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Executive Summary

This first report reconstructs the emergence and operational employment of Russian private military personnel in Libya from the
initial Wagner deployment in 2018 through the collapse of Khalifa Haftar's offensive against Tripoli in 2020. The period marks the
transition from limited technical assistance to a multi-layered Russian-enabled military presence combining specialist ground
personnel, air support, air defence, logistics, electronic warfare and access to a growing network of bases. The intervention did
not deliver Haftar's principal political objective - the seizure of Tripoli - but it materially altered the military balance, increased the
sophistication of the eastern coalition and established the infrastructure from which Russia later consolidated a more durable
footprint.

Available institutional and open-source reporting indicates that Wagner personnel were present in Libya by October 2018. The
initial task set centred on maintenance and repair of armoured vehicles and other technical support. By early 2019 the mission
had expanded into operational combat support. During the Tripoli campaign, Wagner personnel performed specialist functions
including sniper employment, artillery forward observation, forward air control, electronic counter-measures and reconnaissance.
Their effect was disproportionate to their numbers because they supplied capabilities that Haftar’'s forces either lacked or could
not reliably generate at the required level.

The deployment also displayed the progressive erosion of the distinction between private military activity and direct Russian state
support. Russian military transport aircraft sustained the force; combat aircraft and air-defence systems appeared as the
campaign intensified; and the scale of the equipment introduced into Libya was consistent with sustained combat operations
rather than ad hoc contractor support. The result was a layered model of intervention in which Wagner provided deniable
personnel on the ground while state-controlled military enablers increasingly supplied mobility, protection and strike capacity.

Assessment: Wagner functioned as a force multiplier for the Haftar-aligned forces during 2019 and early 2020 but did not solve
the coalition’s structural weaknesses in command, discipline and joint coordination. The Turkish intervention on behalf of the
Tripoli-based authorities changed the operational balance, exposing the limitations of a Wagner-enabled but fragmented
offensive. Russia nevertheless retained the decisive strategic gain: access, infrastructure and a persistent military presence. The
failure to take Tripoli therefore represented an operational setback, not a strategic withdrawal.

Scope of the Analysis

The report covers the period from the first confirmed Wagner deployment in October 2018 through the withdrawal of Wagner
elements from the Tripoli front and their redistribution toward central and eastern Libya in mid-2020. It focuses on the Russian
contribution to Haftar's campaign: force composition, specialist functions, command relationships, air and air-defence support,
logistics, basing and operational adaptation. Political developments are included only where they directly affected military
employment. The later consolidation of the Russian base network, the transformation from Wagner to Africa Corps and the use of
Libya as a regional African logistics platform are reserved for Special Analyses 2/4, 3/4 and 4/4.

Key Analytical Judgments

High confidence Wagner personnel were present in Libya by October 2018 and initially provided technical support before
expanding into direct operational combat support during 2019.

High confidence During the Tripoli campaign, Wagner added specialist capabilities - particularly sniping, artillery
observation, forward air control, electronic counter-measures and reconnaissance - that materially
improved Haftar-aligned combat performance.

High confidence The appearance of Russian military transport aircraft, MiG-29 and Su-24 combat aircraft, Pantsir air-
defence systems and Russian armoured vehicles demonstrates that the intervention had moved beyond a
contractor-only model by mid-2020.

Moderate Wagner’s autonomy increased as friction with Haftar-aligned commanders persisted. The relationship was
confidence functional but not fully integrated, and Russian personnel did not appear to operate as subordinate
elements of the HAF/LNA command structure.

High confidence The loss of the Tripoli campaign did not produce a Russian disengagement. Personnel and equipment
were redistributed to Jufra, Qardabiyah and other sites, creating the foundation for a more permanent
Russian military posture.

Analytical note Al-Khadim must be understood as the principal eastern Russian logistical hub in the broader network.
During the 2019-2020 campaign, Jufra was the key operational staging node for the Tripoli axis, while Al-
Khadim increasingly served as the main eastern entry and sustainment point for Russian airlift and support
activity.

1. Entry into Libya: From Technical Support to Operational Access

Russian engagement with Khalifa Haftar pre-dated the formal Wagner deployment. Haftar and senior representatives of his
organisation maintained regular contact with Russian interlocutors from at least late 2016. By November 2018, Haftar was
meeting senior Russian defence officials in Moscow in the presence of Yevgeny Prigozhin. Subsequent visits linked to Prigozhin’s
network reinforced the assessment that Moscow was building parallel political and military channels to the eastern Libyan
leadership.

The earliest confirmed Wagner deployment was limited in scale and purpose. Personnel arrived to support the repair and
maintenance of armoured vehicles, a mission consistent with the large quantity of Soviet- and Russian-origin equipment in Haftar-
controlled inventories. This technical role provided an unobtrusive entry point: it generated access to bases, maintenance
facilities, commanders and operational planning without initially requiring a visible Russian combat formation.
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The mission expanded rapidly. By early 2019, Wagner personnel were no longer confined to technical functions. Their
deployment progressed into operational combat support as Haftar prepared for the offensive toward Tripoli. This expansion
coincided with an increase in Russian military flight activity and with a wider effort to strengthen eastern forces through training,
equipment maintenance, reconnaissance support and specialist expertise. The intervention remained deniable at the political
level but was becoming increasingly difficult to separate from Russian state military enabling activity.

2. The Tripoli Offensive and the Wagner Force Multiplier

Haftar launched the offensive against Tripoli in April 2019. The attacking coalition possessed significant manpower but suffered
from uneven training, fragmented command arrangements and inconsistent tactical discipline. The initial assault failed to achieve
a rapid breakthrough. As the front stabilised south of the capital, Wagner's relevance increased because the force supplied
capabilities that could improve battlefield efficiency without requiring a wholesale reorganisation of Haftar’s forces.

By the second half of 2019, Russian personnel were observed on the main approaches to Tripoli, including the airport road, Wadi
Rabi and Sabi'a sectors. Their role included support to selected offensive and defensive actions rather than routine integration
across every Haftar-aligned unit. The available evidence indicates a specialist-heavy deployment: field commanders, advisers,
technicians, signallers and snipers were present alongside personnel assigned to observation, electronic warfare and tactical
coordination.

Wagner sniper teams were particularly significant. The effect of trained precision shooters in a relatively static urban and peri-
urban front extended beyond casualty production. Snipers constrained movement, disrupted command posts, increased exposure
costs for opposing forces and could provide target information for supporting fires. Russian-language range cards recovered from
positions south of Tripoli provide direct evidence of Russian personnel preparing defensive and engagement sectors in the
battlespace.

Artillery support was another important contribution. Wagner personnel acted as forward observation officers and were able to
improve target acquisition and fire correction for indirect-fire systems. Their presence reduced one of the chronic weaknesses of
irregular coalition warfare: the disconnect between frontline observation and available fires. Reporting on precision-guided artillery
and forward air-control functions indicates an attempt to create a more integrated sensor-to-fire process around selected sectors
of the offensive.

3. Command, Control and Friction with Haftar-Aligned Forces

The Russian contribution should not be interpreted as evidence of an integrated Russian-Libyan command structure. Available
reporting points to persistent friction between Wagner personnel and Haftar-aligned units. Russian specialists reportedly criticised
the lack of instructions, poor battlefield discipline and weak tactical experience of local forces. At least one component temporarily
withdrew from frontline activity in October 2019 after citing inadequate support and command deficiencies.

This friction is analytically important because it explains both Wagner's effectiveness and its limits. Russian personnel could
improve selected tactical functions, but they could not compensate for weaknesses across the entire force. The HAF/LNA
remained a coalition of regular, semi-regular and local armed elements with different command loyalties and variable training.
Wagner was therefore most effective when employed as a semi-autonomous specialist formation rather than dispersed as
embedded advisers throughout the force.

The command relationship also served Moscow's political requirements. A formally non-state actor provided distance from direct
Russian responsibility while preserving freedom of action on the ground. At the same time, the increasing provision of military
airlift, combat aircraft and air-defence systems shows that the practical boundary between private and state support was
becoming progressively less meaningful. This layered command model - private personnel enabled by state military resources -
became a defining feature of the Russian intervention.

4. Air Power, Air Defence and Russian Military Enablers

The air dimension changed substantially in 2020. As Turkish support enabled the Tripoli-based forces to improve their use of
unmanned aircraft, air defence and precision strike, the Haftar coalition required stronger protection and more capable aviation.
Russian support expanded accordingly. At least 14 MiG-29 and Su-24 aircraft were transferred through Syria into Libya in May
2020 after markings had been altered to obscure their origin. Their arrival was accompanied by continued Russian military
transport activity and the presence of Pantsir-S1 air-defence systems.

These aircraft provided potential fighter and strike capacity that was qualitatively different from the ageing Libyan aviation
available to Haftar. The Su-24 offered a dedicated strike platform, while the MiG-29 provided air-to-air and multirole capability.
Their introduction also signalled Moscow’s willingness to preserve a viable military balance even as Haftar’'s ground offensive
began to fail. Available reporting later linked their operation directly to Wagner, further demonstrating the hybrid nature of the
Russian force package.

Pantsir systems formed the short-range air-defence layer protecting bases, key positions and selected manoeuvre elements.
Their deployment reflected the growing threat from Turkish-supported unmanned aircraft and precision strike. Performance was
mixed, and several systems were captured or destroyed during the GNA counteroffensive. Nevertheless, their presence imposed
operational costs on opposing air activity and provided Wagner and Haftar-aligned forces with a mobile air-defence capability that
could not be generated indigenously at comparable quality.

Russian 1I-76 transport aircraft were central to sustainment. Airlift enabled the movement of personnel, spares, munitions and
heavy equipment into the eastern and central Libyan base network. By mid-2020, Al-Khadim had become a major point of entry
for Russian logistical support, while Jufra functioned as the principal operational staging and fallback base for the Tripoli axis.
This distinction is important: Al-Khadim was the main eastern hub within the wider Russian network, whereas Jufra’s central
position made it the key operational node for the campaign in western Libya.

IW-SP-2026-008 3



INTELLIGENCE WORLD RUSSIAN MILITARY PRESENCE IN LIBYA | SPECIAL ANALYSIS 1/4

A o

Su-24 Fencer assessed landing during Al-Jufra: MiG-29 and P-18 Spoon Rest radar Russian MiG-29 photographed operating in
Russian/Wagner air activity in Libya, June 2020. documented during the 2020 deployment. Libyan airspace during the May-June 2020
Source: U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), 18 June Source: U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), 18 June deployment. Source: U.S. Africa Command

2020. 2020. (AFRICOM), 26 May 2020.

5. Basing Architecture during the Tripoli Campaign

The Russian-enabled campaign depended on a distributed base network rather than a single installation. Jufra Air Base was the
principal operational staging point for the western campaign. Its location in central Libya allowed movement toward Tripoli, Sirte
and the oil crescent while maintaining strategic depth from the coast. Russian aircraft and Wagner personnel were present there
from 2019, and the base became progressively more important as the offensive stalled.

Al-Khadim, east of Benghazi, provided the principal eastern logistics hub. Initially developed and used heavily by the United Arab
Emirates, it transitioned toward substantial Russian use as Emirati combat assets were reduced or relocated. By early 2020,
Russian transport activity made Al-Khadim a major entry point for personnel, equipment and sustainment arriving from the Syrian
direction. The base’s relative security, proximity to Benghazi and access to the eastern command area made it a natural reception

and redistribution node.
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Al-Khadim, 13 July 2020: Russian II-76 transport aircraft, Su-24 Fencer and Pantsir/SA-22 air-defence vehicles documented at the
airfield. Source: U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM,), 13 July 2020.

Qardabiyah, near Sirte, became increasingly relevant as the centre of gravity shifted away from Tripoli. Brak al-Shati, Sabha and
other southern installations provided additional depth and access to the Fezzan. At this stage, however, these locations were
secondary to the operational axis formed by Al-Khadim, Jufra and the forward positions around Tripoli. The later transformation of
this network into a permanent Russian architecture is examined in Special Analysis 2/4.
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Operational geography of the 2018-2020 phase, showing the principal Russian/Wagner air-base network and Tripoli campaign context.
Source: Intelligence World (IW), analytical reconstruction based on open sources.

6. Turkish Intervention and the Reversal of the Campaign

The balance changed decisively after Turkey expanded direct military support to the Tripoli-based Government of National
Accord. Turkish unmanned aircraft, air-defence systems, advisers, electronic-warfare support and Syrian fighters increased the
GNA'’s ability to contest the air domain and conduct coordinated counteroffensive operations. Haftar's coalition lost the relative
freedom of action that had allowed Wagner specialists to generate disproportionate tactical effects.

From March 2020, Operation PEACE STORM placed sustained pressure on the HAF/Wagner positions. Al-Watiyah Air Base was
lost, western supply routes became more vulnerable and Turkish-supported strikes degraded air-defence and ground assets.
Wagner units withdrew with Haftar-aligned forces from forward positions south of Tripoli. Bani Walid became an intermediate
concentration and transit point during the withdrawal, after which personnel and heavy equipment moved toward Jufra and other
Russian-held facilities.

The withdrawal highlighted the limits of the Russian proxy model. Wagner could raise tactical performance and provide specialist
capabilities, but it could not compensate for the political and military fragmentation of Haftar's coalition once Turkey introduced a
coherent state-backed intervention on the opposing side. The result was not a collapse of Wagner as a force, but a shift from
offensive employment near Tripoli to consolidation and deterrence farther east.

7. Mines, IEDs and the Residual Threat after Withdrawal

The retreat from the Tripoli front left a significant residual explosive threat. Multiple investigations and photographic evidence
linked Wagner personnel to the emplacement of landmines, booby traps and improvised explosive devices in residential and peri-
urban areas around southern Tripoli. The devices included concealed anti-personnel mines and improvised charges designed to
exploit structures and likely routes of advance.

This activity had two operational effects. First, it slowed the exploitation of the GNA advance and increased the cost of clearing
former Wagner positions. Second, it extended the impact of the Russian presence beyond the physical withdrawal of personnel.
From an intelligence perspective, the mines and IEDs also provide evidence of prepared defensive planning rather than an
improvised flight from the battlefield. Wagner units were conducting an organised retrograde while attempting to deny or delay
access to abandoned sectors.
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Explosive devices recovered during clearance operations after the Booby-trap/I[ED documented in a residential area during post-withdrawal
Wagner withdrawal from the Tripoli front. clearance operations.
Source: U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), 15 July 2020. Source: U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), 15 July 2020.

8. Force Strength, Composition and Sustainment

Estimates of Wagner strength vary because reporting often conflated Russian personnel with Syrian recruits and other foreign
fighters. The most reliable institutional assessments place Wagner at approximately 800-1,200 operatives during much of 2019
and early 2020, rising toward roughly 2,000 by mid-2020, excluding several thousand Syrian fighters recruited and deployed
through Wagner-associated mechanisms. The distinction matters because Russian personnel occupied the higher-value
specialist and command functions, while Syrian manpower was used primarily to increase mass.

The Russian contingent was not a homogeneous infantry force. Evidence indicates advisers, field commanders, technicians,
signallers, snipers, artillery specialists, forward air controllers, electronic-warfare personnel, air-defence crews, aviation
technicians and other support staff. A separate Russian private security company also provided technicians for the maintenance
or refurbishment of MiG and Sukhoi aircraft at Al-Khadim. This specialist density explains why relatively modest Russian
personnel numbers could have an operational impact disproportionate to their size.

Sustainment depended on external airlift and access to secure bases. Russian military cargo flights increased during key phases
of the deployment. The use of multiple airfields created redundancy and reduced the vulnerability associated with a single
logistics node. By the end of the Tripoli campaign, the Russians possessed enough infrastructure and protected space in central
and eastern Libya to maintain the force even after the offensive had failed.

9. Information Gaps and Alternative Explanations

The exact chain of command linking Wagner field elements, Russian military authorities and political decision-makers remains
incompletely documented in open sources. The scale of Russian state enabling strongly supports an assessment of close
coordination, but public evidence does not provide a complete operational command diagram for every phase of the campaign.
Similarly, responsibility for individual air strikes or air-defence engagements cannot always be attributed confidently to Russian,
Wagner, Emirati or Libyan crews because these actors operated overlapping systems and bases.

The numerical strength of Wagner also requires caution. Public estimates often differ by several hundred personnel and
sometimes include Syrian fighters or contractors in support roles. For this reason, this report treats force-strength figures as
ranges rather than precise counts. The operational assessment relies more heavily on observed functions, equipment and
locations than on single-point personnel estimates.

A further analytical caution concerns Al-Khadim and Jufra. During the Tripoli campaign, Jufra was the main operational staging
base for forces supporting the western axis. Al-Khadim, however, increasingly became the primary eastern logistics hub and
major Russian point of entry. Treating one base as universally “main” without distinguishing function and period would obscure
the architecture of the Russian network.

10. Assessment: Operational Failure, Strategic Entrenchment

The Wagner intervention improved the combat effectiveness of Haftar's coalition but did not fundamentally transform it. Russian
specialists supplied precision, technical competence and selected elements of joint capability; they did not create a unified
command system, disciplined force generation process or sustainable indigenous logistics structure. When Turkey committed a
coherent state-backed military package to the opposing side, the operational limitations of the Haftar coalition became decisive.

Russia nevertheless retained the most important long-term gain: physical access and military infrastructure. Wagner personnel
did not leave Libya after the defeat around Tripoli. They consolidated at Jufra, Qardabiyah, Al-Khadim and other sites, preserved
combat aircraft and air-defence assets, and maintained enough logistical depth to sustain a continued presence. The campaign
therefore produced a strategic paradox: Moscow failed to deliver Haftar’'s maximal political objective but succeeded in embedding
a Russian military network in Libya.

This outcome shaped the next phase of Russian involvement. From mid-2020 onward, the mission moved away from direct
support to a single offensive and toward the consolidation of a persistent military posture. Al-Khadim’s role as the principal
eastern logistics hub, Jufra’s value as a central operational node, Qardabiyah’s access to the Sirte axis and the expansion into
southern bases created the architecture from which Russia would later support wider African deployments. The evolution from
campaign support to permanent presence is the focus of Special Analysis 2/4.

IW-SP-2026-008 6



INTELLIGENCE WORLD RUSSIAN MILITARY PRESENCE IN LIBYA | SPECIAL ANALYSIS 1/4

11. Operational Chronology: Key Transition Points

October 2018 marked the first confirmed Wagner presence, initially centred on maintenance and technical support. During early
2019 the mission expanded as Haftar's forces shifted from consolidation in the east and south toward preparations for the
western campaign. The April 2019 attack on Tripoli created a requirement for specialist support that local forces could not
generate consistently. By September and October, Russian personnel were visible on the main southern approaches to the
capital and were performing combat functions rather than rear-area support alone.

The winter of 2019-2020 was the high point of Wagner’s direct contribution to the offensive. Russian specialists operated
alongside Haftar-aligned units while external air and logistics support increased. The front nevertheless remained largely static.
The January 2020 diplomatic track did not produce a durable cessation of hostilities, and Wagner retained positions as the
conflict entered a more technologically contested phase. The introduction of Turkish advisers, unmanned systems, air defence
and electronic-warfare capabilities then changed the tactical environment faster than the Haftar coalition could adapt.

March to May 2020 constituted the decisive reversal. Operation PEACE STORM increased pressure on the western flank, Al-
Watiyah fell, and the security of the Tripoli front deteriorated. Wagner elements conducted an organised withdrawal through Bani
Walid while Russian aviation and air-defence assets were reinforced farther east. By July, Russian personnel were reported at
Jufra, Brak al-Shati, Qardabiyah, Sabha, Waddan and the Sharara oil facility. The geographic distribution demonstrates that the
withdrawal was a redeployment into a broader defensive and strategic network, not an evacuation from Libya.

’ 1 /4 Entry, Combat Support
- e - § and the War for Tripoli
From initial deployment to the Tripoli campaign and the subsequent withdrawal (2018-2020)

OCTOBER 2018 APRIL 2019 LATE 2019 MAY 2020 JUNE 2020 JULY 2020

Initial deployment Launch of the Tripoli Expansion of the network  Introduction of Russian Turkish intervention Repositioning and
offensive aircraft and reversal entrenchment

Russian/Wagner Presence in Libya — Timeline (2018-2020)

The presence of Russian
contractors (Wagner) in Libya
is documented. Initial elements
operate in support of the LNA,
focusing on force protection,
advisory activities and key
installations in eastern Libya.

Russian contractors in Libya

Haftar's LNA, with significant
Wagner support, launches
the offensive on Tripoli.
Russian contractors provide
combat, reconnaissance,
drone and artillery support.

LNA forces with Wag’ner support

Wagner consolidates its
presence at key air bases
and logistic nodes, including
Al-Jufra, Al-Qardabiyah,
Brak al-Shati and Al-Khadim.
Increased deployment of

air defence systems, drones
and support infrastructure.
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Russian aircraft and equipment

Russia deploys MiG-29 and
Su-24 combat aircraft to Libya
via Syria to support Wagner's
operations, together with
additional air defence assets
(e.g. Pantsir/SA-22).
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Russian MiG-29 in Libya

The GNA, with Turkish military
support, halts the LNA advance

and pushes Wagner and LNA
forces back from the Tripoli
area. Wagner begins a gradual
withdrawal from western Libya.

Pantsir/SA-22 captured during

Wagner withdraws from the
Tripoli front and concentrates

its forces in central and eastern
Libya, maintaining a significant
presence at Al-Jufra, Al-Qardabiyah,
Brak al-Shati and especially
Al-Khadim, which becomes the
main hub.

11-76, Su-24 and air defence systems

(2018). during the advance on Tripoli at Al-Jufra (late 2019). (May 2020). the Tripoli withdrawal at Al-Khadim (July 2020).
(2019). (June 2020).
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Operational timeline: evolution of the Russian/Wagner presence from initial deployment in 2018 through the Tripoli campaign,
reversal and repositioning in 2020. Source: Intelligence World (IW), analytical reconstruction based on open sources.

12. Indicators of Direct Russian State Enabling

Several indicators support the assessment that the Wagner deployment depended on Russian state enabling even when direct
command relationships remained deliberately obscured. The first is strategic airlift. Sustained 1I-76 activity provided a logistics
capacity that a private company could not plausibly generate independently at the required scale. The second is the transfer of
combat aircraft from Russia through Syria into Libya after external markings were altered. The third is the presence of Russian-
origin air-defence and armoured systems in quantities consistent with sustained combat support. Together these indicators point
to a state-supported intervention architecture rather than a commercially self-contained private military operation.

The basing pattern reinforces this judgment. Wagner did not operate from temporary field locations alone; it gained access to
hardened airfields, maintenance areas, shelters, command facilities and secure logistics compounds. Such access depended on
cooperation with Haftar's command structure and, in several cases, on infrastructure previously improved or used by other state
sponsors. Russia was therefore able to enter an existing external-support ecosystem and progressively assume control of the
military functions most relevant to its own long-term presence.

13. What Wagner Changed - and What It Could Not Change

Wagner changed the quality of selected battlefield functions. It improved precision at the tactical edge, strengthened observation
and fire correction, added trained snipers, provided electronic and communications expertise, supported air and air-defence
operations and increased the ability to maintain Russian-origin equipment. These capabilities raised the lethality and resilience of
specific sectors and helped Haftar sustain an offensive that had otherwise lost momentum.

Wagner did not create unity of command, reliable combined-arms procedures or disciplined force generation across the Haftar
coalition. It could not fully integrate heterogeneous Libyan formations, eliminate rival patronage networks or replace the political
cohesion required for a decisive campaign. Its impact was therefore asymmetric: high in specialist functions, limited in
transforming the coalition as a whole. This distinction explains why Wagner could be simultaneously tactically effective and
strategically insufficient to deliver Tripoli.
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The campaign also demonstrated that Russian intervention was adaptive. When the offensive failed, Moscow did not attempt to
preserve the original operational design at any cost. Personnel and equipment were repositioned into areas where they could
protect access, influence the ceasefire line and secure military infrastructure. The shift from offensive force multiplication to
persistent basing created the bridge between the Wagner campaign of 2019-2020 and the more institutionalised Russian posture
that followed.

Analytical Focus

The critical lesson from the 2018-2020 period is that Wagner should be assessed less as a mercenary infantry formation than as
the visible ground component of a wider Russian-enabled intervention system. Its operational value came from specialist
personnel, access to state-supported airlift and aviation, protected basing, air defence and the ability to operate with greater
autonomy than local formations. The defeat at Tripoli demonstrated the limits of this model in a contested state-on-state proxy
environment, but it also accelerated the transition toward a more durable Russian posture centred on bases and logistics rather
than a single battlefield objective.

Next in the Series

Special Analysis 2/4 — From Intervention to Permanent Presence will examine the consolidation of Russia's military
position after the Tripoli campaign, the development and functional differentiation of the base network, and the transition
from campaign support toward a persistent military posture in Libya.
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