
■•-' ■"' ^ '■" - CAPMILITIES; r'v,; ? ’••—-•--■^'vv?' .v.»v«-,< -:=

.- • . ---^ ■ .-■.•■■ V^*v:\-'.-.. ••••• ,vvV**-^|gC
... *• • ‘ ’. ;•.’••"".i; ■ "•••■•••‘■'.• ‘ ' :-

June 15/ 1979

V . l:'v»*ai -r- '

.,..7 '■

■ - • . ■• . •'...

• T,’• ■ 't./'-Ct1??. ■- ■ • ■ v1'--.' ■

DECLASSIFIED 
authority EO 1295E

■ ’APR 23.2003
Chief. Declass Bi 
Dir. S Rec. Div. WHE

•-se-M-iwj,." •::..Review onTimf-iK 
Extended.

XL

•?r'.'-•'’.r'f1.' 'V-v-H’L>.^;’■'■.. ._. • ‘ •/•■

:oi -





Authors

n D^hi iSitw'y was conducted under the general direction of 
Dr. Paul Wolfowitz, DASD(PA&E)RP. The principal contributors were;

Dr, Paul K. Davis (Sunmary)
Mr. William Davies (Ch. II)

• Cdr. Ken Holtel (Ch. IIC)
Dr. Geoffrey Kemp (Ch. ij 
Mr. Dennis Ross (Ch. Ill)
Mr. Frank Tapparo (Ch. IIA)
Mr. John Tillson (Ch. IV)
Lt. Cdr. Linton Wells (Ch. IIB)

Questions or comments about the study or follow-on work
0ASD(PAiE)tRp?r'Telephone?aV202-697-080Z.* SPeClal Re9i°nal StUd1'e5,

0





TABLE OF COHTENTS

SUHI1ARY

PREFACE; PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

2. THE STRATEGIC STAKES IN THE PERSIAN GULF
A.
E.

C.

D.

E.
F.

US and Allied Interests in the Persian Gulf 
Soviet Objectives and Concerns in the Persian 
Gulf
Historical Digression: Great Power Rivalry in
Persia
Sources of Stability and Instability in the 
Persian Gulf and Arabian Peninsula 
Soviet Military Options in the Persian Gulf 
Military Threats to U.S. Interests

II. DETERRING ATTACKS OH OIL SUPPLIES

A. Oil Facility Vulnerability to Air Attack 
8. The Threat to tne Oil SLOC Outside the Gulf 
C. Mining the Strait of Hormuz

III. LESSER PERSIAN GULF CONTINGENCIES
A. Local Wars
B. Third Country Contributions to Persian Gulf 

Contingencies
C. U.S. and USSR Contributions

IV. A SOVIET OR SOVIET^IRAQ^INVASION OF IRAN 

Introduction
The Ground Force Balance 
The Air Balance
Effect of U.S. Deployments to Iran on a 
Simultaneous or Near-Simultaneous NATO Buildup 
US/lran and Soviet Resupply Capability 
Third Country Contributions

A.
B.
C.
D.

E.
F.

Pane

I-l

M

1-4

1-5

1-20
1-21
1-24

II-l

II-A-1
II-B-1
II-C-1

in-1

II1-4

III- 8 
ni-12

IV-1 ■

IV- 1 
lV-4 
IV-22

IV-26
IV-33
IV-35

11





-SKRTT
EXECirriVE SUf-WARY (U)

I. STRATEGIC ISSUES AND POTENTIAL PROBLEMS (U)

(U) We and our major industrialized allies have a vital and growing 
stake in the Persian Gulf region because of our need for Persian-Gulf ■ 
oil and because events in the Persian Gulf affect the Arab-Israeli 
conflict.

The importance of Persian-Gulf oil cannot easily be exaooerated:

• By 1985, the Persian Gulf will provide about 30%, SOS and 70S 
of the peacetime oil requirements of the US, Western Europe 
and Japan, respectively.

From this it follows that fundamental US objectives should include:

improving our ability to protect oil supplies from physical 
destruction or seizure (arid to restore tfe flow of oil should 
interruptions occur);

minimizing Soviet influence over the policies of the oil- 
producing states;

influencing Arab states to take increasingly moderate positions 
on Israel, oil, and the West; and

controlling the influence of radical Arab states such as 
Iraq, and preventing such states from usir-i their military 
power to coerce or overthrow moderate gove nments.

.preventing regional conflicts from escalating Into superpower 
confrontations.

Failure to achieve these objectives would be very serious: (1)
wars or blockades interrupting the oil flow for extended periods would 
cause massive economic disruptions; (2) Soviet control of the oil flow 
could probably destroy NATO and the US-Japanese alliance without recourse 
to war by the Soviets; and (3) radical dominance In the region would 
probably lead to another Arab-lsraeli war, an oil embargo, and possibly 
a superpower confrontation.

Some of the specific problems we may face include:

Threats to moderate states by radical regional powers (e.g.. 
Iraqi threats to Kuwait) S

-- . Insurrections or civil war in moderate states (e.g., a pro- 
Soviet guerrilla movement in Saudi Arabia)
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Intervention in moderate countries by Soviet forces or Soviet 
proxies (e.g., Cuban or Ethiopian forces supporting a rebellion 
in Omen)

Indirect pressures from Soviet-inspired events in Afghanistan, 
Pakistan, and the horn of Africa.

A Soviet Invasion of Iran (perhaps under the cover of a 
peacekeeping role if civil war should break out), and perhaps 
with the objective of ganing control over the Persian Gulf

Direct attacks on the oil facilities, either by guerrillas or 
as part of a larger war

— Threats to or attacks on oil SLOCs (e.g., mining, submarine 
and air attacks on tankers, or Soviet control of the Strait of 
Hormuz)

(U) The range of possibilities is large, and the nature of our force 
requirements would vary with scenario. Thus, depending on the case, we 
might need:

Marines, airborne forces, air cavalry, tacair, or naval 
"presence1'

Mountain or desert-warfare capability

Advisors and counter-insurgency specialists, token combat 
forces, or a major commitment.

Given this situation, and also the fact that we cannot even predict who 
will be tie enemy of whom five years hence in the Middle East, it 
follows t!at our contingency force should be diverse and flexible. 
Today's ccntinoency force is not well suited to many of the problems 
it is lik~« ly to face; rather, it consists of forces available 51veniL _ 
other coumi^ents (albeit forces of high quality and readiness), rather 
than of fcrces chosen for the purpose.

11. VULNERABILITY OF OIL FIELDS, OIL FACILITIES, AND SLOCs (U)

A. OIL FIELDS AND SHIPMENT FACILITIES (U)

(U) Pipelines and Individual oil wells might be attractive targets
for terrorist groups, but the oil fields are large and dispersed, access 
is difficult, and the effects of isolated attacks would not be great 
economically--primarily because oil workers are skilled at making 
temporary repairs and in bypassing trouble spots. One important 
exception should be noted, however: fires in some of the larger wells
could be difficult to extinguish. Such fires could be avoided by 
installing the "down-hole storm chokes" now used on offshore wells.
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• 652 of all Persian Gulf oil production da<w thm nh

Even limitedland Snsophi’fticated0^!!!?^1?^!^^0'^ 5ea' °r bj' terrorists 

because of fires and damage ?o%^1aci1?i« ca|!se.serl0lJS Hsruptions 
and possibly under other circurastf^rl^th! r'<1-Urln9 a war w1th NAT0- 
target for the Soviet Union ’ fac11’ties could be a prime,

■ -

^ Sortie requirements are sensitive to rrp anH

Backfire) Requirements could be 2.f-8 tines orpatpr for 
nthS Sk1^ediArab pilots using MiG-23 Floo-ers On the
alreardJah-Ce1irr'9Ulfed ?0nlbS (wh1ch the'iovietsVebab'y
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and Hawk batteries could bruI^i usiLf 9 “"certain, and US tacair 
show that with early warnino airrraftU!' Furtj!ermoret Air For;e studies 
carrier-based tacair could inflict or AWACs> land- orair-defense aircraft cou rf h. il ?! y attrition on attackers ^ the
Even if our advrarl'es have smart® bom'hf0r6 re9i°n S00n enPU9^ 
effective-in parrh/raisino ’ .defen1ses ''<9ht be very '
attacker's effectiveness. 9 ttrit,on rates, but also by reducing the

'^ents, existing7nal^Mt?°indiMteadk the techn1cal base for firm Judge-

’ intL7or?eeeksdramth%er lLC1'1Uie: could ba repaired in a 
oner OT weeks rather than j^earf, esoeclallv if nianc

if s" ryears. ex,St^t|g^|UPairs might take months or
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Untr recently, it was widely believed that the Soviets could 
the oil ' LOCs rather easily through mining, and through attacks by 

submarines and aircraft. However, our analysis indicates that the 
Soviet submari :es would have severe problems because of the long distances 
between the rejion and their home bases. Making the important assumption 
that crews would operate the tankers in the presence of a threat (experience 
Indicates this would probably require incentive pay, special insurance 
programs, and recognized presence of defensive and rescue forces), then 
the effect of attrition on oil flow would be relatively small considering 
the Soviet effort required to achieve it; illustrative campaign analyses 
indicate:

• In a 30-day campaign, 6-10 Soviet submarines might sink 
about 2-10* of the tankers in the SLOC, but submarine 
attrition would be very high (30-50S for tanker attrition 
of 5-10*).

• Results would be more favorable to the West after the 30 
days.
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Air attacks on the SLOC would be very effective initially, 
but would become extremely costly for the Soviets as we 
brought in Air Force and Naval tacair; the attacks could 
not be sustained unless the Soviets had defendable in­
region bases, and interceptors to escort their attack 
aircraft.

The Strait of Hormuz could probably be mined in a surprise 
move, but defenses would prevent follow-up mining. The 
Strait could be reopened in 2-4 weeks using about half of 
the US helicopter minesweeping forces.

(S^ Obviously, these conclusions depend on a number of assumptions,
^ong the most important are:

1. The US could and would attack any regional bases or 
ships (regardless of flag) supporting the Soviet offensive 
effort.

2. Bases would be available for P-3 ASW operations, for 
ground-based tacair, and for resupply efforts.

3. Carrier task forces would be available for SLOC protection 
and would be able to defend themselves.

4. US helicopter minesweeping resources would be available for 
this theater.

/
(S) The air threat to the SLOC is potentially more serious then
XhB suomarine threat. It would be an ominous development if the Soviets 
fuilt major regional port facilities for resupplying submarines, but it

SEARtT-
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would be even more ominous if they brought in SNA bombers and defenses 
(SAMs or interceptors). It is clear that we could not allow sanctuaries.

Assumptions about bases are always troublesome, but three points 
are worth making: (1) the growing importance of Diego Garcia sugoest.
the need to equip it with defenses; (2) our ability to deny the 
Soviets a submarine resupply sanctuary near the Cape of Good Hope will 
depend on cooperation from South Africa or our ability to spare carriers 
for use in that region; and (3) the Soviets are making increased use of 
the port of Aden In South Yemen, and improving port facilities in Ethiopia

The most worrisome aspect of our dependence on tacair ind 
carriers is that there might be too many simultaneous demands for their 
services (e.g., war in Europe, ground war against Iraq or the Soviet 
Union in the Persian Gulf, war in Korea, offensive operations against 
future Soviet regional bases, defense of the Strait of Hormuz aaainst 
efforts to mine it, ASW operations near the Cape of Good Hope, etc.).
This makes it especially important that we take steps, especially in 
petroleum stockpiling, to reduce US and Allied vulnerability to short 
interruptions of the oil flow, thereby providing more time to attack 
the several military problems.

C. RECCH-1ENDATI0NS

Analysis indicated that actions should be taken on the followino 
Mterns: 3

# The US needs assurances from Persian Gulf and African 
littoral countries that bases would be available to 
support aircraft and communication facilities in the 
event of a threat to the oil SLOCs. The bases involved 
include Masira, Djibouti, St. Helena, Ascension, and 
Diego Garcia.

i 2 3 2003
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Facilities on Diego Garcia should be improved to provide 
better support for operations in the Persian Gulf and 
Indian Ocean. Diego Garcia itself should be defended 
against air and naval forces.

The oil-producing countries should be encouraged to 
"harden" their facilities against air and terrorist 
attacks (this should include use of "iown-hole storm 
chokes"). They should also be encounged to improve 
their minesweeping capabllties. The US should improve 
its helicopter minesweeping capability, especially 
against advanced deep-moored mines.

The strategic petroleum reserve shoulc1 be completed, 
and our sources of supply should be d-versified (e.g., 
encourage Mexican production).

There should be a stockpile of portable oil field equip­
ment, or an inventory of such equipment for use in 
emergency oil facility repairs. Preplanning of repair
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efforts could be critical, and the US and the oil- 
producing companies should develop an emergency repair 
capability, perhaps involving military construction 
ut.its such as Navy SEABEES and Army Pipeline Construction 
companies as well as private contractors.

Because of Saudi and Kuwaiti sensitivities, planning 
for defense of and repairs to oil facilities should 
be conducted with a minimum of public discussion and 
a maximum of cooperation between producers and users.

Cooperative actions to protect oil supplies and SLOCs 
should be discussed with NATO countries, Japan, and other 
oil users. These should include joint exercises and 
contingency planning.

in. NON- SOVIE ' PERSIAN GULF CONTINGENCIES

(U) Of all the regions where the US has major interests, probably none 
has more .jotent al for conflict than the Persian Gulf. If we consider 
the region between Pakistan and Iran in the Northeast, to the Yemens in 
the Southwest, there have been, since 1950, approximately 22 coups, 8 
assassinations of heads of state, 6 major internal wars, 3 international 
wars, and a number of large scale civil disorders--without counting the 
Indian-Pakistan or Arab-Israeli conflicts.

(U) In spite jf this turmoil, there has been a certain macroscopic 
stability in the region: the three major regional powers (Iran, Iraq
and Saudi Arabia) have not clashed seriously, and the West's supply of 
oil was seriously interrupted only by the 1973 embargo. The reasons for 
this macroscopic stability are several: (1) the role of outside mili-
t«ry powers (especially Great Britain until 1971), (2) the approximate 
m.litary balance between Iran and Iraq, (3) the willingness of Iran to 
use her power to promote stability (e.g., by comraiting forces to support 
Oman in the Dhofar rebellion), and (4) the tendency of the Arab-Israeli 
dispute to submerge inter-Arab disputes. Unfortunately, the situation • 
may Jiow be changing.

Is) The Iraqi Threat. Figure 1 shows the ground forces of the regional 
^^tates, and demonstrates that Iraq and pre-revolution Iran were roughly 

in balance. However, Iran's armed forces are now in disarray, and Iran 
is ne'^ther willing nor able to play the role of a regional balancer.
As a result, J aq has become militarily pre-eminent in the Persian Gulf, 
a worrisome de elopment because of Iraq’s radical-Arab stance, Its 
anti-Western a titudes, its dependence on Soviet arms sales, and Its 
willingness to foment trouble in other local nations. The potential 
threat posed t< Western interests by Iraq's increased role is largely 
Independent of Soviet activities--although Iraq currently has better 
relations with the Soviet Union than with the West, she is by no means a 
Soviet proxy. We should not assume Iraq is necessarily going to be an 
adversary, especially If the Soviets venture into the region. Nonethe­
less, at 
at odds.

present, It seems likely that we and Iraq will increasingly be



mfirr—
T'ZVr1' ,,r“I "■ 0" 0.. rand,Iraq may in the .uture use her milnary forces against such statP«;

Kuwait or Saudi Arabia (as in the 1961 Kuwait crisis that was res^vL 
by timely British intervention with force). On the other hand thp mnrc 
serious problem may be that Iraq's implicit power i^ill cause current!v
Sver[lyecier?LP0WThl ltaf?CC°mm0^?te themse1''“ to :raq without bei^ 
ahi. ^ 5d:u T-e latter Problem suggests that .•e mus‘ not only L
Iclllf .n ?nd -he lnterestt of Kuwait. Saudi Arabi . and ourselves 
gainst an Iraqi invasion or show of force, we shou d al« m>ia man<ifAr«

our capabilities and coninitments to balance Iraq's power--and tiis mav
efrredntnnh:?r?d v1isibility for power. Althcughweha veil war

seLn^r ? nn|0n ^°U?Jrve5 beC?n'e resP°nsib'e regional

Another basic problem is that Iraq has a sizable armv close to
\rZei H0U d emPloyed (e.g., Kuwait City is only 50 m from the 
Iraqi border, and Saudi oil fields are within inn elli ou_?rn Tro; ^f16an illustrative buildup of’us'and Jraqi^or'ces^“Lo’the a^lrao"5

build^D ratP^9 aiwnh'- th?1 d°es — inv0,ve actuil combat (thi Q
fiou^P T!d obrlous1^ be d'fferent ome conbat beoan) The
Tigure and related analysis sugoest: ^ ^

- If the US were to intervene at all. it would be desirable
-nd !hi? earli,’^the tri5is> before hostilities beoan. 
and while escalation might still be avoided.

” Prec1P’fated a crisis with Kuwait or Saudi
Arabia, n would be totally dominint until US force, 
a rrived.

Without forward deployments, the US could not get 
significant ground forces to the region for 10-20 days 
3t best, and force ratios would be worse than 2:1 for 
at least 25 days; furthermore, US buildups would depend 
upon the uncertain availability of i orts and airfields 
However, in the absence of opposition, Iraq could conquer
^iWf]tiwSeiZ5 Saudl 0 1 fields» and capture critical 
airfields and ports within a week or two,

" mat??i'9h .thH US T°uld ha?e 8dvanta9e’ In training, troop 
quality, and equipment. Iraq would have much heavier 
forces and greater familiarity with the climate and 
terrain.

- The pro-Iraq asymmetry in ground forces would have to be 
compensated by US tacair. especially during the first 25
cMticIl5?; tT deterrent value of us taca’f could be a
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and in part bicause'Jraq'irp^eLn'^^y6^'^^ vSirtoHal^euac'""5’

J 1 ^'ba 6a t'some ^ risk ^because ofr--hen
limned area and potential threat from strike aircrafi

w°u]d Obviously depend on tactics and circul ‘ 
stances, but it is worth noting that two surori^p ctritoc 
at night by each of two carrier air disable

the ground 75i of Iraq's bomber force, and fiSJ of its
L eCe?>rKf0:ce* Furthermore, the marj.irterrain near 

the Kuwait border would make interdiction of the limited 
road network a high-payoff mission. ted
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(sf;J'SJ Although Iraq could decrease her vulnerability siih^t^n+i n 
better defenses end revetments, it is clear that pn tlally '^nh

Sli r';£T!™LlTL‘
/”l^nianseand/or 1SoviletsSdirectWt Persti'an^Gu?fSC[in»?lvlf’3■the = .

to be low-level drawn-Lt I^^ai^s wm a gS i 1 
role in such conflicts should probably be very imU»H /o.' Th 1U? 
arms, training and some loaistird c..^K^er,y n,r,j;1ted (e-9-« supplying

ifiPsillists
perhaps In a few years the Fnintis^*ih* French, and Jordanians (and 
than the US to asH t such ?at'e as)YA£ean],f^a°tenti!Uy beUer Suited 
even if there were a of Sc:?e?np?;xieTs:S W°Uld be trUe

1fCeSyeltf ;sethuesrefom??elndeTeLbee CirCUm^tanc- in which it

such activities asf 656 WOU,d be most lil'elY t° «11 for

Oman9 05 a<rllft t0 m°Ve thl>d-co‘'ntry forces into YAR or
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using the US Navy to prevent movement of arms into Aden

using US Marines or airborne forces in a peacekeeping 
role or to protect critical oil facilities

-- using US tacair to destroy the PDRY air force and to 
provide support for friendly ground forces

using US helicopters to move friendly ground forces

using US tacair and possibly ground forces to counter 
lap e Cuban or Ethiopian forces {force levels of 10,000- 
30, lOO are certainly a possibility).

It should be empha ,ized that even if the principal '*n^^esf
continoencies were assumed by local states such as Saudi Arabia, U-» 
forces'might be essential to protect them from retaliation from the 
Iraqis, Iranians, Cubans, or even the Soviets.

R 'commendations

• Moderating Iraq's policies, providing a credible and visible 
balance to Iraq's local power, and limiting Cuban-Ethiopean 
ability to intervene should be a matter of priority interest.
It require a substantia! upgrading of US forces in the 
Indian Ocean.

• A variety of US and allied forces should be deployed, through 
the Indian Ocean and, as political constraints permit, into 
the Persian Gulf. They should exercise separately, jointly,, 
and jointly with local forces, to identify and solve practical 
operational problems.

• Options should be developed and analyzed for year-round presence 
of a carrier task group and/or an Amphibious Ready Group.

• Options should be developed for pre-positipning equipment and 
supplies so that the US could more rapidly build up ground 
forces and tacair in response to an Iraqi-generated crisis.

• More campaign analyses should be conducted to better elucidate 
how alternative US projection forces would actually be employed- 
in various Persian Gulf scenarios. Details matter in determl.mng 
how much is enough.

• Options should be developed for constructing balanced contingen^ 
forces specially configured and trained for Persian Gulf scenarios..

I Contingency plans should be developed and realistically
assessed for using US or allied forces in support of a local 
government engaged in a guerrilla-style conflict. m -
exercises and close liaison should be encouraged. Asking allies 
such .IS the British to play a more active role in training 
local forces for irregular warfare should be seriously, 
consi lered. ------- -
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IV. CONTINGENCIES INVOLVING SOVIET PROJECTION FORC 1
irS^ There is no simple way to compare US and Soviet capabilities to 

project forces to the Persian Gulf, because there are many variables, 
including:

composition of the projection forces (light vs. heavy, 
ground vs. tacair, airlift vs. sealift suitability, et ,)

availability of enroute basing and overflight rights

security of the air and sea lines of communications

availability of aircraft and shipping (a function not 
only of maintenance schedules, but also of the willing­
ness to use civilian assets)

utilization rates {i.e., the average number of flying 
hours per day; this takes into account details of the 
particular operation, and such basic parameters as 
the number of available pilots and rrechanics, mean 
time between failures, mean repair time, etc,*

Scenario details such as who goes first, who has the 
benefit of some pre-pciitioning, eti.

The Soviets have several distinct advantages: they are mud closer
to the Persian Gulf as the crow flies (roughly !,5C D vs. 7,000 nm for 
airlift purposes); their initial forces could arrive earlier; and they 
have a substantial number of light forces at a high level of readiness-- 
7 airborne divisions in particular. However, the US also has important 
advantages, including: aircraft carriers; more reliable SLOCs that are
unlikely to be closed by political or military factors; more ef-ective 
long-range airlift and refueling; the probable ability to achieve air 
superiority in the region of interest; more flexible tacair units; and a 
great deal of operational experience with airlift.

Figure 3 shows buildup rates for an illustrativi: Persian-Gulf 
scenario in which US forces are lifted Into Saudi Arabia, and Soviet 
forces are lifted into Iraq. The figure is based on a number of very 
important assumptions, including: that there is no other conflict in 
progress; that neither side interdicts the forces of the other; that 
the Soviets do not move overland through Iran; and that both sides: (1)
begin operations at the same time using a combination of airlift and 
sealift; (2) bring in a balanced combination of forces (and support) 
Including light infantry, mechanized or armored units, and tacair; and 
(3) make use of all appropriate airlift assets (including CRAF Stage 3 
for the US). The figure ignores potential limitations such as inade­
quate POL storage at enroute bases, inefficiencies at crowded bases, 
and initial delays in the implementation of CRAF plans. As a result, 
the figure presents upper-bound buildup rates for both sides.

SfCftEI—
11 ,
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U5 AND SOVIET BUILDUP OF GROUND FORCES 
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(Assumes Soviets Do Not Bring Ground Forces Through Iran)
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(S^ The principal conclusions from our illustrative analysis of airlift 

/^nd sealift capabilities are:

9 During the first 30 days of crisis in the Persian Gulf, 
the US would probably be able to project by air and sea 
more and more powerful ground forces than would the 
Soviets, now and In 1985.

I Further, during the same 30-day period, the US would 
project 4 Air-Force and 2 Navy tacair wings (432 air- 
craH), by contrast with the Soviets who would project 
only about 2 tacair divisions (272 aircraft). Because 
the US would have air superiority, the Soviets would need 
tacair support such as SAMs.

■ Only after sealift began to arrive could the Soviets 
begin to enjoy more fully the benefits of proximity.
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a Soviet sea lift capabilities would be sensitive to the 

availability of the Turkish straits, and either the Suez 
canal or a land route through Syria.

a US naval forces would be far more capable th-in their 
Soviet counterparts.

a Soviet LOCs are potentially very vulnerable.

(5^ These conclusions suggest an overall US advaniage in air- and sea- 
dift capability, and convey a different impression than studies that 
focus on abstract hardware-limited "capabilities." Such studies tend to 
overestimate Soviet operational capabilities, utilization rates, and 
willingness to deploy vulnerable and unsupported forces. On the other 
hand, comparing US and Soviet projection capabilities in the abstract 
has its own dangers and It is important to post some caveats:

f The role of Iraq is critical: in scenarios such as Iraq 
plus Soviet projection forces against Saudi Arabia plus 
US projection forces, overall force ratios would be very 
unfavorable to the US.

• If we had simultaneous crises In Europe and the Persian 
Gulf, our buildup in the latter region would be delayed 
for at least 1 1/2 - 2 weeks at a point where time could 
be critical.

a Under certain circumstances (probably inc uding a Soviet 
judgement that the US would not resiond), the Soviets 
might be willing to move their airbcrne divisions without 
much support. If so, they could mo\e about 6 such 
divisions (about 3 Armored Division Equivalents) In 
about 2-3 weeks; the US could not ma :ch this type of 
deployment, particularly if the two ;ides used only 
military airlift, and particularly i- the Soviets had 
a head start because of US failure t(* act on early 
indicators.

e The Soviets could benefit greatly if they could pie- 
position tacair and tacair support such as S.\Ms, ir 
if they could move overland through Iran (al :hougl 
the principal effect of the overland access light be 
after the first month).

• The analysis exaggerates the probable real-world speed 
of buildups (for both sides). Thus, the build-up times 
quoted should not be used In other contexts.
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Reconmendations (U}

J6?]’51,’12 Prt’Jectior> capabilities depend sensitively upon a plethora 
Of detaiTs tl.at must be addressed in prior planning and exercises. At 
present, US projection capabilities relative to those of the Soviets for 
Persian Gulf scenarios in which Iraq is not an opponent may be adequate 
from the standpoint of equipment, but we should move as feasible toward;

pre-positioning equipment and consumables in the Persian 
Gulf or Middle East (including Egypt and Israel) if we 
can do so without unduly jeopardizing NATO capabilities

creating adequate POL stocks at enroule air bases

improving the capability of US contingency forces to 
operate effectively in the climates of the Persian Gulf

improving the infrastructure and liaisons essential to ■ 
efficient rapid buildups of strength

™intaining or improving US and allied threats to Soviet

assuring or improving our access to enroute bases, 
especially in Spain, Lajes and Israel, and our ability to 
use equipment from NATO bases.

increasing the visibility of US presence and comniitments 
(including options for year-round carrier presence and 
exercises to show projection capability).

The first point could be especially important as a hedge aoain«t simul­
taneous wars, difficulties in implementing CRAF and a Sovln head-start 
in crisis; it could be critical in conflicts involving Iraq.

V. SOVIET INVASION OF IRAN (U)

•A. THE THREAT (U)

(U) The prospect of a Soviet invasion of Iran is in some ways 
analogous to the prospect of a Soviet attack on NATO; the invasion is 
not probable at present, but it would be extremely serious to US interests 
should it occur. The problem is not merely preserving Iran's Inde- 
pendence, but the fact that if the Soviet Union held a strong position 
cn the Persian Gulf, it could threaten the oil supply of the Western 
v.orid and cause major realignments, regionally and worldwide.
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(U) The Soviets might invade Iran in order to seize a historical
opportunity such as civil chaos in Iran to alter suddenly the worldwide 
balance. Alternatively, they might create a Persian-Gulf crisis to 
divert the West if there were a crisis between NATO and the Warsa* Pact, 
or between the Soviet Union and China.

The Iranian revolution has probably increased the likelinood 
of a Soviet invasion (although the probability is still low in absolute- 
terms): the risk to the Soviets has been lowered since Iran's m11itar>
is in disarray and Iran is no longer working closely with the US. More­
over, if civil war erupts as a result of separatist movements or in 
response to an increasingly reactionary Islamic government, the Soviets 
might intervene under guise of a "peacekeeper" or to support a radical 
political faction.

B. SCENARIOS (U)

In principle, the Soviets could invade Iran in two ways: with
blitz tactics designed to bring about a sudden collapse of the defense 
and the Iranian government, or by mounting a more deliberate and con­
ventional invasion. Soviet doctrine and practices, including their 
tactics in the 1941 invasion of Iran and the 1945 Invasion of Manchuria, 
indicate that they would strongly prefer the former approach. Such an 
invasion could involve: (1) quick seizure of mountain barriers;-(2) 
disruption in major cities; (3) early use of airborne forces to capture 
major airbases and C3 centers (and possibly strategic points along the 
Persian Gulf itself—e.g.. Bandar Abbas); and (4) a concerted Effort to 
move forces through the mountains quickly in crder :o establish LOCs 
with the advance forces.

A sudden seizure of Iran would be the wor* t case from the US 
'point of view, primarily because even if there were an Iranian request 

for assistance from the US, the operation might be nearly complete 
before the US could respond in force. If unimpeded, the Soviets could 
move about IS armored division equivalents to Tehran within 45 days.
With this and the some 700 aircraft they would have in the region (not 
including PVO air-defense aircraft), they would be -‘n a very powerful 
position In northern Iran. It is less clear how qu'ckly they cou/ld mov! 
to the Gulf Itself in strength, although they could emplace airbo-ne 
forces there early if they doubted that the US coul mount an effective 
response.

C. POSSIBLE US STRATEGIES (U)

Although it 1s now clear that the Iranians will not soon be 
able to contribute effectively to their own defense, and that joint US- 
Iranian planning will be unlikely for some time, Iran's independence 
remains a matter of potentially vital Interest to tie US. In planning 
and programming for the defense of Iran, or of Iran's Persian Gulf 
coast, we must recognize the wide range of possible scenarios. The 
three principal and interrelated variables here are:

APR 2-L?on;.
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1. Warning time: would the US be able to move forces 
into Iran well before the invasion began?
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Participation of Iranians and Allies: even a la^e
air?,-f?w^eCi5i?n ask for he1P and al,ow to use 
airfields and local transportation could be critical,

Northern vs. southern defense; would we try to stop 
the Soviets in the North or South?

Jfl ,• *e kav! not ottempted to assess US strateqies and form 
pre-re^?utlonnanna1' SinCe the lran1an '‘evolution occurred (and the

In Iran (or theI!^rsia^hGuU)!taidndet^^^

may depend only upon making the risks and costs 
of adventurism high.

■ Any ground defense of Iran must exploit the extremely 
mountamous terrain along the Soviet border €XZreme1y 
^ the similar terrain along the northwest-southeast 
diagonal. Unless the mountains can be exploited 
or substantial assistance can be obtained from allies, 
the Soviets will surely prevail easily because of 
their large advantage over us in ground forces 
(roughly 5:1 in ADEs even if they'use only regional
forc^ and a l0W US t0 brin9 ln 0Ur COntin5enc^
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J P^^ln^ip]e, a deterrent based on mountain -defense 
should be feasible--especially if the objective is 
to guarantee delays and casualties for the attacker. 
There are only 4 major roads from the Soviet Union 
into Iran, and all routes are highly vulnerable to 
demolition, interdiction with tacair, and/or blocking 
actions in which the defense can temporarily stand 
up against much larger forces, etc.

Defense in the northern mountains would be strongly 
preferable, especially if the Iranians participated, 
and especially if hostilities had not yet begun.

A southern defense might be the only feasible 
strategy for the US in some scenarios. However, the 
Persian Iranians might have little Incentive to help 
If we abandoned the politically and historically 
important areas In the North. Furthennore, the 
Soviets might be able to cross the mountains in the 
northwest to enter Iraq, and with Iraqi assistance 
they could then move directly to the Persian Gulf 
readily.

In some scenarios, it might be appropriate to use 
our airlift to build up quickly a very large tacalr 
force, and to delay introduction of ground forces.
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^ ^ A ■ * I .• TheHranians could mount a substantial deterrent 
with a smaller and less sophisticated (less west­
ernized) army than existed under the Shjh. The 
principal ingredients would be light and mobile 
ground forces specially trained for defense in 
mountains.

The study examines the US ability to move forces into Iran, 
ano^concludes that:

US forces are neither trained nor equipped for 
effective operations in mountainous terrain (in 
Iran» Oman, or elsewhere).

The defender is at a disadvantage in mountain war­
fare unless his forces are used in ways very different 

■ from those applicable in n NATO/PACT conflic:.

Obtaining substantial assistance from allies would 
be both reasonable to expect and critical for an 
Iranian scenario. Candidates include Turkey, Israel, 
Egypt, France, Britain and Australia.

To prevail in an Iranian scenario we might have to 
threaten or make use of tactical nuclear weapons.
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Recommendations (U)

^S'3'^The Iranian scenario is in many respects a worst case, especially 
if it occurs simultaneously with a NATO/PACT conflict. It is not clear 
that we can expect to deal effectively with a Soviet invasion should it 
occur. However, because the demands for deterrence may be within our 
grasp, and because events In the region may well move in more favorabl'* 
directions in the future, we should:

Equip and train forces for mountain defen-ie. emphasizi-ig 
a combination of tacair; armored forces to block exits 
from mountains; and light infantry. Marines and altitude- 
capable helicopter forces for fluid warfare in the 
mountains themselves.

Solve practical mobility problems (e.g., inadequate 
preplanning) to allow us to move forces to the Persian 
Gulf at a schedule limited by strategic lift assets.
Table 1 illustrates a deployment that might be adequate 
if we had assistance of the Iranians and allies.

Consider fundamentally different strategies for scenarios 
in which we do not have the warning time nor early 
assistance from allies to make defense in the mountains 
practical. Such strategies would probably entail 
early use of very large tacair contingents (e.g., 13 
Air Force tacair wings, 2 carrier air wings, and 30 
B-52s).

17
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Table

ILLUSTRATIVE DEPLOYMENT OF U.S. FORCES TO IRAN a/ (U)
Initial Increment Arrival Time Mode

4 TFW M+7 Air

82d Abn 1st 6de 5 Air
2d Bde 8 Air3D Bde 9 Air

Combat support 9 Air S SeaMAP 1st Bde n Sea
Armored brigade 16

«l w|*

AirMAF 2d Bde 19 SeaAir Cav Combat Bde 21 AirMAF 3d Bde 29
rill

Sea
Combat Service support 39-48

w w u
S ea

Mechanized division 40 Sea

AOEs

Follow-on Force b/

MAF
Infantry division 
Airmobile division 
Mechanized division

Total

50
63-75
78-82
82-87

Sea
Sea
Sea
Sea

.23

.23

.23

.10

.32
.27
.32
.30
,32

.82

.65

.50

.57

.82
05

5.99
—( . deployment schedule optimistically assumes that the U S 

call5 uP/eserve airlift crews, and activates Stage 
111 CRAF, simultaneously with Soviet tnobllization. It also assumes no 
problCTS of access, basing or hostile actions en route, and no delays 
In activating reserve support forces. The times quoted should be 
reoarded not as best estimates, but as measures of potential capability.

b/ Deployment of the follow-on force would impinge somewhat on 
existing commitments to NATO.
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PREFACt: PURPOSC, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY
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This study is an initial response to the December 3. 1977 SecDef 
request for an analysis of force requirements for contingencies outside 
Europe, with emphasis on the three areas examined in PD-IB: The Middle 
East, Persian Gulf, and Korea. The study concentrates on the Persian 
Gulf because of its importance to the United States and its major 
allies, because Persian Gulf contingencies would probably be the most 
demanding on our resources, and because of the paucity of existino 
studies on this subject.

Purpose and Scope. The objectives of the overall study on the 
Persian Gulf region are threefold: to assess the emerging threat
environment, including the potential role of the Soviet Union; to 
analyze relevant capabilities of the United States and its allies; and 
to identify useful changes in the Defense Prooram. This paper. Part 1 
of the overall study, addresses the first two'issues, while Part II 
will address changes to the Defense Prooram. Part II should be 
completed by the end of 1979,

(U) The Baseline of Knowledoe. There is no current consensus among the 
major Industrial countries, let alone the local Middle Eastern powers, 
about the most likely and most serious threats to the region. Mutual 
suspicions and paranoia contribute to the lack of consensus among 
regional states. This may be changing as increased Soviet activity in 
Africa, the Arabian peninsula and Afghanistan reinforces tradional 
fears of Russian and Communist influence; but aside from the military 
operations in Onan, there has been little overt defense cooperation 
amono the non-radical Gulf states.

(U) Our planning for the Persian Gulf must not only proceed without the 
kind of consensus that has slowly been achieved with our European 
allies, It must also deal with a much wider ranoe of potential scenarios: 
indeed, we can not even be sure who will be the enemy of whom. Because 
of this, the present study examines a range of hypothetical but plausible 
contingencies without focusing on any particular one. Since shifts 
in alliances can take place quickly, we should base defense planning 
not on any particular scenario, but on the desire to be able to cope 
with the types of crisis that appear plausible and important.

(U) The Revolution in Iran. Most of this analysis was completed before 
the overthrow of the Shah of Iran in December 1978. Although the 
sections on Iran have been rewritten subsequently, it is not possible 
now to predict with any confidence what the future holds for Iran. It 
is clear that the revolution has had three serious consequences for 
LI.S. policy: (1) Iran is no longer willing or able to play the role of
a pro-Western regional balancer; (2) the recent civil chaos may encourage 
Soviet adventurism in Iran or, more likely, may give the Soviets the 
opportunity to gain influence in Iran by stimulating conflicts among the
many ethnic groups there; and (3) Iraq is now the pre-eminent regional 
power. _ 3
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SECTION I
THE STRATEGIC STAKES IN THE PERSIAN GULF (U)

A. U.S. AND ALLIED INTERESTS IN THE PERSIAN GUI F (11)

(U) The United States and its major industrial allies have a vital 
‘and growing slake in the physical security of the Persian Gulf region.
This interest derives primarily, but not exclusively, from the importance 
of Persian Gulf oil supplies. Although some industric«l countries, e.g., 
Britain and Norway, may be able to diminish or eliminite their dependence 
upon this oil, the interdependence of the western economic system means 
that no country or group of countries could successfuUy insulate itself 
from the adverse economic and political effects that would occur if the 
Gulf oil. flow were abruptly curtailed.

Jtsf OECD demand for oil is projected to be about 53 million barrels 
per day (MB/D) by 1985. Imports will constitute 35 ME/D of this total, 
of which 22.5 MB/D will have to come from the Persian Gulf. (See Table 1.) 
This estimate, like all others in the energy field, is based upon certain 
assumptions about growth rates and unemployment that could change.

Table 1-1 (S)

1977 AND 1985 OECD PERSIAN GULF OIL DEMANDS (U)

P.G.
Imports

MB/D

1977
1 of 
Total 

Imports

% o1
Total
Demand

P.6.
Imports
MB/D

1985 
% o1 
Total 

Imports

% of
Total
Demand

U.S. & Canada 3.3 35? 16? 6.5 60? 29?

Western Europe 8.0 61? 56? 10.0 70? 53?

Japan 3.9 71? 70? 6.0 69? 68?

15.2 54? 38? 22.5 67? 45?

There is no certainty that major oil exporters will be willing 
or able to meet the 35 MB/D demand in 1985. Worldwide oil shortages 
in the early l9B0s have been predicted under some conditions by the 
CIA and other forecasting agencies. If this occurs, it could mean 
higher oil prices, reduced economic activity and increased unemployment 
resulting in reduced oil demands. Other forecasters are more optimistic 
In their assessments, citing slowing OECD economic growth, more successful 
fuel conservation and substitution efforts and anticipated new oil find's 
--particularly in third world countr1es--as the harbinger of balanced 
supply-demand functions throughout the 1980s. It is important to note 
that even optimistic changes on the margin, which could have a signifi­
cant impact on future oil prices, will not quickly change the share of 
Persian Gulf production In the overall supply. New and as yet unidentified 
oil finds, even if they appear, will take time to develop. Thus, at
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least through the 1980s, the strategic importance of Persian Gulf oil ;o 
the West will not significantlj' diminish, although it may not grow as 

, much as the figures in Table 1 suggest.

(U) While a total cut-off of this oil would clearly be disastrous.
It IS important to note that there are different types and levels of 
threats to oil supplies--each of which has different implications for 
the West. These threats differ both In their seriousness and in the 
role, If any, that military force may play in deterring or preventing 
them. These differences count in weighing the potential value of U.S. 
military capabilities for Persian Gulf continoencies. For example, it 
would be wrong to say that the United States cannot afford any inter­
ruption in the vital flow of oil from the Persian Gulf. Interruptions 
that are only temporary or partial may not affect vital interests* 
moreover, military force may be able to do nothing to prevent them Jt 
would be equally wrong to say that security of Persian Gulf oil supplies 
IS not a military problem because even a total cut-off of Gulf oil would 
not affect the first few months of a NATO war. If the Soviets con­
trolled the Dll production of the Persian Gulf, they would have an 
instrument of pressure that could bring about the collapse of NATO with- 
ou t a wa r.
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4. ? £*istinction must be made between the peacetime economic
eitects 01 oil embargoes, a slowdown or price hikes, and the wartime 
implication of oil shortages for war production and military operations:

Military fuel requirements in both war and peace con­
stitute a very small proportion of total demand (NATO 
wartime needs are estimated at 2.2 MB/D). It is believed 
that the demand for military fuel in wartime could be 

. adequately met under almost any combination of cut-offs 
If proper priorities were established.

NATO's industrial mobilization potential. An important 
deterrent to Soviet aggressive action is probably the 
belief that NATO's superior economic resources would 
spell ultimate defeat for the Soviets unless they could 
achieve decisive results quickly. Jf the Soviets thought 
that they could deny us access to Persian Gulf oil, the 
deterrent effect of U.S. and allied economic advantages 
would diminish. This could increase Soviet willingness 
to undertake probes of NATO weaknesses, to attempt to 
pressure NATO with a massive force mobilization, or even 
to launch a major attack.

The peacetime effects of a severe oil disruption could be 
quite substantial, although there might be no direct
eff!Ct 0?nJn)tar>' capability. By a conservative estimate, 
perhaps 20X of the GNP of OECD countries would be lost if 
al] Persian Gulf production were cut off, and a sudden
nn??t.>aiNP.0f thi.s magnitude could produce economic and 
political chaos. However, smaller interruptions for 
short periods of time might be absorbed with little 
noticeable impact.
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(U) A second distinction must be made between temporary and
prolonged oil cutoffs. Under International Energy Association (KA) 
rules, each member country must maintain 70 days of oil stocks based 
on net imports in the previous calendar year. This will increase 
automatically to 90 days by 1 January 19B0. The U.S. is working to­
ward a Strategic Petroleum Reserve (5PR) of one billion barrels that is 
supposed to be in place by 1984-1985. Japan has recently decided to 
speed up its strategic oil stockpiling program and, by 1985, should 
have 100 days reserve on hand.

(U) A major difficulty in estimating usable stockpile levels
is the determination of the number of days of consumption tied up in 
working stocks. Accurate estimates of the quantity of petroleum crude 
and products needed for refining feedstocks and to fill the transportation 
networks are not available. Estimates run from a low of 20-25 days in 
the U.S. to 40-45 days in Western Europe. An overall average of about 
30 days is probably reasonable. Thus, temporary supply interruptions 
could be absorbed by stockpiles, particularly if only a portion of the 
supply were lost or if there were accompanying consumption cutbacks.

(U) A third important distinction must be made between the denial
of Persian Gulf oil and the direct or indirect control of Persian Gulf 
oil by an adversary. Denial of oil would immediately force the oil 
consumers to adopt stringent conservation measures and institute new, 
far-reaching policies to prevent a collapse of the Western economic^ 
system. Control of oil by hostile powers, and particularly the Soviet 
Union, would not necessarily mean denial but rather potential denial, 
placing the oil consumers at the mercy of governments with aims hostile to 
U.S. interests. Jn the extreme case of Soviet control of Gulf oil, 
it is doubtful whether U.S. alliances with NATO and Japan could survive.

(U) Finally, there is a difference between direct and indirect
control. The problem of direct Soviet control over oil resources still 
seeois remote; the problem of indirect influence may already be with us.
To the degree that the Soviet Union or Soviet clients, can threaten the 
security of Saudi Arabia or other vulnerable oil producers, it acquires 
some influence over their production and pricing policies. How that 
influence can be used, and in what cirsumstances, will depend partly 
on which countries are Involved. Soviet influence over an Iranian 
or Iraqi government hostile to Saudi Arabia would obviously have more 
effect than their present influence over South Yemen's ability to 
foment guerrilla wars in North Yemen, Onan, or Saudi Arabia itself.

(U) Hot only do the various potential threats to U.S. interests
differ in their importance, they also differ in the degree to which 
they can be countered by military means. Perhaps the most important 
point is that military means can do little to prevent countries from 
reducing or restricting their own oil production, since the use of 
military force to break an embargo or production cutback would run 
a high risk of causing a much larger interruption in the oil flow. 
Moreover, as long as the major oil. producers have an interest in
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E. SOVIET OBJECTIVES AND CONCERNS IK THE PERSIAN GULF (U) 
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can be argued that given the inherent caution of at least the present 
Soviet leadership, it would be tempted to undertake such an escalation 
only if: (a) it were convinced a general war with the West was inevi­
table: (b) it faced a crisis in East Europe or with China and needed 
some way to create a diversion for the western nations; or (c) some 
wild-card event occurred, such as a radical coup in Iran or Saudi 
Arabia, giving the Soviet Union a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to 
strategically ouUnaneuver the West.

(U) Some argue that because the Soviet Union has higher military
priorities in the European and China theaters, its leaders would be 
unwilling to risk a military confrontation in the Gulf area. However, 
in circumstances where a war with the West seemed likely, a Soviet 
invasion of the Persian Gulf might seem less risky than a direct 
attack on NATO and yet might promise a fundamental change in the balance 
of power. If the Soviets were to attempt to seize Persian Gulf oil 
supplies, we would be faced with a choice of expanding the war or 
dealing with the Soviets in the Persian Gulf alone. Since our non­
nuclear options- in Europe and elsewhere are sharply limited, we might 
be forced to accept the challenge in the Persian Gulf. We should try 
to make sure that the Soviets have no reasonable grounds to think that 
the risks of a Persian Gulf war can be undertaken lightly.

(U) Other, less dramatic objectives of Soviet foreign policy in
the Gulf would be to undercut U.S. presence and influence in the area. 
Ideally, the Soviets would like the countries south of their border to 
be friendly and responsive to Soviet preferences and assume for itself 
the former British role of protector and arbiter. They would also 
undoubtedly like greater access to Persian Gulf oil and a parallel 
increase in invesynent of Persian Gulf capital in the Soviet Union.
They would also like to establish military support facilities in the 
region and deny the U.S. comparable rights. Short of military 
intervention, they would like to create a presence and degree of 
influence in the Persian Gulf so that Europe and Japan perceived a 
Soviet potential—politically and militarily--to influence oil supplies.

C. HISTORICAL DIGRESSION: GREAT POWER RIVALRY IN PERSIA (U)

(IJ) Although defense planners do not normally concern themselves
with history, a brief synopsis of the long history of great power 
rivalry in the region is useful because:

This history is still alive in the consciousness of many
Iranians, and perhaps also for some Russian decision­
makers :
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Historical experience--particularly the Anglo-Russian 
invasion of Iran in 1941 and the British plans for the 
defense of the Gulf--is the only source of empirical 
data on large-scale military operations in that part 
of the world.

The reader who is impatient with history is urged to read section C-4 
on British and Russian operations in Iran during World War 11.

1. Prior to World War 1 (U)

(U) From the earliest times the Persian Gulf region has had
great strategic importance to the powers of the day because of its 
Geographical position. During the twentieth century Persian Gulf oil 
added a new and global dimension to the strategic equation. Although 
the United States has only recently assumed a primary strategic interest 
in the Gulf, Russian and British military activity in the region goes 
back hundreds of years.

(U) During the nineteenth century Russian leaders displayed
great interest in the regions to their south. This was a period of 
major expansion of the Russian Empire in the Caucasus and in Central 
Asia. As can be seen in Figures lA and IB, many Russian annexations 
look place fairly late in the nineteenth century. Several were at the 
expense of Persia. After the Russian capture of Khiva in 1873, the 
Russians declared the whole region north of Persia to be under their 
control. The Shah was prepared to dispute sovereignty over northern 
Turkoman with British support, but the British were unwilling to 
provide it.

(U) However, Russian expansion to the south inevitably created
problems for Britain, whose leaders regarded such activity as a threat 
to British power in India and the Middle East. Russian leaders realized 
that the> could threaten India merely by posturing along their borders 
with Persia and Agfhanistan. Britain regarded these two countries 
as vital buffer states and was particularly worried by Russian ambitions 
in Persia. For example, the following quotations from Lord Curzon, later 
to become Viceroy of India, were written In the 1880s and reflect the 
particular "hard line" which those who were suspicious of Russian 
motives held during this period:

Russia regards Persia as a power that may 
temporarily be tolerated, that may require 
sometimes to be honored or carressed, but 
that in the long run is irretrievably 
doomed... It would be safe to assert that 
no Russian statesman or officer of the 
general staff would pen a report upon Russian 
policy towards Persia... that did not Involve 
as a major premise the Russian annexation of 
the provinces of Azerbaijan, Gilan, MazanHoran, 
and Khorasan.
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- But Russia's appetite for territorial aggrandisement 
does not stop here. She... yearns for an outlet 
upon the Persian Gulf and in the Indian Ocean ... a 
design to shake the influence of Great Britain in 
South Persia, to dispute the control of the Indian 
seas and to secure the long sought base for naval 
operation in the east. This can be accornplished 
in either of two directions--by a war with Turkey 
and the capture of Baghdad, or by a semi-peaceful 
advance through Persia to the Gulf. Of these 
processes the second is the more hopeful and the 

. less risk...

(U) During the nineteenth century, when British itnperial
power was at its peak, British strategy was to oppose Russian ambitions 
in the south and, if necessary, use force to do so. However, the trauma 
of the Boer War (1899*1903) meant the end of "splendid isolation" and 
the search for new diplomatic accoimiodatlons with former enemies such 
as Russia and France. British vulnerability during the Boer War was 
correctly perceived by Russia. Thus, Czar Nicholas 11 wrote to his 
sister on October 21, 1899:

You know, my dear, that 1 am not proud, but it is 
nevertheless, pleasant to think that it is entirely 
up to me to decide the ultimate course of the war 
in South Africa. The reason is very simple: all
I need do is to telegraph orders to all the troops 
in Turkestan to mobilize and advance to the border. 
That is alll No fleet in the world, however strong, 
can prevent us from striking at England at her most 
vulnerable point. But the time for this is not yet 
ripe: we are not yet sufficiently prepared for
serious action, chiefly because Turkestan is not 
yet connected with the interior of Russia by an 
unbroken railway line. I have let myself go, but 
you will understand that there are times when one's 
innermost yearnings thrust themselves into the light 
of day and when one cannot resist putting them 
into words.

(U) The need to seek acconmodation with Russia over Persia
was enhanced by the extensive influence Russia already had acquired In 
the northern part of the country. When Curzon asked one of the Shah's 
ministers what had impressed him most about England and about Europe 
during his travels there, the minister replied; "The number of the great 
industrial towns" in the first, and "the number of Russian soldiers" 
in the second. After a vi^it to St. Petersburg in 1878, the Shah brought 
back General Kosagovsky to organize a Persian Cossack Brigade that was 
to be one of the main arms of Russian influence in Persia for 40 years. 
Since Russia could not afford to build railways for its own purposes 
in Persia, a promise was extracted from the Shah in 1890 that no one 
else would be allowed to construct them, so that there were no rail­
roads in Persia in 1914 when World War I began. During the 1890s,
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rumors abounded of Russian efforts to get a port at BancfaP 
the Russian naval presence in the area in 1900-1901 far exceeded Britain's 
"The independence of Persia," said Britain's foreign minister Edward 
Grey, "is a phrase."

(U) Since there was no serious British hope of stopping
Russia in north or even central Persia, Curron, who had now become 
viceroy of India, wanted to partition Persia to secure the essential 
southeastern regions. The partition of Persia was an essential element 
of the Anglo-Russian Entente in 1907. Persia was divided into three 
spheres: Russian down to Isfahan and Ya2d, British in Baluchistan, and a
neutral sphere in between including the Gulf shore. (See Figure 2.) 
Anglo-Russian relations were strained almost irrmediately, however, 
when the Russians supported the Shah in dissolving the Parliament and 
suppressing a revolution (from which much of present-day Shiite hostility 
to the monarchy dates).

(U) The discovery of major oil sources in Persia and Iraq
at this period further increased the area's importance to Britain and 
the need to avoid conflict with Russia. An immediate reason for this 
was the decision in 1911 by Winston Churchill and the Admiralty to 
switch from coal lo oil as the primary fuel for the new generations of 
warships entering service with the Royal Navy. While Britain had 
unlimited sources of good coal and was in many ways the Saudi Arabia 
of coal in the early twentieth century, she had no indigenous oil 
sources. The three major oil producers prior to World War 1 were, in 
order, the United States, Russia and Mexico. Britain's reluctance 
to depend on these suppliers accelerated British efforts to seek secure 
access to the underdeveloped oil fields of Mesopotamia (Iraq) and-Persia. 
Thus, by the outset of World War I, geography and oil were emerging 
as point reasons for concern about the security of the Persian Gulf 
region. By now Russia also had a major interest in stability in Persia 
since its own oil fields nearby at Baku were becoming increasingly 
important and potentially vulnerable to attack from Turkey.

2. World War I (U)

(U) in May 1914 the Royal Navy concluded a contract with the
Anglo-Persian 011 Company for the supply of oil to British ships. Hopes 
that this would be followed by a rapid expansion of Persian oil fields 
and the refinery at Abadan were replaced by fears of a Turkish attack 
upon British oil. The Turks were based in Basra and Baghdad and one 
of their first efforts when war broke out was to attack the oil pipe­
line from the oil fields in the Zagros hills to Abadan. In parallel to 
the British effort to protect the oil in the southwest, Russia decided 
to occupy Azerbaijan to protect Baku from a Turkish attack.

(U) There was a considerable amount of fighting in Northern
Persian during the war. At various times Turkey, Russia and Britain 
occupied northern cities, Turkey having invaded Persia in 1915 and 1916. 
Between 1914-17 Britain and Russia cooperated to fight Turkey. All the 
external powers made use of dissident minorities in Persia and Caucasia 
to help their causes. Many of the pro-Turkish factions were well 
equipped with German arms and some had German officers attached to
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them. In 1917, a small British force under Major General Dunsterville 
of the Indian army was given orders to inarch from Qazvin to Baku to 
help the Russians who were threatened by both Turkish and German forces. 
However, the Manjil Pass on the Qazvin-Enzeli road was held by 3,000 to 
4,000 Oangall Irregulars under the command of a German major.
Dunsterville was able to break through the pass with a force of 1,200 
Cossacks, 4 horse-drawn guns, one squadron of hussars and a few armored
cars.

(U) After the revolution in 1917, Russian forces were with­
drawn, and Britain assumed responsibility for the protection of northern 
Iran. This eventually came to involve military support for White 
Russian forces in the Caucasus and the use of British naval forces 
against the Red Navy 1n the Caspian. On May 21, 1919, a British 
flotilla defeated a Bolshevik naval force at the battle of Alexandrovsk.

3. Between the World Wars (U)

(U) With the withdrawal of the British intervention forces
and the collapse of White resistance in Southern Russian, Bolshevik 
forces moved into northern Iran, initially setting up people's republics 
in some of the northern provinces. In 1921, Reza Khan, the commander of 
the Persian Cossacks and the father, of the present Shah of Iran, 
seized power In support of Parliament's refusal to ratify the Anglo- 
Fersian Treaty of 1919, and declared himself the new Shah. Like his 
contemporary, Ataturk, Reza Shah signed a "Friendship Treaty" with the 
Soviets. Under the terms of this 1921 treaty, the Soviet Union renounced 
all claims on Persian territory and In return won the right to intervene 
if Persia should be used by outside countries as a base for attacking 
Russia.

(U) Throughout the 1930s, Britain regarded the Middle East
as essential for the survival of the Empire. Oil from Egypt, Iraq and 
Iran was by now a vital component of the British econcmy for both peace 
and wartime conditions; control of the key access routes in the Middle 
East (Suez and the Persian Gulf) was essential for the protection of 
India, which could be threatened either by an attack on Egypt or upon 
Iran/Iraq.

(U) The legacy of World War II put Britain in a good position
to meet potential threats to its Middle Eastern interests. British 
troops occupied Palestine and Iraq under the League of Nations mandate.
In 1930 a treaty was signed with Iraq giving the latter independence but 
guaranteeing Britain military bases and the legal rights to intervene to 
protect its economic interests in the even of crisis.

4. World War 11 and its Aftermath (U)

(U) Immediately preceding World War II, the signing of the
Nazi-Soviet Pact raised once more the possibility of Russian threats 
to.Iran. The Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939 contained a secret protocol
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between Germany, Japan, Italy, and the USSR. 
Protocol II states:

Regarding Soviet ambitions,

“The Soviet Union declares that its territorial 
aspirations center south of the national territory 
of the Soviet Union in the direction of the Indian 
Ocean."

Before the German invasion of Russia in June 1941, British and french 
interest in curbing the flow of Soviet oil from the Caucasus to Germany 
heightened Soviet concerns about the British presence in Iraq and the 
French presence in Syria. ■ (At one point General Vleygand proposed bombing 
Soviet oil facilities at Baku and Batum from air bases in Syria.)

(u) . In the early days of World War U, the fortunes of the
British ping-ponged as they first defeated the Italians in North Africa 
and Abyssinia and then had to face the challenge of Rommel's Afrika 
Korps and the fall of Yugoslavia, Greece and Crete. In the wake of 
Mediterranean defeats a new disaster loomed as the pro-British regent in 
Iraq, Prince Abdul Illah, was deposed in a coup d'etat assisted by well- 
organized underground German agents operating throughout the Middle East. 
In response to this threat, Britain landed an expeditionary force, pre­
dominantly Indjian, in Iraq at Basra in the Gulf and sent troops in frwn 
the north from Palestine. A month later Britain sent forces into 
Syria to defeat the Vichy French and German agents. After some fairly 
intense fighting south of Habbaniya, the Iraqi insurgents sued for 
peace, and the regent was returned to power.

(u) In parallel to these events Rommel's troops had penetrated
Egypt and held the vital Halfaya pass, thereby threatening Egypt and 
isolating the British garrison at Tobruk in Libya. By the sufimer of 
1941, although Britain and Germany faced each other in the west along 
the North African littoral and Ronmel's forces posed a threat to Suez, 
the Middle Cast flanks in the north and east were relatively secure 
following the military operations in Iraq and Syria, The German invasion 
of Russia in June 1941 changed all this. Although the German advance 
into Russia meant less resources were available to assist Rorrmel's 
offensive into Egypt, the fears were now that the German armies would 
break through Southern Russia and occupy the Caucasus or Turkey, thereby 
setting the scene for an assault on Iran/Iraq.

a. The Anglo Invasion of Iran (U)

(u) With this fear in mind and the belief that Reza
Shah was pro-German, Britain and the Soviet Union, who were now allies, 
jointly invaded Iran on August 25, 1941. The Anglo-Russlan invasion 
was swift and effective. The Russians attacked across five points
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along the northern frontier with armored and infantry columns; their 
routes of entry were as follows (see also Figure 3):

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Tiflis - Jolfa - Tabrit - Zanjan - Oazvin
Baku - Pahlavi - Rasht - Qazvin
Gorgan -Shahrud
Bajgiran - Mashhad
Sarakhs - Mashhad

The Russian advance was accompanied by aerial and naval bombardment of 
several northern cities including Tabriz, Bandar Pahlevi and Mashhad 
and Teheran.

(U) The British attacked with two separate forces:

3. Baghdad - Khanagin - Kermanshah (General Slim).

2. Basra - Abadan - Khoramshahr - Bandar Shapur 
(General Harvey).

(U) There was little determined opposition to either (
invasion force although the Iranians could probably have delayed Slim s 
advance if they had been prepared to fight at the Pal Tak Pass. The 
road to Kermanshah from the Iraqi border rises steeply into the pass, 
and it is a formidable obstacle. As Slim put U, It looked as if a 
handful of men could hold It against an army rr.any times the size of 
mine." However, Slim discovered that Pai Tak could be bypassed using 
a rough track covering the escarpment some 20 miles further south.
Slim decided to send his armored column by the track 
Persian forces in the pass and to assault the pass Infantry.
After overcorriing some opposition they reached Shahabad, behind the 
Persian defense. Outmaneuvered, the Persian defenders abandoned 
their positions.
(U) The other British force.under General Harvey moved
into Abadan from Basra and swiftly occupied the refinery, the town-- 
and the ports of Korramshahr and Bandar-Shapur. They faced sotc 
opposition from the Iranian forces and suffered a few casualties.

/y\ Of special interest is the Soviet attack on
Khorasan province. On August 26, between 5:00-7:30 a.m., Soviet 
aircraft attacked Mashhad airport and barracks. Six aircraft were 
put out of action. The Iranian troops garrisoned in Mashhad were sent 
to the northwest along the road to Ouchan since it was assumed that 
the Russians would advance along the Ashkhabad-Ouchan road. Late 
that night the troops who had been sent to Quchan returned In panic, 
many chanced into civilian clothes and fled to the south. The 
immediate'reason was that by the time the troops had approached Q^han, 
the Russians were already there. Secondary reasons were poor leader­
ship and the ingrained fear of the local conscripts of the raiders 
from the north. Many of the officers requisitioned the trucks and 
gasoline and drove south also.
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ANGLO-SOVIET INVASION OF IRAN: AUGUST 1941

The Middle East

^f '►.I

ScA

Egypt

* t* NtMWBlAfc

Ethiopia
Somalia

6o«'«■«>> tvptMMsIwn • 
apa aa(vtt«nl|

iVh- V.

UKiSiFe



Mpihh^H ThA ■ . On August 29, Russian troops began to arrive in
n ,Ih eSt!ln? P01nt is that they came from the east--from 

Sarakhs not Ouchon--and hence the Iranians were taken completely bv
tiirPD1Se: ^S'rakhs 15 at the apex of two strategic roads, built by
Miirnfl^?nS 'n Jhe ate nineteenlh century, which connect with the 
railroad term-nals at Kushka and Kary.)

(I1).
experience:

n[iCLAS5:'F'P-^‘

APR 2 5 200'
Cniei. Oeciass fo 
~»ir. & Sec. D'v. wH.

b.

Several important points can be noted in the 1941

Access to the key strategic areas of Iran 
from the Soviet Union and Iraq is relatively 
easy if only disorganized or weak resistance 
is present. The Soviet Union has oood lines 
of communication up to both the northwest and 
northeast borders and has coirmand of the 
Caspian Sea. from the West, Iran is vulnerable 
along two major approaches from Iraq: along 
the main road from Baghdad to Kermanshah, 
and from Basra to the oil refineries and port 
facilities in and around Abadan.

During the 1941 campaign, both Britain and 
the Soviet Union exploited these avenues of 
invasion very quickly. The Russian infantry 
forces, for instance, reached f4ashhad from 
Sarakhs in three days.

The morale of the Iranian forces in 1941 was 
very low, especially among those forces facing 
the Russians. The officer corps exercised 
poor leadership; the conscripts greatly feared 
the Russians, in part because of the heritage 
and culture of violence in the northern 
provinces. Ironically, the Iranians fought 
better against the British in 1941, even though 
they much preferred them as a potential occupyina 
power.

Considerable panic was caused among the civilian 
population of those Iranian cities that were 
briefly bombed by the Russians in 1941, This 
was especially apparent in Mashhad.

British War Plans for the Defense of Northwestern
Persia (1942)

1 1 ln ttle sPrin9 of 1942 Germany launched a major
furp^nfVfhfi the Ru!? tront wUh a main 0bJect^ve being the cap- 
Sh ^a“':a!us °11 fields. From the Caucasus the German forces 
would be in position to attack Turkey and Persia. At the same time -
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Rommel’s offensive in Libya was under way and the fall of Egypt to 
this Axis seemed a possibility. General Auchinleck, the Convnander in 
Chief of the British Middle East force, feared that his forces would 
be so thinly spread through the huge Middle East theater that he would 
not be able to simultaneously regain the offensive in the Western 
Desert and hold Northern Persia.

(U) On the assumption he would have to take the
offensive in the Western Desert. Auchinleck drew up plans for the 
defense of Persia in the event that the Genrans attacked from the 
Caucasus. The objective of course, was "to ensure the security of our 
bases, ports, oil supplies and refineries in Iraq and Persia.’1* It is 
worth setting out Auchinleck's plan to some detail in view of the fact 
that: (a) Britain had Important priorities elsewhere in the Western 
Desert and the Far East, and (b) the objective in Persia was to secure 
Southern Iran and Iraq, against a German armored attack:

'‘Intention. Should an attack from the 
Caucasus develop, I intend from the start to 
stop the enefT\y as far forward as possible.
The enemy will not in any event be allowed to 
establish himself south of the general line 
Pahlavi - Kasvin - Hamadan - Senna - Saqqez - 
Rowenduz Gorge. (See Figure 4.)

Method -- delay will be imposed on the enemy by:

(a) Moving lioht forces with the utmost speed 
to the line of the River Araxes (Aras) 
between the Caspian Sea and the Turkish 
frontier with a view to ensuring the 
demolition of all the tridaes over the 
river and to act as a screen to cover our 
concentration forward.

(b) Covering, as long as possible, the 
aerodromes in the area Pahlavi - Tehran - 
Hamadan.

(c) By thorough demolitions -- and by early 
evacuation of valuable war materials.

(d) By holdina positions in country unsuited 
to A.F.Vs astride his main lines of 
advance.11

(Italics added.)

*GHQ, MEF. Operation Instruction #118, Operation in Persia. 19 
Hay 1942 In Operations in the Middle East from 1 Novmeber 1941 to 15 
August 1942.
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(U)
dctions were to be taken:

As a result of these orders, the following

"(a) Preparation and stocking of airfields.

(b) Preparation of defenses along the Pahlavi 
Kasvin - Hamadan - Senna - Saqqet - 
Rowanduz Gorge line to be ready for 
operations by -

- 4 infantry divisions
• 2 armored divisions

DECLASG'.FIFX'
Selection, preparation and stocking ofauthority EO 1295F (c)
staging posts necessary for rovement of

APR 2 3 200:- formations into Persia.
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w improvement of routes in Iraq and Persia 
for movement of tank transporters.

(e) Development of the route to India via 
Kerman for the movement of troops."

c. The U.S. Presence and the Persian Corridor (U)

(U) During World War U a significant U.S. presence was
•also established in Iran to manage the logistics of the “Persian 
Corridor*1 through which large quantities of lend-lease material was 
sent to Russia. At one point nearly 30,000 U.S. Army personnel were 
In Iran supervising the supply route and helping to train the Iranian 
gendarmerie.

d. The Crisis of 1946 (U)

(U) Iran was the focus of the first major crisis between
the United States and the Soviet Union in the post-war period. Following 
the end of hostilities against Germany and Japan, Britain, the Soviet 
Union and the U.S. agreed to withdraw their forces from Iran by early 
March 1946. However, a communist-inspired rebellion in Azerbaijan in 
November 1945 was supported by Soviet troops still In the area. During 
the subsequent crisis some Soviet troops deployed as far south as Karaj, 
30 miles from Teheran, in an effort to put pressure on the government 
of Iran.

(U) On December 12, 1945, the Communist Democratic Party,
now in possession of Tabriz, declared the formation of an Autonomous 
Republic of Azerbaijan under the leadership of Jaafar Pishevari, and 
three days later a Kurdish People's Republic was proclaimed in Mahabad.

(U) As the agreed deadline for withdrawal of British,
Soviet and U.S. troops approached, strong appeals were made by 
the Government of Iran to the United Nations, and the U.S. and Britain 
brought pressure to bear on the Soyiet Union. Eventually Soviet forces
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withdrew from Iran (Hay 1946) and in December 1946 Iranian troops put 
down the rebellion in Azerbaijan. Some sources, including official 
Iranian sources, attribute this withdrawal to the effectiveness of 
U.S. pressures. On March 6 the U.S. sent a note to the Soviets stating 
that "The decision of the Soviet Government to retain Soviet troops 
in Iran beyond the period stipulated by the Tripartite Treaty has caused 
a situation to which 'che United States...cannot remain indifferent."
But the Soviet Union continued to send new reinforcements to Iran 
beginning on March 8. According to President Truman, on I4arch 21. he 
told Stalin to gel out of Iran within six weeks or the United Stales 
would lake action. On March 24. Moscow announced that all Soviet forces 
would be withdrawn within six weeks.

D. SOURCES OF STABILITY AND INSTABILITY IN THE PERSIAN GULF 
AND ARABIAN PENINSULA (U)

(U) Of all the regions of the world where ir^jor U.S. interests are
at stake, probably none have so great a potential for conflict as the 
Persian 6ulf-Arabian Peninsula area. The current upheaval in Iran is 
only the most recent Instance. By a rough count there have been since 
1950 22 coups, 8 assassinations of heads of slate, 6 major internal 
wars. 3 international wars, and a number of large-scale civil disorders 
within and between the countries of that region, extending from Pakistan 
and Iran in the northeast to the two Yemens in the southwest (this does 
not count the wars between India and Pakistan or the involvement of Iraq 
and, to a lesser extent, Saudi Arabia, in Arab-Israeli wars).

(U) W
way surpris 
conventiona 
Iran. Iraq, 
tant stabil 
presence, 
deterring a 
in 1963 aga

ith so many international and internal disputes. 1l is in a 
ing that there have been rather few outbreaks of large-scale 
1 warfare, and none among the three major Gulf countries-- 
and Saudi Arabia. This reflects the fact there are impor- 

izing influences, not least of which has been outside military 
British intervention in 1961 was probably essential in 

threatened Iraqi attack on Kuwait, as v.'as U.S. intervention 
Inst a threatened expansion of the Yemen war.

(U) There are many potential causes of instability in the Persian
Gulf region: ideological rivalries, territorial disputes, the clash
between modernizing trends and the forces of tradition, ancient ethnic 
and religious hatreds, and sheer personal ambition fed by the enormous 
wealth that is at the disposal of some very weak governments. Ideological 
rivalry may be one of the forces most threatening to U.S. interests.
The radical Ba'athist ideology of Iraq and the radical socialist ideology 
of the PDRY stand in stark contrast to the Islamic orthodoxy and con­
servatism that characterize the Saudis and the crucial states. Although 
allegiances to individual leaders are important, rival ideologies 
mobilize support and arouse popular passions that threaten the legiti­
macy of the key moderate states. And they may shape the definition of 
national interests in a direction hostile to the U.S. and its allies.

(U) In addition to ideological rivalries and differences, irre-
dentism and territorial claims are wide-spread. For example. North and 
South Yemen both desire to unify all of Yemen; Iraq has not renounced 
its claim over Kuwait (or at least its claims over the Kuwaiti Islands
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of Bubiyan and Warbah); Arab claims about the "Arab character" small
islands in the lower gulf (the Greater and Lesser Tung Islands and Abu 
Musa) have not diminished despite Iranian control of the islands.

(U) Yet another potential source of instability in the area is
Arab vs Persian nationalism. Divided by language, culture, historical 
tradition and religious interpretations (i.e., Shia vs Sunm Moslem), 
there has never been a great affinity between the Persian and Arabs.

fUl Finally, although oil wealth has brought prosperity, it has
also been a source of instability in places like lran--where the Pace 
of modernization has upset the relationship between the cities and the 
countryside, created a new class of frustrated urban poor and produced 
a rising secularism that offends religious traditions. At the same

Itime, oil wealth can also be a source of stability and mod®rat|on:^1^ff 
the Arabian Peninsula, it has been used by nearly every ruler to buy off 
potential opponents.^

'(Ul In addition to oil wealth two other factors have contributed to
regional stability, first, the perceived U.5. cofTmitment to Saudi
Arabia and Iran has enhanced stability. c0“;;t7 nl0!!t“roie
of undermining stability--must weigh the possibility that an attack on 
Iran, Saudi Arabia or even Kuwait could trigger a U.S. military
Because the Iraqis do not believe that they can count on the Sov et Union,
the perceived U.S. conmitmenl acts as a moderating influence on Iraqi 
behavior. (Iraqi desires to pursue an independent policy also mi mate 
against excessive dependence on the Soviets.)

(U) A second factor that tends to moderate Iraqi behavior and
thus foster stability in the area is the general configuration of
power in the Persian Gulf and Middle East. Of the five main powers 
in the area-lran. Turkey. Israel. Syria, and E9yP|--Jh|;'%^r5" 
directly on Iraq-while a fourth, Israel, is perce ved by 
as highly dangerous. Before considering moves against Saudi Arabia or 
Kuwait, Iraq must weigh the responses of its neighbors. The “'eTt 
threat of Iranian intervention (and the unsUted. but perceived threat 
of U.S. intervention), is a particularly strong constraint on Iraqi 
moves against Saudi Arabia or Kuwait.

(U) In short, although there are sources of in^^ablliiyc!" in
area, there are also potent forces that favorurT,oderatlon .e"dmSt*^lH 
the Persian Gulf. Of the military factors, the perceived U.S. comnitment 
and the geographic distribution of power tend to deter overt aggression 
against, or invasion of, neighboring states.

E. SOVIET MILITARY OPTIONS IN THE PERSIAN GULF (U)

(U) Soviet objectives in the gulf will undoubtedly continue
reflect a mixture of insecurity and expansionism. 9pJJmally;ht^e Soviets 
would like the countries located in the general vicinity of their 
southern border to be friendly and responsive to Soviet preferences.
Their precise actions will be determined not so much by these very 
fluid objectives but by a weighing of concrete risks and gains. How­
ever, the present stability and interlocking Interests among major

JSEGRE-r
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Gulf countries accommodate low grade residual rivalries and limit 
Moscow s room for maneuver. In the absence of a major domestic 
upheaval that alters the domestic outlook of one of the key Persian Gulf 
countries or a crisis elsewhere that raises significantly the risk 
that the Soviets might feel that they need to run. Soviet actions are 
more likely to resemble the "Semi-Peaceful advance" of their Tsarist 
processors than the riskier alternative of overt military invasion.

However, the Soviet Union has and will continue to have the 
capability to conduct a wide variety of military operations in the 
Persian Gulf area. The spectrum of options open to the Soviet Union 
range from high-probability, low-risk actions such as arms sales and 
training programs to low-probability, high-risk actions that could 
include even an all-out invasion of the Gulf.

y . Ar^s sales and training proorams to friendly Gulf
countries; naval presence missions 1n Persian Gulf and Arabian Sea. 
This currently.represents the main Soviet military effort in the Gulf 
region. Arms and training are sold or given to many countries--lraq, 
PDRY, Afghanistan, North Yemen, and even Kuwait and Iran.* Soviet naval 
presence in the Gulf area fluctuates from month to month but use has 
been made of the Iraqi port of Umm Qasr. Through arms sales, training 
and presence missions, the Soviet Union can establish friendly relations 
with local powers and also demonstrate its potential as a regional
Z

2. Military aid to political opposition aroups or embattled 
t ey This activity is less “benign1' than arms sales and presence,
yet falls within the context of "peacetime" activities. The level of 
Soviet involvement in this capacity has so far been slight. However,
It does support the insurgents in the Dhofar province of Oman, the 
P.L.O. and coul_dt at some point In the future, provide assistance to 
insurgent groups in Iran, such as the Baluchis. The Soviet Union 
also supports friendly regimes, such as Afghanistan and Iraq, in 
supi^essing Internal insurgencies,

3. Support for "Socialist Collective Security", I.e., 
client state intervention. Short of supplying its own forces, the 
Soviets could support military Interventions by friendly client states 
Apart from the fast Europeans, whose utility In this role is somewhat ' 
limited by their obvious ties to the Soviet Union, only Cuba is today 
equipped to play this role effectively, and Cuban capabilities probably 
nmit^their influence largely to small-scale Persian Gulf conflicts.

r .rJ* Covert military Intervention with Soviet forces in local 
lUlf conflicts. Although the Soviet Union has not, to the best of our 
knowledge, intervened with Its own forces in Gulf conflicts in recent

•They have sold Frog missiles to Kuwait and ZSU-23s to Iran. In 
fact, there are more Soviet advisers in the Iranian Army than those of 
any other country except England.

'SEDRH—
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v.,re it has intervened in the Horn of Africa and t'hetv3r’°us

!3±?T^'JiS’a,5.Sr?r-? »rMrepresent a serious escalation of involvement and would risk majo 

crisis with the United States.
« £ Limited, overt military intervention in domestic connicts.

,Ms step would involve the overt use of Soviet fo^“s “rt^which 
nar-firtilar Dolitical qroup in a domestic crisis. The degree to wnicnsuch'activit^'would rSn the risk of sti^lating a U S
probably ^eP?nd.^P°" in uln o?‘in Saudi ArLia would risk
to support dissidents in the Y.A.K., Iran o eventa major U.S.-Soviet crisis Wh-^thertiswouldhe the “5ema;nbf ^oen^^dered 
of Soviet intervention in Iraq or At^han1stJn or p* • • * y 
doubtful but it would still be a major escalatory step.

fi Military intervention in inter-state war. The Soviet

at^JUki°:S?^inr?raT:nd -ii unde^
area? i?«sur?9to counter such action with ts own military forces, 
thereby raising the stakes of the confrontation.

(O"' 7 invasion of Iran. Although ^ Invasion of I”" would

the Strait of Hormuz. An attack growing out of ^tep » ^

::™dourd?re™1S^?S1:^e?K:rH?nrrli,?SS?d dnt?rver 0^^ 
hand Soviet action might be aimed only at northern Ira'? and °"ly “.rs;n
indefensible.

r?i?k ornudear warl but where NATO military options would be very 

limited.
iwrf^ This case might appear to be very different from the

thp 'itrait of Hormuz. It would also make the defense ot Ihe louthem Persian Gulf difficult if not impossible by: (a) severing
the military SLOC into the Gulf; eliminating the major terI'a’" ^^acle 
that constrain Soviet exploitation of their ‘’uantiwtive advantages 
in ground forces; and (b) bringing key ports and oil faciTitie5_ 
within range of Soviet tac<i1rc^,naArTpower5'
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J^} 9. Actions durina d alobal war. The Soviets would probably
undertake some tmlltary actions in the Persian Gulf area in the event of 
a NATO war, and perhaps also in the event of a Sino-Soviet war. In this 
case, the Soviets would be concerned not to use strategic resources that 
might be needed for higher priority missions elsewhere. (However, it is 
instructive to remember that the Soviets did commit limited forces to 
the invasion of Iran in August 1941, at a time when German forces were 
beginning to encircle Kiev and Leningrad.) At a minimum, the Soviets 
would want to extend their southern border as far as possible and destroy 
Persian Gulf oil facilities and shipping if they could do so cheaply. In 
a Sino-Soviet war the Soviets might want to improve their comnunications 
with India and Vietnam as well as the Soviet Far East. Even with limited 
forces, the Soviets might be able to occupy all or part of Iran or 
significantly reduce the flow of oil from the Gulf, if there were no 
U.S. or other outside opposition or if Iran did not resist effectively.

(S) There is obviously a range of possible Soviet actions, and
most threatening also appear to be the least likely. What is perhaps most 
worth noting is that the distinction between “peace" and “crisis" and 
"crisis" and "war" are unclear, just as the distinction is unclear between 
actions that threaten vital U.S. and allied interests and actions that 
do not. It is precisely at these ambiguous points that the potential 
for Soviet miscalculation is highest and where the scope for Western 
political discord abounds.

F. MILITARY THREATS TO U.S. INTERESTS

(U) At least five important kinds of military threats to U.S.
interests in the Gulf can be Imagined:

1. Establishment of Soviet military presence that could take 
place at the invitation of a local government and without any actual war­
fare. The seriousness of such a development would depend on the extent 
of the base and its location. For example, Soviet port visits in South 
Yemen would not be as serious as the basing of Soviet tactical air 
forces in Iraq;

2. Civil wars and guerrilla wars could become an instrument 
of outside pressure on regimes friendly to U.S. interests and could 
threaten the physical security of U.S. citizens in the area or of oil 
production;

3. Local wars involving nations in the region could also 
threaten the Independence of local countries and the physical safety 
of U.S. citi2ens and oil productions. In addition, local wars would 
become the cause or pretext for Soviet intervention in the area;

4. Soviet invasion across its common border with Iran, even 
if not initially aimed at U.S. or NATO interests, would very quickly 
threaten the entire Gulf with Soviet military domination and with it 
the vitality of U.S. alliances and the access of the industralized 
world to oil;

-SteRET-
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S. Attacks on oil facilities and SLOCs that could occur as 
part of the three preceding cases or as part of a global war with the 
Soviet Union.

This paper will discuss U.S. military capabilities for 
*deterring or dealing with the last three of these threats. This Is not 
to say that the first two may not be more likely. Nor can it be said 
that they are necessarily less important or necessarily less affected by 
U.S. military capabilities. An invited Soviet presence in Iran or Oman, 
were it to occur, could be more threatening than many possible wars.
And the Cuban Missiles Crisis is dramatic evidence that U.S. military 
capabilities can determine the level of Soviet military presence in a 
country. These cases are more difficult to analyze because the range of 
possible circumstances varies so widely. Also, in the case of Internal 
wars, 1t is less clear that U.S. forces could usefully pley a direct 
role (although they would play an indirect role in supporting others, 
e.g.. Iran in Oman.) However, in later work some attention should at 
least be given to the issue of what increases in Soviet presence are 
most threatenlno and what the U.S. can or should do to prevent them.
The present study offers some Insight into these questions, but no 
systematic analysis.

(U) It should be noted that the following sections analyze
• classes of threats, not specific scenarios. A major aim of this study
^ has been to illuminate the importance of key assumptions, rather than

working out in the greatest possible detail the consequences of a 
single set of assumptions. Thus, in analyzing attacks on oil facilities, 
we consider a range of possible threats, arising nofjust from the 
Soviet Union but from local countries as well, using Iraq as a chief 
example. In analyzing local wars, we consider a range of possible 

1 conflicts and a variety of possible outside interventions.

c
2s

(U) Moreover, these threats are not mutually exclusive. For
\ example, a Soviet invasion might well be accompanied by attacks on oil 
I facilities. Or a local war might be aimed at putting a stop to a 
I guerrilla war. However, each class of threat encompasses a different 
I set of capabilities and may Imply different kinds of U.S. and allied 
I capabilities needed to counter them.
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SECTION if (S)

DETERRING ATTACKS ON OIL SUPPLIES (U)

(U) Even if oil production and shipping facilities were not controlled 
by hostile forces* the continued flow of oil from the Persian Gulf could 
be threatened. Among the more likely threats would be: (1) destruction
of the facilities themselves, (2) attacks on the tankers along the SLOCs 
between the Persian Gulf and the tankers' destinations, and (3) closing the 
Strait of Homiu2.

Successful air attacks against the major oil terminal facilities 
could result in long-term disruption of large oil shipments. Three 
Persian Gulf facilities -- Ras Tanura, Khark Island, and Juaymah -- 
transship about 65 percent of the total Gulf production.

ISo Oil facility vulnerability to air attacks depends heavily on 
accuracy. With a 350 foot CEP, 500 Flogger sorties, each with 4 x 500 kg 
bombs, would have about a 33 percent probability of destroying the pumps 
critical to khark Island or destroying about one-fourth of the Ras Tanura/ 
Juaymah production. The same number of Backfire sorties with a 350 foot 
CEP would have a 99 percent probability of destroying the Khark pumps or 
over 70 percent of the Ras lanura/Juaymah capacity. A CEP of 1000 feet 
would increase the sortie requirements two to four times; conversely, the 
accuracy afforded by laser-guided bombs would permit 100 Flogger sorties, 
each with two LGBs, greater than 95 percent assurance of destroying all 
the pumps supporting Khark or over 50 percent of oil production from 
Ras Tanura/Juaymah.

land-based or carrier air, as well as U.S. Hawk batteries,
Tould contribute measurably to the protection of the oil facilities.
Against Iraqi air attacks, a single carrier battle group or as few as 
two squadrons of USAF aircraft, together with Iranian and Saudi air forces 
should be a credible defense to the oil facilities. The addition of 
Soviet forces, however, could require four wings of USAF fighters or two 
carrier battle groups to protect the oil facilities as well as to support 
ground forces defending against a combined Soviet/Iraqi attack.

The analysis of tanker losses along the SLOC showed that both Soviet 
submarines and SNA could inflict losses. Under various assumptions, 
these losses ranged from 7 to 35 percent of the 1150 tankers normally 
engaged in the Persian Gulf trade -- representing as much as 13 days' oil 
supply for Europe with lesser Impacts on U.S. and Japanese supplies. 
Furthermore, the analysis showed that convoying would not be a useful 
response because of escort, requirements and reduction in deliveries 
due to convoy inefficiencies.

The conclusions of the SLOC analysis underscore the importance 
of access to airfields in the Indian Ocean region for ASW and counter- 
SNA operations. Equally important is denying the Soviets secure bases 
in the Indian Ocean, from such sanctuaries, the Soviets could not only 
increase the effectiveness of their submarines, but also harass our P-3s

IM



and bring more SNA to bear against the tankers or our naval forces. For 
instance, a submarine deployed from Aden could be expected to sinkover 
15 tankers before being lost, compared with 4.3 tankers for submarines from 
Vladivostok. Even more impressive, the Soviets could sink more than 
five times as many ships for each sub comnitted by using bases along the 
♦ u ** Inij 51* 1lhe 0<,vanta9e would be further magnified by the constraints 
•that would be placed on our P-3 operations by Soviet fighters, but this 
IS not easily measured. a . ^ u

The presence of SNA at overseas bases could be destabilizing. For 
instance, 15 ASM-equipped Badgers probably would be sufficient to 
deter the use of a single carrier against a land base unless we could be

^2We^er, the COfnrnit,nent of two carriers against a 
MHt! tn$e away fr°m Jhe Persian Gulf would leave us little naval capa­
bility to respond to threats in that area. Thus, the addition of SNA
Loan a]on9 the SL0C. Height tempt a pre-emptive attack on our part to 
keep the situation from getting out of hand. P

bases on the Indian Ocean would be on the end of a long
«^i5t1^*ulpeI1ne‘ 5et the value of those bases, ASMs or loroedoes 

would either have to be pre-positioned or continuously resupplied. In

unniH^Ko^r T'aSB*knhe Soviets' 0Hn *-0c through the Eastern Mediterranean would be vulnerable. However, if U.S. withdrew from the Eastern Med i!I
fu^hprlynrflif ° & W3r? ^ the situation in Iran or Turkey deteriorated 

carrier forces arc reduced, we may find that we have 
given the Soviets a secure LOG to the Indian Ocean by default.
^ Our analysis showed that the Strait of Hormuz is not very vulnerable 

and nr C\°SUrl The StraU cou,d be covertl> ">’"*<1 bHubm rine^
a?? aPt Lk Ju SWr Passl'n9 ta"ker^i a surprise llroe^^le

.. uk wou,d1[esult in a high threat to the tankers. In either caL
t^%trai-frS W?il K be dama9ed»and sailings would probably stop. However 
the Strait could be swept and reopened in about two weeks although mVne 
mWeeping operations would have to continue in case of delayed arm9ing on the

^ Our analyses showed a number of areas where action could be taken to 

improve the chances for success in dealing with the threats to the flow 
of Persian Gulf oil:

■ Ihe u-s- needs assurances from Persian Gulf and African 
littoral countries that bases would be available to support aircraft and 
communication facilities in the event of a threat to the oil SLOCs.

Facilities on Diego Garcia should be improved to provide 
better support for operations in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean.
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Saudi Arabia and Iran should be encouraged to harden 
critical oil production facilities against air and terrorist attacks. 
Minesweeping capabilities of the two countries should also be improved. 
Currently, only the U.S. could rapidly deploy minesweeping forces to 
sweep the Strait of Hormuz, and this would require 30 days effort by 
one-half of all U.S. minesweeping helicopters.

Efforts should be made to establish a stockpile of portable 
oil field, equipment (or a frequently updated inventory of the location of 
such equipment) for use in emergency oil facility repairs.

The U.S. should develop an emergency oil facility repair 
capability, perhaps by designating SEABEE battalions for this mission.

Cooperative actions to protect oil supplies and SLOCs 
should be discussed with NATO countries, Japan and other interested nations.

Xef Section Il-A summarizes our analysis of oil facility vulnerability 
TO air attacks; Section II-B analyzes threats to the oil SLOCs; and Section 
II-C is an analysis of capabilities to mine and to clear mines from the Strait 
of Hormuz.
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A. OIL FACILITY VULNERABILITY TO AIR ATTACK (U) '

1, Background W

Five terminal facilities -- Ras Tanura (SA), Khark Island 
(Iran). Ouaymah (SA). Ahmadi (Kuwait) and Das Island (Abu Khabi) - now 
account for about SO percent of all Gulf exports (almost 90» of non-Iraqi
production . Two of these, Ras Tanura and Khark» ®cc°u[Jt.tor °ver„0* -t-, 
of the flow (see Figure 1). By 1985. more than 70S of Gulf oil will still
come from these five facilities.

Lg-r" The purpose of the analysis was to assess the vulnerability
of the most important targets. It was determined that oil wells, pipelines, 
and storage tanks are not as important targets as some of the tacilUies 
needed to transship the oil. The analysis focused on the damage that could 
be done to these most critical targets by air-delivered ordnance. The 
analysis has not addressed other possible threats -- e.g., naval 5°mi®’ 
airborne attacks, terrorist attacks -- or threats to less critical elements
of the production system.

2. Threat Aircraft

5. Soviet Union (U)

DIA estimates that the Soviet Union has and will 
c^tinue to have about 1?0 tactical ground attack aircraft in the 
Transcaucasus and Turkestan Military Districts. Only their 3b Fencers 
have sufficient range to reach all major oil faciluies m the Perstan Gu f 
from bases in Southern Russia without refueling (see map m Figure n-A-3).
In addition. Long Range Aviation aircraft could contribute to 
against Iran. The number of aircraft in the region could fairly easily be 
increased (although aircraft movements could signal Soviet intentions). The 
more important constraint on Soviet attacks on Persian Gulf facilities s 
likely to be the level of aircraft losses incurred in multiple sorties.
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Transcaucasus Turkestan
1979 1985 1979 1985

45 45
35 35
- - 45
- - - 45

"80 "80 ■4! ■45

45 45 4£ 45
90 90 .

T35 T35 ~JS

1979 1985

?4
63 20
19 60
70 • 70
17 ..
- 40

193 190

Ground Attack 
Fitter C/D (5u-17) b/ 
Fencer (Su-24)
Fishbed (MiG-21) c/ 
Flogger (MiG-27) b/ 
Brewer B/C c/

Total

Counterair

Fishbed (MiG-21) 
Flogger (MiG-23)

Total

Lono Ranae Aviation 
Bison B/C 
Bear A/B/C 
Backfire B 
Badger A/6 
Blinder A
New Long Range Bomber 

Total

a/ Does not include 490 PVO Strany interceptors in the Baku and Tashkent 
Air Defense Districts.

b/ ThCiLRA figures reflect only strike variants. These aircraft are 
based in the Kiev, North Caucasus, Volga, and Central Asia Military 
Districts.

c/ Oo not have sufficient range to reach Persian Gulf facilities without 
refueling.

d/ Includes LRA based in the following Military Districts; Kiev, Odessa, 
North Caucasus, Transcaucasus, Turkestan, Siberia, Ural, Volga and 
Central Asia.

b. Iraq (U)

According to OlA, the Iraqi Air Force has about 380 
fighter attack aircraft, a total that is projected to reach about 440 by 
1985, mainly through.the addition of 50 Mirage FIs and modern Soviet 
fighters. Of these aircraft, DIA identified 144 of the current assets 
and 176 of those planned for 1985 as air defense fighters. In addition, 
Iraq has 21 bombers -- both Badgers and Blinders. The aircraft totals 
are sunmarized below:

SECRET"
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Ground Attack 
Hunter
Flogger £ (MiG-23)
Fitter C/D (Su-20)
Mirage F-1 

Total

Air Defense
Fishbed^MiG-21)
Flogoer B (MiG-23)

Total

Attack Capable Training 
Fagot/fresco (MiG-l&/17) 
Fishbed (MiG-21)
Fitter A (Su-7)
Flogger F (MiG-23)

Total

Bomber
Badger (Tu-16)
Blinder (Tu- 22)

Total

-^ble U-A-2 

IRAQ AIRCRAFT (U)

1977

16
57
51
0m

128
16

3b
33
40

6
TR

/
14

TT

1985

0
88
66
50

M

140
36

176

0
25
33
_5
63

6
J4
20

c. Range and Payloads

None of the Soviet Frontal Aviation aircraft,except 
The Fencers, can reach all four oil production facilities from bases in 
the Soviet Union, and even the Fencers would not have sufficient range 
for significant evasive routing. All of the Iraqi fighters, eJceP^ the 
Hunters, can reach the four major oil facilities from bases in Southern 
Irao The following table shows aircraft capable of reaching the 
facilities (^though not all aircraft can reach the J^cilities from 
locations in the Soviet Union), together with payloads (hi-lo-hl 
missions for fighters and fighter bombers, and hi-hi-hi missions 

.LRA bombers.)

for
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Type

Fishbed J (MiG-21)
Fitter A (Su-7) 
Fresco/Faoot (MiG-15/17) 
Fitter C (Su-17)
Fitter 0 (Su-17)
Flogger B (MiG-23) 
Flogger D (MiG-27) • 
Fencer A (Su-24)

Payload
Radius

(nm)

2 X 250 kg 390
2 X 500 ko 295
2 X 250 kg 100
6 X 500 ko 485
6 X 500 ko 530
A X 500 kg 615
4 X 500 ko 625
4 X A5-10 (Laser) 1,075
2 X AS-? 935

10 X 250 kc 980

Ranoe Aviation b/

32 X 500 ko 3,900
1 X AS-3 3,750

18 X 500 kc 2,700
4 X 3000 kg 2,800

18 X 500 kg 1,300
2 X AS-5 1,850
2 X AS-6 1,850

18 X 500 ko 1,500

Bear A 
Bear B/C 
Bison B/C 
Backfire B 
Badger A 
Badger G 
Badger G 
B1 inder A

Hl~Lo_H^* Radius is computed with external fuel for all aircraft except FRESCO/FAGOT A«.crnai luei
b/ Flight profile is Hi-Hi-Hi.

3. Target Arpac (U)

1 * kF0U!i «feC-fic tar9et areas were examined: Khark, Ras
Tanura, Jua^mah and Abqaiq. At Khark. DIA estimates that the oreatest 
damage to the operation would result from destroying the three”pump
?,0rinn<at nearb" G“rreh: Us1n9 Sov1et aircraft performance dataTcalcu- 
af K probability of destruction for one pump house
as a^function of numbers of sorties and munitions used.

uKl, • * j Not surPrisi'n9ly» the results depend heavily on accuracy 
With project^ accuracies of 350*, the calcula tions showed that it would 
take up to 200 sorties of Fitter C or 100 sorties of Flogger B/Dtcarrying
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two and four 600 kg gravity bombs, respectively, to get^ ^“sSur^ould 
probability of destroying a single . t CEPs It would take
be obtained with 40 Backfire sorties wit Moto* fFP^ Bears to
MO sorties of the larger payload but less accurate ( 250 “P Bears
ZiZ tll same result. With laser-guided bombs, only 4 sorties of

Probable and Expected Loss of Oil 
From Air Attack a/

% Loss and Million Barrel/Dav (MB/D) loss 
Gravity Bombs

50
Number of 

100
Sorties

500 1000

Khark (S Loss) b/ 
flogger
Backfire

<!/<!
2/< 1

5/ < 1
19/< 1

34/<:i
99/ 3

73/ 2
99/ 14

Ras Tanura/Jauymah 
(MB/D Loss)

Flogger
1 Backfire

0.3/0.1 
1.1/0.3

0.6/0.1
2.1/0.6

2.6/0.6
6.7/2.3

4.2/1.2 
8.6/3.9

25

Laser Guided Bombs 
Number of Sorties

e.n 100 200

Khark (i Loss) b/ 44 84 97 99

Ras Tanura/Juaymah 
(MB/D Loss) C/ 1.6 3.2 5.1 7.5

a/

b/

c/

Flogger carriers 4 x 500 kg gravity B“!;fb;r:Ql°nXst5^Lk?anura;
ITlK tOBl per sortie, regardless of'aircraft: CEP not considered

PercentSprobability of loss of a]l thr_ee Gurreh PW-jf
one-third of sorties against each pumphouse; results m loss of 2.9
mb/d of 4.9 MB/D production. - . MR/n Rprause of their proximity,
Kn::°:ndi3u^5^^^ rLSrrera objective for-air attack.

•Although there is no evidence supporting differing country .raqi^pilots may not be able to r°oI amcks"!

counterparts. The poorest rFp romnared to 350 feet, increasing

required to get equivalent expected results.
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JhenC:a^earCeshurtsrT;n?he b°mb/AGB] couId -^eve

conmalnts or other factors.* ^ 1 de9raded smoke, operational

'imn ,..p> u,

8oS sor?ir«5nf%T attacDked' 11 wou’‘< tal<e 1600 sorties of FitteJ C or

1- SiSF“"rl"s
orSaeLgrtoeeachCSfWm lTm??n99pu“s’.t0 aChieVe 3 5°S Pr0babnit^ 

if^anura/Juaymah a7e'shown'inTrT'fo1!1'!0: Ca1ctu,ha,tionS for t:hark and

^7rRa7 l7l7 nUhWeSt 0r?3"
coTocatei :r ’s JgirjaTge naerreabil7Uabni,'iftf T!,i' eiSht of th™

to Ras Tanora. are inviting t7oets TV. f^-frOCeSSeK 011 beln9 sent

K*fK ~^,S~ Si'BFS -

SnUi.Ffsarn n-t •frta1'n that.tf>e Soviets have an LGB. However the
deliver a' 00mkrwarhear SDIlA*hCT]Ve* lflher electr0-°Ptical homing toused In ?he0A°S-k?0W or ddbe 1 I"t^^n^GB ‘T ’lSetrH97da,’Ce te!hnol<>^ 

for the LGB assume an unverified J.r Z k -■ V, thC damage estimates 
weapon. unvermed. but technologically feasible. Soviet

Siegrr^n-A-8



IST^ AlthouQh destruction of the pumping stations at Khark,
Ras lanura and Juaymah has been used as the criterion for stopping the 
oil flow, damage could occur to other facilities such as control buildings 
at the various facilities, the oil stabilization plants at Abqaiq and 
the storage tanks at all the facilities. These "%onH targets, especially 
the storage tanks, would be vulnerable collateral targets to the pumps. 
Furthermore, destruction of these industrial targets would make 11 
difficult, if not impossible, to insure the availability of personne 
needed to restore and continue operations.
icy^ Figure 4 shows the layout of Ras lanura. Of particular
interest is the proximity of 10 of 13 liquid petroleum gas (LP6) surage 
tanks to the lifting pumps. DIA believes that bombing of the lifting 
pumps at Ras Tanura would ignite the LPG and probably burn out the 
electrical systems and generators associated with the nearby lift pumps.
In addition to the 13 LPG tanks at Ras lanura, there are also 30 crude 
oil storage tanks and 61 refined petroleum storage tanks at Ras lanuro 
with a total capacity of about 28 million barrels of petroleum and 
petroleum products.
(S)'' Figure b shows the layout of Juaymah. In the vicinity of

^the lift pumps there are 14 crude oil storage tanks with a capability of 
about 25 million barrels. Unlike the LPG tanks near the Ras lanura 
lifting pumps, the lower volatility of crude oil and separation of the 
tank from the Juaymah lifting pumps make the proximity of the tanks much 
less of a hazard than at Ras Tanura.

' At Khark the critical pumps are about 70 km away from the
terminal facility and petroleum storage area.

Usina an attrition figure of 51, an attacker flying MIG-23 
'type aircraft with'350’ CEP would expect to lose 50 aircraft to achieve 
a probabiltiy of destruction of 701 to the 2.9 MB/D of Khark production 
that is vulnerable. By doubling the air defense effectiveness to 10. 
attrition, the attacker would lose 50 aircraft after achieving expected 
destruction of less than 401. An attacker suffering 5» attrition could 
expect to destroy about 3.7 million barrels per day of c0Pa^1jy . .
Ras Tanura before losing 60 aircraft. At 101 attrition, 2.6 MB/D could 
be destroyed at the same price in attacking aircraft. .ln 
lanura/Juaymah are the more lucrative targets if the air defenses al
all sites are equally effective.
(sT Even at a 501' loss rate, 200 aircraft attacking Ras lanura/
■Ouaymah could have a significant effect. Although the expected losJ 
about 1 MB/D would not be great in relation to total production or demand, 
it could have a significant disruptive effect on the world economy during 
a tight oil market. Furthermore, temporary oil losses could be greater 
because of fires or damage to pier facilities, in addition to any losses 
occurring on the SLOCs.
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The following table shows expected oil losses under various 
attrition rate estimates for the attacking aircraft. Results are 
illustrative for an initial force of 200 Flogoers or 100 Backfires.
The size of the attacking force was fixed in order to relate aircraft 
losses and attrition rates.

Expected Oil Loss From Air Attacks at 
Khark I Ras Tanura/Juaymah a/

MB/D

Aircraft Losses

50 Floggers b/
100 Floggers 
200 Floggers

50 Backfires c/ 
100 Backfires “

50 LGB Carriers b/

5?

4.1
6.2
7.7 d/

Air Defense Effectiveness 
(percent attrition per sortie) 
_ lot 20S

11.8
12.3

12.3

2.6
4.0
6.0 d/

9.5
11.7

12.3

1.5
2.3 
3.9

6.7
9.4

10.S

501

0.6
1.0
1.9

3.6
6.1

5.2
a/

b/

c/

d/

Expected loss is from optimum distribution of sorties among the 
three facilities. Maximum loss is 12.3 M bbl/day.
Initial force is 200 Floggers; each aircraft carries 4 x 500 kg 
bombs.■
Initial force is 100 Backfires; bomb load is 4 x 3000 kg for Ras 
Tanura and Juaymah and 10 x 500 ko for Khark.
Maximum aircraft losses shown are only 150 for attrition and 195 
for lot attrition.

4. Air Defenses

As noted above, aircraft attrition increases the number 
of sorties that would have to be flown to assure destruction of targets. 
More important, air defense effectiveness determines the price an attacker 
must expect to pay to achieve given levels of damage, possibly raising 
the attackerscost to unacceptable levels. Thus, a credible air defense 
system would probably deter an attack on the oil facilities, as well as 
increasing the price of trying to destroy the facilities. Conversely, 
inadequate defenses would allow repeated attacks with little or no cost 
to the attacker.

While the cost to the attacker could be very high, the 
costs of inadequate air defenses would be even higher to the countries 
producing the oil and those countries that depend on Persian Gulf oil 
Because of the grave consequences of the loss of oil, it is important* 
that any error in the calculation of the amount and type of air defenses 
need to be on the safe side. A number of factors argue for "safe sidina" 
the air defenses. For example: s

II-A-12



Possibility of "Luckv Hits." While several hundred sorties 
are probably needed for a reasonable chance of success with 
conventional bombing against the facilities at Khark, Ras 
lanura, or Juaymah, there is a finite probability,even with 
"inaccurate" bombing, that as few as 25 sorties would be 
"lucky" enough to cause the desired damage. None of the 
critical targets -- the 22 lift pumps at Ras lanura and 
Juaymah and the three pumphouses at 6urreh -- need more than 
a single successful sortie for destruction.

Unreliability of Local Air Defenses. There is great uncer­
tainty about the operational effectiveness of Iranian, Saudi 
and Kuwaiti air defenses, and even about their political 
reliability in some crisis circumstances. Both considera­
tions argue for some U.S. augmentation, if possible, of local 
air.defenses.

Possibility of Accuracy Improvements. The calculations of 
sorties needed and damage resulting are sensitive to the 
attacker's assumed accuracy. Accuracy improvements will 
raise the attacker's chance of success.

Possible Damaoe to Softer Taroets. Collateral damage, such 
as extensive fires in oil storage areas or casualties and 
accompanying panic among the civilian work force, could 
disrupt or destroy' critical operations and facilities.

Air Defense Suppression. The preceding calculations assume, 
somewhat simplislically, that air defense effectiveness 
remains constant through repeated attacks. Higher initial 
effectiveness may be desirable to deter attacks on air 
defenses and to hedge against possible degradation.

Attacker Initiative. Since an attacker has much less than 
the defender to lose in any one sortie, he can try an initial 
attack to clarify soff>e of the uncertainties, continuing only 
so long as the chances of success look favorable. A high 
level of air defense effectiveness could deter such 
"exploratory probes" or at least discourage a follow-on 
attack.

a. Fixed Air Defenses (U)

The key weapon in the Saudi and Iranian around-based 
air defense system is the Improved HAWK, Saudi Arabia has 10 HAWK batteries 
(these will be converted to Improved HAWK by 1979) and some obsolete 
ground-based radars. The Saudis are also procuring an additional 6 
of the HAWK batteries — each with 9 launchers. One of the HAWK batteries 
IS at Ras lanura.
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The estimates of effectiveness of the'TmprovecrHAWK 
vary. Army data give a single shot kill probability (Pssk) of about 0.5 
in the absence of jamming. However, PASE analysts believe the Pjjij 
without ja/rming is closer to 0.2, and near zero if jamming is used.

A single Improved HAWK battery should be able to 
engage about 30 aircraft during a 15 minute raid and kill as many as 15 

8 pssk is obtained, but perhaps none if the effects of jamming
are severe. Thus, the success of jarming, in part, determines the 
number of sorties required to damage oil facilities.

b. Land-Based Air Defense Aircraft

(1) Overall Regional Air Balance

The following table shows the current size ai
types of aircraft of the major regional air forces -- Iran, Iraq and
Saudi Arabia.

Regional Aircraft Inventories
Country

I ran Iraq Saudi Arabia

F-4 215 .
F-5 183 65
F-14 66 •
Lightnings • 30
Hunters 16
MiG-15/17 35
MiG-21 161
MiG-23 73
Su-7 40
5u-20 51
Tu-16 7
Tu-22 14

Totals w 397

Iran currently has in its inventory about 17% more 
coniiat aircraft than Iraq (including combat capable trainers); and when the 
Saudi Arabian aircraft are added to those of Iran, the combined Iranian/Saudi 
total is about 40% greater than Iraq. However, many of the Iranian aircraft 
are not now mission capable, and the future aircraft inventories and capa­
bilities of the Iranian Islamic Air Force are very uncertain. If current 
Soviet ground attack aircraft in Transcaucasus and Turkestan are included 
(119 aircraft), the Iranian/Saudi advantage drops to less than 10%,

(2) Air Balances in the Vicinity of Oil Facilities

Pre-revolutionary Iran and Saudi Arabia .had a 
total of 196 fighter aircraft based in the vicinity of Khark Island, and 
97 near Ras Tanura/Jauymah. The Iranian aircraft Were at Bushier and 
Vahdati, the Saudi aircraft at Dhahran. The F-5s at Vahdati are not useful 
for protecting Ras Tanura/Juaymah because of their short combat radius.

SEDRt?
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Based on current beddown, about 105 Iraqi 
ai(S^aft could reach either Khark or

30 Soviet fighter attack aircraft are t^r^ military distrjtts
oil facilities. Also, about 155 L reoion. althouoh many
J?a«aBb:J9:rs1adn5U2PnliX"t:?rn;?i?th.......... ..refueled rad.es

of the oil facilities.
Thus, within the vicinity of Khark. the Iranian/ 

forces had a th^retical K4 to 1 fi?hter/attac^advanta9e.eb!|t5

0.7 to 1 at Khark and 0.3 to 1 at Ras lanur0.

^ Me^nQ rtf thpce ratios consider attacker losses
overflight, nor the defender's ability » reinforce defenses wU 

aircraft from outside the vicinity of the on Taciiii

c. U.S. Reinforcements (U)

,n ...

1 advantaoe a?a,"“ i?,ebe°aSoy9 to 1 disadvantage at Ras lanura/ 
although there would still be a u.y lo
Juaymah.

^1- lhe-.fi9UreShCar "ft" tsrrp1ri:rrraInyano? rLber
sortie generation “PabllJ^y'4jUv determine’the outcome of an air battle, 
of other factors lhatlcou1b 9 "‘^^.^f.XJion of U.S. aircraft, even 
Nevertheless, it is clear that the i bi d Soviet/iraqi advantage from 
in limited numbers, would ,'vor a defender -
especially1ifSthePdefender has the advantage of early warning provided

by AWAC5.
d. Carrier-Based Aircraft (u)

(1) General

^ In addition to land-based forces, or in their
carrier-based a’>-aft could alsOkhelPaddefendgfixedainsta^^^ 

arnMQoousdwarning!1foraminimi2^ng direct U^Sj^ involvement with warring^

^nrirrifurtiyrarperr ?rc^;::iri";n;dawith US even if they 

wanted U.S. reinforcements.

^Eeurr
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•^dial at RB nnn . Fi,i9ht conditions i" the Persian Gulf are not

i-jtjt.,.
al^ono the Iona axi5 nf P?S1K1^e Slde’ lhe Prevailing winds blow

U \ (2) Carrier Vulnerability (U)

a(nd confined body of water1’’J'krthrGulT C0™itted.a relatively small

r3j?rro!ff°r -- - --1-0^attackrQn'united"^tatesCforce>.leaS 1 for’-ner'ccS^n^^^^^rSi^^0:1 

'i^1ar one CVBG aUgmentif^H^warnfinaa2ouldlbee sulfic'Je'nr^o1''0

C°Vf UrSlgdb0fand :ti9htr-b0mbrS "us1ns ''p°rrflc°?^ dXrtro athsinS?enCe 
(1-24) ulurs is not Segligible' S19nlflcant ’"terruption of capability

rw,? ;? s%:;hi;".s;Ji;sto effect the same levels of damaae on both CVs as thev rnnid wifr?r

and IrJn or fro^a r or e ia?lv !aJ^il^arn,n? fr0,n ?r0Und Stations in Turkey 
severity th^ij <; k arning 5>'stems- In a crisis of this

H:'H*'v! !=^LK.:'s
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Soviet Naval Aviation (SNA) has a Black Sei 

force that could attack CVs in the Gulf - about 20 Backfires (AS-fi- 
capable) and 50 Badgers (AS-2 or AS-6 capable). A single bit by an 
AS-4 would have a good chance of interrupting CV operations, bu^® 
small chance of sinking the earner. Analysis showed that for 1978 forces 
early warning did not allow F-14s on DLI to engage bombers before weapon 
release. Out of a raid of 18 bombers. 10 would survive CAP F-14 attacks 
from two CVs. The ASMS from these survivors would saturate the carrier 
battle groups. If early warning could be improved by timely access to 
information from Turkish and Iranian radars or from AWACS aircraft, it 
would take 32 bombers to have the same overall effect.

By 1985, the major change will be the introduction 
of AEGIS. U AEGIS ships accompany the carriers, the Probabi1liJy °f. 
carrier survival would increase, although early warning would s1111 b^,. .
crucial. Early warning aaainsi a Soviet attack would be made more difficut 
by the need to intercept the attackers outsioe of ASM range of the carrier, 
tfius requiring detection over land where the E-2C effectiveness 1^:
flying aircraft is reduced and by the wide possible variation in the direction
of the attack.

Aoainst tne Iraqi Air Force, a two-carrier 
deployment could be very effective either in offensive counter-air 
attacks or in air-to-air interception. Iraq has n° ?ftect1ve "15ht 
defenses, and attacks on airfields and related facilities could be made 
at niaht by the carriers' A-6s with a low probability of al;'9ra^t 0“_ 

iBecause leL than 20 percent of Iraqi aircraft are sheltered night-time 
ittacks by A-6s with cluster bombs (Rockeye) would be very ®f,act1*a- 

Pwp air winqs could disable more than 75 percent of Iraq s bomber force 
nd 85 percent Of the interceptor force on the around ‘ ld
ven if dispersal fields were used, no more than four strikes (which could 

>e done in two nights) could be sufficient.

(3) Contribution to Defense of Fixed Facilities (u)

In direct defense of oil facilities, the effec- 
t/veness of the carriers would depend on their location. The 160 nm range 
of the E-2C with ARPS against low-flying aircraft over land would not 
allow the monitoring of activity at Iraqi air bases without overflight. 
Therefore, virtually no air defense could be provided Kuwait (unless air 
superiority had been achieved) and only limited air defense could be 
provided Khark. Other major oil facilities in the Gulf are sufficiently 
distant from Iraq that F-14s on both CAP and DU could intercept an Iraqi 
raid before it reached the target. Two CVs would exact attrition of.
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Between 6 and 15 kills per raid for 
Iraqi attacks at Khark.

Between 20 and A2 kills per raid for 
Iraqi attacks on other targets in the 
Gulf region.

If Soviet aircraft attacked oil facilities in 
^e Gulf from Mses in areas bordering Iran, they would have some freedom 
in choosing a direction of attack. Requirements for early warnino would
AUArfryStriI;entTand ^0u^d.almost certainly not be achieved without 
AWAC5 aircraft. The situation would be worsened by the laroe arc that 
would have to be defended. (The Iraqis would attack along the axis of 
the PG, the Soviet would attack across it.) Therefore, the level of air 
defense provided by two CVs would be quite low. Further, requirements 
thf Cavrea air de^enSe would conflict with requirements for self-defense of

XT'

Desired Air Defense Effectiveness (u) 
a. Iraqi Threat (U)

♦u • uRt.u - The lranian and Saudi air forces, together with 
their HAWK systems, appear able to provide a minimum level of air defense 
against Iraqi air attacks, particularly if they are operating as allies, 
individually, Iran is in a better position to defend its oil facilities 
against Iraqi attacks. The proficiency of the Saudi and Iranian HAWK 
battencs vs limited, and U.S. HAWK systems would probably be useful, 
particularly around airfields where U.S. aircraft are based.

Jf} The addition of a limited number of U.S. aircraft,
either a wing of land-based fighters or a single carrier, would provide 
a margin of safety as well as the ability to attack Iraqi airbases and 
logistic systeiw. The value of the air defense systems, would be greatly 
enhanced by additional early warning, which can be achieved by improvements 
USAFAWACr* early Warnin9 s>,ste,ns t)y the use of USN E-2Cs or the

b. Soviet Threat ^ll)

^ J,ran.and Saudi Arabia collectively do not have the 
capability to defend against a joint Jraqi/Soviet air attack. Solely 
for defense of oil facilities, one—or at most two--USAF wings should 
provide sufficient aircraft to inflict attrition on a Soviet attack.
The inclusion of an AWACS orbit along the axis of the Persian Gulf 
would be an important complement to the air defenses.

^ r\iQrc rv, u InJieV of, cr ’n addition to ground-based aircraft, 
two aSGs should be sufficient to protect oil facilities from air attacks 
while mutually protecting themselves against Soviet attacks. In addition

the overal[tdefenseHeffort?terieS WDUld Pr°bably bC 3 US€fu) addiUon
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6. nthpr to Oil FtinlltlCS ^U)

'SiHiC'Hi5-s £?■
terrorisi'attacks ^tie ieen^Jlst concern to both the Iranians and the 

Saudis.
It is not likely that one man or a small band of teJ"^°'’ists

rin aU^?i^^hrLPG^::i0atfR:^^aj;r;|y9;1ps]the^Sjnf^ 

mable vapors around the j03^Ce550r Khark Island is guarded by a

conventional bombing Campaign and take less time to accomplish.

7. Repairs to Oil Facilities (U)

^timistic about 
four reasons for
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Background (U)

Oil company executives and Pet:°leum ®,;9ine?;;^va:!te 
the ability to repair damage by terrorists. They
their optimism:

- Multi-product handling, storage and throughput 
can be complex, and repairs to multi-product 
facilities can be time-consuming. ,Ho';ever*,. 
dealing only with crude oil, thei^^ln9l.e 
export of the Persian Gulf, greatly simplifies 
the problem in any emergency situation.

- The secret to rapid restoration of throughput is 
to temporarily bypass the damaged ;re8S- 
reduces the out-of-operation time from months
to weeks.

Temporary repairs can be made with portable,
skid-mounted equipment that is av8i]abl®.thp 
large quantities and in great variety within the 
petroleum industry. Large capacity permanent 
Dioelines, pumps, and storage tanks can be 
bypassed by using many smaller temporary skid- 
mounted units operating in parallel.

-SE’B,Rf‘T*BW<i
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Jury-rig lash-ups and temporary repairs to
neS hlen°ir Surain production are “oo^on practice 

in the oil industry. Temporary field installa- 
icns to produce crude oil are co^n ]n the 

U.S. when the quantity of oil available at a
l^arge'facilitTes0' ii°? Sma11 it0 juStify permanent 
large Tacilities. U.S. petroleum technicians
probUn,fSnCtLasrpourJ' in9eni°US 50lV,n9

- b. 011 Fields (U)

be gained to them. However!athriarge1LnibprVnfy vy]nera^le ’f access can 
over hundreds of miles mak^s thom an’ ♦ Per* wells and their dispersion
to drasticallyreduceSproductiornratherathanCiii<t Htar9Ct the 0bj*€Cl is 

Ithe local security forces. 1 3n JUSt harass the government and

[some wells producingM^gl quantities ofaoiinno1nnnOUl?abnn^rKUbleSOme : 
not uncommon in the Ghawar field 1 A maior !pn°f?rp ’ ^i^000 b^1/da>) are

production from other wells in the field that aremsiSe^^rr^eJ^fle

of ^attack if <Jown-hol,eJstom1chokesS(^3sobcallPddr^ Unde^ “ndUio"5

are installed in the well Storm rhnfl! . fd and hurrlt:ane cutoffs)«.r.... .S's.r;;;;,;;,;1,rP::n“r6,ri:;..
C. Processing and Treatment Facilities (U)

Persian Gulf crude oillea^^gas-o^lPseparatiol^hfLah%aCCOmp1l?^ed local1y on
•le gas oil separation and hydrogen sulfide removal.

installIng facilitie^to «D^ure°)IreXPOrtin? "untries have or are 
a crude oil side product Hran 1^1 ^^r•'al U,Se the 9as as
injection facilities t^reinject tL re^n11'nH mu1‘.l-15'ni0" do"ar gas 
to sustain field pressurer? ch rfn !i Ked..??S back 1nt0 the we,1s
although this is wasteful and distastefu1°toenH,areH 0ff" t-e Crude oil! 
in Persian Gulf countries, steful to oil producers, n is common

'SEefttT—~
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7 . , A third process, separation of water from the oil,

wrur Uectio^'to IVul drive pressure. Wells that produce sigmf,- 

^^sune^ Tnllr ror^rtii: ■r”eredeo;0;lmpo?rrr:ater-o1l .parators.

tankers at sea or removed at the distmatnons.

1
d. Refineries and Terminal Facilities (U)

(Ul The two most difficult types of equipment to repair
rani HI V are oil refineries and underwater pipelines. Severe damage t^li Ji? refinerfcSSfi take many months to several years to repair
dSe to limited capability to bypass damage to t^eJar9®
towers mixing tanks and chemical retorts. However, the refinery
oZutl oJ Ihe Persian Gulf are not critical to world requ1ren.ents.

(Ul Repair to underwater pipelines (and any other
lation that requires divers or underwater construction) is time-consuming 
1 Vn2nlraiiv rfiffiLlt Major Tcpairs or replacement of undervrater

mTe inXics wtth a sequential build-up in transfer capacUy.

e.
Proposals for Increasing Emergency Repair Capability (u)

Two procedures appear attractive for improving oil 
facility emergency repair capabilities.

Maintain a stockpile of skid-mounted 
equipment, or an up-to-date invent°!^^. , 
list of skid-mounted equipment available
from major suppliers.

. - Gather facility information from the
international construction companies that 
built major installations in the Persian 
Gulf.

(1) Stockpile of Skid-Mounted Equipment (U)

fcy^ A stockpile of skid-mounted equipment could
■^established that would be tailored in quantity and type « 
emergency repairs to specific types of oil faciHOes at a given leve.

UtHCLASSIFIEiD 
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expensive, but also less effeJtLr1alterMtid y a'|'HdeP1oJ,ab1e- A less 
of skid-mounted equipment available in wrrp^IVe W0U j be t0 keep 3 list 
channels. This would be pract cal w th^n the H t Sk n°™al Supply 
concentration of major U S suDnliertn^.J? .U-S‘ becauJe °f the 
Houston area. ' Supp,iers this type of equipment in the

U

(2) Oil f^scility Repair(o}

Active Battalions. The elpe'rt rese!LRLSnerVe SEAB!f Battalions and 8 

Reserve Battalions for emergency on fac??irrPn^!StS 1° man up t0 tw> 
Some adjustments would have to be marfoafIfJ'y repair and operation.
"oil" battalions, but therwoulfsU?i 1. .ahe ^lrUC^Ure and T0E of th«e 
standard battalion missions ifreq^iV^6 pable of Cirrym out the

(3) Information on Oil Facilities (U)
1 is^usually done by laroe de]iJ^CaMt?nnc?Strl,Ctl'°? in the Persian Gulf 

the whole job. They do the designdwork oyaCi1?hpfJir?S COntract for 
complete the construction with manv ?' the material input and 
include establishing maintenance standarri^rfCH°rS’ .U1?016-^011 contracts 
and equipment. Ame^'can firms dominatprfd^-? f pr?ridln9 initial spare parts 
the 1960s. Now, many other ?oreion naMnn f3.C1!Uy constr^ction until 
°et large shares of the business 9 t^rnl 1 f"d lnternational firms also 
each other after contracts have been awfrripHSatrHCtl°n flrmS C0°Perate with 
blueprints and design details rathfr !warded a^d apparently exchange to gather as much information as Sossibirnn rtUempt C°u,d be ^ade 

^f the oil facilities to aid in preparing for the^r'^e'p^?" COnStructio11
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B. THE THREAT TO THE OIL SLOC OUTSIDE THE GULF (U)

1. Background (U)
nn The Persian Gulf oil sealanes contain over 5000 merchant

percent of Europe's demand and 17 percent of U-^•r^®;!s;!^^lon: y
12.3 million barrels per day rounded the Cape of1^0°^1H°P!*3aB^ cen[ 
the Gulf will provide about 53 percent of Europe s oil and 38 percent
of U.S. national demand.

The vulnerability of the Persian Gulf o11 
«amined here through a campaign analysis. Among the uncerta 
encountered in this study are the following.

The degree of Soviet interest in an anti-SLOC 
campaign in distant waters.
The size and effectiveness of Soviet forces.
Soviet base access and resupply options.
The effectiveness of Western maritime patrol 
aircraft.

lED
EO 1295E

iass Br ■ 
Divt WHS-

The vulnerability of supertankers.

X
(U) *For the purposes of this paper, the following estimates of 1978 
oil distribution will be used:

National Demand Flow From Gulf Around Africa 
(million barrels per day -mbd)

U.S.
Western Europe 
Japan
Other Non-Conmunist

50.4

3.0 3.0
8.9 7.5
4.5 -
3.6 l.B

20.0 12,3Non-Cownunist Total
A notional tanker size of 150.000 tons will be used throughout, result­
ing in traffic flow of about 20 loaded ships per day out of the Gulf. 
Peacetime petroleum demand is a questionable r®teren“Ms^an atio_
other measures are available. Preliminary studiH°J Jj’^V novern- 
needs suggest that wartime energy consumption would drop due to gove
ment restrictions and shifts from civilian to Pr°5i;ctt;'°n/cou,d
However, most countries would continue to import all the oil they could 
afford, with surpluses used to build stockpiles.



concludes that:
With allowances made for these uncertainties, our analysis

.SNA and submarine attacks might sink large 
numbers of tankers, but neither Europe, Japan 
nor the U.S. would be likely to lose more than 
15 percent of its 30 day oil supply. This 
holds true even under assumptions that were 
relatively favorable for the Soviets.

The threat from SNA is at least as great as 
that from submarines, even with Western 
defenses in place.

- Both the SNA and submarine campaigns would 
abate after the first 30 days.

• Western defenses and economic countermeasures 
can keep economic disruptions within manageable 
proportions, but the SLOC may be closed tempor­
arily while the threat is brought under control.

y 2. The Threat (U)

. Due to the distances involved, logistic constaints, and 
competing missions elsewhere, the Soviets are not expected to commit 
major forces against the SLOC in the Indian Ocean or the South Atlantic. 
The basic seaborne anti-SLOC force is considered to be 3-A submarines 
off of East Africa and 1-2 off West Africa. Additional Soviet naval 
units might be deployed against U.S. carriers or amphibious ships, but 
probably not against merchant shipping. Clandestine resupply might be 
arranged for some of the submarines. SNA attacks against shipping in 
the Persian Gulf and Gulf of Oman were examined. Sensitivity analyses 
explored the impact of alternative Soviet basing and threat levels.
Table Il-B-1 summarizes the forces from which anti-SLOC units might be 
drawn.

a^thorITV£o ;295f 
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Table n-B^

POTENTIAL SOVIET ANTl-SLOC FORCES

l^ffCLASS’FluD 
AO'THORJVV EO 129f;t

'APR 2 3 200.';
Cnief: Decissn B;

5SN 
S5

Totals

(Source: CIA)

Northern
1978

Fleet Pacific Fleet Northern
1985

Fleet Pacific Fleet

26 12
19

46
26

22
16

s 70 31 72 40

Badger ASM 
Badger Bomber 
Backfire/Blinder

Totals

. SNA Bomber Inventory 
(Source: OlPP) 

1978
Black Ses

49
16
38

103

Total

265
16
75

356

1985
Black Sea

30

65

■ tDiheaSil SL0C eSing 80 percent availabilitj. 5 SSNs
r9asLawoi?fbe needed5tc keep one Pacific neeto5rUb.annetOni(Stat1cn 

near the Indian Ocean SLOC: 4 Northern Fie t probably
Off the Bulge of Africa. ln^5orJ; 11°. the tankers in the Philiippme 
more productive, for the Soviets to closer to Soviet bases.
Sea or the North Atlantic, where the refueled in

3. Allied Responses (U)

after the crisis starts, (but be aircraft) would be positioned 
assumed that three P-3 squadrons (27 aircr aircraft) in the South
around the Indian Ocean, s<^ mpntpd bv French forces from! ReunionAtlantic. These aircraft rrfer are d^p^ojed ^galst Soviet
or Djibouti. Surface escorts and a earner are y

SE-G-RtT—
n-B-3
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/ resupply and overseas bases. Land-based fighters and AEW aircraft
I tner«iirder!d 10 be the C0untermeasures for SNA. It is important
I realize, however, that the use of even a few modern aircraft fromI Indian Ocean bases would involve serious support problems For

ad?Uies 1 ?Uh9aSDLe90 GrCia ?aSi^P'5 Sl0r'9e P 3m^intenance 
facilities, It has space for only 11-14 large aircraft and is undefended

4. ASW Campaign Analysis (U)

South AtUnH^ , foc “ on the Western lndian Ocean and 
?tudt«th ^Jlflnt1c- The Japan SLOC has been covered by other PA4E 
clif n ; There earller studies showed that by 1981, the Japanese
for«seirth/SrCth ln th! ^aciflc’ together with Iranian and Au^ralian 
forces in the Northern and Eastern Indian Ocean, could provide enouah

, Clue t0 limited Western ASW assets and relatively ooor
a,-0n9 J'UCh 0f the SL0C* a hl'9her priority is given

forkthe ?ub™rinU^mr,neS frOI!1 rearm’n9 out-of-area than to searches 
for the submarines from rearming out-of-area than to searches for the
sutaennes themselves. This approach will be described in more detail 
below. When sorties are flown against the submarines, they center at 
the position of the last tanker sinking (flaming datum procedures)
In J fwre al,0W?d 20?-225 f1l'3ht hours Par month; bSI sincrthe
lowtrli^t f cfPal9n dlm;,”sh« over time this is not a binding
broJ-stationWwi?h?n pSh 0 bases Sh0wn 1n Fi9ure !. a P-3 could 
Th. r, i 1 ? th ? hours of an attack near1y anywhere in the SLOC. 
arrn«Ucy f1*0 aasum?d that all’e<l ASW barriers would be deployed 
thl lankell sub,,,anne transit routes once hostilities began against

SoLt fnr'fae 1s.alu° P?a?ible that U.S. uoits would begin trailing
of fiJhtiM fn’farl0 hP5111!11^5 0nd eliminate them at the outbreak 9
of fighting. In fact, there is reason to believe that we would be
Ihl Iif^rC^t; Ul th S "lisslon- However, this analysis focuses on 
the alternatives if we are not so fortunate.

( The ASW analysis demonstrates that;

Western stockpiles and the sheer volume of 
shipping In the SLOC (see Figure 2) would 
make it hard for Soviet submarines to sink 
enough ships to seriously disrupt the U.S. 
and European economies. These results are 
summarized In Table 2.
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As shown in Table II-B-2, assumptions about 
torpedo loadouts and weapons effectiveness 
affected the outcome more than those about 
aircraft Py.. Similarly, prevention of oul- 
of-area resupply would save oH>re tankers than 
would be lost by the diversion of P-3s from 
ASW to anti-supply ship missions.

Table ll-B-2

30-DAY SUBMARINE CAMPAIGN IN THE INDIAN OCEAN AND SOUTH ATLANTIC a/ (S)

percent of 30 day demand in 1978)

Assumptions b/
Base Case Worst Case Best Case

54.0 113.0 18
4.7 9.8 1.5

7.6 15.8 2.5
2.4 5.1 .8

4.5/10 3.1/10 1.3/6

Western Ships Sunk 
Western Tanker Losses {•) c/

European Oil Lost (i)
,U.S. Oil Lost (*)

Soviet Submarines Lost/Committed 4.5/10

^/ Submarines assumed to attack only loaded tankers, 
b/ Assumptions and key variables arc outlined in Appendix B. 
c/ Based on the distances and oil volumes involved, some 1150 notional
” tankers would be continuously employed in the Persian Gulf trade.

Of these about 530 would be loaded and at sea, and 90 vfould be in 
port.
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Table II-B-3

tanker sinkings as a function of different
BASELINE variables a/ (Sj

i -Nni ASSinilD

APR 2 3 2003
Decies?- B*

E Rec. Ob'. WH»-

Variables
Sinkings at 

Base Case Value 
(Value;

Sinkings At Most 
Optimistic Value 

(value)

Sinkings at Most 
Pessimistic Value 

(Value]
Torpedo Loadouts/
Shots per Sinking

54
(16/4)

48
(12/4)

101
(16/2)

Resupply Prevention 54
(1 Resupply)

35
(No Resupply)

65
(2 Resupplies)

P*3 Effectiveness b/
(Pk)

54
(.06)

50
(.154)

56
(.001)

Submarine Losses in 
Transit, All Causes y

54
(.22)

49
(.57)

54
(.22)

a/ Only one parameter valued at a time.
Aiinougn submarine losses to barriers, ASk' forces In transit and P-3s 
on station have little impact on the number of tankers sunk in a 30 
day campaign, the Pjc
In a longer campaign however, the submarine losses would reduce tanker 
sinkings.

• Based on the inportanco of resupply prevention,
3 of the 5 P-3 squadrons are assigned to surface 
surveillance at the outbreak of hostilities.
The remaining two squadrons, armed with Harpoon, 
attack potential re-supply ships detected by 
surveillance. Using random patrols, this com­
bination could neutralize all Soviet and Bloc 
shipping along the SLOC in 5-7 days at the 80 
percent confidence level. The area searched 
is shaded in Figure Il-B-3. With good intel­
ligence support, the job could be finished even 
faster. No more than two tankers should be lost 
as a result of this diversion from ASW roles, 
but the rules of engagement would have to allow 
the destruction of Soviet and Bloc merchant 
ships if the anti-supply campaign is to be 
effective.

Protection of shipping could be enhanced by 
routing tankers along paths A and B in Figure 
lI-B-3, as well as along the normal SLOC.
Rerouting not only reduces the number of targets 
presented to a given submarine, but it also
exploits the better acoustic conditions near the ceruer-Of Ihe Indian Ocean.

Il-B-8
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A carrier battle group near the Persian Gulf 
at the outbreak of hostilities could reach, 
and probably neutralize, any Soviet Indian 
Ocean base or sanctuary ashore within 10 days.

The Soviets would have little incentive to send 
more submarines against the SLOC in the Indian 
Ocean and the South Atlantic. Each submarine 
on station at the beginning of the campaign 

. would sink about 7 ships, but large initial 
deployments would alert Western defenses and 
the surge would degrade Soviet readiness later 
in the conflict. Once the shooting starts 
only about 2.8 sinkings would be expected for 
each submarine comnitted. Similarly, In the 
long run, about 4.3 tankers would be lost for 
each submarine sunk. By either measure, it is 
clear that neither a longer, nor a more intense 
campaign in distant waters by the threat forces 
listed in Table II-B-1 could close the SLOC for 
an extended period. Moreover, Navy studies 
indicate that Soviet submarines could achieve 
at least comparable success rates against ship­
ping in the North Atlantic and Pacific, with 
shorter transit times and fewer maintenance 
problems.

South African bases are particularly important 
to the West. It would be almost impossible to 
cover the Cape region without South African 
airfields.

An alternative Soviet tactic might be to use only 
one torpedo per ship to damage, rather than 
sink. it. Large numbers of crippled tankers 
far from repair facilities would tax Western 
salvage capabilities. However, Soviet sub­
marine sinkings also would rise since the subs 
would expose themselves more often. In the 
steady state, under base case assumptions, 
the Soviets would disable 84 tankers per month 
(4 days’ oil supply), but they would lose nearly 
80 of the submarines committed.

The figure of 54 tankers sunk under the "Base 
Case" column of Table 2 also seems valid for 
1985. If anything. Western losses probably 
would decrease due to projected ASW improve­
ments. However, U.S. oil Imports from the 
Persian Gulf are expected to rise faster than 
European oil imports over the next seven years. 
Therefore the 1985 oil loss from the 54 sinkings 
shown in Table II-B-2 would shift to 4 percent 
for Europe and 3.3 percent for the U.S.

secret:
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5. AAW Campaian Analysis (U)

jif SNA attacks against the SLOCs are assumed to take pike in
nhe-Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman. In the base case, the strikes occur 
after a period of warning, when allied land-based fighters are in place.
An alternative surprise attack with no fighters also was examined. F-Bs, 
F-4s, F-15s, and F-16s could cover most of the threat area from Southeast 
Iran or Oman. AEW could be provided by U.S. or Iranian AWACS or land- 
based E-?s. Carriers also could help defend the SLOC against SNA, but 
are withheld in this analysis for other missions.

time
In the base case, tanker sailings are kept at 1978 peace- 

Te levels throughout the attacks. In addition, cargo ship traffic is 
assumed to sail roughly one-third of peacetime levels to sustain the Gulf 
economies'. Several variations are examined. SNA attacks with either 
bombs or ASMs are assumed to continue until: (a) 1/2 of the Black Sea 
bomber inventory is lost (50 aircraft) or (b) 1/4 of the total SNA inven­
tory (all Fleets) of air-to-surface missiles is expended. The results 
are shown in Table II-B-4 as a function of SNA attrition rates.

Table ll-B-4 '

WESTERN LOADED TANKER LOSSES VS SNA ATTRITION (S)
1978

SNA Attrition Rates Per Sortie
Situation

1. 40 ASM-carrying Badgers attack 
until 1/2 of Black Sea SNA 
bombers destroyed y

2. Free-fall bomb attacks until 
1/2 of Black Sea SNA bombers 
destroyed b/

3. ASM attacks until 1/4 of total 
-SNA inventory of ASHs expended £/

®/

c/

5*« J2k 50t;

113 59 32 14

242 125 66 29
(166) (86) m (20)

14 14 14 14

according to Bose*-Einstein (B-E)
statistics, a * .5, 40 merchant ships, 40 tankers (1/2 loaded).
See Appendix 0 for methodology, ___
18-500 kg bombs per Badger, (Parentheses refer to 10-500-kg bombs 
per Badger). 350 foot CEP per aircraft. Only loaded tankers 
attacked.
Attacks stop when 240 missiles used, based on DIA estimate of 1976 
total SNA Inventory of 800-1050 ASMs, Weapons distribution B-E.

(S) This table points to five important conclusions;

Even with Western defenses in place, SNA poses a serious 
threat to the oil SLOC.

,smtT
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- , As was the case with submarine torpedoes, ASH 

inventories are a potentially severe constraint 
for the Soviets. However, the intelligence 
data on this subject are soft, and the Soviets 
could build up their inventories fairly rapidly 
with new naval ASMs, electro*optical TASMs or 
laser-guided bombs.

Badgers with free-fall bombs are effective in 
large numbers at low altitudes. This is mainly 
because they are assumed to be able to concen­
trate on loaded tankers, whereas the ASMs are 
distributed over all ships. However, the 
bombers' low-level accuracy could be countered 
by issuing Redeye or Stinger to the tankers. 
Futhermore, non-ASM Badgers are being rapidly 
phased out of Soviet inventories, so that ASM- 
capable aircraft would have to be used to mount 
large bomber raids.

An SNA campaign against a defended SLOC would not 
be prolonged. Even with 5 percent attrition 
on 40 bomber raids, half of the Black Sea bomber 
force would be lost in 25 sorties.

- SNA attrition rates of 20 percent or more are 
desirable to reduce the threat to manageable 
proportions. With 6 to 10 F-15s, or about 20 
F-4s or F-5s plus AEW aircraft, the allies 
should be able to extract 20 percent attrition 
rates from 40 Badger raids. If the 42 Iranian 
F-4s at Bandar Abbas were brought to bear, 
attrition rales of 50 percent or more are 

V possible.

J^, Because the SNA attacks take place in the northwest
Indian Ocean, the target shipping also includes tankers bound for Japan, 
East Asia, and a variety of other destinations that would not be threat­
ened by the submarines farther suuth. Thus, the distribution of oil 
losses to SNA as a proposition of 1978 30-day demand ranges from a worse 
case of: USA-6.7 percent. Western Europe-24 percent and Japan-31.8 percent 
to a best case of: USA-0.4 percent, Western Europe-1.4 percent and Japan- 
1.8 percent. K

In the case of the surprise attack, SNA probably could close 
down the SLOC completely in 3-4 days, with Western losses ranging between 
65 and 91 ships. Of these, 33 to 47 would be tankers -- about half of 
them loaded. Such losses, of course, would be additive to those suffered 
later after the defenses were in place as well as to losses caused by 
submarines elsewhere in the SLOC.

"SEeRtT-
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Other Threats (U)

In addition to Soviet aircraft and submarines, it also 
possible that surface ships or the armed forces of neutral states 

could threaten the tankers. However, localized threats away fros the 
choke points around Hormuz or Bib-el*Mandeb can be avoided by re­
routing the ships. Similarly, surface combatants probably could be 
neutralized by aircraft in a few days. Neither force would be likely 
to disrupt the SLOC for very long. Thus, they have not been considered 

* further.

(U)
ll-B-5.

7. Summary (U)

Losses from all causes in 1978 are summarized in Table 

Table Il-B-5
TOTAL WESTERN TANKER LOSSES IN THE OIL SLOC - 1978 (S) 

(Parenthesis Show Numbers of Loaded Tankers}

Cause Base Case Worst Case Best Case

Submarines 5fi (5A) 113 (113) 18 (18)

SNA/Allied Defenses in Place 63 (32) 242 (242) IIJM
117 (86) 355 (355) 45 (32)

SNA/Surprise Attack
Results

47 (23)
164 TTW

.47 (23) 33 (17) 
78 149)402 T378)

Losses as X of 1150 Tankers
6.6in Persian Gulf Trade 14.3 35.0

Losses as X of 30-day oil 
demand

12.5
42.9 •

1.7
5.7-U.S.

-Europe
3.9

13.2
-Japan 7,2 34.9 4.1

Losses as * of 30-day P.G. 
tanker shipments 14.3 35.0 6.8

Soviet Losses
Submarines 4-5 3-4 1-2
Aircraft 56 50 60

• * , !i
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•^5'' It can be seen that, although the actual oil losses are

not large as a percentage of rieniancf (less than 15 days* supply in all 
cases), the worst case destruction of 402 tankers would represent an 
insurance loss of over S12.5 billion and would slow the rale of sub­
sequent oil deliveries.* Even in the base case $4.5 billion in ship< 
and cargoes are lost.

Convoying is not an attractive option. In the first 
place, the convoys would need a large number of escorts. More 
importantly, CIA’s estimate of a 20 percent reduction in oil deliveries 
due to convoy inefficiencies is larger than the losses inflicted by 
the attackers in all but the worst case. Nevertheless, under wor.st 
case assumptions, some form of convoying mioht be needed to oet the 
tant^rs to sail. - -

Jt ■js clear that foreion bases are important to both side* 
in the campaign against the SLOCs. Denial of the airfields shown in 
Figure II-B-1 would slow Western reactions to sinkings and perhaps even 
create submarine havens. The loss of Diego Garcia as a stagino area and 
support base could even preclude an extended 4SW effort. In the absence 
of fighter bases in Oiwn or Eastern Iran, two carriers probably would 
be needed to counter SNA. Conversely, Soviet fiohters at fields alono 
the African littoral would threaten the P-3s over a wide area (Fioure’l). 
If an oijt-of-area resupply facility could be maintained, it would'bolh 
increase the effectiveness of the submarines and reduce their losse* 
Finally, the deployment of SNA closer to the SLOC (for instance in ' 
Afghanistan) would reduce our warning time, allow the Soviets to carry 
higher payloads, and permit them to escort their bombers, although thi<
IS not their current practice.

u _ Soviet capabilities against the SLOC in 1985 probably 
will be similar to those today. Improvements in attack submarines are 
likely to be more than matched by U.S. ASW advances. New Soviet ASMS 
end PGMs will be offset by the projected phase-out of nearly half the 

I Badger force and the development of better Western AAMs and point-defense 
I systems for merchantmen. Perhaps the biggest potential growth in Soviet 
I capabilities would come from bases in areas closer to the SLOC. Fencers
1 or Flogoers could attack the tankers directly from fields in Afghanistan.
\ However. Soviet bases farther afield (such as Aden) would be so detached 
I from the USSR as to be vulnerable to direct U.S. strikes - either from
I aJr .f1?? the Mlddle East or from carriers. In any case the amount 
I 01 oil flowing from the Gulf is projected to rise from some 20 million 

barrels Per day to about 28 million by 1985. Thus, the same numbers of 
I sinkings will have a smaller percentaoe impact. Larger oil stockpiles 
I could further cushion the blow.

(U) *In earlyj^yif^ there were some 4,800 non-cofimunist tankers, of 
which about 1530 were 60,000 tons or larger. As noted above, there are 
an estimated 1150 tankers in the Persian Gulf trade. In late 1978 more 
than 230 tankers totalling 31 million tons were laid up. Even thouoh 
the tanker market is expected to tighten by the mid-80s, there should 
be enough ships available to replace all but the M>rst case losses.

secRff
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Similarly, the economu d’ ^uPb^1”2 t,^^v"fal,r’several months. On the 

rr’haTnat rhr:ii.Wor l^:nl !n,° Lst^th^^
preclude°coordinatedractions ^n^ caUsePdisrUptions tar put of proportion 

to the military threat posed by the Soviet forces.

8. Reconmendations (U)
It is extremely important for the West to take 
visible and decisive action at the onset of an 
anti-SLOC campaion to avoid panic. The refusal 
0? le^en to sail would curtail oil shipments 
iust as effectively as ship sinkings.’ With 
this in mind, (1) war risk insurance eno compen­
sation proorams should be considered for foreign 
flao ships; (2) force cornintments shovld oe IiLn«S a surveillance center established
ior the SLOC es soon es the crisis develops, 
search rescue, and salvage operations along 
the SLOC should oe strengthened to bolster crew
morale.

. Some forms of fighter and AEW protection against 
SNA must be deployed to the Persian Goli or the 
GuU oroman -- ideally, before fighting breaks

out.
Diplomatic efforts should be ^olster^Jcl° 
access to airfields in Oman. Kenya, the 
and the Maldives. Support from the French should 
be <^ouQht for the joint use of Reunion 
Soviet'base development in Afghanistan should be

opposed.

Our policy on South Africa should consider the 
?Bct ?hat the loss of South African askistanca 
l->/mi1h ftffpr the Soivets a submarine have near the cape dJ lood Hope that would be at the limit 

. of P“3 range..

Plans Should be prepared to exPan^ 
space on Dieoo Garcia and to provide at least
some air defense for the island.

{U} * Despite the potential for ^ M^rmans^convoVs of

closed for want seamen -ust bef0re the fall of Phnom
World War 11 to the MeR°n9 river 5 - wining to sail the endangered
Penh, there have usually been enough me | f owners and enhanced
ships, in any case war risk P^05;;^5for^uuled by several
compensation plans for seamen
governments and could be implemented on short notice.

>SEefifr"w'
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VARIABLES IN TOE ASW ANALYSIS (U)

(£-}^Six key variables were used tiroes per
^effectiveness (Pk) Bga nsl ^ J [o^nk each'tanker, (A)

Soviet submarine, (3/lilorpe °^prp rpsucplied, (5) whether or not 
whether or not the 5ubl7'®^'pf 0^e!;®ationPand (6) the effectivenesi 
the submarines were replaced o - in transit. The
of allied ASW forces^3,?a:n/ nS°th t dy r!.ed in lable
ranoe of values considered in the siuay as su
II-B-A-1.

table 11-B-A-l 

ASW VARIABLES

P-5 Pk

Beselint -06
Worst Case .001 
best Case .IS^

Anti-Ship
lorpedoei

lorpeooes
per

Sinkinc
1orpeoo 

Re-Supplv
Submarines

Reoleced
Transit

Pk

If
16
U

t,
7
4

Yei
Yei
Nc

Yes
Yes
No

.22

.22
.22

of these figures is outlined below:

. n V ica for P--S was derived from date in SEAPLAN

of the 5LUL, auste c wgs <jown.
the lack of 30^U't^ov®^®^e’ se analysiL Other Navy 
oraded to .06 m the ^£5e^cas^^ Hix^ thf
studies have been more optsmisut.erTh5=5TTn 
Pk ranoed from .^3 to .IS • ^ncpn^itive to
Table 2. the campaign outcome is qu p M
P-3 effectiveness. In any case “of ^the
oiieSLOCewoultdebe°difficulttfor ;heteSoviets.

(2) Modern Soviet submarines are
for 18 to 22 torpedoe^ CIA estimates that^ weapons

?ri:if-L-;;e:oaEs2 eq it rr
ship torpeooes per submarine na 
and CIA SLOC interdiction studies.

(3) World War II submarines Hoever, more
toroedoe^ for every merchant ship sunk «oev'r; .
'recent c'ampaign analyses *'»ve estimated th t 2 to
firings would be needed per sinking. The latt

Dr^J-LASSiPiGC: 
AlfTWriRITV rrO 12961*<SECRff
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(4)

(5)

(6)

tJSed hereir‘* bul they probably are low 
particularly in the case of very laroe tanker* The 
vuinerabiliiy of these ships is open'to debau! buj 
the lew date points available show that it has been 
herd for conventional ordnance to destroy even irtne- 
bilized tankers that have been darr^aoed b> accideI?Jt.

In the base case, resupply of submarines was considered 
10 occur from tenders or merchant ships in sheltered
n ie:LWiUh:nJ5C’nir,es of the One submarine was
a sumed lost durino resupply. It was felt that thl
resupply ships would have been eliminated by the time 
that the submarines expended their second load of 
lorpeoDEs and that the subs then returned home.

and wors; cese$* lw0 SSNs were assumed to 
onathpVla?hV2St0*v ?n 042 £nd were in lhe Arabian Sea 
lVunrftlh l-‘ n the Atlantic tw0 SSNs would leave 
hv ru?tthei[^n F,eet,et ancl arrive off the Buloe of Africa 
K2SAssumed0 Oi;t-0'-irea resuPP,J' for repUcement subs

SEAPLAiy ?OOCi, p. V-17 pives a Pd for a iransitino 
submarine in the Pacific as .8,and a Pk/d of1 )7
ASW h-rri3 lrdnSit 'k •l36* ThC Ch3nC^ tO

ASK bcrrierswas estimated at .1. aivina a 22 percent 
chence of being sunk enroute by barriers or open-ocean
?%rNe6PLfil?We-er- SEfll1IX ] that a'barrier

Of ^SN 688/637 class submarines would have a Pi. of 5
!^*hh0UIi.even COnsiderinc mines and aircraft. This would

UuCLASSiriED 
ALITHORn-Y EO 12956

/iPR 2 3 2003.
Cr«rni. Declass B:
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Appendix E

SNA CamDoion Aoainst the SLOC, 
Assumotions, Methodoloov snd Analysis

AUVrfjRITV cO

APR 2 3 POO'
C-'.ici. L'iCIc^Z- fc;

I nec. D:v; VVH-r
I. Scenarios (u)

Two SNA attack scenarios were developed. In the i’irst, £ 
raids by 40 Badoers was flown eaeinst a largel set of 4Drc®f?° ^ht?^8 
40 tankers (half of them loaded) in the [astern Person Gu f and the 
Gulf of On-ier,. Western defenses were assumed to be in place, botn 
anti-ship missiles ASHs) and free-fall bombs were usee. 7ne numbe 
of stiecks weS constrained by either Soviet aircraft 
expenditures. In tne second scenario, raics o. 60 Ecooer. 
peacetime shipping in the same area (roughly 100 cargo 5hlP^ d
tankers) for four days, when tne SLOC was assumed to have been closed. 
Western defenses were not yet in place.

II. 'Statistical Distributions (U)

(U) There ere two stamJerd statisl-icai nodels used by Kevy ordnance 
planners in me distribution of attacking platforms amono targets.

(U) Maxwell-BoltaiTrenn (K-E) statistics assume that any target is 
eoua’lv likely to be enoaoed ov any attacker. In particular, the 
"ability oi a target ship-being hit by k missile salvos u approximatec

by.
f (k) = e-£ ak 

m k!

where the ratio of attackers to targets.
(U) In Bo^e-Einstein (B-E) statistics^ the likelihood of a ship being 
attacked bv any Given salvo is dependent on the distribution of attack, 
previously made. Specifically, a ship tnat has been a u^cked 
more likely to be attacked adoin, one thet has been attoCke<5#tw1c® 
a more likely target than one that has been hit only once, etc. Mathe­
matically, the B-E distribution of attacks is approximoted b>.

f(k) B - 1
aTf

a - ratio of attackers to targets.

(U) *u.S. Navy Non-Nuclear Ordnance Requirements (NNOR), Volume IV.
NNOR addresses the number of enocoements for eacn of n u-s* 
under attack by r attackers. This is equivalent to the number of times 
that each of n merchant ships would be attacked if the target set w^re 
struck by r bombers.

srcRm
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to fu some types of combat data e c 'thl B‘t fnodel 5eems
fiphter pilots (a few aces several'with1!^ Jiributl0n of kllls ani0na 
Here, however, the M-B model will be taken'-^k- S,tmflny WUh none) • 
from the Soviet standpoint, and the B.F !?n K .°?llmiStic Pre<^Tctior. 
on the expected sinkinos. E Wl1 be ta,cen as ® lower bound

l‘flThaeslPeVtrhad;tLnits°::et ASHS WUh Of ,;i.
damaoe from varying numbers of Iwo-micc^f P-^ sinking. Thus, the 
following distribution: ^i-sue Soivos should have the

2m
£5 Ef

\Mijr

I

Sc *1 vos

1
?

Miss

• 06?S 
.005? 
.0002 
.0000

Tab1e (SJ
Oemaoe

.5760

.0466

.0007

.0000

Sint.

. 562S 

. 94 S3 

.9991 
1.0000

from different°salvcint S1nkln9S resultinp from two or more Single hits

probabilUies1forfseverfl1ialuestofnaWaS7hePlledlt0 lhC M_B 3nd 8’C aUack
Table Jl-B-2. ues of 8- 7he resulis are presented in

Table Il-B-2
Enaaoement Outcomes (S)

.66
1.00
2.00

Missed

.727

.528

.380

.145

M-B
Damaoed

.046 

.069 

. 07£ 

.063

Sunt;

.227

.403

.542

.792
ni The Campaian Against Western Defenses

Missed

.764 

.616 

.516 

. 346

(U)

B-C
Damaoec

.072

.094

.100

.090

Sunk

.164

.2B8
-.384
.562

'^?^5.Ca{hCi]^to??eS^0olld^jr7Bo^^-E?R:t"inV%fofta1l6S y^oe’d!Fa ValVe of

causedeby W^leJn c2!nteraettacks0f At^'lc^ser565 t0 a7°unft ^orlconfustionS 

limit of 50 aircraft wi 11 be exceeded in T.n\Per {Z0%) the attrition 
■ 22b sinkings/sortie x 7 sorties - iPfi ? ih 0 Uef- Thus* 80 tar5ets * 
losses would probably be tankers and6hlifhl? Half of the
si.li.. “j”"-
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ftt low altitua^. Ecapers are c^1ktoe^o«1b^1^ only lo'iwuldt’bf
-Sircraf* maximur, bomb ’sG'?f ™thoUt retue1inc. Four 500 kc bomb
carried from CrlmeaHt° heMTln1 Thi[ resullk in Pks of .2« 
hits were assumed neeoed i or eaoh kill ‘q fhrafc .u.ck sQ.insk . 1000, ,
?50‘'ship.*>0^rcrafl^wilb free-fall bombs were assumed-to attack only

loeded tankers.
IV. Attacks Before Defenses Were in Place (U(

•li')'noeinSthrSLMl5t In r|sponse'^o1?hrmea“CVnrshrppiioS«sPreduced

:?r?5insMeps the first day to 7^. -dre^°e-,rtbw:r:rsum:rthMh«ikers 
movement halted by the fourth day. ;hllD/- rtion of tankers in
the^taroet'set roce’^roi. one-?hird’the first day to seventy-five percent 
ol: m iMrfda.v me results are shcMn in labie n-H-.i.

Table U-B-3

BASEl.lNF RF'^l|1T<L (s)
--------50 BADGFP RAJ Pi

pay

1
2
3

K-E B-C

Ships 
in PG/ 

GuH of 4
H

Tankers

35
50
75

Total
Damaaed

6.5
5.7
3.6 

T576

Total
Sunk

3A. 1 
30,2 
27.1 
9T4

Tankers
Sunk

Total
Damaoed

Total
Sunk

Tankers
Sunk

Oricn

150
75
50

c

. 33 

.66 
1.00

11.A 
15.1 
20.3 
46.6

10.8
7.1
5.0

1279

24.b 
21.6 
15.2
7^

6.2
10.8
14.4
33.4

Several excursions ^ "re^rfnUnle CmpaUn ,t beutSOtheri
^could sink more O’°n?ar’et^would remain available. On the
could not be certain that t ® - hl , an^ ^^e time needed to re-
other hand, due to cofn["unj!5!^T tha* the 5loc could be closed in less 
route shipping, it lsudou^tfultJp®3rio W£S uted as the base case, with 
than 3 days. Thus, the above scenar r the -1ack of western opposition. 
K-B weapons distribution as a proxy

V EO 129£&
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C. MINING THE STRAIT OF HORMUZ (U) 

T. Summary (U)

C. !“.CLA;jS:Ti*?.r.- 
AuTHOPiiTY EO 15951

APR 23 200?
Deci2?l« i;:

":a. £ Rec. Div. Wl--i

[yj 7He shipping route from the Persian Gulf is frequently
considered very vulnerable’to a long term closure by mining the Strsi; 
of Hormuz. This is not the case. The Strait could probably be covertly 
mined by submarines to a low threat level, and possibly mined to a high 
threat level in a large scale surprise air attack. Some tankers W0U,J 
be damaoed and sailings would probably stop. However, the Strait could 
be reopened without about two weeks by helicopter mine sweeping forces. 
Only a complete breakdown in defenses would allow the reseeding operc- 
tions needed to sustain a long term closure.

r c. Background (U)

At0l The Strait of Hormuz is a deep and relatively wide choke
point. It is navigable to supertankers over a width of 2h miles at ill 
narrowest point. A four mile wide main shipping channel lies close to 
the Oman Peninsula on the Arabian side of the Strait. (See figure ll-C-l.) 
The channel is marked to provide traffic separation, and is at least 
300 ft. oeep for inbound traffic end greater than 2S0 ft. deep for out­
bound traffic. This distinction is important because bottom mines are 
ineffective deeper than 200 ft. (See Figure II-C-2.) The marked channel 
is u'ed because it is the snonest route into and out of the Gulf and 
not because of any serious navigation constraints nearer the Iranian side 
of the Strait.
(U) Over 90 percent of the crude oil and petroleum products
produced in the Persian Gulf passes through the Strait of Hormuz. Tankers 
currently carry about 20 million barrels per day (MB/D) out of the 
Persian Gulf. An average of 40 tankers pass through the Strait of 
Hormuz each day evenly distributed between inbound and outbound traffic. 
Inbound supertanker traffic is riding high under light ballast •
Outbound traffic is ladened, with drafts of 50 to 66 ft. conrwn (lb0,000 
to 260,000 dead weight ton tankers respectively) and occasionally with 
drafts as deep as 94 ft. (500,000 dwt tankers).
(U) An analysis of traffic patterns produced by the Naval
Ocean Surveillance Information Center (NOSIC) indicates about twice as 
many merchant cargo ships of 1000 tons or more transit the Strait oi 
Hormuz on any given day as tankers. The proportion of cargo ships to 
tankers is expected to increase In the 1980s as the Persian Gulf stales 
buildup their industrial infrastructures and port facilities.

(U) jhe effects of a systematic mining campaign designed
exact a large toll on ships sailing through the Strait would be potenlially 
disastrous to the west in the absence of effective mine c,',,ntermeasures.

SEC-RE-T
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3- Soviet Mininq Threat (U)

Mi*^Hw,ir'.SV'v £0 'iC'Sfii

■APR 2 5 2GG:.
Cni£l Dsc’c^.:-iH 

/.• ^ec. Div WH’

Mine warfare is one field of naval warfare where a Soviet 
claim to preeminence Is justifiec. Intellioence projections credit the 
Soviet Union with over 190,000 mines in its stockpiles. They are 
estimated to have the specialized mine manufacturing facilities and 
technical personnel to produce enough modern mines to support any opers- 
lion undertaken by them or their client states. 

y
There are three classes of Soviet mines -- moored mines, 

bottom mines and oeep moored mines -- that pose a threat to surface 
ships. Moored mines have buoyant cases containing the sensors, firino 
devices and e;tplosive charges. The cases are attached by tethers to’ 
anchors to keep them from drifting. The aepth at which the cases will 
float is preset before launching.

Bottom mines, as the name implies, lie on the bottom. 
Thesemines bury themselves under silting conditions or in soft mud, 
which restricts or negates the effectiveness of minehunting operations, 
bottom mines have the most sophisticated sensors including passive 
acoulic ana magnetic induction. U.S. intellioence also credits the 
boviels with having a pressure firing mechanism although this device has 
never been recoverec. Neither NATO nor the Warsaw Pact have the capability 
10 influence sweep mines equipped with pressure firing devices except by 
the use of guinea pig ships. Known Soviet bottom mines are effective 
only when laid at depths no greater than ?00 feet, an important restric­
tion pertinent to the Strait of Hormuz.

Deep moored mines, primarily for anti-submarine warfare,
#are the newest developn»ent in the Soviet inventory. One type of deep 
moored mine, the rising vehicle mine {RVM}. is also credited with anti- 
surface ship capabilities. The RVM differs from regular mored mines in 
its ability to discriminate target depth by an active sonar sensor, and 
by its mobility. When the mine's passive and active acoustic sensors 
are satisfied that a valid target is present, the mine detaches from Its 
tether and a rocket motor ignites. The mine rises rapidly under rocket 
propulsion and explodes either on contact with the taraet, or at the 
previously measured depth of the target ship.

Soviet anti-ship moored mines are larger than Soviet 
^u^arine torpedo tubes and can be laid only by aircraft or surface 

ships. Soviet bottom and deep moored mines can be laid by submarines, 
aircraft or surface ships. The Soviets do not have dedicated naval 
surface mirelaying ships. Jn general, all older classes of cruisers, 
destroyers and small combatants had a minelaying capability. This 
philosophy is changing however, and many of their newer classes of major 
combatants are not equipped with mine rails. Soviet merchant ships 
and stern trawlers are not known to have specialized minelaying equipment 
and have never been known to engage in minelaying drills. Because of 
this, U.S. Naval Intelligence rates the threat of minelaying bv commercial 
Soviet vessels as possible but remote.

'-SEG'R-fT
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^,45}^ Soviet Naval Aviation (SNA) has practiced aerial mint-

la,ying for a number of years and continues to emphasize this mission. A 
few Long Ranoe Aviation (LRA) aircraft also practice minelayinc. See 
Table II-C-lI

Ine most probable classes of submarines that would be 
*^u5ed as minelayers are the Foxtrot and its apparent replacement, the 

lanoo. These submarines have large mine (torpedo) capacities. Ine 
Foxtrot has proven to be a reliable submarine capable of being maintained 
on distant deployments for extended periods of time. The November SSf^ 
class also has a* large capacity but few have ventured far from Sovet 
homewaiers recently. See Table Il-C-2.

Ihe Soviet capability to mine the Strait of Hormuz is 
limited only by their access to the area over the period of time needed 
to implant tne number of mines they oecide to use. Their ability to 
sustain a mining threat is determined by the ability of the defending 
forces to prevent reseeding the field. .

lo obtain an appreciation for the Soviet forces needed to 
carry out a mining campaign in the Strait of Hormuz we assumed that 
either a harassing mine threat of lOt or a dense minefield of 50* threat 
would be initially laid.* Table Ii-C-3 shows the number of mines needed 
for these threats.

JrSf Kcst modern Soviet naval mines are equipped with long
arming delay clocks or ship counieri.. Some mines have both. These 
devices make minesweeoing more difficult and the results less certain.
The RVM mine shown in Table IJ-C-3 has an arming delay dock that can be 
set from 0 to 21 days. The large bottom mine has an arming delay clock 
of 12 hours to 10 days and a ship counter settable from 1 to 21 ship 
counts. The representative threat levels shown in Table Il-C-3are 
calculated with all the reliable mines armed and set on a ship count of 
one. The actual threat level encountered at a given time would depend 
on the mine layer's selection of arming delays and ship count settings.

A. Submarine Delivery (U)

A Soviet submarine mining campaign in the Strait of 
Hormuz would require a secure forward base in sheltered waters. For 
this paper we assume that Aden is the forward logistic base available to 
the Russians.

M From the time a subfTiarine mining campaign is approved by
the Soviet High Command until the first mines could be expected in the 
Strait is 13 days. The mine threat buildup for one submarine is shown 
in Figure Jl-C-3. A more rapid threat buildup would of course be possible 
with more subfriarines. Two submarines could deliver the 10 percent 
threat in one sortie if each retained only one torpedo for self-defense.

♦Threat is the calculated probability that a ship transiting a 
mined area passes within the damaoe range of a reliable,mine./-
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Table TT-C-?

T iinCRAFT MINE-carryi«g CAPArtTir^

Aircraft
Type

SNA and LRA 
Inventory

Represen- 
. tative 
Ravload-jj^L Ranoe with 

Payload ^nml

Tota 
Type Mine

5ma 11 
Bottom

Bombers Badger A b/ 
and A “

1 y/a

A02

1985

295 9.070 T.300 18

Blinder A b/ 69 45 9.070 1 .500 10
Bear A 32 0 15.875 3.900 16
Backfire R 97 340 9.435 2.900 Ifl

ASW Bear F b/ 25 40 8.520 3.950 16
May 55 55 5.400 1.925 6
Mail 98 80 7,940 I.inn 11

Large
Bottom
Mine

Deep
Moored
Mine

9

R

in

3

a

8

9

ft

9
.1

4

.0/ Aircraft noted laying mines.
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ESTIMATED MINE CARRYING CAPACITIES OF SOVIET SUBMARINES a/

Clasi

Charlie-11 b/ 
Charlie-I b/ 
Papa b/
Echo-Il b/

Juliett b/
Alfa c/
Vi ctor-] 1/

New Class SSN 
Victor-]
Echo d/

November 
1 a noc 
Bravo 
Foxtrot

inventory
1976 198S

10
1

29

16
2

c,

16
b

12
E
A

60

S
n

1
29

K*n
26
16

5

6 
25

A
51

Torpedo Tubej 
(All Tubes 5/ 

cm Diameterl 
Forwa rd Aft

6 None
6 None
6 None
6 2

6 None
A None

t None
t None
6 2

6 2
6
A None
6 4

Mim
CapacUiei

2«
24
24
H

Vt
24

3t-
Si­
lt

40
44
i

44

a/ Deiense Intellipei'Ce Projections ior Planning, General Purpose
Naval Forces, DIA, Auoust 1978. j

b/ Soviet SSG/SSGNs have no torpedo loading hatches and very nsniec
— stowage for mines.
c/ Not yet operational. ^ ^
d/ Nay have been given torpedo reload capability during conversion.

Threat 
level a/

10 percent 

SO percent

Table n-C-3

MINE THREAT'

RVM
Type Mine b/

Laroe Bottom Mine
Remarks

64 20 Close Hormuz outside 
20 fathom curves.

526 387 Shore to shore 
coverage.

a/

b/

Threat level depends on the number oi activated mines rea(,y 
explode. The threat level will change under various assumptions
of delayed arming and ship counters in use.
RVM mines in deep helf of Strait and bottom mines in shallow

half of Strait. ^^^ ^____
-—SECRET™' UC.CLASS1RED
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The 50 percent threat would take 25 subrr.arlne sorties. 
Because one sortie takes about 25 days, round-trip, including loading 
and mine laying, even four suturiarines cormitted to a mining mission 
would take over five months to insert the number of mines if no,counter­
measures were used.

The RVM does have a deep moored capability and could be 
laid in the Gulf of Oman without penetrating to the Strait of Honaii. 
However, the Gulf widens fairly rapidly to over 100 nm and the falloff 
1n threat from mining wider channels is rapid, as shown in Figure

5. Aircraft Delivery (U)

Figure ll-C-5 shows the distance from various airfields 
in the Persian Gulf area to the Strait of Hormuz. Neither Kail nor 
Badger aircraft could lake the circuitous route out of Aden around the 
southern Arabian Peninsula with full mine loads.

The route that, may be the most promising is from Mary, 
USSR, via Afghanistan and then across the extreme southeastern edoe of 
Iran. Even on this route, the Iranian F4s based at Bandar Abbas would 
consitute a high deterrent to repeated overflights, although a surprise 
overflight might be successful. Also, there are over 40 aircraft 
shelters at the Iranian base being constructed at Chah Bahar, so that 
additional aircraft could be safely based there. The potential also 
exists to establish land based defenses in Oman.

Figure Il-C-6 shows the number of sorties needed by the 
various types of aircraft to provide the 10 percent and 50 percent 
threat level. The low threat level can be accomnodated with very few 
aircraft and accomplished within one day. To provide a yardstick of the 
level of effort needed to implant the 50 percent threat level, we will 
look et the conriitmeni of all of the range capable attack aircraft in 
the SNA Black Sea Fleet inventory as shown in Table II-C-4. At a 75 
percent aircraft availability and one mission per day, the 50 percent 
threat level can be implanted in two to three days in 1978 and four to 
five days in 1985 using the SNA aircraft shown in Table lI-C-4. The 
significant projected reduction in attack aircraft in the SNA Slack Sea 
Fleet accounts for the increase in time between 1978 and 1985 to plant 
the 50 percent field. Obviously, the same threat could be delivered 
faster if the Black Sea fleet were reinforced. To deliver the 50« 
threat in a single sortie would require all of the projected 1985 SNA 
Backfire B force.

In surrmary, a low level mining threat could be initially 
established by submarine, probably covertly. A high level threat would 
require inordinate numbers of submarines committed for long time periods. 
In either case, submarine reseeding operations would need a secure 
forward base or resupply operations that were either not detected or 
subject to attack. The likelihood that either of these conditions would 
be sustained in the Indian Ocean area is low because of the importance 
of oil SLOC and the number of assets the West and the Third World would
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Mine Capable 
Attack Aircraft

Badger A

Badger G

Blinder A

Backfire B

Totals

ASW Aircraft

Bear F

May

Hail

Totals

Table 11-C-^

BLACK SEA SNA INVENTORY a/

1978

16

6

20

18

60

2.

2

30

3A

19BS

0

0

0

i5
15

5

2

21
.10

a/ Defense Intelligence Projections for Planning, General Purpose 
Naval Forces, OIA, August 1978.
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be willing to commit to keep the SLOC open. Aircraft delivery of mines 
into Hormuz might be Initially successful if surprise was complete.
Surprise during the large scale operations needed for the 50 percent 
threat level or beyond the first day of operation Is less likely. Even 
limited land based defenses or the use of a missile ship would make 
reseeding a very hazardous and expensive operation.

6. Mine Countermeasure Capabilities (U)

The RH53D helicopter is the main shallow water mine 
Countermeasure platform in the U.S. Navy. The Navy has one squadron 

with 21 of these helicopters in its inventory. Associated with this 
squadron are two Airborne Mine Countermeasure (AMCM) units that provide 
logistic and maintenance support to the countermeasure gear. Each AMCH 
unit, together with six,RH530s, can be air deployed and operated as an 
independent detachment on board a large-deck mother ship (LPH. CVA, LHA] 
or from a base ashore. An AMCM Detachment with six RH-530 helicopters 
can be deployed to the Persian Gulf by C-5 aircraft and ready for niinesweeping 
in about 7 days.

. The RH53D helicopter is capable of sweeping moored mines 
^to a maximum depth of 60 feet. It can influence sweep magnetic and 

acoustic bottom mines, but the sweep gear has limited capabilities 
compared to existing surface minesweepers. The RH-53D is currently 
being equipped with gear to sweep rising vehicle mines (RVM).

Ji") The Navy has 3 active and 22 reserve ocean minesweepers
^tMSOs). The HSOs are acknowledged to have significant maintenance problems 

and they are difficult to support; all are over 20 years old, and are 
scheduled for retirement in the mid-1980s. There is concern within the 
Navy, however, that these ships may not last until scheduled retirements.
The deployment time to the Persian Gulf from the U.S. is about 50 days 
if heavy weather or mechanical breakdowns do not occur.

Iran has six RH-53D helicopters and five surface minesweepers, 
^he RH-53D unit is not yet operational and would need U.S. pilots, 
maintenance and mine countermeasure personnel to be effective. The 
Iranian surface minesweepers are ineffective because their sweep gear is 
non-operational. Iraq also has five surface minesweepers that are 
judged to be ineffective by the intelligence community because of the 
Iraqi's lack of basic seamanship and navigation skills. The material 
condition of these sweepers is unknown. France maintains three coastal 
minesweepers in the Indian Ocean area in Djibouti and Diego Suarez,
Malagasy Republic. The proficiency of these HSCs is rated average to 
poor and they apparently do not have a minehunting capability for bottom 
mines.

7. Sweeping a 10 Percent Threat Minefield {U)

^ The first day of mine surveillance would provide a reasonably
Accurate feel for the extent of the field. The area surveyed would

smtf
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be about 4 nm wide and 10 nm long and would contain, at tnost, 20 activated 
mines. With a surveillance capability of 43 nm2 per day or a sweep 
capability of 11.5 nm? per day (steady-state), one AHCH detachment can 
survey a channel 5 nm long and 4 nm wide daily and expand the initial 
channel 2000 yards in width per day by utilizing half their effort in 
surveillance and half in sweeping. A 99S new channel clearance factor 
would require double sweeping so a new 2000 wide channel would be 
available every other day. See Figure Il-C-7.

8. Sweepinq a 50 Percent Threat Minefield (U)

At the 50 percent threat level, one AMCH detachment is 
capable of opening and sustaining a channel in the minefield 6000 yards 
in width in 19 days with an initial 2000 yard wide channel opened in 
about 10 days. The tirne line sequence is shown in Figure lI-C-8. Again 
a double sweep of each channel is needed to achieve a 99t; mine free 
probability. At the end of the 21 day delayed arming period, previously 
swept channel areas would not have to be surveyed daily and clearance of 
the entire RVM field would be undertaken if desired. The remaining field 
covers 115 nm^ and would take an additional 20 days to clear to the 99%
1 evel.

9. Clearino Bottom Hines (U)

Wc have not addressed clearing the bottom mines in the 
shallow portions of the Strait of Hormuz - with good reason. An AMCM 
detachment would have difficulty determining the extent of a minefield 
with bottom mines because of the lack of a rainehunting capability. The 
RH-53D does have a limited capability to sweep bottom mines equipped 
with acoustic and/or magnetic sensors if the sensors are set on sensi­
tive actuation. The use of delayed arming mechanisms and ship counters 
would complicate the acoustic/magnetic sweeping. In all probability the 
clearing effort would encompass several methods simultaneously. Such 
methods might include:

» Emergency repair of Iranian minesweepers including 
jury-rigging portable minehunting sonar on 
them.

Utilizing local fishing vessels equipped with 
depth finding sonar to search shallow areas for 
mine cases or pulling nets and drag lines to 
locate the mines if the bottom mine sensors 
were on course settings.

— — £. r r I.» 5*’;0 _
WJTHOF.11V £0 —e

tPR 2 5 2003
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L

Sweeping channels with Iranian RK-530 helos if 
acoustic-magnetic mines were used with sensitive 
settings. Once the extent of the Minefield was 
known, one AMCM detachment could sweep a channel 
about 1S00 yards in width twice each day.

Sailing guinea pig ships through marked channels 
that have been substantially cleared to verify 
the safety of shipping in the channel.

-SEBRET
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lULe,rtanke!:5 are desi’9ned for high liquid
water!?npn<^ a,!;UPt*r! in the t8nks bo’ow the 
waterline would not be critical to stability.

The engineering spaces are located well aft 
with very short shafts and a high degree of
nmvi1atl0n'i The 1on9 tank section of the ship
cHt cal % ar9e ta^9et footPrint before the 
critical after section of the ship is reached.

Ihl,rrr1VeiSi-e 0f-a soportani'er could absorb 
a large explosion without transitting high
frr!i aJ^0nS fhrooshout the ship. jt is the 
acceleration factor that dislodges boilers 
propulsion machinery and main shaft bearings 
(and people) and that causes the most sustained 
damage if the keel remains intact. SUSta,ned

In^7eapre^srG^^?ors^^e?^:nkl?^irfaCi,iti“

quickly, bottomPminerirtheeshallow a^ea5nnUZlrf0U,d be open8d raTher 
that would have to be swept i^edlatefy W°Uld n0t C0nstitut8 8 threat

'successful in ci^ryfnTo'Ji i'su^oHs'e If - th- S?wV1'et Un’on mi9ht b8 

This could be countered within ahm.f tlJr,ri.l.!I?L.1n.5fIe.?trait of Honnu2.This could be counUrld withirabnurtllln'709.10 Strait of
of tanker sailings would not threatentrt?i^ekS and the Short disruption 
campaign would require reseeding ooerationJmthrtS' A-Sustained mining 
a breakdown of defensive forces? peratlons that ar^ feasible onlv W1*th
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IESSER PERSIAN GULF CONTIIflJENCIES 1/ {u)

y
i

r

td fersUntlf'^ulJ lZTb%mllTsVu[e>,t t0 VeStVn inU"SU in
contingencies are more m.lS Sor1et "vasion of Iran. othEr
insurgenc1es arccnni s ™yy not nnw’'rm^dlate,y thr«tenin9. local 
the West, but may also th^e™en the Dhvs1f.inf?r 9°;erJi;«nts trlEmily to 
tion of facilities and lahnr he ^ °tl throughdestruc-oil-producing c ue t -eVLbrcad :iJ?ht:r?; 'u SJddition' threats9 to the

the Soviets could gain a decisive voiceeirwEc"Mc0|nghpoH„!t U,’i0,,•

may also provide therSov1etrwUhfc]1ents>who0a1 10C*1 co”fl1cts
increasingly dependent on then for a™ tr^JnJ k5ly t0 9r0'' 
protection, and who nay natu^lly ha^or^IJor- 9’ J"d perhaps e*en
ours. Thus, instability provides the Soliet? wm°?ie5t1ves ,,ost,,e t0 
opportunities to esublish a orP<*.nrf ^0l^1ets w^th their principal
also undermining the overall U.S. positioneirthetarM.lnflUenCe’ Wh1U

interests, the UnUed1?^!^6?!^* amuronof‘ 1t>Cal conf]fcts 00 U.S. 
reasonable decree of stability In 9 lnterest 1n Preserving a
depend on Soviet milftar, pejr or o'^ ^^gJries hoUbn,:t?otthhet S."01

power alone. bVlndeed!iathrpoten^^ta^ius« rV^S °n more than nil1tary 
Gulf.are so abundant^includlng M ter dL?L nS?ab<11iJy in Persian 
territorial disputes and irredfntis1! claims r Ka^r1eS9 nuiner0U5
nizing trends and traditional institutinn?5'ith Clash between aoder- 
tensions, ethnic hatreds and simnil ! S* ]on9“stand1ng religious 
surprising there have not ?«n morl fr1QrueTt^a:^Uir‘?ha lHs 
In addition to the social and oolitiraiqf!^^ outbreaks of open warfare, 
introduction, geographic and mflitiru v ffctors <<Jentified in the 
sources of local turmoil and Jhu co^tr h, ?!5/15.0 !'?]P t0 the 
two states that are committed to radical chfnn “ab,,1tJ'- C'ri”t, the 
are separated from each other bv I larni fhan9e--Icaq and South Yemen- 
by moderate regimes. This makp’s it Hiff<e fJnJe of lerrltory controlled effectively, hr example 7?aL- h. .51 nfuU f0r them t0 cooperate 
or stirring up turmoll.-must go throuohULudimflSthtapab1e 0f Sl,pPort^n9 
to get to the 1 ewer Gulf ^'^^“in'sufa'c'oar^1 Arab1a °r kUWjU in order

(‘i"? "«•" »■- • ■»- 

I r„ 2 as r;;
not <nMlvi,VareSoviet1invasiorofCI?atnn9eTh1eS,,ia5.thoSe co,lt,"9encies '' 
ference is the site of thrSoX? forr« .The Pri"Cipal military dif- 
could conceivably cOTmitupto?3 d?v s ’rt0nVed:- ’•e'- the 5l>vfets 
within about a month, but only abourt^r^ r'"1 ,nvas,°'' of >r»r

contingencies outside Iran, 7 & 1 th fewer t0 lesser
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and South Yemen; Iran borders Iraq which borders a n®t;j!;*)ir^i1v!]'a^8ud1 
Arabia; the Soviet Union borders Iran which borders a 
Iraq. The significance of this geographic iand5“P® 5
created military balancers on the borders of contentious or 
states. Assuming the balancers are interested in preserving 
that is, they favor the existing arrangetneni--the1r presence ser''®5 
deter local actors from overt aggression. Should the bala!?c€rfn°t 
stability or should the balancer seem unwilling or incapable of playing 
the role, then the chances for conflict would increase. .
direct impact on neighboring Iraq and its ability to pr<?ject ,
VorTel throughout the region. Iran has played the most ^^Portant re onal 
balancing role since the British withdrawal from the area' 
no longer willing or able to play this role, there is no l®“]4®nsl1ra,nt 
on Iraq—now clearly the most dominant military power in the area, lo 
iVrZr Uaqi coercion, and the impluse of moderate states like Baud 
Arabia and Kuwait to accommodate themselves to it. the US may have t 
assume more direct military responsibility in the area.

^ Although this section focuses on conventional wars.
-^nion is currently extending its influence in the Persian Gulf ana 
adjacent regions through support for counterinsurgency operations in 
Ethiopia and Afghanistan, and by the PDRY in us effofts a?®i 
Yemen This pattern will probably continue because
activities entail acceptable risks and a reasonable promise of success, 
whereas direct Soviet support or involvement
threatens possible confrontation or conflict with the United States. 
Near-term options might include support for a revival of the Guerrilla 
war In Oman, support from Afghanistan for rebels i" *“Pp0 1
for pro-Soviet regimes that might manege to seize PoweJ^m'[! pla”® 
such as North Yemen, or possibly indirect or covert support for a 
faction in Iran should civil war occur.

'(U) The present analysis omits such cases not because th®>r a;;a
but rather because any direct role for U.S. forces in such continge^ies
may be unlikely and even counterproductive V. Fu'Jt^5J'™I[e:nd®^rngLiity 
program decisions are not likely to have any direct effect on our ability
to influence these outcomes.

(Ul This is not to say that the United States could safely ignore 
domestic insurgencies, rebellions, or separatist movements in PG countries 
that are important to us. Ke have vital interests in ^®n:fand 
we want both to minimize Soviet opportunities and the emergence of
anti-western regimes in the area.

(U) Moreover, it should be noted that external conventional forces 
could play an important-perhaps decisive--role 
ventional cases. For example they could close off tbe a^ms
across borders thoroughly enough to have a decisive impact on the 
outcome of internal wars. The terrain and climate of some of the

1/ Our intervention could undercut the nationalist base and 
legitimacy of the side we support, while building the appeal and 
perceived right to rule of the side we oppose.

-SE'CREI—
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Persian Gulf stales may make this indirect effect of conventional forces 
more siQnificant than it would be, for example, in the Jungles of Southeast 
Asia or the mountains of Iraq or Greece. Indeed, the Dhofari rebellion 
in Oman was defeated in large part by the ability of Iranian forces to 
halt the flow of supplies from South Yemen. In a case of that kind, 
external conventional assistance, for example Cuban or Soviet air 
defenses, could have a significant, if indirect, effect on the strenoth 
of internal rebels in Oman.

(U) Outside conventional forces might also have significant indirect 
effects on the outcome of internal wars. Since the abilitv of countries 
to support rebellions across their borders depends ultimately on their 
ability to defend themselves, the ability of third countries life Cuba, 
Iran, and Egypt to intervene in places like Ethiopia. Oman, and 
North Yemen depends on their security from conventional threats to 
their home countries.

(U) For these reasons, this section’s analysis of the conventional 
military balance and the ability of outside actors to influence it has 
relevance for the more likely but lower level unconventional warfare 
contingencies.
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Despite the large number of different countries in the Persian 
Culf/Arabion Peninsula region, the number of potential conflicts is 
limited by geography. This section will focus on four that seem most 
probable and are most likely to involve the Soviets, directly or indirectly;

Iraq vs. Iran

Iraq vs. Saudi Arabia and/or Kuwait 
South Yemen (PDRY) vS. Saudi Arabia 

PDRY vs. North Yemen (YAR) V

^s tales.
The following table summarizes the total forces of these 

(For a more detailed comparison of the opposing forces, see 
Appendix A.) Note that the Iranian revolution has had a major effect: 
previously, there was a rough balance, but now Iran's effective strength 
is much less than Table 1 would indicate, and Iraq has become corres­
pondingly more dominant.

Table 111-1 

TOTAL FORCES (U)

Iran a/ Iraq
Saudi
Arabia Kuwait PDRY m

Army Personnel 280,000 195.000 80,000 b/ 8,500 20,000 37.500 c/
Medium Tanks 1,740 2,020 320 150 225 - 250
APCs 2,545 2,000 920 130 225 500
Artillery 

(over 100 mm) 1,230 860 215 18 13C 100

Air/Air Defense
Personnel 112,000 30,000 6,000 950 1,300 700

Fighter Aircraft 394 386 137 45 F.C 28

navy Personnel 32.000 4,000 1,500 30 300-500 700

a/ Pre-revolution figures, 
b/ Includes 35,000-man National
c/ Recent intelligence reports

Guard, 
suggest the number of personnel

might be considerably snaller.

T7 With significant political changes, wars might also be possible 
between North Yemen and Saudi Arabia or Iran end Saudi Arabia (although 
Iran would have difficulty projecting and supporting large forces across 
the Gulf.) Wars between the PDRY and Oman or between Afghanistan and 
Iran or Pakistan could have significant political ramifications in the 
Gulf, but these conflicts are most likely to have the character of drem- 
out guerrilla wars.

111-4
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antaoonists nujst neces.sal'llin^p^ -omoarisons of qualitative facicrs 
a“rlSS:,c^i:.Su:irinrieSrsMnanS”OTbat experience can o.. L-e 
estimated in general terms.

Iraq-Iran (U)

gr...™ -Iranian decision to deploy a 'ubswnjial y nf11cl Table , is tjsed
future would 8l'°i!®v®^'"“"js existed under the Shah. It 9'ves a
on the Iranian armed 8V^^®^ryX„pabil1ties of the two countries
rough comparison between the J1]’” J. ?ion in ]ran stabiliies and a 
that might once again occur comparable to that under thedecision is made to r'8l;ita n 8" “™^^efn?rCtehatTan held a slight advan- 
Shah. Should this occur, the a sessm^t agajn ofctair
tage over Iraq in ovcra1 seems remote: Iran’s military
Realistically, however. P°“’51]hgySeni0r officer corps has been
is in disarray, a lar9B.PorJl°"* D; reduced military forte.

extensive U.S. help.

Iraq-Saudi Arabia/Kuwait (U)

XrfrciXXVoXMnerrrm; oJeXalioX^nrc^rUiXlTh-e Zrl XlffaXd
logistic-support experience.
ur^ The Iraqis might initially commit onl? 2

j a J IL Sr^n^HPc--withholding 4 Mountain Infantry Divi
A^rnSrSiv or B^orJrigadeO.t^

^^uiu-f«tn;SSinic;^rrnd time-consuming refploy;r
iridicates!1^However.mgivenathenreducedVforce levels involved, third •

country contributions would become more important.
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SAL'D]/KUWAITI-IRAQ f0RCE5 along THE BORDER (U)

'APR 232C0?.
Chisi. D-rcsi: 5;
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Personnel
Tanks
APCs
Artillery over lOOnm 

a/

Saudi/KuwaitilzDay ^

8,f?n 17,;°0 21'30fl150 150
1180 23U
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Saudi border garrison. In this barren terrain* conventional eir r<iw#»r 
could have a significant impact on the outcome even of a guerrilla 
campaign.

South Yemen (PDRY) - North Yemen (YAR)

Quantitatively, there is rough miliury parity between 
^ North and South Yemen* with the PDRY holding a distinct edge in jet 

fighters while the YAR has an apparent edge in manpower and a slight 
advantage in equipment. The PDRY's advantages in air power and various 
qualitative factors make it more capable militarily than the YAR as 
evidenced in the recent conflict. Even with this advantage, however, 
the difficult terrain and the PDRY's poor logistic capabilities (r>ake it 
unlikely that the PDRY could execute a major offensive deep into the YAR 
without foreign assistance.

jiven their mutual difficulty in waging conventional war, 
conflict between the two is likely to take the form of extended, low- 
level combat. Including guerrilla operations with each attempting to use 
tribal groups to subvert the other. Overall, the PDRY is stronger and 
sofTiewhat more stable than the YAR.
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B. THIRD COUNTRY CONTRIBUTIONS TO PERSIAN GULF CONTINGENCIES (U)

Many countries have the potential and the Inclination to 
influence events in the Persian Gulf. Their actions could include 
direct military support, or indirect measures such as providing bases or 
overflight rights to non-regional contributors. Direct support could 
include:

Logistics in the form of specialized personnel (mechanics, 
engineers), perhaps also spare parts, munitions, or even 
tactical mobility forces.

•• Combat air support in the form of pilots, air defense 
forces, or combat air forces.

Combat ground forces, most likely in small numbers, to 
help defend or hold critically important areas or to 
provide crucial battlefield capabilities.

(>7 The potential role of Third countries such as Turkey, France.
<^gypt, or Jordan in Persian Gulf conflicts is loo uncertain to be counted 

in estimating U.5. requirements for Persian Gulf contingencies. Never- 
ihelcss, it would be a serious mistake to Ignore this role because 
Third country contributions could reduce the risk to cofrenitting available 
U.S. forces directly. Furthenr.ore, in many circumstances local actors 
may be more capable of acting than the United States, their threats nay 
be more credible, and their ability to deter may accordingly be more 
certain (c.g., Britain in the 1961 Kuv/aiti crisis, Israel in the 1970 
Jordanian crisis). Finally, even where we may want a U.S. capability 
to hedge against the uncertainty of Third country actions, in a global 
crisis V'C may prefer to have these U.S. capabilities available else- 
v.here.

Table 4 summarizes the kinds of conlributicns Third countries 
could make in Persian Gulf ccnflicts of particular interest to the 
United Slates. 1/2/ I^e potential contributions of Third countries shown 
in the table represent rough intelligence guesses. These estimates are 
necessarily highly judgmental and. while to some extent they reflect 
physical limitations that can be estimated with some precision, they 
depend on predictions of political decisions that ere inherently uncer­
tain and dependent on specific circumstapiLes. The table is an estimaU 
only of the kind of contribution Third countries might make if they v.ere 
to become involved. In most cf the cases shovm, the chances of actual 
involvefiient are probably low.

T/ Because Iraq is a direct participant in tv/o PG conflicts, it 
has not been included on the table. However, it should be noted that 
Iraq does have the capability (including weapons, special force and 
anti-armor battalions, and lift to influence the other wars or 
domestic insurgencies in the region.

2/ Note added in proof: there is no Table 3 in this section.
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I. JmpcCl of Third Country Contributions (U)

The impact of third country military contributions wil‘1 
obviously differ depending not only on the size end nature of their 
military comn.ilir.ent but also on the size and Quality of the local forces. 
In each of the four conflicts shown in the table, only a few countries 
are likely to have a decisive impact:

Iran vs. Iraq. Because of the capability of the 
main antagonists, the only non-super powers that could have a signi­
ficant impact are Turkey and Israel, which might present diversionary 
threats to Iraqi ground end air forces respectively. The estimated 
Pakistan, French and British contributions, would be important but not 
decisive unless they had greater^then-expecied oualiiolive superiority 
or (^ychological effects.

Iraq vs. Saudi Arabia. The most significant ispacts 
m this case would be those that would come from Jordanian, French, and 
U.S, ground forces, Israeli air forces or Egyptian ground and air forces;

British and French forces would be extremely 
light and could have serious difficulties 
opposing anrtored forces, even Iraqi ones.

Jordanian forces would be effective but not 
large enough to be decisive.

Egyptian forces would be large enough and heavy 
enough, but they would have difficulty getting 
to Saudi Arabia in time, and difficult, supporting 
their Russian-supplied equipment.

Israeli air forces could be effective against 
Iraq if no other Arab opposition were encountered, 
but Israeli air power alone could not prevent 
Iraqi seizure of Saudi nil areas.

, . While third country support to Saudi Arabia me)
te critical to their defense, it should be noted that the presence of 
foreign ground forces on Saudi territory, even for purposes of "mutual 
assistance," may be regarded as threatening by the Saudis. The United 
Stales could be particularly important in delermining Saudi willinc- 
ness to accept other foreign assistance. Indeed, the presence of 
Egyptian forces on Saudi territory, even in mutual support, could be 
almost as threatening as an Iraqi invasion if there were not some verv 
g00^guarantees that they would eventually leave.

Saudi Arabia vs. South Yerrien, Of the countries that 
might contribute in this case, only Cuba, France and, perhaps, Iran or 
Egypt could do enough to be decisive in either promoting or preventinc 
the kind of prolonged guerrilla war that might destabilize the Saudi or 
PORT regimes.
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^57^ PDRV vs. North YetTten. Significant contributions irt
this case might come from Igypt, Cuba, Iraq, Jordan, and, above 2U 
Saudi Arabia.

In many cases the ability and willingness of Third 
countries to intervene will oepend on the actions'end capabilities cf 
the superpowers. The most important of these actions would be:

Assurances against direct threats to tie 
security of the Third country from its neighbors or from the otl*r 
superpower. Turkey, because the Soviet Union is one of its neiohbors, 
would be particularly dependent on such assurances. U.S. support for 
Israel and Jordan In the 1970 Jordan crisis took this form.

Mobility support and protection of enroute 
LOCs. This would be particularly important for projection of tgypti&n 
or Cuban (and to some extent British end French) forces to the Persian 
Gulf.

•• Assurances against the danger of escaUtion, 
particularly the danger of direct intervention by the other superpower 
in the Gulf, For example, a Cuban conniiirieni of forces could become 
very risky if the United States were to intervene directly on the other 
side. (The balance of U.S.-Soviet projection capabilities, discussed 
below, would be important in this connection.)

Table 5 portrays--for illustraiive purpose.1 cnly“-ari 
estimate of the potential impact the above assurances could have on. for 
example, Egyptian and Jordanian contributions to Saudi Arabia prior to 
or during an Iraq-Saudi war.

Table ni-5 (S)

EGYPT/JORDAN GROUND FORCE CONTRIBUTIONS TO SAUDI ARABIA 
IN 1 rAu-SAuq] AkABiA uAk a/ (uj

No U.S. 
Assurances

Eovpt
With U.S. 

Assurances
(Residua 1 
Forces)

No U.S. 
Assurances

Jordan 
with U.S. 
Assurances

(Residual
Forces)

Army
Personnel 23,000 37,500 282,500 3,200 13,600 44,100

Tanks 1S5 385 1,815 140 245 415

APCs 305 560 1,840 80 320 615

Artillery 70 130 1,725 70 115 195

a/ Ihese estimates are necessarily only guesses. Intelligence
can not predict how third countries might respond to hypO' 
thetical U.S. assurances. If anything, however, the residual 
forces indicated above suggest the estimates of the larger 
Egyptlan/Jordanian force contributions are conservative.
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U.S. AND USSR CONTRIBUTIONS {U)
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U.S. or Soviet intervention also is likelv to ha!plfr‘V lermi* Moreover 
logical and political imcact th>n nth«.-4^,-lS ha e far greater psycho- 
assistance. Superpower intervpntinnhi it1Lr? COunlr->' lnt-ervention or 
the side receiving ?MS uddo f ann" ’S 1Uely 10 raise th^ ^oraleof 
opponents sincE,lnwhaleverUsomeeu-he COnfiden^^ Us 
believe that they can bv theirsplvpr0>tfb°lil Vlel;,0,^,• few countries 
one of the superpowers end ce^ti nw III l° the 't.iohtof
for trying to do m; ?or th r;'ihouKWin? « severe price
military forces by the United S'aie^'nr u?,latero1 deployrjent of
on potential PG conflicts tar out nf nm^ '6*^°V1etS Tr'&y have an irnP2Ct'”£■ Lfr-S»s.::-

IL. the amount and the rate at which thetUn?tfdTfJ;. °n ^al5nce: U'i,
can^sjmultaneous1y Project mtJuarffo^ce Jo the area! Sn<i th6 S°ViHS 

1o;ceesr?raactcnnifctt1ne th:tpedrsS!aarL,6?d1-:CV1'et U"i0n

larly9?imultaneou« irrterreJtionebj°the 1°^ intervention* andn^iriicl.ere 
likely, since war between Je Cnt ed StatL a'r'rtT'c1’■ d°eS n0t 5e“
on a limited scale in the Fe^irn ^nW the Soviet Uni0n* even
p^r^,^afir^r^ Ine ^ers1an Gulf, would carry arave risk^ nfstsdisesaffiB.^1**-
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1. Availabililv and Vulnerability of LOCs U^)

U.S. and Soviet ability to intervene in the Persien Gulf 
will depend heavily on the access routes available to each side.
Although the Soviet forces nominally have much shorter distances to 
travel to reach potential conflicts in the Persian Gulf, the posiibilily 
of political denial or military interdiction of key access routes could 
dramatically increase the time needed to deploy Soviet forces to the 
Persian Gulf area. In addition to having superior long distance airlift 
capability, the United States has more routing options with fewer 
vulnerable points on each, political advantages with key countries, and 
superior capabilities to interdict LOCs.

Although political actions to restrict or prevent U.S. or Soviet 
air or sea passage are unlikely, and military actions are still more so, 
in any but extreme contingencies, both countries will weioh the potential 
vulnerability of their LOCs while projecting and supporting their 
own or other forces in the area. At the very least, Soviet perceptions 
of potential vulnerabilities or difficulties in getting to the area are 
likely to affect their willingness to help escalate a local conflict and 
becwT-e further involved, y

With this is mind, it is useful to outline Soviet and 
U.S. LOCs to the Persian Gulf and briefly compare their mutual vulnera- • 
blllties.

Sea LOCs (SLOCs). The followino tables sunniarire 
Soviet end U.S. sea routes to the Persian Gulf.' (These routes ere 
displayed in the maps in Appendix B.)

y According to the account of Nasser's personal secretary, 
after the T96? war, Brezhnev toTd Arab leaders that it would be diffi­
cult for Soviet forces to fight in an Arab-lsraeli war, in view of the 
possibility of the war expanding at a time when "we find the comnunicatfon 
line between us and you long." Brezhnev also implied that even air­
lifting support to the Arabs carried some danger because Soviet aircraft 
had to fly "through pro-western airspace."
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Table 111-6

LENGTH OF SLOCs FROM USSR TO IRAQ (UMH QASR) (U)

'm 2 :> ffi'
i •-

A
Via

6
VU

Total Igth (ml)

No. of Canals

No. of Straits

Other vulnerable 
passaoewa}^£

Med/Syric Hed/Suer 

Z.^50 4.5BO

C
vTc

Pacific

? ,01S 
7,515(vic 
Selai 
Sunda]

0

■ 3

D
Via

Hed/Africc

12,190

E
Via

LAHT/Africe

14,885

Route A - Sevastopol - Turkish Straits - Laiekia/overland 5_vria to Baghdad.

Route E - Sevastopol - Turkish Straits - Suez Canal - Jubal Straits -Bab el M£ndeb.

Route C - Vladivostok - Sea of Japan - Korean Straits -Luzon Straits - Malacca Straits - 
Laccadive See.

Route D - Sevastopol - Turkish Straits - Straits of Sicily - Straits of Gibralter - 
Cape of Good Hope.

Route L - Murmansk - GIUK Gap - Cape of Good Hope.

Table m-7

LENGTH OF SLOCs FROM U.S. TO SAUDI ARABIA (DHAHRAN) (U)

Total length (ml)
No. Of Canals
Ho, of Straits

Other vulnerable 
passageways

A
Via

LAJiT/Hed/Suez

8,420

E
VTa

Pcvific

n,41S

0

2

C
Via

LANT/Africc 
(Suez Cloase)

11.810

0

0

D
VTa

Pacific/Australia

13,?30

0

0

1

L

Route A - Norfolk - Straits of Gibralter - Suez - Jubal Straits - Bab el Mandeb. 
Route B - San Francisco - Hawaii - Makassar Straits - Selat Sunda - Laccadive Sea. 
Route C - Norfolk - Cape of Good hope.
Route P -.San Diego - Tahiti - South of New Zealand and Australia

-SECR&.U.
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^ Table 6 and 7 indicate that U.S. SLOCs. although longer.
"c^tain iewer pointj that can be politically denied or ( ]!^ter’
dieted Only the U.S. route through Sue2 is vulnerable tJ. 
closure, and that would be unlikely with the present tpptian reosme. 
Thrsov ets would lose one of their best routes with the closure f 
Suet Closure of the lurkish Straits would deprive the Soviets this 
route as well as their shortest route, the sea-land route throuah 
Syria Such action by lurkey or Egypt would encounter internelional 
leoal obstaeles--closure of the lurkish Straits constitutes ‘ ' 
war--and lurkey particularly would run great risks if it 
Soviets. Short of complete closure, however, either country could

harass or delay Soviet passage.

All of the Soviet sea routes would be vulnerable lo 
interdiction by U.S. forces and sorr.e would be vulnerable to lh* 
of Third countries. U-S- SLOCs, on the other hand would be relatnely
secure from altacic except possibly in the ^®sler;]biit
the Straits of Hormuz/Persian Gulf arec. (Interdiction is p0-s
le's likely in the Makassar-Selat Sundc-Halacca Straits^rsian Gulf area, and particularly the ports in the Northern vl .
would be the greatest U.S. vulnerabilUy. but only
major Soviet attack on Iran or a r.a;1or change in Iran s orientilion.

Overall, the Soviets would face much greater risks of 
political end/or military actions to close down their sea routES than 
would the United States.
(cy*' Air Lines of Coir.munication (ALOCs). Soviet and U.S.
ALOCs to the Fersicn Gulf ire sunvrariied in Tables 8-10, end the routes 
are displayed on the maps in Appendix B.) ___
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Tabic in-8 fyj

LENGTH OF SOVIET ALOCs TO BAGHDAD (U)

'm 23 2K'

J. r.i' v '.V

Total length

No. Legs

Countries
Overflown

A

41S

1

Iran
or

Turkey

B

2,240

1

ROTidnie
Yuooslavic
Syria

C

2.700

1

Afghanistan
Pakistan
India

Route A Verevan/CK'erfly Iren or Turkey/Eaohdsd

Route B Kiev/overfly Ronidnia-Yugoslavia-Medil*Syrid/Boghdad

Route C Teshkent/overfly Aiohenistan-Pakislan-India-Arabian Sea- 
Persian Gulf/Gaghdad

Table UI-gjS'T

LENGTH OF SOVIFT ALOCs TO ADEN (U)

Total length 

No. Leas

Countries
Overflown

A

1.640

1

B

2,310

1

C

2,935

1

D*

4,435

2 (Refueling stop 
Ba ghdad)

Iran or Turkey Afghanistan 
Saudi Arabia Pakistan 

Indie

Romania Romania 
Yugoslavia Yugoslavia
Egypt Syria 

Iraq & PG

Route A - Yerevan/overfly Iran-Saudi Arabia/Aden

Route B “ Teshkent/overfly Afchanistan-Pakistan-India-Arabian Sea/Aden

Route C - Kiev/overfly Romania-Yugoslavia-Medit.-Egypt/Aden

.Route D - Kiev/overfly Romania-Yugoslavia-Kedit.-Syria/Refuel Baghdad/ 
overfly Persian Gulf-Arabian Sea/Aden

*0ne additional route might include overflying Turkey or Iran lo Iraq-* 
refueling in Baghdad--and flying down the Gulf and around the Arabian 
Peninsula to Aden. This route is approximately 2,610 nm.

Stmrl
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LEHGIHS OF U.S. AlOCs TO RIYADH

Total lenghth (mi. 

No. Legs 

Longest Stage

tnrouie stop

Countries

Atlantic Routes 
±- _1_ C

Pacific
D

Routes
[

5,830 6.040 6.460 12,410 12.490

3 3 t e

3,165 
(HeQuire 
Torre jon

2,980 
(Lajes- 
Tel Aviv)

3,010
(McOuire
UK)

3,295 
(Hawaii • 
Guam)

3,295 
(Hawaii • 

Guam)

Spain Azores
Israel .

UK
1srael

Hawaii
Guam
Philippirei 
Diego 
Garcia </

Hawaii
Guam
Philippines 
Singa pore 
Diego Garcia

Israel Jordan France
Switzer­

land
Italy
Greece

a/ For a discussion of the support role of Diego Garcia, jee 
** Appendix C.

By contrast with the 5L0C case, the United States has serious 
disadvanteoes: much longer distances, and multiple steps. Howerer. 
while the Soviets do not have to concern themselves with refuel ng 
stops, they do need overflight rights. Without Sov1®tt^l^^!l hv ,
distances to Baahdad would increase by a factor of 5-7, 8^ to fc
factor of 1 4 to 2.7. Denial of overflight rights would be a much more plausible action f^^ the countries involved than would cosure o n er- 
national waterways. Given the political orientation of 
involved only Route B to Baghdad and Route 0 to Aden would likely be 
available during P6 contingencies.

7he United Stales, on the other hand, must worry about 
enroute stops for refueling in addition to the necessary overflight 
rights While our experience in the 1973 Arab-lsroeli war indicated 
that can not count on having such access or rights in '
is reason to believe that we would not be so constrained in a "5enc)'-
Althouoh in 1973 trany of our stauchest European allies feared a lenatino
the Arabs and havino their oil supplies curtailed "^1,.st.
in major PG contingencies (e.g.. Iraq vs. Saudi Arabia) the sett interests
could dictate a much more positive course of action.
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CriiC-1. DtXiEJ;-- 
rijr. Rec. Oiy- \



iPR 2 3
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^r. Naval Pro,iection Balance (U)

United States
In

and
a particular country w lo.. e re,uclenl to commit forces torisks o?U e r^herd n uc^0rlrcr1e%may be unwi'’i"9 to run the 
inherent flexibilit^th;! annwr.hl^rH,^"",1’ naval tor«s have an

-re^or complicity of local countrier’l/ “ repulrin9 the involv

fliers of con,baUuS«sOVortinnaValKf0rC%trnd-UpS be measur^d i"

end soviet co°untae?:,ctarr?err,onrnrtna? i^^'waKaTriA^S-k 9r0°PS (fVTGs) 
neither case, however, are the capabilitr^s^irind^tSua^l^^i^s-thl"
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We fe,.

111>1S



-sf-em—
and a -oviei ACW group. 0Kln° tab‘e 1lSls l^Pical elements of a y.s. CVTC-

1 CV {72 aircraft)
2 C6
4 DD/fF 
2 SSNs

Soviet ACW Group

States and the UTS5Rfc0an°r!ove lo't'Jle Ghu°“(qu,'cklJ' the United

I long-ranoe-5SM CG
II SSSG/tsS!<n-e SSM 0r 5fiK a'm
^•2 SSNs
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The graphs Indicate that even with Suez closed to us and 
open to the Soviets, the United States is presently able to pet more 
combatants to the area in the first 25 days of a crisis. Because of 
forward deployments in the western Tacific the Uriited States is able to 
oet two CVTGs to the Persian Gulf by C+14; as a result, the United 
Slates enjoys a numerical advantape in all the cases portrayed. In 
General, these U.5. forces are also much more capable than their Soviet 
counterparts. Since ACW Groups, are geared essentially to countering 
CVTGs, the Soviets may be able to achieve their objective in a regional 
crisis/ conflict s1tuation--1f that is only to deter us from a Mval or 
amphibious intervention, while also bolstering their clients asliore--by 
simply matching CVTGs with ACWs and not having to match us in the total 
capability or even even number of combatants. As a result, conifarisons 
of projected U.S. and Soviet naval forces should probably be drjwn not 
only in terms of total numbers, but also in terms of the numbers of 
CVTGs and ACWs on station in the area.

The U.S. achieves greater proportional advantages in the 
first 25 oays, whether measured in numbers of combatants or nurabers of 
CVTGs vs. ACW groups, if Suez Is closed to both sides rather thin open 
to both. If Suez is open to the Soviets, they will be in a position to 
cover each U.S. CVTG throughout a 25 day build-up. Only if Suet is 
closed to the Soviets will U.S. CVTGs exceed Soviet ACWs, and, then, 
only from C*»14 to C+20. In all cases, the United Stales achieves a 
numerical advantage by C*»6, an advantage that reaches as high as 30 to 
A for 5 days if Suez is open to us and closed to the Soviets.

In terms of ability to influence a crisis ashore, U.S. 
^navol forces have a large advantape over Soviet naval forces. The CVTG, 

with its organic air and lift capabilities, is superior in air and 
assault power and is far better able to project power ashore than is the 
Soviet ACW group. The ability to exploit these advantages will depend 
partly on the credibility of the preemptive threat posed by Soviet ACW 
groups and aircraft based in the Soviet Union. The Soviets would be 
forced, however, to escalate a local conflict to one of war between the 

•superpowers, or at least be able to threaten convincingly to do so, 1n 
order to negate the power projection advantages of U.S. naval forces.

(U) (For a discussion that highlights one measure of the
power projection capability of a CVTG in the P6 area, see Appendix D. 
Fora comparison of U.S. and Soviet amphibious forces and their movement 
to the Persian Gulf, see Appendix E.)

5. Ground and Tactical Air Forces Proieclion (U)

■ In addition to or instead of naval shows of force, the 
United Stales and the Soviet Union nay also influence local conflicts by 
projecting ground and air forces into the area.

THlrXry 50 isst:
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their U.5. counierparii .9econsequentlvlnf rmna 5 ■ MVceran suPPort than
projected forces in terms of ComParing U-S. and Soviet
purely s.vmbolic 5tandpoint.-tenruriinU*‘Khlle n0t irre1evant from a 
capabilities of the projected force- Eec^„!o0Kl*ihe comParative combat
local actors are lively to Hp inn “eJoUSe both the Soviets snd the
u s. co^iunenl (=s reflect^ ^ the “‘ the
also by the actual combat capabilitiesrofeihPt°ffany U‘S' forces) but 
compare U.S. and Soviet around forces arJor^P® !°rCes* U is u^e^«l to 
Equivalent (AOn scores of fCC0rd]n9 to the Armor Division
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force depioyiT>enis. P the corr,fcat power of the oround

is difficu?!eto°forefee'atscen'U Shou1d be n<,:Ed 
Soviet race to deploy forces to thpCPcC -0 w^€![‘e the U.S. and tht 
benign environment. ^While this mav brfr0" GuU ln 6n ejsentialh 
each could project to the area r-‘ ? lruf* Portraying what forc« picture of U.S and ?0 ?eetdpr^ i^"d,hfri“oes provioe T oh 
influence local actors an^ each other ^ ",lllar> capabilities u • 
conHict. As a resul^ a comparisoro? ."r001561 0f a ^rsia" 
bilities is instructive. 1/ e resPective build-up cepc-

..... .jrsuro"? "Sj;;1;,1;."■"
■■ (iheeneaarnt0^aJ U^De.?f strategic airlift fleet*

•e.. all U.S. CRflf and Soviet VTA aircraft) 3/

better/thanhu]ebytprojectt?^gaforcestSvt |tle,So;','ets c°P’d always do 

Iran, any such ™ve, especially thro, nhr a"? thr0,J9!, Turke^ Dr 
likelihood of a direct conflirf ;? 1,U,rkey* would raise ‘he 
Because the Soviet- would havrf^^^.t?ntthe Un1tfd States and NATO, 
wars that justify taHno th s k nd 0 'rT f ’^h10"1 Gul f
not take such an extreme steo Nnn.^h.i k lhey would Pcohablv 
exists and is of concern to us. ethele“’ the overland option
Unitef/States or'the Upt,er bo':lnd5 ’5 tha‘ neither tte

divisions. The United Spates has !LLeVer a,r lflPd ‘'pH ground 
always with warning and he Spy ets ha r" UnU: ,t0 EuroPd* bot 
outside the Soviet Union. ^nSe d thl Li'ilrs ^,rllfted Hho,o “"its
in deploying laroe forces in n«n * • S0v1ets have no real experience is that Neither the UnUed Sta^ ^r arf8S:) A 5econd 

i^lj'ing the number of transport sorties rer I1Et?Khavd anj' exPerience 
the buildup curves (i e xrn „ ■ , Pfr day tf,at *s reflected infor the Uniterstatesj ’ approJ',Mtol^ 5S0 for the Soviets, lls
emeroincy wo^ldhhave<ttrbrdecla^edUSe CRAF 111 a1rcraft a national
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SECRir
Ko ettrition or enemy opposition in route or upon 
arrival

Sufficient evailabilily of air and sea ports oi 
debarkation

Sufficient basing and POL

Simultaneous buildup of units and sustaining supplies V

Compering upper-bound build-up rales is to be U.S.-conser­
vative since it is more likely that the U.S. could achieve and sustain 
a sortie rate of l?b per day, than that the Soviets could build id a 
rate of over SOO per day, A best-guess comparison, if one were available, 
would be more favorable to the United Siaiesinsofar as sortie rates, etc., 
are concerned. ?/

2/ The deployment model used probably understates support require­
ments for both sides. It should be added that increasing support 
requirements or requiring more support to be on hand before counting 
o unit as being in-place could delay the deployment of, for exampie, an 
armor division by approximately 10 days.

2/ There are may caveats associated with the build-up rates, and 
these are more fully discussed in the executive summary's section IV.
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The use point for making comparisons is probably ^i 

rase in which the U.i. Med/Kiddle East route is available. The fW/

s;:,;:;'.;!-::;’;.?’.. ;s sn;-." s srT5f:.;l;»ih.
es the Soviet "more real1stic,‘ route.
i&r" The Pacific route is the U.S. worst route, 8[;<,lwoul,1fh6

the United States must use us worst route end the Soviet Union

iJo^SaJrld-^S! UT^e -nrbu1;sr^t ?0i Jus ? Slowed
:ir:::^o?r^njnd:?:n;r::?eH:i!hii^ uru?^n5hLnth^
chanSed!£ thelotreu8wiild'oc^uch1 bluer'in'Jh J JrU ™• “"J ™0^h• 
worsAhereafter. (This point will be discussed in more detalT belcM. ■

In the ba«e case (I.e.. the U.S. Ked/Kid-tast route), the 
’Soviets have as advantaoe at the outset. However, this ''
about HOO, and until approximately day jO, 'p1"”' the Soviets

in the fifth week.
($,)■''■ use of their optimum route (overfly Turkey':'?°^e.!°rcei

\! coming by way of the Pacific. U.S. airlift Ukes approximately 
W longer and sealift is delayed by about one week.
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have to move their forces to the Persian Gulf by sea and the Unittd 
States would have a virtual monopoly over the Soviet Union in the ground 
and air forces that could be deployed to the area for at least the first 
30 days in a PG conflict. V Thus, during the most critical time of any PG 
ccntinoency, the Soviets would not be able to niatch U.S. projections of 
force to the area, and, Indeed, even after this the Soviet build-up 
of forces would be far slower th,an the U.S. build-up.

e. A ?iiy5it>le_SovieX Wprs^Case (U)

A conservative Soviet planner might plan on having 
neither overflight of Turkey, overflight of Iran nor sealift. This is 

.shown In Figure 4.

Figure 4 also shows the Soviet best cese--TuTkish 
•Overflight, sealift and Tac Air Mre-pos1t1oning. As indicated, if the 
large demand for tactical fighter support could be eliminated and the 
Soviets could overfly Turkey, they could match (and eventually meed 
aft^day 30) the build-up in the U.S. base case. 2j

'fj) Table 11 shows the impact of changes In these three
assumptions on the build-up in the "Soviet conservative" case. In the 
first 20 days, assumptions about Pre-positioning tacair support have the 
greatest effect. By C**30, sealift becomes the most important variable, 
with Turkish overflight making up for the absence of prepositToning.

1/ the projection of ground forces by sea does not become signifi­
cant Tor either the United States or the Soviet Union before the first 
30 days, except for U.S. Marine forces. If the Suez is closed, the U.S. 
sea-lift of ground forces will take approximately a week longer to get 
to the area. For the Soviets, the impact of a closed Suez may be even 
greater; moving forces from either the Black Sea, Baltic or Northern 
fleets with the Suez closed will increase the transit time Involved by 
three weeks. While moving forces from the Pacific would Increase the 
transit time by only one week, the Pacific Merchant Marine fleet Is less 
capable of transporting ground force than Is the Black Sea fleel-e.g.. 
whereas 24 ships in the Black Sea Merchant Marine fleet are believed 
capable of transporting the equivalent of 2 tank divisions, 24 ships in 
the Pacific fleet can transport only 1.33 tank divisions.

2/ This assessment assumes that the Soviet development of an air 
defense infrastructure in, for example, Iraq, has not led to a U.S. 
buildup of air defense support and materiels in Iran or Saudi Arabia.
Given the speed with which we can deploy tacair wings, however, pre-posi­
tioning has less impact on us than on the Soviets.

J
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Table 111-H

impact of key assumptions on soviet BUILDUP IN THE PERSIAN GULF (U)

C-^10 C+20 COO

No Turkish Overflight
Base Case: No Prepo of Air Defense

Ho Sealift
.54 ADE .6 ADE .7 ADE

Percent of Base Case

Turkish Overflight
No Prepo of Air Defense
No Sealift

im 125% 278*.

No Turkish Overflight 
Prep'» of Air Defense
No foalift

129t 183% 2285

No Jurklsh Overflight
No F-epo of Air Defense 
Seal '.ft

100*; 100% 1925

Turkish Overflight
Prepo of Air Defense 166% 316% 485%
Sealift

in-29
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r b. A U.S. Worst "Plausible" Case? (U)
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p_reI r In assessing U.S. projection capabilities to the
th^basi5UDf%? c°"servi|ti''e.U-S-.planner might feel the need to plan on 
the basis of simultaneous crises in NATO and the Persian Gulf

Although traditional Soviet caution would seem to argue against their going to the extreme of mobil izinrirEuropri
DlanUr06 the.OutC0J|,e of a 1 innted conflict in the Persian Gulf, prudent 
planning requires that we not rule out this possibility. 1/ Indeed
entlv fffprt nane0US'Cri“S in Eur0pe 3nd the Fers1an GulT would ap^ar-
sCJ et^ ?hh n cap!bilities t0 thP Gulf for more than the
Soviets, this question may require serious attention.

4. Impact of U.S. and Soviet Contributions (U)

.,.4 Khile lhe superpower contributions could have a much 
larger military and psychological impact than those of other third
resuur?n thrial^Qep.Sl'PprPDWer5Tmi9ht have SOrne difficulty affectino 
results in the largest PG war--Iran vs. Iraq. The size and flreoower
of pre-revolution-Iranian and Iraqi forces were sufficiently large that 
the forces the United States and the Soviets could project in t^rfi i 
hle!Si lh0/A ?f 3 S0V1'€t on the Iranian border m ght h
h^n lniUlVCien.1 Chen9S the results- Although Iraniarstrength 
been greatly reduced, the basic conclusion may still be valid at least 
for a ast-moving war. Moreover, it is possible that U.s!or,Sovier
Iran helviprmf9ht not.f“re Kel1 ln a large-scale war between Iraq and
I ran--heavier forces might be necessary. 2/

^ r- Table 12 compares U.S. and Soviet projected forces at C4lO: =99regate local forces. Although Jhe UnUed ’
the a?^aShrmnn1?h C°Uld ?r?Ject 1a[9e nu,,'bers of tactical aircraft to 
the area by C+10, the ground forces that each could project by C+10
untiirc+?nVfnab)h t0 those of the rAR and the PDRy- Not
U s .the “,'Ue^ States- and c+3° por the Soviet Union, would
inSan Iran I1et pr°3?cted 3round forces b“ome numerically significant
II s ain h0"16?1- It should be noted, however, that since
U.S. and Soviet forces are in all cases qualitatively superior to local 
forces, their military impact is likely 2o be far greate? tha^ tte ? 
numbers alone might otherwise indicate.

- b?cause- “"like in the Cuban missile crisis, where
er m0b E^at1on ,n Eur0Pa would not have affected our local

affectawLSt’fa^He Far bbean’ ? 5ov1et mobilitation could dramatically 
affect what (and when) we could get forces to the Persian Gulf.
dent In thIhMLrTYS 50'[lewbat unclear, and is probably quite depen- 
tl^al?.1 detal,ed oohflooration of the light forces and accompanying



Table 1I1-1Z 'U)

COMPARISON OF U.S. AND SOVIET PROJECTED FORCES WITH LOCAL FORCES (U)

Army Artillery Tactical
Personnel Tanks over lOOnm APCs ATOMS Mrcraft

U.S.
C+10 15,030 0 94 18 518 280
C-*20 31,983 336 251 399 1.198 420
C+30 59,552 687 396 866 1,923 420 a/

USSR b/ 
C*10 7,400 95 36 100 27 135
C+20 9,400 95 36 195 54 270
C+30 27,100 380 300 796 132 270

Iran c/ (280,000) (1,740) (1,230) (2,500) (1.656) (393)

Iraq 195,000 2.020 860 2,000 1,400 386

Iraq d/ 40.000 774 158 466 - ~

Saudi
Arabia 80.000 320 215 920 • 100 137

Saudi 230Arabia e/ 21.300 220 48 ■

PDRY 20,000 225 130 225 NA BO

YAR 37,500 250 100 500 NA 28

1/ Does not include 16B aircraft Marines could contribute.
1/ Assumes Turkish overflight and ferrying of tactical aircraft, but 
^ no prepositioned air defense support materiel or equipnent.
c/ Pre-revolution forces. , .
d/ Represents the limited force comnltjnent Iraq might make

against Saudi Arabia and Kuwait—at least until Iranian, Israeli, 
and Syrian intentions become clear. . „ ^ ̂

e/ Represents the combined force Saudi Arabia and Kuwait could
build by about H+14 against the Iraqis.

Iran vs Iraq. By seizing the initiative, Iraq could 
make some important gains early In a war, in southwestern Iran v In 
Kuwait. Soviet assistance could then help Iraq defend Its gains and 
confront Iran with a fait accompli. For example, Soviet fighter air­
craft could be especially important In an air defense mode--1.c., tor 
protecting both rear areas and LOCs. Similarly, 1n1t1a ground force 
deployment--airborne divisions and SNl—would fit most logically and 
could be useful in a static defense configuration. Soviet forces would 
be particularly important in making the Iraqis more confident about 
their ability to defend Baghdad, should the Iranians or others threaten
the Iraqi capital. LIIOLASSIRED
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A U.S. deployment of two tactical fighter winqs (TFWs) in 
SIX days and an additional two within ten days could be siqniflcant in
a aMr;?1 only If it Cere not already a fa?t
^compli. Similarly, initial ground forces--e.g., airborne divisioi^i^ical’areas daH n)"COtuld be useful in defending cities or other 
o^!1 ?L ! * However, to reverse the tide of battle-especiallv 
given the ur.dertain stale even in the future of the Iranianmilitary- 
larger ground forces would be required, ^

A - t Irat) vs- Saud1 Arabla/Kuwait. Although the forces 
engaged in an Iraq-Saudi Arabia/Kuwait conflict would be smaller thin 
those involved in an Iraq-Iran war. the Iraq-Saudi case may be Core 
important and more demanding for the United States, not onW^because 
Iraqi forces would have a major initial advantaoe over the combined
Saudl^oTwUhlrr;,'^! i)50 because the IraqiS C0Uld be sitt1n9 ““P

thp]ryaMlwiStf0rCe C0U d deter Iraq1s by raising Iraqi doubts aboHt 
their ability to execute a successful attack and by heightenfnq their
concerns about the potential price they might have to pay. 2/ 9

t , The effectiveness of this force as a deterrent wuld 
largely be a function of its being sufficient (1) to prevent an Iraai 
Cpr««COmP UM?d (2) to demonstrate the U.S. determination to fight if 
Tanf SarH’ e a sma]ler u*s* force could also signal a U.S. cormit-
nc?tbe s^mcU|enCt"Jar dnl?e?retncbee.treated ,l9ht1y by tHC lrafliS- U "f3ht

likely to have the character of protracted guerrilla wars aimed at 
politically destabilizing opposing regimes. Despite the largely political
withnC!eri0f-SUCh either superpower could intervene decisively 
without placing a serious demand on its military capabilities unless the

arr.. ri iThe 0n!y lofa1 countri>s that might intervene quickly and 
effectively are Israel, Egypt, and France. Although Israel's role 
would probably be limited to tactical air strikes, this could be 
important in slowing an Iraqi advance long enough to permit the 
rHt?2dHCt]0n of ground reinforcements for the Saudis. Egyptian forces 

arr1v a heavier forces would take con-
siderably longer to get to the area, unless moved by the United States
veryS ight"5 C°U d arr1Ve 1n '4 dayS w1th.their ow" but woJld

2/ For an ADE comparison of the US-Iraqi buildup, see Floure ? 
page 8 of the Executive Sumrary. Note that 1n 1 week's t me ?aq 
cou d dep oy nearly all available forces, holding in reservri arL
In thl ncXrn'mounUins'"" Ba9hdad and 4 TOUntain inf8ntry d,vislMS

•S-EGRET
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aUni':pa?sB0 populat^on!nconvent1onal W1'Jh souFces'if^tar
superiority car, close Q™Hn f Ip< Ijt.ary |0rC“ wUh sufficient 
areas much more effectively than wacSnnI tUf1’ 3nd attaclt the1rbase
In fact, the Iranian e pe Lcri^ 0man S th:nrSetti"9 1Ue V,ftnani- 
Mauritania/Morocco suqgest thaf d French e*Periencein
modern aircraft can ha,9e a s qn1? can^ 'ii:f?'n4n nUmberS of effectl>e- 
this part of the world LJlet1^^ Cuhal .nl!enC! ?" 9uerr1lla «« fn 
also be important in protectino thar m suPPorf^or South Yen»n could
action that might be taken by th^hsiperiSjr?oiibinPdtfCOnVentI0n8'l,,n'tary 
Arabia and North Yemen in resno^. ®d forces of Sa“di
liie either or both of those ^eglTCs $ h emen’ ' forts t0 de!tsM'

•"f'ST-* a
Union, the United Stat«UwLiIleHrea 1s ™ch f“rther from the Soviet 
with the Soviets in sJuthem ArabiaVthane^^e^h1^i, cS"pet,t1va P“'l<i-uP 
the Persian Gulf. Moreover? thTJni e^SUtes colHd ?te Vlc1nU^ of

the Soviets believe that the United Stat«dfler^i?j ’ 11 15 doubtful that 
intervention on the Arabian peninsula r TrlVn9 t0 l9nore a direct 
depend on the exact circumstances nf th*T?n riJJtl0nS would» course, 
signals the United Stater3as rnL ^..f/Pec1I1c case and the of 
bllity of any force that they r a li« /\the P°tenttaJ vulnera-
be an important deterrent to any deep Sovlit invo'Hime'ntS'n* a'

r- D. IMPLICATIONS (U)

t)r1ef, the examination of leaser Por-«4.« r suggests that deterrence of local wars ind^Lift 1J Gulf COnt1n«ncies 
Persian Gulf will be enhanced by , 5?l ab1?^i to ?iiratrUrr Sm1in the 
friendly countries in the imediaie rAoSftr. actively support

^b^^ddrn^t;rf^r’e^^u;ps^dlrtrtLn ^ei^nre^^ dj9rsr]“
Iran9has^ceasednto1be,anreffect1veestaM1l2l,0rtfn n f 

su9Sen?t?tthh,rtCc0uUrnrternte5U?l? Ill'uT
substantial rapid deployment caoablllitv6^5!9!^6 t!le Un1ted States a 
of probably local conflicts andPSovietyHpniftt^Ve*bDlh it0 the

attack on Saudi Arab1a bLause of he d s t1nPr?nraab J'rin Ir8<" 
the speed with which Iraq could occuov ke? oil^^nr?^1 ?• f?rces *"d 
The already programed stretching o/the C-Nl PandUthI°? fac111‘iES- 
utilization rates for the C-5 wi?l incVlasVo’; tmUy

Uni 
capabTl
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more quickly. 1/ Since Soviet Improvements In their airlift capa­
bilities over the next 5 years will not exceed these prograrmied 
improvements in U;S. lift, the overall projection balance will change 
1 ittle from today. 2/

To ensure our ability to project forces to the area rapidly, 
the United States should consider, with due regard to the potential 
political ramlfications. of such actions;

Prepositioning of equipment and tactical lift capabilities 
in forward areas.

-- -Improving the capability of specific U.S. units to 
operate In the uniquely demanding climate of the 
Persian Gulf/Arabian Peninsula and to operate effec­
tively with foreign forces.

Assisting in the development of local infrastructures 
that are adequate to support the introduction of U.S. 
forces to the area.

Emphasizing political/diplomatic efforts to Improve our 
access to allied or forward bases. Access to Spanish 
bases and/or Lajes and Israel is especially Important 
for the Hed./Middle East routes, while access to Guan, 
Philippines and Diego Garcia Is critical to our Pacific 
route.

To be able to move allied or local forces rapidly to the area 
of combat, the United Statcs--v,hi1e once again recognizing, possible 
political sensltlvltles-'should consider;

Joint planning with allies or friendly countries, or 
unilateral U.S. contingency planning, or procedures for 
airlifting third country forces.

Reducing potential logistics problems of friendly fortes.

Finally, the United States should also consider the value of:

A more visible U.S. presence tn the area to remind our 
friends and warn their foes and the Soviets of our 
interests in the area.

ly . In 1984, It is estimated that the stretched version of the 
C-141"and increased utilization rates for the C-5 will raise the U.S. 
capacity to airlift tonnage to the Persian Gulf from the current figure 
of 3,650 T/D to 4.580 T/D.

2/ The Soviet capacity to airlift forces should improve with the 
additTon of approximately 120 IL76s. However, the retirement of AN-12S 
and the Inability of the IL76 to carry outsized equipment limit the 
significance of the Soviet improvement.

SE'GRET
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Exercises to demonstrate to friends and potential foes 
that, despite the region's greater proximity to the 
Soviet Union, the United States possesses equal or greater 
capabilities to project force to the region In cases 
short of a Soviet Invasion of Iran.
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Appendix A

Total force fCmbat Force
Iran b/ Iraq

Ground Forces
Amy Personnel 280.000 (130,000) 195,OOD (130,000)

Kedlum tanks 1,740 (1.6fl0) Z,0i'Il (2,000)
light Tanks
APCs

250
2,545 (900) 2,000 (1,800)

Artillery over 100 nm 1,230 (900) 860 (450}
Surface-to-Surface 0 35
Armor Division Equivalents 7.5 7.B

Air Forces
Air/Air Defense Personnel 112,000 30,000

Pilots 2,100 700
[Jet Dual] [750] [«0]
f4 193 0-
F5 136 0
F14 78 0
HIG*15/17/19/Hawker Hunter 0 60
HlG-21 0 155
HIG-23 0 72
SU-7/20 0 99

Total Jet Fighters 407 386

Bombers 0 30
SA-2 Launchers 0 72
SA>3 launchers 0 70
SA-6 Launchers 0 80
Hawk launchers 205 0
Rapier Launchers 52 0
Tigercat/Seacat Launchers 30 0
Attack Helicopters 195 40
Transport Helicopters 347 166
Utility Helicopters 3B5 44

Naval Forces
Naval Personnel 32,000 4,000

Destroyers 3 0
Frigates 4 0
Kisslle Boats 0 12

a/ Hen and equipment subordinate to the divisons. Independent 
brigades, and artillery groups, 

b/ Pre*revolut1on levels.

--------------
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Saudi, Kuwaiti, and Iraqi Armed Forces 
Total Force

Saudi Arabia
Ground Forces 

Army Personnel 
Medium Tanks 
APCs
Artillery over loo nn ' 
Surface-to-surface

Air Forces
Air/Air Defense Personnel 

Pilots 
(Jet Dual)
F-5£s
F-5Es/F-5Fs 
Lightning 
F-1 Mirage 
A-4s

MlG-2?/17/l9/HSWker Hunter
MJG-23
SU-7/20

Total Jet Fighters 

Bombers
SA-2 Launchers 
SA-3 Launchers 
SA-6 Launchers 
Hawk Launchers 
Attack Helicopters 
Transport Helicopters

Naval Forces 
i^val Personnel b/

Missile Boats —

80,000 a/ 
320 " 
920 
215 

0

6,000
•250
(160)

65
42
30
0
0
0
0
0
0

137

0 
0 
0 
0 

60 
■ 0 

8

1.500
0

§/ ^^ri)!deS,35’J000 man Nati0'la, G“®rd.
j A«P?^eI-8IId Shlp tota,s d0 not 1nc1ude 

ssels which are about 4,000 men and 400

Kuwait

8,500
ISO
130

18
120

950
unk

(unk)
0
0
0

20
25

0
0
0
0

45

0
0
0
0

32
24
11

30
0

lII-A-2

Iraq

19S.OOO
7,020
7.000

860
35

30,000
700

(450)
0
0
0
0
0

60
155
72
99

386

30
72
78
BO
0

32
158

4.000
12

Saudi Coast Guard 
small patrol vessels.



North and South Yemun Armed Forces
North Yemen (YAR) South Yemen (FDRY)

Ground Forces
Army Personnel 37,500 20.000

Medium Tanks 250 225
APCs 500 225
Artillery over 100 tnra 100 130

ir Forces
Air/Air Defense Personnel 700 1,300

Pilots 29 60
[Jet Qual] [unk] [«]
MlG-15 i 17 28 37 (W's)
HlG-21 0 43

Total Jet Fighters 28 ■ 80

Bombers 12 10
SA-7 Launchers 0 unk

Naval Personnel 700 300-350

lII-A-3
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Saudi and South Yemen Armed Forces 

Saudi Arabia

Ground Forces
Army personnel 1/ 80,000

Medium Tanks “ 320
APCs 920
Artillery over 100 mm 215

ir Forces
Air/Air Defense Personnel 6,000

Pilot 250
[Jet Dual] [160]
F-5Es 65
Lightning 30
MIG-17 0
MIG-21 0

Total Jet fighters 99

Bombers 0
SA-7 Launchers 0
Hawk launchers 60
Transport Helicopters 8

Naval Personnel 2/ 1,500

)/ Includes 35,000 man National Guard.
2/ Does not include Saudi Coast Guard assets.

m-A-4

South Yeaen (PDRY)

20,000
225
225
130

1,300
60

[40]
0
0

37
43
80

ID
unk

0
0

300-350

'APR 2 3 2005
Ch:M. Decisr-s rS 

RfeC. Div. V'.n*.
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Appendi)( C

Support for U.S. forces: Role of Dieoo Gercic
m 2 5 ?0Gv

Any U.S. force deployed to the GuU area will require a rrajor 
support effort. Unlike the situation that faced U.S. forces in Vieiwii". 
the Persian GuU is far from the nearest American bese. There is ne 
Subic Bay or Clark AFB on the doorstep. In fact, the closest U.S. bases 
to the Gulf are located'in Greece and lurkey. but these could have 
serious political and neooraphic lin.itaticns in any liid^tasi crisis, 
tecouse of the support requirements enc oeooraphic constraints, a 
Persian Gulf contino^cy could focus attention on Diego Garcia, a coril 
atoll strategically located near the center of the Indian Ocean. (S« 
Figures A and E.) The island is a British possession, but it has an 
airfield, a U.5.^ Kavy Support Facility and communication station (joistly 
run with the U.K.). Diego Garc'ie also has a 45 foot deep harbor that 
can hold a carrier and its escorts. The airfield's main runwav will [f 
extended to 12,000 feet by early 1975. This would te lono enouoh for . 
fully loaded KC-13S tankers, but too narrow for B-52s. POL facilitie: 
will be expanded from 60,000 bbls to 700,000 bbls by 1960 and temporary 
ammunition sioreoe is under construction.

Naval looistic_s

From a naval standpoini the principal logistic 
Garcia is that it reduces the distance between a ca 
its support base curing operations rear the GuU. 
frofn the Strait of flormur to Diego Garcia is about 
with 4,700 between Hormuz and Subic Bay. ]f a nava 
from Subic the need for scarce h'avy underway rtplen 
be increased by about SO percent. During normal op 
Diego Garcia can be kept at capacity by civilian ch 
types of naval vessels that are not in such short s

value of Diego 
rrier task force and 
In fact, the distance 
2,300 miles, compared 
1 force were supported 
ishment ships would 
eraticns, stocks at 
arter ships or other 
upply.

An analysis cf combat expenditure rates showed that, even with 
Diego Garcia, shortfalls in POL and ammunition might occur in the early 
days of a conflict if the carriers began fighting as soon as they 
arrived in the GuU. However, the problem would be solved by about the 
15th day, when additional support ships are scheduled to arrive, and 
there may be no shortfalls if combat operations did not begin ifrvr.ediately.*

Patrol Aircraft Base

A second importeni role of Diego Garcia is as a central base fcr 
Indian Ocean P-3 operations. Ordnance handling, maintenance and other 
support facilities for P-3s are being built on the island. The principal

•It may be argued that it is foolish to consider a POL shortage as 
a possibility in the vicinity of the Persian Gulf. However, refined 
products in the Gulf region could be ^siroyed and, furthe'rmore, the 
types of petroleum needed by the miliary may not be available in 
sufficient amounts.

IUC-1
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probleri is 6 lack cf aircrafl perking space - 14 Air Force KC*135 tankers 
would completely fill even the new, expended apron area. However, in c 
crisis, Seebee units probebtv could extend the perking area within a few 
days. In any case iriany of the P-3s probably would be dispersed to other 
bases for operations and would return to Diego Garcia only for mainienenct.

Support of Other Services

Finally, the Air Force has contingency plans for the island. SR-7‘. 
flights have been planned, end part of the POL storage has been requested 
for tne special JP-7 fuel used by those aircraft. Up to 11 KC-13bs opera­
ting from Diego Garcia also would play an importakt part in moving fighter 
squadrons from the Western Pacific to the Indian Ocean littoral. Using 
KC-13ts from Diego Garcia, 1? F-As could be in place within a 5000 milt 
radius of Clerk AFB within 30 hours and 46 F*4j could be staged in les* 
than 50 hours. The use of Diego Garcia would result in the fastest closure 
ti/i«os but the island is not indispensable if alternative airfields for 
tankers were available near Persian Gulf destinations, and at some other 
point enroule, such as Thailand. It also can be seen that concurrent 
coniinoency use by the Nav\ end Air Force could result in aircraft beddowr. 
problems unless the apron bpece were extended.

1 wo final points must be considered. First, consultations with the 
British are mandatory before conducting any extraordinary operations from 
Diego Garcia, such as SR-71 flights over foreign territory or amphibious 
operations. Second, the island now has no defenses. Accordingly, it is 
vulnerable to SKA Backfires and several types of LRA bombers, as well as 
SEAl-iype raiders and some surface-to-surface missiles. In time of crisis, 
son»e defenses such as a Hawk battery or some Karine Corps fighters 
probably would be worthwhile.

'APR 2 5 ?00;
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Appendix D

Potential Irr.rcct of Carrier Airpower

(‘A •

hy One way to hiahlioht eh power projection capability of a CVIG ir. 
area is to isseh the potential ImpcCl carrier tesed air power

could have on a local country. With this in mine, ^he c“p4bllJJ’®* ,.t 
of two notional carrier air wines ^.ere analyzed against Iraqi airfielo.
end logistic infrastructure.

c. Airfields

'there are five air bases in central and southeast Iraq that support 
most' of the country's bomber and interceptor forces. Iraq has fewdefenhl Sn<) shelters for less h I"’
craft Eecause of this, and because of the ccp«tililies of the 
the anelvsis showed that nicr,i-time attseks by A-Es with cluster bw.b 
(Rockeye) would be very effective, in particular, two air wings shouk- 
be able to disable more then 75 percent of Iraq s bomber and 5
percent of the interceptor force with two’strikes. Even if ^isPe^-2 
fields were used, no more than four strikes (which could be done in 
two nichtsl should be sufficient. U.S. losses should be minlir.al. although 
there are uncertainties here because Iraq now has SA‘J . Jr‘
the other hand, Iraq could prolong the campaign by withdrawing it. 
forces to the northern and western pans of the country where v®^|e 
b^teyonS the ranee of most carrier aircraft, but where they would pose 
little threat to Saudi Arabic and Kuwait.

Between now and ISBt. the Iraqi air force could greatly improve 
it^^Nurvivabllity by addino more shelters. This could increase the 
nnmhpr of U S sortics needed to neutralize the lAF. However, there s rnou^h ?IdUund;nc? in threeL^ier's deliver, capebllit, Ih.t .ost 1re=i 
aircraft within range of the eir wing still could be J"4
few days. By 1985, Iraq is not expected to have cn effective night
timte defense against low-flying A-6s. 

b. looistics Infrastructure

7^"" RAil hiohway. and water transportation in eastern and soulh- 
^eas^rn Iraq has little redundancy and is vulnerable to interdiction.

DIA estimates that the destruction of as few
cut nearly all road, rail and water links from boohdad to the Gulf.

An examination of these eight targets and their defenses 
regaled that they could be attacked effectively by using A-7s with 
precision ouidance munitions (PGMs) V against targets at nl9hJ*
These attacks could cripple the transportation netowkrs in £out^8St 
Irao in two to thre» days. Without PGMs, about ten days would be 
needed. Occasional re-attacks probably would be needed to keep repair, 

from being made.

PGMs,

1/ At present, however, our CVs carry only.a limited numter of

-SECRET
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Appendix I

Amphibious force Projection to the Perslen Gulf

JSY Table __ and Fipure __ Ind
signiflconl advaniaoe over the 
jtfCtion to the Persian Gulf, 1 
is expected to double over the 
unchanged) the Soviet amphibiou 
about 1/3 es effective as ours 
First, total Soviet amphibious 
(1?,000 SNl vs. 196,000 Karines 
limited number of ocean ooino a 
only capable of transporting ha 
Gulf. (For the sake of compari 
Marines have sufficient amphibi 
transport 1 MAF (40,000 troops)

icate that the United States hes e 
Soviet Union in amphibious force pro- 
ndeed, even though the Soviet capabilUy 
next S years (while ours remain essentially 
s projection capability will still remain 
in 1967. Two factots account for this; 
forces remain only a fraction of ours 
). Second, the Soviets have only a 
mphlbious ships V and currently are 
If of their SNl resin^nts to the Fersiai. 
son, it is useful to note that U.S. 
ous shipping assets of their own to 
to the Fernian Gulf.)

In edeition to the disparity in the sire of the force that can bt 
amphibiously projected, disparities in the firepower of the amphibiou! 
forces and assault capabilities of the two navies are also noteworthy.
In the first place, the U.S. projected amphibious force (1 MAF) has a 
2.4:1 firepower adveniage over the amphibious forces the Soviets could 
project to the area (3 SNl reoitr^nts). 2/ Secondly, the Soviet Navy’s 
capability for long distance assault operations against significeril 
opposition is also far more limited than the U.S. Navy’s. Here their 
lack of seaborne air support and their inadequate long-haul lift 
capacity tend to preclude a Soviet distant amphibious assault capability. 
This is not to say that SNl could not be useful during an unopposed, 
ground force buildup, (indeed, because it could, SNl (as well as the 
U.S, KAF) have been included in the ground force packages each side 
could project to the area.)

1/ Spin fairly evenly among the 4 fleets, the Soviets currently 
have 7S ocean-going amphibious vessels with a capabiliiy to transport 
forces to the Persian Gulf--e.o., lA Alliaalor 1ST, 10 Ropucka LSI, and 
1 new class LPD/LSD-X-1.

2/ The AOE of a MAF is .9t, while the ADE of 3 SNl is .40,

■>r -. y :Tv pQ

25 200j.
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T
Soviet Amphibious Hoverient lo PG-197E

Soviet Forces Irooos Orioin Davs Irensil Arrive o/

1 SNl repiment ZOOO Black Sea Flee: Ifi C4U

1 SN] reoiment ZOOO Pacific Fleet 22 C-»Z£

1 SNl repimient Z0C.0 Norlhern/Balti c Flee*. 27 C+31

a/ it is cssumec'lhci £11 Soviet naval inianiry reainwnls v^ill recuire 
A davs to load out and decart.

U.S. Amphioious Kioverienl to the PG

w
 I Forces 1roocs Orioin Ocvs Transit Arrive fc«r

1/9 ItA.F (MAU) 2000 Naples c C+11

2/? KAF (? MAE) GOOD Okinawc 13 C+15

3/9 MAF [1 MAB) 1 SOOO Norfolk 19 C+2S

3/9 r-iAF (1 MAB) 1JOOO San Dieno 2i C-»30

b/ Arrival times assume that forward deplovcd ettiDhibioos forces could
be fully ready end deoloy on 58 hours nolue. LLrper Tcr^es, ucsec ir. 
the U.S., are assumed to reouire 5 days notice tetore they can caoari.

• . • * 4, % %•
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s>Qviet Dep'iovTT'en^ <,M'i

optimum Routt «t"-e 
(overfly lurtey. Route (overfly

overland8'o'1 Iraq) aKeU''thru Suez) Kode c/ ^

Ighter Regiment 
,45 planes)

drborne Division

iemainder of Fighter 
)1v. (90 pleres)

|F1ohter-BorT.b6r Division 
(135 planes)

|sA-6 Regiment 
SA-3 Regiment 
SA-4 Brigade 
Scud Brigade

SN]

59th MRD 1st Bde 
?nd Ede 
3rd Bde

ISNl
IsSrd MRD 1st Bde 

?nd Bde 
3rd Bde

SN]

U/1 Gds. lank Div. 

Army Division.

MRD 

lank

--------J7" ThiTorce portrayed seQuencMn’ihlch they

t^athtTs: reVplorimtl9hltCrhoulrbhtynorerhowever. that the force portrayed It 
’I'^ficienfarr'and tea ports of debarkation are assumed to be 

avaflTb.e. sm moyOTent durin9 tbe first. 40 days, ft fs turned that 
only Ihips frm the Black Sea Merchant Marine fleet

4 5 Air ■■

c Air . M
e

9.B U- Air -

u.s 2t Air -

17.£. 3? Air ••

IE IB See .13

?C.: 31-32 Air
Air/See

.72

.22/.67
72.i Air .23
24.5

?6 2e Sea .13

27. E 31-3? Air
Air/See

.19

.19/.57
I9.b Air .15
31.5

31 31 Sea .13

30-31 38-40 Sea
.69

30-31 38-40 OverTend/Se*^ -ill
3.07

Follow-On Forces

37-39 60- 62 Sea .60

37-35 60-6? Sea .70
07

^ — f, -r:ccr.

m 2 3 200’.
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Unit

1 TFW (73 planes)
1 TFW (72 planes) 
82 Airborne 1st Bde 

2nd Bde 
3rd Bde

1 TFW (72 planes)
1 TFW (72 planes)

U.S. Deployment to Iran a/
Arrival 
Time b/

Hed/Hid-East PAC Route
Mode c/

1 MAF 
3rd ACR 
2nd ARM Oiv

1 MAF
194 Armored 
1 MAF 
4 th Mfrch. DiV

Division #1

1st Bde

1st
2nd
2nd
Bde
3rd

Bde
Bde
Bde

Bde

1
t
7
8

10
S

n
11
14
16

■ 22 
19 
26 
2S 

58-41

1
E

10
11
14n
lb
21
20
21
51
15 
36 
29

4 5-48

Follow-on Forces 

60

Air
A1r
Air
Air
Air
Air
Air
Sea
A1r
Air
Air
Sea
Air
Sea
Sea

Sea

D.t

,23
23
23

.32

.30

.24

.24

.32

.24

.2?

.82
3“?9

.80
472?

he ^or^e portrayed contains elements of both a liohi
and heavy corp. It reflects the Aind of force that can be projected'
^ mD?t Ju1ck1y w1}h the oreatesl combat power. It rr^y reflect

,a limited level of support for U.S. forces.
i,-« Ti- .Rap15’ 25 t0 gradual, buildup figures are used because
caoabil1tvnnfthMhrcsrtl?n baUncfe we are fdentif>ing the theoretical 
capability of both sides to move forces to the area by air and sea.
ire available15 flS5Ufr'ed that Suff1cienT flir and sea ports of debarkation

AL';i 't-tJ '2F5A
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A SOVin OR SOVIET/IRAQ] INVASION OF IRAN (U)
iPR 2 3 ?GTi:

Forewirrd (U)

When this study wes first planned, several assumptions were naft 
about Iran: it would continue to be an ally of the United States; it
would participate in joint defense plannino with the United States; it 
would provide effective host-nation logistic support; and its armed 
forces would participate effectively if an invasion should occur, the 
Iranian revolution has drastically altered conditions, and none of these 
assumptions now appears reasonable. Nonetheless, it is still a funda­
mental U.S. obiective to prevent the Soviets from gaining direct access 
to the Fersian'Culf. Thus, it is still appropriate to examine^ssible 
strategies for deterring a Soviet invasion and for defending all or pert 
of Iran If circumstances permit. V

A. INTRODUCTION (U)

UrjT The prospect of a Soviet invasion of Iran is in sotc way* 
analcoDus to the prospect of a Soviet attack on NATO: the invasion is 
not probable at present, but it would be extremely serious to U.S. 
interests Should it occur. If the Soviets held a strong position on 
the Persian Gulf, they could threaten the oil supply of the Western ^ 
world and Japan, and cause major realignments, regionally and worldwide. 
The Soviets surely recconire this strategic opportunity. Moreover, 
they have long sought a port with direct access to the Indian Oce«n.

(U) It is also useful to note that:

-- Russia occupied portions of Iran in the 19th century, 
and a smaller portion during part of VWI;

-- Russia and England aoreed in 1907 that the northern 
part of Iran, including Tehran, was within the Russian 
sphere of influence;

the Soviet Union declared territorial aspirations for 
Iran in the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939;

The Soviet Union invaded Iran in 1941, and again in 
1946;

1/ See also a new study by 5. Cenby and E. Lultwat, U.S. Defense 
Planning for Non-HATO contingencies: Analysis of the Operationa Forms
of Warfare, the Case of Iran," April 15, 1979, done by CSL Associates 
for DASD(PA&E)/Regional Proarams. The study provides a strongly-worded 
alternative view of defense strategies for Iran, and extensive conmentary 
on mountain warfare. A major thesis is that Iran could develop a more 
effective deterrent than previously existed, with far less reliance 
on U.S. assistance and high-technology systems. This would reguire 
developing special light forces trained for mountain defense rather 
than for firepower campaigns.

-SEMEf-
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the ethnic differences between Persian and tribal people' 
in the Khuzestan and Azerbaijan regions provide oppor- 
ortunities for the Soviet Union to encourage and exploit 
separatist movements.

A Soviet invasion of Iran might plausibly occur in any of 
several ways, of which three are perhaps the most important;

1. From the Soviets' exploitinq a historical opportunity, 
such as civil chaos in Iran, to achieve a strateoically 
important position on the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf

2. As the outorowth of an escalating crisis in the Persian 
Gulf; the mere threat of Soviet military action 
against Iran would cast a shadow over any East-West 
confrontation in the Persian Gulf or Arabian Peninsula,

As Dart Ufa major NATO-Pact Confrontation; The Soviets 
might attack Iran in conjunction with an attack in Europe 
(to divert some of our forces), or possibly to strike 
NATO decisively without incurring the extreme risks of ‘ 
nuclear escalation and unified NATO response that a 
direct attack on Germany would probably entail.

It can be argued that U.S. security v;ould be directly threatened 
only if the Soviets move into southern Iran and to the Gulf coast itself. 
This would suaoesi that U.S. planning be based on a defend-the-South 
strategy. Although such a strategy may indeed prove to be the only one 
available to us, analysis later in this section shows that our ability 
to prevent a complete Srvlet takeover would be very much In doubt if the 
Soviets occupied the North--perhaps forcing us to threaten the use of 
nuclear weapons. There is also reason to believe that the best deter­
rence policy may still be to discourage the Soviets from making the 
first move—i.e., from crossing the clear international boundaries and 
moving forces through rugged mountains on vulnerable routes. The 
feasibility of a northern strategy would depend upon how early the- 
Iranians asked for our assistance (If, indeed, they did), our willingness 
to commit combat forces without assured LOCs, the degree of Iranian 
cooperation, and the stute of Iranian defenses--all doubtful or impossible 
to predict now.

At this point. It is important to consider a range of scenarios 
^ our force planning. If we were to base force planning on only one 
scenario, it would probably involve a southern strategy. However, 
because of the different force structures needed, this might foreclose 
our being able to use a northern strategy if circumstances permitted. 
Furthermore, if the limited nature of our strategy became known, it 
might encourage the Soviets to take over the North, and it would 
certainly decrease any Iranian incentives to ask us to intervene (we 
v^ould be giving up all of Persian Iran and defending only the Arab 
South). It should be noted that the United States might be very 
reluctant to intervene without an Iranian request, even though our 
own security interests were at stake.

V

\
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Clearly, there are serious questions about wr ability to Se with an invasion scenario at all. especially wU only curren 

and progranmed contingency forces. However, two facts argue strong y 
for us to proceed with analysis and planning:

0 Iran is strategically Important, and perhaps 
critical, to the West.

0 The Soviet Union does not have truly vital national 
interests in the Gulf, and would probably be 
reluctant to take great risks there.

The issue, then, is whether we can ™ke local Soviet adventurism In Iran 
appear too risky and painful to contemplate.
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B. THE GROUND FORCES INVOLVED 

1. The Forces involved

. : 1. *. \*"». ■
■-.•-f r iv\* -frnri.

APR 2 3 2003
Cr.ic.i. :jTrCi?.=c B;
‘ *!, h. K%ec. Div. VVi“

1,.-,- a'.- Sovlet Forces- The forces the Soviets would comiit
thoir ^rani^n contln9ency would be determined not by the total size of
tirnrn?uOUth/0n:eiSi ^ut ty thc im^ortdn(^fi thcy attached to the con-

his Wou1d depend heavily on what were happening elsewhere in 
Far fTsl? eT^’ 0n 7rkiSh border* elsewhere in NATO, and in the 
ratec ti 7 !1There W0“1d also be significant limits on their buildup
deployed lllewhe're. ^ Were Wi1lin9 t0 draW heavi1y °n forCes

liifTl r. T ^ov^et Forces closest to Iran are those in the
°rth Causasus, Transcausasus and Turkestan military districts. They

ASpr?n2 n1?anK-T£d^-i"1’?nS f;:ou9hl> 15 armor division equivalents - 
t?p lKWhlw6 ?1v1slon5 t4+ ADEs) are normally considered part of
the Soviet threat facing eastern Turkey. Commitment of these divisions
oSe farMnUn:;ethede?1Te-t 0f other 5oviet forces- PerhflP5 fr“' the 
?en unSefendedf Strate91C rC5erVe> UnleSS thc TurMsh border were

Ju6 !5-aDE force could be committed in Northern 
Iran within roughly the first month after mobilization. During the
manvnadsaifi ^b^jf.n,on.ths after m0bil ization, the Soviets could commit as 
rp«*..af 18 additional ADEs. These forces would come from the strategic 

°^ifrPm the mil1tary districts normally oriented toward NATO's 
southern flank. However, their commitment to an attack on Iran would 
not require any reduction in the "designated threat" to NATO's center 
region or in Soviet forces facing the PRC. 2/ Since a Soviet attack

17 A ground unit's ADE "score" is the weighted sum of its fire- 
powr, maneuverability, and vulnerability expressed in equivalence to a 
U.5. armored division. The ADE standard excludes factors such as

?J^nrsh^P,nmorale* and weafher, all of which can
the British and french were slightly superior to 

the Gerrwns in ADE score, but decisively inferior in tactics and 
leadership). Further, ADE scores are largely static measures of 
equipment and personnel and do not account for the dynamics of a particu- 
lar battle or campaign, including sustainability factors. Nonetheless. 
^^^!COr?S»arf cle!r y more appropriate measures than "numbers of 
personnel, etc. For campaigns in which firepower is critical, they

p?tential of the Two forces. The ADE scores used in this
fr0m ih0^e !n U5e in Eur°Pe. reflecting the very different 

terrain ln Iran and the impact of terrain on weapons effectiveness.
U 1^® Soviets might reasonably bring in one or two first-line 

European divisions to lead the invasion. Thi' would not effect buildup 
races, however. r

StCRfT
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vtould almost certainly increase tension in NATO, the Soviets woulif 
probably be reluctant to draw sipnificantly on forces in Central Curope 
or the Western Military Districts unless the United States or itsKATO 
allies had diverted significant forces to Iran. The use of Soviet Far 
eastern forces would depend critically on the posture of China* thus 
giving the PRC a significant indirect influence on the military balance 
in Iran.

Evidence on the quality of the forces the Soviets 
might commit is also ambiguous. On the one hand, the forces they win* 
tain in that region are at a low level of readiness (the only Category I 
forces in the region are two airborne divisions), are more lightly 
equipped than those in Central Europe or the Far East, are among the 
last Soviet forces to receive modern equipment, and seem to be prinarily 
oriented toward Turkey. Some indications of these equipment limitations 
are shown In the table below.

Table 1 (S)

READINESS OF SOVIET FORCES BY AREA a/ (U)

Caucasus + Turkestan GSFG Western K)s Chinese Border

Readiness of Tank
A Motorized *
Rifle Oivs.

Cat. l/Cat 2/Cat 3 0/5/17 20/0/0 1/13/15 11/7/14

Average Number 
of Tanks/APCs per 
Division t/ 233/277 368/346 327/255 254/339

X Mix of Tanks b/
T-3A IX OX OX 4X
T-54/55 86 28 42 71
T-62 5 50 48 12
T-64 0 18 6 0

Artillery over 100mm
per Division 123 no 143 146

% Mix
Towed/Self-Propel1ed lOO/OX 72/2BX 96/4X 10D/OS

Mortars over lOOnn
per Division 64 3S 50 61

SA-4, 6, 9 6 33 17 10

ZSU 23-4 SP 10 ■ 16 9 8

The number of equipment items per division includes equipment 
in non-divisional units, mobilization divisions, and storage 
depots.

y Hay not add to 1^^^|^^|£resence of unknown model tanks.
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1 *L exten^ these units are manned bv local
personnel, there may be further limitations on their effectiveness sinr*
A2^baiia1ni1°LDrn1aeSe7iTS Is overwhelmin9ly non-Russian (Armenian.

’■ Geo[91an' Turkmenian, and Tadzhik). According to Soviet
na? “• betwee;,70X t0 855 Soviet citizens of ?Lse
difw! n0t f,uent in Russl8n- Although the resulting ethnic
clnre7rft7 "u 1a?9ua9e pr°b,ems sppMr t0 be ™naoeable--in p^t by 
concentrating Russians and Russian speakers in key positions—it is on
a^ hrah a%d?Ub.tful- Ih? qualit^ of personnel in ihe5e°divisions ?s 
as high as in Soviet divisions in Central Europe. 5

•'oiv^ThP . 0n lhf other.hand» historical experience has probabh

given the Soviets a very low estimate of the quality of Iranian orminH J 
orres, even allowing for substantial improvements in the last 30 years 

ref 1 PCreadiness of Soviet forces near the Iranian Sorder l^par/ S*
1 e.venJ1&l;/er readiness of Iranian forces and the fact that

1?!^ Sn«A9e y ^epl?^ed far fron’ the Soviet border, pariicularlynear 
Iraq. Moreover, despite their older equipment, Soviet forces in the
mnentf?Pear 1° ha,^e xeen tailored t0 some extent for combat in the 
pxamiiln°rfi t®rr01n foi^rid there. One company in each battalion, for 
threo^c* ^e^61yes sPecTal training in mountain warfare. One of the 

rJ-air a“ault brigades is located there (the other two are
fa°nfl t?e ^hl"ese^rd?r)' 8nd the forces in the area have more mortars 
( particularly effective weapon for mountain war) than in other areas.

^ ,ran1an Frirres. Under the Shah, Iranian defense 
policy acknowledged a Soviet attack as the most serious threat to
rna?.4S.dSew^Ut Iranian officials argued that their armed forces
until d0 i1.1- 6 excePt delay a coordinated full-scale Soviet attack 
until such tune as the United States would come to their aid For
tin5nke5f0n’ a5dr7C?yse they bel'cved a direct Soviet attack to be 
Improbable, and finally because they feared provoking Soviet wrath the 
Iranians did not deploy or configure their forces in a way weU-designed 

€h t931"!^1 aISov,et invasion. The buTk of Iran's forces w"e 
deployed along the Iraq border, although one division was deployed
nart ^ntH St.COrner a,?n9 the Sc,viet border- !n hhe northwest 
part of the country, opposite the main Soviet force. Iran had little
Sr*raMh5n ?ne br19ade Infantry deployed at Tabrii. ?here were nl 
detailed plans nor joint training progiar-.s for a coordinated U.S - 
Iranian defense against a Soviet invasion.

r • ■ran1an ground forces prior to the revolution 
conf S»edk°^ fjUr ln^antry divisions, three armor divisions, five 
separate brigades and associated supporting artillery, and special 
forces units, amounting to approximately 7.5 ADEs. At present, the armv 
Is in disarray, and it is not possible to predict how soon, if ever the
hldj,littlpbrnrhasrred t° ns p!’evious strength. The Iranian army has 
b d.1 ^ lnn50mb3t exPerien« s^nce 1941, except for action In OmL 
against PDRY-supported rebels. The Iranians used that experience to

e-qM1lty 0f t!,eir f0rces; but thei> performance was “ill far 
less than might be expected, given the army's first-rate equipment.
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Table 2

deployment OF U'.S.- forces to IRAN
Inttal Increment Arrival Tlrag
4 TFW

0?<J Abn 1st Bde
2d Bde
3d Bde

1st Bde

1st Cav 1st Bde a/

2d Bde
1 St Cav 2d Bde

3d Bde

MAP 3d Bde 

Combat Support 

194th Arm. Bde 

6th ACCB

A1r & Sea

Combat Service Support
Subtotal

•ollow-On Force

I MAP 
9th Inf 
101 St A'lrmobn

II MAF Sea
Sub total 

Grand total
17 2d Mech Div 1 n 1982.
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.23

.23

.23

.32

.27

.32

.27

.27

.32

.10

.27

.30

1713

.96

.60

.57

.82

.96or
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c. U.S. Forces. The availability of U.S. forces for 
war in Iran is constrained by concern for other contingencies and by our 
strategic lift capability. Table Z shows an illustrative U U.S. force 
that could perhaps be deployed to Iran within 4b dayst and a fol1ow>cn 
force that could arrive by the end of three months.

■{^7" The Deployment Schedule Assumes No Constraints on
L0Cst or on Air and Sea Liit Avai1^b^lity. H air and sea lift sust 
come through the Pacific or around Africa, for example, airlift de­
liveries would be about 40* slower and sealift deliveries from Eesi 
Coast ports would be about 30S slower. This schedule can not benet 
unless Stage III CRAF has been activated and reserve airlift aircrews 
have been called up, nor unless Iranian ports and LOCs operate efficiently. 
Indeed, if plans for deploymient of U.S. forces to Iran are not wde in 
advance as they are for NATO, U.S, deplo>Tnent times are almost certain 
to be much slower than shown.

1/ While the Shah was in power, this force might possibly have 
been Fdequate in helping Iranian forces defend Iran. Given the present 
state of the Iranian armed forces, it is very likely that this force 
would not be adequate.
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tsr d. Iraqi Forces. 1/ The most likely circumstance for a
Soviet move against Iran is probably a crisis or war in which Iraq is 
already involved. Iraq's behavior will depend heavily on what Iraqi 
leaders perceive to be the probable outcome. If Iran seems likel> to be 
defeated by the Soviet Union, then Iraq may see an opportunity to make 
gains at Iran's expense. However, even the most radical Iraqi regime 
will fear the consequences of a Soviet occupation of Iran and, even 
more, the costs of participating in an unsuccessful Soviet aggression. 
Thus, Iraqi behavior will depend less on the political tendencies of the 
Baghdad regime--although moderate tendencies should certainly be en- 
cour8ged--than on the perceived ability of the United States to lead a 
successful resistance to Soviet military force.

Iraq could have a significant influence on the mili­
tary outcome. Even in peacetime, Iran's deployment of forces against 
Iraq is a major cause of the perceived imbalance of forces on the Soviet 
border. Iraqi forces consist of four mountain infantry divisions, three 
armored divisions and two mechanized divisions, amounting to roughly 7.8 
ADEs, or about the same combat, power as the Iranian army under the Shah. 
These forces are deployed mostly in the vicinity of the Iranian border. 
As with the Iranian army, their real capability is probably much less 
than indicated by the ADE score, which measures only materiel capability. 
Although the Iraqi forces have had some combat experience, most recently 
against Israel in the 1973 war and against Kurdish rebels in northern 
Iraq, their performance has been below the standard, for example, of the 
Syrian army. While the operational effectiveness of the Iraqi army Is 
steadily increasing, it is very difficult to estimate what level it has 
reached today, or will reach in the mid-80s.

e. Comparative Build-up Rates. Figure 1 shows the 
rates at which U.S. and Soviet forces could build up in the vicinity of 
Tehran, if: neither side faces opposition, all LOCs end enroute bases 
are avaiTable, both sides mobilize simultaneously, U.S. active ground 
and air forces begin moving immediately, and Soviet ground forces 
require three days to mobilize and seven days to prepare for movement 
into Iran.

1^/ Although Iraq is often looked at as a client state and 
probably ally of the Soviet Union, it is very possible that Iraq would 
actively oppose any overt Soviet military moves towards the Persian 
Gulf.
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The curve shows clearly the substantial advanteoe 
the Soviets could achieve by their proximity and direct land access to 
Iran. However, even they are limited by the remoteness of the area from 
the main concentrations of their ground forces and by the limited 
capacity of the roads leading to and into Iran.

-w—; The curves are optimistic about the speed with which
the United Stales can deploy forces. We have assumed (1) a U.S. decision 
to move forces and call up reserve airlift crews even before receiving 
confirmed intelligence of Soviet mobiliration, and (2) no problems of 
access or hostile action enroute, even on LOCs that run through the 
Eastern Mediterranean and the Suez Canal. On the other hand, if U.S. 
tactical aircraft were deployed earlier--perhaps during the development 
of the cr1sis«-thus freeing airlift that would otherwise be used to 
deploy air forces, U.S. ground forces could arrive approximately « week 
earlier than shown in the graph.

While Soviet buildup would not similarly depend on 
access to foreign bases or overflight of foreign countries, it could 
be slowed by opposition en route. Moreover, although it would represent 
a major escalation, even the routes inside the Soviet Union could be 
interdicted. The main Soviet road and railroad in the Transcaucasus run 
along the Iranian and Turkish borders for hundreds of miles and would be 
vulnerable to interdiction by air and even artillery. Soviet roads and 
railroads east of the Caspian Sea are almost equally vulnerable if 
aircraft can penetrate. Once inside Iran, the Soviets would not be able 
to use the different gauge Iranian railroads, and their road moveiwnts 
could be slowed, even more easily by demolition of bridges, tunnels and 
mountain slides.

2. The Impact Qf Geoorephv on Ground Force Operations 1/(U} 

a. Terrain in Iran (u)

The terrain In Iran is distinguished by formidable 
mountains, large expanses between potential sources of support (the 
distance from Jolfa to Chah Bahar is equal to the distance from 
Seattle to Albuquerque), and by a limited infrastructure of roads and 
airfields. Thus, the terrain in Iran would severely constrain the 
military options of both the defense and offense. Also, air power 
makes forces using mountain LOCs particularly vulnerable.

Conditions for cross-country movement of tracked and 
wheeled vehicles range from difficult to impossible over iwre than 
three*fourths of Iran, including most of the area along the Soviet and 
northern Iraqi borders. In the Northwest, opposite the largest Soviet

y This section has been only slightly revised to reflect the 
recent events in Iran. Its tone is more optimistic than is now 
appropriate since the Iranian army Is In shambles. However, the 
material is still relevant because any effective defense of Iren would 
have to exploit the mountains, and since a Northern defense might be 
desirable even if U.S. forces bore almost all of the burden (assuming 
Iranian cooperations, however).
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Ltc
kii™ill!^dePiDyme?iS; th1s ?]fflcult tei'ra^n extends for hundreds of ' i f;£:' 
kilometers and would force all large-scale military forces to depend

°n r°8ds and railroads for movement. The only reasonably
a^hnr-»rHiS»Crt>SS”COuntrj movemei;t are: n) Iran's Caspian seacoast and

short distance east and west along the border (separated from Tehran
however by some of the highest parts of the Elburtt Mountains which ’
[h^^ort.:9?15*01-.16;000 feet leSS than 100 ^ from Caspian); uf 
the North Central plateau.on which Tehran is located; and (3) the
southwestern corner of Iran on the Iraqi border (an area, however that
contains Iran s principal ports and oil facilities). Along the mMn
road from the Soviet Union, through Tabriz to Tehran, only a few
narrow areas are favorable for cross-country movement, and even in
fnrro* h°0? defens!ve Posidons abound. In the Northeast, once Soviet

broke out of the "'““"Cains south of Mashhad, they would have
800 J W,«Pen,KCC"^ 1° Te|’ran: bUt they wou1d have t0 lravel some 
euo kilometers through largely aesert country to get there.

b.' Effect on Ground Force Operations

"T^T^ The expanse and difficulty of the terrain would
affect ground operations by both sides in a number of ways:

diffiriilt ma-i-nr iifta Movement: Becausc Cross-country movement is so
ayncult. major military movement from the North and Northwest would
ofVLnrnb^ffnne a|0n? thM •°',r roads that 5erve as the "ai" avenues 
of approoch from the Soviet Union, and along the three roads that cross
be arnMLLrnaf0rtl0n 0fwthe Iran/'raq border’ Additional access Ugh”
oe achieved along secondary routes or through Afghanistan. (Inlo41 forS?Viet f0r?es attacked alon9 3 route from Sarahs to ’ 
Mashad.) In general, however, the steep grades, hair-pin curves and 
difficult cross-country movement would exacerbate maintenance problems 
--particularly of the older Soviet equipment found in the area.

Mr,,.iw w w*., j Unlike Europe, where cutting one or two roads 
would have little Impact on the redundant transportation networks, 
blocking the few mam routes in Iran could significantly thwart an 
attacker. Each time a bridge, tunnel, or mountainside road section 
was destroyed, the attack would have to stop, and engineers would have 
to move forward to make repairs along a road congested with combat
UU 1^* N2l 0nly W?uld the attack lose ™mentum, the attacking forces 
would tend to bunch up and become more vulnerable to ground and air 
interdiction. 1/

•j*-

Table 3 shows the number of major bridges,—
tunnels, snd landslide areas on the major LOCs from'the';SovietUborder 
into Iran. It is reasonable to expect, based on experience, that 
It would take two days to replace a bridge, one day to repair a cut 
in the road, and five days to restore a tunnel. These may underestimate

1/ A similar situation confronted xxx Corps in September 1944 
when it was attacking along a single line of communication to relieve 
the airborne forces at Arhnem (recall account in "A Bridge Too Far").
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Overall delays since there would ^ shortages of bridging equipment, 
since float bridges can not span steep ravines and gorges, and since 
major construction efforts rather than simple clearing operations would 
probably be needed to reopen tunnels or rebuild roads along mountainsides 
Greater delay could be Imposed If the attacker were forced to repair 
these obstacles while harrassed by the defender.

Table 3 (S)

MAJOR OBSTACLES IN IRAN (U)

I Landslide Distance
Route

Soviet Border

f Bridoes Areas § Tunnels to Tehran

1. Jolfa-Tehran 25 4 1 735 km

2. Astara-Rasht- 
Qazvin

30 Z 6 565 km

3, Gorgan-Iehran 17 2 12 410 kn

4. Quehan-Mashad- 1 2 0 1000 kn
Tehran

The limited numbers of obstacles rn the fourth 
route reflects the fact that depth of difficult terrain in the fJortheast 
is much less than in the Northwest. Once Soviet forces reached Nashad, 
they would have relatively open access to Tehran. However, there are 
only four Soviet divisions in this area, the road through the mountains 
runs along ridge lines and mountainsides where off-road dispersion and 
movement is impossible for all vehicles, and the entire road is vulnerable 
to air attack. Once the Soviets reached Hashad, they would still have 
to cross 1,000 kjn of largely desert country, where air interdiction 
could be highly cffecti ve, before reaching Tehran. Repeated air attacks 
with PGMs or B-52s could seriously hamper movement along the LOCs. On 
route 4, for example, even though there are few major obstacles, the 
northern passage through difficult mountains could easily be cut and 
recut where it winds tortuously up and down the mountains.

-w Other routes through the mountains that could
be used by Soviet forces are even more difficult and, hence, more 
easily cut. If left undefended, however, these alternate routes could 
be used to outflank the defenders. In order to protect against this 
possibility, the defenders would need to maintain surveillance of these 
routes, and to have reserves available to move quickly to defensive 
positions along these routes.

fyf Vulnerability to Air Attack. Air attacks
against forces moving along the narrow roads would greatly slow 
military movements through the mountains. The channelization of forces
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or mountain passes, to disrupt or seizrair f elds 5Ufh “ brid9E!
confusion). Air mobile attacks oenerallv L. k to create

enough to the main forces to allow 1 nkaoe Within flbe .conducte(* close

'•■ V

area to conduct 5-10 batJl1on-sVi2rair™bilfraCjtrrtthe,iC°5terS ln the

limned scale, but they would risk tL8incrS J,0uld be Possible on a more

could bring reserves to the area. Y rCeS °n thC 9round if the de1'ender

c. Net Effect of Mountainous Terrain

vulnerability alo'nrmoS^tMn^o'ar'' taCt,'CS t0 SeVerely reduce the 

2/ Canby and luttwak. op. cit.
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warfare are vulnerable to flanking attacks cutting the ',we^^*po5itioned,, 
defensive units off from their own LOCs. Successful defense appears to 
require tactics that do not come naturally to most armies. Including our 
own. Key elements include: mobility, flexibility, and aggressiveness 
(I.e., a willingness to repeatedly harass the offense by striking at its 
lengthy and vulnerable tail). Preplanning for demolitions, wconnais- 
sance, etc., is also essential.

4^)"^ A noticable example of good defense was the Italian
campaign in WW II, where the Germans exploited the rugged terrain to 
impose heavy costs and delays on the advance of a superior allieo force. 
However, most historical campaigns show success for the offense. Tor 
example, German armored forces overran Yugoslavia and Greece in three 
weeks even though the British, Greek, and Yugoslav ground forces were 
roughly equal in strength to those of the Germans and their Italian and 
Hungarian allies. One problem, of course, was that the combined strength 
of the three defenders was much less than the sum of the separate strengths 
In addition, however, the Germans exploited the advantages that accrue 
to the offense in mountain operations. V They observed the Imperfections 
In British and Greek deployments and pushed through the weak points 
faster than the entrenched defenses could redeploy. They also closed 
off the defense's resupply and retreat lines with air strikes, and used 
strikes on rear areas to demora1l2e the defenders.

Nonetheless, a well-conducted defense should be 
able to slow the offense substantially. Given Soviet doctrinal emphasis 
on hioh rates of advance and the need for liohlnino successes, ^ 
prospect of facing a competent defense (even if by a much smaller 
force) could be an important deterrent.

d. Critical Areas in Iran

Successful exploitation of the mountainous terrain 
in Iran's defense will also depend on when forces are committed, 
because the terrain Is not equally formidable throughout the country.
There are three basic alternatives to consider: (1) a defense that
begins in the northern mountains, not with the aim of defending every 
inch of Iranian territory but to delay and attrite Soviet forces; (2) 
a defense that allows a rapid Soviet penetration of the mountains but 
aims at a successful defense of Tehran and central Iran; (3) a defense 
that attempts to control an enclave on the shore of the Gulf itself 
using the Zagros Mountains as a defense line. Only the first and 
third alternatives permit the exploitation of mountainous terrain— 
a strategy that would be necessary to overcome the quantitative 
Soviet advantages tn anything larger than a fairly limited attack.

]/ See Carl Von Clausewitz, "On War" (translated 
by M. Howard and P. Paret, 1976), 1832. _
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4&r" ■ (1) The Northern fountains. Although Soviet
advantages are greater the nearer Soviet forces are to their own borders, 
the northern imuntalns offer the defense two important military advan* 
tages; (a) favirable terrain; and (b) protection of rear areas, ports 
and SLOCs from Soviet air attacks and flanking attacks through Iraq or 
eastern Iran.

In the Northwest, the Soviets could be forced 
to fight through hundreds of miles of mountainous terrain before 
reaching areas where they could concentrate and bring their quantita­
tive superiority to bear. Even if they broke through the shallow 
mountains in the Northeast, the Soviets would have to cross a huge 
expanse of desert on limited roads to reacn key objectives near Tehran.

A forward defense, similar to Auchinleck's 
plan In the event of a German push through the Caucasus (see Section 1), 
would involve the commitment of delaying- and blocking-forces along the 
Soviet and Iraqi frontiers, and in some depth along the main LOCs, with 
a reserve of heavy forces in the rear to deal with possible breakthroughs, 
or with airborne attacks on airfiedls and other key strategic points.

The main obstacle to such a defensive strategy 
would be the short time available to move forces into position for a 
complex defensive operations with no prior joint U.S.-Iranian planning 
(and perhaps little unilateral planning either). In addition, achievino 
air superiority would be difficult in the North, close to Soviet bases.

(2) Tehran and Central Iran. Should the Soviets 
^succeed in masiing forces in the central plateau area around Tehran,

they would havir a more extensive road netv.ork and much more favorable 
conditions for cross-country movement. In this terrain, the Soviets 
could exploit numerical advantages effectively and maneuver against the 
defender's LOCs.>sfT. .... The loss of Tehran could lead to the effective
collapse of both Iranian forces and the Iranian government itself.
Beyond Tehran there would be few natural obstacles until the Zagros 
Mountains some 200-400 miles further south. Roughly half of the 
important airfields in Iran are north of the Zagros Mountains.

Even if the Soviet succeeded in taking the 
capital and thi- central plateau, they would still be a long way from 
Iran's oil producing areas or the Persian Gulf shore. Their LOCs 
to Tehran could be shortened considerably, however, by opening the 
r'oads from the Caspian Sea ports.

(3) The Zaqros Mountains. The Zagros Mountains 
extend along the northern portion of the Iren/Iraq border and sweep 
in a southeasterly direction through a point about 300 kilometers 
south of Tehran. They would help to protect the oil producing areas 
from Soviet forces moving through Iran. There are only three major 
north-south routes through the mountains, and these routes suffer 
from many of the same constraints as those in the North. A defense
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in the Ztorcs nountoins could be seen es c forward defense for the 
entire Gulf, for once the Soviets hed broken through the Zagros 
Mountains, a secondary line of defense ir Irao or Saudi Arabia would 
be exirea.ely difficult to maintain.

^ Moreover, access to Southern lran--or directly to
boudi Arabie--v.'Ould be much easier from jrac. Just south of the Zacros 
Mountains, there is one good avenue of approach from A1 Kut in Jraq to* 
Ahvc7 in Iran, where crcss-ccuntry movement is possible year-round On 
the Iranian side of the border, there is a well-developed road network, 
further south, the major constraint on cross-country movement would be 
local Spring flooding that may make large areas impassable. In the far 
south the Tigris and the Shat A1 Arab Rivers form major water terrier* 
to attack on Abadan and Khorramshahr. Once these barriers ere crossed 
hcwever, both cities ere vulnerable to ettack.

A defense position built on holding the Zaoro* 
hounteins would have the adventaacs that: (1) U.S, supply lines frorr
sea ports would be shorter than at Tehran or in the North; (2) Soviet 
LOCs would stretch more than SOC kilometers even from Caspian Sea ports; 
Uj -oviet aircraft would face severe range limitations; and (^1 the 
icorcs ••iountains are at least as formidable as the mountains in the 
North.

On the other hand, there would also be important 
military disadvantages in having lost so much of Iran, including most 
c important cities. The Iranians would protably be much less 
willing to cooperate unless they believed recapture of the North v/es 
in the cards. Furthermore, by breaking through the mountains at one 
point in the northwest, the Soviets would have direct access to Iraq, 
iney could then circumvent the rest of the Zaorcs Mountains, and move 
directly to the Gulf through Iraq. Although the LOC would be long 
(1*800 km from the Soviet border to Basra}, the Soviets could use”
Iraqi railroads and tank transporters (the Soviets have no tank trans­
porters in their tliree southern military districts; Iraq has 800). 1/ 
Although Iraq would probably be reluctant to permit the Soviets to 
use Iraq in this way, they might have little choice in the matter, and 
they might have Soviet promises of a good share of the spoils.

Although the Soviets might move Southward In Iran;
If they could defeat the defenders in the Zagros Mountains, they would 
control all of Iran. Such a campaign could take months, but loss of 
Iran would render Gulf oil facilities and SLOCs indefensible, and would 
give the Soviets control of the Strait of Hormuz. Once U.S. access to 
the Gulf were ended, Soviet conquest of Kuwait end Saudi Arabia could 
follow Quicklv.

T7 LOCs and airfields in Iraq would be vulnerable to air 
attack, so one should not assume that this Soviet strategy would be 
without pain.

IV-



-SECRET—
— Given the present circumstances and the lack of

U.S. and Iranian military planning, a southern enclave strategy micht 
nevertheless be our best prospect ior a conventional defense of Irin 
and the Gulf. However, the prospects for the success of such a 
strategy could not be considered good. Thus, the deterrence role of 
nuclear weapons should not be ignored nor disparaged.

3. Types of U.S. forces That Could be Deploved (U)

Decisions on the types of U.S. ground forces that wuld 
be necessary for a defense in Iran should be based on the consioeretion 
of the terrain, the type and capability of both enemy and friendly 
forces, the amount of warning or preparation time available, and the 
mission of the forces.

• Airborne Forces. If rapid oeploynnent were essential, an
airborne or an airmobile division would probably be the best force to 
send. For example, the 8?d Airborne Division, with its support, could 
be airlifted to Iren in about 11 cays. The entire division could be 
air landed at an airport and moved to the battle area, or parts of the 
division could conduct an airborne assault directly in the front.

In addition to its short deployment time, an airborne 
division is physically conditioned to fight in strenuous terrain, 
requires the least support of all Army division types, and is leist 
dependent on a well-developed support infrastructure. However, the 
82d Airborne has not been trained in mountain warfare, and would r>eed 
such training in order to carry out a successful mountain defense.

There are other disadvantages to an airborne division: 

(1) it would be less than 5C« ground mobile;

12) it would have a battalion of light tanks 
(M551$), but no medium tanks, armored personnel carriers, or self- 
propelled artillery;

(3) If it were committed against Soviet forces any 
distance from the air base at which it landed, it would have to take 
time to assemble transport, move, and prepare defensive positions. The 
time involved in this process could eliminate the advantage provided by 
its strategic deployment time.

{4) It would be particularly vulnerable to attacks 
by Soviet heavy forces in open areas or, if there were no time for 
defensive preparations, in the mountains. This vulnerability could 
result in high casualties.

Airmobile Forces. The 101st Airmobile Division could be 
oepTbyed as rapidly to Iran as the 82d Airborne. It has no tanks, nor 
the capability to conduct an assault landing directly in the combat

IV-19
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srec. Koweve 
mcbile forces 
protect flink 
to force the 
division Uck 
if It k'ere to 
mountalni. i 
would have ve 
ground.

StCRU™.,
r, its helicopters provide good Uciicel mobility, Air- 

p;rt1cularl> useful in mountainous areas to 
s end lOCs from Soviet infantry end airborne forces and 
-OV1elj 10 defend their own LOCs. 1/ Since the airmobile 
-armor, it would have to be supported by heavier forces 
be used to defend against regular Soviet forces in the* 

:cept for its atiack helicopters, the lOlst Airmobile 
*y mile capability against Soviet heavy forces on level

Hon*1 • 1 Infanlrv Foiffei- Army Infantry division could be
rfPfh>e^ ^rin. 1n £bout 1j gc.vs. Once on the orcund, at least 50V 
?^f-nfrlnHinr^ fcittelions would need transportatior,. Althouoh an
airi5nhncdH^^ ?n U h“vlEr 6nd has rTl0re fireppwer thar. an airborne or 
airmobile division only two of the 10 battalions in an infantry divisor.
ore hecvy--onu mechcm2ed and one tank. An infentrv division could
^rrrtrP]fyt6 1h the/,0unlains* but U U not cUir whet '"iJ( supporlir.c

6ven lh€re t0 the Soviet threat, and whether ’ 
<iirnrrt f bfttal1?ni frf 6nouPh. It would need external helicopter 
-upport to te employed In airmobile operations. Obviously, it would
ur^in d1ff1cuU> defe"d1n9 ecainU SoviM he6vyUiorces oHeJel

t -^r-ln-&-s: A Marine Amphibious force v/culd have a unique
iTlr n the-k£-VS il COuld be dep,0>'td endehiciD^nr ll ^ d dep1-J' °? 0wn emPhibi°ui Shipping, on cornmon user
deoW^ ?n "Sl::ale?K alrlifl- 5hould thc three M2r’ne divisions U 
•hft rtz 10 Iran1.b^ air and se£* the first could be delivered by air in 
about ^A Coys, the second and third divisions could arrive by air and

3C'/ Each !?anne d1v1s1on would have the capability to 
heV ? 1 !rya Sr^?S i[*.fhe.Vdlle>'s* Infantry forces in the hills alone 

wn!iH0K •> f !?d a]nnobl e forces on the flanks, tech -Marine Air Wlno’ 
would be capable of providing both air defense of and close air support
^ni!llf„?<0un0 fo:cas- Ihis un1cfue air-ground capability could be parti- 
Cn1ili K 1mPoriant In a fast developing crisis in Iren because there 
would be no time lost in coordinating air-cround operations

nIiiriKa■* However, the Marines, like other forces, would have a
number of problems operating in Iran's northern or southern mountains 
although they do have a Mountain Wanare Training Center in the Sierras 
Of California. They may not have sufficient combat service support
suc.Llnrtt0frr?P?ht °PEr5tiSns.f3r fr^'the sea. and could need additional 

0 ibe Army’ Karlne artillery is mainly towed and would be 
difficult to disperse off the reeds. Also, current Marine helicopters

v,T/^ Helicopter performance is seriously degraded by hioh altitude 
and high temperatures. However, such problems apply to both’stdes. The 
Army s UH-60 has been specifically designed to carry mission loads’at 
severe temperatures and high altitudes and will be less sensitive to 
these conditions than current Soviet helicopters.
th-r and Luttwek, op. cit., argue for forces even lighter
then U.S. infantry divisions, and emphasize that firepower is laroely 
irrelevant for defense in the mountains. Armor is most valuable In 
blocking exits from the mountains. -
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c- THE AIR BALANCE (U)

on the around bottle iTjJan becaus^of Uellk?ly t^5,aVe 6 'r,3:ior lmpan 
L0^s .t0 mterdiclion and the vulnergbilitv nfU ne^ab1]lty of m0untain 
“Hd roads to air amcL ?/ U-V °f m0Vln?J forct-1 on mountain

forces in Place (U)

...........:‘j:' ” ~

Table 4 (5)

SOnn_]W-PLACC FIGHTER/BOKEER EEDDOU'K-1978 (U)

Tactical Avietior. 
PVO
Bomber 3/

■ Number 
OT Bases

n
14

Aircraft Shelters 
And Revetments

518 1/
483 ”

righters

?90 2/ 
390 
261

- iri"*’.•>«>.«.'iie lb, „„
belong to PVO u.’ltts^nd^rv MOKted0!^” 1nlSlac! I'Pb'nn otrcrsfl 
Soviet Union. ]f thev are rntnSftJe^ t0 p^Dvlde air defense of the 
Iran, it is unl-ikeb that therwou^H l° J 6 d5fense of Soviet forces in 
control-.no more than abouth50 mlVot ? the limi’ts of their GCJ
PVC aircraft TMs sill, would rr,eke
border) and Mashad (40 mile^ f.-«m ♦K°V!r 'cb^12 miles from the ficant role in cS?ning a ' .w™ C°Uld pla" s si9ni-
early days of fWino er lhe Norlh* Particularly in the

K'b training ai^c^afi ejlt]itveio4fh fl9hter aircraft (includi 

Numerically, this si:e force l° l?e r °Perat1onal aircraft).
However, it is verv unlikely Ppartic^ar^ fnii f°r 3 credible £ir defense.
tion. that the Iranian air force would he lfllrung the.Iranian revolu- 

^ urce would be effective against the Soviets.
lfLphy. Jren'l >Lea!"e^:°d1ibrj!!:Cled t0 d ,8r^e (t^9ree b, 

limit the abilities of friendly ai^ 1 5carc,ty of S'l- bases
base to provide support for another nri'fr,10 mSSS: °f aircra,t =t one 
of enemy attacks or to request' for’aird resPond Quickly to warning
distances and air be‘e density i s!;PP0|-f- Fioore 3 compares 

oe.e density in Iran and the Federal Republic of

1/ i„ L.,b, ,.d tdtt.,k, [H ^ (or ,|ttrnlIii< ^
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■ger thi;n r,e_rrr,an,y end hn Ur fewer air tcse«. Fcr examoU

is epproxfir.ati'ly <D0 miles wM-t i l- lCe between oir bases ir. the FRG 
1,000 miles. ^ ’ h Jrcn lhe rr'exiir-uni disiance is over

U.£. Iccticel Air Reinforcements (U)

lisiilsgllgslp..
l;tr fe hand! i no the

cientb' distributed ^eUeJpJn w " lhtrS 4re or,IJ' 334 ir'Eff-;- 
aircraft. Without i ir.ajor constJuCt'iJn th' <6° I,r4,,lan ^^tical
shelters for U.' aircraf in .aSh' e"fr>-> there would be nc 
Tcbri-- h-a.hxrf InH I1' . e<idUior,, the most forwarc tese<--
air atiackth ’ d’ Pert',ops- Tehrar,--are extremely vulnerable to ioviet

iT-ani an contincincyt :’undt?rfat>vcrtbiri.!Crtt ■ ml9hl CC"nn''1t 10 sr' 
tcsir.o, overflight and Ur.ker aval? "ttrfitsrorj"9 enTU

lnh'"in?S ^^--n ^l,raSnd0(;!!UarndQU;^:-
aircraft thtnKlvI. "hi lQonfiohutt0r W°U]d the rlovt,''ent of the 
deploved in a . miUr tire ^i,k; ‘uV rCrsft 0f a cc,ul'J be 
demand on lran:s littttd sip^ctt tnPrts0"uPture^^’he^jL" Vi 1dUiCna1

ltiornsawounidU£eteSsre°nl?aie flwoya?rcerr!nCcaJriTdia^eb'’i'"*1'9"609'3"4- 

• ithin^l-Z^wBcks--le<*dffftheyPhadtt°nS trhE6r^“1' “^'^ra'bi'a'n'sea
forces amount to a’totat^fhae^outd5graUtrcr0aV?"nt dri°r t0 K-d3^- 7hp- 

\d aTr-forces!ible 2 f°r an 111ustrati'’e schedule showing both ground-
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POSSIBLE USAF AtID USMC DEPIOYKEHIS TO IRAN {E1;

Unit

USAF
Contingency Force 
(4 TFW equivalents)

Reinforced Karine 
Air Winn

Two Carrier Air 
Wi ncs

Mission Type Number

Air-lD-Air F-15 72
72Swino r-AO i c

Ground Aitact F.AG
F-7D

2A
2A

A-10 48
Reccy RF-fl 14

254

Air-to-Air F-A 72
40
40Ground Attad A-A

A-e-
AV-8A 40

192

Air-to-Air r-u 4£
Ground Attack A-6F

A-7E
24
72

T44

Closino 1in>e

H+S o/

K-Day-H+iA

a/ The initial wins could arrive within 2A-36 houra.

-r Hi<.ri-cc.icn £t<umed that around forces would
-(-Si'" TE;6 c,rece^'"^ al^DOSsible accordino to the icheduit in

be airlifted to Iren “ soon as P “ e t() devote the entire 
Table 2. However, an alternative wou o lacair. if it were
strategic airlift to an ea*‘1y bhl«nUFenin5ula bases, and air refueling, 
possible to use lurktsh an ^3’!" ^ "i iter wfnos (936 aircraft),
then the Air Force believes 13 line). 2 carrier air wings
1 MAU (192 aircraft be brought within 15 days. Ihis
(144 aircraft), and 30 cou p.tirr.ated reinforced Soviet capa-
wouldbe a credible force ® . f-Qhters and 258 bombers (IRA
bility after 12 days of ■ afCtb Ct!,*er^ rl79round forces and extra 
and SNA . However. the .l^a<ieof J “ s Jnclcar that we could
tacair is difficult to judge. °vn%*n 'JAir be5e5, and it is
Ud^:bUuintCh:r?^^ buniuS acnoulAdrbe,accomplished and supported without 

substantial preparations and exercises.

V
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resourcti ,..i.. 

stances:
The effects of an Jranian contincency would oepeno on circun.-

would primari1y'siroin"1airliftUS °''(1nfar-contingencies 
1/ would use 1001 of our al^lft s ? Uia1ly°>'sr{hatieveSSed !;,ert

of°uur eraaJf; d°:o?oe!:ierntto-a-tial5?yl^:dtucr?hr:Seed

after the main i'\ thc KA1° deployment to Europe did not begin until

NATO rarahnit f ° d A7'y SupP°rt fOf*cesf the main effect on ourS.c:r sjr
™;i;,• P-us’JmJ;;™ trj'r;,1.",1;'.";™'1";'.'; ;.l;i

ty, ond a much smaller reduction in total 1«T0 capability.

deploPmentse^ea1-n„iuativ9r7;rUSi^r,cPr-Sent conditions in l^=n. these 

not be adequate to successfully defend Iran.PUrP°SeS 5nd W°Uld probabl>r
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1. Ground Forces (U)

tnmbal Forcev. Deploymenl of U.S. Army forces to Iran
would affect the total ovailabilUy of oround forces in NATO, that 
impact would be felt disproportionately in the early stages of a SATO 
deploment to the extent that units deploying to POMCUS stocks were 
reduced. By 1584-66, all active Arrny divisions but the ?d Mechaniteo 
(once it returns from Korea), the 8?d Airborne, and the lOlst Airrobile 
will have POMCUS stocks in Europe, and some will be at less than full 
equipm.ent levels in the CONUS. These POMCUS divisions would reouire 
additional equipment before they could be fully deployed to Iran.

On the other hand, the effect of committing units to Iran 
that do hot have POMCUS stocks, end particularly units that coi.e late u. 
the NATO deploment sequence, would not be felt heavily in the earl} 
davs of a NATO buildup. The impact could be delayed until quite late ir. 
the NATO build-uP if there were enough time between the two deployments 
to activate reserve combat units to take the place of units committed tc
Iran.

reinforcement ca 
NATO deployment 
units are mobili 
but reserve unit 
iraiive CG conli 
capcbility in th 
contingency by r 
and heavy forces 
Table 6.

he effect of deployments to Iran on the Army's NATO 
pebilitv is shown in Table 6 for a case in which the 
starts after the Iran deploymenl is completed, reserve 
?ed to replace active units in the deploym.ent schedule 
s ere not able to fall in on POMCUS stocks. The illus- 
ngency force would minimiie the effects on early combat 
e'Center Region of a prior commiirient to a non-NATO 
elyino heavily outside of NATO on light forces, Marines, 
that'do not have PCWCUS. This effect can be seen in

tPR 2 3 2rffi
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Table 6 isf

EFF£CT 0r 0? NA^AS?fcEDNlflROYREfGNJoNOHf?£Jf0RCfHfNT <U^

?3

CG(RO7n3tiAn09E)Cy fCrCe £/

* of L!.5. Army 
NATO Corrmuniem
H^lQ M4QQ

0^ 71

Effect 
Region 
force 1 
H-» 10

01
C6 Contingency Force b/
Plus Follow-on (5.98 ADE) 8S 151 ?:

Heavy Corps c/
(5.61 ADE)“ 171 lit it

Liobt Corps d/
(3.12 A0E)~ a: Br n

M4 90

9« ■

6;

4V

b/ CG force plus 6aACCE1?oth°iAf (2-80 MAT0 ADE;.
c/ ft (b.E6 NATO ADE)* ’ th 101 Airmobile,

(A. 13O,^iA70JADE)C’!■ ?d l94th Bde- <tb '<fcf„ 1 KAr

ZrKR’ 9th ,nf- 101 Aira0bile-1- '-’-^SKATOAOE,

lil£liPfS£5=r
««aHS35S^i^
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^.ustainabi 1 i tv. srlpUe!
equipir.Ent in Iran. ln ° ]f ihr« divisions were t° ,’ilhJ
reduce the siocKs available ^;d Fy EA, 60-day capability for U.-

be reducedf^by as much as a wee.,.

£ . Air Forces (u)
^S-i' The deployment of l6CJ1tCfn1Jt-^1'y deploved"'to^^lO'.
impact on the total thlre are moVe U5AF active a^ ^f-frvt

Center and Southern Re9'»on., h cuDDorted in Europe. The'tam raft scheduled for 'iTOhEl;,“nedb0S«ro2- weeks after D-Day- In 
additional aircraft would be deployed toul number o1 !lr
other words, an Iran depioynent wou d reduce aircraft available
craft available over time-about 10- of be^to^^^^ of ihp I;A10.U
^“Mhhv-ilabU forTe CenterPAeaion a lor,;:-but would not reduce the
numbcrO0f'aircraft available at D-Day.

^sr ,f the Iranian deployment came first and^sOTe^of^our^ NA10
t modern aircraft were deployed to ran * forced to drew down 

on^theirrhAlO'Onienteditorces in^ ° mioht0fBvorhUAlD-^'^owever^'theyh*

Eir^r^i fro^ Particularly from the .ar

' ftir L-inQ to Iran would,sV- The deployment of a Narine A )o9 othpr conUnsenciei
'affect the number of ^Hohifr/attaJk aircraft to Iran, they would

havehonlyridOSfi9hter/attack aircraft remaining (about AOt- of them 

tactical force}.

3.
Straleaic Mobility Forces (U)

„ ,B. .n I';";'”;"'.;:"";.::-'"

reduced.
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s-VTOsr'irifr>rj--wpfetia,j2 f"?Mof
‘jpt cieT- C:d:^ufneC°’ r* ’•"-’•^S?“s,1,.n(!"S

?rrr:ri^ft - frdeclint
f^o^'Ple. a three divU^ °l fxf>ected that it would ^ 9 * ;e 6clual
Jtavino onlv h 1si0n oeplov77»ent to Ir-n tM ser 0ui • for

>s ar^^nt1 ?o5,Sai
inf5 10 10 h0urs per lta{1hpC'-41i* reducino theirIJnvino fPro?r£nTTied*- 7"
.'™ «iz?g^ -». m.’'*”
loneou.'., and c second ca5tl1-deP1^°'Vnienu 10 Jran and /Jin Pr°Ph depict-t 
Pcvs before KATn k n? 1n whlch airlift i/H^w7.NnT? ore 
support for IrAr cnd dec,icated to N’A7n : d6ldl5aied lo Jrsn for 4^
-P'ch the0C-'5ar'n"c.,M9lsb\TShlP;,l/ UUh

60‘dey spare parts stock^il°P after cxhaustino fhWOrsl caie in
rely on CRAF aircraft |/°nd “•S-

eOecha;heaa”e0rCat,r? PcraCt?« "e °n

’r Central CuropeTed'hr'ft>,WC>U,<* be Pevoied'to J ranqu'f^ ' ’t:e,J' the
perhaps not unt?I 5ealifr,h»r°l;9ht Vp t0 so-ne minimum °Ur !orc<rs

durifna2lther0first4nonth7',l,S’ 7° SUPP,> re-

~run 11,6addit1o->

...,™..... b„ 1Mj ;::,:::7;:j: £-rw-
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PiGure 6

tonnage delivered
TO NATO THEATER

FIRST 30 DAYS

CAPABILITY IP WE 
DEPLOY ONLY TO EUROPE

residual
CAPABILITY FOR NATO 
IP DEPlOYHiENTS ARE 
SIMULTANEOUS TO BOT
theaters

lESlOUR
CAPABII ITY FOR NATO
after ^-5 DAY PERSIAN GULF 
DEPLOYMENT.

T S
DATE DELIVEREDNATO

M-DAY
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airlift between fTe« ?" ,'A1° alloceticr,
would simply be reduced proportionatell iT ?n- n'ertd NATP 
rerr,err.bered that in this case deliverle^tn'f^1 5°‘*i J ShOU d alui u 
twice cs *1 one until sealift beGan t^M? Iran woulc also take rouohb- 
the middle of the secor.o month'1 1? u ’)! .k" 2-?e quant1‘tles around
capability that could be deli^^red iith tMshrpri "w ,that thE CD'r'bst 
increased substantially tv the r^rrel. th reDlJCed lonreae would be 
forces equipiTient in [u^op^ CUrrent pr0!,rsn; 10 Preposition oround

Inere would be onlv^a ?0°Urpdiirti<lel ■'er'V CESe’ tht corves show that 
the first 15tdavE-'\ime0andeiHt'enouoh0!/1' ,iA1° 0'fc,1ver^ capabllit^for
thouch some Air force and Arav Lp ort would'brdeu' °f T"5 UniU' 
ter. ccys or so, the imcact woulH K^IVk0* d te dela>,ec* F©r the next 
less cf c-is and C-141‘ Once sealift bt“i;se of lhe assumed
about HAIO bH?i, tne amount of thi ’b!orIfar|C-nd °f <Jeliveries.
would become more uncertain. U '■e <h?n« a\ c d lmp6ct on NAT0 

1celayed in coino to KA70 SD/r.e'5hinc fn r®turnl?5 from Iran would be
l^eliver s'jsiainino suppor. But to h^ P ? T}lT'ue S6i*1‘n9 t0 Iran u‘ 
Provided earlv warnino oi ; r. .. the exUnl lhat tne war Iran

tU shortfall ewcufdCprobcbl'y Je^r’ ----assive^

APR 2 3 2GD;
.-CC.ii-; L*e.

. 1. F-;«C. D!v. VJHl
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/

-s-tei^rT"
t US-IKW^ SOVin in not.lhern and ^

because of f'?ref ln Uan are 1ll'er1h> '“e both sides coulderP^ ,

steady flow of s.r na ^ requireMnts of a17i;^nari;a<sf0j'(»° toe^!

fol'a -f-u! l;ireD:r6:^ ;,;pp°'e‘-

ts a POL pipe' -i.sl'ieSi but f« [Sf'"cUy
6ndBa0clhtyr' uM-n0Wr" - rort' would be necessary fc
c y -ir bases and Iwo se° '^-a'nv important

SSSS-sunloading and d ;“rrrom lr8t). .^uld be P»

luacL - -"-bieof carryingless than 200 f cjrrving
9tt8ck- . nackaoe is capablri®ilv cgpply

^out 6-7iD°0 ^O?Sg|li000-ir>an corps* debcrkation and use^ at- an
reoiji retnent “the’distance betK“gdd20ChDurs Per. corpS

^■-yirr;::: ..—“
r.erce'Hes Benz truck..

IPR 2 3 ?K,;
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f f. ) KIHU ........ . «.
An Africcn proverl. "When o[1 ?'.;^tol“/1-

1me‘see the third counuy v1‘w °fun!rCUsSw0u1d undoubtedly prefer n
l~r^enc-(cr n10lvnnt e soviet

i^t?:Ar?h-:n^i^r:;£corbtetoh:.r;.^

its:: ssKSS”,
^A\— The militerily sironoest count^,J|“h1 jr^all6^riendly to ihe

'eerii^eni/threatened iritn"

:’yniips::pitns^£r£dt;:ncior!enV':ue?^^^^^
Hiii" IShir;.:: Si-liiT/siw;:;'!: sa* •^’
_j.sr' Howewrir”51ll€lreof invo1v6-.enl m z war weslern9«untr-:es.
teorur;:TsoVrnfTvence the behavior ofeever, the-tj^ , . HopeU^
,;0 tt'r<flndeedr'Vif°the Soviets appeared '’kn^.1yoi°nl5rrered Jever, if

siirt 0uUdrfVcrO«i;;in;Y sgrpoje^^^
coniribution of 9r0“lJ^ ?[, j0einst other third counJnes,s11riot,iino

i-' •*
country to take.

.SSGRt-l*
IKIBO cmiNlH’' COinRlBUTlONS (U)
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m 2 ?CD:
/ i® co“,'l hantiie are fe»- B - •' ■- •
/ reS C0U,d er0de potential ccntr1but,.on of £0B,at

I
couniriI ^.^^sSSSSww-.

prr Tu * as 1°yistics
fnr. The mOSt importflnf
-W TK 'Oyutlr'" ........... .. .

tntrd country forces y ind sea-Hft assffrr lnte,rests.
■ -»act5 lor movfno

« Ssariui».. ,.r„ trIiiati ttit _:J

iSHS
-"".vais si - ?•"

n9 tUCs In the

KerCnaI,rranbrSeT5urtS Kta^VlTt’S^f Tyrke"
^Quipped, combat forces Td Provi’de touoh and afr,operat^ons 1n
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with Iran. Pakistan s P11ots within the first few weeks of a
their air force 2-3 divisions (out of a total o1 16)
war, Pakistan could deploy at lease
to Iran. .

mioht also commit fSlUr Iraq from committing forces aosinst
and at Saudi invitation) to deter Iraq ir^ $ju(J1 Arib1a
Iran or from exploit ng hercoI^il forcerac^nst the Soviets directly. 
Egypt would be 1ess ^ lignificant problems in moving long distances
Egyptian forces would laroe-|v Soviet-supplied equipment.and in logistics support of their 15»r9f/ti5®ndemorePSestern equipment.
However, with mobility, 9 Dr0v1de 2 reinforced divisions, with
Egypt might ultimate y be P"°ort1no aircraft {out of a total
400 tanks, 200 --nkc 1 855 artillery and 361 aircraft),tone of 10 divisions. ’ wh t Israil and Libya were

Israel could provide air bases for t^PPOf1 “f U-5-
airlift operations. _^l['0[o(.“^nVthe0Mld1u”rnear,0rCMore plausibly, 
conceivably threaten s°);1®thrL°“ ireM alr forces and key Ur9ets In

Its own borders.
Arabia could make air and naval tases ava 

- supportl.S.H^^^e;°b-:iaS§r^irfSo;c:^1gllp evide 

?lli;9ed assistance In't^rfe^ense if Persian Gu!f Installations (e.g..

SPH defense).
„ » could provide airbases.to support the beS._

tra 1 ned'force5l-5Cbr1gades']C2d5Stanksrough!y a third of Oord.n's 

anny-to deter Iraqi moves.
- r ^1 tself^wl thCthe16ov1ets^<*lran1anyforces^OVlel' 

Iran war. If Iraq aTT^s Use! attack will be reduced. These
available to defend a9?'nJ^1^h®h baunCe against Iran, particularly if 
additional demands cou1^ Liz« the oltproducing areas, key ports

AiJ •*-'*' i~v*

APR 23 20fl.i
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"ttack unacceptably Urge” WDu1d make the colts'a'nj0",-!"0'" ^rac!'t °"
5KS Of an Iraqi

anoW sea??ftedSSo^|tPforces'to g'

to move through Syria to IrapfyrUns

'APR 2 3 200?
:K.ie1. Or-'i- ii T*.
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