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Abstract
Airstrikes, drones, and private contractors are used, together with special operation forces and
local militias, to limit the number of troops directly employed in a given theater of war – the
so-called “boots on the ground.” Operation Inherent Resolve is a great example of such a
strategy meant to minimize the human involvement in war scenarios. Inherent Resolve has
magnified the use of remote warfare techniques, which this paper will examine in-depth in
order to explore and explain the strategic reasons behind them. At the same time, this paper
will shed a new light into the political restraints of contemporary remote warfare.
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Introduction

Modern warfare is increasingly being defined by distance. States that have the means
physically distance themselves from the frontline. Western democracies increasingly resort to
this type of warfare. Rather than deploying large numbers of troops to the frontline, they seek
different tactics such as drone strikes and supporting local actors. The war is termed remote
because a country can completely be involved in the war without facing the domestic
consequences that a direct involvement with “boots on the ground” usually implies.
Minimizing the number of “boots on the ground” and the number of casualties in war has
always been an important goal. However, recently this has taken a drastic turn.
Remote warfare is characterized by its asymmetrical character. Countries that are more
prone to intrastate wars are affected by the interference of wealthier countries. These
countries barely take any risks, while a disproportionate amount of risk falls on the civilian
population. This strategy is used in order for states to still influence the outcomes of conflict
and achieve their goals without any risk-taking. Since the end of the Cold War, intrastate wars
became more frequent than big interstate wars, and thus international involvement changed.
The war in Syria is an excellent example of the interference of states in a civil war.
The war in Syria started with protests calling for the removal of President Assad. The war
grew, and at its height, had four main actors: the Assad regime, the opposition, the Kurds, and
the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL). The United States supports the opposition.
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However, since Barack Obama could not afford to intervene in another war in the Middle
East, he was hesitant to send ground troops during the first stages of the Syrian civil war.
However, once the danger and influence of ISIL became more and more concerning, Obama
used ISIL to legitimize America’s growing actions in the region. The war in Syria is one of
the recent examples of where modern remote warfare techniques were employed. These same
approaches were for example used in the Yemeni Civil War, where ISIL was also present and
in the war in Donbas, where Russia used remote warfare strategies as an actual invasion
would deteriorate relations with Western Europe too much.1
In 2014, the United States led a military operation called Operation Inherent Resolve,
often simply called the Coalition. This Coalition consists of 83 partners and who started to
fight the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant. Airstrikes have been the most striking important
example of the use of remote warfare. However, there are notable discrepancies between the
number of civilian deaths acknowledged by the Coalition and the number of civilian deaths
found by watchdog organizations, which caused for many watchdog organizations to question
the transparency of this operation.
Existing works on this topic all take a slightly different approach to the concept of
remote warfare. Andreas Krieg focused on the United States remote involvement in the
Middle East. Krieg uses the term "surrogate warfare" for this phenomenon of warfare, his
analysis includes airstrike since drones can be seen as surrogates. In the Syrian case, he
argues that humanitarian crisis there did not generate enough public support for direct
engagement by the US military.2 Thomas Waldman looked more closely to Operation
Inherent Resolve, and uses the term "vicarious warfare," in which he sees the campaign as an
air war combined with proxy militias and special operation forces, supported by private

1

Kofman et al., Lessons from Russia’s Operations in Crimea and Eastern Ukraine, 63.
Krieg, “Externalizing the burden of war: the Obama Doctrine and US foreign policy in the Middle East,” 107108.
2
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contractors. Waldman concludes that in Syria, the United States still finds themselves in a
direct confrontation with the Kurds, Arabs, and Turks, to show that remote warfare does not
include any less consequences.3 Jolle Demmers, Lauren Gould, and David Snetselaar also
focused on Operation Inherent Resolve and use the term remote warfare. They conclude that
although the operation is largely riskless, it is still a war that needs to be legitimized correctly,
which currently does not happen. The greater distance between the United States and the war
reduces the urgency for a public debate.4 This thesis relies on all these important works on
United States involvement in Syria. However, Waldman’s explanation focuses too much on
the strategic secrecy around the operation. Krieg's analysis focuses on the Middle East,
instead of concentrating on the operation. The work by Demmers, Gould, and Snetselaar was
certainly valuable for this thesis, but does not look adequately at the strategic reasons for
remote warfare and is more concerned with the secrecy around the operation and the political
implications. This paper argues that the United States turned to remote warfare in Operation
Inherent Resolve because of a combination of strategic and political reasons. The first chapter
will give a short history of warfare and how it has developed over time, and how remote
warfare is different from other types of warfare such as proxy wars. The second chapter goes
into depth on what exactly is meant by remote warfare, especially those measures used by the
United States. Lastly, the third chapter will explain Operation Inherent Resolve further. It will
shortly analyze three speeches by former presidents Barack Obama and Donald Trump to see
how they legitimize this war to the public.
To strengthen my argument, I have read a combination of scholarly articles and books
on the subjects, as well as primary sources from the United States military forces about
Operation Inherent Resolve, and papers from the Congressional Research Service about the

3
4

Waldman, “Vicarious Warfare,” 198.
Demmers, Gould and Snetselaar, “Perfect war and its contestations,” 236-241.
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issues surrounding remote warfare. Next to that, I have referred to US presidential speeches
and newspaper articles for more news about the United States’ affairs in Syria.
This thesis applies a qualitative research, in which the sources are analyzed critically
to put them in the broader context of Operation Inherent Resolve and the United States
involvement in Syria. I followed the methodology of the humanities for this. This thesis
includes both a case study about Operation Inherent Resolve, as well as a discourse analysis
on the language used by presidents when talking about ISIL. This to theorize Operation
Inherent Resolve as an example of remote warfare, and to see how to assess both the public
receptions and constraints of this new type of warfare.

Slotboom, s1016842/ 9

Chapter 1: Remote Warfare – A New Direction
1.1 Warfare from a Historic Perspective
Warfare has changed over time. While the frontlines used to be where wars were fought, now
modern warfare is increasingly fought from a distance and often by parties other than a
national government. In the last couple of decades, in particular, there has been a qualitative
change that has determined a further shift away from proxy warfare and guerilla wars towards
asymmetrical and remote warfare.
Warfare is as old as humankind itself, however it has gone through multiple developments
and transitions. Classical societies such as the Spartans centered their activities around the
army, while others seldom participated in war.5 By 750 BC, Greek soldiers began fighting in
tight formations of spearman called phalanxes, a significant change from the unarmored
battles they fought before. During the Middle Ages, there was a greater focus on fortification
instead of building a strong army. During this time, horses became more important, as the
very concept of “age of chivalry” suggests.6 It was around the seventeenth and eighteenth
century that warfare started to see significant changes, mostly due to technological
breakthroughs, strategic innovations, and a novel relation between politics and war. The
thinkers of the Enlightenment changed how states saw their sovereignty, and scientific
advancements slowly made their way into society. Ideas of nation-state identity changed too.
Ideas on the social contract, natural science, and rationalism changed the relationship between
the state and soldiers and the idea that citizenship is connected to service.7 In The Social
Contract, Rousseau posits that everyone is free because they all fulfill their duties. In return
for the preservation of their society by a state, all citizens give up part of their freedom.

5

Archer, World History of Warfare, 63.
Archer, 145.
7
Singer, Corporate Warriors, 30-31.
6
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Rousseau declares: “But, as men cannot engender new forces, but only unite and direct
existing ones, they have no other means of preserving themselves than the formation, by
aggregation, of a sum of forces great enough to overcome the resistance. These they have to
bring into play by means of a single motive power, and cause to act in concert.”8 People
wanted to fight for their state as citizens, and citizens became representatives for their
national homelands.9 Ernest Renan defined this in his book What is a Nation? Here he argues
that a nation is a soul, which consists of pride in a rich legacy of the past that is often
glorified.10 The idea of the Social Contract and a citizen’s duty to the state lasted well into the
nineteenth century.11 The subsequent Industrial Revolution made so that mass production was
applied to guns and artillery. War became more mobile and more deadly.12 The First World
War dramatically showed how war had changed from being human centered to
technologically oriented.13 One of the main changes was that armies removed actual boots on
the ground for the sake of protecting their industrial assets.
During both the First and the Second World War, aerial warfare became more popular.
During the interwar period, aircraft developed rapidly. Italian general Giulio Douhet held the
radical idea that aerial warfare would be the future. In his book The Command of the Air,
Douhet proposes: “To conquer the command of the air means victory; to be beaten in the air
means defeat and acceptance of whatever terms the enemy may be pleased to impose.”14
During the Cold War it was the risk of a nuclear war, the increasing occurrence of proxy
wars, and guerilla wars that forever changed warfare.15 Since the Cold War, economic growth
and industrial development have also become increasingly important factors. It has been

8

Rousseau, The Social Contract, 13.
Singer, Corporate Warriors, 31.
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Archer, World History of Warfare, 413.
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15
Archer, 550.
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concluded in quantitative research that poverty makes interstate wars more likely, as well as
horizontal inequality – systemic inequality between ethnic groups – makes countries more
vulnerable. This fueled intrastate wars.16 Progressively however, and especially since the
beginning of the twenty-first century, remote warfare became the norm.
Remote warfare is not only using remote weapon systems but also entails others
following a series of specific measures. The first is supporting local actors through providing
training, equipment, or funds. The second measure is that of contracting private militaries and
security forces. The third is that of employing special operation forces in the areas. The fourth
one is that of sharing intelligence with any actors involved in the actual combat. Lastly is that
of operating airstrikes, including drones or unmanned aerial vehicles.17 These methods will be
explained further in the second chapter.
With this definition, it is easy to detect the differences between proxy warfare and
remote warfare. Proxy war is the sponsorship of forces outside of the order of states, as seen
clearly during the Cold War.18 However, there is a debate about how proxy warfare has
developed in the post-World War II era. For example, Mumford uses the premise of “indirect
engagement, with State A hiring proxies in State B to conduct ‘subversive operations’ on its
behalf.”19 With this definition of proxy warfare, there is more overlap between remote
warfare and proxy warfare. Literature on proxy warfare has advanced in the last decade, and
many scholars do not see proxy warfare as only mechanic manifestations of outside power.20
A current definition of proxy warfare, as given by Vladimir Rauta entails “a proxy war is ‘a
violent armed interaction resulting from the polarization of competing political goals between
two organised parties, a Beneficiary and a Target, in which at least one party engages the

16

Humphreys, “Economics and Violent Conflict,” 20
Watson and McKay, “Remote Warfare: A Critical Introduction,” 8.
18
Rondeaux and Sterman, “Twenty-first Century Proxy Warfare: Confronting Strategic Innovation in a
Multipolar World,” 3.
19
Mumford, “Proxy Warfare and the Future of Conflict,” 40.
20
Rauta et al., “A Symposium – Debating ‘Surrogate Warfare’ and the Transformation of War,” 419.
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other indirectly in sustained collective violence through a third party, the Proxy’.”21 There
seems to be a split among scholars on what semantically is the best term to use. While Rauta
believes that the type of warfare currently seen is still a form of proxy warfare. Still, remote
warfare encompasses more measures than proxy warfare, such as ‘direct’ interference through
Special Operation Forces and Unmanned Aerial Vehicles. Remote warfare also differs from
guerilla warfare. Guerilla warfare relies on smaller groups of combatants, who can be armed
civilians, but also paramilitary groups. Guerilla warfare again can be present in a remote war
but does not entail the scope of remote warfare.

1.2 Existing Theories
Different scholars have tried to give explanations for the most recent changes in the
nature of warfare. Existing literature on remote warfare uses different terms for the same
concept. Zygmunt Bauman wrote about “Wars of the Globalization Era” in 2001, in which he
identified that: “'Ground war' is to be avoided not only for the devastating effects which the
inevitable casualties might have on publics opinion at home, but also because it might lead to
a face-to-face and protracted engagement with the tasks of the management of the conquered
territory, a practice which goes against the globalizing logic.”22 Bauman argued early on that
there will be no “our boys graves” in the future, and no rituals of remembrance23 because
major powers would search for ways to keep conflict outside of their borders. Thomas
Waldman uses the term ‘vicarious’ warfare for the new type of American interventionism
post-9/11. His analysis of vicarious warfare is composed of the 3D defense, with three
different means that encompass the most important elements of vicarious warfare. The first
element is that of Delegation, which refers to shifting the burden of risk onto others.24 The
21

Rauta, “Proxy Warfare and the Future of Conflict,” 41.
Bauman, “Wars of the Globalization Era,” 17.
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Bauman, 27.
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Waldman, “Vicarious Warfare,” 189.
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second element is Danger-proofing, which refers to the material shift from boots-on-theground to various forms of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs).25 The third D, is that of
Darkness, a ‘catch-all’ term for secret special forces, cyber warfare, and everything else that
is being kept behind doors.26
Andreas Krieg uses the term ‘surrogate warfare,’ he sees this as an umbrella concept
for all non-state actors involved, or technology that replaces the boots on the ground such as
an UAVs.27 Krieg continuously links his concept of surrogate warfare to the classic trinity by
Carl von Clausewitz. Krieg argues that this new nature of warfare is a transformation in which
the state is exploring non-trinitarian means to deal with new risks. 28 Non-trinitarian here
refers to Clausewitz’s ‘Remarkable Trinity’ which he explained in his book On War.
Clausewitz formulation his trinity as: “the people […] the commander and his army; and the
[…] government.”29 All three are in a balance together. However, with the phenomenon of
remote warfare, it can be argued that all three of these actors are changing. The government is
increasingly engaging with companies and big tech corporations, and the military is now
including many non-state actors.30 The people might not even know of the war being waged
in their name. Clausewitz’s trinity is an important concept since it encompasses three major
actors and can help to explain where changes have taken place, and if these changes are
actually different from the past or if it is merely a continuation of history.
Different scholars have different terms for this same perceived shift in warfare in the
twenty-first century. Trying to define this shift, the ‘coining contest’ has taken place over
which term is best to use to describe this reconfiguration of warfare. Remote warfare takes
place in this debate, however its relation to, for example, proxy warfare, surrogate warfare,

25

Waldman, “Vicarious Warfare,”192.
Waldman, 195.
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Krieg, “Externalizing the Burden of War,” 99.
28
Krieg and Rickli, “Surrogate Warfare,” 115.
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vicarious warfare, and drone warfare remains unclear at times.31 All terms encompass more or
less the same techniques used by states but have a different focus. Surrogate warfare focuses
more on the outsourcing of warfare and drone warfare focusses on aerial attacks and
technological revolutions. Proxy warfare focuses on states influencing the outcome of a
conflict through employing local forces, and as a term has become more broadly used that the
proxy warfare of the Cold War. Still, proxy warfare focuses too much on great powers
fighting against each other in intrastate conflicts, such as the involvement of both the United
States and Russia in the Syrian conflict. These terms only serve as a conceptualization of the
strategic behavior of powerful states. However, smaller less powerful states can also use
remote warfare techniques. Remote warfare does not have the specific focus of ‘bigger’
conflicts being fought in intrastate conflicts as proxy warfare has. Vicarious warfare also tries
to be an encompassing term, and the three terms of delegation, danger-proofing, and darkness
can include most techniques used by states. Still, the term remote warfare here is both the
easiest and clearest in its formulation.
However, it can be argued that remote warfare is merely a continuation of how states
engage in conflict in modern times. The main discussion on this is whether remote warfare
can be classified as part of ‘new’ wars or not. In her article “In Defense of New Wars,” Mary
Kaldor gives four different reasons why there is a difference between ‘new’ wars and ‘old’
wars. The first reason why there are now ‘new’ wars is the types of actors in a conflict. She
argues that new wars are being fought by actors other than state militias, but more and more
by non-state actors such as mercenaries, private military security companies, jihadists, and
paramilitaries. The second reason Kaldor gives is that the goals of wars have changed. Old
wars were fought for geopolitical reasons or ideology, such as for democracy or socialism.
New wars, she argues, are often fought in the name of identity, either ethnic or religious. The

31

Watts and Biegon, “Conceptualising Remote Warfare: The Past, Present, and Future,” 1-2.
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third difference is the methods. As Kaldor says: “In old wars, battle was the decisive
encounter. The method of waging war consisted of capturing territory through military means.
In new wars, battles are rare, and territory is captured through political means, through control
of the population.”32 The last difference is the forms of finance. States financed old wars
through taxation. New wars, because they often include non-state actors, are often financed
through war economy or other illicit ways. The most common critique on this new criterium
is that new wars are not new, that they were always there, and that all of the features in
Kaldor’s argument can be found in old wars as well.33 According to Kalyvas, there is no
distinction between old and new wars. He argues that this distinction is made on the often
incomplete and biased sources on historical wars.34 An argument that returns in both articles,
is that the Cold War has clouded our perceptions of wars. The Cold War has affected both
how civil wars are fought, and their frequency.35
According to many proponents of the new war theory, the Cold War changed the nature of
warfare. There were two factors involved on why states resorted to supporting local actors
and hiring private militaries after the Cold War. The first is that the Cold War changed the
nature of warfare and has created new demands. The second factor is that of privatization.36
The end of the Cold War created a vacuum in which states could no longer deploy large
troops to war zones because of the negative effects their deaths had. There was a gap between
these new global threats, while traditional responses were weak, private militaries filled this
gap. States would receive too many negative remarks if they would intervene, and new global
threats such as non-state actors forced states to rethink their military strategy.37
Remote warfare has become a way for states to limit their involvement in conflicts

32
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while still trying to achieve their strategic goals. Of course, limiting boots on the ground has
always been a goal, and new technology and paramilitarism have enabled modern states to do
this. However, the Cold War turned out to be a turning point as it reshuffled national
responses to war and the problem of rising casualties among the civilian population. The
change in modern warfare has been noted by multiple scholars who have all tried to coin a
term to encompass this. As a result, remote warfare has come to be widely used – and
accepted – since it seems to provide a solution to the dilemma of achieving strategic goals and
simultaneously limiting boots on the ground and non-intentional casualties. The far-reaching
consequences of this shift, however, are still largely unaccounted for.
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Chapter 2: A Deeper Look into Remote Warfare
2.1 Why the United States?
Remote warfare is defined by a shift away from actual ‘boots on the ground’, to a new
direction of military interventions with a light footprint. These new methods involve
deploying special operation forces, supporting local forces or official state forces, hiring
private military and security contractors, airstrikes, and sharing intelligence with actors
involved in the frontline combat.38 These different methods enable states to geographically
distance themselves from a conflict while still having an influence in the outcome. Currently,
remote warfare is one of the most common forms of military action.39 This chapter outlines
five different methods used by states to physically detach themselves from the frontline battle
to limit deaths on their side. As well as answer the first component of this thesis’s argument in
explaining the strategic reasons behind the United States’ choices for remote warfare.
The United States represents the main analytical lens here; in fact, the United States’
turn to remote warfare has its roots in recent American military history. The post-Cold War
era was characterized by interstate wars and forced states to consider options other than major
combat operations to achieve their objectives. The Vietnam War and the losses of United
States troops there was a turning point for the United States. The negative public views of the
human costs of the Vietnam War forced the United States presidency to look into other
options to overcome these costs.40
After Vietnam, a second major turning point in United States remote warfare has been
9/11 and the subsequent ‘War on Terror.’ George W. Bush started to rely on military
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contractors and unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) to fight his so-called ‘rogue states.’41
However, Obama’s presidency proved to focus even more on remote warfare and
technologies. His focus on soft power did not equal using any military action. On the
contrary, the Obama doctrine has been called ‘The Drone Presidency’ after carrying out at
least 563 drone strikes during his presidency.42

2.2 Five Methods of Remote Warfare
The twenty-first century is thus characterized by the turn of the United States toward
remote warfare. The United States uses multiple methods to limit actual boots on the ground.
The first one is using airstrikes, which includes Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, or in other words,
drones. These UAVs range from small surveillance devices to actual weapons. As mentioned,
Obama has carried out 563 drone strikes in his presidency. Most of these strikes were outside
of battlefields and were actually in Yemen, Pakistan, and Somalia. There is much secrecy
around Obama’s usage of drones, but it is estimated that these drone strikes have killed
potentially as many as 4936 people.43 The strong appeal of UAVs is that the attacks can be
coordinated from United States’ soil, which means that the American military is entirely safe.
What this also means is that the political consequences for such attacks are significantly
lowered. Politicians do not risk having to send a condolence letter or publicly take
responsibility for any failed attacks.
Drone missions are often compared to video games. That there is little to no difference
between combat games and actual drone strikes. In Grossman’s study On Killing, he
identified that distance is an important factor in overcoming resistance to kill. He says: “From
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a distance I can deny your humanity, and from a distance I cannot hear you scream.”44 This
quote is about pilots and bombardiers during the Second World War. However, the distance
between targets and the American Army has only become larger since then.
The second method used in combination with UAV has been hiring private military
security companies (PMSC’s). These contractors are mainly ex-military staff.45 A common
misconception about private contractors is that they are viewed as mercenaries. This view is
simplistic and overlooks the important role PMSC’s have far away from the frontline. Most
contractors perform non-combat roles.46 Their services can be categorized in three categories.
Their first role is in that of troop support, in which they help with catering, infrastructure or
maintenance.47 Their second role is that of system support services. These services include
maintaining IT systems and weapons. This service is where contractors might operate as part
of the remote strategy. The third category is security protection services, usually armed
security. This often involves the security of government facilities or embassies.48 Employing
PMSC is often seen as one of the oldest instruments of remote warfare. This is because states
see them as a practical solution. PMSC’s are a simple answer for states to overcome the
political risk of deploying a national army.
The third method used by the United States in its remote warfare techniques is the
deployment of special operation forces (SOF) of the United States military. The United States
Special Operations Command (USSOCOM or SOCOM) is the command which oversees all
special operations of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force. Since the failure of
Operation Eagle Claw in 1980, where the United States army attempted to end the Iran
hostage crisis after negotiations failed, resulting in the death of eight serviceman,49 the Joint
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Special Operations Command was established shortly afterwards, tasked with studying,
planning, and executing special missions worldwide to prevent such failures from happening
again.50 Their biggest task is that of counterterrorism. Since 9/11, the JSOC has transformed
from being rarely used to America’s secret army.51 Since 1980, JSOC has grown to 25,000
troops and has its own intelligence division, drones, satellites, and cyberwarriors. The secrecy
around these officers is that in combat, they wear no name or rank and have been hidden
behind various nicknames such as Task Force green or the Secret Army of Northern
Virginia.52 JSOC has grown immensely since the “War on Terror”.53 Since 9/11 and the
subsequent War on Terror, non-state actors have become key players in United States foreign
goals.54 These new challenges were the ideal task for SOF’s. SOF’s have the smallest
footprint in the United States military; their teams usually range from only six to about 120.
With these forces, the United States is possible to operate in areas that would otherwise
oppose American military presence.55
JSOC operations were rarely briefed to Congress under George W. Bush. Obama held
the same response and only briefed select missions to select congressional leaders. Trump
continued to expand the JSOC forces. SOF’s tasks differ from that of PMSC’s in that they
focus more on capturing suspected terrorists or other suspects.56 JSOC forces are more
secretive in their work, and they often work under the radar. These forces often work by kill
lists and have gotten much critique that these individual man-hunting missions are too similar
to assassination, which is prohibited by US law.57 There is much secrecy about SOF
operations, where they are employed and who they are targeting. SOF has significantly grown
50
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because of the War on Terror. SOCOM operated in 147 countries in 2015 and commanded
over 70,000 personnel. Most of which have a supporting role in intelligence or logistics to
help the increased deployments.58
The fourth method used in remote warfare is supporting local militias. A militia is a
sub-state group that is armed to perform security and governance functions within a state.
Local militias are able to perform tasks such as self-defense in a village, collect intelligence,
and surveillance. Because militias are sub-state actors, they are not formally under the control
of a state’s military, police, or other agencies. They may be equipped or funded by the
government but operate independently.59 Militias are used by states for two reasons. First,
because the central government of a state is weak. Weak central governments are more prone
to insurgencies due to inadequate local policing or other counterinsurgency measures.60 This
means that these governments cannot train new civil servants or open and maintain other
social welfare such as schools and courts. A weak central government often lacks legitimacy
to set up law and order. They often lose authority over regions.61 Second, militias can be
especially helpful in rural areas. These areas often lack control by the national police or
military and can be suspicious over another nation’s military being in their region. Because of
their positions, local militias may also be able to collect intelligence about insurgent groups in
these rural areas. They are often part of the social structure in villages and interact more with
the local population than a military would.62
There is also apprehension about using local militias. These can be divided into three
types: militias are unreliable, undermine state authority, and commit human rights violations.
Some argue that militias are unreliable and that there is no certainty that they will not be
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hostile to the government in the future. Local militias act in their own self-interest and not the
states. Critics use the example in which militias clash with the military and police. However,
there are also many cases in which local militias turned out to be a critical factor in
counterinsurgency measures. Further, there is no evidence that militias are more unreliable
than state forces.63 Another criticism on local militias is that they undermine state authority.
As argued by Max Weber, the right to have a monopoly over the legitimate use of physical
force is one of the key features of a state. This means that other sub-state militia groups
inherently undermine state authority, even when fighting for the state. Importantly, it should
be noted that militias are often the result of a weak central government and not the cause.64
The last criticism is that local militias often commit human rights violations. Because they are
not bound to the state, they have no adherence to established norms of war. Some militias
have indeed committed human rights violations such as rape. Newly recruited officers in these
militias often lack proper training and can rapidly grow in rank. The sense of power that
comes with this is a breeding ground for corruption.65 Human Rights Watch concludes in their
report on the Afghan Local Police, a militia for the United States, that “the constant resort to
militias as a quick security fix suggests a lack of understanding of how oppressive even a
small militia can be when it operates without proper oversight and with impunity when it
commits abuses.” However, again there is a broad difference between different militias and
any abuses. Next to that, in most cases the state commits the most human rights violations and
violence. Not all local militias are inherently bad or good, but the local context always
remains important.66
The fifth and last method used by the US to geographically distance themselves from
the frontline is intelligence sharing. The idea of sharing intelligence is particularly sensitive
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and secretive. Sharing intelligence has a significant influence on whoever is at the frontline.
However, there are also considerable risks to it.67 A fundamental principle is that of the ‘thirdparty rule,’ in which the country receiving intelligence agrees not to share it further. This
agreement is based on mutual trust, which makes it a constant risk.68 Another ongoing risk in
intelligence sharing is not knowing how certain parties came across information. There have
been multiple accounts in which torture was used for gaining intelligence—all parties who
then used this intelligence commit in the wrongdoing of human rights. For many liberal
democracies, this is one of the biggest risks in intelligence sharing, their reputation.69 The
United States is also a key player in intelligence sharing. It is a member of the Five Eyes, an
intelligence alliance with Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, New Zealand. In 2018,
President Donald Trump suddenly tweeted that Pakistan was a safe haven for terrorists and
that they would cut most military aid to the country. In response, Pakistan stopped sharing
intelligence with the United States. This then could have significant implications for the
United States war in Afghanistan. Pakistan has been an important ally for the United States
since the Cold War. Since the 1990s, Pakistan had strong ties with the Taliban after the
Afghan civil war, and many of the group took refuge in Pakistan. Since the War on Terror, the
United States needed Pakistan for supply routes to Afghanistan. No cooperation between the
two countries thus has major implications for the United States.70
These five different methods show the different approaches that states, in general, can
take to geographically distant themselves from the frontline. In practical terms, when
employed by the United States, the use of Special Operation Forces put American soldiers at
risk. However, their size is only a fraction of an entire military, and their extensive training
makes them essentially harder to kill. The other methods, PMSC’s, UAV’s, supporting local
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militias, and intelligence sharing, can completely be done from afar. For this reason, the US
has invested most of its resources in these five methods and has contributed significantly to
making them the central component of modern warfare strategies. Still, there is much
apprehension about these techniques and their implications, such as the bigger risk on
civilians, the lack of oversight on contractors and local militias, and the risk in sharing
classified intelligence.
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Chapter 3: Operation Inherent Resolve
3.1 The Strategic Reasons for the Use of Remote Warfare in Syria
The twenty-first century ‘War on Terror’ promoted the use of remote warfare in America’s
foreign policy.71 The Bush administration heavily invested in remote warfare to challenge the
networks of al-Qaeda and effectively wage a simultaneously largely unconventional and
global war.72 Remote warfare thus became the United States’ main answer to the challenge
represented by the new dimension that war had acquired: terrorist groups were indeed
scattered over large and remote territories and were often supported, economically but also
logistically and militarily, by so-called ‘rogue states.’73 Remote warfare, however, while
“externalizing” the cost of war did not shield the Bush administration from national and
international criticism.74 This chapter will focus and discus the political reasons behind
remote warfare. As well as the specific strategic arguments behind Operation Inherent
Resolve.
From a strategic point of view, Obama’s foreign policy was heavily influenced by the
Bush era, even though he campaigned that he would drastically change United States foreign
policies.75 There are also significant changes of course, such as a more multilateral approach
by Obama and the term “War on Terror” was abandoned by the administration, but the
practices still continued.76 Obama found remote warfare a great way of dealing with global
terrorism and supporting the United States global military posture. Through remote warfare,
the United States could still play a significant role, especially in the Greater Middle East.77 As
argued by Krieg, “Obama’s foreign policy is one that lays the doctrinal foundation for
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surrogate warfare: externalizing the burdens of warfare to human and technological
surrogates. In the 2015 National Security Strategy this idea of sharing the burden is clearly
formulated: “The threshold for military action is higher when our interests are not directly
threatened. In such cases, we will seek to mobilize allies and partners to share the burden and
achieve lasting outcomes.”78
The post-Iraq US policy towards the Middle East appears to be testimony to the
doctrinal shift to waging war by surrogate in the absence of vital national interests.”79 A great
example of this shift is the United States-led coalition against the Islamic State of Iraq and the
Levant, known as Operation Inherent Resolve, or simply, the Coalition.80 ISIL is a non-state
actor that would have been difficult to fight with regular boots-on-the-ground. Opting for
remote measures allowed the United States to shift the burden of war from its own soldiers to
citizens in Syria and Iraq, who were often seen as collateral damage. Operation Inherent
Resolve resorted to remote warfare for many strategic reasons. Strategically, remote warfare
and international cooperation is an excellent approach to fight a non-state actor such as ISIL.
This is also mentioned in the National Security Strategy of 2015. Under the heading of
“Combat the Persistent Threat of Terrorism,” it is said that: “Joined by our allies and partners,
including multiple countries in the region, we employed our unique military capabilities to
arrest ISIL’s advance and to degrade their capabilities in both Iraq and Syria. At the same
time, we are working with our partners to train and equip a moderate Syrian opposition to
provide a counterweight to the terrorists and the brutality of the Assad regime.”81
The US-Coalition consists of 83 partners, mainly states, but also including
organizations such as NATO, Interpol, the European Union, and the Arab League.82 The
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operation is led by the United States Central Command (CENTCOM).83 Operation Inherent
Resolve was established in October 2014 and has since been through four different phases.
Phase I is that of Degrade, to stop the expansion of ISIL. Phase II is Counterattack, in which
they focused on supporting local forces such as the Iraqi Security Forces to stop the expansion
of ISIL territory. Phase III is Defeat, and Phase IV, the current phase, is called Support
Stabilization. This phase focuses on advising, assisting, and slowly lowering the number of
troops in the region.84 The operation was supposed to be implemented through an ‘advise and
assist’ war.85 Obama was reluctant to say that American forces were actually in combat and
had to underscore that his operation differed from the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq.86 The
operation is for a large part remote and relies on airstrikes, local forces, and special operation
forces. Especially the airstrikes by the Coalition get much attention from organizations such
as Amnesty International and Airwars.
Operation Inherent Resolve used different remote strategies in their effort to halt ISIL
in Syria and Iraq. First, they supported local militia, most notably the Syrian Democratic
Forces (SDF) and Iraqi Security Forces (ISF).87 Vladimir Rauta, proponent of the
continuation of proxy warfare, sees Obama’s choice to support Syrian rebels as the evidence
that proxy wars are still a strategic coping mechanism.88 However, Obama’s and the Coalitons
actions in Syria encompass much more than just supporting rebel groups, which is why the
term proxy warfare as the name for this type of warfare is not substantial enough.
Second, intelligence sharing has also been an essential technique in the fight against ISIL.
Much of the United States’ efforts relied on cooperation with Arab intelligence and security
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services. They provided crucial local information to the Coalition. However, a serious
controversy was that the United States sometimes had to collaborate sometimes with
repressive government policies that may have helped this extremism.89 Third, the Coalition
has employed multiple American Special Operation Forces in the area. Towards the end of
2015, Obama announced that several dozen SOF’s would enter Syria to fight ISIL.90 A year
later, around 500 American SOF’s were in Syria.91 SOF’s have helped Operation Inherent
Resolve especially in their raids, in which they have killed multiple ISIL’s members and
leaders, such as Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi and Abdul Hasib.92 Fourth, Private Military Security
Companies are largely being employed in Iraq, Syria, and Afghanistan. The ratio of
contractors to military personnel is 2.8 contractors to 1 military. Currently, the ratio in Iraq,
Syria, and Afghanistan is 3.7 to 1.93 Contractors remain controversial as they raise questions
about the role of the government and their reliability to the state and the mission. In October
2020 4,826 contractors were present in Syria and Iraq, and an additional 22,562 in
Afghanistan.94
The high proportion of contractors to the American military demonstrates three
changes. First, the numbers of deployed military are decreasing, but contractors stay in those
areas for logistics, such as shipping out all equipment. Second, there is a restriction on the
number of military personnel, the troop caps, and contractors are picking up tasks formerly
done by the military. Third, as missions focus more on stability and less on combat, more
contractors are employed to support logistics and maintenance.95 These changes can be seen
in the number of contractors in Iraq, Syria, and Afghanistan. Of the 4,826 contractors in Iraq

89

Dunne & Wehrey, “U.S.-Arab Counterterrorism Cooperation in a Region Ripe for Extremism.” 3-4.
Baker, Cooper, and Sanger “Obama Sends Special Operations Forces to Help Fight ISIS in Syria.”
91
Gibbons-Neff, “More Special Operations forces are headed to Syria, Here’s what they’re going to do.”
92
Mashal, “Leader of Afghanistan Branch of ISIS Killed in Special Forces Raid.”; Baker, Schmitt and Cooper,
“ISIS Leader al-Baghdadi Is Dead, Trump Says.”
93
Cancian, “U.S. Military Forces in FY 2021,” 18.
94
Cancian, 17.
95
Cancian, 18.
90

Slotboom, s1016842/ 29
and Syria, 1,815 were in logistics and maintenance, and 1,033 worked on the base. In
Afghanistan, 7,543 contractors worked in logistics and maintenance, and 2,963 on the base, of
a total of 22,562.96 However, the Department of Defense is often vague in their accounting for
contractors and certain types of data of forces are classified, which means that some numbers
can differ.
The fifth and last type of remote warfare used in the fight against ISIL is that of air
attacks and drones. Since the start of Operation Inherent Resolve, there have been over 14,000
strikes in Iraq and almost 20,000 strikes in Syria.97 Airwars, a British non-profit organization,
assesses civilian harm and casualties through airpower. According to Airwars, between 8,000
and 13,000 civilians have died as a result of the Coalition. According to the Coalition, 1,410
civilians have died due to their airstrikes.98 Airwars uses documentation from local
communities and monitoring local populations. Although Airwars says that the Coalition has
received their help well, there is still a significant discrepancy between their numbers. In
2017, Samuel Oakford, a reporter with Airwars, criticized the Coalition for their denial about
civilian casualties. Later, the New York Times published ‘The Uncounted,’ a critical article
also on the discrepancies in the Coalitions confirmed deaths. Soon after this, the Coalition
stopped giving Airwars official data on their air attacks.99

3.2 Political and Ideological Justifications for the Use of Remote Warfare
Besides strategic reasons to resort to remote warfare, political and ideological justifications
are mutually important. The Coalition continually describes itself as the most precise war in
history. The comments about their activities are always told in terms such as surgical
precision. Such terms are in stark contrast to the barbaric violence with which ISIL is
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described.100 After 9/11, the Middle East and Arab people were described as “evil,”
“demons,” and “those people.” By George W. Bush.101 There became a more significant focus
on the difference between “them,” and “us.” Mass media framed all Muslims as inherently
evil and terrorists.102 The Middle East became America’s new enemy. The idea of having a
common enemy as a state can help to reinforce cultural norms and values of a nation and can
help as a strategy to unite its citizens.103 The image construction of the enemy contains
multiple characteristics. All actions of the enemy are seen as evil and destructive towards
others, the values of the enemy are the exact opposite of one’s own, they are the embodiment
of evil, and anyone who belongs to the other group is your enemy, the principle of totality is
applied to all aspects of the ‘other.’104 There is a polarized structure between ‘we’ and ‘they,’
and only ‘our’ side has moral superiority.105
The United States has a history of demonizing others, including its citizens sometimes.
In 1983, Ronald Reagan then called the Soviet Union the “focus of evil in the modern
world.”106 Since then, ‘terrorism’ has displaced Communism as the biggest public enemy.107
Enemy images have multiple functions, of which the most important are those of
socialization, in which upholding a specific image becomes a qualification of belonging to a
group. Enemy images are also an important justification in the armament process. The ‘other’
is dehumanized, which legitimizes violent action. Lastly, enemy images are a common trick
of the government to conceal any internal problems of the state, of which the public should be
more concerned about.108
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How the government, and thus its citizens, talk about others has significant
implications. If governments continually marginalize their new public enemy and talk about
them negatively, people will start to believe it. People have the need to make sense of the
world and embrace modes of discourse to process the complexity.109 These stereotypes, or
‘violent imaginaries,’ include narratives, performances, and images. Narratives apply to
stories being told, performances are more ritualistic, such as memorial days and parades, and
images refer to photographs, but also flags being flown. People perceive these frames as real,
and act upon them as being real.110 The threat to the nation does not have to be real, the idea
that it does exist is enough.111
Perception is not only important in the framing of the ‘other,’ but also in the public’s
opinion on war. The concept of the ‘Body Bag Syndrome’ was first described by John
Mueller in relation to the Iraq war. His conclusion was simple: “as casualties mount, support
decreases.”112 And while there is undoubtedly truth in Mueller’s observation, the public’s
perception of casualties is more important than the number itself. This means that sometimes,
even one casualty can be too much in the public’s opinion. The observation by Mueller is an
important reason for why states chose remote warfare. According to a 2013 study by Pew
Research Center, 65% of the American public was opposed to the United States getting
involved further in the conflict in Syria.113 This research was done shortly before the start of
the Coalition, which exemplifies the secrecy around the operation and how this war has
stepped outside of the public debate.
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3.3 Presidential Rhetoric and the Legitimization of Remote Warfare
Both former presidents Barack Obama and Donald Trump used their speeches to legitimize
remote warfare against ISIL. Presidential rhetoric can be an important ‘violent imaginary.’114
In the speeches given by former presidents Obama and Trump, their framing of the situation
becomes clear. Obama gave a speech on ISIL on September 10, 2014, where he announced
his campaign to fight ISIL and extend the war in Syria.115 On December 6, 2015, Obama
again spoke to the nation after a terrorist attack in California.116 The last speech discussed is
by Trump from October 27, 2019, after Special Forces had killed Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, the
founder and leader of ISIL.117
Starting with the two speeches by Obama, he is more nuanced than Trump and also
George W. Bush in his speeches, saying: “Now let’s make two things clear: ISIL is not
“Islamic.” No religion condones the killing of innocents. And the vast majority of ISIL’s
victims have been Muslim.” He gives more context to the situation and highlights that
Muslim-Americans are not to blame. However, in his speeches, he still frequently speaks of
ISIL as brutal and ruthless.118 Obama’s technique relies mostly on proving that the American
side is morally righteous, for example by saying: “My fellow Americans, I am confident we
will succeed in this mission because we are on the right side of history. We were founded
upon a belief in human dignity that no matter who you are, or where you come from, or what
you look like or what religion you practice, you are equal in the eyes of God and equal in the
eyes of the law.”119 Obama also de-individualizes members of ISIL. Everyone who belongs to
that group is inherently evil and thus America’s enemy. This does not mean that ISIL’s
actions are permitted, but he refuses to show empathy for any people who are in ISIL because
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they felt threatened or repressed. He declares: “ISIL is a terrorist organization, pure and
simple. And it has no vision other than the slaughter of all who stand in its way.”120 He does
not make note of the large number of civilians under ISIL rule who have no other choice than
to fight for them
Trump his comments on ISIL were notably different. Trump is less nuanced in how he
speaks of ISIL than Obama. In his speech after Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi death, Trump says
about him: “whimpering and crying and screaming all the way,” and “the thug who tried so
hard to intimidate others spent his last moments in utter fear, in total panic and dread –
terrified of the American forces bearing down on him.”121 What Trump does is that the claims
America’s position as morally right, just as Obama mentions. Trump adds: “Terrorists who
oppress and murder innocent people should never sleep soundly, knowing that we will
completely destroy them. These savage monsters will not escape their fate — and they will
not escape the final judgment of God.”122 According to both Trump and Obama, God is on
their side.
What is most important about how Obama and Trump talk about ISIL and the United
States, is that this enables them to legitimize exceptional measures. In Obama’s speech in
2014, he mentions that they have conducted over 150 successful airstrikes in Iraq and have
killed ISIL fighters, and that these strikes have: “helped save the lives of thousands of
innocent men, women, and children.” What he does not mention, are the innocent civilians
killed by United States airstrikes. Obama also asks in his speech for Congress to give the
army additional authorities and resources.123 With this, he thus says that his war against ISIL
is illegal and unconstitutional. In his 2015 speech, Obama orders for stronger border controls
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for anyone entering America without a visa.124 In 2014, he also said that he wanted to
improve their intelligence. These are all measures that would not have been accepted by
Congress and the public without the securitization of Muslims as terrorists. Securitization
means that a problem is such a big threat to the existence of a nation, that it falls outside of
the political arena. Leaders can implement exceptional measures in this way. Securitization is
often done in one of two ways. It is either a performative speech act, in which a new enemy is
described and that they are an existential threat to the nation. The other way is through
performances, the thought here is that if the government undertakes all these extra defensive
measures, there must be an extraordinary threat.125 Obama, as Commander-in-Chief, acted
without Congress’ approval for a war against ISIL, he ordered additional screening at the
borders and more intelligence for counterterrorism. These are all measures that would have
otherwise been opposed in concern for violations of privacy.126
Counterterrorism through drones and airstrikes has now reached its fourth
administration with President Biden It is too soon to make claims about President Biden’s
legitimization of remote warfare. However, in March 2020 the administration imposed
temporary limits on counterterrorism drone strikes in conflict zones such as Afghanistan and
Syria. It is likely that Biden will return to the nuance Obama showed in his speeches, but his
tightening of the rules of drone strikes also show a change from Obama’s ‘drone
presidency.’127
The secrecy around Operation Inherent Resolve makes it difficult for citizens to know
where their governments are fighting a war in their nation’s name. The physical distancing of
warfare and the idea that remote warfare is riskless reduces any urgency of intervention by
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Congress or the public. There is much debate about the Coalition’s air attacks and the
discrepancies between the number of civilian casualties. Since 9/11 and the War on Terror,
George W. Bush started the shift to frame Muslims as inherently evil to legitimize his Middle
East policy. Obama has brought more nuance and context to his fight against ISIL but
continues to legitimize extraordinary measures in regard to his rights as Commander-in-Chief
and privacy regulations. This chapter shows that Operation Inherent Resolve falls outside of
the regular political arena because of its remote nature. The framing of Muslims and Arab
people furthers this.
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Conclusion

Warfare is as old as humankind itself and has gone through various developments to come
where it stands today. But, limiting casualties on one’s side has always been an important
goal. Since the Enlightenment, ideas on nation-state identity have changed, and citizens
became representatives for their homelands. As argued by Ernst Renan, a nation is a soul and
a past, rich legacy that is often glorified. This idea of all the great performed deeds done in the
past and fantasizing about the ones that will come in the future.128
War has changed since then. The biggest developments came during the Industrial
Revolution when guns and artillery could become mass-produced. Since the First World War,
wars became more focused on technology. Aerial warfare came into the picture, and critics
saw the implications aerial warfare could have and how this could reduce danger for their
soldiers. During the Second World War, the risk bombings brought to civilian and military
targets, as well as the size of the global war, was a change in warfare. War was resized to
global alliances and atomic bombs were introduced. During the Cold War, the United States
received negative criticism from its citizens about the number of casualties from the Vietnam
War and the threat of an atomic war again changed future warfare. Later, the wars in
Afghanistan and Iraq reinforced that US involvement in warfare results in too much negative
criticism from the public. As explained by Mueller’s original theory and the enhanced version
of Myers and Hayes, the perception of the number of casualties on one’s owns side is critical
in the public opinion.129 Since the 9/11 attacks and George W. Bush’s “War on Terror,” the
United States started to rely more on remote warfare techniques, which consist of supporting
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local militias, contracting private military and security companies, employing special
operation forces, intelligence sharing, and airstrikes.
Remote warfare differs from proxy warfare and guerilla warfare. Proxy warfare is the
sponsorship of forces outside of the order of states. This could be seen during the Cold War.
The idea of ‘indirect engagement,’ is most important when it comes to proxy warfare. The
study around proxy warfare has evolved beyond the Cold War, however, the term is not
substantial enough to encompass all measures taken by the Coalition. The focus of proxy
warfare is too much on the behavior powerful states may resort to, and the dynamic of those
powerful actors in the world, instead of focusing on the local wars and context. Guerilla
warfare relies on small groups of combatants, who are often either armed civilians or
paramilitary groups. Guerilla warfare can be present in a remote war, but it does not entail the
scope of remote warfare.
Different scholars have looked into the most recent changes in warfare and have coined
many different terms for this concept. One of the first was Zygmunt Bauman’s “Wars of the
Globalization Era” in 2001. Later, other concepts were also formulated, such as Thomas
Waldman’s 3D defense, which consists of Delegation, Danger-proofing, and Darkness. All
three of these terms refer to different elements of remote warfare. Krieg’s surrogate warfare
focuses on shifting the burden of war onto others. Long before remote warfare, Carl von
Clausewitz, in 1832, introduced his trinity in which he explained the balance between the
people, the government, and the army and that they all play an essential role in warfare. Since
then, warfare has changed drastically. And it can be argued in relation to Operation Inherent
Resolve that the people are left outside of this war, and in some matter the government as
well, since Congress is not informed. Only the Commander-in-Chief decides the direction of
the war. According to Mary Kaldor, we are now experiencing “New Wars,” which are
inherently different from wars before, based on their actors, goals, methods, and financing.

Slotboom, s1016842/ 38
In the United States, Obama’s foreign policy laid the foundation for remote warfare.
His policy towards the Middle East after the Bush administration shows the doctrinal shift
towards remote warfare in the absence of vital national interests in the region. The US-led
Coalition called Operation Inherent Resolve is an excellent example of this.130 Obama was
influenced by both strategic reasons as well as political reasons. Strategically, remote warfare
techniques such as airstrikes, intelligence sharing, special forces, and contractors helped in the
fight against ISIL, maybe even better than a regular army could have fought them. Politically,
Obama did not want to start a new war after Afghanistan and Iraq. Opting for remote warfare
gave him leniency in the public opinion about the actions against ISIL. By constructing
Muslims as national enemies and framing that their terrorism is an existential threat towards
the United States, Muslims became dehumanized, which legitimizes the violence used against
them. In the speeches by Obama and, later, by Trump, they both elucidated how the United
States is morally righteous and is on God’s side.
Since the War on Terror, Muslims depicted terrorists have continually been securitized
and are seen as a national enemy and existential threat. Both the rhetoric of presidents does
this, as well as media images and other performances and narratives. The actions done by the
government against ISIL are seen as legitimized and necessary. However, there is much
secrecy around Operation Inherent Resolve. There are significant discrepancies between the
number of civilian deaths given by the Coalition and the number found by watchdog
organizations such as Airwars. The air attacks and the employment of private contractors and
local militias make critics wonder about their loyalty to the United States’ mission. There is
much secrecy about where the air attack strikes, who is employed by the Coalition as a private
contractor, and which local militias are being supported. Most concerning is that many
citizens do not know of the extent of these campaigns and the number of casualties among
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citizens in these regions. According to the Clausewitzian trinity, the people are not part of
warfare anymore, and only the government and the army engage in warfare.
What we see now is that this type of warfare is not only moving outside of the political
spectrum, as can be seen in Obama’s remark where Congress had not approved of the war
actions against ISIL. War is not an existential threat to states such as the United States
anymore because there are barely any threats or casualties on their side. Remote warfare
currently is asymmetrical, with countries in the Middle East enduring all the risks. With these
changes, warfare is slowly being excluded from politics and public debate. It is too early to
know Biden’s agenda on remote warfare, but his temporary limits do show a hesitancy to
continue the mass airstrikes.
The United States has chosen to resort to remote warfare for Operation Inherent
Resolve because it would be the best answer to fight a non-state enemy for two reasons. First,
ISIL used new techniques not seen in the archetype idea of interstate war, this meant that
strategically the Coalition also had to make use of new types of warfare. Second, from a
political point of view the United States was restricted by the public opinion on war and the
casualties it would bring. Remote warfare gave the United States the option to keep the war
outside of the public debate. Still, it is important to remember the harm it can do to civilians.
It may decrease the risk of soldiers from the United States, but in increases the risk of
civilians elsewhere.
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