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FOREWORD





It is desirable that a research institution should offer an annual meeting-point to as wide a readership as possible.

Following the successful merger of the two organisations from which it was formed, the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique (FRS) is now presenting its first Strategic and Military Yearbook.

I wish to thank François Heisbourg and the whole FRS team for having brought this project to a successful conclusion.

My gratitude also goes to Odile Jacob, who agreed to be our editorial partner in this new enterprise.

The work takes stock of the main themes which have marked the previous year from the strategic and military point of view, offering specific insights compared with the analyses available elsewhere on world events.

It includes in addition an in-depth look at the French armed forces, a veritable mine of information and commentary which allow one to follow the transformation of the French defence machine, and to compare it with the forces our major partners.

May this first yearbook find a large echo, in a period in which defence issues have returned, by the force of events, to the forefront of our concerns.



Bruno Racine
President of the Fondation
pour la Recherche Stratégique




INTRODUCTION




FRANÇOIS HEISBOURG


The idea of publishing the strategic and military yearbook was originally born of a realisation of the absence in France of a publication taking stock at regular intervals of major strategic developments, from the angle of the resort to force and the corresponding military means. Although this is the basic explanation, the fact that the first edition of the yearbook should be published in 2002 is due to the particular circumstances arising from the attacks of 11 September 2001. At the time, those whose task it was to try to explain the meaning of events, as much from the media point of view as a political or academic one, had an immediate need of a wide range of data. As it turned out, the data which was the hardest to find in the public domain were also the most important. For example, at the moment when France was preparing to dispatch air, naval and land forces to Central Asia and the Indian Ocean, there existed no overall picture of the structure of the French armed forces. A fortiori, no reasoned analysis was available of the practical results of the comprehensive transformation of the French forces since the middle 1990s.

Consequently, at the end of 2001, the team at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique (FRS) conceived the project of this yearbook which has two objectives:

	to identify during the course of the year those tendencies of particular moment, both on a global scale and for Europe, and more specifically France. In effect, the driving concern of the yearbook will be to highlight the consequences for our continent of events which may have their point of departure or their seat situated elsewhere. These analyses are drafted by the researchers at the FRS in liaison, in some cases, with external contributors. Following the attacks of 11 September 2001, we chose to centre the analyses on the position of the United States in the international strategic system, then describing the choices confronting Europe and France. This part of the yearbook will, of course, be completely renewed each year.



Thus, the yearbook will not aim to give an exhaustive panorama of all the strategic changes taking place in the world. For that the reader can only be directed to the Strategic Survey of the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London. Also, the reader seeking specific information on the ins and outs of 11 September can refer to a previous publication of the FRS, Hyperterrorisme: la nouvelle guerre, Odile Jacob, 2001.

	secondly, to provide a documentary collection composed of original texts (treaties, declarations etc.) to which the user of the yearbook can easily refer. This source will be periodically updated and added to.



To fulfil this double ambition, the FRS team is presenting this yearbook both in hard copy and on-line. The hard-copy version contains all the analysis as well as the data considered particularly significant, and which have not been publicly presented up to now. Thus, the data concerning the organisation of the French forces following their professionalisation will be found in Section IV of the book.

On-line, the reader will find a whole series of reference texts and other data useful to anyone conducting research or having need of first-hand sources. This move into electronics is not simply a question of fashion: It is a matter of allowing the reader to access a database intended to grow with the passage of time, while being a convenient approach. It will contain, in particular, a set of homogeneous statistics which are notoriously difficult to bring together.

The Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique team therefore wanted to combine the impact of original, and, we hope, hard-hitting strategic analysis with the “strategic depth” which direct access to the source material confers. The events of the year 2002 have no doubt eased the task. In fact, the very nature of the United States’ strategic relations with its former Russian adversary, and with its partners and its European “nonetheless allies” is undergoing profound change, while Washington is reviewing its policies of deterrence and defence. Europe is struggling to find its bearings in this new context, in terms of its security and defence policy. France has not escaped this European hesitation, while at the same time bringing to term a radical transformation of its armed forces. Whilst completing its reforms, France is at the same time aware, that much, not to say all, remains to be done in the adaptation of its civil defence against the threats of international terrorism.

These themes are at the heart of this first edition of an annual publication to wish we wish a long life, in association with Éditions Odile Jacob.

 


Access to on-line data can be gained directly at:

 

www.annuairestrategique.info

or through:

 

www.frstrategie.org

website of the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique

 

www.odilejacob.fr

website of Éditions Odile Jacob

 

In addition, each of these sites offers access to the strategic activities of the FRS on the one hand, and to the editorial production of Éditions Odile Jacob on the other.

Access to these sites is free and requires no password

The contents of the on-line data are:

 


	
The defence of France


	defence policy


	treaties and international accords involving France


	organisation of forces


	major state organs


	military map of France






	
French and foreign budgetary aspects


	French budgetary resources


	budgetary comparisons France-Europe


	comparison Europe-United States






	
The European and international setting


	texts and international engagements


	multilateral defence organisations


















I

THE UNITED STATES AT CENTRE STAGE












The US nuclear posture review:
a new conception of deterrence?




BRUNO TERTRAIS1


A few weeks after having announced their intention to withdraw from the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) treaty, on 9 January 2002 the United States made public the results of its revision of its nuclear policy (Nuclear Posture Review, NPR). The NPR proposes, for the first time since the Cold War, an apparently significant change to the American nuclear posture. However, the reality is more complex than it seems, and the most important changes are not necessarily those announced by officials or highlighted by commentators.


The Nuclear Posture Review

Mr Bush’s Nuclear Posture Review was the second of its kind, following the one published in 1994 under the Clinton presidency. However, the two were produced by very different processes.

 


	The 1994 NPR was initiated by Secretary of Defense Lee Aspin, and drafted entirely by the Pentagon. It sought, essentially, to answer the question: “how do we implement the Start-2 treaty in the optimum way?”


	The 2001 NPR was requested by Congress even before Mr Bush’s arrival in power, and was very closely steered by the White House. It sought to start with a clean sheet, without a priori, taking into account the potential components of deterrence in the global sense of the term, including anti-missile defences and non-nuclear means. For the first time also, the whole range of capabilities needed to underpin deterrence (infrastructure, industrial capacity, C3R) was re-examined.




 

This re-examination process, conducted essentially within the departments of Defense (DoD) and Energy (DoE) was strongly influenced by an ad hoc group of civilian analysts, of whom most were not members of the Administration, who, at the request of Mr Rumsfeld, promoted a radically different approach to that seen in the past. During the revision process, this consultative group, entitled the “Deterrence Concepts Advisory Panel” confronted the military leadership, sometimes fairly robustly, notably the Strategic Forces Command (STRATCOM), which advocated a more traditional approach. This conflict between the civilians who saw themselves as “revolutionaries” and the military seen as “conservatives”, created echoes of the 1960s, during which the Pentagon of Mr McNamara saw a new generation of analysts burst upon the scene, shaking the foundations of the establishment.

As far as is known, the process also involved three conflicting currents within American political circles: the first, represented by Mr Rumsfeld, held to a rather traditional concept of nuclear weapons; the second, represented by Mr Powell, ran in the direction of a considerable “devaluation” of the role of this weapon; and the third, represented by Mr Perle, — whose influence is well-known — favoured a considerable development of defences at the expense of offensive means. At the end of the day, the White House leaned towards Mr Rumsfeld’s point of view.

The NPR was the subject of a public presentation on 9 January 2002. This presentation indicated that the security environment had changed radically in comparison with that of the Cold War. Because of this, for American officials, nuclear deterrence could no longer be the central element of the country’s security. The NPR thus subdivides American deterrence policy into four different concepts, corresponding to the four major “functions” of defence policy identified by the review conducted a few months earlier by Mr Rumsfeld (Quadriennial Defense Review, QDR), namely: “Assure” the security of allies; “Dissuade” the acquisition of strategic weapons by potential adversaries, “Deter” any major aggression, notably using nuclear, biological or chemical (NBC) weapons; “Defeat” an adversary having committed an aggression.

To meet these objectives, the NPR proposes two approaches: first of all a double “synergy”, between nuclear and non-nuclear means on the one hand, and between offensive and defensive ones on the other2; secondly, as in the QDR, a new method of reasoning intended to assist in structuring capabilities, involving “capabilities-based planning” as opposed to “threat-based planning”3.

The NPR creates a “new triad4. This is constituted by a “Responsive Infrastructure”, active and passive defences, and nuclear and non-nuclear strike means, the traditional triad of offensive weapons being included in this last category. Command and control, intelligence and planning are placed in the centre; they form a kind of nervous system of the whole.

It is expected that the principal tools of this new triad will play a role in supporting each of the four major functions of defence policy. For example, anti-missile defences are meant at the same time to reassure allies as to American engagement, to constitute a means of deterrence of ballistic missile proliferation (according to the well-known argument developed by Mr Rumsfeld), to make it clear to a potential adversary that he will not achieve his aims, and to protect the territory if deterrence fails.

The corollary of these positions is an increased “flexibility” of capabilities, which must feed through into planning and procurement: hence the unilateral, as opposed to negotiated, reductions, allowing, if necessary, a rebuilding of numbers. In doing this, the NPR wishes to acknowledge the “unpredictability” of the strategic context.




What is changing

The NPR contains a number very significant decisions and positions.

 

The “capabilities-based” approach adopted by the NPR, which aroused considerable perplexity among the planning and programming staffs, introduces an apparent break in the logic of force sizing. It is no longer a question of responding to a precise scenario, but of preparing to face all hypotheses. The corollary of this approach is to put an end to the “russo-centrism” of American nuclear planning, according to which for the last forty years the size and characteristics of Moscow’s arsenal were, by reason of the importance given to targeting the adversary’s forces, the principal dimensioning criteria of the American nuclear forces. This veritable “Copernician revolution” is probably one of the most innovative aspects of the NPR. From now on, it is anticipated that the size of the American nuclear arsenal will be determined by a range of political and strategic factors. This includes, for example, the openly asserted need to remain the leading nuclear power in the world for the foreseeable future (“Second-To-None”), which clearly implies ruling out the possibility of Russia or China overtaking the United States in the number of nuclear weapons. It also includes the ability to confront scenarios of the resurgence of a major threat (including that of an alliance of nuclear powers). To this end, American planning will include both permanent plans and contingency planning to cater for three types of scenarios: “immediate”, “potential”, and “unexpected” threats. Among the countries liable to be involved in these scenarios are said to be China, North Korea, Iraq, Iran, Libya, Russia and Syria. American nuclear deterrence thus takes into account, in a more central way than in the past, the possibility of an NBC threat on the part of a regional power against United States’ interests.

But it is also just as much a matter of taking into account the establishment of anti-missile defences, which, according to American logic, should enable reductions in offensive forces.

This new framework allows for an inversion of the ratio of deployed forces to reserve forces, the second category becoming numerically larger5. The operationally available strategic capability, which is designed to meet “immediate and unexpected” threats, will be very significantly reduced. In 2007, the number of operational weapons will reach around 3,800, which is a little more than the START-2 objective for the same date (3,000-3,500 weapons accounted for), against 6,300 today. The ultimate objective is for 1,700-2,200 weapons in 2012, or a reduction of two thirds6. The reductions will be made by the withdrawal of surface-to-surface MX missiles, the conversion of four SSBNs (ballistic missile submarines), and a reduction in the number of warheads deployed on the remaining surface-to-surface and sea-to-surface missiles. The B-1 bomber will lose its potential nuclear capability and will thus have an exclusively conventional role in future. The four converted SSBNs will constitute a new capability, equipped with a conventional weapon still in development, but which will probably be of the cruise missile type.

In addition, the ability to deal with mobile or hard targets justifies, according to the NPR, a renewed effort in the field of intelligence7.

Another interesting characteristic of the NPR is that it seeks to guarantee the continued effectiveness of American nuclear deterrence by measures intended to avoid its deterioration over the long term, due to a lack of funding or a loss of human skills. These include the continued production of the sea-to-surface D5 Trident missile in order to complete the replacement of C4 missiles, a programme to extend the service life of the D5, studies on “successor systems”, maintenance of the scientific and technological capability to design and produce new weapons, and, finally, a reduction of the time necessary to reintroduce nuclear testing if the need should arise. The time scale of the positions adopted in the NPR runs to 2040. The Administration is thus clearly distancing itself from the logic of irreversibility which motivates the international arms control and non-proliferation effort of numerous other countries, including France.




What is not really changing

It is however necessary to put the changes announced into perspective, in order to assess their relative importance.

The “capability-based” approach of the NPR probably has its limits: it is hard to see how planning could completely ignore an approach based on an evaluation of the threat. (Also, an approach presented as exclusively capability oriented brings risks for the Pentagon. In fact, Congress will be disinclined to finance programmes not justified by a particular threat. And, conversely, the nuclear budget will be rendered more vulnerable to changes in economic circumstances, because it will no longer be possible to justify programmes other than by a technological need.)

More importantly, the logic of mutually assured destruction or “MAD” (which posits that the stability of Russian/American relations is not assured unless the two countries have the guaranteed capability to destroy the other) is not totally abandoned. In effect, the NPR contents itself with saying that the relationship with Russia should no longer be “based” on the capacity of assured mutual destruction, and that the size of the American nuclear forces should no longer be determined by the risk of an “imminent” conflict with Moscow. This signifies, implicitly, that the capability to destroy Russia must remain…

The NPR has not taken radical decisions concerning vehicles: the traditional triad of offensive means remains8. And the systems eliminated are those essentially those which would have gone if START-2 had been brought into force. The United States will therefore keep 500 Minuteman-III missiles, 14 SSBNs of the Ohio class (of which 12 will be operational at any one time), 76 B-52 bombers and 21 B-2s.

The idea of a reserve or “Responsive Force” is not new. It involves what is termed de-alerting, in other words a lowering of the level of availability of part of the arsenal. This idea was foreseen, but not implemented, in the NPR of 1994. The reserve force constituted by Mr Bush will be divided into three compartments corresponding to different levels of alert: a “high” (weeks) alert capability, based on an augmentation of the equipment of the air forces; a “medium” (months) alert capability, based on an increase in the allocation for the SSBN fleet, and a “low” (years) alert capability, based on a very progressive augmentation of the number of surface-to-surface missiles. In fact, the United States will have a total of 3,600 operational strategic weapons by 2012 (without even counting the so-called “inactive” stockpile, and not the 1,700 to 2,200 that the Administration would have us believe.

The offensive nuclear forces are not required to undergo major changes, apart from the ability to attack hardened and deeply-buried targets which are often installations for the production of weapons of mass destruction or command and control9. For these targets it is planned to increase the penetration capacity of the B61 Mod. 11 bomb10. Although future options in terms of nuclear weapons as such will be subjected to review, it has not, for the time being, been decided to develop new warheads.

In addition, and this is perhaps the essential point, the doctrinal principles remain unchanged: nuclear forces are intended to prevent a major conventional attack or an NBC threat against the United States and its allies, particularly on the part of a regional power such as Iraq, Iran, or North Korea, or in the case of a crisis opposing the United States and a medium/large power such as China. The NPR therefore does not attribute a new role to nuclear weapons, and contrary to the claims of some commentators following the leak of extracts of the classified version of the NPR, there has been no doctrinal change of direction. This concept is exactly the same as that of the previous administration, and nothing supports claims that the United States has abandoned a policy of deterrence in favour of options of nuclear pre-emption. On the contrary, all the American officials who have commented on this subject have confirmed their adherence to deterrence11.

Beyond this, it can be said that the Nuclear Posture Review is “neutral” from the point of the nuclear threshold. In fact, it includes at the same time some elements tending to reduce it and others contributing to raising it, viz:


	the fabrication of entirely new nuclear weapons is not theoretically excluded, and the capability to conduct nuclear tests is maintained. In addition, if the doctrine does not change, numerous officials of the Bush administration seem more inclined than their predecessors to highlight openly the deterrent role of nuclear weapons when facing a risk of the use of chemical or biological weapons12;


	but the NPR recognises above all that, in many scenarios, the option of nuclear riposte “would lack credibility and/or public support”. In such cases, the risk of aggression by ballistic missiles and/or NBC would be treated ex post by the anti-missile defences or ex ante by conventional pre-emption. Paradoxically, while it presents nuclear and non-nuclear offensive weapons as in a single category, the NPR subscribes to the maintenance of a fundamentally political conception of nuclear weapons: in effect, it encourages the development of conventional weapons offering capabilities equivalent to low-yield nuclear weapons (compensating for the lower energy with greater accuracy and penetration). This is to avoid the possibility that the freedom of action of the American authorities would be constrained by the characteristics of traditional conventional weapons.




 

Finally, it must be noted that the “new triad” remains, for the moment, in the realms of the conceptual. In fact, by 2004 (at best) the United States will only have a symbolic strategic defence capability: about four interceptors based in Alaska, and probably some experimental capability of interception by airborne laser and interception by Aegis cruisers. And the planned strategic defence will only have the objective of intercepting a small number of missiles. As for the “integration” of offensive and defensive weapons, this is still to a large extent a figment of the imagination. In fact, within the American administration offensive and defensive programmes are managed in different ways by different teams. To a large extent, the development of nuclear policy and missile defence policy are conducted separately. In addition, the integration of nuclear and non-nuclear weapons is limited for the moment to the dual capability of the B-52 and B-2 bombers — which is nothing new.




Conclusions

Five principal conclusions can be drawn from this analysis:

 


	The NPR has gone well beyond the mandate given by Congress. More than a simple “passage in review of nuclear policy”, it has been a real “review of deterrence policy”.


	It confirms that the Bush administration might be the most “nuclearist” of American administrations since that of General Eisenhower. The revitalisation of the military nuclear complex goes hand in hand with the re-launch of the civil nuclear programme, not forgetting the studies aimed at a possible use of nuclear for the anti-missile interceptors and space propulsion, concepts which were abandoned at the end of the 1960s.


	The results of the NPR suggest that the process was inspired by a double preoccupation. One, perfectly praiseworthy, aims at giving the President of the United States all the freedom of action necessary for the management of a serious crisis, and at avoiding the possibility that he would be boxed in the choice of this or that option. The other, more disputable, arises from the characteristic hubris of the Bush administration, and can be summed up in a few words: “We will do everything, and we will remain the leader”.


	Without denying the part played by the ideological motivations which governed the review of the American policy, a certain coherence in this policy must be recognised. The withdrawal from the ABM treaty was the natural corollary to the creation of the new triad; the ending of the formal Russo-American disarmament negotiations is coherent as much with the adoption of a new logic for the planning and sizing of forces as with the idea of maximum flexibility in weapons stock management.


	It is on the long run, when the financing of the decisions is voted or not by Congress (and to what extent), that it will be possible to make a definitive judgement on the range of the Nuclear Posture Review. For the moment, the NPR appears as the culmination of two desires, which have inspired American strategic debate for the last four decades. The first is to reduce American dependence on nuclear weapons. The second is to promote an overall concept of deterrence: this includes both conventional and nuclear deterrence. It also includes deterrence by retaliation, and deterrence by denial: anti-missile defences are a part of this last category13. The NPR thus makes possible the changes sought by a large part of the American strategic community for many years14.




 

Thus, it can be said that in spite of the highly significant character of some orientations and decisions (massive reduction of the number of immediately operational weapons, end of “Russo-centrism”, measures intended to keep nuclear weapons up to date etc.) the NPR is, from the point of view of a concept of deterrence, more a point of arrival than a point of departure.


POSSIBLE EVOLUTION OF THE US NUCLEAR ARSENAL












	
	2002

	2008

	2012

	



	Operationally available strategic warheads

	6,300

	3,800

	1,700- 2,200

	“Immediate” or “unexpected” threats




	+“Responsive Force” weapons

	—

	800

	2,100- 2,600

	“Potential” threats




	+Spare weapons

	300

	300

	300

	



	
=Total strategic
  weapons


	6,600

	4,900

	4,600

	Weapons allocated to STRATCOMa




	+Non-strategic weapons

	1,400

	1,400

	1,400

	Weapons allocated to CINCsb




	=TOTAL ACTIVE STOCKPILE

	8,000

	6,300

	6,000

	



	
+INACTIVE 
 STOCKPILE


	2,600

	4,000

	4,000

	



	=TOTAL NUCLEAR ARSENAL

	10,600

	10,300

	10,000

	



	Weapons awaiting dismantlement

	?

	600

	?

	







a — Strategic Command.

b — Commanders in Chief.







FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Public presentation material for the NPR (9 January 2002):

http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Jan2002/g020109-D-6570C.html

Briefing of officials of the Pentagon on the NPR (9 January 2002):

http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Jan2002/t01092002_t0109npr.html

Hearings of the Senate Commission of the Armed Forces on the NPR (14 February 2002):

http://www.senate.gov/~armed_services/e_witnesslist.cfm?id=165

Text presented as an extract from the NPR (8 January 2002):

http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/policy/dod/npr.htm











1. Senior Research Fellow, Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, and Senior Lecturer at the Institut d’Etudes Politiques de Paris.


2. In the sense of the NPR, non-nuclear means includes both strike capability and offensive information warfare.


3. The quotations (italics between quotes) are extracted from NPR public briefing material.


4. This expression is liable to to cause confusion, to the extent that the term “triad” was traditionally reserved for the set of the three components of nuclear deterrence (surface to surface, air to surface, and sea to surface).


5. This second category corresponds, on the one hand, to a “reactive” force, termed a “hedge force” by the previous administration at the time of the first NPR and, on the other hand, to an “inactive reserve”.


6. The fictitious accounting of russo-american arms control (SALT/START) is outdated: these are real figures.


7. It is necessary to have extremely effective intelligence capabilities available for the exact location of targets in the case of conventional strikes, the energy released by the warhead being less and thus applied to a smaller volume.


8. By contrast, the medium nuclear powers of France and Great Britain changed the structure of their forces after the end of the Cold War.


9. Technological developments (effectiveness of drilling machines, etc.) render the construction of this type of installation accessible to more and more countries.


10. The B61 Mod.11, which was much talked about in the mid-1990s, is a new version of the B61 bomb. The development of this new version consisted of enveloping the charge in a penetrator enabling hardened and buried targets to be credibly threatened. Stricto sensu, this was not a “new nuclear weapon” — the charge was identical to previous versions — but a modification of the weapon system.


11. Some confusion has been caused by the mention, on the one hand, of pre-emption options using conventional means and, on the other hand, by the existence of the American doctrine which does not exclude first use of the nuclear weapon, in common with all the other nuclear powers (except — officially — China).


12. See the declarations of Mr. John Bolton in the magazine Arms Control Today of 11 February 2002, in which the Under-Secretary of State asserted that negative security guarantees (undertakings as to the non-use of the nuclear weapon against non-nuclear countries) arose from a “rhetorical” approach which was “not terribly helpful in analyzing what our security needs may be in the real world” and that it was consequently necessary to “review” them. (Mr Bolton later declared in the Washington Times of 21 February: “We are just not into theoretical assertions that other administrations have made.”)


13. A distinction proposed by Glenn Snyder in 1959.


14. See, for example, Discriminate Deterrence: Report of the Commission on Integrated Long-Term Strategy (“report Iklé/Wohlstetter”), 1988.









An analysis of operation enduring freedom




BRUNO TERTRAIS1


The principle of a massive military operation in Afghanistan seems to have been decided very quickly by the United States, probably in the forty-eight hours following the attacks in New York and Washington2. As early as the end of September, elements of intelligence services and allied special forces were inserted into Afghanistan.

The operation was entirely conceived and directed by the headquarters of the US Central Command (CENTCOM), based in Tampa in Florida, and whose area of responsibility stretches from the Horn of Africa to Central Asia3. Allied countries dispatched liaison missions to Tampa. Their participation in the planning of the operation was to remain very limited. But their military contribution was significant: in total, 27 countries contributed resources to the operation, the most significant being the United Kingdom and France4. This contribution represented more than 16,500 military personnel in CENTCOM’s area of responsibility by mid-March 2002, of which 6,000 were in Afghanistan itself, for Operation Enduring Freedom and the International Security and Assistance Force (ISAF); one fifth of the military forces present in theatre.

 

Without bases in the immediate neighbourhood of Afghanistan, the United States and its allies were obliged to negotiate with the surrounding countries (Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Kirghizstan, and Tajikistan) in order to be able to deploy air and land elements, and depended on the permanent presence of at least two carrier groups off Oman5. Above all, the United States made great use of strategic bombers, consisting of B-1s and especially B-52s operating from the island of Diego Garcia, as well as B-2s operating from American territory6. The American presence on the ground in Afghanistan itself remained very limited (5,000 to 6,000 personnel in total), but this was more out of respect for Afghan sensibilities than to avoid American casualties.

The Enduring Freedom campaign as such began on 7 October, with bombing operations intended to destroy the Afghan military infrastructure and terrorist camps. The campaign seemed initially to unfold rather slowly, indeed frustratingly so for a section of American public opinion. It is true that the tempo of air operations (85 sorties per day7) was much lower than that of Allied Force (167) in 1999 and on a completely different scale to Desert Storm (628) in 1991. From this point of view, the air war in Afghanistan resembled more the 1995 NATO operation in Bosnia (Deliberate Force). Several reasons explain this.

First, political reasons. In the absence of a credible alternative, the United States had to take into account the strategy of the Northern Alliance and its auxiliaries (in the United Opposition Front) which, far from being vassals of Washington, expected to conduct the fight against the Taliban in their own way. In addition, the search for a political solution was taking time, the more so since the relative strengths of the forces at local level was unfavourable to them (15,000 against 60,000). It was hardly conceivable to allow the Northern Alliance forces, with a Tajik majority, to take the city of Kabul by themselves without an agreement on the future structure of the government. (This point constituted one of the conditions imposed by Islamabad on support for the American operation). Also, the different armed factions of the opposition to the Taliban did not always agree among themselves on the strategy to be adopted.

Next, military reasons. The quantity of air support deployed in the theatre was relatively limited, contrary to the situation in Kosovo (where the allies had benefited from more favourable logistic conditions) and Iraq (where the build-up of forces had taken six months). It is true that the number of potential targets was small in comparison with the situation in relatively industrialised countries such as Iraq and Yugoslavia. And, in spite of the brutality of the attacks of 11 September, the United States remained extremely attentive to the dangers of collateral damage8. Finally, the increasing accuracy of bombing (cf. infra) had the result of making sorties more and more “fruitful”. During operations in Afghanistan, a single B-52 was more effective than a whole squadron of Second World War bombers. The B-1s and B-52s alone dropped two thirds of the munitions used in bombing missions.

At the end of October, the military and political conditions were fulfilled to enable a second phase to be initiated. On 30 October a meeting took place between General Franks, chief of the US operation, and the United Opposition Front. The Front was asked to create “fixed points” of enemy troops which the American forces could then pound.9. The first significant operations on the ground (including American special forces) took place from the end of October.

The battle for Mazar-I-Sharif, at the beginning of November, saw the first example of close co-ordination between allied special forces, American air support, and Afghan forces. The town fell on 9 November. Everything went very quickly after that. In a few days, Afghan cities fell to the opposition forces: Herat (12 November), Kabul (13 November), and finally Kandahar (7 December). The rapidity of the crushing defeat of the Taliban is a posteriori easily explained: American air strikes had destroyed their command and communication systems, and the Pakistani intelligence advisers had left the scene. In addition, the Taliban were victims of their own strategy of static defence of the cities10.

At the same time, elements of the 10th Mountain Division based in Uzbekistan entered Afghanistan in order to secure the air bases at Mazar-i-Sharif and Kabul, the marines deploying for their part in the Kandahar region, constructing a temporary base (Camp Rhino). The installation of the provisional government of Mr Hamid Karzai was able to take place on 22 December. The deployment of the international security force began at the end of December, with the first patrols in Kabul on the 29th. The core objectives of the operation (destruction of terrorist infrastructure and the ending of Afghan support for Al Qaeda) had been achieved. The American deployment then changed shape. In January 2002 the air forces based on Diego Garcia moved to the sultanate of Oman, and the 101st Airborne Division began to replace the marines in the South of the country and the 10th Mountain Division in the North.

Paradoxically, it was after the fall of Kabul that some of the greatest battles of the campaign took place. Faced with the impossibility of defending the towns, Taliban and Al Qaeda forces chose a tactical withdrawal. The mountainous region in the East, sharing a frontier with the Pakistani “tribal areas”, offered the best possibilities to the Al Qaeda fighters to find refuge and to regroup. The bombardment of the mountainous regions of Tora-Bora (December) and Zawar-Kili (January) had the aim of “smoking out” the Al Qaeda fighters who had taken refuge in subterranean complexes, frequently described as modern and impenetrable11. The graphic descriptions of them in the Western media remind one irresistibly of 1950s science fiction comic strips. In fact, most of these installations were rudimentary, and turned out to be munitions dumps abandoned by enemy combatants.

On 2 March, Operation Anaconda, the largest of the campaign, began in the area of Gardez, about one hundred kilometres from Tora-Bora. This operation marked a clear change of strategy on the part of the United States. Washington committed nearly a thousand men of the 10th Mountain Division to some particularly violent fighting, occasioning the first significant casualties on the American side. Along with the United States German, Australian, Canadian, Danish, French and Norwegian elements participated, as well as ground forces of the new Afghan government (a total of about 2,000 men), facing a thousand or so Al Qaeda fighters. The involvement of a significant number from the American forces was justified by the necessity of taking on the mission of blocking the retreat of the Islamist fighters, of whom many had been able to seek refuge in Pakistan at the time of the Tora-Bora fighting12. Whilst the United States suffered its most significant losses in combat since the beginning of operations, it is hard to avoid bringing up the magnificent Freudian slip by General Franks, who, on 6 March, spoke of the fighting under way “in Vietnam”13. Operation Anaconda was finally concluded on 18 March. Other operations of the same type, although on a more limited scale, were conducted during the month of May, under British leadership, in the Paktia province.

Was Enduring Freedom a “new type of war”? The label is arguable. The combination of American air power and friendly forces on the ground is a traditional method of operation for the engagement of the United States in a high-intensity crisis, as has been seen notably in Bosnia and Kosovo (the Croatian Army and the UCK occupying the role, mutatis mutandis, of the Northern Alliance). In addition, the most significant operations followed a highly conventional course in the main: Preparation of the terrain by bombing of antiaircraft defences, air bases, and the means of command and control, (the first two weeks), then the front lines (end of October to the beginning of November), followed by the movement of ground forces (from the beginning of November). And the success of Operation Anaconda was due to effective co-ordination between the land elements of the 3rd Brigade of 101 Division and their Apache fire support helicopters. The contrast between the Afghan fighters, with their often rudimentary equipment, sometimes moving on horseback, and American high technology, was certainly striking. But, in military terms, the true novelty of the campaign was double. The first novelty was the considerable role played by UAVs (which, for example, transmitted their images directly to AC-130 gunships), and above all the inauguration of the operational role of armed UAVs of the Predator type, which perhaps foreshadows the shape of fighter-bombers of the end of the 21st Century. The armed drone proved to be particularly effective in a theatre where the mobility of the combatants and their secrecy required a fire decision very rapidly after acquisition. The second novelty: the fact that the majority (more than 60%) of airstrikes involved the use of precision guided munitions, notably the JDAM (Joint Direct Attack Munitions). These weapons represented only about 10% of strikes during the Gulf War, essentially during the first days of the conflict, as against 60-70% of strikes in Afghanistan14. These weapons hit their targets with a probability of around 90%. In total, by way of example, 75% of the munitions dropped by aircraft of the Navy and the Marines hit their targets, as against 50% on average during the crises of the 1990s15. American cruise missiles (a few dozen, as well as a handful of British missiles) were only used in the first weeks of the campaign, for the destruction of fixed targets.

In the spring of 2002, the forces of the international coalition settled down for a long stay. The 82nd Airborne Division of the American Army got ready to relieve the 101st Airborne Division, and the mandate of the security force deployed in Kabul was extended on 23 May for six months by the UN. A naval presence in the Gulf of Oman was established to ensure that elements of Al Qaeda would not attempt to seek refuge on the Arabian Peninsula or in the Horn of Africa. An allied air and sea surveillance force was set up around Somalia at the beginning of January 2002. Approximately 600 American military advisers were deployed to the Philippines within the framework of an “exercise” intended to last six months. Other elements were deployed in Georgia with the assent of Mr Putin, and the despatch of 150 “advisers” to the Yemen was announced at the beginning of March. The mission of these elements is essentially to help the governments in place to combat the terrorist movements judged to be the most dangerous by the American administration, even without a direct link to the attacks of 11 September 2001.

Among the countries liable to be concerned in one way or another by this second phase figure Egypt, Indonesia, Sudan, and Syria. This “horizontal escalation” against international terrorism could eventually concern other continents, judging by the debates under way in Washington in the spring of 2002 over the role which the United States could play in Colombia.



TO FIND OUT MORE:

Course of the operations:

Emily Clark, “Action Update”, Center for Defense Information (http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/actionupdate.cfm)

Anthony Davis, “How the Afghan war was won” Jane’s Intelligence Review, February 2002, pp. 6-13.

CENTCOM site: http://www.centcom.mil

Participation of allied countries: http://www.whitehouse.gov/march11/campaignagainstterrorism.pdf


THE FRENCH CONTRIBUTION


On 3 October, the French authorities decided on the participation of French forces in the allied campaign, under the name of Operation Héraclès. Several naval vessels were immediately assigned to the operations. The initial French commitment also included sizeable intelligence resources, ground personnel and Mirage-IVP (reconnaissance) and Gabriel (electronic intelligence) aircraft. On 10 October, Paris sent a liaison mission to CENTCOM.

On 18 November, two companies of the 21st Marine Infantry Regiment (about 230 personnel) left for the theatre of operations. Deployed on 2 December to Mazar-i-Sharif, this detachment had the task of re-establishing the security of the airport to permit the handling of humanitarian aid. It also included an operational tactical transport group (GTO) of 60 personnel of the Air Force and two C-160 aircraft, stationed at Dushanbe (Tajikistan). Its mission came to an end on 1 February.

On 18 December, Task Force 473, based on the Charles de Gaulle, arrived in the region. By 5 March, its aircraft had carried out 563 operational flights over Afghanistan (reconnaissance, support, airspace control). The vessels of TF 473 had their own dual role: surveillance of the maritime zone and support to the coalition naval forces.

The commitment of the air component depended for a long time on negotiations with the countries of the region to find a base for the French aircraft. An agreement was finally concluded to this effect with the authorities in Kirghizstan on 26 December. But it was not until 3 February that the first detachment of the Air Force arrived in Manas to prepare for the arrival of the French aircraft and assist the American teams to construct an international base. From 26 February, six Mirage-2000D and two C-135F tankers were stationed at the airport of Manas in Kirghizstan, with a group of some 450 airmen. These aircraft carried out their first operational mission on 3 March. They were immediately committed to Operation Anaconda. This operation gave the French aircraft their first bombing missions, using Mirage 2000-D and also Super-Etendards. Twenty-two aircraft in total were involved, being the whole operational fleet of fighter-bombers available in the theatre, for the attack of 25 targets (the total as at 10 March). By 21 March 2002, the French aircraft had completed 4,000 flying hours, of which 1,650 were by the Super Etendard (220 missions), 400 by the Mirage 2,000D (45 missions), 1,000 by the tankers (160 missions), and 450 by the Hawkeye (100 missions).

In parallel, France had committed herself to the international security and assistance force (ISAF) at a level of about 520 personnel, under the heading of Operation Pamir, whose initial duration was fixed at three months. The first detachment arrived in Kabul on 2 January, the team being complete by mid-January.

 

The means engaged

 

Operation Héraclès

Task Force 473


	1 aircraft carrier (16 Super Etendard, 2 Hawkeye, 5, later 7, Rafale)


	1 anti-aircraft frigate


	2 anti-submarine frigates


	1 nuclear attack submarine


	1 tanker




 

Minesweeping Group


	1 mobile support vessel


	2 minehunters




 

2 maritime patrol aircraft from Djibouti

 

2 Mirage IVP (reconnaissance and observation)

1 Transall Gabriel (electronic intelligence)

1 research and experiment vessel (intelligence)

 

Special forces and intelligence personnel (some hundreds)

 

2 companies of 21st RIMA (230 personnel) Mazar-i-Sharif

1 GTO (60 personnel and 2 C-160), Dushanbe

6 Mirage 2000D, Manas

2 C-135 tankers, Manas

460 personnel, Manas

 

Operation Pamir

1 battalion composed of elements of 21e RIMA, 17e RGP, 1er Spahis, 41e RT, 2e and 3e RMAT, and 503e RT (in all about 500 personnel), Kabul (French participation in the ISAF).

 

On 21 March 2002, according to the Ministry of Defence, the French contribution in the theatre consisted of 3,500 personnel at sea, 500 in the ISAF, 450 in Manas and 100 at Dushanbe.

 

For further information:

http://www.defense.gouv.fr












1. Senior Research Fellow, Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, and Senior Lecturer at the Institut d’Etudes Politiques de Paris.


2. Dan Balz & Bob Woodward, “America’s Chaotic Road to War”, series of articles published by the Washington Post between 27 January and 3 February 2002.


3. It was CENTCOM which organised Operations Desert Storm (Iraq 1991) and Desert Fox (Iraq 1998).


4. The participation of NATO was limited to five AWACS patrolling American airspace, and the engagement of STANAVFORMED (the NATO naval force in the Mediterranean.


5. The Eastern limit of CENTCOM’s area of responsibility coincided with the Indo-Pakistan frontier. This was one of the reasons why India was not asked to act as a rear base for operations, to the great displeasure of Indian supporters of closer ties with America.


6. B-52s dropped the majority of munitions used during air operations.


7. Average for the period 7 October -23 December 2001.


8. The number of civilian victims was between 1,000 and 3,000 by January 2002 according to a study by NGO Project on Defense Alternatives.


9. At the beginning of November, bombing missions on the front lines represented approximately 80% of aircraft sorties.


10. On this point see Anthony Davis, “How the Afghan War was Won”, Jane’s Intelligence Review, February 2002, pp. 6-13.


11. The Tora-Bora complex was built during the Afghanistan war of 1979-1989, based on ancient irrigation works.


12. The particularly strict rules of engagement imposed on the American forces and the “corruptibility” of some elements of the Afghan opposition also explains how many of the fighters were able to escape to Pakistan.


13. At the beginning of March 2002, the total of American losses in combat reached about thirty dead, the majority in accidents.


14. The majority of precision guided munitions now use the Global Positioning System (GPS).


15. By the beginning of April 2002, 22 000 bombs and missiles had been dropped on Afghan territory by the United States, of which 75% were dropped by the Air Force.









A “new strategic framework” for russo-american relations?




ISABELLE FACON1


During the 1990s, the strategic relationship between the U.S. and Russia lived through growing tensions. Hostage to both the ups and downs of Russian political life and differences between Moscow and Washington on a number of international issues, the ratification of the Start-2 treaty (signed in 1993) was repeatedly rejected by the Duma. In this context, the United States’ interest in the traditional framework and content of the dialogue with Russia on strategic stability had started declining. After 2000, President Putin’s policy of rapprochement with the West has improved the political background of this dialogue. Still, Moscow and Washington find it difficult to work out the terms of the definition of a “new strategic framework” for their relationship.



The importance of arms control in Russia’s policies and perceptions


A factor in this is the importance arms control retains in the eyes of many within the Russian political and military leadership. Indeed, arms control processes represent a residual element of the vanished superpower-to-superpower relationship, a major and prestigious area of participation in the international game for Russia, as well as a guarantee of its interests being taken more seriously by the United States.

This explains the Kremlin’s willingness to preserve the treaty limiting anti-missile systems signed in 1972 in Moscow, the ABM treaty, which the Russians see as a major symbol of the strategic bilateral relationship of the Cold War and which they still present as a key element of strategic stability. This very same logic was at the heart of President Putin’s strategy of safeguarding a bilateral dynamic in the field of disarmament, of maintaining at least relative parity with the United States in offensive nuclear weapons and of retaining an influence over Washington’s decisions on strategic issues by “engaging” the U.S. in formal agreements. For this purpose, the new leadership in the Kremlin undertook to improve its image in this area: just one month after he was elected president, Vladimir Putin obtained the ratification of the Start-2 treaty and of the Comprehensive test ban treaty (CTBT) by the Duma. Moscow also softened its position on the issue of anti-missile defenses2. Contrary to the position it had been defending previously (i.e. a policy of linkage in which Moscow said it would agree to further offensive nuclear weapons cuts only if the ABM treaty was preserved), the Kremlin moved towards the idea of a “bargain” involving modifications to the ABM treaty and negotiations on a new arms reduction agreement. Both conditions would have allowed the preservation of a framework meeting Russia’s desire for international authority (this aspiration being witnessed by, among other things, the Russian officials’ recurrent statements that Moscow and Washington, as the two biggest nuclear powers, bear a special responsibility towards the world community). In this context, Washington’s decision on 13 December 2001 to withdraw from the ABM treaty represented a significant diplomatic and political setback for Moscow, even though most Russian political and military leaders do not view the U.S. anti-missile plans as an immediate threat to the credibility of Russian nuclear deterrence3.
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