RAF Ethos & Culture
in
the 21st Century

Aircrew or Ailr Power?



“Air power is the most difficult of military force to
measure or even express in precise terms’
(Winston Churchill)

been studied in the context of the British

Army rather than the Royal Navy or Royal
Air Force (RAF). This is possibly because the
Army provides a richer variety of material for
what has traditionally been regarded as an area of
academic study, particularly for historians and
sociologistsl. It is only comparatively recently that
the RAF has begun to seriously examine and seek
a better understanding of its own particular ethos
and culture. Such internal studies that have been
undertaken have sought to support short;term
decision making at Air Force Board level.

'B ritish military ethos and culture has usually

By Sqn Ldr Anthony J Seabright

A possible reason why it has taken so long for the
RAF to generate a debate about the subject may be
due, in no small part, to the nature of air forces
and air power. Meilinger states that airmen “have
had a difficult time attempting to analyse, define
and explain the concept of air power, not only to
the other Services, decision makers and the public
at large, but even to each other”’ and defining and
explaining the ethos and culture of air forces is
little different. The various internal studies have
raised a number of pertinent issues relating to the
future ethos and culture of the RAF and the
Service’s response to various societal pressures.



YMl When compared to the Royal Navy or British Army only a
small proportion of RAF personnel, primarily officer aircrew,

has traditionally sought to engage in combat

However, the studies have not critically examined
the underlying assumptions concerning the RAF’s
specific ethos and culture, nor the adaptation of
that ethos and culture to the operational
imperatives of the 215t Century.

Within the limits of this paper, ethos is defined as
a “system of values and governing principles that
influence and characterize the way in which mem-
bers of a group interact with one another and
respond to the world around them”.* Culture is
defined as “the symbolic, learned, non-biological
aspects of human society including language,
custom and convention”? that reflects and sup-
ports this ethos. Often described by the British mil-
itary as “Core Values. . . [they] always include
such recognisably military virtues as physical
courage, total commitment and service before
self”¢. Schein argues that these values then “serve
as a guide and as a way of dealing with uncertain-
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ty of intrinsically uncontrollable or difficult events™”.

The RAF, like its sister Services, has always accept-
ed that its ethos and culture needs to be different
from the society its personnel are drawn from if it
is to sustain the moral component of air power®,
because of the “unlimited liability’ * that its person-
nel accept. RAF ethos is currently defined as:

“The distinctive character, spirit and attitude of the
RAF which together inspire people to face danger, and
even death. It is underpinned by tradition, esprit de
corps and a sense of belonging. It encompasses the will
to contribute to the delivery of effective air power that
arises from confidence in the chain of command, trust
in colleagues and equipment, respect for individuality,
sustainment for high professional standards and the
cou;agoe to subordinate personal needs for the greater
good”

However, the RAF has long recognized that its
ethos and culture is different in many respects
from those of its sister Services. When compared
to the Royal Navy or British Army only a small
proportion of RAF personnel, primarily officer air-
crew, has traditionally sought to engage in combat.
Many of the remainder of RAF personnel are well-
educated technical specialists whose primary role
is to enable aircrew to engage in combat. It is the
ethos and culture of the RAF’s officer aircrew that

has dominated the organization, not least because
it is from their ranks that the senior leadership of
the Service is drawn. Forged in an era of total war
and profound technological change, this ethos and
culture has primarily been sustained within the
Service throughout the 20th Century by the sta-
tions and squadrons that provide its organization-
al foundation. However, that foundation and the
ethos and culture it supports may be vulnerable to
future changes in the nature of conflict.

This paper will critically examine future influences
on the ethos and culture of the RAF and the possi-
ble consequences for the Service as it conducts
operations in the 215t Century. The paper will
focus on the possible impact that any reduction in
the role of manned combat aircraft and the increas-
ing use of jointery and contractorization may have
on the RAF’s ethos and culture. Such operational
and organizational changes may have a profound
effect on the Service’s position at the ‘right of the
line’". But for the ethos and culture of the RAF to
be understood it is first necessary to understand
the historical context that has influenced the
development of ethos and culture within the RAF.

The ethos and culture of military organizations
“What are the morals of the military world . .. The
military world is characterized by the absence of
freedom — in other words, a rigorous discipline-
enforced inactivity, ignorance, cruelty, debauchery
and drunkenness.”

(Leo Tolstoy)

Military organizations have often been perceived
as being a world apart from the societies they
serve, not least because of their functional
imperative of being able to inflict violence.
Military ethos and culture is based, in part, on the
wider social ethos and culture of the society from
which soldiers are drawn. However, this is then
developed by military organizations through the
processes of both formal and informal socialization
in which recruits are dispossessed of large parts of
their previous civilian, ethos and culture and
assimilate a distinctive military ethos and culture.
As Massey states:

“In the military sense ethos comprises a distinctive
style of thought and behaviour, related to a specific



professional purpose within the wider cultural and
moral setting of the parent society. It is typically
manifested at both the individual and institutional

levels, and its defining characteristics normally include:

marked corporate solidarity and unit cohesion; a
pronounced sense of patriotism, duty, loyalty and hon-
our; the subordination of individual needs to those of
the larger group; acquiescence in a rigid and hierarchi-
cal structure, founded on firm discipline; and an,
attachment to tradition, ritual and symbolism.”

The purpose of this is to ultimately ensure that
military personnel carry out their functions in
combat, because a natural individual reaction
would be to avoid combat in an effort to stay
alive". This requirement to get men to fight is still
an accepted part of British Defence Doctrine that
identifies the need for motivation, leadership and
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The ability to conduct high intensity war fighting operations
remains the ultimate raison d’étre for the British armed forces

effective mana ement as the moral component of
fighting power. ' This need to ensure that men
would fight also contributed to the development
of professional armed forces. As Hackett argues:

“It has evolved into a profession, not only in the
wider sense of what is professed, but in the narrower
sense of an occupation with a distinguishable corpus
of specific technical knowledge and doctrine, a more or
less exclusive group coherence, a complex of
institutions peculiar to itself, an educational pattern
adapted to its own specific needs, a career structure
of its own and a dzstznct place in the society which
brought it forth @

Physically separated from the rest of society the
distinctive ethos and culture of this profession
flourished, as Howard states:




While the military have accepted the increasing role of women
and adapted themselves accordingly they have, to date, resisted
the incorporation of women into units whose principal task is
deliberately to close with and kill the enemy face-to face

“They were a self contained universe, with their own
routine, their own ceremonies, their own music and
dress and habits; that whole tedzous but obsessive way
of life known as soldzermg

The armed forces have thus evolved into separate
and distinctive institutions within British society.
They also exhibit the traditional features of a
Weberian bureaucracy : they are hierarchical, have
a formal body of rules and role specialization,
impersonal relations between members,

provide long-term employment, promotion and
pay dependent upon merit and a rational
decision-making process. In particular, all armed
forces have evolved structures that support both
their functional ability as well as their ethos and
culture, both of which are required to ensure that
they can effectively manage and apply violence on
behalf of the state.

These structures reinforce the subjective “psycho-
logical contract’ that is often said to exist between
the Services and each individual Serviceman and
which commits the individual to risk his life in
return for suitable rewards and supportm. Keegan
argues that this ‘western’ military culture, readily
apparent in the British armed forces has been very
successful in getting men to fight and win wars.

This war-fighting ethos is also closely associated
with the concept of the nation-state and the idea
that soldiers “were not primarily members of a
warrior caste, fighting from a concept of honour or
of feudal obligation; nor were they contractors
doing a job for anyone who would pay them. They
were serxzzﬂants of the state, or rather of their
country”” . Nevertheless professional western
armed forces still retain elements of all the above,
not least the British armed forces who still take an
oath of loyalty to the Monarch as head of state.
The war-fighting ethos continues to provide the
cultural paradigm for the British Armed forces and
“The ability to conduct high intensity war fighting
operations remains the ultimate raison d’étre for the
British armed forces”.”

There remains a general acceptance that the armed
forces do need to be different from the societies

“because of the functional imperative that under-
pins all their actions, namely war fighting”.22
However, since the Cold War there has been
societal pressure for the armed forces to adapt
their ethos and culture. Some senior military
officers have expressed their concern about this,
General Rose has commented that “Today, our
military ethos . . . is being actively destroyed by a
mixture of cultural change within our society and
new national and international legislation”

In 2000 the Chief of the Defence Staff, General
Guthrie, warned that if this process, together with
under-funding, continued then the British armed
forces could become “little more then a
gendarmerie, all symbolism and no substance”.”
There are three main reasons why the war fighting
ethos and culture of the services are perceived as
being at risk. Firstly, there are the significant
cultural and social changes occurring in British
society that have resulted in the composition of the
British armed forces being altered; principally with
an increasing number of roles for females, the
acceptance of homosexuals and the influence of
human rights legislation.

Secondly, for primarily economic reasons more
civilians, both civil servants and private
contractors, now carry out tasks within the
military that were traditionally performed by
Service personnel. Finally, there are the profound
changes to the nature of operations that the armed
forces are now required to conduct, many of which
are not related to war fighting. Consequently,
armed forces are now “more multipurpose in
mission, increasingly androgynous in make-up
and ethos, and w1th greater permeability with
civilian society”.” Together these changes have led
to the label ‘Post-Modern’ being applied to
military orgamzahons to differentiate them from
‘Late Modern”" forms of military organizations of
the Cold War that had an essentially masculine
war fighting ethos and culture.

Many of these societal pressures, such as allowing
homosexuals to serve, have been forced onto a
reluctant military; others such as the greater
involvement of women have been successfully



Women can now fly combat aircraft, and are excluded

accommodated by them. Dandeker has argued
that the British armed forces should embrace
certain changes, accommodate others with caution
and resist those changes that are likely to impact
upon their operational effectiveness, such as_
permitting women to serve in infantry units.” The
Services are now attempting to react to societal
changes while retaining their military effectiveness
as they accept that they will only be able to recruit
and retain personnel from Generations X and Y if
they do change”.

As the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff, Air Chief
Marshal Sir Anthony Bagnall stated in relation to
recruit training: “Youngsters of today are different.
They are less committed to a long-term career,
they are more materlallstlc better educated and
more questioning”. However this need to accept
change has been balanced against the need of the
Services to retain war-fighting effectiveness. This
is most apparent in relation to the Service’s atti-
tudes to women. While the military have accepted
the increasing role of women and adapted them-
selves accordingly they have, to date, resisted the
incorporation of women into units whose principal
task is “deliberately to close with and kill the
enemy face-to face” " This is primarily because of
their physiological and psychological limitations.

For the RAF this has meant that women can now
fly combat aircraft, and are excluded only from

only from service within the RAF Regiment

service within the RAF Regiment. Both Dandeker”
and Massey ~ argue that the Services have often
resisted change in the past, but once forced to
accept it have found that their operational effec-
tiveness has not yet been compromised.

Dandeker and Massey reflect the primary concern
of the Services that social changes and pressures
should not effect their “war-fighting” ethos and cul-
ture or that any resistance to social change,
because of that imperative, does not effect their
own legitimacy. Recent debates over such issues as
the role of women and the training of recruits have
been of real concern to the Army for these reasons.
The Services have generally been more successful
at resisting organizational changes that they
believe could affect their war fighting ethos and
culture, particularly the Army when defending its
regimental system.

However, the need to find cost-effective ways of
achieving capabilities has resulted in the increase
in the number of ‘joint’ units and the use of civil-
ian contractors. These changes coupled with tech-
nological developments and the possible nature of
future conflicts may have a greater impact on the
Services distinctive ethos and culture, although the
effects will vary between each Service. It is easy to
understate the variations in war fighting ethos and
culture that exist between the Services: each has
developed differently because of the nature of the




The RAF remains focussed on maintaining a
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technological edge over any potential adversary

environment in which they operate. Consequently,
it is likely that any change in the nature of war
fighting will also effect them differently and this
may be particularly so for the RAF.

The development of RAF ethos & culture
“We few, we happy few, we band of brothers”
(William Shakespeare)

The differences in ethos and culture between the
Services have often been accentuated and celebrat-
ed by the Services themselves for a variety of
reasons including esprit de corps and bureaucratic
rivalry. But the major difference between the RAF
and its sister Services is primarily because “only a
small minority of RAF personnel — aircrewss—
directly and regularly engages in combat”.” A
common perception by the detractors of air forces

is that when compared to the other Services “Air-
forces are undisciplined, they do not fight real bat-
tles; they are populated by a glamorous elite rather
than real warriors; the higher echelons are remote
technocrats who raze cities and kill civilians
without compunction” “and that their ethos and
culture reflect this resulting paradigm.

The RAF accentuated the differences in its ethos
and culture from the other Services as it struggled
to retain its independence during its early years of
existence. It has always placed significant
emphasis on the technical skills of individuals
within the Service rather than what are, to many,
secondary skills such as weapon handling or
“tactical” leadership and teamwork “in the field'.
Its airmen are identified by the variety of specialist
‘trade groups’ to which they belong; most RAF



The Air Force Board accepts that respect for individuality

is a more dominant aspect of RAF culture than that of the

Army or the RN

personnel are also usually less concerned about
what has been called traditional military
‘bullshit’.’ Consequently, the Air Force Board
accepts that “respect for individuality is a more
dominant aspect of RAF culture than that of the
Army or the RN”.”

In historical terms there a variety of influences that
have shaped the culture and ethos of the RAF.
Firstly, the RAF was born in an era of total war
between nation states. For many of the original
proponents of air power, such as Douhet, World
War One showed that warfare on land and sea
could become rapidly stalemated, but that in a war
of attrition it would be difficult if not impossible to
defeat a well-supplied enemy army. In contrast,
Douhet argued, the new centres of gravity for
states were now the civil populations whose
industrial efforts sustained their armed forces. Air
power could be used to bring about the rapid
collapse of an enemy “by bombmg vital centres
and thus breaking his will”” at little cost to the
attacking side.

Trenchard used these arguments to help justify an
independent Service with a distinct operational
role at the expense of the other two Services when
defence expenditure was being reduced during the
1920s and 1930s, a success that exacerbated the
bureaucratlc rivalry and conflict between the
Services.” This sense of an independent role was
supported by the RAF’s self-belief that was based
on the certainty of airmen that their profession
represented the future of war fighting, compared
to the other Services whose own pride and self
belief was perceived as being rooted within the
past. As Meilinger asserts, “Soldiers tend to look
backward to the great captains and the great wars
whilst casting only furtive glances towards the
future. For airmen the opposite tends to be

true- our gaze is forward.”

Secondly, the RAF could only exist because of the
technological advances that permitted men to fly
into combat. As Howard states, “war in the air
became an immensely sophisticated exercise in
tactical and technological ingenuity in which the
professional fighting men were at least as
dependent on the expertise of the scientist as they
were on their own skills to carry out a task”."

The utilization of technological advances such as
radar and monoplanes is still celebrated by the
RAF as they enabled ‘the few’ to win the Battle of
Britain in 1940."

The RAF remains focussed on maintaining a
technological edge over any potential adversary, as
the Chief of the Air Staff recently stated: “Our
ability to carry out the roles I have outlined will
remain inextricably linked to our weapons systems
and so to the speed of technological change” . The
centrality of weapons systems is a key feature of
the RAF. The Army may talk about ‘equipping the
man’ but the RAF is focussed on acquiring
complex weapon systems and then manning them
with relatively small numbers of highly trained
aircrew, many of whom could be more lucratively
employed within the commercial airline industry.
The successful military utilization of technology
by the RAF has primarily depended upon the
performance of these individuals both in the air
and on the ground because, as Westenhoff states:
“The most prized military trait of air power,
flexibility, stems from 1nd1v1dua1 performance,
trustworthiness and initiative”.

However, even though the RAF was created
because of technological developments in the 20th
Century it could not escape from the older military
traditions of the other Services. The RAF likes to
empbhasise its unique ‘light blue’ ethos” and its
uniforms and rank titles also highlight its
organizational and cultural distinctiveness; yet
much of its organization and culture is an
amalgam of Royal Navy and Army organization,
traditions and rituals that have changed
surprisingly little over the years.

Thus, while the RAF has sought to be different
from its sister Services it remains tied to the rituals
and symbols inherited from both the Royal Naval
Air Service (RNAS) and the Royal Flying Corps
(RFC), as Congdon states: “the cut of the [RAF]
uniform is Army, the method of portraying rank
Navy. The eagle badge is RNAS, and the brown
gloves a legacy of the RFC”.” Many in the other
Services remain dismissive of the RAF’s attempts
to be different, as a Royal Navy Petty Officer
writing to The Times stated: “The RAF do not have
traditions, they only have habits”.



More significantly, organizational influences on
ethos and culture inherited from the RFC and the
RNAS came from stations and the flying
squadrons that were sustained by them. Flying
squadrons, like Army regiments, celebrate their
own unique history, battle honours and customs.
The RAF has always believed that “identity with
specific squadrons has proved to be a powerful
tool in the development of ethos for ab-initio
aircrew”.  In many respects stations and
squadrons became, like garrisons and regiments
are for the Army, self-contained institutions that
acted as the focus for the RAF’s military capability
and helped sustain and develop its distinctive
ethos and culture.

The nexus for RAF ethos and culture on stations
and squadrons was the RAF’s aircrew and it was
the aircrew that primarily provided the senior
leadership of the Service. The command of major
stations and flying squadrons has traditionally
been the preserve of aircrew. However, unlike the
other two Services, this leadership “is distinctive
for the narrowness of its gene pool”.48 It is equally
true that the leadership of both the Royal Navy
and the Army is dominated by ‘war fighters’.

However, in both these Services the function of
combat is neither confined to, or defined by, such a
relatively small number of individuals who, with-
in the RAF have never totalled more than about
20% of the officer corps. For the Army, as Terraine
argues : “to lead their men in battle is what army
officers are for — not the only thing, but a very
important4gone. The RAF is different and

peculiar”.  As Terraine makes clear in reference to
RAF personnel in World War Two:

“The overwhelming majority [of RAF personnel] . . .
were to be found in the ground crew — that assembly of
skilled, educated, individualistic, irrelevant, dependable
men without whose untiring labours the aircraft would
not have flown, the operations would not have hap-

. 50
pened, the victory could never have been won

The majority of ground branch officers are
technical specialists who, though they may
command men, will probably never lead their
men into battle or have the opportunity to reach
the highest ranks of the Service. Consequently,

the war fighting ethos and culture has been
established by the aircrew and has been largely
assimilated by the remainder of the RAF whose
primary role is to support those who fight, even
though they may have distinctive sub cultures of
their own.

Subcultures and fragmentation

“Every airfield should be a stronghold of fighting air-
grounds men, and not the abode of uniformed civilians
in the prime of life protected by detachments of soldiers.
It must be clearly understood by all ranks that they are
expected to fight and die in defence of their airfields”
(Winston Churchill)

This war fighting ethos and culture based upon
stations and flying squadrons commanded by
aircrew arguably reached its apogee during the
Cold War when the RAF’s combat power was
based around Main Operating Bases (MOBs)
located within West Germany and the UK. The
MOBs were located well behind the expected
front line but were intended to conduct
operations against Warsdaw Pact forces.

These MOBs (or ‘citadels’) were fighting units in
their own right; they were maintained at a high
state of military readiness and all ground
personnel were trained to operate within an NBC
environment and protect their airfields against
attacks by enemy special forces. Consequently, this
war-fighting ethos was well developed and easily
maintained amongst all RAF personnel and
reflected in a distinctive MOB or ‘citadel” culture.
Many personnel, both aircrew and non-aircrew,
spent many tours on these MOBs living and
training together.

However, this MOB culture masked, to some
extent, the complexity of air power and the subse-
quent demands for a large number of specialists to
support air operations, provide logistics and force
protection. This ensured that the RAF increasingly
consisted of non-aircrew officers in a variety of
branches together with the various ‘tradesmen’
they commanded. While MOBs had a distinctive
culture many of these supporting specializations,
such as the RAF Regiment, medical personnel or
the RAF Police, could be classed as distinct subcul-
tures within them because by virtue of their own
specialist training and occupation.



As Gudykunst states: “they are groups within a
culture whose members share many of the values
of that culture, but also have some values that dif-
fer from the culture”.” Some of these sub cultures
have their own distinctive esprit de corps that
improves their effectiveness and enhances their
contribution to air power. This is a common phe-
nomenon and few large organizations have a com-
pletely universal ethos and culture. As Reiner has
argued in relation to police forces (which are not
dissimilar to armed forces as they are also
involved in the application of force on behalf of
the state):

“The values, norms, perspectives and craft rules which
inform their conduct is, of course, neither monolithic,
universal nor unchanging. There are differences of
outlook within police forces, according to such variables
as personality, generation, career trajectory and
structural Uarzatzons according to rank, assignment
and specialization”"

The RAF's sister Services are equally obliged to
differentiate between occupational specializations.
However, research tends to suggest that because of
the role and organization of air forces there are
much sharper divisions between the various
occupational sub cultures within them compared
to the other Services. In a detailed examination of
cultural perceptions within USAF, Smith found
evidence that the USAF is fractionalised, with
internal divisions between “pilots and all others’™
Smith’s research indicates that the ‘others’ of the
USAF were also divided into distinct occupational
subcultures.

When comparing the USAF to the other US armed
forces, Smith argues that the US Army is the most
cohesive and this was attributed to the mobility
between specializations and the fact that soldiers
serve together in interdependent combined arms
teams who live (and may die) together in combat.
Smith believes that the US Navy is the second
most cohesive service because of the confined
operational environment of a warship in which all
live and operate together for prolonged periods of
time. In contrast Smith sees the USAF as the least
cohesive of the Services, being fractionalised by
diverse and specialized technologies and operat-
ing concurrently at the strategic, operational and

tactical levels. Consequently, Smith argues that
“there is much less ‘glue’, less single mission sim-
plicity, and less combined physmal contact than is
seen in the other Services”

It may be difficult to draw direct parallels between
Smith’s research and the situation that exists with-
in the UK armed forces, not least because of the
fractionalisation caused within the British army by
the regimental system (although this may be
more apparent than real). However, there appear
to be distinct similarities between the USAF and
the RAF in this regard, with both officers and
airmen within the RAF being divided into a
variety of different branches (and sub-
specializations for officers) and trade groups, all
focussed on their specific roles.

The end of the Cold War and the increasing pres-
sures to reduce costs, together with the associated
contractorization and civilianisation of many tasks
traditionally performed by military personnel has
also led many in the RAF to view the RAF as just
another employer and themselves as merely
employees, rather than members of an
organization with a specific military purpose.”

It has been argued that given their propensity to
leave the Service to fly with commercial airlines
even aircrew “see themselves as technicians first
and military professionals second”.”

Following the Cold War the RAF has had to
culturally adapt to operating from unprepared
bases and supporting its sister Services in a
manner arguably not seen since the use of tactical
air forces in North Africa and Europe during
World War Two. It has not been an easy process
for the RAF to move away from the certainties of
operating from MOBs against a well-defined
enemy, although this is becoming easier as
personnel recruited since the 1990s have become
accustomed to regular deployments. In this regard
the RAF is also similar to the USAF and the Chief
of the USAF recently admitted that:

“This new generation of air and space warriors has to
be tougher minded. It has to get back to the mentality of
the old composite air strike force, where they used to
live under the wing—they fly in set up the tent city
and live off meals ready to eat for a week or so before



sustainment airlift starts . . . in this culture you have to
get back to some basic institutional values: every air-
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man is a warrior”

However, particularly since the 1999 Kosovo
campaign, the RAF has begun to adapt to the
needs of expeditionary operations and proved
itself capable of successfully operating within
Afghanistan during 2002. Indeed since that
campaign there appears to be an increasing
acceptance within the RAF’s hierarchy that such
operations are no longer the exception to the rule:

“Following the Afghanistan campaign the Royal Air
Force really understands what is meant by the term
Expeditionary Air Operations . . . no notice deploy-
ments to remote parts of the world . . . to absolutely

Since the end of the

Cold War conventional
| military power has
been used to achieve
political objectives

where diplomacy has
failed

A Chinook prepares to pick
up troops in the Tora Bora
region of Afghanistan

bare base conditions with the most basic and harsh
living conditions with exceptigyally challenging
operational flying conditions”

Stations and squadrons that have traditionally
sustained the RAF’s ethos and culture have been
marginalized, to a great extent, by the nature of
expeditionary operations. In these expeditionary
operations most MOBs rarely have an operational
role. In addition, technological and operational
requirements dictate that flying squadrons often
do not operate together as cohesive units during
operations and that, unlike in the Cold War,
composite formations are more usually the norm.

The RAF’s Deployed Operating Bases (DOBs) are
usually manned by an ad-hoc mixture of personnel,



both regular and reservists, some deployed as
formed units and others as individuals. This
makes it far harder to ensure that there is a cohe-
sive war fighting ethos and culture within both
units and DOBs and imposes further strains on the
moral component of air power. The changing
nature of conflict in the 215 century may create
further challenges to the ethos and culture of the
RAF when it is involved in expeditionary operations.

The changing nature of future conflict
“Tomahawk cruise missiles may command the air but it
is Kalashmkov sub-machine guns that still rule the
ground

Since the end of the Cold War conventional
military power has been used to achieve political
objectives where diplomacy has failed. In Kosovo,
Afghanistan and Iraq, conventional armed forces
have achieved decisive effects. However, some
commentators, such as Van Crefeld argue that the
use of armed forces on such operations only
delays their eventual obsolescence;” others such as
Krepenevich argue that the current revolution in
military affairs will continue but that military
organizations will have to undergo 51gmflcant
adaptation if they are to remain relevant.’

In the future military operations will be conducted
in a globalised and interdependent world in which
potential conflicts are exacerbated by resource
scarcity and political, social and economic mequal-
ities between populations and local elites.” These
conflicts may not be wars between states that
‘western’ militaries have long trained for and often
fought. Van Crefeld argues that Clausewitzian
‘Trinitarian’ wars in which governments, armed
forces and national populations are all (zasﬂy iden-
tifiable may well become less frequent.

Van Crefeld believes that the state’s traditional
monopoly on the use of violence is increasingly
being challenged and that future wars will often
be waged within societies amongst the civilian
g{ulatlon As Kaldor observes, at the start of the
century eight soldiers died for every civilian
kllled in war, but by the end of the century that
ratio had been reversed.” Van Crefeld argues that
in future “wars will not be waged by armies but
by groups whom today we call terrorists, guerrilla,
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bandits and robbers” ;66 he also argues that other
state and commercial organizations such as police
and intelligence organizations, private security
and private military companies, will become
increasingly prominent and that in parts of the
world “crime will be disguised as war, whereas in
other cases war itself will be treated as if waging it
were a crime”

Van Crefeld’s view is considered to be somewhat
extreme by many and other commentators such as
Sabin argue that “Neither microchip warfare nor
unconventional warfare will soon make traditional
weapon systems obsolete”.” However, the concept
of future military operations championed by the
Strategic Defence Review (SDR) New Chapter and
based upon Network Enabled Capabilities (NEC)
is likely to be only marginally less challenging to
military organizations. If NEC is to be successful
then we may well see a pressure to modify exist-
ing hierarchical command structures and the
development of new information based “elites’
who may challenge the traditional supremacy of
the ‘war fighters’ in the three Services. Torpy
argues that increasingly operations will have to be
conducted in urban environments with the
minimum risk of collateral damage and subjected
to an 1ncreasmg number of legal and ethical
constraints” and these are likely to make the task
of war fighting even more complex.

Despite the future possible complexities of war
fighting it is likely that traditional armed forces
will continue to play a significant part in opera-
tions even if their organization and role undergo
major changes. Air power may have to be applied
in complex non-linear battle-spaces full of legal
and moral uncertainties, dominated by urban
terrain and complicated by difficulties in identify-
ing an enemy that may attempt to merge in with a
civilian population. However, it seems likely that
the importance of air power will not be
diminished and may become even more ubiqui-
tous. But applying air power in these battle-spaces
is likely to generate a number of additional strains
to the ethos and culture of the RAF.

Future influences on RAF ethos & culture
“Those skilled in attack move as from above the nine-



fold heavens. Thus they are capable both of protecting
themselves and of gaining complete victory”
(Sun Tzu)

In the 215t Century the RAF is likely to face chal-
lenges poised by the increasing use of Unmanned
Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) and the increasing reliance
on air power by its sister Services. In addition, the
increasing use of jointery and the contractorization
of support functions could also threaten the RAF’s
ethos and culture.

Following the recent experience of operations in
Afghanistan and Iraq it appears that the use of
UAVs and eventually Unmanned Combat Air
Vehicles (UCAVs) will become increasingly signifi-
cant. There is realization at the highest levels
within the RAF that the Joint Strike Fighter might
be the last manned combat aircraft in the RAF’s
inventory. The increasing use of UAVs may well
lead to the development of groups of personnel
within the RAF engaging in combat but who are
not aircrew in the traditional sense of the word:

There is realization at the highest levels within the RAF that the
Joint Strike Fighter might be the last manned combat aircraft in
the RAF’s inventory

“the certain influx of substantial numbers of uninhabit-
ed vehicles into military inventories in the coming
decade will cultivate a new and influential group of
people with core skills proximate to those that were
previously the sole preserve of pilots, namely: expert
knowledge of the performance characteristics of various
air platforms; acute situational awareness in three
dimensions; specialist understanding of weapon effects;
and tactical expertness. Furthermore, the same kinds of
skills will be resident in the emerging class of battle
space managers who pgpulate airborne systems such as
AWACs and JSTARs”

The RAF has appeared slow to accept the potential
of UAVs to contribute to the projection of air
power. At the present time only the British Army
currently operates UAVs and the introduction of
the “Watchkeeper” UAV into the British inventory
is likely to be conducted on a joint basis. Debates
as to the role of individual services in UAV opera-
tions and who are to ‘fly’ them may become lively,
as it has in the US armed forces.” Although lack of
available funding is invariably an issue, as well as
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contained few if any manned combat aircraft?

to doubts about their capabilities, it may also be
that the RAF has been slow to accept that UAVs
because of the implicit threat they pose to the
cultural paradigm of the RAF’s senior leadership.

As Stephens states: “fighter pilots are definitely in
a class of their own when it comes to resistance to
1earr1ir1g”.73 If that has been the case then it would
be little different from the British Army’s unwill-
ingness to embrace the role of air power in the
early ZOth Century. As Smith notes, organizational
ethos and culture has a major impact on organiza-
tional behaviour: it provides an organization with
a sense of identity and professional focus. However,
it also shapes “the responses of the organization to
its mission rivals and those with whom it must
operate in carrying out its mission . . . and it will
seek to defeat any challenges to those functions
that it associates with its core. It will be largely
indiff%-rent to functions it sees as peripheral to its
core” . Wise supports this, stating that “The dila-
tory rate of change of organizational structures
and culture act as brake on the uptake of new con-
cepts and is the greatest cause of friction”.” This is
unfortunate because the RAF should arguably be
leading the way with the development of UAVs.

However, if the RAF has been slow to accept
UAVs there are indications that the RAF is seeking
to adapt and reduce its reliance on officer aircrew.
The RAF is now improving its professional ‘air
power’ and leadership training for all commis-
sioned officers. In addition, the introduction of the
General Duties Branch for all RAF Wing
Commanders in 2003 may open up more senior
appointments to non-aircrew. Improved leadership
training is also being introduced for junior and
non-commissioned officers and this may improve
the cohesiveness and effectiveness of the Service’s
leadership.

Nevertheless the ethos and culture of the RAF cur-
rently, but unsurprisingly, remains very much that
of a Service dedicated towards the support of
manned combat aircraft. But in the future, when
such combat aircraft numbers are reduced, is there
a critical mass of officer aircrew, of which any
reduction could affect the current ethos and
culture of the RAF? What would be the ethos and
culture of an RAF that contained few if any

manned combat aircraft? It is possible that the
impact of this on the RAF would be greater than
the “loss’ of the tank would be to the Army’s ethos
and culture.” This is because, unlike the Army, the
RAF’s ethos and culture is still primarily defined
by a small group of men and women who fly
combat aircraft.

The traditional belief that the application of air
power is the primary preserve of air forces may
also be challenged by the increasing need by the
other Services for air power. Vallance has observed
that since the mid 1980s surface force units in
many armed forces have reduced by between
30-60% while air units have grown by a similar
amount because “air power — in all its purple
forms — is seen by the military as well as the
politicians as likely to pla);7 a growing role in
future crises and conflicts.” The change in the
nature of military operations, coupled with
declining defence budgets have led to the
increasing use of jointery to maximise the
operational effectiveness of all three Services and
minimise costs by both forming joint units and
undertaking joint training.

This may well lead to two further developments.
Firstly, the increasing role of air power and the
ubiquity of the medium in which it operates will
require an inherently joint approach to its applica-
tion. The fact that following the SDR three major
joint operational formations: the Joint Helicopter
Command, Joint Force Harrier and the Joint NBC
Regiment all contain RAF force elements is not a
coincidence. All three organizations, to differing
extents, have to respond to the challenges poised
by the different ethos and cultures of their
component parts, particularly the Joint NBC
Regiment which comprises of Royal Tank
Regiment and RAF Regiment personnel.

Secondly, as this process continues, the RAF’s
unique position as the main provider of air power
may be increasingly challenged by its sister
Services, operating as they will aircraft carriers
and attack helicopters. In a truly joint environment
this may not be a problem; Day has stated that
“the days of arguing for a weapon system merely
because their own Service operates it are long
gone, and contemporary commanders are routinely
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finding themselves having to put any Service bias
to one side . . . The key output in terms of
military Capablhty is targeting for effect”. " But
this also raises issues about the ethos and culture
of the single Services. Currently the MoD accept
that differences between the Services will, and
should, remain even with the increasing emphasis
on jointery:

“There is great value in the separate identities and dis-
tinct characteristics of the Navy, Army and Air Force.
This is not for reasons of tradition, but because of the
needs of the modern battlefield still require the specialist
skills and ethos of each Service, and individual units
depend for their fighting capability on the training,
discipline and ethos generated by their parent Service”

In a future of increasingly joint capabilities how
will three distinct approaches to ethos and culture
be reconciled when there may be, for example,
RAF and Army aircrew operating off the deck of a
RN aircraft carrier or assault ship? Can a single
Service ethos (and in the case of the RAF a distinc-
tive ‘light blue’ ethos) be sustained in such a joint
environment when the primary concern is the
projection of a particular capability to achieve a
desired effect? Harley is sceptical of the assertion
that jointery is an acceptable means of achieving
affordable capabilities, arguing that in common
with any bureaucracies the three Services:

“will play any games, including jointery. In doing so,
the Services will be selective in their use of language to
support their case. For example single-Service forces are
claimed to have benefits in terms of specialist skills,
ethos and morale, while a single defence force is rejected
as ‘amorphous’. It would be interesting to inquire why
a single defence force could not achieve a distinct zdentz-
ty and why such criticisms do not apply to joint units”

The example of the failed Canadian attempt to
create a single defence force is often held up as a
good reason why the UK should not attempt to do
the same,” but the centralising tendency of succes-
sive defence ministers, while attempting to play
the three Services off against each other has been
readily apparent since 1945. * As the Assistant
Chief of the Air Staff recently stated: this “central-
izing tendency creates a threat to [single service]
identity”.” However, it is likely that the pressure

to achieve joint solutions will continue. The
increasing numbers of Service personnel with
joint-Service experience may start to have an effect
on the overall culture of the three Services and the
recent Defence Training Review conducted by the
MoD will mean that a significant amount of train-
ing will be conducted on a joint basis.

A recent study into the effect of proposed changes
to the Military Flying Training System (MFTS) has
stated: “the challenge of specifying the require-
ments of three different approaches to ethos and
culture may prove difficult to reconcile. In addi-
tion, the air environment, or battle-space, presents
a unique Challenge to all, irrespective of their
service or mission’.” Westenhoff cautions that
increased jointery must not compromise the
inherent benefits of air power:

“As belts tighten in the world’s democracies, defence
staffs tend to equalize dissatisfaction and seek compro-
mise in the name of ‘jointness’ rather than pursue
excellence in the specialized fields of air power, sea
power and land power. In this atmosphere, compromise
can repress expertise and initiative, promoting a form of
conformity”

Defence is becoming increasingly commercialised
in an attempt to reduce costs, improve efficiency
and get better value for money. The armed forces
are increasingly subjected to the discipline of the
marketplace through the creation of agencies and
their associated chief executives, devolved
budgets, customer supplier agreements et al.
Admittedly the vast majority of these agencies
operate in the support area, providing logistic and
administrative support but they still account for
around 18% of all Service personnel " This creates
potential sources of conflict between “those with
responsibility to engage with the enemy and those
for whom defence could become another
commercial, income-generating activity”.g8

The MoD has accepted that there is a role for
contractors in providing support to the military
both in the UK and on deployed operations so
as to “enhance mlhtary capability in a cost
effective way”. " There is already an explicit
acceptance within British military doctrine that
there are only three areas of military activity
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within the combat support and combat service
support areas that could not be carried out by
contractors, namely pohcmg, armed security and
defence courier duties.”

Air power may be most vulnerable to the process
of civilianisation and contractorization. This is
because on the majority of deployed operations
most support activities for air operations are
currently conducted in relatively benign environ-
ments and there are currently clear organizational
divisions between combat and non-combat units
within the RAF. This is unlike the Royal Navy
where all specializations are to be found in a
warship and the Army where many combat
support and combat service support functions are
integrated into combat units.

In such environments it is possible that most if not
all of the RAF’s combat support and combat
service support activities, with the exception of
some force protection activities, could theoretically
be carried out by contractors under the existing
MoD guidelines. The RAF is increasingly being
drawn down this route, along with parts of its
sister Services. For the RAF the use of a Private
Finance Initiative with a commercial consortium
to provide a future air to air refuelling capability,
a vital combat support function and the contrac-
torization of space based assets (the new high,

and potentially vital ground of the future) shows
how this process is well advanced within the UK.
The impending contractorization of the UK’s
MFTS also potentially threatens the RAF’s ethos
and culture, particularly as it relates to ab-initio
aircrew.

This growing commercialisation of the Services
co-exists uncomfortably with their traditional
ethos and culture where effort is not linked to
financial reward. As Keegan states: military men
have been traditionally motivated by a “concern to
enjoy the good opinion of comrades, satisfaction in
the largely symbolic tokens of professional
success, hope of promotion, expectation of a
comfortable and honourable retirement” — the
‘psychological contract’. Chuter argues that where
the military have become involved in commercial
undertakings then corruption mcreases and
military effectiveness declines.”

Associated with this trend the increasing discus-
sion surrounding the possible use Private Military
Companies. Such organizations went out of fash-
ion in the 16th century with the demise of the
Condottieri (literally translated as contractors),
largely because they were considered “bold
amongst friends, cowardly amongst enemies, they
have no fear of God and keep no faith with men”.”
US commentators have argued that military con-
tractors “would mitigate risk by allowing America
to achieve military strength focussed on core
capabilities instead of trying to create a force
spread so thin across the operational spectrum that
it is in danger of inadequacy or. indecisiveness at
every point on that spectrum”.

It is unlikely that the process of contractorization
within the UK can be reversed for similar reasons.
However, Mac Farling argues that this potential
vision of the future poses some particular prob-
lems for air forces, particularly if UCAVs could be
operated by other state or commercial organiza-
tions. He argues that to use non-military under-
mines the spirit of international law, “disavows
the basic tenets of military professionalism and
displays a singular lack of trust on the part of
government towards its armed forces”.
Unfortunately, the precedent has already been set,
as the CIA has already used air power, in the guise
of a Predator UAV, armed with Hellfire missiles to
kill terrorists in Yemen during November 2002.”

If war does become increasingly ‘criminalized” and
military activity merely an adjunct to the activities
of police and intelligence organizations and
private military companies then this will place
additional pressure on air forces. As previously
discussed, the original justification for the use of
air power was that it could achieve strategic effects
in an era of total war. However in the post-modern
era it is increasingly likely that those adversaries
who experience the ‘strategic effects’ of air power
will consider themselves victims and seek to have
it branded as immoral and disproportionate:

“Victim-hood affords the enemy a claim to the moral
high ground. The shedding of enough innocent blood
can eclipse the meaning of even the noblest cause . . .
These images stir outrage in the United States and
Europe, fuelling the now familiar rearguurcgismovements
to stop such bombings and end such wars”
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Tornados of No 31 Squadron; this squadron was based at RAF Laarbruch
between 1955 and 1971 and RAF Bruggen between 1971 and 2001

The high watermark for the RAF’s ethos and culture as an
independent Service was during the Cold War when the focus
of its activities was on the various MOBs in UK and Germany

In such circumstances many operations will be
conducted by military forces that may have more
in common with “constabulary’ tasks rather than
the overwhelming application of military force.
In such situations it may be necessary only to use
force as a last resort or possibly to use only
non-lethal weapons. Air platforms may have a
more significant role to play in the gathering of
intelligence or carrying out surveillance tasks, all
conducted in complex and non-linear battle-
spaces, with ill-defined ‘front lines’ or ‘rear areas’,
that may impose significant risk and stress on
individuals. These possible changes call into
question the RAF’s traditional ethos and culture
with distinct divisions between war fighters and
non-war fighters, particularly if adversaries
attempt to counter air power asymmetrically using
“terrorist’ techniques and tactics. In such circum-
stances such distinctions between particular
groups of airmen become almost meaningless and
unit cohesion will become even more important.

The RAF'’s distinctive ethos and culture may have
already been weakened by the marginalization of

the station and squadron structure following the
end of the Cold War. It could be further under-
mined by the demise of manned combat aircraft,
the growing ubiquity of air power, increasing
jointery, contractorization and the use of the
armed forces in more complex war fighting
environments. Although the RAF is aware that
these changes create challenges to its ‘light blue
ethos’, additional measures may have to be taken
to protect that ethos, particularly if UAVs and
UCAVs replace combat aircraft in large numbers.

First, the role that ethos and culture plays in the
moral component of air power could be accorded
greater importance within the RAF’s “strategy
pillars” so that its maintenance becomes as impor-
tant as that of any weapon system. Jans &
Schmidtchen argue that this has been a failing of
many armed forces and cite the experience of the
Australian Defence Force in this regard. "

Second, the doctrinal and cultural distinction
between combat aircrew and the rest of the RAF
could be reduced, so that the role of all RAF



personnel in generating air power could be
properly acknowledged. RAF personnel should
consider themselves as being “all of one company’,
although combat aircrew would continue as
primus inter pares whilst their role remains. This
could be achieved through an increase in
appropriate re-education and training.

Third, the role of existing flying squadrons should
be enhanced. At the present time flying squadrons
on a DOB require around 150 immediate opera-
tions and engineering support personnel but there
are an additional 400 RAF personnel required for
each squadron to provide wider logistic support
and force protection.m] A number of de facto
‘Wings’ already exist on MOBs within the UK, but
their role is subordinated to that of the MOBs
themselves and their ‘commanders’ are, first and
foremost, station commanders.

If flying squadrons were formally ‘brigaded” into
‘Wings’ with appropriate supporting personnel
who trained and deployed together, then the
squadrons and their over-arching ‘Wings’ could
become the primary focus for, and provide
support to, the RAF’s war fighting ethos and
culture. The “Wings’ could help to reduce fraction-
alization amongst the ground branches and trades,
while better focussing the particular esprit de corps
of these branches and trades towards a common
goal-air power, irrespective of whether they were
supporting manned aircraft or UAVs.

They should also improve teamwork and leader-
ship, and help sustain the psychological contract
between the Service and individual airmen in
what could be difficult operational environments.
These “Wings’ might be similar in some respects to
the USAF’s Air Expeditionary Forces (AEFs),
although their main focus would be to provide
organizational and operational cohesiveness on
deployed operations, rather than a balanced range
of air power capabilities supported by the AEFs.

Designated Air Combat Support Units and Air
Combat Service Support Units could be more
closely associated with particular “Wings’, depend-
ent upon their specific role. High quality officers
could be encouraged to command these forma-
tions rather than MOBs, most of which have an
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essentially “peacetime’ role. In this regard these
“Wings’ may perform a role fulfilled by the Royal
Navy’s ships and the Army’s regimental system
and personnel could be posted to them rather than
stations. It could be argued that “Wings” would
reduce flexibility and increase costs; however, the
absence of a sufficiently cohesive ethos and culture
could be potentially disastrous and far more costly.
Paradoxically the RAF may have to become
organizationally more similar to its sister Services’
combat units if it is to retain a distinctive and
cohesive ethos and culture that can successfully
contribute to the delivery of air power in the

218t century.

Conclusion

“If you don’t like change you are going to like
irrelevance a lot less”

(General Eric Shinseki)

It is apparent that the ethos and culture of the RAF
shares many of the characteristics of the traditional
military ethos and culture of its sister services.
Like its sister Services the RAF perceives itself as
being a ‘war fighting’ organization whose
personnel put service before self and are prepared
to fight and possibly die on behalf of a greater
good — pro patria. The RAF has been concerned
that societal pressures do not erode its own
distinctive ethos and culture and adversely affect
the moral component of air power.

However, the RAF has a distinctive ethos and cul-
ture based upon the fact that traditionally only a
small number of aircrew have sought to engage in
combat. This war fighting ethos and culture has
traditionally been supported by the RAF’s organi-
zational structure of stations and flying squadrons
that have invariably been commanded by aircrew.
The high watermark for the RAF’s ethos and cul-
ture as an independent Service was during the
Cold War when the focus of its activities was on
the various MOBs in UK and Germany. However,
Cold War MOBs disguised the fact that the RAF
had become a culturally fragmented Service
because of the inherent complexity of air power,
and because the dominant ethos within the Service
— that of the aircrew — could not be fully shared
by the majority of its personnel. As the war fight-
ing ethos and culture of the RAF is primarily
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based around the manned combat aircraft and
those who fly them, the RAF is currently more
vulnerable to possible changes in how, and by
whom, future conflicts may be fought than its
sister Services.

The RAF is attempting to address societal
pressures and cope with the new challenge of
expeditionary operations; it has also accepted that
jointery and contractorization may also effect its
ethos and culture. However, the changing nature
of future conflict, many aspects of which have
already been observed during operations in
Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq, will create
additional pressures on the RAF that may have a
profound impact on its future ethos and culture.
Despite future battle-spaces becoming more
complex, air power may become more ubiquitous.
It is possible to foresee a future where air power
will increasingly be applied using UAVs and the
need for combat aircrew in particular may be
significantly reduced.

Military force could become organized around
military capabilities rather than individual
Services and supporting functions may be increas-
ingly contractorized. In the future, military
personnel will probably have to undertake a wide
range of “‘constabulary’ functions rather than act
primarily as war-fighters and military operations
may become increasingly constrained due to the
environments in which they are conducted and the
desire of societies to avoid unnecessary suffering
on either side. These changes may affect all three
Services, but the greatest impact is likely to be felt
by the RAF, given that its current war fighting
ethos is largely derived from its aircrew.

If the RAF is to maintain its war fighting ethos and
culture then the current distinction between
aircrew and non-aircrew, war fighters and non-war
fighters, must be reduced. The occupational
fractionalization that currently exists should be
minimised by an increased emphasis on education
and training for all RAF personnel in air power
matters, particularly in relation to the use of air
power in complex operations. The role of flying
squadrons, possibly ‘brigaded” into “Wings’,
should be enhanced to compensate for the reduced
role of stations in sustaining the moral component

of air power and improve the cohesiveness and
effectiveness of RAF units during future opera-
tions. This may require dramatic organizational
change that goes to the heart of the Service’s
present ethos and culture, but the challenge will
have to be accepted if the RAF is to retain its place
“at the right of the line’ in the 215t Century.

Bibliography
Abercrombie, Nicholas. Hill, Stephen and Turner, Bryan (1988)
The Penguin Dictionary of Sociology (Penguin Books)

Air Force Board Standing Committee (A paper by
AMP)'Strengthening RAF Ethos’ dated 26 Apr 02

Alexandrou, Alex, Bartle, Richard & Holmes, Richard (eds) (2001)
New People Strategies for the British Armed Forces (Frank Cass: London)

Alexandrou, Alex, Bartle, Richard & Holmes, Richard (eds) (2001)
Human Resources Management in the British Armed Forces Investing
in the Future (Frank Cass: London)

Bellany, Ian ‘Men at War the Sources of Morale’ RUSI Journal
February 2003 Vol 148 No1 February 2003 pp 58-64

Chuter, D ‘Defence Transformation’ Institute of Strategic Studies
2000 Ch 1 pp 11-21

Cohen, ]M & Cohen MJ (eds) (1980) The Penguin Dictionary of
Quotations (2M%edition) (Harmondsworth: Penguin)

Coker, Christopher, “What Would Sun Tzu Say About the War on
Terrorism” RUSI Journal February 2003 Vol 148 No 1

pp 16-20

Congdon, Phillip, (1985) Behind the Hanger Doors (Sonic Books)

Dandeker, Christopher ‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell, and Don’t Pursue’
RUSI Journal Vol 144 No 3 June 1999 pp 87-89

Dandeker, Christopher ‘On the Need to be Different: Military
Uniqueness and Civil-Military Relations in Modern Society” RUSI
Journal Vol 146, No 3, June 2001 pp 4-9

Day, John “After Afghanistan —The Role of Air Power” RUSI
Journal Vol 147 No 6 December 2002 pp 39-46

Day, John ‘Joint Strike: Missiles and Aircraft in Long- Range Land
Attack’ RUSI Journal Vol 146 No 3 June 2001 pp 49-51

Directorate of Air Staff (1999) British Air Power Doctrine AP3000
(HMSO)

nye, Peter ‘The European Rapid Reaction Force The Contribution
of Aviation Logistics” Royal Air Force Air Power Review Volume 6
No 1 Spring 2003 pp 11-35

Edmonds, Martin (1988) Armed Forces and Society (Leicester
University Press)

Edmonds, Martin, ‘Defence Management and the Impact of
‘Jointery” in Dorman, Andrew, Smith, Mike & Uttley, Mathew
(eds) (2002) The Changing Face of Military Power_(Palgrave)

pp 151-176

Exeter, DW, ‘Development of Military Ethos Within UK MFTS’
PTC/254500/1/TGDA dated 30 Nov 00

Foreign and Commonwealth Office HC 577 ‘Private Militar
Companies: Options for Regulation” February 2002 (HMSO{

Frost, Gerald (2001) ‘How to Destroy an Army: the Cultural
Subversion of Britain’s Armed Forces” in Alexandrou, Alex;
Bartle, Richard; Holmes Richard (eds) New People Strategies for the
British Armed Forces (London: Frank Cass)



Goldsworthy, Ellie ‘“The Armed Forces: Reform and the Court
Martial System” RUSI Newsbrief Vol 23 No 1 January 2003 pp 9-10

Gray, Peter & Cox, Sebastian (Eds) (2002), Air Power Leadership
Theory and Practice (London: The Stationary Office)_

Gudykunst, WB, (1994) Bridging Differences (London: Sage)

Guthrie, Charles ‘British Defence — The Chief of Defence Staff’s
Lecture 2000 RUSI Journal February 2001 Volume 146 No 1

Ha smany Kate & Johansen, Dawn (2000) ‘RAF Culture & Ethos
in the 215 Century’ (HMSO)

Hackett, John (1983) The Profession of Arms (London: Sidgwick &
Jackson)

Harpum, Stuart (2000) ‘Military Man or Businessman?” ACSC 3
Defence Research Paper

Hartley, Keith “The Economics of Joint Forces’ Jointery” in
Dorman, Andrew, Smith, Mike & Uttley, Mathew (eds) (2002) The
Changing Face of Military Power (Palgrave) pp 201-215

Hockey, John (1986) Squaddies Portrait of a Subculture (Exeter
University Publications)

Howard, Michael (1976) War in European History (Oxford
University Press)

Howard, Michael, (2000) The Invention of Peace (Profile Books)

Joint Defence & Concepts Centre British Defence Doctrine Joint
Warfare Publication 0-01 (October 2001)

Joint Defence & Concepts Centre Contractors on Deployed
Operations Joint Defence Publication 4/01 (December 2001)

Joint Defence & Concepts Centre Joint Operations Joint Warfare
Publication 3-00 (July 2001)

Joint Force 2000 (HMSO pamphlet)

Jumper, John (1998) ‘Expeditionary Air Force: A New Culture for
a New Century” address to the Air Force Association Symposium
26 Feb 98

Kaldor, Mary (1999) New and Old Wars (London: Polity Press)
Keegan, John (1993) A History of Warfare (London: Hutchison)
Keegan, John, (1976) The Face of Battle (Harmondsworth: Penguin)

Krepinevich, Andrew ‘Cavalry to Computer: The Pattern of
Military Revolutions’ The National Interest No 37 Fall 1994 pp 30-42

Mac Farling, Tan ‘Some thoughts on Warfare in the 215t Century’
in Olson, John ed (2002) Asymmetric Warfare_(The Royal
Norwegian Air Force Academy)

Machiavelli, Niccolo (1985) The Prince (Penguin)

Massey, A ‘Ethos, Consensus and UK Defence in the 215t
Century’ The Naval Review Vol 88, Nol (January 2000) pp 3-13

Meilinger, Phillip, ‘The Development of Air Power Theory’ in
Gray, Peter & Cox, Sebastian (eds) (2002)_Air Power Leadership
Theory and Practice (London: The Stationary Office) pp 90-106

Mets, David (1998) The Air Campaign- John Warden & the Classical
Air power Theorists (Maxwell: Air University Press)

Moore, David and Antill, Peter, British Army Logistics and
Contractors on the Battlefield” RUSI Journal October 2000 Vol 145
No 5 pp 46-52

Moskos, Charles. Williams, John. Segal, David (2000) The Post
Modern Military — Armed Forces After the Cold War (Oxford
University Press)

109

Pullen, Andrew, ‘Project Management and Resistance to Change’
International Defence Management Studies2002 Cranfield University
Press, 220, pp 187-200

RAF Strategy 2002 (HMSO pamphlet)

Reid, John “House of Commons Adjournment Debate on Racism in
the Armed Forces’ Hansard 22 January 1998 Column 1246

Reiner, Robert (1992) The Politics of the Police ond Edition
(Harvester Wheatsheaf)

Robinson, Tim “Transformational War’? Air Power Lessons from
Afghanistan’ RUSI Newsbrief April 2002 Vol 20 No 4 pp 41-42

Rodgers, Paul ‘Conflict and Peace in the Early 215t Century’
RUSI Journal April 2001 pp9- 14

Russel, JDK, “Wrong War Wrong Army’ The British Army Review
No 130 pp21-25

Sabin, Phillip ‘Are Traditional Weapons Platforms becoming
Obsolete” The Royal Air Force Air Power Review Vol 1 No 11998 pp
45-57

Schein, EH Organizational Culture and Leadership (San Francisco:
Jossey Brassey 1997)

Spacey, Bradley & Trapp, Michael “Train Like We Fight, Fight
Like We Train” Air & Space Power Journal Winter 2002 pp 59-68

Squires, Peter ‘From Spitfire to Eurofighter — The RAF’s Legacy’ —
RUSI Journal October 2000 Vol 145 No 5 pp 1-7

Stephens, Alan, ‘Command in the Air” in Gray, Peter & Cox,
Sebastian (Eds) (2002), Air Power Leadership Theory and Practice
(London: The Stationary Office) pp 1-14

Strachan, Hew (1997) The Politics of the British Army (Oxford:
Clarendon Press)

Sturley, Phillip, Air Vice Marshal, Assistant Chief of the Air Staff,
Address to RAF Students ACSC No 6 on 5 March 03

Terraine, John (1985) The Right of the Line (Wordsworth Editions)

Torpy, Glen ‘Future British Military Operations” RUSI Journal
February 2001 Vol 146 No 1 pp 8-14

Tripp, Robert, ‘Contractors on Deployed Operations” RUSI World
Defence Systems Vol 3 No 3 Dec 2001 pp 94-95

Vallance, Andrew ‘Purple Air Power the Future Challenge” The
Royal Air Force Air Power Review Vol 1 No 1 Spring 1998
pp 16-26

Van Crefeld, Martin (2002) ‘The Transformation of War Revisited”
in Bunker, Robert (ed) Small_ Wars & Insurgencies (Frank Cass) Vol
13 Summer 2002 No 2. pp 3-15

Weber, Max (1977) From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology
(Routledge & Keegan Paul: London)

Westenhoff, Charles ‘Air power and Political Culture” Air Power
Studies Centre Paper No 45 http / /www.dod.au/apsc/pub-
lish / paper42htm printed 02 May 00

Williams Phil, ‘Transnational Crime and Corruption’ in White,
Brian, Littlg, Richard and Smith Michael (eds) Issues in World
Politics (219 Edition) Palgrave 2001 pp 232-251

Wise, GJ (2002) ‘Network Centric Warfare: Evolution or
Revolution” Royal Air Force Air Power Review Volume 5 No 4
pp 65-85

Women in the Armed Forces (Executive Summary) May 2002
(HMSO)



110

Notes

1 Hockey (1986)

2 Strengthening RAF Ethos dated 26 Apr 02
3 Meillinger (2002) p 90

4 Massey (2000) p 3

5 Abercrombie et al (1988) p 59

6 AP 3000 (1999) p 1.2.15

7 Schein (1997) p 18

8 AP 3000 (1999) p 1.2.15

9 Hackett (1983) p 202

10 strengthening RAF Ethos 26 April 02

11 Terraine (1985) p 686

12 Massey (2000) p 3

13 Bellamy (2003) p 58

14 British Defence Doctrine (2001) p 4-4

15 Hackett (1983) p9

16 Howard (1976) p 72

17 Weber (1977)

18 Command Scientific Support Branch Working Paper 7/98 p 5
19 Keegan (1993) p 391

20 Howard (1976) p 54

21 Joint Warfare Publication 0-01 (2001) p 3-4
22 Dandeker (1999) p 87

23 Rose, Michael,'How Soon Could Our Army Lose a War?” The
Daily Telegraph 16 December 1997

24 Guthrie (2001) p 7

25 Moskos et al (2000) p 1

26 bidp 1

27 Dandeker (2001) pp4-9

28 Haysman et al (2002) p 1

29 ‘New rules aim to stamp out bullying racism and sexism in
the armed forces’ The Independent 11 February 03
30 Women in the Armed Forces May 2002

31 Dandeker (2001) p 6

32 Massey (2000) p 9

33 AP 3000 (1999) p1.2.15

34 Stephens (2002) p 3

35 Dixon (1976) pp176-188

36 Strengthening RAF Ethos 26 April 04

37 Metz (1998) p 22

38 Ibid (1998) p 25

39 P Meilinger (2002) p 92

40 Howard (1976) p 130

41 squire (2000) p 2

42 Tbid (2000) p4

43 Westenhoff (1997) p 10

44 Strengthening RAF Ethos 26 April 04

45 Congdon (1985) p 29

46 Cohen & Cohen (1980) p18

47 http:/ /www.raf.mod.uk/news/linton. Html 05 Dec 02
48 Stephens (2002) p 5

49 Ibid (1998) p 4

50 Terraine (1998) p 686

51 Gudykunst (1994) p 38

52 Reiner (1992) p 109

53 Smith (1998) p 4

54 Tbid (1998) p 32

55 Strachan (1997) pp 195-233

56 Command Scientific Support Branch Working Paper 7/98
57 Stephens (2002) p 7

58 Jumper (1998)

59 Day (2002) p 43

60 Howard (2000) p102

61 Van Crefeld (2002) p 3

62 Krepenevich (1994) p 30-42

63 Rodgers (2001) pp 9-13

64 Yan Crefeld (2002) p 8

65 Kaldor (1999) p 8

66 Van Crefeld (1991) p 197

67 Ibid (1991) p 204

68 Sabin (1998) p 57

69 Torpy (2001) p 9

70 Lecture by Air Chief Marshal Squire, CAS, to ACSC 6 students
on 20 March 2003

71 Stephens (2002) p 8

72 Tbid (2002) p 7

73 bid p 1

74 Smith (1998) p 8

75 Wise (2002) p 80

76 Russel (2002) p 24

77 Vallance (1998) p18

78 Lecture by Air Vice Marshal Sturley, ACAS, to ACSC students
4 March 03

79 Day (2001) p 49

80 Joint Force 2000

81 Hartley (2002) p 210

82 But arguably if that was applied to all areas of defence then
the UK would never consider another collaborative  project.
83 Strachan (1997) p 262

84 Sturley Op cit

85 Exeter (2001) p 3

86 Westenhoff (2000) p 11

87 Harpum (2000) p 6

88 Edmonds (2002) p 155

89 Joint Doctrine Publication 4/01 (2001) p 1-1

90 Tripp (2001) p 95

91 Exeter (2001) p 7

92 Keegan (1993) p 270

93 Chuter (2000) p 18

94 Machiavelli (1982) p 77

95 Smith (2002) p 117

96 T Mac Farling in Olsen (2002) p 368

97 /CIA “killed al Qaeda’ in Yemen’

http:/ /news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world /middle_east 6 Mar 03
98 Bowden, Mark ‘The Bomb Squad’ The Sunday Telegraph 15
December 2002

99 RAF Strategy (2002) p 6

100 jans & Schmidtchen (2002) p 28

101 pye (2003) p 23







This article has been republished online with Open Access. ®royaL
Ministry of Defence © Crown Copyright 2023. The full printed text of this article is licensed under the Open AIRFORCE

; - gnt " , ! Centre for Air and
Government Licence v3.0. To view this licence, visit https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government- Space Power Studies
licence/. Where we have identified any third-party copyright information or otherwise reserved rights, you will need
to obtain permission from the copyright holders concerned. For all other imagery and graphics in this article, or for
any other enquires regarding this publication, please contact: Director of Defence Studies (RAF), Cormorant Building

(Room 119), Shrivenham, Swindon, Wiltshire SN6 8LA.




	Slide 1

