








Warfare or policing?

"Can the political apparatus and the war

machine of the United States learn to

play the game with also the opposing

force a thinking, capable human?”
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The American method of planning and leading operations is, despite
the developing technology and the novel methods and thinking on
leadership, still rigid, hierarchical, and linear. War is measured and led
with the quantitative and mathematical methods of statistics. War,
however, is about human activity. An approach that would take into
account the human aspects and the German task tactics that fit the
networked reality does not seem to catch on in the Anglo-Saxon
culture, especially across the Atlantic.

he United States Army entered the war
with Iraq as the clear favorite. The war
had a goal, divided in subgoals, tasked
to commanders. The hierarchic, linear-
ly advancing system commenced oper-
ations. The attack was prepared, it was
conducted, and eventually the armed
forces of Iraq were crushed. The mod-
ern organisation showed its technological supe-
riority. The war entered phase two. The United
States war-machine mutated from a technologi-
cal fighter to an occupier with moral responsibil-
ity for the safety of the occupied area. The Unit-
ed States had political and economical hopes
pinned to Iraq. The tasks of the armed forces
approached policing in nature -- it was to safe-
guard the civilian population.

The resistance in Iraq spread underground.
Clandestine terrorist cells continued resisting
the Americans. The nature of the war turned
postmodern. Warring was no longer a large, or-
ganised project measuring the quality and quan-
tity of the participants’ resources and technology.
The war became a series of pinpoint operations,
in parallel. It became extremely difficult to define

who the enemy was. In a modern war, the enemy
shoots first. Now, in the fragmented world small
units could draw fire contact, while it was hope-
less for a lone corporal to define whether the sit-
uation allowed for the use of force.

In Iraq, the United States is fighting a war
against the clock. It is fighting for tomorrow,
for victory and to pacify the situation. It is also
fighting for history. Only the history can decide
whether the resisting Iraqis are terrorists or war-
riors fighting an occupying force. It is impos-
sible to place a definition beforehand. Every
strike is enemy activity against the US. But every
strike demands a definition as to what the reac-
tion should be. Is the United States winning the
fight or losing the war? Is it still fighting the Ira-
qi armed forces, or combatting terror? Are the
strikes against the Americans criminal activity,
or organised combat actions as per the Geneva
Conventions?

Can the political apparatus and the war ma-
chine of the United States learn to play the game
with also the opposing force a thinking, capable
human?
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PSYOPS

Why US failed in the psychological warfare in Iraq?
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he flip side of the Shock and
Awe doctrine is the psy-
chological operations. The
United States had multi-
ple psychological warfare
and political communica-
tions goals in the Iraq War.
The attack had to be justi-
fied, the coalition needed to solidi-
fy together in the task, the media of
the world must be fed the right mes-
sage, the free press had to be used
to spread the subtle misinformation
of psychological warfare and so on.
To take care of but one function re-
quires an enormous skill pool, let
alone funds, materials, and chan-
nels. As, with all communications,
the result is uncertain.

The building of the psychological
deterrent was started already in the
autumn of 2002. The threat of Iraq
was built on weapons of mass de-
struction, Saddam’s connections to
the terrorist network Al Qaida, and
Saddam Hussein’s brutal regime.
The pace picked up in the com-
ing year. Day before the war com-
menced, the press agency of the
United States armed forces put out
a bulletin on how technological and
doctrinal advances enabled better
bombing missions. The story began
with a comparison with the Opera-
tion Desert Storm, when, it was told,
the US had bombed more targets
than during 1942 and 1943 com-
bined. The article stated that in the

coming hours the United States air
weapon was capable of delivering
10 times as many bombs. The pre-
cision features in these munitions
were unparalleled. The propaganda
was hardly targeted at Arabs. At least
they did not bite. As it is, the Iraqis
are not necessarily versed in the Eu-
ropean history of the Second World
War any more than the Europeans
know of the events in Middle East
during the said period.

When the attacked view the qual-
ity of life 60 years ago in so differ-
ent terms than the aggressor, an ef-
fective deterrent cannot be formed.
For example, referencing historical
events, e.g. the Dresden bombing,
makes the false assumption that the
firebombing is familiar also to peo-
ple not well-read in Western history,
and especially the history of the vic-
tors of the Second World War. There’s
also the point of how we think the
past 60 years have been a relentless
march of advance. In the West, the
change has been tremendous. How
do we presume the Iraqi standard of
living has changed between 60 years
ago and today?

Authority, obedience

and fear

In the psychological warfare, the
US was handicapped from the start.
The right to go to war in Iraq was
disputed. The United Nations Se-
curity Council did not approve. The

When the attacked view the quali-
ty of life 60 years ago in so different
terms than the aggressor, an effec-
tive deterrent cannot be formed.

meaning, legitimation, and goals of
the war were clouded in dim rhet-
oric. The Kuwait War era coalition
was torn, for example Turkey with-
drew military co-operation from
the attack. However, the machinery
proceeded with the plan. The future
had been planned and awaited im-
plementation. That is why it was im-
plemented. The view that the future
can be effected and pre-planned,
that one’s own destiny can be com-
pletely controlled, is a very central
tenet of the American culture. The
view has its advantages and disad-
vantages.

The Shock and Awe propaganda
was played with few questions also
in the Finnish media. On 20 March
2003 Helsingin Sanomat described
how the invasion force departed
for Iraq. The US soldiers’ expecta-
tions while waiting for the battle

were clearly described.

“All hell will break loose

soon”, said the Ameri-

can warriors. One sol-

dier said he would “get

up at 4AM to see the

fireworks”. The massive
preparations would be

realised exactly in the

spirit of Shock and

Awe. Helsingin Sa-

nomat waxed poet-

ic about how the US

was expected to be-

gin the war with an
unprecedented air

assault that would

bring terror from the

sky to the 23 million Iraqis.

The view was that besides Baghdad,
Iraq would be won in a couple of
days. The goal of the PR was to en-
tice as wide a spectrum of media to
copy the message so as to standard-
ise it on a level where no-one could
doubt it. Thus on the level of ques-
tionability, the message could com-
pare with the truth. The Western
media truth, one might add.

After the first battles, the wrong
information started to spread im-
mediately. After the war was began
in March seven years ago, also in
Finland the 6:45 morning news re-
ported that 17 Iraqis had surren-
dered and the vice prime minister
Tariq Aziz had fled abroad. The in-
terviewed military expert did state,

however, that the information could
be false on purpose. =
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