 1975 Aluiers Accords gave htthi
ctuntries equal t)\\nershipof thie river. 3 While photographs of the signine show smliles
all around, there wkas considerable doubt that Iraqli strongman Saddamn Husavo11's jo\
over thle treaty Was tzeninle. ilie collapse of the Pahlavi dynlasty Must have f'elt like
swxeet revenge to liusaynl and thie 1Baath leadership.

Iraq and Irati experieinced a cooperative flutduN vivendi fromi 1975 to 1979. and
Baghdad had everv reason ito expect it would continue as thle reVOIlutioiiar\ Iranian
reuinie sorted out its initernial problems. E'vents (lUriil'e thle summerllt Of' 1979 ended this
period (if reconciliation. Iraq, concerned that Iranian Kurdish insurrection agaiinst tile
Tehiran regime might spill over thle blorder and spark renewed iraqi Kurdish problems.
carried out some intimidation-style milIitary operationms along the border in IKurdistan.
includin" some IQAF bombimig (if villages just inside Irani. Iran'~s response was not
only condemination of thle raids but also to accuse Bag'hdad of oppressing its Shiaý:
Muslim citizens.4

Iraq's Baathist leaders must have knownr problems with Iran were inievitable. They
ktiew that they already had three strikes against them with Khomeini. and as a lIa\or
to the shah. iii 1978 they kicked himn titt of'Iraq v\ here lie had lived as an exile f'Or 14
years. Second. the Shias inl Iraq were dlefinite second-class citi/ens. Amid third. Baath
Patrty ideoltogy wats dhetermiinedl~y secular, relegating Islam to the status of a prix ate
choice of conscience: a hiistorical and cultural influence rather than a totaml.
all-encompassing way of life~ as Khomeini saw it. Iii stark coiitrast to Kiomiieini 's

I w th rtll~ lr,
1
wrltur SIittc twt~t .,c~.I ~wiacrtt t1 -mm Ic ..1 .......... p Tcc l itI',, tqiiit ,, i, Sl t.,'alti, Mwi hit,
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it i(I I1 o-I e IV tifcc Soc ict. Ir-aql [)I publiC SOCicl inl 1979) and 1980( as tnarkcd h\ at

hare deferene to icreligon. a u ILlIic r IeOI 1'01 CIlia6MI( ticICI iatd M inad I dCC idcd
prct'crcnce For nixiieriiisni o\ cr I slail."

'Ilic i n1 ccli ebec cvciiIe hra a11M ld Bac hh1(1td hccniilc scru i(Atl titc al fil sM1 unllil cr
of- 1979. Vi, ablc to c iiipeic: ý ith I1i I'rn CIlIIi anip n ngo 0hc 111 aNkiiC ca us. 1raq I 1001k

upl filie hanci it A ta hisi m. Inl3ue. Baa rlh Pam i~ c ~spapers i i dIh rbcic' nc
acai nsl f ice sh ali Ktak incL of tih rCe A taib iShlads, Icar t h1c St taili of lb irni ti, ---tfie G rcatcr

aiid I .sse r luti bs and Ati IM M1.10. VIlle Ir-aqis 11110 t i begn tl 10 am I1 ranil alhit t ac tinglcIi ke
f ice sh ali '.l o. ill f ice past. had thrlCatenC~d t11C Aa S rrcp~titit i~i sI \. 1iraq becanI 10

oi c aid and ellt in raI-ccilien 110a it~iitlii1m -seck incL 1ranlia n Al mbs res idi nc in I tie hiaman

oili prm ix icc it* 1Kltil/i sIaii. Shtoti v ttcc ttc .\ait\x ot sabt itacc incicttic lliI II, O c d IC~ .

Ill October. thle iii itt nat a Ii lpalt hv in"c rcased xx hele [Iaq. V, Ii li ha at( rIIcadxI reo pcned

tIc Abu ItiaIiis ound. r-csur1falccd an l 11c10n1Vr scr-itus onc----ttsichatt-at -Arab
iSNUCi. Ili f ie satlIie staCllietiI. Ir-aq also) %t Iiced sLippml rtia-4 ait litwnii ' - scekill c Irtanian
miiinori ties. a direcet thIircat to f ice 1ccr oft aix I ran ian state--I slain ic R cpuLbl ic ir
ot licrI-\ iSc. Irani aii im uccli\ c Concent rated oil r iciux tiIainclr ii ici

tincit ing I ra1(i Shiii tc,, tom4i crtiiro\x tthe ir Baalhiist anld SU11ii nit I rules.

Onl I April 1 980. aI \ould~-b)c assassinllll(\ t ircx a crnade atl 11rAq' s feput\ t-renucr
TII-irI A/i/ inl tagt(ida~. Iraq( claitied thle assailant. xxho kas killed. xx as an Iratiian and
accused Tchral ti sosrn oupsris insLl',11idte Iraq. Baghtidd toiok thle iticidenti

as' all) t)IippOIirtuiit\ ti cleanl Lip at lc xxOf its Mxx iM prtibletiis . id t0 iintl iCt atc xx\ n(iore till
Tlebran b\ I1t0rc6ni2c I hoLNsaids ot tiersoiis tit I ran i aii 0111 cii til tlIýraq an~ &Iacr'oss filic

I raimiatib iordeIC. ( h ecx putsitoils xx crc a rtiu a list ic \\a~it\ ir Baghidatd 1 sit) iu

distll)CIa sue \k it i Tehran . Betel xxcci ile-hialt and 1 imiill ioi an 'i anl Sti ids liame t ix ed il
Ir'Aq tb(r cclieratioits. Calliiig their actiotn fl c)mto ficudliis. Ir-aqi
autholit ie is hiadt e tpetelle 2'O(1 (1( ill 1 969 iii react ion to thle shah's ab iretieit it iied
abhrtiattill of the 1937 S hatt1-atl-Arab trcalt anltd had (hept Ill 611.1 N nitore i ti 197 1
aftier fil tic shahtid se i ed A\bit MIusa aiid t li 1 unbs.t B\ fill, fis i t. fil le ade rs t 4 btitli

ctititrIies xx crc catlinc brtlic otitter's tcix rlirtixx. Khomeini predicted fihe Baatthi recillie
xx 4)1411 be "1'0\8t1i1 i iltti 11he dusthtini tof liis~t irv- Ilisax sa idl Khomitni i \i\t as ai1lotitter

shiali) 'di s cn i ~d illit a 114 rhan and tIi at I ran %k a its weo crilell bý a bnnch o f d ictawi is %\ lit

shmitld~ be repltaced. 1
Ill atfe A ticLi1st at iuleal l\ Sepei IC~~~- herltider- C Ilie'IIS-xx I icti hald beet)I tl~teliii I te~ll

ftir stmie toit -he bcalfl to iiletisit lx.Iwhtm. a lt iratin tiexspaper. \\ aiiiedL till 25
A uc list t hat Iraqji aiic iah tIxxetc preparin tigtt at tack xx eslel I ran ianl pirtiltiCes. 011t0

Septembevr. Kcihem reptnicte 4S titirs if' fier-ce tic titiw altitgcfthe vetitral border
recitiln. 1h'ichti tic seetmed to be it ti-C till ill alt area Irtin Qasr-c e Simii i sotih I tti

Mchlrani. a st ri p t hat had beeti iii cotiienltitot ttir w ats. Botthiaciddtd t l ai b an
to i bt adcast exaggerated cIa ims tit'succe ss. Iraq clatimted to hiaxe ''liberated" first 70.

thtenI 2 I1l. square kilt urlleers t itdi spn tet letri Ii rN. Almtotst dla i I ."I'litati rald itib cuail

to repit I~iiiiavv tic hfit i. tilten intcluding filCtte use iif' tie Iict)Iplers till hothi sides. IIA h

(10



RI \S(\S HWI < I if \k \R

ightliers \cre reponed enlgag_,in., both in 2round support role•, and in air-to-air

On 17 SCptemeCr. Iraq declared fhe Altiers Accord on border,s Iull and \oid and

moed to assert its control over the Shalt as w\ell .as th.le disputed central border areas. 0

(Reflecting the indiscipline in the Tehran government at that time. Iranian Armed

[ orces ('hicf of Staff General Fallahi agreed " ilh Baghdad w\hen he said. "We d'o not

recogni/e the 1975 Agiers agreement concluded hy Iraq and Iran concerning the land

borders.") 17 On 20 September. Iran recalled to service a number of forier military

personnel. ,.\ Sbout the '.ame time. Arab diplomats were saying that Iraq. ha\ing

2ained its border objectives. \%as no" preparing !or Iranian counterattack,.,',

Continuation oft lhe increasingly narastv and expensi\ e border clashes appeared likely.

On tie 22d. ho\xe\er. Iranian President Bani-Sadr said over Tehran radio that
"Saddam lHusaý, i todaN tried to imitate Isicl Moshe Dayan to attack our airports.' 2

The Reasons

What had impelled Iraq to take this action? Why did it launch a w ar on Iran. a

countr\ ýNith three times Iraq*, population and almost four times its sile? That

Baehdad \kas provoked is beyond doubt, but \hat reasoning lay behind what now,
two \car, later, looks like a traoically flawed decision*?

Earl\ in the conflict, a Pakistani observer gave us an apt insight when he said that
the war had gotten the better of sound reason and professional judgment and had

becotme a vendetta: that it had become less a wvar than a mass suicide with no hope of
,salv,;. _

1

It is doubtful that w e shall ever know Baghdad's exact calculation or precise goals

for launching its assault on Iran. The leadership in Baghdad may well have had only
a ha/\ idea of its original goals: but as problem has succeeded problem. reoime
survival has become the top priority. It appears. however, that there were three general

attitudes that motivated Baghdad io use the military option. First. Iraq savk itself as

the emergent power in the Persian Gulf area. Second. the Iraqi leadership was
nurturing some past grievances against Tehran and could see the opportunity to avenge

them. And third, the Islamic regime of Ayatollah Khomeini was presenting a definite
ideological challenge to tlhe rulers in Baghdad. Self-preservation. abo\e all. is vital to

an.Y group of leaders.
For years. Iraq had a reputation as the odd-man out. the archradical, the rejectionist.

the fomlenter of revolution: but by 1980. it acquired a new\l-found respectahilit\. Its
economy was thriving. The nationalization of the Iraqi oil industry in 1972 had !iven

the goernmnent direct control over that vital source of income, one that became

increasingly valuable as the Organization of Petroleum Expo-ring Countries (OPE()
enforced its price structure during the I 970s. The amount of money devoted to public

expendituies increased as the Baath government sought to modernize. but not at the
frenetic pace of the shah's Iran. The amount of money in Iraqi priv'ate hands had
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incrieased. but st rict -,o\ ernlient conit rol hiad kept intl at on iii check. Iraq',, econmini c
OutIoo1k xx as pril I'11slin

i'lie leadership in Baghdad felt tIirl\ secure. A.fter experieilcing )liilmajor
rev\olutionl, three Successful COUPS. at civil \k ar-. and at nIumberV of aborteCd COUP', in theC
decade after 1 958. Iraq had since 1 968 been tinder thle conitrol of' thle Baaith Part\.
Saddamlll HUiSaV'n had been the offstage power controlling the !o\venlnlent -since V-)68.
aild inl 1979 ascended to fornial power "xhen ii he bcame president after the retirenment
of* formner President Ahmied H-assan al -Bakr. Irmied jatel v after hie became president.
Husavn\s securit v apparatus detected and Crushed anl atItempted coup ag~ainlst him.
After persoilall\ overseejing thle executioln of' 2 1 of tile top go\vernlental leadership
and cowking other potenltial rivals. H-usavil felt Secure. SO secure, in fact. that hie
allowed Iraq to hold electio~ns for at rubber-stamip asseulblx. T his %kas pateitlti
dlesierled to burnish tile jiniae of Batath control. Fie also mlade aill attempt to dex elop
a Personlality Cult nlaking publicized tours, aill through thle COUntrx- aild appearing often
oil telev isioin and at parties aill over the coUiitr\ .- , eanxx i le. Baglidad hadd kept it',

chronic Kurdish problems Under control through at conmbiination of nilO es inll~uding1
force, relocation, and economlic inceiltives. lIl hot there existed iil Baghidad iii tile
surlnmer of 1 980)a confidcint Baath leadership. fairlyN certaiin it xx otld not fall Itoi aCOUiP.

With a prosperous economyN and at fa.irl\ Secure powker base as, at backdrop. Iraq had
begun by 1978 to move olut of its isolation in the Arab xx orld. Arab disenlchlantmneit
wkith the Camp David Treaty opened tile door for Iraq to tm-v for a leadership role in
the Arab world-as part of the millenia-oid rivalryN betxeen thle Nile Rix er \VilleN and
Mesopotamnia. To help achieve this goal, the radical rex olutionarx Batathists suddenilx
adopted at moderate. live-amld-let-lixe public lace. The Baghdad Summit nifeetimleu. held
in November 1978 to detemline anl Arab strategy to cope \\vith Lxtsmoxe toxxard
peace. illuminiated thle wkillimleness of comiservative and imodcrate Arab states to accept
Bitathist Iraq inlto their fold. Baghdad dropped its w\ild-man attitudles and became thie
champion (of the status quo. Iraq and Saddani Husaxmils groxx iili regionial and
international stature culminated when Baghdad xvas chosen as, tlc site of, thle I 9X8
Non-Ahleed Coilference wkith I-Vlsavn becorniLI president-elect of the N.onl-Al i ened
Movemient. This was quite anl accoimplishmllent for at mlail xx l in L 195 x sa

Unsuccessful political assassin, digging a bullet o(lit o his, leg is hie fied ill at gctiaxxa
car.

Tile year 1979 also mlarked thle exit (If Irail s chief rival for Gult supreI-CacN - thie
Pahlav i dynlasty iil Iran. The shall \ deIllise lef ta leadershi p x acUilil in tile (Golt.
Irritated as tile\, were bN the shahls pretensions,, the Arabiaii peniinsula states had been
able to live xx ith himl ats he had generally beeil a force tor rox al stabilit\. flie erratic.
till lowk -oill giovernmilenlt iii Tll rail gumaraiiteed to be a de stabi li/iii intlu(ence . imiuchi like
Iraq had been in the past. Wit h Iran ste"x in1g. Iraq Ilad (1111 toI appearii mo derate to look
attractive. Putt inig (11 its moi derate face. Baghdad ixild ilov(ff ered to ltake upl tilie m antltI
Of (Gulf leadership. By tile SUilmlIIir of 1980. Baghldad felt secure as, -ill its cx es at
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least-the Gulf's leader and protector. ready to discipline any local state who

24threatened the prosperity and tranquility of the area.

Both Saddan H[usayn and his government in Baghdad had a score to settle with
Tehran over border issues. Ever since the area of Iraq had been the uneasy border

between the Ottoman and Persian Empires. the conflicting border claims have led to
ho, ndary disputes. What has not been in dispute. however, is that force has usually

prevailed in these disagreements. No matter what the legalistic form border
settlements took, the side which had the perceived preponderance of military strength

usually got its way. By the fall of 190., Iraq could feel the military power pendulum

inging its way. Iran's armed torces were mostly American equipped and trained:
but with Iran holding American diplomats hostage, Washington was unlike]y to do

"anything to help tile Iranian military should it need it. Iran's military disintegration
Was Awidely advertised. The Indianjournal Str-ategic Analysis in June 1980 reported
Iranian military morale was extremely low-especially in the IIAF-manpower was
being cut by over 50 percent, and billions of dollars' worth of equipment was useless
due to parts shortages. A Pakistani observer noted that anyone who got his

information from the Western press would have concluded that Iraq had military
26superiority. The Iraqis were probably also getting this information from "official"

sources since they reportedly had informal contacts with European and LIS

intelligence services.2 7 Baghdad was also getting infonnation from Iranian exile
groups that doubtlessly were infonning the Iraqis that their failed coup at Shahrokhi
Air Base in June ihad caused another wave of executions and purges. further

weakening the IIAF.25 The exiles, too. were probably assuring Baghdad that tile
Iranian people were just waiting for outside assistance so they would rise uip and
overthrow the Islamic Republic. Mention of the Islamic Republic brings up the third.
and probably most vital, reason-the ideological challenge of Khomeini to the

Baathist regime.
Iraq is a notoriously difficult country to govern. While Iraqi society is rent With

the normal cleavages extant in all Middle Eastern countries (urban-ruial,
modern-traditional, etc.). the most significant ones are along ethnic and religious lines.

Twenty percent of Iraq's population consists of Sunni Muslim Kurd. a group not

particularly fond of the central government. Fifty to 55 percent is Shia Muslim Arab.
while 5 percent is non-Muslim or other non-Arab. The remaining 20 or so percent is
Sunni Muslim Arab. This last group is the dominant force in Iraq: it runs the
government and the economy. The largest element of the population, the Shia

community. is more or less excluded from these two areas. Also, they are, in general.
more traditional and are thus disposed to listen to Shia mullahs for guidance who. in

turn. look to Iran for guidance.2( In contrast, the secular Arabism of the Baath (which
was originally formulated to attract both Christian and Muslim Arabs) i,, an attempt

to unify Arabs along ideological lines rather than allowing them to be divided along
religious ones. Thus. Iran's calls for Islamic revolution are a direct ideological

challenge to secular Baath Arabism just as Radio Tehran's castigation of Saddam
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H-usavn is a dIirect personal threat to him. Tehran 's call., for Islamic revolution wýere
also a threat to an\y other Middle Eastern rulers not seen as representing Islamic la\&
whether by Iran or by their own people. As such. man% of the nulers on the (jult felt
the Iranian challenge, and they were not averse to allowing Iraq to stifle that challenge.
Thus. Baghdad could eliminate the threat to itself which, in turn, wNould help Iraq
assume the mantle of Arab leadership. Conversely, of course. an inability to eliminate
the Khomeini threat would put in doubt these leadership pretensions. 3

Information at Baghdad's disposal made Iran seem ripe to fall. The hostage issue
had isolated Iran from most of the world, and for once Iraq found itself more
respectable in the world's eyes. Baghdad calculated that neither Washington nor
Moscow. for different reasons, would mind Khomeini's demise and neither was likely
to step in to save him. Undoubtedly, none of the Arab states Iraq wished to lead would
mind the removal of the Khomeini threat. In the final analysis. Iraq had some
grievances with Iran. but they did not necessarily mean war. But Iraq was in 1980) still
in the process of stepping out of the shadows of political isolation. It was at the point
where it could step up to Gulf. as well as Arab and Third World, leadership. Iraq.
therefore, had to put down this ideological challenge and in September 1980 the odds
looked good for Baghdad. The Iraqi military would undertake a nice little war that a
weakened Iranian military could not effectively counter with the result that
Khomeini's house of cards would collapse, and Saddam Husayn would be the savior
of Arab royali sts and republicans alike. Ignoring Iran's provocations. the ambitions
of Iraq's leaders would remain stillborn.
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CHAPTER 4

The War-The Initial Stages

A senior Baathi Party official told the miagazine Thec Middle' Eum in the late fall of
1 980 that the w&ar had been planned tor sonie timie. lie said the war was Saddam
Husayn's. Saddam had never accepted as final the 1975 Algiers Accords. and.
therefore, the countdown tor war could be said to havýe started wkith the signing of
those Accords. Getting more specific. however, he stated:

The iICtIialtI dCCI Io t O l auIt) aIIIII lit)mited IaIuthIlimr\ entph kli I ý ar kgain't I ran % aý tatkern

tnt i Auu tit 19~7Q. itit t alter Saddattn I I tnit) nn Itant tak en over p~smer I rom Pre, ident I tsa,at

i- Bake. The actual preparatio %kit s I left t0 nthe ArInts COILnnan hut IMLLbl the I In III II I- ý aN tot he
set h\ the Resnlutt ionnars ' Commnnatndl C uiolt I.1

The Iraqis began in early September w ith foray s into [the Qasr-e Shirin area and
the central border area near Mehran. Iranian opposition. probably onily border guards
or-iendarmnerie. did not seemn too potent. Emnboldened b\y these modest successes and

judging the Iranian m~ilitary too dlebilitated bs w er t(llolt fe uho
a dlefense. the Iraqi leadership decided to send its Units into KhU,'istan, anticipating a
wNelcomne from Iranian Arabs and at rapid collapse of iranianl resistance.

The Iraqi ad attce into Khutiistan '\ as apparentl\ based on an old plan that had
existed for over 30) years. D)rafted in 19501 wkith e\tensive British assistance, this plan
envisioned an Iraqi invasion designed to force Tehran to concede Iraqi claimis over
the Shatt-al-Arab and disputed border regions. The plan called lor be~siegitig rather
than assaulting Cities and strong points and toresaw Iraqi occupation of lihu/islan.
This accomplished. Btgddwl dCIdlneoiinsfom aposition of Ntrengtlf

The plan reportedly had been updated over the years. no doubt to take into
consideration the vastly improved Iranian military capability since the earl\ I19 50s.

But it took onlyVI I (lays offighting for Baghidad to realize it had made a tzhastl\
mistake. The Khutiistammi Arabs had not rallied to Iraq's banner of Arabismn. Iranian
regulars and paramilitary' units continlued to fight (albeit in a disorgani/ed manner).
and the I lAF-contrary to Iraqi eXpectation1s-had begun11 a stratevic bomnbing,
camrpaign aimed at thle cen terpiece ofl raq s economy. its oil industry. As one obser~ er
noted, the Iranians had show ii themselves little concerned A ith miaterialistic
cons ide rat iotis. 3Iraq's reactiotn was to stop overall oftensive operations. declare the
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war won, and begin to look for a face-saving way' out. On 2 October. the Irraqi Armed

Forces General Command stated:

In \ icy, 0t11 thact that our valiant anneed force, have accomplished their hasic ohleclti ca.
their military act ivities s ill hencetorth be limited to retaining tlie target, achieved.

Twodays later. the Iraqi Defense Minister emphasized more pointedly that military
operations were subordinate to decisions made by civilian leaders. While he affirmed
that Iraq would continue to fight until Iranian decisionmakers responded
appropriately, he felt compelled to deny Iraqi forces had stopped their attack. Neatly
couching his terms, be said Iraqi forces had reached their targets. which had been
dh'signated to them bY the political contmnand. adding "We do not want to reach

Tehran."
5

The Iraqi leadership had given up. The Iraqi military, for all its flaws, would not
try to win. The remainder of the war would be a continuous saga of Iran pursuing one
goal-expulsion of the invaders and political victory. Meanwhile Baghdad. forbidden
by Tehran to wriggle off the hook, would:

I. Alternate between threats and offers of conciliation.

2. Periodically try to tighten the screws on Iran, making Iran hurt at little cost to
Iraq.

3. Try to reduce strong points bypassed in its initial advance and try to eliminate
stubborn Iranian salients.

4. Attempt to bleed isolated Iran by attempting to form defensive walls on which
the Iranian military waves would hopefully break themselves.

5. Endeavor to outlast Iran at least cost in manpower to itself.
What Iraq would not do was face up to the fact that a military victory was the only
way out of the impasse, a solution involving risky and costly offensives. The Iraqi
leadership chose to forgo the offensive and tried instead, much like the United
States against North Vietnam, to up the ante by making Iran hurt enough so that it
would have no other choice but to negotiate.

Though we may never know the specifics of Iraqi decisionmaking. it appears that
Saddam Husayn. seeking a way out of this impasse, would alternately direct the IQAF
to hit a few strategic targets and then back off, hoping the incremental damage would
convince Tehran to let him off the hook. Like Lyndon Johnson and Ho Chi Minh in
the 196Os, Saddam Husayn and Ayatollah Khomeini were fighting two different wars.
Until Iran's late summer 1982 invasion of Iraq. Husayn's was a limited one in which

he voluntarily restricted himself in order to seek limited aims. Khomeini's was total
in which Iran used all its available resources wherever and whenever it could.

conserved them where necessary, but never lost sight of the objective-to destroy the
Iraqi regime.
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TIo Western observers. airpowef wýas stillI thle key to x ictorl. but the I1IAVJ) c> arly

October could niot by itself will for Irain and the 01ption1 of a \ ictor 2hog Q\

airpowet was an optionl thle iraqli leaership w ould DOI IrN. e\Cttl it the% had a doctrinie

th-,li ;aw airrxower tas decisive. which they a1pparently did nlot. Bgdd tt~i

wkas no longer victory but survival. Ailrpowcr -.\ould pla) olt! a hlmited role inl thle

attainment of that objiective.
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CHAPTER 5

The Air War

The ebb and flow of the conflict rarely made sense to outside observers. On
balance, the war has continued with little actual ground movement. Even the 1982
Iranian offensives involve only a matter ofa f1ew kilometers movement on a long, but
shallow, front. This lack of significant movement, combined with the hyperbolic and
apocalyptic style of the two contenders' daily "victory" claims, has tended to deaden

the senses and makes an understanding of the air war very difficult.

This study will, therefore. disregard the chronology of claims and counterclaims

and will instead attempt to analyze the air war through three general subject areas.

The first subject area incorporates the relationship of air forces to national
objectives-what is the primary use for the Iraqi and Iranian Air Forces? The second
subject area is a discussion of the importance of attrition to the two air forces. The

third subject area is a discussion of the general airpower doctrines used by both air
forces, often unconsciously expressed more through their actions (or lack of same)

than through any known publications. The link between air force roles, attrition, and

national objectives will be covered in the final chapter.

Deterrence-The Primary Role for Air Forces

Air Force Manual I-I. Functions and Basic Doctiime ( the United Sttres Air

Force. lists nine basic US Air Force operational missions: strategic aerospace offense.
space operations, strategic aerospace defense, airlift, close air support, air interdiction.
counterair operations, surveillance and reconnaissance, and special operations.

Eliminating space operations, the remaining eight categories are an adequate
description of missions required for both the IQAF and IIAF. The manner in which
the US Air Force and the IQAF/IIAF carry out these missions may be different in
style, but the essence of the missions is the same in kind. The most important mission

for all three air forces-US Air Force, IQAF. IIAF-is strategic offensive.

For instance, AFM I-I states:

Strategic aerospace offensive firce, serve prumari I as a deterrent to nuclear "ar. A nital

parl ol deterrence is the credibility communicated ho potiti.a I %,itt and forces in heing.
To preserve an attack capahility. these firces muts ht able to) stir, i% c an enemy attack

and make successful retaliatory strikes. 2
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Nuclear war is not yet a concern ol most Third World slates, hut strategic war is.

Substituting "strategic" for "nuclear' in the above statement. xxc' have the prinar\
i.-Wm'd'(lr(l ' for non- Israeli Middle East air forces. The prinlar\ role 0•lboth the IQAIF

and the IIAF is strategic deterrence. One glance at a map of the area shows M \lh\. [he
lynchpin of' their economies is oil, and the great hulk ofh bhoth countries* oil tlls
refineries. and pumping stations are within 125 miles of'tif their mutual borders. In a
very real strategic sense. Iraq and Iran are in a "Mutual (though not necessaril

assured) destruction" situation. Their oil industries are very vulnerable to attack, and
neither state can completely defend its oil industry from attack

But there is confusion here. In both countries, but especially in Iraq. the arnmv is
perceived as the decisive and most important military arm for two reasons. First. the
concept that strategic bombing can destroy an enemy's capability and w, ill to tight is
not necessarily accepted. thus the amiy with its inherent ability to physically occupy
enemy territory is perceived as the decisive military arm. Thus. air force tiissions are

,subordinated to arniy needs.* Second. the amiy has the internal political role of
mnaintaining civil conirol. again through occupation. Because of this aspect of their
mission. aniny commranders have more political, hence bureaucratic, clout. Tlherefore.
in the relationship between the arm.y and the air force, it is the arnmy's needs which
come first: the air force. for its part, must support these needs through its airlift, close

air support. air interdiction. reconnaissance. and counterair capabilities. Western
observers who sax' this relationship were thus mystified when the IQAF especially
did not seem to be supporting its ground forces. The Eum'om"ist Awas puzzled by the
lack of activity by "an air force whose main role was supposed to be close support of

the ground forces." An informed and insightful airpower professional. T. R. Milton.

felt ili January I 9 I that there ,was "little evidence that either side is using its air forces
for any objective purpose. whether air superiority, close air support. or planned

interdiction."
4

Such observations were correct if one assumes the primary mission of the

respective air forces was to help their annies gain victory. But for the combatants, the

primary henetit of their air forces was not the objectives that could be gained through
the use of aircraft but the destruction that could be avoided through the deterrent posed
by the possession ol aircraft.

To help better clarify the use of airpower by Iraq and Iran. a review of some basic
US ideas about airpower seems appropriate. AFM 1-I again:

The medium of aerospace provides an environment that allt oyN unlitmited hori ontal t.ind

verticat itlove•,ent for warfare. seisc.nio e freedomn of opera.i ta penniited in acTospace

allo\,s our forces to cxploit tile characteristics of range, speed, and manun''_rahili'-.

SThese characteristics enable the direct appfication of po.\cr againsi, tll elenment s l an

enemy',s military resources, to a degree not possible h, other forces.

i l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~*I | 'ihi'ifln~iick or hit cIiu nin i riq' iniiil ci. c,.llr.IiiliiHt 'ii \ tglclci ;inilic'. ,ilii i,it hIt i'rc' I~it l, Lii liiti liit" i~ttciiilhiI hii11 iii '_hiii l

cdli 1-1idii Iu. hat l c ii
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\o dilsznComein~t here.. 131t thle aerospace en\v ironnilerit is not solely 051k tied by one
side--thc enemsl call C\ploit range. speed. and inaneuserabilit\ to puLt direct

app ctio o pos r aaistfriendly r-esources. Vo conltinuie ssith A FN 1-1

paxJ.l inid the 'hock effect Of Ill,' d'l xIictioII tillj k lllie hllckehwvd h\ ac'mxplcc ioI'Cx 1,

%N IdlC~1'f.ki & IM 111O ll l. Cik'111x IOIL JFRI' 0111k' I xi1 x

.\uxiin. l ittle disagreement, Air force,, do otfer thle aforementioned. But above all.
the\ offer destruct'ý,n and Punishment, and here is %% here conceptions about
airpowAerdiverge.

For most Western observ ers, thle ai r w ar bet k% een I ran and I raq i~s generallyI a tact icalI

conventional ordnance. The respective comnbatants, are organi/eu as, tactical air forces.
The International Institute for Strategic Studiesý tends to regard nuclear capa hi lit as
thle characteristic distineuishin.L strateoic from tactical forces. Doiiw so. it credits. onlý
the United State,,. Sov iet Union. Britain. France. and China ss ith staeic forces.
Middle Eastern air forces are listed as if they are strictly tactical. Ila\viii a variet\ of
interceptor and ground attach, iitunroins. Parenthetically. Iraq additionally hlas, tw~o
bomber squadrons.7 At iation Ii et'k noted onl 6 October 1 980 thit airstrike, were at a
level well belowý the limit of both sides* ability. but mistakenly felt that their "tactical
airpower is being used to support the primiarN offensive and defensive effortis onl thle

tactical, would find "the lack of sustained application of Iraq',, I in this casel airposxer

is one of the more puzling11 aspects of thle wxar.-
But it is less puzzling it one: vievis the respec~tive air lorces in a Ntrategzic contex~t.

Both sides have strateg-ic assets which the) (10 not "~ant destroyed, that is oil. But their
oil cannot be defended adequately since it lies so close to the enemy and snince it is a
very soft target-refineries and storace areas can be hleav ily damacwed b\ stratinw. and
tanker captains are loath to risk their ships if there is a seri.ou.5 prospect tile\ ma\ be
attacked. Since neither side can defend its straceuic assets, bo~th must deter thle other
from striking them. Then. followinLe ver\ neatly our owNn description of sti'ategic

offensive forces, both thle IQAF and tile IIAF serve primarily as a deterrent to thle
other's ability to strike at stratecic targets. Since at vital part of deterrence is, credibilit\
communnicated by pltclwill and forces, inbeing, both sides must make the other
aware that it has the forces (here the long-rangve striking, forces-the air torce,,
capable of inflicting serious strategic damage as well as thle determination to use them.
To preserve this capability, the air forces must be able to stir\ ive enemy\ attacks and
to make *xul(ccessful retaliatory- attacks.

In the recent past. Middle Eastern air forces have been usedl as deterrents. In thle
Arab-Israeli confrontation. the thing Israel did not wkant to see attacked or destrow d
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wias its p0pulace. In 1956, for instance, [-gyptian 11-28s were a deterrent to an Israeli
assault on Egypt. Israel would not join Britain and France without assurances from

them that Israeli cities would not be bombed. The rebuilt EAF was again a deterrent
in 1967. Israel did not want to risk Egyptian boImbing of Israeli cities. Israel's answer
in 1967 was the same that Britain and France devised and implemented in 1956-it

destroyed the EAF. Egypt's deterrent. If deterrence is composed of forces inbking
plus die will (, us,, them. Egyptian deterrence failed because its credibility was
destroyed when its forces were destroyed.

Egypt's vital strategic asset, the thing it did not want to see destroyed, was its amly.

Destruction of Egypt's deterrent, its air force. in 1956 and 1967 led to the destruction
of the Egyptian army in both cases. Egypt's answer in 1973 was different from that
of Israel in 1967. The EAF could not destroy Israel's deterrent, the IAE but an
integrated ground-based air defense system could (hopefully) neutralize it while the

EAF protected rear areas from attack. Israeli deterrence failed in 1973 because Egypt
decided its credibility could be lessened through ground-based air defense which
would eviscerate its forces-the lAP.

The Iran-Iraq war is the first Middle East war between the "haves" of the region.

People and armies, to be sure. are important. but the vital strategic asset for bxth sides.
the resource both did not want to see destroyed, was the oil industry. One could make
the case that for Iran's revolutionary leaders, their most vital asset was their revolution.
But as they had proved to themselves that the shah's military could not destroy the
psychic l'urce of theirrevolution. they felt the same would be true for the Iraqi military.

Thus their vital strategic ciset. as it was for Iraq and as it was for the shah. was the

material fuel tor the revolution, the income derived from oil. In the Iran-Iraq context.
the IIAF was Iran's deterrent to Iraqi attack. But Iranian detencrnce failed. It failed
because the credibility of its tbrce-the lIAF-was suspect in Iraqi eyes. Without

force. Iranian deterrence lacked persuasiveness to Iraqi decisionmakers.
Not that Baghdad had any doubt about Tehran's intentions or will. Iran's Abadan

refiner\, the largest in the world, lies right on the Shall-al-Arab where it is extremely
vulnerable to any type of military action. In 1972. Iran warned Iraq that any attack on

Abadan would trigger massive air attacks against Iraqi oil fields at Kirkuk and
Mosul. 10 The Tehran daily Ke\'hOn warned on 25 August 1980 that "an air attack by
Iraq will be met with . . . the destruction of Iraq's sensitive and strategic military
positions." But in Iraqi eyes. the credibility of that threat was weak. As previously
mentioned. Baghdad assessed in late 19X(0 that Iranian military capability. especially

the IIAF was weak and probably figured any retaliatory strikes could be easil\
handled by what I(oked to be a formidable-though untested-nel\kork of SA-2s.

SA-3s. and interceptors.
Given the disjointed command ,;idl conftrI arrainl,,('mnts in the IIAF in late

September 1980. it is likely that Iran would have retaliated for Iraq's invasion by
striking Iraqi oil facilities whether or not Iraq struck Iranian oil facilities. But in initial

ground movements on 23 September. Iraqi artillery rounds began hitting the Abadan
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refinery. Iraq then resp&)nded on the next day with strikes oin oil facilities at Bandar-e

Khomeini and Kharg Island. The IIAF continued \ ith strikes on Mosul. Kirkuk. and
Basra.

Neither Iranian nor Iraqi attacks on strategic targets w ere heamy or sustained
enough to cause total destruction, but both were enough to cause severe damnage and
inflict punishment. Up to 30 percent of Iraqi oil facilities were estimated damaged.
Iraqi oil loading facilities at the head of the Gulf were so damaged that they Iould
take two vea s to repair or to replace. 12 As a result of this damage. Iraq was forced on
26 September to halt oil exports. IIAF airstrikes. however, were not uniformly
successful. One witness noted initial strikes on a Basra petrochemical complex missed
the main plant and hit support facilities instead. 4 And F-4s tiring to hit an oil retineDr'

15south of Baghdad missed the refinery by three-quarters of a mile. But IIAF attacks
on strategic targets were immediate, fairly large scale, and continued for several
weeks. It is entirely probable that had the IIAF response early in the war been less
massive or intense and had it not continued daily despite its losses, then the Iraqi
leadership would have directed the IQAF to destroy the Iranian oil industry. (Their
capability may have been lacking, but they would have been directed to make the
attempt.) As it was, the IIAF response restored the credibility of the Iranian deterrent.
and the attacks on strategic targets became part of a retaliatory cycle. The strikes on
oil facilities were not irrational: they were not designed so much as a means of
destroying the facilities in order to reduce the enemy's ability to fight as they were
merely a means of punishing the enemy. of persuading him to cease hitting friendly
oil targets.

Spokesmen for both sides were explicit in stating the reasons for the attacks on
strategic targets. Iranian Defense Minister Fakuri on 23 September noted that the IIAF
first hit airfields and then embarked on retaliatory attacks on strategic positions.16 The
Iraqi Defense Minister two days later referred to Iraqi strategic strikes also as
retaliation and stated that if Iran bombed a civilian area or oil facilities, Iraq would
do likewise. He blamed Iran for starting the strategic bombing phase. an act which
forced Iraq to retaliate, thus escalating the war. 17 The strategic exchange took on the
aspect of a blood feud with both sides retaliating, expecting the other to be the first
to back off. On 6 October. an Iraqi Anrned Forces General Command communique
stated that IQAF bombing of Tehran on that day had been done "to make Tehran
understand it should not hit civilian targets." Retaliation and punishment were still
the byword in December when Iranian officials explained that stepped-up IIAF
operations against oil targets were in retaliation for IQAF raids on Iranian oil

To t
installations, and Tehran radio's Arabic service noted that the Iranian effort to
destroy Iraq's oil exporting terminal at the head of the Gulf was strictly for
punishment, "dealing ... an economic blow to the Iraqi regime." 20

But even though strategic deterrence had so conspicuously failed in the fall of
198(, it was still a maJor concern for both countries' futures. Both had shown the other
they had the will and the ability to inflict punishment, if not totally destroy each other's
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p~ri1Cd assets. But both tad suffTClCd scVcre losses \0 lI estabi shine, that credihi Iit\x
INKaq cI it inid 1bit\[a o e 67 attack inc, Iranlian a irc raft onl 213 Septeniber a I( inc
B ut thle I Q \F: had 110 u esaped unscalthed cit her. Ani Iraqi offi cialI told at 1K ii aiti
rtcwspaper in carix ( clober that the IQAF had lost 17 percent of its forces. addjiic
hoxx eer that itreandisbscc ctvns7Cttndlossothsiaiud
xx ould cx enL~tullx er'ode allV credibilitx their deterrents %\oul1d have. Therefoire.
a irfram es and c rewx had to be eonser\ ed to preserve a etCred ih deterI 1renlt tor Ithe fuLtureI-.

H enice. it ),\as not solely that aircraft were bein!, lost or that supplies xxerc imnited
thlat caused alreduction inl airs',trikes or aictivity, but itwaaloecuetepssin
of these planes created a deterrent to tile other side", use of' his p)tlaes,. 11w p)tlae,,
could not objectiveix wAin thle conflict, but the\ could inflict pun~lishment1 111A.
however, so long as% tile\, existed. Using themn to initlict hicher lex els ofpunli'shmentil.
and losimuc them inl thle attemlpt. would only inv ite future reCtal iatorx attacks lor xx hich
there xxoUld be only at xxeak. if not nonexistent, response. Thus, it xx as no0t sUrprisiuci
when Saddam HUSavn told the Iraqi National Assemnbl%, on 4 November thatl lie xx uld
not allmow the Western media to force him to use uip his air force.

W'e \011i not UW(Mor air force. We ý%iil keel) ii. o '.\ear N licntx out J11 ftIL ice Ill Nil] I he

in a po'nrion to1 pound Bani-Sadr and hi, oi~rtr

Performance-T-:he IQAF and IIAF
in Strategic Strikes

We have a problem exaluating~l the performance of both air forces, inl the strategic
role since thewcal of both seemned to beto induce the otherto accept at mutu11.al ceOssationl
of stratecic attacks. It is difficult to use bomnbine1 accuracx as, ai measure1-. since it x aried
so. We already noted the IIAF had earlx in thle \karmis sed taruets atil Basra and ( Bach, ldad
quite badly, but tile IQAF raid onl Tehlran onl the first dax of the kar %as hardlx an
examnpleto follow as it resultedirion uk ih aaeadtx rnask e Icspltc
a numiber of IQAF attaicks, local residenits at TaIbri/ rep)orted th c~it\ unlscathedin late
September. and anl attempt iii October to bomb the Tabri, refiner\ ýas reported to
have missed that fairly far-e and obVious, tarcet entirelx2- Onl other occasions.
attackinc aircraft were very accurate. Ini early October. Westemn observ ers noted direct
hits onl the key Daxxrah piower plant al Biaghdad. and lEAVI attack aircraft caused]
considerable (lamage to oil pu n11ip i ri facilities iii 1Kirk uk and] a ccemernt plain at

Mosul. 26Z

Effttectivenes, ,,however, can be used ats a niclasuLre. Nihrarfrecuc ioc
damage to the crtcnw to force hlirii out if the war. but both did( causc enowugh to force
him to reduce his punishment attacks. IIAF attacks around Kirkuk Caused Iraq ito
declare foirce majeure oil 27 September and cease pimiping, oil through its pipel ines
vA.hich ran through Syria aiid Turkey to thle Mediterraneain. Vhics pipelines kkerc tiot
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ret tpeC~d rI Il I 121 \ No\!ember.., K hang Is I and. I ran's miajoro Ii c\1 porting,- c nII. 'it I- hald
been Cloised at tlie statl of thle ifa. butJ it. too. xx as able it reopen onl 22 'so\ ciniber.
B\x tim it tlte. both Tehlran and B3aghdad kinex\ each other had thle capabi i ti to infli ct
moh re pun shin nen onl oil builh both had h\ thenl beenl doerreid fri om con inil-L n111 011 i
thlat timen onl. alt ack~s onl oil appeared to be I-it nal i siiC attempts to signal displeasure.

Reticxxed I AF r a id s ar(ounrd Kirk uk. ca us imt fiŽhres inl storage tanks but not licit\\

enloughl to Cause a cessation of, thle oil Iflow. xt etc aiis"xCt'd by Iraqli strikes at ai
pet roe hem tea plant under~i cot 1st lC~iOI itl Bna andar-c K hominini. Th'le plant had a I read\
been shul~t dIoxx \ewhc its, Japancsc xx orkers had been pulleId (OG Othe (11-iciali attacks
caused onllv tmo~re damagwe but did not si ni fican Ik affect Iran \ oil Iitfeline. Iran's late
No\ etiber 'dest ruct ion" of llraq\" ofTshorc oil loading platf'orms at k\lina al-lBakr artd
Khor al-Anmava \\at, answered b\ at r-esuniptionl of' lQAIF raids onl Khan-g island arid
Bandar-e Khomelinli. ButI thle dcstruLctionl of ihc platform-s wýas, more or less at pa\ back
for)I the "destruction' of the Ahadan refiner\, and thie retaliatory raids oti Khar, cause',d
litle dalmaw and "Cared off, few tankers. 3

So airstrikes (in strategic targets bv thle two air forces w\ereQ eltectiv e in restorniti a
situlation of* niutual deterrence but w\ere not eliective in f'orcing a decision. Wh\ ()One
reason is they\ both Used too tk'w aircraft in their strikes. Observers tiever sax more
than six aircraft in a sinllae attack., Only three lQA Fai rcratil hit Tehrani in thle openling,
attacks: onily txx o II AF planes, ýxxrc noted tile niext da\ in an attack ott Baghdad: in
atnother I IAF attack onl Baghdad. two planes bombed xx ile twxo covered Ikw them.
B\ contrast. Israel in 1967 uIsed 1 20 aircraft in its attacks oti thle Egy'ptian Air For~ce.
Thiree wxaves of 40 planes each struck at Egyptian bases: then. r'efueled and reanned.
caine back for a second attack for at total of 240 attack soi-ties.' ilihe lstaeli strategic
attacks, liii like at load of bricks. tile Iranian and Iraqi attacks, like pebbles.

Both sides also) aippearedJ to have a Problem \,\ll ith uepl~oded ordnanice. I-he
utieXploded lIintnSpolmli\hv el asdbNboth Pilots and load crewýs.

The pilots may have delivered their wecapotv. wkell outside optimum patrameters. bitt
miany of the wecaptns dropped onl Iraqi targets. for instanice. did not1 explode because
tilie\, had been imnproperl\ fuLsed arid prinmedi. Part ot the IIAF probletm stemmtted
froiwm the fact that load crewAs d~iunig, thle days ottlie shahl had to bev as, politically reliable
as the aircrevx s and we re thus thorogly-11 chc~ked out h\ the shahl s internal securit\
Organtizatiotn. After the revoIlutionl. ativtin so thorougl. ch~decked out and trusted b\
theL shahl's re ime wkas inutnediately suspect tInlder the( rCVOlUtitnar\ regime.

In all, thle I IAF probably achieved better resullts than thle IQAF. IDespite its

tirgani/.ationaxl pro~blemis. the IIAF can'ied I ran's fgtto Iraq inl the crucial early da\
of the war and.] in dtiing so. let Baghd(ad ktiowk it Could not expect anl inllexpetsixc
victory. Overall. the I 1AF liit harder thantilte IQAF. Tlicy seemed to pill1 more efliirt
intti their otiletsix'e operatitons, and they probably caulsed more (lamiagc--espec.ial l\
in the northern oil areas ar-ound K ir-kuk. US-trained Iranian aircrcws seimed tmore
aggressive and more w illing ito take risks thanl their Iraqi COutiterCpatis. (LAF aitieraft
wecre certainly better. 'Ie [-4 especially1 could carry a heav ierotrdnance load to longer
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ranges thaii COLAI dMan IQA F planes. T'he IQAF "itas especial ly displeased 'sith the
capabilities ot the %1iGi-2_,s.TIhe\ hadl hope)d to use thiew airc rahI on si rateiei tar-Leet
\%ell inside Iran. but range and] load problemis seveirel\ limited their useC. Alth1ough1
lttle real damlat, %e as done in the raid, it served a,, a kind of "tap onl thle Shouliider to

Bal-h1dad. Shox),ý ing, that nothing in Iraq ý as out of I IAF raneeC.

The Vital Importance of Attrition
.,ni air force in thiis region Must deter etleiciies t'romi attacking strategzic assets,, so

it mut~l remain credible to remain a deterrent. Since credihil it\ is at ftunction ot both
%ill and forces, inbeinLe. then air torces miust be kept inbeins. Thie\ Must be kept

inbein. b\ hing, able to stir\ ive an enemny attack. This can be done b\ hardenine the
aillfiekl. shelterinue thle aircraft. and hit\ ing, a robust air dlefense network. The'N can also
be surin Vable if they are sal'chavened. as was the case w ith thle E,-,\ptian Air Force in
P)56' and thle IQAF in 1980. IS But surv I\ing: :tleti\ attacks is onl\ part of' the

equL Iou10: ain air force Must suLrvive its own attacks.. There is a perceptual critical miass.
a number of' airframnes and aircrews. belowk which the credibility of' a deterrent
evaporates,. Enemyý attacks reduce the size of' the deterrent sonie1 hat. but in this
particular ý\ar thle most severe losses tfor both sides seemn to have occurred during
otlensis e operaitions,. ThIe miore thle IQAF or I IAF presses tile attack. the more planes
aiid crews, filie\ lose through enemly responses. accident. or slier uage, and the closer
the\ faill to\ ard thai criticajl mnass belowk wh cli theycdonrot w\ant to drop. Flo" is that
critical miass defined? Is it an ob 'jective numrber, a subJective feel, or a perception of'
eneim perceptiolis? Thle answer is not readily apparent. Perhaps, it does not even conic
Uinder Conscious ct,nsidei itioin bN IQAF and I IAF planners. but it is tlu',c!.

One thint- that makes the attrition problemn all the miore acute is thle fact that Iran
anid IraqL. like miost Third World countries. are. iii essence. clietits. supplicants (if those
indust'rial i/ed states, thaf produtce aircraft. Leaders iii nations whos01e defense industries

prodhuce ýlincraft knowk the\ have a niore or loss steady supply\ of replacemnent aircraft.
N)matter ho" honL the pro)ductionI lead time. both Soviet and] Western mlihitar\

pilanniers I. lio" there w,ýill be a replacetmenit tbr MuGs and F-I 16s lost in combat. Oil a
sutijllci scale. k [lile Areentine Air Force leaders musLt be Utleas\ about replacemnents
foINirMe and] A-4,, lost in thle Falklands. thle\ know there "ill be replacemients f'or
ILucan-i aircraft ](),,t to British gut.1iners because the Pucani is produced in Argentina.
lIn prior Niiddle Eastern wNars. Israeli decisiontuakers, knew% that links wkith thle I tiited
States, w crc so strong- that replacemnent aircrat, w\ouIld be lbrt~hC0icointe should Israel
rcall\ need theni. H ence. israel ktiew it had replacemnents even if'the'ý "ere not builIt
h\ Israeli industry

In thesec three cases, min iita r\ and Ipolit ical I teeis ionmnakers haw a miuch higmher
hne s h 1 d of atitr iini pain tIMI than d hI s' dcc is ionnakers, in a state t hat has neiether
nidtust r\ ino reiiiIable intd ustrial t riends . Ni iliit ar\ object i e s can I puirsued w it himore

detenimination. and at highler lexel of airftramle (but tiot necessNarilx airere\N ose can
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be sustained by a state that has an ability to gain replacements. Even if that ability is
only a perceived one in the minds ofdecisionmakers, they will act on the basis of their
perceptions. A more determined use of aircraft may indeed lead to higher attrition,
but it may also lead to a quick resolution of the conflict and, hence, lower long-term
attrition, especially if one side in the conflict has a lower threshold of attrition pain.

Those who cannot count upon a dependable supply of replacements must always

feel uneasy about committing their stock of airframes to combat. One way to reduce
that unease is to stockpile as much equipment as possible in the hope that future
conflicts will be limited sufficiently so that existing stockpiles will suffice. The shah
had noted that Israel, heavily armed as it was, had needed a massive US airlift of amis
during the 1973 war to continue the fight on Israeli terms. He. therefore, sought to
purchase as much equipment as quickly as possible in order to reduce Iran's
dependence on arms suppliers should a shooting war ever break out. He also bought
a formidable strategic airlift capacity-707s and 747s-to further reduce Iranian
dependence on arms suppliers. Iran, he planned, would not have to depend on a sole
source of weaponry; Iran would possess a huge stockpile of equipment to fight.

including transport aircraft to deliver arms purchased from foreign sellers or
armament manufacturers.: Iraq's leadership saw the problem in a similar light.

Saddam Husayn in a 1975 speech stated: "We believe that no country with serious
problems which relies on importing its weapons can claim to be absolutely

independent." 40 Consequently, Iraq. too, had built up a strategic airlift fleet.
possessing 12 11-76/Candid transports in 1980.

By 1980, both countries had a large amount of equipment, but neither had a secure.
large-scale source of resupply. Unlike Israel or Egypt and Syria in 1973, Iran and Iraq
in 1980 had no friends. Iran, holding American diplomats prisoner, was an
international pariah. Iraq had over the years alienated its major supplier, the USSR,
and Moscow had the opportunity in 1980-81 to take the high road of "neutrality."
withholding majordeliveries from Baghdad and teaching the Iraqis a lesson about the

limits a supplier can impose upon a buyer. Iraq could and did turn to other Western
suppliers, like the French. but the Iraqi military had enough problems conducting a
war without introducing new systems that would only further tax its logistics base.

So the essential attrition problem remained. Both sides were losing aircraft and
inexorably reducing their strategic deterrents. Both sought out other supplies and
suppliers to ameliorate the problem, but neither could depend upon having a Secure
enough source to ensure a continuing balance between losses and replacements. The
need to reduce their losses thus led both sides to limit the use of their aircraft in

high-threat environments.
The number and intensity of attacks on strategic (oil and industrial) targets began

to decline about 8 October, having fairly well petered out as a daily occurrence by the
end of the month. Through November and December. IIAF aircraft kept up random
attacks on Iraqi oil targets, chiefly in the north around Mosul and Kirkuk. IQAF
strategic attacks followed a similar pattern, slacking off to almost none by I
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November. Deep strikes into the Thhran area were discontinued after 16 October.
Tu-22s had struck at Mehrabad Airport on the first day of the war and at a refinerv
and industrial area in the southern section of the city on three other occasions through
16 October. Perhaps feeling it had made clear its capability to strike Iran's capitol
(even though its strikes caused no major dislocation), Baghdad decided to cut its
bomber losses by restricting further attacks to targets closer to the border where IQAF
aircraft would be exposed to detfnses for a smaller period of time. Random airstrikes
on Iran's vital oil loading facility at Kharg Island continued through April. They had
no lasting effect on Iranian oil exports since they appeared to be similar to the IlAF's
raids into northern Iraq-small scale, hit-and-run efforts seemingly designed to
advertise a capability and to inflict sonic measure of punishment while limiting

exposure to defenses and thereby holding down attrition. The increased numbers of
interdiction attacks launched by both air forces after the first few weeks of the war
was a reflection of both doctrinal and attrition needs. The incredible Iranian Joint
General Staff Announcement Number 82 on 28 September stated that:

Nom that IIAF pilot', have. and v ill destro\ mi itary targetN IsicI inside Iraq. the. have
commenced their seoere counterattack on enemy units which hame infiltrated our dear

42
country.

This statement was both a reflection of having run through most of the preplanned
missions left over from prerevolutionary days and a recognition that continuance
of those kinds of missions into high-threat areas would reduce the IIAF to
impotence. Accordingly, both sides began to seek out interdiction-type targets in
less heavily defended areas.

All attrition is not, however, the same. Dr Williamson Murray, a forner research
associate at the Air University's Airpower Research Institute. in his study of Luftwaffe
operations during World War II postulated three different types of
attrition---offensive, response, and imposed. Oflensive attrition are those calculated
losses caused by one's own initiative that one is willing to suiffer in an effort to achieve
a gain through the offensive use of airpower. Offensive attrition is that whfich the
Israeli Air Force had to accept in 1973 when it took high losses in its effort to knock
out Syrian SA-6s on the Golan front.43 The IIAF suffered offensive attrition when it
struck back hard at Iraqi strategic targets on 23 Septem-nber 1980, losing a good number

of aircraft (67 by Iraq's probably overoptimistic claim). IQAF losses during attacks
in Tehran. including at least two Tu-22s in October.44 were similarly caused by Iraqi
initiative.

Conversely. re.Vponise attrition is that caused by enemy initiative, the losses y\o
suffer by either being destroyed on the ground or by defending yourself front entmy
attack. The Egyptian Air Force losses in 1956 and 1967 were classic examples of
response attrition, though the EAF was given little opportunity to respotnd. In 1973,
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the EAF accepted a certain level of offensive attrition in its opening airstrikes into the
Sinai but sought to reduce its response attrition through hardening of airfields and bN
restricting the EAF's defensive responsibilities while increasing those of
ground-based air defense. Neither the IIAF nor the IQAF suffered very much response

attrition for several reasons-one, both had hardened air bases: two. neither air force
mounted a sustained counterair offensive: three, Iraq especially tended to rely more

on SAMs and AAA for defense; and four, neither really had to contend with enemy
fighter sweeps or escort aircraft as part of strike packages.

Finally. imposed attrition is that which is forced upon you by the demands of the
situation. As such. it is an outgrowth of both offensive and response attrition. But
while one can avoid the first two types of attrition-by exercising no initiative in the
first case or not contestinig the issue in the second-imposed attrition cannot be
avoided. When it became apparent to Egypt in 1973 that the Israeli Suez Canal

crossing at Deversoir threatened the existence of the Egyptian Third Army and
perhaps the entire Egyptian army. the EAF was thrown into the fray for the first time

in a desperate attempt to salvage the situation. Most of the losses the EAF suffered
occurred in this effort. But the EAF could do nothing else than to try to save the army.
regardless of the long odds it faced. The attrition the EAF suffered was imposed on

it: it could not be avoided.

Neither the IIAF nor the IQAF was ever really forced into such a position. The

IIAF, especially. seemed to feel that the offensive attriticn it suffered was high enough

to cause the IQA F to back offon the pressure. The IQAF was not willing or was unable
to bear the offensive attrition cost required to impose crushing losses on either the
IIAF or Iran itself. The same was true of the IIAF. Attrition through offensive action
was too high to sustain. so lower threat missions became the norm regardless of their
minimal impact on the course of the war. For both air forces, and especially for the
IQAF the gains achievable through airpower outweighed the perceived loss of power

that accompanied the attrition of their aircraft. Palpable losses that could not be
quickly replaced weighed more on Iraqi and Iranian decisionmakers than did
theoretical gains that might be achieved. Victory in the war. if it was to be achieved.
would be gained by the army. The air force would assist the army if it did not cost too

much in attrition of aircraft assets.

Performance-The IQAF and
|IAF in Strategic Defense

Although defenses inside Iran and Iraq inflicted enough attrition upon enemy air
forces to cause the respective national leaderships to abandon strategic bombing as a
major part of their war effort, the overall defensive performance on both sides was
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not particularly good. The early warning radar networks, in particular. seemed totalk
ineffective. Iraqi bombers were able to penetrate to Tehran on at least three occasions
without meeting any I1AF opposition until qftcr they had already delivered their

ordnance. While IQAF flight planners could have used terrain masking to penetrate
the mountainous areas along the border, their ability to fly undetected as far inland as
Tehran. Shiraz, and Isfahan must have been, at least in part, a reflection of intelligence
on Iranian radar capabilities obtained from Iranian exiles who cooperatcd with
Baghdad.45 Similarly. Iranian aircraft were able to strike targets inside Iraq.
apparently unhindered by IQAF interceptors while en route to their targets. The Iraqi
defensive problem was compounded, however, by geographic realities. Iraqi strategic
targets all lay relatively close to the Iranian border where the topography is vei,
mountainous. This allowed IIAF strike aircraft to fly low through Iranian mountain
passes. popping out into Iraqi radar coverage only after having already crossed the
border. IIAF run-ins to targets were often a matter of only a few minutes after border
crossing.

The ability of the IAF, flying low and fast. to arrive unhindered over Iraqi cities
led some to conclude that the entire Iraqi defensive command and control structure
had either collapsed or was extremely incompetent.46 While the Iraqi defensive
system undoubtedly had severe shortcomings. this appears to be too harsh a judgment.
French reporters in Baghdad routinely heard warnings of impending attacks well
before Iranian aircraft appeared over the city. It appears a major reason Iranian

aircraft were able to get to their target relatively unmolested was the Iraqi defensive
setup. It appeared that the Iraqis had made those areas which were well equipped with
air defense weapons into virtual free-fire zones. Thus, any aircraft over areas like
Baghdad, Basra, and possibly Kirkuk were assumed to be hostile and free game for
Iraqi gunners. The IQAF would not attempt an intercept in these areas due to the
inability of Iraqi ground air defenses to discriminate between friend or foe. The IQAF
apparently, therefore, flew combat air patrols (CAPs) over certain areas that did not
have ground-based air defenses and would only intercept Iranian penetrators when
the Iranians came inside the IQAF CAP area. While this system limited IQAF
flexibility to cope with IIAF intruders and allowed IIAF pilots to face only one
defensive problem at a time, the Iraqis were probably sensible to adopt it. In their
enthusiasm, Iraqi gunners reportedly downed one of their own 11-76 transports over

Baghdad on the first day of the war.48

Iraq's defensive problems were also compounded by the high-expenditure rate of
SAMs and AAA rounds. Western observers in Baghdad and Basra noted SAMs and
artillery rounds all overthe sky during Iranian raids early in the war, raids that probably
comprised two to. at most, four aircraft.49 A British reporter who arrived in Baghdad
two weeks into the war noted. "The rain of spent shells even interrupted tennis on the

British Embassy lawn.''5 The resultant rapid depletion of ammunition stocks that
Iraq's suppliers were not refilling obviously became a complicating factor for Iraqi

air defense planners.
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Fro•t the Iraqi perspective, another problem was the ability of Iranian pilots to

avoid Iraqi SA-2s and SA-3s. Many IIAF aircrews were able to turn inside Ira i
surface-to-air missiles by using tactics taught them by US Air Force instructors.'

One Iraqi response was to withdraw some of their limited number of SA-6s from the
front inside Iran and place them around strategic targets, thus leaving too few SA-6s
to be very effective at either location.52

The Iranian strategic defensive setup was harder to determine. It appeared Iran
depended more on fighters for defense than on SAMs if only because Iranian SAMs
were in such a bad state of readiness. Irwaian vtmhat r-epoi'ts claimed about equal
numbers of Iraqi losses caused by AAA and by Iranian fighters. While most of the
AAA claims were near the battlefront. a number were also claimed in the Kharg
Island-Biishehr area. indicating Iranian concern with the defense of this ternminal.
Most of the interception claims were in areas behind the front lines, indicating HIAF

aircraft on airborne alert had been vectored to intercept Iraqi intruders. One of its most
important roles appeared to be as an airborne early warning platform, detecting
intruders with its AWG-9 radar and inlfrrning other aircraft who then tried for the
interception.53 F- 14s apparently did not get too close to the fight for some time as it
was not until March 1981 that iraqi dipeiatches mentioned any F- 14 encounters.

Iraqi leaders seemed very displeased with Iraqi defensive performiances and
seemed inclined to blame their Soviet-supplied equipment rather than acknowledge
their own structural problems. Although undoubtedly Soviet equipment has its
shortcomings. the relatively poor Iraqi perfornmance cannot be totally laid at the feet
of the Soviet Union. At any rate, the Iraqis began to seek out French equipment to
supplement and/or replace the Soviet equipment with which they were displeased.
Baghdad approached the French in late 1980 with requests to buy Crotale and Roland

surface-to-air missile systems to augrnent their depleted Soviet SAM arsenal. 54 The
Iraqis were also displeased with Soviet air-to-air missiles. Pakistani technicians were
reported to have helped the Iraqis modify some MiG-21s to carry the French-mnade
Magic air-to-air missile. The Iraqis claimed to have used a MiG-21 so equipped to
down an F-14, 55 Additionally, in early 1981 the Iraqis received the first of their 1977
order of 36 Mirage F-I s.:6 This move to French equipment was due not only to real
problems with Soviet equipment but also to politics and expedience. Politically.

Baghdad wanted more than one anns supplier so Iraqi actions could not be as easily
manipulated by a sole seller. And since the French seemed willing to sell to a
combatant while the Soviets were not, the move appeared quite logical. New
equipment, however, would not alter Iraq's geographical realities on the Iranian front
nor would it improve Iraqi reaction time, as the Israelis were to demonstrate so
dramatically when they destroyed Iraq's nuclear reactors at Tawaitha in June 1981.
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Doctrinal Approaches

Since for both Baghdad and Tehran the existence of an air force is cssenlial in order
to deter potential enemies from attempting to destfo straiegic assets, then the attrition
of that air force is of vital concern. But the use of those air forces a,, deterrent. and
the subsequent concern with the attrition of that deterrent are an outgrov, th of ba,,ic
doctrinal attitudes about the value and utility of airpower. While these attitudes, can
be stated or codified, the use to which both Iran and Iraq put their air forces displa•
their operational attitudes, whether they be fornmulated in manuals and reculations or

unconscious and unstated, but understood.

Iran and lraq--and by extension most of the other Middle East states-seem to
have fundamentally different ideas than does the US Air Force about the importance,
utility, and role of air forces. US Air Force ideas have been codified in basic doctrine
that has evolved over a period of 60-odd years. And it has been an ev olutionar\
process. At times, visionary ideas and thinkers have outpaced aviation technoloh : at
others, technology has increased capabilities faster than the development of the ideas
on how to best use the newer capabilities. In the evolution of US Air Force doctrine.
the basic belief that "aerospace forces are unique and can be decisive in " arf'are.;

coupled with World War II experience, led US Air Force doctrine away from linking
airpower with ground forces to a position where there was a measure of equality
between air and ground forces. The air torces were to he independent of amni control
though their joint cooperation was a must. (FM 11•)-20. Comniod and Lm,'nunt
of Air Power, declared in 1943 that air superiority was a requirement for successful
land operations.)58 To repeat, for the US Air Force. it has been an evolutionary process.
In the period preceding World War II, airpower thinkers developed concepts that ,acre
to be tried in the fire of that war. One of the results of that trial by fire was an
independent US Air Force. It has since become an article of faith that airpower is the
decisive element in war when the air war is conducted in a proper manner.5)

The key to the development of US Air Force doctrine was its long-terni growth in
concert with emerging technology and an expanding experience base from s.hich to
draw lessons. Such has not been the case for the IQAF and IIAF. As previously noted.
both air forces are fairly new creations in which near state-of-the-art aviation
technology has been force-fed to a human resource base barely able to cope with the
pressures of modernity.

Although the IQAF dates from the early 19 3 0s. it remained almost fully under
British control through 1955. The radical shift after 1958 to Soviet xweapons brought
in a new group of advisers, a different language. and different styles. This influence
was subsequently modified over the next two decades by successive periods of close.
then frosty, Moscow-Baghdad relations. By 1980, the IQAF possessed a mixture of
Soviet, Czech, British, and French aircraft and had been influenced by British, Soviet,
and Indian instructors. Furthermore, Iraqi airmen had only limited combat experience.
and none of it was at a level of command which required coordination and operation
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of' mo than i small segnient ol the airpowerspectrum. While IQAI- leaders could
study Arab experiences in wars since 1948. their own part in thowc ". ars had been

quite limited. While their doctrine-as displayed through their actions in the war with
Iran--seemed to ot'ter lip service to the generally accepted tenets of airpo\wer. one
had the feeling that Iraqi leaders had no real faith in the efficacy ofairpo\, er. It seemed
that the most important factors affecting the IQAF were not the capabilities ot their
aircraft nor the employment ideas of IQAF leaders, but rather the subordination of
the air force to the needs of not only the anny but also. and more important, the poflitical
command.'0)

The IIAF situation was at once both similar to and different from that of Iraq. The
IIAF was a newer creation than the IQAF. receiving its first combat aircraft only in
1956. The 1970s was a period of explosive growth for the IIAF as the force stricture,

composed of first-rate American aircraft, increased rapidly. The need to find somehow
the necessary manpo)wer to operate the equipment was a pressing priority. (A 1976
study estimated that the IIAF would have to increase personnel levels by over 50

percent by 198 1 to operate all the systems expected in the inventory by that date.)6 1

But at least the aircraft, and hence the foreign assistance, all came from one
source-the United States. By the end of the shah's era. the iAF had no written
doctrine, but the close US Air Force-IIAF ties over the preceding years had resulted
in many IIAF officers internalizing aspects of US Air Force doctrine. According to a

US Air Force officer intimately familiar with the _ommand echelons of the Imperial
Iranian Air Force, IIAF commanders, to the eXtent they eveni, recogni:ed a need tOr
doctrine, tended to use ours.6 IIAF planners. often schox)led in US Air Force
professional military education schools, attempted to correct this shortcoming by

injecting doctrinal ideas into the "concept of operations" sections of contingency
plans. As previously mentioned, the IIAF tried to gain a separate identity: but. like
the IQAF. was never really free from close political control by national leaders more

concerned with their own security than with national defense or institutional
professionalism. Before 1978, the shah's influence was paramount: in 1980, the
mullahs kept close rein on the IIAF lest it become a tool for opposition elements.

In 1980 and 1981, any doctrinal impulses held by either the IQAF or IIAF (about
how best to prosecute the war) were definitely constrained by the political needs of
the regimes in Baghdad and Tehran. IQAF and IIAF actions during the war, however,

* displayed their operational attitudes, and possibly their nascent doctrine, about the
uses of airpower. The next sections of this study will examine how these two air forces
approached the basic tactical airpower tasks, noting the divergence between their and
our beliefs.
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Offensive Counterair Operations

"The first task of airpower is to gain and Ito maintain air superiority. Air superiority

is essential to sustained air. ground. and sea operations.

"Offensive counterair operations are conducted to seek out and destroy enemy
forces that compete with us for air superiority. We must destroy the enemny's offensive

counterair systems and support facilities air superiority is essential.

These statements describe the UIS Air Force beliefs about tile primacy of air

superiority, especially the primacy of the offensive counterair mission. It is patently

obvious to most American airpower practitioners that all other military operations
\N ill suffer unacceptable hardships without air superiority being first attained. It is also

equally obvious. (ut inot so often expressed. that if ground operations. tor example.
can be carried out with a lack of air superiority, then there's less reason for cxclusiv e
LIS Air Force control of Air Force assets. These same flaclors also may be apparent to

Iraqi and Iranian air force leaders, but theey are not so readily obvious to their repecti\e
national militar\ and political chick's.

The Iraqi Attack

TThe Iraqis had learned one airpower lesson from previous Middle Eastern
wars-the necessity of the first strike. The first strike had been decisive in 1956 and

1967. In 1973. the first strike had not been decisive in achieving air superiority. but
it had helped the Arab attack gain enough momentum to gai key ground. especially

on the Sue/tfront. In 1980, the Iraqis were in an ambiguous situation. Their assessment

of Iranian militar\ "eakness indicated they had a ý% indox, of opportunit\ through
which they could launch a successful attack. But they had !:ttle real faith in their
equipment. like the Egyptianm. in 1973,. 6 the lraqis knewk their Soviet-supplied

aircraft were no match for Iran's US-supplied aircraft. Thlleir planes had short ranges.
making deep strikes difficult and giving Iran in-country sanctuaries: the\ had

mediocre avionics: and they had no capacity to carry advanced munitions. ,\top all
this, Iranian pilots had. quoting Saddam [lusayn. "received training from the most
experienced Amnericans."66 The Iraqi decision to launch the altack, therefore, had to
rest on the assessment that despite tile IQAF's equipment shortcomings. it could

succeed against a revolution-wracked IIAF.

But success for Iraq, like Egypt in 1973. did not necessarily mean air superiorit\.

AFM 2- 1 . 7i ti'al Air Ope''ationtu -ountir-Ait- ('ls. Air Su'upport. (1nd .Alir
Int'rliclion, states control of the air may vary along a spectrum ranging from total

07triendly control to total enemy control. It also states that offensive action is

necessarý, to gain friendly control ais defensive action surrenders initiative to tile
enemy. The Iraqis. like the Egyptians. saw it differently. Rather than strive for total
air superiority, they would be content with localized air control. Rather Ihan seek out

and destroy the enemy air force, they would surrender the initiative but try to destroy
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the inonly whenever he approached the areas they %vanted to control. An Iraqi militarN
source was reported to have said in late September 1980 that ground air defense is
the best means of reducing and destroying the IIAFf6

Why, then. the 22 September attacks on Iranian air bases?' Iraqi leaders. agreeing
with AFM 2-1, felt that employment of their airpower could have a political effect.
It would demonstrate national resolve (tell Tehran that Iraq meant business) and could
serve as a deterrent to further escalation of the lonflict. While Iranian spokesmen
and Western observers characterized the Iraqi attack as an attempt to duplicate Israel's
1967 feat, the attack was much more in line with Egypt's initial airstrikes into the
Sinai in 1973. Like the Egyptians in 1973. the Iraqis knew they had little chance to
destroy the IIAF. Iranian aircraft were mostly held in hardened shelters, and several
major airfields were either at the ragged edge of IQAF fighter capabilities or beyond
it entirely. Iraq's 22 September counterair attacks were. therefore, to be like Egypt's
1973 attacks-hit-and-run affairs to disrupt potential IIAF reactions to Iraqi ground
forces that were preparing to invade early the Following morning. If the attacks
persuaded the Iranians not to fight. well and good: if'they only hampered IIAF ability
to interfere with Iraqi ground forces, then they were successful.

On the afternoon of 22 September 1980. the Iraqis expanded the border conflict.
Iraqi aircraft, on apparent counterair missions, struck at 10 Iranian airfields. including
Mehrabad Air Base at Tehran and bases at Shiraz. Btishehr. DezfUl. Ahwaz, and
Omidiyeh.71 Damage was relatively light due to several possible factors including
that IIAF aircraft were not parked in the open. the strike forces apparently attacked
in only one wave with rela:ively light ordnance (due to aircraft capability and range
problems). or that the Iraqis suffered from extremely To)r prestrike intelligence. The
Egyptians in 1973 had the benefit of Soviet satellites - and MiG-25 reconnaissance
photos73 of Israeli dispositions in the Sinai. With this information, they had been able
to pinpoint their targets for their first strike. Iraq probably did not have this advantage
since in 1980 relations between Baghdad and Moscow' had been strained for over two
years.

The airstrike on Mehrabad displayed the Iraqi problems. While making a shallow
right-hand turn to correct this, they released their bombs (a number of which did not
explode), thus spraying them all over the area with some bormbs landing outside the
base perimeter. The resultant pattern made it difficult for the Iranians to determine the
Blinders'actual targets. Two boxmbs caused the only damage. One hita loaded KC-707
tanker and the other hit a ramp in front of Iran Aircraft Industries where an F4 awaiting
overhaul was destroyed. Bombs that hit the runways caused very shallow craters that
were easily repaired. Rows of unprotected civil and military transports remained
unscathed. What appeared to be poor IQAF airmanship and poor target intelligence
combined to produce little significant damage to the IIAF Iraqi intelligence about en
route defenses, however, appeared adequate since the Blinder attack came as a
complete surprise, and it was unopposed.
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In ito01lowk-on attacks. fe~wr bases %crc hli t. Onl the 23d. four airfields ýwre attacked.
inludII~inel Tlabri/ and 136shchr twice. Oil the 24th. six wkere attackcd-Thhari/ tN ice.
Dcif~ Inm~ice. and Shathrokhii. Kerman~shah. Ahwita, and Sanandaj once each
respect ivel y. By twahiddyrfhem. I raqi counterai r strikis wkere im ited ito a fewN
bases close to thle border from which thle IIAF ýNzas laune lhine" retalliatory- raids. 74 The
onk' IyI[A Fbase successfullI y neuitralI jied wxas at )e/ftulI. Probably becau.se it xkZas closest
to Iraq. it was hlit More often than others: onl tile 23dl. (lailage was great enough1 ito
prevent returninLi I IAF tidhters from landine. 75It \Nils nieutralimed eventually xN henl
Iraqii grounid torces closed tin onl De/ftil. Ater the first week of thle wazr. IQ.-F
couniteratir strikes apparently became11 Much i1101e randotn11 attairs. Sinlce air lSUpeiority1
wats \ie~el ats decsirable but not essential. Iraiqi decisionmakers ktell toieed to

c011iltUe anl offensive counteratir campaign event though11 tile I IAF had not been
neutral i/ed. By then. too. Iraqli leaders were tlacitig another problenl-I IAF strikes,
agai lst strattegic targets inside Iraq.

Thie Iraqi oftenlsiVe couLItetair effort lasted less than at k eck and can be jUdged at
totall f-itire. The damiage thle IQAF inflicted onl the IIAF ý\ias minimal and did not
Severely damnage I IAF retaliatory capabilities. But thle Iraqis saw' their air force
pri man I y as at deterrent force--oftic ial Iraqi an ii onnC~leINet. ill tact, referred to tilie
22 Septembier attacks as "at deterrent hIoý. w 70 While exact iQAF losses inl thle first
wecek are not known. they wkere higli(l enough01 to con. inIce thle Iraqis that IQAF
atirframes could be more prdUCtivl\CI Used. The counltffrair mlission \\ ul~d ble carried
out ttirouehl defensiv e Ineasres.

The Iranian Response

T1he origzinal Iranian approach to thle atir sueroitquestionlýI ~\asel\ similar to

the onle espoused by thle UiS Air Force. Collt inlgency planls. drafted bchrwe thle

revolution. envisaged TIAF actions inl anl air- \ar with Iraq starting ýjith a stroneL

COuniteraiir e fti wt. The in tizn I II \F react ion fo~ll oed tilie ,\ i51 in g plansl as' IIA Al a iricraft
struck back at tw o Iraqi air bases onl 2-2 September. 77Butl thle plans ell\ isage attacks
onl Iraqi airftelds to be undertaken by large strike packages w\ ith F- 14s prov iding, top
cover. F-4s providing defenlse suppression., and [-4 and [- 5 hombers can"\ inc, both
craterimne and area- den iil aMun1(1it ions. Furtihemr exacerbating tlie sifa oi r thle

attackers wa.is the fact that they lacked cood curren-Cit intel Ii ,ence albout tareetI defenlse
and did inot have defense suppression1 suppoi~l0: as' at result. thle IIAF suttered hea\l il\
IIAF offerisivL counterair triSSiOns, continued onl1y thr-ough1 thle fourth day1 of thle \\at,.
then stopped.

Thle II AF cotmmnandl e lenient t il Ticl hiI i iatmperted as it \N as' I-) ci\ i ianl suspic ion
aiid by thle loss ol1'11(10S of its, ptetex0Iiut iooarx\ leadership. still seemied to sensc q uite
qulickly that its counterair effort wasI c0untCrprodUeti e. As it soucý'lt to reCa-in
pc r-atio nal conmtrol I discussed inl I loture sct ionl 1 fri mm tilie alir baIses \\Iilih \,\cre

imperat ill" g an toilmomonslx, they beg an ti issue Ira g orders directing attacks onl Iraqi
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t7strateglic targects. InI apparentik classic statementsII of* br-Ax 0 11do 1 that ',gh it) nlisk
s~ever tileltiCs. thle J01111 t duts ill TIchRart aiinouitced~l (in2bSeptembefr thdat Ah Il
had Control of, I ran ian airspawe. 78 , I hell oil 21,- Septt nc r.)CI [iche announi ced th at thI

II Al %\ 01114 WUnit 11 tte111Ilt ii ii0 toite 51! p14011 of' thle I ra~li Idifl M1\ . IM Ma 2 111-Cikta

deCstr-o e d all IIi ra iniittarxtres Ill ICaIl i. IQ.-\ I irl aft could st111 I penetrat
Iranlianl airspace necarly at xxill, and IAt- a1irCralt \ ouILd still strike into Iraq. II Al

arratWOUld tt.ox xcicntiitacontrifCto IM-1M ltepiIi axlisii i 1ot thle

IIA1 .\ I- x ud no1 ete10tmt o rneta t i nofenleni ait: thle hIAF~lt ii d to
its deCterrent roile. EThe I IAF w~ould nlow punish Iraqli stra tegiic targets inl order lo
di SStiade thle IraqiS from bomibimti Iran ian t argets.

The COunteraZir mlission1 haLd beenci tried h\ both sides. then abandoned. Neither putl
a ful \\xxe calit of e ffort into1( it and hot i ach ievxed k% hat (lieci inould hax c e\p'td- l
lo noth ing. From1 thle doctrinal p4 i lit of, v'ie xx the -east ins tor tile c 11141tera ir ti asNc
appear differentl for the two air forces.lihe I QA L appears not to ICicbt xe inl of te iisixe

coultitera ii-. Itmd a -et .ll n-tesur te ilP ti. The IQ Af- aparetvIII
bet iexed inl and preferred attfit ion inftlectedl 111ol"Iii l defe nsixe 44(441t er.4 ~i i 'ild
croLInd-baIsed alir-II'IS detense ask th10yt reduce neIMM air capabili ties. InI contrast, thle

IIAF seemied . to believe inl the need for offensive countet-aif but1 toLIFI thatl p~ilot
stiomwaes anid hea% \ toSes forced it to abandon this mission. If'la deplleted IIAL %\&as
tohave anl etffcCt Onl tile xxAlr. it xx ould hax l o be inl an~Ot bet- r il--Mnd that ri ile. at Ii rst.
"was' to iltflict punllisliiii strategic strikes.

Support for Ground Forces--Close Air Support/interdiction

After tile IQA F and II AF both tackled their strategic m1issions. tile\ then had to
aiddress thiei r primfarN tacticat missiIon1SO-support- for trllll forces. S ince, inl both I raji
atnd Iraq, (lhe army is (lie mo( st i mportan t minititar\ ann. air force suipporin for tIile ground
forces is Lnitll portanit task. and thec approach to it taken by thle I [AIF and IQA\F- differs
little from tL IS Air* Force do~ctr1 ine. IA i th onte malio exCScept Uion. Wh il e bothI sides tat k
aIbout Close aIi t- lippIrt (C AS) lotr their gr( iii 1( forces. inl realitx nie ither a ir force rca fk
Calrried (mt tile CAS rote excepit inl extreiuietv (lre sittiatiitisV. ()ne OfthelI tessotis thle
Iraqis had dIrawni from thle 1 973 wkar wa Ls that (CAS w as tikelx to be too c sistl in) terms
ut attritionl 1*0 thle results1 0a ned. The\ tIad noted tile Io sseS sulk reI_ b\ thle Israeýli .
Force on tile Stne/ frlont xx hen tt-ying to p~crftonui tile (CAS role ill tile teeth tif, the
integratedl Exn Pt iati air deftense S\ stwtll. IThex IIA adat5iNSLItI'e red sexcrCIc lo sses of'tilie i
(ixx n. tatigling, wxith tile Israeli Air Force ovet- tile Golan I Iciglits ais tile\ tried 1t1 su~ppo~rt
Iraqii rinlIOred lluits beitIl1 chICxed upl Onl tile rotlUild.

So ill 1 98(0. tile I QAF (tidl 1not Il'rforil tie (CA;S to le inl stipp~lori 0if Iraqi arti 1\nUlits

moivitiL, inito [ranl. Thle tack of' IQAI- activity neat- thie fronlt colnsiste~llk su rprised

We stetri reporters Lipl 1111 t i f ic ite tiIlCile\ x cl-c torbidde 11101 C0\ weII K iebttle ara The
I QAF sCeemed dothi d l ak It1)i hake a itached al Iik 11ixx piori tv CA '\S. 1-10 I nA doe triili a
standpoint. IQAL tcaders seemt to Ilax decided, onl the basis tif the 19~>73, esperielice.
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that tactical aircraft could not survive the dleadly air delenses active ill the tote o0

Lground forces confrontation. While this appeared true on the Suet front in 1973. the

Khu,,istan front in 1980,-8 I "as celainlv a less dangerous place. rue. Iran possessed

both Hawk and Rapier SAMs. but Iranian SAMs (unlike the case \\ ith Egyptian SA-6,s
on the Sue/ front) were not integrated Axith Iranian ground force units,. Iranian AAA.
on paper. looked potent with some I.XO0 23-mnm. 35-mmn. 40-mm. 57-mmn. and
85-mm tmoed AAA pieces and I00 ZSU 23-4 and ZSU 57-2 self-propelled guns. l

But if the Iranian army ,xas disorganized and weak enough for Iraqi leaders to have

decided an invasion would cause its collapse. then the Iranian battlefield air defense

system should have been suspect enough for the Iraqis to have at least tried to tli

against it. Two possible reasons exist for the IQAF's apparent disinterest in CAS. First.

Iraqi air-ground coordination may have been quite weak and the IQAF mav' haxe
decided to forgo CAS rather than contend with trigger-happy Iraqi antiaircraft

gunnery. as well as with whatever iranian air defenses that migiht have existed. And
second, the IQAF, over the years since 1973. doctrinally may have dropped CAS from
a priority air force mission to one to be flown only in desperate circumstances.

The Iranians talked about CAS. both before and during the conflict, but they too

flew very fewx CAS missions. B-:t the miksions the direct air support centers (DASCs)

coordinated included very little true CAS. Iranian planners had decided that the
Arab-Israeli and India-Pakistan wears had shown that CAS was likely to be too costly

"vxhen flown in the face of a sophisticated air defense network. And. like the Iraqis.

the Iranians had decided before the revolution that enemy possession of sophisticated
air defense equipment implied enemy proficiency with that equipment: this
assumption of proficiency wAas apparently never seriously tested. By 1980. the IIAF

hadt developed a program of army support referred to as CAS, but that, in actuality.
more resembled battlefield area interdiction (BAD., I IAF aircraft would be detailed

through the DASCs to anny units, but they would not strike close to the zone of

confrontation between the armies. Instead, they would operate in enemy-held areas
behind that zone. opposite their assigned arniy units. iIAF fig~hters thus did a lot of

strafing and rocketing of targets of opportunity along the roads leading to the battle

areas. While such attacks ranged ais far into Iraq as the Al 'Amarfih area on the

Khu/istan front. thev' generally occurred near the border on the central front from

Miehran to Qa',r-e Shirin.
Under these circumstances, both Iran and Iraq increasingly turned the CAS role

over to helicopters. Attack helicopters were first reported on the battlefield in early
October 1980 and soon became a regular feature in Iranian and Iraqi reports. Iranian

Cohra helicopter gunships anned with tube-launched. optically-tracked, wkire-guided

(TOW) antitank missiles apparently had considerable success against Iraqi armored
units that at times advanced without any air cover. A French reporter noted three
Cobras taking turns attacking an Iraqi column near Abadan in mid-October 1980. The
Cobras apparently faced no Iraqi antiaircraft fire.83 By November. hoAever. Iraqi use
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I ZSt li-2-4 anti ai rrah ft illn s~stems, as, \\e I Ias tank -111ount1ed achi nle en s. e ati
S4totake a tol I I railian he Iicopte is, part icti Iank ilnl Hat areas ol1K huui/stall.

f'heC attack helicopter. though. wa.is new r dirien fromi the skies, anid the uise of'
helicopters InI CAS. close-inl interdiction. .and arli Ilerx -spotter roles COtlit mined
11hrmlti-hout thle sxar. While antiaircraf't fire pro\ ed thle mlost effectiv- mneans f'Ordefenlse
f'rom attack hel icopters, thle IQAF suIcceeded several timles, inl uIsiae fielhters to do0\% 1l
Iraniani helicopters.Ný And oin 24 April 198 1. thle iraniatls reported air-to-air comubat
betseenl helicopters statingL Iranian helicopters -bl%\s Lip two Crietll\ helicopters
dtirine, a doe'-lliet.AIO

AklthloughI the\ nleglected c lose air stippoil, both) the JQA-\ and ] lAF Ile\% at good
number of' inrterd ict ion sorties. Earls inl thle war, the IQAf- began striking ait Irans
transportation i nfrast rucIture, hitting" a num111ber ot bridges, railroads, and r-oads. IQ t.\

lighters also struck at depotst. troop positions. artd anlior and vehicle conicenitrat iorts.
but nev er sceemed to strike at Iranlianl reinforcements niovirme, to,\ aid thle battle area.
I raqii interdiction efforts sxere at thle irhiIehest levels durIineL thIe first 45 is s of the sx ar.
thlen) taper-ed off'. Except for increased num bers of' interdict ion sorties inl
mid-Decembe~r 19801 and arounId thle areCa Of Iran *S ii l-týU[ed SCIsatI eerd counterattaick
inl Janu~ary 1981. the IQAF interdiction effort w"ounld do\\ rt through thle spring and
stummer of' 1981 to random and periodic nuission~s.getueral l\ inl areas close to thle battle
areas.

Althoughl thle IIAIF coltinlued a hie-her les el of effort for a longer period off tune.
the IIAIF interdiction effort general lv par-al leled that of the IQA-F-. I rantian interdictih m
"sorties remained f~airly constant through11 mlid-klaitna 1981 but declinled, thereilk-r.
111evl Picked Lip again inl April and Ma\ btit1 were carried out ait on~ls a le\\ areas
oti a daily basis. whlereas their eff'ort inl late 1981)had beenl more intensis and spread
over a greater area both inside Iraq as sý elI as, near the battle areas.

IIA F interdiction aircraft struck most oftenC aLon0e1 thle roads inlside Iraql inl aill area
centered onl Al 'Amarah. Iraql-all area generall\ parallel to thle Iranian border fr-om
DeiftdL1 to Abadarn. l JAF aircraft struck at Iraqi g2arrisonsP ins'ide Iraql-at appatetitl\
poorly protected depots. arilmunIlitiOnl dum~lps. and vehlicle coI1centratioIns--atid
against Iraqi unlits Imoving along thle roads to\% ard Irarn. Earls in thle tkar. .\tlnetcanl
reporters watched thle IIAF 11\Iving singly and int)s I"-planeC sort-ies, cauNe cons'ideraJble
havoc onl Iraqi positions. Oim 30) September. 12 miles ewst of' Ahs\ ýa/. tile\ \atclied

twko F-4.s destroy anl Iraqi armmuniit ion d unip. S8 N1i~l Otic Ii (11-teIanianl interdict io CInT Ito
wAas similar to that of the Iraqlis-aircralt oil anried reconn~aissNance sIrtICk at tareets,

Of' OPPOrtlillit\. Ani American reporter. traveling ill a car along, tile Iraqi side of Ithle
Shatt -al -Arab, became a tareevt Mi elan Ii 1Aý F[-4 fl~iinc, a 1(111 the road ait I(I f eet
noted his taxi. The pilot banked thle aircraft inlto a 30iueturn amnd attem pted Ito

bomb tile taxi onl tile secondt pass.
Overall. thle interdiction effort, by bothl air forces. seemled to he chlaracteri,'d b\

a lot oil'armed reco n nai ssanmce and1( st raftrig-. \ ithI soilleý h~Iiat Iless e111)1 ff r tI nto hiittirg

preplalmled ltarget~s. From thle targets thle\ hit aIll il te descriptionl L'is en h\ their 1 uhlh
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hIMN\. It seetl~irs lthe Irais dIiti nltost icii thir iterdlictiotIi targetilir! un thle basis i Itiaps

ratherl thanl o ithe tareeLt rlitatriak., A-S nloted earlirr the Irniqi prohahix hald receixeti

ecrx inted pie xiar targc t in 1)on111lit oil In tntI t lie Sot i et,,i I andappalrent Ik rece xed nltI ic
d111itr ,til te x\ ar. rai tact ical recomiSN i ia saice Seemted almo i st iii cxi Ste itt. SO ii pdated
itH1 ti-Imat ott ahr tnt Iraianiii t a reetS had to cot tie pt-initari fromNi dehrie finys ot Strike
pilots. MlrSt of the traniSient-tx e t arget S appeared to have beenti trge'ts OtOPp)orttttiit\
St ritek h\ aitrcia ft oritarmed recovnnatissarrice iliiiss ionti'-. Wh en the I QAF i-ttlacked targets,
Ofl 01)[1011i111 6. tilte resnl Its xx re soitnet ittieS sp)c tcUCit Ia. For in iistance. ill eatrl\ O ctober
a FrernchI co rrespoi ntlei t t- I trieO d thatl ail I r-aq iail-rcraft haid It it ar i sxitc Itiii centter
betxtcei 1KhlonaiitSlialir atnd Baidakr-e Khomieinii. The plaites rncketS blex L1) li ar
entreC Stritigl Ofitiliqitilid petrrt eitOCII LIS [P( . )(car

The II AL ,bx contrast, seemiediotta hav etter aet iritliete.Crt te xtre
h IOterIs. hit lt he loreI t lie rev it t inn. had target niaterna Is den xed frott R I --41£
phtu rtttel-i tririatSsanice Sotrt ieS carriedl tn~t ox en IraI atl leastl iltrit 1I975." [) -i61 rtitle xx ar,

tilte I IA F leadershlt apparelittl had the adx alitalge (t ila least decentt tactical

pliotoreconitni~smaice fromi I ran's one R F-4F. sqitndr-Ori Fant inl the xx ar-. an F-4 xx as
(im\ itted \\ hi he attack inrg Ir-aqi Un its alog tigtlie troad f'ro til e hitrder to K htr-rarriisiathn.

A \Ii I ratl i c( trivii ai der noi ted. " We fo urtd detaile e ilrtips of' tilie alrea inl thle a irplaiei xx ithI

tour poitsiotli rs clearl eanriiarked ott it."'~

taSsesSincie t of hr tIil air frorces' Suprtrttgriii rteiiit itnltletia
neither were vital to succe~ssor defeat nlor xxere tliex pail icularlx effectixe. \eitlier atr
foirce us~et fixed-tx in_1 assets tn a true CAS r-ole. preferriiig irwead to leax e that role

tot attack hiel icotpters, thatl xxI ene sed rLeg ularl\ bitt riot inl lan-Ce iiiiriihers. Ill the
inte rdictiott rrole. b( thI siC tieLs d caise l ctiSi tiera lel daitagelU 111.t did ntot appear to hat1 e
1IC11 ucli hc~t Onl tilie courIse Of' thle gri n Utl batleIs. -1C TheII- I piihiab lx acli icxed tite

IC eater hex e Iof, dii artiae dII tieo better tactical recotil nai ssaitlce. better iii it it itOtis. arid

tio re OWena hi effoi rt p)Ut intt titlie inrterindict io n ritle.- But illth g11 2'Mii l tnt )101 ii1C sup ite, asItt

all itt ieroriliens i e iriles. hr t i t tile I QA F adIId 1AF I- ol s hrtracked a \NIa firOl ZittaCi iii liCii tn

efoth itt a os I iss began to iltiritui arid a i rpntx er to tbitt Sidsites Seeiieii less1 an1d leSS tfite

kex io x ictorir. Nexerihiehess. briti Still neasoitnd that it cotuld lie riseni tri\ axrid dtlefet

Command and ('ontrol-IDifferent A pproaches

"( eittraii/ed conrolrrt. nlCCeIIrtnli/eii t'xeririrtn.-hTisl is thre AttieicairM J1itittirit

tceed oit httx bestl tro use ainpixtrl- . It ks eitltriiien ilt .\IAI1 I , \\ hichi states:

1, 1)[ 1111 111- "I kii C .ItII I I L' LI I IIIIIIIII I LC 1111/ 1kW-110 ) i 0 d 111kk fI,'
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The basic tenets of this creed are simple enough. The flexibility and potential

decisiveness of airpower require it be controlled by a single commander who is located

at a level high enough to give the air commander an overview of the entire military
situation. Ideally, once the air commander decides on how airpower will be employed.

he assigns tasks to be accomplished by subordinate elements consistent with their

capabilities to accomplish these tasks. The subordinate elements then decide on how

best to accomplish these tasks, thus freeing the overall commander from detailed

planning requirements and allowing him to concentrate on overall objectives.

Coordinated effort, common doctrine, and cooperation are all givens in this equation.
"To more than a generation of American airmen, this is the only sensible way to employ

airpower: any other approaches seem either illogical or incomprehensible. The fact

that Iran and Iraq do. in fact, employ their airpower in their own style makes their

actions puzzling to many infonned US observers.
During the days of the shah. the IIAF worked under a centralized control and

centralized execution concept. The shah was the center of all control mechanisms. He
was more than a titular commander in chief since he was usually in direct personal

,. • 94

control of operations. Consequently, IIAF officers at their units were rarely given
the opportunity to execute orders on their own: they were told how they would do

things. Long exposure to this system reduced initiative through the command officer

corps and resulted, in the late 19 7 0s. in an IIAF command structure that inhibited
independent action without detailed guidance from above.

After the revolution, command arrangements in the IIAF changed dramatically.

Officers, because of their close identification with the shah. were not trusted by' the

new regime. Until the outbreak of war. they were used as advisers-not commanders.
Effective. if nebulous, control over IIAF activities now was in the hands of either local

mullahs or revolutionary committees.
The dramatic changes that had occurred to the IIAF between 1978 and 1980 and

the experiences of the war gave the IIAF the opportunity to break out of the

overcentralized mode of operation. but it is questionable whether it has done so. More

likely, the IlAF has reverted to its previous style of excessive centralization as the
mullahs in Tehran have assumed the shah's concern with security and do not want to

al)ow any growth of independent power centers which may oppose their control. One

indication that the new Iranian political leadership was determined to keep the regular

military under its thumb \as a 16 October 1980 announcement that required all
statements about the war, including those released on military affairs by the joint staff.

from that date forward go first through the propaganda committee of the

m1uI lah-dorninated Supreme Defense Council. 5 But an even more telling indicator

wN as the purging of the IIAF that took place in the late summer of 1981 after Iran's

elected president. Abol |tasan Bani-Sadr. felt compelled by events to flee the countrN.
That he did so in an IIAF transport caused the regime remaining in Tehran to remove

politically suspect elements from their air force while the country was in the midst of
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a war. Unsure ot' [[AF loyalties, thle regimec Felt it necessarv to keep) the IIAF under

very close control. 9

Rigid centralization appear-ed to be the normn onl the Iraqi side as "~eli. both betore
and dUrin- the war. As previously mentioned. political considerationis and thle need
to keep military capabilities Under tight political control dictated that thle Baath Part\
keep the Iraqi military oil a very short rein. No innovative behav ior onl the part ot the

IQAF was discernable. Onl the contrary. IQAF operations,. like those ot' the entire Iraqi
military, appeared to do only that v.hich the po~litical leadership specifically directed.
The IQAF obviously did not take the tight to the Il1AF, Iraqi lighters. in combat air
patrols over Iraq seemned content to bore holes in the sky rather than to seek out readily
available 1IAF targets. 97Since late 1980 (when thle Iraqi military eflectivel\ ceased
offensive operations) through mlid-1982. the IQAF (or the political leadership that

controls it) has seemned content generally to not engage inl combat as lono as, the 1IAF
does the samne.
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CHAPTER 6

Conclusions

"The war. they believe. wNill be var in the air." I That was tile conventional wisdom
in tile fall of 1980. By 1982. tile Iran-Iraq war had receded from the front pages and

from the minds of many US airmen who, if they cared any longer, usually felt that

the war could have been won in the air had the antagonists only used the correct
strategies and tactics. But did US Air Force observers recognize the role of airpower

in this wkar?

In previous chapters of this study. we looked at the historical backgrounds of the
two air forces which participated in this war. We noted Iraqi participation in the Arab

wars with Israel. and we postulated that IQAF behavior in the war with Iran was

conditioned in part by the airpower lessons tile Arab states had taken from their

experiences against the IAF. We also noted that a historical involvement in domestic
politics had undennined IQAF professionalism, Onl the other side, we noted that tile

IIAF was, in reality, a quite new, untested organization in 1980. It was forced into
combat with most of its top command layer having been thrust only recently into
positions of major responsibility. We looked at IQAF and IIAF combat behavior and
deduced that while both air forces are subordinate to their respective armies in their

organizational hierarchies, their most important mission, in reality, is not the direct
support of ground forces. Rather, the most important mission for both air forces is to
deter the enemy from escalating the conflict in strategic terms. Both air forces,

therefore, were used primarily to keep the war limited in scope and intensity. When
deterrence is the primary air force role, the mniintenance of that deterrent capability
(and hence, credibility) becomes all important. Thus attrition becomes a vital

consideration: the losses incurred as a by-product of offensive initiative cause the air

forces to willingly give up offensive initiative and replace it wvith a

conservative--even stylized and ritualistic---defensive posture.

This chapter concludes tile study on the use of airpower in tile Iran-Iraq war by
discussing three topic areas. First, it discusses the role that airpower played as a part

of the military instrument wielded by the political leaderships in Baghdad and Tehran:

it notes the power that political considerations had over military needs. Second.
accepting these political strictures, this study deduces the Iraqi and Iranian approaches

to airpower within the general context of these strictures. This is done by looking at
how IQAF and IIAF behavior contrasts with US Air Force principles of war.

Comments are also presented on the impact that cultural intluences have on militar\
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considerations. Finally, an attempt is made to state what the loregoing means for the
US Air Force.

The Role of Airpower

Did American observers recognize the role of airpower in this war? Further. did
American observers recognize the role the military instrument played in the strategic
decisions made in Baghdad and Tehran? Informed writers like T.R. Milton. the
analysts who gave their opinions tojournalists like Drew Middleton. and many. if not
most. American ainnen (this author was definitely included in the majority) have
looked at this particular war pretty much as a military affair. Such groups wanted to
view the Iran-draq war as the military execution of national objectives as established
by the respective political leaderships. In such a situation, prosecution of the war fell
to the military forces who sought to accomplish those objectives through the
application of military power. Moreover, we wanted to understand Iranian and Iraqi
air operations as driven by military necessities, unfettered by constant civilian political
tinkering. But as we saw in chapter 3. the Iraqi military, at least, was used within very
tight political constraints: and when initial estimates proved erroneous, the Iraqi
military was told. in essence, "Don't try to win the war: just hang on. and don't lose
it while we try to figure a way out of this mess." This situation makes any real
understanding of the Iraqi (and to some extent the Iranian since Iran reacted to Iraqi
moves) way of air war problematic. Given a different scenario, both sides may well
act in a different manner. It must be truthfully said, however, that a different manner
may yield no better results than did their style in this war.

Strategic Considerations

The employment of airpower is only one aspect of the use of military force, and
military force is only one aspect of the total strategic equation. Total strategy entails
far more than pure military strategy. For instance, one of the most important strategic
considerations-for Iraq more so than for Iran-was the need to keep the conflict
limited in violence, area. and participants. If Iran collapsed after Iraq's first application
of military power, then total victory was attainable. But if Iran did not collapse after
Iraq's initial application of military power, then an attempt to gain total victory would
jeopardize Iraq's strategic objectives. One thing Iraq did not want to happen was to
have the superpowers enter the arena because their interests appeared threatened. If
Iraq had the capability to grind down Iran and Iran began over time to crumble, began
to lose its territorial integrity, then the Soviet Union would invoke its 1921 treaty with
Iran as a pretext to step in and to take effective control of this major Middle Eastern
state. - Such a move would not be in the long-term interests of Baghdad.

Therefore, Iraq military action had to be limited if it became apparent that the
Islamic regime was not a house of cards. ripe for destruction. The war had to be won
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quickly ifextenial actors ,%ere to he kept out. It was not, and Iraq essentially lost the
war somev\ here around 5 October 1980 at which time it began lookin, for a way out.

Compounding Iraq's strategic problem was the fact that Tehran could precipitate

outside intervention. Tehran. if" faced with the destruction of its precious Islamic

revolution and the potential loss of its oil. could conceivably follow through on its

stated threats3 and lash out. striking at Arab oil producers in the Gulf in an effort to

hurt them as Iran was being hurt. Such an action would invite both US and Soviet
attention. ranging from an imposed settlement and to an actual takeover of "the

world's oil" from its obviously capable and untrustworthy stewards. Paranoid feelings

along these lines were easily led by articles which had appeared in the West since
1973 suLcesting the necessity for tie West to straialhten out the oil m1ess. And would
the Soviets want to watch that happen \ithout dividing the spoils? In such a situation.
tile combatants put unstated, hut consensual. limits on their military actions. Militar\

operations became a;s important for what they are-signals--as for what they ma\

accomplish. Western observers could see it happening. but did not want to admhit it.
T. R. Milton stated the common feeling in a Januar. 1981 article in Air Foi'c

Mag~az-in when he said. "Unlikely though it may be. the thought occurs that the Iraqis
are trying the sort of air warfare-w\ hatever did we call it: giving signals? -that our

politicians devised in the 1960s.'"4

When Iran eased off on the strategic punishment strikes. iraq did the same.

Strategic attacks from November 19S0 on took on a ritualistic quality: Iran

"destroyed" Iraq's offshore loading platforms at Mina al-Bakr and Khor al-Ama. a on
a number of occasions after it first "destroyed" them at the ead of November 1980.
Iraq answered with ineffectual attacks on Kharg Island. sometimes hitting nothing.

sometimes noncritical storage areas. but never tankers taking on oil, an act that \\ ould
have shut down Iran's export operation. Similarly, Iraq's oil exports via pipeline
through Turkey were generally free from disruption after reopening in late 1980. Iran's

attacks on Kuwaiti custom posts on the Iraqi border were obvious signals that there
were limits to how overt the other Arab states could make their aid to lraq. The IIAFs

April 1981 raid on H-3 airfield in far western Iraq also could not have gone unnoticed
by other Arab governments\ who could find themselves within range of a refueled

IIAF F-4.

For Iraq, the "efficient. rational" use of its military instrument (even if that

instrument could be used efficiently, a fact that has not vet been demonstrated) had
to be subservient to perceived political needs. Despite the actual or potential
capabilities of the various air forces, the observations of ('lausevk itz bore out.
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War, therefore, is an act of policy. Were it a complete, untrameled. absolute manilestation

ot N olence (its the pure concept would require), war would of its own independent will
usurp the place of policy the momlent policy had brought being; it wrould then drive Policy
out of office and rule by the laws of its own nature.... It' we keep in mind than war
springs from some political purpose, it is natural that the prime cause of its existence
will remain the supreme consideration in conducting it.'

The Iraqis, however, seemed to disregard the remainder of Clausewitz's
observation.

That, how ever, does not imply that the political aim is a tyrant. It must adapt itself to its
chosen mearns, a process which can radically change it: vet the political aim remains the
first consideration, Policy. then, will permeate all military operations,. and. insofar as
their violent nature w ill admit, it will have a continuous influence on them."

Cultural Factors Impacting Strategy

The Iraqi strategic problem was compounded by several cultural factors. factors
which Baghdad obviously (and perhaps fatally) undervalued. One of the most
important factors was Iranian morale. While Iraq appeared to possess equal or perhaps
even superior stocks of military hardware, it did not have an answer for Iranian morale
and Iranian willingness to sacrifice men and materiel in order to gain victory.7

Clausewitz, who noted the relationship between military operations and overall
strategies, also noted that military hardware alone is not all that matters.

... the moral elements are among the most important in war... IThe principal elements
arel the skill of the commander, the experience and courage of the troopps. and their
patriotic spirit. The relative value of each cannot be universally established: it is hard
enough to discuss their po)tential. and even more difficult to weigh them against each
other. The wisest course is not to underrate any of them-a temptation to which human
judgment. bcing fickle, often succumbs.

It would appear that the Iraqis undervalued the impact of belief and will in the
equation of war. They seemed to place higher values on military hardware and
assume that, properly used (though their usage could hardly be considered
exemplary), their equipment could destroy enough enemy equipment and allow
occupation of enough land to force either a government collapse or a desire for a
settlement.

A second Iranian-imposed factor. Iran's revolutionary ethic, also set back Iraqi
plans. The revolution, for all its excesses, was a watershed in Iranian politics, and the
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revolutionary spirit infected the Iranian soldiery--especially the paramilitary
Revolutionary Guards. Enough of the Iranian military and populace believed either
in Khomeini, in the revolution, or in Iran to make their collective wvill a faccor iraq
had not adequately considered. Baghdad could have found warnings about the value
of will in its own Arah experience. Lt Col aIl-Haytham al-Ayoubi is a forme-r Syrian
offieer and a military/political analyst. Acomment he made explaining why the Arabs
refuise to accept the fact that Israel defeats them militarily at every turn was just as
applicable for Iraq in it~s struggle with Iran.

In th'e past. occuopat ion of territories, inmportant Cit ies, or vital areas signified an
opponent's defeat. But in the 201th century, v+ari,, no longer a struggle betveen tvxoarnaed
forces: it is a struggle hetneen peoples moved by strong ideological currents and rooted

beliefS. These conflicts do not end when a number of villages, cities. or territories are
occupied. Fighting does not stop unless the ,.,.ill of the opponent is shattered or bled to
death, or unless intervention by other states puts an end to the fighting. This hew* type of

sv ar has new. characteristics. Revolutionary forces may ignore the value of the land and

•,trengthen popular resistan~ce anu morale. Given the wsill to tight, they, may' prolhng the
,a ar until the enemy is tired ol fighting and is convinced of the futility ot settling the

conflict h+y torce of arms.5

A third Iranian-imposed factor was the religious issue. As noted earlier, secular
Baathist Iraq was already on the defensive in an argument with an aggressive enemy
fired by religious zeal. Often in Muslim history. one group of Muslims would war on
another group, claiming they' were apostates.l The same was true in this conflict,
Tehran couched its rhetoric in terms of believers (Iranians) fighting unbelievers
(Baathist Iraqis). Such a situation complicated Iraqi hopes for a termination of
hostilities. In a tight where one side thinks they are fighting for Islam, cessation of
hostilities can only, come with a victory, for the Islamic side. Shia Islam, especially.
holds negotiations with "infidels" in particularly' poor esteem. In such a situation, iraqi
ofl~ers of cease-tires and negotiations were bound to be ignored by Tehran: victory
was the only acceptable outcome for the Iranian religious leadership. Muslim
jurisprudence. however, allows hostilities to cease without an Islamic victory,, but only
when a superior force (or fbrce majeure ) imposes a settlement. I In all previous major

Middle Eastern wars, force majeure in the guise of the United States and the Soviet
Union was necessary to compel an end to hostilities.1 Baghdad did not want

superpo~wer initrusion into the region. and the superpowers were content to let I ron
and Iraq batter each other senseless as long as their spat did not threaten Western or
Soviet interests. Thus Iraq was stuck with a war it could not or would not win against
an enemy that could accept only victory or force majeure imposition of a
settlement-boxth anathema to Baghdad.
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Airpower Approaches

Both countries (and their air torces). ho\oever, displayed some general tendencies.
tendencies that the\, may again exhibit in foreseeable future conflicts. In a purely

mnilitar\ sense. devoid of the political constraints or limitations of this \k;r. \% hat do

the Iraqis and Iranians view as the value otaiipol er. te uitilit of airpower? Do the\
see it as the LIS Air Force does. ais a priniar\ ke\ to military \ icior\ or success? Tihe
Iraqis apparentl, do not-at least not in the olfensive mode the US Air Force view•s
as essential to success. Tie Iraqi approach to military suCCess appears to be a

continental approach similar to tile approach used by other Arab states. nmost noabl\
Fgypt. For them. the essence of victorv is occupation. physical possession of real
estate. Because the arm\ i, thonl tlorce capable of occupy ing tleTitor\. the arm\
becomes the decisive inililar\ ann. The air force can help tile arnil\ compel the eniem\
to gi\e uIp real estate, bul it cannot do it alone. The air force car) be decisive but onl\
as part of lan o\ erall militar\ effort in x\ hich the anny is the most important component.

But while this appears to be tile Iraqi idea about airpo\ er's role in achieý inc a
decisive conclusion to conflict. the Iraqis ne\ er seemed to get to a point of deci,,ion.
Rather. they seemed willing (and no%% in 1982 as Iranian forces have invaded Iraqi
soil. seemingly remain willing) to limit airpow\ eirs role in tile conlict to a point short
of decisiveness. In this interim, or limited, military mode that dcll- l not fOresec decisive
military operations. the IQAF's most vital role is to keep the conflict limied b\
deterring Iran from expanding the boundaries of the conflict either in ternns of
geography or in terms of levels of destruction. Since the inherent capabilities of an\

air force allow it to do just that-expand the physical or qualitative boundaries of a
conflict-then the IQAF's deterrent role is aimed primarily at the IIAF.

The Iranian approach is a bit more difficult to pin do% n. Iranian military thinking
is undergoing a period of uncertainty. and doctrinal ideas about airpowker arej ust no\\
evolving out of prior training history. out of a still unstable revolmtionar\ situation,
and out of a measure of combat success in Iran's first mrajior war in menior\. The old
line of the Iranian Air Force and military is gone. The backbone of its structure is the
lieutenants, captains, and few field grade officers wAho. for a variet\ of reasons, ha\ e
avoided purges and persecution and have. again for a number of causes, chosen not
to leave the service and/or their country. They are l\ing or directing US \%ar planes
and most of them received at least their basic flying training in the United States.
Sonic obviously have internalized US Air Force tactics (how to avoid SAvis for
instance). but how much US Air Force doctrine were they exposed to and lio\k much
did they internalize'? It is likely' that they will depend. to a large extent. on their
experiences in the war with Iraq. What do these experiences tell them? First, tile\ ma\
have saved Iran from defeat in the early days of the xýar. Second, Iran. ho% ever. was

successful in expelling the Iraqi invaders without any significant air suppo)rt. And
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third, emotional fervor and patriotism can multiply proficiency to create a militarN

force more potent than one possessing physical capability alone.

Both countries' air forces do have some similarities, however. Both seem quite

secure in using their air forces as deterrents, periodically advertising their ability to

inflict a punishing blow, but preferring to keep them in reserve so the enemy wAill

hesitate to use his air assets. Keeping the air force inbeing to preserve its deterrent

role then becomes a paramount consideration. This leads to an extreme sensitivity to

offensive attrition, particularly when there is little prospect of quickly replacing losses.

Because offensive attrition is avoidable in many cases, it becomes the first to go when

losses begin to mount. And if both sides try to avoid offensive attrition, then both can

also avoid defensive attrition since they come under attack less often. And if the war

remains limited enough so that neither side fears complete collapse. then imposed

attrition is never imposed. The end result is that air forces remain inbeing to serve as

deterrents. This need for deterrents means it is more important to keep an air force in

existence for its deterrent value than it is to use that same air force in combat "here

losses are inevitable. Such use and, therefore, such losses not only reduce its actual

capability but can also reduce its deterrent value (if losses are great) and thus might

tempt an enemy to test its credibility by attacking. Hence. by using this line of

reasoning, it is more important to have an air force and not use it than it is to use it

and possibly lose it.

Principles of War

One can also discuss general Iraqi and Iranian tendencies by looking at how they

acted in regard to what we consider principles of war. AFM I- I lists eleven of them.

1. Objective

Did the IQAF know its military objective'? Did the Iraqi political command know

its military and political objectives'? These questions are hard to answer. It does appear

that Baghdad's overarching objective was to bring down the Khomeini regime, but
whether that objective was translated into reasonable or realistic military objectives

is questionable. The Economist offered what appeared to be a reasonable goal: "Iraq's
basic military aim is, or should be if it has one, to bring the Iranian armed forces

grinding to a halt by cutting off the flow of oil." 13 But it seems more likely that

Baghdad changed its objective in the midst of the war from a definition of "victoi"

to a "peace with honor." This political objective did not seem easily translatable into

military objectives.

Tehran knew, and still knows, its objective-total victory which will occur whlen

the Baathist regime in Baghdad is removed. Command and control problems early in
the war hampered the IIAF from focusing on its military objectives and later, as it

became evident that the war would not be won in the air, the IIAF's main contribution
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tto thie objective %was i s ahilit.N to act as a deterrent. The IIA\V- hmi\cer. did uLse it,
strategic airliit capabilit( to tralnspoil supplies to Iran fi rno sellers all m\er the
\~orldl -lthe military objective being the anning of Iran f0r the final \ ictrl\.

2. OQfensi'e

The IQAF. like other Arab air forces, does not seem to ha\ e an ollensi\ e mentalil\.
As the war took on the aspect of trench wartare bh 19J I, Iraqi ground lorce,,still faced
daiIv shellingi as Iranian ground forces massed for attacks first on the
Ahadan-Bandar-e Khomeini road. then around Abadan. and lhnallv across the Karun
River aiainst Khorramshahr. There is no doubt the Iraqi ground tOrces xoild hax e

appreciated some effective interdiction support. buti IQAF acti vitl appeared spotll

and none too preemptive. (In tact. reported IQAF activity in the summer 1982 Iranian
im asion seemed concentrated on attacks outside the battle /one. The IQAF hit to\% ns
and economic targets in apparent strategic attacks designed to compel Iran to limit
the xxar. The IQAF showed little offensive spirit in support of Iraqi ground forces.

Overall. the IQAF seemed more intent on maintaining a defensive mnentalit\. This
predilection for the defensive is, in part, conditioned by IQAF
eqLuipinent-short-range. light payload attack aircraft and a preponderance of
interceptors in their fighter force.

The IIAF. as lonh as it can maintain a minimum number of aircraft and crew, s. , ill
remain a more capable offensive force whose longl-ranue. heav\ payload F-4s hav e
both an aerial refueling capabilit\ and sophisticated offensive annament like
Ma \erick air-to-ground missiles. The IIAF carried the wvar to Iraq in the early days.
hut attrition caused it to back off. The IIAF seemed to have the \will or the atffensive
bill \k as forced away from it b\ attrition: in contrast, the IQAF did not seem to have
the x\ ill and backed off because the IIAF did.

3. Mass

This was the one principle of ýxar that both sides absolulely. coNsistentlv
disrecarded. Neither air force ever massed its forces" rather both sides constantl\

piecemealed them. At no tine were there mnore than six or so aircraft in a single attack:
\erx1 few times did there occur a rapid follow-on attack. Moreover. noMhere did either

side mass its torces to over[heln target dtenses. A lot of aircraft wý ere seen hut ne\ er
a lot of aircrift at one time. Such repetitious. small attacks achiexed very little other

than reparable damage. Iran claimed in December 198( that Kharg Island had been
hit by repeated raids, but little damage had occurred. 5 Each attack involved only a

tlek planes. carrying only a few bombs, and they always laced target delenses. Iran's

constant one- and two-plane F-5 raids into northern Iraq achieved the same sort of
rc,ults-a little damage but nothing catastrophic. Neither air force cx er massed its

forces into a fist that could deliver a knockout punch or even a telling bod\ bier,. Both
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seemeld content to use at levk planes at ai timeI inl at kind Of' iiiu-tUal 'ICe-SlappingL
C\eIi'Ci-toOliS1h and irritatine" bUt hardly dieci.sise.

4. Ecmo~notv o/l'orce

If one viewoed this as, the converse of miass. then both thle IQAF and I IA[ seemeld
\\ ell versed in this principle. While both seemed tomoereiiipliasiie ecoinonmy of loree.
it is quite possible the I IAF was torced to eeonomiize caret'ulv bec~auSe it dlid not hasme

too muILch tOrce to work wkith (especially qu~alfi id pilots). Onl balance. ho~s e' r. both
atir- force,, seenied well vrersed on thle "no-mnore-than-necessary, aspect oft ecOIlOmsl
of' torce htI dlid not show too much grasp ot thle corollary, "no less."

5. Surprise

lThe IQAF certainlyl started %k itli surprise onl 22 September 1 980. but.1 it', I' ilure to
uIse mlass to Maintain thle olt1ensive neizated the effteetiv~eness of its surprise. Both air
torces uIsed surpnise o,% hen they flewk so lowo that air detecnse systemls seemled Unable
to track themn. The IQAF penetrated successul ilv all the %Nm av o Uhran each timne it
tried. The IIAF w\as equally suIccessfuLl inl penetrating, to Baghidad. I ran s raid onl 11-3
airfields in s\ estern Iraq s% as eeiiainl\ at surprise toi the IQAF. But aciaill. thle lailure1- to
Mass enIotIL1h aircraf t Or the attaek reduced it to anl example ot'good II AF plannin2.-
that resulted in at tap-oii-theC-shloulder gesture inl ternis of conicrete results.

6. Sec urity

It is hard to Comment onl this principle oithler than to say that thle consistent abi lit\
of both air forces to Let tom their tarr2etS wýith mlilii iial inlte rference s ould indicate thle
eneins %\ ats tiot able to sei/e onl a security lapse to la\ Iin kN ait.

7. Uniq q o Ejfiwr

[or the I. S Air- Force. Un~its of elloit meianls Central control of air assets inl order to
best emlplos themil to gaiii (iserall suiccess,. Both Iran and( Iraq sho%%ed \ers little unlits
(of eftomir: thesý uenera II dissipated ill( poteiit i aI flet cis e ness of tilie air-Orn und teauml
bs having tile air Forces \ks hen tile\ ssere iieeded. kw C eample. thle IQA F \\itas
not iceabl\ absent %\ hen Iraqli ground force,, sserc ins ading, Iran. A\ nmajor reason fbr
tfisl, lack of aerial support iiia\ he structulral: both air for(ces ,Ceei to belies e that air
deldisc assets ml :mrmn hands ar qulllthlt toe and fiend alikC.

S. Maneuver

Aý_aiii. the' I S Au-IireVIC COI)imsiler Imanemiselor a" at "s a\ to mnalintaiu thle initiati\se.

Maintenance of thle imlitiatis does not. ose m seeim to be am high' prnoni\to b thle
IQAT' or IIAI. It is, entirelx probable that iidis idual pilots, used mancmmeera a, ,I kas
ot umiiaimmtaiiun uilitiaitus In' aiirto-aii koimibat., buhil [ikakct that IQAI. and II.\l CAP",N
"seemi cml \\ illiimg tom orbiut practicalk lsiiise ob each other %\ ithout immitiatmng combat
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tend,, to indicate that both air fo~rces accord a low priorityk onl a lar-ger scale maneuver

(and initiative). 16

9. Simplicity

Both the IQAF and flAF seemn to hold this principle dlear. Except for- thle 11-3 raid
(which appeared to entail at least two aerial refuelings and apparentilx took liberties

wijth Turkish and Syrian airspace sovereignty). almost all IIAF and IQAF otfensive
operations seemled straightforwardly sirnple--c lose- in. single-pass. hit-and-run
missions by few aircraft. apparently similar in type and USing" similai munitions. Both
sides sceemed to recognize their structural limitations and took pains not to compound
their Problems by complicating their operations.

10. Timing and Tempo

Unlike thle US Air Force. which uses timinu, and tempo to double its ettorts inl order

to overwhelmn a slower adversary, both thle Iraqis and iranians appeared incapable of'
(or indifferent to) keeping uip a quick pace across thle spectrum ofinissions. In fact.
their attack missions took onl a cyclical look as each reacted to thle other rather thanl
forciniz the issue.

11. Defensive

Like economy of force and simplicity. they' tcended to MvietJ' principle since
they seemned to prefer to sit hack and fend off hloxx s: they did not sceem to accept thle
.lct that "def'ense alone won't winl." But perhaps that vicxý brinigs uts full cycle: thle\

(d0 not seem to epc eiair focsto winte war, ie only expect them to help
;IvOid losino it.

Cultural Factors Impacting Military Operations

In this conflict, the Iraqi military effort especially seemled hampered h\ se\ eral
fiactors. One of the most important factors that limited Baglhdad 'si ability to pusu
t his war to a successf'ul conclusion wkas that Iraqi minlitarx Prof essionalIi sm Nuffered
fromt tOOi Much politici/.ation of the ol'ficer corps. As noted in chapter 2. this has been
a disabling f~act of' life flor the IQA F but it has also hur m1i ost all A\rab in iIi tar\
organ i/.alions in the period since World War II. Pakistani author S. A.. el-Filroos,
succinctly calptu~red the essence of the Iraqi (and Arab) problem,

II tilc ilrcj k( Cflcl I[caisoix for ulw .appitcni lack of Icadorxlip and 11toic-ion di~insi ill OW~

\Afih 01L L kc il~drC. th1e r10IiicaI 1111hicaoll aix * in plapiicd 1t1C .- Ii 'll ko id ill thc

(IIII'iii lnhix 1 u -\kill kc,ir Siplionicd oft iio ciicmxit lici poitc-xiniiii oIhi~eu uhic

lo Il Il fp li k, 11 l l ~ ol'l(k.11 l11. \ .1 ~ t I-



ce\erci\ troilltil collt la dra'titt t ii it l I tI tati o6f1 t0101 oi1 III 01 CI cadie. di11\\ i 11)(0 tIIl
\ ole\ ot doicttiteti politics and the Itrugoc le t potkcr. Ili mani\ ede., icLiiicI imulito
OItiIeli \ cI-C CMtltptilted 111to 110itiotiý of ic~poihiiitii or ýkld ftchile.%
kwkKi IC ill C \IpiteCeII and kilno\\ ledge.

Thle Arab. and hence the Iraqi. problem s% ithi professionalismn is seen itt its most
strikinL, contra1st when compared with the Israeli experience.

Fhoir I 1)53tin. coroniatld of the IAIE retmainted inl thle ~apahle hand, ofa Auilhh inotiated.

lllMnlginaie. Mndied LiCatiCd proteiontl cadre i it ar toree cotntttnd ix.' thec rmeni
conICentrated their efforts onl laxhionline thie JAF into thle effectit\ cand efticienti
iiintrtitesit of v at it prom ed to he.1

The Israelis have come to grips -,kith the realities and conditions of modern Middle
Eastern wartare. but it seemis that sonme Arab militaries (the Iraqi. for evamiple) have
remained tmired in Outdated patterns of behav ior. The author does not %%ant to put
undue stress onl this aspect. but it appears that some ot the ageless Bedouin style of
ýkart'are has continued to the present day, in the subconscious mind ot Arab soldiers
where it affects their military perfoirmance. The militar\ style (if not the equipment)
of the Bedouin of the Arabian desert hats remained fairlv unichantzed for thousands, of
vears---ote anthropologist iefers to it as "ia mechanism ol ecoloigical adaptation."
The sty le of' the desert Bedouin raiders is based on at surprise attack followked by a
qulick retreat to evade pursuit or capture. The earIy Muslim) warriors used thissstyle in
their conquest of the area tiow knlow.n ats Iraq. Raiders out of the desert fell upon settled
commliunities. plundered them. then retreated into the desert wNith their booty. W~here
setldements xkere defended, thle raiders menaced the livelihood of the settlement by
carrytne off livestock and threateninu destruction of crops. Ini veix few, cases, did the
attackers ever choose to aSSAult a settlement or at strong2 point: in most cases, the
settlements Capitulated to thle attackers* demands \O ich w&ere usuall\ not too)
esrbtanimm 1 Raids such ats these remained a tact of life for Iraq uip to the 1930s. 1

Parallels to this stvle of\ warfare canl be noted in the Iran-Iraq war of It9O80-I .somc
thirteen and at hal f cent IUries, after the original Muslim conquest of Iraq. IQAF air raids
had in themn the surprise attack, the quick retreat quality of the Bedonlin rai(Is.. iraqi

.4 threats to destroy Iranian oil and populated areas, in Khiuiistan remind one of BedouinI threats to destroy) crops. and the Iraqli preference for static artillery exchanwes over
closineL \kitll thle eneim in the cities of Khu/istan reminds one of' tile Bedouinl
preler-ence for threats instead of pitched battle ats at means of tircing capitulation.

But[ thle eatrly Muslimis had( sx\ o distinct elements in their arnnies. One xs as the
Bedlouin raiders, thle cm~ alry -mobile and swkift but unreliable in at contested battle.
The other Axas the ltoss nsmen. Lacking the abi lity or skills to be nmobile raiders. thle\
ý\scrc snore suited for stubborn (defense. The Prophet Mohanmmad used these attributes,
itt his \ictory at thle Battle of Badr 024 xiiý I lis forces (miostl\ to\\ tislilen) took
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control of the only wells in the area. then invited a thirsty and desperate enemy to

attack them.-- This preference for u.Silln2 the stolid townsmen in a defensive mode \Aas
echoed thirteen and a half centuries later on the Suez front iii 1973 where the Egyptian

army intended to take a portion of the Sinai, then settle back in defense to alloy, the

Israeli army to destroy itself by attacking the Egyptian defenses. The same behavior

could he seen among the Iraqis in 1980-81. The arny seemed willing to dig in and
invite Iranian attack, while the IQAF seemed to prefer ground-based air defense over
offensive counterair as a way to destroy the IIAF.

It is transparently obvious that military equipment. training, and organization have
changed dramatically over the ages since the dawn of Islam, but it appears to this
author that some of the old Arab ways of warftare have continued over time in the

subconscious of Arab leaders. Comparing Iraqi actions in 1980-8 1 with Arab actions
in the seventh century A.D., one can note parallels that explain (at least in part) some
Iraqi actions in the war with Iran.

The war, this author believed. would be won in the air. Like other American airmen.
conditioned by experiences within the US Air Force structure. I felt the Iraqis could
use their airpower to knock Iran right out of the war. Airpower, used in a sensible
fashion, could eliminate all that tiresome slogging through the mud of Khuzistan. A
strong counterair effort could gain air superiority and dedicated interdiction of
pipelines and pumping stations leading to Kharg Island could bankrupt Tehran. Iraq.

with rich friends and large bank accounts. could easily wait out Iranian efforts to hurt
its oil industry. I did not want to see anything other than a mili!ary operation.

But now, recognizing the war was not won in the air and recognizing there were
limits and constraints that conditioned the employment of airpoer in this conflict,

are there any lessons we can draw from this war'? I feel there are some lessons that
can be learned, but they are not like those of the 1973 war: they are not the dramatic
tactical devclopmnents that are testable against our own doctrine and tactics. The result.,

of the Iran-Iraq air war do not seriously challenge our ow% n beliefs about the efficacy
of airpower. Neither air force held to the offensive, but the offensive still seems the
key to victory in this war as well as in any forcseeable conflict. True. each side tried

to use its air force to avoid defeat, but that is a static effort. In the end. it was Iranian
infantry offensive operations that drove Iraqi invaders out. The Iraqi ground forces

could well have stayed or advanced had the IQAF eliminated the IIAF threat by use

of fighter sweeps. tor example. and followed up with interdiction eflorls against
Iranian rear areas which would have then been devoid of effective air cover. But the

IQAF did not and thus the Iraqi army had to withdraw.

The IIAF and IQA F tendencies toward dc fensivc/deterrent operations indicate that
.shouldI US Air Force elements ever have to operate in this area \, ith them as enemies.
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thle USL Air Force would not see too much Iraqi or Iranian efforts aimed at taking Out

US air assets. While robust point defense around US Air Force installation, would he

beneficial, an early and strong US Air Force counterair effort could cttectivel\
eliminate any IQAF or IIAF desire to initiate a counterair campaign of their Om\ n.

Neither the IQAF nor the IIAF seems convinced it can cary' out the offensive
counterair role: hence, US efforts mieht well be carried out with minimal enem,
pressure except when the US Air Force chooses to force the action. The US Air Force

could determine the time and place of battle and could maintain the initiative because
neither the IQAF nor the IIAF seems interested in it themselves.

How could this aftect US Air Force operations? First, if the US Air Force could

achieve a 1967-type elimination of their air assets. then by all means this should be a

top priority. But if a 1967 appears just out of our reach, then the US Air Force might
wvant to hit them hard enough so that they hold back to preserve their airfranies, but

not so hard that we drive them to desneration. The US Air Force could effectively

remove them from the battle without forcing them into an iniposed attrition situation.
Short of imposed attrition. they would be willing to avoid confrontation if the\ could

remain somewhat intact. Forcing them to the wall would make them more stalwart

in their resistance (even if they proved to be foolishly brave as was the Egyptian Air

Force in 1973 when the Israeli threat to the Third Army forced it to I1\ missions it
would have preferred to avoid).

With the IQAF or IIAF as allies during military operations in this arena, their

tendencies would make them useful to an air campaign but only in limited aspects.
More so than the Iranians. the Iraqis (and by extension other Arabs) wkould look \\ ith
disfavor on US Air Force attempts to push them into an offensive role. The\ w\ould

be much more inclined to accept the defensive-or co\ering-role. thereby freeing

more US Air Force assets for the offensive role. Even thoug•h their ahilit\ in either

the offensive or defensive role may be limited and even though their aircraft ma\ he

well suited for an offensive role, they would prefer the defensive role and mission.
But what about the US Air Force as an institution'. Does this wear and our

understanding of it tell us anything about the US Air Foice's abilit\ to carry out
national objectives when the military objective may find itself hemmed in and limited
by external political considerations? Will the United States be forced in the future to

act within political constraints as was the IQAF? It is hard to im:aine that in this da\
of improved command, control, and communications (C) capabilities. the political

leadership of any nation would not use that capability and tr\ to direct militar\
operations regardless of military objectives. One principal problem in assessing the

use of airpower in the Iran-Iraq war seems to stem from the fact that often there is a
tendency to view military problems as just that-pure, pristine militarm problems,.

And the necessity for military proflessiomalism would not \wish it other\\ise. But
perhaps ii this growing environment of tighter central control over all aspects of

national powcr-incIuding military power-the LIS Air Force woul do t ell to
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po nder future operations that mightl well be constrained by tight political conitrol. If*
thle Iran- Iraq air War ShIowS us noth1ing( else, it shows uIS that inl limlited war thle
flexibility of ai rpower allows it to he mliSUSe~l or overruled by political expediency:
thus thle challenge to airpower planners is howv to devise w ays to maintain thle spirit
of the offenlsive and to retain the initiative even when forced to operate in this mi lieu.

The author believes that wars. ian be w.on in thle air. It will he the US Ali- Force\s
task to win that war even when, as inl the Iran-Iraq war. the air elThri is, subordinated

(perhaps even improperly suborditnated) to other aspects of' natiotnal straleev.
However, to achieve this. US air planners Must first recoi~ni/e thie nature of* the wkar
in wkhich thex' are eni-aoed and thle realities of thle political imperatives. This wkill
require Air Force leaders to he w illing to admit to political leadership that somectimes
the US Air Force will he i ti a can '-do' situation. Political and milIitar\ leadlerships

to-etherw will hav e to recot, ii ie ClaUsewitVs observat ion that the choice of thle inil i Iitarv
instrumlent inlevitably will force change onl the political objective. That change need
tiot he drastic, hut the recog-nition that chatice will he made needs to he understood.
Political limits are a necessity, but military leaders must be read\' to I1rankly admit it
wkhen such limits reduce theC Chances for Success. Needed will be honest, clear
recognition of' thle necessity for overall political direction, and conversel\. hionest.
clear explanation of mil itaiy capabilities wkithin the bounds of'such direction. Ilien.
relying on air doctrine tempered wNith a Sound appreciation of dieC situation. airpow er
canl achieve its potential ats a decisive element of niodeti% wartare-at v irtually any\
level of intensity.
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Glossary

AAA antiaircraft artillery
BAI battlefield area interdiction
CAP combat air patrol
CAS close air support
C3  command. control, and communications
DASC direct air support center
EAF Egyptian Air Force
Fedayeen literally "self-sacrificer." refers to Arab guenillas
Hawk Homing-All-the-Way-Killer (US SAM)
IIAF Iranian Air Force
IQAF Iraqi Air Force
IAF Israeli Air Force
IFF identification, friend or foe
LPG liquified petroleum gas
MAP Military Assistance Program
Mullah Muslim (usually Shia) religious leader
OPEC Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
RAF Royal Air Force
ROTC Reserve Officer Training Corps
SAM surface-to-air missile
TOW tube-launched, optically-tracked, wire-guided
Transjordan the name of the state of Jordan prior to 1948
US United States
USAF United States Air Force
USSR Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
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