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Preface

This report is an outgrowth of questions raised in the 20 of 1980 und spring of
1981 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 while
we in the United States and in the US Air Force had been able to observe it only trom
a distance. As the war haltingly progressed. we began to have a fair picture of what
was going on in the air war, though our information 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 st to use their airpower and relied instead on
ground forces for most combat operations. This report examines the air war between
Tran and Iraq. but rather than attempt simply to lay out whar happened in the war, it
attempts to discern w/hiv 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 aftect the use of airpower by 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 many
individuals. Special thanks must go to Maj Gen John Marks for nominating me 1o
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 tuking
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 tfrom 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 ot day without the untiring efforts of those indetatigable
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 was the opinion of
military analysts in Washington and Western Europe as reported by Drew Middleton
in the 5 October 1980 issue of the New York Times. The Tran-Irag war had begun
almost two weeks prior when the Iragi 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 he progressing in a “rational” manner. "The failure of both sides to use
their air forces in support of ground advances [was] inexplicable to western military
sources.”! By the end of the year, "the Iragi-Iranian war began 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 1o them.

The Iran-Trag war has been a unique Third World contlict—two countries with
large, relatively untested militory forces: well equipped with the best Western and
Soviet arms: slugging it out in isolation over an extended period. And one of the most
puzzling of its unique characteristics has been the relatively ineffectual use of
airpower displayed by both sides. US airmen have been mystified about the conduct
of the air war. They have not understood why some seemingly irrational things have
been done while other obviousty vital things have not. Herein lies the problem and
the reason tor this report. In observing air wartare 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
o the taacli Air Foico against Arch air forces. Our institutional memory and
perception holds that ours is a rational. sensible way to employ airpower to achieve
military and national ends. Analysts tend to assume that any airpower practitioner will
recognize the essential elements of a sitvation and will react in a "rational” manner,
given his capabilities and limitations. They are not convinced that general rules for
airpower employment are not essentiallv universal. But as one American analyst
noted:

We had a tendency 1o see the Israeli-Egyptian war as setting the pattern tor future Third
World conflicts. We discover today that Iraq and Tran are not Istael and Egypt. and tha
a war between countries like this can be much more chaotic and dangerous than we
lhough(.‘

ix




Phis report attemipts o make the Tran-rag e war acditde Tess chaotie. [ does not.
however, prosenta day by =das, blow by -blow deseription of whia happened in the
airwar. Rather it anempts to deduce the reasons sy the iir war progressed as 11 did.
IEshows how the combatants view the value of airposer. what aspects of airpower
appear most important o Tranian and rag national leaders, and how their vadues and
needs led them to use arpower i ways Juite apart from Westerne professional
CAPCCLUTIONs.

This study has siyoparts. Chapter T discusses the role of airpower in prior Middle
Fastern wars and concentrates on the fessons leamed from these wars by the Arab
states. Chapter 2 traces the development of the Tragi and Iramian Air Forces in order
to understand their historical and institutional bases in light of their actions against
cach other. Chapter 3 discusses the reasons for the war, while chapier 4 talks about
the imital stage of contlict. Chapter 5 attempts to flesh out the question of why the air
war went as it did in light of the comments in the preceding two chapters. The Tast
chapter contains some conclusions on air operations between fran and Trag. and what
Western observers may learn tfrom them.

For convenience throughout this paper. the Tragi Air Foree is referred o as the
1QAL and the Trantan Air Foree as the ITAE - Imperiad Tranan A Foree betore the
1979 revolution. Islamie Tranian Air Foree after it While ransliteration of Arabic and
Persian personat and place names will not foltow any single academic convention, it
does follow a general guideline of being recognizable. familiar, pronounceable. and

consistent.

NOTES

I Drew Middleton. Tran- frag ipasse: Ground War Stadis, Yet Nerther Sude Explous AirPower. Vew
Yok dimes thereofier refemred o as N 6 October 19800 A4,

2 Hanves Sicherman, "lrag and Bran ae War: The Search for Securin” Orbys 134 (Wanter 1O8Ty: 713

3 Geottrey Kemp. quoted in Philhpe Rondot. " Ian-Irag War Exvaluated by French Jowrmalist, Paes
Detense Natronale w French, June 1981, 79 95 Jomt Publications Researc e Service Near Fase Noath
African Report thereadter reterred to as JPRS 1 a0, 2357 July 19812 20,




CHAPTER 1

The Arab Air Wartare Experience

Both Iran and lrag entered their war having a certam amount of historical
experience mthe use of tactical aiepow or. The HAF had less actual combat expernience
having only fired inanger during periodic border probiems with frag. More recentiy,
however. they had used tactical wirpower along with ground forces to assist the sultan
of Oman i counterinsurgency operations in Dhotar. the western portion of Oman. In
contrast. the TQAF had experienced combat operations during wars wath fsrael in
1948, 1967, and 1973, 1t had also operated extensively during the Tong runining
Kurdish insurgency thatended in 1975, And. of course.ithad alsoengaged i penodic
attachs along the franian border.

The Arabs. most notabls the tronthne states—-Egy pt. Sy rias and Jordan—~have had

30 years of lessons about airpow er dritled into them by theirexperience agamnst Isract,
As this study will later show. some of these lessons also filtered into fraqi and Traman
thinking. Many studies have been done on the Arab-Israch wars, and the fessons about
the use of wirpower have been exhaustively argued—cespectally after the Sin-Das War
in 1967 and the October War in 1973, The great majority of these studies. howeser.
discuss these lessons trony the US or Israel perspective. Very few Tay out the fessons
absorbed by the Tosing side in these contlicts. While some fessons appls equadly o
hoth sides. it can be argued tand this study will do so) that the Arabs fearned lessons
that were. msome ways. guite difterent trom those we feamed. Legitimate arguments
can be made that some of the lessons the Arabs have draw i are unrealistic and do not
retlect rational thinking. at least trom a Western perspective. but that i not the point.
The point is that Arab military men pereeive these things to be true wsokar as they
represent lessons they have learmed: for theim. their perception s their reality. Because
the United States and the Arabs often read trom totalls difterent sheets of music,
Americans sometimes misread Arab actions.
b While the rest of this chapter discusses air operations i the vartous Niddle Fasy
conflicts from 194X to 197310 will not attempt to merels Ly out the tacts, Rather n
will try 1o deseribe the wars from the Arab perspective so s to glean what lessons the
Arabs—and. in some cases. the interested onlookers. the Trantans- ook away from
these encounters. The way things happened inthe 19R0-81 an war will make more
sense i we have a sense of how the Arabs saw the results of therr previous airpower
cftorts.

¢ o




FHE ROLE OF AIRPOWER IN THE IRANIRAY WAR

The First Arab-Israeli War—1947-49

1t iy hard o say af the Arab air torees leamed any airpower lessons from their
experiences in the tirst war with Istael. Both sides were equipped with World War ]
surplus equipment. but neither had enough to do much more than isolated or hiarassing
raids upon the other. Arab air forces at the outset of the war totaled three - Egypt,
Irag. and Syria. Royalist Egypt's air force. intluenced by the Britisii Royal Air Foree
(RAF). included about 40 Spitfires and utilized a few C-46s and C-47s as bombers.”
Rovalist tragy. also RAF-influenced. had about 100 serviceable aircratt with Furies as
the primary combat plane. some operating out of an advanced base in Transjordan.
The Syrians. French trained. had a few T-6 Harvards which could have been used as
light hombers.? but they took little part in the air cormbat.”

During the first phase of the war. from November 1947—before the actual partition
of Palestine—to summer 1948, just atter the declaration of the new State of Isracl.
the Arabs hud unchallenged air supenority. The fledghing Israeli Air Foree dAF) had
no comparable aircraft with which to compete. Syria and Iraq were responsible tor
operations north of Tel Avisv. while Egypt was responsible for the area from el Aviy
south.” Despite their unchallenged control of the air. the Arab air forces achicved no
significant results. For example. almost daly Egyvptian air raids on Tel Aviv were of
nuisance value only. and Arab air forces were of almost no use to the disparate and
disorganized Arab ground units. This was to continue throughout. Arab airpower was
not an important factor and had hittle mtluence upon the ultimate outcome of any
military upcrutinn\7

Things changed for the Arabs over the summer of 1948, The [TAF, which started
with 19 light auxiliary-type aircraft. got its tirst combat aircratt in May of that vear.
On the 29th. four Messerschmitts arrived trom Crzechoslovakia and more began to
amive daily. On T4 July. three B-17s which had been smuggled out of the United States
arrived in Isracl, having bombed Cairo en route. Soon they were making almost daily
bombing runs on Arab positions. In August, the TAF received some P-51 Mustangs
and Spittires. further increasing their qualitative and now guantitative edge over the
Arab air forces.” By the ammistice. the TAF had 205 aircraft.” Additonaily. throughout
the year. Isracl received foreign volunteers for its air foree. In all. 700 volunteers
arrived. Some were not Jewish, but most were World War I combat ~eterans and a
number were fighter pifots with outstanding combat records. o

By September. the situation in the air had been reversed. In carly summer. Arab
flyers were still able to strate Isracli positions with impunity. By late summer,
however. the Iragis had ceased operating in the north since they were unable 1o
compete with the Messerschmitts by day and did not have any bombers for mght
operations. The Israehs, now possessing enough aireraft to begin to think about real
airpower objectives, prepared in late fall to have the TAF support a ground oftensive.
IAF objectives were: (1) destroy the Arab air forees: (2) hit Arab tactical targets: (3)
support Israchi ground forces; and (4) hit Arab strategic targets. notably Damascus
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and other smaller Arabtowns. An Qctober surprise attach on E!Arish in the northem
Sinai Peninspla caused a great deal of damage to Egyptian aircraft caught on the
cround and appeared 1o demoralize totally the Egyptian Air Force (EAF). For the rest
of the war. the EAF hardly ever challenged Israeli control of the air."!

Lessons—1948

Iti; hard to detect that the Arab states derived any lessons about airpower utitization
fror their first experience with the Israclis. Arab contusion and bickering after th2
war reflected their performance during the war. For the Arabs. the most significant
result of the war was political—the subsequent radicalization of Arab politics.
Scarching for the reasons for the loss of Arab Palestine. many tixed the blame on Arab
leaders. The prime minister of lraq was forced to resign. the emir of Transjordan was
assassinated. the Syrian government began its sorry succession of military coups. and
the roval dynasty in Egypt was ousted by army officers. But the most salient tact
concerning airpower from the Arab viewpoint was that airpower. in their hands. was
not very effective in achieving their military goals while Isruchi control of the air in
the later stages of the war was 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 usetul mostly as a defensive weapon. Consequently. Arab
oftensive sorties were not much more than harassment missions. One lesson that was
absorbed. however, was defensively oriented. They had leamed there was a need to
be able to control the air over their troops 1n the relatively coverless Middle Eastem
topography. They could see that the army. the most important element of theirmilitary
structure. could be demoralized. if not necessarily deteated by aenal bombardment.
Egyptian troops—including future President Gamal Abdel Nasser—surrounded in
the Falluja pocket in southern Isracl 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. '

Despite their overtly offensive aims in the 1948 war—destruction of the Jewish
state in Palestine —the Arabs did not seem to see the oftensive potential in their air
forces. They did not seek oui 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 rorces, protecting their own troops from bombardme-it. but they still did not see
bombardment as decisive. They had yet to experience. however. the effects of
unopposed 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 ot the
Egyptian monarchy. The Free Officors, a group of military men led by Lt Col Gamal
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Abdel Nasser. torced King Farouk 1o abdicate on 23 July 1952 which. in tum, fed to
the formal declaration of Egypt as a republic a vear later. As leader of republican
Egypt. the charismatic Nasser very quickly irritated Western leaders as he loudly
denounced Western intluence in the Middle East while simultancously advocating
the overthrow of conservative. pro-West Arab governments. He especially embittered
the British by his vehement hostility to the British-sponsored Baghdad Pact (4 posture
that kept Jordan and Synia from joining) and by his strident denunciations of British
control over the Suez Canal—a condition that had existed since 1882. He also deeply
antagonized France. then sulking over the recent loss of its Indochina colonies, by his
avert 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 providing
of arms for the rebels. Atop all this was the continued mutual hostility between Egyvpt
and Israel. While much of Nasser’s anti-Israeli rhetoric was designed primarify to
secure Egyptian leadership of an Arab world where verbal overbidding is necessary
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 1ts closure of the Strait of Tiran—two actions that damaged the [sraeli economy.
Moreover. the 1955 arms deal with Czechoslovakia. which would gain Egypt 86
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.”” Thus by 1956. three states had reasons to wish the
end of Colonel Nasser and thev jointly planned to see it happen.

Israel had in 1955 begun planning an operation. later named Operation Kadesh.
toseize control of the Straitof Tiran. By July 1956. the Israeli government had decided
that the state of Israeli-Arab relations was intolerable and gave tentative approval tor
war. Coincidental in timing., but unrelated to Israeli planning. Great Britain had
decided that it too would use military force in Egypt. The final straw for London was
Egypt’s 26 July 1956 nationalization of the Suez Canal. In carly August. British Prime
Minister Robert Anthony Eden decided to use force to restore the canal to its "righttul
owners,” the (British} Suez Canal Corporation. France—for its own aforementioned
reasons—joined Britain, and planning for a joint military operation began. In October,
Israel was invited to join in the assault." The final plan envisaged an Israeh attack
into the Sinai. ostensibly as retaliation for fedayeen guerrilla raids. followed by an
Anglo-French ultimatum that both sides disengage. each moving to a line 10 miles
east and west of the canal while Bnitish and French troops occupied the canal to
"protect” it. If Nasser refused the ultimatum, they would force their way in." The
Anglo-French operation was called Musketeer.

From the beginning. elimination or neutrafization of the EAF was a first priority
for both Musketeer and Kadesh planners. While lsrael feit 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 trom Egyptian retaliatory
b()mhing.Ih As French Gen André Beautre put it. Israel wanted the surest torm of air
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. . e 17 o . -
vover—ithe destruction of the EAF on the ground.” Neutralization of the EAF was
also a prerequisite for the Anglo-French invasion torees,

The air force the three allies were so concerned about totaled fewer than 300
aireraft (including 45 MiG-15s, 40 Vampires, 38 Meteors. ¥ Furies, 49 {i-28s. 20
C-36s. and 20 C-47s): however, only about 130 planes (60 fighters. 10 11-28s. and 60
transports) were actually opcrmionul.lx The EAF had too few pilots and those they
did have were of poor quality: most of them were incapable of etficiently using the
recently wirived Soviet equipment. The number of aircraft the EAF was able to put
into the air was much lower than anyone had estimated. W

To deal with this air force. the allies had at their disposal 200 Royal Navy fighters
off three carriers. 50 French Navy fighters oft two carriers, nine squadrons of RAF
bombers (120 atrcratt in all). four squadrons of RAF fighter-bombers (100 aircraft).
and four French fighter-bomber wings (77 F-84s and 25 Mystere 1Vs). The IAF had
155 more aircraft (including 9 Mysteres, 25 Quragans. 25 Meteors. 29 P-51s. 16
Mosquitos. 20 T-6 Harvards. 16 C-47s. and 2 B-175).™" The IAF was to assist the
Kadesh torces while the French and British were 1o destroy the EAF. The revised
Musketeer plan envisaged three phases for the Suez operatton. Phase one was a
36-hour destruction of the EAF. Phase two was a 10-14 day. round-the-clock air
oftensive to disrupt the Egyptian economy. communications and transportation
network. and army along with a psychological campaign to cripple Egyvptian civilian
morulc—~ll\1¢ "aero-psychotogical campaign.” Phase three was the occupation of the
canal area.”

The Israeli invasion began in the afternoon of 29 October. Britain and France
delivered their ultimatum to Cairo and to Tel Aviv as part of the plan to appear as an
honest broker on 30 October. When Nasser. as anticipated. rejected it. Musketeer
began. At 1900 hours. 31 October. RAF Canberras and Vahants. operating at high
altitude and using flares for illumination, dropped both contact and delayed-action
bombs on four Egyptian airficlds. As Egypt had no early warning system. the RAF
encountered no EAF opposition. The night attack with smafl payfoads. however, was
not markedly successtul in destroying the EAF. Early moming reconnaissance on |
November showed potted runways and fires. but few damaged planes. The EAF. in
fact. had managed to save some airframes. Russian and Czech pilots flew some 11-28s
and MiG-15s to Saudi and Synan safe havens. Twenty more 11-28s were flown south
to Luxor. But allied air forces soon finished up the EAF. Later on the same day. French
and British aircraft. operating from both Cyprus and oft the camiers. made low-level
passes on EAF planes at [ 2 airfields, using mostly rockets and cannons. By the end
of the day. very accurate gunnery had destroyed 260 or so Egyptian planes on the
ground at a cost of 7 allied planes lost to moderate antiaircraft fire or accident. Of the
49 11-28s that caused so much concem to Israel. only the 20 at Luxor remained (and
those 100 were destroyed on the 2d by French F-84s operating out of Israel). Though
the EAF was to fly a few sorties every day tor the rest of the war, its isolated strating
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runs could not alter the outcome of the ground fighting. Wllhm the first 24 hours of
the war, the EAF had been destroyed as a fighting 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 Foree 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 EAF, 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. dcted to defend airspace or to defend their own
soldiers by striking at enemy troop.s ¥ 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 EAFs 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.*

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 betore it could attack Israchi
vround torces. Egypt did not yet seem to have a comparable answer. It patently did
not have an oftensive counterair idea. Any offensive ideas it scemed 1o have were
limited to interdiction and deep attacks on the enemy homeland rather than against
specific enemy air assets, The fact that Egypt regained the Sinai without a fight and
rapidly rebuilt its air force with Soviet aid allowed the Egyvptians to deter fucing up
to the inadequacies of their thinking as well as the total reahities of their situation.™

No other Arab states got into the 1956 war. This meant that any lessons the Tragi
and Iranian Air Forces might have learned were limited. Royalist Irag was in the 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 the Baghdad Pact and
the bulk of the IQAF was composed of British-supplied Vampire and Venom fighters,
Iraq. like Britain, was in an anomalous situation with regards to Israel. Iraq moved
troops to Jordan to help that state fend off potential Israeli attacks. Should tsracl have
hit at Jordan as well as Egypt. Britain would have to sort out its alliances betore
proceeding since Englz\rld would have been Israel™s ally in the Sinai but her enemy
on the Jordanian border.”

In Iran. the IIAF was still in a formative stage. The shah was sull working to
consolidate his control in the aftermath of the 1951-53 Mohamimed Mossadegh era.
Development of his military as a bulwark of his throne was a high-priority task tor
the shah. But the [IAF in 1956 was just beginning to receive its first combat aircraft,
75 F-84s that would arrive from 1956 to 1958.”

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 was 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 enemics. 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 deterring Israeli
aggression to state his intention of settling the Palestinian question (by force,
implicitly). Yet he was clearly thinking he could pull oft another 1956 and gain his
ends through political, not military. means, He clearly expected that if war 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 be to destroy Israel.” Yet he preceded thai
statement with, "If Israel embarks on an aggression against Syria or Egypt. the
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battde. ... This commitment to a second sirike posture was explicitly stated on a
number of occasions just prior to the war.>* The EAF had to be conditioned to a certain
extent by 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 was caused by
Britain and France. In 1967, the EAF still did not respect IAF capabilities. It had not
dispersed. it had not hardened its airtields. and it had not placed its aircraft out of
Isracli reach. = Conditioned to a state of belligerency without war. committed to a
retaliatory posture, the EAF continued business as usual as May tumed into June.

The military sitwation in the Six-Day War can be concisely stated—led by its air
torce. the Israclis crushed the Arabs. Some of the important reasons for the TAF
success were: (1) maximum surprise allowed the 1AF to hit the bulk of Arab aircraft
while they were still on the ground. (2y excellent target intelligence which both located
Arab aircratt and identified the most advantageous time to strike them. (3) low-level
attack runs for accuracy (shades ot 1956). and (4) the IAF's rapid aircraft tumaround
capability. The EAF was wiped out again: according to the 1973 EAF commander.
Hosni Mubarak. the EAF lost over 90 pereent of its atreraft in the first day or so and.
evenmore important. most of its meager supply of piluls.““ Asthe Egyptian Air Force
was being destroyed on the moming of 5 June. the other Arab air forces attempted
some small. half-hearted. and poorly coordinated retaliatory raids on Israel. They
caused minimal damage. but Israel’s return strikes did not. The Roval Jordanian Air
Force was eliminated on the ground during turnarounds. The Syrian Air Force was
next taken out and lastly the fragi Atr Force was damaged by a strike at H-3 airfield.
the closest Iragi arrfield to Israel. '"The Roval Saudi Air Force was nothit. The Saudis
apparently learned early what was happening to the EAF. recognized the tutility of
the situation. and elected not to enter into a hopeless encounter with the IAE™ Inall.
the TAF struck 25 of 26 Arab air bases on 5 June. etfectively climinating the Arab air
tforces and freeing Israel ground forces from air attacks.™

Without air cover, Arab armies were again easy target for Israeli air, The Egyptian
commander in chief made the same decision on 6 June 1967 as he had made in 1956
he ordered the Egyptian army to withdraw from the Sinai to behind the Sues Canal.™
Egyptian soldiers in 1967 suttered the same fate they had in 1956, only worse. Isracli
air. generally unopposed by the EAF. wrecked the disorganized Egyvptian columns
moving west. On the other front, Israeli air was even more imponant. The Jordanian
army on the West Bank fought well. but without air defense, its columns were smashed
and its positions were pummeled. When Israeli ground torces found themselves ina
tight spot. they could call on air support to bail them out: the Jordanians could not.
The situation was much the same for Syrian forces on the Golan Heights. Despite
undeniable heroies by Isracli army men. there is serious doubt whether or not the
Syrians could have been dislodged without heavy Israeli air attacks. The [AF flew
more ground attack sorties against Syrian forces in the Golan Heights than against all




-

ARAB AIR WARFARE EXPERIENCE

. . IS - . . . o
other Arab forces combined. ™ The TAF contribution to the total [sraeh cffort was
vital. Trevor Dupuy noted:

With almost complete control of the air the Israelis were able o capitalize on the ground
on their initial advantage of surprise and their superior combat effectiveness without
having todefend againstair attacks from their enemies”air weapons. The tull significance
of this air superiority. and the devastating ettect of the air attacks upon the Arab ground
troops. seems not to have been tully appreciated even by the Israefis. who after all have
never been under truly effective hostile air attack themscelves. "

The defeat was a shattering experience for all Arabs. Despite efforts to explain it
away., or refer to it as only a "setback."" 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."3 ® 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
guestion themselves. The impact was enough to jolt Muslim Arabs into a
soul-searching introversion to find a reason for the defeat. Inmany ways. 1967 marked
the beginning of the most recent Muslim revival period as many Muslims. unwilling
orincapable of accepting Isracli military and organizational superiority. saw the defeat
as God's retribution for their having strayed from the proper Islamic palh.‘m

But many Arabs. in their reaction to defeat. found psychic refuge in refusing to
admit it had happened. King Hussein said. "We are not deteated. A defeated man is
one whose morale has been broken. Our morale has not been weakened.”™ 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 retused to admit their conqueror existed.

Lessons—1967

But Arab leaders did. of course. recognize that they had been humiliated and they
began 1o face up to the task of analyzing the reasons. The most important lesson was
that Isracli strength was real, and the Arabs could not trifle with Israel: if Arab lands
and honor were to be 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 Jack of sufficient Arab planning and coordination. the
effect of Israel’s surprise air attack. and poor intelligence estimates.*!

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 Chiet Amer was jailed when he supposedly tried a coup.
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and Air Force Chiet General Mahmoud and a number of oftficers were tried and jailed
tor misconduct. By 1969, the EAF had been purged and reorganized three times due
to Nasser's dissatistaction with its pcrtbnnancc.“ Within the army. key leaders were
identified and given the authority to make changes. Higher quality personnel were
drafted as officers: and the training was toughened. made realistic. and repeated
cnough so that the men would have faith in their leaders. their arms, and themselves.
Most important. the men were not training to maimtain static positions as they had in
the past. They frained knowing that a war with Israel was mevitable and that they
would carry the brunt of it To a lesser degree. the Syrian ammy did the same.

To this end. planning and coordination were improved. An Egyptian war planning
staft was selected and charged with devising a plan that took into account the real
strengths and fimitations of both the Israelis and the Arabs. one which would fead to
a restitution of Arab honor and, hopetully. victory. Egyptian officers took the lead.
but coordination with Syria was maintained and facilitated by the leaders of the two
states. To preserve secrecy. all other Arab states were left uninformed. ™

All three frontline Arab states—Egypt. Syria. and Jordan
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 with no help from their
own air. As previously noted. air was a major reason tor Israeli success on the Syrian
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 [967. Therefore. an extensive program to
disperse their aircraft and harden their shelters was begun. +

At first. however. the EAF was so totally preoccupied with 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.% But the Egvptians gradually
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 conceming their own and their
enemy’s capabilities. For Egypt. this led to two lessons. First. the EAF would not be
used beyond its capabilities. it would not challenge the TAF. and it would be used
mostly for defense. Second. since the EAF could not compete. achievement of air
superiority was unattainable. But the ground forces needed protection tfrom 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 force away in a hopeless attempt 1o destroy the [IAF.

Gen Saad Shazly, Egypt’s chief of staff in the 1973 war, listed his reasons tor
needing an air force. They were to provide. in this order: (1) air cover. (2) close air
support, (3) reconnaissance, and (4) interdiction or deep strike.*” 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

recognized Israel’s
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manner. Ground attack missions were to be hit-and-run affairs where Israeli air cover
was unlikely. Chance air-to-air encounters were to be avoided. ™ When Isracli aircraft
approached Egyptian rear areas, EAF fighters were to be scrambled but only to patrol
designaied arcas. Air-1o-air engagements outside these arcas were not permitted
unless E)zm of a preapproved plan. No engagements were to be accepted at unfavorable
odds.* Gen Abdul Moneim Riyadh, Egypt’s commander in chief trom 1967 10 1969,
stated there could be no battle with Israel without air defense and acceptable air
assistance. He did not mention air superiorily,'q“ 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 torce for its life. Thus, the EAF was to be used for
ground support where required but would not be squandered in combat with the IAF.
The EAF would not be tasked with winning air superiority over the Sinai.”' The
Egyptian Air Defense Command was thus organized as a separate service in 1968.
and it was to have the role of giving the army a measure ()fpmtm:liun.52 These lessons
were bome out in the War of Attrition (1969-70). Egyptian (and Sovict) attempts to
compete with the [AF in air-to-air combat resulted in nothing but losses. ™

Thus. the Arabs reversed the commonly accepted role of airpower. While fsrael
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
uncei ai air defense umbrella that would hopefully intlict 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 1AF’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.™

Having placed their air forces firmly behind their armies. Egypt and Svna 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. Irag’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 strategics were expressly
tailored. Mohamed Heikal noted in The Rouad to Ramadan that it was a vital necessity
inaiimited war to have apolitical 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.™ 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 shocked into the recognition that the Arabs must be dealt with as more or less
cquals. This meant war and it had to be a successtul war. Success for Egypt did not
mean objective military victory: it meant some recognizable gain and. above all. no
crushing defeat. Since so little was expected of them. any success would be viewed
as a great national triumph. Second. a solution to their problem with Isracl was not
possible without intervention by the superpowers who would not intervene unless the
situation threatened them. This meant a continuation of a "no peace. no war” status
quo would not do. Thus. it had to be war in which superpower interests were
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 10 be war in 1973, But. on this occasion, Israel for the first time was
torced to react to Arab strategic initiative rather than the other way around. For Egvpt.
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 bomn of their crushing defeats. the Arabs developed an airpower doctrine
accurately reflecting their abilities. Arab airpower was to support their armies and
their armies were (o regain Arab dignity.

The October War—1973

The war to restore Arab dignity began on 6 October 1973 with Egyptian airstrikes
on lsraeli 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 ditterences. 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 an
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 staft had developed their concept
n tull 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 lsmail’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). L

Conceding, as they did. the fact that the IAF would have air superiority. the opening
EAF airstrike was to be a hit-and-run operation. The Egyptians felt they had nochance
of achieving arepetition 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 mostof Egypt's Soviet-bult ﬁghlcrs.ih‘ The Arub attack would live or die. not with
air superiority but with a measure of air control which was to be guined by
ground-based air defense. The army was to be kept under this air detense umbrella
while the air force was to be used mainly for air defense support. engaging the 1AF
only where ground-based air defense was unavailable.™ According to Maj Gen D.
K. Palit. an Indian observer sympathetic to the Arab side. the Arab high commands
there Egyptian and Syrian. recognizing the need to restrict their air operations in the
tace of Israeli superiority. apparently had a concept of air operations designed to gain
the tollowing objectives: (1) to make an opening. surprise attack on Israeli torward
positions, radar sites. and communications installations in support of the army assault:
(2) 1o compel the TAF to spread its eftorts over two sectors and on as broad a front as
possible within each sector. thus reducing its ability to inflict damage: (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 exceptin emcrgcncic.s.m

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.®! Twelve or
more targets were hit—gun concentrations. command and control communications
nodes. radar sites. airfields. and Hawk batteries—with enough success that the
planned second strike was called oft® C onversely. Isracli Army General Adan later
wrote he was surprised at how inettective the Egyptian strikes were. He tmplied the
reason the planned second wave did not materialize was that the IAF had shot down
68 out of the 190 to 240 (depending on whose account vou behieve) attackers.™ The
truth is probably somewhere in between—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 necessary. could
well have concluded that the tirst wave had done suttficient damage and resulted in
enough losses.

But the key fact for the Arab side in the 1973 air war was not their mediocre
oftensive showing. but their defensive. Much has been written since 1973 on the
supposed lessons of the war concerning the strengths and limitations of the oftense
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 is
incontrovertible—their concept of air control through heavy use of surfacc-to-air
missiles (SAMSs) caused severe [AF fosses and forced the TAF to change its tighting
style. On the Suez front. the air defense barrier proved very etfective. In the course
of the first afternoon. at least 10 IAF planes were downed. In this high-threat
environment, the IAF aircraft found themselves forced either to higher-than-optimum
altitudes for ground support or out of the area entircly.M On the Golan front the TAF
also fared poorly. fosing even more aircraft to Syrian air defense forces on the first
day.(’S 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 hcuting.m General Adan
noted that it was not until 12 October that the skies were safe enough for the TAF that
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he could allocate aircraft to his brigades in a continuous manner.”’ Probably the most
important tact 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 1o
tace 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 lett our SAM umbrella,"®

- - ey g
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Arab euphoria at not being routeu and causing severe [AF 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
N 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 intoa 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
i 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.7| Most of the EAF sorties were flown. and most of its losses were suftered.
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.72
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But despite this. the Arab perception of success remained unshaken. They
o T3
concluded that ground-based missiles can stop both tanks and aircraft.”’ More

i important for the Arab psyche, however, was their ability to hold their own against
i an Israeli force that had advertised itseif and was generally perceived as invincible.
: Lessons—1973

i 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

*OF course. this s all mere argunmentation anyway. Isracl. from our perspective. clearly won the mlitany hattles, but the Arabs say

they planned only not 1o fose and thus won the political war. There is somiething o this argament, as the lsrach settlers who recently had
1o leave the Sinat can attest.

14




ARAB AIR WARFARE EXPERIENCE

of Kill as they could. The supply tactor in tum depends on superpower connections,
It would have been more difficult for Syria and Egypt to have launched their attack
had they not felt reasonably sure they could receive resupply of their critical needs.
which were going 10 be SAMs. Just as they had with the overall strategic issue. the

Arab side—in addressing the resupply issue—had tirmily tied political reahities with,
military strategies. They knew that the Soviet Union could not afford 10 let them lose
badly: hence. they would be resupplied. And. if Sovietamis appeared to be performing
well, they knew the Soviet Union would want to ensure that fact be well known to
the world and would want to resupply them. So the second lesson was that militan
objectives must be closefy coordinated with political realities in order to achieve
success. Such realities. however. may be obvious only to the Arab decisionmaking
clite where decisions may well retlect their perceptions more than they do objective
reality.

Wrap-up—The Arab Wars

Even though they achieved a measure of success in 1973, the 1967 war was still
the most important war for the Arab countries. They found reasons in 1948 and 1956
to explain away their losses, but the 1967 defeat was so stark that they. for the fira
time, really had to examine themselves,

In targe measure. it was the Egyptians who did the best job. Unlike Syria and Irag.
which have been beset with chronic coups, Egypt has had relative stability at the top
since 1952, Thus a professionud officer coms has developed more in Egypt than in
the other two countries. Jordan has a very professional otficer corps too. but it is so
poor in both fiscal and manpower resources that it cannot be a major plaver.

Planning for 1973. the Egyptians were able to assess forthrightly their weaknesses
and to devise a plan that could camouflage them even as it hit hard at enemy
vulnerabilities. Syrian planners were a poor second cousin to the Egyptians in this
ettort. and the Iraqis were completely out of the picture. The problem for the Svrians
and Iraqis is that they may have leamed the lessons of 1973 only partly. Syria. which
gained hittle but self-respect in 1973, was slower than Egypt to agree to a cease-tire.
Irag. which gained nothing other than casualties, refused to agree to a cease-fire and.,
in a show of pigque, withdrew its torces trom the confrontation lines. There is reason
to believe that the combination of less than totally professional military leadership at
the top (a phenomenon of endemic political instability) and a slightly unrealistic
appreciation of their abilities could have lett both Syria and Irag more in a pre-1967
mode of thinking than in a pre- 1973, They think they won in 1973, but they may well
have not looked too closely at what 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 Iragi armed forces closely parallels the history of the modern
Iragi 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
o govem.| 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 I. Bnitain acquired it as a mandate chiefly to
protect Imperial lines of communication to India.”

Although Iraqgis had served in the Ottoman armies, the first Iraqi army was created
in 1921. The Iraqi Air Force (1QAF) is the oldest Arab air force. It was established in
19231 as the Iragi army s air arm and was equipped with five light aircraft to increase
army effectiveness agatnst dissident tribesmen.” This legacy of support for the army
and concentration on internal security still continues. Until 1955, the 1QAF was
virtuatly an appendage of the RAF; its development was guided by the RAF and its
aircratt were British.> 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.°

In conjunction with the anti-imperialist aspect of the July 1958 revolution and in
imitation of Nasser’s example in Egypt. Iraq tumed to the Soviet Union for military
supplies. The first Soviet aircraft (MiG-17s and H-28s) arrived 27 November 1958.°
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 intercsts. 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 Iragi forces engaged in open warfare with Kurdish
immigrants and when a confident Iran pressured Baghdad over border issues—both
circumstances which ceased in 1975.” The period from 1972 to 1975 marked the only
extended period of broad and substantive cooperation between Baghdad and Moscow.
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The penods of Hesser cooperation often reflected Baghdad's displeasure with Soviet
support tor fragi communists.”

Irag™s ties with the West have remained tairly constant despite periodic
anti-\Western outbursts, Following the Baath® coup in February 1963, Irag turned 1o
Britain for Hawhker Hunters and continued to deal with London through 1966,
acquiring addinonal Hunters and Jet Provosts for use against Kurdish insurgcm.\.()
The militant anticommunism of this first Baath regime—it was ousted in November
1063- -led Baghdad to pull Tragi cadets out of Soviet training schools and 1o send
them to Britain.'" Baghdad. under the second Baath regime in 1964, also turned to
France. seeking to acquire Mirages which had proved so successful in the Six-Day
War. Although unsuccesstul at that time. Irag persevered and gained a French
connection in 1977 with the purchase of 60 Mirage F-1s. the first of which arrived in
Iraq in carly 1981 M

Distrusting Soviet attempts to spread communist ideology among 1QAF trainees,
Baghdad also turned to India for training assistance. Iragi pilots had received some
training in India betore the 1938 revolution. During the late 19605 and carly 19705,
the Indian Air Foree took over the training previously managed by the Soviets. Indian
Air Foree personnel were reputedly seconded to the IQAF to provide both flyving and
technical training. Despite the tfluctuating nature of external ties. the IQAF remained
very influenced by the RAF inits structure and traditions. ~

Wartime Combat Experience

IQAF combat experience has been limited when compared to the Egyptian and
Syrian Air Forces. Irag has always been a peripheral actor in the Arab-Israeh contlict,
usually engaging the Israelis in a haphazard and uncoordinated tashion only after
hostilities have begun. Tragi air activity in 1948 was very limited and in 1956 was
restricted to deployment of a few units to Jordan as a show of support. Irag’s 1967
experience included one abortive IQAF bomber raid on Israel (only one Tu-16 out of
four made it to the target arca where it hit the wrong target. caused little damage. and
was shot down on egress) and one Isracli retaliatory raid on H-3 airtield in far western
Iragq which destroyed 24 IQAF fighters. Israeli reports. however. credited the Tragis
with being the most aggressive of Arab pilots and said they had downed several
Israclis in air-to-air combat.'* The Iragi army suffered. like other Arab amiies in the
Six-Day War. from Israeli air attack. An Iragi column moving into Jordan was
pounded fora day by Isracli aircraft. causing numerous casualties. The badly shattered
unit never went into action.'”

TQAFE units operated on both the Suez and Golan fronts in the 1973 war and again
Tragi pilots reccived good marks for their performance. An Iragi Hunter squadron

T s et bl 10 sovermsent s controlled by the He b oal B athaf Nvabeal I gk on the Aab Sooalint Renaisaange
Pariy B reterred toas the Baanh Panty iy shortened torm

20




BACKGROUNDS OF THE 1QAF AND AL

operating out of Egypt was used in the ground support role where. despite its reported
good shooting (they apparently did a lot of strafing) and high morale, the entire
squadron was eventually lost to Israch air action.” Egyptian Chiet of Staft Shazly,
i his book. paid the Hunter pilots high praise.

I pay particular tribute to the Tragi Hunter pilots for the daring and skill of their anti-tank

strikes i the Siais They swifthy gained such o reputation that our ficld commanders.
R . X . . . "

calling for close air support. would frequently ask for the Tragi squadron.

The fact could not have been lost on the Tragis. however. that pressing the attack
in an arcna where the enemy enjoyed air superiority is eventually a losing
proposition.

Two Iraqi squadrons—ijoined later by an additional two squadrons—engaged in
operations on the Syrian front where Iraq and Syria had an incredible lack of unity of
etfort and coordination, Like their army units on the Golan front, IQAF units were
thrown into the fight as soon as they armived. Some aireratt were lost to Syrian air
detenses as some identification. friend or fee (IFF) systems (supposedly Su-7 systems,
but more hkely Hunters) reportedly were not integrated into the Syrian \yslem.”
While they had a poor concept of operations and next to no coordination with their
allies, the Tragis showed again that they would fight. But their valor was essentially
wasted because of their organizational inadequacics.

Political Influences

The impact of Iragi domestic politics on the ICAF cannot be overstated. In October
1932, Trag was the first Arab state to gain independence and was thereafter admitted
to the League of Nations. In October 1936, Irag had its first military coup. and the
1QAF was an integral part of it. The leaders of this coup took power but were
assassinated by other military men within a year. On six occasions between 1936 and
1941, military officer groups were decisive tactors in deposing or appointing prime
ministers either through the threat of or the actual use of force. I Through 1968 Iray
had seen a dozen military coups including the most important onie. the 1958 revolution
that wrned the Iragqi govermment from a pro-Western monarchy into a radical,
Pan-Arabist regime, 1

Involvement in domestic pohitics has hurt Tragi military professionalism. Majid
Khaddun. a prominent Middie Eastern scholar, put it well when be noted that when
the military becomes interested in polities. "actions as a soldier will always be
= Early in its existence, the Iragi military realized it could be
the ultimate power broker in the state and consequently political intrigue became more
important to the officer corps than mititary professionalism. The fragi army’s abject
failure in fighting against British troops in 1941 was a result of five years of political

subservient to polities.”
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mancuvering in which the army had gone from an instrument of power for the state
to an instrument for power within the state.”!

Thisheavy involvement with politics has also been disastrous tor continuity within
the Iragi military. Of ul’f’lruqi political leaders since 1938, 28 percent have comie trom
the military academy.™ Yet cach coup since 1958 has resulted in purges of those
military men thought closely associated with the losing side in llk coup. After Gen
Abdul Karim Qassem’s 1958 coup. every general was purged.” From 1958 to
February 1963 when Qassem himself was overthrown and killed. he executed,
imprisoned. or removed 2.000 of 8,000 total ofticers. By 1967, Iraqi armed forces’
morale had not yet recovered trom these purges. : Although the present government
has held on since 1968, purnu have continued—for instance 300 officers were purged
after a 1970 coup attempt.™ " 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
until General Qassem surrendered.”” The Baathists were then ousted within the vear.
In 1965. the air force failed in a second coup :mempl.27 Each time. more "disloyal”
ofticers 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.”®

The current Baathist regime seems to have leamned the lesson of too 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.>” 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,"
an obvious effort to get air force cadets away trom 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 1o its dean,

tor the purpose of traimng and preparing the vanguard leaders and the elements who will
be candidates for posttions of leadership in the [Baath| Panty. in the army. and in the
sensitive state offices. with the most advanced and modern hknowledge and studies on
the revolutionary [read Baath] view 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.

9
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Organization and Mission

The Key fact about the TQAF and its rofe in Iragi militay thought is that it has been
and is subservient to the army. Initially it was set up as the army aie arm to increase
the arnn s ability to maintain internal secunty and today remains subordinate to the
army with the Air Foree commander reporting to the army chief ot staft. A 1968 area
handbook noted that “part of the army [author’s emphasis [the IQAF] i‘: charged with
providing air support for ground torces and assisting in air defense.””~ Nothing has
changed. While the IQAF may not be effective at supporting the army and may not
be called o very otten in this role. it subservient position is a retlection of Iragi
opinion that the army is the decisive mulitary ama.

As the war with Iran opened. this was the [QAF s order of battie. In the arr detense
role, the [QAF operated the radar and aircraft portions of the system while the armi
operated the SAMs (unlike in Egypt where the ground-based Air Detense Command
Is a separate service). Ten thousand of the 38000 1QAF personnel were dedicated to
the air defense mission.™ Each interceptor squadron was deployed at a separate base
for defense of a specific target. Their five intercepior squadrons had fimited
all-weather capability and were all equipped with MiG-21s. In the ground support
role. the IQAF provided aircratt for close air support and strike roles and. toa fimited
extent. for air superiority over the immediate battletield. ™ In 1980, the 1QAF had 12
ground attack squadrons—3 equipped with MiG-23Bx. 3 with Su-7Bs. 4 with Su-20s.
and 1 with Hawker Hunters. Additionally. the IQAF had two bomber squidrons
equipped with Tu-22s and 11-28s respectively—though the later were probabh
inoperable—and two transport squadrons whose primary atreraft were [1-768 and
An-12s. The 11 helicopter squadrons included attack helicopters like Soviet Mi-8s
and Mi-24s as well as western European-designed and -built Aloucttes. Pumas.
Gazelies. and Super Frelons.™

Thus, the IQAF s mission was essentially supportive and defensive. Agamst Ivrael.
the IQAF was prepared to support trontline Arab states. Against Tran. the 1QAF
remained fairly defensive. recognizing thai its aircratt with their shorter ranges and
smaller payloads were at a disadvantage when compared to Iran's F-4 and F-5 tleet
which were also augmented by an acrial retueling capability.

The Iranian Air Force

The Istamic Tranian Air Foree of 1980 did not have the long historical iradition of
the 1QAF. In a real sense. it was mostly a product of former President Richard M.
Nixon's 1972 decision to allow the shah 10 buy whatever he wanted from US defense
contractors.™® Before that time. the IJAF had been a relatively smalt attair with s
most sophisticated aircraft being 129 F-5A/B fighters provided in the fate 1960 and
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carly 1970s. largely under the grant Military Assistance Program (MAP)." Although
the TIAF 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 HAF grow into almost a mirror image of the United States Air
Force.

The American aid and assistance tie reflected a historical pattem for the Iranian
military. Iran has a very old natonal and military tradition: but by the start of the
nincteenth century. Iranian leaders could see that Russian pressure from the north and
British pressure from the south were threatening to overwhelm fran’s independence.
One way to resist these pressures was to seek out the assistance of a third party who
would help Iran modemize its armed torces. The first toreign 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 sought military advisory assistance
trom 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 1896 become an imperial guard for the shahs of the Qajar
d}'nusly.’m In February 1921, Reza Khan. head of the Cossack Brigade. overthrew the
government in a coup d'état. In 1925, he deposed the Qajars and became the tirst of
the two Pahlavi shahs.™ The close tie between the military and the Pahlavi shah was
bom,

Reza Khan's son. Mohammed Reza. became the shah during World War [l when
the allies torced his pro-German father to abdicate. The new shah began immediately
atter the war to try to build up the Iranian anmed forces. a quite iHlogical step since the
Soviet Unmion occupied the northern part of Iran and there was a genuine threat of a
total Sovict takeover. The Iran-US military tie began at that time.*” A US military
advisory mission to the Iranian gendarmerie had been established in 19420 The
following year. one was established with the Tranian army as well. In 1947 the United
States began to extend credit to the then nearly destitute Iran so that it could buy US
war surplus equipment. This evolved through the 1950s into a mutual defense
assistance program through which the United States provided grant military aid to the
Iraman armed forces. During the period of grant aid. the shah generally tried to gain
more military aid than the United States thought necessary or prudenl.“ It was
obvious that the shah thought fran needed more equipment. In his 1961 autobiography
Mission for My Counrry, he pointed out Tran’s vital position as a bulwark against
Soviet expansion. He also mentioned Irag’s large military and noted: "Our armed
are weak and suffer from lack of the most

forces—and especially our air force
modern equipment.” He noted the TTAE. at that ime. was "a small air force designed
mainly for providing support tor our ground torces in timited actions.”™

As Iran’s increasing oil revenues gave the shah the ability to buy the arms he
wanted, the picture changed. After Britain withdrew from the Gulf in 1971, the Nixon
Doctrine envisioned Iran and Saudi Arabia—the “twin pillars”—filling the power
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vacuum in the arca. To allow Tran 1o play that role. the shah was encouraged to build
up his armed torces through purchases of American equipment. The shih took up the
offer with a vengeance. His style was to buy carly. many. and the best. He bought
carly and bought the best 10 an attempt 10 improve Tran’s tledghing defense industry
by buying access to technology when Iran had great leverage. He bought many as a
hedge against resupply problems if a war resulted i rapid attrition rates. And he
bought strictly US combat aircraft in an attempt to gain implicit US support for [ran’s
security. the third party support that had been the foundation of Iranian foreign policy
tor the last century and a halt.

Although the shah tried from 1973 on to proceed with vast expansion and
modernization programs for all the services. the IIAF was the most tavored service.
It received the largest share of detense modemization expenditures and had less
trouble than the other services in finding and retaming qualified persennel. From 1970
to 1977. the IIAF increased in numbers of personnel from 17.000 to 100.000 and in
numbers of combat aircraft from 175 to 341. But such growth was not without
problems. Sophisticated aircraft came into the inventory 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 trom any
regional enemies. ™ The shah. however, recognized that Iran needed a strong air torce
to serve as a deterrent to Iragi ambitions. To protect Iran from air attacks on valuable
targets. the shah bought aircraft and air detease equipment to both protect Iran and to
give it at least a comparable capability to retaliate. The HHAF was the det_errent."M By
1978, however. Iran had an "awesome potential in terms of airpower."45 In addition
to the quantities of aircraft bought, the quality of the systems meant the 1IAF was
overwhelmingly the most powerful regional air force. Although the HAF had no real
combat experience. US Air Force training—both in the United States and inside
[ran—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 IIAF 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.%

But the HAF. under the shah. was not a pure. independent mibitary organization.
Various students of Tranian politics noted that the shah™s concern with the security of
his crown led him to exercise “leadership by distrust.™” The 1IAF was one of the
various groupings inside Iraman politics that the shah mampulated: everything
centered on him and he balanced one group oft against the other. There was. for
example. no joint service plunning.m The shah, as supreme commander of Iran’s
military forces, exercised direct operational control over the services. The 11AF
commander. hke the other service chiefs. reported directly to the shah: the minister

19
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of war and the supreme commander s staft 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.*” In this environment of suspicion and distrust, individual initiative
suffered and tight centralized control was the norm.”’

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 foyalty 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).Sl

While the turbulence continued in the command and personnel structure through
the summer of 1980, the lIAF 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 I[IAF
had KC-707 tankers for aerial refueling, Boeing 747s and 707s for strategic airlift.
and C-130s for tactical airlift.”>> 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

“Initially we were happy to see the fall of the Shah."' So said a Baath Party official
ina 1981 interview. Indeed they were. The shab had taken upon himself the role of
policeman of the Guit: and with purchases of huge quantities of American weapons.
he had the military foree to back up his stance. The Imperial armed forces had flexed
their muscle in April 1969 when the shah decided to alter the status quo on the
Shatt-al-Arab. the river that forms the lower border between Iran and Iray. Imperial
framan Navy gunboais and HAF fighters escorted lranian shipping up the
Shatt-al-Arab to back up the shah’s u’nilutcml abrogation of a 1937 treaty that had
given sovereignty of the river to Irag.” Irag felt it could not. at that time. take on the
shah: and six years later. the Baathist govemment was foreed to publicly concede that
Irag was not the sole owner of the Shatt-ud-Arab. The 1975 Algiers Accords gave both
countries equal ownershipof the river.” While photographs of the signing show smiles
all around. there was considerable doubt that Traqi strongman Saddam Husayn's joy
over the treaty was genuine. The collapse of the Pahlavi dynasty must have felt like
sweet revenge to Husayn and the Baath feadership.

[ragp and Tran experienced a cooperative modus vivendi trom 1975 to 1979, and
Baghdad had every reason to expect it would continue as the revolutionary Iranian
regime sorted out its internal problems. Events during the summer of 1979 ended this
period of reconciliation. Irag. concerned that Iranian Kurdish insurrection against the
Tehran regime might spill over the border and spark renewed ragi Kurdish problems.
carried out some intimidation-style military operations along the border in Kurdistan,
including some IQAF bombing of villages just inside Iran. Iran’s response was not
only condemnation of the raids but also to accuse Baghdad of oppressing its Shia*
Muslim citizens.”

Iraq’s Baathist leaders must have known problems with Iran were inevitable, They
knew that they already had three strikes against them with Khomeini, and as a favor
to the shah. in 1978 they kicked him out of rag where he had tived as an exile for 14
years, Second. the Shias in Irag were definite second-class citizens. And third. Baath
Party ideology was determinedly secular. relegating Islam to the status of a private
choice of conscience: a historical and cultural influence rather than a total.
all-encompassing way of lite as Khomeini saw it.” In stark contrast to Khomeini's

F W hout pethne it theofeical Eerom es ot s most mponiant o ecoenze that Shia sk s the ofbcad state el of Tran
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vision of the pertect soctety. Irag's pubhic society in 1979 and 1980 was marked by a
bare deterence 1o religion. a pubhic role for emancipated women and a decided
preference for modernism over Istam.”

The mvective between Tehran and Baghdad became serious in the carly summer
of 1979, Unable to compete with Iran’s championing of the Islamie cause. Irag took
upthe banner of Arabism. InJune, Baath Party newspapers revived the Arab gricvance
against the shah’s taking of three Arab isfands near the Strait of Hormus-—the Greater
and Lesser Tunbs and Abu Musa. The fragis also began to wamn bran about acting hike
the shah who, in the past. had threatened the Arabs.” Surreptitioushy. friag began to
eive aidand encouragement to autonomy -seek ing branian Arabs residing in the Iranian
oil provinee of Khuzistan. Shortly thereafter, a wave of sabotage incidents oceurred.”

In October. the mutual antipathy increased when lrag. which had already reopened
the Abu Musa-Tunbs wound. resurtfaced an 2ven more serious one-—the Shatt-al-Arab
isste. fn the same statement. Irag also voiced support tor autonomy-seeking lranian
minorities. a direct threat to the integrity of any Iranian state-—Istamic Republic or
otherwise.” Tranian invective concentrated on rehigion. with Iranian clergyvmen openly
inciting lragi Shiites to overthrow their Baathist tand Sunni rulers.

On 1 April [980, 4 would-be assassin threw a grenade at Trag ™ Deputs Premier
Tarig Aziz in Baghdad. lrag claimed the assatlant. who s as hilled. was an Iranian and
accused Tehran of sponsoring terrorist groups inside Irag. Baghdad took the inaident
as an opportunity to clean up afew of its own problems - ad to intlict & few more on
Tehran by forcing thousands of persons of [ranian origin out of {rag and across the
franian border." (The expulsions were a riwadistic way for Baghdad 1o show
displeasure with Tehran, Between one-halt and | million Iraman Shias have lived
liag for generations, Calling their action the deportation of illegal aliens, ragi
authorities had expelled 20,000 in 1969 in reaction to the shah's aforementioned
abrogation of the 1937 Shatt-al- Arab treaty and had deported 60.000 more in 197
after the shah had seized Abu Musa and the Tunbs.) ! By this time. the leaders of both
countries were cathing for the other s overthrow. Khomeint predicted the Baath regimie
would be "tirown into the dustbin of history.” Husayn said Khomeini was “another
shah” disguised ina turban and that Iran was governed by a bunch of dictators who
should be replaced. I

In late August and carly September, border clashes—which had been intermittent
for some time—hegan 1o intensity. Kevhan, a “Tehran newspaper. wamed on 23
Auguast that Iragi areraft were preparing to attack westemn lranian prm‘inccs.l TOno
September. Kevhan reported 38 hours of fierce fighting along the central border
rcginn.H Fighting seemed to be going on in an arca from Qasr-c Shunn south 1o
Mchran, a strip that had been in contention for years. Both Baghdad and Tehran began
10 broadeast exaggerated claims of success. frag claimed to have "liberated” first 76,
then 210, square kilometers of disputed lcrrimr_\'.h Almost daily, Tehran radio began
to repont heavy fighting, often including the use of helicopters on both sides. HHAE
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fighters were reponed engaging both in ground support roles and in-arr-to-air
engagements.

On 17 Sepiember. Irag declared the Algiers Accord on borders null and void and
moved to assert its control over the Shatt as well as the disputed central border arcas. o
(Retlecting the indiscipline in the Tehran government at that time. Trantan Armed
Forces Chiet of Statt General Fallahi agreed with Baghdad when he said. “"We do not
recognize the 1975 Algiers agreement concluded by Trag and Lran concerning the land
borders.”)' On 20 September. Tran recalled to service a number of former mihitary
pcr.\nnncl."\‘ About the same time. Arab diplomats were saying that frag. having
gained its border objectives, was now preparing for franian counterattacks. '’
Continuation of the increasingly nasty and expensive border clashes appeared likely.
On the 22d. however, Iranian President Bani-Sadr said over Tehran radio that
"Saddam Husayn today tried to imitate [sic) Moshe Dayan to attack our uirports.":”

The Reasons

What had mpelled Irag to take this action? Why did it launch a war on lran. a
country with three times Irag’s population and almost four times its size? That
Baghdad was provoked is bevond doubt. but what reasoning lay behind what now,
two vears later. looks like a tragically flawed decision?

Early 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 protessional judgment and had
become a vendetta: that ithad become less a war than a mass suicide with no hope of
\uI\'ugc.:l

It is doubttul that we shall ever know Baghdad's exact calculation or precise goals
tor launching its assault on Iran. The leadership in Baghdad may well have had only
a havzy idea of its original goals: but as problem has succeeded problem. regime
survival has become the top priority. It appears. however. that there were three general
attitudes that motivated Baghdad to use the military option. First. Irag saw itself as
the emergent power in the Persian Gult area. Second. the lragi leadership was
nurturing some past grievances against Tehran and could see the opportunity toavenge
them. And third. the Islamic regime of Ayatollah Khomeim was presenting a definite
ideological challenge to the rulers in Baghdad. Self-preservation. above all. is vital to
any group of leaders.

For years. Irag had a reputation as the odd-man out. the archradical. the rejectionist,
the fomenter of revolution: but by 1980, it acquired a new-found respectabibity. Its
economy was thriving. The nationalization of the Iragi oil industry in 1972 had given
the government direct control over that vital source of income, one that became
increasingly valuable as the Organization of Petroleum Expornting Countries (OPEC)
enforced its price structure during the 1970s, The amount of money devoted to public
expendituies increased as the Baath government sought to modemize. but not at the
trenetic pace of the shah's Iran. The amount of money in Iragi private hands had
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increased. but strict government control had Kept inflation in check. Trag s economic
AR
outlook was promising.™

The leadership in Baghdad felt fairly secure. After experiencing sne major
revolution. three successtul coups. a civil wars and a number of aborted coups in the
decade atter 1938, Irag had since 1968 been under the control of the Baath Party.
Saddam Husayn had been the oftstage power controlling the govermment since 1968,
and in 1979 ascended to formal power when he became president after the retirement
of forimer President Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr. Immediately after he became president.
Husayn's security apparatus detected and crushed an attempted coup against him.
After personally overseeing the execution of 21 of the top govermmental leadership
and cowing other potential rivals. Husayn felt secure. So secure. in fact. that he
allowed Irag to hold elections for a rubber-stamp assembly. This was patently
designed to burnish the image of Baath control. He also made an attempt 1o develop
apersonality cult making publicized tours all through the country and appearing often
on television and at parties all over the countr_\‘:“‘ Meanwhile. Baghdad had kept its
chronic Kurdish problems under control through a combination of moves including
torce. relocation. and economic incentives. In short, there existed in Baghdad in the
summer of 1980 a confident Baath leadership. fairly certain it would not fall to a coup.

With a prosperous cconomy and a fairly sccure power base as a backdrop. Irag had
begun by 1975 to move out of its isolation in the Arab world. Arab disenchantment
with the Camp David Treaty opened the door tor Irag to try for a leadership role in
the Arab world—uas part of the millenia-old nivalry between the Nile River Valley and
Mesopotamia. To help achieve this goal. the radical revolutionary Baathists suddenly
adopted amoderate. live-and-let-live public tace. The Baghdad Summit meeting. held
in November 1978 1o determine an Arab strategy to cope with Egypt's move toward
peace. illuminated the willingness of conservative and moderate Arab states to aceept
Baathist Iraq into their fold. Baghdad dropped its wild-man attitudes and became the
champion of the status quo. Trag and Saddam Husavn's growing regional and
international stature culminated when Baghdad was chosen as the site of the 1982
Non-Aligned Conterence with Heisayn becoming president-elect of the Non-Aligned
Movement. This was quite an accomplishment for a man who in 1939 was w
unsuccessiul political assassin. digging a bullet out of his leg as he fled in a getaway
car.

The year 1979 also marked the exit of Trag’s chiet rival for Gult supremacy - the
Pahlavi dynasty in Iran. The shah™s demise left a Jeadership vacuum in the Gulf,
Irritated as they were by the shah's pretensions, the Arabian Peninsuia states had been
able 1o ive with him as he had generally been a foree for roval stabilits. The erratc,
follow-on government in Tehran guaranteed to be a destabilizing influence. much ke
irag had been in the past. With fran stewing. Trag had only to appear maoderate 1o look
attractive. Putting on tts maoderate face. Baghdad boldly offered to take up the mantle
of Gull leadership. By the summer of 1980, Baghdad felt secure as—in its eves at
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least—the Gult's leader and protector. ready to discipline uny local state who
threatened the prosperity and tranquility ot the arca.™

Both Saddam Husayn and his government in Baghdad had a score to settle with

Tehran over border issues. Ever since the area of Irag had been the uneasy border
between the Ottoman and Persian Empires. the contlicting border claims have led 1o
boundary 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 1980, Iraq could feel the military power penduium
swinging its way. Iran’s armed forces were mostly American equipped and trained:
but with fran holding American diplomuts hostage, Washington was unlikely to do
anything to help the Tranian military should it need it. Iran’s military disintegration
was widely advertised. The Indian joumal Strategic Analvsis in June 1980 reported
[ranian military morale was extremely low—especially in the HAF—manpower was
being cut by over 50 percent. and billions of dollars” worth of equipment was useless
due to parts shom\ges.') A Pakistani observer noted that anyone who got his
information from the Western press would have concluded that rag had military
supcriority.:(‘ The Iragis were probably also getting this information from "official”
sources since they reportedly had informal contacts with European and US
intelligence services.”’ Baghdad was alse getting information from Iranman exile
groups that doubtlessly were informing the Iragis that their failed coup at Shahrokhi
Air Base in Junce had caused another wave of executions and purges. turther
weakening the HAE The exiles. too. were probably assuring Baghdad that the
Irantan people were just waiting for outside assistance so they would rise up and
overthrow the [slamic Republic. Mention of the Islamic Republic brings up the third.
and probably most vital. reason—the ideological challenge of Khomeini to the
Baathist regime.

Irag is a notoriously difficult country to govermn. While Iragi society is rent with
the normal cleavages extant in all Middle Eastern countries (urban-ruial.
modem-traditional. cte. ). the most significant ones are along ethnic and religious lines.
Twenty pereent of Irag’s popufation consists of Sunni Muslim Kurd. a group not
particularly fond of the central government. Fifty to 55 percentis Shia Mushim Arab,
while 5 percent is non-Mustim or other non-Arab. The remaining 20 or so percent is
Sunni Mustim Arab. This fast group is the dominant force in lrag: 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
tum. look to Iran for guiduncc.w In contrast, the secular Arabism of the Baath (which
was originally formulated to attract both Chnistian and Muslim Arabs) is an attempt
1o unify Arabs along ideological lines rather than allowing them to be divided along
religious ones, Thus, Tran’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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Husayn is a direct personal threat to him. Tehran’s calls for Islamic revolution were
also a threat to any other Middle Eastern rulers not seen as representing Islamic faw,
whether by Iran or by their own people. As such. many of the rulers on the Gulf 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 tum, would help Iraq
assume the mantle of Arab leadership. Conversely. of course. an inability to eliminate
the Khomeini threat would put in doubt these leadership prelensions.‘l()

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 Irag found itselt 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. [t was at the point
where it could step up to Gulf. as well as Arab and Third Worid, leadership. Iraq.
therefore. had to put down this ideological challenge and in September 1980 the odds
looked good for Baghdad. The [raqi military would undertake a nice little war that a
weakened lranian 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 royalists 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 Baath Party official told the magazine The Middle East in the late fall of
1980 that the war had been planned for some time. He said the war was Saddam
Husayn's: Saddam had never accepted as final the 1975 Algiers Accords. and.
therefore. the countdown for war could be said to have started with the signing of
those Accords. Getting more specific. however, he stated:

The actual decision to launch a fimired faathor's emphasis| war against Irin was taken
n August 1979, just atter Saddam Husayn had taken over power trom President Hassan
al-Bakr. The actual preparation was left 1o the Army comnud. but the timing was to be
set by the Revolutionany Command Council.!

The [ragis began in carly September with forays into the Qasr-e Shirin arca and
the central border arca near Mehran. Iranian opposition. probably only border guards
or gendarmerie. did not seem too potent. Emboldened by these modest successes and
judging the Tranian military too debilitated by two years of turmoil to ofter much of
a defense, the Tragi leadership decided 10 send its units into Khuzistan, anticipating a
welcome from Tranian Arabs and a rapid collapse of Tranian resistance.

The Tragt advance into Khuzistan was apparently based on an old plan that had
existed for over 30 years. Dratted in 1950 with extensive British assistance. this plan
envisioned an Iragi invasion designed 10 force Tehran to concede Tragi claims over
the Shatt-al-Arab and disputed border regions. The plan cailed for besieging rather
than assaulting cities and strong points and toresaw Tragi occupation of Khuzistan,
This accomplished. Baghdad would conduct negotiations from a position of ~1rcngth.:
The plan reportedly had been updated over the years, no doubt to take into
consideration the vastly improved Iranian military capability since the early 1950s.

But it took only 11 days of fighting for Baghdad to realize it had made a ghastly
mistake. The Khuzistani Arabs had not rallied to rag’s banner of Arabism, Iranian
regulars and paramilitary units continued to fight taibeit in a disorganized manner),
and the HAF—contrary to Iragi expectations—had begun a strategic bombing
campaign aimed at the centerpiece of fraq’s cconomy. its oil industry. As one obsernver
noted, the Iranians had shown themselves fittde concerned with materialistic

considerations.” Irag’s reaction was to stop overall offensive operations, declare the
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war won, and begin to look for a face-saving way out. On 2 October. the frag) Armed
Forces General Command stated:

In view of the fact that our valiantarmed forces have accomplished their basic objectives,
their military activities will hencetorth be fimited to retaining the targets achieved.

Two days later. the Iragi Defense Minister emphasized more pointedly that military
operations were subordinate to decisions made by civilian leaders. While he atfirmed
that lraq would continue to fight until Iranian decisionmakers responded
appropriately. he felt compelled to deny Iraqgi forces had stopped their attack. Neatly
couching his terms. he said Iraqi forces had reached their targets. which had been
designated 1o them by the political command. adding "We do not want to reach
Tehran.”

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 lran pursuing one
goal—expulsion of the invaders and political victory. Meanwhile Baghdad. forbidden
by Tehran to wriggle off the hook, would:

1. Alternate between threats and offers of conciliation.

2. Periodically try to tighten the screws on lran, 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 [ran at [east 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 lraqi
leadership chose to torgo 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 lraqi 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 ia
the 1960s, Saddam Husayn and Ayatolfah 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
Irayi regime.
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To Western observers. airpower was still the key to victory. but the HAF by carly
October could not by itself win for Iran and the option of a victon through QAL
Airpower was an option the Iraqi leadership would notiry. even if they had a doctrine
that saw airpower as decisive. which they apparently did not. Baghdad's objective
was no longer victory but survival. Airpower would play only a fimited role i the
attainment of that objective.
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CHAPTER 5

The Air War

The ¢bb and flow of the contlict rarely made sense to outside observers. On
balance. the war has continued with little actual ground movement. Even the 1982
[ranian offensives involve only a matter of a few 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” ¢laims, has tended to deaden
the senses and makes an understanding of the air war very difticult.

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 torces 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 tinal chapter.

Deterrence—The Primary Role for Air Forces

Air Force Manual 1-1, Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air
Force. lists nine basic US Air Force operational missions: strate gic aerospace offense.
space operations, strategic aerospace defense, airlift. close air support. air interdiction,
counterair operations, surveillance and reconnaissance, and special opemtions.'
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/HAF 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. HHAF—is strategic offensive.

For instance, AFM 1-1 states:

Strategic acrospace otfensive forces serve pnmarily as a deterrent to nuclear war, A vital
part of deterrence is the credibifity communicated by political wall and forces in being.
To preserve an attack capability. these forces must be able 1o survive an enemy attack
and make successtul retadiatory strikes.”
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Nuclear war is not yet a concern of most Third World states. but strategic war is.
Substituting “strategic” for "nuclear” in the above statement. we have the primary
raison d’ étre for non-Israeh Middle East air forces. The primary role of hoth the IQAF
and the HAF is strategic deterrence. One glance at a map of the arca shows why, The
tynchpin of their cconomies i il and the great bulk of botk countries™ oil fields.
refineries. and pumping stations are within 125 miles of their mutual borders. In a
very real strategic sense. Iraq and fran are in a "mutual (though not necessarily
assured) destruction” sitation. Their oil industries are very vulnerable to attack. and
neither state can completely defend its oil industry trom attack

But there is confusion here. In both countries. but especially in Irag. the amy is
perceived as the decisive and most important military arm tor two reasons. First. the
concept that strategic bombing can destroy an enemy’'s capability and will to fight is
not necessarily accepted, thus the army with its inherent ability to physically occupy
enemy territory is perceived as the decisive military arm. Thus, air force missions are
subordinated to army needs.* Second. the army has the internal political role of
maintaining civil conirol. again through occupation. Because of this aspect of their
mission. army commanders have more political. hence bureaucratic, clout. Therefore.
in the relationship between the army and the air torce. it is the army’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 saw this relationship were thus mystified when the IQAF especially
did not seem to be supporting its ground forces. The Economist was puzzled by the
fack of activity by "an air force whose main role was supposed to be close support of
the ground forces.” An informed and insighttul airpower professional, T. R. Milton.
feltin January 1981 that there was "little evidence that either side is using its air forces
tor any objective purpose. whether air supeniority. close air support. or planned
interdiction.”

Such observations were correct if one assumes the primary mission of the
respective air forces was to help their anmies gain victory. But tor the combatants. the
primary benefit of their air forces was not the objectives that could be gained through
the use of aircratt but the destruction that could be avoided through the deterrent posed
by the possession of aircraft.

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

The medium of acrospace provides an environment that allows unlimeted horizontal and
vertical movement for warfare systems. The freedom of operaticn permitted in acrospace
allows our forces to exploit the characteristics of range, speed. and mancuverability.
These characteristics enable the direct application of power against all elements of an
cnemy s military resources 10 a degree not possible by other forces.”

*Unfortunately tor the countries i oby ed. coorditiation between annies and an Torces os Laching and the potential lor an i stoumd
teanm Temanis just that i porential
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No disagreement here. But the acrospace environment is not solely owned by one
side—the enemy can exploit range. speed. and mancuverability to put direct
application of power against friendly resources. To continue with AFM 1-1:

Acrospace power offers oo flexabiliny, readiness. and responsiseness. 1t also otters
preseive, destructivenessosuny ivabibing . and mobiliny . - The concentration in time and
space and the shock effectof the destruction that can be aciueved by aerospace torves is

- R DT TRy DR Y . oY I CoHY . ectis o -
Witheur cyuat. Seporty enptereds aeresn e forces are canable of selective o
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widespread destruction of any cnenn torces and oifier asseis,”

Again. hittle disagreement. Air forces do offer the atorementioned. But above all.
they offer destruction and punishment. and here is where conceptions about
airpower diverge.

For most Western observers. the air warbetw cen Iran and Iraq is generally atactical
air war., fought with tactical aircraft—F-4s. F-3s. Sukhois. and MiG-23s—delivering
conventional ordnance. The respective combatants are organized as tactical aiv torees.
The International Institute for Strategic Studies tends to regard nuclear capahihity as
the characteristic distinguishing strategic fromtactical torces. Doing so. it credits only
the United States. Soviet Union. Britain. France. and China with strategic forces.
Middle Eastern air forces are listed as if they are strictly tactical. having a variety of
interceptor and ground attack - padrons. Parenthetically. Irag additionally has two
bomber squudrons.7 Aviation Week noted on 6 October 1980 that airstrikes were at a
level well below the [imit of both sides™ ability. but mistakenly felt that their "tactical
airpower is being used to support the primary offensive and defensive efforts on the
ground."x Thus. Western observers. thinking of Tran’s and Traq’s air forces as purely
tactical. would find “the lack of sustained application of Iraq’s [in this case} airpower
is one of the more puzzling aspects of the war.”

But it is fess puzzling it one views the respective air torces in a strategic context.
Both sides have strategic assets which they do not want destroyed. that is oil. But their
oil cannot be defended adequately since it hes so close to the enemy and since it is a
very soft target—refineries and storage areas can be heavily damaged by strating. and
tanker captains are loath to risk their ships tf there is a serious prospect they may be
attacked. Since neither side can detend its strategic assets. both must deter the other
from striking them. Then. following very neatly our own description of strategic
offensive forces. both the IQAF and the ITAF serve primarily as a deterrent to the
other’s ability to strike at strategic targets. Since a vital part of deterrence is eredibiliny
communicated by political will and forces inbeing. both sides must make the other
aware that it has the forces there the long-range striking forces—ihe air forces)
capable of inflicting serious strategic damage as well as the determination to use them,
To preserve this capability. the air forces must be able to survive enemy attacks and
to make successtul retaliatory attacks.

In the recent past. Middle Eastern air forces have been used as deterrents. In the
Arab-lsracti confrontation. the thing Isracl did not want 10 see attacked or destroved
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was its populace. In 1956. for instance, Egyptian 11-28s were a deterrent to an Israeli
assault on Egypt. Israel would not join Britain and France without assurances trom
them that Isracli cities would not be bombed. The rebuilt EAF was again a deterrent
in 1967 Israel did not want to risk Egyptian bombing of Israeli cities. Israel’s answer
in 1967 was the same that Britain and France devised and implemented in 1956—it
destroyed the EAF, Egvpt's deterrent. It deterrence is composed of forces inbeing
plus the will 16 use them. Egyptian deterrence [ailed 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 army.
Destruction of Egypt’s deterrent. its air force. in 1956 and 1967 led to the destruction
of the Egyptian amy in both cases. Egypt's answer in 1973 was different from that
of Israe) in 1967. The EAF could not destroy Israel’s deterrent. the 1AF, but an
integrated ground-based air defense system could (hopefully) neutralize it while the
EAF protected rear arcas from attack. Isracli deterrence failed in 1973 because Egypt
decided its credibility could be lessened through ground-based air defense which
would eviscerate its forces—the [AF.

The Iran-Iraqg 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 both 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. theirmost vital asset was their revolution.
But as they had proved to themselves that the shah’s military could not destroy the
psychic furce of theirrevolution. they felt the same would be true for the Tragi military.
Thus their vital strategic asset. as it was for Iraq and as it was for the shah, was the
material fuel for the revolution. the income derived trom oil. In the Iran-Iraq context.
the HHAF was Tran’s deterrent to Iraqi attack. But Iranian deterrence tailed. It tailed
because the credibility of its force—the I[TAF—was suspect in Iragi eves. Without
torce. Iranian deterrence lacked persuasiveness 10 Iragi decisionmakers.

Not that Baghdad had any doubt about Tehran's intentions or will. Iran’s Abadan
refinery. the largest in the world. lies right on the Shatt-al- Arab where it is extremely
vulnerable to any type of military action. In 1972 Iran warmned Iraq that any attack on
Abadan would trigger massive air attacks against Iragi oil fields at Kirkuk and
Mosul.'"” The Tehran daily Kevhan wamed on 25 August 1980 that "an air attack by
Irag will be met with . . . the destruction of Irag’s sensitive and strategic military
positions.” " Butin Iraqi eyes, the credibility of that threat was weak. As previously
mentioned. Baghdad assessed in late 1980 that Tranian military capability, especially
the HHAF. was weak and probably figured any retaliatory strikes could be easily
handled by what looked to be a formidable—though untested—network of SA-2s,
SA-3s.and interceptors.

Given the disjointed command «id control arrangements in the AF in late
September 1980, it is likely that Iran would have retahated tor Irag’s invasion by
striking Iragi oil factlities whether or not Irag struck Traman oil facilities. But in ininia)
ground movements on 23 September. Iragi artillery rounds began hitting the Abadun
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refinery. Irag then responded on the next day with strikes on oil facilities at Bandar-¢
Khomeini and Kharg Island. The HAF continued with strikes on Mosul. Kirkuk. and
Basra.

Neither Iranian nor Iraqi attacks on strategic targets were heavy or sustained
enough to cause total destruction, but both were enough 10 cause severe damage and
intlict punishment. Up to 30 percent of Iragi oil facilities were estimated damaged.
Iraqt otl loading facilities at the head of the Gulf were so damaged that they would
lake two yeuss to repair or toreplace. ~ As a result of this damage. Irag was forced on
26 September to halt oil exporls.” ITAF airstrikes. however. were not uniformiy
successtul. One witness noted initial strikes on a Basra petrochemical complex missed
the main plant and hit support facilities instead. " And F-ds trving to hitan oil refinery
south of Baghdad missed the refinery by three-quarters of a mile.”” But IIAF attacks
on strategic targets were immediate. tairly farge scale. and continued for several
weeks. It is entirely probable that had the HIAF response early in the war been less
massive or intense and had it not continued daily despite its losses. then the Iragi
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 atiacks on
strategic targets. Iranian Defense Minister Fakuri on 23 September noted that the HHAF
first hit airtields and then embarked on retaliatory attacks on strategic posi[ions.M The
Iragi Detense Minister two days later referred to Iraqi strategic strikes also as
retaliation and stated that if Iran bombed a civilian area or oil facilities. Irag would
do likewise. He blamed lran for starting the strategic bombing phase. an act which
forced Iraq to retahate. thus escalating the war. " The strategic exchange took on the
aspect of a blood teud with both sides retahating. expecting the other to be the tirst
to back off. On 6 October. an Iragi Armed Forces General Command communiqué
stated that IQAF bombing of Tehran on that day had been done "to make Tehran
understand it should not hit civilian largets."lx Retaliation and punishment were still
the byword in December when [ranian officials explained that stepped-up LIAF
operations against oil targets were in retaliation for 1QAF raids on lranian oil
installations.'” and Tehran radio’s Arabic service noted that the Iranian effort to
destroy Irag’s oil exporting terminal at the head of the Gult was strictly for
punishment, "dealing . . . an economiic blow to the Iraqi regimc."m

But even though strategic deterrence had so conspicuously tailed in the tall of
1980), it was still a major concern for both countries” futures. Both had shown the other
they had the will and the ability to intlict punishment. if not totally destroy each other’s
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prized assets. But both had suffered severe losses while establishing that crcdihilil‘\.
[rag ckumed to have cowned 67 attacking Tranian atreralt on 23 September alone.”
But the TQAE had not escaped unscathed either. An Tragi official 1old @ Kuwaiti
newspaper in carly October that the IQAF had |()\l 17 percent ot its torees. adding
however that it retained its basic effectiveness. ™ Continued fosses of this i enitude
would eventually crode any credibility their deterrents would have. Theretore.
airtrames and crews had to be conserved to preserve a credible deterrent for the future.

Hence. it was not solely that aircraft were being lost or that supplies were himited
that caused a reduction in airstrikes or activity. but it was also because the possession
of these planes created a deterrent 1o the other side’s use of his planes. The planes
could not objectively win the conflict, but they could intlict punishment onfv,
however. so long as they existed. Using them to intlict higher levels of punishment,
and losing them in the attempt. would only invite future retaliatory attacks for which
there would be only a weak, if not nonexistent. response. Thus. it was not surprising
when Saddam Husayn told the Tragt National Assembly on 4 November that he would
not allow the Western media to force him to use up his air toree,

We will not use our air force. We will Keep it Two years hence our arr force wall sull be
n a position to pound Bani-Sadr and his collaborators. ™

Performance—The IQAF and IIAF
in Strategic Strikes

We have a problem evaluating the performance ot both air tforces in the strategic
role since the goal of both seemed to be to induce the other to accept a mutual cessation
of strategic attacks. It is difficult to use bombing accuracy as a measure. since ity aried
s0. We already noted the ITAF had early in the war missed targets at Basra and Baghdad
quite badly. but the IQAF raid on Tehran on the first day of the war was h irdly an
example to tollow as it resulted in only light damage and two Franians hilled.” [)L\pllL
anumber of IQAF attacks. local residents at Tabriz reported the city unscathed in late
September. and an attempt in October to bomb the Tabriz whmr\ was reported 1o
have missed that fairly large and obvious target entirely.™ On other occasions.
attacking aircraft were very accurate. In early October. Western observers noted direct
hits on the key Dawrah power plant at Baghdad. and HATF attack gireraft caused
considerable damage to oil pumping facilities in Kirkuk and a cement plamt at
Mosul.”®

Effectiveness. however. can be used as a measure. Neither air toree caused enough
damage to the enemy to force him out of the war, but both did cause enough o foree
him to reduce his punishment attacks. TTAF attacks around Kirkuk caused Trag to
declare force majeure on 27 September and cease prunping oif through its pipelines
which ran through Syria and Turkey to the Mediterrancan.” These pipelines were not
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reopencd untif 21 Nov ember.™ Kharg Island. Tran’s major oif exporting termunal., h;Ld
been closed at the start of the war. but it o, was able to reopen on 22 Noy cmber”
By that time. both Tehran and Baghdad knew cach other had the capabiliny to inthict
more punishment on oil. but both had by then been deterred from continuing. From
that time on. attacks on oil appeared to be ritualistic attempts to signal displeasure.

Renewed BAF raids around Kirkuk. causing fires in storage tanks but not heavy
cnough to cause a cessation of the ol flow. were answered by Tragi sirikes at a
petrochemical plant under construction at Bandar-¢ Khomeini. The plant had alyeady
heen shut down when its Japanese workers had been pulled oat, so the Tragi attacks
caused only more damage but did not significantiy aftect Iran's oil titeline. Iran’s kae
November "destruction” of Iraq's offshore oil loading plattorms at Mina al-Bakr and
Khor al-Amaya was answered by a resumption of 1QAF raids on Kharg Island and
Bandar-¢ Khomeini. But the destruction of the platforms wis more or less apay back
jor the "destruction™ of the Abadan refinery. and the retaliatory raids on Kharg caused
hutle damage and scared off few tankers. ™

So airstrikes on strategic targets by the two air forces were effective in restoring a
situation of mutual deterrence but were not effective in forcing a decision, Why? One
reason is they both used too tfew aireratt in their strikes. Observers never saw more
than six afreraft in asingle attack. ! Only three QAT atreratt hit Tehran in the opeming
attacks: only two HAF planes were noted the nextday inan attack on Baghdad: in
another HAF attack on Baghdad. two planes bombed while two covered for them.
By contrast. Israel in 1967 used 120 aircraft in its attacks on the Egyvptian Air Force.
Three waves of 40 planes cach struck at Egyptian bases: then. refueled and rearmed.
came back for a second attack for a total of 240 attack sorties.™ The Tsraeli strategic
attacks hit like a load of bricks. the Iranian and lragi attacks hike pebbles, .

Both sides also appeared to have a problem with unexploded ordnance. ™ The
unexploded munitions problem may have been caused by both pilots and load crews.
The pilots may have delivered their weapon:, well outside optimum parameters. but
many of the weapons dropped on Tragi targets, for instance. did not explode because
they had been improperty fused and primcd.‘h Part of the HAF problem stemnmed
from the tact that load crews during the days of the shah had to be as politicaily reliable
as the aircrews and were thus thoroughly checked out by the shah's internal security
organization, After the revolution, anyone so thoroughly checked out and trusted by
the shah's regime was immediately suspect under the revolutionary regime.

In all. the TIAF probably achieved better results than the 1QAF. Despite its
organizational problems. the HTAF casried Iran’s fight 1o Iraq in the crucial carly days
of the war and, in doing so. let Baghdad know it could not expect an inexpensive
victory. Overall. the HAF hit harder than the IQAF. They seemed 1o put more effort
into their offensive operations, and they probably caused more damage-—especialhy
in the northermn oil arcas around Kirkuk. US-trained Tranian aircrews seemed more
aggressive and more willing to take risks than their fragi counterparts. HATF wireratt
were certainly better. The -4 especially could carry a heavier ordnance load to fonger
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ranges than could any IQALE planes. The 1QAF was especially displeased with the
capabilities of the MiG-23s. They had hoped to use these aircratt on strategie targets
well inside ran. but range and load problems severely limited their use. o Although
little real damage was done in the raid. it served as a kind of "tap on the shoulder 1o
Baghdad. show ing that nothing in Iraq was out of ITAF range.

The Vital Importance of Attrition

Anair torce in this region must deter enemies from attacking strategic assets. so
1t must remain credible to remain a deterrent. Since credibility is a function ot both
will and forces inbeing, then air forces must be kept inbeing. They must be kept
inbeing by being able to survive an enemy attack. This can be done by hardening the
atrtield. sheltering the aircraft. and having a robust air defense network. They can also
be survivable if they are safehavened. as was the case with the Egyptian Air Force in
1956° and the IQAF In 1980.™ But surviving cremy attacks is only part of the
equation: an air force mustsurvive its own attacks. There is a perceptual critical mass.,
a number of aiframes and aircrews, below which the credibility of a deterrent
evaporates. Enemy attacks reduce the size of the deterrent somewhat. but in this
particular war the most severe losses for both sides seem to have occurred during
oftensive operations. The more the IQAF or ITAF presses the attack. the more planes
and crews they lose through enemy responses. accident, or sheer nsage. and the closer
they fall toward that critical mass below which they do not want to drop. How is that

criical mass defined? Is it an objective number. a subjective feel. or a perception of

enemy perceptions? The answer is not readily apparent. Perhaps it does noteven come
under conscious consideration by 1QAF and ITAF planners. but ir is there!

One thing that makes the attrition problem all the more acute is the tact that Iran
and Iraq. hke most Third World countries. are. in essence. clients, supplicants of those
industrialized states that produce atreraft. Leaders in nations whose detense industries
produce sircraft know they have amore or less steady supply of replacement aireratft.
No matter how long the production lead time. both Soviet and Western mifitary
nlanners know there will be a replacement for MiGs and F-16s lost in combat. On a
smaller scale. while Argentine Air Foree leaders must be uncasy about replacements
for Mirages and A-3s lostin the Falklands. they know there will be replacements for
Pucara wircraft lost to British gunners because the Pucard is produced in Argentina.
In prior Middle Eastern wars, Israch decisionmakers knew that links with the Umited
States were so strong that replacement aircrat? would be torthcoming should Israel
really need them. Hence, Israel knew it had replacements even if they were not built
by Israeli industry.

in these three cases, military and political decisionmakers have @ much higher
threshold of attrition pain than do those decisionmakers in a state that has neither
industry nor reliable industrial tfriends. Military objectives cant - pursued with more
determination. and a higher level of airtframe (but not necessarily aircrew ) losses can
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be sustained by a state that has an ability 10 gain replacements. Even if that ability is
only a perceived one in the minds of decistonmakers, 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 Jong-term
attrition, especially if one side in the contlict has a fower 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 airlitt of arms
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 lIranian
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.""m 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 major deliveries from Baghdad and teaching the Iragis 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 fosing 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 fosses 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) 1argets 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. HIAF aircraft kept up random
attacks on Iragi oil targets, chiefly in the north around Mosul and Kirkuk. 1QAF
strategic attacks followed a similar pattern. slacking off to almost none by 1
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November. Deep strikes into the Tehran area were discontinued atter 16 October.
Tu-225 had struck at Mehrabad Airport on the first day ot the war and at a refinery
and industrial area in the southem section of the city on three other occasions through
16 October. Perhaps feeling it had made clear its capability to strike ran’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 detenses for a smalter period of time. Random airstrikes
on Iran’s vital oil loading tacility at Kharg Island continued through April. They had
no lasting etfect on Iranian oil exports since they appeared to be similar to the HAF'S
raids into northem Irag—smuall scale, hit-and-run efforts seemingly designed to
advertise a capability and to inflict some 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 tew weeks of the war
was a reflection of both doctrinal and attrition needs. The incredible Iranian Joint
General Staft Announcement Number 82 on 28 September stated that:

Now that HAF pilots have. and will destroy military targets [sic] mside Irag. they have

commenced their severe counterattach on enemy units which have infiltrated our dear
42

country.

This statement was both a reflection of having run through most of the preplanned
misstons 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 former research
associate at the Air University 's Airpower Research Institute. in his study of Luftwaffe
operations during World War Il postulated three different types of
attrition—oftensive. response, and imposed. Offensive attrition are those calculated
losses caused by one’s own initiative that one 1s willing to sutfer in an effort toachieve
a gain through the oftensive use of airpower. Offensive attrition 1s that which 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.*’ The HAF sutfered offensive attrition when it
struck back hard at Iragi strategic targets on 23 September [98(0). losing a good number
of aircraft (67 by Irag’s probably overoptimistic claim). IQAF losses during attacks
in Tehran. including at least two Tu-22s in October.™ were similarly caused by Iraqi
initiative.

Conversely. response attrition is that caused by enemy initiative, the losses you
suffer by either being destroyed on the ground or by detending yourself from encmy
attack. The Egyptian Air Force losses in 1956 and 1967 were classic examples of
response attrition, though the EAF was given little opportunity to respond. 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 airtields and by
restricting the EAF’s defensive responsibilities while increasing those of
ground-based air defense. Neither the LIAF nor the IQAF suffered very much response
attrition for several reasons—one, both had hardened air bases: two. neither air torce
mounted a sustained counterair offensive; three. Irag 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 atrririon is that which is torced 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 contesting 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 suftered
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
I1AF, especially. scemed to feel that the offensive attritic n it suffered was high enough
tocause the IQAF to back off on the pressure. The IQAF was not willing or was unable
to bear the offensive attrition cost required to impose crushing losses on either the
HAF or Iran itself. The same was true of the lIAF. Attrition through oftensive 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 assisi the army 1f it did not cost 100
much in attrition of aircraft assets.

Performance—The IQAF and
ITAF 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 carly waming radar networks. in particular. seemed totally
ineffective. Iraqi bombers were able to penetrate to Tehran on at least three occasions
without meeting any I1AF opposition until «fter they had already delivered their
ordnance. While IQAF tlight 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 retlection of intelligence
on Iranian radar capabilities obtained from Iranian exiles who cooperatcd with
Baghdad.h Similarly. Iranian aircraft were able to strike targets inside Iraq.
apparently unhindered by IQAF interceptors while en route to their targets. The Iragi
defensive problem was compounded. however, by geographic realities. lraqi strategic
targets all lay relatively close to the Iranian border where the topography is vers
mountainous. This allowed IIAF strike aircraft to tly low through Iranian mountain
passes. popping out into Iraqi radar coverage only after having already crossed the
border. HHAF run-ins to targets were often a matter of only a few minutes after border
crossing.

The ability ot the LAF. tlying low and fast. to arrive unhindered over Iragi cities
led some to conclude that the entire Iraqi defensive command and control structure
had either collapsed or was extremely incompelem.% While the Iraqgi 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."7 It appears a major reason Iranian
aircraft were able to get to their target relatively unmolested was the Traqgi defensive
setup. It appeared that the lraqis 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 1IQAF would not attempt an intercept in these areas due 1o the
inability of Iraqi ground air detenses 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 1QAF
flexibility to cope with IIAF intruders and allowed HAF pilots to face only one
defensive problem at a time, the Iragis 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

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 over the sky during lranian raids early in the war. raids that probably
comprised two to, at most. four aircraft.® 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 fawn."" 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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From the Iragi perspective, another problem was the ability of Tranian pilots to
avoid Iragi SA-2s and SA-3s. Many LIAF aircrews were able to turn inside Iragi
surtace-to-air missiles by using tactics taught them by US Air Force instructors.” :
One Tragi 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 cither location.>*

The Tranian 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. franian conmbat reports claimed about equal
numbers of Iragi losses caused by AAA and by lranian fighters. While most of the
AAA claims were near the battlefront. a number were also claimed in the Kharg
[stand-Biishehr area. indicating Irantan concern with the defense of this terminal.
Most of the interception claims were in areas behind the front lines. indicating [TAF
aircratt on airborne alert had been vectored to intercept Iraqi intruders. One of its most
important roles appeared to be as an airbome early warning platform. detecting
intruders with its AWG-9 radar and informing other aireraft who then tried for the
imcrccpti(m.5 *Fo14s apparently did not get too close to the fight for some time as it
was not until March 1981 that /raqgi dispatches mentioned any F-14 encounters.

Iragi Jeaders seemed very displeased with Iragi detensive performances and
seemed inclined to blame their Soviet-supplied equipment rather than acknowledge
their own structural problems. Although undoubtediy Soviet equipment has its
shortcomings. the refatively poor Iragi performance cannot be totally laid at the teet
of the Soviet Union. At any rate. the Iragis 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
surtace-to-air missile systems to augment their depleted Soviet SAM arsenal.™ The
Iragis were also displeased with Soviet air-to-air missiles. Pakistani technicians were
reported to have helped the Iragis modity some MiG-21s to carry the French-made
Magic air-to-air missile. The lragis claimed to have used a MiG-21 so equipped to
down an F-14.% Additionally, in early 1981 the Iragis received the first ot their 1977
order of 36 Mirage F-1 5. 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 arms supplier so Iragi actions could not be as casily
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 lragi reaction time. as the Israelis were to demonstrate so
dramatically when they destroyed Irag’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 foree is essential in order
to deter potential enemies from attempling to destroy stralegic assets, then the attrition
of that air force is of vital concern. But the use of those air forces as deterrents and
the subsequent concern with the attrition of that deterrent are an outgrowth ot basic
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 display
their operational attitudes. whether they be formulated in manuals and vegulations or
unconscious and unstated, but understood.

Iran and Irag—and by extension most of the other Middle East states—-scem 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 doctring
that has evolved over a period of 60-odd years. And it sias been an evolutionary
process. At times, visionary ideas and thinkers have outpaced aviation technology - 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 "acrospace forces are unigue and can be decisive in w arfare.”
coupled with World War Il 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 be independent of army control
though their joint cooperation was a must. (FM 100-20, Command und Employmient
of Air Power declared in 1943 that air superiority was a requirement for successtul
fand operations.)58 Torepeat, forthe US Air Force. it has been an evolutionary process.
In the period preceding World War I1, airpower thinkers developed concepts that were
1o 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.” '

The key to the development of US Air Force doctrine was its long-term growth in
concert with emerging technology and an expanding experience base from which o
draw lessons. Such has not been the case for the IQAF and HHAFE. As previously noted.
both air forces are fairly new creations in which near statc-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 1930s. it remained almost fully under
British control through 1955. The radical shift after 1958 to Soviet weapons brought
tn 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 intfluenced 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 more than a small segment of the airpower spectrum. While 1QAF leaders could
study Arab experiences in wars since 1948, their own part in those wars had been
quite limited. While their doctrine—as displayed through their actions in the war with
Iran—-seemed to offer lip service to the generally accepted tenets of airpower, one
had the feeling that Iraqi leaders had no real faith in the etficacy of airpower. [t seemed
that the most important factors aftecting the IQAF were not the capabilities of their
aircraft nor the employment ideas of IQAF leaders. but rather the subordination of
the air force to the needs of not only the army but also. and more important, the political
command.®

The IAF situation was at once both similar to and difterent from that of Iraq. The
IIAF was a newer creation than the 1QAF, receiving its first combat aircratt only in
1956. The 1970s was a period of explosive growth for the ITAF as the force structure,
composed of tirst-rate American aircrafl. increased rapidly. The need to find somehow
the necessary manpower 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 1981 to operate all the systems expected in the inventory by that date)®
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 iIAF had no writien
doctrine. but the close US Air Force-1TIAF ties over the preceding years had resulted
in many ITAF officers internalizing aspects ot US Air Force doctrine. According to a
US Air Force ofticer intimately familiar with the command echelons of the Imperial
Iranian Air Force, IIAF commanders, 1o the extent they even recognized a need for
doctrine. tended to use ours.®” HAF planners, often schooled 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 1IAF 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 11AF lest it become a tool for opposition elements.

In 1980 and 1981, any doctrinal impulses held by ¢ither 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 [1AF 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 torces
approached the basic tactical airpower tasks., noting the divergence between thewr and
our beliefs.
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Offensive Counterair Operations

"The first task of airpower is to gain and [to] maintain air superiority. Airsupeniority
is essential 10 sustained air, ground, and sea opcrmions."("z

"Oftensive counterair operations are conducted to seek out and destroy enemy
forces that compete with us tor air superiority. We must destroy the enemy s oftensive
counterair systems and support facilities . . . air superiority is essential. "

These statements describe the US Air Force beliefs about the 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
will sufter unacceptable hardships without air superiority being first attained. Itis also
equally obvious. but not so often expressed. that it ground operations. tor example.
can be carried out with a lack of air superiority. then there’s less reason for exclusive
US Air Force control of Air Force assets. These same factors also may be apparent to
Iraqi and Iranian air force leaders, but they are not so readily obvious to their respective
national military and political chicfs.

The Iraqi Attack

The Iragis had leamed one airpower lesson trom previous Middle Eastern
wars—the necessity of the tirst strike. The first strike had been decisive in 1956 and
1967. In 1973. the first strike had not been decisive o achieving air superiority. but
it had helped the Arab attack gain enough momentum to gain key ground. especially
on the Suez tront. In 1980, the Iragis were in an ambiguous situation. Their assessment
of Iranian mititary wcakness indicated they had a window of opportunity through
which they could launch a successful attack. But they had little real faith in their
equipment. Like the Egyptians in 19735 the Iraqis knew their Soviet-supplied
aircraft were no match for Iran’s US-supplied aircraft. Their planes had short ranges.
making deep strikes difficult and giving lran in-country sanctuaries: they had
mediocre avionics: and they had no capacity 1o carry advanced munitions. Atop all
this. Iranian pilots had. quoting Saddam Husayn. "received training from the most
experienced Americans.”®® The Iragi deciston to launch the attack. theretore. had to
rest on the assessment that despite the IQAF's equipment shortcomings. it could
succeed against a revolution-wracked HAE

But success tor Iraq. like Egypt in 1973, did not necessarily mean air superiority.
AFM 2-1. Tactical Air Operations—Counter-Air, Close Air Support. and Air
Duerdiction, states control of the air may vary along a spectrum ranging from total
friendly control to total enemy control.”” It also states that offensive action is
nccc.\surg' 1o gain friendly control as defensive action surrenders initiative to the
cncmy.(1 The Irayis. like the Egyptians. saw it ditferently. Rather than strive for total
air superiority, they would be content with localized air control. Rather than seek out
and destroy the enemy air force, they would surrender the initiative but try to destroy
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the enemy whenever he approached the areas they wanted to control. An lragi militars
source was reported to have said in late September 1980 that ground air defense is
the best means of reducing and destroying the HAE®

Why, then. the 22 September attacks on [ranian air bases? Iragi leaders. agreeing
with AFM 21, feit that employment of their airpower could have a political etfect.
It would demonstrate national resolve (tell Tehran that Irag meant business) and could
serve as a deterrent 10 further escalation of the conflict.”” While Iranian spokesmen
and Western observers characterized the Iraqi attack as an attempt to duplicate Israel’s
1967 teat. the attack was much more in line with Egypt’s imitial airstrikes into the
Sinai in 1973. Like the Egyptians in 1973, the Iragis knew they had little chance to
destroy the INAF. 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. theretore. to be like Egypt’s
1973 attacks—hir-and-rur atfairs to disrupt potential IIAF reactions to Iragi ground
forces that were preparing to invade early the following moming. If the attacks
persuaded the Iranians not to fight, well and good: if they only hampered [TAF ability
to intertere with Iraqi ground forces. then they were successful.

On the atternoon of 22 September 1980. the Iragis 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. Biishehr. Dezful. Ahwaz. and
Omidiyeh.” 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 relatively light ordnance (due to aircratt capability and range
problems). or that the lIraqis suftered from extremely gg()r prestrike intelligence. The
Egyptians in 1973 had the benetit 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. Irag 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 bombs landing outside the
base perimeter. The resultant pattern made it difficult for the Iranians to determine the
Blinders actual targets. Two bombs caused the only damage. One hitaloaded KC-707
tanker and the other hit aramp in front of Iran Aircraft Industries where an F-4 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 1QAF airmanship and poor target intelligence
combined to produce hittle significant damage to the JAF Traqi intelligence about en
route defenses. however. appeared adequate since the Blinder attack came as a
complete surprisc, and it was unopposed.
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In foltow-on attacks, fewer bases were hit. On the 23d . four airtields were attacked.
including Tabriz and Biishehr twice. On the 24th. six were attacked—Tabriz twice.
Deztul twice. and Shahrokhi, Kermanshah, Ahwaz, and Sanandaj once each
respectively. By the third day of the war. Iragi counterair strikes were limited to a tew
bases close to the border from which the ITAF was launching retaliatory raids.”* The
only HAF base successtully neutralized was at Dezful. Probably because itwas closest
to Iraq. it was hit more often than others: on the 23d. damage was great enough to
prevent returning HAF fighters from lLlI‘Iding.7> [t was neutrahized eventually when
Iragi ground forces closed in on Dezful. After the tirst week of the war. 1QAF
counterair strikes apparently became much more random aftairs, Since air superiority
was viewed as desirable but not essential. Tragi decisionmakers telt no need to
continue an offensive counterair campaign even though the 1IAF had not been
neutralized. By then, woo. Tragr leaders were facing another probiem—IAF strikes
against strategic targets inside Irag.

The Iraqi offensive counterair effort lasted less than a week and can be judged a
total failure, The damage the IQAF inflicted on the HHAF was minimal and did not
severely damage HAF retahiatory capabilities. But the Iragis saw their air torce
primarily as a deterrent force—othcial Iragi announcements., in fact. referred to the
22 September attacks as "a deterrent blow.””® While exact [QAF fosses in the first
week are not known. they were high enough to contince the Tragis that 1QAF
airframes could be more productively used. The counterair mission would be carried
out through defensive measures.

The Iranian Response

The original lranian approach to the air superiority question was very similar to
the one espoused by the US Air Force. Contingency plans. drafted betore the
revolution, envisaged HAF actions in an air war with Irag starting with o strong
counterair effort. The initial HAF reaction followed the caisting plans as HAT aiveraft
struck back at two Iragi air bases on 22 SC|)lc111hcr.7' But the plans envisage attacks
on Iraqi airfields to be undertaken by Jarge strike packages with F- s providing top
cover, F-4s providing defense suppression, and F-4 and -5 bombers carrving both
cratering and arca-denial munitions. Further exacerbating the situation for the
attackers was the fact that they lacked good current intelligence about target defenses
and did not have defense suppression supportz as & result. the HAF suftered heavily,
HAF offensive counterair missions continued only through the fourth day of the war.
then stopped.

The HAF command element in Tehran, hampered as it was by civilian suspicion
and by the loss of most of its prerevolutionary leadership. still seemed to sense quite
quickly that its counterair effort was counterproductive. As it sought to regain
operationil control tdiscussed in a future section) from the air bases which were
operating autonomously. they began to issue trag orders directing attacks on Iragt
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strategie targets. Inapparenthy classic statements of bras ado that sought to mask
severe ditficultios. the jointehiets in‘Tehran announced on 260 September thatthe A
had control of Tranian ;lil\pkl‘.\‘./‘\' Then on 28 September. they announced that the
HAEF would tumn its atiention to the support of the Tranian army. hiving already
destroyed all Tragi military l;u‘gcl\.'” In reality. TQAE wireraft could sull penctrate
lranian wirspace nearly at will. and TAF aireraft would stll strihe into brag. TTAE
aireralt would not. however, continue a counterair etfort, The primary mission ot the
HAF would not be the destruction or neutralization of enemy air: the HAEF moved o
tis deterrent role. The HAF would now punish Iragi strategic targets in order to
dissuade the Iragis from bombing Iranian targets.

The counterair mission had been tried by both sides. then abandoned. Neithier put
a tull weight of effort into it and both achieved what one could have expected—nens
to nothing. From the doctrinal point of view. the reasons tor the counterair fiaseo
appear different for the two air forces. The IQAE appears not to belicve in offensive
counterair, ltmade a halt-hearted. fili-in-the-square avemptat it. The IQAF apparenthy
belicved in and preferred attriion imflicted through defensive counterair and
ground-based air defense as the way o reduce enemy air capabilities. In contrast, the
HAF seemed . 1o believe in the need for offensive counterair but found that pikot
shortages and heavy losses forced it w abandon this mission. o depleted TEAF was
to have an effect on the war. it would have to be inanother role—and that rofe. at first.
wits to Inflict punishing strategie strikes.

Support for Ground Forces—Close Air Support/Interdiction

Adter the IQAF and ITAF both tackled their strategic missions, they then had o
address their primary tactical mission—support tor ground forces. Since. in both lran
and Irag. the ammy is the most important military amm. air toree support for the ground
forces ix an important task. and the approach to it taken by the HAF and IQAF ditters
little from US Aur Foree doctrine. with one major exception. While both sides talk
about close air support (CAS) for their ground torces, in reality neither air foree really
carried out the CAS role except in extremely dire situations. One of the lessons the
Tragis had drawn from the 1973 war was that CAS was Tikely to be too costly interms
of attrition for the resuits gained. They had noted the Tosses suftered by the Israchi Air
Force on the Suez front when trying to perform the CAS role in the teeth of the
integrated Egyptian air defense svstem. They had also suffered severe losses of their
own. tanghing with the Isracli Air Foree over the Golan Heights as thes tried to suppont
[ragi armored units being chewed up on the ground.

So in 1980, the IQAE did not perform the CAS role in support of Tragi army units
moving into fran. The fack of TQAF activity near the front comsistenty sarprised
Western reporters up untid the time they were forbidden to cover the battle arca™ The
1QALE seemed doctrmally 1o have attached a Jow priority 10 CAS. From a doctrinal
standpoint, IQAF Teaders seem to have decided. on the basis of the 1973 experience.
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that tactical atrcraft could not survive the deadly air defenses active in the zone of
ground forces controntation. While this appeared true on the Sues tront in 1973, the
Khuzistan front in 1980-81 was certainly a less dangerous place. True. Iran possessed
both Hawk and Rapier SAMs but Iranian SAMs (unlike the case with Egyptian SA-6s
on the Suez front) were not integrated with Tranian ground force units. Iraman AAA.
on paper. looked potent with some [.200 23-mm. 35-mm. 40-mm. 57-mm. and
g3-mm towed AAA pieces und 100 ZSU 23-4 and ZSU 57-2 self-propelled gun.\.'\,l
Buat it the Iranian army was disorganized and weak enough for Iragi leaders to have
decided an invasion would cause its collupse. then the Iranian battlefield air defense
system should have been suspect enough tor the Iraqis to have at least tried to fly
againstit. Two possible reasons exist for the IQAF s apparent disinterest in CAS. First.
Iragi air-ground coordination may have been quite weak and the IQAF may huave
decided to forgo CAS rather than contend with trigger-happy [ragi antiaircraft
gunnery. as well as with whatever iranian air defenses that might have existed. And
second. the IQAF. over the years since 1973, doctrinally may have dropped CAS from
a priority air force mission to one 1o be flown only in desperate circumstances.

The Iranians talked about CAS. both before and during the conflict. but they too
flew very few CAS missions. But the missions the direct air support centers (DASCs)
coordinated included very little true CAS. Iranian planners had decided that the
Arab-Israeli and India-Pakistan wars had shown that CAS was likely to be too costly
when flown in the face of a sophisticated air defense network. And. like the Iraqis.
the Tranians had decided before the revolution that enemy possession of sophisticated
air defense equipment implied enemy proficiency with that equipment: this
assumption of proficiency was apparently never seriously tested. By 1980. the I1AF
had developed a program of army support referred to as CAS. but that. in actuality.
more resembled battletield area interdiction (BAD. HAF aircraft would be detailed
through the DASCs to army 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 army units. ITAF fighters thus did a lot of
strating and rocketing of targets of opportunity along the roads leading to the battle
arcas. While such attacks ranged as far into Iraq as the Al *Amardh arca on the
Khuzistan front. they generally occurred near the border on the central front from
Mehran to Quir-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 carly
October 1980 and soon became a regular teature in Iranian and Iragi reports. lranian
Cobra helicopter gunships armed with tube-launched. optically -tracked. wire-guided
(TOW) antitank missiles apparently had considerable success against Iragy annored
units that at imes advanced without any air cover. A French reporter noted three
Cobras taking tums attacking an Iragi column near Abadan in mid-October 1980, The
Cobras apparently faced no Iraqi antiaireraft fire.* By November. ho aever. Iragi use
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of ZSU-23-4 antiaireraft gun sy stems, as well as tank-mounted machine guns. began
to take atofl of Trantan helicopters, particulardy in Hlat arcas of Khuzistan.™

The attack helicopter. though. was never driven from the shies. and the use of
hehicopters i CASL close-in interdiction. and artilfery-spotter roles continued
throughout the war. While antiaireradt tfire proved the most etfective means for defense
from attack helicopters. the IQAL succeeded several times in usiag fighters to down
franian helicopters.™ And on 24 April 1981, the Iranians reported air-to-air combat
between helicopters stating ITranian helicopters “blew up two enemy helicopters
during a dogtight. ™

Although they neglected close air support, both the JQAF and 1TAF flew a good
number of mterdiction sorties. Early in the war. the 1QAF began striking at Tran’s
transportation infrastructure. hitting a number of bridges. railroads. and roads. IQAF
fighters also struck at depots. troop positions. and armor and vehicle concentrations.
but never seemed to strike at Irantan reinforcements moving toward the battle area.
Iraqi interdiction etforts were at their highest levels during the first 43 vy of the war.
then tapered off. Except for mcreased numbers of interdiction sorties in
mid-December 1980 and around the arca of lran's ill-fated Stsangerd counterattack
in Junuary 1981, the IQAF interdiction effort wound down through the spring and
summer of 1981 to random and pertadic missions., generally inareas close to the battle
areas.’

Although the HAF continued a higher level of etfort for a longer period of time,
the HIAF interdiction effort generally paralleled that of the [QAF. Tranian interdiction
sorties remained fairly constant through mid-Tunuay 1981 but declined thereaiter.
They picked up again in April and May but were carried out agamst only a few arcas
on a daily basis, whereas their effort in late 1980 had been more mtensive and spread
over a greater area both inside Trag as well as near the battle arcas.

HAF interdiction aireraft struch most often along the roads inside Trag inan area
centered on Al T Amarih, Irag—an arca generally parallel o the Iranian border from
Deztul to Abadan. HAF aircraft struck at Iragi garrisons inside Irag
poorly protected depots. ammunition dumps. and vehicle concentrations—and
against Iradi units moving along the roads toward [ran. Early in the war. American

at apparently

reporters watched the HAF, flying singly and in two-plane sorties, cause conviderable
havoce on Tragi positions. On 30 September. 12 miles west of Ahwaz. they watched
two F-4s destroy an Iragi ammunition dump.‘w Much of the [ranian interdiction eftort
wits similar to that of the Tragis—aircraft on armed reconnaissance struck at trgets
of opportunity. An American reporter, traveling in a car along the Tragi side of the
Shatt-al-Arab, became a target when an HAF F-3 flving along the road at 100 feet
noted his taxi. The pilot banked the aireratt into a 360-degree tum and attemipted to
bomb the taxi on the second pu.\\,m

Overall. the interdiction effort. by both air forces. seemed 1o be characterized by
a lot of armed reconnaissance and strafing. with somewhat fess effort put into hitting
preplanned targets. From the targets they hitand the deseription given by their publi
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¢ Lannns itseems the Tragis did most o their interdiction targeting on the basis of maps
rather than other target materials. As noted carlier. the Tragis probably had received
very lmited prew ar target imformation trom the Soviets and apparently received none
during the war. Iragi tactical reconnaissance seemed alniost nonexistent. so updated
imformation about Iranian targets had to come primarily from debrictings of strike
pilots. Most of the transient-type targets appeared to have been targets of opportunity
struck by atrcratt or armed recomnaissance missions. When the QAL attacked targets
of opportunity. the results were sometimes spectacular. Forinstance. in early October
a French correspondent reported that an Tragp adreratt had hitacrail-switching center
between Khorramshahr and Bandar-e Khomeini. The plane’s rockets blew up an
entire siring of liquitied petroleum gas (L.PG) cars.”

The HAE by contrast. seemed to have better targetintelligence. Contingeney target
folders. built before the revolution. had target matenals derived trom RI-4E
photoreconnaissance sorties carried out over [raq at least until 1975." During the war.
the HAFE leadership apparently had the advantage of at least decent tactical
photorcconnaissance from [ran’s one RE-4E squadron. Early in the war. an F-4 was
downed while attacking Tragi units along the road from the border to Khorramshahr.
An fragi commander noted. "We found detailed maps of the areaiin the airplane with
our positions clearly carmarked on it

An assessmient of both air forces™ support to ground forces must conclude that
neither were vital to success or defeat nor were they particularly ettective. Neither aw
force used tixed-wing assets ina true CAS role. preferring instead to leanve that role
to attack helicopters that were used regularly but not in large numbers. In the
interdiction role. both sides caused considerable damage but did not appear to have
much effieet on the course of the ground battles. The TTAFE probably achieved the
greater fevel of damage due to better tactical reconnaissance. hetter munitions, and
more overall eftort put into the interdiction role. But in the ground support role. as in
all other offensive roles, both the IQAF and HAF soon backed away fromacontinued
cftort as losses hegan to mount and airpower 1o both sides scemed less and Jess the
key 1o victory. Nevertheless, both still reasoned that it could be used toavoid deteat,

Command and Control—Different Approaches
“Centralized control. decentralized execution.” This as the Amwerican amnan’s

creed on how best to use wirpower. [tis enshrned in AFM T Towhich states:

Ihe pomaples of centialized control, decemtralized execations and coordinated ettort,
common doctrme. and coaperation are umgue o acrospace poseer Hhey aie landamental

o the suceess ab oun operations
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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 asingle commander whois located
at a level high enough to give the air commander an overview of the entire military
situation. Ideally, once the aircommander 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 toemploy
airpower: any other approaches seem either illogical or incomprehensible. The tact
that Iran and Iraq do. in fact. employ their airpower in their own style makes their
actions puzzling to many intormed US observers.

During the days of the shah. the IAF 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
control of operations.‘)4 Consequently, IIAF ofticers 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 1970s. in an HAF command structure that inhibited
independent action without detailed guidance from above.

After the revolution. command arrangements in the 1IAF 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.
Eftective. it nebulous, control over HHAF 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 HHAF has reverted to its previous style of excessive centralization as the
mullahs in Tehran have assumed the shah’s concem with security and do not want to
allow any growth of independent power centers which may oppose their control. One
indication that the new Iranian political leadership was determined 10 keep the regular
military under its thumb was 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 torward go first through the propaganda committee of the
mulfah-dominated Supreme Defense C ouncil.™ But an even more telling indicator
was the purging of the [FAF that took place in the late summer of 1981 atter fran’s
clected president. Abol Hasan Bani-Sadr. felt compelled by events to fiee the country.
That he did so in an HAF transport caused the regime remaining in Tehran to remove
politically suspect elements from their air force while the country was in the midst of

63




ey

oy e

e

R

THE ROLE OF AIRPOWER IN THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR

a war. Unsure of [IAF loyalties, the regime felt it necessary to keep the HAF under
very close control.”®

Rigid centralization appeared to be the norm on the Iragi side as well. both betore
and during the war. As previously mentioned. political considerations and the need
10 keep military capabilities under tight political control dictated that the Baath Party
keep the Tragi military on a very short rein. No innovative behavior on the part of the
IQAF was discernable. On the contrary. IQAF operations. like those of the entire Iraqi
military. appeared to do only that v hich the political leadership specifically directed.
The IQAF obviously did not take the fight to the TIAF: Iraqi fighters in combat air
patrols over Iraq seemed content to bore holes in the sky rather than to seek out readily
available [IAF targels.q7 Since late 1980 (when the Iragi military effectively ceased
oftensive operations) through mid-1982. the 1QAF (or the political leadership that
controls it) has seemed content generally to not engage in combat as long as the ITAF
does the same.
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CHAPTER 6

Conclusions

"The war. they believe. will be war in the air.”! That was the conventional wisdom
in the fall of 1980. By 1982 the Iran-Iraq war had receded from the front pages and
from the minds of many US airmen who. if they cared any longer, usually telt 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 war?

In previous chapters of this study, we looked at the historical backgrounds of the
two air forces which participated in this war. We noted Tragi participation in the Arab
wars with Isracl. and we postulated that IQAF behavior in the war with Tran was
conditioned in part by the airpower lessons the Arab states had taken from their
experiences against the 1AF. We also noted that a historical involvement in domestic
politics had undermined I1QAF professionalism. On the other side. we noted that the
ITAF 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 hicrarchies, their most important mission. in reality. is not the direct
support of ground forces. Rather. the most important mission tor both air forces is to
deter the enemy from escalating the contlict 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 maintenance of that deterrent capability
(and hence. credibility) becomes all important. Thus attrition becomes a vital
consideration: the losses incurred as a by-product of oftensive initiative cause the air
forces to willingly give up offensive initiative and replace it with a
conservative—even stylized and rituahistic—detensive posture.

This chapter concludes the study on the use of airpower in the lran-Irag war by
discussing three topic arcas. First. it discusses the role that airpower played as a part
of the military instrument wiclded by the political leaderships in Baghdad and Tehran:
it notes the power that political considerations had over military needs. Second.
aceepting these political strictures. this study deduces the Tragi and Iranian approaches
to airpower within the general context of these strictures. This is done by looking ot
how IQAF and HAF behavior contrasts with US Air Force principles of war.
Comments are also presented on the impact that cultural influences have on mihitary
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considerations. Finally. an attempt is made to state what the foregoing 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 to journalists like Drew Middleton. and many. it not
most. American airmen (this author was definitelv included in the majority) have
looked at this particular war pretty much as a military aftair. Such groups wanted to
view the Iran-Iraq 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 [raqi 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 Iragi (and to some extent the Iranian since Iran reacted to Iraqi
moves) way of air war problematic. Given a difterent scenario. both sides may well
act in a different manner. It must be truthfully said. however. that a different manner
may vield 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 1y only one aspect ot the total strategic equation. Total strategy entails
tar more than pure military strategy. For instance, one of the most important strategic
considerations—for Irag more so than for Iran—was the need to keep the contlict
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. 1f
Iraq had the capability to grind down Iran and Iran began over time to crumble. began
10 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, lraq 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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quickhly if external actors were to be kept out. It was not. and Iraq essentially lost the
war somew here around 5 October 1980 at which time it began looking fora way out.

Compounding frag’s strategic problem was the tact 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 threats” and lash out. striking at Arab oi} producers in the Gulf in an effort to
hurt them as fran 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 0il” from its obviously capable and untrustworthy stewards. Paranoid feelings
along these lines were casily fed by articles which had appeared in the West since
1973 suggesting the necessity for the West to straighten out the oil mess. And would
the Soviets want to watch that happen without dividing the spoils? In such a situation.
the combatants put unstated. but consensual. limits on their military actions. Military
operations became as important for what they are—signals—as for what they may
accomplish. Western observers could see it happening. but did not want to admit it.
T. R. Milton stated the comimon teeling in a January 1981 article in Air Foree
Muagazine when he said. "Unhikely though it may be. the thought occurs that the Iragis
are trying the sort of air warfare—whatever did we call it: giving signals?—that our
politicians devised in the 19605,

When Iran eased off on the strategic punishment strikes. iraq did the same.
Strategic attacks from November 1980 on took on a ritualistic quality: Iran
"destroyed” Iraq’s oftshore foading platforms at Mina al-Bakr and Khor al-Amayaon
a number of occasions after it first "destroved” them at the end 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 would
have shut down lran’s export operation. Similarly. Irag’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 Iragi border were obvious signals that there
were limits to how overt the other Arab states could make their aid to Irag. The HAF's
April 1981 raid on H-3 airtield in far western Irag also could not have gone unnoticed
by other Arab governmems who could tind themselves within range of a refueled
IIAF F-4.

For Yrag. the “efficient. rational” use of its military instrument (even if that
instrument could be used efficiently, a fact that has not yet been demonstrated) had
to be subservient to perceived political needs. Despite the actual or potennal
capabilities of the various air forces. the observations of Clausewitz bore out.
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War, therefore, is an act of policy. Were ita complete, untrameled. absolute manitestation
of violence (as the pure concept would require), war would of its own independent will
usurp the place of policy the moment policy had brought being: it would then drive policy
out of office and rule by the laws of its own nature. .. . If we keep in mind that war
springs from some political purpose. it is natural that the prime cause of its existence
will remain the supreme consideration in conducting i

The Iragis, however. seemed to disregard the remainder of Clausewitz’s
observation.

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

Cultural Factors Impacting Strategy

The Iragi 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 viclory.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. . .. | The principal elements
are] the skill of the commander. the experience and courage of the troops. and their
patriotic spirit. The relative value of cach cannot be universally established: it is hard
enough to discuss their potential, 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. being fickle. often succumbs.®

It would appear that the Iraqis undervalued the impact of beliet 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 lran to make their collective will a tactor Irag
had not adequately considered. Baghdad could have found warnings about the value
of will in its own Arab experience. Lt Col al-Haytham al-Ayoubi is a former Syrian
ofticer and a military/political analyst. Acomment he made explaining why the Arabs
refuse to accept the fact that [srael defeats them militarily at every turn was just as
applicable for Iraq in its struggle with Iran.

In the past. occupation of territories. important cities, or vital areas signified an
opponent’s defeat. Butin the 20th century. war is no longer a struggle between two armed
torces: it is a struggle between 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 will ot the opponent is shattered or bled to
death. or unless intervention by other states puts an end to the fighting. This new type of
war has new characteristics. Revolutionary forces may ignore the value of the land and
strengthen popular resistance ana morale. Given the will to fight. they may prolong the
war until the enemy is tired of fighting and is convinced of the futility of settling the
contlict by force of arms.”

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
tired by religious zeal. Often in Muslim history. one group of Muslims would war on
another group. claiming they were upoxlales.m The same was true in this conflict,
Tehran couched its rhetoric in terms of believers (Iranians) fighting unbelievers
(Baathist Iragis). Such a situation complicated lraqi 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
ofters of cease-fires and negotiations were bound to be ignored by Tehran: victory
was the only acceptable outcome for the lranian religious leadership. Muslim
junisprudence. however. allows hostilities to cease without an Islamic victory, but only
when a superior torce (or force majeure ) imposes a settlement. "nall 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.' Baghdad did not want
superpower intrusion into the region, and the superpowers were content to let Iran
and lraq 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—both anathema to Baghdad.

73




———— D

PHE ROLE OF AIRPOWER IN THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR

Airpower Approaches

Both countries tand their air torces). however, displayed some general tendencies.,
tendencies that they may again exhibit in foresecable future contlicts. In a purely
mititary sense. devoid of the political constraints or limitations of this war. what do
the Tragis and Iranians view as the value of airpower. the utility of wrpower? Do they
see it as the US Air Foree does. as & primary key to military victory or success? The
lragis apparently do not—at least not in the offensive mode the US Air Foree views
as essential to success. The Tragr approach to military success appears to be a
continental approach similar to the approach used by other Arab states. most notably
Egvpt. For them. the essence of victory is occupation. physical possession of real
estate. Because the army s the only force capable of occupying territory. the army
becomes the decisive military arm. The air force can help the army compel the enemy
to give up real estate. but it cannot do it alone. The air torce can be decisive but only
as part of anoverall military effort in w hich the army is the most important component.

But while this appears to be the Tragt idea about airpower’s role in achieving a
decisive conclusion to conflict. the Iragis never seemed to get to a point of decision.
Rather. they seemed willing (and now in 1982 as Iraman forces have invaded Iraqi
soil. seemingly remain willing) to limit airpower’s role in the conflict to a point short
of decisiveness, In this interim. or limited. military mode that docs not foresee decisive
military operations. the IQAF's most vital role is to keep the conflict limited by
deterring Iran trom expanding the boundaries of the contlict either in terms of
geography or in terms of levels of destruction. Since the inherent capabilities of any
air force allow it to do just that—expand the physical or quahitative boundartes of a
conflict—then the IQAF's deterrent role is aimed primarily at the 1TAF.

The Iranian approach is a bit more difticult to pin down. Iranian military thinking
is undergoing a period of uncertainty. and doctrinal ideas about airpower are just now
evolving out of prior training history. out of a still unstable revolutionary situation.
and out of a measure of combat success in Iran’s first major war in memory. 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 who. for a variety of reasons. have
avoided purges and persecution and have. again tor a number of causes, chosen not
to leave the service and/or their country. They are flving or directing US war planes
and most of them rececived at least their basic flying training in the United States.
Some obviously have internalized US Air Force tactics (how to avoid SAMs tor
instance). but how much US Air Force doctrine were they exposed to and how much
did they internalize? It is likely that they will depend. to a large extent. on their
experiences in the war with [rag. What do these experiences tell them? First. they may
have saved Iran from defeat in the carly days of the war. Second. Iran. however. was
successtul in expelling the Tragi invaders without any significant air support. And
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third. emotional fervor and patriotism can multiply proficiency to create a military
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 o
inflict a punishing blow, but preferring to keep them in reserve so the enemy will
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 aitrition since they come under atiack less often. And if the war
remains limited enough so that neither side fears complete collapse. then imposed
atirition 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 where
losses are inevitable. Such use and, therefore. such losses not only reduce its actual
capability but can also reduce its deterrent vatue (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 Iragi and Iranian tendencies by looking at how they
acted in regard to what we consider principles of war. AFM [—1 fists 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 mifitary objectives
is questionable. The Economist offered what appeared to be a reasonable goal: "Iray’s
basic military aim is. or should be if it has one, to bring the Iranian armed torces
grinding to a halt by cutting oft the tlow of oil.”!? But it seems more likely that
Baghdad changed its objective in the midst of the war from a definition of "victory”
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 when
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 HAF's main contribution
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to the objective was its ability to act as a deterrent. The HAE however. did use s

strategic airhft capability o transport supplics to Iran from seliers all over the
14 - L. . . . . . .

world " —the military objective being the anning of [ran tor the final victory,

2. Offensive

The IQAF. like other Arab air torces. does not seem to have an offensive mentality.
As the war took on the aspect of trench wartare by 1981 Iragi ground forces still taced
daily shelling as Iranian ground forces massed for attacks first on the
Abuzdan-Bandar-¢ Khomeini road. then around Abadan. and tinatly across the Karun
River against Khorramshahr. There is no doubt the Tragi ground forces would have
appreciated some eftective interdiction support. but IQAF activity appeared spotty
and none oo preemptive. (In fact. reported IQAF activity in the summer 1982 Tranian
mvasion seemed concentrated on attacks outside the battle zone. The IQAF hit towns
and economic targets in apparent strategic attacks designed to compel ran to limit
tiie war. The 1QAF showed little offensive spirit in support of Iragi ground torces.)
Overall. the IQAF scemed more intent on maintaining a defensive mentality. This
predilection for the defensive is. in part, conditioned by IQAF
equipment—short-range. light pavioad attack aircratt and a preponderance of
interceptors in their fighter force.

The ITAT, as long as it can maintain a mimmum number of aircraft and crews. will
remain a more capable oftensive force whose long-range. heavy payload F-4s have
both an aerial refucling capability and sophisticated offensive armament like
Maverick air-to-ground missiles. The ITAF carried the war to fraq in the early days.
but attrition caused it to back off. The IIAF seemed to have the will for the offensive
but was forced away tfrom it by attrition: in contrast. the IQAF did not seem to have
the will and backed oft because the HAF did.

3. Mass

This was the one principle of war that both sides absolutely. consistently
disregarded. Neither air force ever massed its torces: rather both sides constantly
piccemealed them. Atno time were there more than six or so aircraft ina single attack:
very few times did there oceur arapid follow-on attack. Moreover, nowhere did either
side mass its forces to overwhelm target defenses. A lot of aircraft were seen but never
a ot of aireraft at one time. Such repetitious. small attacks achieved very httle other
than reparable damage. Tran claimed in December 1980 that Kharg Island had been
hit by repeated raids. but little damage had oceurred."” Each attack involved only a
few planes. carrying only a few bombs, and they always faced target defenses. Tran's
constant one- and two-plane F-5 raids into northemn Iraq achieved the same sort of

results

a little damage but nothing catastrophic. Neither air force ever massed its
torces into a fist that could deliver a knockout punch or even a telling body blow. Both
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seemed content to use a few planes at a time in a Kind of mutual face-slapping
exercise—toolish and irritating but hardly decisive.

4. Economy of Force

It one viewed this as the converse of mass. then both the TQAF und HAF seemed
well versed in this principle. While both seemed to overemphasize economy of toree.
it is quite possible the ITAF was torced to economize carefuliv because it did not have
100 much torce to work with (especially qualitied pilots). On balance. however. both
air forees seemed well versed on the "no-more-than-necessary™ aspect of cconomy
of force but did not show too much grasp of the corollary, "no less.”

S. Surprise

The [QAF certainly started with surprise on 22 September 1980, but its failure to
use mass o maintain the offensive negated the eftectiveness of its surprise. Both air
torces used surprise when they flew so low that air detense systems seemed unable
to track them. The IQAF penctrated successtully all the way to Tehran each time it
tricd. The ITAF was equally successtul in penetrating to Baghdad. fran’s raid on H-3
airficlds in western Trag was certainly a surprise to the IQAF. But again. the tailure o
miass enough wireraft for the attack reduced it 1o an example of good HAF plannin
that resulted in a tap-on-the-shoulder gesture in terms ol conerete results,

6. Security

1t is hard to comment on this principle other than to say that the consistent abilin
of both air forces to get to their targets with minimal interterence would mdicate the
enemy was not able to seize ona security lapse 1o lay in wait,

7. Unity of Effort

For the US Air Force, unity of eftort means central controf of air assets in order o
best employ them to gain overall success. Both Tran and Trag showed very little uniny
of etfortz they generally dissipated the potential etfectiv eness of the air-ground team
by having the air forces when they were needed. For example, the TQAEF was
noticeably absent when Tragi ground forces were imvading fran. A major reason for
this lack of acrial support may be structural: both air forces seem to believe that air
defense dssets i anmy hands are equally lethal to foe and friend ahhe,

& Mancuver

Agam. the US Air Foree considers maneuver as aoway 1o maintain the initiative,
Maintenance of the intiative does not. however, seem to be o high prioriny tor the
JQATE or ITAE. Ttas entirely probable that individuad pilots used mancuser as a wan
of nantaning mitative in air-to-air combat, but the fact that 1QAE and IEAEF CAPS
seemed willing to orbit practically in sight ot cach other without intiating comba

77




.-

cm mmm-

THE ROLE OF AIRPOWER IN THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR

tends to indicate that both air forces accord a low priority on a larger scale mancuver
P [
tand initiative).

9. Simplicity

Both the IQAF and HHAF scem to hold this principle dear. Except for the H-3 raid
(which appeared to entail at least two acrial refuelings and apparently ook liberties
with Turkish and Syrian airspace sovereignty). almost all HAF and IQAF offensive
operations seemed straightforwardly simple—close-in. single-pass. hit-and-run
missions by few aircraft, apparently similar in type and using simitar munitions. Both
sides seemed to recognize their structural limitations and took pains not to compound
their problems by complicating their operations.

10. Timing and Tempo

Unlike the US Air Force, which uses timing and tempo to double its etfonts in order
to overwhelm a slower adversary. both the Iraqis and iranians appeared incapable of
(or indifferent to) keeping up a quick pace across the spectrum of missions. In fact.
their attack missions took on a cyclical look as cach reacted o the other rather than
torcing the issue.

11. Defensive

Like cconomy of force and simplicity, they tended to oveoe Gns principle since
they seemed to prefer to sit back and fend off blows: they did not seem to accept the
fact that “defense alone won’t win.” But perhaps that view brings us tull cycle: they
do not seem to expect their air forces to win the war, they onlv expect them to help
avoid losing it.

Cultural Factors Impacting Military Operations

In this contlict. the Iraqi military effort especially seemed hampered by several
factors. One of the most important factors that limited Baghdad™s abihity to pursue
this war to a successtul conclusion was that Iragt military professionalism suftered
from too much politicization of the officer corps. As noted in chapter 2. this has been
a disabling fact of lite for the 1QAF, but it has also hurt most all Arab militan
organizations in the period since World War 11 Pakistani author S. AL el-Edroos
succinctly captured the essence of the Tragi (and Arab) problem.

[There are} cogent reasons tor the apparent fack of leadership and protessionalism i the
Arab offwer cadre. The poliical upheavals wiich plagued the Arab world i the
tumuftuous post-war sears siphoned off Lirge sepments of the protessional othicer cadie
10 the disabhing held of pohnes the protessional qualits of the Apab armnes suttered
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severedy from the constant dram and climination of the officer cadre. drawn into the
vorten of domestic politics and the struggle for power. In mamy cases, relatively juniy
ofticers were catapulted nto positions of responsibwiny tor which they were oridh

lacking inexperience and know lcdgc.'

The Arab. and hence the Iragi. problem with professionalism is seen in its most
striking contrast when compared with the Isracli experience.

From 1953 on. command of the IAF remained in the capable hands of ahighly monsated.
imaginative. and dedicated protessional cadre of air force commanders. These nen
concentrated their efforts on fashioning the [AF into the effectine and efficient

. N
mstrument ot war it proved to be.

The Israelis have come to grips with the realities and conditions of modem Middie
Eastern wartare. but it seems that some Arab militaries (the lragi. for example) have
remained mired in outdated patterns of behavior. The author does not want to put
undue stress on this aspect. but it appears that some of the ageless Bedouin style of
wartare has continued to the present day in the subconscious mind of Arab soldiers
where it affects their military pertormance. The military style (if not the equipment)
of the Bedouin of the Arabian desert has remained tairly unchanged for thousands of
years—one anthropologist tefers to it as "a mechanism of ecological adaptation.” o
The style of the desert Bedouin raiders is based on a surprise attack followed by a
quick retreat to evade pursutt or capture. The early Muslim warriors used this styvle in
their conquest of the area now known as Iraq. Raiders out ot the desert fell upon settled
communities. plundered them. then retreated into the desert with their booty. Where
settlements were defended. the raiders menaced the livelihood of the settlement by
carrying off livestock and threatening destruction of crops. In very tew cases did the
attackers ever choose 10 assault a settlement or a strong pemnl; i most cases, the
settlements capitulated to the attackers”™ demands which were usually not too
exorbitant. ™ Raids such as these remained a fact of life for Irag up to the 19305,

Paralleis to this style of warture can be noted in the Tran-Trag war of TO80-81. some
thirteen and a half centuries after the original Muslim conquest of lrag. IQAF air raids
had in them the surprise attack. the quick retreat quadity of the Bedouin raids. tragi
threats to destroy Iranian o1l and populated areas in Khuzistan remind one of Bedouin
threats to destroy crops. and the Tragr preference for satic antiliery exchanges over
closing with the enemy in the cities of Khuvzistan reminds one of the Bedouin
preference tor threats instead of pitched battle as a means of forcing capitulation.

But the carly Maslims had two distinet elements in their anmies. One was the
Bedouin raiders, the cavalry—mobile and swift but unrehiable in a contested battle.
The other was the townsmen. Lacking the ability or skills {0 be mobile raiders. they
were more suited for stubbom detense. The Prophet Mohammad used these attributes
in his victory at the Battle of Badr v, 624 AD. His forces tmostly townsmen) ook
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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 using the stolid townsmen in a detensive mode was
echoed thirteen and a half centuries fater on the Suez frontin 1973 where the Egyptian
army intended to take a portion of the Sinai, then settle back in defense to allow the
Israeli army to destroy itself by attacking the Egyptian detenses. The same behavior
could be seen among the Iragis in 1980-81. The army seemed willing to dig in and
invite Iranian attack. while the 1QAF seemed 1o prefer ground-based air defense over
offensive counterair as a way to destroy the [IAF,

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 warfare have continued over time in the
subconscious of Arab leaders. Comparing Iraqi actions in 1980-81 with Arab actions
in the seventh century AD., one can note parallels that explain (at least in part) some
Iraqi actions in the war with Iran.

EIE I e I

The war. this author believed. would be won in the air. Like other American airmen.
conditioned by experiences within the US Air Force structure. | felt the Iragis could
use their airpower to knock Iran right out of the war. Airpower, used in a sensible
tashion. 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 Isiand could bankrupt Tehran. Irag.
with rich friends and large bank accounts. could easily wait out Iranian efforts to hurt
its o1l industry. I did not want to see anything other than a military operation.

But now, recognizing the war was not won in the air and recognizing there were
limits and constraints that conditioned the employment of airpower in this conflict.
are there any lessons we can draw from this war? | feel there are some lessons that
can be leamed, but they are not like those of the 1973 war: they are not the dramatic
tactical developments that are testable against our own doctrine and tactics. The results
of the Tran-Iraq air war do not seriously challenge our own beliets about the efficacy
of airpower. Neither air force held to the oftensive, but the offensive still seems the
key to victory in this war as well as in any foresecable conflict. True. cach side tried
to use its air force 10 avoid defeat, but that is a static etfort. In the end. it was Iraman
infantry offensive operations that drove Iragi invaders out. The Tragi ground forces
could well have stayed or advanced had the IQAF eliminated the ITAF threat by use
of fighter sweeps. for example. and followed up with interdiction ctforts against
Iranian rear arcas which would have then been devoid of effective air cover. But the
IQAF did not and thus the Tragi army had to withdraw.

sk ko otk ko kR ok

The HAF and IQAT tendencies toward defensive/deterrent operations indicate that
should US Air Force elements ever have to operate in this arca with them as enemies,

80




CONCLUSIONS

the US Air Force would not see too much Iragi or Iranian efforts aimed at taking out
US airassets. While robust point detense around US Air Foree installations would be
beneficial. an early and strong US Air Force counterair effort could ettectively
eliminate any 1QAF or IIAF desire to initiate a counterair campaign of their own.
Neither the IQAF nor the HAF seems convinced it can carry out the otfensive
counterair role; hence, US efforts might well be carried out with minimal enemy
pressure except when the US Air Force chooses to foree the action. The US Air Foree
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 affect US Air Force operations? First, if the US Air Force could
achieve a 1967-type climination 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
want to hit them hard enough so that they hold back to preserve their airframes, but
not so hard that we drive them to desperation. The US Air Force could etfectively
remove them from the battle without forcing them into an imposed attrition situation.
Short of imposed attrition, they would be willing to avoid controntation if they 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 Iy missions it
would have preferred to avoid).

With the 1QAF or HIAF as allies during military operations in this aremi. their
tendencies would make them usetul to an air campaign but only in limited aspects.
More so than the Iranians. the Iraqis (and by extension other Arabs) would look with
distavor on US Air Force attempts to push them into an offensive role. They would
be much more inclined to accept the defensive—or covering—role. thereby freeing
more US Air Force assets for the oftensive role. Even though their ability in either
the offensive or defensive role may be limited and even though their aircraft may be
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 war and our
understanding of it tell us anything about the US Air Force's ability 1o carry out
national objectives when the military objective may find itself hemmed in and limited
by external political considerations? Will the United States be foreed in the tuture 1o
act within political constraints as was the IQAF? [t is hard to imagine that in this day
of improved command. control. and communications «h capabilitics. the political
leadership of any nation would not use that capability and try w direct military
operations regardless of military objectives. One principal problem m assessing the
use of airpower in the Iran-Trag war seems to stem from the fact that often there is a
tendency to view military problems as just that—pure, pristine military problems.,
And the necessity for military professionalism would not wish it otherwise. But
perhaps in this growing environment of tighter central control over all aspects ot
national power—including military power—the US Air Force would do well to
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ponder future operations that might well be constrained by tight political control. It
the Iran-lrag air war shows us nothing else. it shows us that in limited war the
tlexibility of airpower allows it to be misused or overruled by political expediency:
thus the challenge to airpower planners is how to devise ways to maintain the spirit
of the offensive and to retain the initiative even when torced to operate in this milicu.

The author believes that wars cun be won in the air. It will be the US Air Foree™s
taxk to win that war even when. as in the Iran-Iraq war, the air effort is subordinated
(perhaps even improperly subordinated) to other aspects of national strategy.
However, to achieve this. US air planners must tirst recognize the nature of the war
in which they are engaged and the realities of the political imperatives. This will
require Air Force leaders to be willing to admit to political leadership that sometimes
the US Air Force will be in a "can’t-do” situation. Political and military leaderships
together will have torecognize Clausewitz’s observation that the choice of the military
instrument inevitably will force change on the political objective. That change need
not be drastic, but the recognition that change will be made needs to be understood.
Political Timits are a necessity. but military leaders must be ready to frankly admit it
when such limits reduce the chances tor success. Needed will he honest. clear
recognition of the necessity for overall political direction, and conversely. honest.
clear explanation of military capabilities within the bounds of such direction. Then.
relying on air doctrine tempered with a sound appreciation of the situation. airpower
can achieve its potential as a decisive clement of modermn wartare
level of intensity.

at virtually any
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AAA
BAI
CAP
CAS
C3
DASC
EAF
Fedayeen
Hawk

HAF

IQAF

IAF

IFF

LPG

MAP
Mullah
OPEC
RAF
ROTC
SAM
TOW
Transjordan
us

USAF
USSR

Glossary

antiaircraft artillery

battlefield area interdiction

combat air patrol

close air support

command. control, and communications
direct air support center

Egyptian Air Force

literally "self-sacrificer." refers to Arab guerrillas
Homing-All-the-Way-Killer (US SAM)
Iranian Air Force

Iragi Air Force

Israeli Air Force

identification, friend or foe

liquified petroleum gas

Military Assistance Program

Muslim (usually Shia) religious leader
Organization of Petrolcum Exporting Countries
Royal Air Force

Reserve Officer Training Corps
surface-to-air missile

tube-launched. optically-tracked, wire-guided
the name of the state of Jordan prior to 1948
United States

United States Air Force

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
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