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Text A

S
On Balance: New Technology and
Traditional Skills

Did Operation Iraqi Freedom validate a new theory of warfare in
which special forces, high technology, and creative war plans will re-
place America’s traditional assets of firepower, maneuver, and brute
strength? Some say yes, and now expect Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld to push for the radical overhaul or “transformation” of the
US armed forces that he reportedly wanted back in early 2001 but
felt politically unable to pursue,

However, what is most striking about the recent war to over-
throw Saddam is just how much traditional combat capabilities still
mattered. Yes, special forces and modern air power were important,
but so were Abrams tanks®, 5-ton supply trucks, rifle-wielding sol-
diers and marines, and old-fashioned infantry combat skills, When
US forces met the Republican Guard® ’s Madinah Munawrah Ar-
mored and Baghdad Infantry divisions south of the Iraqi capital in the
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decisive battle of the war, they did so with numerical superiority,
dominant air support, and tremendous firepower, The recent wars in
Afghanistan and Iraq have essentially been won with the military the
Bush administration inherited from Bill Clinton, the first President
Bush, and Ronald Reagan®—a force constantly but gradually mod-
ernized—not with a reinvented force built by proponents of defense
revolution. As such, those who would abandon the Powell( doctrine
of overwhelming force in favor of a Rumsfeld doctrine of stealth,
surprise, and small coalitions of the willing should temper their
views,

The Four-week War Against Saddam

American, British, and Australian forces accomplished a re-
markable feat between March 19 and April 9, the rough boundaries
of the main combat phase of military operations in Iraq. They defea-
ted a 400, 000-man military, overthrew a dictator, and successfully
carried on major urban combat operations while suffering fewer than
200 combat deaths—even smaller coalition losses than in Operation
Desert Storm a decade ago. Although American-led forces were
poorly prepared for the initial demands of stabilizing post-Saddam
Iraq, that was more a reflection of poor planning at the Pentagon and
CENTCOM than of any inherent lack of capacity on the part of the
deployed troops.

What was responsible for this remarkable battlefield success? In
particular, were Vice President Dick Cheney and Joint Chiefs Chair-
man Richard Myers right when they claimed that the strategy devised
by General Tommy Franks and his colleagues at CENTCOM was
brilliant? Will war colleges around the world be teaching it to their

students decades from now? Or will the conflict tend to be seen pri-
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marily as a case of overwhelming military capability prevailing over a
mediocre army from a mid-sized developing country?

Whether the war’s concept deserves to be called “brilliant,” as
some claimed during and right after the war, is debatable, On bal-
ance, US military performance was so good and military supremacy
so overwhelming that the American-led coalition probably could have
won this war without a brilliant, or even a very good, war plan.
That said, there were major elements of military creativity in the
Iraq campaign as well as some that were not new at all,

Consider several key elements -

Shock and awe®. This was of course the bumper sticker for how
the war would begin, well advertised weeks in advance. But the idea
was not so new. Selectively hitting military targets while sparing ci-
vilian infrastructure is an idea that builds on the US experience in
Afghanistan, Kosovo, and Desert Storm. Avoiding attacks against
regular Iraqi military units was smart, but it was well known that
these forces were much less loyal to Saddam than were the Special
Republican Guard® , Republican Guard, and Fedayeen units?. Strik-
ing hard in a war’s early hours is a strategy that air-power propo-
nents have counseled for decades. In the end, the shock-and-awe
concept was not really followed because plans apparently changed
with the attempt to kill Saddam on March 19. Given the degree to
which Iraqi forces had become accustomed to coalition bombing in the
preceding decade, there probably would not have been much shock or
awe in any case, however.

Special operations raids. These were more impressive than the
early air campaign. Dozens of small special operations teams disrup-

ted Iraqi command and control, seized oil infrastructure, prevented
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dams from being demolished, and took hold of airfields in regions
where Scud missiles might have been launched at Israel. Special op-
erations and intelligence units also appear to have disrupted Iraqgi
lines of communication in Baghdad and elsewhere, perhaps hastening
the collapse of Iraqi forces once the urban fights began, These opera-
tions were brave, creative, and effective. They also prevented some
nightmare scenarios.

Bypassing southeastern cities while rushing to Baghdad. In the
war's first 10 days, it was not clear that coalition ground forces could
sufficiently protect their flanks in areas that they preferred not to
seize, The following debate was somewhat overblown; in a worst
case, coalition forces could have waited a couple of weeks for other units
to arrive with little harm done to the broader strategy. Regardless, this
approach, which placed a premium on speed and deep penetration, was
hardly new. Hitler's generals did not make pit stops in Strasbourg or
Luxembourg or northeastern France; they drove straight for the French
coast to cut off the French army, and then for Paris.

Striking Iraqi forces with a powerful preparatory air bom-
bardment. The combination of GPS-guided all-weather bombs, bet-
ter all-weather sensors such as JSTARS aircraft flying well within
Iraqi airspace, and real-time joint communications networks denied
Iraqi forces any sanctuary, Even if the Iraqis tried to move during
sandstorms, or at night, coalition forces could see and strike them,
In addition, due to the rapid movements of coalition ground forces,
any Iraqi redeployments had to happen quickly if they were to help
frontline forces under attack. That made it more likely they would
move in large formations on roadways. They were badly hurt as a re-

sult. Again, this was textbook doctrine, applied with devastating ef-
s .



fectiveness, rather than brilliant generalship.

Decimating combined-arms attacks against the Republican
Guard. In addition to the above combat dynamics, coalition forces
were remarkably effective when air and ground units worked togeth-
er. By the last days of March and early days of April, US forces
were mauling Republican Guard forces deployed outside of Baghdad.
Saddam made a major mistake in keeping them there, perhaps out of
fear that they would turn against him if allowed into Baghdad or per-
haps out of overconfidence that they could hide in the complex terrain
of the Tigris-Euphrates valley. The coalition did employ some tac-
tics—such as the 3rd Mechanized Infantry Division’s “bump and run”
move to outflank part of the Madinah Division near Karbala—but
what won that fight was a devastating display of combined-arms war-
fare. It built on a decades-old concept with dramatically improved
technology that was acquired and integrated into American military
doctrine and tactics during the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton years.

The fights for Baghdad and Basra. Here, there was some
genuine cleverness and creativity, To try to seize the cities quickly
probably would have produced high casualties on all sides. By con-
trast, to wait patiently for the 4th Mechanized Infantry Division and
other reinforcements would have given Saddam’s forces confidence as
well as time to regroup and devise new tactics. So the middle
ground—using increasingly assertive “reconnaissance in force” opera-
tions to gain information, disrupt Saddam’s forces, embolden the
Iraqi population to resist, and engage selectively in firefights against
elite Iraqi forces—was just right,

On balance, the main pillars of the coalition’s success in Irag—

new technology and traditional skills—provided a remarkable pair of
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capabilities. In terms of equipment, of particular note were the all-
weather reconnaissance systems, all-weather bombs, and modern
communications networks developed in the last decade. In addition,
one is struck by the competence of American and British troops and
their commanders, and the excellence of their doctrine and training.
Indeed, old-fashioned tanks performed extremely well, and urban

combat operations were executed magnificently.

{ G

firepower n. KI, KNREGRES

Secretary of Defense E5]yigiil S

transformation of the US

armed forces EERRY

marine n. ¥ ZE Rl BA BA 5

infantry division # EIf

armored division FHIR

CENTCOM KEPRESH

bumper sticker KEERFERBLN/MREE
. E&RD

air campaign =R

Scud missile CERTR

intelligence n. T

place a premium on =M, BK

deep penetration Y

air bombardment PR

frontline force RIERERBA , B —ZR BFBA

6



formation n. BAJE, 4mBA s & L EBBA , KA
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® shock and awe
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(D Fedayeen units
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I . Decide whether each of the following statements is true or false ac-
cording to the text. Write T for True or F or False before each
statement,

1.~ The most striking about the recent war to overthrow

Saddam is the new theory of warfare,
2. _ _ Firepower, maneuver, and brute strength make a big part

in the new theory of warfare,
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Special forces, high technology, and creative war plans

make a big part in the new theory of warfare,

4, Early in 2001, Rumsfeld pushed for and pursued the radi-
cal overhaul or “transformation” of the US armed forces.

5. Numerical superiority, dominant air support, and tremen-
dous firepower are in the domain of new technology rather
than traditional skills.

6.  Powell doctrine focuses more on traditional skills and

Rumsfeld doctrine focuses more on new technology.

7. American-led forces were poorly prepared for the initial
demands of stabilizing post-Saddam Iraq mainly because of
the inherent lack of capacity on the part of the deployed
troops.

8,  without a brilliant or even a very good war plan, it could
have been impossible for the American-led coalition to
achieve the remarkable battlefield success.

9. _ The strategy “ Shock and Awe” did not bring about much
of the expected effect because it was not totally brand-new
to the Iraqgi forces.

10.  The combined-arms attacks against the Republican Guard

embodied more traditional skills than new technology.

1. Translate the following sentences into Chinese

1. Some say yes, and now expect Secretary of Defense Donald Rums-

feld to push for the radical overhaul or “transformation” of the
US armed forces that he reportedly wanted back in early 2001 but
felt politically unable to pursue,

2. The recent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq have essentially been

won with the military the Bush administration inherited from Bill
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Clinton, the first President Bush, and Ronald Reagan—a force
constantly but gradually modernized—not with a reinvented force

built by proponents of defense revolution.

. Although American-led forces were poorly prepared for the initial

demands of stabilizing post-Saddam Iraq, that was more a reflec-
tion of poor planning at the Pentagon and CENTCOM than of any
inherent lack of capacity on the part of the deployed troops.
Shock and awe. This was of course the bumper sticker for how
the war would begin, well advertised weeks in advance, But the i-
dea was not so new. Selectively hitting military targets while
sparing civilian infl"astructure is an idea that builds on the US ex-
perience in Afghanistan, Kosovo, and Desert Storm.

Given the degree to which Iraqi forces had become accustomed to
coalition bombing in the preceding decade, there probably would

not have been much shock or awe in any case, however,

. Topies for discussion.

1.

What military elements mainly fall within the category of tradi-
tional skills? What military elements mainly fall within the cate-
gory of new technology?

As far as traditional skills and new technology are concerned,
what does Operation Iraqi Freedom illustrate?

What are the major elements of the coalition military creativity in

the Iraq Campaign?

1. http;//www. nato, int/docu/review/2005/issuel/english/art4.
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html
2. http://www. atimes, com/ atimes/Middle_East/FG28 Ak01. html
3. http://www. iwar. org. uk/news-archive/iraq/lessons-learned/
hasc-03-10-02-giambastiani. htm
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Text B

——\,—

Merits of US Military Transformation and

Demerits of Saddam

As for the entire thrust of the current program of military trans-
formation of the US armed forces, Bush proclaimed that a new era
would dawn. “Power is increasingly defined, not by mass or size,
but by mobility and swiftness, Influence is measured in information,
safety is gained in stealth, and force is projected on the long arc of
precision-guided weapons. ” The Bush Administration héas been allo-
cating defense resources in accord with the priorities and vision of fu-
ture war defined by network-centric warfare (NCW)@®and “shock and
awe. ” All of the major transformation efforts in the military services
and the major military systems under research, development, and
construction focus on improving the armed forces’ ability to destroy
enemy targets precisely, rapidly, and from hundreds (or thousands)
of miles away.

Operation Iraqi Freedom has done nothing to slow these trends.
As the war ended, a chorus began to sing the praises of military
transformation as demonstrated in that war. One reporter declared,

“Iraq, in fact, may be remembered as the first true war of the infor-
11



