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Both Gulf and US policymakers need to reassess the priorities in dealing with the threats to the Gulf. Regardlessoon¢hef ol
war in Iraq, both the US and the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) states will need to adapt their forces to deal witiadinie real
threats in the region, and to make more effective efforts at cooperation, creating forces that are focuseaidc meaid for
deterrence and defense, and that examine the full range of threats and not the most obvious military and security issues.

This brief provides an overview of both the trends in the Gulf military balance, and in the threats that the GCC sthex$ and a
outside powers like the US, UK, and France must deal with. There are many areas that cannot be addressed in deptbffor r
space and classification, but a number of key issues and needs are clear.

The Evolving Range of Threats

The Gulf does notace abstract threats or abstract potential enemies. At this point in time, it faces seven very real security ¢
Conventional Military Threats and the Lack of Unity and Mission Focus in the GCC

Asymmetric warfare and fAWars of I ntimidationo
IranianMissiles and Proliferation

Iraqi Instability

Energy and Critical Infrastructure

= =2 4 4 4 -

Terrorism

0 Regionwide impactof NeeSa |l af i |l sl ami st extremism. Franc
tension, and its impact inside and outside the region

o War in Afghanstan, potential destabilization of a nuclear Pakistan, and impact on proliferation anc
Islamist extremism in the Middle East
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In every case, the GCC states have the resources to develop an effective mix of deterrent and defensive capabilities that v
reinforced by support from the US, UK, and France. The key issues are whether they will act and whether they will act with
necessary degree of unity.

Conventional Military Threats and the Lack of Unity and Mission Focus in the GCC

To be blunt, the present lack of unity and effective leadership is the main the threat to the GCC states. Their prolfem is no
risk they will face a dominant foreign enemy, but rather that they will continue to bicker and fail to develop a proper degree
integration, interoperability, and effectiveness in performing key military missions. The main threat that the GCC dtate now
does not cosist of Iran, Yemen, or terrorism, but their own leaders and their failure to look beyond petty feuding, fears of the
own military and security forces, an obsession wit,landbu
an umwillingness to come to grips with the details of creating effective joint forces.

This is not the fault of the GCC military, but rather of royal heads of state. Ever since the founding of the GCC, @wlf milit
officers have raised the need to look beynational boundaries and create effective deterrence and defense throughout the C
No nation can really defend itself unless its neighbors have equally effective capabilities. Maritime traffic, offshims, facil
borders and ports, and coastal fa@$tare all too vulnerable. Flight times from Iran and Yemen are a matter of minutes, and
missile flight times are even shorter. National defense in depth is far too limited to be effective without integratedndefens
breadth along the entire coastalaacé the Gulf.

The problem is that Gulf heads of state have failed to properly react to these realities ever since the founding oatite GCC,
have either ignored military advice or penalized those officers who speak out to call for more realisticantitaational

security policies. This has been coupled to a de facto acceptance of dependence on the US, rather than efforts to create a
effective partnership based on creating effective local deterrent and defense capabilities mixed with reinfancesu@port

by US forces.

At the same time, it is almost absurd to describe Iran as a potential hegemon, or Yemen as a major threat, if the GCC state
develop integrated battle management and command and control; intelligence, surveillance, and remenfi8i&sg, and
missionroriented interoperable or joint standing forces in critical areas like maritime security, mine warfare, and air and mis¢
defense.
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Yemendés forces are now relatively small, poorly equipp
sustainability, and are not trained or organized for power projection. Iran has a military advantage in only one largely
meaninglesarea: total manpower. (p. 15) Iran cannot effectively use this advantage. It cannot hope to deploy large ground
forces across the Gulf unless the GCC states and their allies remain passivenlasd the GCC state fail to act to keep Iraq
unified andunder a national governmeintraq will act as a major buffer to any Iranian move to the West, and Kuwait will
present the problem that any Iranian force concentration would have to cross a major water barrier, and any meanimgful Ire
preparations foruech action would be highly visible, provide extensive strategic warning, and be extremely vulnerable to air
missile attack.

The GCC has a lead in every other aspect of force building and conventional warfare capability. It has an almost gamledible
in military resources, and one that has steadily accelerated over time. During the last decade, the Glaestas an

average of more than seven times as much on national security afplwad6 & 17 ) They have signeéw arms import orders
thatare some 16 times larger since the end of the Gulf($&8 billion for the GCC versus $5.6 billion for Iran). (p. 18)

In terms of ground forces, Iran not only faces major barriers in using its ground forces, it is sharply inferior in mkdern ta
strengteven i f one uses a very generous definition of what
overall armored vehicle strength (p. 21), and its inferiority in total artillery strength (p. 22) is offset by the faci thatt & f
inventory is towed artillery purchased for relatively static warfare in theltempWar, and the GCC states have parity inself
propelled, maneuver weapons.

The GCC states have a striking advantage in combat capable fixed wing and rotary wingaictaiftforce modernization
(Again, even i f a very generous def i n-25. The GCCiswmteswalsochdve anf
advantage in modern air control and warning aircraft, IS&R aircraft, other special purposé amdtexiablers. This advantage

Is compounded by the fact that most Gulf states have much more modern and capablosairfatssiles’ some with limited
ballistic missile defense capabilititsand in national sensor and battle management systersyI€thoose to do so, The GCC
states have the resources to create fully integrated air and missile defense systems that will remain far more stipdrsticated
those Iran can afford, and to develop an interoperable and integrated mix of air capabiiiidspheserve a decisive edge

over Iran in aito-air, AirLand warfare, and seair warfare and surveillance.
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The GCC lead in naval capabilities is less striking in ship numbers, and the GCC state have often wasted large amaunts o1
designed surface warfare vessels, while ignoring the need to deal with mine warfare and the defense of offshore and coast
facilities. (pp. 2526 ) The fact remains, however, that much of the Iranian navy is obsolete, its submarines are vulnerable to
and British Navy attack, and its shore facilities are vulnerable to air and cruise missile attack. This is an area®@®@€re the
states need to maintain an effective partnership with the US, British, and French navies to deal wihseoraval threats, but
has ample resources to deal with the more probable lower level and asymmetric threats discussed in the next section. (p. -

Moreover, all of the previous comparisons do not count US, British, or French forces in the balance, or talk about the rate ¢
technology transfer open to the GCC states. As the brief shows (@p),28e US is committed to maintaining a decisive edge
in military weapons and technology that will both enhance its own forpadicularly in areas like littoral warfare, IS&R, and
the ability to penetrate any future air defenses Iran may adqaird give the GCC states the ability to buy superior weapons
and technology for their own use. Europe offers a wide range of additional weapons and technology, some in areas where
does not have systems as well suited to GCC needs, and the GCC can buy from Russia and China. Moreover, the US is ir
major inprovements in its ability to project ground forces into areas like the Gulf. Regardless of the outcome of the Iraq Wa
this will improve a key area of US ability to support the GCC states.

In short, the highest single priority for Gulf security is for @@C heads of state to end the threat that they pose to their own
countries and to focus on the priorities shown in p. 30:

1 Leaders must take deterrence, conflict prevention, and defense as seriously as their militaries.

End pointless intrstate feuding; reate a real GCC

Interoperability and standardization versus glitter factor and prestige buys. Coordinated requirements and procuremgnt planni
Focus on key mission needs.

Integrated battle management and IS&R.

Standardized, demanding, rembrld CPX and=TX training, contingency plans and doctrine.

Joint warfare planning, end stove piping, and prepare for real time defense in breadth and width.

=2 =2 =4 4 A A -4

Establish partnership with US, UK, and France; not just de facto dependence.
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Asymmetric Warfare and nWars of I ntimidat

The fact that the GCC is the major threat to the GCC does not mean that Iran does not pose real and tangible thribats, or tr
Southern Gulf states can ignore the risk that other neighboring states;shatecaictors, pose a threat in the form of asymmetric
warfare.

The most likely realvorld threats do not come from formal conflicts, but rather from a wide range of low level conflicts, threa
or Awars of intimidati on,32). WManygofthasepbténtiatcordlitts hava alreadytdkenalace in .
previous for m. (p. 33 ). The GCC states also cannoay af
Guards, particularly its naval branch and Al Quds fofpe34). These latter forces are particularly important because a numbe
of their exercises although nominally defensiviepractice tactics and actions that lend themselves to the use of threats and
asymmetric warfare against Southern Gulf states. &\#uth threats are not most severe to the Strait of Hormuz, they affect thi
entire Gulf. There is no need to break a bottle at the neck.{p. 35

The GCC states also need to pay careful attention to the-gasmstscenario for such Iranian action: majtores to limit

maritime traffic through or into the Gulf. (p. 36) As is the case with less severe scenarios, the problem is not tkargan ha
clear intentions to initiate such conflicts today. It is rather that these are the most likely forms ofdttauiain some

unforeseen crisis, represent the most severe challenges to GCC forces organized to meet more conventional threats, and
highest priority in terms of maintaining a high level of deterrence and rapid response capability. (p. 37 )

Iran ian Missiles and Proliferation

US intelligence estimates, and IAEA reports, indicate that there will probably be several more years to attempt diplomatic
solutions to Irands efforts to acqui r e nngcahge missilesvandrpay bbes
developing chemical and biological weapons for them.

While Iran has denied that it has a nuclear program, and has described its missile programs largely as threats tihésrael anc
US, it is clear that most of its current feschave ranges suited to strike targets in the Gulf, and that its efforts to strengthen st
forces are largely directed towards enhancing its security presence in the Gulf region, and giving it more deterréptacapabili
leverage against the US and G6&i@tes.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Accordingly, the GCC states need to begin now to address these threats and to examine their options for doing sey(p. 39 )
also need to understand that the US NIE in no way said that this threat is less real because Iran seems to have abandonec
formal nuclear weapons program in 2003. Substantial new evidence has emerged since the NIE was issued. (p. 40 ) More
the US Director of National Intelligence has provided important clarifications to the NIE that make it clear that thsaemain
key secuty problem. (pp4#4 3 ) There are also key features of Il rands
they were designed for military purposes. (pp444

As for Irandés missile pr ogr amsmiltaiy priorities. What is aot clear Is wiiat ntiskile s
forces Iran will create, or what their capabilities will be with or without a nuclear warhead. One key issue is howhpsecise t
will become in the future, and whether they will become accurate erounghcritical targets in the Gulf with a conventional or
nonnuclear warhead. (pp. 49)

In short, the GCC needs to begin military contingency planning, and to examine several major options: (p. 50)
1 Prevention/preemption,
1 Active and passive defense,
1 Acquiring own nuclear weapons, and/or
1 US extended deterrence.

The GCC can wait for diplomacy to determine whether there is a nuclear threat for time being, but its need to startgconside
the following alternatives now:

9 Ballistic and cruise missile defses maybe cosffective simply to deal with conventional threat.
1 A number of systems offer both improved air and missile defense.
1 Need quiet talks with US on containment options; extended deterrence.

1 Open support for IAEA and diplomatic options keggiae approach.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Iragi Instability

Regardless of what the GCC states think of the US invasion of Iraq, they will face a massive increase in their futevelthreat
if Iraq does not remain unified, if the US fails to help Iraq achieve security and stability, and béagat move forward in
political accommodation and development. (p. 52)

There has been major military progress in Iragi during the last year, although it is uncertain and could be reversé&. Jpp. 53
Sectarian and ethnic divisions remain a majoratir@nd one that could create a power vacuum for Iran to exploit and/or lead t
much broader sectarian tension b-6&) ween Sunni and Shi 6i

Helping Iraqg build up its own forces, actively supporting efforts at political accommodiatiorwithin Iraq, and foreign aid are
all key steps the GCC state could take to enhance their security and help the Iragi people -64)p. 562

Energy and Critical Infrastructure

The GCC states face special security problems because of the locationuaedhtrteir critical infrastructure. (p. 66) This
increases their vulnerability to Iranian threats and use of asymmetric warfare, but also to terrorists and statessteig@g non
actors as proxies. It is also critical that GCC states recognize thay fithnot create effective deterrent and defense
capabilities, outside states will come under extreme pressure to intervene to protect their energy supplies4sor &l the
reasons discussed earlier, GCC energy facilities and exports will alsstgadily more vulnerable with time, as will ships
carrying Gulf cargoes, and Gulf crude, product, and LNG exports. (pp7 75

Energy also is only part of the problem. The GCC states already have an extraordinary vulnerability because of thetcedepel
on desalination and electric power facilities located on or near the Gulf coast. This vulnerability will increase reaatig, gr
by some 60% by 2020. (p. 78).

As a result, the Gulf states need to give the active and passive defense of criticalidtiir@stand suitable response capability,
higher priority in the future, and examine ways to cooperate to reduce the vulnerability of any one set of facilitiestat€cCC

(p. 79)

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Terrorism
The threat of terrorism remains a major problem, and one that requires steady improvements in GCC cooperation, botl
the GCC and with outside states. It also requires a

enforcement, and intelligence forces.

Regionwide impactof NeeS a |l af i | sl ami st extremism. Franchisin
impact inside and outside the region

While counterterrorism capabilities in the GCC states have impivigahgly since 2001, there is still a wide range
hostile organizations in the region. (p. 82 . Al
Saudi Arabia. (p. 83 ) Further major action is needed to:

Directly engage in idological struggle for the future of Islam and religious legitimacy.
Continue to strengthen counterterrorism forces and capabilities.

Improve cooperation in GCC in counterterrorism and intelligence.

Strengthen border, coastal, and port security.

Reduce sdarian tensions and discrimination.

Fairer treatment of foreign labor.

Strengthen bilateral cooperation with U.S. and Europe.

Strengthen cooperation with Interpol, UN, and other regional counterterrorism centers.

= 4 A4 A -4 -4 -4 A 5

Aid Yemen and poorer regional states.
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War in Afghanistan, potential destabilization of a nuclear Pakistan, and impact on proliferation and Islamist
extremism in the Middle East

US intelligence estimates indicates that the center
fighting in lIraqg is now al most peripheral to the br
in Afghanistan and Pakistan is also deteriorating in spite of NATO/ISAF and US tactical victories in Afghanistan, (p
87-97)

The GCC states cannot intervene in this situation in a military sense, but they do have several options that can red
this threat from outside the region:

1 Help Afghanistan and Pakistan directly engage in ideological struggle for the future of Islarngamalsre
legitimacy.

1 Development aid to Afghanistan and Pakistan.
1 Continued support for US and NATO/ISAF deployments.

T Act to prevent transfers of funds, Avol unt eer s,

Demographics, Foreign Labor, and Social Change

Finally, the GCC states should not see security solely in terms of military threats or terrorism. GCC security depends at lea
much on successful development, job creation and productive employment, and equitable income distribution. Much depe
meeting two ky challenges: finding jobs for a wave of native young men and women that will steadily increase the size of t
labor force through 2050. The second is to ensure that foreign labor is given proper wages and protection. (p. 100)

The GCC states face a stgatkar term population growth. Their population rose by 5 million during 2000 and 2005 and will
rise by 6.6 million more between 2005 and 2010. At the same time, the GCC states already have the lowest native particif
in the labor force in the worldnd a nearly 40% overall dependence on foreign labor, (p. 101) There are also gross differenc
In per capita income even from state to state and these are even more acute within given states. (p. 102)

More broadly, population growth will continue to be ajar problem through 2050 (p. 103), and a youth bulge will present
major problems for job creation through at least 2030. (p. 104).

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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If the GCC states are to deal with security with any real effectiveness, they must also consider the followi

realities:
1

There is no lasting hope of security that does not offer Gulf youth meaningful careers and fair
distribution of income.

Economic andgocial development are critical aspects of security and key aspects of
counterterrorism.

Job creation means reducing dependence on foreign labor, but security means give foreign labo
more rights, protection, and fair wages.

Education and private domesénd foreign investment are twin tools to making native labor
globally competitive.

Must develop the GCC, not leave some states with critical disparities in per capita income.
No global competitiveness if exclude women.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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The Evolving Range of Threats

Conventional Military Threats and the Lack of Unity
and MissionFocus inthe GCC

Asymmetric warfareand i Wasof Intimidat i on 0
Iranian Missilesand Proliferation

Iragi Instability

Energy andCritical Infrastructure

Terrorism

0 Region-wide impact of Neo-Sdafi Islamist extremism.
Franchisi ng of Al Q aida, Sunni vs. Shigte tension, and its
impact inside and outside the region

O War in A fghanistan, potential destabilization of asnuclear
Pakistan, and impact on prolif eration a nd Islamist extremism
in the M iddl e East

Demagraphics,Foreign Labor, and Social Change
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Conventional Military
Threats and Lack of
Unity and Mission
Focus in the GCC
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The GCC Threat to the GCC

. Vast lead in military spending and arms imports
- Support from US, Britain, France

. But,

. Poor Mission Focus with Limited Coordination

. Lack of Integration, Standardization

. Problems in Large-Scale Exercises and Training;

Military Realism

- Problems in Jointness — including security services,

police, and intelligence — and combined arms.

. Lack of Balanced Force Development: Manpower

Quality and Sustainability

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Comparative Military Manpower

600,000
=
500,000
400,000
300,000
200,000
100,000
Iran Iraq Saudi Bahrain Kuwait Oman Qatar UAE Yemen
ONavy 18,000 1,100 15,500 700 2,000 4,200 1,800 2,500 1,700
B Air Def| 15,000 0 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 2,000
O Air 52,000 1,200 20,000 1,500 2,500 5,000 1,500 4,500 3,000
OGuard | 125,000 0 100,000 0 6,600 6,400 0 0 0
BArmy 350,000 163,500 75,000 6,000 11,000 25,000 8,500 44,000 60,000

Derived from IISS, Military Balance, 2008

all rights reserved
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Comparative Iran vs GCC Spending:199/~2007

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004*

2005

2006

2007

Olran

4,996

6,165

6,060

7,972

2,232

3,189

3,189

3,720

6,590

6,759

7,310

B GCC Total

33,659

34,655

30,979

34,357

37,559

35,112

35,322

28,678

40,452

50,676

52,142

Derived from IISS, Military Balance, 2008
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Comparative Military Spending: 19882007

60,000
50,000
40,000
30,000 -
20,000 -
10,000 -
0 ,
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004* 2005 2006 2007
Hlran 4,996 6,165 | 6,060 | 7,972 2,232 3,189 | 3,189 | 3,720 6,590 6,759 7,310
Hiraq 1,982 1,382 1,488 1,488 1,488 0 0 0 0 0 0
B GCC Total 33,659 | 34,655 | 30,979 | 34,357 | 37,559 | 35,112 | 35,322 | 28,678 | 40,452 | 50,676 | 52,142
OBahrain 387 427 472 342 355 352 350 191 559 498 550
B Kuwait 3,827 | 3,614 | 3,401 3,933 | 3,614 | 3,720 | 3,720 1,275 | 4539 | 3,640 | 4,002
OOman 2,126 1,913 1,701 2,232 2,551 2,445 2,657 2,764 | 3,210 | 3,410 | 3,298
B Qatar 1,382 1,382 1,488 1,275 1,807 2,020 | 2,020 2,232 2,327 2,430 0
B Saudi Arabia| 22,323 | 23,386 | 19,878 | 23,386 | 26,256 | 23,599 | 23,599 | 20,515 | 27,000 | 30,810 | 34,020
EUAE 3,614 | 3,933 @ 4,039 | 3,189 2,976 2,976 2,976 1,701 2,817 | 9,888 | 10,292
OYemen 437 421 456 529 570 547 596 940 1,001 858 927

Derived from IISS, Military Balance, 2008
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Comparative New Arms Orders: 19882007

50,000
45,000
40,000
35,000
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

0

(in $US Current Millions)

Iran

Iraq

Bahrain

Kuwait

Oman

Qatar

Saudi
Arabia

UAE

Yemen

W 03-06

2200

2100

300

1400

1200

100

12400

3700

800

@ 00-03

500

200

400

2,200

1,200

3,400

8,100

600

W 96-99

1,700

0

600

900

300

800

6,000

7,600

700

092-95

1,200

0

200

6,200

600

2,000

22,300

4,800

500

0 =Dataless than $50 million or niAll data rounded to the nearest $100 million

Source: Richard F. Grimme@pnventional Arms Transfers to the Developing Nafi@osigressional Research Seryiaious editions.
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Land Force Threats

7 Iranian Threat to Kuwait and Iraq
7 Iranian permissive amphibious/ferry operation.
7 Iranian dominance of Iraqg; Invited In to Replace US?
7 Spillover of lragi Sunni-Shi 6i te power s
7 Yemeni incursion into Saudi Arabia or Oman
But:
7 Low nearterm probabilty.
7 High risk of US and allied intervention.
s Limited threat power projection and sustainabillity.
s Unclear strategic goal.
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Comparative Modern Tank Strength

1000
W Zulfigar
900 O Chieftain Mk3/Mk5
. OT-62
800 B M-60A1
B OF-40
aT-72
700 = M-84
B AMX-30
600 W Leclerc
OChallenger 2
500 OM-60A3
B M-60A1
400 B M-1A2
300
200
100 B -
. — L]
Iran Iraq Saudi Bahrain Kuwait Oman Qatar UAE Yemen

Derived from IISS, Military Balance, 2008
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Comparative Armored Vehicle Strength

5,000

4,500

4,000

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

=

=

Iran

Iraq

Saudi

Bahrain

Kuwait

Oman

Qatar

UAE

Yemen

O ApcCs

640

352

2,240

235

321

216

226

880

710

B AlFV/Recce/Lt. Tanks

725

1,210

71

450

182

68

619

345

B Main Battle Tanks

1,613

77

910

180

368

117

30

471

790

Derived from 1ISS, Military Balance, 2008
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Comparative Artillery Strength

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

Iran Iraq Saudi Bahrain Kuwait Oman Qatar UAE Yemen
O Multiple Rocket Launcher 876 ? 60 9 27 0 4 72 294
O Assault and Coastal 0 ? 0 0 0 0 0 0 36
B Towed Tube 2,010 ? 238 26 0 108 12 93 310
B self-Propelled Tube 310 ? 170 13 113 24 28 181 25
Derived from IISS, Military Balance, 2008
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Keeping a Decisive US Qualitative Edge

In US Forces and Arms Transfers to the
qu ($10.5B in FY087& FY 09)

Joint Ground Joint Maritime Joint Air Space-based

Capabilities Capabilities Capabilities Capabilities
— Future Combat i — CVN 21 Carrier . _ 16 F-35 Joint Strike  ; — 2 Space Based
Systems: i Replacement i  Fighters :  Infrared Systems
- Ground and air i — 1 Virginia Class : — 20 F-22A Raptors i — 4 Expendable
systems i Submarine — 36 V-22 Ospreys i Launch Vehicles
— 119 Stryker Vehicles i — 1 DDG-1000 Destroyer i _ 23 F/A-18 Hornets { — GPS Satellite
— 5,249 High Mobility ~ : — 2 Littoral Combat : _ 22 E/A-18G Growlers  — 1 Mobile User
Multi-purpose ¢ Ships i _ 16 CH-47 Chinooks f  Objective System
Wheeled Vehicles ! _ 2 T-AKE Auxiliarv D : !
. § ; YEY ¢ _ VH-71 Helicopter i — Transformational
— 1,061 Heavy Tactical : Cargo Ships 3 : Satellite
Vehicles : i — KC-X Aerial
i — CVN Refueling : : :
: : i i  Refueling Tanker i — Advanced
— 3,187 Medium Tactical i Complex Overhaul : : .
Vehicles o i — 59 Predators, :  Extremely High
: — 2 Joint High Speed {  Reapers and i Frequency Satellite
— 29 M1A1 Abrams Tank i Vessels i : : :
i Warriors : — Wideband Global
Upgrades i :
: SATCOM
— Chemical Weapons ;
Demilitarization : — Ballistic Missile

Defense

Basic Research +$0.3B in FY 2009 (+$1.4B FY09-FY13)

Budget strengthens joint capabilities to meet future threats
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Increase Ground Capabilities ;,fﬁ'iﬁ

42 Brigade Combat Teams 48 Brigade Combat Teams
Army (482.4K Soldiers) (547.4K Soldiers)
Active Months Home Station / - Months Home Station /

12112 Months Deployed 24/12 Months Deployed
: Marine Expeditionary Forces Marine Expeditionary Forces

Marine 2.5 (375 Matines) 3 (202K Marines)
qups 7/7  Months Home Station/ - 147 Months Home Station /
Active Months Deployed Months Deployed

; %
- Active Army gﬁ Ahead of Schedule Growth
I Active Marine Corps Y,

- Previous Additions

+40K

FY 2007

Source: FY 2009 DoD Budget Request, FY 2008 Budget; FY 2007 Supplemental

FY 2008 FY 2009

+7K
> +65K

Soldiers

| +27K

Marines

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012

Numbers may not add due to rounding
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Air/Missile Threats

Precision air strikes on critical facilities: Raid or mass
attack.

Terror missile strikes on area targets; some chance of
smart, more accurate Kkills.

Variationon 19871 988 A Tanker War o
Raids on offshore and critical shore facilities.

Strikes again tankes or naval targets.

Attacks on USallied facilities

But:

T

T

T

T

Low nearterm probability.

High risk of US and allied intervention.

Limited threat power projection and sustainability.
Unclear strategic goal.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,

all rights reserved o5



CENTER FOR STRATEGIC &
INTERMATIONAL STUDIES

CSIS

Comparative Combat Air Strength

350 T
319

300 1 278

64
50
33 57 32
2
0 0

Iran Iraq Saudi  Bahrain  Kuwait Oman Qatar Yemen

250

200 T

150

100

50

Derived from IISS, Military Balance, 2008
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Comparative High Quality Fighter/Attack

300 B Tornado ADV
OTornado IDS

B Hawk
Mi -1 .Tornado ADV BJaguar
Irage - B Mirage 2000

. B Mirage F-1
MIG-29 OMiG-29
Su-25 Tornado IDS BMiG-25
200 - OMIG-21
Su-24 @Su-25

B Su-24
F-14 Hawk OSu-20/22
OF-18
BF-16
BF-15S
BF-15C/D
OF-14
MiG-29 BF7M
OF-5F
OF-5E
OF-5B
BF-4D/E
OAlpha jets

250 -

150

F-7M F-15S

Mirage 2000

100 F-5E

F-15C/D

Hawk F-16

50 -

F-5B

F-4D/E
-16 F-18
F-5
o4 F-5E F-16

Iran Iraq Saudi Bahrain Kuwait Oman Qatar UAE Yemen

Jaguar

Mirage 2000 Sy-20/R2

F-5
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Naval Threats

sl rani an effort to nNncl ose t
7 lranian permissive amphibious/ferry operation.

¢ Variationon 1987-1 988 nTanker War o
7 Raids on offshore and critical shore facilities.

synDeep stri keo with air or
or Indian Ocean.

1 Attacks on US facilities

But:

7 Low nearterm probability.

v High risk of US and allied intervention.

¢ Limited threat power projection and sustainability.
7 Unclear strategic goal.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Comparative Major Naval Combat Ships

40
35
25
15
10
. B | —
; m m L O
Iran Iraq Saudi Bahrain Kuwait Oman Qatar UAE Yemen
B Submarines 3
@ Major Missile Combat 3 7 3 4
OMajor Other Combat 2
OMissile Patrol 21 1 9 6 10 4 7 8 4
B Mine 5 3 7 2 6

Derived from IISS, Military Balance, 2008
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Ending the GCC Threat to the GCC

1 Leaders musttake deterr ence, confict prevention, and
defense as seiously astheir militaries.

7 End pointless irtra-stae feuding; create areal GCC

1 Interoperability and standardization versusglitter
factor and prestige buys.Coordinated requirements and
procurement planning.

1 Focus on keymission nedds.
1 Integrated battle management and IS&R.

7 Standardized, demanding, real-world CPX and FTX
trai ning, contingency plansand doctrine.

7 Joint war fare planning, end stovepiping, prepare for
real time defense in breadth and width.

1 Establishpartnershipwith US, UK, and France; not just
de facto deperdence.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman, 30
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Asymmetric Warfare
and nWar s
|l nt 1 mi dat |
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Most Likely Foreign Threats
Are Not Formal Conflicts

ADirect and indirect threats of using force. (l.e. Iranian
efforts at proliferation)

AUse of irregular forces and asymmetric attacks.
AProxy conflicts using terrorist or extremist movements
or exploiting internal sectarian, ethnic, tribal, dynastic,
regional tensions.

AArms transfers, training in host country, use of covert
elements like Quds force.

AHarassment and attrition through low level attacks,
clashes, incidents.

ALimited, demonstrative attacks to increase risk,
Intimidation.

AStrike at critical node or infrastructure.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,

all rights reserved
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Some Tangible Examples
Alranian tanker war with Irag
AQil spills and floating mines in Gulf.
ALi byan fisteal tho mining of
AUse of Quds force in Iraqg.
Ail ncidentso in pilgrimage |
ASupport of Shiodite groups i
AMissile and space tests (future nuclear test?).

ANaval guards seizure of British boat, confrontation with
US Navy, exercises in Gulf.

ADevel opment of | imited fclo
AFlow of illegals and smuggling across Yemeni border.
Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,

33
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The Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps

A125000+, drawing on 1,000,000 Basij.
Aey is 20,000Naval Guards, including’5,000marines.

AArmed with HY -3 CSSC-3 Seersucker 6-12 launchers,100
missiles,95-100km), and 10 Houdong missile patrol boats with C
802 (120km), and 40+ Boghammers with ATGMSs, recoilless
rifles, machine guns.

A arge-scale mine warfare capability using small craft and
commercial boats.

MBased at Bandar eAbbas, Khorramshar, Larak, Abu Musa, Al
Farsiyah, Halul, Sirri.

AIRGC air branch reported to fly UAVs and UCAVs, and
contr ol | rands strategic missile for

Al Shahab SRBM Bde 800-500-700km) with 12-18launchers,1
Shahab3 IRBM Btn (1,200-1,280km) with 6 launchers and}
missiles each.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman, 34
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NCl osing the Gul

A3 Kilo (Type 877) and unknown number of midget (Qadr -SS-
3) submarines; smart torpedoes, (anti  -ship missiles?) and
smart mine capability.

AUse of 5 minelayers, amphibious ships, small craft,
commercial boats.

AAttacks on tankers, shipping, offshore facilities by naval
guards.

ARaids with 8 P-3MP/P-3F Orion MPA and combat aircraft
with anti -ship missiles:(C -801K (8-42 km), CSS-N-4, and
others).

AFree-floating mines, smart and dumb mines, oil spills.

ALand -based, long -range anti -ship missiles based on land,

Islands (Seersucker HY -2, CSS-C-3), and ships (CSS -N-4,
and others). Sunburn?

AIRGC raids on key export facility(ties).

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Hormuz: Breaking the Bottle at the Neck
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Source: http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/middle_east_and_asia/hormuz_80.jpg

A280 km long, 50 km
wide at narrowest point.

Araffic lane 9.6 km wide,
including two 3.2 km
wide traffic lanes, one
inbound and one
outbound, separated by

a 3.2 km wide separation
median

Bantiship missiles now
have ranges up to 150
km.

ASmart mines,
guided/smart torpedoes,

Aloating mines, small
boat raids, harassment.

ICovert as well as overt
sSensors.
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Planning for Asymmetric Warfare

ADeterrence and conflict prevention as critical as defense.

AAgain,need integrated GCC force planning and war
planning efforts.

AVlust show GCC will act together. Cannot divide or exploit
weakest link.

Exerci se rbdaleios twiaac fMraeanes t o de
common options and requirements.

AFollow -up with realistic CPXs and FTXs.

AEmphasize joint warfare approaches that tie in paramilitary
and security forces.

ADemonstrate have exercised a retaliatory capability.
AShow can work effectively with US, UK, France.

AStrike at critical node or infrastructure.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman, 37
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lranian Missiles and
Proliferation
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Nuclear Uncertainty

Must plan to dealwith possiuble Iranian force with
unknown weaponscharacteristics,delivery systems,
basing, and tmelines.

oTechnology basenow exsts, errichment to fissile
levelsisonly limiting factor.

Alreadya key factor in Iranian capability to conduct
Awarmtimofdati on. O

Clear Iran procealing with extensive ballistic missile
program regardlessof whether it pursuesthe nuclear
option.

Cannot predct timeframe for nuclear threat. Wor st
caseis2009,but could well be 2015.

Chemical and biological options as well.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Confusion Over the US NIE

Not saylran wasnot moving towards nuclear wegpon.

o Did say evidencethat halted formal efforts at weapons
development in 2003. (WhenUS f# v i oOihloagand s
Afgha nistan seemednost threatening to Ira n,

0 Made it clear that Iran waspursuing enrichment technology
that wasthe soleremaining barrier to Iran acquiri ng nucl ear
weapons.

SinceNIE wasissied, new evidence has surf aced of
weaponsdevelopment gfortsbeyondinitial i Iptao p 0
and ednGra |disobosures.

Iran hasalsobeendiscwvered to havecompleted
development of a new, far more advanced centrifuge.

Iran h as announcedtwo newlong-range missiles,and a
N s @eaprogram that can beadaptedto missile
development.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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Over the past year we have gained important new insightsTietdh r activitiss related to nuclear weapons and the Comn
recently published a National Intelligence Estimate on Iranian intent and capabilities in this area. | want to be wegddesssin
the Iranian nuclear capability. First, there are three parts to an effective nuclear weapons capability:

1. Production of fissile material
2. Effective means for weapons delivery
3. Design and weaponization of the warhead itself

We assessiour recent NIE on this subject that warhead design and weaponization were halted, along with covert militar
conversion and enrichmentelated activities. Declared uranium enrichment efforts, which will enable the production o
materia] conti nue. This is the most difficult chall en @grereac
North Africa and Europe also continue.

We remain concerned about | r a-t6igh cardidence that Tehrmansat aamindnum is leeepmc (
the option to develop nuclear weapons. We have high confidence that Iranian military entities were working under g
direction to develop nuclear weapons until fall 2003. Also, Iranian entitieatmuing to develop a range of technical capabi
that could be applied to producing nuclear weapons. Iran continues its efforts to develop uranium enrichment techrobl agy
be used both for power reactor fuel and to produce nuclear weapords. as noted, Iran continues to deploy ballistic mis
inherently capable of delivering nuclear weapons, and to develop {oanmgge missiles. We also assess with high confidenc
even after fall 2003 Iran has conducted research and developromute with commercial and conventional military applicati
some of which would also be of limited use for nuclear weapons.

We judge with high confidence that in fall 2003, Tehran halted its nuclear weapons design and weaponization activities, i&
covert military uranium conversion and enrichmegiited activities, for at least several years. Because of intelligence gap
and the NIC assess with only moderate confidence that all such activities were halted. We assess with midienatce toe
Tehran had not restarted these activities as of20@¥, but since they comprised an unannounced secret effort that Iran attel
hide, we do not know if these activities have been restarted.

We judge with high confidence that thalthwas directed primarily in response to increasing international scrutiny and
resulting from exposure of Irands previously undec/l fuene
on the issue than we judged praisty.

Copyright Anthony H. Cordesman,
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We do not have sufficient intelligence information to judge confidently whether Tehran is willing to maintain the hailtctda
weapons design and weaponization activities indefinitely while it weighs its options, or whether it will or alreatlppesfis
deadlines or criteria that will prompttd restart those activities. We assess with high confidence that Iran has the scientific,
and industrial capacity eventually to produce nuclear weapons. In our judgment, only an Irargahdealision to abandor
nuclear weapons objective would plausibly keep Iran from eventually producing nuclear @eapbeach a decision is inhere
reversible. | note again that two activities relevant to a nuclear weapons capability continua: emeiohment that will enable -
production of fissile material and development of {oangge ballistic missile systems.

We assess with moderate confidence that convincing the Iranian leadership to forgo the eventual development of nuslealt
be difficult given the I|Iinkage many within the | ead eurty
and foreign policy objectives, and given I ranb6s eaponsi d

We continue to assess with modettatbigh confidence that Iran does not currently have a nuclear weapon. We continue
with low confidence that Iran probably has imported at least some waggadnis fissile material, but still judgéth moderateo-
high confidence it has not obtained enough for a nuclear weapon. We cannot rule out that Iran has acquired &amn \aii
acquire in the futufe a nuclear weapon or enough fissile material for a weapon. Barring such acquisitransyints to ha
nuclear weapons it would need to produce sufficient amounts of fissile material indigenausly we judge with high confider
it has not yet done.

Iran resumed its declared centrifuge enrichment activities in January 2006, despii@3thalt in its nuclear weapons desigr
weaponization activities. Iran made significant progress in 2007 installing centrifuges at Natanz, but we judge wid
confidence it still faces significant technical problems operating them.

1 We judg with moderate confidence that the earliest possible date Iran would be technically capable of producing enou
enriched uraniunfHEU) for a weapon is late 2009, but that is very unlikely.

1 We judge with moderate confidence Iran probably wouléd®ically capable of producing enough HEU for a weapon
sometime during the 2042015 time frame. INR judges Iran is unlikely to achieve this capability before 2013 because of
foreseeable technical and programmatic problems. All agencies recognizesthiify that this capability may not be attaine
until after2015.
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We know that Tehran had a chemical warfare program prior to 1997, when it declared elements of its program. We absat
maintains dualse facilities intended to produce CW agent in times of need and conducts research that may hav
apgications. We assess Iran maintains a capability to weaponize CW agents in a variety of delivery systems.

We assess that Iran has previously conducted offensive BW agent research and development. Iran continues -tass
technologies that ctiibe used for biological warfare.

Extract from J. Michael McConnell, Director of National Intelligence Arual Threat Assessment of the Intelligence
Community for the Senate Armed Services Committee, 0 27
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