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ABSTRACT

This report, originally prepared as a memorandum for Senator William Roth, examines the
“lessons learned” of Operation Allied Force, NATO'’ s effort to make President Milosevic of
Yugoslavia yield to its demands over Kosovo. The report analyzes NATO’s political and
military objectives, examineswhy Milosevic accepted NATO’ sterms; and evaluatesRussia' s
role in the conflict. The report aso assesses European/Canadian shortcomings in military
capabilities made evident by the conflict; reviewsthe performance of the three new aliesand
the implications of their performance for possible further enlargement of the alliance; and
encapsul ates the range of alied viewpoints during the conflict and the political importance of
maintaining a unified NATO position. Finaly, the report analyzes the implications of the
conflict for non-Article V missions for NATO, and the conclusions that potential NATO
adversaries might draw from the war. This report may be updated as further information on
the conflict becomes available. For additiona reading, see CRS Issue Brief 98041, Kosovo
and U.S. Policy; Issue Brief 10027, Kosovo: U.S. and Allied Military Operations; and CRS
report RL30265, Kosovo: Review and Analysis of Policy Objectives, 1998-June 1999.



Kosovo: Lessons Learned from Operation Allied Force

Summary

The March-June 1999 NATO war over Kosovo raised questions about many
issues affecting the future of NATO. Questions arising from the conflict about
political objectives, strategy, command arrangements, NATO-Russianrelations, alied
capabilities, future enlargement, dlied unity, non-Article V operations, and the
response of potential adversaries remain under debate. This report provides brief
“lessons learned” from Operation Allied Force.

NATO had limited political objectivesintheconflict, most of whichwere at least
partially met. Key considerations, such as avoiding civilian casualties and losses to
NATO forces, affected design of the military strategy supporting these objectives.
NATO ' srestrained escalation of force, with no threat of ground attack and a gradual
application of increased air power, violated conventional U.S. military doctrine to
maximize shock. A desire to sustain alied unity largely caused this restraint, and
ceded time and initiative to Milosevic. Subsequent proposals to streamline allied
decision-making, including an “intervention committee,” are discussed.

Why Milosevic decided to accept NATO termsand withdraw hisforcesremains
unclear. Damage caused by NATO bombing, sustained allied unity, possible allied
planning for aground war, adesire to preserve hisforces, and desertion of Russiaas
apossible protector were likely principal reasons.

NATO sought to maintain political engagement with Russia, which sharply
opposed the air war. Russiasought to undermine NATO' s objectives, but in the end
acceded to allied desires to assist in achieving a diplomatic solution.

The conflict revealed a significant gap in military capability between the United
States and its dlies, which were deficient in key areas such as lift, precision-guided
munitions, and night combat. These shortfalls may have spurred European interest
in developing greater capabilities, an interest not yet reflected in defense budgets.
The three new alies gave political support to NATO goals, but did not send combat
forces. Ther restrained involvement raised issues for a possible next round of
enlargement, such as candidate states' military preparedness and political will.

NATO maintained unity, but arange of viewswasevident inalied governments.
L eftist or center-left governments supported the conflict, Britain took aleading role,
Italy bore a heavy burden, and the Greek government, despite vigorous popular
opposition, maintained its political support for the war. The conflict broke new
ground in that the allies went to war in part for humanitarian reasons.

Potential adversaries learned that NATO may no longer regard claims of
sovereignty asashield against dlied intervention intheir affairs. They may aso have
learned useful lessons from Milosevic' stactics intended to divide the dlies, and that
NATO may be more likely to take decisive action to protect interests near Europe,
than when interests at a greater distance are affected.

Thisreport, in the form of amemorandum, was originally prepared for Senator
William Roth, and isbeing made availableto Congressasawholewith hispermission.
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Kosovo: Lessons Learned from
Operation Allied Force

Introduction”

Operation Allied Force ended with the withdrawal of Y ugoslav forcesfrom and
thereturn of most refugeesto Kosovo. The conflict, however, raised many questions
about broader issues affecting the future of the NATO alliance. This memorandum
examines a number of “lessons learned,” with the redlization that any conflict is
unique and only elements of Allied Force may have relevance for future operations.

During the war, there were questions about NATO’s strategy, particularly
President Clinton’s announcement that the use of ground forces was not being
considered as an option, and the need for an escalation of air operations. Bringing
together 19 dlies with disparate histories and interests, and often different political
cultureswasaformidabletask. How did that task affect formulation of political goals
and military objectives? Weretheallies consistent in those goalsand objectives? The
first section of the memorandum examines these questions.

In the second section, CRS examines decison-making and command
arrangements. Did the chain of command operate as expected by the allies? Was
Allied Force “war by committee,” with aleast common denominator determiningfinal
decisions, or was greater flexibility in reconciling national sentiments with strategic
requirements apparent?

In the third section, Russia’ s role is examined. NATO has sought for several
years to engage Russiain security issues on the continent, without giving Moscow a
veto over decison-making. From the alied perspective, did Russa play a
constructive role? Does the conflict indicate a need for different ways to engage
Russiain the future?

The fourth section examines NATO capabilities and burdensharing. It is clear
that the United States bore the brunt of the air campaign. Given this fact, how
significant was the role played by European dliesin Allied Force? What did the war
indicate about strengths and shortcomings of NATO’ s military forces? How did the
new member states, which joined the alliance only two weeks before the conflict
began, respondto their initial, and undoubtedly difficult, test? Doestheir performance
in the conflict have implications for a possible next round of enlargement?

The find section analyzes the implications of the conflict for NATO's future.
Were the dlies satisfied with the outcome of Allied Force? How well did NATO

"Prepared by Paul E. Gallis, Specialist in European Affairs.
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tolerate arange of sentimentsin allied governments, and how important is consensus-
building and unity in such a conflict? Does the war indicate a need for greater
European military capability, particularly for non-ArticleV operations? What insights
might potential adversaries have learned about NATO from the conduct of Allied
Force?

Operation Allied Force: The Strategy

Political Objectives of Operation Allied Force’

NATO’spalitical goalsin first threatening, then engaging, in air strikes against
Y ugodaviawerelimited. Inessence, NATO utilized air strikes as a meansto compel
Y ugodlav President Slobodan Milosevicto change hisbehavior in Kosovo, whichwas
viewed to be unacceptable to the international community on humanitarian grounds
and threatening to neighboring states, and to promote a peaceful resolution to the
conflict. Outside of Kosovo, NATO also sought to stabilize neighboring countries,
maintain alied unity, and limit damageto relationswith Russia. Theair campaign did
not have as stated objectives taking Kosovo away from Serbia by force, providing
defense for the Kosovo Liberation Army, or removing Milosevic from power.

NATOfirst threatened air strikesagainst Y ugosaviain October 1998 asameans
to enforce agreementsreached between Richard Holbrooke and Milosevic on acease-
fireand Serbian force levelsin Kosovo. The NATO threat theoretically remained in
place during the peace negotiations at Rambouillet in early 1999, providing an
“incentive” for the parties to reach an agreement. After Yugoslavia rejected the
interim agreement, NATO publicly renewed its threat of air strikesin March 1999.
At the start of the operation, U.S. and NATO leaders said that the action was
intended to stop the killing in Kosovo and compel Milosevic to accept the interim
politica settlement negotiated at Rambouillet. On March 24, President Clinton
outlined three objectives of the mission: to demonstrate the seriousness of NATO's
purpose; to deter an even bloodier offensive by Y ugodavia against innocent civilians
inKosovo; if necessary, to seriously damage the Serbian military’ s capacity to make
war in Kosovo.

Instead of capitulating or reversing course, however, Milosevic immediately
intensified his massive ethnic cleansng campaign to drive out most of the ethnic
Albanian population from Kosovo. Hundreds of thousands of Kosovar refugees fled
or were driven out to neighboring countries. Although NATO's objective of
deterring such violence failed, NATO resolved to continue the air campaign until
certain conditions were met. In April, NATO established five core demands on
Milosevic: stop dl military action, violence and repression in Kosovo; withdraw from
Kosovo hismilitary, police, and paramilitary forces, agreeto the stationing in Kosovo
of aninternational military presence with NATO at its core; agree to the return of all
refugeesand accessto them by humanitarian aid organi zations; and provide assurance

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in International Relations.
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of willingnessto work on the basis of the Rambouillet Accordsto establish apolitical
framework agreement for Kosovo.

NATO held to these objectives through the rest of the campaign. Some proved
to be more controversia than others. Regarding the withdrawal of Serb forces,
NATO subsequently specified that all of Belgrade's forces had to leave Kosovo, in
contrast to earlier agreementsthat would have allowed Belgradeto retain someforces
inthe province. U.S. officialsasserted that only afull withdrawal would allow for the
return of a substantial number of refugees. In an apparent concession, however,
NATO said, at the April 1999 summit in Washington, that it would consider a pause
in the air campaign if Milosevic's forces “began” to withdraw.

With regard to theinternational military presence, NATO asserted that it should
provide the “core’ of the force. The May 6 statement adopted by the Group of 8
countries, however, referred only to “effective international civil and security
presences’ endorsed by the United Nations, making no mention of NATO and
implying possible U.N. command and control. However, the June 3 statement
presented to Milosevic by the Russian and Finnish envoys restored NATO's
“substantial participation” and united command intheinternational security presence.
Milosevic's agreement to the statement and the subsequent Military Technical
Agreement worked out between NATO and Yugodav military leaders, with terms
meeting NATO'’ s requirements, enabled the alliance to end Operation Allied Force
on June 10. NATO later reached a de-militarization agreement with the Kosovo
Liberation Army.

With these agreements and the passage of U.N. Security Council Resolution
1244 (June 10), NATO claimed that the stated political objectivesof the Allied Force
operation had been met. These objectives, limited in scope, could only provide
conditions for peace to take hold in Kosovo. The larger objective of securing peace
and security in Kosovo and southeastern Europe would depend on other operations
and international efforts.

Military Goals of Operation Allied Force’

Without accessto NATO military planning documents, any discussion of military
objectives is limited to public statements, and consequently must be generalized. It
is impossible to separate the military goals of Operation Allied Force from their
politica context, given that they were crafted and adjusted to maintain a politica
consensus among the allies.  In announcing the onset of the air campaign, NATO
Secretary-General Solana stated:

Alliance military action is intended to support its political aims. To do so,
NATO’ smilitary action will be directed towards halting the violent attacks being
committed by Yugoslav army and security forces and disrupting their ability to
conduct future attacks against the population of Kosovo...

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specidist in National Defense.
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From the onset, however, there appeared to be a disconnection between this
objective and the conduct of the air campaign. Targeting was restricted almost
entirely to air defense and infrastructure facilities, destruction of which appeared not
to hamper Serb ethnic cleansing operations in Kosovo. In addition, Operation Allied
Force’s design asacampaign of phased escalationindicated that hopesof “signaling”
NATO's resolve took precedence over solely military concerns. As it became
apparent that air strikes could not stop Serb operations, public military objectives
were brought more in line with what could be achieved. On April 15, before the
Senate Armed Services Committee, Secretary Cohen stated:

Our military objectiveisto degrade and damagethe military and security structure
that President Milosevic has used to depopul ate and destroy the Albanian magjority
in Kosovo.

Now the military objectives were drafted in relative terms (e.g., “degrading”
capabilities), and hence achievable almost by definition. Outright destruction of Serb
armed forces and hating the attacks in Kosovo were no longer included as amilitary
objective, because they could not be achieved solely though an air campaign, and a
ground offensive was politically unacceptable for the alies.

Though NATO spokesmen emphasized that al targets had military significance,
theair strikeswereincreasingly targeted against economic and political infrastructure
(e.g., bridges, power plants, TV stations, presidential residences). Theseweretargets
of valueto the Milosevic regime, and reflected anintensified effort to force apolitical
capitulation from President Milosevic, rather than an effort to wipe out operating
ground forces in Kosovo.

Hence from the outset, Operation Allied Force was a unique type of operation,
and not guided by normal military doctrine. There appearsto have been no confusion
on military objectives among NATO military forces. The significant differencesin
perspective were rather on the nationa political level, where short-term military
objectives were affected by political adjustments in target lists, strong aversion to
casualtieson either side of the conflict, and concerns over domestic public reactions.

NATO military leaders, including General Clark, General Naumann, and General
Short have criticized the extent to which they were unable to conduct the operation
based upon military objectives, and have caled for an examination of the aliance’s
decison making processes once a military operation has been undertaken. Gen.
Naumann has also noted that while the Yugoslavs prepared for a war, NATO
“prepared for an operation”; a distinction marking the inherent constraints on
NATO's military leaders’

Application of Military Force: Escalate or Overwhelm?’

NATO’s military strategy for forcing Milosevic out of Kosovo, based on the
gradual application of military force, received considerable criticism from military

!Defense News, July 26, p. 30.
"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in Nationa Defense.



CRS-5

strategists and others despite the fact that it ultimately did compel his withdrawal at
no cost in NATO lives. The use of force was restrained in several dimensions: first,
there was no confrontation or serious threat by allied ground forces; second, air
power wasapplied gradually; third, somestrategic civiliantargetswere kept off limits;
andfourth, air power wasrestricted to high altitude delivery in order to reduce danger
to dlied pilots. This restrained escalation of force appeared to violate conventional
U.S. doctrine to apply optimal joint forces for decisive results.? It also contradicted
U.S. Air Force doctrineto maximize shock with s multaneous effects-based targeting,
whether one preferred strategic paralysis of Serbiaor destruction of itscombat forces
astheaim.?

The advantages of gradua escalation were primarily political. An over-riding
consideration was to sustain alied unity throughout the military campaign against
Yugodavia* Key participants such asItaly and Greece might have been hard-pressed
to control public dissent intheface of perceived NATO heavy-handedness, especidly
if it resulted in sizable Serbian civilian or NATO military casualties; all Western
democracies, currently, place a high priority on avoiding casuaties. Many Western
policy-makers expected that modest air strikes would quickly bring Milosevic to the
table — per the precedent of the Bosnian Serb reaction in 1995. As a practical
matter, beginning with limited operations demonstrated NATO resolve immediately
while avoiding a long, possibly awkward, wait for more massive forces to be
assembled. Militarily, the incremental approach allowed a conservative attack and
assessment of Serbian air defenses to minimize dangers to alied air crews. Bad
weather and Serbian dispersal and camouflage of forces also constrained effective
targeting.

The disadvantages of gradual escalation were that it ceded time and initiativeto
Milosevic. Whereas massive strikesmight have damaged Serbian military capabilities
and shocked the leaders and public into early capitulation, limited strikes permitted
physica and psychological accommodations and adjustments to be made on adaily

?In 1984, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger set forth six tests for use of U.S. combat
forces, including that they should be committed “wholeheartedly.” Congress, in the 1986
Goldwater-Nichols Act, underlined that U.S. forces should fight jointly. In 1993, General
Colin Powell restated the Weinberger Doctrineas, “... we should always execute for decisive
results.” See (name redacted) and Nina Serafino, CRS Report 94-805, The Use of Force:
Key Contemporary Documents, October 17, 1994.

*Many points on air operations in Kosovo derive from materials presented at an Eaker
Colloguy on Aerospace Strategy, Requirements, and Forces held on August 16, 1999 in
Washington, D.C., titled Operation Allied Force: Strategy, Execution, Implications.
(Subsequently cited as Eaker Colloquy.) Theoretical background is described by Howard D.
Belote, “Paralyze or Pulverize? Liddell Hart, Clausewitz, and Their Influence on Air Power
Theory,” Strategic Review, Winter 1999, pp. 40-46.

“General Clark, “...the cohesion of the alliance was more important than any single target we
struck...” Quoted by Erin Q. Winograd, “Clark Says Air Campaign Wasn't Slowed by
Coalition Requirements,” Inside the Army, August 9,1999, p. 2. Inadifferent interpretation,
another journalist reported that General Clark said, “...the aliance was hamstrung by
competing political and military intereststhat may have prolonged the conflict.” SeeWilliam
Drozdiak, “War Effort Restrained By Politics,” The Washington Post, July 20, 1999, p.14.
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basis and allowed Serbian military and security forces to concentrate on their ethnic
cleansing missions. Allied forces per se were not under serious threat and could
afford to take as long as necessary to prosecute incremental attacks against
Y ugodavia; the same was not true, of course, for the Kosovo Albanians— each day
of the campaign meant added deaths and displacements for them. Whether an
aternative, “overwhelming” strategy could have been mounted and concluded within
lessthan the 78 days of Operation Allied Force will never be known for certain. Itis
likely, however, that looser political constraints on civilian targeting and operating
altitudes would have allowed air strikes to create greater damage sooner to both
Serbian infrastructure and combat forces.

Exclusion of a Ground Force Option®

The element of NATO' s strategy of force escalation that was most visibly and
heatedly debated was the decision to exclude participation of ground forces. Special
criticism was reserved for public declarations of that policy, such as President
Clinton’s statement on March 24 that “I do not intend to put our troops in Kosovo
to fight awar.”® The political justification for such amilitarily unwise statement was
to reassure any skittish NATO adliesthat the United States was serious about keeping
the Kosovo operation limited and as bloodless as possible. It became increasingly
apparent that, should the air campaign fal to compel Serbian withdrawa from
Kosovo, NATO would either haveto use ground forces or definedown itsobjectives.
By May 18, the President said, “I don’t think we or our allies should take any options
off thetable,...”® Inthe end, ground forces were not used, but the debate continues
about the efficacy of using or threatening to use them.

The decision to deploy ground forces generally evidences more serious intent
than does high-altitude bombing alone. The strategic advantage, inthiscase, wasthat
Milosevic would have been less able to wait out and ignore NATO air actions — he
would lose the initiative; the disadvantage was that dl the allies would have to face
therisk of military casualtiesand many other uncertaintiesand potential consequences
flowing from acommitment to invade Y ugodavia. Although NATO unquestionably
could have mustered a ground force capable of defeating the Yugosav Army,
geography and politics complicated planning for itsinsertion.” A mgjor effort might
have taken many months to prepare. Even without a specific plan, however, had
NATO not ruled out ground forces, Milosevic would surely have felt threatened by
the strong NATO combat formations already deployed in neighboring Bosnia,
Macedonia, and Albania and logistics bases in Hungary. Had Milosevic and his
generals not felt safe from ground attacks that could potentialy strike from eight

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in Nationa Defense.

*SeeR.W. AppleJr., “Nimble Security Juggler: Sandy Berger, The Strategist And Politician,”
New York Times, August 25, 1999, p.1.

®lbid.

"For adiscussion of military and geographic planning factors, see(name redated), Kosovo:
Possible Ground Force Options, CRS Report RS20188, May 4, 1999, 6 pp.
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different surrounding states, they might have held out less long or have devoted
military resources to preparing defenses rather than to ethnic cleansing.?

At thetactical level, therewereindicationsthat forces on the ground — working
jointly with air forces — enhanced the overall operation beyond their direct
capabilities. NATO high-altitude, precision bombing seemed quite successful against
fixed, infrastructure targets. It was much less successful against Serbian combat
forcesthat were dispersed, hidden, and camouflaged. NATO air operations enjoyed
thelr greatest success against Serbian combat forces in the last days of the campaign
when ground incursionsby the Kosovo Liberation Army forced the Serbsto massand
move forces, providing lucrative targets. Task Force Hawk, aU.S. Army unit based
on Apache attack helicopters and long-range rocket systems, was assembled closeto
Kosovo in Albania. Although TF Hawk was not committed, it appears that its
reconnai ssanceand surveillanceassets, intelligence processing capability, and ground-
oriented analysts were effective in providing useful target datafor NATO air forces.’
At both the strategic and tactical levels, therefore, it appears that threatening to use,
or actualy introducing, ground forces early in Operation Allied Force could have
hastened Milosevic’ swithdrawal from K osovo and diverted effort from hiscampaign
of ethnic cleansng. Whether al adlies and neighboring countries would have
supported such a strategy remains uncertain.

Why Did Milosevic Agree to Withdraw His Forces from Kosovo?”

A definitive explanation for Milosevic's decision to withdraw his forces from
Kosovo isnot possible at present, given that Milosevic hasyet to explain publicly the
reasonsfor thewithdrawal, and that archives and memoirsthat could shed light on the
guestion are unlikely to be availablefor sometime. However, observers have offered
several plausible explanations. One factor may have been the damage caused by 11
weeks of dlied bombing. According to press accounts, the bombing appeared to be
successful in destroying military bases and government installations, as well as dual
use infrastructure within Serbia proper, including bridges, oil refineries and power
plants. Perhaps most importantly, NATO targeted factories, television stations and
other assets of Milosevic's key supporters, including the influential Karic brothers.
(Milosevic's cronies may have also been discomfited by an EU travel ban that
prevented them from gaining easy accessto their overseas bank accounts.) Although
Milosevic may have at first received a politica boost from public outrage at the
NATO bombing, he may havefeared that the extensive damage caused by large-scale,
open-ended bombing would sharply erode his public support and the loyaty of his
inner circle.’?

8At one time or another, Macedonia, Greece, and Hungary did state opposition to staging a
ground offensivefrom their territories. They cooperated inall NATO military activities short
of that, however, and were never pressured for a definitive decision.

*TheodoreG. Stroup Jr., “ Task Force Hawk: Beyond Expectations,” Army Magazine, August
1999, pp 8-10.

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in European Affairs.
Evening Standard (London), August 19, 1999, 8; New York Times, June 6, 1999, 1.
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Damageinflicted on Serbian and Y ugoslav forcesmay not have been akey factor
in forcing the withdrawal; dispersal of forces and expert camouflage reportedly
moderated their losses. However, the alied air presence may well have hindered
Yugodav forces in their campaign to stamp out the KLA, which had been a key
objective of Milosevic's ethnic cleansing effort. While the KLA did not seriously
threaten Serbian control of the province during the bombing, Milosevic may have
calculated that timewas not on hissideinthelong run. Thetactical stalematewiththe
KLA could eventualy haveturnedto hisdisadvantage, particularly if aNATO ground
offensive would have been launched.™

It isunclear the extent to which Milosevic took serioudly the threat of aground
offensve. NATO countriesnever began serious preparationsfor aninvasion, in part
due to concern about the negative political impact of likedy Western casualties.
General Clark has said that he believes that Milosevic had received intelligence that
the United States and other NATO countries were likely to begin serious
consideration of aground assault inthe near future. Milosevic may have calculated
that his ability to secure adea would deteriorate rapidly if that occurred. Clark said
that he believes Milosevic's military advisors told him that if NATO ultimately did
decide on a ground assault, Yugoslav forces would be defeated.’> Milosevic may
have cal culated that such adefeat, and the heavy losses Y ugoslav forceswould suffer,
could bepolitically fatal for him. Relatives of reservists demonstrated against the war
in several towns in southern Serbia in May 1999, after a modest number of bodies
were returned from the battlefields of Kosovo. Some reservists in Kosovo
abandoned their posts. In addition, Milosevic could not rule out the possibility that
NATO forces might not stop at taking K osovo, and could move on Belgrade in order
to oust him from power.

Milosevic may have also been swayed by hisincreasing international isolation.
Hebelieved that NATO countries would not be ableto maintain the unity and resolve
to carry out military operations of the necessary duration and intensity to force him
to quit Kosovo. On April 30, Milosevic said that “we never thought we could defeat
NATO...[However,] you are not willing to sacrifice lives to achieve our surrender.
But wearewilling to dieto defend our rights as an independent sovereign nation. The
U.S. Congressis beginning to understand that bombing a country into complianceis
not aviablepolicy or strategy.”** However, the NATO alliesremained unified during
the conflict, in part dueto public outrage inthe West over the brutality of the Serbian
ethnic cleansing campaign in Kosovo. Another important factor was the possible
concern among many dlied leaders that a failure to achieve dlied objectives in
Kosovo would deal a devastating blow to NATO's credibility. Finaly, and perhaps
most critically, there were no combat losses among dlied pilots, as Milosevic had
hoped.

" Anthony Cordesman, “The Lessons and Non-Lessons of the Air and Missile War in
Kosovo,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 3, 1999.

2AP news wire dispatch, September 1, 1999.
BUPI news agency dispatch, April 30, 1999.
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A related consideration for Milosevic may have been his perception that Russia
had abandoned him. Perhaps buoyed by the reports of his brother Boridav, who was
Yugoslav Ambassador to Russia, Milosevic may have been counting on Russian
support to deter alied action against him, or if that failed, for Russiato provide him
with concrete military assistance. However, it became clear that no such assistance
was forthcoming. Press accounts of the June 3 meeting between Milosevic, Russian
envoy Viktor Chernomyrdin and Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari agree that
Chernomyrdin supported Ahtisaari’ sinsistence that the plan, which was based on the
core NATO demands for ending the conflict, was non-negotiable. Given the
constellation of international political forcesagainst him, Milosevic may have seenthe
Chernomyrdin/Ahtisaari peace document as the best offer he was likely to get.**

Some observershave raised the issue of whether Milosevic infact wanted to get
rid of Kosovo dl along. They speculate that given the unfavorable demographic
situation inthe province, and continuing Western demandsfor autonomy for Kosovo,
Milosevic may have felt that Serbian control of Kosovo was doomed in the long run
anyway, and that having it taken away from him by force at acceptable cost was more
politically palatablethanto giveit up without afight.*> Moreover, the Chernomyrdin-
Ahtisaari document recognized Y ugoslavia s sovereignty over Kosovo, whilegiving
the U.N. the unenviable task of governing the province. Skeptics argue that such a
strategy would appear convoluted, even by Balkan standards. They add that if such
was Milosevic's strategy, it has not been a great success; the defeat in Kosovo has
landed him in the most difficult domestic political situation of hisrule.

NATO Decision-Making and Command Arrangements

Performance of the NATO Chain of Command®

Given the generaly smooth execution of the air campaign and its favorable
outcome — particularly with no casualties to armen — NATO’s military chain of
command for Operation Allied Force has suffered little criticism. NATO hasagreat
advantage in its long-standing and often-exercised chains of command and
standardized procedures. Coordinating the military efforts of nineteen nations on
short notice without that advantage would have been a daunting task.

On the other hand, concern has been expressed about political influence over or
withinthe NATO chain. NATO hasthe built-in tension of most democratic societies,
including the United States: how to insure civilian control over military operations
without harmful micro-management of the generals.®® Questioned on the extent of

YInterview with JUL party leader LiubisaRistic, Il Giornale (Milan), June 7, 1999, 1; U.S.
News and World Report, June 14, 1999, 32. ; Time, June 14, 1999, 42.

BNew York Times, June 6, 1999, 1.
"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in Nationa Defense.

®For digtinctive historical reasons, some allies, such as France, have acquired in the 20"
century much tighter civilian control over their military establishment than the United (cont.)
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political interference, Secretary of Defense Cohen told the Senate Armed Services
Committee, “There were restraints placed on ... General Clark.” Cohen then noted
the difficulty in getting 19 nations to think through their roles without hindering
military planning, “... consistent also with making sure thereisawayscivilian control
over the military.”*" In discussing the incremental nature of the campaign, General
Clark “...acknowledged that he was compelled to sacrifice basic logic of warfare to
maintain the political cohesion of the aliance.”*® As an example, he cited the
necessity for concern with anti-war pressures felt by coalition governments in
Germany and Italy. In the fina analysis, however, nineteen sovereign and diverse
democracies were able to retain their politica prerogatives through to a united
military victory. The question isopen whether any structural changeto NATO could
make the process easier.

Inawar limited to air strikes, many questions were raised about NATO target
selectionand approval. Secretary Cohentestified that President Clinton did not sel ect
targets, athough he did review recommendations and target lists. It was also clear
that Air Force generals would have preferred to receive political guidance on the
effectsdesired by bombing, and then select appropriate targetsand timing, rather than
samply servicing an approved list of targets. For maximum effect, anumber of targets
might be attacked near-simultaneoudly; a political veto of just afew of those targets
could disrupt thewhole plan. Air Force generaswere alowed to maketheir casefor
preferred strategies, but accepted political judgements. Asthe campaign progressed,
it appeared that nations became more comfortable with the targeting and the
perception wasthat nationstended to veto only sensitivetargetsassignedto their own
pilots. Itisclaimed, however, that governments did from time-to-time intercede and
urgently request postponement or withdrawal of selected targets; their wishes were
usually — but not always — respected.’

To streamline decision-making over targeting, some have suggested a smal
“intervention committee” representing the governments in a “codition of the
willing.”®® Such a proposal might well sacrifice allied unity. Inthe Kosovo conflict,
for example, key dlies such as the German and Italian governments were urging
restraint in attacking targets that they believed might cause high numbers of civilian
casualties. Exclusion of such governments from the decision-making process would
have robbed NATO of the important tool of a united political front. And in a
comparable parald, small countries such as the Netherlands — an important

States.

YSecretary of Defense William Cohen before the Senate Armed Services Committee on July
20, 1999.

¥Drozdiak, op.cit.

®Eaker Colloquy. Stated by Dr. Edward L uttwalk and neither rebutted nor criticized. On the
same subject, General Clark reportedly said, “I didn’t always defer to those who wanted
targets withheld.” See “NATO faced deep splits over Kosovo conflict,” Agence France
Presse, August 20, 1999. A more serious problem was an admission by CJCS Generd
Shelton to the SASC on July 20, 1999 that therewere occasionswhen targets apparently were
leaked to the Serbs.

2James Kitfield, “A War of Limits,” National Journal (July 24, 1999. P. 2154-2161.
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participant in both the Kosovo conflict and the Gulf War — have strongly objected
to ideas floated in the European Union that larger countries should have greater
weight in decision-making.

Some critics have suggested that the surprise Russian occupation of the Pristina
Airfield in advance of NATO peacekeeping forces in Kosovo (KFOR) was an
indicator of weaknessinthe NATO chain of command. A force of 180-200 Russians
painted KFOR on their vehicles and dashed from their station in Bosnia to Pristina
before KFOR entered Kosovo. It is aleged that SACEUR Clark ordered British
Lieutenant General Jackson, Commander of KFOR, to intercept or preempt the
Russian occupation of the airfield. He did not, or perhaps could not, carry out the
order (if it wasindeed an order). In any event, NATO treated the Russian stunt asa
political rather than amilitary problem.? Evenfrom apurely military perspective, no
harm was done and neither NATO nor U.S. interests would have been served by an
armed confrontation with Russian troops. The United States has not criticized LTG
Jackson’s judgment in this matter. According to President Clinton’s policy, a U.S.
commander in a multilateral force retains the option of not acting on an order
exceeding the agreed mandate for that force, and could refer his action to the
President for review; he could also act to protect hisforcesif they were endangered.?
It could be presumptuous to reserve such safeguardsto the United Statesand deny
themto other nations; and, it isunlikely that such policieswill bereviewed by NATO.

Russia

Russia’s Goals During the Kosovo Conflict’

NATO’'s air campaign during the Kosovo conflict aroused intense opposition
acrossthe entire political spectrum in Russiaaswell asinthe general public.? It also
posed aseriousdilemmafor Moscow: how to oppose NATO’ smilitary action without
provoking aconfrontation with the U.S. and NATO Europe. Thetwo prongsof this
dilemma encompass Russia’ s apparent goals during the conflict — and the tension
between those goals seriously weakened Moscow’ s position.

ZToni Marshall and Bill Gertz. “Subordinate Quashed Clark’ s Orders,” Washington Times,
August 3, 1999, p.1.

“Presidentia Decision Directive 25. A declassified version is contained in Mark M.
Lowenthal, Peacekeeping in Future U.S. Foreign Policy, CRS Report 94-260. A general
discussion can be found in (name redcted), U.S. Forces and Multinational Commands:
PDD-25 and Precedents, CRS Report 94-887, updated September 2, 1998, 6 pp.

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in Soviet Affairs.

ZThis may have been due partly to the extremely one-sided coverage of the conflict by
Russian news media. See below.
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Russia's cultural, religious, and historical affinity with Serbia?* was mistakenly
highlighted by most western media as the prime factor behind M oscow’ s opposition
to NATO's bombing. Other factors were almost certainly more important.  Until
recently, the Russian public had been largely unconcerned with foreign policy issues
suchasNATO enlargement, despitethe agitation of political elites. NATO’ sbhombing
of Yugoslavia, however, stirred deep popular anger,” to the delight of communists
and ultranationalists who capitalized on it, and to the chagrin of the government and
moderate politicians who werelare threatened by this development. Besides
emotional and domestic political factors, some Russian leaders are worried by what
they perceive as a growing NATO military threat approaching their borders while
Russian conventional armed forces are in ruins. Particularly alarming, from this
perspective, is NATO's decision to use military force without U.N. or OSCE
approva (where Russiawould have veto power), to address ahuman rights situation
in Kosovo that reminds many Russians of their own recent conflict in Chechnya (or
Dagestan).® “Russia could be next,” warn the hardliners. Other Russian |leaders
probably realizethat NATO does not pose athreat of military aggression against their
country, but are concerned that NATO will act militarily elsewhere without Russian
consent and possibly against its interests.

Fromthisit followsthat Russia sgoalsinthe conflict were substantially, though
not entirely, at variancewith NATO’s. Russiawanted to bring about ahalt to NATO
military action and have the alliance accept the principle that out-of-area military
operationsrequire U.N. approval. Moscow tried to usethe Kosovo conflict to divide
and weaken NATO and to strengthen its own ties with China on an anti-U.S. basis.
These dl contradicted U.S. and NATO objectives and policies. Russia also tried to
use the conflict to demonstrate that it too isan “indispensable” world power. At the
sametime, M oscow absolutely wanted to avoid being drawn militarily into the conflict
and to prevent escalation or expansion of the conflict that would increase military
risksto itsedf — goals shared withNATO. Finally, Russawanted to avoid having the
Kosovo conflict lead to acrissinrelationswith the United States and NATO Europe
that would deny Russia the economic assistance it so urgently needed. NATO also
wanted to maintain stable relations with Russia. Russia s warningsto NATO about
Kosovo were blunted by its military weakness and its continuing pleas for economic
assistance and debt relief. ASNATO unity over Kosovo continued to hold, Moscow
shifted emphasisfromits maximal goals (directed against NATO) to the more modest
ones (of avoiding worst-case outcomes), through active diplomacy. In the end,
Moscow became a significant player in the diplomatic maneuvering that brought an
end to the conflict, ultimately distancing itself from Belgrade's positions (and

#Although Russiawas central to Serbia s winning independence from the Ottoman Empire
inthe 19" century and they were dliesin both world wars, throughout the most of Cold War
Moscow and Belgrade were enemies. After 1948, the Tito regime viewed the U.S.SR. asits
main military threat. Yugodav military doctrine was based on organized small unit and
partisan warfare in response to a Warsaw Pact invasion.

ZThistoo was largely due to inflammatory anti-NATO reporting by Russian media.

%The comparison between Chechnya and Kosovo is strained. Although Russian conduct in
Chechnya, wasbrutal, it did not involve deliberate “ ethnic cleansing” of thelocal population.
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abandoning many of its own loudly proclaimed “principles’), and perhaps thereby
contributing to Milosevic' s decision to withdraw his forces from Kosovo.?

Thereisample evidence of Russian cooperation with Serbia. In the early weeks
of theNATO air campaign, Russian newscoverage was a most indistinguishablefrom
Serbian — which helped inflame Russian public opinion in ways that the governing
elites probably soon regretted. (Russian news coverage later became less stridently
one-sided, athough it was never objective.) There are conflicting accounts as to
whether Russia’s electronic intelligence vessel in the Adriatic provided information
to Belgrade, or only to Moscow.?® Two Russian truck convoysof “ humanitarian aid”
to Yugosavia were mainly symbolic. But its diplomatic support of Belgrade (until
the end game) was quite significant. U.S. and NATO sources accused Russia's
Balkan envoy and purported intermediary,? Viktor Chernomyrdin, of colluding with
Milosevic until the final stage of negotiations, leading to Finnish President Ahtisaari
being brought in by the West as a more reliable intermediary.

There is debate and uncertainty in Russiaand the West over the June 12 “dash”
of Russian paratroopersto the Pristinaairport. Russian accountsdiffer asto whether
Y tsin specifically authorized the move in advance.® Seizing the airport may have
been aimed at exerting pressureon NATO to agreeto Russian termsfor participation
in KFOR, an issue then in heated dispute. Some say the Russian military launched
the dash to the airport as an expression of disgust at the government’s diplomatic
abandonment of Belgrade. The move may reflect a struggle for control among
factionsin Moscow under aweak and disengaged President Y eltsin. Some U.S. and
Russian sources claim that the 200 paratroopers were the vanguard of a much larger
Russian force meant to “dictate facts on the ground,” that was headed off at the last
minute by Washington persuading Hungary, Romania, and Bulgariato cancel or deny
overflight permission for Russian troop transport planes.®

2"Some might argue that the above assessment attributes more coherence to Russia s policies
than is warranted. Yetsin may have made Chernomyrdin his specia envoy primarily to
undercut Premier Primakov, who was viewed increasingly by the Kremlin as an enemy.
Chernomyrdin’ sacquiescencein NATO’ skey demands appeared to contradict the Primakov
government’s policy.

%5ee, for example, “Russia ... Verifying Yugoslav Intelligence Reports?”  Jamestown
Monitor, April 8, 1999.

®Neither Washington nor Brussels were pleased with Moscow’s self-intrusion as an
intermediary, but apparently felt obliged to accept a diplomatic fait accompli.

®“ydtsin Knew of Army’s Kosovo Plan,” UPI, June 15, 1999; Gennady Charodeyev
“Vladimir Lukin: Order Could Have Been Given By One Man Only — President,” lzvestia,
June 15, 1999.

*Robert Kaiser and David Hoffman, “Russia Had Bigger Plan In Kosovo; U.S.
Thwarted aLarger, Secret Troop Deployment,” Washington Post, June 25, 1999, p.
A1l; “Russian Intentionsin Kosovo Questioned,” Jamestown Monitor, July 6, 1999.
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The Kosovo Conflict and NATO-Russia Relations’

FromNATO' s perspective, aspects of Russia sroleinthe Kosovo conflict were
both hostile and helpful. Russia s harsh criticism of the NATO air campaign and its
veiled threats almost certainly increased apprehension of some NATO alies and
weakened aliance cohesion (though probably less than M oscow expected, adding to
Russianfrustration). Thiswaslikely one of Moscow’ sobjectives. Onthe other hand,
Moscow’ s decision to participate in NATO/EU diplomacy as an intermediary with
Belgrade tended to dampen those fears among allies. Assessments vary as to the
importance of Russia srolein bringing Milosevicto accept NATO' sterms, but there
seems little doubt that Russia's active diplomatic engagement enhanced NATO
solidarity as the bombing campaign continued and collateral damage and civilian
casualties increased.

The Kosovo conflict laid open akey contradictionin NATO’ srelationship with
Russig, i.e., although the NATO-Russia Founding Act and the Permanent Joint
Council create the veneer of treating Russiaand NATO as equals, in reality, NATO
does not regard or treat Russiaasitsequal. As the Kosovo conflict continued, it
further damaged already strained relations between NATO and Russia. On oneside,
yearsof NATO effortsto convince Moscow that the aliance was not amilitary threat
to its security were undermined. On the other side, western concerns about Russian
intentions and reliability were reinforced. Russian political leaders assert that the
country must increase defense spending and preparedness to counter the alleged
NATO threat.** Russia has “frozen” most military relations and cooperation with
NATO.* Russian officialsstate more baldly than ever, their intention to try to usethe
NATO-RussiaJoint Council as ameans of expanding Russian influence over NATO
military decisions, and failing that, to withdraw from the Joint Council. Russian
participation in KFOR, if it follows the Bosnian model, could over time help ease
some of the tension in military cooperation. Also, in recent weeks the Putin
government seems to have toned down Moscow’s rhetoric about a “red ling” that
NATO dare not cross by admitting former Soviet republics such as the Baltic states
to alliance membership.3*

Some would argue that Russia s response to the Kosovo conflict raises larger
guestions about the compatibility of Russian and U.S/NATO interests and the long-
term prospects for cooperation with Russiain bringing stability and reconciliation to
Central and Eastern Europe. Advocates of thisview maintain that there were strong
elements of Soviet-style “old thinking” in Moscow’ s approach to the conflict.

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in Soviet Affairs.

#)t isunclear whether Moscow has the financial meansto implement these plans at thistime,
given its economic weakness, heavy debt burden, and need to satisfy IMF conditions to
continue receiving urgently needed credits.

*In late July, Russia' s Ambassador to NATO returned to Brussels and resumed Permanent
Joint Council meetings, primarily to deal with KFOR issues. Most other RussiaaNATO
contact is ill on hold.

**Moscow still strongly opposes the accession of former Soviet states to NATO.



CRS-15
NATO Capabilities and Burdensharing
Gaps in U.S.-European Military Capabilities’

Many military leaders, both U.S. and European, have pointed out significant gaps
in the capabilities between the U.S. and dlied military forces. Lieutenant General
Michael Short (USAF), who commanded the air operation over Kosovo, and both the
current and former Chairmen of NATO’'s Military Committee, Itay’s Admira
Venturoni and Germany’ s General Naumann have dl warned that NATO isin danger
of becoming a“two-tiered” aliance. Gen. Short has noted that capability shortfalls
affected targeting assignments in Operation Allied Force, and necessitated greater
reliance on U.S. assets — particularly for accurate night bombing runs.*®* Both
General Naumannand Admird Venturoni havestated that, giventheir current military
capabilities, the European membersof NATO could not have undertaken the Kosovo
mission without U.S. participation. Thisisan assessment that places the viability of
the European Joint Combined Task force, and indeed the concept of a European
Security and Defense Identity, in question.

The shortfalls that have been identified in the initial assessments of Operations
Allied Force include:

Precision-guided munitions;

Laser-designator capability;

Secure interoperable communications;

High-fidelity Identification Friend or Foe systems;

Electronic warfare capabilities;

Air defense threat warning systems;

Intelligence collection and dissemination (operational and tactical);
Heavy airlift;

Aerid refuelers;

Night-vision capability.

During its50™ anniversary Summitin April 1999, NATO undertook the Defense
Capability Initiative (DCI) to identify capability shortfalls and recommend remedies.
NATO headquarters intends to feed the Kosovo after-action assessments into this
effort. Looking at the areasthe DCI was directed to examine, it is clear that many of
the shortfallshad been identified before Operation Allied Force, but it isnot clear that
the European dlieswill be ableto correct them, if current defense budget trends (flat
or declining) continue. At present, the combined defense procurement for Canadaand
NATO's European dlies is about one-haf the U.S. procurement budget, while
defense research and development is only about one-third of the U.S. investment.
European defense investments al so suffer inefficienciesowing to duplicative national
programs, the failure to harmonize nationa defense requirements, and differing
approaches to defense industry ownership and investment. A recent General
Accounting Officereport does not offer an optimistic assessment of theNATO dlies

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specidist in National Defense.
¥ Allies Need Upgrade, General Says,” Washington Post, June 20, 1999, p. 20.
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ability to improve military capabilities without significant national budget
restructuring.®

Speed of U.S. Ground Force Deployments and Employments’

The only major deployment of U.S. ground combat units during Operation
Allied Force was Task Force Hawk. The deployment was initially announced April
4, 1999 and was expected to take 10 days. It took, however, until April 21% to
complete, and its offensive core — AH-64A Apache helicopters and the ATACM
missle systems — were never employed. Once announced, the Task Force's
deployment and activities became afocus of the press, and a subject of controversy.
Gen. Wedey Clark, SACEUR, requested the AH-64s shortly beforetheair campaign
began, andinitidly their deployment timewas estimated at 10 days. It eventually took
almost three weeks for the unit’s full deployment to Tirane, Albania. The Apache
pilots then underwent an intensive training program to familiarize them with the
terrain and the combat load for their aircraft. The order to employ the Apaches was
never given, and Allied Force ended without their participation.

A variety of reasons have been offered for the delays in Task Force Hawk’s
deployment. The AH-64saonewere capable of deploying from Germany to Albania
within 72 hours, however they were only a portion of the task force. Gen. Clark
reportedly requested the AH-64s prior to the onset of the air campaign.®” They were
to be based in Macedonia along with other NATO ground forces preparing for
KFOR. The Macedonian government, however, objected to the presence of attack
helicopters, and the deployment was changed to Albania. This change had several
consequences. First, force protection became a more important consideration.
Albania was judged a less secure environment than Macedonia, and consequently
Task Force Hawk was beefed up to include mechanized infantry, armor, and the
Army’s ATACMS surface-to-surface missile system. This, in turn, increased the
assembly time, and increased the number of air transport sorties required three-fold.
The inadequacies of the Tirane, Albania airport created a major chokepoint. The
airport could accommodate only one C-5 or two C-17 transport aircraft on the
ground at onetime, and Task Force Hawk required over 150 aircraft sorties. Initialy,
it was a so unable to handle night landings or take-offs. Then hardened helipads had
to be constructed because heavy rains had turned the base area into a sea of mud.
Further complicating the situation, theflow of refugeesfrom Kosovo into Albaniahad
made refugee assistance the first priority for Tirane's limited air cargo capacity.

With the press closdly following Task Force Hawk’ s deployment, its arrival in
Albanialed to the expectation that it would beimmediately employed. It was assumed
that the Apache' s would move against the Serb ground forces in Kosovo which had
proven difficult for the Air Force to locate and destroy. Here again the last-minute
decision to base the helicopters in Albaniarather than Macedoniaplayed arole. The

*Implications of European Integration for Allies’ Defense Spending™, General Accounting
Office, June 1999, NSIAD99-185.

"Prepared by (name redacted), Specidist in National Defense.
$"Defense News, August 23, 1999, p. 1.
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pilots had not been training for operations at the mountain altitudes encountered on
the Albanian-Kosovo border. Helicoptersbecome much moredifficult tofly at higher
atitudes, particularly with the additiona fuel tanks that would be required for
missions into Kosovo. Consequently, several weeks of intensive training were
undertaken. Also, more experienced pilotsfrom U.S.-based units were added to the
task force. It should be noted that in testimony before the House Armed Services
Committee, Brig. Gen. Cody of Task Force Hawk, acknowledged that only Army
Special Operations helicopter pilotsaretrained to operate “from astanding start,” so
that Task Force Hawk’ s training period was not necessarily unusual .

Even with the completion of this training, the AH-64s were not employed, and
press reports indicate that resistance within DOD and the Army staff was a factor.®
Reportedly, Pentagon officia swerenot convinced that Gen. Clark’ sintended mission
for the Apaches— to attack dug-in Serb ground forces— was appropriate or worth
therisk. There had been some resistance to the mission from the first, indicated by
DOD'’ sagreeing to thedepl oyment, but insisting the AH-64s not be employed without
Pentagon approval. The mountainous terrain, the fact that Serb forces knew where
the helicopters were based and which approaches they would have to use, and the
dengity of air defenses in the region, al contributed to this caution. The ATACMs
had been included in Task Force Hawk to suppress air defenses prior to Apache
missions, but there was a concern that significant collateral casualties could result
from their use, which further complicated the employment decision.

Some eements of Task Force Hawk, however, did participate in offensive
operations. Artillery/ATACMS support radars and ground intelligence assessment
elements were able to pinpoint Serb artillery positions for Air Force strike aircraft.
The AH-64s and other elements of Task Force eventualy transferred to Macedonia
and Kosovo to participate in Operation Joint Guardian (KFOR).

In sum, Task Force Hawk’ s experience was affected by political concerns that
altered basing arrangements, inadequate transhipment facilities at its destination (and
competing prioritiesfor thosefacilities), severeterrain challenges, and concernswithin
DOD over the risk/benefit analysis of their intended mission.

NATO’s New Members’

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic became full members of NATO on
March 12, 1999. Lessthan two weeks later, NATO embarked on Operation Allied
Force against Yugodavia, catching some of the new members governments and
populations by surprise. Although the three new members provided only modest
material support to the U.S.-dominated air operation, their positions and roles during
the NATO operation have been viewed by many as ther first test as new NATO
members, with possible consequencesfor NATO' sfurther enlargement. None of the
three countries contributed combat forces or support aircraft to theair campaign. All

*¥House Armed Services Hearing, June 29, 1999.
*Army Times, August 16, 1999. P. 18.
"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in International Relations.
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are contributing forces to NATO'’s peacekeeping missions in Bosnia (SFOR) and
Kosovo (KFOR).

Thelevel of support for Allied Force expressed by the governments of the three
new members ranged from effusive to wary, reflecting differences in perceived
national interests (and risks to these interests), in domestic political circumstances,
and in public opinion. Of the three, Poland was arguably the most enthusiastic, but
also the most removed from the Kosovo conflict. The Polish government gave strong
support to the NATO mission, backed by strong public approval ratings (ranging from
about 50% to over 60%)* and consensus across the political spectrum. The Polish
government stated that NATO’ smilitary action wasjustified, after diplomatic efforts
had been exhausted, in order to stop the ethnic cleansing of Kosovo and halt Serbian
aggression. In April, Poland deployed a unit of 140 troops to NATO' s humanitarian
operation in Albania. The Polish government offered full accessto Poland’ sairports
by NATO aircraft participating in Allied Force.

Hungary, the only NATO member sharing aborder with Y ugodaviaand having
direct national interests at stake, had a mixed response to NATO'’s action against
Yugodavia. After some hesitation, Hungary provided NATO with use of itsairspace
and air field facilities, which NATO used to launch some of itsair strikes. During the
June standoff between NATO and Russian peacekeepers at the Pristina airport,
Hungary was the first country to deny Russia overflight rights to reinforce its
peacekeepers. At the same time, the Hungarian government remained highly
concerned about the fate of the substantial ethnic Hungarian minority inthe northern
Serbian province of Vojvodina. It objected to (but did not block) NATO’ sair strikes
against Serb targets located inthe VVojvodina. It has appealed for NATO protection
of the Vojvodina Hungarians and for the issue of autonomy for Vojvodina to be
addressed at aninternational level. Beyond air strikes, the government and parliament
remained openly opposed to participating in or approving a possible NATO ground
invasion of Yugoslavia, part of which was expected to be launched from Hungary.
A maority of Hungarians supported the NATO air campaign in public opinion polls,
although amagjority also opposed aNATO ground invasion of Y ugoslaviaand feared
that the conflict could spill over into Hungarian territory.

Political leadersinthe Czech Republic expressed conflicting views of the NATO
air campaign. In April, the Czech government publicly rejected the possibility of
Czech army participation in a possible NATO ground operation in Yugosavia. In
May, Foreign Minister Jan Kavan and his Greek counterpart proposed a Kosovo
peace initiative that included, among other things, a pause inthe air strikes before all
of NATO's demands were met. Some NATO officias reportedly viewed that
initiative as counter-productive.*  Within the opposition, former premier and current
parliamentary leader Vaclav Klaus was outspokenly opposed to the NATO air
campaign. Opinion polls showed the Czech public to be either divided equally for or
against, or with amgority against, the NATO operation during the course of the air
campaign. In contrast, President Havel expressed strong support for the NATO

“°0pinion surveys showed that Poleswere moredivided on the question of introducing NATO
ground combat troopsinto Yugodavia.

“ICTK news agency, in FBIS-EEU, May 26, 1999.
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campaign and criticized the government for creating an ambiguous impression of
Czech support. 1nJune, Havel becamethefirst head of stateto visit Kosovo after the
end of the NATO operation. Notwithstanding the wobbly political rhetoric, the
Czech Republic granted NATO use of its airspace, transit through its territory, and
airportsand other transportation facilitiesduring the air campaign. It also contributed
afield hospital to Albaniain response to the refugee crisisin that country.

In contrast to the air campaign, the three new NATO membersfully expected to
participate in an eventua NATO-led peacekeeping operation in Kosovo. Three and
one-half years of experience serving asmilar missoninNATO’ s Stabilization Force
(SFOR) in Bosnia, prior to attaining full NATO membership, provided a key
precedent. To KFOR, Poland offered an 800-strong landing battalion, Hungary a
320-man engineering battalion, and the Czech Republic acompany of 150 personnel.
KFOR contributing nations each assume the costs of their deployments. Some or al
of the three may also contribute personnel to the international policeforce or to other
international civilian missions. In addition to the troop and personnel contributions,
al of the new NATO members accepted Kosovar refugees (either directly or through
organized evacuationsfrom Macedonia), and have provided humanitarianaid. Polish
Foreign Minister Bronisaw Geremek hasurged aconcerted and massiveinternational
effort to reconstruct and transform southeastern Europe.*

Operation Allied Force offered severa possible lessons to the new NATO
members. The operation demonstrated to the new allies the risks, obligations, and
expectations, not just the security benefits, associated with aliance membership.
Levelsof political and popular support for the operation varied, aphenomenon smilar
to the experience of other NATO member states. The governments of the new alies
may consider doing more to prepare their populations in advance of future such
operations. They may consider developing combat forces that could participate
directly insmilar campaigns. The new NATO members appear to be better prepared
politicaly and militarily for peacekeeping missions, as demonstrated by their
participation in KFOR aswell as SFOR in Bosnia. In turn, many observers consider
that the participation of these countries and other NATO partner countries in such
operations enhances their military integration into the alliance. However, some
observers question whether future new members should have aready developed
additional capabilities that could contribute to NATO’ s future missions.

NATO and Future Threats

The Implications of Allied Force for U.S. NATO Leadership’

The Kosovo conflict evoked a range of responses from the European allies,
which nonetheless remained unified during the operation. Each of the 19 alies
endorsed the objectives of the war. All the key allies— Britain, France, Germany,
and Italy — haveleft or center-left governments, which until recently might havebeen

“2‘How to Rebuild Bridges,” The Financial Times, June
"Prepared by Paul E. Gallis, Specialist in European Affairs.
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reluctant to engagein alied combat operations for any purpose other than collective
defense. At the same time, unease over U.S. leadership was apparent in some
governments, and aEuropean security and defenseidentity (ESDI) received measured
impetus.

Continuing Importance of Unity. Despite the end of the Cold War, NATO
members continue to view the alliance as central to their security, given the inability
of the European Union (EU) to build acredible defense and foreign policy capability.
The European alies saw the threat from Kosovo, as with the conflict in Bosniaand
Croatiain the early and mid-1990s, to be instability caused by virulently nationalistic
ideas emanating from Yugosavia, and by refugee flows that have caused social
tensions and exacted significant budgetary outlays. A mora dimension — revulsion
to ethnic cleansing — a so caused them to act. Even governments leading countries
with the luxury of geographic distance from Yugoslavia, or with populations
unsympatheticto NATO’ sobjectives, maintained aunified front over Kosovo because
the alliance remains centra to their security.

A Range of Viewpoints.*® Among the alies, questions abound over U.S.
leadership of Allied Force. Some allies had raised questions about U.S. leadership
over Bakan issuesin the early 1990s. Then, French and British officials criticized
U.S. reluctance to place peacekeeping forces on the ground in Bosnia to prevent
violence against the civilian population, and the U.S. decision to use air power alone
against Yugoslav forces to achieve dlied objectives. For some European countries,
the potential repercussions of instability inthe Balkans are sufficient justification for
sending ground forces for peacekeeping into the region.

Among governments strongly supportive of Allied Force, the perception is
common that British Prime Minister Blair's government, and not the Clinton
Administration, provided the key political leadership. Asthe air campaign wore on
without clear results, the Blair government pressed for an introduction of NATO
ground forces. While most allied governments may not have supported the use of
ground forces, they gave high marksto Blair and hisforeign and defense ministersfor
forceful articulation of European interests at stake in the Balkans. Blair also carried
his message to smaller NATO countries, where he spoke on a number of occasions
to bolster several governments, astep that raised hisprofileasaleader. InBritainone
influential strategist who has long supported the dliance contended that the war
demonstrated that Europeansare “far too dependent on the United States.” He noted
that whilethe United States was supplying the strategy and firepower, “Americadoes
not have the same interests in the outcome of a European war as those living in the
region.” The Clinton Administration, in hisview, had become a“hesitant” |eader, not
fully sharingitsalies long-term risks, and would not send the ground forces essentia
for victory. If the war failed in its objectives, the Europeans would be left with over
one million refugees and ahighly destabilized region.** The Blair government remains
strongly committed to NATO, but Blair, unlike his predecessors, has become a

*See dso Library of Congress. CRS. Karen Donfried (coordinator), Kosovo: International
Reaction to NATO Air Strikes. RL30114. April 21, 1999.

“AL awrence Freedman, “ Prepare possible ground war, with Europein thelead,” International
Herald Tribune [henceforth IHT], May 27, 1999. p. 12.



CRS-21

leading advocate of ESDI to sharethe defense burden more equitably with the United
States.

France strongly supported pursuit of Allied Force’s objectives, but Socialist
Prime Minister Jospin’s government reportedly considered introduction of ground
forces as an option. The conflict evoked a candid assessment in France of the
country’s distinctive relationship to NATO. France, not a member of NATO's
integrated command structure and long critical of aspects of U.S. leadership of the
alliance, nonetheless placed its forces under SACEUR. French government officials
and journalists alike acknowledged that the United States provided the military
capability key to successful resolution of the conflict. The French atered a
longstanding view that a U.N. mandate was necessary for dl non-Article V NATO
actions. At the sametime, some concluded that France' seffective participationinthe
conflict proved that the country need not join the integrated command structure, and
that U.S. hesitancy in leading the alliance demonstrated the need for ESDI.*

Germany’ s participation in NATO air strikes marked the first time since World
War Il that German forces have engaged in combat operations. Of central concern
in Germany was the flow of refugees and moral issues raised by ethnic cleansing. At
substantial expense, Germany housed over 300,000 refugees during the conflict in
Bosnia; their presence caused social tensions. Today, of particular importance,
Chancellor Schroder’ s government includes the traditionally pacifist Greens, whose
leader Joschka Fischer, now foreign minister, vigorously supported Allied Force.
German leaders strongly opposed the use of ground forces in Kosovo. The German
government al so clamssubstantial credit for involving Russiainmediation effortsand
the resulting peace accord. A clear consensus in Germany continues to view both
NATO and the EU as indispensable to a stable and prosperous Europe.

Theltaliangovernment faced difficultissuesinparticipatingin Allied Force. The
center-left government of former communist Massmo D’ Alemahad withinit elements
sharply critical of the United States and of the use of military force; at the sametime,
Italy’ sgeographic position madeit highly vulnerableto refugeeflows. After wavering
early in the conflict, the D’ Alema government strongly supported Allied Force,
participated in the air campaign, and took a leading role in the care of refugeesin
Albaniaand Macedonia. The defense minister stated during the war that Italy would
support aNATO decision for aground campaign, even at the cost of losing coalition
partners. D’Alema ultimately saw resolution of the conflict as a key to ensuring
integration of the Balkansinto ademocratic, stable Europe, and NATO (and the EU)
asimportant instrumentsin that process.*

“Jean-Michel Boucheron (rapporteur), “Le Colt de la participation de la France aux
opérations menées en vue du reglement de la crise au Kosovo,” Committee for Finances,
Economy, and Planning. National Assembly. July 5, 1999; and Jacques Isnard, “LesLimites
de laparticipation frangaise ala‘Force aliée’,” Le Monde, July 6, 1999, p. 4.

““Massimo D’ Alema: ce que seranotre victoire,” (interview) Le Nouvel Observateur, June
10-16, 1999, p. 37-38; “L’ltalie devait appuyer une éventudle opération terrestre de
I’OTAN,” AFP. April 19, 1999.
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The Greek government, despite strong popular opposition and historic and
religioustiesto Serbia, repeatedly endorsed NATO'’ saobjectivesintheconflict. Atthe
same time, Greek officials warned that the war raised the broader implication of
“changing borders on behaf of minorities,” should Kosovo ultimately seek
independence. In the Greek government’s view, such a development could spur
instability in Europe.*’

ESDI. While some governments were quietly critical of the Administration for
not providing more public, forceful leadership of Allied Force, there remainsaclear
consensus that the campaign could not have been carried out without the United
Statesformulating astrategy and leading allied militaries. The United Statesremains,
alone among the dlies, both capable and willing to undertake large-scale military
conflicts. Nonetheless, U.S. hesitancy to use ground forces has left some allied
governments— most clearly Britain, France, and Italy — with the sentiment that the
United States does not share equally European concerns about such destabilizing
developments as the flow of refugees and ethnic nationalism. A clear impetus for
ESDI isthe recognition among European governmentsthat thereisagap in capability
between their militariesand that of the United States, and that they must improvetheir
capability inthe event that U.S. forces may not jointhem inafuture conflict. Several
countries are building multinationa unitsand more mobileforcesboth for NATO and
for possible use by the European Union.

Significant obstacles to ESDI remain. The Europeans have no clear leadersin
foreign and security policy. Most smaller NATO and EU members, concerned about
domination by one of the larger member states, greatly prefer U.S. leadership from
afar to political elbowing from aneighbor. Several EU countries, are not in NATO,
are non-aligned, and oppose close coordination of defense policy. A commitment to
greater defense spending or to a convergence of defense industries to build more
capable mobile forcesislacking; the defense spending of dl European alliesamounts
to only 60% of the U.S. defense budget. Finally, the EU decision-making process
remains cumbersome, given the weight provided to smaller states and the absence of
consensus over aleader.®®

Allied Force and Non-Article VV Missions’

A clear consensusinthealliance supports collective defense, enshrined in Article
V of the North Atlantic Treaty, as NATO’s central mission. In the new Strategic
Concept, adopted at the NATO summit in April 1999 in the midst of the Kosovo
conflict, the aliesalso expressed support for new (or “non-ArticleVV”) missions, such
as humanitarian assistance and crisis management. The post-Cold War emphasis on

%A cal for bolder vision in the Bakans,” (interview with Foreign Minister George
Papandreou), IHT, May 22-23, 1999. p. 5.

A Maastricht approach to EU defense,” IHT, July 21, 1999, p. 6; Alexander Nicoll,
“Seekingaleve battlefield,” Financial Times. June 3, 1999, p. 11; Senator Xavier deVillepin
(rapporteur), “ Opération ‘ Force Alliée’ en'Y ougodavie,” Foreign Affairs Committee, Senate
of France. July 5, 1999.

"Prepared by Paul E. Gallis, Specialist in European Affairs.
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new missionsraisestheissue of whether the dlieswill be as committed to supporting
them as they have been in support of collective defense.

Non-Article V Missions. In the year preceding the summit, Administration
officias raised the possibility that NATO should undertake missions in the Middle
East and elsewhere beyond Europe to combat international terrorism or meet the
threat of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. This viewpoint was also
expressed inthe U.S. Senate during the NATO enlargement debatein the form of the
Kyl Amendment, which passed by awide margin.*® In general, the Europeans oppose
missions beyond Europe, fearing dilution of NATO’s origina purpose and voicing
concernthat NATO might becomethe* global instrument” of the United States. They
prefer to confront such issues as terrorism and proliferation through political
initiatives rather than military action. The Strategic Concept ultimately reflected the
Europeans' more guarded view of the aliance's new missions. To most European
governments, the K osovo conflict underscored that principal threatsto security come
from close at home, in the form of instability in the Balkans. European governments
joined Allied Force due to concern over instability and in response to the “mora”
issue of stopping ethnic cleansing.

Consensus-building. While consensus over collective defense remains strong,
it is more difficult to achieve for missions such as crisis management. Defense
Secretary Cohen has said that there was no consensus in the alliance for anything
more than an air campaign to contain ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, and that any effort
to launch a ground war would have led to a “fractious debate,” with a possible loss
of alied unity.®® Milosevic’ sinability to split theadliesin waging the air campaign was
likely akey factor in his government’ s decision to abandon the conflict.

From a military perspective, dlied unity was clearly important for winning the
war. That unity allowed NATO to stage most of itsair strike missonsfrom Italy, to
send air support missionsfrom Hungary, and to prevent Russian forces from securing
overflight rightsinto Kosovo at the end of the war from statesfriendly to the alliance.

Italian, Czech, and Hungarian leaders expressed early reservations about the
conflict, and Greek public opinion remained critical of NATO. While a supposition
that cannot be proven, it is possible, should the air campaign have failed to achieve
allied objectives, that an absence of unity fostered by a need to send ground forces
under a“ coalition of thewilling” would have seen countries such asltaly deny theuse
of itsair bases, and Greece the use of its ports— both closeto the area of operations.
Further, such opposition might have made more difficult NATO’s effort to secure
overflight rights from Bulgaria and Romania, which proved of significance during
Allied Force. In missions short of collective defense involving combat forces,
consensus may prove difficult to achieve, but if achieved its corresponding political
effects could be central to success.

“*SeeLibrary of Congress. CRS. NATO: Senate Floor Consideration of the Accession of the
Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, by (namerechded)  and (nameradaded). CRS
Report 98-669F, Aug. 10, 1998, p. 4-5, 35-37.

*®Hearing of the Armed Services Committee. U.S. Senate. 106™ Congress, 1% sess. July 20,
1999. Unpaginated manuscript.
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Role of the U.N. Asintheconflictin Bosniaand Croatiainthe early 1990s, the
Europeans have sought a U.N. imprimatur for non-Article V missions. The recent
history of two world warsinwhich flimsy rationales were given for crossing borders
hasled the European aliesto be extremely cautiousin approaching issues that might
require violation of another country’s sovereignty. Hence, “legitimization” by the
U.N. for amilitary operation in a sovereign country has been important to the allies.
Inaddition, the U.N. isaforumwhere NATO countries may engage Russiain matters
of European security, yet another interest of thealies. The United States has opposed
any requirement of U.N. approval for non-Article V missions, in part due to concern
that Russia or China might veto actions intended to protect critical allied interests.

The Kosovo conflict saw the European alies step away from their insistence of
U.N. approval for non-Article V missions. The French government, for example,
strongly supported U.N. resolutions in the fall of 1998 condemning the FRY’s
violence against civilians in Kosovo, but reportedly concluded that returning to the
Security Council at alater point for endorsement of NATO military action would have
led to aRussian veto. Prime Minister Jospin, in explaining the French decision to go
to war inMarch 1999, said: “ Since the Security Council was not ableto act, we must
act onour responsibilities.” Similarly, aFrench parliamentary report after the conflict
dismissed the U.N. as an “old” institution once useful in maintaining the Cold War
balance, but now tied up by political maneuvering and bureaucratic delay. Thereport
gave its guarded approval to the “political revolution” alowing NATO to intervene
inasovereign country to prevent ahumanitarian catastrophe.>* Such sentimentswere
noticeable in several other key NATO states.

At the same time, an interest remains among the dlies in securing U.N.
involvement in international issues that may not require arapid response to acrisis,
for example in the administration of post-war Kosovo.

Future Missions. While military action against the FRY was unlikely without
U.S. leadership, the Kosovo conflict did signal that most European alieswerewilling
to use their militaries on the continent to prevent “humanitarian catastrophes’ such
as ethnic cleansing. However, it remains unclear that there is a consensus in the
United States that engagement in Kosovo was in the U.S. interest. Increased
discussion in Europe of ESDI is a manifestation of the allies recognition that
significant elementsof U.S. political leadership are hesitant about the use of American
combat forces for such amission, and that Europeans must be prepared to act alone.

A political result of the Kosovo conflict may be that consensusinthe alianceis
strengthened over the need to develop Combined Joint Task Forces, where a
“coalition of thewilling” might borrow NATO (primarily U.S.) assets such aslift and
satellite intelligence to fight a military engagement, perhaps without involvement of
U.S. combat forces.® Still lacking in Europe is the political will to marsha the

IClaire Tréan, “Les résolutions de I’ONU donnent une base légale a I'intervention,” Le
Monde, March 28-29, 1999, p. 2; and Boucheron, op. cit., p. 4.

*2|_t. Gen. Mario da Silva, “Implementing the Combined Joint Task Force Concept,” NATO
Review, Winter 1998; “Blair now backsEU defensearm,” IHT, Oct. 22, 1998, p. 6; “Kaosovo
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resources sufficient to build capable mobile forces, and to forge a codition, absent
U.S. involvement, able to undertake a campaign on the scale of the Kosovo conflict.

Lessons that NATQO’s Possible Future Adversaries
Might Take from Operation Allied Force’

Experts can only speculate over the lessons that potential adversaries are likely
to draw from the outcome of Operation Allied Force. Since the last chapter in
Kosovo and Yugoslavia has not been written, any current perceived lessons might
not be the final ones.

NATO is in transition and its future role is still being defined. Therefore,
NATO’ s performance is likely to have been watched with keen interest by potential
adversaries. The lessons drawn are important, especially since other countriesin the
Balkans, Europe, and the world have volatile mixesof racia and ethnic groupsliving
inuneasy coexistence. The combination of ethnictensions, competing historical clams
and grievances, and economic problemsmakesmany countriesand regionssusceptible
to potentia strife that could severely undermine regional stability and international
security. One of NATO's seeming aims in Yugoslavia was to discourage other
potential perpetrators of ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.

Thealliance has achieved its primary objectivesin Yugodavia. Ethnic cleansing
has been reversed by NATO’ s military action. Y ugosavia has been forced to pay a
high price for the actions of the Milosevic regime. If the alliance had not prevailed
in Yugoslavia, many observers believe that this would have seriously damaged its
credibility with friendsand foes alike. If NATO had failed to muster the political will
to prevail over ardatively smal and weak opponent, other potential adversariesmight
have calculated that NATO would not act against future serious challenges.

NATO's success and the overwhelming condemnation and isolation of
Y ugodlavia by the world community (only China, Russia, and India sought to block
military action against Milosevic) could give pause to any regime that might be
tempted to challenge significant NATO interests, especially any regime attracted to
the notion of dealing with racia and ethnic problems aong the Milosevic lines.

Potential adversaries may no longer feel safe behind ashield of sovereignty, free
to carry out any actionsin violation of international normsinside their own borders.
NATO took military action against Y ugoslavia without ever disputing its claim to
sovereignty over Kosovo, thereby reinforcing an emerging consensus against viewing
sovereignty as a single overriding international principle.

Potential adversaries are likely to be deterred by the fact that NATO was able
to agree on military action and maintain unity throughout the campaign despite
different perspectives and interests among member nations and hesitancy by most to

spur to military role for EU,” IHT, April 30-May 1, 1999, p. 2.
"Prepared by (name redacted), Specialist in International Relations.
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use military force. They are aso likely to be impressed by NATO’s ability and
willingness to bring in massive air power once the decision was made.

However, the deterrent effect of Operation Allied Force is likely to be uneven.
The impact is likely to be greatest in and perhaps even limited to Europe where
NATO is most willing and able to act. NATO’s success may make less of an
impression in other parts of the world, especially where significant U.S. or dlied
interests are not perceived to be at stake. The aliance has not acted in the face of
humanitarian tragedies in Africa and elsewhere and potential adversaries probably
would not expect any different NATO reaction as aresult of Kosovo.

Some potential adversariesmight beencouraged by thedifficulty that NATO had
in building the political consensus to act, its hesitancy to escalate the war, and its
extreme reluctance to commit ground forces. Some countries might calculate that
given the difficulty NATO faced in carrying out the Y ugoslav operation, the aliance
would be even more reluctant than before to take military action outside of Europe.

Future adversaries may study the tactical successes Milosevic gained because
NATO adopted tactics emphasizing casualty avoidance. He was able to preserve
Y ugoslav air defenses and to hide many other weapons systems. They may wonder
if Milosevic could have used other asymmetric measures to weaken alied unity, such
as threatening attacks or the use of weapons of mass destruction against other
nations.

Findly, the notion that the international community can take action against
governmentsfor their actsinsdetheir own territory when they involve crimes against
humanity are not universaly shared. Russia, China, and India opposed NATO's
action primarily on sovereignty grounds. India actually used the example of
Y ugodavia as justification for its own decision to develop nuclear weapons. Some
have suggested that NATO'’s action could be an impetus for nuclear and chemical
warfare proliferation by other countries seeking to deter outside interference.

Conclusion”

NATO members clearly placed a high priority on political unity in the effort to
achieve the objectives of Allied Force. Political unity limited Milosevic’ s freedom of
action, put pressure on Russia's capricious leadership structure to accede to allied
demands, and helped to build anetwork of support among non-allied states bordering
Yugodavia. At the sametime, the emphasis on preserving political unity meant that
U.S. military leaders could not fight the war in a manner that would have followed
U.S. military doctrine, in hopes of bringing about a rapid resolution of the conflict.

NATO fought the Kosovo war as a limited conflict, in which measured
objectivesand operational restraint gave the adversary freedomto maneuver for time,

"Prepared by Paul E. Gdlis.
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exploit openings, destabilize neighboring countries, and brutalize Kosovo's civilian
population.

Thedliesfought for adiversity of interests, of greater importance to some than
to others. The moral issue of preventing, then reversing, a humanitarian catastrophe
was anew interest, at least in the sense of one prompting military action. But it was
a limited interest, one that did not seem to require to most alies the need to risk
casudties by engaging ground forces or fighting the air war at lower altitudes. For
European dlies, concern over refugeeflowsandinstability wasalso clearly aninterest,
but again not onethat demanded morethan ameasured military response. Criticsfrom
within NATO countries of theway the war was fought were troubled that the passion
of alied rhetoric was not matched, intheir view, by anintensity of military tactics and
degreeof risk. Some concluded that NATO’ sstrategy and tactics allowed President
Clinton to engage the United States in a conflict without clear, preliminary support
of Congress and the American people.>

NATO’s decision to attack Yugodavia signalled that the allies would consider
military action in response to a government’ s violence against its own people. Most
allies, led by Britain, clearly no longer regard aclaim of sovereignty asashield against
amilitary response by other states. This principle is far from universally accepted,
particularly in countries such as Russia, China, and Indiathat haverestive popul ations
within their territory, and which demand U.N. approval for NATO action.

Potential adversaries were clearly put on guard by Allied Force. While some
adversaries may be deflected from aggressive action that challengesNATO interests,
others, especially states more powerful than Y ugoslavia, may have gathered lessons
of their own about how to weaken NATO unity, or to build on Milosevic’s military
tactics to protect forces, or even be encouraged to obtain weapons able to deter the
aliance. Statesbeyond the European region may belessintimidated by Allied Force.

The conflict |left the dlieswith arange of military needs and political challenges.
More clearly than before, some adlies acknowledged the need for more sophisticated
weaponry and more mobile forces, and even caled for a commitment to a stronger
European security and defense identity as an imperative to ensure greater
burdensharing and to permit European military engagement in crises in which the
United States might not wish to engage combat forces

*Freedman, op. cit.; Heisbourg, op. cit.
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