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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY {U)

1.  STRATEGIC ISSUES AND POTENTIAL PROBLEMS (U)

{U) We and our major industrialized allies have a vital and growing
stake in the Persian Gulf recion because of our need for Persian-Gulf
01l and because events in the Persian Gulf affect the Arab-lsrazeli

conflict.
953 The importance of Persian-Gulf oil cannot easily be exaocgerated:

’ By 1985, the Persian G. ' will provide about 30%, 50% and 70%
of the peacetime 0il 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 supylies from physical
destruction or seizure {and to restore tie flow of o0il should

interruptions occur); ;

-

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

-~ influencing Arab states to take increasingly moderate positions
on Israel, 0il, and the West; and

-- controlling the influence of radical Arab states such as
Iraq, and preventing such states from usir: 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 ar blockades inter1 pting 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 0i] embargo, and possibly
a8 superpower confrontation.

;81 Some of the specific problems we may face include:

--  Threats to moderate states by radical regional powers (e.qg.,
Iraqi threats to Kuwait)

-- . lnsurrections or civil war in moderate states (e.g., a pro-
Soviet guerrilla movement in Saudi Arabia) .

DECLASSIFIED
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. & Aec. Div. WHS  Intervention in moderate countries by Soviet forces or Soviet
proxies (e.g., Cuban or Ethiopian forces supporting a rebellion
in dmen) : .

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

.- A Soviet invasion of lran {perhaps under the cover of a
peacekecping role if civil war should break out), and perhaps
with the objective of caning control over the Persian Gulf

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

-«  Threats to or attacks on o0il 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, a cavalry, tacair, or naval
"presence”

-~ Mountain or desert-warfare capability

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

Civen thit 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 that our contingency force should be diverse and flexible.
Today's centingency force is not well suited to many of the problems

it is 1ikely to face; rather, it consists of forces available given
other comn 1tments (atbeit forces of high quality and readinessg. rather
than of fcrces chosen for the purpose.

11. VULNERABILITY OF OIL FIELDS, 3IL FACILITIES, AND SLOCs (U)

A. OIL FIELDS AND SHIPMENT FACILITIES (V)

(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
economicaliy--primerily because 0il workers are skilled at making
temporary repairs and in bypassing trouble spots. One important
exception should be noted, however: fires in some of the Yarger wells
could be difficult to extinguish. Such fires could be avoided by
installing the "down-hole storm chokes” now used on offshore wells.

—SEERET™
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;ﬁ4 By contrast with the oi) fields themselves, the shipment
acilities are high-value concentrated targets:

) 65% of all Persian Gulf oil production passes thro gh
only three facilities--Ras Tanura and Juaymah in < wdi
Arabia, and Khark Island in Iran.

These facilities could be attacked from the air or sea, or by terrorists,
Even limited and unsophisticated attacks could cause serious disruptions
because of fires and damage .to pier facilities. During a war with NATO,
and possit  under other circumstances, the facilities could be a prime

target for the Soviet Union,

(s1 It is difficult to estimate what minimum jeve] (f bombi ng
might have a serioys effect, but critical pumps of the thee principal
facilities are located 3t only 8 points, and by destroyin: these targets
an attacker could have high confidence of virtually shutt.ng down the
facilities. For €xample, in the absence of defenses:

’ 500 Backfire sorties could reduce oii production at the
three principal facilities by about 50%, and cut overall

DEC ASSIFIED 011 flow from the Persian Gulf by more than 30,

AUTHGRITY EQ 12958

v Sortie requirements are sensitive to CEP and bomber pay-

APR 2‘3 200 toad (assumed to be 350 ft. and 10 5(0-kg hombs for
- Backfire). Requirements could be 2."-8 tines greater for
Chigi, Deciase B: less-skilled Arab pilots using MiG-23 Flociers. On the

Dir,

& Fec. Div, WHE Other hand, laser-guided bombs (which the joviets probab’y

already have in inventory) could reduce st “tie require-
ments by a factor of 10,

ignoring collateral damage from fires ang pier damage, and focusing
solely on pump destruction--rea1istically. many fewer sorties could
probably cause serious and possibly long-term damage.

§}d’ Defenses. The effectiveness of the air defenses noi. pre-
ecting some of the o] facilities is highly uncertain, and US tacair

and Hawk batteries could be very useful. Furthermore, Air for-e studies

show that with early warning aircraft such as E-2Cs or AWACs, land- or

carrier-based tacair could inflict heavy attrition on attackersli}t the
h.

air-defense aircraft could be brought into the region soon enoug
Even if ogur adversaries have smart bombs, defenses rright be very

effective--in part by raising attrition rates, but also by reducing the
attacker's effectiveness. :

;51' Repairs. Although we lack the technical base for firm Jjudge-
fnents, existing analysis indicates:

. In some cases, damaged facilities could be repaired in a
matter of weeks rather than year:, especially if plans
were made in advance to make available replacement parts
and large numbers of specially-trained workmen. No such
Plans exist today, and repairs might take months or

years, \SE
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r. . KEEPING THE 0. SLOCs QPEN (U}

. Unti' recently, it was widely believed that the Soviets could

lose the oil " LOCs rather easily through mining, and through attacks by
sut” rines 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 assusption
that crews would operate the tankers in the presence of a threat {experience
jndicates 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 8 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 (30-50% for tanker attrition
of 5-10%). '

N Results would be more favorable to the West after the 30
days.

* Air attacks on thé SLOC would be very effective initial]y.'

b Q 1
DEPLASSIFIED but would become extremely costly for the Soviets as we

AUTHORITY EC 1295¢ brought in Air Force and Naval tacair; the attacks could
57 9003 not be sustained unless the Soviets had defendable in-
APR 2 3 2003 region bases, and interceptors to escort their attack
aircraft.

Cluer. Deciass B
Ofr. & Rec. Div, WHE The Strait of lormuz 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.

/
QSS Obviously, these conclusions depend on a number of assumptions.
Among 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.

r
£

(8) The air threat to the SLOC is potentially more serious than

he syomarine threat. It would be an  inous development if the Soviets
‘ tuilt major regional port facilities for resupplying submarines, but it
- SECREF- .
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would be even more ominous if they brought in SKA bombers and defenses
(SAMs or iterceptors). 1t is clear that we could not allow sanctuaries.

45T Assumptions about bases are always troublesome, but three pnints
are worth making: (1) the growing importance of Diego Garcia suggest .

the need to equip it with defenses; (2) our ability to deny the

Soviets a submarine resupply sanctuary near the Cape of Good Hope wil!
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.

—157"" The most worrisome aspect of our dependence on tacajr ind
carriers is that there might be too many simultaneous demands for their
services {(e.g., war in Europe, ground war against lraq or the Soviet
Union in the Persian Gulf, war in Korea, offensive operations against
future Soviet regional bases, defense of the Strait of Hormuz against
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 chort
interruptions of the oil flow, thereby providing more time to attack
the several military problems.

C.  RECOMMENDATIONS

Analysis indicated that actions should be taken on the following

“items:

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

pecuassiFiED » Facilities on Dieqo Garcia should be improved to provide
AUT!-OE!T?Y EQ 1295¢ better support for operations in the Persfan Gulf and
Indian Ocean. Diego Garcfa itself should be defended
against air and naval forces.
R 23 2003 :
. Deciase B ' The oil-producing countries should bt encouraged to .o
. Leclass VGH‘ "harden" their facilities against air and terrorist
- Rec. Div. WH attacks (this should include use of "down-hole storm

chokes”). They shou | also be encour:ged to improve
their minesweeping capabilties. The US should improve
its helicopter minesweeping capability, especially
against advanced deep-moored mines.

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

. There should be a stockpile of portable o1l field equip-

ment, or an inventory of such equipment for use in
emergency otl facility repairs. Preplanning of repair

5
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efforts could be critical. and the US and the oil-
producing companies shoul develop an emergency repair
capability, perhaps involving military construction
ur.its such as Navy SEABEES and Army Pipeline Construction
NECLASSIFIED cumpanies as well as private contractors. _
AUTHORITY EO 1295’&- Because of Saudi and Kuwaiti sensitivities, planning
, 5 2 9003 for defense of and repairs to oil facilities should
APR 2 2 W be co ucted with a minimum of public discussion and
coryet, Deciass B a maximum of cooperation between producersiand USErs.
anes, YT
Ciir. & FRec. Div. WHE cooperative actions to protect oil supplies and SLOCs
should be discussed with NATO countries, Japan, and other
0f1 vsers. These should include jeoint exercises and
contingency planning. '

l
I11. NON-SOVIE™ PERSIAN GULF CONTINGENCIES

(U) Of all the regions where the US has major interests, probably rone
has more sotent al for conflict than the Persian Guif. 1f we consider
the region betwuen Pakistan and Iran in the Northeast, to the Yemens in
the Scuthwest, 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-Pakistar or Arab-Israeli conflicts. :

;>LP‘ (U) 1n spite of this turmoil, there has been a certain macroscopic

stability in the region: the three major regional powers (lran, Iraq

. and Saudi Arabia) have not clashed seriously, and the West's supply of
0il was seriously interrupted only by the 1973 embargo. The reasons for
ttiis macroscopic stability are several: (1) the role of cutside mili-
t.ry powers (especially Great Britain until 1971), (2) the approximate

‘1itary balance between Iran and lraq, (3) the willingness of Iran to

use her power to promote stability (e.g., by commiting forces to support
Oman in the Dhofar rebellion), and (4) the tendency of the Arab-lIsrielf
dispute to submerge inter-Arab disputes. Unfortunately, the situation

m?ow be changing.

‘,L ) The lraqi Threat. Figure 1 shows the ground forces of the regional
states, and demonstrates that Iraq and pre-revolution Iran were roughly
in balance. However, Iran's armed forces are now in disarray, and Iran
{s neither wil‘ing nor able to play the role of a regional balancer.
As a result, ! -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 {ts
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 activitiez--although Irag currently.has better
relations with the Soviet Union than with the West, she is by no means 2
Soviet proxy. We should not assume lraq is necessarily going to be an
adversary, especially if the Soviets venture into the region. - Nonethe-
less, at present, it seems 1ikely that we and Irag will increasingly be

at od .
!
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’szf'The emerging lraqi threat has two dimensions. On the one hand,
Ira may in t  future use her military forces against such states as
Kuwait or Sau  Arabia (as in the 1961 Kuwait crisis that was resolved
by timely British intervention with force). On the other hand, the re
serious problem may be that Jraq's implicit power will cause currently
moderate local powers to accommodate themselves to :raq without being
overtly coerced. - The latter problem suggests that w mus® not only be
able to defend the interests of Kuwait, Saudi Arabi » and ourselves
against an lraqi invasion or show of force, we shou d als make manifest
our capsbilities and commitments to balance irag's power=-and tiis may
require an increased visibility for US power. Although we have always
preferred to help local countries become responsible for regional
security, it is not likely that any of the local ccuntries will soon be
able to counter lragi influence.

£57 7 Rnother basic problem is th: Irag has a sizable army close to
where it would be ¢ jloyed {e.g., Kuwait City is only 50 nm from the
Iraqi border, and Saudi oi) fields are within 300 nm). Figure 2 shows
an iliustrative buildup of US and lraqi forces along the Kuwait-lragq
border assuming a crisis that does not invoive actual combat (the
buildup rates would obviously be different once corbat began). The
figure and related analysis suggest:

-- If the US were to intervene at all, it wou'd be desirable
to do so early in the crisis, before hostitities began,
and while escalation might still be avoided.

-- If lraq precipitated a crisis with Kuwait or Saudi
Arabia, it would be totally domimint until US force.
arrived.

--  Without forward deployments, the US could not get
significant ground forces to the region for 10-20 days
at best, and force ratios would be worse than 2:1 for
at least 25 days; furthermore, US tuildups would depend
upon the uncertain availability of jorts and airfields.
However, in the absence of opposition, lraq could conquer
Kuwait, seize Saudi oil fields, and capture critical
airfields and ports within a week or two.

-~ Although the US would have advantage: 1in training, troop
quality, and equipment, Iraq would have much heavier
forces and greater familiarity with the climate and
terrain. '

-~ The pro-lraq asymmetry in ground forces would have to be
compensated by US tacair, especially during the first 25
days or so. The deterrent value of US tacair could be a
critical factor. _
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(¥~ . Althouah there are other considerations that ao bevond the
scope of the present study, the above points araue tor the US havino
substantial in-place forces such as a carrier task force, and perhaps
an Amphibious Readv Group. As a minimum, they irque for having the
demonstrated operational capability to sustain such forces in the
reaion during prolonced periods of potential crisis. At present, we
have 1imited operational experience in the Indian Ocean and Persian
Gulf, and no practical and exercised mechanism for sustaining & surge
deployment, :

81’- Our analysis indicates that US tacair is potentially .ritical
to our projection capabilities for the Persian Gulf--in part be:ause

it is the only way to compensate for early asymmetries in ground forces,
and in part because lraq is presently very vulnerable to ajr attack.

' Carriers could conduct strike operations from the Persian
Gulf, although they would be at some risk because of -he

IFIED limited area and potential threat from strike ajrcrafe.
TY EQ 12958 kesults would obviously depend on tactics and circum-

stances, but it is worth noting that two surprise strikes

2 3 9003 at night by each of two carrier air wings could disable

on the ground 75% of Iraq's bomber force, and 85% of fts

class B interceptor force. Furthermore, the marsny terr2in near
¢, Div. WHE the Kuwait border would make interdiction of the 1imited

road network a high-payoff mission.

’fSS/;]though Iraq could decrease her vulnerability substantially with
better defenses and revetments, it is clear that an in-place carrier
could be a powerful deterrent. Given permanent basing, cr a fly-in wel?
before hostilities becan, ground-based tacair might be even more effec-
tive. However, it is unlikely we will obtain such bases, and it is not
certain how quickly tacair brought into the Saudi bases during a crisis
could be fully operational there. Exercises would be invaluable for
building operational experience in this region.

) Other Contingencies. Except for conflicts involving the Iragis,
Iranians and/or Soviets directly, Persian Gulf contingencies are 1ikely
to be low-level drawn-out affairs with a guerrilla character. The US
role in such conflicts should probably be very limited {e.g., supplying
arms, training and some logistics). Furthermore, there is reason to
questfon our current competence to assist local governments in these
matters--our weapons are too sophisticated, our methods of war inappro-
priate, our freedom to use covert methods limited, and our knowledge of
the region scant. The Saudis, British, French, and Jordanians (and
perhaps in a few years the Egyptians) are all potentially better suited
than the US to assist such states as YAR and Oman. This would be true
even if there were a moderate influx of Soviet proxies.

.451"Nonethe1ess. there may indeed be special circumstances in which it
s necessary to use US forces. These would be most likely to call for
such activities as:

-- using US airlift to ove third-country forces into YAR or

~SECRET™
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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

-~ us 1g US tacair to destroy the PDRY air force and to
provide support for friendly ground forces .

--  ysing US helicopters to move friendly ground forces

-~ using US tacair and possibly ground forces to counter
lar e Cuban or Ethicpian forces {force levels of 10,000-
30, 100 are certainly a possibility).

be empha.ized that even if the principal burden in these

contingencies were assumed by local states such as Saudi Arabia, US
forces might be essential to protect them from retaliation from the
Iraqis, lranians, Cubans, or even the Soviets.

g:commendations

Moderating lraq's policies, providing 2 credible and visible
balance to lraq's local power, and )imiting Cuban-Ethiopean
ability to intervene should | a matter of priority interest.
]t may require a substantial »Jarading of US forces in the
Indian COcean.

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-positioning equipment and
supplies so that the US could more rapidly build up ground:
forces and tacair in response to an Iragi-generated crisis.

More campaign analyses sho. 1} be conducted to better elucidate
how alternative US projection forces would actually be employeqs
in various Persian Gulf scenarios. Details matter in determining

how much {s enough.

Options should be developed for constructing balanced contingency
forces specfally configured and trained for Persian Gulf scenarias.

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. Joint
exercises and close liaison ‘should be encouraged. Asking allies
such as the British to play a more active rc @ jin training

local forces for irregular warfare should be seriously

j EX
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CONTINGENCIES INVOLVING SOVIET PROJECTION FORC §

Lsfr There is no simpie way to compare US and Soviet capabilities to
project forces to the Persian Gulf, because there are many varishles,

including:

composition of the projection forces (1light vs. heavy,
around vs. tacair, airlift vs, sealift suitability, et .}~

availebility of enroute basing and over 1ight rights
security of the air and sea lines of communications

availability of i rcraft and shippina (a function not
only of maintenznce schedules, but a'so of the willing-
ness to use civilian assets)

utilization rates {i.e., the average number of flying
hours per day; t s takes into account details of the
particular operation, and such basic parameters as

the number of av

able pilots and mechanics, mean

time between fai ‘'es, mean repair time, etc.'

-~ Scenario details such as who goes first, who has the
benefit of some pre-pesitioning, ett.

The Soviets have several distinct advantaces: they are mucl closer
"“to the Persian Gulf as the crow flies (roughiy 1,5() vs. 7,000 na: 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 unfts; and a
great deal of operational experience with airlift.

Figure 3 shows buildup rates for an illustrative Persian-Gulf
scenario in which US forces are lifted into Saudi Arabia, and Soviet
forces are lifted into lraq. 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 lran; and that both sides:
begin operations at the same time using a combination of afrlift and
sealift; (2) bring in 2 balanced combination of forces (and support)
including 1ight 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 inftial delays in the implementation of CRAF plans. As a result,
the figure presents upper-bound buildup rates for both sides.

(1)
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FIGURE 3 )ﬂ/

US AND SOVIET BUILDUP OF GROUND FORCES
“TAND SUPPORT} IN THE PERSIAN GULF (U)

(Assumes Soviets Do Hot Bring Ground Forces Through Iran)
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ﬂ/The principal conclusions from our illustrative analysis of airlift

A

nd sealift capabilities are:

ECLASEIFIED

Durin 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 thanm would the

Soviets, now and in 1985.

Further, during the same 30-day period, the US would
project 4 Air-Force and 2 Navy tacair wings (432 air-
craft), by contrast wi- 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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Soviet sea 1ift capabilities would be sensitive to the
availability of the Turkish straits. and either the Suez
canal or a land route through Syria.

US naval forces would be far more capable thin their
Soviet counterparts.

Soviet LOCs are potentially very vulnerable.

(Sf, These conclusions suggest an overall US advantage in air- and sea-
&ift capability, and convey & different impression than studies that
focus on abstract hardware-limite ‘"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:

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

1f we had simultar sus crises in Europe and the Persian
Gulf, our | ildup in the latter region would be delayed
for at least 1 1/2 - 2 weeks at a point where time could
be critical.

Under certain circumstances (probably inc uding a Soviet
judgement that the US would not resyond), the Soviet:
might be willing to move their airbcrne divisions without
ich support. 1f so, they could move about € such
divisions (about 3 Armored Division :Iquivalenmts) 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 becau: of US failure tu act on early
indicators.

The Soviets could benefit greatly if they could pe-
position tacair and tacair support such as S.WMs, «r
if they could move overland through Iran (al :hougl

the principal effect of the overland access 1ight 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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Recommendations (U)
‘(£51, Realistic projection capabilities depend sensitively upon a plethora
"of details : at must be addressed in prior planning and exercises. At
present, US projection capabilities relative to those of the Soviets for
Persian Gulif scenarios in which Iraq is not an opponent may be adequate
frc the s ndpoint 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 enroute air bases
JECLASSIFIED

UTHORITY EQ 12682 improving the capability of US contingency forces tu
operate effectively in the climates of the Persian Gulf

. A3 oo
APR 2 5 200: - improving the infrastructure and liaisons essentfal to .

Crief. Deciass B efficient rapid buildups of strength

Dir. & Fec. Div, WHE

maintaining or improving US and allied threats to Soviet
LOCs .

- 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 comnmitments
{including options for year-round carrier presence and
exercises to show projection capability).

The first point could be especially important as a hedge against siml-
taneous wars, difficulties in implementing CRAF and a Soviet head-start
in crisis; it could be critical in conflicts involving lraq.

V.  SOVIET INVASION OF IRAN (U)
R, THE THREAT (U}

(U) The prospect of a Soviet invasion of Iran is in some ways
analogous to the prospect of a Soviet at _ick on NATO: the invasion is

not probable at present, but it would be extremely serious to US interests
should 1t occur. The problem is not merely preserving Iran's inde-
pendence, but the fact that if the Sovit Union held a strong position

cn the Persian Gulf, it could threaten the oil supply of the Western

vorld and cause major realignments, regionally and worldwide.
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{u) The Soviets might invade lran in order to seize a historical
“gpportunity such as ¢ 'i] chaos in lran to alter suddeniy the wor 1dwide
balance. | :ernative ', they might create a Persian-Gulf crisis to
divert the West if there were a crisis between NATO and the Wersa- Pact,
or between the Soviet Union and Chinz.

Laj" The lranian 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 militar)
is in disarray and Iran is no longer working closely with the US. More-
over, if civil war erupts as a resuit of separatist movements or in
response to an increasingly resctionary 1slamic government, the Soviet:
might intervene under guise of & "peacekeeper” or to support 2 radica)
political faction.

B. SCERARIOS (V)

In principle, the Soviets could invade Jran in two ways: with
blitz tactics designed to bring about a sudden collzpse 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 Sities; (3) early use of airborne forces to capture
major airbases and C” centers (and possibly strategic points along the
Persian Gulf itself--e.qg., Bandar Abbas); and {4) a concerted effort to
move forces through the mountains quickly in crder :o establisk LOCs
with the advance forces.

(151/” A sudden seizure of lran 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 15 armored division eguivalents 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. 1t is less clear how qu ckly they could mov:
to the Gulf 1tself in strength, although they could emplace airbo-ne
forces there early if they doubted that the U5 coul mount an effective

response.
C. POSSIBLE US STRATEGIES (U}

Although it is now clear that the Iranians will not soon be
able to contribute effectively ) their own defense, and that joint US-
Iranian planning will be unlike s 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:

JTHORNY ED 12958 1. Warning time: would the US be able to move forces

into Iran well before the invasion began?
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Participation of Irapians and Allies: even 2 late
Iranian decision to ask for help and allow us to use

airfields and Jocal transportation could be critical.

3. Northern vs, southern defense: would we try to stop
the Soviets in the North or South?
Ve
(s We have not attempted to assess US strategies and force

“requirements in detail since the lranian revolution occurred {and the
pre-revoluti  analysis was controvers1a1) However, our earlier study
does justify the foliowing conclusions: .

The Soviets do not yet have vital national ‘interests
in Iran {or the Persian 6ulf), and ‘terrence

mdy depend only upon making the risks and costs

of adventurism high.

Any ground defense of Iran must exploit the extreme]y
mountainous terrain along the. Soviet border

or 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 advantaoge over us in ground forces
(roughly 5:1 in ADEs even if they use only ‘regional
forces and allow us to bring in our contingency
force).

In principle, & deterrent based on mountain defense
should be feasible--especially if the objective is

to guarantee delays and casualties for the attacker.
There are only § 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 lranians participated,
and especially if hostilities had not yet begun.

A southern defense n ght be the only feasible
strategy for the US in some scenarios. However, the
Persian lranians might have little incentive to help
if we abandoned the politically and historically
important areas in the North. Furthermore, the
Soviets might be able to cross the mountains An the
northwest to enter lraq, and with Iraqi assistance
they could then move directly to the Persian Guif
rea ly.

In s« 2 scenarios, 1t might be appropriate to use
our 2irtift to build up quickly a very large tacair
force, and to delay introduction of ground fortes.

SECREF—




4 ' The<;:fi1ans ¢nuld mount 8 substantial deterrent
with @ smaller and less sophisticated (iess west-
ernized) army than existed under the Shih. The
principal ingredients would be 1ight and mobile
ground forces specially trained for defense in
mountains.,

,?Sg:, The study examines the US ability to move forces into lren,
and*concludes that:

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

--  The defender is at a disadvantage in mountain war-

'3$§F}EE"ﬂ fare unless his forces are used in ways very different
RITY EO 1295¢ - from those applicable in a NATO/PACY conflic:.
735 200 --  Obtaining substantial assistance from allies would
' be both reasonable to expect and critical for an
1 {Declass B . lranian scenario. Candidates include Turkey, lsrael,
 [Rec. Div. WHE Egypt, France, Britain and Australia.

--  To prevail in an lranian scenario we might have to
threaten or make use of tactical nuclear weapons.

Recommendations (U)

‘jsi The lranian 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:e, emphasizing
a3 ¢ bination 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 te adequate
if we had assistance of the Iranians and allies.

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

SECREF——
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Table 1487

TLLUSTRATIVE DEPLOYMENT OF U.S. FORCES 70 IRAN a/ (u)

Initial Increment Arrival Time Mode ADEs
4 TFW M+7 Air
82d Abn 1st Bde 5 Air . .23
2d Bde 8 Air .23
3D Bde 9 Air .23
Combat support 9 Air & Sea 0.
MAF 1st Bde : 1 Sea .32
Armored brigade 16 : Air v
MAF Z2d Bde 19 Sea .37
Air Cav Combat Bde 21 ' Air .30
MAF 3d Bde 29 ) Sea .32
Combat Service support 39-48 Ses
Mechanized division 40 Sea .82
3.18
follaw-on Force b/
MAF 50 Ses .86
Infantry division 63-75 Sea .60
Airmgbile division 78-82 Sea .57
Mechanized division B2-87 Sea .82
2.85
Total ) ~ 5.9¢

a3/ This deployment schedule optimistically assumes that the U.S.
moves its for:es, calls up reserve airlift crews, and activates Stage
111 CRAF, simultaneously with Soviet mobflization. It also assumes no
problems of access, basing or hostile actions en route, and no delays
in activating reserve support forces. The times quoted should be
recarded not as best estimates, but as measures of potential capability.

b/ Deplioyment ot the fol low-on force would impinge somewhat on
existing commitments to NATO.
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PREFACL: PURPQSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

ésf’ﬂThis study is an initia) response to the December 3, 1977 SecDef
equest Tor an analysis of force requirements for contingencies outside
Europe, with emphasis on the three arezs examined in PD-1B: The Middle
East, Persian Gulf, and Korez. 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 existing

studies on this subject.

Purpose and Scope. The objectives of the overall study on the
Fersian Gulf region are threefold: to assess the emerging threat
environment, including the potential roie of the Soviet Union; to
analyze relevant capabilities of the United States and its allies; and
to identify useful changes in the Defense Froaram. This paper, Part |
of the overall study, addresses the first two issues, while Part 1]
will address changes to the Defense Program. Part 11 should be
completed by the end of 1979,

{(U) The Baseline of Knowledge. There is no current consensus among the
major industrial ¢ ntries, let alone the local Middle Fastern powere,
about the most likely and most serious threats to the region. Mutu:
suspicions and paranoia contribute to the Jack of consensus among
regional states. This may be chenging as increased Soviet activity in
Africa, the Arabian peninsula 2nd Afghanistan reinforces tradional
fezrs of Russian and Communist influence; but aside from the military
operations in Oman, there has been little overt defense cooperatiop

among the non-radical Gulf states.

(U) Our planning for the FPersian Gulf must not only proceed without the
kind of consensus that has slowly been achieved with our European

3llies, 1t 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 ranoe of hypothetical but plausible
contingencies without focusing on any particular one. Since shifts

in atliances 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 Jran. Most of this analysis was completed before
the overthrow of the Shah of lran in December 1978. Al1though the
sections on lran have been rewritten subsequently, it is not possible
now to predict with any confidence what the future holds for lran. It

is clear that the revolution has had three serious consequences for

U.S. policy: (1) Iran is no longer willing or able to ptay the role of

3 pro-Hestern regional balancer; (2) the recent civil chaos may encourage
Soviet adventurism in lran 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) 1raq is now the pre-eminent regional

-

power. -
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SECTION 1
THE STRATEGIC STAKES IN THE PERSIAN GULF (U)

. U.S. AND ALLIED INTERESTS IN THE PERSIAN GILF (1)

(U} The United States an its major industrial allies have & vital

‘and growing stake 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 industrizl countries, e.g.,
Britain and rway, may be able to diminish or el inite their dependence
upon this oil, the interdependence of the western economic system means
that country or group of countries could successfuily insulate itself
fri the adverse economic and political effects that would occur if the
Gulf ofl. flow were abruptly curtailed.

(D 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 Sulf. (See Table 1.)
This estimate, 1ike all others in the energy field, iz based upon certain
assumptions about growth rates and unemployment that could change.

Table }1-1 (5)
1977 AND 1585 OFCD PERSIAN GULF OIL DEMANDS (U)

1977 1985
P.G. % of % of P.G. % of % of
Imports Total TJotal Imports Total Total
MB/D Importe Demand MB/D Imports Demand
U.S. § Canad: 3.3 35% 16% 6.5 B0% 20%
Hestern Europe 8.0 61% S6% 10.0 70% 53%
Japan 3.9 N 0 6.0 69x 68%
15.2 54% 8% . 22.5 67% 453
.‘81/ There is no certainty that major oil exporters will be willing

or zble to meet the 35 MB/D demand in 1985. Worldwide oil shortages

in the ear + 1980s have been predicted under some conditions by the

CIA and other forecasting agencies. If this occurs, it could mean

higher 0i} prices, reduced ecocnomic activity and increased unemployment
resulting in reduced of1 demands. Other forecasters are more optimistic
in their assessments, citing slowing OECD economic growth, more success ful
fuel conservation and substitution efforts and anticipated new oil finds
--particularly in third world countries--as the harbinger of balanced
supply-demans functions throughout the 1980s. It i§ important to note
that even optimistic changes on the margin, which could have a signifi-
cant impact on future o prices, will not quickly change the share of
Persian Gulf production in the overall supply. New and as yet unidentified
oi1 finds, even if they appear, will take time to develop. Thus, at
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{u) A second distinction must be made between temporary and
prolonged oit cutoffs. Under International Energy Association (1EA)
rules, each member country must maintain 70 days of 0il stocks based

on net imports in the previous calendar year. This will increase
automatically to 90 days by 1 January 1980, The U.S. is working to-
ward & Strategic Petroleum keserve (SPR) of one billion barrels that is
supposed to be in place by 1984-1985. Japan has recently deci d to
speed up its strategic oil stockpiling program and, by 1985, should
have 100 days reserve on hand.

(V) 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 interrvptions
could be absorbed by stockpiles, particularly if only & portion of the
supply were lost ar if there were accompanying consumption cutbacks.

(U) A third important distinction must be made between the denial

of Persian Gulf pil and the direct or indirect control of Persian Gulf

0il by an adversary. Denial of 0il 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 nol necessarily mean denial but rather potential denial,
placing the oil consumers at the mercy of covernments with aims hostile to
U.S. i .erests. In the extreme case of Soviet control of Gulf oil,

it is goubtful 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
seems 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 thefr 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

f¢ nt guerrilla wars in North Yemen, Oman, or Saudi Arabia itself.

(U) Not only do the various potential threats to U.S. interests
ffer 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 miljtary means can do little to prevent countries from
reducing or restricting their own oil production, since the use of
military force to break an « bargo or production cutback would run
a high risk of causing a much larger interruption in the o0il flow.

Moreover, as long as the major oil. producers have an interest in
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maintaining their own 0i) revenues, production cutbacks are not likely
to be prolonged. flraq and Libya, two of the most radical Arab states,
were among the least loyal participants in the Arab oil embargo in ]973:]

(u) On the other hand, U.S5. military capabilities can be important
in providing the security that Saudi Arabia and other countries need in
order to follow their own interests. Without effective protection, the
weaker producers could be forced to take decisions that favor the
economic and political interests of their stronger neighbors--some of
whom might be plessed to reduce Saudi production in order to raise the
price of their own 0il,

{U) In addition to the oil question, the Persian Gulf nations are
of intrinsic strategic value to the West because of their independence
which denies the Soviet Union 2 land corridor to the Indian Ocean. I
the Soviet Union acquired direct access to the Indian Ocean by control-
1ing, occupying or annexing parts of Iran, Afghanistan, and Pakisten,
its potential for projecting power throughout Asia and Africa would be
greatly enhanced. This could pose serious threats to U.S. interests
even if the importance other region's oil were to decline.

E.  SOVIET OBJECTIVES AND CONCERNS IN THE PERSIAN GULF (U)

(u) Today Soviet political, economic and military objectives in

the Persian Gulf region can only be guessed at and may not be either
consistent with each other or restricted to the specific geographical
area of the Gulf. Undoubtedly a combination of opportunism, historical
territorial ambitions, ideology, and economics in practice determines
particular Soviet initiatives or responses to events in the area. To
this extent it is unlikely that there is consensus among the Soviet
teadership as to the regime's Persian Gulf policies. Soviet Teaders

who worry about economic affairs may see the Persian Gulf as an important
source. to meet future Soviet oil needs and as a hard currency export
market for Soviet arms. Those whose interests are primarily ideological
might well. see enormous advantages in gaining suzerainty over the Persian
Gulf. On the other hand, some political advisors might point to the
poor Soviet record throughout the Middle East and Africa and the danger
of meddling in an area of vital importance to the West, .

(u) Much Soviet otivation may be defensive in origin, but not
necessarily less dangerous for being so. While they no longer have to
fear any serious threats from within the region, they may view an
expanding position in the Persian Gulf as a way to strengthen their hand
against China. They are also sensitive to the hatreds that past attacks
on Turkey and Iran have aroused--as Khrushchev himself acknowledged--
and fear the possibility that those countries might some day serve as
bases for attacks on the Soviet Union.

41)] There is no reason to assume the Soviet Union has a ready-made
biveprint for the annexation of the Persian Guif. Revertheless, the
- possibility exists that under certain circumstances the Soviet leadership
might be tempted to escalate its military activity in the region. It
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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 (cean ... &
design to shake the influence of Great Britain in
south Persia, to dispute the control of the Indian
seas and 1o secure the long sought base for naval
operation in the east. This can be accomplished
in either of two directions--by a war with Turkey
and the capture of Baghdad, or by a semi-peacefu)
advance through Persia to the Gulf. 0f these
processes the second is the more hopeful and the
less risk...

() During the nineteenth century, when British imperial
power was at its peak, British strategy w2s to oppose Russian ambitions
in the south and, if necessary, use force 10 do sp. However, the trauma
of the Boer War (1899-1903) meant the end of "splendid isclation” and
the search for new diplomatic acconmodations with former enemies such

as Russia and France. British vulperability 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, pleasent 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

] need do is to telegraph orders to all the troops
in Turkestan to mobilize and advance to the border.

CECLASSIFICD That is all! No fleet in the world, however strong,
AUTHORITY EQ 12858 can prevent us from striking at England at her most
vg]nerabTe point. But the time for this is not yet
: ) 2 ripe: we are not yet sufficiently prepareq for
APR “'3 200 serious action, chiefly because Turkestsan is not
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yet connected with the interior of Russia by an
unbroken railway line. 1 have let myself go, but

e ‘ PP | €
Dir. & Fiec. Div. WHS 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 accommodation 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 minfster replied: "The number of the great
industrial towns" imn the first, and "the number of Russian soldiers”

in the second., After a visit 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 inflvence 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 construrt them, so that there were no rail-
roads in Persia in 1914 when Wor J War I began. During the 1890s,
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FIGURE 1A
RUSSIAN ADVANCES IN CENTRAL ASIA
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FIGURE 18
RUSSIAN EXPANSION IN THE CAUCASUS: 1762-1864
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rumors abounded of Russian efforts to get a port at Bandaf ﬁﬁ%%é%“aggh‘
the Russian naval presence in the area in 1900-1901 far exceeded Britain's.
“The independence of Fersia,” said Britain's foreign minister Edward
Grey, "is a phrase.”

(V) Since there was no serious British hope of stopping

Russia in north or even central Persia, Curzon, who had now become
viceroy of India, wa .ed to partition Persia to secure the essential
southeastern regions. The partition of Persia was an essent i1 element
of the Anglo-Russian Entente in 1907. Persia was divided into three
spheres: Russian down to Isfahan and Yazd, British in Baluchistan, and a
neutral sphere 1 between inciuding the Gulf shore. (See Figure 2.)
Anglo-Russian relations were strained almost immed itely, however,

when the Rucsians supported the Shah in dissolving the Parliament and
syppressing a revolution (from which much of present-day Shiite hostility
to the monarchy dates}). '

(v) The discovery of major oil sources in Persia and lraq

at this period further increased the area's importance to Britain and
the need to aveid conflict with Russia. An immediate reason for this
was the decision in 1911 by Winston Churchill and the Admiralty to
switch from coal 1o ¢il 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 Arabis

of coal in the early twentieth century, she had no indigenous oil
sgurces. The three major oil producers prior to World War ] 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 {lrag) and Persia.
Thus, by the outset of MWorld War 1, geography and oil were emerging

as point reasons for concern about the security of the Persian Gulf
region. By now Russia alsc had a major interest in stability in Persia
since its own oil fields nearby at Bzku were becoming increasingly
important and potentially vulnerable to attack from Turkey.

2. MWorld War I (U)

(U} in May 1914 the Royal Navy concluded a contract with the
Anglo-Persian 0i1 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 o0il, The Turks were based in Basra and Baghdad and one

of their first efforts when war broke cut was to attack the oil pipe-
line from the oil fields in the Zagros hills to Abadan. 1In parallel to
the British effort to protect the 0il 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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FIGURE 2

THE PARTITION OF PERSIA: 1907
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them. 1n 1917, a ¢ 11 British force under Major General Dunsterville
of the Indian army was given orders to march from Qazvin to Baku to
help the Russians who were threatened by both TJurkish and German forces.
However, the Mar i1 Pass on the Qazvin-Enzeli road was held by 3,000 to
4,000 Jangali irregulars under the command of 3 German ma jor.
Dunsterville was able to break through the pass with a force of 1,200
Cossacks, 4 horse-drawn guns, one squadron of hussars and 3 few armored

cars.

(v} 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 in 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 lran,

seized power in support of Parliament's refusal to ratify the Angio-
Fersian Treaty of 1919, and dec sred himself the new Shah. Like his
contemporary, Ataturk, Reza Shah signed a "rriendship Treaty" with the
Soviets. Under the terms of this 1921 treaty, the Soviet Union renounced
al claims on Persian territory and in return won the right to intervene
§¢ rersia should be used by outside countries 3s a base for attacking
Russia. '

) Throughout the 1930s, Britain regarded the Middle East
as essential for the survival of the Empire. 011 from Egypt, Iraq and
Iran was by now a vital component of the British econamy for both peace
and wartime conditions; control of the key access routes in the Middle
East (Suez and the Persfan Gulf) was essential for the protection of
India, which could be threatened either by an attack on Egypt or upon
lran/1raq.

{v) The legacy of World War 11 put Britain in 3 good position
to meet potential threats to its Hiddle Eastern interests. British
troops occupied Palestine and Irag 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.  rld War 11 and its Aftermath (U)
(V) Immediately preceding World War I1, the signing of the

Nazi-Soviet Pact raised once more the possibility of Russian threats
to.Iren. The Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939 contained a3 secret protocol
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along the northern frontier with armored and infantry columns; their
routes of entry were as follows (see also Figure 3):

Tiflis - Jolfa - Tabriz - Zanjan - Qazvin
Baku - Pahlavi - Rasht - Qazvin

Gorgan -Shahrud

Bajgiran - Mashhad

Sarakhs -~ Mzshhad

U B B -

The Russian advance was accompanied by 2eria) and naval bombardment of
several northern cities including Tabriz, Bandar Pahlevi and Mashhad

- and Teheran.
() The British attacked with two separate forces:
1. Baghdad - Khanagin - Kermanshah (General Siim).
2. Basra - Abadan - Khoramshahr - Bandar Shapur
(General Harvey).
(V) "There was little determined upbosition 1o either

invasion force although the Iranians could probably have delayed Slim's
advance if they had been prepared to fight at the Pai Tak pass. The
road to Kermanshah from the lragi border rises steeply into the pass,
and it is a formidable obstacle. As Slim put it, “It looked as 'if 2
handful of men could ‘hald it against an army many times the size of
mine.” However, S1im discovered that Pai Tak could be bypassed using

a rough track covering the escarpment some 20 miles further south.

$1im d ided to send his armored column by the track to outflank the
Persian forces in the pass and to assault the pass itself with infantry.
After overcoming some opposition they reached Shahabad, behind the
Persian defense. Outmaneuvered, the Persian defenders abandoned

thefr positions.

(0) The other British force.under General Harvey moved
into Abadan from Basra and swiftly cupied the refinery, the town
and the ports of Korramshahr and Bandar-Shapur. They faced some
opposition from the Iranian forces and suffered 2 few casualties.

() 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 lrapian troops garriscned in Mashhad were sent
to the northwest along the road to Quchan since it was assumed that
the Russians would advance along the Ashkhzbad-Quchan road. Late

that night the troops who had been sent to Quchan returned in panic,
many changed into civilian clothes and fled to the south. The
jmmediate reason was that by the time the troops had approached Quchan,
the Russians were already there. Secondary reaso ~“were poor leader-
ship and the ingrained fear of the loca conscripts of the raiders
from the north. Many of the officers requisitioned the trucks an
gasoline and drove south also. -

~SEGREF——-

1-14




iRt

FIGURE 3

A LD-SOVIET INVASION OF 1RAN: AUGUST 1341

The Middle East

e gt
Tugosig ]“:, g /-9'.::' ——
o - -\ L P
1 3 -
iv' ';-’ "I-J u. s s- Rl
Bulgatia o~ a Tuspte
L ' Slack Sea
~ A 15 L ADat

- . w
= \inens
Fing 30N

PR -

"

(!B-n:’;:ﬁ"“ |wh_s o \Jl ETJ :l.. .
Medtertansan Sea uun m,."'
N \ran P
ands* N

.
LY L2 ) Baledr

Banay “Avoh

bigen Ll

D douti Aden Tecsnn
=1l ]
I
" b
Ethicpia . S0 Pobgemeron
. Somaiia
v Adde hbaba* t S04 Muet
’/ Bounsary tepraveriahan @
Ve, ’ apl eteiy orly suthomatk
D s
1




SECRET™

(U} On August 29, Russian troops began to arrive in
Mashhad. The interesting point is that they came from the east--from
Sarakhs not Quchan--and hence the lrsnians were taken completely by
surprise. (Szrakhs is at the apex of two strategic roads, built by
the Russians in the late nineteenth century, which connect with the
railroad term'nals at Kushka and Mary.)

(). Several important points can be noted in the 194
experience:

- Access to the key strategic areas of lran
from the Soviet Union and lraq is relatively
easy if only disorganized or weak resistance
is present. The Soviet Union has good Jines
of communication up to both the northwest and
northeast borders and has command of the
Caspian Sea. From the West, lran is vulnerable
2long two major approaches from Iraq: along
the main road from Baghdad to Kermanshah,
and from Basrz to the 0il refineries 2nd port
facilities in and around Abadan.

- During the 1941 cempaign, both Britain and
~ eCEIED the Soviet Union exploited these avenues of
DEﬂZLAGhﬂF" < nOEE invasion very quickly. The Russian infantry
AJTHORITY EQ 3635 forces, for instance, reached Mashhad from
Sarakhs in three days.

APR 23 2 .

. - The morale of the iranian forces in 1941 was
{nueLI)eda$9‘5= < very tow, especially among those forces facing
~ijr. & hec. Div. WH 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, Jronically, the Iranians fought
better against the British in 1941, even though
they much preferred them as a2 potential occupying
power.

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

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

() In the spring of 342 Germany launched a major
offensive along the Russfan front ith a main objective being the cap-
ture of the Caucasus ol fields. From the Caucasus the German forces
would be in position to attack Turkey and Persia. At the same time -

SECRET—~
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Re el's offensive in Libya was under way and the fall of Egypt to
this Axis seemed a possibility. General huchinleck, the Commander in
Ct of 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 Fersia.

{U) On the ass. tion he would not have to take the

of fensive in the Western Desert, Auchinleck drew up plans for the
defense of Persia in the event that the Germans attacked from the
Caucasus. The objective of course, was "1o ensure the secyrity of our
bases, ports, oil supplies and refineries in Irag and Persia.” It is
worth sett! 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 1ran and lrag, against a German armored attack:

"Intention. Should an attack from the
Caucasus develop, 1 intend from the start to
stop the enemy s far forward as possible.
The enemy will not in any event be allowed to
establish himself south of the genera2l line
Pahlavi - Kasvin - Hamadan - Senna - Saquez -
Rowanduz Gorge. (See Figure 4.)

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

(a) Moving licht forces with the utmost speed
to the line of trl|e River Araxes Iﬁras;
between the Caspian Sea and the Turkish

DECLAS&E:]V-D . frontier with a view to ensuring the
AUTHORITY EO 2958 demolition of all the tridaes over the
river and to act 3s a screen to cover our
'APR 23 2003 concentration forward.
Chief. Dectass B: (b) Covering, as Jong as possible, the
Sir, & Rec. Div. WHE :Ierodromes in the area Pahlavi - Tehran -
- amadan.

{(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 Jines of
advance. "

(Italics added.)

*GHQ, MEF. Operation Instruction 118, Operation in Persia, 19
May 1942 in Operations in the Middle tast from 1 Novmeber 1941 to 15

August 1942.
.i-li
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FIGURE 4

BRITISH PLAN FOR DEFENSE OF
JRAN AGAINST GERMAN ATTACK, 1942
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{U} X As a result of these orders, the following
actions were to be taken:

“(a) Preparation and stocking of airfields.

(b) Preparation of defenses along the Pahlavi -
Kasvin - Hamadan - Senna - S5aqQQez -
Rowanduz Gorge line to be ready for
cperations by -

- 4 infantry divisions
- 2 armored divisions
- 1 mortar brigade group.

CECLASSIFIED
HATHORITY EO 1295t {c}) Selection, preparation and stocking of
staging posts necessary for movement of
RPR 23 200% formations into Persia.
criet. Declass 3 (d) improvement of routes in Iraq and Persiz
fie & Fec. nWHE for movement of tank transporters.
{e) Development of the route to India vie
Kerman for the movement of troeps.”
¢. The U.S. Presence and the Persian Corridor (U}
{u) During World War ]1 & significant U.S. presence was

-31so established in lran to manage the logistics of the "Persian

Corridor" through which iarge quantities of lend-lease material was
sent to Russ :. At one point nearly 30,000 U.S. Army personnel were
in Iran supervising the supply route and helping to train the lranian
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 lran 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 lran.

{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.

(V) hs the agreed deadline for withdrawal of British,

Soviet and U.S. troops approached, strong appeals were made by -
the Government of lran to the United Nations, and the U.S. and Britain

" brought pressure to bear on the Sgwiet Union. Eventually Soviet forces

g
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withdrew from lran (May 46) 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 & the U.5. sent a note to the Soviets stating
that "The decision of the Soviet Government to retain Soviet troops

in lran beyond the period stipulated by the Tripartite Treaty has caused
a situation to which the United States...cannot remain indifferent.”

But the Soviet Union continued to send new reinforcemeats to lran
beginning on karch 8. According to President Truman, on March 21, he
told Stalin to get out of Iram within six weeks or the United States
would take 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)

(V) 0f all the regions of the world where major U.S5. interests are
at stake, probazbly none have so areat 2 potential for conflict as the

Persian Gulf-Arabian Peninsula aree. The current upheaval in Iran is 1
only the most recent instance. By a rough count there have been since
1950 22 coups, 8 assassinations of heads of state, 6 major internal
wars, 3 international wars, and & number of lsroe-scale civil disorders
within and hetween 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 Pakistzn or the involvement of lraq
and, to a lescter extent, Saudi Arabia, in Arab-lsrzeli wars).

(u) With so many international and internal disputes, it is ina
way surprising that there have been rather few outbreaks of large-scale
conventional warfare, and none among the three major Gulf countries--
Iran, lrag, and Saudi Arabia. This reflects the fact there are impor-
tant stabilizing influences, not Jeast of which has been outside military
presence. British intervention in 1961 was probably essential in
deterring a3 threatened lraqi attack on Kuwait, as was U.5. intervention
in 1963 against a threatened expansion of the Yemen war.

(U) There are many potential causes of instability in the Persian
Gulf region: ideological rivairies, 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
rivairy may be one of the forces most threatening to U.5. interests.

The radical Ba'athist ideology of lraq 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. A)though
allegiances to individua) leaders are impcrtant, 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.5. and its allies.

(v} In addition to ideological rivalries and differences, irre-

dentism an territorial claims are wide-spread. For example, North and

South Yemen both desire to unify all of Yemen; lraq has not renounced

jts claim over Kuwait (or at least its claims over the Kuwaiti 1sl§nds
l
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of Bubiyan and Warbah); Arab claims about the "Arab character” of the small

islands in the lower gulf (the Greater and Lesser Tung lslands and Abu
Musa) have not diminished despite lranian control of the islands.

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

(v) Finally, although 0il wealth has brought prosperity, it has
e also been a source of instabjlity in places 1ike lran--where the pace
i- of modernization has upset the relationship between the cities and the
o countryside, created & new class of frustrated urban poor and produced
v & rising secularism that offends religious traditions. At the same

time, 0i1 wealth can also be a source of stabilfty and moderation.C In
.a the Arabian Peninsula, it has been used by nearly every ruler to buy off
g otential opponents.)

'T(U) In addition to oi) wealth two other factors have contributed to
regional stability. First, the perceived U.5. commitment to Saudi

hrabia and lran has enhanced stability. Jragq--the country most capable
of undermining stability--must weigh the possibility that an attack on
Tran, Seudi Arabia or even kuwait could trigger a U.5. military response.
Because the Jragis do not believe that they can count on the Soviet Union,
the perceived U.5. commitment acts as & moderating influence on lraqi
behavior. (lraqi desires to pursue an independent policy alse militate
against excessive dependence on the Soviets.)

(U) A second factor that tends to moderate lraai behavior and
thus foster stability in the area is the ceneral configuration of

power in the Persian Gulf and Middle fast. Of the five main powers

in the area--lran, Turkey, lsrzel, Syria, and Egypt--three border
directly on lrag--while a fourth, Israel, is perceived by the lraqis

as highly dangerous. Before considering moves against Saudi Arabia or
Kuwait, Iraq must weigh the responses of its neighbors. The overt
threat of Iranian intervention (and the unstated, but perceived threat .
of U.S. intervention), is 2 particularly strong constraint on lraqi
moves against Saudi Arabia or Kuwait.

ondie clar g .8

- (U} In short, although there are sources of instability in the
area, there are also potent forces that favor moderation and stability in
the Fersian Gulf. Of the military factors, the perceived U.5. commitment
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 to

reflect a2 mixture of insecurity and expansionism. Optimally, the Soviets

would Tike 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-
~CLASSIFIED  ever, the present stability and interlocking interests among major
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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 Sov ts might feel that they need to run. Soviet actions are
more likely to resemble the "Semi-Feaceful advance” of their Tsarist
predecessors than the riskier alternztive 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 ares. The spectrum of options open to the Saoviet Union
range from high-probabiiity, 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.

(Sf; 1.  Arms sales and training programs to friendly Gulf
€ountries; nzval "presence”" missions in Persian Gulf and Arabian Sea.
This currently represents the main Seviet military effort in the Gulf
region. Arms and training are sold or given to many countries--lraq,
FORY, Afghanistan, North Yemen, and even Kuwait and Iran.* Soviet naval
presence in the Gulf area fluctuates from month to »>nth but use has
been made of the lraqi port of U Qasr. Through arms sales, training
and presence missions, the Soviet Union can establish friendly relations
with loca powers and also demonstrate its potential as a regional

power,
)kﬁ//# 2. Military aid to political opposition aroups or embattled
regimes. This activity is less "benign" than arms sales and presence,
yet falls wit n the context of "peacetime” activities. The level) of
Soviet involvement in this cepacity hes so far been slight. However,
it does support the insurgents in the Dhofar province of Oman, the
P.L.0. and could, at some point in the future, provide assistance to
insurgent groups in lran, such as the Baluchis, The Soviet Unfon

also supports friendly regimes, such as Afghanistan and lraq, in
suppressing internal insurgencies,

/} 3. Support for "Socialist Collective Security”, i.e.,
c

lient state intervention., Short of supplying its own forces, the
Soviets cot J 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
1 Ig-their influence Targely to small-scale Persian Gulf conflicts.

4. Covert milttary intervention with Soviet forces in local
ulf conflicts. Although the Soviet Union has not, to the best of our
knowledge, intervened with its own forces im 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 Jranian Army than those of
any other country except England.
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years, it has intervened in the Horn of Africa and during the various
Arab-lsraeld wars, especially the War of Attrition 1969-70. Saviet
radvisers” are operating in Afghanistan. Such a step in the Gulf would
represent a serious escalation of involvement and would risk a major

crisis with the United States.

4}3 £ Limited, overt military intervention in domestic conflicts.
his step would involve the overt use of soviet forces to assist @
particular political group in a domestic crisis. The degree to which

cuch activity would run the risk of stimulating a U.S. response would
probably depend upon the country in estion. Clearly, Soviet jntervention
to support dissidents in the Y,A.R., uiran or in Sawdi Arabia would risk

a major U.S.-Soviet crisis. Whether this would be the case in the eventi
of Soviet intervention * lrag or Afghanistan or P.D.R.Y. may be considered

doubtful but it would st11l1 be a major escalatory step.

6. Militarv intervention in inter-state war. The Soviet
Union could intervene with regular force in support of one side in an
inter-state war. Short of an invasion of Iran, many such Soviet inter-
ventions could be presented as defenses of a client. Evan a mobilization
of Soviet forces on the lranian border in the context of a Gulf crisis
could be presented as a defense of lren's opponents. But Soviet actions
to deter attacks on Iraq, for example, would make it easier for lrag to
attack other countries. In almost any Case in the Gulf, but especially
those involving lran and Saudi Arabia, the United States would be under
great pressure to counter such action with its own military forces,
thereby raising the stakes of the confrontation.

és%’ <. Invasion of lran. Although any irvasion of Iran would

e 3 most seripus step, the greatest political significance would be
attached to Soviet attempts to control lran's oil fields or even worse,
the Strait of Hormuz. An attack growing out of steps 4 or 5, and not
aimed at oil mioht split the Western alliance and pase the U.S. with 2
serious dilemma as to whether and how it could intervene. On the other
hand, Soviet action might be aimed only at northern Iran and only at
supporting dissidents within lran or countries at war with iran. How-
ever, Saviet occupation of northern 1ran could render southern lran

jndefensibie.

’LQT/, §. Invasion of the entire Gulf. A Soviet jinvasion of the
entire Gulf would clearly be an act of war against NATO. However,
the Soviets might st | hope to limit the war, and in particular to
avoid @ war in Central Europe where Soviet actions might run too high
a risk of nuclear war, but where NATO military options would be very

1imi ted.

This case might appear to be very different from the
invasion of lran alone, since lran has only a fraction of total Gulf
oil production. However, soviet control of lran would permit them
to close the Strait of Hormuz. 1t would also make the defense of
the southern Persian Gulf difficult if not impossible by: (a) severing
the military SLOC into the Gulf; eliminating the major terrain obstacles
that constrain Soviet expleitation of their quantitative advantages
in ground forces; and (b) bringing key ports and o0il facilities
within range of Soviet tactical air powers, '
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(U) Even if o0il production and shipping facilities were not controlied

1

by hostile forces, the continued flow of o0il from the Fersian 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 Fersian Gulf and the tankers' destinations, and {3) closing the

Strait_of Hormuz.

L81/’Successfu air attacks against the major oil terminal facilities
could result in long-term disruption of larce oil shipments. Three
Fersian Gulf facilities -- Ras Tanura, Khark Island, and Juaymah --
transship about 65 percent of the total Gulf production.

ésj”Oi] facility vulnerability to air attacks depends heavily on

ccuracy. MWith 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 1sland or destroying about one-fourth of the Ras Tanura/

‘Juaymah production. The same number of Backfire sorties with 2 350 foot

CEP would have a 99 percent probability of destroying the Khark pumps or
over 70 percent of the Ras Tanura/Juaymah capacity. A CEP of 1000 feet
would *© :rease 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.

} U S. land-based or carrier air, as well as U.S. Hawk batteries,

cou]d contribute measurably to the protect1on of the oil facilities.
Against lraqi air attacks, & single carrier battie group or as few as

two squadrons of USAF aircraft, together with lranian 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.

e 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 nnrmally
engaged in the Persian Gulf trade -- representing as much as 13 days' oil
supply for Europe with iesser impacts on U.S. and Japanese supplies.
Furthermore, the analysis showed that convoying would not be 3 useful
response because of escort.requ1rements and reduction in deliveries
due to convoy inefficiencies.

The conclusions of the SLOC analysis underscore the importance
of access to airfields in the ]Jndian 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
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and bring more SNR to bear against the tankers or our naval forces. For
instance, a su arine deployed from Aden could be expected to sink over

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 committed by using bases along the
SLOC. Im fact, the advantage would be further magnified by the constraints
that would be placed on cur P-3 operations by Soviet fighters, but this

is not easily measured. :

p{f The presence of SNA at overseas beses 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
assured of surprise. However, the commitment of two carriers against a
Soviet base away from the Persian Gulf would leave us little naval capa-
bility to respond to threats in that area. Thus, the addition of SNA
to a base along the SLOC might tempt & pre-emptive attack on our part to
keep the situation from getting out of hand.

1’ Soviet bases on the Indian Ocean would be on the end of & long

ogistic pipeline. To get the full value of those bases, ASMs or torpedoes
would either have to be pre-positioned or continuously resupplied. 1In

the latter case, the Soviets' own LOC through the Eastern Mediterranean
would be vulnerable. However, if U.S. withdrew from the Eastern Med in
the early days of a war, if the situation in 1ran or Turkey deteriorated
further, or if our carrier forces are reduced, we may find that we have
given the Soviets a secure LOC to the Indian Ocean by default.

jéi’ Our analysis showed that the Strait of Hormuz is noi very vulnerable
to long-term closure. The Strait could be covertly mined by submarines
and present a low threat to passing tankers; and a surprise large-scale
air attack would result in a high threat to the tankers. Jn either case
some tankers would be damaged,and sailings would probably stop. However,
the Strait could be swept and reopened in about two weeks, although mine-
sweeping operations would have to continue in case of delayed arming on the
mines .

(lur 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:

- The 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 faor operations in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean.
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- Saudi Arabia end lran 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 1o
sweep the Strait of Hormuz, and this would require 30 days effort by
one-half of al U.S. minesweeping helicopters.

- Efforts should be ide to establish a stockpile of portable
0il field.equipment {(or a frequently updated inventory of the location of
such ec pment) for use in emergency oil facility repairs.

- The U.S. should develop an emergency o1l facility repair
capability, perhaps by designating SEABEE battalions for this mission.

- (ooperative actions to protect oil supplies and SLOCs
should be scussed with NATO countries, Japan and other interested natlions.

‘)’ Section 11-A summarizes our anaiysis of oil facility vulnerability

to air attacks; Section 11-B analyzes threats to the oil SLOUs; and Section
11-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 T0 AIR ATTACK vy -

1. Backaround (V)

-
ELST" Five termina)l facilities -- Ras Tanura {(SA), Khark Island

(1ran), Juaymah (SA), Ahmadi (Kuwait) and Das Island (Abu Khabi) -- now
account for about 80 percent of all Gulf exports (almost 90% of non-lraqi
production}. Two of these, Ras Janura and Khark, account for over 50%

of the flow (see Figure 1). By 1985, more than 70% of Gulf oil will still
come from these five facilities.

1  purpose of the analysis was 1o assess the vulnerability
of * = most important targets. ]t was determined that oil wells, pipelines,
and storage tanks are not as important targets as some of the facilities
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 -- €.9., naval bombardment,
airborne attacks, terrorist attacks -- or threats to less critical elements
of the production system.

2. Threat Aircraft (U)
&. Soviet Union {U)

éﬁd” DJA estimates that the Soviet Union has and will
ontinue to have ebout 120 tacticel around attack aircraft in the

Transcaucasus &nd Turkestan Military Districts. Only their 35 Fencers

have sufficient range to reach 211 major 0i) facilities in the Persian Gulf
from bases in Southern Russia without refueling (see map in Figure 11-A-3).
In addition, Long Range Aviation aircraft could contribute to attacks
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 is
likely to be the level of aircraft losses incurred in multiple sorties.
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Transcaucasus Turkestan
197¢ 1985 197¢ 1985
Ground Attack
Fitter C/D {Su-17) b/ 45 45 - -
Fencer {Su-24) 35 35
Fishbed (Mi6-21) c/ - - 4c -
Flogger (MiG-27) b/ - - - 45
Brewer B/( £/ = _- - -
Total 80 80 45 45
Counterair
Fishbed (MiG-21) ' 45 45 4t 45
Flogger {MiG-23) 90 90 - -
Total 135 T3% “4¢t 45
1879 1985
Lona Range Aviation 8/
Bison B/( 24 -
Bear A/B/C 63 20
Backfire & 19 €0
Badaer A/¢ 70 70
Blinder A 17 -
New Long Range Bomber - _40
Total 19 190
a/ UDoes not include 490 PV0 Strany interceptors in the Baku and Tashkent

RAir Defense Districts.

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

¢/ Do 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. 1lraq (U)

# According to "1A, the lraqi Air Force has about 380
ighter attack aircraft, a total thot is projected to reach about 440 by
1985, mainly through the addition of 50 Mirage Fls 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 summarized below:
SECRET™
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Tactical Aviation a/

Radiys
Type Paylosd {nm)
Fishbed J (MiG-21) ¢ x 250 kg 390
Fitter A {Su-7) 2 x 500 kg _ 295
Fresco/Fagot {MiG-15/17) 2 x 250 kg 100
Fitter C (Su-17) 6 x 500 kg 485
Fitter D (Su-17; 6 x 500 ko 530
Flogger B (MiG-23) 4 x 500 kg 615
Flogger [ (MiG~27) 4 x 500 ka 625
Fenter A (Su-24; 4 X AS-10 (Laser) 1,075
2 x AS-¢© 935
10 x 250 k¢ 580

Lono Rance Aviation b/
Bear A 32 x 500 ko 3,900
Bear 8/( 1T x AS-2 3,750
Bison B/C 18 x 500 kg . 2,700
Backfire B 4 x 3000 kg 2,800
Badger A : 18 x 500 kg 1,300
Badger G 2 x AS-5 1,850
Badger G 2 x AS-b 1,850
Blinder A 18 x 500 ko 1,500

3/ Flight profile is Hi-lo-Hi. Radius is computed with external fuel
for all aircraft except FRESCO/FAGOT.
b/ Flight profile is Hi-Hi-Hi.

3.  Tlarget Areas (U)

1&31/, Four specific target areas were examined: Khark, Ras
anura, Juaymah and Abqaiq. At Khark, IA estimates that the greatest
damage to the operation would result from destroy ig the three pump
houses at nearby Gurreh. Using Soviet aircraft performance data, calcu-
lations were made for the probability of destruction for one pump house
::r:/iunction ¢f numbers of sorties and munitions used.

)

Not surprisingly, the results depend heavily on accuracy.
With projected accuracies of 350', the calculations showed that it would
take up to 200 sorties of Fitter C or 100 sorties of Flogger B/D,carrying

l .
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Fencers each carrying 2 - 1000 kg laser-ouided bo s {LGB) could achieve
the same results if the LGBs accuracy is not degraded by smoke, operational
constraints or other factors.”

At Ras Tanurs, DIA estimates.that the destruction of 14
1ifting pumps would prevent throughput of all the 8 MB/D of o0il currently
passing through the facility. The 14 pumps are clustered in 4 separate
focations, each of which is effectively a single target. If all four
target areas were attacked, it would take 1600 sorties of Fitter C or
800 sorties of Flogger B,carrying 2 and 4 - 500 kg bombs, respectively,
to achieve an expected destruction of 50% of the 14 pumps. It would
take 190 Backfire sorties,each carrying 4 - 3000 ka bombs, or 900 Bear
sorties with 32 bombs to achieve the same damage. It would take 56
Fencer sorties, each with Z - 1000 kg LGBs, to achieve a 50% probability
of damage to each of the 14 1ifting pumps.

,&Sjiﬁ The results of destruction calculations for Khark and
Ras lanura/Juaymah are shown in the following table. Juaymah, located
about 20 miles northwest of Ras Tanurz, transships about 2.5 MB/D.

Like Ras Tanura, its in vulnerability is its Vift pumps, efoht of them
co-located in a single target area. Probability of destruction of the
Tifting pump area at Juaymah would be about the same as the probability
of damage to one of the four 1ifting pump locations at Ras Tanura. The
oil stabilization facilities at Abgaig, which processes oil being sent
to Ras Tanura, are inviting targets. The stabilizers, however, could
probably be bypassed and, thus, attacks on Abgaig would probably not
have the consequences as attacks on Ras Tanura, Juaymah or Khark.

*We are not certain that the Soviets have an LGB. However, the
Soviet AS-10 missile uses semi-active, laser electro-optical homing to
deliver a 100 kg warhead. DIA believes that the laser gu lance technology
used in the AS-10 could be applied to an LGB. Thus, the damage estimates
for the LGB assume an uaverified, but technologically feasible, Soviet
weapon.

e
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IsT” Althouah destruction of the pumping stations at Khari,

Ras Janura and Juaymah has been used as the criterion for stopping the

0il flow, damage could occur to other facilities such as control buildings
at the various facilities, the oil stabilization plants at Abgaiq and

the storage tanks at all the facilities. These "soft" targets, especially
the storage tanks, would be vulnerable collateral targets to the pumps.
Furthermore, destruction of these industrial targets would make it
difficult, if not impossible, to insure the availability of personnel
needed to restore and continue operations.

LST’ Figure 4 shows the layout of Ras Tanura. Of particuler
interest is the proximity of 10 of 13 liquid petroleum gas (LPG) storage
tanks to the 1ifting pumos. DIA believes that bombing of the 1ifting

pu s at Ras Tanura wou | ignite the LPG and probably burn out the
electrical systems and generators associated with the nearby 1ift pumps.
In addition to the 13 LPG tanks at Ras lanura, there are also 30 crude
0i1 storage tanks and 61 refined petroleum stlorage tanks at Ras Tanura
with a total capacity of about 28 million barrels of petroleum and
petroleum products.

sY Figure 5 shows the layout of Juaymah. In the vicinity of
the 1ift pumps there are 14 crude oil storage tanks with a capability of
about 25 million barreis. Unlike the LPG tanks near the Ras Tanur:
1ifting pumps, the ltower volatility of crude 0il and separation of the
tank from the Juaymah 1ifting pumps make the proximity of the tanks much
less of a hazard than at Ras Tanura.

\ﬁ

51"“‘ At Khark the critical pumps are about'70 km away from the
terminal facility and petroleum storage arec.

[Sf” Using an attrition figure of 5., an attacker flying MIG-23
1ype aircraft with 350' CEP would expect to lose 50 aircraft to achieve
‘ 3 probabiltiy of destruction of 70X to the 2.9 MB/D of Khark production
that is vulnerable. By dout ing the air defense effectiveness to 0%
attrition, the attacker would lose 50 aircraft after achieving expected
destruction of less than 40%. An attacker suffering 5% attrition could
i expect to destroy about 3.7 million barrels per day of capacity at
Ras Tanura before losing 50 aircraft. At 10 attrition, 2.6 MB/D could
be destroyed at the same price in attacking aircraft. In general, Ras
lanura/Juaymah are the more lucrative targets if the air defenses at

a1l sites are equally effective.

%ST Even at 2 50% loss rate, 200 aircraft attacking Ras lanura/
vaymah could have a significant effect. Although the expected loss of
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 SL0Cs. :
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ie following table shows expected 0il losses under various
attrition rate estimates for the attacking aircraft. Results are
i Justrative for an initial force of 200 Floggers or 100 Backfires.
The size of the attacking force was fixed in order to relate aircraft
losses and attrition rates.

Expected 0il Loss From Air Attacks at
Khark & Ras Tanura/Juaymah 3/
MB/D

Air Defense Effectiveness
- (percent attrition per sortie)

Aircraft Losses S% 10% - _20% 50%
50 Floggers b/ 4.1 2.6 1.5 0.6
100 Floggers . 6.2 4.0 2.3 1.0
200 Floggers 7.7 d/ 6.0 d/ 3.9 1.9
50 Backfires ¢/ 11.8 9.5 6.7 3.6
100 Backfires 12.3 11.7 8.4 6.1
50 LGB Carriers b/ 12.3 12.3 10.¢ 5.2

3/ Expected loss is from optimum distribution of sorties among the
three facilities. Maximum loss is 12.3 M bbl/day.

b/ Initial force is 200 Flogoers; each aircraft carries 4 x 500 kg
bombs . *

€/ 1nitial force is 100 Backfires; bomb load is 4 x 3000 kg for Ras
Tanura and Juaymah and 10 x 500 ke for Khark.

d/ Maximum aircraft losses shown are only 150 for 5% attrition and 195
for 10% 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 attacker's cost to unacceptable levels. Thus, a credible air defense
systt 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 siding"
the air defenses. For example:

,—f:;’ "’iii?t:Ftt?1k”'”“’ﬁun.
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Possibility of "Lucky Hits." While several hundred sorties
are probably needed for a reasonable chance of success with
conventional bombing against the facilities at Khark, Ras
Tanura, or Juaymah, there is a finite probability even with
"inaccurate"” bombing, that as few as 25 sorties would be
“tucky" enough to cause the desired damage. None of the
critical targets -- the 22 1ift pumps at Ras Tanura and
Juaymah and the three pumphouses at Gurreh -- need more than
3 single successful sortie for destruction.’

Unreliability of Local Air Defenses. There is great uncer-
tainty about the operational effectiveness of lranian, 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. 4

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

Possible Damzoe to Softer Taraets. Collateral damige, such
as extensive fires in o1l storage areas or casualties and
accompanying panic among the civilian work farce, could
disrupt or destroy critica) operations and facilities.

Air Defense Subpression. The preceding calculations assume,
somewhat simp ‘stically, that air defense effectiveness
remains constant through repeated attacks. Higher initia)
effectiveness may be desirable to deter attacks on air
defenses and to hedge against possible degradation.

Attacker Inftiative. Since an attacker has much less than
the defender to lose in any one sortie, he can try an initial
attack to clarify some of the uncertainties, continuing only
5o 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.

&. Fixed Air Defenses (U)

The key weapon in the Saudi and lranian ground-based

air defense system is the Improved KAWK. 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 'I'mproved HAWK
vary. Army data aive a single shot kill probability {Pgck) of about 0.5
in the absence of jamming. However, PABE analysts believe the Pgqy
without jamming 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
if a Pgqy of 0.5 is obtained, but perhaps norne if the effects of jamming
are severe. Thus, the success of jamming, 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 teble shows the current size and
types of aircraft of the major regional air forces -- lran, Irag and
Saudi Arabia. )

Reqional Aircraft Inventories

Country

Type iran lrag Saudi Arabia
F-4 : 215 -
F-5 183 6%
F-14 66 -
Lightnings - 30
Hunters 16
MiG-15/17 35
MiG-21 161
MiG-23 73
Su-? 40
Su-20 51
Tu-16 7
Tu-22 ___ 14 ___

Totals " 464 397 95-

Iran currently has in its inventory about 17% more
combat aircraft than Iraq (including combat capable trainers); and when the
Saudi Arabian aircraft are added to those of Iran, the combined lranian/Saudi
total is about 40% greater than lrag. However, many of the Iranian aircraft
are not now mission capable, and the future aircraft inventories and capa-
bilities of the Jranian Islamic Air Force are very yncertain. 1f current
Soviet ground attack aircraft in Transcaucasus and Turkestan are included
(119 aircraft), the lranian/Saudi advantage drops to less than 10%.

(2) Air Balances in the Vicinity of 0f1 Facilities

Pre-revalutionary iran and Saudi Arabia .had 2
total of 196 fighter aircraft based in the vicinity of Khark Istand, and
97 near Ras Tanura/Jauvymah. The lranian 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.
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Based on current beddown, about 105 lragi
aircraft could reach either Khark or Ras Tanura/Jauymah. In addition.
30 Soviet fighter attack aircraft are within range, unrefueled, of the
oil facilities. Also, about 155 LRA bombers are in military districls
that probably would support operations in the Gulf region. 2)though many
of the 60 Badgers and 20 Blinders are not within an unrefueled radius
of the oil facilities.

£ Thus, within the vicinity of Khark, the Iranian/
taudi forces had a theoretical 1.4 to 1 fighter/attack advantage, but
they are at a 0.7 to 1 disadvantace at Ras tanura/dauymah. 1f the 155
LRA aircraft are included, we estimate an iranian/Saudi disadvantage of
0.7 to 1 at Khark and 0.3 to 1 at Ras Tanurs.

‘é None of these ratios consider attacker losses
yring overflight, nor the defender's ability to reinforce defenses with
aircraft from outside the vicinity of the oil facilities,

¢. U.S. Reinforcements (U}

%ﬁj" U.S. land-based aircraft could make 2 significant
séference in the regional air balance. 1f based in Iran, four USAF wing
equivalents would add 168 fighter attack aircraft to the defenses. These
aircraft would give the combined U.5./)}ranian/Saudi air forces a 1.2 o

1 advantage against the previously noted soviet/1raqi threat to khark,
although there would still be 2 0.9 to ) disadvantage at Ras lanura/
Juaymah.

Ve
,154 These figures compare only total aircraft and not

sortie generation capability, exchange ratios, surprise or any of a number
of other factors that could greatly determine the outcome of an air battie.
Nevertheless, it is clear that the introduction of U.S. aircraft, even

in limited numbers, would reduce the combined Soviet/lragi advantage from
one of obyious superiority to & balance that could favor a defender --
especially if the defender has the advantage of early warning proyided

by AWACS.

4. Carrier-Based Aircraft (u)

{1} General

In addition to land-based forces, or in their
stead, carrier-based aircraft could also help defend fixed installations.
They would be particularly useful for taking advantage of 2 period of
ambiguous warning, for min izing direct U.S. involvement with warring
countries {should that be an objective of ours), and where local countries
might be reluctant to appear too closely involved with us even if they
wanted U.S. reinforcements.
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s}”r Flight conditions in the Persian Gulf are not
ideal. At 88,000 square miles, the Gulf is larger than the Gulf of Jonkin.
However, the shipping densities are high, and operating areas are restricted
by oil fields and shallow water along the western shore. Heat, humidity

(;;.
|

and sandstorms severely tax electronic equipment, reduce visibilities and
cause unusual radar propagation. The surrounding land can interfere with
AEW ar  fire control radars, althouah recent radar improvements to the
E-2C should allow the modernized aircraft to work effectively in the Gu

() On the positive side, the prevailing winds blow
alang the long axis of the Gulf, facilitating landings and takeoffs. The
density of merchant traffic also would complicate long-range targeting
of the carriers, and the relatively confined-and shallow waters reduce

the submarine threat.
(2) Carrier Vulnerability (U)

{v) Aircraft carriers committed to a relatively small
and confined body of water, like the Gulf, are especially vulnerable tso
attack and difficult to withdraw, should their exit route be mined or
blockazded. However, a carrier could derive significant protection from
the perceived consequences, at least for smaller countries, of a direct
attack on United States forces. :

Iraqi Threat. If Iraq is the only threat, two
VBGs or one CVBG au ente )y early warning would be sufficient to

counter any attack on the ‘rier. DA believes that the lraqis have
only free-fall bombs to attack carriers. Even direct hits would be most
unlikely to cause severe structural damage or 10ss. However, the chance
of a raid of 25 fighter-bombers causing superficial di ge to a single

' CV is high, and the chance of a significant interruption of capability

(1-24) hours is not negligible.

/fSﬁfﬂ If two CVs were deployed to the Persian Gulf,
the Iragis would need to mount & coordinated raid of 50 fighter-bombers
to effect the same levels of damage on both CVs as they could with 25
against one CV. Moreover, the chance of a significant interruption of
the capability of both CVs would be very small.

} Soviet Threat. Even two carriers might not survive
f in the event of a Soviet attack. The risk in committing them would depend

heavily on the availability of early warning from ground stations in Turkey
and lran or from airborne early-warning systems. In a crisis of this
severity, the U.5. would be much ire likely to have access to land

bases for AWACS-type aircraft or to information from ground-based radars.
If tnere were land bases for AWALs and radars, land-based interceptors
would alsa be available and the role of the carriers would be more

marginal.

SECRET~.

11-A-16




SECRET

r_IénF' Soviet Naval Aviation (SNA) has a Black Se:
force that could attack CVs in the Gulf -- about 20 Backfires (AS-4-
capable) and 50 Badgers (AS-Z or AS-6 capable). A single hit by an
AS-4 would have a good chance of interrupting CV operations, but only &
small chance of sinking the carrier. Analysis showed that for 1978 forces
early warning did not allow F-14s on DL1 to engage bombers before weapon
release. Out of 3 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 10
information -om Turkish and lranian radars or from AWACS aircraft, it
would take 32 bombers to have the same aoverall effect.

J$57,/ By 1985, the major change will be the introduction

of AEGIS. If AEGIS ships accompany the carriers, the probability of

carrier survival would increase, although early warning would still be
crucial. [arly warning against a Soviet attack would be made more difficult
by the need to intercept the attackers outside of ASM range of the carriers --
thus requiring detection over land where the E-2C effectiveness against Jow-
flying aircraft is reduced and by the wide possible variation in the direction
of the attack.

157/ kosinst the lragi Air Force, @ two-carrier
1dep1oyment could be very effective either in offensive counter-air
attacks or in air-ip-air interception. lraq has no effective night air
defenses, and attacks on airfields and related facilities could be made
at night by the carriers' A-fs with 2@ low probability of aircraft loss.
Because less than 20 percent of lragqi aircraft are sheltered, night-time
ttacks by A-6s with cluster bombs (Rockeye) would be very effective.

wo air wings could disable more than 75 percent of Iraq's bomber force
tnd 85 percent of the interceptor force on the oground with 2 strikes.
ven 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 (y)

QST” In direct defense of oil facilities, the effec-
tiveness 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 lraqi air bases without overflight.
Therefore, virtually no air defense could be provided Kuwait {unless air
superiority had been achieved] and only timited air defense could be
provided Khark. Other major oil facilities in the 11f are sufficiently
distant from Irag that F-14s on both CAP and DLI could intercept an lragi
raid before it reached the target. Two (Vs would exact attrition of:
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ﬂ#ﬁf" Although this paper conside 3 only air attacks, there are,
? ‘course, other threats to the oil facilities. Among these are terrorist

attacks, commando raids, and attacks from ships in the Gulf, Of these,
terrorist attacks have been of most concern to both the lranians and the

Saudis.

It is not likely that one man or a small band of terrorists
tould cripple any of the major facilities, with the possibie exception

of an attack on the LPG area at Ras lanura that jgnites the highly inflam-
mable vapors around the tanks. Most major facilities have perimeter
fencing, guard forces and limited access. Xhark Island is guarded by 2
naval detachment and fixed defensive positions are being prepared on the
island. Saudi oil fields are guarded by the Saudi Arabian National Guard,
which are supporte by a reasonably good intelligence force. Furthermore,
the Saudi facilities are in the desolate desert area of the country, and
access through the desert to the oil fields is rigidly controlled.

45)”’ Commando or Soviet "Special Operations Forces” attacks could
esult in very selective and severe damage to oil facilities. Such attacks,
if launched before adequate defensive military forces could be positioned
around the facilities, could be.even more devastating than a sustained
conventional bombing campaign and take less time to accomplish.

7. Repairs to 0i1 Facilities (u)

a. Background (U)

4951”’/ 0i1 company executives and petroleum engineers are
ptimistic about the ability to repair damage by terrorists. They cite

four reasons for their cptimism:

- Multi-product handling, storage and throughput
can be complex, and repairs to multi-product
facilities can be time-consuming. However,
dealing only wit crude oil, the single crucial
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 areas. This

CECLAJSIFIED reduces the out-of-operation time from months
AUTHORITY EQ 1285F to weeks.
! 3 - Temporary repairs can be ide with portable,
APR ?3 2003 skid-mounted equipment that is available in
Chief. Dhelass B large quantities and in great variety within the
ir &'Ht{c Div, WHE ‘ petroleum industry. Large capacity permanent
) e pipelines, pumps, and storage tanks can be
bypassed by using many smaller temporary skid-

mounted units operating in parallel.
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- Jury-rig lash-ups and temporary repairs to

‘APR 2 3 200: restore or sustain production are common practice
nea B in the oil industry. Temporary field installa-
Crief, DeCIzes ‘F‘ tions to produce crude oil are common in the
=i, & Rec. Div, WhE U.S. when the quantity of oil available at a

we 1S unknown or too small to Justify permanent

irge facilities. U.S. petroleum technicians
and roughnecks are very ingenious in sc¢ ring
problems on the spot.

b. 011 Fields (U)

i) Individual oil wells are very vulnerable if access can
be gained to them. Kowever, the large number.of weélls and their dispersion
over hundreds of miles makes them an unattractive target if the object is
A to drastically reduce production rather than just harass the government and
the local security forces.

{u) A fire in a Saudi Arabian well could be troublesame:
some wells producing large quantities of oil (10,000 - 14,000 bb}/day) are
not uncommon in the Ghawar field. A major well fire would require outside
experts, and on * a few companies in the world have the expertise to
extinguish t s type of fire. A major wel) fire would not affect the
production from other wells in the field that are outside its immediate

aread.

(v} Major well fires can be avoided under any conditions

of attack if down-hole storm chokes (also called rams and hurricane cytoffs)
are installed in the well. Storm chokes are always used on offshore wells,
but they are not insta 'ed on wells drilled on land in the Persian Gu)f area.

c. Processing and Treatment Facilities (U)

<

(V) The two major processes that are accomplished locally on
Persian Gulf crude oil are gas-oil separation and hydrogen sulfide removal.

g?

(u) Most of the oil-exporting countries have or are
installing facilities te capture for commercial use the gas produced as
a crude oil side product. (Iran is installing multi-billion dollar gas
injection facilities to reinject the recovered gas back into the wells
to sustain field pressures.) Gas can also be "flared of f* the crude oil;
21though this is wasteful and distasteful to oil producers, it is common
in Persian Gulf countries.

1 nch..,-q‘aiy

(V) Stabilization plants remove the poisonous and corrosive
hydrogen sulfide from the crude oil before it is shipped. However, if

the stablizat n plants are damaged, it is believed that make-shift
separations could be constructed or the process bypassed temporarily.

o
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?f (u) A third process, separation of water from the oil,
will become increasingly necessary in major oil fields of the future.
Most of the larger fields in the Persian Gulf are maturing and require
water injection to sustain drive pressure. Wells that produce signifi-
cant water cuts are now ! Jt-in until water-oil separators can be

Under emergency conditions, it is conceivable that crude oil ¢ 1d be
shipped with substantial water and either be separated on board the
tankers at sea or removed at the distinations.

d. Refineries and Terminal Facilities (U)

Uholh—(, la.lcf;‘

)

l

(V) The two most difficult types of equipment to repair
rapidly are oil refineries and underwater pipelines. Severe damage

to an oil refinery could take many nths to several years to repair
due to limited capability to bypass damage to the large processing
towers, mixing tanks and chemical retorts. However, the refinery
outputs of the Persian Gulf are not critical to world requirements.

(u) . Repair to underwater pipelines (and any other instal-
Tation that requires ¢ rers or underwater construction) is time-consuming
and generally difficult. Major repairs or replacement of underwater
installations will take many months to several years. The best emergency
procedure in case of damage to 2 terminal facility, its underwater
pipelines or the sea islands is to bypass them. Temporary floating

Yines and skid-mounted pumps can be used to feed offshore, single-mooring
point buoys. Restoration of significant amounts of throughput could be

Kfade in weeks with a sequential build-up in transfer capacity.
Two procedures appear attractive for improving 0il

facility emergency repair capabilities.

- Maintain a stockpile of skid-mounted
equipment, or an up-to-date inventory
list of skid-mounted equipment available
from major suppliers,

- Gather facility information from the
snternational construction companies that
built major installations in the Persian

Gulf.
(1) Stockpile of Skid-Mounted Equipment (U)
’gpf// A stockpile of skid-mounted equipment could
e

established that would be tailored in quantity and type to making
emergency repairs to specific types of oil facilities at a given level

LECLASSIFIED
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of throughput. This equipment should be rapidly air deployable. A less
expensive, but also Jess effective, alternative would be to keep a list
of skid- unted equipment available in warehouses and normal supply
channe .. This would be practical within the U.S. because of the
concentration of major U.S. suppliers of this type of equipment in the
Houston area.

(2) 1 Facility Repair (U)

(U} : There are 17 Reserve SEABEE Battalions and 8
Active Battalions. The expert reserve manpower exists to man up to two
Reserve Battalions for emergency oil facility repair and operation.
Some adjustments would have to be made to the structure and TOE of these
"0il" battalions, but they would stil] be capable of carrying out the
standard battalion missions if required.

(3) Information on 0} Facilitiés (u)

s

(U) 011 facility construction in the Persian Gylf

is vsually done by large design an construction firms who contract for
the whole job. They do the design work, plan the material input and
complete the construction with many subcontractors. Whole-job contracts
include establishing maintenance standards and providing initial spare parts
and equipment. American firms dominated oil facility construction unti}
the 1960s. Now, many other foreign national and internationa) firms also
get large shares of the business. Large construction firms cooperate with
each other after contracts have been awarded and apparently exchange
blueprints and des' 1 details rather freely. An attempt could be made

to gather as much information as possible on the design and construction
of the o1l facilities to aid in preparing for their repair.

Smen
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B. THE THREAT T0 THE OIL SLOC QUTSIDE THE GULF (U)

1. Background (U)

(u) . The Persian Gulf oil sealanes contain over 5000 merchant
ships on an average day -- nearly 550 of which are Joaded tankers. In
1978, about 20 million barrels of oil and petroleum products per day
were carried out of the Persian Gulf by sea. These included some 60
percent of Europe's demand and 17 percent of U.S. consumptio Roughly
12.3 million barrels per day rounded the Cape of Good Hope.- By 1983,
the Gulf will provide about 53 percent of Europe's 0i1 and 38 percent
of U.S. national demand.

-

3 The vulnerability of the Persian Gulf oil sealanes is
examined here through 2 campaign analysis. Among the uncertainties
encountered in this study are the following:

- The degree of Soviet interest in an anti-SL0OC
IED campaign in distant waters.

AUTHORITT EO 1285E

'APR 2

- The size and effectiveness of Soviet forces.

2 3

Chief, Defass BEr -
riie. & Red Div, wWHE -

. soviet base access and resupply options.

The effectiveness of Western maritime patrol
aircraft.

- The vulnerability of supertankers.

{u} =*For the purposes of this paper, the following estimates of 1978
0i] distribution will be used:

Hational Demand Flow fFrom Gulf Around Africa
(million barrels per day -mbd }
U.S. 18.0 3.0 3.0
Western Europe 14.5 8.9 1.5
Japan 5.7 4,5 -
Other Non-Communist 12.2 3.6 1.8
Non-Communist Total 50.4 20.0 12.3

" A notional tanker size of 150,000 tons will be used throughout, result-

ing in traffic fiow of about 20 loaded ships per day out of the Gulf,
Peacetime petroleum demand is 2 guestionable reference standard, but few
other measures are available. Pre rinary studies of U.S, mobilization
needs suggest that wartime energy consumption would drop due“to govern-
ment restrictions and shifts from civilian to military production.
However, most countries would continue to import all the oil they could

- afford, with surpluses used to build stockpiles.
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/ With allowances made for these uncertainties, our analysis
concludes that:

- . SNA and submarine attacks might sink large
numbers of tankers, but neither Europe, Japan
nor the U.5. would be 1ikely to tose more than
15 percent of its 30 day ofl 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
tan keep economic disruptions within manageable
proportions, but the SLOC may be closed tempor-
arily while the threat is brought under control.

2. The Threat | ) _
k‘;ff Due to the distances involved, logistic constaints, and
0

mpeting 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 3-4 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 an were exa ned. Sensitivity analyses
explored the impact of alternative Soviet basing and threat levels.
Table 11-B-1 summarizes the forces from which anti-SLOC units might be
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Table 1]-B-1 .
APR 2372 %
DOTENTIAL SOVIET ANTI-SLOC FORCES ]
Cnief. Deciaes &
General Purpose Submarines Available for SLOC Interdiction 'T'z'Hec'E"“‘”H*

(Source: ClA)

\

1978 1985
Northern Fleet Pacific Fleet Northern Fleet Pacific Fleet
SSN 26 12 46 22
5 2 18 26 18
Tote : 70 31 72 a0

. SNA Bomber Inventory
(Source: DIPP)

1978 ‘ 1985
Black Ses Jotal Black Sea  Jotal
Badaer ASM 49 265 30 175
Badger Bomber 16 16 - -
Backfire/Blinder 38 15 _35 150
Jotals 103 356 65 32%
é;}’ Distance considerations limit the Soviets' ability to
perate against the 0§l SLOC. Assuming 80 percent availability, 5 SSNs

or 9 5Ss would be needed to keep one pacific Fleet submarine on station
near the Indian Ocean SLOC: 4 Northern Fleet S55Ns or 7 SSs, to keep one
of f the Bulge of Africa. In short, it would be much easier, and probably
more productive, for the soviets to attack the tankers in the Philippine
Sea or the North Atlantic, where the targets are closer to Soviet bases.
Similarly, ASM-carrying Badgers from the Crimea must be refueled in

order to fly missions in the yicinity of the Gulf of Oman. Without
refueling, they would have to be moved to bases farther away from their
.primary responsibilities in the Eastern Mediterranean. ‘

3. Allied Responses (U)

(LS) In our analysis, maritime patrol aircraft (p-3, Atlantiques,
etc.) are specified as the principal allied ASW force. Within a week
after the crisis starts, (but before the outbreak of hostilities),!it is
assumed that three P-3 squadrons (27 aircraft) would be positioned

around the Indian Ocean, with two squadrons (18 aircraft) in the South
Atlantic. These aircraft could be augmented by French forces fromi Reunion
or Djibouti. Surface escorts and a carrier are deployed against Soviet

1
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r—- resupply and overseas bases. Lland-based fighters and AEW aircraft
are considered to be the countermeasures for SNA. It is important
to realize, however, that the use of even a few modern aircraft from
Indian Ocean bases would involve serious support problems. For
example, although Diego Garcia has JP-5 ¢ »>rage and P-3 maintenance
facilities, it has space for only 11-14 large aircraft and is undefended.

4. ASW Campaign Analysis (U)

%ﬁ{/ The analysis focuses on the Western Indian Ocean and

he South Atlantic. The Japan SLOC has been covered by other PAAL
studies. These earlier studies showed that by 1981, the Japanese
Self-Defense Forces in the Pacific, together with Jranian and Australian
forces in the Northern and Eastern Indian Ocean, could provide enough
ASW praotection for convoys in those areas to sustain Japan's economy
at an austere level for 180 days.

LSf’ Oue to Imited Western ASW assets and relatively poor
acoustic conditions along much of the SLOC, a higher priority is given
1o keeping the submarines from rearming out-of-area than to searches
for the submarines from rearming out-of-area than to searches for the
submarines 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).
The aircraft are allowed 200-225 flight hours per month; but since the
intensity of the campaign diminishes over time this is not a binding
constraint. With access to the bases shown in Figure 1, a P-3 could
be on-station within 2 hours of an attack nearly anywhere in the SLOC.
The study also assumed that allied ASW barriers would be deployed
across Soviet submarine transit routes once hostilities began against
the tankers.

(iﬂ/ It is also possible that U.S. units would begin trailing
Soviet forces prior to hostilities and eliminate them at the outbreak
of fighting. 1In fact, there is reason to believe that we would be
fairly successful in this mission. However, this analysis focuses on
the:alternat res 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 econon es. These results are
sur arized in Table Z.
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- As shown in Table 11-B-2, assumptions about
torpedo loadouts and weapons effectiveness
affected the outcome more than those about
aircraft Py. Similarly, prevention of out-
of-area resupply would save more tankers than
would be l1ost by the diversion of P-3s from
ASW to anti-supply ship missions.

Table 11-B-2
30-DAY SUBMARINE CAMPAIGN IN THE INDIAN OCEAN AND SOUTH ATLARTI( a/ (S)

(0i) losses expresssed 2s a percent of 30 day demand in 1978)

Assumptions b/
Base (2se Worst Case fest Case

Western Ships Sunk : 54.0 113.0 18

. Western Tanker Losses {%) ¢/ 4,7 9.8 1.5
Furopean 0il Lost (%) 7.6 15.8 2.5
U.5. 011 Lost (%) 2.4 5.1 .8
Spviet Submarines lost/Committed  4.5/10 3.1/10 1.3/6

a/ Submarines assumed 1o attack only loaded tankers.

/  hssumptions and kev variables arc outlined in Appendix B.

/ Based on the distances and 011 volumes involved, some 1150 notioral
tankers would be continuously employed in the Persian Gulf trade.
0f these a2bout 530 would be losded and 2t sez, and 90 would be in

port.
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TANKER SINKINGS AS A FUNCTION OF DIFFERENT - "

BASELINE VARIABLES a/ (S)

Sinkings at Sinkings At Most Sinkings at Most

Variables Base Case Value Optimistic Value Pessimistic Value
- (valuej . (value) (value)
Torpedo Loadouts/ 54 46 100
Shots per Sinking (16/4) (12/4) {1672)
Resupply Prevention 54 35 65
{1 Resupply)  (No Resupply) (2 Resupplies)
P-3 Effectiveness b/ 54 50 56
(Py) (.086) {.154) (.001)
" Submarine Losses in 54 49 54
Transit, A1l Causes b/ (.22) {.57) (.22)

2/ Only one parameter valued at 2 time.

b/ Although 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 Py .
In a longer campaign however, the submarine losses would reduce tanker
sinkings.

- Based on the importance 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 Harpocn,
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 areas searched

is shaded in Figure 11-B-3. With good intel-
ligence support, the job could be finished even
faster. No more than two tankers should be lost
3s a result of this diversion from ASHW 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
11-8-3, as well as along the normal SLOC.
Rerouting not only reduces the number of targets
presented to 2 given submarine, but it also
exploits the bfﬁéer acoustic conditions near the

c%méhlan Ocean.

L 11-B-8
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A carrier battle group near the Persian Gulf
at the oputbreak 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 committed. 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 11-B-1 could close the SLOC for
an extended pericd. 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
airfie f1s.

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 B4 tankers per moni

(4 days' oil supply}, but they would lose nearily
B0 of the submarines committed.

The figure of 54 tankers sunk under the "Base
Case" column of Table 2 also seems valid for
1985. 1f anything, Western losses probably
would decrease due to projected ASW improve-
ments. However, U.S. oil imports from the
Persian Guif are expected to rise faster than
European o0l imports over the next seven years.
Therefore the 1985 oil loss from the 54 sinkings
shown in Table 11-8-2 would shift to 4 percent
for Europe and 3.3 percent for the U.S.
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5. AAW Campaian Analysis (V)

1151’, SNA attacks against the SLOCs are assumed to take place in
the-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-5s,
F-4s, F-15s, and F-16s could cover most of the threat area fro Southeast
Iran or Oman. AEW could be provided by U.S. or lranian AWACS or land-
based £-2s. Carriers also cou | help defend the SLOC against SNA, but
are‘gjthheld in this analysis for other missions.

:¥S§; In the base case, tanker sailings are kept at 1978 peace-

time Jevels 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 Taqle 11-B-4 as a function of SNA attrition rates.

Table 11-B-4

WESTERN LOADED TANKER LOSSES VS SNA ATTRITION (S}
1978

SNA Attrition Rates Per Sortie
Situation b% 10% 20% 50%

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

bombers destroyed a/ 113 &9 32 14
2. Free-fall bomb attacks until

172 of Black Sea SNA bombers 242 125 6B 28

destroyed b/ ()66) (86) (46) (20)

3. ASM attacks until 1/4 of tota)
-SNA inventory of ASMs expended ¢/ 14 14 14 14

a3/ Missiles distributed among targets according to Bose-Einstein (B-E)
statistics, a2 = .5, 40 merchant ships, 40 tankers {1/2 loaded).

See Appendix B for methodology. . _
b/ 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 1978

total SNA inventory of BOD-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.

o 1 o 2t DECLASSIFIED
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. for the Soviets. However, the intelligence

dats on this subject are soft, and the Soviets
touid build up their inventories fairly rapidly
with new naval ASMs, electro-optical TASMs or
laser-guided bombs.

- Badaers 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 rapic -
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. 1f the 42 lranian
F-4s at Bandar Abbas were brought to bear,
attrition rates of 50 percent or more are
possible.

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 svuth. Thus, the distribution of o1l
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-3).B percent
to a best case of: USA-0.4 percent, Western Europe-1.4 percent and Japan-

1.8 percent.

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

iter after the defenses were in place as well as to losses caused by
submarines elsewhere in the SLOC.
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6. Other Threats (U)

ull . In addition to Soviet aircraft and submarines, it also
is possible that surface ships or the armed forces of neutral states
could threaten the tankers. However, localized threats away from the
choke points arpund 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

) }o d;srupt t » 50L0C for very long. Thus, they have not been considered

urther.

7. Su ary (U)

(u) Losse§ from all causes in 1978 are summarized in Table
11-B-5.

Table 1]1-B-5

“TOTAL WESTERN TANKER LOSSES IN THE OIL SLOC - 1978 (S)
{Parenthesis Show Numbers of Loaded Tankers)

Cause Base (ase Worst Case Best Case
Submarines 54 (54) 113 (113) 18 (18)
St 'Allied Defenses in Place B3 (32) 242 (242) 27 (14)

117 (86) 355 (358) 45 (32)
SNA/Surprise Attack _47 (23 .47 (23 33 (07
Results 164 {109 4072 (378 78 (49
Losses as % of 1150 Tankers ) ’
in Persian Gulf Trade 14.3 35,0 6.8

Losses as % of 30-day oil

. demand

-U.S. 3.9 12.5 1.7
-Europe 13.2 42.9 5.7
-Japan 7.2 34.9 41
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
o oEtFIED
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Appendix &
— VARJABLES IN THE ASW ANALYSIS (U)

(6Y six key variables were used in the ASW analysis: (1) P-3
“effectiveness (Pk) against submarines, {2) anti-ship torpedoes per
vgviet submaring, {3; torpedoes needed to sink each tanker, (4)
whether or not the submarines were resupplied, (5) whether or not
the submarines were replaced on ctation and (6) the effectivenast

of al ie ASW forces al inst Soviet submarines in transit. The
range of values considered in the stu is summarized in Table

11-B-A-1.
7able -B-A-)
ASW VARJABLES {53~
Anti-Ship lorpeagoe:
Torpedoes per Jorpead Submarinet Jrensii
p-3 pp _per Sub Sinkine  Re-5upply keplaced Fy
Beseline .0t 1¢& 4 Yes Ye: .2é
Worst (aseE .001 1 7 Yes Yes .22
Eest Ces€ L1564 1e 4 ho No .22

;%ifﬁhe gerivation of these ficures is putlined below:
/"

(1} A Py of .154 for P-2s wes derived from datz in SEAPLEAN
2000 based on current operations. However, due to

the relatively poor acoustic conditions 2along most
of the SLOC, austere pP-3 support facilities and
the lack of SOSUS coverage, the .154 Py was down-
graded to .06 in the base case snalysis. Other Ravy
cstudies have been more optimistic. In Force Mix, the
Pk ranged from .43 to 154. However, 2s shown in
Table 2, the campaion putcome it quite insensitive 1t
p-3 effectiveness. In any case, & higher P, only
strengthens the_conciusion that jnterdiction of the
o1l SLOC would be difficult for the Soviets.

(2) Modern Soviet submarines are credited with capacities
for 18 to 22 torpedoes. CIA estimates that about &
quarter of thit load would be anti-submarine weapon:

for self-defense. Estimates of both 12 and 16 anti-
ship torpedoes per submarine hzve been used in Navy

and C1A 510C interdiction studies.

(3) World wWer 1] submarines fired belween 7 and 11
torpedoes for every merchant ship sunk. Hoever, more
recent campaign analyses have estimated that 2 to 4
firings would be needed per sinking. The latter

- 11-b A-1 .
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(4)

(5)
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figures were used herein, but they probabdly are low,
particularly in the cese of very laroe tankert. The
vuinerability of these ships is open to debate, but
the few date points aveilable show that it hes been
herd for conventiontl ordnance 1o destroy even immg-
bilized ta ers that have been damaved by accidents.

In the ba2se cese, resupply of submarines was considered
10 occur from tenderc or merchant ships in sheltered
walers within 150 miies of the SLOC. One submarine was
essumed Tost during resupply. 1t was felt that the
resupply ships would teve been eliminaled by the time
that the submarines expended their second load of
torpedoes and that the subs then returned home.

In the base and worsi cetes, two SSNs were ztsumed o

leave V idivostoh on D4z znd were in the Arabian Se:

on the 24th dey. In the Atlantic two SSNs would leave

the Korthern Fieet 2t D4z and arrive off the Bulge of Africa
by D+1f. No out-of-erez resupply for replacement subs

wZs gssumed.

SEAPLAN 200G, p. V-17 oives 3 Py for a transiting
submarine in the Pacific 2s .8, and 2 Pgsq of .17,
yielding 8 transit Py of .136. The chance of loss to
ASK barriers was estimated at .1, aiving a 2¢ percent
chznce of being sunk enroute by barriers or open-ocean
intercept. However, SEAMIX ] estimated that a barrier

of SSN 68B/637 cizss submarines would have a Py, of .5,
withoult even considering mines and aircraft. This would
raise the enroute Pg t¢ .57. This figure was used in the
sensitivity analysis.
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SHA (ampgign koainst the SLOC,
tesumptions, Methodoiooy and Analvsis
el Dacraes k.

~ 1. Scenarios (U]

1 %) Two SNA attack scenarios were deveioped. ln the firsi, & series
raids by 40 Badgers wes flown eoeinst & target set of 40 carco shipsanc
40 tankers (haif of them loaded) in the fzstern Persian Gulf and the
Gulf of Omzn. Western defenses were assumed to be in place. Both
anti-ship micsiiet AS ) anc free-fal) bombs were usec. The number

of attezcks wes constrzine by &ither Soviet aircraft lesses or ASK
expenditures. In tnhe second scerzrio, réids of 50 Bzdoers attacked
peacetime shipping in the same arez (roughly 100 caroo ships and 50
tankers) for four aays, when tne SLOC wes 2ssumed to hive been closed.

Western defenses were not yet in piace.

11. ‘Stztistical Distributions (U)

{U} There zre two standerd sist

ttical models used by Kevy ordnance
pilanners in tne distribution of &tt

.“
ztiecking platforms among iargets.”

(U} Maxwell-Boltzmenn (M-E) stetistics essume thit 2ny terget is
equally 1ikely 10 be engaced oy &ny stiacker. In perticular, the pro-
nability of & target thip being hit by k missiie szlvos it EZpproximatec
by:

f, (k) = et k

=im

where & < the ratio of attackers to taroets.

{U) 1n Bose-Einstein {B-E) statistics the likelihood of 2 ship being
attacked by any given salvo is dependent on the ¢istribution of attacks
previously made. Specificalily, & ship trhat has been attacked once it
more likely to be attacked again, one thzt has been attacked twice is

a more likely tarcet than one that has been hit only once, etc. Mathe-
matically, the B-f distribution of attacks is approximated by:

(k) 8 = %TT (rfxfs

a = ratio of attackers 10 tlargets.

{ *|J.S. Navy Non-Nuclear Ordnance Requirements (NHOR), Volume IV.
NNOR adarecses the number of engzoements tor each of n U.5. platforms
under attack by r attackers. This is equivalent to the number of times
that sach of n merchant ships would be attacked if the target set were

struck by r bombers.
SECRET ™
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Table 11-c-)

Hepre§en-

SNA and LRA h::f;:ﬁ Range with

lézéentiggé (kq) Payload (nm)
402 295 a,070 1,300
69 a5 9.070 1.500
32 0 15.875 3.90n
97 aan 9,435 2.900
25 10 8.520 3,950
55 55 5,400 1,925
98 A0 7,040 1,100

Assuming only one.type carried. For some mine
sizes; for others, it is governed hy weight.

I
Aircraft
~Type
Bombers Badger A b/
B and 4
Lpn
T Blinder A b/
£,§: Bear A
P v
L ; Dackfire B
H ASW Bear F b/
May
Mail
a/
b/

Aircraft noted laying mines.

BIRCRAFT MINE-CARRYING CAPALITIES

-

Tota) Numher of Each
Type Mine that can be Carried a/

Small Large Deep
Bottom Bottom Moored
Mine Mine Mine
TR q A
\
18 9 8 &% :
16 R 9 e
—
18 n & ~r
—
16 A 9 %
f 3 3
1 4 A

faircraft combinations, the total aumber is aoverned by
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Table 11-C-4

BLACK SEA SKAR INVENTORY 23/

Mine Capable

Attack Aircraft 1978 195
Badger A 16 0
Badger & 6 0
Blinder A 20 . 0
Backfire 8 18 35

| Totals - 60 5

ASK Aircraft

Bear F 2. 5
May 2 Z
Mail ' 30 23

Totals 34 i

a/ Defense Intelligence Projections for Planning, General Purpose
Naval Forces, DIA, 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)

/(ﬁ-r/ The RHS30 helicopter is the main shaliow water mine
countermeasure platform in the U.S5. Kavy. The Navy has one squadron
with 2 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 AMCM
unit, together with six RH53Ds, 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-53D helicopters
can be dep iyed to the Persian Gulf by C-5 aircraft and ready for mineweeping
in about 7 days.

jSJ/ The RH53D helicopter is capable of sweeping moored mines
s to a maxim. depth of €0 feet. 1t 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).

/( - The Navy has 3 active and 22 reserve ocean minesweepers
(MSOs). The HSOs are acknowledged to have significant maintenance problems
and they are difficult to support; all are over 20 years 0ld, 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.

#5( Iran has six RH-530 helicopters and five surface mineswecpers.
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-operationdl. Iraq also has five surface minesweepers that are
judged to be ineffective by the intelligence comunity because of the
lraqi's lack of basic seamanship and navigation skills. - The material
condition of these sweepers is unknown. France mintains three coastal
minesweepers in the Indian Ocean area in Djibouti and Diego Suarez,

Ma 1gasy Republic. The proficiency of these MS(s is rated average to
poor and they apparently do not have a minehunting capability for bottm
mines.

7. Sweeping a 10 Percent Threat Minefield {U)
% The first day of mine surveillance would provide a reasenably .
ccurate feel for the extent of the field. The area surveyed would
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é}}/ There are several reasens for thinking that a supertanker
illed with ballast might make a good guinea pig ship:

- Supertankers are designed for high liquid
loading and a rupture in the tanks below the
waterline would not be critical to stability.

- The engineering spaces are located well aft
with very short shafts and a high degree of
automation. The long tank section of the ship
provides 2 large target footprint before the
critical after section of the ship is reached.

- The massive size of a supertanker could abserb
a large explosit without transitting high
accelerations throughout the ship. It is the
acceleration factor that dislodges boilers,
propulsion machinery and main shaft bearings
(and people)} and that causes the most sustained

mage if the keel remains intact.

- There are drydock and emergency repair facilities
in the Persian Gulf for supertankers.

Since the deep portion of the Strait of Hormuz could be opened rather
quickly, bottom mines in the shallow areas would not constitute a threat
that would have to be swept immediately.

In summary, it a ears that the Soviet Union might be
successful in carrying out a surprise mining in the Stra : of Hormuz.
This could be countered within about two weeks and the short disruption
of tanker sailings would not threaten oil imports. A sustained mining
campaign would require reseeding operations that are feasible onlv with
a breakdown of defensive forces. — ’
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T SECTION 111

. Chiel. Detlges & LESSER PERSIAN GULF CONTINGENCIES 1/ (u)

~iir, & Hec.

' (U) Although the most extreme military threat to Western interests in
the Persian Gulf would probably be & Soviet invasion of lran, other
contingencies are more 1ikely and more immediately threatening. cal
insurgencies and confiicts may not only endanger governments friedly to
the West, but may also threaten the physical flow of oi1 throughdestruc-
tion of facilities and labor disruptions. In addition, threats 1o the
0il-proc :ing countries may cause them to make decisions that threaten
the stability of world o1l markets. For example, if Saudi Arabir's
security were to become dependent on the good will of the Soviet Union,
the Soviets could gain a decisive voice in OPEC pricing policy.

bl

(U) Besides endangering Western friends and oil flows, local ceflicts
may also provide the Soviets with clients who are likely to grov
increasingly dependent on them for arms, training, and perhaps een
protection, 2nd who may naturally have or acquire objectives hostile to
ours. Thus, instability provides the Soviets with their princim!
onnprtunities 1o establish 3 presence and expand their influence, while
a2 0 undermining the overall U.S. position in the area.

(U) Given the potential adverse impact of local conflicts on U.S.
_interests, the United States has a strong interest in preservinga
reasonsble degree of stability in the area, a stability that does not
depend on Soviet military power or on regimes hostile to the West.

(U} -Jt is obvious that regional stability rests on more than military
power alone. Indeed, the potential ceuses of instability in the Persian
Gulf are so sbundant--including bitter ideological rivalries, mmerous
territorial disputes and irredentist claims, the clash between soder-
nizing trends and traditional institutions, Jong-standing religtous
tensions, ethnic hatreds, and simple personal ambition--that it is
surprising there have not been more frequent cutbreaks of opensarfare.
In addition to the soccial and political factors identified in the
introduction, geographic and military factors also help to offset the
sources of local turmoil and thus contribute to stability. (First, the
two states that are committed to radical change--Iraq and South Yenen--
are separated from each other by a large expanse of terrftory controlled
by moderate regimes. This makes it difficult for them to cooperate
effectively. For example, lrag--the country most capable of supporting
or stirring up turmoil--must go through Saudy Arabia or Kuwait in order
to get to the lower Gulf or Peninsula Coasta

~f

£

’

U"'\J-v clar

/7 Second, the geographic juxtaposition of states often putsa more
powerful neighbor on the border of at Teast one of any two natural
combatants. For example, Saudi Arabia borders two natural rivals, North

1/ Ve are defining "Lesser Contingencies” as those contingencies *
not involving & Soviet invasion of Iran. The principal military dif-
ference is the size of the Soviet forces involved: ij.e., the Soviets
cwld conceivably commit up to 23 divisions to an invasion of lrar

within about a month, but only about three or fewer to lesser

“ contingencies outside Iran.
—— .
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and South Yemen; lran borders lraq which borders a natural rival, - Seadi
Arzbia; the Soviet Union borders lran which borders a natural rival,
lrag. The sfgnificance of this geographic lardscape is that it has
created military balancers on the berders of contentious or rival
states. Assuming the balancers are interested in preserving stability--
that is, they favor the existing arrangement--their presence serves to
deter local actors from overt aggression. Should the balancer not fevor
stability or should the balancer seem unwilling or incapable of playing
the role, t n the chances for conflict would increase. Given {ts
direct impact on neighboring Iraq and its ability to project limited
forces throughout the region, Iran has played the most important regional
balancing role since the British withdrawal from the area. With Iran

no longer wi ing or able to play this role, there is no local constraint
on lrag--now clearly the most di inant military power in the area. 1o
counter lraqi coercion, and the impluse of moderate states like Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait to accommodate themselves to it, the may have to
assume more direct military responsibility in the area.

‘651/.Although this section focuses on conventional wars, the Soviet
nion 15 currently extending its influence in the Persian Gul{ and

i

adjacent regions through support for tounterinsurgency operations in
Ethiopia and Afghanistan, and by the PDRY in its efforts against North
Yemen. This pattern will probably continue because these Tower-Jevel
activities entail acceptable risks and a reasonable promise of success,
whereas direct Soviet support or involvement ir conventional conflicts
threatens possible confrontation or conflict with the United States.
Near-term options might include support for 2 revival of the Guerrilla
war in Oman, support from Afghanistan for rebels in Pakistam, support
for pro-Soviet regimes that might manage to seize power in places

such as North Yemen, or possibly indirect or covert support for a

Lfaction in lran should civil war occur.

“(U) The present analysis omits such cases not because they are unimportant
but rather because any direct role for U.S. forces in such contingencies
may be unlikely and even counterproductive 1/. Furthermore, defense
program decisions are not likely to have any direct effect on our ability
to influence these outcomes,

(U) 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. We have vital interests in the region, and

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 even in these uncon-
ventional cases. For example they could-close of f the flow of arms
across borders thoroughly enough to have a decisive impact on the
outcome of internal wars. The terrain and climate of some of the

lj Qur 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.
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“ Persian Gulf states may make this indirect effect of conventional forces

more significant than it would be, far example, in the jungles of Southeast
Asia or the mountains of lraq or Greece. Indeed, the Dhofari retellion

in Oman was defeated in large part by the ability of Iranian forces to
halt the flow of supplies from South Yemen. 1In a case of that lind,
external cC entional assistance, for example Cuban or Soviet air
defenses, could have a significant, if indirect, effect on the strencth

of internal rebels in Oman.

(U) tside conventional forces might also have significant indirect
effects on the outcome of internal wars. 5Since the ability of countries
to support rebellions across their borders depends ultimately on their
ability to defend themselves, the ability of third countries iile Cuba,
Iran, and Egypt to intervene in places like £thiopia, Cman, and

Horth Yemen depends on their security from conventional threassto

their home countries.

fy) For these reasons, this section's analysis of the conventional
military balance and the ability of outside actors te influence it hat
relevance for the more likely but lower level unconventional wirfare

| contingencies,
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LOCAL WARS (U)
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Despite the large number of different countries in the Persian
Guif/Arabian Feninsula region, the number of potential conflicts is
limited by geoyraphy. This section will focus on four that seem most
probable and are most 1ikely to involve the Soviets, directly or indirectly:

Appendix A.) Note

previously, there was a rough balance,
is much less than Table

Irag vs. Iran
Iraq vs. Savdi Arabia and/or Kuwait
Soyth Yemen (PDRY) vs. Saudi Arabia

| 1 vs. Horth Yemen (YAR) Y/

The following table summarizes the total forces of these
(For a more detailed comparison of the opposing forces, see

that the Iranian revolution has had a major effect:
but now Iran's effective strength
would indicate, and lraq has become corres-

pondingly more d inant,
Table 111-1 (;/
/ TOTAL FORCES (U}
Saudi
Iran 3/ 1rag Arabia Kuwait  PDRY YAR
Army Personnel 280,000 195,000 80,000 b/ 8,500 20.000 37,500 ¢/
Hedium Tanks 1,740 2,020 320 150 225 - 150
APCs 2,545 2,00C 920 130 25 500
Artillery
{over 10G 1 ) 1,230 B60 215 18 13¢ 100
Air/Air Defense
Personnel 12,000 30,000 6,000 950 1,3C0 700
Fighter Aircraft 394 386 137 45 £G z8
lavy Personnel 32,000 4,000 1,500 30 300-500 700
a/ Pre-revolution ficures.
b/ Includes 35,000-man Hational Guard.

c/ Recent intelligence reports suggest the number of personnel
might be considerably smaller.

T7~ “With significant political changes, wars might also be possible
between ‘lorth Yemen and Saudi Arabia or Iran and Saudi Arabia (21though
lran 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 sianificant political ramifications in the
Gulf, but these conflicts are most l1ikely to have the character of drawn-

-SEERE_.
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-tf)/ Any assessrent of the military balances between the potential
antagonicts must necessarily be rough. Aside from uncertainties sbout
actual size of some of the forces, comparisons of qualitative facurs
such as morale, training, leadership, and combat experience can only L€
estimated in general terms.

Irag-Iran {

A conflict between Irag and Iran during the unstable
phase lran is now passing through would und btedly favor lraq. fn
Iranian decision to deploy a substantially reduced military force in the
future would also favor Iraq in any future conflict. Table 1 is tased
on the lranjan zrmed forces as they existed under the Shah. It gives 2
rough comparisor between the military capzbilities of the two countries
that might once again occur if the situation in lran stabilizes and 2
decision is made to maintain an armed force comparable to that under the
Shah. Should this occur, the assessment that Iran held a2 slight advan-
tage over Iraq in overall military power would once 3gain obtair.
Realistically, however, this possibility seems remote: Iran's nilitary
is in disarray, @ large portions of the senior officer corps has been
puraed, and the new regime fevors a strongly reduced military force.
furthermore, the effectiveness of lran's forces will be lTow without
extensive U.S. help.

lrag-Saudi Arabia/Kuwait (U)

Iraq greatly outnumbers Sz i Arabia and Kuwait in every
weapons category. With superior mobility and better initial positions,
lraq could achieve even greater initial advantages against the widely
dispersed Saudi forces. The lraqis are also probably more capable of
effective combined arms operations and certainly have more combat 2nd
logistic-support experience. -

The 1raqis might initially commit only ‘2 Mechanized
Divisions and 2 Armor Brigades--withholding 4 Mountain Infantry Divi-
sions and 2+ Armor Divisions {or 8 Armor Brigades) until Iranian,
Syrian, and israelf intentions became clear. Nonetheless with the
Saudis facing difficult and time-consuming redeployments, lraq wuld
probably still have major advantages even in the first week as Table 2
indicates. However, given the reduced force levels involved, third
country contributions would become more important.

APR 23 2002
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SAUD]/KUHAITI--IRAQ FORCES ALONG THE 80RDER {U)

Saudi/Kuwait _ Irag ay
M-Day w47 Mg i-Day M7
Personnel 8,5 . 17,00 21,300 15,500 40,000
Tanks 150 150 220 240 714
APCs 130, 180 230 370 466
Artillery over 100nm 18 18 4E €3 158

4/ Irag could deploy a larger .‘orce—-including perhaps 1,000
tanks--by M+7, However, it woulg frobably be reluctant 1 dg
SO until the intentions of her other neighbors became clear.
Figure 2 of the executive SURTary zssumes the larger force,

Pf Given this force Superiority, the favorable terrain, ind
he short distances involved {Kuwait City is 5p miles from the Iragi
border}, Irag could Probably seize Kuwait in a matier of days., )/

Iraqi forces could Frobably also Penetrate into Saudi Arabia angd threaten
S3udi 0§l fields rapproximately 300 miles from the Iragi border 2/}
within a week. However, the 1ack of cover and the existence of only two
roads (with off-roag movement nearly impossible in the approzches to the

i ields) would make Iragi movement in Saudi Aratia extremely vulrerable

to air interdiction,
South Yemen (PORY) - Saudi Arabia

é}*)’ Despite an advantage in manpower ang equipment, Saudi Arabia
ould not have an obvious edge in eny conflict with the PORY.  Althoygh
the two countries have a common borcder, on which the Saudis have deployed
about 1/5 of their ground forces and 1710 of their air force, the border
area is separated from any sionificant population or economic centers by
hundreds of miles ef very formidatle desert. This obstacle would mee
it virtually impossible for the PORY to carry out a conventiona) force
attack of Saudj Arabia from South Yemeni territory. 1In fact, {f the

PORY wanted to attack Saudi Arabia in a non-guerrilla fashion, they
would probably have to 90 through North Yemen to do so.

jé‘)/ . The bulk of ppRY forces are deployed Opposite North Yemen, and
their movement to the Saudi bo ] i

and absence of roads. Thus, conflicts between the two are Tikely to
Srow either out of Saudi financing of guerrill, warfare by border tripes
tc subvert the PpRY regime or a PORY move 89ainst the YAR or against the

3/ At its most distant points Kuwait runs about 100 miles nortp-
South, by 100 mijes east-west. Kywait is little more than a City-state,
with Kuwait City being the center of all social, political, and econmaic
life and containing about half of the total population,

2/  This distance assumes the Iraqis come through Kuwait tg get to
the Saudi ¢il areas, If the Iraqis go argy Kuwait, they will have to
travel approximately 450 mites to threaten Saudi oil.

~SEERET
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Saudi border garrison. 1In this barren terrain, conventional air jower
cculd have a significent impact on the outcome even of a wuerrills
campaign.

South Yenen (PDRY) - Horth Yemen (VAR)

r4&7‘ ' Quantitatively, there is rough military parity between

North and Scuth Yemen, with the PDRY hoiding a distinct edge in jet
fighters while the YAR has an apparent edoe in manpcwer and a slight
advantage in equipment. The PDRY's advantages in air power and various
qualitative factors make it more capable milftarily than the YA as
evidenced in the recent conf icil. Even with this advantage, however,
the difficult terrain and the PORY's poor logistic capabilities make it
unlikely that the PDRY could execute & major offensive deep nnuthe YAR
without foreign assistance.

Siven their mutual difficulty in waying conventional war,
conflict between the two is likely to take the form of extended, low-
level combat, including guerrilla operations with each attempting to ute
tribal groups to subvert the other. Overall, the PDRY is stronger and
somewhat more ttable than the YAR.
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B. THIRD COUNTKY CONTRIBUTIONS TO PERSIAN GULF [ONTINGENtIES{U)

o3
T

—

,L&f" 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 &s providing bases or
overfiight rights to non-regicnal contributors. Direct support could
include:

-- Logistics in the form of specialized perscnnel (mechanics,
engineers), perhaps also spare parts, munitions, cr even
tactical mebility forces.

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

-- Comb%g ground forces, most likely in small numters, to
help defend or hold critically impertant areas or to
provide crucial battlefield capabilities.

thSﬂ'/, The potential role of Third countries such as Turkey, France,
Egypt, or Jordan in Persian Gulf conflicts is too uncertain to be counted

in ectimating U.S. requirements for Persizn Gulf contingencies. Never-
theless, it would be 2 serious mistake to ignore this role Ltecause
Thivd country contributions could reduce the visk to coomitting available
U.S. forces directly. Furthermore, in many circumstancet local actors
may be more capable of acting than the United States, their threats my
te more credible, and their ability to deter may accordingly be more
certain {c.q., Britain in the 1961 Kuwaiti crisic, Israel in the 1970
Jourdanian cr ;is). Finally, even where we mey want a U.S, capability
to hedge against the uncertiainty of Third country actions, in & qloba!
crisis we may prefer to have these U.S. capabilities 2vailatle elce-
vhere.

}61,’ Table 4 summarizes the kinds of coniributicns Third countries
could make in Persian Gulf cenflicts of particular interest to the
United States. 1/ 2/ The potential contributions of Third countries thown
in the table represent rough intelligence guesses. These estimates are
necessarily highly judgmental and, while to some extent they reflect
physica) limitations that can be estimated with some precision, they
vepend on predictions of political decisions that zre inkerently uncer-
tain and dependent on specific circumstances. The table is an estimaie
only of the kind of contributien Third countries might make if they were
to betome involved. In most cf the cases shown, the chances of actual
involvenent are probably low.

1/ Because lraq is a direct participant "in two PG conflicts, il
has not been included on the table. However, it should be noted that
Jraq does have the capability (including weapons, special force and
anti-armor battelione, and 1ift to influence the other wars or

de estic insurgencies in the region.

2/ lHote added in proof: there is no Table 3 in th ; section.
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AT PORY vs. horth Yemen. Sionificant contributitns in
this cese might come from £gypt, Cuba, lraq, Jordan, and, above il
taudi Arabis.

vl ‘ In many cates the ability and willingness of Third
countries Lo intervene will cepend on the sctions and capabilities ¢f
the superpowers. The most important of these &ctiont would be:

-- hssurances agsinst direct threats to th
security of the Third country from its neighbors or from the other
super wer. Turkey, beczuse the Soviet Union is one of its neighbors,
would be particularly dependent on such assurances. U.L, support for
Isrzel and Jordan in the 1970 Jordan crisis took this form,

: -~ Mobility support and protection of enrwte
LOCs. 1is would be particulazrly important for projection of fgyptisn
or Cuben (and to some extent Eritish and french) forces to the fersizn
Gulf.

-+ Atsurances acainst the danger of escaiation,
particularly the danger of direct intervention by the other suptrpower
in the Gulf. for example, a Cuban commitment 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 capsbilities, distussed
below, would be imporiant in this connection.)
41n" Tebie 5 portrays--for ilivstrative purposes only--&n
estimet of the potential impact the above &ssurences could heve on, for
eremple, Egyptian and Jordanien contributions to Saudi Arebia prior to
or during an lrag-Saudi war,

Teble 111-5 (S)

£GYPT/JORDAN GROUND FORCE CONTRIBUTIONS TO SAUDI ARABIK
IN [RAQ-SAUD! ARABIA WAR a/ (U}

Eaypt Jordan
No U.S. wWith U.S. (Residual No U.S. With V.8,  (Residual
Assurances Assyrancet Forces) hesurances Assurances Forces)
- Army
Fersonnel 23,000 37,500 282,500 3,200 13,600 44,100
Tznks 155 385 1,815 140 _ 245 415
APCs 305 560 1,840 B0 320 615
Artillery 70 130 1,725 70 115 195
a/ Ihese estimates are necessarily only guestes. Intelligence

can not predict how third countries might respond to hypo-

thetical U.S. assurances. If anything, however, the residual

forces indicated above sugoest the estimates of the larger

tgyptian/Jordanian force contributions are conservative.
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C. U.S. AND USSR CONTRIEUTIONS (U) R

457 0.5 and USSR direct and indirect contributions to local
conflicts in the Fersian Gulf could potentially be much prezter thin
those of other third countries even in purely military terme. Moreover,
U.S. or Soviet intervention also is likely to have far oreater psytho-
Yogical and politica impact than other third country intervention or
assistance. Superpower fntervention is 1ikely to raise the morale of
the side receiving this support and undermine the confidence of its
opponent: since, whatever some may sy 2bout Vietnem. few countries
believe that they can, by themseives, sténd up to the militzary might of
une of the superpowers, 2nd certainly not without paying a severe price
for trying to do so. 1/ For this rezson, the unilateral deployment of
militery forces by the United Stiatles or the Soviets may have an impact
on potential PG conflicts fzr out of proportion to the actual military
-capabilities of these forces, although it would obviously be rather
riskxfjor either one to count on it.

- .
) beceuse the stability of the ares 2nd the deterrence of ary
najor Soviet involvement are our most important objectives, beina able
to cet forces to the area quickly could be crucial. One especfally
important nezsure of our ability to affect loca2l PG conflicts and deter
the Soviets can be provided by looking &t the projection balance; that
is, the amount a2nd the rate 3t which the United States zand the Soviets
can simulteneously project military force to the arez.

‘/457/ The rate at which the United States znd Seviet Union can
project forces to a conflict in the Fersian Gulf i¢ a nmeasure of the
outcome either if one superpower or the other were to intervene uni-
laterally in a local conflict in the region or if the two countries were
to fight a2 1imited war in the recion. Such intervention, and partic-
larly simultaneous intervention by the 1wo Superpowers, does not sees
likely, since war between the United 5tates and the Soviet Union, even
on a {imited scale in the Fersian Guli{, would carry grave risks of
escalation. however, even thouoh such scenarios are unlikely, per-
ceptions of absolute and relative U.S. &nd Soviet capabilities will be
an importeznt influence on actions in less severe crises:

--  The actioens of local countries and outside Third countries

will be affected by the perceived consequences of superpower interves
tion against them, even if the superpcwer decision to intervene may be

unlikely.

-~ The willingness of the superpcwers themselves te act,
while primarily influenced by the risks of escalation, is bound also to
be affected by perceptions of what would happen locally shoyld it
encounter the opposition of the other superpower.

' Lxamples of this kind of impact are the British intervention

in 1961 in which Jraq was deterred from seizing Kuwait and the U.S. y
intervention to deter Egyptian aerial bombing of Saudi Arabia in 1963, .

~SECRET—
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1.  hvailability and Vuinerability of LOCe (U)

i U.S. and Soviet ability to intervene in the Fersim Gulf
will depend heavily on the sccess routes 2vaileble to each side.
Althouah the Soviet forces nominally have much shorter distances {0
travel to reach potential conflicts in the Persian Gulf, the possibility
of political denial or military interdiction of key access routes could
dramatically increase the time needed to deploy Soviet forces tothe
Fersian Gulf zrez. In addition 10 having superior long distance 2irlift
capability, the United States hes more routing options with fewer
vul rebie points on each, politica) edvantages with key countries, and
superior capabi ties to interdict LOCs.

(&) Although political actions to restrict or prevent U.S. or Soviet
gir or sea pessace are unlike1y. and military actions are still re sG.
in &ny but extreme contincencies, both countries will weioh thepolent1al
vulnerability of their LOCs while projecting and supporting their
own or other forces in the erez. At the very least, Soviet perteptions
of potential vulnerabilities or difficulties in getting to the area are
Jikeiy to affect their willingnets to help escalate & local conflict and
become further involved. }/

v

With this is mind, i1 is useful to outline Soviet and
B.5. LOC: to the Fersian Gulf &nd briefly comrare their mutual winere-
bilities.

A5 Ses LOCs {SLOCs}. The following tables cummarise
Soviet znd U.%. 5ea routes 1o the Fersian Gulf. {These routes ere
diz ayed in the maps in Appendix E.}

1/  hkeccording to the eccount of Resser's personal secretary,
after the 1967 war, Brezhnev told Arad 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 expandmno at a time when "we find the communication
Tine between us and you long. BErezhnev also implied that even 2ir-
1ifting support to the Arabs carried some danaer beczuce Sov1eta1rcraft
had to fly "through pro-western airspace.'

------- SECREF— i
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Table 6 and 7 indicate that U.S. SLOCs, although longer,
contain fewer points that czm be politically denied or ilitarily inter-
dicted. Only the U.S. route throuoh Suez is vulinerable to politice]
closure, and that would be unlikely with the present Egyptian regime.
The Soviets would lose one of their best routes with the closure of
Suez. Closure of the Turkish Straits would deprive the Sovietsof this
route as well as their shoriest route, the sea-land route throwh
Syris. Such action by Turkey or fgypt would encounter interna' 12l
jecal obstacles--closure of the Turkish Straits constitutes an it of
war--3nd Turkey particu irly would run great risks if it confrosted the
coviett. Short of comp :te closure, however, either country coid
harats or delay Soviet passage.

> A1l of the Soviet ses routes would be vulnerable t0
interdiction by U.S. forces and some would be vuinerable to the forces
of Third countries. U.S. 5L0Ce, on the other hand would be relitively
secure Trom attack erxcept potsibly in the Ezstern Mediterranean anc in
the Straits of Hormuz/Persian Gulf arec. (Interdiction is possible but
Tess 1ikely in the Makassar-Selat wunda-Malacca Straits eres.) The
Fersian Gull area, and particuiariy the ports in the Northern fwlf,
would be the createst U.S. vulnersbility, but only in the event of &
major Soviet attack on lran or 2 Rajor change in lran's orientition.

Overall, the Soviets would face much greater ritks of
po]itica] and/or militery action: 1o ciose down their sea routes than
would the United States.

fir Lines of Communication (ALOCs). Soviet and U.5.
ALOCs to the Fersizn Gulf 2re cymmarized in Tables 8-10, end the routes
are displayed on the maps in hppendix B.) .
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Table 111-8 (57

LENGTH OF SOVIET ALOCs TO BAGHDAD (U)

A 8 -t
Total Tength a1s 2,240 2,700
No. Legs 1 ] 1
Countries
Overflown Iran Koma & hfghanistan
or Yugoslavie Pakistan
Turkey Syrie Indie
Route A VYerevan/Overfly lrzn or Turkey/Bzghdzd

koute B Kiev/overfly Romania-Yugoslavia-Medit-Syria/Baghdad

koute £ 1

Total leng

Ho. Legs

Countries
Overfliown

Route A -
koute B -

Route [ -

koute D -

gshkent/overfly Afohznistan-Pakistan- India-Arabian Sea-
Fersian Gulf/Eaghdad

Table nr-s}sff
LENGTH OF SOVIET ALOCs 10 ADEN (U)

A B e o
th 1.640 2,310 2,935 4,435
1 1 ? {kefueling stop
Baokdad)
lran or Turkey Afghanistan Romania Romanis
Saudi Arebis Pak itan Yuooslavia Yugoslavie
Indie Eaypt Syria
lrag & PG

Yerevan/overfly Iran-Saudi Arabia/hden
Teshkent/overfly Afghanistan-Pakistan-India-Arabian Sea/Aden
Kiev/overfly Romanis-Yugoslavia-Medit.-Loypt/Aden

Kiev/overfly Romania-Yuooslavia-Medit. 5yr1a/Refuel Banhdad/

“overfly Fersian Guif-Arabian Sea/Aden

*One
refueling
Ferinsula

additional route might inciude overflying Turkey or lran to lrag--
in Baghdad--and f1y1ng down the Gulf and around the frabian
to Aden. This route is approximately 2,610 nm.

111-16
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Teble 117-10
LEWGTHS OF U.S. ALOCs TO RIYADH

Ailantic Route: Pacific Routes
L _B_ £ D g
Total lenghth (mi.j 5,83C 6.040 6,460 12,4710 12,490
No. Legs 3 3 ' 3 : ¢
Longest Staqe 3,165 2,980 3,010 3,29% 3,29
{McQuire (Lajes- (McQuire {Hawaii - (Hawaii -
Torrejon Tel Aviv) UK) Guam) Guam)
tnroute stop Spain Rzores UK Hawaii Hewaii
Israei }srae Guam Guam
Philippiret  Philippines
Diego Singzpore
Garcia & Dieoco Garcie
Countries Israel Jordan France - .
Switzer-
land
Ttaly
Greece

3/ For a discussion of the support role of Diego Garcia, e
Appendix C.

18 By contrast with the SLOC cate, the United States hes serious
disadvantzges: much ionger distances, and myitiple steps. Howerer,

while the Soviets do not have te concern themselves with refueling

stops, they do need overflight rights. Without them, Soviet flight
distances to Baghdad would increase by a factor of §-7, and to Men by &
factor of 1.4 to 2.7. Denial of overflight rights would be 2 mxh more
plausible action for the countries involved than would closyre of inter-
national waterways. Given the political orientation of the countries
involved only Route B to Baghdad and Route D to Aden would Tikely be
available during PG contingencies.

/

-
sy The United States, on the other hand, must worry 2boul
enroute stops for refueling in addition to the necessary overflight
rights. While our experience in the 1973 Arab-lsrceli war indicated
that we can not count on having such access or rights in all crises, there
is reason to believe that we would not be so constrained in 3 P6 continoency.
Although in 1973 many of our stauchest turopean 3llies feared zlienating
the Arabs and having their oil supplies curtailed if they assisted us,
in jor PG contingencies (e.g., lrag vs. Saudi Arabia) the s:ee interests
could dictate a much more positive course of action.
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,ﬁBﬁ" Air LOCs, of course are vuinerzble to military interdiction,
21though at.a higher level of vioience than more limited forms of SLi(
interdiction such &s mininc. A1l Soviet ALOCs would be vulnerablie with
the significant exception of routes ecross Turkey or lran to interdiction
(by the United States snd postibly lsrzel in the fzstern Mediter inecn

and by the United States, lran, 2né Saudi Arabiz ir tre Persian Gulf).

e
{$) The afrports at destination points could be vulnerable
“for both the United States and the Soviets, but in meny scenarios, the
United States het access 1c 2lternztive fields in rear are2s or in
nearby countries from which forces and supplies could be moved forward
by té;tical airlift or oround transportstion.

”
($) In general, the areater vuinerzbilily of Soviet air anc
“3€a routes to the are: tends not only to negate Soviet adventages of
proximity to the arez, but 2)so méy be used 10 deter extensive Soviet
involvement in a PG conflict. U. <. ections that encourzoe others tc
lake those political steps that make it difficult for the Soviets to cet
1o the area (e.g., denying overflighti, closing straite) could deter
toviet actions to widen the scope of 2 conflict or 1o increase their own
involvement. Should the Soviets do otherwise, they would run the risk
of either being helpless during & conflict or, worse, raving to escalste
dramaticaliv 1o be able 10 provide support for their ciients or their
own forces.

Z. Naval Projection Balence (U)
5] In 2 crisis that is stiil ambiguous in character, the
“Un ed St2tes and the Soviet Union may be reluctent to commit forces to
& particular country, and local countries may be unwilling to run the
risks of receiving them. 1In such circumstances, naval forces have an
inherent flexibility that allows the sending of appropriate signals
(including the threat to intervene directly with sea-based air forces or
amphibious forces) without unnecessarily escalating a Jocal conflict
or irrevocably committing us to ¢ction, and without requiring the involve-
ment or complicity of local countries. 1/

455//’ U.S.-Soviet naval force build-ups can be measured in
numbers of combatants, or in numbers of U.S. carrier task aroups (CVTGs)
and Soviet counter-carrier or Anti-Carrier werfare (ACW) groups. In
neither cese, however, are the capabilities of individual units the
same.

1/ Putting airborne forces on ostenatious alert has been used
in a similar way. Note also that in some cases Tlexibhility and
ambiguity of commitment is not syfficient. For example, in 1963 we felt
1t necessarv-to deploy tacair squadrons to Saudi Arabia; similarly, 1n
1961 the British inserted ground forces in Kuwail. These actions wers
intended to be unambiguous.

hs;tzqaft[51;“'~s.
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( ,LSﬂ" The araphs indicate that even with Suez closed tous and
open to the Soviets, the United States is presently zbile to petwore
combatants to the area in the first 25 cays of & crisis. Becauw of
{forward deployments in the western Pacific the United States isable to
oet two CVTGs to the Fersian Gulf by (414, 2s a result, the United
States enjoys a numerical advantaoe in all the cases portrayed. In
general, these U.S5. forces are also much more capable than their Soviet
counterparts. Since ACW aroup are ceared essentially 1o countéring
CVTG6s, the Soviets may be abie to achieve their objective in a regional
crisis/ conflict situation--if that is only to deter us from a mval or
amphibious intervention, while also bolstering their clients ashkore--by
simply matching {¥7Gs with ACWs and not having to match us in the total
capability or even even number of combatints. As a result, comarisons
of projected U.L. and Soviet naval forces should probably be m not
only in terms of total numbers, but also in terms of the numbers of
CVTG6s and ACWs on station in the area.

5)’f The U.S. achieves areater proportional advéntages in the
first 25 cays, whether mezsured in numbers of combatantis or numbers of
CVTGs vs. ACW groups, if Suez is ¢losed to both sides rather thin open
to both. If Sue: is open to the Soviets, they will be in a position to
cover each U.S. CVIG throughout & 25 day build-up. Only if Suer is
clozed to the Soviets will Y.S. CViGs exceed Soviet ACWs, and, then,
only from C+14 to C+20. 1In all cases, the United States achieves 2
numerical advantace by C+E, an sdvantage that reaches &¢ high & 30 to
4 for 5 days if Suez is open to us and closed to the Soviet:.

{Sj" In terms of zbility to influence & crisis zshore, U.S.
e nawl forces tave @ laroe adventsge over Soviet naval forces. The CVTG,
. w1th its orcanic air and 1ift ¢, zbilities, is superior in air ond

assault power and is far better able to project power zshore than is the
Soviet ACW aroup. The ability to exploit these advintaoces will depend

p tly on the credibility of the preemptive threat posed by Soviet ACMW
oroups and 2ircraft 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 zble to threaten convi ingly to doso, in
#~ order to necate the power projection advantacges of U.S, naval forces.

() (For a discussion that highlights one mezsure of the
power projection capability of a CYTG in the PG ares, see Appendix D
For a comparison of U.S5. and Soviet amphibious forces and their movement
to the Fersian Guif, see Appendix L.)

3. Ground and Tactical Air Forces Proiection (U}

(Si " In addition to or instead of naval shows of force, the
“United States and the Soviet Union may also influence local conflicts by
projecting around and air forces into the srea.

SECRET— PR 23 2003

1-21 “epet, [anzss B
o4 Fec. Div, WHY




APk 2% R0

-SECREF~—~

S+ Stviet battalions, brigades, and divisions are sm r
both in terms of tombat personnel and in terms of overal]) support than
their U.s, counlerparts (onsequently. comparing U.S. and Soviet
projected forces in terns of their manpower--while not irrelevant from a
Purely symbolic flandpointi--tells ys Tittle about the comparative combat
Capabilities of the Projected forces. Because both the Soviets ind the
Tocal actors are likely to be influenced by not onty the fact of the
U.L. commitment (ss reflected in the presence of any (.S forces) but
3lso by the actya) combat capabilities of lhecse forces, it is usefy) to
Compare U.5. and Soviet ground forces atcording to the Armor Division
tquivalent {ADE) scares of their 8rriving unite. Doing so provides &
common measure with which Lo compare the combat Power of the ground
Torce depioyments.

+5r Eefore portraying this comparison, it should be noted
that it is difficult 1o foresee a scenzrio where the U.S. and the
Soviet race to deploy forces to the Fersien Gulf in an essent! s
benign environment, While this may be true, portraying what torces
each could project to the area (znd how quickiy)'does'provioe & rough
Picture ¢~ U.S. and Soviet political and military capabilities t¢
influence focal actors and each other gt the outset of a Fersianp tuidf
conflict. &s 3 result, a comparison of the respective build-up copi-
bilities is instructive. I/

S} The Tollowing graphs PCriray the buildup of U.S. and
Soviet forces as Meesured in ADES over the first 40 days of » PE
conflict. They reflect the upper-Sound cepability 2/ of each side to
project forces ans 8% such are based on 5 numter of sssumptions:

*=  Tbe near total uce of stretegic airlift fleets
(i.e., 311 U.S. CRAF and Soviet YTA aircraft) ¥

1/ While it might be arqued that the Soviets coyld always do
better than us by projecting forces overland through Turkey or even
Iran, any such move, especially through Turkey, would raise the
1ikelihood of a direct conflict with the United States and NATD,
Because the Soviets would have few interests in local Persian Gyl?
wars that justify taking these kind of risks, they would probat
not take such an extreme step. Nonetheless, the overland option
exists and s of concern to ye,

2/ One reason the fioures are ypper bounds is that neither the
United States or the Soviet Union have ever airlifie full around
divisions. The United States has moved some units to Europe, byt
always with warning, and the Soviets have never ajrlifted whole units
outside the Soviet Union, (Indeed, the Soviets have np real experience
in deploying large forces to non-contiouous areas.) A second rezspn
is that neither the United States or the Soviets have any experience
flying the number of trensport sorties per day that is reflected in
the buildup curves (i.e., dpproximately 550 for the Soviets, 12¢%
for the United States ).

3/ For the United States to use CRAF ]i] aircraft a national
emeroency would have to be declared.

SECREF-
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--  ho &ttrition or enemy opposition in route or upon
arrival

- Syfficient zvailability of air and sea ports of
debarkation

- Sufficient b2sing and POL
== Simultaneous bui jup of units and sustaining wpplies 1/

,kST’, (omparing upper- bound build-up rates is to be U.S.-conser-
vative since it is more 1ikely that the U.S5, could achieve and suitain

a sortie rate of 125 per day, than that the Soviets could buil w&

rate of over 5 per day. A best-ouess comparison, if one were awdilable,
would be more fzvorzble to the United Statesinsofar zs sortie rates, etc.,
are concerned. 2/

17 The depioyment model vsed probably understates support require-
ments for both sidec. 1t should be :édded that increasing support
requirements or requiring more support to be on hand before countino
& unit as being in-place could delay the depioyment of, for exzmpie, an
armor division by approximately 10 days.

2/ There are mey caveats zssociated with the hu11d up ratet, and
these are more fuliy discusted in the executive summary's sectionlV.
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A5 The tese point for meking comparisons is probably th
case in which the U.S. Med/Middle East route 1 availeble. The Med/
Middie Last route repretentt, in reality, three different routes that OC
through the Mediterranean and the Middle East on the way to the Fesien
Gulf {see Appendix B). The tradeoffs in time between these routes It
marginal and any one of the three is at least 25 Yikely to be avaflable
as the Soviet “more realistic” route.

_151” The Pacific route is the U.S. worst route, and would
probably heve to be used only in extreme cates. 1}/ Nevertheless, the
U.S. bulldup along its Pacific route has been portrezyed fn order w
highlight the impact & loss of U.S. access through the Med/Mid-fut
would have on U.S. projection to the &ulf, znd 1o chow that even when
the United States must use its worst route &nd the Soviet Union e
access to 1ts best, the U.5. retains adventzges in the build-up of
forces from days 14-30. The Soviet build-up of oround forces isslowed
significantly in the second and third weeks by the need to fly in tactical
sir support an defense materiel. In the second month 1t is spetded up
by the zesumed availability of cealift. 1 these 2ssumptions were
chanced, the Soviets would do much better in the first month, and much
worse thereafter. (This point will be discussed in more detail below.}

(131 In the base cese (1.e., the U.5. Med/Mid-Last route), the
*Coviets have 2§ advantage a8t the outsel., However, this ¢isappears 2t
zbout M+10, and unt approximetely day 30, U.¢. forces then have ah
sgvantace mezsured 1n ADEs 2s high as 3:1. If (and only if) the toviets
are eble 10 get sealift into the region this U.S. advantaoe disippeérs
in the fifth week.

(Sy” Use of their optimum route (overfly Turkey--move forces
by sea to Lataki{a--and co overland from Syriz to lraq) enables the
coviets to build a larger adventage in the first ten days {2.8:1) than
they can achieve with an air LOU over Yugeslavia (1.8:1). The sore
favorzble route alse reduces thelr average disadvantage in days K20 to
M+30 {rom about 1:2.8 to 1:Z. However, because most of the Soviet
airlift is used to bring in tactical air support after the first air-
borne divisfon arrives, the duration of the infttial Soviet advintace is
principally 3 function of the routes available to the nited States--
rouchly one week if the United States has routes through the Med and
roughly two weeks if the United States has 10 come by way of the Pacific.

1/ Coming by way of the Pacific, U.S. afrlift takes approximately
a0% Tonger and sealift is delayed by about one week.
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.H‘)/ Along with the ground force butld-up Portrayed in the

graph, the United States is apie to move 4 tactica) fighter wings {788
aircraft) and 2 carrier atr wings (144 alreraft) while the Soviets
deploy 2 tactical fighter divisions (270). recsver, because the Soviet
fighter divisions require 30,05 S/T of Support 1/ ¢ pared to only
7,500 $/1 for ¢ U.S. fiohter wing that is half the size, the Soviet
tactical aip component takes longer to arrive and displaces a Targer
amount of 1ift thap the larger u.s. deployment, With 311 of the Usy
tactical air ip Place by day H10, the United States would have roughly

3 times as many fighter éircraft in the area 23 the Soviets, even i1 the
Soviets overflew Turkey, WHith the addition of the carrier airwings, by
day 14 at the Tatest, the United States would st11] haye roughly 2.4
times as many aircraft, Jf the Soviets vwere forced tg overfly Yugnslavia,
they would not only have to fly longer distances, byt they would have to
crate their fighters instead of ferrying them, The United States could
have 2 times as many alrcraft in the third week, and 3 times ag many even

The Preceding discussion indicates how sensitive the

- Comparison 1s tp tssumptions apoyt overflight and access, Particularly
for the Soviets., |f anything, however, {t understates the uncertainty
in estimates of Soviet Capabilities., Fop Example, should the Soviets be
unable to overfly Lurope, the Mediterranesn, or Iran, whi » the United
States retajned 1ts access to these areas, the impact wouid pe especially
Oreat because of the Tack of Soviet gir b2sing optigns in the Pacific
and the range and refueling Jimitations of Soviet airiffe forces. 2/
In that case, the Soviets would .

I/ Because the wefght and cabin space required to afriqfy fighter-
alrcraft ip a Soviet fighter division is vastly smaller than that
required to 14ft the support of the fighter division (e.g., 795 S/T vs.
30,605 S/T), the ferrying of aircraft does not free up a sufficiently
large number of airlift Fésources to affect in a noticeable way the
Projection of ground forces, However, {t would reduce the time required
to get aircraft operational. &o 3llowance has beep made for this Vatter
effect in the curves of Figure 2,

2/  The loss of Mediterranezn overflight for the Soviets s not o
farfetched possibility, since they would have to overfly either Yugoslavia,
Turkey or Romanfa/Bulgaria/Greece. Moreover, unless they can overfly
Turkey, they would be exposed to .S, carrier aircraft end Israeld -
aircraft in the Mediterranean. While the chances of either the United
States or Israe) shooting down Soviet transports 1s likely to be smail,
3 Soviet planner contemplating a Persian Guif Operation would haye to
consider the Possibility that his airlift could be abruptly terminated.
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have to move their forces to the Fersian Gulf by sea and the United

States would ave & virtual monopt + over the Soviet Union in the ground
and alr forces that could be deployed to the area for at least the first
30 days in a PG conflict. )/ Thus, during the most critfical time of any PG
centincency, the Soviets would not be able to match U.S. projec' ns of
force to the area, and, indeed, even after this the Soviet build-up

of forces would be far slower than the U.S. build-up.

e. A Plausible Soviet Worst Case (U)

3

A conservative Soviet planner might plan on having
neither overflioht of Turkey, overflight of Iran nor sealift. This it
shown 1n Figure 4.

Floure 4 also shows the Soviet best cese--Tyrkish
overflight, sealift and Tac Air vre-positioning. As indicated, if the
large demand for tactical fighter support could be eliminated and the
Soviets could overfly Turkey, they could match {and eventually exceed
after day 30) the build-up in the U.S. base case. 2/

S) Tebie 11 shows the impact of chenoes in the: three
assumptions on the build-up in the "Soviet conservative" cazse. In the
first 20 days, assumptions about pre-positioning tacair support have the
greatest effect. Ey €430, s=a ft becomes the most important virlable,
with Turkish overflight making up for the absence of prepositfoning.

A

|/ The projection of oround 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 c¢losed, the U.S.
sea-1ift of ground forces will tike 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 fnvolved by
three weeks. hile moving forces from the Facific would increase the
transit time by only one week, the Pacific Merchant Marine fleef 1s less
capable of transporting ground force than is the Black Sea fleet--e.g.,
whereas 24 ships in the Black Sea Merchant Marine fleet are belleved
capable of transporting the equivalent of 2 tank divisions, 24 ships in
the Paciftc fleet can transport only 1.33 tank divisions.

2/ This assessment assumes that the Soviet developrent of an air
defense infrastructure in, for example, Iraq, has not d 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.
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Table 111-11 jA&)
1MPACT OF KEY ASSUMPTIONS ON SOVIET BUIL P IN THE PERSIAN GULF (V)

£+10 C+20 L]

No Turkish Overflight
Base [ase: No Prepo of Air Defense .54 ADE .6 ADE .7 AL
Ho Sealift

Percent of Base Case

Turkish Overflight ‘
No Prepo of Air Defense 1M1% 125% 228%
No “ealift

No Turkish Overflight
Prep: of Air Defense 1293 183% 208%
No Sralift

No ‘urkish Overflight
No fepo of Air Defense 100% 100% 192%
Sealift

Turkish ODverflight
Prepo of Air Defense 166% 3% 5%
Sealift
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b. A U.S. Vorst "Plausible” Case? (U)

Jr assessing U.S. projection capabilities to the
Persian Gulf, a conservative U.S. planner might feel the need to plan on
the basis of simultaneous crises in NATD and the Persian Gulf.

Although traditional Soviet caution would seem to
argue against their going to the extreme of mobilizing in Eurcpe to
influence the outcome of a limited conflict in the Persian Gulf, prud t
planning requires that we not rule out this possibility. 1/ Indeed,
because simultaneous crises in Europe and the Persian 6ulT would appir-
ently affect our projection capabilities to the Gulf for more than the
Soviets, this question may require serious attention.

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

}81’ khile the superpower contributions could have a much
larger military and psychological impact than those of other third
countries, even the superpowers might have some difficulty affectina
results in the largest PG war--Iran vs. lraq. The size and firepower
of pre-revolution lranian and lraqi forces were sufficiently large that
the forces the United States and the Soviets could project in the first
weeks, short of a Soviet i bilizztion on the lranian border, might have
been insufficifent to change the results., Although Iranian strength hes
been gre .ly reduced, the basic conclusfon may still be valid, at 1east
for a fast-moving war. Moreover, it 1s possible that U.S. or Soviet
1ight forces might not fare well in a large-scale war between lrag ar
Iran--heavier forces might be necessary, 2f .

Table 12 compares U.S. and Soviet projected forces at (+10,

+20 and (+30 to the aggregate local forces. Although the United States
and the Soviet Union could project large numbers of tactical aircraft to
the area by C+10, the ground forces that each could project by C+10

ci pare favorably in size only to those of the YAR and the PDRY. Not
until (+20 for the United States, and C+30 for the Soviet Union, would
U.S. and Soviet projected ground forces become numerically significant
in an Iran-Iraq-Sauvdi context. It should be noted, however, that since
U.S. and Soviet forces are in all cases qualitatively superfor to local
forces, their military impact is Tikely to be far greater than their
numbers alone might otherwise indicate.

1/ Especially because, unlike in the Cuban missile crisis, where
& Sovier mobilization in Europe would not have affected our local
advantages in the Caribbean, a Soviet mobilization could dramatically
affect what (and when) we could get forces to the Persian Gulf.

2/ This remains somewhat unclear, and is probably quite depen-
dent on the detailed configuration of the light forces and acco anying
tac air, :
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COMPARISON OF U.S. AND SOVIET PROJECTED FORCES WITH LOCAL FORCES (U)

Army Artillery Tactical
Personnel Tanks over 100mm APCs ATGMs hircraft
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 af
USSR b/
410 7,400 a5 36 160 27 135
c+20 9,400 95 36 195 54 270
C+30 27, 0 380 300 796 132 210
Iran ¢/ (280,000) (1,740) (1,230) (2,500) (1,856) (393)
Iraq 195,000 2,020 BEO 2,000 1,400 386
Irag d/ 40,000 774 158 466 - -
Saudi
Arabia 80, 000 320 215 920 100 137
Saudi
Arabiz ¢/ 21,300 220 48 230 - -
PORY 20,000 225 130 225 NA BO
YAR 37,500 250 100 500 NA 28
3/ Does not include 168 aircraft Marines could contribute.
b/ Assumes Turkish overflight and ferrying of tactical aircraft, but
no prepositioned air defense support materiel or equi nt.
¢/ Pre-revolution forces.
d¢/ Represents the limited force commitment lraq might make
against Saudi Arabia and Kuwait--at least until lranta, Isr2elf,
and Syrian intentions become clear.
e/ Represents the combined force Saudi Arabia and Kuwait tould

build by about M#14 against the Jragis.

(S 1ran vs lrag. By seizing the initfative, Irg could
make some important gains garly in a war, in southwestern Iran or in
Kuwait. Soviet assistance could then help Iraq defend its gains and
confront Iran with a fait accomply. For example, Soviet fighter air-
craft could be especially important in an air defense mode--1.e., for
protecting both rear areas and LOCs. Similarly, infitial ground force
deployment--airborne divisions and SN1--would fit most logically and
could be useful in a static defense configuration, Soviet forces would
be particulariy important in making the Iraqis more confident about
their ability to defend Baghdad, should the lranians or others threaten

the Iragl capital. /SEERET“___”
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.,&57”F A U.S. deployment of two tactical fighter wings (TF) in
six days and an additional two within ten days could be significantin
blunting an Iraqi offens{ve--but only if it were not already a fait
accompli. Similarly, initial) ground forces--e.g., airborne divis
(day 10), MAB (day 11)--could be useful in defending cities or other
critical aresas. However, to reverse the tide of battle--especially

given the undertain state even in the future of the lranian military--

"larger ground forces would be regquired.

199 lraq vs. Saudi Arabia/Kuwait. Although the forwes
engaged in an Iraq-Savud1 Arabia/Kuwait conflict would be smaller thin
those involved in an Irag-1ran war, the Iraq-Ssudi cdse may be more
important 2nd more demanding for the United States, not only because
Iraqi forces would have a major initial advantage over the combined
Saudi/Kuwaiti force, but also because the lragis could be sitting atop
Saudi oil within a week. 1/

The U.5. could deploy two tacair wings within a
week, and 8 force of 15,000 men and 500 ATGMs within 10 days. If so
deployed, this force could deter lIraqis by raising lrayi doubts about
their ability to execute a successful attack and by heightening their
concerns about the potential price they might have to pay. 2/

The effectiveness of this force as a deterrent wuld
largely be a function of its being sufficient (1) to prevent an lrag
fait accompli and (2) to demonstrate the U.S. determination to fight if
necessary. While a smaller U.5. force could also si al a U.S. comit-
ment, and would certainly not be treated lightly by the lraqis, it aight
not be sufficient for deterrence.

South Yemen vs. Saudi Arabia or South Yemen vs.
North Yemen. Conflicts in the southern Arabian Peninsula are most
Iikely to have the character of protracted guerrilla wars aimed at
politically destabilizing opposing regimes. Despite the largely political
character of such wars, either superpower could intervene decisively
without placing a serfjous demand on its military capabiiities unless the

1/ The only local countries that might intervene quickly and
effectively are lsrael, Egypt, and France. Although Israel's role
would probably be limited to tactica air strikes, this could be
important in slowing an Iraqi adveance long enough to permit the
introduction of ground reinforcements for the Saudis. Egyptian forces
could begin arriving within a week; heavier forces would take con-
siderably lcnger to get to the area, unless moved by the United States.
French forces could arrive in 14 days with their own 1ift, but would be
very light. ’

2/ For an ADE comparison of the US-Iraqi buildup, see Figure 2,
page 8 of the Executive Summary, Note that in 1 week's time, lraq
could deploy nearly all available forces, holding in reserve 1 armor
division for security around Baghdad and 4 mountain infantry divisions
in the northern mountains.

SEERES ..
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veiren ana open terrain of southern Arabia with 1imited sources of water
- ’ and sparse Population, conventiona) military forces w .h sufficiemt
superiority can close guerrills lines of supply and attack their base
areas much re effectively than was possible in setting V11ke Vietnam.
In fact, the lranian experience in Oman and the French experience in

31so be important in protecting that country 2g2inst convent .)nal military

action that might be taken by the superior combined forces of Sayi

Arabia and North Yemen in response to South Yemeni efforts to destabi-

lize either or both of those regimes. : .

-5 Bec se the area is much further from the Soviet
Union, the United States would do even better in a competitive bulid-up
with the Soviets in southern Arzbia than in the immediate vicinity of
the Fersian Gulf. Moreover, the jted States could also counter the
Soviets effectively, and perhaps re effectively, with a blockade or
"quarantine.” 1In particular, ning the harbor of Aden could be very
effective. While the Soviet Ethiopian operation shows that potential
vulnerability to blockade s not always a deterrent, it is doubtfy] that
the Soviets believe that the United States 1s willi to fgnore 3 direct
intervention on the Arabian peninsyla. Thelr actions would, of course,
depend on the exact circumstances of the specific case and the kinds of
signals the nited States was € nicating. E  the potential vlnera-
bility of any force that they or their 2 'jes deploy to the Yemens could
be an important deterrent to any deep Soviet involvement 1n a Yemen war.

0. IMPLICATIONS (U)

(S)— In brief, the examination of lesser Persian Guif contingencies
sugoests that deterrence of local wars and Soviet adventurism in the
Persian Gulf will be en ced by a U.S. ability to (1) actively support
friendly countries in the immec te region and key countries outside fe,
(2) demonstrate with U.S. forces in the area, and (3) project our own or
third country forces rapidly to the region. The analysis suggests that
among third countries, Iran had the most {mportant potential role. 1If
Iran has ceased to be an effective stabilizing force 1n the region,

and no other countries can f111 this role as effectively, analysis
suggests that current U.S. mobility assets give the United Statesa
substantial rapid der yment capability relative both to the magnitude
of probably Jocal confiicts and Soy 't deployments, unless Atlantic/
Mediterranean routes are closed to the United States or unless, inthe
worst case, there fs a simultaneoys Warsaw Pact mobilization 1n Evrope. 2/
The most demanding case for the United States {s probably an Jragi
attack on Saudi Arabia because of the disparity 1n local forces and

the speed with which Iraq could occupy key o1l production facilities.
The already programmed stretching of the -141, and the increased
utilization rates for the C-5 will increase our ability to provide

1/ This Mmay presuppose 2n unrealistic efficiency. Nelther the
Unite;! Sta‘.;es or the USSR has much operational experience in the region.
: / aveats regarding ct.;mparisons of .S, and Soviet projectien

capabTlities are given fin ! f the executive Ssummary
LLasmEep N -:‘“E-hu
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more ickly. 1/ Since Soviet improvements in their airlift capa-
bilities over the next 5 years will not exceed these programed
improvements in U.S. 1ift, the overall projection balance will chanae

lTittle frc 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 ramifications of such actions: :

-« Prepositioning of equipment and tactical 1ift capabi s
in forward areas. -

-- .lmproving the capability of specific U.S. units to
operate in the uniquely demanding climate of the
Persian Gulf/Arabian Feninsule 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 pc tical/diplomatic efforts to improve wr
zccess to allied or forward bases. Access to Spanish
Lzses and/or Lajes and lsrael is especfally important
for the Med./Middle fast routes, while access to Guam
Philippines and Diego Garcia 1s critical te our Pacific
route.

To be able to move allied or local forces rapidly to the area
of combat, the United States--while once again recognizing. possible
political sensitivities--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.
~8 ) Finally, the United States should also consider the value of:

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

1/ . In 1984, it is estimated that the stretched versfon of the
C-141"and incressed utilization rates for the C-5 will raise the U.S
capacity to airlift tonnage to the Persian Guif from the current figre
of 3,650 1/D to 4,580 /D.

2/ The Soviet capacity to airlift forces should improve with the
addition of approximately 120 1L76s. However, the retirement of AN-l2s
and the inability of the JL76 to carry outsized equipment 1imit the
significance of the Soviet improvement.

SEGRET—
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Exercises to demonstrate to friends and potentfal foes
that, despite the region's greater proximity to the
Soviet Union, the United States possesses equal or oreater
capabilities to project force to the recion in cases
short of 2 Soviet {avasion of Iran.

- - )
LU 20 2028
I (; it (UPR o
$ RET APR 23 2003

Cimad
st Daclass Br

Lar & Rec. Div, WHS







Appendix A
Total force (Comtat Force ¥)
r Iran b/ Irag
Ground Forces
Army Personnel 280,000 {130.000) 185,000 (130,000)
Med{ium tanks 1,740 (1,640} 2,020 (2,000)
Light Tanks 250
APCs 2,548 ig{lo 2,000 {1,800}
Artillery over 100 rm 1,230 (900 B60 {450)
Surface-to-Surface 0 %
Armor {sion Equivalents 7.5 1.B
Alr forces
Air/Air Defense Personnel 112,000 30,000
Mlots 2,100 100
[Jet Q@ 1] -{750] [£50]
F4 183 0
5 136 6
. 14 78 0
MIG-15/17/19/Hawker Hunter 0 60
HIG-21 0 155
MI1G-23 0 12
su-7/20 0 2g
Total Jet Fighters 407 .1}
Bonbers 0 30
SA-2 Launchers 0 12
SA-3 Launchers 0 18
SA-6 Launchers 0 80
Hawk Launchers 205 (1]
Rapfer Launchers 52 0
Tigercat/Seacat Launchers 30 0
Attack Helicopters 195 40
Transport Hellcopters 347 166
Util1ty Helicopters 385 44
Naval Forces
Naval Personnel 32,000 4,000
Destroyers 3 0
Frigates 4 0
Kissile Boats 0 12
a/ Men and equipment subordinate to the divisons, independent

b/

bricades, and artillery groups.
Pre-revolution levels,

VR

i oy

/
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Saudi, Kuwaiti, and Iragi Armed Forces
Total Force

Seudi Arabia

Ground Forces

Army Person ] §0,000 a/
Medium Tankg 320
APCs 920
Artillery over 100 am -’ 215
Surface-to-surface 0

Air Forces
ir/Air Defense Personne) 6,000
Pilots 250
{Jet Qual) {160)
F-5Es €5
F-BEs/F-5Fg 42
Lightning 30
F-1 Mirage 0
A-4s 0
HIG-15/17/19/Hawker Hunter 0
MIG-21 0
M1G-23 0
Su-2/20 0
Total Jet Fighters 137
Bombers 0
SA-2 Launchers D
SA-3 Launchers 0
SA-6 Launchers 0
Hawk Launchers 60
Attack Helicopters , 0
Transport Helicopters 8
Naval Furces

Haval Personnel b/ 1,500
Missile Boats 0
2/ Includes 35,000 man National Guard,
b/ Personnel and ship totals do not inc

Assets which are about 4,000 men and

m&fi-W'-“-
111-A-2 _

111-A-2

Kuwait Irag
8,500 195,600
150 2,020
130 2,000
18 B60
120 35
950 36,000
unk 100
(unk) {450)
B 0
0 0
0 0
20 0
25 o
0 60
0 185
0 12
0 29
45 386
0 30
0 12
0 78
0 80
32 0
24 32
n 158
30 4,000
0 12

ide Saudi Coast Guard
400 small patrol vessels,
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North and South Yemcn Armed Forces

North Yemen [YAR}) South Yemen {PIRY)
Ground Forces
Army Personnel 37,500 20,000
‘Medium Tanks 250 225
APCs 500 225
Artillery over 100 mm 100 130
Air Forces
Air/Rir Defense Personnel 700 1,300
Piltots 29 60
[Jet Qual] [unk] [40])
MIG-15 & 17 28 37 (17's)
M1G-21 0 43
Total Jet Fighters 28 - 80
Bomhers I 12 10
SA-7 Launchers 0 unk
Naval Personnel 700 300-3%0
- f_l [.‘E':”-"l.-.-:: .
'!'- ~—i,f'|_’_r'}1."_':5
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Saudi and South Yemen Armed Forces

Saudi Arabia South Yesen (PDRY)
Ground Forces

Army personnel 1y 80,000 20,000
Me wum Tanks — 320 225
APCs 920 225
Artillery over 100 mm 215 139

Air Forces

Air/Kir Defense Personnel 6,000 1,300
Pilot 250 60
[Jet Qual) (160) [40)
F-SEs . . 65 ]
Lightning 30 0
MIG-17 0 n
MlG-21 0 43

Total Jet Fighters g9 80
Bombers 0 10
SA-7 Launchers 0 unk
Hawk Launchers 60 0
Transport Helicopters 8 0

Naval Personnel 2/ 1,500 300-350

1/ Includes 35,000 man National Guard.

/ Does not include Saudi Coast Guard assets.
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soviet and u.s. LOCs to the persian Gulf
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problers is & lack ¢f aircraft perking space - 14 Air Force KC-135 tankers
would completely fill even the riew, expanded apron srea. However, in &
crisis, Seabee units probzbiy could extend the parking area within a few
gave. In 2ny case many of the P-3s prcbably would be dispersed 1o other
beses for cperations and would return to Dieco Garciz only for maintenance.

Support of Other Services

Finally, the Air Force hes contingency plans for the island. SR-7°
flights have been planred, &nd part of the POL storace hés been requestec
{for tne specisl JP-7 fuel used by those-aircraft. Up to 11 KC-135s opere-
ting from Dieos Garcia al:¢0 would play &n importakt psrt in moving fiohter
squadrcns from the Western Pacific to the Indian Ccesn littoral. Usinc
kKC-12tc {rom Dieos Garcie, 12 F-4s could be in place within a 5000 mite
rédive of Clark AFB within 30 hours and 48 F-4s could be staced in les:
then ¢C hours. The use of Dieco Garcia would result in the festest closure
tines but the island is not indispensable if 2liernative airfields for
téniers were Svailable neer Fersian Gulf destinations, and st some other
pointl enroute, such 2% Thaileand. 1t also cen be seen that concurrent
coritinuency use by the Nawvy end Air Force could result in aircraft beddowr
probiert uniess the apron upace were extended.

iwo final points must be considered. First, contulitations with the
Eritish ere mandatory before conductling eny extreordinzry operations {ron
Dieco Garcia, such as SR-71 flights over foreion territory or amphibiout
operztioncs. Second, the island now has no deferset. Accordingly, it iz
vulnerabie to SKA Backfires and several types of LRA bombers, as well at
SEEL-type raiders and some surface-to-surface missiles. In time of crisis,
some defentes such as a Hewk battery or some Msrine (orps Tighters
probebly wculd be worthwhile.
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FIGURE 111-C-7

British Indian Ocean Territory
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kppendix [

~— Fotential Impact of (errier Airpower R ST

t‘%:?(me way to highlight eh power projection cepability of a CVIG in

AAhRPG eres 15 to essecs the potential impect carrier besed 2air power

could have on 2 local country. With this in ming, the capebilitiet
of two notiona) carrier zir wings were znalyzed gcainst lregi airfielet
end logistic infrestructure.

z. Airfielcs

-

A" There are {ive &ir beses in central and couthezst lrag that sypport
mostT of the country's bomter &nd interceptor forcer. lrag hzs few
night-time defenses, énd chelters for Jess than 20 percent of {ts 2ir-
craft. Lecause of this, énd becavee of the cepebilities of the A-tL,
the arelysit showed that nicrt-vime attacks by P-Es with ciuster bomb:
(kockeye) would te very effective. in particuler, two eir winge shoulc
te zble to disable nore thén 75 percent of Iraq's tomber force and &3
percent of the interceptor force with *wo" strites. Even if dispers:)
fields were used, no more than four strikes {which could be done in
two nights) should be sufficient. U.£. lotset should ke minimal, 2lthouth
there sre uncertainties here beceute Jraq now has SA-6 systeme. On
the other hend, 1raq could prolong the campaign by withdrawing ftt
forces 1o the northern and western parts of the country where they woul¢
be tevond the range of mosi Cerrier aircraft, but where they would pese
Tittie threat to Saudi Arzbiz end Kuwait.

—(\3{! Between now and 1S8%, the Iragi air force could gre .1y improve
jte~wvurvivability by addino more shelters. This could increzse the
number of U.S. sorties reeded to neutralize the JAF. However, there 1%
enough redundancy in the currier's delivery capability that most lreat
aircraft within range of the 2ir wing stil) could be destroyed in¢

" few days. By 198E, lrag is not expected to have &n effective night- +
time gefense against Jow-flying A-Es.

t. Lloafstics Infrestructure h

\RI RAi1, hiohway, and water transportation in e2stern and south-
ez2stern lrag hzs 1ittle redundancy and is vulneréble to interdiction.
DiA est tes that the destruction of as vew &t efght targets would
cut rearly 211 road, raill and water links from baohdad to the Gulf.

,‘t{l! kn exami tion of these eight targets &nd thelr defenses
revEsled that they could be attacked effectively by using A-75 with
precision guidance munitions (PGMs) 1/ against taroets at night.
These sttacks could cripple the transportat »n retowkrs in southeast
lraq in two to three days. Without PGMs, about ten days would be
needed. Uccasiona) re-attzcke probably would be needed to keep repeirs
from being made.

I/ Kt present, however, our CVs carry only-.a limited numter of

PGMs. __‘S{BRETW*
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Appendix {
hmphibious Force Frojection to the Fersian Gulf

45 Table __ and Figure indicate thet the United States has &
significant adveniage over the Soviet Union in amphibiwus force pro-
jection 10 the Persian Gulf. 1ndeed, even though the Soviet capability
is expected to couble over the nest 8 vears (while ours remain essentialiy
unchanged) the Soviet smphibious projection cepability will sti11 remain
about 1/3 s effective as ours in 1867. Two factots account for this;
First, tota)l Soviet i »hibious forces remain only a fraction of ours
(12,000 SN vs. 196,000 Marinesj. Sccond, the Soviets have only @
Vlimited number of ocean ooing amphibious ships 1/ and currently are
cnly cepebie of transporting hal of their SN] recinents to the Fersian
Gulf. (For the sake of comparison, 1t i2 vuseful to note that U.S.
Marines have sufficient amphibious shipping essets of their own to
transpert 1 MAF (40,000 troops) to the Fercien Gulf.)

L7 In edeition to the disparity in the size of the force that cen bt
amphibiously projectled, ditparitiet in the firepower of the emphibiout
forces and zesault capabilities of the twp navies are a)so noteworthy.
In the irst ptace, the U.S. projected amphibious force (1 M&F) hese
2.4:1 tirepower advantece over the eémphibious forces the Soviets could
project 1o the erez (3 SN]l reoiments). 2/ ‘Secondly, the Soviet Navy's
cepability for Jone distance zeszult operations acainst sienificent
oppesition is elzo fer more limited then the U.S. Navy'e, Here their
lack of tezborre air support &nd their inadequate lone-haul 111t
cepacity tend to preclude & Soviet distent amphibious ecszplt capability.
Thit is not to say thet SN} could net te useful durinc zn unopposed,
cround force bulldup. {indeed, tecauvse 1t covld, SNI (2¢ well as the
U.S. MAF) heve been included in the oroun force packooes each side
could project to the area.)

I/ Splvt fairly even + amono the 4 fleets, the Soviets currently
have Z5 ocezn-o0ing amphibious versels with a capability to transport
forces to the Fersian Gulf--e.g,, 14 A¥licator LS , 10 Ropucka LST, and
1 new clacs LPD/LED-X-1.

2/ The ADE of a MAF 1s .S, while the ADE of 3 SNI {s . |,
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Soviet Empt iovs Movement to PG-197E

Soviet Forces lroep:  Origin Davs Trensit Arrive
1 SN1 repj:ment 2000 Black Ses Fleet 14 C+1t
1 SN] regiment 2000 Pacific Fleet 22 C+2t
1 SK] regiment 2000 Northern/Balt : Fieel Z7 C+31
a/ 11 iz essumec thet 211 Soviet nzval inientry regiments wil) recuire
4 devs to load out and Cevartl.

U.Y. Amphitious Moverent to the PG

U.L. Forces iroops Origin Devs drensgil Arrive b/
1/8 MEF (MAU) 2000 Nepies c c+MN
2/° MEF (2 WMER) Goee OUkinzwe 1z (415
3/9 MAF (1 MAB)  1LOCO Horfolk ¢ C423
3/9 MAF ( MAB)} 14000 Sen Dieno 2t ' €+30

§.7 Frrivel Limes assume ithet forward deploved anphibious forces couic
be fully rezdy 2nd deplov on 4B hours notice. Lirger ferces, bezsed in
the U.S., are assumed to require 4 days notice before they can ceéperi.
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R Loviet DEPIOYMENT Lu srun v o

Uptimum Roule More Realistic
(overfly lurkey, Route {overfiy
g2 tp latakig, Yuco, $€2

overland 1o lraq) BCCess thru Suez) Mode ¢/ .0t

{ghter keaiment
45 plancs) 14 5 © Air -

o

nirborne Division € Air . Ry

Remainder of Fighter
P1v. {90 plenes) 9.5 16 Air .

Fighter-tomber Divizion '
(135 planes) 18,5 26 Atr -

SA-6 Regimenl

SA-3 kegimenl 17.5% 32 Kir -
SA-4 Ericade

Scud Brigade

SN1 1E 186 Set Az

£9th MRD 1st Bae 0.t 31-3¢ hir .2¢
Znd Ede 22.% Ar/lee J£21.67

srd Bde 28.% Alr 2z

SN1 1) ¢t Sed Rk

33rd MRD 1st Ede ¢i.t 3}-3¢ Alr e
znd Ble 9.5 Air/See .197.57

3rd Bde 31.5 Rir e

SN] 31 31 Sed 13

U/1 Gds. lank Div. 30-3 3B- 40 .69

Sea
Army Division 30-31 .3B8-40 OverYand/See .21
3,07
Follow-0n Forces

MRD #1 37-39 60-62 - Sed .60

Tank #¢ 37-3¢ 60-62 Cea 70

7.3

a/ The force portrayed reflects the kind of large combat force
that thr Soviets mi 1t conceivably deploy snd the sequence in which they
might s+ deploy 51. 1t should be noted, however, that the force portrayed it
probabl, }ight in support.
b/ Sufficient air and sea ports of debarkation 2re assumed to be
availab .e.

c/ For cea movement dyring the first 40 days. {1 is atsumed that
only ships from the Black Sea Merchant Marine fleet &re used.
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U.5. Deplovment to lran 3/

krriva
Unit Time b/ Hode ¢/ D.C.
Med/Hid-tast PA( koute

1 TFW (72 planes) ] 1 Air

1 TFW (72 planes) ¢ E Air
82 Airtorne 1st Bde 7 10 Adr .23
Znd Bde g 1 Air .23
3rd Bde i0 14 Rir .€3

1 TFW (72 piznes) E 11 Ar

TFW (72 planes) 1 1% Air
1 MAF ist Bde 1N ri3 Sez .30
3rd ACR id 0 Afr .30
2nd ARM Div 1st Bde 18 2% AMr .24
Znd Bde © iz 31 Rir .24
1 MAr 2nd Bde 1€ 1¢ tee .32
194 Armored Bde 2E 3E Air .24
1 MAF 3rg Bde 28 2¢ Sea L2z
&th tech. Div . 38-41 45-4E Sea .82
3.45

Foliow-on Forces

Division #1 80 See .80
.28

a/ Ithe force that 1s portraved contains elements of both a light
and heavy corp. It reflects the kind of force that can be projected

to the area most quickly with the greatest combat power. 1t may reflect
3 limited level of support for U.S. forces.

b/ Rapid, 25 opposed to gradual, buildup figures are uced because
in outlining the projection balance we are identifying the theoretical
capability of both sides to move forces to the area by air and sea.
¢/ It is assumed that sufficient 2ir and sea ports of detarkation
are available.
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% SOVIET OR SOVIET/IRAQY INVASION OF IRAR {U)

1 Foreword {U)

“ when this study wes first planned, several 2ssumptions were mafe
Sbout lran: it would continue to be an ally of the United States; il
would perticipate in joint defense planning with the United States; it
would provide effective host-nation logistic support; and its armed
forces would participate effectively if an invasion should occur. Ihe
Iranian reve iticn has drastically aitered conditions, and nnne of these
assumptions now appears rezsorable. Nonetheless, it is stil & funde-
mental U.S. objective to prevent the Soviets from paining direct access
to the Persizn Gulf. Thus, i1 is stil) appropriate to examine possible
strategies for deterring & Soviet invesion and for defending all or part
of 1ren if circ stances permit. 1/

E.  INTRODUCTION (U)

The prospect of & Soviet invasion of Iran is in some way:
snalooous to the prospect of 2 Soviet attack on HATO: the invesion i3
not probabie at present, but it would be extremely serious to U.S.
interests should it occur. 1f the Soviets held & strong positionon
the Persian 6ulf, they could threaten the oil supply of the Westemn
world znd Jepan, an cause meior realionments, regionally and worldwide.
The Sovietls surely recoonize this strategic opportunity. Moreover,
they tave long sought a port with direct access 10 the Indian Ocedn,

(v Jt is also useful to note that:

--  Fussia occupied portions of Iran in the 19th century,
and 2 smaller portion during part of WWI;

--  Russia and England agreed in 1907 that the northern
part of Iran, including Tehran, was within the Russian
sphere of influence;

.- the Soviet. Union declared territoriai aspirations for
-an in the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 193%;

- The Soviet Union invaded lIran in 1241, and again in
1946;

1/ See aiso a new study by S. Canby and £. Luttwas, U.S, Defense
f inning for No HATO contingencies: Analysis of the Gperationil Forms
o1 Warfare, the Case of Iran," April 15, 1979, done by CAL Assoriates
for DASD(PABE)}/Regional Proarams. The study provides a strongly-worded
alternative view of defense strategies for Iran, and exte fve commentary
on mountain warfare. A major thesis is that 1ran could develop a more
effective deterrent than previously existed, with far less reliince
on U.S. assistance and high-technoiogy systems. This would require
developing special light forces trained for mountain defe e rather
than for firepower campaigns. oM E
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--  the ethnic differences between Persian and tribal people’
in the Khuzestan and Azerbaijan regions provide oppor-
ortunities for the Soviet Unicn to encourage and exploit
separatist movements.

ot A Soviet invasion of Iran ight plausibly occur in any of
several ways, of which three are perhaps the most important;

1. From the Sov1ets"exploitinq 3 historical opportunity,
such as civil chaos in Iran, to achieve a strateaically
important position on the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf

2. As the outarowth of an escalating crisis in the Persian
Gulf: the: re threat of Soviet military action
against Jran would cast a shadow over any East-West
confrontztion in the Persian Gulf or Arabian Peninsula.

3, hs part uf a major NATO-Pact Confrontation: The Soviets
T iht attack lran in conjunction with an attack in Europe
(to divert some of our forces), or possit ’ to strike
NATO decisively without incrring the extreme risks of -
nuclear cscalation and unif 'd NATO response that a
direct attack on Germany would probably entail.

1t cian be argued that U.S. security would be directly threatened

only if the Soviets move into southern lran and to the Gulf coast itself,
This would suggest that U.S. planning be btased on a defend-the-South
strategy. Although such a strategy may indeed prove to be the on r one
available to s, analysis later in this section shows that our abyviity
to prevent a complete Suv :t 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 sti)1 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 v ‘hout assured LOCs, the degree of Iranian
cooperation, and the stute of lranian defenses--211 doubtful or impossible
to predict now.

At this point. it is important to consider a range of scenarios

n our force planning. If we were to base force planning on only one
scenario, it would probably involve 2 southern strategy. However,
because of the different force structures needed, this might foreclose
our heing 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
would be giving uo a1l of Persian Iran and defending only the Arab
South). 1t shou | be noted that the United States might be very
reluctant to intervene without an lranian request, even though our
own security interests were at stake,

s “SEGREL~.
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ot Clearly, there are serious questions about our ability to
cope with an invesion scenrario at all, especially with only current
and programme contingency forces. However, two facts argue strongly
for us to proceed with an2lysis and planning:

0 Iran is strategically important, and perhaps
critical, to the West,

o The Soviet Union does not have truly vital national
{nterests in the Gulf, and would probably be
reluctant to take great risks there.

The issue, then, is whether we can make local Sov :t adventurism in Iran
appear too risky and painful to contenplate. .
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1. The Forces Involve

N ot a. Soviet Forces. The forces the Soviets would commit
to an Iranian contingency would be determined not by the total size of
their ground forces, but by the importance they attached to the con-
tingency; this would depen heavily on what were happening elsewhere in
the world (e.g., on the Turxish border, elsewhere in NATO, and in the
Far East). There would also be significant limits on their buildup
rates in Iran even if they were willing to draw heavily on forces
denloyed elsewhere.

The Soviet forces closest to Iran are those in the
North Causasus, Transcausasus and Turkestan litary districts. They
include 23 maneuver divisions (roughly 15 armor division equivalents --
ADEs 1/), of which 6 divisions (4+ ADEs) are normally considered part of
the Soviet threat facing eastern Turkey. Commitment of these divisions
would require redeployment of other Soviet forces, perhaps from the
Odessa MD or the strategic reserve, unless the Turkish border were to be
left undefended.

G The full 15-ADE force could be committed in Horthern
Iran within roughly the first month after mobilization. During the
second and third nonths after mobilization, the Soviets could commit as
many as 18 additional ADEs. These forces would come from the strategic
reserve or from the mititary districts normally oriented toward NATO's
southern flank, However, their commftment to an attack on Iran would
not require any reduction in the "designated threat" to NATO's center
region or fn Soviet forces facing the PRC. 2/ Since a Soviet attack

1/ A ground unit's ADE "score” is the weighted sum of its fire-
power, maneuverability, and vulnerability expressed in equivalence to a
U.S. armored division, The ADE standard excludes factors such as
training, tactics, leadership, morale, and weather, al) of which can
be critical (in May 1940, the British and French were s1ightly superior to
the Germans in ADE score, but dec .ively 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. Nonei iless,
ADE scores are clearly more appropriate measures than "numbers or
personnel,” etc. For campaigns in which firepower is critical, they
measure the potential of the two forces., The ADE scores used in this
study differ from those in use in Europe, reflecting the very different
"terrain in lran and the impact of terrain on weapons effectiveness.

2/ The Soviets might reasonably bring in one or two first-line
European divisions to lead t : invasion. Thir would not effect buildup

rates, however.
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would almost certainly increase tension in NATO, the Soviets would
probably be reluctant to draw significantly on forces in {entral ope
or the Western Military Districts unless the United States or its #ATO
allies d diverted significant forces to Iran. The use of Sovietfar
Fast: 1 forces would depend critically on the posture of China, thus

giving the PRC a significant indirect influence on the military balance

in 1ran.

HE Evidence on the quality of the forces the Soviets
might commit is also ambiguous. On the one hand, the forces theymain-
tain in that region are at a tow 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
Jast Soviet forces to receive modern equipment, and seem to be pr rily
oriented toward Turkey. Scme indications of these equipment limitations

are shown in the table below.
Table 1 (S)
READIRESS OF SOVIET FORCES BY AREA a/ (U)

] Caucasus + Turkestan GSFG ¥estern MDs Chinese Border

Readiness of Tank
3 Motorized -

Rifle Divs.
Cat. 1/Cat 2/Cat 3 0/5/17 20/0/0 1713715 11/2/14

Average Nu er
of Tanks/AP(Cs per

Division a/ 23372117 368/ 346 3277255 2547339
% Mix of Tanks b/
T-34 1% 4 0% 4%
T-54/55 86 28 42 A
T-62 5 50 48 12
T-64 0 18 6 0
Artillery over 100mm
per Division 123 o 143 146
% Mix
owed/Self-Propelled 100/0% 72/28% 96/4% 100/ 0%
Mortars over 100mm
per Division 64 35 50 61
SA-4, 6, 9 6 33 17 10
25U 23-4 SP 10 - 16 9 8

3/ The number of equipment items per division includes equif nt
in non-divisional units, mobilization divisions, and storage

depots.

b/ May not add to 1o§z due to presence of unknown model tanks.
i?TB!ﬂbhﬂu . ‘

Iy-5




-

'WPR 25 @A

R LA T G R Y

LR TR §

,SEE'R‘ET“"‘"“ | LE B il

= To the extent that these units are manned by local
personnel, there may be further limitations on their effectiveness since
the population in these areas is overwhelmingly non-Russian [Armenian,
Azerbaijani, Georgian, Turkmenian, and Tadzhik). According to Soviet
census figures, between 70% to 85% of Soviet citizens of these
nationalities are not fluent in Russian. Although the resulting ethnic
differences and language problems appear to be manageable--in part by
concentrating Russians and Russian speskers in key positions--it is on
the whole doubtful that the quality of personnel in these divisions is
as high as in Soviet divisions in Central Europe.

On the other hand, historicat experience has probably
given the Soviets & very low estimate of the quality of Jranian ground
forres, even allowing for substantial improvements in the last 30 years.
The low readiness of Soviet forces near the lranian border in part
ret :cts the even lower readiness of Iranian forces and the fact that
they are largely deployed far from the Soviet border, particularly near
Iraq. Moreover, desp .e their older equipment, Soviet forces in the
area appear to have been tajlored to some extent for combat in the
mountainous terrain found there. One company in each battalion, for
exi ple, receives special training in mountain warfare. One of the
three Soviet air assault brigades is located there (the other two are
along the Chinese border), end the forces in the area have more mortars
fa particularly effective weapon for mountain war) than in other areas.

: b. Jranian Forces. Under the Shah, Iranian defense
policy acknowledged a Soviet attack as the most serious threat to
Iran's security; but Iranian officials argued that their armed forces
could do 1ittle except delay a coordinated full-scale Soviet attack
until such time as the United States would come to their aid. For
this reason, and because they believed a direct Soviet attack to be
improbable, and finally because they feared provoking Soviet wrath, the
Iranfans did not deploy or configure their forces in a way well-desjgned
to defend against a Soviet invasfon. The bulk of lran's forces were
deployed along the Iraq border, aithough one division was deployed
in the northeast corner along the Scviet border. In the northwest
part of the country, opposite the main Soviet force, Iran had 1{ttle
more than one brigade of infantry deployed at Tabriz. There were no
detailed plans nor joint training prograns for a coordinated U.S.-
Iranian defense against a Soviet invasion.

Iranian ground forces prior to the revolution
consisted of four infantry divisions, three armor divisions, five
separate brigades and associated supporting artillery, and special
forces units, amounting to approximately 7.5 ADEs. At present, the army
is in disarray, and it is not possible to predict how soon, 1f ever, the
army will be restored to its previous strength. The Iranian army has
had iittle combat experience since 1941, except for action in Oman
against PDRY-supported rebels. The lranians used that experience to
improve the quality of their forces; but their performance was still far
Tess than might be expected, given the army's first-rate equipment.
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Tab]e 2 Ta:"' F.;:._'F’:s L.
DEPLOYMENT OF U.S." FORCES TO JRAN LTt
Intial Increment Arrival Time Mode ADE Score
4 TFu 17 Air
Bzd Abn 1st Bde 9 Alr .23
2d Bde 10 Air .23
3d Bde 13 Alr .23
MAF 1st Bde N Sea .32
Ist Cav 1st Bde a/ i8 Air .27
MAF 2d Bde 19 . Sea .32
Ist Cav 2d Bde 24 Air .27
3d Bde 9 Alr .27
MAF 3d Bde 29 Sea .32
Combat Support 30-42 AMr & Sea .10
194th Arm. Rde 37 Air .27
6th ACCB 40 Sea .30
Combat Service Support 39-48 Sea
- Subtotal 3. T3
Follow-0On Force
1 MAF 50 Sea .96
gth Inf 63-75 Sea .60
101st Airmobile 78-82 Sea .57 _
ith Mech 82-87 Sea B2 |
JI1 MAF a6 Sea .96

Subtotal 3,97

Grandtota? 7.04

a7 —2d Mech biv 1n 19g2.
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. - c. U.S. Forces. The availability of U.S. forcesfor
war in lran is constrained by concern for other contingencies end by our
strategic 1ift capability. Table 2 shows an illustrative 1/ U.S. force
that could perhaps be deployed to Iran within 45 days, and a follw-on
force that could arrive by the end of three months.

The Deployment Schedule Assumes No Constrafnts on
LOCs, or on Air and Sea L1ft Availebility. 1t air and sea lift mst
come through the Pacific or around Africa, for example, airlift de-
liveries would be about 40% slower and sealift deliveries from fast
Coast ports would be about 30% slower. This schedule can not bemet
unless Stage 111 CRAF has been activated and reserve airlift airtrews
have been called up, nor unless lranian ports and LOCs operate efficiently.
indeed, if plans for deployment of U.S. forces to lran are not mde in
advance as they are for NATQ, U.S. deployment times are almost certain
to be much slower than shown. .

1/ While the Shah was in power, this force might possibly have
been adequate in helping Iranian forces defend Iran. Given the present
state of the lranian ermed forces, it is very likely that this force

would not be adequate.
LiCLATEIED
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FIGURE 1 (S)
BUILOUP OF US AND SOVIET FORCES IN IRAN
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Y If Irani s were able to effectively deploy 4.4 ADEs
near Tehran,
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L& The curve shows clearly the substantial advantage
the Soviets could achieve by their proximity and direct land access to
Iran. However, even they are limited by the remoteness of the are: from
the main concentrations of their ground forces and by the limited
capacity of the roads leading to and into Iran,

The curves are optimistic about the speed withwhich
the United States can deploy forces. We have assumed (1) 2 U.S. decision
to move forces and call up reserve airlift crews even before receiving
confirmed intelligence of Soviet mobilization, 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.5.
tactical aircraft were deployed earlier--perhaps during the development
of the crisis--thus freeing airlift that would otherwise be used to
deploy 2ir forces, U.S. ground forces could arrive approximately a week
earlier than shown in the graph.

<57 While Soviet buildup would not similarly depend on
access to foreign bases or overflight « foreign countries, it could

be slowed by opposition en route. Moreover, although it would represent
a major escalztion, eve the routes inside the Soviet Union could be
interdicted. The main Soviet road and railroad in the Transcaucasus run
along the Iranian a Turkish borders for hundreds of miles and would be
vulnerable to interdiction by air and even artillery. Soviet roads and
rafirpads east of the Caspian Sea are almost equally vulnerable if
aircraft can penetrate. Once inside lran, the Soviets would not be able
to use the different gauge Iranian railroads, and their road movements
could be slowed even more easily by demolition of bridges, tunnels and
mountain siides.

2. The Impact af Geoarzphy on Ground Force Operations 1/ (y)
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 Albuguerque), and by a limited infrastructure of roads and
afrfields. Thus, the terrain in Iran would severely constrain the
military options of both the defense and offense. Also, air powr
makes forces using mountain LOCs particularly vulnerable.

Conditions for cross-country movement of tracked and
wheeled vehicles range from difficult to impossible over inore than
three-fourths of Iran, in¢ iding rost of the area along the Soviet and
northern Iraqi borders. In the Northwest, opposite the largest Soviet

1/ This section has been only slightly revised to reflect the
recent events in iran. Its tone is more optimistic than 1is now
appropriate since the Iranian army is in shambles. However, the
material is stil]l relevant because 2ny effective defense of lren 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 {as: ing
Iranian cooperations, however).
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peacetime deployments, this difficult terrain extends for hundreds of
kilometers and would force all large-scale military forces to depend
primarily on roads and railroads for movement. The only reasonably
large 3reas cross-country movement are: (1) Iran's Caspian seacosst and
4 short distance east and west along the border (separated from Tehran,
however, by some of the highest parts of the Elburtz Mountains, which
reach heights of 15,000 feet less than 100 km from the Caspian); (2)
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 main
road from the Soviet Union, through Tabriz to Tehran, only a few
narrow areas are favorable for cross-country movement, and even in
these, good defensive positions abound. In the Northeast, once Soviet
forces broke out of the mountains south of Mashhad, they would have
relatively open access to Tehran; but they would have to travel some
800 kilometers through large  desert country to get there.

b.- Effect on Ground Force Operations

- The expanse and difficulty of the terrain would
affect ground operations by both sides in a ni Jer of ways:

Movement. Because cross-country movement is so
difficult, major military movement from the North and Horthwest would
have to be funne :d along the four roads that serve 2s the main avenues
of approach from the Soviet Union, and along the three roads that cross
the northern portion of the Iran/Ir | border. Additiocnal access might
be achieved along secondary routes or through Afghanistan. (In 124), for
example, Soviet forces attacked along a fifth route from Sarakks 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.

Unlike Europe, where cutting one or two roads
would have 1ittle impsct on the redundant transportation networks,
blocking the few main 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
units. Not only would the attack lose momentum, the attacking forces
would tend to bunch up and become more vulnerable to ground and air
interdiction. 1/

o =2 R Table 3 shows the number of major bridges,
tunnels, and landslide areas on the major LOCs from the Soviet border
into lran. 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 18544
when 7t was attacking along & single line of communication to relieve
the airborne forces at Arhnem (recall account in "A Bridge Too Far®).
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overall de 1ys since there u'ld.be shortages of br‘udg\ng equipment,
since float bridges can not span Steep ravines and gorges, and siwe
major constr tion efforts rather than simple clearing operations would
probsbly be eded to reopen tunnels or rebuild roads along mountainsides.
Greater delay ¢ |d be imposed if the attacker were forced to repir
these obstacles while harrassed by the defender,

Table 3 (S)
MAJOR OBSTACLES IN IRAN (L)

# Landslide Distance
Route f Bridoes Areas # Tunnels to Tehrin
Soviet Border
1. 1fa-Tehran 25 4 1 735 im
2. Astara-Rasht- 30 2 6 565 kn
Qazvin
3. Gorgan-Tehran 17 2 12 410
4. Quchan-Mashad- 1 Z 0 1000 km
Tehran
L camd The limited numbers of obstacles cn the fourth

route reflects the fact that depth of difficult terrain in the Mortheast
is much less than in the Northwest. Once Soviet forces reached Mshad,
they would have relatively open access to Tehran., However, there are
only four Soviet divisions in this area, the road through the muntains
runs along ridge lines and mountainsides where of f-road dispersion and
movement 1s impossible for all vehicles, and the entire road is winerable
to ajr attack. Once the Soviets reached Msshad, they would still have
to cross 1,000 km of largely desert country, where air interdiction
could be. h1gh1y effective, before reaching Tehran. Repeated air attacks
with PGMs or B-52s could seriously hamper movement along the LO(s. On
route 4, for example, even though there are few major obstac s, the
northern passage through difficult mountains could easily be cut and
recut where 1t winds tortuously up and down the ountains.

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, 1In 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.

Vulnerability to Air Attack. Afr attacks
against forces moving along the narrow roads would greatly slow
military movements through the mountains. The channelization of forces
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along 2 few main roads could make reconnaissance and target location
easier. 1/ The terrain also makes it diffic t for vehicles and air
defense units to disperse off the rcads to escape air or artillery
attack. The lack cf vegetation in most areas also means that attacking
forces would have limited cover or concealment from the air. The rugged
terrain might, however, provide cover from flat trajectory fire and
concealment from ground observation,

A8 5 Use of Airmobile and Airborne forces. Accord-
ing to Soviet doctrine the main attack in mountainous terrain would be
supported by infantry, airmobile, and airborne attacks along the LOCs
and in the defender's rear areas (to seize criticsl points such as bridges
or mountain passes, to disrupt or seize air fields or simply to create
confusion). Air mobile attacks generally are to be conducted within
range of artiliery support by light company- or battalion-size forces
thet must Jink up with the main attack within hours. Airborne attacks
may be larger and deeper, but cenerally must alse be conducted close
enough to the main forces to allow linkace within a day or two. How-
ever, if they have time to b 4 up defensive positions exploiting
terrain advantages, airborne its might be able to hoid out longer in

mountainous terrain.

1S The Soviets heve sufficient helicopters in the
area to conduct 5-10 battalion-size air mobile attacks per day against
targets in close proximity to the main attack. However, the rugoed
terrain and the high altitude would severely limit the use of helicopters
in air mobile assaults. Deeper penetrations would be possible on a more
limited scale, but they would risk the loss of entire units unless
2erial resupply could be established or the main forces could move fast
enovgh to 1ink up. The ability of the defense to prevent such penetra-
tions would depend on the size and mobility of its reserves and the
effectiveness of its air forces.

" The Soviets could conduct a division-size
airborne attack on Tabriz or even Tehran. An attack of this magnitude
could be designed to seize the airfield at Tabriz or to seize the
command and control centers in Tehran and unravel the entire lranian
defense. However, Soviet airborne forces would be extremely vulnerable
to air attack en route and to heavy forces on the ground if the defender
could bring reserves to the area.

t.  Net Effect of Mountainous Terrain
,L&f" Although intuition suggests that the defense should
have a2 ma ir advantage in mountain w ‘fare, Clausewitz and most historical
evidence argue to the contrary.2/ Defensive forces trained in positional

1/ The offense could use smoke tactics to severely reduce the
vulnerability along mountain roads.

L~_ 2/ Canby and Luttwak, op. cit.
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warfare are vulnerable to f .nking attacks cutting the "well-positioned"
defensive units off from their own LOCs. Successful defense appears to
require tactics that do not comé naturally to most armies, including our
own. Key elements include: mobility, flexibility, and aggressiveness
(i.e.., 2 willingness to repeatedly harass the offense by striking at its
lengthy and vulnerable tail). Freplanning for demolitions, reconnais-
sance, etc., is also essential.

A noticable example of good defense was the ltalian
campaion in WW [], where the Germans exploited the rugued terrain to
impose heavy costs and delays on the advance of a superior allieo force.
However, most historical campaigns show success for the of fense. For
example, German armored forces overran Yugosiavia and Greece in three
weeks even though the British, Greek, and Yugoslav uround forces were
roughly equal in strength to those of the Germans and their Italia 2nd
Hungarian allies. One problem, of course, was that the combined streng!
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.1/ 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
of f the defense's resupply and retreat lines with air strikes, and used
strikes on rear areas to demoralize the defenders,

- Nonetheless, 2 well-conducted defense sShould be
able to slow the of fense substantially. Glven Soviet doctrinal emphasis
on hich rates of advance and the need for liahtnina successes, the
prospect of tacing a competent cefense (even 1f by a much smaller
force) could be an important deterrent.

d. Critical Areas in lran

Successful exploitation of the mountainous terrain
in Iran's defense will also depend on when forces are committed,
becayse 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 lranian territory but to delay and attrite Soviet forces; (2}
a2 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 guantitative
Soviet advantages in anything larger than a fairly limited attack.

1/ See Car]l Von Clausewitz, "On War" (translated
by M. Howard and P. Paret, 1976), 1832.
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410" T { The Northern Mountains, Although Soviet
advantages are greater the nearer Soviet forces are to their own borders,
the northern miuntains of fer the defense two important military advan-
tages; (a) favireble terrain; and {b) protection of rear areas, ports
and SLOCs from Soviet air attacks and flanking attacks through Iraq or
eastern lran.

-451"‘ In the Nerthwest, the Soviets could be forced
to fight through hum :ds of iles 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
exparise of desert on limited roads to reacnh 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 lravi frontiers, and in some depth along the main LOCs, with
8 reserve of heavy forces in the rear to deal with pessible breakthroughs,
or with airborre attacks on airfiedls and other key strategic points.

The main cbstacle to such a defensive strategy
would be the short time available to move forces into position for a
comnlex defensive operations with no prior joint U.S.-Iranian planning
{(an perhaps little unilateral planning either). In addition, achieving
2ir superiority would be difficult in the NHorth, close to Soviet bases.

‘,tSTIA (2) Tehran and Centrzl lran. Should the Soviets

succeed in mas: ing forces in the central plateau area around Tehran,
they would have: a more extensive road network and much more favorable
conditions for cross-country movement. In this terrain, the Soviets
could exploit rumerical advantages effectively an maneuver against the
defender's LOC:,

szp 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 Zagres Mountains.

) Even if the Soviet succeeded in taking the
capital and the central plateau, they would still be a long way from
Iran's o1l producing areas or the Persia Gulf shore. Their LOCs
to Tehran could be shortened considerably, however, by opening the
roads from the Caspian Sea ports.

(%) The Zaaros l‘ountazins. The Zagros Mountains
extend along the northern portion of the Irzn/Iraq border and sweep
in a southeasterly direction through & point about 300 kilometers
south of Tehrar.. 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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PRINCIPAL GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS OF IRAN
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1. NORTHERN MOUNTAINS 4. MAJOR OIL PRODUCING
2. CENTRAL PLAINS AREA
3. SOUTHERN MOUNTAINS 5. DESERT

6. EASTERN MOUNTAINS
» MAJOR ATTACK ROUTES INTO IRAN

173 8

1¥-17




LPr 2 o 20T

_SEGRET

in the Zzoros Hountaine could be seen &és ¢ forwerd defense for the
entire Gulf, for once the Soviets had broken through the Zaoros
Mountains, a c<econdary line of defense ir lrag or Szudi Arabia woulc
be extremely difficult to 2intain.

+517 Moreover, access to Southern Iren--or directly tc
Ssudi Arabiz--would be much eesier from Irec. Just south of the Zacres
Hountains, there ic¢ one cood avenue of approczch Trom Al Kut in Iraq to
Ahvez in lren, where cress-ccuntry movement s peesibie year-round, On
the lranien side of the borcer, there is a well-ceveloped rced networh.
Further south, the maicr con: int on cross-country movement would be
Tccel Spring flooding that i tke large arees impesczble. 1In the far
south the Tioris and the Shat Al Arzb Rivers form major water berrier:
1c sttack on Ataden and Khorramshehr, Once thete barriers ere crossed,
however, both cities zre vulnerabie to ettack.

5T A defense position built on holding the Zlaoro:
hountains would have the adventaces thet: (1) U.S. supgly lines from
s€¢ porte would te shorter then at Tehran or in the North; {(2) Soviet
LO(s would stretch re then 20C kilemeters even from Czspizn Sea ports:
(3) Soviet sircraft woul fice severe ranoe limitations; and (4) the
caores Mountains ere at lezst zs formidable 2t the mountains in the
Horth.

3 On the other hand, there would &1<0 be important
fiilitary disadvantzoes in having iost so much of lrzn, includ 1o most
c¢f the importent citier, The lranians would protably be much lest
willing to cooperate unless they telieved recapture of the North wac
in the carde, Fyrthermore, by breaking through the mountains at one
Point in the northwest, the Soviets would have direct access to lraqg.
ihey could then circumvent the rest of the Zagrcs Mountains, and move
Cirectly to the Gulf through Irag., Although the LOC would be lone
(1,800 km from the Soviet border to Basra), the Soviets could use
Ireqi railroads and tank tranzporters (the Soviets have no tank trans-
porters in their three southern military districts; Jraq has 800). )/
Although lraq would protably 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 promisec of a good shere of the spoils.

Qf’ Although the Soviets might move Southwsrd in Iran;
11 they could defeat the defenders in the 2zgros Mountains, they would
control a)l of Iran. Such a campazign could take months, but loss of
Iran would render Gulf oll facilities and SLOCs indefensible, and would
uyive the Soviets control of the Strait of Hormuz. Once U.S5. access to
the Gulf were ended, Soviet conauest of Kuwatt and Saudi Arabia could
foliow quickly.

1/ " LO0Cs and airfields in Irag would be vulnerable to air
gttezck, 50 one should not assume that this Soviet strategy would be
k without pain. .
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arec. However, its helicopters provide acoed tictica) mobility. Air-
mobile forces could be particulerly useful in mountainovs areas to
protect flanks &nd LO(s from Soviet infantry and airborne forces and
10 force the Coviets 1o deferd their own LOCs. 1/ Since the 2irmobile
division lack. armor, it would have to be supported by heavier forces
if 11 were 10 be used to defend against reoular Soviet forces in the
mountaine. E:cept for ite atieck helicopters, the 101st Airmobile
would have very 19ttle capebfliity ecainst Soviet heavy forces on level
grounc.

m/ Infentry Forces. An Army infantry divition could be
depioyed to lrén 1n ebout |5 cevs. Once on the ground, at least 50%

ef the infentry bettalions would need transportation. Although an
infeniry divizion is heavier and has more firepower ther an 2irborne or
girmobile division, only two of the 10 tettalions in &n infantry divisien
8Te heavy--one mecheénized and one tenk. An infentry division could

be employed in the mountaine, but it 1¢ not clezr what mix of supporting
ermor it would need even there 10 fzce the Soviet thre2t, :nd whether
two heavy b2ttalicns ere enough. It would need exterral kelicopter
suppcrt to Le employed in airmobiie operations. Obviously, it would
have seriour difficulty defending zozfnst Soviet heavy forces on level
terrain. 2/

S'}/ Merines. A Marire Amphibious Force weuld heve a unique
degree of fiexibiTity in the wevs it could be deployed to and employed
in lran. It cculd depioy on its own émphihiout shipping, on common user
shipping or on strategic afr1ift. Shou) the three Merine divisions be
cepioved to Jran by 2ir and ses, the first could be delivered by air in
about 14 cays, the secend and third divisions could arrive by air and
s€a by day 3C. Each Marine division would have the capzbility to
provide heavy forces in the valleys, infantry forces in the hills 2long
the valleys, and airmobile f 'ces on the flanks. fach Marine Adlr Wino
would be capable of providing both air defense of snd close air support
to the ground forces. This unique air-oround capability could be parti-
cularly important 1n a fast developing crisis in iren because there
would be no time lost in coordinating air-ground operations.

However, the Marines, Jike other forces, would have a
number of problems cperating in lran's northern or southern mountains
althouch they do have a Mountain Wertare Training Center in the Sterras
of Californizc. They may not have sufficient combat service support
units to support operations far from the sea, and could need additional
suppert from the Army, Marine artillery is mainly towed and would be
difficult to disperse off the rcad:. Also, current Marine helicopters

1/ Helicopter performance is seriously degraded by hich altitude
and high temperatures. However, such problems apply to both sides. The
Army's UH-60 has been specificelly desianed to carry mission loads at
severe temperatures and | th altitudes and will be less sensitive to
these conditions than current Soviet helicopters.
2/ Canby and Luttwak, op. cit., aroue for forces even Yighter
than U.S. infentry divisions, and emphasize that firepower is larcely .
irrelevant for defense in the mountains. Armor is most valuzble in
blocking exits from the mountainc. -
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tar larger thin Germany &nd hes 1ar fewer air beses. fFor example,
within 250 nauticel mites of Fulde, Gerrzny, there are 32 fiahter beses.
Ir Iran, on the cther hand, within 250 mides of Tehran, there zre cnly
four fighter bases. The meximum distence between sir beses in the FRC
iy epproximatily 400 mites, while in iren the meximum distence it over
1,000 miles.

z. U.&. lecticel Air Beinfcrcements (U}

,4€1ﬂ The major constraint on the effective use of U.%. 2ir
power 15 the limited cupport availzbie in Irar. Althouch lran has 2¢
eir beétes with zdequele runwaye, there are only 11 military baces cepable
of supportine air cperations and oniy & orerationsl fighter bzses.

These bzses zre not situated to suppert efiicient cperaticns ageinst &
Soviet attack, &nd they may not be czpebie of hendling the flood of U.t,
tectical and stretegic mobility sircrafi. There are oniy 334 ineffi-
ciently distributed shkelters in Iran to protect the 460 lranian tactical
aircraft. Without ¢ major constructicn efiory, there would be nc
skelters for U.S. & -creft.  In addition, the nost forwerd beses--
Tebriz, Meshad, and, rertape. Tehron--are extremely vulnerable to Scoviet
air attack,

LSf'/ Tebie 5 cescribet iacair Torces we might commit 1o &n
Jrenian contincency. Uncéer favorebie grsurptions concerning enroute
tesing, overflioght &nd tenker availebility, the first of four auich- @
reaction Air force wincs could arrive between M+1 znd ¥4:, end the
last by M#5. 1/ The constraining factor would be the movement of the
aircreft themselves. The 190 fighter eircraft of a MAF could be
deploved in a similar time, althovgh doine o0 would place arn 2dditicnal
gerend on lran's 1imited support infrastructure. Nedther Alr Force

nor Marine units would te fully operaticnal immediately, end preparc-
tions would be essential., Two aircraft cerriers, atout 140 tactical
ircraft, could be ready for cperations ir the Gulf of Omen/krabian See
*ithin 1-Z weeks--lest if they had teoun movement sriur to Yi-day. These
orces amount t0 & total of about 5¢0 aircraft.

t/ See Teble 2 for an f1lustrative schedule showing both ground-
and air-forces.
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POSSIBLE USAF AHD USMC DEPLOYMEWTS TO IRAN )

Unit ¥ .sion Type tymber - Closinglime
USAT Air-to-Air F-1% 72
Contingency force Swing r-ap s ¢ 92
(4 TFW equivalents) Ground Attach F-4C 24
f-20 24
R-10 48
Reccy RF-4 L
R b &/
Reinforced Marine hRir-to-Air F-4 1¢
Air Wind Ground Attach b-& 40
B-& 40
AV-EF. 40
19¢ M
wo Carrier Air Air-to-Air F-14 aAf
Winge Ground Attach A-6L 24
A-71 72 )
T3z #-Day-HMe 14

o/ The initial wing could arrive within 24-36 hours.

. Tne preceding discussion secumed that oround forcet woulc
be airlifted to Jren 2s soon &5 possibie zccording to the scheduie in
Table ¢. However, 2n alternative wouid be to devote the entire
strategic airlift to 2n early buildup of U.5. tacair. 11 it were
possible to use Jurkish and Arabian-Feninsula bases, and air refueling,
then the Air Force believes 13 Tactical Fighter Wings (936 aircrait),

1 MAW (192 aircraft operating from a tese line}, 2 carrier air winas
(144 aircraft), and 30 8.52¢ could be brought in within 15 days. Thit
would be a credible force acainst an estimsted reinforced Soviet (2pa-
bility after 12 days of 1,306 tactical fighters and 258 bombers (LRA
and SHA). However, the tradeof f between early ground forces and extra
tacair is difficult to judge. Moreover, it is unclear that we could
yce the necessary Turkish and Arabian Peninsula air bases, and it is
doubtful that the buildup could be accomplished and cypported without
substantial preparations and exercises.
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b, EFFECT OF U.S. DEPLOYMENIS 1O IRAN ON A STMULTAREQUS GR
HEAR- SIMULTANEOUS NATO BYJLpup {U)
‘ﬁssr' I U.S. &nd Soviet forces cleshed in Jran, there would be &
igh risk of conflict elsewhere 2s well. In particulsr, there would be

incentives for the Soviet Union to pressure the United States &end its
311iec by threatening NATO, especial / if by forcing us to mobilize in
Europe the Soviets could sionificantly reduce ocur capsbilitiec in the
Fersian Gulf w :hout similarly reducing their own capebility. Unfor-
turiately, we have very little capsbility to deal simulteneously, cr
nesriy simultaneausly, with conflicte with the Soviet Union in more than
one reqion.

-

S5 In many ceses, meas es that may teem to recuce flexibility
end our ability 1o deal with simultaneous wars in fact have the opposite
effect. For ersmple, veiopino POMCUS stocks in Eurcpe increzses our
gtility 1o deal with contingencies elsewhere by reducinc the 1ify
resources needed to move forces to turope. Similarly, creating special-
purpose forces for an lranian contingency reduces the resources needec
Lo &chieve a oiven level of effectiveness, and thereby increzses the
resources Jeft tv support HATO in 2 simultaneous contincency.

/ s » -
y! The effects of an Jrenien contincency would Gepens on circum-
Stancecs.

== Simvitaneous or near-simultaneous contingencies
would primarily strein air)ift. The lranian deployments discussed here
1/ would use 100% of our airlift ecsets initially, so that even much
stower rates of deploy nt to lren would substantially reduce the speed
of uvur early depioyments to NAIQ.

-- It the RATQ deployment to Europe did not begin until
after the mein U.S. forces were deployed to Iran and sealift had taken
over the resupply operation, the main effects would be felt in the Jose
of airlift surge and sustaining capabilities &nd in the loss of active
Army support. 100% of azctive Army support units and strategic airlift
surge capacity would be used up in 2 45-day airlift to lran. These
cepabilities could eventually be restored by calling up reserve Army
support limits end restoring airlift spare parts inventories.

-- If the two contingencies were separated by enough
time not only to permit dual-ute of airlift assets bul a1so to restore
the readiness of 19ft and Army suppart forces, the main effect on our
NATO capat )ity would come from the commitment of ground and air combat
units to lran and the munitions and other materiel needed to sustain
them. Even for 2 relatively laroe deployment to iran, however, this
would mean only a 10-15% reduction in U.S. Center Region combat cap-
ability, and a much s 1ler reduction in total HATO cepability.

1/ See Table 11. Again, under present conditions in lran, these

deployments sre illustrative for discussion purposes &nd would probably
not be adequate to successfully defend Iran.
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Table 6 ()

EFFECT OF AN TRARTAN DEPLOYMENT ON REIRFORCEMENT {v)
F NATO's CEnTER REGION Fy ¢

Effect on Center

“of U.g, Frmy Region Fact/HATQ
RATO {ormi tment Force Pztig, ¢
M+10 MisC M10 M+90
CG Contingency Force a/ 0 s 0s i
(2.73 rDE;
(G Conti ency force b/ 8 155, 2 9L
Plus Follow-on (5.98 %o ) :
Heavy Corps </ 17: 1% o 6%
{3.61 ADE )
Lignt Corps d/ [H H 1% 4%
(3.12 ADL )

a/  B2d fbn., 1st Cov., 104 8o, , 1 mar (2.80 RATO AOE}.
b/ (G Force plys 6 ACCE, 9th Inf, ath Mech, 101 Airmobiie,
2d MAF (6.26 HATD ADE ),
£/. Ist Cav., 3rd ACR, 24 Rem {), Yc4th Bde, 41n Mech, 1 M&F
(4.135 NATQ kDE ).
4/ 82d tbn, Irg ACR. 9th Inf, 107 Rirmobile, 1 MaF (2,35 NATO ADE).

S o at Deplovment of more the one division of Marines to Jran
would reduce the size of SACEUR's Strategic reserve for empioyment
either in the Center kegion or on NATO's flanks. Althouch this

could create shortfalls a1 tertain critical points, it is inherently
difficult 1o say what effect 3 shortace of reserves would hzve. Deploy-
ment of Kzrines would have no impact on the 0-Day balance in the Center
Region.

<7 Support Forces. 1p éddition to the impact on combet forces,
deployment of combat support and wombat service support units_to lran

reserve units woulg héve to be mobilized €arly to protect our RATQ
deploynent C3pability, Since Tatest Army analysis shows that by eng

Y 82 zbout 31.000 spaces needed for the (g Contingency force wil)
8150 have PQ US, most of yhis shortfold might be met by activating the
32,000 man Army component of the President's 50,000 man call-yp duthority.

~r,










e

KTOUS RELIVERIT

650

600

5504

500

450

a00 |

350 |

300

250

200

150

100

50

-:;J.,-frffff

Figure ¢

TOHNNAGE DELIVERED
16 NATO THEATER

FIRST 30 DAYES

CAPRBILITY 1F WI
DEPLOY_ONLY 10 EUROPE

RESIDUAL
CAPABILITY FOR NATO
1 DEPLOYMEWIS ARE
SIMULTANEOUS 10 BOT
THEATER?

' !
10 15 [4
DATE DELIVERED

Iv-3

L

FESTDUAL

AFTER &5 DAY PER
=T
DEPLOYMENT .

.......

CLPLBIIITY FOR NATO
SIAN GULT

Lal

-




_ ~SEURE]
(/ 4% € curve shows the effect on KAI0 of an eouz) a)locatice
of girlift between the 1w0 theaters. The tonriage delivered to NATQ
would simply be reduced proportionately, i.e.. 505, (1t should alsu be
remembered that in this czse deliveries to Iran would 21s0 take roughly
twice es jong unti) seelift bepan to zrrive in tarce ouzntities arounc
the middie of the secone nonth.) 1t is worth noting that the combat
Capebility that could be delivered with this reduced tonnzoe would be
increesed substentially ty the current prodram to preposition cround
Torces equipment in [urope.

557 In the teouentiz) delivery czte, the curves show tha:
there would ke only & 204 reduction in our NETO celivery capebility for
the first 15 daye-~tine &ngd Jift enough for movement of POMCUS units,
thouch some Air force end Army support would te delayec. Ffor the rext
ler ceys or so, the impect would be much Targer beczuse of the zssumec
joss of C-%s and (-14Ys. Once sealift took cver the bulk of deliveries,
eébout NATO M+25, tne emount of the shortfall znd its impact on KAT(
would Lecome more uncertein. U.S, ships returning from lran would be
celaved in coino to WATO. Some ships would continue t3iling to Iran tc
Jeliver sustainiro suppori. But to the exlent thet tne war in Iran
rovidec early warning ot ¢ European war, NAIQ ships should heve a head-
ieri, erebline them o reet the scheduies precresmed for the KATQ-only
Ete.  toreover, becevte the tote) deliveries would then te so massive,
the shorifall weuld probebly represent only mercine cepabilities.
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{. US- IRAN AND Sov1Ei RESUFFLY CAPAB]L':T‘.
¥y 1n theory. the existing infrestruciure in novihern and
couihern lran could permit both 1he ynited S1aLES ane Soviet ynion 0
resupply ma jor forces in lren. in prectice, hOwWever, parﬁcu\ar'l_v
pecause of the great gistances and the difficult Lerrain invelvec, the
roads and railvoeds In jren are 1ikely 10 b€ ablie to carry much 185%

gifficulties in resupply. 1n zddition: gince LhE 10Cs would be operating

ciose 10 their me x i mum cepacily. zir attatks could ceriously impede 1N€

oy Total V.S recupply equirements of armunition, fuod. E3C:
for & 3-division covps end & {ighler wings would be 3t least 5 000 ton:
per day. Thece cypplies would have 10 be lended &t Yranign €17 07 SEE
ports and moved DY ygad 07 rail 10 the tattie orEt. 1¢ POL suppliet
were not ecelly available, thesE NEETS would Increzse.

1renien cupport would Db® gncertein. from the ports Lo lefrahn.
the railroad may - o€ cepabie of carrying about €.000 10n5 per g2y, ihe
rozads 20,000 tons per day. if the roads &nd rail 1ines were not (vt

ang if suf ficient Jrgnian truchs WEre availeblE: 1/ lran ghould bt

ablie 10 2ssist subsiantia'lly in cupportine p.s. forces. Thert

j¢ & POL pipeline cysiem that runs {rom i€ refinery &t pbadan 1¢ iehran
and other jraniin cities, but jts cepacity fr ynknown. ]ranian poL truch
cepacity js also unknown.

By jeetl WO sir bz s€S and two tES ports would be necessary e
sypport ¢ 1ratlegic mobility operat-‘.on-.--a po\er.tiaﬂy importent
constraint. t1thourh the perths &t tzngar kbbas and Bushehr woulé
probzbly be guf ficient for srriving <hips . EREMY opposition of
inefficient unloading znd port clearind pperations could delay the
unloading and delivery of cealifted jorces and supplies. gushehr.
ijess than 200 miles from 1raq, would bE partiCu‘lar'ly yulnerzble 10 air

attack.

¥ X typica1 ,S. corps cypport package i capable of cerrying
about §-7,000 tons 1er 1if1--aboul wwice the 3,200- ton daily cupply
reouirement for & g(,, 000-man carps. perual gelivery capabilily wou 16

be determined by the distance Letween deberkation and user ynits.

for example. 1 support units operated 20 hours per day. traveled at an
average speed of g0 KPH and maintained 8 75% avaﬂabﬂity rate, the corps
could support jreelt over 3 distence of about 3100 kilomelers, zccording
10 Army planning fectors. §Fu.o. forces fought in the norther? moun-
tains oOr neazr Tehrar (Over 300 km from the seaports), add*‘-tionﬂ

3/ lran ks pitt @ large but incertain number of 10-15 ton
percedes benz truck:.










STERET-—

W€ could handje ére few, put Ve  the Potentis] contribution of combat
foreeg could erode Sov it confidence,

repricats, Particularly huclear Ones; assurances a0ainst Joca) Security

threats, SUCh 55 threats to Israe) from Arap countries op threats 1o

Eoypt from Isrzel or Libya; and Ferhaps ajsg assurances tg Iran ang

Saudf Arapy that the 2tsistance they might accept from fgypt , Israel,
h h 1

The most 'Portant countries and theiyp Possible tontributiong
incluge:;

infantry. and Forejon Legion treops coulg te deployed tp Iran 1p 5
natter of days. These forces are very Tiaht, but they are we) ‘trained
and could pe effective in defending key pasces or other Strategic
points. 1p , itioh, the French maintain significant raval Capzebil ity
in the Indian Gcean that could be emg ‘yed to protect Western interests.
Finatly, the French could supply atr- 3pd sea-19ft agseqs Tor moving
uiher thirg country forces,

=~ The Unjted Kinadom could provide ground, ajp, and
faval forces for the defense ang 8dvisors sngd maintenance Personrel for
the Irznian amm - In addition, the UK coylg be helpfy) ip moving other

=~ Australia has three mechanized brigades that might
be contributed,

/ At a higher leve) of invo]vement. Turkey could
Frovide a{r bases that could be important In tactica} air Operations {n
Northern Iran, Turkey could provide tough and capable, a1though poorly-
eqQuipped, combat forces, Turkish Torces mobilizing on the Iraqi border
or sttacking Iraq coylq deter Iragj Participation ip the var, Turkigh
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forces might even be used directly egainst the Soviets, either by moving
into lran or perhaps even by posing 2 threat to the Soviet Union.

.. Pakistan, concerned about Soviet southern expansion,
has a substantial army and sir force as well 2s @ road and rail link
with Iran. Pakistan's pilots &re 2mong the best in the region.although
their air force is poorly equipped. Wwithin the first few weeks of 2
war, Pakistan could ploy &t leest 2.3 divisions (out of 2 total of 16)
to Iran.

.- Eoypt could provide air beses to support thetr sit
of U.5. aircraft and could close the Suez to Soviet shipping. foypt
might also commit sizeable forces to caudy Arabia (with Saudi « ‘yrrence
and at Saudi invitation) to deter Jrzq from committing forces areinst
1ran or {rom exploiting the moment to attack kuwait or Saudi Aribia.
Lqypt would be less likely to commit forces against the Sovietsdirectly.
Egyptian forces would face significant problems in moving long distances
and 3n logistics support of their largely Soviet-supplied equipment.
However, with mobility, logistics support, and more Western eaquipment,
Egypt might vitimately be able to provide 2 reinforced division, with
400 tanks, 200 artillery, and 75 supporting aircraft (out of atotal
force of 10 divisions, 2,200 tanks, 1,855 artillery and 161 aircraft).
Egyptian actions would depend heavily on what 1srze) 2nd Liby: were
doing. U.S. 2ssurances could be important in this respect.

-- Isrzel could provide alr bases for support of U.5.
airlift operations. Tn a more active role, lsraeli forces might
corceivably threaten soviet LOCs in the Mediterranean. More plausibly.
Israelf air fcrces could threaten 1raql air forces and key targets in
1reg. 1f the Unfted States cou | secure Jordenian and Saudi cooperation,
Israe)1 ground forces might be used against Iraq. 1srael would be
cavtious, however, about risking & large fraction of 1ts army far from
{ts own boer rs.

.. Saudl Arzbla could make atr and nava bases avall-
able to support U.S. tactical and mobility operations, 2as well 38
a large portion of the needed fuel, The Saudi Af{r Force mightprovide
1imited assistance in the defense of Persian Gulf installations {e.0.,
SAM defense).

-- Jordasn could provide air bases to support the U.S.
airlift, and, if circumstances allowed, might provide Yimited but well-
trained forces--5 brigades, 245 tanks, roughly a third of Jordan's
army--to deter Iragql moves. :

—— Irag is the most critical third country {n a Soviet-
Iran war, 1f Ir2a aligns {tself with the soviets, lranian forces
available to defer agafnst the soviet attack will be reduced. These
addftional demands could 111t the balance against 1ran, particularly if
jraq attacks in the south and sefzes the oil-producing areas, key ports
in the northern Persian Gulf, or the major road and rail LOC from the
Persian Gulf to the North (one of only two)
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“(é‘r Alternative]y, if Irag stays oyt of the crisis
€ading to wap and of the war {tself, the defense 80ainst 3 Soviet

dttack becomes snmewhat ess difficult, pn Iraqi decision tg stay oyt
. ;

neighbors and lrap’'s dllies would make the costs and risks of an lragi
attack Unacceptably large.

-~ Syria, though an ally of both Irag ang the Soviet
Union in a2n Arab-lsraeﬂ Context, woylg be uncomfortable with ap expansion
of Soviet and fragi Power and infiuence in the area.  Syria is more
likely 1o Oppose than tp Support z Soviet-Iraqi Move againgt Iran,
Neverthe]ess, should the Soviets offer sufficient induce:nents or
Pressures, o should more Pro-Soviet regime come to power, the Syriang
might aljoy sealifred Soviet f ] aq.
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