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Preface

This book examines the role that theater-level commanders
in the UN and NATO played in influencing the use of airpower
over Bosnia between the spring of 1993 and the end of 1995.
It also uncovers factors explaining why top UN and NATO
commanders in the region acted as they did. The central the-
sis of this study is that the commanders’ needs to balance the
various responsibilities inherent in command powerfully
affected their actions when they tried to influence the use of
airpower. Stress on these commanders was greatest when they
felt forced to make trade-offs that put their forces at risk with-

“out a corresponding payoff in terms of mission accomplish-
ment. In attempting to strike the proper balance between mis-
sion accomplishment, acceptable risk, and obedience to civilian
political control, commanders drew on their own expertise and
that of their staffs. Not surprisingly then the traditional divi-
sion between soldiers and airmen over the utility of airpower
manifested itself in a split dividing UN army generals from
senior NATO airmen. That split also helps to explain the com-
manders’ actions.

Because this case is presented in a chronological fashlen it
offers a coherent account of Operation Deny Flight—the NATO
air operations over Bosnia from April 1993 until December
1995. From start to finish, theater-level commanders acted as
more than mere executors of policy. They helped to define
their own missions, strove to control the use of airpower, and
generally struggled to maintain operational autonomy so they
could fulfill their responsibilities for mission accomplishment
at acceptable levels of risk to their forces.

When people are killed in military service, there is a pewer—
ful need to justify their deaths and to understand why they
died. Even in World War II, where the cause was manifestly
just and where the stakes were high, good commanders ago-
nized over the rectitude of decisions that led to the deaths of
their troops. The Academy Award-winning film Saving Private
Ryan illustrated this point well. Actor Tom Hanks played Capt
John Miller, an Army officer who survived the D day landings
of World War II. While the Allies were attempting to secure




their foothold on Europe, Miller was tapped to lead a squad of
soldiers on a seemingly impossible mission to find and retrieve
a private whose three brothers had been killed in combat. In
one poignant scene, at the end of a long, grueling day Captain
Miller sits with a sergeant in a dark, shattered building. The
two laughingly reminisce about a particularly amusing young
soldier who had served with them months earlier during com-
bat in Italy. Suddenly, Miller turns somber. Reflecting on a sol-
dier who died in the Italian campaign, Miller explains to the
sergeant: “Ya see, when you end up killing one of your men,
you tell yourself it happened so you could save the lives of two
or three or 10 others. Maybe a hundred. . . . And that’s how
simple it is. That's how you rationalize making the choice
between mission and men.” The audience is left knowing that
the captain is not entirely satisfied with his rationale, but it
worked. It justified the deaths of the captain’s forces.

Imagine, then, the difficulty of rationalizing the loss of one’s
forces in military actions where nothing is accomplished, where
no vital interest is at stake, or where the cause is ambiguous. To
many observers, that was the situation in Bosnia in the mid-
1990s. It was difficult to explain how events in the Balkans
related to the national interests of the United States, Britain,
France, Canada, or any of the other nations involved in the effort
to remedy the humanitarian disaster that accompanied the
breakup of Yugoslavia. The use of force seemed to serve little
purpose, and outside observers who spent time in Bosnia
reported atrocities by all three warring factions: Bosnian Mus-
lims, Bosnian Croats, and Bosnian Serbs. That moral ambi-
guity and the lack of a compelling national interest translated
into an intolerance for costs, a mental attitude that character-
ized the policies of Western nations as they intervened in
Bosnia. Of course, commanders sent to the region were informed
by political leaders back home that costs, such as collateral
damage, spent resources, and most importantly, friendly casual-
ties, were to be avoided.

And so the situation festered unhappily through 1992, 1993,
and 1994. An inadequate force of peacekeepers led by European
nations did what they could to dampen the fighting. Meanwhile,
to protect the Bosnian Muslims, the United States threatened




to bomb the Bosnian Serbs, who were widely seen as the insti-
gators of the war in Bosnia. The Bosnian Serbs could easily
retaliate against the UN peacekeepers in Bosnia, so governments
of nations providing those peacekeepers strongly opposed bomb-
ing. Before long NATO’s airpower was checked ¥:~y Bosnian Serb
threats against UN peacekeepers.

In the summer of 1994, things were gemg baély for the B&

and the Bosnian Serbs became more aggressive in threatening

NATO aircraft enforcing the UN-declared no-fly zone over
Bosnia. Washington grew increasingly frustrated as leaders
there struggled unsuccessfully to forge an effective policy for
Bosnia that would be politically acceptable at home and com-
patible with the approach of America’s friends and allies in
NATO and the UN. Throughout that autumn, the prospects for
successful intervention appeared to grow ever dimmer, and by
December, it seemed likely that the UN peacekeepers would
have to be pulled out of Bosnia. That was expected to be a
messy operation that would precipitate an even bloodier civil
war than Bosnia had experienced up to that point. Yet, 10
months later, a NATO bombing campaign played an important
part in helping Amb. Richard C. Holbrooke achieve a negoti-
ated end to the war in Bosnia. While much has been written
about the war in Bosnia and the efforts to end it through
diplomacy and peacekeeping, this book is the first to analyze
the significant role of military commanders in influencing the
use of airpower during Operations Deny Flight and Deliberate
Force, which lasted from April 1993 until September 1995.

- For some policy makers and editorialists, airpower—so aptly
employed in the 1991 Gulf War—had always promised a quick,
clean, and cheap solution to the problem in Bosnia. To this
day some of them believe airpower could have ended the war
in Bosnia had it been used properly early on. However, for the
vast majority of professional military officers, Bosnia seemed
the least propitious environment for using airpower. For this
latter group, airpower was just one of several necessary ele-
ments in a confluence of events leading to an end to the war
in Bosnia.

One reason Bosnia presented a difficult environment for
employing airpower is that the intervening nations could not




come to consensus on an appropriate approach to the war in
Bosnia. Should they try peacekeeping? Should they try a more
muscular form of intervention, such as peace enforcement? Or
should they coerce the warring factions through aerial bomb-
ing? Intervening powers could not agree, and the questions of
whether, when, and how to employ airpower became inextri-
cably intertwined with debates over policy for Bosnia.

Because of the disagreement in the international political
arena, military commanders were dragged deeper into political
struggles than they, or some observers, believed appropriate.
According to the precepts of democracy, especially the concept
of civilian control of the military, political leaders set policy and,
where appropriate, military leaders carry it out. That tidy model
did not pertain to Western intervention in Bosnia. To be sure,
military commanders tried to be responsive to their civilian
bosses. However, when those bosses disagreed—that is, when
political leaders in the UN, NATO, and within individual nations
delivered conflicting guidance—military commanders in the
field were left to decide what to do. Time and again, as com-
manders tried to reconcile their conflicting policy guidance,
they confronted the choice between taking action and avoiding
unnecessary risks to their troops. When the mission was
unclear, the objectives ill defined, or chances for success
seemed dubious, the imperative to avoid casualties weighed
heavily in the balance. How could risks be justified when the
consequences of military action were so much in doubt? The
following account challenges some popular assumptions
about military leaders, their motivations, and the state of civil-
military relations during the conflict in Bosnia. For instance,
the supposed American sensitivity to casualties—purportedly
born of experience in Vietnam—could be seen in the behavior
of Belgian, French, and British commanders as well.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This thin edge between what is appropriate for the military
to decide and what the civilians decide is a constantly shift-
ing kaleidoscope in history, depending on the circumstances
and political factors. It is the core of the decision on when
you use airpower.
—Amb. Richard C. Holbrooke
Interview, 24 May 1996

This study focuses on the influence theater-level command-
ers had on the use of airpower in Bosnia during Deny Flight—
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air operation
over Bosnia between April 1993 and December 1995. In par-
ticular, the aim here is to examine how theater-level command-
ers in the United Nations (UN) and NATOQ affected the use of
airpower and, to the extent possible, to explain why they acted
as they did. This is the first in-depth, academic study of Deny
Flight as a whole.

Military influence on the use of force has often been assumed
but not researched, according to Richard Betts, in his study of
post-1945 interventions: Soldiers, Statesmen, and Cold War
Crises.! Betts broke new ground and found that senior US mil-
itary officers have generally been less influential than widely
believed in decisions over whether to use force. But, when it
came to the question of how to intervene, Betts concluded that
military leaders jealously protected what they saw as their pre-
rogative for control over operational matters.2 A decade after
Betts’s pioneering work, further research by author David H.
Petraeus into military influence on the use of force showed
that the military has been far more influential in decisions
over how force is used than whether it is used.® Moreover,
Petraeus found that theater commanders had the greatest
impact when they “submitted plans that satisfied the objec-
tives of the decision makers in Washington.”* Petraeus's work
considered intervention decision making prior to 1987, just




RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMAND

when congressionally legislated defense reorganization gave
theater commanders a stronger role in controlling decisions
over the use of force.? :

A hypothesis tested in this study is that theater-level com-
manders were influential in affecting decisions over the use of
airpower in Bosnia, rather than being mere executors of pol-
icy. Theater-level commanders are defined here as military
commanders responsible for a given theater of operations and
their principal subordinate commanders.® A theater comman-
der’s job is to help plan military options to obtain policy objec-
tives and, when directed, to translate military actions into
political objectives.” If theater-level commanders sometimes
played a leading role in shaping policy, rather than just plan-
ning for and executing policies on the use of force, it would be
interesting to know why they did so. Some observers have cited
the apparent risk-averse nature of the American military,
largely ascribed to experiences of the Vietnam War, as the root
cause for military transgressions into policy decisions.®
Indeed, former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen Colin
Powell, was a prime example of the Vietnam generation of offi-
cers, and his opposition to US intervention in Bosnia has been
scrutinized by commentators interested in civil-military rela-
tions.® However, Petraeus noted that the US military’'s increased
reluctance to intervene abroad after Vietham was an intensifi-
cation of existing attitudes rather than a newfound cautious-
ness.!% This suggested the basis for risk aversion lay in more
enduring elements of the military profession. Another hypoth-
esis tested here, then, is that the role UN and NATO theater-
level commanders chose to play, when acting as more than
just executors of policy in Bosnia, was rooted in military pro-
fessionalism and can be explained, in part, in terms of com-
manders’ special expertise and responsibility as managers of
violence.

The central question of this study is how did theater-level
commanders in the UN and NATO influence the use of air-
power in Bosnia? To analyze this military influence, first con-
sider several subsidiary questions. First, what patterns were
there to the military positions on using airpower in Bosnia?
Were American commanders more apt to push for forceful



INTRODUCTION

measures than officers from other nations? Were Army gener-
als consistently more or less willing than Air Force generals to
support the use of airpower? Second, what were the primary
factors that shaped the various military attitudes toward using
airpower? Specifically, how well do expertise and responsibility—
two elements of military professionalism—explain the ‘deci-
sions and actions of the theater-level commanders? Third, how
were the demands for impartiality and proportionality recon-
ciled with traditional military principles of the objective, offense,
mass, and surprise? Fourth, what methods did military lead-
ers use to exert their influence? To what extent were military
attempts to influence the use of force confined to traditional or
prescribed military roles, and when, if ever, did military lead-
ers seek unconventional means of influencing policy? Did
commanders work strictly through the chains of command?
Did subordinate commanders follow policy decisions and
orders from above so as to implement policy, or did they try to
affect the shape of policy? Finally, what happened? In what
ways did military advisors and commanders succeed or fail in
influencing the use of airpower? How was airpower used?

Existing Literature

Of the books, articles, and other studies on the war in
Bosnia, few focus on Deny Flight, and none takes military
influence on the use of airpower as its central theme. However,
other works touch upon the topic studied here and are divided
here into three categories according to the primary focus taken
by their authors: political and diplomatic, UN military, and
airpower. Lord David Owen recorded important elements of
the debates about using airpower in Bosnia in Balkan
- Odyssey, the detailed accounting of his role as the European
Union’s (EU) principal negotiator to the International
Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY).!! Despite his
numerous references to airpower, though, Lord Owen was pri-
marily concerned with providing an accurate and detailed
account of the attempts by the ICFY to produce a negotiated
settlement in the former Yugoslavia. Therefore, in his book he
understandably gave pride of place to the role of political lead-
ers rather than to operational commanders. However, Owen

3




RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMAND

Left to right (foreground): Lt Gen Bertrand de Lapresle, UN Secretary-General
Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Mr. Yasushi Akashi, and Lt Gen Sir Michael Rose

provided sporadic glimpses of theater commanders serving the
United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR). Of particular
interest here, he noted the political-military friction in early
1994 between Gen Jean Cot, the overall force commander, and
senior civilian officials with the UN, including Secretary-
General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, over the control of airpower.!2
Lord Owen also delivered a snapshot of the tension between Lt
Gen Sir Michael Rose, the UN commander in Bosnia during
1994, and US officials over the need for suppressing the Bosnian
Serb surface-to-air missile threat in November 1994.!3 Owen
captured the issue well in the brief coverage he gave to it, but
his anonymous references to NATO missed the important role
played by the alliance’s two theater-level commanders in the
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* Photo by Tim Ripley

s

Lt Gen Sir Michael Rose, British army, commander of Bosnia—Herzegoifina
Command, 1994 (right), shown with US military official Lt Gen Joseph Ashy,
USAF, commander AIRSOUTH, 1992-84

region, Lt Gen Michael Ryan and Adm Leighton Smith. Overall,
Balkan Odyssey is a valuable reference book that details inter-
national diplomacy in the region, thus establishing part of the
broader context for viewing theater-level commanders’ strug-
gles to control airpower. ‘ .

Dick Leurdijk’s The United Nations and NATO in Former
Yugoslavia, 1991-1996: Limits to Diplomacy and Force focused
more on international efforts to use force in Bosnia than
Balkan Odyssey.!* Leurdijk’s book also presented the UN per-
spective of the conflict, thus complementing the European
viewpoint offered by Lord Owen.!S Leurdijk reconstructed
events and important decisions related to the UN’s “safe area”
policy in Bosnia and NATO's use of airpower. Though full of
insights into the give-and-take amongst the various nations in
NATO, Leurdijk diplomatically sidestepped or downplayed
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major points of friction that lay at the heart of debates over
NATO'’s use of airpower in Bosnia.!® This masked some of the
tension that existed within NATO and glossed over significant
strains in civil-military relations within the UN. Still,
Leurdijk’s work served as a ready reference for documentation
on NATO decisions to use airpower in Bosnia.

Amb. Richard Holbrooke’s memoir, To End a War, told one
side of the story about disputes he had with Adm Leighton
Smith, the theater commander of forces in NATO’s southern
region, while Holbrooke was serving as assistant secretary of
state for European and Canadian affairs. Holbrooke wanted
more control over NATO bombing during his coercive diplo-
macy with the Serbs in September 1995, but Smith resisted
interference in operational matters from outside the chain of
command. Holbrooke recognized the admiral’s responsibility
for the lives of NATO airmen, but he interpreted Smith’s claim
that NATO was running out of targets during the Deliberate
Force bombing campaign to mean: “Smith did not wish to let
the bombing be ‘used’ by the negotiators, and would decide
when to stop based on his own judgment.”'” The thrust of
Holbrooke’s account was that for his important negotiations
he needed some control over the coercive “sticks” being used,
and Admiral Smith was overly cautious in resisting
Holbrooke’s inputs into bombing decisions.

James Gow, research officer in the Centre for Defence
Studies at the University of London, proposes as his central
thesis in Triumph of the Lack of Will that the international
community could have intervened before the summer of 1995
to stop the war in the former Yugoslavia.!® Echoing a note
sounded by Lord Owen, Gow argued that had there been suf-
ficient international political will to use force to impose the
Vance-Owen Peace Plan in the spring of 1993—or to impose
successive settlement plans thereafter—then much of the vio-
lence over the next two and one-half years probably could
have been avoided. Gow went further than Leurdijk in detail-
ing the problems of “dual key” command and control over
NATO airpower, and the friction generated between UN mili-
tary commanders and their civilian superiors over the latter’s
reluctance to use force.!® He also gave a fuller account of the
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Lt Gen Rupert Smith, British army, UN commander in Bosnia, 1995

divisions within NATO over air strikes, though, for the most
part, he focused on differences between the nations rather
than on the tensions between civilian and military leaders, or the
divisions within the various military organizations involved.2° Of
significance to this study, Gow analyzed the change of heart by
Gen Sir Michael Rose after the failed attempt to use airpower
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effectively at Gorazde in April 1994.2' Of General Rose, Gow
noted, “Like any good commander, his loyalty was with his
troops: if the UN could not be relied on to back him and the
force in critical moments, then for the sake of the soldiers’
morale and credibility it was simply better not to move to a use
of force.”?2 Gow has also described how Rose’s successor, Gen
Rupert Smith, precipitated a hostage crisis for the UN that
ultimately helped to make a NATO air campaign in Bosnia a
viable option.23 Chapter 7 of this study builds on the founda-
tion set by Gow.

In contrast to Gow, Jane Sharp, a senior research fellow in
the Centre for Defence Studies at King's College in London,
England, took a highly critical view of General Rose in her
report: Honest Broker or Perfidious Albion. For Sharp, Rose
consistently acted as a surrogate for the British government,
and, together their concern for British peacekeepers in Bosnia
and alleged sympathy toward the Serbs led them to do every-
thing within their power to block NATO air strikes.?* Though
Gow and Sharp believed General Rose played an important
role in reducing the likelihood of the UN's use of airpower,
Sharp saw greater continuity in Rose’s reluctance to take
enforcement action against the Bosnian Serbs. Sharp's praise
for General Smith reinforced Gow's argument about Smith’s
role in paving the way for NATO air strikes in Bosnia.?® Overall,
however, Sharp downplayed the dangers UN forces faced when-
ever NATO used airpower, and she did not address legitimate
concerns of UN commanders responsible for those forces.

Two works on political-military interaction during Deny
Flight shed a little light on the influence of theater-level com-
manders in affecting policy and the use of airpower in Bosnia.
Brigadier Graham Messervy-Whiting of the British army served
as Lord Owen’s first military advisor in Geneva. Although
Messervy-Whiting left his post in Geneva in August 1993, just
after NATO authorized air-to-ground operations in Bosnia, he
recorded General Cot’s role in establishing a NATO liaison ele-
ment to compensate for the lack of airpower expertise within
the UN.26 In a broader look at civil-military relations, Michael
Williams argued that “France and the UK, rather than the UN
Secretariat, tended to define UNPROFOR's operational mis-
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sion.”” Williams, who served as director of information and
senior spokesman for UNPROFOR, also claimed that “British
and French officers effectively restricted UNPROFOR’s mission
to humanitarian assistance.”28 Williams was in a good position
to draw his conclusions but gave few details to support them.

The second category of literature on intervention in Bosnia
describes the UN's peacekeeping efforts in Bosnia, thus pro-
viding a ground view of events rather than an airman’s per-
spective. Firsthand accounts by commanders during the early
stages of the UN’s presence in Bosnia give excellent insights
into the ad hoc workings of UNPROFOR and the scope for ini-
tiative and influence afforded to commanders by the UN head-
quarters’ lax oversight and its inability to manage events so far
away from New York.?® UNPROFOR'’s first commander, Gen
Satish Nambiar of India, particularly praised the French for
bringing to Bosnia five times the number of armored person-
nel carriers authorized by the UN.3° Canada’s Maj Gen Lewis
MacKenzie, the first UN commander in Bosnia, recounted his
July 1992 role in securing extra firepower for Canadian peace-

keepers by working around the UN bureaucracy and dealing
with his own government: :

The UN never did authorize us to bring the missiles for the TOW fanti-
tank weapon]. We were authorized to bring the vehicle [it was mounted
on}. In the end, we cheated and brought the missiles anyway. Can you
imagine telling soldiers to bring the weapon but not the ammunition?
We were also told we could bring mortars, but not high-explosive
ammunition—only illuminating rounds to help us see at night., We
ignored that order also. {(Emphasis added)!

Interestingly, these early UN commanders had next to nothing
-to say on the topic of airpower, even though a public debate
about using airpower in Bosnia was underway during their
tours of duty in late 1992 and early 1993. When they did com-
ment on possible air operations, their views were mixed. In
July 1992, MacKenzie urged Nambiar to refuse offers for close
air support, writing “the use of air power on our behalf would
clearly associate us with the side not being attacked, and
thereafter we would very quickly be branded an intervention
force, as opposed to an impartial peacekeeping force.”3? Gen
Philippe Morillon of France commanded UN troops in Bosnia
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after they had been given a more muscular mandate under
chapter 7 of the UN Charter. In his memoir, Morillon’s only
remark about airpower was more positive than MacKenzie's.
“It is not sufficient to be passively protected against the threats,
it is necessary to be able to make them stop by responding to
them . . . against artillery, the use of aviation is essential.”33
However, Morillon, like the other early commanders, left the
former Yugoslavia before NATO airpower was ready for air-to-
ground missions in Bosnia.

Lt Gen Francis Briquemont of Belgium succeeded General
Morillon, and Briquemont had much more to say about NATO
airpower in his memoir, Do Something, General! 3* The title of
his book characterized the specificity of the political guidance
given to Briquemont and his superior, General Cot of France,
during most of their time in Bosnia.3% They were the first UN
generals to exercise some influence on the use of airpower in
Bosnia, as is discussed in detail in chapters 4 and 5 of this
study. However, no bombs fell while either of them served with
the UN. Briquemont’s replacement, General Rose, also wrote
about his experiences as head of the UN’s Bosnia-Herzegovina
Command.? Though generally restrained in his remarks
about the limitations of airpower3” during and just after his
tour in Bosnia, in his memoir Rose vented some of the frus-
tration from his run-ins with the theater-level commanders in
NATO who wanted to use airpower more aggressively.3® Rose’s
book also gave his version of the large role he played in shap-
ing NATO air action through the end of 1994—a topic
addressed in chapters 5 and 6 of this study.

In Srebrenica: Record of a War Crime, Jan Honig and Norbert
Both revealed the divergence of views between the two princi-
pal UN commanders, French general Bernard Janvier and his
subordinate British commander in Bosnia, Gen Rupert Smith,
during 1995.3° During the spring of 1995, UN commanders
disagreed over whether to take more forceful action in Bosnia,
including air strikes. Of special interest were the authors’ rev-
elations about the role of Rupert Smith in helping statesmen
in the UN and NATO confront the impossibility of simultane-
ously attempting to do peacekeeping and enforcement.*® Though
Honig and Both provided excellent evidence and analysis on
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Gen Jean Cot, French army, commander of UNPROFOR from July 1993 to
March 1994

the role of UN commanders in influencing the use of airpower
in Bosnia, that was not the principal focus of their book. They
did not discuss the role of NATO commanders, and in the final
footnote of the book, the authors erroneously concluded, “air
attacks, which the Clinton administration so favoured and
executed, proved relatively ineffective in September 1995. The
NATO air forces quickly ran out of targets and, in 750 attack
missions, bombed the same 56 targets over and over again.”*!
Such a misconception by these otherwise well-informed schol-
ars was indicative of the paucity of information on NATO air
operations available at the time they wrote. Another book on
Srebrenica by investigative journalist David Rohde, provided
supplementary evidence and worthwhile analysis of the roles
played by the top UNPROFOR officials in decisions over the
use of airpower during the summer of 1995.42

Hans-Christian Hagman’s PhD thesis, “UN-NATO Operational
Cooperation in Peacekeeping, 1992-1995," examined the
efforts by the two international organizations to work together

12
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in Bosnia.*® In 1994, Hagman was a staff officer with
UNPROFOR. For that reason he was an authoritative source on
UNPROFOR's views on the use of airpower, and he marshaled
some of the staff analysis he himself produced as evidence for
his research. Because his focus was on peacekeeping rather
than on enforcement, he devoted very little attention to
NATO’s responsibility to enforce the no-fly zone over Bosnia.
Moreover, throughout the thesis, the term air strike is often
preceded by the word punitive or followed by the word retribu-
tion. Air attacks, other than close air support requested by the
UN, were virtually illegitimate in Hagman’s view, because one
of his key assumptions was that NATO air operations were
subordinate to UNPROFOR’s mission. As such, airpower was
really meant to be supporting UN peacekeeping. That was one
view of what NATO should have been doing in Bosnia, but, as
Hagman noted, NATO officers held different views. o
Only a handful of works have focused specifically on air-
power in Bosnia; however, in research theses and reports pro-
duced after Deny Flight, several air force officers took an alter-
native view from the one taken by Hagman of NATO's role over
Bosnia. According to Maj George Kramlinger, in “Sustained
Coercive Air Presence (SCAP),” from February 1994 onward,
NATO was in a struggle with the UN over whether to coerce the
Bosnian Serbs.** As with the other researchers, Kramlinger
captured the high points of Deny Flight, but did not dwell on
or analyze decisions over the use of airpower. Norwegian com-
mentator Per Erik Solli also saw Deny Flight as an exercise in
coercion rather than as a peacekeeping venture.*® Similarly, in-
Bombs over Bosnia: The Role of Airpower in Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Maj Michael O. Beale aimed to provide an account within the
political and historical context of the war in Bosnia of Deny"
Flight's evolution from constrained deterrence to more proac--
tive coercion.*® By going out of his way to consider the Serb"
viewpoint, Beale revealed many of the complexities of using”
force in Bosnia. Finally, a pair of research reports on airpower:
in coalition operations built on the assumption that NATO air-*
power was over Bosnia for coercion and that the UN was largely
in the way.*” In addition to their informative texts, these reports*
contained useful bibliographies. , K

13
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One of the earliest treatments of airpower in Bosnia
appeared as a book chapter in Air Vice-Marshal Tony Mason’s
Air Power: A Centennial Appraisal.*® The air vice-marshal's
description of the airpower debates; at the policy-making level
was informative, and he documented the debate in Britain
particularly well. At the time of the book’s writing though,
NATO and the UN had used airpower primarily to enforce the
no-fly zone over Bosnia, and NATO attempts to affect the fight-
ing on the ground were just beginning. Mason’s later contri-
butions on the use of airpower over Bosnia have been mostly
theoretical—extracting the broader lcssons about using air-
power in peace-support operations.*' Therefore, while Mason
identified and discussed issues such as proportionality,
impartiality, and consent—which lay at the heart of the air-
power disputes—he did so in an attempt to generalize from the
experiences of Bosnia, rather than to document the actions of
the theater-level commanders.

Tim Ripley, a journalist and photographer who covered mil-
itary operations in the former Yugoslavia, purveyed a solid
overview of Deny Flight in his book, Air War Bosnia.*® The book
supplemented Ripley’s many magazine articles,?! providing a
wealth of detailed information about air operations during
Deny Flight.5?

Col Robert Owen headed a team of researchers to produce
the “Balkans Air Campaign Study” (BACS) sponsored by Air
University, the center for professional military education in
the US Air Force. The BACS report is the most comprehensive
work on the planning and execution of Operation Deliberate
Force—the brief NATO bombing campaign in late August and
September of 1995. Though the study deals primarily with
Deliberate Force, which was technically a part of Deny Flight,
it also reveals many previously unpublished aspects of Deny
Flight stretching back to 1993. The message of the report is
that airpower played a significant role in coercing the Bosnian
Serbs to comply with UN and NATO demands, thus ending the
three and one-half-year siege of Sarajcvo and paving the way
for the Dayton peace talks. Because the study was directed by
and for the US Air Force, its strengtlis are its practical focus
and its wealth of information from American sources. These

14
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Lt Gen Bernard Janvier, French army, commander of UN Peace Forces, 1995

strengths, however, tend to eclipse the role played by UN advi-
sors and commanders in influencing the use of airpower, and
the study does not analyze events before the Pale air strikes in
May 1995. Two summary articles appeared in Airpower
Journal,®® and a final report was published in 2000.54
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Method

This study employs a single case study method befitting a
contemporary history. The techniques of identifying, access-
ing, ordering, and evaluating evidence that one would employ
for writing history were enriched with interviews and first-
hand observations.5® This single case was addressed because
the use of airpower over Bosnia fits what Robert Yin called an
“extreme or unique case”—to be used when a situation is “so
rare that any single case is worth documenting and analyz-
ing.”®¢ Deny Flight is worth documenting and analyzing for a
number of reasons. Others have studied it in order to draw
theoretical lessons about the employment of airpower in peace
support activities,3” but no one has yet studied the roles of the
theater-level commanders and their influence on the use of
airpower. Deny Flight was unique in that divisions at the polit-
ical level within the UN, within NATO, and between the UN
and NATO made it impossible for political authorities in either
the UN or NATO to give clear instructions to their theater com-
manders about the objective for employing airpower. As is
argued at the outset of chapter 4, this left the operational com-
manders a great deal of leeway in helping their political mas-
ters sort out who would control NATO airpower, and to what
end. Moreover, the divided command chain between the UN
and NATO left army generals serving with the UN to contend
with senior NATO airmen about how to use airpower—a strug-
gle for control that has been ongoing for many years.

To test the hypotheses on the influence of theater-level com-
manders, this study endeavors to find the origins of the plans
they used, the objectives served by those plans, and the com-
manders’ methods of and success in promoting their plans. For
uses of airpower that were responses to provocations rather
than planned operations, this study attempts to determine
who made the targeting decisions and how targeting choices
were constrained in advance. To determine the role that expert-
ise and command responsibility played in affecting the actions
and decisions of commanders, commanders were asked to
explain their concerns and frustrations. They also were asked
if there were any actual or potential issues over which they
considered resigning. More importantly, in evaluating com-
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manders’ actions, this study looks for patterns reflecting their
approaches to using airpower and checked for changes over
time. Interviews and documentary eviderice sought to estab-
lish the causes of the apparent patterns and any chaﬁgés. In
analyzing evidence, the focus is on cases where command
responsibilities and military expertise were likely to lead to
courses of action different from those predicted if other factors
were driving the commanders’ decisions; for example, national
political pressures, peacekeeping doctrine, personal aévance—
ment, and UN or NATO organizational biases.
~ Evidence for this case study was gathered from press
accounts, secondary studies of Deny Flight and UNPROFOR,
investigative journalists’ accounts, memoirs, and transcripts
from press conferences and press releases from the White
House, the Pentagon, NATO headquarters in Brussels, and
Allied Forces Southern Europe (AFSOUTH) in Naples. The aca-
demic version of Lord Owen’s encyclopedic CD-ROM compan-
ion to Balkan Odyssey provided useful data, as did the
archival holdings for the BBC/Discovery Channel program,
Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, held at the Liddell Hart Archives,
King's College, University of London. Sources included UN
documents, including records of Security Council debates,
resolutions, and reports from the secretary-general.5® Also
information was drawn from US congressional and United
Kingdom (UK) parliamentary reports, unclassified portions of
military studies (mainly US), organizational histories, brief-
ings, and reports. Extensive travel in Britain, Belgium,
Germany, France, Italy, and the US to interview diplomats,
NATO and UN staff officers, and participants—peacekeepers
and pilots—allowed identification of important events, major
decision points, and actors involved in shaping Deny Flight.
Theater-level commanders and other senior officials in the US,
UK, France, and Belgium were interviewed. Accessing French
sources and securing and conducting interviews in Paris
meant learning French. In all, over 60 separate interviews
were conducted, roughly half of them with general officers or
admirals. Two separate two-week-long visits to the US Air
Force Historical Research Agency (AFHRA) were made to con-
duct documentary research and to review oral histories held in

17




RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMAND

the BACS collection. The second of those trips netted over 100
pages of notes from classified sources, which were reviewed for
classification and then declassified as necessary.

In five of the interviews conducted, including the interviews
with General Janvier and Air Force general James “Bear”
Chambers, the limitations of interview data were reduced
somewhat because the interviewees kept journals and other
documentary evidence from their tours of duty, and they
referred to those notes during the interviews. In addition, an
interview with the commander of NATO air forces for the
southern region, Lt Gen Joseph Ashy, was based on a detailed
classified briefing, and the redacted transcript of the interview
contained 66 pages of text accompanied by more than 40 over-
head slides. It included a verbatim mission statement from the
North Atlantic Council, concepts of operations for different
types of missions, and air orders of battle for the Balkan
states. Interviews with principal decision makers also revealed
information unlikely to be captured in documents, such as
details of important meetings, briefings, and phone calls.
When several individuals from different organizations with
potentially different interests at stake provided similar
accounts of events that were also consistent with publicly
available information, the information was considered reliable.
Where accounts differed, interviewees were invited to explain
the apparent contradictions or to elaborate on the differences
in perspective. Sometimes this helped to clarify what took
place. In other cases this resulted in conflicting or incomplete
versions of what had occurred. The text and endnotes
throughout this study indicate where differing accounts of the
same events were not reconciled or where alternative explana-
tions should be considered. Unfortunately, some of the offi-
cials interviewed spoke only on the condition of anonymity.
Others asked to see the work before agreeing to be cited by
name. Both the anonymous interviewees and those who might
be named later are cited in the endnotes as Military Official A,
MOD Official B, and so on. Regrettably, Gen Rupert Smith, the
UN commander in Bosnia during 1995 was not interviewed.
Given General Smith’s pivotal role, the absence of an interview
may have implications for the absolute reliability of certain
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Lt Gen James “Bear” Chambers was the first director of NATO’s Combined Air
Operations Center as a theater-level commander.
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judgments. However, General Smith’'s NATO counterparts
were consulted and, at his suggestion, so were some of his
subordinates. The consistency of these supporting interviews
lends credence to the findings.

This study assumes that all theater-level commanders were
subjected to political pressures from their respective national
capitals.®® All of the commanders in the UN and NATO were
sure that other commanders were receiving guidance from
home, though most of them denied receiving explicit orders
themselves.®® In NATO, direct political pressure probably did
not reach below the regional commander, the four-star admi-
ral in charge of Allied Forces, South (AFSOUTH). However, this
study also assumes the two- and three-star Air Force generals
who were subordinate to the AFSOUTH commanders would
have been aware of guidance from Washington.

Structure

Chapter 2 discusses background theory concerning military
influence on the use of airpower. It first explores the findings
of Betts and Petraeus on the subject of military influence on
the use of force and then goes on to propose a theoretical basis
for military demands for autonomy in operational matters,
focusing on the special expertise and responsibility command-
ers have for managing violence. Chapter 2 also examines the
countervailing political controls that constrain a commander's
autonomy when using airpower. The chapter ends with a brief
discussion of the traditional division between soldiers and air-
men over the utility and control of airpower.

Chapter 3 briefly describes the background to Deny Flight,
giving special attention to the national policies of the US, the
UK, and France for using airpower in Bosnia. The organizing
principle of chapters 4 through 9 is chronological, with the
break points between chapters determined by changes of UN
commanders in Bosnia or turning points in the missions of
either UNPROFOR or the Deny Flight air forces. Those chapters
present the case study evidence and analysis. The final chap-
ter states conclusions, answering the questions set out above
and addressing the hypotheses of whether and why theater-level
commanders influenced the use of airpower in Bosnia.
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Chapter 2

Military Influence
on the Use of Airpower

The military in the post-Vietnam period have exercised
considerable influence over how force has been used—
- particularly in those cases in which the missions have been
-especially demanding and complex, thereby increasing the
. dependence of civilian policy makers on military judgment,
expertise, and information. '
‘ —David H. Petraeus
“Military Influence and the
Post—Vietnam Use of Force,”
PhD diss.,
Princeton University, 1987

Airpower was the central military component in the US pol-
icy for intervention in Bosnia. Airpower has also been at the
core of a long-running debate in the United States over how
much influence the military should exercise vis-a-vis their
civilian masters when it comes to using force.! To frame the
discussion in this study about the influence of theater-level
commanders on the use of airpower in Bosnia, the first section
of this chapter briefly addresses the larger issue of military
influence on the US use of force. The second section narrows
the focus to look at political controls on the use of airpower,
namely targeting controls, bombing pauses, and rules of engage-
ment. In addition to the political-military dimension of con-
trols on the use of airpower, soldiers and airmen have tradi-
tionally held contending beliefs about how best to employ this
type of military force.? The third section, therefore, highlights
the major causes and consequences of the disparate military
views on airpower. This chapter provides a theoretical construct
for analyzing the various dimensions of the struggle by theater-
level commanders to influence the use of airpower in Bosnia
between the summers of 1993 and 1995.
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Influence and Autonomy:
The US Military and the Use of Force

This section explores American military influence after 1945
on when, how, and with what constraints on military auton-
omy force has been used. Since World War II, American mili-
tary leaders have usually played only a minor role in decisions
over whether the United States should employ military force.
Once decisions to use force have been made, military influence
over how force is used has been relatively more significant.
Furthermore, when force has been called for, military officers
have lobbied hard to preserve their autonomy in operational
matters. Two elements of military professionalism—expertise
and responsibility—create the foundation for military demands
for autonomy. Contrary to the military’s desire for autonomy,
American political leaders have felt the need to constrain or
even control the use of force in military operations since 1945.
Balancing the imperatives of policy against the demands for
military autonomy has often led to tension in civil-military
relations. _

This study uses the word influence in a rather ordinary
sense. Influence is the “power to sway or affect based on pres-
tige, wealth, ability, or position.”® This avoids unnecessary
restrictions found in more technical definitions. For instance,
Roger Scruton excludes coercion from the definition of influ-
ence. However, if a military commander attempted to coerce
other military or political authorities in order to shape the use
of airpower, that would certainly be of interest here.# Dennis
Wrong makes a distinction between intended and unintended
influence. The focus here is on intended influence though adopt-
ing Wrong’s definition would be impractical since intended influ-
ence is what Wrong calls “power"—the definition of which takes
up two chapters of his book.5 Richard Betts defines influence
as “causing decision makers to do something they probably
would not have done otherwise.”® Though generally compatible
with the definition used in this study, Betts's definition could
be interpreted to mean that military influence had to be causal.
This would exclude military influence that served merely as a
catalyst, enabler, or shaper of action that decision makers
would have taken anyway. Finally, the ordinary definition
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adopted for this study is somewhat broader than Samuel Finer’s
concept of influence, which, in his typology, is the lowest level
of military intervention into politics for countries with devel-
oped political cultures.” For Finer, influence meant “the effort
to convince the civil authorities by appealing to their reason or
their emotions.” This level is the constitutional and legitimate
one, entirely consistent with the supremacy of the civil power.®
However, Finer’s definition would exclude influence within
military crgamzatiens themselves and would presuppose the
legitimacy of military influence. For this study, the simple def-
inition of influence wﬁi work best. ‘

Deciding to Use Force: Miiitary Reluctance and
Influence

 In the period since World War II, the American military has
been neither as belligerent nor as influential in intervention deci-
sion making as popular stereotypes suggest.® In fact, the military
has become quite the opposite of the hawkish image once popu-
larized in movies and books. Writing in 1960, Morris Janowitz
~ described and decried this stereotype in his classic sociological
portrait of the American military elite, The Professional Soldier.10
But in the recriminations over Vietnam, the limitations of the
“military mind” and the military stereotype found renewed outlet
in the United States.!! Writing in 1973, Bernard Brodie argued
that a “Chief of Staff is one who shares with his colleagues a
great belief in the efficacy of force in dealing with recalcitrant
peoples or regimes abroad.”'? Though the stereotype was cer-
tainly exaggerated and far from universal, the pugnacious atti-
tudes of certain military leaders of the early 1960s, especially the
Air Force generals at the top of Strategic Air Command, tended
to lend credence to the popular images.3
Contrary to the view of American military 1eaders as belh-
cose elites who have pushed their reluctant civilian masters
unwillingly into foreign interventions, military leaders have
- not been particularly warlike or influential when it comes to
decisions over whether or not to use force.!* That professional
military officers would normally caution against using military
force was a point argued by Samuel Huntington in The Soldier
and the State,'> and subsequent research has tended to confirm

20




RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMAND

Huntington’s claim.’® In the first systematic study of the mili-
tary’s role in intervention decision making, Richard Betts
examined decisions during the period from 1945 until 1972.
He discovered that American military leaders tended to be less
bellicose than the most aggressive civilian advisors to the
presidents.!” Moreover, military leaders tended to be least
effective when they advocated the use of force and most effec-
tive when they united in opposition to armed intervention.18 A
decade after Betts debunked the myth of military warmonger-
ing, David Petraeus found that the Vietham War had had a
chastening effect on the American military.!® By the late
1980s, US military leaders were even less likely to advocate
the use of force than either their predecessors or the senior
civilian advisors of the day. Thus, Petraeus concluded that “In
short, the military since 1973 had conformed more closely to
the Huntington view (originally presented in 1957) than they
had during the period of Betts’s analysis.”20

How to Use Force: Options, Influence, and
Overwhelming Force

As Richard Haass has argued, decisions about whether to
use force should be inextricably linked to considerations about
what force is available and how that force is to be used.2!
Betts’s study countered the “bureaucratic revisionists” who
suggested that military capabilities drove foreign policy.22 He
also noted that the traditional theoretical model—whereby
clearly articulated foreign policy served as a basis for military
strategy—was too neat for the real world.2® Describing the mil-
itary role in foreign policy making, Betts observed that

military officials’ task was not simply to study a policy, deduce the
appropriate strategy and forces to implement it, and recommend the
results to political leaders. Instead they were often in the position
where their advice on what could be achieved was to determine what
would be achieved.?*

As American involvement in Vietnam began to escalate, senior
officers saw untested theories of limited war substituted for
their professional advice on the use of force.?> This was espe-
cially true of the bombing of North Vietnam, where a strategy
of graduated pressure was employed to convince Hanoi's leaders
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to abandon their support for the insurgent Vietcong guerrillas

fighting in South Vietnam.?® A vignette from the outset of the

bombing operations ﬁiustrated the disparate civilian and mil-
itary views:

In early 1965, Chief of Naval Operations David McDonald had returned
from a White House meeting where, over the objections of the Joint
Chiefs who favored heavy and decisive bombing, the civilian policy
makers were planning the program of limited and graduated bombing.
He reportedly told his aide that graduated response was militarily
senseless and that when the war was over, the civilians responsible
wotld no longer be in office and the Gniy group left answerable for the
war would be the military.??

Air Force plans caiied for I’nttmg the entire list of 94 strategic
- targets in North Vietnam within a month.?® Regardless of one’s
views on the wisdom of either bombing strategy, the point to
be noted here is that even when the questions of whether and
~ how to use force were considered together, the answers did not
- always reflect the preferred military options. This left military
commanders to implement a strategy that they believed could
not succeed.2?

As Petraeus studied the period after Vietnam, he found that
military influence over how force was used surpassed the
influence that uniformed leaders exercised on decisions over
- whether force was to be used. Petraeus concluded that

the military have exercised the most influence, however, once the deci-
sion to use force has been made—when the focus has become how to
- use force, and when decision makers have turned to consideration of
the options available to accomplish the objectives established by the
president. Options are the military’s area of expertise, and expertise,
particularly when concentrated in one institution, yvields influence.?®

Thus, with responsibility for formulating plans, the military
gains influence. In describing the military’s unique expertase
m this area Petraeus averred that

the development of military options is a complex undertaking that
requires knowledge, experience, and creativity. Detailed and timely
information about one’s own forces is essential, as is current intelli-
gence on the target of the military action. An understanding of the
systems established for planning, coordination, and command and
control of military operations is necessary as well. Military operations
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are complicated affairs, and only senior military officers fully master
their conduct.?!

These observations are axiomatic rather than lessons of any
particular conflict, but they again underscore the importance
of expertise in giving the military influence over how force gets
used. ‘

From the Vietham War, Army and Air Force officers drew
somewhat different lessons about the use of force. Petraeus
found that the American military emerged from Vietnam with
an acute and lasting awareness of (1) the “finite limits of pub-
lic support for protracted military operations,” (2) “doubts
about the efficacy of military force in solving certain interna-
tional problems,” and (3) “greater disillusionment with, and
heightened wariness of, civilian officials.”32 The Army and
Marine Corps bore the deepest scars, according to Petraeus,
while the Navy was the least affected service.3® However,
Petraeus did not elaborate on the US Air Force. Mark
Clodfelter has argued that Air Force leaders concluded from
Vietnam that “since Linebacker II demonstrated bombing
effectiveness, political leaders must realize that bombing can
win limited wars if unhampered by political controls.”3* This
suggested that senior Air Force officers might be just as wary
of civilian officials as their Army counterparts, but they were
less pessimistic about the utility of airpower. Edward Marks'’s
study of the Vietnam generation of professional military offi-
cers found that career officers from all of the services firmly
supported civilian supremacy, insisted on clear-cut political
decisions and clear objectives for using force, and wanted to
know that risks taken with American lives would “be for a
worthwhile purpose.”® Marks’s study also found that the
Vietnam generation of officers believed that once the military
was given clear objectives, it should then be free from political
interference in achieving those aims; that is, the officers
believed they should be given operational autonomy.3¢ So,
while soldiers and airmen drew different conclusions about
the effectiveness of airpower in Vietnam, both groups agreed
the military should control decisions about how to use force in
future operations.
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The lessons of Vietnam were reinforced by American experi-
ences in Lebanon, Operation Desert Storm, and Somalia. These
combined experiences produced a military culture averse to
engaging in small wars, and committed to ensuring rapid suc-
cess whenever and wherever military force was to be
employed.?” As Frank Hoffman has pointed out, the articula-
tion of this military “doctrine” owed much to Gen Colin Powell,
who formally propounded the ideas in the 1992 National
Military Strategy.®® This preferred approach to employing force
was called “Decisive Force” by its authors. Less chantabiy,
Cong. Les Aspin labeled it the “all-or-nothing” school of
thought.3® Aspin, who was then chalrman of the House Armed
Services Committee, claimed the most important tenet of the
all-or-nothing school stipulated that “military force should be
used only in an overwhelming fashion.”%° He criticized the all-
or-nothing school, which he associated with Colin Powell, and
stated that his own views were more closely alighed with what
he called the “limited objectives” school.*! For Aspin, compel-
lence and an‘pewer lay at “the heart of the limited objectives
argument,” and Operation Desert Storm had demonstrated
airpower’s potential to deliver limited political objectives through
precise applications of force.#? Aspin’s comments about how to
use force, especially airpower, were made with an eye toward
US intervention in Bosnia. For now, one should note that as
US policy makers considered whether to get involved in
Bosnia, they were dealing with a generation of military officers
who expected the freedom to decide how to use force once the
decision to use it was made.

Theoretical Bases of Demands for Operatianél
Autonomy: Expertise and Responsibility

Military commanders demand autonomy in operational
matters because they are experts in the employment of force
and are held accountable for their actions. Autonemy enables
them to influence how force is used.

While acknowledging the prerogative of political authont;es
in questions of when and how to intervene, military officers
have resented infringements into the area of operational con-
trol of military forces.*® Tensions in political-military relations
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have arisen when political authorities have dispensed with
military advice and entered the professional military domain of
managing violence. Clausewitz testified to the abiding condi-
tion of problems arising when nonexpert political authorities
attempt to control military force:

When people talk, as they often do, about harmful political influence
on the management of war, they are not really saying what they mean.
Their quarrel should be with the policy itself, not with its influence. . . .
‘Only if statesmen look to certain military moves and actions to produce
effects that are foreign to their nature do political decisions influence
operations for the worse. In the same way as a man who has not fully
mastered a foreign language sometimes fails to express himself cor-

" rectly, so statesmen often issue orders that defeat the purpose they are
meant to serve. Time and again that has happened, which demon-
strates that a certain grasp of military affairs is vital for those in charge
of general policy.#

Thus, military expertise has long been recognized as a basis
for effective control over operational matters. Samuel
Huntington went so far as to say that military disobedience of
political orders would be justified in cases where a “military
* officer . . . is ordered by a statesman to take a measure which
is militarily absurd when judged by professional standards
and which is strictly within the military realm without any
political implications.”* The final qualification, “without any
political implications,” was as crucial to Huntington’s argu-
ment as it was unlikely to pertain in the limited military oper-
ations following World War II. Moreover, at the time
Huntington wrote, the advent of nuclear weapons was already
rendering traditional military expertise largely irrelevant.46
Still, for Huntington, the superior expertise of soldiers and
statesmen in their respective military and political domains
served as the basis for a civil-military division of labor, and it
fortified military demands for autonomy.4”

Writing in 1960, Morris Janowitz argued for more integrated
civil-military relations, and he was far less deferential toward
military expertise than Huntington.*® For Janowitz, the mili-
tary had to forego its absolutist tendencies and accept the
blurring of civilian-military responsibilities.*® For the world to
survive in the nuclear age, the management of violence could
no longer be governed by military logic; rather, the military
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needed to develop new expertise in ways of limiting the use of
force.>° Janowitz warned that until the military became imbued
with a “constabulary force” outlook, it threatened to trans-
gress the boundaries of civilian control.5! He foresaw this as a
likely problem in limited wars and wars against insurgency.52
So, while Janowitz accepted the connection between expertise
and professionalism, he was not sanguine about giving the
military autonomy to use its expertise until the military pro-
fession could be rid of the outdated and dangerous influences
of the “absolutist” heroic leaders and transformed into a pro-
fession led by “pragmatic” military managers. Moreover, he
perceived the greatest need for change to be in the US Air
Force, dominated as it was by generals from the Strategic Air
Command.?3 ;

Betts showed how expertise could be used by the military to
help preserve autonomy in operational affairs.’* Sometimes,
limitations in military capabilities impose constraints on what
can be achieved in a given situation. This is known as tactical
determinism, where the means more or less determine the
“ends. In the past, military leaders have falsely asserted tacti-
cal determinism or built plans around real limitations in mili-
tary capabilities so as to prevent political authorities from
interfering in operational matters. A classic example, cited by
Betts, occurred at the outset of World War 1 when “General
Moltke falsely claimed the rigidity of plans as an excuse to
refuse a last-minute change in strategy to concentration on
the Russian front.”5® However, tactical determinism is not
merely a ploy used by experts to maximize their control over
the use of force. It is often a real and important factor in deci-
sions over when and how to use force. As an example, Betts
showed that Graham Allison was wrong to accuse military
leaders of falsely asserting the limits of airpower during the
Cuban missile crisis in order to strengthen the chances of a
more robust bombing operation or a full-scale invasion.>® The
limitations of airpower were all too real. This example high-
lights an important point: in the absence of mutual respect
and trust, political leaders might dismiss relevant and accu-
rate military advice, or come to believe that their own judg-
ments on the use of force can substitute for military expertise.

35




RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMAND

Petraeus found that critics of military advice have suspected
false claims of tactical determinism, while military planners
have supposed that the critics were willing to ignore real-world
limitations if they clashed with the critics’ preferred solu-
tions.5” The point to note here is that special military expertise
is needed to judge the limits of what military means can
accomplish, and that the same expertise can give the military
leverage in gaining autonomy.

Another element of professionalism, responsibility, serves
as a basis for the military insistence on autonomy in opera-
tional matters. The unique requirement for the military to
manage violence on behalf of the state implies certain respon-
sibilities. Huntington discussed three forms of military responsi-
bility: representative, advisory, and executive.5® This study
focuses mainly on executive responsibility, because theater-
level commanders are primarily responsible for executing pol-
icy. Huntington argued that in its executive capacity the mili-
tary profession’s first duty was obedience, even when a
professional officer disagreed with a policy he was tasked to
fulfill. Two military ethicists, Kenneth Kemp and Charles
Hudlin, examined the limits of the obligation for military obe-
dience.5® They analyzed the possible moral, legal, political, and
private bases for disobedience, and they concluded there was
almost no scope for either passively refusing orders or for pos-
itively acting in defiance of orders, unless the orders were
clearly illegal or grossly immoral.®°® However, for Kemp and
Hudlin, as with Huntington, the rigid distinction between obe-
dience and disobedience mirrored an equally inflexible divi-
sion of labor between policy making and policy implementa-
tion that seldom, if ever, exists.6! Moreover, the responsibilities
faced by a commander are more complex than the one-way
model—from the military to the political authority—posed by
Huntington.

Commanders are also responsible for and to the people who
serve under them.%? As James Toner argued, to command is to
exercise moral and military competence in fulfillment of extraor-
dinary responsibilities.®® Furthermore, he claimed that the
foremost sign of military incompetence is being careless or
wasteful with the lives of the people under one’s command.*
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A competent commander, then, would be one who sought to
fulfill military and policy objectives with the least risks and
losses to his forces.’®> A more explicit statement of this con-
nection between responsibility and command was put forth by
Martin Edmonds. Edmonds pointed out that military organi-
zational structures linked rank with authority; rank, in turn,
was linked to responsibility—not just to the state, but also
“responsibility to the individuals within the military for whom
operations mean risking their lives.”®® “Above all,” asserted
Edmonds, “the dominant consideration affecting armed serv-
ices as organizations is the prospect of their members being
killed in the course of fulfilling their duty; it is this that dom-
inates their organizational practices.”” Military organizations
link operational responsibility and accountability in a clear
chain of command. And, Edmonds noted, a commander’s
responsibility “must include the responsibility for both the
operational effectiveness of the unit under his or her command
and the lives of the people in it in difficult and dangerous situ-
ations” (emphasis added).%®

Military demands for autonomy in operations are a logical
outgrowth of these responsibilities and the clear accountabil-
ity that commanders face. Theater-level commanders are pri-
marily responsible and accountable for both mission accom-
plishment and the lives of the people under their command.
The responsibilities of command are lightened for a com-
mander who is free to pursue a course of action that fulfills his
mission and poses the least amount of risk to his forces.
However, when circumstances demand a trade-off, a com-
mander has to have a clear objective and some sense of its
worth before being able to strike an appropriate balance
between mission accomplishment and force protection.
Moreover, a commander must also have the means to accom-
plish his mission, and control over those means, to sensibly
manage the risks his forces will face in fulfilling the mission.
Without autonomy, a commander cannot work the often deli-
cate balancing act needed to best achieve his given ob}ec’ave
with the least risk of getting his people killed.

Like expertise, responsibility is not only a basis for military
demands for autonomy, it can also work as a tool for obtaining
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autonomy. Despite suspicions that military leaders might
exaggerate the risks involved in a given military operation—
not just of failure, but of losing lives—it is politically risky to
order operations which the military advises against. Political
leaders can order operations despite military objections; how-
ever, as Edward Luttwak noted,

If they choose to go ahead, they must accept both the inherent politi-
cal risk of the envisaged action and the added political risk of having
overruled military advice—not something that is likely to remain secret
for very long in the aftermath of failure. . . . Understandably in the cir-
cumstances, prime ministers and presidents rarely overrule military
chiefs to order action. That, too, is a diminution of civilian control.®®

To the extent civilian political leaders take control over opera-
tional matters, they become accountable for the consequences.
This leads back to the issue of expertise. For as Luttwak
observed, “micro-management . . . implies responsibilities that
prudent leaders must strive to avoid” because the ability and
authority to control does not confer the expertise to manage
successfully.

To summarize, in the military tradition of Western democra-
cies, promotion in rank is ostensibly based on one’s ability to
handle increased responsibility. The highest ranking officers
selected for operational command are expected to use their
professional expertise to fulfill their responsibilities for achiev-
ing mission success with the least risk and cost to their forces.
Demands for operational autonomy are a natural consequence
of holding a person accountable for human lives and for the
accomplishment of a mission for which that person possesses
a special expertise. Therefore, military commanders demand
autonomy in operational matters because they are experts in
the employment of force and because they expect to be held
accountable for both mission success and the lives of the peo-
ple under their command. They can also use their expertise
and the responsibility inherent in command to obtain opera-
tional autonomy. To the extent theater commanders are given
or can otherwise get autonomy, they can influence how force
is used.
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Political Constraints on Airpower:
Targeting and Rules of Engagement

We turn now from the broader issues of whether and how
force is used tp the means of constraining military autonomy
in the use of a particular form of military force—airpower. For
the purposes of this study, “airpower” is defined as that com-
ponent of military power derived from aerospace vehicles
capable of sustained and controlled flight. More specifically,
this study is concerned with the use, or threatened use, of
conventional force,” rather than with the variety of military
services or support functions that airpower can perform.?!
Constraints on the use of force can take many forms, and they
have been a common feature in limited wars and military oper-
ations other than war since World War II. For NATO member
states, all uses of military force since 1945 have been limited
in the sense of the term offered by Robert Osgood—that is,
limited in the means employed and the objectives pursued.”?
According to Christopher Gacek, the difficulty in reconciling
military means with limited political ends stems from the
nature of military force itself. Drawing heavily from
Clausewitz, Gacek describes the “logic of force” as that “pow-
erful tendency of war to reach for higher levels of violence.””3
Political constraints on the use of force serve the “logic of pol-
icy,” which seeks “to subordinate all means including force to
its own purposes.”” The primacy of policy operates regardless
of the impact on the means that serve it—that is, regardless of
the effect it might have on the military.” In contrast to Gacek’s

‘view, Bernard Brodie and other observers have ascribed the
escalatory nature of conflict to the professional military’s
unmitigated urge to “win at any cost.””® Unsurprisingly, those
observers valued tight political controls over military auton-
omy.”” The degree to which American political authorities have
sought to control military force and inhibit operational auton-
omy has varied greatly from the hands-on techniques
employed during the Vietnam War to the relatively hands-off
approach adopted during the Gulf War.”® However, in all con-
flicts, the political controls on airpower have generally come in
three forms: direct control over targeting, bombing pauses,
and rules of engagement (ROE).”? :
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Political controls on airpower can be meant to serve either a
positive or a negative objective. Political authorities can limit
military autonomy and exercise control over airpower so that
force becomes part of policy in helping to achieve a desired
positive political objective. The types of positive objectives for
which force might be used include signaling, coercion, retri-
bution, or destruction through bombing (e.g., the Israeli attack
on Iraq’s Osirak nuclear facility in 1981).80 In contrast to these
positive objectives, negative objectives, as Mark Clodfelter has
called them,8! are likely to come into play in all wars but espe-
cially in limited wars and operations other than war where tra-
ditional military objectives may compete with, rather than
complement, important policy aims.?? In highly constrained
uses of force, what gets bombed—if bombing occurs at all—is
often determined less by the positive aim for using force than
by what is left over after satisfying all of the negative objec-
tives. The negative objectives that might be served by political
controls on bombing include preventing the spread of a con-
flict outside its current boundaries, preventing escalation of a
conflict within its given boundaries, avoiding collateral dam-
age, and avoiding friendly losses. Significantly, this last nega-
tive objective—casualty avoidance—overlaps with a comman-
der's responsibility to protect his forces. Thus, external
pressure to limit friendly casualties can serve to reinforce a
commander’s own internal pressures to minimize the losses to
his forces. If any of these negative objectives are set too
firmly—thus becoming absolute prohibitions—they can inter-
fere with achievement of the positive objective for which force
is being used. As discussed under ROE below, that might be
an acceptable price to pay, and it will be up to political author-
ities to decide whether the negative objectives that constrain
force outweigh the positive objectives for using force.

Targeting as Air Strategy: What to Attack,
What Not to Attack

Civilian political authorities have exercised control over tar-
geting in order to keep the military means of airpower in line
with their policy objectives. Controls over targeting extend
beyond decisions on what targets to bomb to include the
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rapidity with which targets are struck, their geographical loca-
tions, the sequence in which they are to be hit, the weight of
effort assigned to each target, and the weapon systems and
types of ordnance employed against the targets. Shortly after
World War I, Guilio Douhet averred that strategy in air warfare
was no more than the sum of these targeting factors: “The
selection of objectives, the grouping of zones, and determining
the order in which they are to be destroyed is the most diffi-
cult and delicate task in aerial warfare, constituting what may
be defined as aerial strategy.”8? In 1995, Col Phillip Meilinger,
then dean of the US Air Force School of Advanced Airpower
Studies, demonstrated that Douhet’s idea still had currency
when he wrote “In essence, air power is targeting;” and “select-
ing objectives to strike or influence is the essence of air strat-
egy.”® Direct controls on targeting, then, constitute one of the
greatest infringements on the autonomy of airmen.

The nadir in US military autonomy over targeting in air
operations came during the Vietnam War. According to the
prevailing theories of limited war, a nuanced approach to
using force was needed to send the right message to Hanoi,
and military considerations about what was to be struck were
decidedly secondary. As Richard Betts put it,

Orchestration of the use of force was a political tool, a signaling device.
Whether the United States bombed a surface-to-air missile site or oil
depot near Hanoi would communicate a message to the enemy and
was hence a political decision that had to be made by political author-

ity; it was not a purely military decision to be made by a subordinate
commander. 85 ,

President Johnson's personal control over target selection was
summed up in his boast that “I won’t let those Air Force gen-
erals bomb the smallest outhouse north of the 17th parallel
without checking with me.”88 Significantly, up until mid-1967,
Johnson operated without the benefit of any direct military
advice.®” After congressional intervention, Gen Earl Wheeler,
then chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was permitted to
attend weekly White House targeting sessions.® Later, during
the Nixon administration, bombing of the North was signifi-
cantly curtailed.® However, up until 1972, targets in North
Vietnam were still being selected by civilians in Washington.%0
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When political authorities are using military force for sig-
naling, they are likely to demand more direct control over tar-
geting in order to ensure that the intended signal is sent.
Moreover, when signaling is a positive aim, negative objectives
will usually play a strong role in determining what does or
does not get bombed. Such was the case in the air strikes
against Libya in April 1986, which, according to the chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the time, Adm Bill Crowe, was
meant to “send an unequivocal signal that Washington was
serious and that terrorist actions would not go unpunished.”!
Crowe later wrote that “In the final analysis, our tactical deci-
sions were based on political considerations. . . . We did not
want casualties . . . and the other major political goal was to
minimize Libyan civilian casualties.” The final target selec-
tion list included “about half’ of what Crowe had recom-
mended, but it also included suspected terrorist targets that
were not on the admiral’s list but were added in order to send
a signal about terrorism.®® Because of concerns over potential
collateral damage, the decision makers in Washington “sacri-
ficed a number of the best targets.”®* When signaling rather
than achieving military results is the positive aim, political
authorities will take a more direct role in targeting decisions,
and those decisions can easily be driven more by negative
objectives than by the positive purpose for the bombing.

Bdmbing Pauses: When to Bomb or Not Bomb

The ultimate targeting control is the ability to stop or start
bombing. When bombing forms part of coercive diplomacy,
military commanders will likely find themselves competing
with diplomats for control over decisions about how to regu-
late bombing. Whether bombing should be halted to permit
negotiations or continued to enhance leverage during negotia-
tions is clearly a matter for political authorities to decide.®
However, they should expect their commanders to resist
bombing cessation whenever a pause might erase the gains for
which the military has already paid a significant price or
whenever the pause is expected to increase the costs of oper-
ations once bombing is resumed.%
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In Vietnam, American political leaders ordered bombing
pauses in futile attempts to win similar restraint from Hanoi.%?
President Johnson did not consult with the military before
suddenly ordering the first bombing halt of the Rolling
Thunder campaign in May of 1965.% Had he done so, he
would have met resistance from his top commanders.
Commander in chief of the Pacific theater Admiral Sharp later
wrote, “We had enough experience in negotiating with the
Communists to know that military pressures must be sus-
tained throughout the negotiating period.”®® The Johnson
administration ordered subsequent cessations in the bombing
of North Vietnam despite warnings from commanders in the
field that the North “exploited them to resupply, prepare for
attacks, redeploy forces and commit violations.”100 To Admiral
Sharp, “It seemed pointless to allow the enemy the luxury of
such respites, which, in the end, would only translate to
higher casualties on our side.”°! The bombing of North
Vietnam had been drastically reduced before the Nixon admin-
istration came to Washington. However, Henry Kissinger,
Nixon’s chief negotiator noted: “Hanoi bargained only when it
was under severe pressure—in particular, whenever America
resumed bombing,”102 o

Political authorities may wish to turn bombing off or on to
suit their strategies for coercive diplomacy. But, as Alexander
George has noted, “If pushed too far, the civilian authority’s
effort to transform military force into a highly refined, dis-
criminating instrument of diplomacy and coercive bargaining
will eventually break down.”'% Such breakdowns, George
noted, leave negotiators with one of two unpalatable choices:
make major negotiating concessions or escalate.104 Controls
that regulate bombing in conjunction with coercive diplomacy
are meant to serve positive objectives; however, they seriously
infringe upon a commander’s autonomy, and commanders will
likely oppose them, especially if the pauses increase costs to
friendly forces. ‘ : ‘

Rules of Engagement: Circumstances for Force

Rules of engagement have also served as a powerful con-
straint on military autonomy in air operations. The US
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Department of Defense defined rules of engagement as “direc-
tives issued by competent military authority which delineate
the circumstances and limitations under which United States
forces will initiate and/or continue combat engagement with
other forces encountered.”!%® Academic instruction given by
the US Air Force to its newly recruited lawyers explained that
ROE “are the primary means by which political authorities . . .
provide guidance to deployed forces in peacetime for handling
crises and, in wartime, to help control the level of violence.”1%¢
Rules of engagement have usually been derived from legal,
political, and operational considerations.!?” The following dis-
cussion does not examine the legal dimension of ROE, but
instead addresses political considerations then operational
concerns.%8 In general, ROE serves negative objectives. The
tension between positive objectives for using force and nega-
tive objectives served by ROE was reflected in an analysis by
Scott Sagan:

Rules of engagement . . . are designed to balance two competing goals:

the need to use force effectively to achieve the objective of an offensive

or defensive mission and the desire not to use military force in unnec-
essary circumstances or in an excessively aggressive manner. 109

Rules of engagement can constrain the use of force so much
that it becomes militarily ineffective. Sagan referred to this as
a “weakness error.”!1° Alternatively, lax ROE can lead to too
much force being used for a given situation, resulting in what
he called an “escalatory error.”!!! The trick, as Sagan noted,
was to set the ROE between these two errors. Recognizing that
this demands an act of judgment on which political and mili-
tary authorities might differ, Sagan observed, “ROE decisions,
involving trade-offs between military effectiveness and broader
political objectives, are legitimately the province of senior
political authorities.”!!? Sagan’s analysis and conclusions
were sound, yet he failed to give adequate attention to the
responsibility commanders have for protecting their forces.
Highly restrictive rules of engagement, useful for preventing
unwanted escalation, can also increase the risks to the forces
involved in an operation. In Vietnam, the aerial rules of
engagement significantly increased the risks to American air-
crews and prevented them from taking appropriate measures
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for self-defense. The rules of engagement prohibited attacks
against surface-to-air missile (SAM) sites and other air defense
targets except in reaction to an immediate threat.!13 Because
the North had networked its radar, SAM batteries could get fir-
ing cues without turning on their own radar, thus allowing
them to shoot with little or no warning to US aircraft. By forc-
ing the aircrews to wait for clear indications of a threat, the
ROE greatly reduced the chances that the crews could take
effective defensive actions.!14 , , S
In the spring of 1972, Gen John Ryan, Air Force chief of
staff, relieved Gen John Lavelle, commander of US Air Forces
in Vietnam, when subordinates in Lavelle’s command were
found to be falsifying reports to cover up the fact that Lavelle
had ordered preplanned strikes against the North’s air
defenses.!!5 It frustrated Lavelle, as it had other commanders
before him, to operate under complex rules that seemed to
needlessly jeopardize the lives of his men.!'¢ In his testimony
before the House subcommittee investigating the unautho-
rized bombings, Lavelle jokingly told the congressmen, “We
have a saying we used in Vietnam, that we finally found out
why there were two crew members in the F-4. One is to fly the
airplane and one is to carry the briefcase full of the rules of
engagement.”!'” However, it was no joking matter for the air-
‘crews involved, as one study later explained: . . . =

To many aircrews, it seemed impossible to find a way to do what was
ordered and not get killed by the enemy or hanged by the United States
government in the process. The ROEs made many aircrews feel as if
they were fighting two enemies: the North Vietnamese and American
leaders in the White House.118 ‘ ,

Lavelle’s solution was to interpret the rules of engagement in
a way that allowed strikes against elements of the North's air
defenses even in the absence of a clear indication that the air
defenses were about to engage US aircraft.!1° Although officers
on the joint staff at the Pentagon apparently sympathized with
what Lavelle was trying to do, authorities in Washington did
not change the rules until after—and perhaps as a result of-—
Lavelle’s dismissal.1?® Despite giving guidance that led to the
ROE violations, Lavelle was praised by several congressmen
during the hearings on the unauthorized bombings for trying
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to protect American airmen.!?! In Cong. William Dickinson’s
words to General Lavelle, “I think if I had been in your posi-
tion, . . . I would have done exactly what you did. I think you
would be less than a man if you were not trying to do all you
could, and if stretching the rules [of engagement] is part of it,
then good for you.”'?> The Lavelle case demonstrated the
dilemma commanders faced in Vietnam, where overly restric-
tive ROE were costing US airmen their lives.!?3

The principle of civilian control of the military dictates that
commanders abide by political restrictions even if that means
failing to achieve the desired positive objective for using air-
power. Commanders are still obliged to apply their expertise in
an effort to fulfill their responsibilities for mission success and
force protection within the bounds of the constraints set by
their political masters. When political restrictions jeopardize
the safety of a commander’s forces, he must decide how far to
go in risking the lives of the people under his command since
losing friendly forces will be an undesired side effect of a
restriction, rather than an intended consequence. The prob-
lem for the commander is that it may take expertise, which
those above him setting the restrictions lack, to recognize that
the constraints are increasing the risks to friendly forces. If a
commander balks at political constraints, he might be per-
ceived as falsely exaggerating the dangers they cause, just as
military advisors are sometimes suspected of making false
claims of tactical determinism. A commander’s difficulties are
compounded if his mission is not in pursuit of a clearly
defined objective because he will be unable to judge even for
himself whether or not the risks to friendly forces are justified
by the expected outcome. Little of the foregoing discussion is
unique to airpower, but the problems can be especially acute
for airpower because of its potential to cause collateral dam-
age, the inordinate stigma that goes with losing an aircraft and
its crew, and the political sensitivities over dropping bombs.!?*
Moreover, the complexities of electronic warfare and aerial tac-
tics required for self-defense are not as easily grasped as are
requirements for self-defense by ground forces.
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Soldiers and Airmen:
Efficacy and Control of Airpower

One of the main justifications for firm civilian political con-
trol over the use of force, according to Bernard Brodie, was the
parochial mindset of senior military officers married to their
unbalanced commitment to victory.!?5> The down side of the
expertise officers gained from combat experience and profes-
sional study was that it tended to create a situation where “the
services are normally not strategy-minded but rather means-
minded.”'2¢ Moreover, Brodie asserted,

Military officers have usually spent their entire careers perfecting their
skills with respect to some means of war, whether those means be bat-
tleships, or carriers, or bombers, and they become deeply attached
emotionally to those means. %

In examining the American uses of force from World War 1I
through the end of the Vietnam War, Richard Betts found sup-
port for Brodie’s assertion, especially on the issue of airpower.

Sinice World War II the debates have pitted the air force, a majority of
the Navy, and right-of-center civilians against the army, a minority of
the navy, and left-of-center civilians. The former coalition has argued
that bombing is more decisive and economical than a strategy based
on ground forces and has been decisive except in those instances
where civilian authorities refused to let it be so by curtailing the scope
and intensity of the air campaigns. The latter group has argued that
bombing can only support the achievement of a military decision,
which must be done primarily on the ground by occupying territory
and controlling population and that air campaigns are not cost-
effective. Both theories have become articles of faith.128

Soldiers, though doubtful about what independent air opera-
tions can achieve, have generally recognized the value of air
support. As Hal Winton has pointed out, soldiers on the bat-
tlefield usually depend on air support in a way that is not bal-
anced by a reciprocal need amongst airmen for Army support:
“The asymmetry of this dependence lies at the root of many of
the tensions that exist between the Army and the Air Force
regarding air-ground operations.”'?? Principal manifestations
of these tensions have been the doctrinal and operational con-
tests over who should control airpower and to what ends.
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Despite the relative surfeits of airpower American forces
have enjoyed in the conflicts since 1945, the struggle within
the US military to control airpower has, at times, been intense.
Army and Marine Corps officers have long felt, with justifica-
tion, that their needs for close air support would fare poorly if
left entirely to the Air Force.!3° Conversely, Air Force officers
have traditionally believed, also with justification, that soldiers
tend not to appreciate airpower’s potential to influence events
beyond the battlefield.!3! As a consequence of these competing
views, centralized control of airpower by an airman has long
been a leading tenet of Air Force doctrine:

Aerospace forces should be centrally controlled by an airman to
achieve advantageous synergies, establish effective priorities, capital-
ize on unique strategic and operational flexibilities, ensure unity of
purpose, and minimize the potential for conflicting objectives,!32

Steve McNamara has detailed the resulting soldier-airman
struggle to control airpower.!3? When the US military reorgan-
ized in the mid-1980s, airmen succeeded in having the position
of an “air boss” written into joint doctrine. In 1986 the concept
of a joint force air component commander (JFACC) was offi-
cially sanctioned in doctrine on counterair operations.!3¢ The
idea gradually gained wider currency in the joint arena and
was applied to all airpower missions. Of course establishing
and defining the position of an air boss in US doctrine did not
eliminate the services’ different approaches to warfare or their
desires to control airpower.'3® The concept was first tested in
the Gulf War, where it was criticized by ground commanders
who felt that the targets they nominated were too often ignored
by the Air Force officers running the air war.!3¢ In addition, the
Marine Corps had difficulty accepting infringement on control
of its airpower.’37 The issue was finally settled after the Gulf
War and after more than a little friction. The second C in
JFACC stood for “commander,” which implied the authority to
control air assets, and not “coordinator"—as the Marines had
argued—which implied a much weaker position.138

The relative control that an airman or a soldier exercises over
airpower will depend largely on who is supporting whom. In US
military doctrine, the “supported” commander and forces are
the focus of an operation; they have the predominant role to
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play and they command priority when it comes to resources.
Supporting forces, on the other hand, give aid, assistance,
resources, firepower, and so on, to the supported elements.!3°
This concept applies across military theaters as well as within
a given theater of operations. As applied in its intra-theater
sense, the supported-supporting concept determines which
forces (e.g., air, land, or maritime) play the predominant role,
and which ones assist.!*® Col John Warden has argued that
airpower ought to be the key instrument or force (i.e., the sup-
ported force) in operations where “ground or sea forces are
incapable of doing the job because of insufficient numbers or
inability to reach the enemy military centers of gravity.”!4! His
prescription for theater commanders was to identify a key (or
supported) element for each phase of a campaign and ensure
that competing service viewpoints did not interfere with their
campaign plans.'*? As obvious and logical as this sounds,
Warden noted that in joint military operations theater com-
manders often “failed to identify a key force, and . . . each [com-
ponent] either thought it was dominant or didn't realize what
its role was in producing a coherent performance.”143

The concept of supported and supporting forces is relevant
to military operations other than war, but, as this study
demonstrates, that concept was not easily or well applied in
Bosnia. The problems were due, in part, to the different views
held by soldiers and airmen on the uses and control of air-
power. This problem was compounded by the lack of an over-
all theater commander, with the added complexity of having
soldiers from European nations commanding UN forces on the
ground while airmen from the United States commanded NATO
air operations overhead. This created problems due to com-
peting national agendas typical of coalition operations without
the compensating benefits of unity of command and estab-
lishment of a common coalition objective. When NATO was
contemplating intervention in the spring of 1993, Field Marshal
Sir Richard Vincent, chairman of NATO’s Military Committee,
warned: “For God's sake, decide what you're trying to achieve
before you go out.”!%* However, after Deny Flight ended, Gen
Joe Ashy, the first commander of NATO air operations over
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Bosnia observed, “The bottom line was we did not have unity
of command and unity of purpose.”!45

Summary

There are at least four dimensions to military influence on
the use of airpower that might come into play once military
forces are committed in a situation where airpower is likely to
be used. First, there is the logic of force or the urge for mili-
tary victory, which is in tension with the logic of policy; that is,
the necessity to make sure the ends dictate the means and not
vice-versa. Second, while acting under political constraints, a
commander must try to balance his responsibilities for both
mission success and force protection. Third, one must con-
sider the competing views that soldiers and airmen are likely
to hold on the proper uses of airpower. Fourth, in multina-
tional operations there are likely to be different definitions of
success stemming from different views of the conflict and dif-
ferent organizational doctrines. These various dimensions of
military influence should be borne in mind as we turn now to
the question of the theater-level commanders’ roles in influ-
encing the use of airpower in Bosnia.
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Chapter 3

Background on the Use of
Airpower in Bosnia: 1992-April 1993

The one cliché as popular as “air power can do anything” is
“bombing doesn’t work.”

—Richard Betis
Soldiers, Statesmen
and Cold War Crises

The long-lived debates over the utility of airpower could
have gone on without the crisis in the former Yugoslavia in the
1990s, but the war in Bosnia emerged as a useful foil for any-
one wishing to caution against drawing too many lessons from
the experiences of the Gulf War.! For some observers, high-
technology airpower, showcased in the 1991 Gulf War, offered
a politically attractive option for intervention.2

Precision-guided munitions and the survivability of modern
aircraft seemed to provide a means for threatening or using
force while simultaneously minimizing risks and costs. However,
the majority view amongst senior military officers in three of
the most influential NATO nations—the United States, Britain,
and France—was one of deep skepticism about the prospects
for using airpower to quell the violence in Bosnia.®
Notwithstanding these military misgivings, NATO airpower
was gradually added to the Balkan equation. Air campaign
planning modeled on the Gulf War began shortly after United
Nations peacekeepers started arriving in Bosnia under a man-
date that authorized “all measures necessary” for getting
humanitarian aid to victims of the war. To establish the back-
ground necessary for analyzing the role of theater-level com-
manders in influencing the use of airpower in Bosnia, this
chapter describes United States, United Kingdom (UK), and
French national policies for using airpower in Bosnia and
reveals the actions of the American commanders who set up
Operation Deny Flight in NATO.
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Airpower and Policy Making in the
United States, France, and the United Kingdom

By late June of 1992, having “exhausted virtually all possi-
ble political and diplomatic measures” for a solution to the sit-
uation in Bosnia, US Secretary of State James Baker went to
National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft, and the two men
agreed to propose “the use of force for the sole purpose of
delivering humanitarian assistance.” To support this limited
objective, a team of State Department advisors produced a
two-page outline plan calling for, inter alia, “multilateral air
strikes (e.g., against artillery in hills) as necessary to create
conditions for delivery of humanitarian relief.”> Even though
the plan specified that there would be no US combat troops on
the ground, Baker was chary enough about opposition from
Gen Colin Powell and Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney that
he took his proposal and “went directly to George Bush to try
to work around the interagency process and pre-cook the
result.”® Baker's efforts paid off; on Friday, 26 June 1992 after
a vigorous debate amongst the administration’s top policy
makers, Baker noted that President Bush “squarely backed
the game plan I had outlined.”” By 10 July US Secretary of
Defense Dick Cheney had gone public with a proposal for US
airpower to support the delivery of humanitarian aid in
Bosnia.® Presumably, this would have accelerated the plan-
ning already being conducted by the US Air Force.

In France, air strikes apparently were not given serious con-
sideration by the military. President Francois Mitterand
opposed the idea of air strikes,® and Roland Dumas, the French
foreign minister until April of 1993, was reportedly sympathetic
toward the Serb cause.!® With French foreign and security pol-
icy traditionally dominated by the “Quai,” or foreign ministry,
any military initiative for air strikes would likely have been
blocked.!! The French air force chief of staff, Gen Vincent
Lanata, believed that airpower could have imposed an end to
the fighting, not by threatening the Bosnian Serbs, but by giv-
ing an ultimatum to the Serb leaders in Belgrade to restrain
their forces in Bosnia, or face bombing in Serbia.!? However,
the French military in general viewed intervention in Bosnia as
a job for the army.!3 As long as the French peacekeepers in the
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Balkans remained vulnerable to reprisals, there was no serious
thought of conducting air strikes.!* Adm Jacques Lanxade, the
chief of defense staff, ruled out the use of force in November
only to do an about-face in December by speaking in favor of
either using force in Bosnia or getting out.'® However, this
apparent change of heart did not signal a change in French
opposition to air strikes in Bosnia.!® ‘

The British military and government appear to have gone
slightly further than the French in considering the possibility
of air action. The UK’s military leaders, like observers else-
where, were concerned that Bosnia was the most unpropitious
environment for attempting limited precision air strikes.!”
Among the challenges to be overcome in Bosnia were its rough
terrain and frequent poor weather, the lack of clear front lines,
and the potential for simple countermeasures against air-
power such as hiding artillery, mortars, and tanks, or placing
them near schools, hospitals, or religious buildings.!® In con-
trast to the limited objective of using air strikes in support of
humanitarian aid delivery as proposed by the Bush adminis-
tration, the British military produced plans with the more
ambitious aim of compelling Belgrade to stop fomenting the
war.!® Senior British officers were convinced that for airpower
to be used effectively, it would have to be used in a big way,
not in small doses.?° The strategic bombing campaign envi-
sioned by the UK focused on targets in Serbia proper, and exe-
cuting it was within the capabilities of the Royal Air Force,
provided certain intelligence, command and control, and elec-
tronic warfare assets were made available through NATO.2!
Though the strategic air attacks were deemed politically unac-
ceptable, the option was at least considered.

Early USAFE Planning

Senior American Air Force officers began planning in
December 1992 for an air campaign in the Balkans, and they
initially modeled their plan on Gulf War air operations.
Though the first plan was shelved and never implemented, it
helped to initiate a continuous cycle of US planning that
would coexist alongside NATO efforts to enforce the no-fly zone
over Bosnia.
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During the first week of December 1992, senior officers within
the US Air Forces Europe (USAFE) command, based at
Ramstein Air Base in Germany, began developing an air cam-
paign plan for Bosnia. The detailed work fell to Col Bob
Lushbaugh, chief of operations on the USAFE staff, who began
his Air Force career by flying 200 night missions as a forward
air controller over Vietnam.2?? Lushbaugh had arrived at
Ramstein six months before Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait,
and during Operation Desert Storm he served as chief of staff
for Joint Task Force Proven Force (Proven Force included the
quasi-independent bombing missions against Iraq conducted
under USAFE leadership from Incirlik Air Base in Turkey).23
Early in December 1992, the vice commander of USAFE
tasked Lushbaugh to “draft a CONOPS [Concept of Operations]
for an air campaign in Bosnia like we did in Desert Storm.”2*
A few days later when the USAFE commander approved
Lushbaugh’s concept for an air campaign, Lushbaugh was
assigned to work under the direction of Maj Gen James “Bear”
Chambers, commander of the US Seventeenth Air Force.25

Besides commanding an American numbered Air Force,
Chambers also “wore a NATO hat”; that is, his position made
him simultaneously responsible to both US and Allied author-
ities. However, at this stage planning for an air campaign in
Bosnia was conducted strictly within US channels.26 With a
strong build, and a gruff, aggressive manner, Bear Chambers
had a reputation within the Air Force for possessing great tac-
tical expertise. He had begun his Air Force career as a flying
instructor when Dwight Eisenhower was president, and he
later served two combat tours as a fighter pilot flying missions
over North Vietnam. As a two-star general, he flew fighters
again in combat during Desert Storm, and he would continue
to log combat flying hours over Bosnia until he retired in late
1994. During his career, Chambers amassed an astounding
number of flying hours for a fighter pilot—topping 5,500 even
before NATO air operations began over Bosnia.?” Thus, the
American officers who conducted the initial planning for air
operations in Bosnia had learned their profession in the skies
over Vietnam and had recently been involved in the Desert
Storm air campaign.
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Around mid-December 1992, shortly after planning began
at USAFE, Lt Gen Joseph Ashy took command of Allied Air
Forces Southern Europe (AIRSOUTH), making him the senior
Air Force officer in NATO’s southern region. Like most of the
Air Force’s senior leadership, Ashy was a fighter pilot who had
flown in Vietnam. As a general officer, Ashy had commanded
the prestigious 57th Fighter Weapons Wing, and later the
Tactical Fighter Weapons Center. He was well known within
the Air Force fighter community for his direct, no-nonsense,
and sometimes abrupt style. Though Ashy was responsible for
NATO air operations in the southern region and outranked
Chambers, it would have been inappropriate for Ashy to run

the US-only planning because he was not directly in the US
chain of command.?®

NATO Involvement in Bosnia

General Ashy became involved in planning air operations for
the Balkans on his first day on the job, and he quickly became
aware of the planning being done by USAFE. NATO foreign
ministers meeting in Brussels on 17 December agreed to sup-
port a UN call to enforce the Bosnia no-fly zone, which the UN
had declared in October.?9 General Ashy recalled being at the
NATO officers’ club at Naples just after his change of com-
mand and still greeting guests in the reception line when “I got
a tap on the shoulder and [they] said, ‘We really need you over
at Admiral Boorda’s office ASAP [as soon as possible].””3° Adm
Jeremy M. Boorda was the American commander of NATO's
southern region, or Allied Forces Southern Europe
(AFSOUTH). In Admiral Boorda's office, General Ashy and the
other assembled officers were informed that they “needed to
do some serious planning for an air operation in the Balkans

. speciﬁca}ly over Bosnia, in response to a possible UN res-
olution and . . . NAC [North Atlantic Councﬂ] gmciance to
police a no- ﬁy zone.”3!

Chambers and Lushbaugh flew to Napies the next mommg
and they briefed their concept of operations for an air cam-
paign to General Ashy and a small group of American planners
from Boorda’s command.3? The objective of the nascent plan
was “to cause the Bosnian Serbs to cease and desist, and to
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get them to the bargaining table.”33 The plan consisted of three
phases and, like its Gulf War progenitor, the first phase was
designed to achieve control of the airspace over the area of
operations—this served as a starting point for AFSOUTH plan-
ning of the no-fly zone.3* However, NATO enforcement of the
zone would not begin until April 1993. In the meantime,
Chambers and Lushbaugh continued to work on an air cam-
paign plan as part of a larger US joint-service effort, and they
kept General Ashy informed about it.35 By the end of January
1993, Chambers’s team had completed their plan, and
General Chambers briefed it in Washington; then “it got put on
the shelf,” never to be implemented.?® However, General
Chambers’s plan was the first air plan built within the theater,
and General Chambers perceived a similarity between this
first plan and plans later built by General Ashy for NATO air
strikes.3”

Enforcing the No-Fly Zone

On 13 March, aircraft flying from Serbia bombed the
Bosnian villages of Gladovici and Osatica.3® The flights from
Serbia were observed by UN military monitors, and the attacks
were condemned by the UN Security Council.3® On 31 March
1993 the Security Council passed Resolution 816 citing
Chapter VII of the UN Charter and authorizing “all necessary
measures” for enforcement of the six-month-old no-fly zone
over Bosnia.®® The ban covered “flights by all fixed-wing and
rotary-wing aircraft in the airspace of the Republic of Bosnia
and Herzegovina” other than those authorized by the UN.4!
Responses to violations were to be “proportionate” and “sub-
ject to close coordination with the secretary-general and
UNPROFOR.”42

Originally, General Chambers was named the joint force air
component commander for US air operations in the Balkans,
but the advent of the NATO no-fly zone caused Ashy’s respon-
sibilities to overlap with Chambers's.*3 Sometime around
February 1993, with preparations well under way for enforce-
ment of the ban on military flights over Bosnia, France
demanded that the operation be directed by a non-British
European.* Plans to run air operations from Aviano Air Base
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in Italy—a base long used by the Americans—were scuttled,
because planners felt that using Aviano would tend to- cut
America’s allies out of the operation.?s In the end, NATO’s 5th
Allied Tactical Air Force (5ATAF) Headquarters at Vacenza was
selected as the site from which to direct the no- fly zone
enforcement, and its commander, Lt Gen Antonio Rossetti of
Italy, was to head the operation.*® Because Rossetti worked for
‘General Ashy, the NATO chain of command in the southern
region ran from Admiral Boorda, to General Ashy, to General
Rossetti, to General Chambers, who quickly began directing
the day-to-day operations from Vicenza’s combined air opera-
tions center (CAOC).*” This arrangement increased General
Ashy’s role in controlling the air operations over Bosnia; how-
ever, the command relations were a bit muddled, because
General Chambers retained both his title as a US JFACC and
-commander of the non-NATO, US air operations in the regmn

such as the Provide Promise humanitarian airdrops.*®

- The way NATO commanders in the southern region dealt
with helicopters violating the no-fly zone illustrated the influ-
ence of these theater-level commanders on the use of air-
‘power. In order to maintain tight control over Operation Deny
Flight, NATO authorities decided that orders to shoot down
aircraft caught violating the no-fly zone could not be made by
anyone below the CAOC director, General Chambers.*® The
no-fly zone resolution banned unauthorized flights by helicop-
ters, as well as by fixed-wing aircraft.5® Initially NATO had
'some success at curtailing helicopter flights. By intercepting
the helicopters and making warning passes, NATO pilots got
many of the helicopters to land during the first weeks of Deny
Flight.>! But, as General Chambers later recalled, it only
‘worked for about the first 100 intercepts, after which the
‘unauthorized helicopters began to heed NATO's warnings less
-and less, eventually flouting the no-fly zone openly.5? Though
no one below Chambers knew it at the time, he and his supe-
riors, Ashy and Boorda, were not going to authorize the down-
ing of helicopters over Bosnia.5® However the mauntmg num-
ber of violations by helicopters soon drew criticism from
-above.>* In defending the decision, Chambers later explained
‘that if NATO did shoot down a helicopter (1) it would turn out
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to be the wrong helicopter; (2) it would be the right helicopter,
but it would fall on the wrong spot, perhaps killing innocent
people on the ground; or (3) failing (1) or (2) the downing of a
helicopter would not have an appreciable effect on the military
operations of the faction using the helicopter—and all sides
were conducting unauthorized helicopter flights.55 In
Chambers’s view, despite some high-level discontent with the
helicopter violations, no one wanted to take the responsibility
for overriding the commanders in the field by ordering that
helicopters be shot down.5¢

“Safe Areas” and “Lift and Strike”

On Wednesday, 20 January 1993, Bill Clinton was inaugu-
rated as the 42d president of the United States, and his
National Security Council soon took up the issue of military
intervention in Bosnia. Gen Colin Powell, in describing his
advice to the council about using airpower in Bosnia, claimed

I laid out the same military options that I had presented to President
Bush. Our choices ranged from limited air strikes around Sarajevo to
heavy bombing of the Serbs throughout the theater. I emphasized that
none of these actions was guaranteed to change Serb behavior. Only
troops on the ground could do that. Heavy bombing might persuade
them to give in, but would not compel them to quit. And, faced with
limited air strikes, the Serbs would have little difficulty hiding tanks
and artillery in the woods and fog of Bosnia or keeping them close to
civilian populations. Furthermore, no matter what we did, it would be
easy for the Serbs to respond by seizing UN humanitarian personnel
as hostages.5”

It was during one of these early meetings that General
Powell's protestations prompted Madeleine Albright, then
ambassador to the UN, to ask her now famous question: “What's
the point of having this superb military that you're always
talking about if we can’t use it?"5® The Joint Chiefs of Staff
chairman replied by explaining the need for a clear political
objective, much as he had argued months earlier in print.5°
The national security advisor, Tony Lake, who had served on
the National Security Council staff as a young man during the
Vietnam War, sided with General Powell, saying: “You know
Madeleine . . . the kinds of questions Colin is asking about
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goals are exactly the ones the military never asked during
Vietnam.”®® By 10 February, the new administration had com-
pleted a policy review, and it soon became clear that American
military intervention was not in the offing.5!

However, by the beginning of May 1993 the situation in
Bosnia had worsened, and the Clinton administration settled
on the “lift and strike” policy that it pursued over the next two
and one-half years. Lift and strike referred to lifting the arms
embargo on the Bosnian government, and conducting air
strikes against Serb military targets. The US ambassador to
the UN, Madeleine Albright, advocated unilateral US action
“under existing United Nations authority.”®2 But President
Clinton decided he was not ready to act without allied partic-
ipation.®® Under intense media and public pressure to “do
something” in Bosnia, both London and Paris expressed a will-
ingness to consider using airpower in Bosnia.®* However,
France and Britain remained firmly opposed to any lifting of
the arms embargo because they feared such action would lead
to increased fighting in Bosnia, which, in turn, would jeop-
ardize the safety of French and British peacekeeping forces in
Bosnia as part of the UN Protection Force.®5 Neither Britain
nor the United States was willing to send troops to intervene
in the ground fighting, and France would not take tougher
measures on the ground in Bosnia without the other two
countries.®® Unless something were done to affect the balance
of power on the ground, there seemed little point in conduct-
ing air strikes.®” When US Secretary of State Warren
Christopher toured European capitals in early May, he failed
to win support for the administration’s lift and strike policy.
Throughout the month of May, NATO nations continued to
mull over the idea of using military force, especially airpower,
either to implement the moribund Vance-Owen peace plan or
to help protect the six newly created “safe areas.”68

On 6 May 1993, just after the Bosnian Serb Parliament
rejected the Vance-Owen peace plan, the UN Security Council
passed Resolution 824 declaring Bihac, Sarajevo, Tuzla, Zepa,
and Gorazde safe areas.®® Altogether there were six safe areas,
because Srebrenica had been made a safe area in April, but
they were not safe havens—a label which, under international
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law, would have implied far greater responsibilities for the UN
in seeing that they were indeed safe.’® Significantly,
Resolution 824 invoked Chapter VII of the UN Charter, and in
paragraph 4 of the resolution, the council called for

the immediate cessation of armed attacks or any hostile act against
these safe areas, and the withdrawal of all Bosnian Serb military or
paramilitary units from the towns to a distance where from they cease
to constitute a menace to their security and that of their inhabitants.
(Emphasis added)”!

Hopes for the Vance-Owen plan dwindled, and in early June
the Security Council tried to make the safe areas safe, by giv-
ing UNPROFOR a tougher mandate and by supporting the
force with NATO airpower.”?

Conclusion

The Gulf War had a big impact on the debates over whether
to use airpower in Bosnia. By the time the Gulf War ended in
March 1991, high-technology airpower had acquired an image
as a near antiseptic instrument capable of destroying without
killing, and winning without risking. Most military profession-
als in the United States, United Kingdom, and France recog-
nized the limitations as well as the capabilities of airpower,
and they knew that expectations were running ahead of capa-
bilities. Informed commentators tended to highlight airpower’s
limitations and the challenges of using it in Bosnia, but pub-
lic debates on the issue were often ill informed.”3 Furthermore,
the well-known difficulty of measuring the effectiveness of air-
power only served to confound efforts, even by informed
observers, to separate the enduring and general lessons of the
Gulf War from observations applicable only to fighting an inept
dictator in a desert environment. A less obvious, though not
surprising, consequence of the Gulf War was that it created a
cadre of airmen—especially in America—who were confident in
airpower’s abilities and schooled in its application.

By May of 1993, the American and British policies for using
airpower in Bosnia had been set and would change little until
1995. Consistent with the findings of Betts and Petraeus, the
US miilitary had relatively little influence in shaping that policy.
Despite Powell's protestations, the Clinton administration
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adopted a policy of “lift and strike.” The weak commitment to
this policy owed less to military reluctance to get involved in
Bosnia than to internal divisions within the administration,
objections from America’s European allies, and the president’s
tendency to focus on domestic programs, such as nationalized
health care.” The British and French governments preferred
to dampen the effects of the war through the presence of
lightly armed, impartial UN peacekeepers, who were obviously
vulnerable to retaliation should the Serbs respond thus to
being attacked from the air. Over the next two years, the ebb
and flow of the war in Bosnia, and the consequent media
attention on human rights violations, generated undulating
pressure behind US ambitions for launching air attacks
against the Serbs. British and French resistance to air strikes
rose and fell as necessary to head off such US action, but the
policies in Washington, London, and Paris hardly changed.”s
With policies set, the influence of senior military officers in
America, the United Kingdom, and France diminished, and the
influence of theater-level commanders servmg in NATO and
the UN gradually increased.
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Chapter 4

NATO Air Support and Air Strikes:
May-December 1993

The politicians had a great deal of difficulty understanding
the problems faced by the military in operations.

—Gen Francis Briquemont
Do Something, General!

During the second half of 1993, UNPROFOR’s commanders
could not strike an acceptable balance between mission
accomplishment and force protection. In part, their difficulties
lay in the muddle of conflicting political guidelines governing
UNPROFOR’s mission and the failure or inability of UN politi-
cal authorities to provide their commanders with clear, priori-
tized aims. In part, UNPROFOR’s problem lay in its lack of
ground forces needed to fully accomplish the enforcement ele-
ments of its mission. This shortage of means was exacerbated
by three factors. First, UN and EC political authorities repeat-
edly pressed the commanders to take risks for which the com-
manders felt they alone would be held accountable should
things go wrong. Second, UN political authorities refused, or
were unable, to give their commanders control over the air-
power, which was supposed to make up for the shortfall in UN
ground forces. Third, American Air Force generals in NATO's
southern region were pressing UNPROFOR’s top commanders
to support air strikes that would have endangered UN forces
and wrecked UNPROFOR’s prospects for fulfilling the human-
itarian elements of the UN mission. Deprived of a clear objec-
tive and lacking the means and authority to accomplish the
tasks thrust upon them, the UNPROFOR commanders had
nothing against which to balance the weight of responsibility
for protecting their forces.

In contrast to their UN counterparts, solving the conun-
drum over using airpower in Bosnia was less of a challenge for
NATO’s commanders. Because General Ashy had been working
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on air campaign plans since December 1992, he and Admiral
Boorda were able to quickly meet the needs of NATO political
authorities during the crisis in August at Mount Igman near
Sarajevo. The political-military tension that might have
resulted from the struggle to control such a campaign
remained in the background because no bombs were dropped.
The AFSOUTH commanders also smoothly discharged their
responsibilities for supporting UNPROFOR with close air sup-
port but, again, with no bombs dropped and with self-restraint
from the Serb air defenses, the AFSOUTH commanders were
not subjected to the same challenges that actual operations
would have imposed.

UNSCR 836: “Safe Areas” and
Airpower—Expanding the UNPROFOR
Mandate and the Role of NATO: May-July 1993

On 4 June 1993, after the Bosnian Serbs had repeatedly
rejected the Vance-Owen Peace Plan, the UN Security Council
resolved, in Resolution 836, to protect the populations in the
safe areas by expanding UNPROFOR's mandate and by allow-
ing UN member states to use airpower to support UNPROFOR.
However, Resolution 836 was not a political compromise
between governments for and against using airpower in
Bosnia; it was in fact a failure to compromise, which shifted
the focus of the airpower debate from the political arena to the
military. It embodied contradictions and vague language that
reflected the divisions between Security Council members—
not least those who had sponsored it: France, Russia, the
United States, the United Kingdom, and Spain.! One of the
Security Council’s leading proponents of safe areas in Bosnia,
Amb. Diego Arria of Venezuela, felt compelled to abstain from
voting for 836, which he described as a charade cloaking inac-
tion.2 He reproached the council for failing to address funda-
mental questions, such as: “What would be the United
Nations’s responsibility if the aggressors were to accept the
establishment of safe areas but later refused to withdraw from
their surroundings? Would the United Nations then be obliged
to use force in order to make them withdraw? Would the
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Security Council be prepared to authorize military action in
order to meet this objective?”3 In the weeks following the pas-
sage of Resolution 836, comments by the UN representatives
from the US and the UK would make clear that nothing had
changed in their nations’ stances toward the use of airpower
in Bosnia.* Indeed, immediately after the vote on 836,
Madeleine Albright told the council, “The United States voted
for this resolution with no illusions. It is an intermediate
step—no more, no less.” And, in an allusion to the Clinton
administration’s lift and strike policy, she added that the
Security Council had agreed to “keep open options for new and
tougher measures. . . . My government’s view of what those
tougher measures should be has not changed.”® B
Resolution 836 represented a wobbly step toward peace
enforcement. Adopted under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, it
was designed “to ensure full respect for the safe areas referred
to in Resolution 824.”7 Until that time UNPROFOR had only
been mandated to use force to guarantee the delivery of
humanitarian aid in Bosnia.? In paragraph 5 of Resolution
836, the Security Council charged UNPROFOR with four tasks
which, depending on interpretation, might have required
UNPROFOR to use force other than in self-defense. They were
(1) “deter attacks against safe areas™: (2) “promote the with-
drawal of military or paramilitary units other than those of the
Government of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina;,” (3)
“occupy some key points on the ground”; and (4) participate
“in the delivery of humanitarian relief” (emphasis added).?
The first three of these four tasks were new.1° To discharge these
new responsibilities, the resolution authorized UNPROFOR to
use force, and it allowed UN member states to use airpower in
support of UNPROFOR.!! But these authorizations were half-
hearted and unclear. ; '
In long, convoluted sentences, Resolution 836 spun a web of
connections and conditions that would confound those military
officers whose duty it would be to implement it. While the
Security Council clearly decided to vest UNPROFOR with added
responsibility for protecting the safe areas, it simultaneously—
though less clearly—made it difficult for the force to fulfill
that responsibility. In paragraph 9, the resolution authorized
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UNPROFOR “to take the necessary measures, including the
use of force, in reply to bombardments against the safe areas
. or to armed incursion into them or in the event of any
deliberate obstruction in or around those areas to the freedom
of movement of the Force or of protected humanitarian con-
voys.”12 This authorization circumscribed the range of possi-
ble interpretations open to UNPROFOR and, for example, pre-
cluded its commanders from proactively using force against
the Bosnian Serbs as a means to fulfill the task to “promote
the withdrawal of military or paramilitary units” from around
the safe areas. More importantly, at the insistence of the
British, French, and Spanish,!? the debilitating clause “acting
in self-defence” appeared just before the authorization to use
force,* and rendered the new authorization meaningless,
because UNPROFOR had always had the right to use force in
self-defense.!® Permission to use force in self-defense was not
something the Security Council needed to grant to UNPROFOR,
nor could the council properly proscribe it.’® Indeed, the
clause acting in self-defence could have been seen as a step
backwards from the authority UNPROFOR already possessed
because, from its inception, the force in Bosnia had been
allowed to use “all necessary measures” to assist in the deliv-
ery of humanitarian aid.!” Thus, while paragraph 9 ostensibly
added to UNPROFOR’s authority to use force in Bosnia, it also
contained a clause undermining that same authority.
Paragraph 10 of Resolution 836 added airpower to the mix,
but in a way that was open to conflicting interpretations.’8 It
stated that “Member-states, acting nationally or through
regional organizations may take . . . all necessary measures,
through the use of air power . . . to support the force in the
performance of its mandate.”!® Airpower had not been specif-
jcally included or excluded in the paragraph authorizing
UNPROFOR to use force (para. 9), and UNPROFOR had no air-
power of its own. This seemed to imply a division of labor
whereby UNPROFOR was only authorized to use force “acting in
self-defence,” but NATO—or indeed any individual UN member
state acting alone or in cooperation with others—could poten-
tially use airpower to pursue options barred to UNPROFOR. The
freedom to use airpower was, however, constrained in two
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ways. First, any use of airpower had to be “subject to close
coordination with the secretary-general and the Force,”20 And
second, the use of airpower was meant to support UNPROFOR
“in the performance of its mandate set out in paragraphs 5
and 9 above.”?! By requiring close coordination with the UN
and linking the use of airpower to both UNPROFOR’s
expanded mandate and its convoluted authority for using
force (when “acting in self-defence”), the authors of Resolution
836 left open the possibility for two very different interpreta-
tions of how airpower could be used in Bosnia. One way to
interpret this constraint was to give precedence to the objec-
tive of the resolution—protecting the people in the safe areas—
and to argue that airpower could be used proactively for air
strikes in order to execute the tasks spelled out in paragraph
5, which UNPROFOR was proscribed from accomplishing by
paragraph 9 (e.g., bombing the Bosnian Serb forces in order
“to promote the withdrawal of military or paramilitary units”
from around the safe areas). In addition, this first interpreta-
tion would permit airpower to be used in support of UNPROFOR
forces when they lacked adequate means for self-defense.
Alternatively, another interpretation—which appealed to those
objecting to the widespread use of airpower—was to say that
paragraph 9 of Resolution 836 clarified UNPROFOR’s status
as a peacekeeping force by limiting it to the use of force only
when “acting in self-defence.”?? Since airpower was intended
to support UNPROFOR, it could only be used legitimately for
air support. Rather than resolving conflicting agendas through
compromise, Resolution 836 merely served as a vehicle for
transferring the struggle to a new stage—a stage where theater

commanders in UNPROFOR and AFSOUTH would play impor-
tant roles. ‘

UNSCR 844: Implementing an Ambiguous Policy

The ambiguity over airpower continued as the Security
Council took steps to implement its safe areas policy. On 14
June, Boutros Boutros-Ghali submitted a report advising the
Security Council on the implementation of Resolution 836 in
which he noted, “NATO confirmed its willingness to offer
‘protective air power in case of attack against UNPROFOR'’ 23
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Most of the references to airpower in the report dealt with
close air support for UNPROFOR, not air strikes. However, sev-
eral remarks alluded to the possibility for broader air action.
These included “emphasis must be placed on a credible air
strike capability” to help UNPROFOR “resist a concentrated
assault on any of the safe areas.”?* Despite an assessment by
UNPROFOR’s commander, Lt Gen Lars Eric Wahlgren, that
some 34,000 troops would be needed to implement the safe
areas policy, Boutros-Ghali justified recommending a “light
option” of only 7,600 reinforcements because “while this
option cannot, in itself, completely guarantee the defence of
the safe areas, it relies on the threat of air action against any
belligerent.”2 On 18 June 1993, the Security Council passed
Resolution 844, approving Boutros-Ghali’s report, authorizing
7,600 reinforcements for UNPROFOR and reaffirming “its
decision in paragraph 10 of Resolution 836 (1993) on the use
of airpower in and around the safe areas to support the force
in the performance of its mandate.”?® In brief speeches to the
Security Council made immediately after passing Resolution
844, the representatives from the US, France, Russia, and the
UK emphasized their own national spins on implementing the
safe areas policy.2” Nothing had changed. Much was being left
to the interpretations of those who would have to implement
these resolutions.

According to Michael Williams, a former director of informa-
tion and senior UNPROFOR spokesman who has written about
the UN's troubled political-military relations, Generals
Wahlgren and Morillon “had little idea how to proceed” with
the implementation of the safe areas resolutions.?® Honig and
Both have shown that on 5 June, the day before the Security
Council authorized enforcement of the safe areas, General
Wahlgren prophetically warned UN political authorities in New
York, “If one allowed no controls of the military or paramilitary
units of the Bosnian government, one would create a scenario
which would encourage the use of the safe areas as havens
where forces could refit, rearm, train and prepare for further
military operations.”2® Moreover, after 836 was issued, General
Wahlgren worried that the safe areas concept jeopardized the
impartiality of his forces in Bosnia, who were supposed to
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enforce its one-sided restrictions.3° General Morillon’s memoir
refers to the safe areas only obliquely.3! However, he seems to
have favored using airpower when necessary to ensure the
success of UNPROFOR's mission.?2 Though Wahlgren wrote to
the UN’'s undersecretary-general for peacekeeping, Kofi
Annan, proclaiming the importance of airpower in compensat-
ing for the inadequate number of ground reinforcements, 3 the
force commander’s successor believed Wahlgren was funda-
mentally opposed to the more forceful bent of his new man-
date and, in consequence, wanted nothing to do with NATO
- airpower.3 In any event, Generals Wahlgren and Morillon left
their UN posts just a few weeks after Resolution 844 was
passed and before NATO made aircraft available for air sup-
port. Thus, it fell to their successors to sort out what to do
about airpower and to try to extract a coherent mission from
the tangled verbiage of Resolutions 836 and 844.

New Leadership for UNPROFOR

Weaknesses in the UNPROFOR chain of command were
complicated, not rectified, by changes made in May of 1993. At
- the beginning of May, former Norwegian foreign minister
Thorvald Stoltenberg took over from Cyrus Vance as the UN
- co-chairman to the peace conference in Geneva.?® Unlike
Vance, however, Stoltenberg was designated the UN Secretary-
General's special representative for the former Yugoslavia,
thus making Stoltenberg the civilian head of UNPROFOR.36 To
assist him in the discharge of his military responsibilities,
Stoltenberg recruited his fellow countryman Gen Vigliek Eide,
who had recently retired from NATO’s most senior military
post—chairman of the military committee in Brussels.3” By
August, General Eide was based in Zagreb, heading a team of
three officers who were to act as the liaison between
Stoltenberg and the commander of UNPROFOR.38 Also in early
May, around the time of Warren Christopher’s trip to sell the
Clinton administration’s lift and strike policy, Boutros-Ghali
received support from Paris in insisting that the UN, rather
than NATO, should oversee the implementation of any peace
plan in the Balkans.3® However, in early May, the French
government also agreed to a chain of command for imple-
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menting a Yugoslav peace plan, which put NATO's Admiral
Boorda at the top, a French general as second in command,
and the general commanding NATO’s Allied Rapid Reaction
Corps in charge of operations in Bosnia.*? Though the Vance-
Owen Peace Plan—for which this chain of command was orig-
inally intended—was never implemented, the French govern-
ment secured the top UNPROFOR billet in Zagreb for Gen
Jean Cot, the man designated as Boorda’s number two for
implementing the peace plan.#! Whether the UN or NATO led
the effort in the former Yugoslavia, General Cot was poised to
play a central role. Had the UN and NATO worked together to
implement a peace plan, this might not have been a bad
arrangement. But adding a layer of civilian authority that was
geographically separated from the UN military commanders
(Stoltenberg was based in Geneva) only complicated matters
for the UNPROFOR generals as they later tried to interpret
their mission.

Two months after Stoltenberg was installed, the UN replaced
the top two commanders in UNPROFOR with senior infantry
generals whose backgrounds and experiences suggested they
would be likely to hold the traditional army view of airpower.
On 1 July 1993, General Cot, the only four-star general to
command UNPROFOR, replaced General Wahlgren—the latter
having lasted just four months in his UN post. Cot, at 59 years
of age, had spent nearly 40 years of his life in uniform and was
one of the most senior generals in the French army.4? In April
1990, General Cot was promoted to four-star general and
named commander of the French 1st Army. He had been in
his post for more than a year by the summer of 1991 when he
was tasked to lead secret Western European Union (WEU)
planning for possible military intervention in Yugoslavia.3
After being designated as the ground commander under
Admiral Boorda for implementing the Vance-Owen plan, Cot
traveled to Naples at least twice to discuss implementation
planning before taking up command of UNPROFOR; during
these visits he was briefed on the US-authored air campaign
plan, and he was not impressed.4*

Though France contributed the largest number of troops to
UNPROFOR, it could not expect to retain the two leading
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command billets, so General Morillon had to give up his post
in Sarajevo.* In late June, General Morillon learned that an
old friend, Lt Gen Francis Briquemont of Belgium, would
replace him.*® General Briquemont was a 58-year-old infantry
officer who had recently received his third star and was about
to take command of the 1st Belgian Corps headquartered in
Cologne, Germany, when another of his French colleagues,
General Cot, phoned and invited him to come to work in the
former Yugoslavia.#” Briquemont was at the zenith of his
career in the Belgian army and had already commanded at the
brigade and division levels in units earmarked for NATO.%8
Before going to Bosnia, he had not been privy to details of the
US-built air campaign plan. On Monday, 12 July 1993,

General Cot presided over the change of command in Sarajevo
between Generals Morillon and Briquemont. The French gen-
erals then departed for Zagreb, leaving Briquemont in
Sarajevo with his new and ill-defined responsibilities.*® The
two francophone army generals at the top of UNPROFOR had
not participated in the Gulf War, and their familiarity with air-
power was limited mainly to close air support. Nor were they
experienced at peacekeeping or peace support operations. Yet
both now held command in organizations virtually devoid of
airpower expertise,3° and they would soon find themselves
caught up in negotiations with the Bosnian Serbs whilst out-
siders attempted to bring pressure to bear on the Serbs by
threatening air strikes. It was the perfect setup for the tradi-
tional soldier-airman split over how to use airpower, reinforc-
ing the political tensions between France and Britain on one
hand and the US on the other.

NATO Air-to-Ground Missions:
June-August 1993

The need for air support to compensate for UNPROFOR's
inadequate ground forces led the UN’s new commanders to
avail themselves of NATO'’s airpower expertise and resources;
however, from the outset, Cot and Briquemont were highly
skeptical of the utility of NATO air strikes. NATO agreed to pro-
vide unspecified air support to UNPROFOR on 10 June, and
Admiral Boorda tasked planners at the CAOC to develop a
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concept of operations for adding close air support to Operation
Deny Flight.%! Under the direction of Colonel Lushbaugh, the
CAOC staff quickly produced this concept of operations, and
General Chambers and Admiral Boorda took it to Zagreb for
UN coordination.5? However, while NATO forged ahead with
plans to implement close air support procedures under
Change-1 to its Deny Flight plan, OPLAN 40101,5 UNPROFOR
did nothing to capitalize on its access to NATO airpower prior
to General Cot’s arrival in July.5 When he showed up in
Zagreb, General Cot’s official link to NATO air operations was
through a NATO lieutenant colonel who had been dispatched
to Zagreb to help coordinate activities for the no-fly zone.55 Cot
quickly made arrangements to have a French-speaking gen-
eral officer from the UK's Royal Air Force who had experience
in air-to-ground operations assigned to his headquarters to
head up a NATO liaison team.56

Adding air support to the mission in Bosnia also led NATO
political authorities to give some clear guidance to the military on
how to interpret the Security Council resolutions. Though NATO
had agreed in general terms to provide air support in June, it
was not until mid-July that the North Atlantic Council (NAC),
NATO’s highest political deliberative body, specifically offered the
UN secretary-general aircraft for the new mission.5” NATO
ambassadors decided to limit the use of air support to the pro-
tection of UNPROFOR; it was not to be used for the wider mis-
sion of protecting the safe areas.5® Furthermore, although the
two resolutions authorizing airpower (836 and 844) stated that it
could be used “in and around the safe areas,” NATO ambassa-
dors decided close air support would be made available to
UNPROFOR throughout Bosnia.%® These two NATO interpreta-
tions of the Security Council resolutions reflected the French,
but more so the British, desires to both avoid escalation and to
protect their troops in Bosnia. Unlike the French, who were
deployed mainly in and around the safe areas of Bihac and
Sarajevo, British soldiers were spread out across central Bosnia,
where there were no safe areas.®® Furthermore, a Bosnian Serb
commander had already threatened the British that if NATO jets
attacked the Serbs, then the Serbs would target British troops.6!
Through their interpretations, NATO's political authorities were
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reducing the chances of Serb reprisals.®? These NATO interpre-
tations were driven as much by objections, or negative
objectives—avoiding escalation and friendly casualties—as by
the positive aim of assisting in the delivery of humarnitarian aid;
though, in this case the positive and negative objectives comple-
mented each other well.®3

‘In August 1993, Bosnian Serb Army (BSA) pressure on
Sarajevo led NATO to threaten the Bosnian Serbs with air
strikes. Because American commanders in NATO had been
planning for air strikes already, they were able to move NATO
policy toward the sort of forceful use of airpower preferred by
the US government. However, NATO political authorities
established procedures for controlling the amount of force
used and the rules for initiating air strikes. The potential for
friction between the American theater-level commanders, who
favored robust air action, and NATO political authorities, who
wished to restrain airpower, did not materialize in 1993
because air strikes were blocked by UN commanders, particu-
larly General Briquemont. However, tensions quickly peaked
at the military level, where the vulnerability of UNPROFOR
ground forces helped to push the UN commanders even fur-
ther toward those political authorities who were opposed to air
strikes. ‘

Increasing Bosnian Serb pressure on Sarajevo during June
and July of 1993 led the US government to push its allies for
air strikes against the Serbs. The assault on Sarajevo began
with increased shelling at the end of May, and by late July,
BSA units were systematically taking government territory
around the Bosnian capital.®* By early August, the Serbs took
Mount Bjelasnica south of Sarajevo and were threatening to
capture nearby Mount Igman, creating a crisis for the inter-
national community.%5 If left unchecked, Serb forces encircling
Sarajevo looked set to take control of all land routes into and
out of the city.®® As General Briquemont attempted to negoti-
ate a cease-fire with the Bosnian Serbs, the US government
pressed its allies to accept a broad interpretation of Resolution
836 by endorsing air strikes to relieve the strangulation of
Sarajevo.®” The American government even suggested it was
ready to act alone, according to Dick Leurdijk.®® Some of
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America’s allies remained opposed to air strikes due to con-
cerns for their soldiers in Bosnia;%°® however, following 10
hours of debate on 2 August, the alliance issued the following
warning:
The Alliance has now decided to make immediate preparations for
undertaking, in the event that the strangulation of Sarajevo and other
~ areas continues, including wide-scale interference with humanitarian

assistance, stronger measures including air strikes against those
responsible, Bosnian Serbs and others, in Bosnia-Herzegovina.”®

NATO air forces could mount these air strikes quickly because
of earlier US planning and because air strikes did not require
the complex system for air-ground coordination like the one
needed for close air support.

Commanders in AFSOUTH quickly responded to calls from
Brussels for a plan of action. The mission statement from the
NATO Council to its military authorities directed them “to
assist with the relief of the siege of Sarajevo and, if directed,
help relieve sieges of other safe areas in Bosnia-Herzegovina,”
and in addition “when authorized conduct expanded air
strikes elsewhere in B-H.””! Working from the planning mate-
rials that had been accumulated and refined since General
Chambers first built his air campaign plan at the start of the
year, General Ashy and a few members of his staff in Naples
quickly put together a list of targets for a robust set of air
strikes aimed at crippling the BSA.72 Admiral Boorda liked the
plan, and a colonel from General Ashy’s staff was dispatched
to Belgium to brief the air strike plan to Gen John
Shalikashvili, the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe
(SACEUR).” General Shalikashvili accepted the plan, so that
within just a few days of the order from Brussels to get ready
for air strikes, AFSOUTH had a plan it could execute.

To ensure flexibility and control over air strikes, NATO
ambassadors ordered their military authorities to consult with
UNPROFOR and then to report back with some options.” In
response to this tasking, staff officers in Brussels and at SHAPE
produced a memorandum titled “Operational Options for Air
Strikes.””> A slim document of about 10 pages, “Operational
Options” spelled out, in broad terms, how air strikes were to be
authorized.” Among other things, the memorandum directed
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NATO military authorities to prioritize and group together pro-
posed targets by target type and by location in order to facilitate
political oversight and decisions.”” On 9 August NATO ambas-
sadors approved the “Operational Options” memo, but the
alliance softened the tone of its threat to use air strikes,”® noting,

Air strikes foreseen by the Council decisions of August 2 are limited to
the support of humanitarian relief, and must not be interpreted as a
decision to intervene militarily in the conflict. . . . {Furthermore], NATO's
actions take place under the authority of the United Nations Security
Coungil, within the framework of the relevant UNSC resolutions, includ-
ing the UN Security Council Resolutions 770, 776, and 836, and in sup-
port of UNPROFOR as it carries out its overall mandate.”

The NAC also agreed “with the pdsition of the UN Secretary-

General that the first use of air power in the theatre shall be
authorized by him,” and the council reserved for itself the
political authority within NATO to launch air strikes, rather
than delegating that authority to the NATO secretary-general.®°
In this way, France and the UK could counter any unwanted
pressure from the US to initiate air strikes, either indirectly (as
permanent members of the UN Security Council), by pressur-
ing Boutros Boutros-Ghali, or directly, by biockmg the NAC
authorization.®!

Despite NATO’s t1ght political controls over air strikes and
the limited nature of its stated aims for conducting them, the
air strike options approved by the NATO council allowed for
militarily significant attacks in graduated steps. “Operational
Options for Air Strikes” envisaged an escalating application of
force in three phases: an initial demonstrative response to a
provocation; a slightly more robust follow-on phase; and an
expanded phase of air strikes.®? These graduated steps
allowed political authorities to work their way up through the
phases as necessary to increase the coercive pressure on the
Bosnian Serbs. NATO and UN authorities—both political and
military—continued to reference these options for air strikes
until the end of Deny Flight. However, analyses of NATO air
strikes in Bosnia have been plagued by attempts to draw more
clarity about the distinctions between the three phases—or
options as they came to be called—than the words of the NATO
document could provide.®® While the title of the document
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referred to options, the guidance on targeting contained in it
spoke of phases.?* The options stemmed from being able to
choose how far to go when executing the phases. Thus, the
options, or phases, originally referred to coherent groups of
targets rather than a means of differentiating between individ-
ual targets for one-off attacks—an interpretation later adopted
by UNPROFOR.8%

Considering the confusion that has grown up around
Option 1, 2, and 3 targets and their discussion later in this
study, it is worth pausing to examine them. For each of the
three phases in the “Operational Options” memo, the docu-
ment’s authors offered examples, “for fllustrative purposes
only,” of the types of targets military authorities should con-
sider grouping together when proposing strikes.86 The initial
response option, or phase I, could include any militarily sig-
nificant target threatening a safe area, and a “smoking gun” (a
weapon which had recently fired on UNPROFOR or a safe area)
was seen as an ideal target for phase 1.87 There was, however,
never a requirement to hit only smoking guns in phase I
Targets outside of Bosnia would not be hit except in phase III
of a response. But, distinguishing between phases II and III
targets inside Bosnia sometimes required an act of judgment
because similar examples and words were used to describe
appropriate targets for these phases.®® In general, the closer a
target was to a threatened safe area and the more direct its
contribution to the threat to that safe area, then the more
likely it was to be hit in phase II of a response to a provoca-
tion. Conversely, targets located farther from a threatened safe
area and bearing a less direct connection to the threat against
it would not be hit unless bombing were expanded to phase III.
Accordingly, a weapons depot near Sarajevo might be hit in
phase II of an operation if Sarajevo were threatened. But the
same target, if it were struck at all, would be attacked in phase
III of a response to a threat against Bihac.8° By the time NATO
executed its first air strike—a year after NATO approved
“Operational Options”—the idea of conducting strikes against
groups of targets in escalating phases of a coercive bombing
campaign had given way to the practice of one-off attacks
against individual targets which were labeled as Options 1, 2,
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or 3.2 It was not until operation Deliberate Force in the sum-

mer of 1995 that the original concept of linking groups of tar-
gets to options, or phases, was reapplied. However, by then the

safe areas were lumped together in two wider “zones of
action,” thus further blurring the distinction between some

Option 2 and 3 targets.®! On 13 August 1993, NATO published

Change-2 to the plan governing Deny Flight, CINCSOUTH

OPLAN 40101, incorporating new procedures and ROE for air

strikes.%2 ' ~

Airpower and Coercion at
Mount Igman: August 1993

In his reaction to NATO pressures for air strikes, General
Briquemont demonstrated his traditional army views on air-
power. With America pushing NATO toward air strikes against
the Bosnian Serbs, General Cot suggested to General
Briquemont that he should go to Vicenza to learn about allied
plans for employing airpower; however, General Briquemont
already held strong convictions about the use and limitations
of airpower in Bosnia.?® As General Briquemont saw the situ-
ation,“These ambiguous resolutions (836 and 844), which
everyone could interpret as he liked,” were the cause of
UNPROFOR's difficulties, and in his judgment

the UN, lacking the means for these resolutions, turned to NATO and
air support to compensate for the shortages of means on the ground.
After Vietnam and Afghanistan, and considering the terrain in Bosnia,

how could anyone still persist in this mistaken thinking about opera-
tional strategy?®®

To General Briquemont, the appeal to airpower was a political
gambit based on the minimal risks to NATO airpower and
unrealistic beliefs held by NATO politicians about high-tech
aerial warfare.%5 Moreover, he claimed,"What troubled me the
most was that this mission was the responsibility of NATO (M.
Boorda) and of M. Cot and that, at least initially, the UNPROFOR
commander in Bosnia seemed to be considered a secondary
player.”® Enroute to Vicenza, General Briquemont resolved to
himself and told his staff, “Nothing happens in Bosnia without
my consent, and if it does, I will be returning to Brussels
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immediately.”” Thus, before he had arrived at Vicenza, General
Briquemont already held serious doubts about the ability of
NATO airpower to compensate for the inadequacies of his ground
forces, and he was disturbed that other senior officers might be
infringing on his command prerogatives.%8

At Vicenza, Briquemont showed the sort of authority and
control he expected to exercise as the commander in Bosnia.
On 11 August, General Briquemont met with Generals Ashy
and Chambers at Vicenza, where a NATO staff officer briefed
the UN commander on “the concept of an air campaign . .
with different phases, and lists of targets for each phase: their
type, their location, their proximity to UNPROFOR troops and
their potential for collateral damage."®® After 20 minutes,
General Briquemont interrupted the briefing to point out that
this was not what he wanted.® While the NATO airmen
seemed to be focused exclusively on bombing Bosnian Serb
targets, General Briquemont’s concerns also included the
fighting in central Bosnia between the Bosnian Croats and the
mostly Muslim Bosnian government forces.!°! The UN com-
mander went on to tell the NATO officers that he wanted close
air support only, and not “a wide ranging air campaign.”102
According to General Briquemont, Generals Ashy and
Chambers understood his situation, but they claimed that
they had their orders from NATO.1°3 Briquemont responded by
reminding them he was the supported commander in Bosnia,
and that “NATO should be supporting me, rather than trying
to impose its vision of operations on me.”!% Briquemont went
on to discuss and approve potential air support targets includ-
ing Bosnian Croat and Bosnian Serb targets.!%5 Before General
Briquemont left Vicenza on 12 August, General Ashy told him
that one day they would execute the US-authored air cam-
paign, to which Briquemont replied,“As long as I am the com-
mander in Bosnia, I don't think so.”106

The next day, Briquemont used the press to explain his
views and to dampen enthusiasm for air strikes; the fallout
from his comments illustrated the weakness in the UN chain
of command.'” On 13 August, when General Briquemont and
his chief of staff, Brigadier Vere Hayes, voiced their criticisms
of the American push for air strikes, Madeleine Albright, the
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US ambassador to the UN, demanded that they be disci-
plined.1°® In Briquemont's view, what really bothered Mrs.
Albright was that “everyone knew” that Briquemont had said,
“If an aircraft of NATO is firing above Bosnia, without my per-
mission, I am going back to Brussels immediately.”'% In mak-
ing this assertion, Briquemont was appealing to a fundamen-
tal principle of war—unity of command—and as the
commander in Bosnia, he expected control over all forces
within his areas of responsibility.!!° Belgian political and mil-
itary authorities backed their general, and said, furthermore,
that since he was working for the UN, any punishment would
have to be pursued through the UN.!!! Through all of this,
General Briquemont felt he had the support of Mr.
Stoltenberg.!!?2 However, an unnamed aide of Kofi Annan, act-
ing without his boss’s permission and apparently on his own
imagined authority, sent a letter, bypassing General Cot,
directly to General Briquemont admonishing him.!!3 The fail-
ure of senior UN political authorities to clearly support or cen-
sure their commander in Bosnia highlighted a lack of coher-
ence and efficiency within the UN hierarchy that would
continue to plague UNPROFOR operations.

Generals Briquemont and Cot were skeptical of the US-
sponsored air campaign plan, and as they themselves testi-
fied, their disagreements with Generals Chambers and Ashy
over the utility of airpower owed much to the traditional soldier-
airman split. Looking back on the meeting in Vicenza, General
Briquemont recalled, ‘ ‘

1 had seen the confrontation of two different strategic concepts. On the
one hand, there were the American airmen who were convinced that
the air force could win the war alone—on the other, there were the
ground-pounders, to which I belonged, convinced that only the close
coordination of actions between forces on the ground and in the air
would permit the attainment of the final objective, and convinced that

. in this kind of internal civil war, the air forces could only be a sup-
porting force. 114 '

'General Cot held similar views, ﬁeting,

I have endured, in Naples and Vicenza, briefings in the style of a High-
Mass, where only the Americans knew the business. One could char-
acterize it as directly transposed from the Gulf War, the successive
phases of total war . . . I admit having been concerned, as were other
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UN military chiefs, about this excitement amongst airmen dreaming of
“breaking the Serbs,” and [who] were uninformed about the situation
in Yugoslavia, which they had only seen from their supersonic flights
over the country.!15

There were other reasons for Generals Cot and Briquemont to
oppose air strikes but, clearly, their outlook as soldiers was an
important factor.

Despite General Briquemont'’s refusal to countenance NATO
air strikes, the threat of such strikes seemed to play an impor-
tant role in coercing the Serbs into halting their encirclement
of Sarajevo and relinquishing the territory they had captured.
The Bosnian Serbs had continued their advance around
Sarajevo in violation of their own promises in late July to halt
the offensive.!!® As Dick Leurdijk later explained,

On 18 August 1993, Boutros-Ghali informed the Security Council that
the UN now had the “initial operation [sic] capability for the use of air
power in support of UNPROFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovina.” On that same
day, NATO carried out its first air support exercise. On the ground, the
Bosnian Serbs stopped their attack on Mount Igman. The area came
under UNPROFOR control. It was the first time that the UN—through
NATO—really threatened to use force and the Bosnian Serbs gave in.
This outcome would have important consequences for later decisions
on air strikes in the context of NAC's decisions on Sarajevo, Gorazde,
and the other safe areas.!!?

Though this reasoning is essentially correct, the timing is in
error. Bosnian Serb troops began to withdraw from Mount
Igman and Mount Bjelasnica a week before the date cited by
Leurdijk, and they were reportedly gone completely two days
before it.!!® Moreover, if it was NATO airpower that coerced the
Serbs, then it was probably the threat of air strikes, rather
than air support, that had motivated them to give in. General
Briquemont, who ran the military negotiations for the BSA’s
withdrawal, recorded that the real Bosnian Serb willingness to
pull back came in the wake of the two NATO decisions to allow
air strikes.!!® The first Bosnian Serb overture came from
Karadzic in Geneva just after the NATO Council’s decision to
authorize air strikes on 2 August.'?° Following that, General
Mladic negotiated and signed the military agreement to with-
draw his troops from Mount Igman on 10 August, the day after
NATO announced its approval of “Operational Options for Air
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Strikes.”!2! Finally, the threat of NATO air strikes was kept
alive as the terms of the Mount Igman agreement were imple-
mented.!2? Though the sequence of events does not prove that
the threat of airpower worked, it would have been reasonable
for NATO ministers to conclude that there was a connection
between their threats and Serb compliance, as Leurdijk
asserted. :

Contrary to the NATO view described by Leurdijk, General
Briquemont believed the threat of air strikes was counterpro-
ductive to his endeavors to negotiate a solution to the Mount
Igman crisis, and that air strikes exacerbated the risks to his
troops.!2 General Briquemont knew that the Serbs had other
reasons to quit Mount Igman; in particular, General Mladic
was short on manpower and wanted to use UNPROFOR to help
consolidate his gains.!?* With ambiguous Security Council reso-
lutions to work from and Do Something, General! as his guid-
ance from Mr. Stoltenberg, General Briquemont began trying
to calm the situation in Bosnia by negotiating an end to the
fighting around Sarajevo.!?> He hoped that the Sarajevo
agreement would, in turn, enhance negotiations in Geneva
and reduce the suffering amongst the people in Bosnia.!2¢
However, the threat of NATO air strikes, ostensibly in support
of UNPROFOR, jeopardized the UN's impartiality in Bosnia,
especially since the threats were being directed only at the
Serbs.!?7” The NATO threat, he felt, hindered his negotiations
and, if carried out, would endanger his forces.!?® Briquemont
did not see how NATO air strikes could help him, and he did
not credit them for securing the Serb withdrawal from Mount
Igman. Just as Betts had observed, proponents and oppo-

nents of airpower could find justification for their opposing
beliefs in the same evidence.!?°

Command without Control:
September-December 1993

The crisis over Mount Igman brought General Briquemont
face-to-face with his responsibilities as a commander and
forced him to choose between mission accomplishment and
force protection. The crisis occurred within six weeks of his
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taking command. And in that time, General Briquemont had
come to see a “strange dysfunction in the strategy of the inter-
national community,” whereby nations advocating air
strikes—especially the US—were unwilling to take risks asso-
ciated with putting troops on the ground; and those nations
taking such risks were unwilling to endorse air strikes.!3° The
UN commander in Bosnia was acutely aware of the risks he
himself was taking by putting soldiers on Mount Igman, and
he felt the weight of his responsibilities.

I had never experienced quite as profoundly what it meant to be
responsible for the lives of so many men. The vast majority of them
were the age of my children, because at 58 I was undoubtedly the old-
est military man in the field. I have always acted with the thought that
a drop of blood of one of my men was a drop of my own blood, and I
am convinced that every officer worthy of the name thinks this way.!3!

He knew that in war it was necessary to take casualties, but
this was not war.!®? Though Briquemont’s civilian political
advisor, Viktor Andreev, assured him that the Security
Council resolutions were so unclear that the general could
always justify his decisions and his actions,!3® General
Briquemont himself worried that what he was doing at Mount
Igman was both dangerous and beyond the mission mandated
to UNPROFOR by the Security Council.!3* As he later wrote, “I
knew that I was engaging in an operation which did not con-
form at all with the mandate of UNPROFOR, but, on the other
hand, I had decided to do everything in order to help restart
the negotiations in Geneva.”!35 Five years after sending UN
troops onto Mounts Bjelasnica and Igman, General Briquemont
recalled that

it was a military mission. If I had thirty casualties or dead soldiers on
Mount Igman, I'm sure that I [would have been] before the [court-
martial] in my country, because it was [outside] of the mandate of the
United Nations—but Stoltenberg asked fme to do it].136

In fact, though, moving the French onto Mount Igman was
entirely consistent with the mandate established in Resolution
836, which tasked UNPROFOR to “promote the withdrawal of
military or paramilitary units other than those of the
Government of the Republic of Bosnia Herzegovina,” and to
“occupy some key points on the ground.”!3” The real problem
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for General Briquemont was doing it without taking casual-
ties. Recounting a discussion with his civilian political advisor
at the outset of Briquemont’s tenure in Bosnia, the general
recalled that

1 said: “Okay, I have understood. The resolutions of the Security
Council cannot help me in my mission.” And the rules of engagement
were foreseen for peacekeeping operations. We had no peace. It was the
war between the three parties, and I was there with a few “blue hel-
~ mets,” and it was impossible to respect the rules of engagement. I have
~ said: “Bon. We shall never speak about the rules of engagement. We
shall do our best fo avold cas@tzes—pemt [pericd full-stap]” {empha-
sis added}.13® ,

Thus, General Briquemont uneasily confronted the contradic-
tory tasks and restrictions bequeathed to him by the Security
Council. Avoiding casualties among UNPROFOR'’s peacekeep-
ers, easing the suffering of the Bosnian people, and facilitating
negotiations in Geneva became his priority tasks.!3° Protecting
the safe areas, the principal objective stated in Security
Council Resolution 836 defining UNPROFOR's mandate in
Bosnia, was impossible with the means available to
Briquemont. He simply could not attempt to accomplish this
mission within the bounds of acceptable risks to his forces.

- In late August and September, Admiral Boorda assuaged the
UN commanders’ concerns about air strikes and obtained
UNPROFOR approval for a joint UN-NATO target list. It had
bothered General Briquemont that he had been left out of the
decision making and planning for air strikes until senior NATO
officers had tried to pressure him into approving an air cam-
paign.!4® And General Ashy had been very direct in attempting
to get the UN commander in Bosnia to accept an air cam-
paign.’4! On 21 August, Admiral Boorda attended a dinner
hosted by General Cot in Zagreb during which he conveyed to
Generals Cot and Briquemont a sense that he understood
their situation and,!*? more importantly, he shared their con-
cerns about the risks involved with air strikes.!43 However,
General Briquemont seems to have been left out of further dis-
cussions on air strikes.!'%* In September, General Cot met
again with Admiral Boorda for the first UN-NATO joint target-
ing board in order to review and approve a list of air strike tar-
gets.145 The list included targets for all three warring factions
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in Bosnia—though the Serb military possessed by far the most
targets suitable for air strikes.!4® The list did not, however,
attempt to designate targets in terms of options or phases; it
was just one list of potential targets.!4” Presumably, if the need
arose, they would have been grouped into phases to meet the
needs of a given contingency, and then proposed to UN and
NATO political authorities for approval. General Cot remained
opposed to air strikes, but he recognized NATO’s need to plan,
and he saw no harm in maintaining his input into the air
strike planning process.!4® Furthermore, General Cot had an
incentive to maintain a good working relationship with
Admiral Boorda since he was to be Boorda’s deputy under
UN-NATO arrangements to implement the latest peace pro-
posal for Bosnia—the Union of Three Republics plan, which
seemed close to being signed during the third week in
September 1993.149

UNPROFOR Commanders Strive to Control
NATO Close Air Support

By the end of September, NATO and UN military command-
ers had a workable system for close air support, but the UN
apparatus for authorizing close air support rendered the sys-
tem ineffective. Generals Cot and Briquemont had agreed that
General Briquemont should be the one to initiate any request
for air support.!5° By the end of the month, staff officers at
Vicenza, using rules of engagement approved by NATO politi-
cal authorities, had written a set of procedures for conducting
close air support.!5! Just as with the air-to-air missions for
enforcing the no-fly zone, the procedures for air-to-ground
missions stipulated that ordnance could be expended over
Bosnia only with clearance from one of five senior NATO com-
manders, with General Chambers, the CAOC director, being
the lowest level of approval authority.!5? Senior commanders
in NATO’s southern region ensured that all aircrews rotating
into the region for Deny Flight operations were thoroughly
briefed and trained to follow these rules of engagement.!53 As
General Ashy described the arrangements, “We had a briefing
that was promulgated by me and approved by Admiral Boorda
that had to go to every aircrew before [they] flew . . . you had
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to be personally certified by your unit commander tome . . .
we didn't want anybody out there winging it.”1%* It was a
tightly controlled operation.

On the UN side, air support was also tightly controlled, but
at such a high level that it was useless to UNPROFOR'’s com-
manders. Only Boutros Boutros-Ghali could approve an air
attack. According to General Briquemont, early exercises
designed to test the UN's command and control system
demonstrated that, “Between Cot and myself, no problem. It

- was very rapid, very quick reaction.”!%5 However, the UN com-

mander in Bosnia found that the approvai process stalled once
it got above General Cot.

In the most favorable circumstances, before having the release
[approval for an attack], I needed four to six hours. And we had aircraft
in the sky permanently. And I said to General Cot: *But, it's impossi-
ble. We have the aircraft above our heads, and I must walt six hours
to have the release 1o . . . engage one tank, or two tanks.”158

Concerned about the security of his troops, General
Briquemont urged General Cot to obtain the authority to
approve close air support missions; the UN commander in
Bosnia later recalled arguing, “I can’t have casualties. I have
not enough troops on the ground. I have so many aircraft in
the sky, and I cannot use the aircraft to defend my own
troops!”!%” But, General Cot needed no prompting; the two
senior UN commanders were of the same mind about air sup-
port.1%® As General Cot later wrote,

The Secretary-General personally reserved for himself the decision for
each possible attack. Yet the delay in the process, between Zagreb and
New York and back, of around four hours, was totally incompatible
with the urgency of such missions. Furthermore, it appeared unac-
- ceptable to me that someone could decide in New York what ought fo
have been left solely to my authority: the security of my units {emphasis
added]}. 15

General Cot’s petition went unanswered,%° and Boutros-Ghali
did not delegate the authority to approve air support to
UNPROFOR’s military commanders until 1995.16! Frustrated
at this lack of control, General Briquemont suggested that the
UN commanders would be justified in by-passing their politi-
cal authorities in order to save the lives of their troops:
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It's very strange for generals to say that, but when you are responsible

- for the lives of your soldiers on the ground, you don’t react as in peace-
time. Eh? I said to General Cot, but, if I am engaged by the Serbs, or
the Croats, or the Muslims, I shall not ask the release of the political
side.162

However, the UN commanders realized that Admiral Boorda
would block any request for air support unless he knew that the
UN commanders had political approval for an attack.!¢3 Unlike
air strikes, the UN generals wanted close air support. But, with-
out the means to approve requests for air support in a timely
manner, UNPROFOR could make little use of NATO airpower.

General Briquemont was also concerned about the vulnera-
bility of Belgian troops, who were not under his command but
were stationed in Croatia where close air support had not yet
been authorized.!%* Briquemont pressed General Cot to solicit
authority from New York for close air support in Croatia;
though again, Cot needed no urging.!'> On 19 September,
Boutros-Ghali wrote to the president of the Security Council
informing him of General Cot’s desire to have close air support
in Croatia.®® And in early October the Security Council
renewed the UNPROFOR mandate in Croatia for six months—
this time under Chapter VII of the UN Charter.'6” However, the
council postponed authorizing air support there, and the
extension of close air support to the territory of Croatia did not
come until the end of March of 1994, two weeks after General
Cot relinquished command of UNPROFOR. 168

Without effective air support, which the UNPROFOR com-
manders were unable to acquire, the logic of the “light option”
broke down and so, too, did the whole safe areas policy. But
the logic of the light option was suspect to begin with. At first
blush, it seemed logical to assert that the weaker UNPROFOR
was on the ground, then the more it would have to rely on
NATO airpower. The presence of UN forces would deter attacks
on the safe areas, and if the deterrence broke down, then
UNPROFOR soldiers could call on NATO airpower for close air
support. This assumed the Bosnian Serbs—the most likely
target of air attacks by the very nature of the UN’s safe areas
policy—would tolerate CAS if the BSA attacked first, but might
respond to other air attacks by taking hostages or by retaliating
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against UNPROFOR.'®® As discussed earlier in this chapter,
NATO ambassadors had interpreted Resolutions 836 and 844
to take this into account. However, BSA tolerance for UN self-
defense was likely to evaporate if UNPROFOR’s need for self-
defense was provoked by UN soldiers aggressively trying to ful-
fill their mandate and then counting on NATO air support to
back them up. Thus, the weaker UNPROFOR was, the less
likely it was to deter BSA attacks on the safe areas, and the
less aggressive it could afford to be in helpmg to dehver
humanitarian aid in Bosnia.

The “Operational Options” approved by the NAC in August
were also of questionable utility. As long as NATO political
authorities remained self-deterred by fears of Bosnian Serb
retaliation, they would have difficulty choosing one of the first
two options: the demonstrative phase or the follow-on
phase.'”? Those options would have served merely as a signal
to the Bosnian Serbs to begin taking hostages.!”! While it was
far from certain that a robust air campaign would succeed in
compelling the Serbs to quit attacking a safe area, the dangers
of trying to get to phase III in a graduated fashion seemed to
rule out the possibility of ever making an attempt. Thus,
somewhat paradoxically, the weaker UNPROFOR was on the
ground, the less it could afford to have NATO airpower
attempting to enforce Serb compliance with the safe areas pol-
icy. By keeping UNPROFOR in place and weak, and by refus-
ing to give its commanders timely access to NATO air support,
the responsible political authorities practically guaranteed
that airpower would not be used effectively and that UNPRO-
FOR could not succeed in helping to enforce the safe areas
policy. Air strikes and more robust enforcement on the ground
could only come at the price of increased risks to
UNPROFOR's soldiers. Thus, under the circumstances, the
light option became a prescription for paralysis.

Absent Political Guidance

Without clear political objectives or guidance, UNPROFOR
commanders were left to interpret the ambiguous Security
Council resolutions and to decide for themselves what their
mission was. In doing so and in light of their meager
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resources, they were driven by their responsibilities as com-
manders to give priority to force protection. At the same time
they were pressing for more control over NATO airpower, the
senior UNPROFOR commanders vainly solicited clearer politi-
cal direction from their political authorities. General Briquemont
recalled,

I have never had terms of reference for my mission. I've asked [for]
that. [Brigadier Vere] Hayes asked [for] that. I have said to Mr.
Stoltenberg: “Yes, but you asked me to go to Mount Igman, and it was
probably the most dangerous mission that we have ever fulfilled with
‘blue helmets.’ The Security Council has never approved this mission—
Mount Igman."172

General Cot recalled meeting with similar frustration:

I was never able to get Stoltenberg to give me written orders.
Stoltenberg, as well as Boutros-Ghali, always told me: “There are the
UN resolutions which were made by the Security Council; you know
how to read the Security Council resolutions as well as I do, therefore
we have nothing more to tell you.” And that was very distressing. Very,
very distressing.173

General Briquemont later said: “I think it's very important for
the generals to understand what [are] the political objectives.
The problem was that we had no politicians to explain that to
us.”!7¢ While General Briquemont believed that he had excel-
lent civilian political advisors, and a well-intentioned political
representative, he noted that they possessed no real political
authority: “It was impossible for them to take a decision. They
were permanently reporting to New York for anything.”!”> To
rectify this situation, the UNPROFOR generals repeatedly
asked New York to send them a full-time political representa-
tive.17¢ But, by the time Boutros-Ghali designated one, both
Generals Briquemont and Cot were on the verge of leaving.!””

With poor ties to the UN’s civilian hierarchy, the senior
UNPROFOR commanders fell out of step with the shifting UN
diplomacy in Geneva and the career peacekeepers in New
York. From mid-June until late September, negotiators in
Geneva sought agreement from the warring factions on the
Union of Three Republics peace plan, also known as the
Owen-Stoltenberg Plan.!”® Authored by the Serbs and Croats,
the plan embodied the de facto partition of Bosnia into three
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ethnically oriented republics.1”® Though General Briquemont
supported the plan, he did so while holding the somewhat
incoherent conviction that “the political objective was to save
Bosnia; and to save Bosnia means that the three communities
in Bosnia—the Serb community, the Croatian community, .
and the Muslims—can live together.”!8 Unlike Briquemont,
General Cot was critical of the Geneva-based diplomacy,
believing it was premature to negotiate while there was still
fighting.’® He later blamed the negotiations—including the
tactics allegedly used by Owen and Stoltenberg in the second
half of 1993—for inciting some of the fighting in Bosnia and
for prolonging the war.!82 Furthermore, the UNPROFOR gen-
erals were not inclined to take directions from the UN peace-
keeping department in New York.!#? In contrast to some previ-
ous commanders in UNPROFOR, notably Gen Lewis MacKenzie
and Gen Lars Wahlgren, Cot and Briquemont did not have
backgrounds as peacekeepers. Generals Cot and Briquemont
were not part of a UN peacekeeping culture. They and most of
their staff officers were NATO officers in blue helmets.184
Absent clear political direction or a firm commitment to UN
peacekeeping doctrine to guide them, Generals Cot and
Briquemont were left to set their own course.

Responsibility, Risks, and Accountability

Even as they tried to interpret their mission, the top UN
commanders in the former Yugoslavia discovered they did not
have the authority needed to fulfill their responsibilities as
commanders. As partial fulfillment of the European Union
pledge to support the UN's light option, the Danish,
Norwegian, and Swedish governments sent a joint Nordic bat-
talion to Bosnia. When General Briquemont protested that he
did not need the Leopard tanks that the Danish were prepar-
ing to send, the Danish military informed him that the tanks
would be coming anyway.!®5 After the well-armed Nordic bat-
talion arrived at Tuzla, General Briquemont ordered it to leave
that quiet part of Bosnia and to go to Srebrenica where it was
needed—twice he gave the order.!®® On both occasions, as
General Briquemont recounted: “The colonel said: ‘General I
cannot execute. The governments refuse to deploy any units in
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Srebrenica. It's too dangerous.’ A safe area too dangerous!”!8”
Rather than receiving support from the UN headquarters, offi-
cials there complained to General Briquemont about the fric-
tion he had created amongst the ambassadors in New York. 188

General Cot was not in a good position to help General
Briquemont, for as Cot remembered,

Stoltenberg in Geneva was very much afraid that I would take a deci-
sion, which would be contrary to the diplomatic negotiations that he
was conducting in Geneva. Therefore Stoltenberg often told me that: “I
don't want you to move a single section of soldiers without my author-
izations.” And me, I always responded: “I will move whoever 1 would
like to, without your authorization.” Therefore we have had difficult
relations. 189

In order to surmount such difficulties, General Cot would typ-
ically ask the French Chief of Defense Staff, Admiral Lanxade,
with whom he often spoke, to grant UNPROFOR the resources
he needed or to have the French government put pressure on
Boutros Boutros-Ghali to get him to approve the course of
action Cot wanted.!®® However, the French were primarily
responsible for the safe areas of Bihac and Sarajevo, and the
French government had already declined to provide additional
soldiers to implement the safe areas policy elsewhere in
Bosnia.!®! So, Generals Cot and Briquemont could only wait
until another troop-contributing nation volunteered forces for
Srebrenica.!9? Despite being commanders, they were deprived
of the requisite authority for controlling the forces under their
respective commands. Without that control, they were unable
to execute their mission, which was supposed to include pro-
viding protection to the safe areas.

By November 1993, General Briquemont had had enough of
commanding in a situation where he had insufficient means
and inadequate authority to meet the responsibilities of his
mission. Generals Cot and Briquemont, who had not been
invited to visit New York or Brussels to discuss their situation
with political leaders,!92 were delighted to be asked to attend a
meeting of European Union foreign ministers in Luxembourg
on 22 November 1993.1% Belgium held the presidency of the
EU during the second half of 1993, so its foreign minister,
Willy Claes, ran the meeting.!®> However, Briquemont’s hopes
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turned to frustration a week later when it became clear that
the European ministers, who were determined to have
UNPROFOR guarantee the security of several humanitarian
aid routes in Bosnia, were not going to provide the additional
4,000 troops that General Briquemont estimated would be
needed to do the job.!9 After a second EU meeting, which took
place in Geneva on 29 November, General Briquemont decided
he had had enough: “At the end of the day, no European coun-
try has said one word about my reinforcements. And that day
I said to my minister of foreign affairs, ‘No. No, I don't play
ball. I go back to Belgium.””!%7 The UN commander in Bosnia
maintained that generals have a stronger obligation in time of
war to obey their political authorities than in military opera-
tions where no vital interests are threatened.!®® Furthermore,
according to Briquemont:

The generals must dare to say “no” to the politicians. I went out of
Bosnia, because in November of '93 I have said: “No. It's impossible to
play that. I don’t accept to risk the lives of so many soldiers with such
a mandate, with such a mission, without the means fwhich] are neces-
sary to fulfill the mission. It's impossible.” {Emphasis added)!?®

Both Generals Cot and Briquemont were irked by
UNPROFOR'’s flawed command chain that seemed to invite
unaccountable officials to try to usurp the generals’ command
authority. For Cot, Stoltenberg'’s absence from Zagreb, and the
primacy of his negotiating duties in Geneva, was a particular
problem.??® The UNPROFOR commander rejected the notion
that Stoltenberg’s chosen representative, General Eide, had
any legitimate role in the UN chain of command.2°! As Cot
later explained,

1 never accepted that Eide could give me orders, therefore we had very

. big difficulties with Stoltenberg in Zagreb. I had asked to be the
deputy, and he sent me a boss. If you like, Stoltenberg made or desig-
nated Eide his assistant, his deputy, and I did not want to be under
the orders of that general.202

General Briquemont resented politicians pushing for him to
act, since he believed that he himself, and not those urging the

action, would be held accountable if things went wrong. He
stated,
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It was not a problem to take decisions. It was not a problem. Because
nobody was criticizing my decisions. So long as you have no casualties,
you can take all the decisions for the politicians; it's good. You take the
-decisions in place of the politicians. When you have casualties, it's
another problem. Because then they ask you: “Why have you done
that?” or “Why have you not done that?"203

In contrast to the clear military chain of accountability, the
diffuse nature of the political pressures to “do something” in
- Bosnia left Briquemont feeling exposed: He went on to say that

there was no political leadership . . . General Cot was alone in Zagreb,
there was nobody in Sarajevo . . . I can say we were alone there, and
we tried to do our best to solve the problems. And it is the reason why
we must answer all of the questions of the Tribunal of The Hague.
Because the Tribunal of The Hague cannot speak with the politicians
who were responsible in Bosnia. There were so many politiclans who
were responsible for something in Bosnia that it is impossible to say
that: “You were responsible for that, or that, or that.”2%

Though he would remain at the head of Bosnia-Herzegovina
Command until late January of 1994, General Briquemont
decided at the end of November to leave rather than be pushed
into accepting ever-greater risks and responsibilities by polit-
ical officials who, for the most part, were unaccountable them-
selves.205

By the beginning of 1994, with the UN safe areas policy fail-
ing, General Cot precipitated his own departure by pushing
even harder for the UN to grant him control over NATO air-
power. The average number of artillery and mortar rounds
falling on the safe area of Sarajevo had climbed to over 1,000
per day, sniping was rampant in the capital, and UNPROFOR
had received fewer than 3,000 of the 7,600 reinforcements
authorized six months earlier.2’® The Bosnian Serbs also
refused to allow Tuzla airport to be opened.?°” At Zepa and
Srebrenica, the Bosnian Serbs controlled access to the safe
areas, and blocked the rotation of UNPROFOR units.208
Though UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali had named Mr.
Yasushi Akashi to be his full-time special representative in
Zagreb, this was cool comfort for General Cot if all decisions to
use air support still had to be referred to New York.20® As
General Briquemont recalled, “General Cot has said: ‘We are
not discussing with the representatives of Mr. Boutros-Ghali.
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They are functionaires [functionaries]. . . . They were . . . part

of the administration, but they had no responsibilities.’”210 At

the beginning of 1994, General Cot began to complain publicly

about the problems with the UN operation, including the sec-
retary-general’s refusal to give Cot control over NATO air-

power.?!! By Cot’s account this caused Boutros Boutros-Ghali

to seek his removal.

After having tried in vain, for six months, to obtain the delegation of
decision [for approving air support] through normal channels, I chose
to speak publicly of my requirement, which immediately led the
Secretary-General to ask the French government for my dismissal.212

Though the French government agreed to remove General Cot,
its foreign minister and defense minister registered their dissat-
isfaction with the UN’s management of UNPROFOR which, as
Philippe Guillot phrased it, “consumed generals at an immodest
rate” rather than fixing problems within the UN hierarchy.213
Indeed, only one of the six generals who served in UNPROFOR's
top two posts had, by that time, managed to complete his full
tour of duty.?!* To the diplomats in Geneva, General Cot’s bid
for control was part of an attempt to bypass even the secretary-

~general and to open direct communications with the Security
Council.?'® To UNPROFOR’'s commanders it seemed that they
were on their own, with all of the responsibility, deprived of the
means and authority for accomplishing their mission, and at
times they did not even know how to get in touch with the polit-
ical authorities who could make decisions.216

Conclusion

The responsibilities of command and the expertise born of
service affiliation shaped the actions of the theater-level com-
manders who were attempting to find a way to use NATO air-
power in Bosnia during the second half of 1993. General Cot,
and to a greater degree General Briquemont, struggled under
the weight of their responsibilities in circumstances that
forced them to make trade-offs between accomplishing their
mission and protecting their forces. Though their NATO coun-
terparts, Admiral Boorda and Generals Ashy and Chambers,
often had to work fast and work hard to fulfill their duties as
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commanders, their responsibilities were much lighter because
they did not have to make a similar trade-off between mission
and men. In addition to their different responsibilities, the UN
and NATO commanders came from markedly different back-
grounds and had different service expertise. Generals Ashy
and Chambers had solid expertise for planning the conven-
tional air operations called for by NATO, and they were confi-
dent that airpower could be used to coerce the Bosnian Serbs.
Conversely, Generals Briquemont and Cot held the traditional
army view that airpower was best used for supporting ground
forces, and they were skeptical of plans to coerce the Serbs
through bombing.

To a remarkable degree, the factors affecting the command-
ers on either side of the airpower debate were mutually rein-
forcing. On one side, senior US airmen serving in a traditional
military alliance—NATO—pushed for a US-backed air cam-
paign, which entailed little risk to the forces under their com-
mand. On the other, European army generals working for the
UN strove to fulfill a largely humanitarian mission favored by
the European governments with vulnerable ground forces in
UNPROFOR. Of these multiple, mutually reinforcing factors,
the clash of cultures between the UN and NATO played the
least significant role in shaping the decisions and actions of
the theater-level commanders. They all considered themselves
NATO officers, none had any peacekeeping experience, and the
UNPROFOR commanders were driven toward a peacekeeping-
like mission by the limitations of their means, rather than
starting with traditional peacekeeping doctrine to guide their
thoughts and actions.

National ties were stronger than organizational associa-
tions, and they played an important role in influencing how
the theater commanders viewed plans for using airpower.
However, it is difficult to disentangle the national political
pressures from the responsibilities of the commanders, since
they were all bound up together. The French government’s
approach to Bosnia was part and parcel of General Cot’s. Paris
helped him to obtain resources and UN permission for his
actions, and both Cot and the French government were con-
cerned for the lives of the French soldiers in UNPROFOR.
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Similarly, on the US side, the Clinton administration’s desire
to minimize the risks to US forces led it to adopt a lift and
strike policy; therefore, political pressure, mission accom-
plishment, and force protection all pointed in the same direc-
tion. General Briquemont was the exception. Briquemont was
from Belgium, and he was under political pressures from the

EC—led by Belgian foreign minister Willy Claes—to take

actions that would have entailed serious risks to the people
under his command. These EC pressures were not matched by
resources, and the people urging the action were largely unac-
countable for the consequences should things go wrong.
Unable to strike a satisfactory balance between accomplishing
the tasks being thrust upon him and an acceptable level of
risk to his forces, Briquemont quit—just as he had threatened
to do in August when looming NATO air strikes promised a
similar inability to manage his command responsibilities.
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Chapter 5

Airpower Threats, Uses, and
Disappointments: January-June 1994

Hitting one tank is peacekeeping. Hitting infrastructure,
command and control, logistics, that is wan

—Lt Gen Sir Michael Rose
Roger Cohen, “UN General Opposes
More Bosnia Force,” New York Times,
29 September 1994

And then the business of low passes and flying around
scaring people with noise—Rose was trying to use the
threat of airpower, and the Bosnian Serbs knew, after a
very short period of time, that Rose wasn't going to carry
through on that threat.

—Adm Leighton W. Smith
Interviewed by author
10 February 1998

During the first half of 1994, new UN military commanders
in the former Yugoslavia aided their civilian superiors in redefin-
ing UNPROFOR’s mission. In the process, UNPROFOR began
to discard the elements of its mandate relating to the enforce-
ment of the safe areas policy. This would bring UNPROFOR’s
mission, as the UN commanders interpreted it, in line with
UNPROFOR'’s capabilities. It was tactical determinism—where
the limitations of the means available determine the ends one
pursues—working at the implementation level.! The new
approach reduced the need for the UN commanders to make
some of the more difficult trade-offs between mission accom-
plishment and force protection that their predecessors had
faced. It also enjoyed political support from the United
Kingdom (UK) and was much more in line with traditional
peacekeeping activities favored by UN headquarters in New
York. But, redefining the mission came at the price of aban-
doning the safe areas policy. UNPROFOR’s approach not only

115




RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMAND

prevented UN forces from taking enforcement action, it also
meant that NATO airpower had to be restrained as well.

This chapter shows that commanders in NATO’s southern
region were moving in the opposite direction from their UN
counterparts, but for the same reason: tactical determinism.
The problems associated with finding heavy weapons, hitting
them, and getting coercive leverage by attacking them rein-
forced the allied commanders’ preferences for targeting larger
and more militarily significant targets in Bosnia. A previously
unnoticed aspect of the Sarajevo ultimatum in February
shows how NATO commanders sought to preserve their auton-
omy in case they were given the opportunity to bomb. Later
this chapter highlights the importance of timely decisions for
the effective employment of NATO airpower over Bosnia. It also
demonstrates that when commanders are accountable for the
consequences of military action, they are much more likely to
demand operational autonomy. After disappointing attempts
to use airpower around Gorazde in April 1994, the biggest
obstacle to the effective employment of airpower came from
the civilian and military leaders in UNPROFOR. The chapter
further argues that Gorazde was a turning point, after which
opposing camps in the contest to control NATO airpower hard-
ened their positions. Commanders in the UN and NATO found
that their responsibilities for balancing mission accomplish-
ment and force protection pulled them in opposite directions
and added to the mutually reinforcing factors on both sides of
the struggle over the use of airpower in Bosnia.

Commanders and Command Relationships

Near the end of January 1994, Lt Gen Francis Briquemont
relinquished command of UN operations in Bosnia and was
‘replaced by British army officer Lt Gen Sir Michael Rose. A
week later, Lt Gen Joseph W. Ashy was named commander of
the US Sixteenth Air Force headquartered in Italy. Prior to
that, General Ashy had not been part of the US chain of com-
mand, and he therefore had not controlled US operations over
Bosnia. These two changes would strengthen the opposing
military camps vying for control of NATO airpower.
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General Rose, Peacekeeping, and Airpower

British influence over the UN mission and the use of air-
power in Bosnia increased markedly when Lt Gen Sir Michael
Rose replaced UNPROFOR's Belgian commander in Bosnia,
General Briquemont. In choosing General Rose, the British
purposely picked a strong-willed individual.? While Rose has
maintained that he was not under explicit instructions from
London, that does not mean he was not pursuing British inter-
ests.® Stephen Hart’s observation about Monty's “casualty con-
servation” approach to warfare during World War II seems apt:

Montgomery’s pursuit of British interests prompts consideration of
whether he received any formal instructions from the British govern-
ment concerning his conduct of the campaign. There is no evidence for
any such instructions, but then they were probably unnecessary. It is

. inconceivable that a commander as senior as Montgomery . . . would
not have been aware of the British government’s agenda.?

General Rose was well awa:e of Britain’s agenéa. Shortly
before going to Bosnia, Rose met with Britain’s prime minister
and later recalled,

I left the meeting with a firm impression that John Major believed in
the humanitarian role being played by the UN in Bosnia, and that
Britain had a special contribution o make. He was not about to pull
out the troops. . . . [And] in 1994, he never altered the pea{:ekeeping .
basis upon Which British troops were deployed.b

Throughout General Rose’s time in Bosnia, his actions were in
consonance with the UK's interests and the British interpreta-
tion of UNPROFOR's role there.®

From the outset of his tour in Bosnia, {}eneral Rose focused
on the humanitarian and peacekeeping-like aspects of his
mission to the exclusion of enforcing the UN’s safe areas pol-
icy. Although UNPROFOR began as a peacekeeping force in
Croatia, it never had a peacekeeping mission in Bosnia where
there was no peace to keep.” The resolutions defining
UNPROFOR’s mandate in Bosnia—770, 776, and 836—were
adopted under Chapter VII of the UN Charter dealing with
enforcement measures.® However, in attempting to rescue
what he saw as “a collapsing mission” in Bosnia, General Rose
determined that he would concentrate “on the three main ele-
ments of the mission, which were, in order of priority: the
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delivery of humanitarian aid, the creation of conditions for a
political settlement of the war, and the prevention of the con-
flict from spreading beyond Bosnia.”® While these mission
elements might have required enforcement action, they left
out the nettlesome safe areas aspect of UNPROFOR’s man-
date. Staff officers at the UK’s Army Staff College in Camberley
built a campaign plan around General Rose’s three mission
elements, and Rose went to New York to discuss his ideas
about UNPROFOR'’s mission with some of the Security Council
ambassadors and department of peacekeeping officials.10
During this trip, he found support for his plans from Kofi
Annan, head of the peacekeeping department. Thus, the
mutually reinforcing political, military, organizational, and
personal factors uniting the camp opposed to using robust air-
power in Bosnia to enforce the safe areas policy grew stronger
with General Rose’s appointment to head UNPROFOR.

General Rose’s interpretation of his mission in Bosnia was
also a product of his expertise as a British army officer. He
was well versed in the doctrinal discussions on peacekeeping
then percolating within the UK’s army, which would emerge
during Rose’s one-year tour in Bosnia in the form of official
British army doctrine, “Wider Peacekeeping.”!! The doctrine of
wider peacekeeping undoubtedly evolved as the British army
drew lessons from events in Bosnia during Rose’s tenure
there,!?2 but many of its fundamental concepts—such as the
imperative for consent, and the strict boundary between
peacekeeping and peace enforcement—were prefigured in the
parliamentary report from July 1993, which had suggested
that new peacekeeping doctrine was needed.!® The British
army’s experiences in Northern Ireland, where Rose had
served as a brigade commander in the 1980s, was the well-
spring from which much of the British wisdom on peacekeep-
ing flowed.!* Like his predecessor in Bosnia, Rose, too, was an
infantry officer and had missed the Gulf War. With a proud
record from the Falklands War and as a former commander of
British Special Forces, General Rose’s military expertise and
his outlook on the situation in Bosnia were, unsurprisingly,
those of a soldier.
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General Rose’s views on airpower were fundamentally dif-
ferent from those of the NATO airmen with whom he would
soon have to cooperate. He did not favor air strikes, though he
believed some use could be made of close air support. Before
leaving for Bosnia, General Rose told British prime minister
John Major, “Although NATO air power certainly had an
important role to play in Bosnia, it could not be applied much
above a tactical level without collapsing the entire mission.”!?
The day after expressing that view, Rose flew to New York,
where US ambassador to the UN Madeleine Albright asked
him what he thought of air strikes, to which he replied, “There
was no case for mounting a strategic air campaign in Bosnia
similar to the one in the Gulf War. The circumstances were
entirely different. However, I had no problem with the use of
~ close air support in self-defense or to support the mandate.”'®

Significantly, in this recollection of the discussion, pub-
lished nearly five years after the event, Rose described two
extremes for using airpower with no middle ground between
those extremes. Lost by this elision was any discussion of a
robust air campaign against the Bosnian Serb Army (BSA). By
seeming to equate bombing other than for close air support
(CAS) with a strategic air campaign akin to the one in the Gulf
War, Rose was ruling out what was arguably the most effective
airpower option. Even some of the staunchest critics of strate-
gic bombing during the Gulf War praised airpower for its effect
at the operational level of war, that is, for destroying the fight-
ing potential of Iraq’s army.? '

Furthermore, the air strike options favored by General Ashy
and approved at SHAPE, focused mainly on the Bosnian Serb
Army, not Belgrade.!® Whether Rose’s apparent airpower
astigmatism was real or affected was unknown, but it is
apparent in the observation of a frustrated NATO airman who,
during Rose’s time in Bosnia, claimed that “General Rose
~ either cannot, or will not, understand airpower.”’® What is
clear, though, is that General Rose did not have the same view
of airpower and its potential usefulness in Bosnia as did the
senior American airmen in NATO.
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Command Relationships, Air Strikes, and Close
Air Support

In the two weeks leading up to General Rose’s arrival in
Sarajevo, the UN streamlined its chain of command and
strengthened its civilian control over UNPROFOR. Mr. Yasushi
Akashi arrived in Zagreb as the UN secretary-general’s special
representative and the first full-time civilian head of
UNPROFOR.2 Shortly after Akashi's arrival, Boutros-Ghali
approached the French government about replacing General
Cot, who had had difficulties with his previous civilian supe-
rior, Thorvald Stoltenberg.?! On 2 February 1994, the UN
secretary-general informed the Security Council that General
Cot would be replaced by Lt Gen Bertrand de Lapresle.??
Though it would be mid-March before de Lapresle took com-
mand of UNPROFOR, General Cot’s authority over UNPROFOR
had been curbed.

While the UN worked on replacing UNPROFOR's leadership,
NATO again threatened air strikes to relieve the siege of
Sarajevo, but obvious divisions between alliance members
weakened the impact of the threat. On 10 and 11 January,
NATO heads of state gathered in Brussels for a summit that
the US had hoped would spotlight the launch of its
Partnership for Peace proposal. However, with some instiga-
tion from Paris, NATO’s role in Bosnia—and the absence of
American ground forces there—became a major topic of dis-
cussion.?® The summit ended with a communiqué reiterating
the alliance’s readiness “to carry out air strikes in order to pre-
vent the strangulation of Sarajevo, the safe areas, and other
threatened areas in Bosnia-Herzegovina.”?¢ Asked if NATO's
commitment to use air strikes should be taken seriously after
similar threats failed to produce any bombing the previous
August, President Clinton said that he believed some members
of the alliance were “more prepared to deal with this than they
were in August.”® Indeed, France was more willing to support
air strikes, but the British were not.26

By mid-February, Boutros Boutros-Ghali had delegated to
Mr. Akashi the power to authorize close air support, but not
air strikes.?? After the NATO summit, Mr. Akashi was instructed
to work with NATO to plan for the use of airpower to overcome
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interference with UN operations in Srebrenica, Zepa, and at
the Tuzla airport.?® Though plans for using airpower were
aimed ostensibly at all parties, it was obvious that the BSA
was most in danger of becoming the target of NATO air
action.?® In late January, four days after General Rose took
command in Bosnia, Boutros-Ghali informed the UN Security
Council by letter that “for operations relating to Srebrenica
and Tuzla, I have delegated to my Special Representative, Mr.
Akashi, the authority to approve a request for close air support
from the Force Commander.”*° Though UNPROFOR was ill pre-

pared to protect these two safe areas, the secretary-general
warned that

the parties should, however, be aware that UNPROFOR’s mandate for
the safe areas has been adopted under Chapter VII of the United
Nations Charter. Accordingly, UNPROFOR is not obliged to seek the
consent of the parties for operations which fall within the mandate

conferred upon it under Security Council Resolutions 836 (1993) and
844 {1993).3t ,

In the same letter, the UN secretary-general made clear the
distinction between close air support and air strikes, and
noted that “NATO forces are not authorized to launch air
strikes, which would require a further decision of the North
Atlantic Council.”®? Finally, on 16 February, Boutros-Ghali
wrote to the Security Council, stating, “I am delegating the
necessary authority to my Special Representative . . . author-
ity to approve a request from the Force Commander of
UNPROFOR for close air support for the defence of United
Nations personnel anywhere in Bosnia and Herzegovina.”®?
Thus, within five weeks of his arrival in Zagreb as the new
civilian head of UNPROFOR, Mr. Akashi was apparently vested
with full authority to approve requests for close air support
anywhere in Bosnia.

On 1 February 1994 General Ashy became a commander in
the US chain of command, strengthening his position, but fur-
ther tangling the awkward lines of responsibility below
Admiral Boorda.?* Back in September of 1993, the US Air
Forces in Europe had created a new directorate for General
Chambers, making him the US air component commander for
the region.3® By then, Chambers had received his third star,
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raising to three the number of lieutenant generals in Italy
ostensibly responsible for air operations over Bosnia.36
General Rossetti, the Italian commander of Fifth Allied
Tactical Air Forces generally did not play much of a role in
operational matters, but instead worked with his country’s
military and political superiors, keeping them informed and
taking care of the many host-nation support issues.3” General
Ashy was senior to General Chambers, and higher up in the
NATO chain of command, so Ashy and his staff worked on pol-
icy issues such as coordinating plans and rules of engagement
with SHAPE and NATO Headquarters.3® Meanwhile, General
Chambers and the staff at the combined air operations center
planned and ran the day-to-day flying activities.?® Though
Ashy's new title as a US commander did not change the work-
ing arrangements for air operations over Bosnia, it did give
him easier access to US resources and strengthened his posi-
tion. By the beginning of February, the two camps contending
for control of airpower had fortified their positions at the oper-
ational level.

The Sarajevo Ultimatum: February 1994

. An explosion in a Sarajevo market triggered a NATO threat
to launch air strikes against the Bosnian Serbs, and it marked
the beginning of increased military influence over the possible
use of air strikes. On 5 February 1994, a shell exploded in an
unusually crowded Sarajevo market, killing approximately 60
people and wounding more than 140 others.*° Though the ori-
gins of the blast could not be confirmed, the presumption of
Bosnian Serb guilt was strong.*! Referring to Resolution 836,
Boutros-Ghali informed the UN Security Council of the need
to prepare for the use of airpower in Bosnia to forestall further
attacks on Sarajevo.*? He also asked NATO secretary-general
Manfred Woérner to secure “a decision by the North Atlantic
Council (NAC) to authorize the commander in chief of NATO's
Southern Command [Admiral Boorda] to launch air strikes at
the request of the United Nations, against artillery or mortar
positions in and around Sarajevo which are determined by
UNPROFOR to be responsible for attacks against civilian tar-
gets in that city.”3 This amounted to a very limited and spe-
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cific request to get NAC approval for air strikes, if requested by
the UN, and then only against smoking-gun-type targets des-
ignated by UNPROFOR.**

Despite British reluctance, NATO issued an ultimatum
backed by the threat of air strikes to compel the Serbs to end
the siege of Sarajevo. On 8 February the British Cabinet met
in emergency session, and Foreign Minister Douglas Hurd
reportedly urged his government to put alliance solidarity
ahead of other British concerns by going along with the US
and French-sponsored move in NATO toward tougher action.*®
Meanwhile, General Rose worked hard to finalize an agree-
ment that would obviate any need for NATO air strikes.® Rose
shuttled, mediated, and even coerced the Bosnian government
and the Bosnian Serbs into a verbal agreement for defusing
the situation around Sarajevo.*” The media and the threat of
air strikes were Rose’s most potent weapons in forcing the two
sides to accept his four-point plan for relieving the siege of
Sarajevo.*® But, as the council met in Brussels, General Rose
had nothing but verbal assurances to show for his efforts.*®
The British were alone within NATO as they sought to dampen
enthusiasm for enforcement action.° With France and the US
in the fore, alliance ministers issued an ultimatum on 9
February 1994 establishing a heavy weapons exclusion zone
around Sarajevo.5!

Military Influence

The NATO ultimatum went beyond Boutros-Ghali’'s request
in two significant ways: (1) it broadened the list of potential
targets, and (2) it included restrictions on Bosnian govern-
ment forces. The ultimatum called for the Bosnian Serbs to
withdraw their heavy weapons from “an area within 20 kilo-
metres of the centre of Sarajevo, and excluding an area within
two kilometres of the centre of Pale.”>? Rather than removing
their heavy weapons from the exclusion zone, the Serbs had
the option of placing them “under UNPROFOR control."s3
Bosnian government forces were called upon to relinquish
their heavy weapons® and put them under UNPROFOR con-
trol.55 The real teeth to the ultimatum were contained in para—
gral}h 10, which reads as follows:
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The Council decides that, ten days from 2400 GMT 10th February
1994, heavy weapons of any of the parties found within the Sarajevo
exclusion zone, unless controlled by UNPROFOR, will, along with their
direct and essential military support facilities, be subject to NATO air
strikes which will be conducted in close coordination with the UN
secretary-general and will be consistent with the North Atlantic
Council’s decisions of 2d and 9th August 1993.56

Significantly, paragraph 6 of the ultimatum expanded the
potential list of targets by defining heavy weapons beyond the
“artillery or mortar positions . . . responsible for attacks,”
which Boutros-Ghali had mentioned in his request. More
importantly, paragraph 10 included the rather broad category
of potential targets called “direct and essential military sup-
port facilities.”

The terms of the NATO ultimatum reflected the influences of
both General Rose and the commanders in NATO. Confirming
his influence, General Rose wrote,

Determined not to allow the UN peace process in Bosnia to be hijacked
by NATO, I phoned an old friend who was involved in the discussions
in Brussels, Lt Gen Rupert Smith, and told him it was crucial that the
UN and NATO demands regarding the cease-fire and withdrawal of
heavy weapons be completely aligned. . . . It was particularly important
that the text of the NATO ultimatum being drafted that afternoon accu-
rately reflected the wording of the negotiated agreement that had just
been obtained in Sarajevo, and that the threat of NATO air strikes
would be directed against any party that reneged on the Agreement.
Fortunately, Rupert was able to introduce the necessary clauses into
the document.5? :

The same sort of peacekeeping impartiality, in a situation
where enforcement was called for, had gotten former UNPROFOR
commanders Generals Lars Wahlgren and Philippe Morillon in
trouble with the UN Security Council 10 months earlier at
Srebrenica.®® Moreover, it was, arguably, contrary to the intent
of Resolution 836, which had mandated the use of airpower to
support UNPROFOR to “promote the withdrawal of military or
paramilitary units other than those of the Government of the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina.”>® However, as a com-
mander, General Rose was responsible for both his mission
and force protection. By inserting the reference to Bosnian gov-
ernment weapons in the ultimatum, General Rose strove to
uphold the peacekeeping principle of impartiality necessary for
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preserving BSA consent for UNPROFOR. Thus, by hewing to
peacekeeping, he was limiting his need to make the difficult
trade-off between mission and men, which enforcing the safe
areas policy entailed. ,

NATO military influence—mainly by Gen Geerge Joulwan
and General Ashy—affected the potential targets to be struck
around Sarajevo, and reflected a desire to enforce the safe
areas while limiting the risks to NATO aircrews. Greg Schulte,
the civilian head of NATO’s Bosnia Task Force at NATO head-
quarters, later explained, “From a military perspective, finding
and attacking a specific smoking-gun was extremely difficult
and risky for the aircraft involved. Therefore, NATO agreed to
establish a 20 km ‘exclusion zone’ around Sarajevo.”s® Using
NAC guidance from the previous summer's “Operational
Options” memorandum, General Ashy developed several
response options for attacking targets within the exclusion
zone.®! At least one of Ashy’s options included “direct and
essential military support facilities,” which was a category of
‘targets listed in “Operational Options.”®2 General Ashy had
also identified the wide range of heavy weapons spelled out in
paragraph 6 of the ultimatum; however, it was Gen George
Joulwan, the new SACEUR, who intervened at the end of the
council meeting for formulating the ultimatum to suggest that
the term heavy weapons be specified.®® As a result, the NAC
added tanks, rocket launchers, missiles, and  antiaircraft
weapons under the heavy weapons rubric, in addition to the
artillery and mortars specified by Boutros-Ghali in his request
for air strikes.%* These inputs from NATO officers were signifi-
cant because the terms of the exclusion zone around Sarajevo
guided NATO policy on air strikes until the end of Deny Flight,
and they served as a template for the exclusion zone created
at Gorazde in April. Thus, NATO and UN theater-level com-
manders influenced the ultimatum in ways that made it safer for
their forces and more favorable for the missions they preferred.

Airpower, Control, and Autonomy

The actions of General Rose as well as those of senior NATO
officers during the ultimatum period demonstrated how mili-
tary commanders sought to preserve autonomy and avoid out-
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side “interference” in accomplishing their mission. General
Rose knew that he had a hand on the UN key in the dual key
arrangement for authorizing NATO air strikes,?5 and he resisted
pressures to go along with NATO—including pressure from the
United Kingdom’s chief of defence (CHOD) staff, marshal of the
Royal Air Force (RAF) Sir Peter Harding.®® In taking this stand,
Rose was fortified in knowing he enjoyed the support of Gen
John Wilsey, who visited Rose in Sarajevo on the first day of
the ultimatum period.5” Wilsey was the UK-based joint com-
mander of British Forces in the former Republic of Yugoslavia,
and Rose noted,

We spoke almost daily throughout my time in Bosnia as I felt it was
important that there was someone in Britain who would defend, at the
strategic and political level [sic], what I was trying to do at the tactical
level. I had seen for myself how British lives had been unnecessarily
lost in the Falklands because of political interference and John had
suffered the same experience commanding in Northern Ireland. In
John Wilsey I was fortunate to have someone who instinctively under-
stood and supported the peace process. . . . It was also perhaps con-
venient for us both that as I was serving in a UN post, he could not
directly give me orders.®

Thus, Rose used his UK connections to push his own aims, while
shielding himself behind his status as a UN general to ward off
unwanted national pressures. However, General Rose feared he
might be overridden by higher authorities, thus losing control
over military operations in his area of responsibility if the
Bosnian Serbs did not comply with the ultimatum.®® The Serbs
were slow to show any sign of compliance, and once they began
to move their heavy weapons, it remained unclear whether they
would meet the NATO deadline.” Meanwhile, approximately 200
combat and support aircraft from four NATO nations—the US,
Britain, France, and the Netherlands—stood ready to enforce the
ultimatum.”! As the deadline approached, General Rose’s sol-
diers went to extraordinary lengths to verify Bosnian Serb com-
pliance, even assisting the BSA in moving some of its equip-
ment.”> The reports from his soldiers were essential in the
decision not to bomb.” Rose later remarked that in the end,
“both sides concealed a substantial number of weapons within
the TEZ [Total Exclusion Zone], but as long as they did not use
them, this hardly mattered.””* What mattered to General Rose
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was that air strikes were avoided, peacekeeping was not aban-
doned, “and that the UN controlled what was happening in
- Bosnia both from the air as well as on the ground.””>

Commanders in NATO also wanted to control NATO airpower
but, despite their efforts to maintain operational autonomy,
their actions were subjected to detailed political supervision.”®
Admiral Boorda and General Ashy had been to Brussels with
sample target folders to brief NATO ambassadors on plans for
air strikes.”” The commanders used the target folders to illus-
trate the types of targets they intended to strike and the care
that had been taken to minimize chances for collateral dam-
age.”® By showing just a few sample targets and avoiding a
detailed presentation on all of them, the commanders sought to
earn the trust of NATO political authorities while inhibiting
micromanagement from Brussels.” However, on the eve of the
deadline, the defense ministers and chiefs of defense staff from
the four nations providing aircraft for the strikes, plus the min-
ister of defense (MOD) and chief of defense staff from Italy, gath-
ered at Aviano Air Base with the principal NATO commanders,
General Joulwan, Admiral Boorda, and General Ashy.8 Under
this high-level supervision, Admiral Boorda and General Ashy
assessed the level of Bosnian Serb compliance being reported,
mostly by General Rose.?! As General Ashy recalled,

When we got down to midnight that night, with Secretary Perry, Shali,
Joulwan, and all the MODs and CHODs in that room, we were still ver-
ifying that the last of these was either in a holding point or was being
observed under UN control or had been removed, or we would have

been triggered to bomb this stuff. It was the damndest thing I've ever
been through.®?

Like General Rose, the NATO commanders had hoped to avoid
political “help” in operational matters, and their control over
information was a tool for maintaining their autonomy.
However, unlike General Rose, they did not succeed.

- As discussed in chapter 2, a commander will want control
over forces and autonomy in using those forces if he is to be
held accountable for the consequences of operations that take
place under his command. General Rose had plenty of auton-
omy and control on the ground but no real control over NATO
airpower. Conversely, the American commanders controlling
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NATO airpower were so closely supervised that they might not
have had autonomy if bombing operations had gone forward.
The responsibility borne by the NATO commanders was lifted
by higher military and political authorities who arrogated
authority over the decision not to bomb. Because there was no
bombing, commanders did not need to cope with infringe-
ments on their operational autonomy. Still, the actions of
these UN and NATO commanders illustrated how command-
ers, convinced of their own expertise and charged with respon-
sibility for their mission and their forces, might seek to control
military operations and preserve their own autonomy—
whether acting against or in concert with political pressures.3

General Cot’s role in the run-up to the ultimatum deadline
also suggested that open political support for a course of
action reduces the weight of responsibility borne by a com-
mander. During the ultimatum period, Cot was in close con-
tact with General Rose and Admiral Boorda, and he was
dependent on them for his information; moreover they, not he,
were controlling the forces involved.®* As a result, Cot lacked
both control and autonomy. Yet, the UN force commander
later denied being very apprehensive about the prospect of
bombing and claimed that, while he was glad there was no
bombing, he had been quite prepared to go along with it if the
BSA had failed to comply.®® In an interview, Cot professed,
“You seem to think I was afraid of air strikes. No. I didn’t want,
and the UN didn’t want, the Americans to make an American
war in the former Yugoslavia. And if the Americans made an
American war in Yugoslavia, then they needed to send battal-
ions to Sarajevo, Bihac, and Mostar, eh?” However, unlike
General Rose’s situation, General Cot’s government was com-
paratively supportive of air strikes, and Cot seems to have
been more ambivalent about them, later recalling,

Mitterrand telephoned me, and sald to me: “Do we strike? Do we fire?
Or do we not fire?” I said to him: “Boorda and I agree that the ultima-
tum is properly respected, therefore we are not going to strike.” If the
ultimatum had not been respected, we would have struck. That's obvi-
ous, eh?%

President Mitterrand’s willingness to condone air strikes—not
just in the phone call but also openly at the NATO summit in
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January—reduced the weight of Cot's responsibility. The
majority of UN soldiers on the ground in Bosnia came from
France. Cot was a French general, and it was Mitterrand’s pre-
rogative to accept accountability for the consequences to
French soldiers as a result of NATO bombing.

No-Fly Zone Enforcement and First
CAS Approval: February-March 1994

- Two events between the Sarajevo ultimatum and the crisis
at Gorazde two months later illustrated the value of timely
command decisions in the control of airpower over Bosnia.
The first, the downing of four Serb aircraft caught violating the
no-fly zone, showed how quickly a well-designed command
and control (C?) system could function while still maintaining
tight control over operations. In the case of the no-fly zone
enforcement, there was not much risk to the NATO forces
involved, thus no real need for NATO commanders to make
weighty decisions in choosing between mission accomplish-
ment and force protection. Moreover, they enjoyed control and
autonomy in their actions. , >

In the second event, a failed CAS mission at Bihac, the slow
UN approval process caused the mission to fail. General Cot,
who professed equanimity over the possibility of bombing as a
result of the Sarajevo ultimatum, was outraged a month later
when Mr. Akashi was slow to approve the CAS mission and
French soldiers were under Bosnian Serb fire. Cot threatened
to hold Akashi accountable for the consequences of the delays,
clearly demonstrating the connection Cot saw between opera-
tional control and responsibility.

NATO Downs Serb Aircraft in the No-Fly Zone

A well-designed C2? system and speedy decisions were
needed to enforce the no-fly zone over Bosnia. On 28 February
1994, UN forces in Croatia saw Serb Galeb aircraft taking off
from Udbina Airfield.®” Soon afterwards, two American fight-
ers over Bosnia picked up radar contacts on aircraft entering
Bosnian airspace at low-level from Croatia and notified a
NATO early warning aircraft.®® With permission from the air-
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borne warning and control system (AWACS), the flight lead of
the two F-16s descended to low altitude to visually identify the
radar contacts, and found six Galebs—small, single-seat jets
used by the Serbs—in the ground attack role.8 The F-16 flight
lead managed to maneuver into a position behind the Galebs,
apparently without his presence being detected.®® While the
F-16 pilot was waiting for guidance from the NATO AWACS, he
saw the Galebs commit a hostile act—attacking a ground tar-
get in the central Bosnian town of Novi Travnik—and the pilot
reported this to the AWACS.®! When an officer in the CAOC
informed General Chambers of the violation, Chambers imme-
diately ordered the planes shot down.®? In rapid succession
the F-16 pilot downed three of the Serb jets.%3 A second flight
of two American F-16s engaged and shot down a fourth
Galeb.®* Two of the Galebs were not thought to have been shot
down, but it was suspected that one of the planes might have
crashed in Croatia, perhaps due to fuel starvation.®> At least
one Galeb reportedly landed at an air base near Banja Luka in
Serb-controlled northern Bosnia, further underscoring the
military cooperation amongst the Serb communities in
Croatia, Bosnia, and Serbia.?® The entire operation, from the
time NATO aircrews first detected the Galebs until the fourth
one was shot down, lasted approximately 15 minutes.%

. The downing of the four Galebs highlighted the importance
of timely decisions for enforcing the no-fly zone, and the ease
of decision making when mission accomplishment can be
achieved with little risk to one’s forces. Though Resolution
816, which authorized enforcement of the no-fly zone, stipu-
lated that NATO air operations were “subject to close coordi-
nation with the secretary-general and the force,” there was no
dual-key control over decisions to take enforcement action
against aircraft caught violating the zone.®® A few minutes’
delay in authorizing the F-16s to engage and the Galebs could
have been safely on the ground somewhere in Bosnia or out-
side of Bosnian airspace.

Close Air Support

General Cot’s actions during a failed NATO CAS mission illus-
trated how commanders deprived of control over operations by
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political decision makers might insist that individuals exercis-
ing control also take accountability for the consequences of the
operations. The CAS request system in Bosnia worked on dual
paths once a request reached the UN’s Air Operations Control
Center, and the NATO path required no real decision making—
it operated on the assumption that UN approval would come in
a timely manner.®® The airplanes would be ushered to the area
where CAS was needed while the request worked its way
through the UN chain of command.!® The NATO key was, in
effect, in the “on” position. According to a February 1994 report
by seasoned defense journalist Craig Covault, “the CAS system
set up under UN/NATO agreement is designed to react so
quickly that [Admiral] Boorda may not know the action is
underway until it has commenced.”! Though perhaps true in
theory, this was a bit of an overstatement.!2 In practice,
General Chambers had time to inform his superiors of the situ-
ation, and they would discuss the pending operation.103
Typically, Chambers would then direct operations while General
Ashy and Admiral Boorda monitored events closely by radio, by
phone, and by a computerized aircraft situation display in
Naples.'®* Chambers’s superiors never overruled him, and
NATO never refused a legitimate CAS request from the UN,
though NATO commanders eventually became wary of the UN
practice of using the threat of airpower as a bluff,105
' While NATO could and did respond quickly to CAS requests,
the UN approval process remained flawed. On 12 March 1994,
French troops near Bihac came under fire from Bosnian Serb
guns.'% Within minutes, two A-10s were overhead the besieged -
French forces, awaiting clearance from the UN.197 The A-10s
were later replaced by an AC-130 gunship, which orbited near
Bihac with an offending Serb weapon under the crosshairs of
the plane’s fire-control system, watching the Serb gun fire
from time to time.!% This situation, with NATO aircraft stand-
ing by for orders to attack, went on for several hours, while the
UN hierarchy tried to reach a decision on whether to approve
the CAS mission.!”® After French soldiers were injured,
General Cot demanded that Akashi make a decision.!1?
Despite having been delegated authority in mid-February to
issue such approval, Akashi checked with Boutros-Ghali in
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New York before finally giving the go ahead for close air sup-
port.1!! Moreover, Akashi caused further delays in an attempt
to reach Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic by phone.!12
Finally, “Cot lost his temper,” according to General Rose, who
was present in the UN headquarters as Cot and Akashi spoke
on a speaker phone:

[Cot] told Akashi that the time for negotiation was over and he wanted
either a yes or a no from him, warning him that if he said no, then he
would bear all responsibility for the decision. Akashi ignored this and
. . . Cot repeated that he wanted either a yes or a no, adding that if
Akashi said no, then the press would hear about it the next day.!!3

At about midnight, when the mission was finally approved by
the UN, execution was delayed because of problems with the
weather and with communications between the ground-based
forward air controllers and the gunship.!!* During the long
delay, the AC-130 had left the target area, and upon return-
ing, its crew needed to reacquire sight of the target.!!> When
these problems were finally overcome, the forward air con-
trollers withheld permission to expend ordnance because they
had lost sight of the Serb weapon and could not verify that the
crew aboard the AC-130 had reacquired the correct target.!16
As with the no-fly zone, timely decision making was needed for
CAS to succeed. Unable to control the decision-making
process, General Cot refused to be held accountable for the
consequences of the delays.

The Bihac CAS episode made a strong impression on
General Cot’s replacement, Lt Gen Bertrand de Lapresle, who
had arrived in Zagreb two days before the incident and was
due to take command at mid-month.!!” General de Lapresle
was an armored cavalry officer who had commanded an
armored division in Germany, and he considered himself a
NATO officer who happened to be assigned to the UN rather
than a peacekeeper.!!® De Lapresle, who was present during
the heated exchange between Cot and Akashi on 12 March,
drew an important lesson from the incident: never to surprise
Mr. Akashi with the need for an instantaneous decision.!!® In
order for Mr. Akashi to respond favorably to any request to use
force, General de Lapresle believed two things were necessary.
First, Akashi had to be kept appraised of all military activities
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on the ground, and he had to be helped to anticipate decisions
about the use of force.!?° Second, Akashi had to be confident
that the UNPROFOR commanders were recommending the
right course of action for the situation at hand.!2! This second
condition required General de Lapresle to begin a process of
earning Akashi’s trust and educating him on airpower and
procedures for controlling it—explaining to him how to stop air
attacks if necessary and informing him of the likely conse-
quences of using airpower.'?? Significantly, General de
Lapresle was skeptical of the safe areas concept and even
more doubtful about the logic behind the light option.

I had the normal experience of a NATO officer, having served in the
armored forces, and used close air support. And I knew how important

- it was in order to obtain some military effect on the ground—tactical
effect, not strategic—to have this combination of infantry, tanks, heli-
copters, and aircraft. I knew very well that you can not have light

~ infantry—which we had in the UN—and air support, without anything
in this huge gap between light infantry and F-18s or F-16s. And I was
horrified when, I was not yet in charge, this concept of safe areas was
imposed to the UN, because in my mind it was completely clear that
we would not, or the UN would not, be able to implement the mission
as far as safe areas were concerned, if this gap was not filled. General
Wahigren . . . asked for 35,000 more men. . . . The “light option” was
7,500 men, and the gap between 7,500 and 35,000 being filled with the
fact that aircraft would be overhead. . . . I was not very hopeful that
airpower would really make the difference.123

Like the other UN army generals who had come to the former
Yugoslavia, General de Lapresle started his tour with firm
ideas about the utility of airpower in Bosnia. Unlike his pred-
ecessor, de Lapresle would work closely with the UN secretary-.
general’s special representative and would thus have a greater
impact on clarifying UNPROFOR’s mission in Bosnia—lending
military legitimacy to the UN secretariat’s preferred interpre-
tation of UNPROFOR’s mission instead of combating the sec-
retariat as Cot had done. :

Turning Point: Gorazde, April 1994

The attempt by UN and NATO commanders to use airpower
at Gorazde in April 1994 highlighted the bankruptcy of the
light option and served as a turning point for the commanders
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and the organizations they represented. As the first anniver-
sary of the resolution creating the safe areas approached,
UNPROFOR leaders made their inputs to a UN report evaluat-
ing the safe areas policy. In light of their experiences at
Gorazde and their inability to secure the full complement of
reinforcements proposed for the light option, the UNPROFOR
commanders began distancing themselves from the enforce-
ment elements of their mandate. Meanwhile, the NAC took
sides against the Bosnian Serbs and delegated more responsi-
bility to the AFSOUTH commander. The experience at Gorazde
taught the senior airmen in AFSOUTH that in order to fulfill
their responsibilities as commanders, they needed to get
tighter control on the use of NATO airpower. It also reinforced
their preference for robust air strikes instead of CAS. In addi-
tion to the other mutually reinforcing factors at work, the
responsibilities of command were driving commanders in
AFSOUTH and UNPROFOR in different directions.

When the Bosnian Serb Army under General Mladic
attacked Gorazde in early April 1994, UNPROFOR’s com-
manders had no forces in the safe area and had to rely on
NATO airpower to block the assault. On 6 April, General Rose
sent a team of seven or eight special forces soldiers in the
guise of UN military observers into the enclave; this small
force doubled the meager UN presence in the safe area, which
had previously consisted of just a few liaison officers.'* These
special forces soldiers were deployed to provide Rose with reli-
able information and to act as forward air controllers for NATO
airpower.!?5 It was General Rose’s plan to send the forward air
controllers into Gorazde with high-tech communications gear,
and it indicated he was willing to try to use airpower to enforce
the UN mandate to protect the safe areas. General de Lapresle
had authorized the operation and,!?¢ in light of his lessons
from the Bihac incident, his subsequent efforts to educate and
gain the trust of Mr. Akashi, and the relative speed with which
CAS was approved at Gorazde, it seems reasonable to con-
clude that Mr. Akashi also understood the nature and purpose
of the soldiers deployed to the enclave.

On 8 April 1994, Admiral Smith took command of AFSOUTH
from Admiral Boorda.!?” Smith was a Navy attack pilot who
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had flown 280 missions over North Vietnam during three com-
bat cruises. The day of Admiral Smith’s change of command,
General Mladic “agreed in principle” to withdraw his forces to
the line of demarcation between the Serbs and Muslims that
existed in late March.!28 However, the next day the Serbs
showed their true intentions by resuming the assault on
Gorazde, which precipitated NATO's first real air attack, 129
General Rose warned Mladic to stop or else face NATO air
attacks, and he asked General de Lapresle and Mr. Akashi to
approve a close air support mission.!3 When Rose was
informed of an intelligence intercept revealing that Mladic had
given orders to his commanders to raze Gorazde, Rose noted

the time for diplomacy or negotiations was over and a great weight was
lifted from my shoulders as I found myself back in the familiar busi-
ness of war fighting. It did not cross my mind for a moment that the
UN should refrain from using force. The lives of my soldiers and the
civilians in Gorazde were being directly threatened.3! '

However, the only tools General Rose possessed for going to
war were NATO aircraft and a handful of forward air con-
trollers. Given the nature of the attacking Bosnian Serb forces,
the poor weather he would confront, and his own lack of
expertise in handling airpower, General Rose was not in a
strong position from which to fight. UN political approval for
close air support came shortly before 5:00 p.M., and with the
attack on Gorazde intensifying, General Rose coordinated with
Admiral Smith to have NATO attack a tank.!32 Because of poor
weather, the first two flights of fighters failed to find the
tank.!3 When a two-ship of F-16s arrived over Gorazde at 6:00
P.M., poor weather conditions forced the pilots to go below a
cloud deck—with cloud bottoms at about 6,000 feet above sea
level—in an attempt to find the tank.!3* In so doing, they
increased their risk of being shot down: for although they were
at the upper limits of small arms fire, they were well within
range of antiaircraft guns and surface-to-air missile systems.
Unable to visually acquire the tank, the F-16 pilots moved to
an alternate target selected by General Rose—a group of vehi-
cles and tents reportedly serving as an artillery command post
on the high ground overlooking Gorazde.!35 At approximately
6:25 p.M. on Sunday, 10 April 1994, the F-16s dropped their
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500-pound Mk-82 bombs on the command post, marking
NATO’s first-ever air-to-ground mission.!®¢ According to
‘General Rose, some senior BSA officers were killed in the
attack, including friends of Mladic, and the BSA commander
threatened Rose that “no UNPROFOR would leave their terri-
tory alive.”13”

The BSA assault ended shortly after the bombing, but the
Serbs resumed their attack the next day, 11 April.138 CAS was
quickly approved, but before authorizing actual attacks,
General Rose had the planes conduct dramatic air presence
passes in the target area.!3® Describing the activities for the
press in Washington, director of operations for the Joint Chiefs
of Staff Gen Jack Sheehan said,

The F-18s did not attack the targets immediately. They went through
a series of what I would call controlled flight profiles at the request of
General Rose. They did a couple of high speed, supersonic runs
against the target set, just to make sure the Serbs knew that they were
there, that this was a serious activity.!4°

The threats had no effect, so shortly before noon General Rose
again called for close air support.’#! A British forward air con-
troller directed a pair of F/A-18s to hit some armored vehicles,
but once again poor weather created problems.'*> The bomb
attacks against the vehicles did not go well; out of four bombs,
one failed to release from its aircraft, and two others impacted
without detonating.!43 The lead F/A-18 pilot then proceeded to
make low-altitude strafing attacks on the vehicles.!** This was
even more dangerous to the attacking aircraft than the previ-
ous day’s CAS mission because the F/A-18 pilot was not only
vulnerable to antiaircraft guns and surface-to-air missile sys-
tems but he was also within range of small arms fire and was
repeatedly making passes near BSA forces he had just
bombed. Though unnoticed by most observers then, and
since, NATO'’s first two air-to-ground missions set off alarm
bells within AIRSOUTH.!45 The attacks demonstrated that
NATO aircrews could become so engrossed in successfully
accomplishing their missions that they would violate the most
basic tactical principles and endanger themselves in an
attempt to destroy relatively insignificant targets.'*¢ Such risks
might be justified if friendly forces needed immediate relief, or
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if the air missions were the only way to halt a ground attack.
However, AFSOUTH commanders believed there were safer
ways and more appropriate targets if the goal was to signal
Mladic that the UN and NATO meant business. ‘

The BSA assault on Gorazde tapered off after General Rose
threatened another air attack, but Bosnian Serb president
Radovan Karadzic claimed his forces would shoot down NATO
aircraft, and the Bosnian Serbs broke off all contacts with
UNPROFOR.'*” During the lull in fighting from 12 to 14 April,
General Mladic’s forces took approximately two hundred UN
peacekeepers as hostages or detained them as virtual
hostages.!*® This was the first instance of what would become
the standard Bosnian Serb response to NATO air attacks. As
with subsequent bombings, four things happened: 1) the
Bosnian Serbs interfered with humanitarian aid deliveries, 2)
they broke off negotiations with the UN, 3) they took hostages,
and 4) they became more aggressive about firing on NATO air-
craft.14® : '

On the 15th, Mladic renewed his assault. That night, in
Gorazde two British special forces soldiers were injured when
the Bosnian government forces defending the city withdrew
precipitately, leaving the British soldiers exposed to fire from
onrushing BSA forces.!5° General Rose in Sarajevo phoned Mr.
Akashi who was in Pale meeting with Radovan Karadzic, 15!
Rose desperately wanted immediate approval for close air sup-
port to halt the attack, but Akashi demurred.52 One of the sol-
diers died from the wounds suffered that night, but Akashi’s
delay most probably was not a factor in the soldier's death.!5%
However, as Gow has argued, what seemed to matter most to
General Rose was that in the heat of combat—with soldiers he
had put in harm’s way wounded and still taking fire—the
general had called upon Mr. Akashi to deliver NATO airpower,
and Mr. Akashi had balked.154 : '

With UN peacekeepers as hostages, Mladic’s forces began
‘hitting back at NATO airpower. On 15 April, a reconnaissance
version of the French Etendard fighter-bomber flying over
Gorazde was hit by a heat-seeking surface-to-air missile, but
managed to land safely back aboard the carrier
Clemenceau.’® It was the first NATO combat aircraft to be hit
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during Deny Flight. The next day, with the Serb assault still in
progress, the UN leadership once again authorized close air
support. A British Sea Harrier was called in to find a tank, but
the Sea Harrier was not optimized for such a mission, and the
weather was again poor. After several passes at low altitude in
the target area, the Sea Harrier was shot down by a shoulder-
launched surface-to-air missile.!%® The pilot ejected sustaining
only minor injuries and was able to join his special forces com-
patriots in Gorazde.!s” When later asked by Admiral Smith’s
aide why he had made multiple passes in the target area when
he knew he was being shot at, the Sea Harrier pilot explained
that he did it because his countrymen were in trouble.!%®
However, Gorazde was a city of approximately 60,000 people,
and there were only a half dozen soldiers, whose movement
within the enclave was not restricted. If the soldiers really
were in harm’s way, it would have been because they had gone
there intentionally—possibly looking for targets for NATO air-
power. Later on 16 April, American A-10s were tasked to pro-
vide air support for the British special forces in Gorazde, but
poor weather prevented them from accomplishing their mis-
sion.!?® That evening, Russian mediator Vitaly Churkin
arranged for Mr. Akashi to suspend further air action in
exchange for Bosnian Serb pledges to release the UN hostages
and to meet for negotiations the next day.'®® While Karadzic
met with Akashi on 17 April, the UN hostages were supposed
to be freed, but only a few of them were, and more than a hun-
dred were still being detained by the BSA at day’s end.'®!
Meanwhile the attack on Gorazde continued, and as NATO
readied for air strikes, General Rose ordered his special forces
troops out of the enclave.!62

North Atlantic Council Decisions and
the Gorazde Ultimatum

On 18 April, the same day General Rose’s forward air con-
trollers left Gorazde, Boutros-Ghali sent a letter to Manfred
Worner asking for “a decision by the North Atlantic Council to
authorize the commander in chief of NATO’s Southern
Command to launch air strikes, at the request of the United
Nations, against artillery, mortar positions or tanks in or
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around [any] . . . of the safe areas.”'®3 President Clinton
strongly endorsed the UN request, and on 20 April the NAC
met to consider it.!%* However, council members adjourned
without taking a decision, reportedly because they wanted
military commanders to assess the targeting options and the
probable effectiveness of air strikes.!65 Two days later, after
the Bosnian Serbs repeatedly made and broke pledges for
cease-fires around Gorazde, the council met again in emer-
gency session.'®® Subsequently, NATO issued two statements
on decisions taken by the NAC that day. The first dealt with
the immediate relief of the situation at Gorazde, and the sec-
ond established conditions under which NATO air strikes
might take place for all of the safe areas in Bosnia.
Significantly, the list of potential targets once again included -
direct and essential support facilities, and it also reflected the
broader definition of heavy weapons stemming from General
Joulwan’s input during the establishment of the exclusion
zone for Sarajevo. _ : , :
Of immediate consequence, the decisions established a pair
of ultimatums for the Bosnian Serbs with respect to Gorazde:
one ultimatum demanded that the Bosnian Serbs—and only
the Bosnian Serbs—demilitarize the area within three kilome-
ters of the center of the town and that they grant the UN unim-
peded access to the enclave by 0001 GMT on 24 April 1994167
the other ultimatum established a 20-kilometer heavy-
weapons exclusion zone around Gorazde, with a deadline of
0001 GMT on 27 April 1994.1%8 Of greater long-term signifi-
cance, the NAC removed itself almost completely from the
decision-making process needed to authorize air strikes
around the safe areas. Council decisions would no longer be
necessary for air strikes within 20 kilometers of the safe areas
so long as the strikes were against Bosnian Serb heavy
weapons and “their direct and essential military support facil-
ities, including but not limited to fuel installations and muni-
tions sites.”!® It was left for “NATO Military Authorities to ini-
tiate air attacks . . . in coordination with UNPROFOR” and in
accordance with the NAC “decisions of 2d and 9th August
1993.717° NATO's military authorities would only require fur-
ther decisions from the NAC if they wanted to conduct air
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strikes beyond the parameters spelled out in these two NAC
decisions (i.e., beyond the vicinity of the safe areas or against
targets of any faction other than the Bosnian Serbs).
Furthermore, the NAC decided that

once air attacks have been carried out against a specific target set pur-
suant to these decisions, the NATO military authorities may continue
to carry out, in coordination with UNPROFOR, the attacks against that
target set until NATO military authorities judge the mission to be
accomplished (emphasis added).!”!

These NAC decisions were a mixed blessing for NATO com-
manders. While granting the commanders some autonomy and
room for initiative, they also left it to the military to work out
arrangements for air attacks with reluctant UNPROFOR leaders.

On the night of 22 April, Mr. Akashi received a briefing on the
proposed NATO air strikes, and he and his advisors were con-
vinced that hitting the dozen or so targets proposed by NATO
would only upset the Bosnian Serbs without compelling a posi-
tive change in their behavior.!”? The Bosnian Serbs missed the
first deadline, but Mr. Akashi, who was with General de Lapresle
in Belgrade for negotiations with Bosnian Serb leaders, blocked
NATO air action.!”3 The BSA grudgingly, and only partially, with-
drew in accordance with the NATO ultimatums, burning and
destroying sections of Gorazde as they pulled back.!”* Hundreds
of Bosnian Serb combatants remained within three kilometers of
the center of Gorazde by posing as police officers, and UN forces
continued to find Serb heavy weapons within the 20-kilometer
exclusion zone. 175 However, the BSA ground advance and heavy-
* weapons fire on Gorazde had stopped. On 26 April, UN officials
announced that Bosnian Serb progress toward compliance was
sufficient to drop the threat of air strikes.!”® Though the enclave
did not fall, and NATO publicly joined the UN in declaring suc-
cess, the events around Gorazde marked a turning point in
UN-NATO relations and seriously challenged the utility of NATO
airpower in Bosnia.!?”

UN and NATO Missions in Bosnia: A Matter of
Interpretation and Political Guidance

As a result of the experience at Gorazde and the continued
vulnerability of UN forces, Generals Rose and de Lapresle
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virtually gave up trying to use airpower as a means to help
protect the safe areas.'” By General Rose’s account,
“Peacekeepers had to believe that any risks they took or sacri-
fices they made would be justified by results. No one is pre-
pared to sacrifice himself or his comrades for a failed mis-
sion.”'”® Losing a highly skilled soldier due to apparent
Bosnian army malfeasance undoubtedly colored General
Rose’s view of the government whose people he was trying to
protect at Gorazde.!®° Furthermore, if Mr. Akashi could not be
counted on to authorize air support and NATO pilots could not
find their targets when air support was authorized, then
General Rose could not ensure that the risks and sacrifices of
his forces “would be justified by the results.”’8! Gorazde
apparently changed General Rose from being rather punchy
about using NATO airpower to help protect the safe areas, to
virtually unwilling to call on it. Contrary to that impression,
General Rose claimed that he remained willing to use air-
power; he was just unwilling to go beyond the smoking-gun-
type targets that he equated with option 1 air strikes. As Rose
later said, “I was a great exponent of airpower, but I was not
going to go to level two.”'82 As the next chapter shows, General
Rose was indeed unwilling to go to option 2 targets, but he
also seemed to have lost his enthusiasm for airpower alto-
gether. : -
General de Lapresle saw Gorazde as a turning point for him-
self and for General Rose. The UNPROFOR commander
recalled, “We had this first experience in Gorazde, which
unfortunately confirmed completely what Michael Rose and
myself had in mind as to what Harriers and other aircraft
could bring us in a very woody, and mountainous, and diffi-
cult terrain.”!® By all accounts, including their own, the UN
commanders suffered no lack of confidence in what unre-
strained airpower was capable of doing in a combat sce-
nario.'** However, UNPROFOR's vulnerability made a more
robust use of airpower off limits. 185 Referring to the risks to

the lives of UN soldiers, General de Lapresle said,

What sort of explanation would we have to give to their children, or
their wives, and so on? Was it really worth the lives of those soldiers

141




RESPONSIBILITY OF COMMAND

who came to keep peace and not to fight a war against the Serbs? This
was a daily concern, of course.8¢

These concerns were undoubtedly heightened when the BSA
took the first UNPROFOR hostages as a result of the air
attacks on 10 and 11 April. It seemed that trying to employ
airpower, even in a relatively passive or defensive mode of CAS
for UN soldiers, exceeded the Bosnian Serbs’ tolerance and
consent for UNPROFOR’s presence. Rather than compensating
for the UN's shortage of ground forces as the light option envi-
sioned, NATO airpower jeopardized UNPROFOR's security and
its humanitarian mission with no compensating return in
terms of protecting the safe areas. Although UN commanders
had been aware of this potential problem, vivid affirmation of
their beliefs at Gorazde came just as General de Lapresle and
Mr. Akashi were making their inputs to a UN report on the sta-
tus of the safe areas.!8” Thus, not only was Gorazde a personal
turning point for General Rose, it was also a turning point in
the UNPROFOR mission.

In a 9 May report to the Security Council, the UN secretary-
general pointed out the difficulties of using force to secure the
safe areas, the risks of retaliation against UNPROFOR, and the
vulnerability of peacekeepers to hostage taking. Furthermore,
he noted that member-states had failed to provide the 7,600
troops called for under the light option.'®® Given these diffi-
culties and the ambiguities from the accretion of resolutions
and reports concerning UNPROFOR, Boutros Boutros-Ghali
conveyed UNPROFOR's interpretation of its mission with
regard to the safe areas. The mission, as UNPROFOR inter-
preted it, was to deter attacks on the safe areas merely
through its own presence.!® If deterrence failed, UNPROFOR
“could be required to resort to close air support to protect its
own members or to request air strikes to compel an end to the
attack on the safe areas.”'® Finally, Boutros-Ghali sought
Security Council confirmation or clarification on UNPROFOR'’s
interpretation of its mission'®! and closed his report with a
recommendation that “the Security Council approve the state-
ment of UNPROFOR’s mission in relation to the safe areas as
set out in the present report.”!92
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Essentially, by this report, Generals de Lapresle and Rose
received political support for their preferred interpretation of
UNPROFOR’s mission—one that reflected the limitations of
their forces. This interpretation saw the safe areas as mecha-
nisms to further an overall humanitarian mission aimed at
alleviating suffering and promoting conditions for peace.193
The UNPROFOR interpretation would prevent the safe areas
from becoming an end in themselves that would drain away
scarce UN resources, or worse still, serve as a mechanism for
justifying enforcement action that might drag UNPROFOR into
the fighting.!®* This interpretation of UNPROFOR’s mission
with regard to the safe areas was entirely consistent with the
views long held within the UN secretariat.!®® Unlike Generals
Briquemont and Cot, who quarreled with the UN staff in New
York, and the secretary-general’'s special representatives,
Generals Rose and de Lapresle added their endorsement and
military legitimacy to Mr. Akashi’s report. The shift away from
enforcement was not just a change in policy; it was also a
reflection of the reality of UNPROFOR’s inability to take
enforcement action. As General de Lapresle noted, “you can
change every word of any Security Council resolution; if you
do not have soldiers who have been sent there to fight, you
cannot change their behavior on the field. So, what I meant
when discussing with Akashi . . . [was] that if we were
expected to behave differently, we would need some means,”1%
Though UNPROFOR commanders increasingly took the posi-
tion that their mission was peacekeeping and not peace
enforcement, the Security Council never passed a resolution
superseding 836, nor did it offer any clarification of
UNPROFOR'’s mission in relation to the safe areas.!9? However,
because the Security Council did not dispute UNPROFOR’s
interpretation, which obviously enjoyed the support of Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, Generals de Lapresle and Rose had good
grounds for adhering to their view of UNPROFOR’s mission.

Trust, Expertise, and Forces at Risk

In May, just as UNPROFOR was seeking Security Council
approval for its interpretation of its mission with regard to the
safe areas, Gen George Joulwan and NATO’s deputy secretary-
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general Sergio Balanzino visited UNPROFOR leadership in
Zagreb and Sarajevo. General Joulwan expressed his concern
that the UN had not been forceful enough in its use of air-
power at Gorazde, and that it was unacceptable for the Serbs
to maintain heavy weapons inside the exclusion zones.1%8
General Rose assured SACEUR that any weapons inside the
exclusion zones were broken down.!% From Zagreb, the NATO
visitors went with General Rose to Sarajevo. En route to the
UN commander’s headquarters, the group came under fire,
which General Joulwan was convinced came from a mortar.
General Rose suggested it was merely rocket-propelled
grenade fire, hence not from a banned heavy weapon.2% Inside
General Rose’s headquarters, General Joulwan asked the UN
chief of intelligence if red pins dotting a map of the Sarajevo
area and inside the exclusion zone represented broken-down
heavy weapons. According to Joulwan, the intelligence officer
assured SACEUR that they represented active heavy weapons,
leading General Rose to explain that he had been away from
his headquarters for a while.2°! From that point on, General
Joulwan said he felt he could not trust General Rose.
According to the NATO commander:

It is important that when you commit forces, you must make sure that
you have trust and confidence of those you're working with . . . [further-
more,] it's not just right to be politically correct; you better be militar-
ily correct when you have forces involved. And so I insisted upon bru-
tal truth, brutal honesty when you're putting aircrews, and ground
crews, and tank crews, and ships at risk. And I didn't get brutal hon-
esty; I got a shaky answer from Rose.2%?

The lack of trust was mutual, for General Rose felt that,
“Joulwan and his team tried to bounce the UN in May into
using more force. And [the UN] just [said]: ‘You're not doing
it.””203 General Rose already had forces at risk, and he did not
appreciate a NATO general pushing for risky actions when
NATO was unwilling to deploy forces on the ground in
Bosnia.?%¢ Compounding the difficulties was General
Joulwan’s tendency at this stage to treat the UNPROFOR
commanders as his subordinates since they came from NATO
nations.2% Joulwan's motto as SACEUR was “one team, one
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fight”; however, the UN wanted neither to be on the team nor
to join in the fight.206

Though Admiral Smith and General Ashy in Naples under—
stood the difficulties the UN faced when it came to using force
against the Serbs, the two senior airmen found that they could
no longer blithely countenance the practice of using NATO air-
power for “air presence” missions.?°” Restrictions against tar-
geting anything other than smoking-guns or the actual forces
threatening the UN was bad enough. Such constraints, how-
ever, could be justified in order to protect the lives of UN
peacekeepers on the ground. What concerned NATO opera-
tional commanders was the UN practice of calling on airpower
to intimidate one of the warring factions (almost always the
Bosnian Serbs), apparently without having the intention or the
political approval from within the UN to actually empioy
force.2%8 Initially the mere presence of aircraft had been used
by the UN as a show of force to strengthen its hand at road
blocks, or to dampen heavy weapons fire.2°° But, “the UN
became addicted to air presence,” according to one NATO offi-
cer.21% General Chambers noted that over time UNPROFOR
found it necessary for the planes to fly lower and to make more
noise in order to intimidate the warring factions. General Rose
even requested some high-speed passes below an altitude of
500 feet, which would have made the aircraft vulnerable to
ground fire.2!! As a matter of routine, NATO continued the
practice of sending aircraft to the vicinity of UN peacekeepers
whenever a situation began to develop that might require close
air support.?!? Air presence missions continued to be flown,
but with some restrictions.?!® However, in the wake of the Sea
Harrier loss and the UN’s refusal to employ airpower in a more
robust manner, senior NATO airmen became extremely reluc-
tant to give General Rose the same level of control over NATO
aircraft that he had exercised at Gorazde.214

General Rose held fundamentally different views of NATO
airpower and its role over Bosnia than did the senior airmen
in AFSOUTH. From General Rose’s perspective, the NATO
commanders were presenting him with an all-or-nothing
choice—either he had to be willing to go after something other
than the smoking-guns, or he would get no air support at all.2!5
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In his memoir, General Rose says that Admiral Smith “would
only accept strategic-level targets, such as major HQs, com-
munications sites, or logistic installations such as ammuni-
tion bunkers. I told him that neither NATO nor the UN had
authority to escalate the use of air power in this manner."216
In truth, these were precisely the sorts of targets spelled out
under option 2 of NATO’s “Operational Options for Air
Strikes,” and by labeling them “strategic level targets,” Rose
indicated the gulf between his view of airpower and that
shared by NATO commanders.2!” More significantly, General
Rose believed that NATO should be prepared to lose some air-
craft, noting that the downing of the Sea Harrier “was unfor-
tunate . . . but the incident should be considered a routine
hazard of peacekeeping.”?!® The American airmen in NATO
disagreed with this on two counts: first, they did not see their
mission as peacekeeping,?'® and second, they viewed the risks
as unjustifiable and unnecessary. The principal reason for
attempting to employ airpower in Bosnia was to make use of a
tool for enforcement action, which carried minimal risks. That
Admiral Smith felt the risks were unjustified and unnecessary
is clear from General Rose’s account. They were unjustifiable
because the UN would halt the use of airpower as soon as the
Bosnian Serbs stopped shooting;??° thus, the results were
ephemeral, and the Bosnian Serbs could, and did, resume
their attacks when the weather worsened or after they had
taken UN hostages. Under these circumstances, the risks were
being taken for no discernible payoff. The rationale for going
beyond smoking-gun-type targets during the Sarajevo ultima-
tum was to get more payoff for less risk.??! In the days and
months after the downing of the Sea Harrier, senior airmen in
AFSOUTH and their political masters in Brussels would
repeatedly demonstrate just how little risk to NATO aircraft
they were willing to accept.??? Furthermore, the risks were
unnecessary in the eyes of the NATO commanders because
they believed there was a better way to use airpower and that
was to strike more significant targets that might actually com-
pel the Bosnian Serbs to respect the UN safe areas and the
NATO exclusion zones.?23
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Conclusion

The growing split between UN and NATO commanders can
be viewed in terms of force protection and tactical determin-
ism; that is, it was impossible to prosecute smoking-gun-type
targets within the bounds of acceptable risk to NATO pilots
and the capabilities of NATO airpower. Unfortunately the most
realistic and safest way of employing NATO airpower clashed
with the security needs of UNPROFOR. These disparate limi-
tations and vulnerabilities of NATO and UNPROFOR were driv-
ing the commanders in the two organizations further and fur-
ther apart. Yet NAC decisions increasingly left it to the
operational commanders to try to find some workable middle
ground to do something whenever political pressures
mounted. AFSOUTH and UNPROFOR attempts to meet
halfway, however, manifested themselves in the compromised
safety of NATO pilots or UN peacekeepers. After Gorazde,
theater-level commanders gradually began to accept the tacti-
cal determinism that pulled them toward the separate ele-
ments in what was supposed to be a cooperative effort. Rather
than seeking political direction, Generals Rose and de
Lapresle sought to help define their own mission. General
Rose began the process with his campaign plan even before he
arrived in Bosnia. After Gorazde, the UN generals made their
input and added military legitimacy to the UN secretary-
general’s report of 9 May, which moved UNPROFOR away from
responsibility for enforcing the safe areas policy. These were
the first steps in creating a division of labor, whereby
UNPROFOR conducted peacekeeping and NATO took respon-
sibility for enforcement action. '

The difficulties and dangers of providing air presence and
close air support to UNPROFOR reinforced the AFSOUTH com-
manders’ preference for more militarily meaningful air
attacks. Moreover, it convinced the NATO commanders of the
wisdom of having airmen controlling airpower. Likewise, the
difficulties and dangers of having close air support at Gorazde
reinforced the UNPROFOR commanders’ desire to control air-
power. The theater-level commanders in both the UN and
NATO were trying to strike a proper balance between the risks
to their forces and accomplishment of their missions. For
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UNPROFOR, that meant reinterpreting the mission so as to
avoid responsibility for the safe areas and the exclusion zones.
For AFSOUTH, striking the right balance meant not putting
forces at risk unless there was a commensurate payoff. That,
in turn, led the commanders in AFSOUTH to favor air strikes
over CAS, and to curtail the reflex of giving UNPROFOR air
presence. As noted before, the commanders’ responsibilities
were reinforced by national political pressures, differing areas
of expertise, and organizational biases. The next chapter fur-
ther assesses the role of responsibility in motivating the com-
manders and shows their actions as part of a broader pattern
of behavior.
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Chapter 6

Competing Missions and Demands for
Force Protection: August-December 1994

The whole business of dual key again caused a certain
amount of discussion. But when you’ve got two chains of
command, slightly different mandates, you're going to have
to have a dual key. There’s no other way of running an
operation.

—Gen Sir Michael Rose
Interviewed by author
10 December 1997

In the second half of 1994, NATO airmen believed the UN's
piecemeal and highly restrained use of airpower held little
prospect for affecting the behavior of the Bosnian Serbs.
Furthermore, NATO commanders began to believe that the
influence of UNPROFOR’s commanders over the conduct of air
attacks unnecessarily jeopardized the safety of NATO airmen.
Conversely, commanders in UNPROFOR became convinced—
especially after events at Gorazde in April 1994—that NATO
airpower could easily create more problems than it was likely
to solve. Though willing to accept air support in extremis, they
harbored serious misgivings over NATO plans for air strikes.
Under the “dual key” control arrangements, the UN could veto
NATO’s more muscular air options, and an unhealthy tension
between soldiers and airmen and the organizations they rep-
resented grew during the summer and fall of 1994. i

This chapter shows how military commanders in NATO and
the UN clashed over their competing concerns for force pro-
tection and mission accomplishment. The first section
addresses UN-NATO friction over the UNPROFOR practice of
warning the Bosnian Serbs of pending air attacks. It also
examines UN-NATO disputes over “proportionality” in respond-
ing to Bosnian Serb provocations around Sarajevo. The UN
dimension of this struggle has been addressed elsewhere, but
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the NATO perspective has been largely unrecognized or misin-
terpreted.! The second section shows how the commanders of
UNPROFOR and AFSOUTH accepted short-term degradation
of their missions during the air strike against the Serb-controlled
Udbina airfield and how they cooperated in order to support
each other's needs for force protection. The third section
details some previously neglected issues concerning NATO'’s
- response in late 1994 to the growing Bosnian Serb surface-to-
air threat. Though NATO commanders won formal political
approval to change the rules of engagement (ROE) governing
suppression of air defenses, the commander of UNPROFOR
used the dual-key mechanism to prevent NATO airmen from
acting on their new authority. This inhibited the ability of
NATO airmen to act in self-defense, causing a serious split
between UNPROFOR and AFSOUTH. Thus, despite some com-
promises on both sides, by the end of 1994 the divergent
responsibilities of UN and NATO commanders contributed to a
breakdown in cooperation between them, rendering Deny
Flight virtually ineffective.

NATO Air Strikes and the Clash over
Warnings and Control: August-October 1994

By the summer of 1994, commanders in UNPROFOR and
AFSOUTH were working at cross-purposes in Bosnia even as
they tried to cooperate to implement the same Security
Council resolutions. The divided UN-NATO command arrange-
ments reflected and were reinforced by conflicting national
political pressures, different means available, different types
of military expertise, and different responsibilities. With US
support for the Bosnian government cause, commanders in
AFSOUTH came under increasing political pressure to enforce
Bosnian Serb compliance with the NATO-decreed exclusion
zone around Sarajevo. The one-sided nature of this sort of
intervention threatened to unhinge Serb consent for the UN
forces, whose mandate the exclusion zone was meant to serve.
Meanwhile, UNPROFOR commanders endeavored to preserve
the humanitarian and peacekeeping focus of their mission,
which meant remaining impartial and maintaining the con-
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sent of the warring factions. The division of labor—with the UN
focusing on peacekeeping and NATO focusing on enforcement—
led to radically different approaches to using airpower.

From the summer of 1994, planners in Naples worked on
target matrices to guide NATO commanders should they wish
to propose air strikes in response to provocations from any of
the warring factions.? These matrices were to be used in con-
Jjunction with five thick target books maintained at the head-
quarters of the principal commanders in the region:
AFSOUTH, AIRSOUTH, S5ATAF/CAOC, UNPROFOR, and
Bosnia-Herzegovina Command.® Each book contained identi-
cal information—such as photographs and target descriptions—
on targets approved by the UN-NATO joint targeting board.4
Additionally, the books included copies of UN Security Council
resolutions and NAC decisions relevant to air operations in the
former Yugoslavia.5 Targets were divided into categories
according to the type of target and were also divided into five
sets—one for each safe area, but with only one set for Zepa
and Srebrenica combined.® Next to each typical provocation
and suggested response, NATO planners identified the author-
izing Security Council resolutions and NATO decisions as well
as the appropriate ROE from Deny Flight plan 40101.7 The
target books incorporated targets for the three warring factions
in Bosnia: the Bosnian Serbs, Bosnian Croats, and Bosnian gov-
ernment forces.® However, many factors—including the UN
safe areas concept, the supporting NATO ultimatums, and the
fact that the Bosnian Serbs possessed the preponderance of
heavy weapons and other likely targets—made it easier for
NATO planners to identify Bosnian Serb targets and more
likely that those targets would be nominated for air strikes.?
Officers working in the air component of Admiral Smith’s
headquarters went to great lengths to keep these books
updated so UN and NATO commanders could react quickly
and appropriately to a provocation.!° j

During the summer of 1994, General Rose proposed a new
scheme for using airpower though the proposal convinced
some airmen that the UN’s commander in Bosnia did not
understand the vulnerabilities of airpower or share their views
on its proper employment.!! Labeled Operation Antelope, the
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proposal called for NATO to respond to the unauthorized
removal of heavy weapons from UN control points by striking
the exact piece of equipment that had been illegally taken.!?
From an airman’s viewpoint, this concept of operations was
grossly inefficient and seemed quite risky for UN and NATO
forces involved. The CAOC chief of plans who headed the proj-
ect for NATO, Col Chuck Wald, recalled,

[General Rose] wanted to hit the exact weapon or tank they took out of
a cantonment area. And he'd asked us if we could get a C-130 gunship
to work with their Lynx helicopters, with their special ops guys on
them, with FLIR [Forward Looking Infrared] to go out and find, if we
could, a tank that they [the Serbs] had stolen, follow it through towns
if we had to, and then hit that particular tank. . . . We planned an oper-
ation to do that. I planned it. And we practiced it. . . . It was ludi-
crous.!3

The large number of supporting aircraft required by such a
mission—refueling tankers, defense suppression planes,
standby close air support aircraft, and search and rescue
assets—would create a signature, tipping off the Serbs that some
air action was about to occur.!4 Furthermore, the helicopters and
the relatively unmaneuverable AC-130 gunships would have
been vulnerable to BSA air defenses.!® It would have been sim-
ple for the Serbs to counter an operation like Antelope by seizing
weapons from several sites at the same time or merely waiting for
poor weather to steal heavy weapons from the United Nations.!®
No attempt was ever made to actually execute Operation
Antelope, but General Rose apparently had it in mind when the
Bosnian Serbs confiscated heavy weapons from UNPROFOR in
early August; Rose later wrote, “My plan was to hit the vehicles
and weapons with air strikes as they left the weapons collection
point.”'” However, the plan did not work in this case; as one
observer noted: “Once a UN helicopter, which was tracking the
stolen weapons, was struck by ground fire, it was forced to give
up the chase. NATO then launched 16 fighters.”!8

NATO'’s First Air Strike, 5 August 1994

NATO’s first air strike demonstrated the large and growing
gap between the UN and NATO over using airpower. On the
morning of 5 August, Bosnian Serb forces injured a Ukrainian
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peacekeeper in a raid on the Ilidza weapons control point west
of Sarajevo and took five heavy weapons.!® Yasushi Akashi
was away on vacation, and according to General Rose, General
de Lapresle agreed with Admiral Smith “to authorize NATO to
attack Gulf War-style targets, including Serb ammunition
bunkers and communications sites.”2° However, General Rose
intervened, asserted his rights as the responsible commander,
and designated a new target for the attack, which turned out
to be a derelict tank destroyer.2! NATO launched over a dozen
French, British, and Dutch aircraft, but after long delays and
problems with weather, two US A-10s under the control of a
French forward air controller made the attack.2?2 NATO'’s first
“air strike” involved no bombs. The A-10s made several straf-
ing passes on the vehicle, which was miles from Ilidza and
which AFSOUTH airmen only later realized had already been
out of commission.2® Throughout the attack, the UN com-
manders held tight control over events. While General Rose
coordinated with General Chambers on which target to hit,2
General de Lapresle held one phone to Chambers’s NATO
superiors in one hand, and in the other he held a phone
through which he issued demands to Momcilo Krajisnik, pres-
ident of the Bosnian Serb Assembly.?> The Serbs agreed to
return the weapons after the attack on the broken down vehi-
cle, and General Rose later rejected notions that this was a
“pin prick” strike, stating: “This air strike by NATO proved a
textbook example of the precise use of force in a peacekeeping
mission.”?¢ Admiral Smith had a different view:

I was frustrated as hell when Michael Rose would give us one target,
and drop the bomb, and that was it. And I tried my damndest to get
him to understand that you've got to do more than go after some
derelict tank in the middle of a field.?” '

The underlying problem was that the two commanders were
pursuing different missions. The UN general was practicing
peacekeeping, and the NATO admiral was attempting to
enforce UN mandates and NATO ultimatums.28

Warnings

Compounding Admiral Smith’s frustration over having the
attack directed against a disused vehicle was his discovery
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that General Rose had given the Serbs a warning before the air
strike.?® While most observers appreciated the risks faced by
peacekeepers in Bosnia, a continual point of frustration for
senior NATO airmen was that few, if any, commentators
seemed to recognize the dangers confronting NATO aircrews.3°
General Rose believed warning the Bosnian Serbs was neces-
sary for limiting collateral damage, and that it was consistent
with the peacekeeping principles of maintaining consent and
the minimum use of force.3! Moreover, the warnings mini-
mized the chances of Bosnian Serb retaliation against Rose’s
peacekeepers. For Admiral Smith, warnings created an unjus-
tifiable risk to the lives of NATO aircrews, and he became furi-
- ous with General Rose over the issue.3? Despite the admiral’s
remonstrations, though, General Rose would ignore Smith’s
concerns and continue to warn the Serbs.33

The warnings helped General Rose to lower the risks to his
forces. UNPROFOR did not just warn the Serbs in general that
they were about to be attacked but told them specifically what
would be attacked just prior to each strike.3* The practice of
giving the Serbs warning served the needs of the UN mission
in Bosnia and was intended to head off Bosnian Serb retalia-
tion against UNPROFOR peacekeepers. By warning the
Bosnian Serbs of NATO air attacks, UN commanders reduced
the chances of killing any BSA soldiers, thus helping to main-
tain the consent of the Serbs for the UN’s presence and its
mission in Bosnia. This, in turn, reduced Serb motivations to
take revenge against UNPROFOR forces. Therefore, tactical
warnings prior to air strikes helped to maximize both mission
success and force protection for UNPROFOR. General Rose
considered warnings a principle of peacekeeping,3® and he
continued to issue warnings despite Admiral Smith’s strenu-
ous protests.36 Recounting a discussion with Admiral Smith,
General Rose recalled,

He [Admiral Smith] said: “If you issue a warning, you're hazarding my
pilots.” And I would say: “Sure there is a risk to your pilots, because
they're coming down quite low to deliver their ordnance, and these
guys could be ready for them. But the fact is they're only coming into
the theater of operations for minutes at a time.” I said: “We live, you
know, within the range of these weapons all the time, so what’s the
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problem? What's the big deal? When you're a peacekeeper you ought
to take risks.”37

Moreover, General Rose claimed his intent was to give the
Serbs only 20 or 30 minutes’ warning—enough time for them
to evacuate their own forces and to help minimize collateral
damage but not enough time to organize their air defenses
against the attack.3®

Warning the Serbs, however salutary for UNPROFOR, miti-
gated the effects of air strikes and put NATO aircrews at
increased risk of being shot down. The UN warnings gave the
Bosnian Serbs an opportunity to move or protect whatever
NATO was going to attack, and to prepare any available air
defenses already in the area of the intended target. Combined
with other factors detracting from airpower’s effectiveness—
such as poor weather, mountainous and wooded terrain, the
inherent difficulties of spotting individual weapons, and UN
reticence to authorize more robust air attacks—the warnings
helped to soften whatever signal air strikes were meant to
send. As the Bosnian Serb surface-to-air threat increased dur-
ing the summer of 1994, warnings of NATO attacks height-
ened the likelihood the BSA would shoot down another NATO
aircraft. So while warnings improved mission accomplishment
and force protection for UN peacekeeping, it had the opposite
effect on NATO’s enforcement action.

NATO's Second Air Strike, 22 September 1994

NATO’s second air strike again highlighted the UN and
NATO disagreements over targeting and warning, but it also
demonstrated that nations with troops on the ground in
Bosnia were involved in the air strikes. Maintenance of
alliance cohesion was an implied objective for NATO com-
manders, and participation by as many nations as possible in
any air strike was one of NATO's stated goals.?® However, by
September 1994, only American aircraft had prosecuted NATO
air attacks, thus distorting the image of Deny Flight by mask-
ing its multinational character.4® Commanders in AFSOUTH
were anxious to include non-US allies in the next use of NATO
airpower, and they got their chance when General Rose’s
deputy, Maj Gen André Soubirou, called for an air strike on 22
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September 1994.4! In the CAOC at Vicenza, General
Chambers sat with the French and British senior national rep-
resentatives and orchestrated the NATO response; over the
next several hours, the CAOC team would endeavor to make
this particular air strike more overtly multinational than pre-
vious allied air attacks.*?

As with NATO’s first air strike, General Rose once again
intervened to warn the Serbs and to redirect the attack against
a target of lesser military significance than the one agreed to
by his UNPROFOR superior, General de Lapresle. On 22
September, French peacekeepers around Sarajevo came under
direct fire from Bosnian Serb forces at several different loca-
tions, and at least two Frenchmen were injured.*® General
Rose had just returned to the UK temporarily, and his French
deputy, General Soubirou, was in charge in Bosnia.*
Generals Soubirou and de Lapresle were preparing to strike an
ammunition depot at Pale in response to this latest provoca-
tion*® when General Rose was alerted of the pending operation
by his staff in Sarajevo.*® Working with General Wilsey in the
UK, General Rose was able to halt the planned attack and then
redirect it toward a target of Rose’s choosing—a T-55 tank in
the Sarajevo exclusion zone.*” Moreover, General Rose again
ensured the Serbs were warned about the planned attack,
later stating, “Adm Leighton Smith had ordered that no warn-
ing be given to the Serbs prior to the attack in order to avoid
giving them time to alert their air defense system, putting
NATO pilots at greater risk. I told my chief of staff in Sarajevo,
Brinkman, to ignore that order.”8

Though a pair of US A-10s were the first aircraft on scene
and the pilots could see the target, NATO commanders with-
held the A-10s in favor of non-US aircraft.?® Two French
Mirage 2000s were brought in, but the pilots had difficulty
finding the target and eventually departed the target area for
in-flight refueling.5° After about an hour’s delay, the situation
grew tense at the CAOC.?' The airmen in the CAOC, who were
aware the Serbs had been warned, worried that NATO would
lose credibility if they were unable to follow through with the
attack and that the Serbs might shoot down an attacking air-
craft.52 RAF Jaguars were available for the attack, but General
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Chambers consulted with the British and French senior
national representatives, and opted for the French Mirages.53
However, as soon as the Mirage pilots reported the target in
sight, they also announced they were low on fuel and needed
to depart.>* Late in the day and with NATO credibility on the
line, General Chambers ordered the A-10s to attack the
tank.%® At about 6:20 P.M., an A-10 strafed the tank, and the
dust kicked up highlighted the vehicle’s location for the orbit-
ing Jaguars.5® The British pilots were then called in to drop
1,000-pound bombs on the tank, and one of the bombs report-
edly scored a hit.5” The British bombs demonstrated the multi-
national nature of Deny Flight, boosting the apparent legiti-
macy of the operation and deflating concerns that only the
United States—with no troops on the ground—was doing all of
the bombing in Bosnia.58

Proportionality

NATO’s second air strike also revealed problems UN and
NATO commanders had in agreeing to what represented a
“proportionate” response to Serb provocations. In General
Rose’s view: “By using force in a proportionate way and by not
attacking the targets proposed by Adm Leighton Smith, the
route to a peaceful resolution of the war in Bosnia still lay
open.”® However, NATO commanders did not subscribe to
General Rose’s judgment on proportionality, and the frustra-
tion this issue caused among NATO airmen was evident in a
comment later made by Gen Mike Ryan, who replaced General
Ashy in September 1994:

Proportionality is an awful word and I never want to hear it again. ...
All of us in our own minds understand proportionality, but none of us
would agree on what it is when we come to a certain sltuation. If we do
use it, then we ought to spell out very, very clearly what we mean by
proportionality,5° ‘ '

However, even if commanders in AFSOUTH and UNPROFOR
had agreed upon a definition of proportionality, they were still
bound to disagree over how to apply the concept, given the dif-
ferences in the vulnerability of their forces and in their inter-
pretations of their missions.
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In part, problems with the word proportionate may have
arisen from its connection to an important concept from laws
of armed conflict—one with which the airmen would have been
especially familiar. According to Green, the principle of pro-
portionality is one of the most basic concepts in the laws of
armed conflict that “prohibits military action in which the neg-
ative effects (such as collateral civilian casualties) clearly out-
weigh the military gain.”®! In applying this principle, much is
left to “the discretion of the commander of the forces involved,”
for he must judge whether the military advantage from the
attack warrants the likely unintended effects or “incidental
injuries” it might cause.®® In making this determination, the
commander must consider the military gain “to the whole
operation and not merely the particular attack contem-
plated.”83 Although the principle of proportionality guided tar-
geting decisions in Bosnia, it was not the primary cause for
disagreement between UN and NATO commanders.

The term proportionate, as used to describe Deny Flight air
attacks, had to do with responding to provocations by the war-
ring factions with an amount of force commensurate with both
the provocation and the desired objective, without escalating
the level of violence.64 However, UNPROFOR and AFSOUTH
were pursuing different objectives; and, more importantly,
UNPROFOR’s judgment of a proportionate response was dic-
tated by its vulnerability—especially to Bosnian Serb
reprisals.®® The scope for disagreement over the definition of
proportionate can be illustrated by considering the following
questions first from the viewpoint of a UN commander, then
second, from the perspective of a NATO commander: (1) Was
the objective of the air strike to get the BSA to return a stolen
weapon, or was it to change Bosnian Serb behavior toward
greater respect for the “safe areas™? (2) Was the air strike to be
proportionate to today’s provocation, or should the provoca-
tion be taken as the cumulative weight of transgressions lead-
ing up to today's decision to respond with air strikes? (3)
Which was more important—attaining the objective for the air
strike or avoiding escalation?

UN and NATO commanders had different objectives and pri-
orities. AFSOUTH's objective was to enforce the exclusion zone
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and coerce the Bosnian Serbs into respecting the safe areas.%6
Whenever an incident occurred that NATO officers believed
merited a response, they would recommend the UN targets
(selected from the target books using the target matrices) that
were geographically near the provocation and could logically
be linked to it.5” NATO officers preferred fixed targets, which
could be safely attacked in nearly any weather and by any type
of aircraft, not just planes capable of dropping precision-
guided munitions.®® Thus, Serb military depots around
Sarajevo, including the ammunition storage site near Pale,
were attractive targets for NATO planners whenever there was
a BSA provocation around Sarajevo.®® Moreover, NATO airmen
were relatively immune from retaliation: thus, their com-
manders had less to fear from escalation, making it easier for .
NATO commanders to prioritize their objective of coercion
above their desire to avoid escalation. Since May 1994,
UNPROFOR had been trying to shrug off responsibilities for
the NATO-declared exclusion zones.”® Enforcing the exclusion
zones reduced UNPROFOR's ability to fulfill its other respon-
sibilities, which were closer to peacekeeping.”! When pressed
to cooperate with NATO, the UN preferred smoking-gun-type
targets because they could be directly linked to self-defense or
protection of the safe areas, and attacks against them were
less likely to jeopardize the UN’s impartial status.??

In determining UN views on proportionality, UNPROFOR's
vulnerability was more important than UN objectives for
ordering air strikes; thus, the Bosnian Serbs exercised a pow-
erful vote in deciding what was, or was not, a proportionate
response.” As General de Lapresle explained,

My main concern, of course, and so was Michael Rose’s, was to avoid,
first of all, that countries who had sent their boys and girls on a peace
mission would find themselves with body bags coming back to their
capital after a sort of military and war action which was not the point
{of the mission]; and the second . . . concern, was rnof to obtain a mil-
itary victory, but to come to a cease-fire, land] to have this cease-fire
standing as long as possible in Croatia and in Bosnia. And s0 when we
tried to combine this first objective of no UN lives lost, and hostages,
and so on, and so on, and then trying to keep the arms as silent as
possible, of course we were not very much enticed into having a strong
and efficient use of NATO airpower.7
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General Rose echoed that sentiment: “My primary responsibil-
ity was to the countries that had contributed peacekeeping
troops to the mission and I could not allow them to become
combatants, hostages, or casualties in a war.””5 Through the
dual key mechanism, the UN commanders exercised control in
decisions over what constituted a proportionate response. In
making their decisions, commanders in UNPROFOR were
guided by their complementary concerns for force protection
and for accomplishing their mission.

Attempts to Control Air Strikes

At the end of September, NATO defense ministers intervened
to give their commanders in AFSOUTH more control over air
strikes, but UNPROFOR's leaders resisted the move. The
“Operational Options” memo, approved by the NAC in August
1993, stated that if commanders in AFSOUTH and UNPROFOR
could not agree about air strikes, then they were to refer the
matter to higher military and political authorities.”® But
UNPROFOR had no higher military authorities. Therefore, dis-
agreements in the divided UN-NATO military command system
could only be reconciled by higher political authorities. When
NATO defense ministers met for an informal conference in
Seville at the end of September, US officials, led by Secretary
of Defense William Perry, urged ending the UNPROFOR prac-
tice of issuing tactical warnings in advance of NATO air
attacks.”” In addition, Perry advocated a process whereby once
UNPROFOR requested an air strike, NATO commanders would
decide which target to hit using a list of three or four prese-
lected candidate targets that had been mutually agreed upon
by UNPROFOR and NATO commanders.”® Because this was an
informal meeting, no decisions were taken, but Perry’s pro-
posal was referred to Brussels and New York for formal con-
sideration. After leaving Seville, the American defense secre-
tary went to visit UNPROFOR'’s leaders—Akashi, de Lapresle,
and Rose—in Split, Croatia, to discuss air strikes in Bosnia.”®

Before Perry's arrival at Split, and again after the meeting,
UNPROFOR’s leaders worked out the arguments against the
Seville proposals and against more forceful air strikes. The UN
force commander made clear his concern that a more robust
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use of airpower would create unacceptable risks to UN per-
sonnel on the ground.® Furthermore, he questioned whether
the defense ministers really intended to make the use of NATO
airpower a higher priority than the security of United Nations
ground forces.8! Implicit in the record of the discussions was
the question of whether a few activist NATO states ought to be
recommending policies that might jeopardize the safety of
peacekeepers from over 30 troop-contributing countries.82 The
force commander believed a more forceful approach in Bosnia
would require a redeployment of UN peacekeepers that would,
in turn, change the nature of the tasks UNPROFOR could
accomplish.®® The message from the discussions was clear—
unless UNPROFOR were given a new mandate by the Security
Council, it would not support the proposals for stiffer enforce-
ment action.

In talks with Secretary Perry at Split in early October,
UNPROFOR leaders described the vulnerabilities of their
forces, their inability to enforce the exclusion zones, and the
importance of their humanitarian and peacekeeping mis-
sion.8* UN leaders explained that as a consequence of
UNPROFOR’s situation they could not afford to have NATO
doing the enforcing either.®5 General Rose averred, “Any force
used had to be within the UN rules of engagement.”®® Since
the UN rules stipulated force could only be used in self-
defense, General Rose’s claim virtually ruled out any use of air
strikes to enforce the exclusion zones.87 UNPROFOR leaders
did not want NATO air strikes, and they did not want to loosen
their control over them. - - S

With support from high officials in the UN's department of
peacekeeping, General de Lapresle managed to retain control
over air strikes. Following the meeting in Split, NATO and UN
officials conducted talks in New York about implementing new
procedures that would end warnings of impending strikes and
give NATO a stronger voice in selecting targets.® Formal adop-
tion of these suggestions first raised at Seville was announced
in a late-October joint UN-NATO press statement which read,
in part,

While general warning may be given to an offending party, tactical -
warning of impending air strikes, in principle, will not. Under normal
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circumstances, several targets, where possible three or four, will be
authorized for each air strike, which will be carried out by NATO in
close coordination with UNPROFOR.

Dual-key arrangements remain in effect, ensuring that decisions on
targeting and execution will be taken jointly by UN and NATO military
commanders. The principle of proportionality in response to a violation
will continue to be respected, as will the need to avoid unacceptable
casualties.®®

Though the agreement proscribed warnings “in principle,” it
did little else to affect UN control over air strikes. As General
de Lapresle later described his view,

Of course, they [NATO] wanted to be master of the choice of the target,
and 1 could not accept that, because I knew, and they did not know,
who was in the proximity and the vicinity of these targets—UNMOs,
CIVPOLs, civil affairs guys, and so on.®

It did not take long for NATO commanders to discover that
nothing had changed; as Admiral Smith recounted,

De Lapresle goes back to Zagreb; I call him up and I said: “Well, I guess
what I'm looking at is ain’t nothing changed. You're still going to give
me one target, and I get to bomb it, and that's about it?" He said:
“That’s exactly correct.” He said: “My conscience is clear. I have gone
back to New York: 1 have read the documents; I have gotten no new
political guidance. My conscience is clear.”!

Thus, the political intervention had failed to win NATO com-
manders greater control over air strikes; the UN was still
firmly in charge.

After just two air strikes in the summer of 1994, UNPROFOR
and AFSOUTH commanders deadlocked over whether and
how to proceed with future strikes. The paralysis was a con-
sequence of the commanders’ competing efforts to maintain
their chances for both mission success (as they had inter-
preted their different missions) and force protection. The
UNPROFOR mission, once its commanders had abandoned
attempts to enforce the safe areas policy, was one of peace-
keeping and support for humanitarian aid agencies. Coupled
with its modest military capabilities and its widely dispersed
mode of deployment on the ground in Bosnia, UNPROFOR'’s
mission dictated that its commanders adhere to peacekeep-
ing principles by acting only with the consent of the warring
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factions, with minimum use of force, and with impartiality. In
light of their responsibilities, the military commanders in
UNPROFOR felt compelled to issue warnings to the targeted
factions in Bosnia—invariably the Bosnian Serbs—prior to
authorizing NATO air attacks. Conversely, the warnings
endangered the lives of NATO airmen and weakened enforce-
ment measures, so, commanders in AFSOUTH wanted some
flexibility in targeting decisions and an end to the warnings.
Though the issue was formally reconciled in NATO's favor,
according to procedures proposed at Seville and thrashed out
in New York, the UNPROFOR commanders in Zagreb and
Sarajevo retained final control over air operations via the dual
key arrangements. There were no more air strikes related to
enforcing either the safe areas policy or the exclusion zones
until May 1995 after new UN commanders replaced Generals
Rose and de Lapresle. S ’

Udbina: Mission Accomplishment
Versus Force Protection

- Subtle Bosnian Serb challenges to the no-fly zone in the
summer of 1994 grew more blatant in the fall, prompting a
NATO response and a serious split between UN soldiers and
NATO airmen. NATO airmen were convinced of substantial
support from Serbia for the summer buildup and continued
functioning of the Bosnian Serb integrated air defense Sys-
tem.®2 In mid-July the United States suspended humanitarian
airlift into Sarajevo after two C-141 transports sustained hits
from small arms fire on consecutive days.®® A month later, an
American C-130 and a German C-160 cargo aircraft con-
ducted the last airdrops of Operation Provide Promise by para-
chuting supplies to the isolated Muslim enclave of Bihac.%4
Though the needs of that enclave and others remained acute,
the increasing Bosnian Serb surface-to-air threat made fur-
ther airdrops in Bosnia too dangerous.% In a mid-September
letter to General Mladic, General Rose warned him to stop
menacing NATO aircraft, stating, ~

1 am deeply concerned about actions directed against NATO aircraft
flying in Bosnia-Hercegovina airspace. Specifically, I refer to the MAN-'
PAD {shoulder launched surface-to-air missiles] missile firing on 8
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September and to repeated radar activity over Prijedor/Bihac areas,
which include activation of target tracking radar modes. These activi-
ties are perceived to be acts of aggression, and I feel compelled to warn
you of NATO'’s prerogative for response.

NATO aircraft, having the inherent right of self-defence, can immedi-
ately and decisively exercise that right if challenged by your threat mis-
sile systems. This response is totally a NATO decision and does not
require UN coordination.%

This implied that NATO aircraft could shoot in response to
“hostile intent” from the Bosnian Serbs and that the UN had
no control over such actions. Both implications were false.®” In
addition to the growing surface-to-air threat, by November the
Serbs began flouting the no-fly zone, flying fixed-wing jets on
bombing missions inside Bosnia to support a BSA counterof-
fensive around Bihac.?®8 NATO commanders were losing the
initiative in the airspace over Bosnia, and they were clearly
failing in their responsibilities to enforce the no-fly zone.
However, they could do little to respond to these Bosnian Serb
challenges without additional authority from New York and
Brussels, and consent from UNPROFOR's leaders for enforce-
ment measures.

The Serbs used the sanctuary of Croatian airspace and their
air defense network to good advantage, making it nearly
impossible for NATO aircraft to engage Serb planes violating
the no-fly zone. After an initially successful Bosnian Muslim
ground offensive launched from within the safe area of Bihac
in October, Croatian Serbs joined the BSA and the forces of
rebel Muslim leader Fikret Abdic in a counteroffensive that
quickly reversed the government forces’ gains.?® Serb pilots flew
supporting missions from Udbina airfield in Serb-controlled
eastern Croatia. So long as they remained in Croatian airspace,
Serb aircraft could not be engaged by NATO pilots, whose
authority to enforce the no-fly zone was limited to Bosnia. By
monitoring NATO combat air patrols via the Serbian air
defense network, the Udbina-based aircraft could time their
flights into Bosnia whenever NATO aircraft were refueling or
otherwise not in a position to respond.!® Udbina was only a
few minutes’ flying time away from Bihac. Thus, it was fairly
easy for the Serb pilots to make attacks into Bosnia and land
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before NATO aircraft could engage them. NATO commanders
in the region could have mounted more no-fly zone patrols to
narrow the window of opportunity for the Serb violations, but
that would have required more aircraft, aircrews, and other
resources.!?! More importantly, patrols near Bihac would put
NATO aircraft in the midst of the Serbs’ most lethal SAM cov-
erage, which was concentrated in northwest Bosnia and east-
ern Croatia. In addition to the added costs and risks, any sub-
sequent violation would have been all the more damaging to

- NATO's credibility. Until NATO commanders obtained author-

ity to attack aircraft on the ground in Croatia, there was little
they could do to stop the violations.

Udbina: November 1994

NATO commanders in the southern region, including the
recently arrived commander of AIRSOUTH, Lt Gen Mike Ryan,
wanted to stop the no-fly zone violations; and they examined
options for disabling Serb air activity from Udbina.!?? Ryan,
who had taken over from General Ashy in September, was also
a fighter pilot who had flown 100 missions over North
Vietnam. His father, Gen John D. Ryan, commanded all Air
Force units in the Pacific during the time that his son Mike
flew in Vietnam, and the senior Ryan had gone on to become
chief of staff of the US Air Force. As discussed in chapter 2,
Gen John Ryan was the man whose duty it had been to disci-
pline Gen John Lavelle for his actions related to the unautho-
rized bombings against North Vietnamese air defense targets
in late 1971 and early 1972.!9 Gen Mike Ryan arrived in
Naples, having come from the Pentagon where he was an
assistant to the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Thus,
the new AIRSOUTH commander would have been familiar not
only with the political mood in Washington where he had just
served but also particularly sensitive to political controls—
such as ROE—that might interfere with a commander’s
responsibility to protect his forces.

On Friday, 18 November 1994, Serb jets from Udbina
attacked the Bosnian army’s 5th Corps headquarters near
Bihac using cluster bombs and napalm.!%* Then on Saturday,
a Serb aircraft making an attack on an ammunition factory
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crashed into an apartment building in Cazin, 10 miles north
of Bihac.!1% Papers found amongst the dead pilot’s possessions
established his Serb identity.'® With support from the
Croatian government, the UN Security Council agreed that day
to authorize a NATO air attack against Udbina.!%? The NAC
met on Sunday to issue a decision, giving Admiral Smith per-
mission to act on the new Security Council authority, provided
he did so in close coordination with UNPROFOR.!%8 Despite
political pressures to strike Udbina, the UNPROFOR com-
mander refused to turn his key that morning until he was
given the details of the planned attack.!?® In addition to con-
cerns over NATO targeting, there was a question within the
UNPROFOR chain of command as to whether General de
Lapresle needed Mr. Akashi, who was in Frankfurt en route
back to Zagreb, to authorize the attack.!!° The scheduled time
of attack was slipped back several times while UN command-
ers wrestled with these issues and took decisions about
whether or not to evacuate potential hostages from around
Udbina.!!! Shortly after noon, Mr. Akashi authorized the
attack, but with NATO aircraft taxiing for takeoff at bases
throughout Italy, the mission was scrubbed at the last
minute.!2 High cloud cover over Udbina was the reported rea-
son for canceling the mission that day.!!® However, the strike
against Udbina may have been slipped a day because of the
delays induced by the UN or because of the need for NATO to
change targets or aircraft ordnance loads.!!*

Mgeting Udbina

Concerned about retaliation against UN forces and civilian
aid workers in the region, General de Lapresle wanted to min-
imize the chances of causing Serb casualties, and he insisted
that only the runway at Udbina could be struck.!!®> As Admiral
Smith later recounted,

We had looked at Udbina, and I had wanted to take out everything. I
wanted to make a parking lot out of that place. I wanted to take out all
of the buildings. I didn’t want anything left standing. De Lapresle said:
“No.” He would only approve hitting the runway, because he didn’t
want to kill anybody.!16
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For General de Lapresle, destroying the buildings, maintenance
facilities, and aircraft at Udbina, as Admiral Smith desired,
would have been counterproductive to both UNPROFOR's mis-
sion and the security of UN peacekeepers.!1?

Admiral Smith agreed to forego attacks against the alrcraft
buildings, and maintenance facilities, but he would not com-
promise on the need to aggressively suppress Serb air defenses
at Udbina.!’® As General Ryan later explained, NATO com-
manders took the position that “We’re not going to tie the
hands of the force—to have them shoot at us first before we go
after them. . . . So the issue was force protection versus the
political fallout of having collateral damage.”!!® Admiral Smith
explained to General de Lapresle the need to attack certain
radar-guided weapon systems, stating, “We don’t hit that,
[then] we don't fly.”'2° General Rose was opposed to the attack
on Udbina because of concerns it would lead to Serb reprisals
in nearby Bosnia; in the end, though, the decision on how to
advise the UN’s political leaders rested with General de
Lapresle.!?! As the UNPROFOR commander later recalled,

This, I must say, was a very difficult decision—to give the green light
for an air strike when you know you will have some CIVPOL, or some
UNMOs, or some civil affairs people who will be held [as] hostages. And
the first thing you have to do is give the go-ahead order, and then, sec-
ond, immediately [make] contact with the Serbs . . . in order fo get
{back] those guys who are hostages.122

Despite his concerns, once General de Lapresle was convinced
preemptive supression of enemy air defenses [SEAD] attacks
were essential for protecting NATO airmen, he supported the
demands of the AFSOUTH commanders.'?? Ultimately, NATO
was allowed to execute a tactically sound attack, which
included preemptively launching high-speed, anti-radiation
missiles (HARM) at Serb air defense systems.12¢ :

On Monday, 21 November, 39 strike aircraft attacked the
runway and taxiways at Udbina, and Dutch, American, British,
and French aircraft took part in the raid.}? The Serbs responded
predictably with fresh provocations in Bosnia and by taking
hostages in Croatia. Though publicly touted as a success,
behind the scenes some high-level political authorities in
Washington and Brussels were upset that NATO commanders—
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especially Admiral Smith—had not ordered bombing against
more lucrative targets at Udbina.!?® According to one high-
ranking NATO official, the decision not to hit aircraft was a
political one, and Admiral Smith had gone beyond the bounds
of his military authority by making the decision to agree with
General de Lapresle without first consulting Brussels.!??
Responding to a reporter’s question at a press conference the
day after the attack, Admiral Smith defended the UN rationale
for limiting the attack and explained his own role as the sup-
porting commander:

General de Lapresle and I have had many conversations on this sub-
ject. He, and the other members of the United Nations Protection Force
command structure with whom I talk, believe that their principle [sic]
concern is the safety of their forces and their mission, being peacekeep-
ing. So, response is going to be, in their view, proportional to the
offense and measured, rather than what some of us might consider
more militarily effective. General de Lapresle spoke with me several
times before this strike and he specifically asked that we limit our
strike to the runways, and I later added the taxiways, and the purpose
was to ensure to the best that we could, that we would minimize the
number of people on the ground that were injured as a result of this
strike, and minimize collateral damage (emphasis added).1?®

Clearly, negative objectives drove the targeting at Udbina.
Despite efforts to limit collateral damage and Serb casualties,
Serb forces in Croatia threatened retaliation and took UN
peacekeepers hostage—including two Czech soldiers stationed
as observers near Udbina.!?® The day after the Udbina raid,
Serb air defenses inside Bosnia fired the first radar-guided
missiles at NATO jets patrolling the no-fly zone.

Interpreting the Results

Though not unrelated to the BSA ground offensive against
Bihac, the attack on Udbina was designed primarily to stop
violations of the UN-declared no-fly zone over Bosnia rather
than to affect the BSA.!3? Therefore, it would be inappropriate
to criticize the raid for failing to deter the Serb attack on Bihac,
as some observers have done.!3! The bombing of Udbina came
at political insistence, with urging from AFSOUTH officers,
and against the desires of UNPROFOR.!32 NATO commanders
insisted on the attack and wanted to destroy much more at
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Udbina than they did, but they compromised mission accom-
plishment in deference to the UNPROFOR commanders’ con-
cerns for the safety of their soldiers. Some officials may have
hoped the raid would deter the Serb assault on Bihac; but if
they did, then UNPROFOR'’s efforts to limit attacks to the run-
way probably undermined that objective. UNPROFOR's open
reluctance to risk casualties, even amongst Serb military per-
sonnel at Udbina, could only enfeeble any deterrent signal the
attack might have conveyed. A NATO official later described
the dilemma in using force for deterrent effect in Bosnia:
Deterrence often depends on a credible threat to use a great
deal of force, while peacekeeping operations are based on a
minimum use of force.!3® And, as Sabin has noted, in peace
support operations, “there is a . . . risk that a perceived paral-
ysis of command could lead to a failure of deterrence and
could encourage locals to challenge the intervening forces with
impunity.”!3* That pretty well describes what happened at
Bihac and in the no-fly zone over Bosnia after the Udbina raid.
The Udbina attack forced both General de Lapresle and
Admiral Smith to make trade-offs between accomplishing their
missions and protecting their forces. As one might expect in
an intervention where vital national interests were not engaged,
mission accomplishment came in second behind force protec-
tion. Broadly speaking, UN and NATO commanders were sup-
posed to be cooperating to achieve the same overall goal.
However, practically speaking, the disparate capabilities and
vulnerabilities of their forces and the discordant political
voices telling the commanders what to do had driven them to
a division of labor—with the UN doing peacekeeping, and
NATO doing the enforcing.!3® Just as Admiral Smith compro-
mised his mission by targeting only the runways and taxiways,
the UNPROFOR commander accepted the inevitable disrup-
tions to his peacekeeping mission in Croatia. However, both
commanders stood firm when it came to the issues most likely
to affect the safety of their forces; General de Lapresle refused
to countenance attacks most likely to give the Serbs cause for
retaliation while Admiral Smith demanded permission for pre-
emptive attacks against air defenses. That both commanders
resisted compromising on issues most likely to put their forces
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in danger while accepting a short-term degradation in their
respective missions also indicated they not only took seriously
their own responsibilities for protecting their people, but they
also respected and honored, as best they could, each other's
needs in this regard. Admiral Smith’s decision to forgo more
lucrative targets at Udbina angered some of his superiors, 136
leading General de Lapresle to note that: “Leighton Smith was
rather alone in his clear understanding on what was [on] my
mind and what was going on in the field.”'3” General de
Lapresle reciprocated. After Admiral Smith convinced the
UNPROFOR commander of the need for preemptive SEAD,
Admiral Smith recalled: “UN New York tried to disapprove the
integrated air defense target, and de Lapresle said: ‘No.
Admiral Smith is exactly correct. He cannot go in there with-
out taking those out first.””138 In peace support operations
where vital interests are not at stake, a commander might
expect to eventually recover from setbacks to the mission, but
he cannot recoup a lost life. Thus, when trade-offs must be
made between force protection and mission accomplishment
in these types of interventions, protecting people will likely
trump mission accomplishment.

“Retrospective SEAD” and the Growing
UN-NATO Rift: November-December 1994

For AFSOUTH and UNPROFOR, the air strikes at Udbina
began an eventful week that highlighted the growing concerns
for force protection in NATO. For more than 18 months, NATO
aircraft had flown combat air patrols, reconnaissance flights,
and practice air support missions within range of Serb radar-
missile defenses without being fired upon.!3® However, on
Tuesday, the day after the Udbina airfield attack, a Serb
surface-to-air missile site at Otoka in northwestern Bosnia
fired two radar-guided SA-2 missiles at a pair of British Sea
Harriers patrolling the no-fly zone.!4° Though the jets escaped
unharmed, the Serb firing of radar-guided missiles signaled a
serious new challenge to NATO.'4! Since the Serbs possessed
more modern, more capable, and mobile radar-guided mis-
siles such as the SA-6, NATO airmen had to assume that these
too might be used against them. In response to this challenge,
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General Ryan ordered the deputy director of the CAOC, Brig
Gen Dave Sawyer, to locate the exact position of the offending
SAM site and to set in motion plans to attack it.142 Meanwhile,
General Ryan worked on getting the UN and NATO keys
turned for an air strike against the site.!*? Up until this point,
SEAD was not an authorized mission for Deny Flight opera-
tions except as a defensive element in support of actual CAS
or air-strike missions.!** By autumn of 1994, the growing sur-
face-to-air threat over Bosnia had generated efforts at NATO
headquarters to change this policy even before the missile fir-
ings from Otoka.!*® Because it was already under active con-
sideration in Brussels, AFSOUTH was able to get NAC
approval the next day, 23 November, to conduct what became
known as “retrospective SEAD.”146

While the Deny Flight rules of engagement had always per-
mitted NATO airmen to use force in self-defense, nearly all
NATO aircraft flying over Bosnia were unsuited to respond to
missile firings. Thus, when threatened, a NATO aircrew would
take evasive action and leave the area covered by the missile
system. Once away from the threat, NATO forces were prohib-
ited by ROE from going back and attacking it.!4” Such operat-
ing procedures ceded the initiative to the Serb missile crews,
who were tied into a larger air defense network and could pick
on NATO aircraft that were least likely to be able to shoot
back.#® Within NATO, the British and French were reluctant
to approve air defense suppression in response to the Serb
practice of menacing NATO aircraft with target tracking
radar.’® So long as the Serbs were not firing missiles, NATO
ministers from some of the troop-contributing nations
remained unwilling to authorize a new mission that could lead
to an escalating use of force in Bosnia.!® Once the Serbs
began firing radar-guided missiles, NATO commanders in the
region wanted to take out the entire Serb integrated air
defense system.!3! Barring that, they pushed to be able to go
back “retrospectively” with an appropriately equipped force
and eliminate an offending missile site.12 For senior command-
ers in NATO'’s southern region, it was a matter of self-defense.
On 23 November, the NAC authorized retrospective SEAD but
stipulated that any response ought to be proportional, without
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Figure 1. Outline of Events around the Time of the Udbina Air Strike

collateral damage, and subject to the dual key arrangements
with the UN.153

Udbina and Otoka: November 1994

As NATO aircraft approached Otoka on Wednesday morn-
ing, several Serb SAM sites in northwestern Bosnia threatened
the strike package and fired missiles, thus fueling the escalat-
ing spiral of threats and uses of force from both sides. NATO
jets responded by firing high-speed, antiradiation missiles at
the Serb SAM batteries, including one which happened to be
inside Croatia, 10 miles north of Otoka.!5* Unable to complete
the planned destruction of the Otoka site because of the chal-
lenge from the other SAM sites, NATO commanders launched
another strike package that afternoon to hit Otoka.!5% In retal-
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iation, the Bosnian Serbs threatened war against UNPROFOR
and took hundreds of peacekeepers hostage; three were
reportedly made to lie on the runway at Banja Luka.!®® On
Thursday, the Bosnian Serbs, operating from a previously
undetected site near Danji Vakuf in central Bosnia, fired a
radar-guided SAM at two British F-3 Tornado aircraft on a
routine no-fly zone patrol.!5” Meanwhile, the ground offensive
against Bihac continued with the Bosnian Serb forces pushing
up from south of the enclave and overrunning the point at
which they had promised UNPROFOR they would stop.!58 In
Brussels, the NAC met and declared, inter alia, its willingness
to activate the heavy weapons exclusion zone it had provi-
sionally declared seven months earlier when it created the
exclusion zone at Gorazde.!®® However, rather than unilater-
ally declaring a new heavy-weapons-free zone at Bihac via an
ultimatum as it had with Gorazde, the Council made the acti-
vation of the new zone contingent on UNPROFOR agree-
ment.®® UNPROFOR found the task of policing the existing
exclusion zones burdensome and declined the opportunity to
create yet another.!6!

UNPROFOR’s top military commanders opposed NATO air
strikes, and, while they wanted air support to protect UN
peacekeepers around Bihac, they refused to authorize NATO
air operations needed to reduce the surface-to-air threat in
northwestern Bosnia.'®2 In a meeting on 25 November, the
commander of UNPROFOR made it clear he viewed air strikes
as being fundamentally incompatible with his peacekeeping
mission.!®® The NATO officer sent to the meeting reported to
General Ryan and Admiral Smith that so long as General de
Lapresle commanded UNPROFOR, there was little hope the
UN would turn its key for air strikes.'%* That night, however,
when peacekeepers in the Bihac area came under fire, General
Rose personally called the CAOC for air support.!®® The
increased SAM threat around Bihac precluded NATO com-
manders from sending a pair of fighters already in the no-fly
zone in response to the request; a larger package of aircraft
capable of protecting itself against Serb air defenses needed to
be assembled.'®® Because the peacekeepers in Bihac lacked
forward air controllers, NATO and UN officers had had to work
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out a scheme whereby an ersatz forward air controller would
clear NATO aircraft to attack Bosnian Serb forces within an
improvised grid.!¢” A couple of hours later when the requisite
force was assembled, the situation had quieted and General
Rose did not have a specific target for NATO to strike.!68
However, he still wanted NATO aircraft to fly into northwest-
ern Bosnia.!®® NATO airmen demurred; they would put their
forces at risk to fulfill a specific mission, but not, in this par-
ticular case, for air presence.!?°

Some UN officials were wary of retrospective SEAD, because
they suspected that NATO airmen were more interested in ret-
ribution than self-defense.!?! Others accepted NATO's need for
force protection but still believed the new air operations
against the Serbs created a cycle of escalation that was detri-
mental to UNPROFOR’s mission and the safety of its peace-
keepers.!72 The Serbs again fired a SAM at a pair of F-16s at
the end of the week; however, on Saturday, 26 November,
General Ryan was thwarted in his efforts to send a heavily
escorted reconnaissance package into northwestern Bosnia to
pinpoint a SAM site that had fired at NATO aircraft.!”® As the
force marshaled over the Adriatic, high-level French interven-
tion through NATO headquarters!?’* forced General Ryan to
recall the reconnaissance package.'’”> With some 250
UNPROFOR hostages, Britain and France, as well as the UN
leadership in the former Yugoslavia, were uneasy about the
escalating use of force in Bosnia.!”® Moreover, some ambassa-
dors believed the AFSOUTH commanders were baiting the
Serb air defenses, and intense discussions over ROE and hos-
tile intent raged in Brussels.!'”” The recriminations over the
week of activities around Bihac were so intense that Lord
Owen later described this point in time as “the nadir in UN-
NATO and US-EU relations.”!78

NATO and UN Split over Airpower: December 1994

By early December, while NATO formalized new rules for
protecting its aircraft in the no-fly zone, UNPROFOR pressed
NATO to minimize its flights over Bosnia. Unable to take
actions necessary for protecting NATO airmen, General Ryan
and Admiral Smith briefly shifted the no-fly zone patrols to the
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relative safety of the airspace over the Adriatic.1”® The move
made the patrols safer, but virtually ineffective. When NATO
aircraft returned to the skies over Bosnia on 5 December, they
were well escorted by SEAD aircraft.!8? In an effort to win the
release of UNPROFOR hostages and ease Bosnian Serb con-
cerns about NATO airpower, the UNPROFOR commander
broached the subject of reducing NATO air operations over
Bosnia with his NATO counterpart, CINCSOUTH.!®! Admiral
Smith responded to the request by acknowledging his contin-
ued support for the UN, but emphasized repeatedly that, even
if he were inclined to reduce NATO air activity, it would require
a political decision that he was not empowered to take on his
own.!82 On 8 December, the day of Admiral Smith’s reply, the
NAC agreed to change the rules of engagement for SEAD by
authorizing it as a stand-alone mission (i.e., no longer limited
to the support of CAS or air strike missions); this further cod-
ified the council's decision on retrospective SEAD from 23
November.!®3 Two days later, UNPROFOR secured the release
of the remaining hostages taken during the week following the
Udbina air strike.!®* That same day, 10 December, in a letter to
the Bosnian Serb president, Dr. Karadzic, Mr. Akashi explained
that NATO operated only in support of the UN mission and
that the alliance had four “primary missions in the airspace
over Bosnia”: no-fly zone enforcement, CAS for UNPROFOR,
enforcement of the heavy weapons exclusion zones around the
safe areas, and deterrence of armed attacks against the safe
areas.!® Mr. Akashi tried to assuage Serb fears of NATO air-
power by stating,

Except for self-defense, NATO aircraft will not conduct air-to-ground
operations without advance authorization from the Special
Representative of the Secretary-General. NATO will not use force
except in pursuit of these missions, or in self-defense when aircraft are
directly threatened by antiaircraft fire, surface-to-air missiles, locking
on of antiaircraft weapon tracking radars, or attack by aircraft. No
automatic firing of missiles will occur. If the armed forces in conflict
respect the terms of Security Council resolutions and the North
Atlantic Council decisions of 9 February 1994 and 22 April 1994, do
not attack UNPROFOR, and do not threaten NATO aircraft, they will
have nothing to fear from NATO.186
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Mr. Akashi’s letter sent mixed signals, for it implied NATO
aircrews might act if merely threatened but not fired upon; at
the same time it stated that, “no automatic firing of missiles
will occur.” In fact, NATO ROE did not allow aircraft patrolling
the no-fly zone or performing other routine missions such as
reconnaissance or CAS training to use force in response to
“hostile intent” such as lock-ons by Serb target-tracking
radar.'8” That was why the heavy escorts were needed, so that
NATO airmen could shoot back right away in response to a
hostile act. The NAC decision of 8 December 1994 merely rec-
ognized the need for stand-alone SEAD missions in response
to hostile acts against UN or NATO aircraft. Even with this new
authorization, NATO commanders needed dual key approval
to conduct strikes against offending surface-to-air weapon
sites. The Serbs would have to fire first, then NATO com-
manders in AFSOUTH would have to coordinate with
UNPROFOR over a proportional response.

UNPROFOR-AFSOUTH agreement on proportionality was
most unlikely for SEAD because, unlike air strikes, SEAD had
nothing to do with the UN commanders’ responsibilities, and
everything to do with the responsibilities of NATO command-
ers. From General Ryan’s perspective, the debates on propor-
tionality reached the point of absurdity over SEAD:
“Proportionality by some said that if they shoot at you with a
SAM missile and they miss, then you can shoot a missile back,
but you have to miss them!”!88 In contrast to those urging a
minimum use of force, the US chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had recently published new Standing Rules of
Engagement for US Forces (SROE), which included guidelines
on proportionality for the use of force in self-defense:

Proportionality. The force used must be reasonable in intensity, dura-
tion, and magnitude, based on all facts known to the commander at
the time, to decisively counter the hostile act or hostile intent and to
ensure the continued safety of US forces (emphasis added).!8®

Although General Ryan was part of an alliance operation, that
did not free him from following the new ROE guidance. Page
one of the SROE contained a notice that forces under multi-
national control would remain so, “only if the combatant com-
mander and higher authority determine that the ROE for that
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multinational force are consistent with the policy guidance on
unit self-defense and with rules for individual self-defense
contained in this document.”'®® However, even after NATO
ROE changed to reflect a more robust approach to dealing
with the Bosnian Serb SAM threat, NATO commanders could
not make the UN accept the US view of proportionality. Unlike
enforcement of the exclusion zone around Sarajevo, UNPROFOR
had no responsibility to enforce the no-fly zone or to do any-
thing else in the airspace over Bosnia. Moreover, its forces
were not threatened by SAM firings. Conversely, freedom from
the SAM threat was the sine qua non for NATO operations.
Suppressing Bosnian Serb air defenses was an issue of self-
defense for the commanders in AFSOUTH, and they could not
tolerate dual-key controls over their aircrew’s right to self-
defense. The dual-key concept was embedded in the Security
Council resolutions and supporting NATO decisions that
authorized the use of airpower in Bosnia. It reflected the
ground commanders’ need to have control over air actions
affecting the security of ground forces. Although the term dual
key was new for air operations, the same fundamental concept
had always governed close air support, and was not something
unique to Bosnia. That is to say, the ground commander ulti-
mately controlled the process for designating targets and
approving attacks. However, two aspects of this dual-key prin-
ciple were new in Bosnia. First, it applied to air strikes, which
would normally fall under the purview of the air component
commander rather than that of the ground commander.9!
Second, and more importantly, the rationale for the dual key
stemmed from the ground commanders’ responsibilities for
force protection and mission success. In a combat scenario
these responsibilities would normally be complementary, and
airpower would support both the security of the ground forces
and the accomplishment of a common mission. In Bosnia, how-
ever, when AFSOUTH commanders used airpower for enforce-
ment, they endangered both UNPROFOR’s forces and its pri-
mary mission. UNPROFOR commanders needed the dual-key
mechanism to fulfill their command responsibilities. However,
when the Bosnian Serb surface-to-air threat increased, the
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dual-key control over SEAD strikes interfered with the air-
men’s right to self-defense.

Nearly every NATO aircraft operating over Bosnia was inca-
pable of an immediate riposte in self-defense to SAM firings.
Even multirole aircraft, suitable for air-to-air and air-to-
ground missions, were incapable of effectively responding to
having a missile fired at them.1%? Unlike certain UN soldiers
who had armored vehicles that were sufficiently well protected
to drive through Serb roadblocks, the NATO airmen for their
survival had to depend primarily on avoiding fire rather than
withstanding it. An aircraft that had just dodged a missile
would not be well positioned to return fire against the offend-
ing site. Therefore, NATO air forces needed specialized SEAD
aircraft to cope with the Bosnian Serb SAM threat. These spe-
cialized aircraft were scarce resources and were generally not
suitable for other missions such as close air support or