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Execution

GIVEN THE protracted po-
liti cal and military run up to
it, the actual start of DELIB-
ERATE FORCE was almost
anticlimactic. The specific
“trigger event” for the cam-
paign was the explosion of a
mortar bomb in Sarajevo’s Mrkale Market-
place that killed 37 people onthe morning
of 28 August 1995. In the normal course of
events for the unfortunate city, a mortar ex-
plosion was unremarkable, but this one
caused exceptional and immediately tele-
vised bloodshed. Further, its timing made an
interventionist response virtually certain.



Since General Janvier was in Paris at the mo-
ment, Adm Leighton Smith contacted
COMUNPROFOR, Lt Gen Rupert Smith, in
Sarajevo as soon as he heard the news. The
two commanders agreed that, while UN in-
vestigatorsworkedtoassigncertainblamefor
the attack, Admiral Smith would begin
preparing for bombing operations, if re-
quired. At 0200 on the 29th, General Smith
called Admiral Smith to report that he was
now certain that Bosnian Serb forces had
fired the shell and that he consequently was
“turning his key.” The UN general, however,
asked CINCAFSOUTH to delay launching at-
tacks for 24 hours to give peacekeeping units
in Bosnia time to pull into positions they

could de fend, should the Serbs launch re talia-
tory attacks against them. Also, it was neces-
sary for General Janviertoreturnandap prove
the final list of targets for the initial strikes.
AfteranumberofconversationswithAdmiral
Smith during the day, Janvier finally did ap-
prove 10 of 13 initial targets that had been
pro posed by GeneralsRyanand Smith,and al-
ready tentatively approved by Admiral
Smith.62

Meanwhile, General Ryan and his staff at
the CAOC worked feverishly to ready the
assigned NATO air forces for battle. In fact,
Ryan had arrived in the CAOC on the
moming of the 28th to exercise the VULCAN
protection plan for Sarajevo. With an actual
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crisis at hand, the general canceled VULCAN
and focused his staff on activating and
modifying, as necessary, the operational
plans andunitreinforcementsthatcomprised
what amounted to the DELIBERATE FORCE
plan. While waiting for orders to start op-
erationsand ap proval of the ini tial tar get list
by General Janvier and Admiral Smith, the
AIRSOUTH commander concentrated on
alerting his units, refining the air taskingmes-
sage that would guide their operations for
the first day of bombing, and bringing addi-
tionalairand sup portforcesintothe theater,
asrequired. Thedelayonstartingoperations
was useful here, in that it provided time to
flow additional US Air Force, Navy, and Ma-
rine aircraft into Aviano and to swing the
carrier Theodore Roosevelt into the Adriaticin
time to launch aircraft on the first strikes.
He also reaffirmed to his staff that he in-
tendedto ensure thattheweap onsandtactics
utilized by NATO would be selected and
flown to accomplish the required levels of
destruction at minimum risk of unplanned
or collateral damage to military and civilian
people and property. Ryan and Admiral
Smith were in full agreement that the diplo-
matic sensitivities of the campaign made
collateral damage an issue of pivotal strate-
gic importance. Ryan believed that a stray
bomb that caused civilian casualties would
take the interventionists off the moral high
ground, marshal world opinion against the
air cam paign, and proba bly bring it to a halt
before it had its intended effects.®® Ryan’s
command was ready for operations by the
end of the 29th. Then, after waiting out the
24-hour delay to allow UN peacekeepers
timetohunkerdownintheirdefensive posi-
tions, the first NATO jets went “feet dry”
over the Bosnian coast at 0140 on the
30th, laden with bombs to make the first
strike. Thestrikes would continue, as the UN
had just warned the Bosnian Serb army (BSA)
commander, General Mladic, until *“such
timeas...thethreat of fur ther at tacks by the
BSA has been eliminated.”

The physical and temporal dimensions of
theensuingcam paignwerefairly compact, par-
ticu larly when com pared to the scaleand scope

ofamajoraircam paign, such as OperationDE-
SERT STORM during the 1990-91 Gulf War.
Compared to the vast reaches of Southwest
Asia, NATO air attacks in DELIBERATE FORCE
occurred in a triangular area only about 150
nautical miles wide on its northern base and
stretching about 150 miles again to the south.
The weight of the NATO attack also was rela-
tively limited. DESERT STORM lasted 43 days.
Butduringthe22calendardaysof DELIBERATE
FORCE, NATO aircraft and a single US Navy
ship firing a volley of tactical land attack mis-
siles (TLAM) actually released weapons against
the Serbs on just 12 days. Two days into the
campaign, at the request of General Janvier,
NATO commanders halted offensive air opera-
tions against the Serbs for four days to encour-
age negotiations. When useful negotiations
failedtomaterialize,theyresumedbombingon
the morning of 5 September and continued
through the 13th. When notified by Gen Ru-
pert Smith on 14 September that General
Mladic and President Karadzic of the Serb Re-
public had accepted the UN’s terms, CINC-
SOUTH and General Janvier jointly suspended
offensiveoperations at 2200. They declared the
campaign closed on 20 September.

The total air forces involved included about
220fighteraircraftand 70 sup portair craft from
three US services, GreatBritain, Italy, Germany,
Holland, Greece, Turkey, Spain, and France—all
directly assigned to AIRSOUTH and based
mainly in Italy—and a steady stream of airlift
aircraftbringingforwardunitsandsupplies.On
days when strikes were flown, the AIRSOUTH-
assigned forces launched an average of four or
five air-to-ground “packages,” involving per-
haps 60 or 70 bomb-dropping sorties and an-
other one hundred to 150 other sortiesto pro-
vide combat air patrol, defense suppression,
tanker, reconnaissance, and surveillance sup-
port to the “shooters.” In total, DELIBERATE
FORCE included 3,515 air craftsor ties, of which
2,470 went “feet dry” over the Balkansregionto
deliver 1,026 weapons against 48 targets, in-
cluding 338 individual desired mean points of
impact (DMPI).5* These figures equated to just
about a busy day’s sortie count for coalition air
forces during the Gulf War—and only a tiny
fraction of the 227,340 weap ons those air forces



released against the Iragis in the 43 days of
DESERT STORM.

Forallof DELIBERATEFORCE’sbrevity, lim-
ited scale, and operational one-sidedness, the
various researchers of the BACS all discovered
that the execution phase of the operation of-
fered many insights into the application and
usefulness of airpower in a complex regional
conflict. Summarized here are only those of
theirdiscoveriesthatseemto have the broad est
importance to the general community of air-
power thinkers. Some ofthesediscoveriesstem
from the operational context of the conflict.
Others stem from the continued, even in-
creased, politicalanddiplomaticcomplexity of
DELIBERATE FORCE in its execution phase.

From the inception of its study, the BACS
team anticipated that leadership would be a
broadly interesting area of inquiry. Reports
from the field and subsequent interviews
high-lighted the exceptionally close control
General Ryan exercised over DELIBERATE
FORCE tactical events. Reflecting his and Ad-
miral Smith’s conviction that “every bomb
was apoliticalbomb,” GeneralRyanpersonally
over-saw the se lec tion of every DMPI in every
target. He also personally scrutinized every
selection—or “weaponeering”—decision
made for the actual weapons to be used
against DMPIs, and he examined or directed
many tactical decisions about such things as
the strike launch times, the specific composi-
tionofattack formations,andtheselectionof
bomb-run routes. In his words, Ryan felt
obliged to exercise such close control to
minimize the risk of error and, if mistakes
were made, to ensure that they would be at-
tributable to him—and him alone.®® Ryan’s
approach to leadership, in other words, was
consciously chosen and appropriate to the
circumstances as he saw them.

To place GeneralRyan’sacuteattentionto
tacticaldetailsinabroaderhistoricalcontext,
Maj Chris Orndorff pointed out that it had
much in com mon with the great cap taincy of
field commandersin the perioduptoandin-
cluding the Napoleonic era. Great captains
and great captaincy, Orndorff explained,
were epitomized by Napoléon and his art of
command. He was the master practitioner of
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an art of command characterized by close at-
tention to the logistical and tactical details of
armies, as well as with their strategic guid-
ance. Great captains practiced this broad
range of intervention because it was vital to
their success and be cause they had the means
to do so. Because armies were small, individ-
ual tactical events assumedgreatimportance,
and contemporary communications allowed
a single commander to monitor and control
such de tailsin atimely man ner. Butasthe in-
dustrial revolution progressed through the
nine teenth cen tury, thesize of ar miesand the
scope of their operations vastly increased.
Great captaincy, at least to the extent that it
involved close oversight of logistical and tac-
tical details, became impractical in wars be-
tween large industrial states. In response, the
Prussians led the world in developing a
military system based on centralized strategic
com-mand, generalized planning by trained
staff officers, and decentralized execution of
operations and logistical support by
standard-ized units in accordance with the
guidance of the first two groups. Among the
many features of thissystemwasadi vision of
labor that had senior commanders thinking
strategically and eschewing close manage-
ment of tactical details. These cultural ar-
rangements, coupled with a sophisticated ap-
proach to military training and education,
were, in the summation of one historian, an
effort by the Prussians to institutionalize a
systemwhereby ordinarymencouldreplicate
the military genius of a great captain, such as
Napoléon, on a sustained basis and on an in-
dustrial scale.’¢ Given that perspective, Orn-
dorff suggested that General Ryan’s close su-
pervision of DELIBERATE FORCE’s tactical
details meritscloseexaminationofthecondi-
tions that made it apparently successfulinan
age when the staff system seems to have oth-
erwise supplanted great captaincy in war.

In net, Major Orndorff’s conclusions re-
flected the universalconsensus among every-
one interviewed for the study that General
Ryan’s exceptional involvement in the tacti-
cal details of DELIBERATE FORCE reflected
both his prerogatives as the commander and
an appropriate response to the political and
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militarycircumstancesoftheoperation.Such
was the case, Orndorff believed, because the
circumstances of DELIBERATE FORCE con-
formed in important ways to circumstances
thatgaverisetopreindustrial command prac-
tices. Tactical events, namely the destruction
ofspecifictargetsandthepossibil ity of suffer -
ing NATO casualties, potentially carried pro-
found strategic implications. The NATO air
forces involved were small in relation to the
capacitiesofthecommand, control,commu-
nications, and intelligence systems available
to find tar gets, moni tor and di rect forces, and
maintaincom mand linkages. Drawingonthe
anal ogy ofanear liercom mander standingon
a hill, Orndorff suggested that General Ryan
had the sensory and cognitive capability to
embrace the air battle comprehensively, as-
sess the tactical and strategic flow of events,
and di rect all of his forces in a timely man ner.
In the words of one senior US Air Force leader,
therefore, General Ryan not only could exer-
cise close tactical control over his forces, but
also was obliged to do so.¢”

Major Orndorff and other members of the
team did identify some potential drawbacks of
GeneralRyan’sgreatcaptaincy. Most notably,
it focused a tremendous amount of work on
the general and a few members of his staff.
Individuals working closely with Ryan in the
CAQOC, such as Col Daniel R. Zoerb, AIRSOUTH
directorofplans, ColStevenR. Teske, CAOCdi-
rector of plans, and Col Douglas J. Richardson,
CAOC director of operations, worked 18-hour
days throughout the campaign$® After two
weeks, they were, by their own accounts, very
tired. At the same time, other members of the
CAOC staff were underu til ized, assome of their
corporate tactical responsibilities were ab-
sorbed, at least in their culminating steps, by
the small group of officers working around
Ryan. Mean while, some of the higher re spon si-
bilities that might have fallen on Ryan, in his
capacityasthesenioroperational commander,
devolved on his chief of staff in Naples, Maj
Gen Michael Short. Acting as the rear echelon
commander of AIRSOUTH, General Short be-
came responsible for, among many things, as-
pects of the public affairs, logistical, political,
and military coordination functions of DELIB-

ERATE FORCE. In retrospect, General Short
believed that while this division of labor
made good sense under the circumstances, he
feltthat h e and Gen eral Ryan had not fully an-
ticipated all of the staff and communications
requirements needed to keep him up-to-date
on operations and other issues. As a conse-
quence, Gen eral Short some times found it dif fi-
cult to prepare timely answers to higher-level
inquiries about operations or General Ryan’s
plans® Taken with the effectofGeneralRyan’s
centralized lead er ship style onthe CAOC’sdivi-
sion of labor, General Short’s experience indi-
cates a need for air men to antici pate that lead-
ership style is an important choice—one that
can shape staff pro-cesses and morale signifi-
cantly.

Maj Mark Conversino wrote the BACS
chapter on DELIBERATE FORCE operations,
with a primary focus on the activities of the
31st Fighter Wing at Aviano AB.7° In net, his
researchrevealedthatthewing’sgreatsuccess
inthecampaignreflectedtheprofessionalism
and skills of its personnel, ranging from its
commander to individual junior technicians
working on the flight line. From July 1995,
the 31st Wing formed the core of the 7490th
Wing (Provisional), an organization estab-
lished to embrace the numerous USAF fighter
and support squadrons and US Navy and Ma-
rine air units brought to Aviano for DENY
FLIGHT. These units made Aviano a busy
place. At its peak strength, the 7490th Wing
included about one hundred aircraft, all
crowded onto a base with only one runway
and designed to handle normally a wing of
about 75 fighters. The crowded conditions
of the base made the choreography of main-
taining, servicing, and moving aircraft about
the field so tight and difficult that many of
the people working there began calling it the
“USS Aviano,” in allusion to the conditions
normally prevailing on the deck of an
aircraft carrier. Moreover, the commander
of the 7490th, Col Charles F. Wald, and his
staff were responsible for tactical coordination
with other NATO squad ronsscat tered around
Italy. Time pressures and limited communi-
cations channels made this task daunting.
Had the 31st Wing’s per manently and tem po-



rarily assigned personnel not performed at
such a high level across the board, DELIBE-
RATEFORCEinreasonableprobabilitywould
have fallen flat on its face.

At the same time, Major Conversino’s chap-
ter identifies several sources of psychological
stress at Aviano that, over a more protracted
campaign, might have undermined the provi-
sional wing’s high performance and morale.
The presence of families was one potential
source of stress. Aviano was the 31st Wing’s
permanent base. Consequently, the families of
many of thewing’s personnellived inthevicin-
ity. During DELIBERATEFORCE, thesefamilies
could be both a source of emotional strength
for the combat aircrew and a potential source
of worry and distraction. On the one hand,
spouses brought meals and moral support to
the units. On the other hand, they and their
childrenwere there, com plete with their school
problems, broken cars, anxieties, and so forth.
While, in general, morale stayed high at Avi-
ano, it is important to realize that the cam-
paign lasted only two weeks and that the wing
tooknocasualties. Many oftheindividualsand
some commanders interviewed by Conversino
and other BACS members expressedconcernat
what would have happened to the emotional
tenor of the base community and to the con-
centration of the combat aircrewmen, had the
campaign gone on longer with casualties or
with the materialization of terrorist threats
against the families. During operations, one
squadron commander even considered evacu-
ating dependents if DELIBERATE FORCE
dragged on.™

Another source of stress stemmed from the
unfamiliar nature of the DELIBERATE FORCE
mission. Actually, at the level of tactical
operations, the operational tempo, tactics, and
threats of the campaign were much like
those that 31st Wing airmen would have ex-
pected to face in a high-intensity conflict.
Daily flights as elements of “gorillas” ofat tack,
defense suppression, electronic warfare, es-
cort, and tanker aircraft—potentially intheface
of radar-directed antiaircraft defenses—look
pretty much the same tactically, regardless of
the “limited” or “conventional” nature of a
conflict at the operational and strategic level.
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Butthese conflictsdodifferatthe operational
and strategic levels, and therein lay a source
of confusion and tension between the field
units and the CAOC. Airmen in the field
found themselves fighting a tactically con-
ventional campaign at potentiallysubstantial
risk from enemy action. The CAOC made
plans and issued orders that reflected the op-
erational-and strategic- level constraints and re-
straints inherent in the air campaign’s identity
asthemilitaryarmofalimited peaceoperation.
The difference between these perspectives was
manifestedintheconfusionandfrustrationfelt
by some inter viewed air men over such thingsas
therulesofengage ment,outside“interference”
with their detailed tactical plans and decisions,
apparentrestrictionsontheflowofintel ligence
information to the field, and so forth. Since
these things came to the field via the CAOC, a
number of the BACS interviewees expressed a
sense that they were fighting one war and that
the CAOC was fighting another one, with the
CAOC'’s version of the war tending to put the
flyers at greater and unnecessary risk.”

Major Conversino also identified several lo-
gistical problems that might have undermined
the power of the air campaign, had it gone on
longer. Un der the US Air For ce’s “leanlogistics”
concept, air bases normally do not have large
stocks of sup pliesand spare parts on hand. The
concept assumes that modern logistics tech-
niques can move supplies and parts from
homeland depots quickly enough to meet de-
mands and, thereby, re duce the size of the ware-
house and maintenance operations a base has
to maintain to sustain operations. At Aviano,
one manifestation of lean logistics was that the
base experienced shortages in several areas of
supply as soon as operations began. One of the
more critical shortages was in aircrafttowve hi-
cles (“bobcats”) and their tires. Compounding
the prob lem, the “war” be gan on aWednesday,
mean ing that state side de pots, which stayed on
apeace time sched ule, were closed for the week-
end, just as urgent requests for supplies began
to flow in from Aviano. Quick calls to supervi-
sors opened up the depots, but some supply
problems, such as bobcat tires, were not solved
during DELIBERATE FORCE operations.
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Complementing Major Conversinao’s
broad review of DELIBERATE FORCE opera-
tions, Lt Col Rick Sargent, inamassive chapter,
shifted the focus of the BACS to a more micro-
scopic assessmentoftheweapons, tactics,and
targeting aspects of the air campaign?’2 After a
detailed dis cussion of the types of manned and
unmannedair craftem ployed duringtheopera-
tion, Sargent described the precision-guided
munitions (PGM) used and their fundamental
importance to its conduct and outcome. Be-
cause NATO air commanders were concerned
with getting the fastest possible results from
their operations, while minimizing collateral
damage and casualties, Sargent argued that
“precision guided munitions became the over-
whelming weapons of choice during air strike
operations.” Of the 1,026 bombs and missiles
expended during DELIBERATE FORCE, 708
were PGMs. Most of Lieutenant Colonel Sar-
gent’s detailed discussion of specific weapons
and employment tactics remains classified. In
general, however, his work demonstrates that
PGM employment has become a complex sci-
ence. There are now numerous types of PGMs
available, each with distinct characteristics of
target acquisition, range, terminal effects, and
cost. Tacticians and “weaponeers” must know
and understand those characteristics to be able
to make suitable decisionsabouttheiremploy-
ment within the boundaries of time, targets,
and ROE. The criticality of those decisions will
only increase for many likely conflicts, for, as
Sargent reports General Ryan as having said,
“dumb bombs are dead.” Unguided weapons
likely will re tain their util ity in many circum-
stances, but in cases in which time and toler-
ance for unwanted effects are in short supply,
they are becoming unnecessarily risky to use.

Sargent’s research, as well as that of other
members of the BACS team, also highlighted
the need for air planners and weaponeers to
recognize that PGMs not only differ in their
technical characteristics and effects, but also
may dif fer in their po liti caland emo tional ef-
fects. The case in point here was the employ-
ment of 13 TLAMs on 10 September. General
Ryan requested, and Admiral Smith ap-
proved, the use of these long-range, ship-
launched missiles mainly on the military

grounds that they were the best weapons avail-
able to take out key Bosnian Serb air defense
systemsin the Banja Luka area, with out risk to
NATO aircrews. As it turned out, these mis-
siles were more than just another weapon in
the contextofBosnia. TLAMsrepresented the
high end of PGM technology. Their sudden
use in Bosnia signaled to many people that
NATO was initiating a significant escalation
of the conflict. That was not the intent of the
military commanders, but the action was
taken that way. Many members of the NAC
were also upset by the fact that they had not
been consulted on the use of these advanced
weap ons be fore they were fired.”* At the same
time, Admiral Smith reported that he subse-
quently learned from an American diplomat
in contact with the Bosnian Serbs that the
TLAMs “scared the [slang word for feces] out
ofthe Serbs.” Itwas, accord ingtothead miral,
more evidence to the Serbs that NATO’s in-
tent was serious and that they “did not have a
clue where [they] could go next.””s Clearly,
the term weaponeering must carry a broad
meaning for the senior commanders and the
technicians involved in the process.
InasimilarveintoLieutenantColonel Sar-
gent’s effort, Maj Mark McLaughlin exam-
ined the nature of NATO combat assessment
during the air campaign. Beginning at the
theoreticallevel, McLaughlinwrotethatcom -
bat assessment is the process by which air
commanders determine how they are doing
in relation to attaining their objectives.
Through a three-step process of battle
damage assessment (BDA), munitions effec-
tiveness assessment, and reattack recommen-
dations, commanders learn if their attacks
and the weapons with which they make them
are bring ing the en emy closer to de feat at the
best possible rate. Effective combat assess-
ment, therefore, is a vital tool for evaluating
andrefiningtacticsandoperational concepts.
At the practical level, McLaughlin wrote
that, while the CAOC’s combat assessment
process worked well, there were prob-
lems—particularlyintheareaof BDA.Notable
even before DELIBERATE FORCE were the
near absence of NATO BDA doctrine and the
uneven experience and training levels of the



various national personnel doing BDA in the
CAOC. The differ ent NATO air forces had dif-
ferent standards and methods for assessing
damage. For the sake of standardization,
CAOCBDAmManagersattemptedtotraintheir
subordinates in US doctrine and procedures.
But that process was undermined by the
rapid turnover of their staffs, engendered by
the practice of manning the CAOC mainly
with TDY personnel. The net effect of these
problems, according to McLaughlin, was a
somewhat sluggish pace in the flow and as-
sessment of BDA data into, within, and out of
the CAOC. In turn, the potentially negative
effects of the slow pace of BDA, at least in
terms of avoiding conflicting public assess-
ments of how the bomb ing cam paign was go-
ing, were minimized by the compactness of
theaircam paignand itstar getlist, by Gen-
eral Ryan’s decision to make all definitive
BDA determinations himself, and by Admiral
Smith’s close hold on the outflow of combat
assessmentinformation to the press and even
to NATO member governments. Whether or
not the flow of the combat assessment pro-
cess was painfully slow, neither commander
intended to or had to make judgments under
the pressure of public scrutiny and perhaps
countervailing analysis.

In the shortest chapter of the BACS, Major
McLaughlin also offered a succinct assess-
ment of the effectiveness of DELIBERATE
FORCE. Recognizing that the perspectives of
Bosnian Serb leaders had to be the founda-
tion for assessing the campaign, McLaughlin
proposed that its effectiveness “should be
judged for [its] di rectim pact. .. in light of the
concurrent victories by Croatianand Muslim
(Federation) ground forces, American-
sponsoreddiplomaticinitiatives,andSerbia’s
political pressure on its Bosnian Serb cous-
ins.” Following this prescription, McLaugh-
lin illustrated the effects of the bombing on
the psyche and calculations of the Serb lead-
ersthrough the ac counts of the vari ous dip lo-
mats who dealt with them. As the campaign
proceeded through active bombing, pause,
and more bombing, McLaughlin traced a
steady deterioration in the will of President
Milosevic, President Karadzic, and General
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Mladic to resist NATO and UN demands.
Croatianand Muslim (Fed eration) ground of-
fensives going on at the same time served to
increase the pressure on Serb leaders. Inrapid
shuttle diplomacy, Ambassador Holbrooke
exploited these pressures to coax and bully
the Serbs into making concessions. A major
barrier to progress went down on 8 Septem-
ber, when regional leaders met with Hol-
brooke at Geneva and agreed that the future
FederationofBosniawouldincludeaBosnian
Federation of Croatsand Mus limsand asepa-
rate and coequal Serb Republic. The agree-
ment also allowed the two entities to “estab-
lish parallel special relations with
neighboring countries,” and it recognized
that the Federation and the Serb Republic
would control 51 percent and 49 percent of
Bosnia’s territory, respectively—a division of
land long establishedintheso-called Contact
Group’s proposals.’® Thus, the Bosnian Serbs
had in hand what they most wanted—auton-
omy.Undercontinuingpressurefromground
and air attacks, they found it easier to accept
UN demands, and on 14 September Hol-
brooke and Milosevic successfully pressured
Karadzic and Mladic to end their active mili-
tary pressure on Sarajevo.

DELIBERATE FORCE was about diplo-
macy—getting the Bosnian Serbs to end their
sieges on the safe areas and to enter into pro-
ductive negotiations for peace. Consequently,
several BACS researchers, Major McLaughlin
particularly, examined the interconnections
between DELIBERATE FORCE and the ongoing
diplomatic process.”” What they found, in gen-
eral, was that these interconnectionswere diffi-
cult to “package” and de scribe inaman ner that
was dis tinct and sepa rate from other events and
forcesinfluencingthe course ofdiplo macy. De-
spite its brevity and limited military scope, DE-
LIBERATE FORCE turned out to be a complex
diplomatic event, one influenced by military
op erations other than the air cam paign—and by
the conduct of diplomatic activities in several
venues. A useful and defensible description of
the relationship between airpower and diplo-
macy in this case, there fore, re quiresaclearun-
derstanding of these other operations and ac-
tivities.
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One of the more immediate effects of the
bombing campaign was that it underscored
and, to some degree, mandated a temporary
shift of the intervention’sdiplomaticleadfrom
the UN to the Contact Group. Formed in the
summer of 1994, the Contact Group repre-
sented the foreign ministries of the United
States, Great Britain, France, Germany, and
Russia. Thegroup’ssole pur posewasto provide
analternativemechanismtothe UNfornegoti-
ating a peace settlement in the region. Since it
had none of the UN’s humanitarian and
peacekeeping responsibilities to divert its at-
tention or weaken its freedom to negotiate
forcefully, the group’s relationship with the
Bosnian Serbs was more overtly confronta-
tional than the UN’s. This suited the US repre-
sentativetothegroup,AmbassadorHolbrooke,
just fine. As the assistant secretary of state for
Euro peanand Canadian affairs, hehad beenin-
volved closely with Balkans diplomacy for
some time, and he was an outspoken propo-
nent of aggressive action against the Serbs.”®
Upon hear ing of the Mrkale shell ing, for exam-
ple, he suggested publicly that the proper re-
sponse might be a bombing campaign against
the Serbs of up to six months.” Holbrooke’s
opinionwasim portantbe cause by thesummer
of 1995, he was the de facto lead agent of the
Contact Group, and it was his small team of
American diplomats and military officers that
conducted face-to-face shuttle negotiations
with the Serbs and other belligerent leaders
during the bombing campaign. These shuttle
negotiationstookthe Hol brooke teamto Yugo-
slavia at the start of the bombing, to Brussels
and the NAC during the pause, to Geneva for a
major face-to-face meeting of the factional
leaders on 8 September, to the United States,
back to Belgrade on the 13th and to a host of
other points in between.

The irony of Holbrooke’s call for robust
bombing was that the UN and NATO could
not and did not initiate DELIBERATE FORCE
to influence the peace process. Officially and
publicly, NATO initiated the campaign to
protect the safe areas. But as Ambassador
Hunter pointed out, it would have been naive
to think that the air attacks would not under-
mine the Serbs’ military power and coerce

them diplomatically. Nevertheless, Hunter
believed that the bombing had to be “repre-
sented” merely as an effort to protect the safe
areas. The con sen sus within the NAC for air ac-
tion rested solely on support for the UN Secu-
rity Council resolutions. There was no overt
general commitment to bomb the Bosnian
Serbs into talking.8°

Also during the time of DELIBERATE
FORCE, the interventionwasconductingtwo
military operations of consequence to the
course of diplomacy. UN peacekeepingforces
remained in the region though their role was
mainly passive duringtheperiod of of fensive
air operations. In the weeks prior to the start
of bombing, the UN had quietly drawn its
scat tered peacekeep ing unitsinfromthefield
and concentrated them in more defensible
positions. This process rushed to conclusion
inthefinalhoursbeforebombingactually be-
gan. Duringthe bomb ing, these forces mainly
held their positions or conducted limited pa-
trol op erations, but they did not go on the of-
fensive. Atthesametime, elementsof NATO’s
Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) took an active,
though limited, role in the intervention’s of-
fensive. The RRF deployed into the Sarajevo
area, beginning in mid-June. During the first
two days of DELIBERATE FORCE, its artillery
units shelled Bosnian Serb military forces in
the Sarajevo area. These bombardments cer-
tainly had some effect on Serb military capa-
bili ties, and they probably had some ef fecton
theirdiplomaticcalculations.However,given
the lack of emphasis placed on them by the
diplomats interviewed by the BACS teams,
the effects of these activities on diplomatic
events probably were limited, at least in rela-
tion to the effects of the air campaign and of
the military operations of regional anti-Serb
forces. At the same time, the passive value of
the peacekeep ing forces as a brake on the abil-
ity of the Serbs to more or less walk into the
re main ing safe ar eas and take them, or to take
intervention peacekeepers hostage, certainly
must have been a factor in military calcula-
tions—though one not explored in depth by
the BACS.

All diplomats and senior military com-
manders interviewed by the BACS attributed



great military and diplomatic importance to
Croatian and Bosnian offensive operations
against local Serb forces, which had begun
before DELIBERATE FORCE and which con
tinued in parallel to it and afterwards. These
offensives began in the spring of 1995, and
they marked the end of the overwhelming
military ad van tages of Ser bian forces. In May
the Croatian army began a successful offen-
sive to reestablish government control of
westernSlavonia. Then, inlate July, the Croa-
tian army launched a major offensive—Op-
eration STORM—to retake the krajina and to
relievethe Serbiansiege of the so-calledBi hac
Pocket—a small area under Bosnian control.
In a few days, a Croatian force of nearly one
hundred thousand well-equipped troops pene-
trated the krajina at dozens of places and cap-
tured Knin—a vital center of Croatian Serb
power. Over the next sev eral weeks, the Croa-
tians systematically cleared the krajina of
Serb resistance, moving generally from west
to east.®* At the same time, forces of the
Bosnian Federation launched a series of op-
erations against the Bosnian Serbs. Under
pressure from the United States and other in-
tervening governments, the Bosnian Croat
and Muslim factions had reestablished the
Federation in March 1994 and, since that
time, had worked to improve the combat ca-
pabili ties of itsarmy. By the sum mer of 1995,
the Bosnian army was ready to go on the of
fensive, and—as the Croats swept around the
northern borders of Serb-held Bosnia—it
struck west and north to push the Serbs back
from the center of the country. Caught be-
tween a hammer and an anvil, the Serbs re-
treated precipitously, and by mid-September
the Croatian government controlled its terri-
tory—and the proportion of Bosnia under
Serb control had shrunk from 70 percent to
about 51 percent.

The existence of a powerful ground offen-
sive in parallel to DELIBERATE FORCE com-
plicates any determination of the air cam-
paign’s distinct influence on diplomacy.
Undoubtedly, the Croat-Bosnian offensives
drastically altered the military prospects not
only of the Serb factions inthe two countries
but also those of the Serbian leaders of the
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former Yugoslavia. Even be forethe Croatians
launched their krajina offensive, Slobodan
Milosevic offered to act as a peace broker be-
tween the Bosnian Serbs and the interven-
tion. At the time, some observers attributed
Milosevic’s move to his concerns over the
growing strength of non-Serb military forces
and over the worsening economic condition
of his country, brought on by UN sanc tions.82
In this light, one regional specialist, Norman
Cigar, argues that the Serbian military re-
verses on the ground were more important
than the air operations of DELIBERATE
FORCE in getting them to accept UN de-
mands. Ground operations, Cigar argues,
confirmed for the Serbs that they were losing
control of the military situation and, thus,
had a profound impact on their diplomatic
calculations. In his view, the air campaign
had minimal direct effect on the Serbs’ mili-
tary capabilities and, consequently, had little
impact on their diplomacy.®

Senior diplomatic and military leaders
interviewed by the BACS—and some ana-
lysts—generally saw a more synergistic rela-
tionshipbetweenair,ground,and dip lomatic
op erationsinterms of their ef fects on the cal-
culations of the Serbs. Though most people
emphasized that the simultaneity of the two
campaigns was unplanned, they also recog-
nized thattheir conjunctionwasim portantto
the ultimate outcome of negotiations.8* Just
asthe Bosnian Serbswere fac ing their great est
mili tary chal lenge on the ground, the air cam-
paign drastically undermined their ability to
com mand, sup ply,and move their forces. The
combinationofeffectsplacedtheminamuch
more immediate danger of military collapse
than would have the land or air offensives
separately. Also, the Bosnian Federation of-
fensive established a division of territory be-
tween it and the Serb faction that almost ex-
actly equalled the 51/49 percent split called
for in intervention peace plans and recon-
firmed at the Ge neva peace talks on 8 Sep tem-
ber1995. AmbassadorHolbrooke maintained
that this event greatly eased the subsequent
peace negotiations at Dayton, Ohio, since it
placed the Serbs in the position of merely ac-
knowledginganexistingdivisionofterritory,
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rather than in a position of giving up hard-
won territory that they previously had re-
fused to relinquish.

Moreover, every diplomat and senior com-
mander interviewed believed that the air cam-
paigndistinctly af fected the moral re sistance of
the Serb leaders and, consequently, the pace of
negotiations. Prior to the bombing, Ambassa-
dor Christopher Hill observed that President
Milosevic “always had a rather cocky view of
the negotiations, sort of like he’s doing us a fa-
vor,” but after the bombing began, “we found
him . . . totally engaged . . . [with an] attitude of
let’s talk seriously.”#® Not surprisingly, Hol-
brooke and Ambassador Hunter perceived that
Serb diplomats relaxed somewhat when the
bombing pause began on 1 September. When
the bombing restarted on 5 September, Hol-
brooke perceivedthatSerbiandiplomaticresis-
tance weakened rapidly, to the verge of col-
lapse®” This effect was clear at the meeting
betweenHolbrooke’snegotiatingteamandthe
Serbson 13-14 Septem ber. Atthe meeting, Hol-
brooke found Mladic “in a rush” to end the
bombing®&-so much so that the meeting had
hardly begun when Milosevic produced Presi-
dent Karadzic and his military commander,
General Mladic, to participate directly in the
talks. Mladic, who had the figurative noose of
an indicted war criminal around his neck, ar-
rived at the meeting looking “like he’d been
through a bombing campaign.”® After six
hours of negotiations, the Serbs unilaterally
signed an agreement to cease their attacks on
and remove their heavy weapons from Sara-
jevo, without a quid pro quo from Holbrooke
or the UN of stopping the bombing. Ambassa-
dor Hill attributed this capitulation to the
threatof furtherbombing®lInterestingly,ashe
left the meeting, Karadzic plaintively asked
Holbrooke, “We are ready for peace. Why did
you bomb us?”%

NATO diplomats on the North Atlantic
Council also recognized the importance and
value of the bomb ing cam paign. Their col lec-
tive decision to authorize air operations in
the first place was clear evidence of their ex-
pectation that the potential benefits of the
operations outweighed their risks. Ambassa-
dor Hunter learned the depth of hiscom patri-

ot’s commitment to the bombing operations
at the very beginning of the bombing pause.
On the same afternoon that the pause began,
Secretary-General Claes called a meeting of
the NAC to confirm that the members re-
mainedwillingtoletoperationsresumewhen
the commanders deemed necessary. For his
part, Hunteranticipatedsomeresistancetoal-
lowing the campaign to restart. To his
surprise, all members favored resuming the
bombing if the Serbs failed to show evidence
of complying with UN demands. Having got-
ten over the question of restarting the cam-
paign with unexpected ease, Hunter recalled
that the real debate—one that consumed
“about an hour-and-a-half” of the Council’s
time—was over whether to give the Serbs 48
hours or 72 hours to comply.®? Having taken
the international and domestic political risks
of initiating DELIBERATE FORCE, the mem-
bers of the NAC were determined to see it
through.

Ambassadors Holbrooke and Hunter of-
fered two distinct but interrelated explana-
tions for the profound and immediate influ-
ence of the bombing on Serbian diplomatic
resistance. Ambassador Holbrooke’s explana-
tion was to the point. Serb leaders, he felt,
were “thugs and murderers” who conse-
qguently responded well to force.®* Ambassa-
dor Hunter painted a more calculating pic-
ture of the Serbian leaders. In his view, they
understood in the late summer of 1995 that
their sole remaining diplomatic advantage in
the Bosnian conflict lay in their abil ity to ma-
nipulate the internal divisions within and
among the NATO and UN mem ber states. The
Serbs knew, Hunter believed, that neither or-
ganization could take decisive action against
them unless consensus existed in the NAC
and at least in the UN Security Council. For
that rea son, they should have taken the NAC’s
endorsement of the London agreement and
the UN secretary-general’s transfer of the air-
strike “keys” to his military commander as
disturbing omens. Based on past experience,
however, the Serbs also had reason to hope
that neither organization was really serious
and would back off after a few halfhearted air
strikes. The bombing pause probably rekin-



dled that hope. The NAC debate of 2 Septem-
ber, which Hunter believed the Serbs were
privy to, and the resumption of the bombing
itself shattered that hope.** The action was
hard evidence that the UN’s and the NAC’s
expressions of unanimity and commitment
were real. Thus, even more than the ongoing
advances of the Bosnian Federation forces
and the initial start of the bombing, the
knowledgeable participants interviewed by
the BACS team all agreed that resumption of
the bombing became the pivotal moment of
thecampaign.InAmbassadorHill’sestimate,
the bombing “was really the signal the
Bosnian Serbs needed to get to understand
that they had to reach a peace agreement.” %
Hunter be lieved that the de ci sion and the act
of resuming the attack clearly signaled to the
Serbs that the UN and NATO were com mitted
to winningadecisionandthattheirop portu-
nitiesformilitarysuccessanddiplomaticma-
neuver were running out.

An interesting feature of DELIBERATE
FORCE, given the close con nection be tweenair
operations and diplomacy, was that the direct
operational commander, General Ryan, and
the principal negotiator, Ambassador Hol-
brooke, never spoke to one another during the
operation. Holbrooke spoke frequently during
the campaign with UN commanders and on
several occasionswith Ad miral Smithand Gen-
eral Joulwan, SACEUR. He even conferred with
the NAC during the bombing pause. But he
never spokewith theindivid ual makingtheim-
mediate decisions about the sequence, pace,
weapons, and other tactical characteristics of
the air attacks. Thus, for his part, General Ryan
never spoke to the individual who most di-
rectlyexploited thedip lo maticeffects of hisop-
erations. What they knew of one another’s per-
ceptions, priorities, and intentions was derived
indirectly from information flowing up and
down their respective chains of command.

From a legalistic perspective, the lack of
contact between Holbrooke and Ryan was
properand po liti cally necessary. First,asaUS
State Department representative and the
leader of the Contact Group, Holbrooke had
no for mal place in ei ther the UN or the NATO
chains of command. Properly, any contact
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between him and Ryan should have moved
up through State Department channels over
to the secretary of defense or to the NAC and
then down through those chains of com mand
to Ryan, who acted both as the com mander of
the USAF Sixteenth Air Force and as a NATO
aircom mander. Given the cir cum stances, the
NATO chain of command was really the op-
erative one. Second, any direct contact with
the air commander possibly would have
established the perception that the
bombing was supporting Holbrooke’s diplo-
macy—something that neither the UN nor
NATOwantedto happen.AmbassadorHunter
sug gested that mem bers of the NAC wouldn’t
have wanted any di rect con tact be tween Ryan
and Holbrooke, “other than to keep one an-
other vaguely informed, that is to exchange
information.” All political decisions related
to the air cam paign, he said, had to be made at
the NAC. Hunter believed that any *“tactical”
cooperationbetweenthegeneralandthedip-
lomat would have been a “very big mistake”;
had Ryan adjusted his operations in response
to information passed to him by “any nego-
tiator,” the NAC would have *had his
head”—especially if something went wrong.°¢
As a consequence, during DELIBERATE
FORCE, Admiral Smith wanted no directcon-
tact between his air commander and Hol-
brooke. The admiral avoided operational or
targeting discussions with Holbrooke or his
military deputy, US Army lieutenant general
Wes Clark, be cause he “did not want ei ther of
them to even think they had an avenue by
which they could influence [him].”®” Fully
aware of his exclusion from the NATO and
UN command channels, Ambassador Hol-
brooke never based his pre-DELIBERATE
FORCE negotiating plans on a bombing cam-
paign, even though he believed that it would
greatly facilitate a successful outcome.%®
Unavoidable as it was under the circum-
stances, the lack of contact betweenHolbrooke
and Ryan appears to have allowed disconnects
intheirunderstandingsofkeyissues. Those dis-
connects, inturn,ap peartohaveinfluencedthe
waythetwoindividualspursuedtheirmissions.
For example, General Ryan’s concern over col-
lateral damage at least probably exceeded that
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of the US diplomats involved. While the gen-
eral was concerned that a significantcollateral-
damage event, particularly one causing the
deathsofcivilians,might rob the air cam paign
of its political support before it had decisive
effect, the US diplomats involved generally be-
lieved that the air cam paign had enough po liti-
cal support perhaps even to carry it through a
serious incident of collateral damage.®® In re-
gardsto the cli mate of opin ion inthe NAC, Am-
bas sa dor Hunter pointed out that too much do-
mestic political capital had been invested by
the mem ber statesto startbomb ing op erations
for them to be brought to a halt by the unin-
tended death of civilians and soldiers.:®® No
one was advocating casual slaughter, but the
net focus of the intervention’s diplomatic com-
munity was on getting results from what may
have been NATO’s last bolt in Bosnia, rather
than on preventing or reacting to incidents of
collateral damage.

Whether closing this disconnect between
NATO air leaders—mainly Ryan and Admiral
Smith—and their diplomatic counter-
parts—mainly Holbrooke and Hunter—would
have changed the flow of events is, of course,
specu lative. Even had they known that the dip-
lo mats were not poised to end the air cam paign
at the first incident of significant collateral
damage (whatever “significant” meant in this
case), Smith and Ryan cer tainly would not have
reduced their efforts to minimize collateral
damage and casualties from the bombing. For
military, legal, and moral reasons, neither
leader had any intention of doing any more
harm to the Bosnian Serbs than was re quired by
their mission to protect the safe areas. Likely,
Admiral Smith would have still expected Ryan
to worry about every DMPI, weapon, and other
decision relevant to getting maximum effectat
minimumcol lateral cost. Butknowingthatthe
diplomats were not as sensitive to collateral
damage as they thought, might have given the
military commanders a sense that they had
more time to con duct their op erations. That, in
turn, might have let them slow down the pace
of the bombing—something that might have
been desirable, even if just to reduce the wear
and tear imposed by the actual pace of opera-
tions on everyone, from General Ryan to the

personnel in the flying units in the field. In
deed, at one point during the bombing,some
CAOC staffersbriefly discussedslowingdown
the pace of the campaign in the interest of
safety. People, including the aircrews, were
beginning to show signs of fatigue. But they
rejectedtheideainshortorder, believingthat
the diplomatic vulnerability of the operation
required maximum effort to ensure that it
had a decisive effect before it was shut down
for political reasons.0t

There was also a disconnect between Ryan’s
andHol brooke’sunderstandingsofthedy nam-
ics of the bombing campaign and its possible
duration. With his jets focusing their attacksal-
most exclusively on the targets covered in op-
tions one and two of OPLAN 40101, around 10
September General Ryan passed up word to his
commanders that he would run out of such ap-
proved tar getsinacou ple of days at the present
pace of operations. For their part, Ryan and his
planners did not necessarily equate running
out of currently approved targets as meaning
that the campaign had to end automatically.
There were several targeting options available
thatcould have per mittedacontinuationofthe
bombing. These included (1) hitting or rehit-
ting undestroyed DMPIs among the targets al-
ready approved, (2) adding and/or approving
new option-one-and-two targets to the list, or
(3) hitting option-three targets. In fact, AIR-
SOUTH planners were already looking at new
option-one-and-two targets, and General Joul-
wan had already raised the option-three issue
with the NAC, with a negativeresponse®? Nev-
ertheless, in the secondweek of Septem ber, AF-
SOUTH hadseveral optionsforuse fullyextend-
ing the air campaign, should that be politically
or militarily required. However, that was not
the information that got to Ambassador Hol-
brooke and his boss, Secretary of State Warren
Christopher. Based on his conversations with
Admiral Smith and a report to the National Se-
curity Council on 11 September by the vice-
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm Wil-
liam Owens, Ambassador Holbrooke recalls
thatheandthesecretaryunderstood une quivo-
cally that running out the existing target list
meanttheend of bombingoperations. Be cause
that news had such drastic implications for his



negotiations, Holbrooke relates, he immedi-
ately asked Admiral Owens to see if there was
some way toextendthe cam paign.'®Interest-
ingly, Gen eral Ryan later could notre call ever
hearing about the ambassador’s interest in
stretching things out.1%

Whatever the causes of the informational
disconnect between Ryan and Holbrooke, it
had an immediate effect on American and, it
follows, Contact Group diplomacy. After the
NSC meeting, Holbrooke relates, Secretary
Christopher directed him to return im-
mediately to Belgrade to resume negotiations
with President Milosevic. The two statesmen
had been plan ning to waitaweek longer be fore
reengaging the Serbians, in the hope that the
continued bombing would further soften their
obstinate resistance to meeting both the UN’s
and the Contact Group’s demands. In other
words, Holbrooke was determined to get the
Serbs to halt their attacks on the safe areas and
tobeginmakingtheterritorialconcessionsnec-
essary to give reality to the just completed Ge-
neva Agreement. But with the end of offensive
air operations apparently imminent, Christo-
pher adjusted his diplomatic plan, and Hol -
brooke left for Serbia immediately, to get what
he could from the Serbs before the bombing
ended.’®® Fortunately, although it was already
becoming public knowledge that NATO was
running out of option-two targets and was un-
likely to shift to option three, the Serbs were
beaten and ready to accept the UN’s demands
at least.16 Consequently, Holbrooke got little
for the Contact Group other than promises to
participate in some sort of peace conference,
but he did get the Serbs’ com mit mentto lift the
sieges and pull their heavy weapons out of the
Sarajevo exclusion zone. Attributing his partial
success to the need to get a settlement before
the Serbs realized the impending halt to the
bombing, Hol brooke later re lated that “l would
have been . . . willing to continue the negotia-
tions, if Smith or Joulwan had said, ‘Boy we
have a lot of great targets left out there.” 107

Again, arguing that closing the disconnect
between Ryan and Holbrooke on this issue
might have reshaped the air campaign re-
mains a matter of speculation, even if it had
been possible to doso. Afterall, Ryan wasstill
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functioningasaNATO com mander, and Hol-
brooke was not in his chain of command; fur-
ther, for reasons of political sensitivity, he
was not even free to discuss operations
openly with the air commander. However, in
actual practice, the operational and political
bound- aries between the UN and NAC, on the
one hand, and the United States and the Con-
tact Group, on the other, were not as sharp as
theformaldiplomaticarrange mentssuggested.
To be sure, the bombing was under way to se-
cure the safe areas and protect peacekeepers,
but most leaders involved understood that
those objectives were not likely to be obtained
un lessthe Serbswere humbled mili tarilyandat
leastagreedtoseriousnegotiationsoverthe po-
litical and territorial proposals of the Contact
Group. Similarly, while the UN officially had
the political lead in terms of sanctioning and
benefiting from the bombing, it was Ambassa-
dorHol brookewhoexercisedthepractical dip-
lomaticleadduringDELIBERATEFORCE. Itwas
he, in fact, who extracted the concessions from
the Serbian leaders on 14 September that al-
lowed the UN and NATO to announce success
and “turn off” their keys. He was, there fore, act -
ing as a de facto dip lo matforthe otherinter na-
tional or gani zations, even if none could say so.
Thus, while the political-military arrangements
existing around DELIBERATE FORCE made
good formal sense at the time, their artificiality,
in terms of what was going on operationally,
clearly in flu enced the course of di plo macy and
air operationsinwaysthatarguablywere unde-
sirable. In point of fact, the indirectness of the
flow of information between Ryan and Hol-
brooke created a situation, in effect, in which
thecommand ers pressed their op erationsto get
their full diplomatic effect before the diplomats
arbitrarily cut off the bombing. This occurred
even as the diplomats scrambled to get what
diplomatic effect they could before the com-
manders arbitrarily cut off the bombing. The
irony of the situation is notable.
Evenafteritended, DELIBERATEFORCE—or
atleastitsmem ory—re mainedanactivefactor
in the shape and pace of subsequent negotia-
tions for Bosnian peace. Formal talks were
taken up in November at Wright-Patterson
Air Force Base, near Day ton, Ohio. Hol brooke
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considered itafor tui tous choice of venue. Ar-
riving Serb diplomats walked from their air-
planes past operational combat aircraft
parked on the ramp nearby. Hill arranged to
hold the welcoming banquet on the floor of
the United States Air Force Museum, where
the Serbs literally sat surrounded by “an awe-
somedisplayofair power,” includingsome of
the very aircraft and weapons recently used
against them.1°8 According to their American
escort officer, the Serbs remained tight-
lipped about their impressions of the
event.1°® But there is no doubt of the impor-
tance that the key interventionist diplomats
attached to keeping airpower before the Ser-
bian diplomats.

Implications

During the course of their research, the
BACS team members observed and described
a number of things about DELIBERATE
FORCE that carry important implications for
the planners of future air campaigns. Once
again, this article only summarizes those im-
plications that some—though not necessarily
all—of the team members felt had value
beyond the specific circumstances of
DELIBERATE FORCE. For all its uniqueness,
DELIBERATE FORCE offers broadly useful
im pli cations be cause one candescribeitskey
characteristics with some precision. For the
NATO airmen involved, it was a strategically
limited, tactically intense, high-technology,
coalition air campaign, conducted under
tightrestraintsoftimeand per missiblecol lat-
eral damage; further, itwasaimedatcoercing
political and military compliance from a re-
gional opponent who had no airpower. To
the ex tent that mili tary plan nerswill plan fu-
ture air campaigns in the context of some or
all of these characteristics, they should first
understandwhatthe DELIBERATEFORCEex-
perience suggests theoretically about how
things might work under similar circum-
stances.

As a first observation, the determined and ro-
bust character of DELIBERATE FORCE was essen-
tial to its near-term success. The campaign’s ob-
jectives were limited, but to achieve them,

NATO airmen had to be free to make their
plansand exe cute their op erationswithinthe
fulllimitsofap propriateboundariesofpoliti-
cal objectives and the laws of war—all of
which should have been, and generally were,
encapsulated in the rules of engagement. A
halfhearted, overly restrained, or incomplete
air campaign likely would have been disas-
trous to NATO and UN credibility—and it cer-
tainly would have prolonged the war. As
RAND researcher Steven Hosmer recently con-
cluded, a weak air campaign probably would
have “adversely conditioned” the Bosnian
Serbs and other factions to believe that both
bombing and the interventionists were indeci-
sive and, therefore, that they should fight on.
“To reap the psychological benefits of air-
power,” Hosmer wrote, “it is also important to
avoid adverse conditioning. The enemy must
not see your air attacks as weak or impotent.
The hesitant . . . bombing campaign against
North Vietnam in 1965 is a prime example of
adverse conditioning. The hesitant use of
NATO airpower in the former Yugoslavia prior
tomid-1995isan otherexampleofad verse con-
ditioning.”*° In parallel, Ambassador Hol-
brooke felt that the actual targets struck during
DELIBERATE FORCE were less important to its
ef fecton Bosnian Serb lead ers than the fact that
the NATO campaign was sustained, effective,
and selective.tt

As a second observation, precision-guided
munitions made DELIBERATE FORCE
possible. Given the campaign’s restraints of
time, forces available, and its political sensi-
tivities, NATO could not have undertaken it
withoutarelativelyabundantsupply of PGMs
and air platforms to deliver them. Precision
weapons gave NATO airmen the ability to
conceive and execute a major air campaign
that was quick, potent, and unlikely to kill
people or destroy property to an extent that
would cause world opin ion to rise againstand
terminate the operation. The BACS team
found no substantiated estimates of the
number of people killed by DELIBERATE
FORCE2 The simple fact that Bosnian Serb
leaders made no effort to exploit collateral
damage politically in di cates that they had lit-
tle to exploit. Had NATO and UN leaders ex-



pected enough collateral damage to give the
Serbs a political lever, they probably would
nothaveapprovedinitiation of DELIBERATE
FORCE, or if such damage had begun, they
probably could not have sustained the op era-
tion politically for long. Indeed, as Ambassa-
dor Hunter recalled, trust in the implied
promise of NATO airmen to execute their air
cam paign quickly and with minimalcollateral
damage permittedthemembers of the NAC to
approveitsinitiationinthefirst place.*** Had
those dip lo matsdoubtedthatpromise, DELIB-
ERATE FORCE never would have happened,
and had NATO airmen failed to deliver on ei-
ther part of their promise, the campaign al-
most certainly would have come to a quick
end.

The third observation follows from the
first two: NATO’s primary reliance on air-
delivered precision weapons during DELIBER-
ATE FORCE shielded the international interven-
tion in Bos nia from “mission creep.” Had NATO
chosen to conduct a joint air and ground of-
fensive against the Serbs or to rely on non pre-
cision aerial weapons in the bombing cam-
paign, DELIBERATE FORCE certainly would
have involved greater casualties on both
sides. Instead of a series of just over a thou
sand carefully placed explosions and a few
seconds of aircraft cannon fire, DELIBERATE
FORCE likely would have involved pro-
tracted operations by tens of thousands of
troops, systematicairandartil lerybarragesin
support of their advance across the land, and
thousands more explosions of not so pre-
cisely placed bombs and artillery shells. Put
another way, in any form but an indepen-
dent air campaign, DELIBERATE FORCE
would have given the Serb faction a vastly
greater opportunity to fight back and inflict
casualties on NATO and UN forces. Reasona-
bly, the Serbs would have fought back, at
least long enough to see if killing some
number of interventionist troops would
break the will of their political leaders. The
problem with such casualties, however, is
that they could have reshaped the political,
normative, and emotional nature of the op-
eration. Televised reports of rows of dead
Bosnian Serb soldiers, shelled towns, lines of
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refugees, and NATO body bags likely would
have reshaped every participant’s view of the
conflict, and there would have been more
time for those changed views to have po liti cal
effect. Of course, there is no way to tell if a
protractedair-landcampaignornonprecision
bombing campaign would have changed
what was NATO’s “disciplinary” peace-
enforcement mission into “real war” mis-
sions of retreat, conquest, or retribution. The
very un cer tainty of the directioninwhichthe
interventionist mission would have crept un-
derscores the value of airpower’s characteris-
tics of precision, control, and security in this
particular peace operation.

The fourth observation is that contacts be-
tween military leaders and some key diplomats do
not seem to have kept up with the pace of events
just before and during DELIBERATE FORCE. Be-
cause of limitations of the interview informa-
tion the BACS team collected, the width of the
gap in the diplomatic and military discourse is
not clear, but it is clear from the evidence col-
lected that the gap existed and that it shaped
political and military events to some degree.
Perhaps most significantly, Ambassador Hol -
brooke and Gen eral Ryan made plans and took
actions in ignorance of one another’s positions
in key areas such as collateral damage and ex-
tending the air campaign. Reflecting on the
possible diplomatic consequences of the dis-
connect between him and Ryan over the practi-
cality of the campaign, Holbrooke wrote, “I re-
gret greatly that . . . 1 did not have direct contact
with Ryan; it might have al lowed usto fol lowa
different, and perhaps tougher, strategy.”'4
Moreover, while the bureaucratic distance be-
tween these individuals may have been under-
standable under the circumstances of this op-
eration, it may not have needed to ex tend to an
absoluteproscription of contactbetweenthem.
Speaking from his perspective as a member of
the NAC, Ambassador Hunter, for one, indi-
cated that a passage of factual information be-
tween the com mander and the dip lo mat proba-
bly should have happened. At the same time, it
is clear from the context of Hunter’s statement
that he still thought that no contact between
Ryan and Holbrooke could have been allowed
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togivetheim pressionthattheywereactually
coordinating their efforts.11s

In contrast to the reflections of the diplo-
mats, Admiral Smith and General Ryan re-
mained convinced, nearly two years after the
fact, that any direct contact between Hol-
brooke and AIRSOUTH would have been im-
proper and too risky diplomatically to be
worthtrying.Bothcommandersbelievedthat
such contact would have violated the estab-
lished military chain of command and the
proper interface between the diplomatic and
military leadership. In Admiral Smith’s view,
had he allowed Holbrooke and Ryan to talk,
he would have placed the whole operation at
risk diplomatically, and he also would have
undermined his boss, General Joulwan.!!¢ In
separate comments, General Ryan echoed
thatposition, maintainingthatto“evenhint”
at direct coordination between him and Hol-
brooke was “ludicrous.” Since part of Hol-
brooke’s sanction to negotiate in the Balkans
came from the UN, and since NATO was like-
wise operating at the behest of the UN, Ryan
argued that the proper level of coordi-
nation between the diplomat and soldier
should have and could only have occurred at
the “strategic level.” Thus, Ryan suggested
that the real area of inquiry in this issue may
lieinthe possibleinade quacy oftheinforma-
tion flow be tween the NACand UN lead ers.tt7

The operative point remains, however,
that Ryan’s and Holbrooke’s activities were
intertwined during the bombing, regardless
of the bureaucratic and diplomatic arrange-
ments and fictions maintained, and that
those arrangements did not adequately sup-
port their requirements for information. The
implicationofthisforthefuturearchitectsof
politically charged, fast-paced military inter-
ventionsisthat they must pay close attention
to keeping the formal and informal commu-
nications channels and boundaries between
soldiers and diplomats current, coordinated,
and flexible. Italsowill be im por tantto make
sure that the right soldiers and diplomats are
talk ing to each other at the right time, within
limits and on topics appropriate to the cir-
cumstances. This may mean that they remain
linked cleanly and traditionallyat the tops of

their respective chains of command. But it
also may be that in the close-coupled
political-military environments of future
peace operations,forexample,somelinkages
at subordinate levelswillbeappropriate. This
observation certainly does not justify diplo-
mats mucking about with tactics or soldiers
hijacking diplomacy. Nor does it bow to gen-
eralized beliefs that diplomats and soldiers
operate in separate realms. The reality is that
war is about diplomacy and that diplomacy’s
final sanction is war. Diplomats and soldiers
will al ways be in each other’s “messkits.” The
real issue is how both groups can anticipate
and educate themselves and one another on
the appropriate boundaries and rules of their
relationship under given circumstances. The
political-military experience of DELIBERATE
FORCE should prove to be an interesting case
study in that educational process.

Fifth, and in a similar vein, while the focus
and style of Lieutenant General Ryan’s leader-
shipwasmandated byandap propriatetotheim-
mediate task of keeping the air campaign politi-
cally viable, they also created stresses within
AIR SOUTH staff ele ments that may have be come
problems had the campaign continued much
longer. Given the necessity of ensuring that
the targets, weapons, and tactics of every at-
tack sortie were selected and controlled to
minimizethepossibilityofcollateraldamage,
GeneralRyan’sdecisiontocentralizesuchde-
cisionsto himself made sense. Butmakingall
those decisions day-to-day locked the general
into 18-hour workdays with minimal time
andenergytoconsidertheotherresponsibili-
ties that fall to a senior component com-
mander. Part of this load was picked up by
Major General Short, Ryan’s chief of staff,
who stayed in Naples to oversee AIRSOUTH’s
administrative, logistics, personnel, and pub-
lic relations tasks and to maintain day-to-day
liaison with Admiral Smith. Short was up to
the task, but he did com ment to the team that
at times he lacked the continual contact with
the CAOC that he needed to fulfill his liaison
and press responsibilitiesin a timely manner.
From the CAOC itself, several staffers com-
mented that Ryan’s centralization of techni-
cal decisions of targeting and weaponeering



created a division within the CAOC staff. On
one side of this division, they felt, was a small
group of a half-dozen officers who also
worked unsustainably long days to help the
general make his tactical decisions. On the
other side was the bulk of the several-
hundred-strong CAOC staff who did little
morethangatheranddistrib utedataandwho
tendedtofeelunderutilizedincomparisonto
General Ryan’s arguably overworked inner
core. Obviously, one can make too much of
thisissue, particu larly since the BACS was not
chartered and equipped to collect the com-
prehensive sociological and organizational
datanecessarytocrediblydescribe thereal ef-
fects of Ryan’s or anyone else’s leadership.
Butthe patchy evidence col lected by the team
does suggest that future air commanders and
their subordinates should be aware that the
stylistic—as well as the substantive—elements
oflead ershipwill have far- reaching effectson
the work, morale, and endurance of their
staffs. Further, it suggests a potentially valu-
able line of inquiry for future research.
Sixth, despite the relative smallness of their
force struc ture, NATO com mand ers chose to con-
duct their operations for operational- and
strategic-level effects, rather than tactical ones.
In US force-planning terms, AFSOUTH con-
ducted DELIBERATE FORCE with about a
two-fighter-wing-equivalent combat force
and an appropriate support slice of recon-
naissance, surveillance, electronic warfare,
SEAD, lift, and other aircraft. AIRSOUTH
commanders had the option of conducting
their attacks for primarily tactical effects, by
concentratingontheSerbianmaterieltargets
encompassed in option one. Instead, they
elected to focus their attacks on option-two
targets to achieve broader and quicker opera-
tional and strategic results, namely by de-
stroying the mobility and command infra-
structure of the BSA and thereby coercing its
leaders to accede to UN demands. In other
words, the NATO air force was not the giant
fielded for DESERT STORM, but it still had a
strategic option. This is an important point
for US air planners pondering the problems
of conducting air war in secondary theaters,
where they perhaps will be allocated rela-
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tively small forces to accomplish big jobsin a
hurry. It is also important for the planners
and commanders of smaller air forces. The
possession of a strategic or lead-force option
is less dependent on the size of an air force
than on the military-political circumstances,
doctrine, materiel, and available targeting
options. It follows then that the leaders and
budget masters of air forces of even moder-
ate size should not reject the strategic- and
operational- level op tions of air war fare out of
hand. Iftheirantici patedem ploymentoppor-
tunities suggest the utility of strategic attack,
broad-ranging interdiction operations, or
other asymmetric ways of bringing airpower
to bear against their enemies, then they
should step up to making the appropriate in-
vestments in air vehicles, munitions, support
infrastructure, command and control sys-
tems, and so forth.

Seventh, and at a more tactical level, for
NATO airmen, the operational features of this
limitedconflictdifferedlittlefromthose of major
war. They attacked the Bosnian Serbs in 1995
with the aircraft, tactics, weapons,andopera-
tional tempos that they would have expected
to employ against the Warsaw Pact seven
years before, at the close of the cold war. That
observation suggests several things about the
flexibility of airpower. First, it implies that
airpower’s role in the sphere of low intensity
conflict (LIC) continues to expand as new
strategies, weapons, and sensor systems im-
provetheabil ity ofair mentofind and de stroy
important targets of all types under varying
conditions. To the extent that a given LIC or
operation other than war requires military
surveillance and attacks (and most do), the
DELIBERATEFORCEexperiencesuggeststhat
airpower is becoming an ever more equal
partner with ground power. Moreover, the
fact that ordinary air tactical units flew DE
LIBERATE FORCE speaks to the relative ease
with which one may shift such units between
conflicts, as compared to ground forces.
Ground units often require months of train-
ingto pre pareforthedifferingtactical tasks of
varioustypesofconflicts. Trainingabattalion
for peace operations, there fore,canreduceits
capabilities and availability for conventional
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war. That is less of tenand lessex tensively the
case for air units. Squadrons preparing for
strike operations in Korea, for example,
would not find strike operations over Bosnia
much different in concept and basic tech-
nique; of course, they might find some ad-
justment for local conditions of geography
and weather. Once again, one should not
overstate this point. For example, airmen in-
volved in DENY FLIGHT report that some of
their specific battle skills, such as flying
high-performanceaircombatmaneuvers, de-
graded in the course of patrolling the skies
over Bosnia for months on end. Moreover,
the relative flexibility of surface forces, as
compared to air forces, becomes a variable
factor as one begins to look at specific mis-
sions and tasks—and at different branches,
such as infantry and artillery.

This summary of the Balkans Air Cam-
paign Study now turns to a final observation
about the decisiveness of DELIBERATE FOR-
CE’s contribution to ending the conflict in
Bosnia. In general, airpower was a decisive
factor in ending the 1992-95 Boshian con-
flict, but one must understand its specific
contribution in relation to the state of the
conflict and to other events unfolding in the
region. Likeallstruggles, theBosnianconflict
wasgoingtoendsomeday.Eitherexhaustion
or the victory of one side or the other would
bring ittoaclose. The creation of the Bosnian
Federation in March 1994 and the sudden
successes of its forces in the spring and sum-
mer of 1995—in concert with those of Croa-
tia—suggested that military dominance and
victory were slipping, perhaps permanently,
from the grasp of the Bosnian Serbs. Norman
Cigar, a long-time analyst of the Balkans re-
gion, convincingly argues that some Bosnian
Serbs and certainly Slobodan Milosevic real-
ized that at the time.**® Moreover, for domes-
tic political reasons of his own, Milosevic
needed the fighting to stop and, accordingly,
tried to position himself as a peace broker in
July.1® Nevertheless, the long-term outcome
of the conflict and its likely length still were
not in sight at the end of August 1995. No one
had solid rea sons to think that the blood shed
in Bosnia would not continue for at least an-

other campaign season or longer. Signifi-
cantly, the Serbs were still advancing against
the safe areas in eastern Bosnia, even as they
gave up ground in the western areas. But the
outside world had seen about as much butch-
ery and mindless inhumanity in Bosnia as it
could stand. To put it bluntly, they wanted
the war to end—or at least to get off the Cable
News Network. At the London conference in
July, the interventionists announced that
they intended to mitigate or, if possible, end
the horror—by using airpower. And that’s
what DELIBERATE FORCE did. It did what
three years of factional ground fighting,
peacekeeping, and international diplomacy
had yet to achieve. Almost at the in stant of its
application, airpower stopped the attacks on
the safe areas and made further large-scale
fighting over Bosnian territory largely point-
less. Insodoing, itdrastically al tered the mili-
tary situation on the ground, and it gave the
UN and NATO control of the pace and con
tent of the peace process.

In summary, then, the present period of
peace probably came to Bosnia in the follow-
ing way: First, Bosnian Federation and Croa-
tian ground advances in the spring and sum-
mer of 1995 gave the Serbs a long-termsignal
that their opportunities for further military
gainswerecomingtoanend. Americandiplo-
matsinterviewed by the BACS team sug gested
that the Federation advance also had the for-
tunate consequence of bringing the distribu-
tion of land under Federation and Serbian
control almost exactly to the 51/49 percent
split being called for at the time in UN and
Contact Group peace plans.t?® This develop-
ment probably influenced the peace calcula-
tions of several Serb leaders, but the diplo-
mats generally agreed that its greatest value
may have been to facilitate the final set-
tlement at the Dayton peace talks in the
following November. Second, the DELIBER-
ATE FORCE air campaign “broke” the Serbs
and was the proxi mal cause of the cessation of
large-scale fighting in Bosnia and of the Serb
agreement to participate in future peace talks
according to a timetable set by the interven-
tion. Third, theprovisionforafederalgovern-
ment in the peace plan made acquiescence to



UN and Con tact Group de mands more pal-
atable for the Serbs. Since the Federation po-
tentially offered them one of their dearest
objectives—adegreeofpoliticalautonomy—it
seems reasonable that it lowered their will-
ingness to fight on in the face of simultane-
ous NATO air attacks and ground offensives
by their regional enemies. This last point re-
quires further research, once it becomes pos-
sible to interview Bosnian Serb leaders on
their views of the linkage between DELIBER-
ATE FORCE and their political decisions. As
one should expect in any conflict, then, the
interventionist coalitions achieved their aim
of stopping the fighting in Bosnia by blend-
ingdi plomacyand mili tary force, by planand
by happenstance, into a combination that si-
multaneously coerced the Bosnian Serbs and
made it easier for them to give in to UN and
Contact Group demands.

As a consequence, DELIBERATE FORCE ulti-
mately impressed the BACS team as the crea-
tion of doctrinally and operationally sophisti-
cated diplomats, air leaders, and planners. As
they had done in the general case of DENY
FLIGHT, NATO airmen crafted and executed
the bombing campaign against the Boshian
Serbs in an optimal manner that accommo-
dated the conflicting political, diplomatic, op-
erational, and technological limitations and
constraints of their situation. At the same time,
many of the key forces and events that shaped
thecontextandsuccessof DELIBERATEFORCE
were, in fact, beyond the control or the cogni-
zance of even the senior planners involved.
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