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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
DATE: April 12, 1988
TO: Max Green, OPL

I would appreciate your providing

a draft Presidential message for the
29th Annual Policy Conference of the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee
in Washington, May 15-17, 1988.

Please provide a draft message by
APRIL 26.

Copies of previous messages attached,
FYT.

Thank you.

L.inda Watson

Presidential Messages
Room 18, x2941
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April 4, 1988

Dear Mr, Asher and Mry. Dine:

This letter is a follow-up response to yours of August &, 1987 in
which you invite the President to adéress the twenty~ninth Annual

Policy Conference of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee
in Washington, May 15-17, 1688.

The President asked me to convey his appreciation for your
proposal to present him with the first aunual HMort Silberman
Democracy Award.

Unfortunately, the schedule to which he is committed that
week, prior to his departure on May 26 for the summsit meeting
in Moscow, 1s so heavy that he will not be able to accept your
generoug offer.

With bestrwishes,

Sincerely,

- FREDERICK J. RYAHWN, JR,
Director of Presidential Appointments
and Scheduling
Director of Private Sector Initistives

HMr, Robert H,., Acher

Myr. Thomas A. Dine

The American Israel Public
Affairs Commitiee

Suite 309

500 Horth Capitol Btreet, N.W.

washingten, DC 20001

FIJR:KC:ckb 4FJR

cc: w/incoming to Message Unit for consideration



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
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RESPONSE DUE DATE: ,qap éw Ko

. REQUEST FOR SCHEDULING%QCQMMEN@T N

MEMORANDUM FOR: MARLIN FITZWATER
JACK COURTEMANCHE
PAUL STEVENS

JAMES MCKINNEY

.

FRANK DONATELLI “‘QI LIAM BALL
x REBECCA RANGE KENNETH CRIBB

TOM GRISCOM GAR@BAUER

ELIZABETH BOARD T JIM HOOLEY

JIM KUHN : KATHY SBORNE

/e,y
FROM: FREDERICK J. RYAN, JR.D“Q- ><

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS AND SCHEDULING

Please provide your recommendation on the following scheduling request:

<

For the President to address the 29th Annual Policy %

EVENT: Conference of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee Q)
and receive the first annual Mort Silberman Democracy

DATE: Award.
May 15-17, 1988

LOCATION:

Sheraton Washington Hotel

Additional information concerning this event is attached.
YOUR RECOMMENDATION:

Accept ¢ Regret Surrogate Message

Priority ~ Video
Routine Written

If your recommendation is to accept, please cite reasons below:

Despite the fact that the ATPAC has opposed various Administration efforts

to sell amms to Arab countries, this would be an event worth doing. No other
occasion will provide such an opportunity for the President to receive public
credit for all that he has done for Israel's security. I have no doubt that he will
e hailed by this most powerful of Washjngton lobbies as the truest friend of

Israel t the Oval Offic
J:1-’a‘I&JaEAeSVEIarREC')I‘ISJJF-tN:LI'll"O SANDY WARFIELD IN OEOB, ROOM 182 BY THE

RESPONSE DUE DATE ABOVE SO THAT YOUR COMMENTS MAY BE
CONSIDERED AS WE PROCEED WITH THIS REQUEST. THANK YOU.




¥ ATPAC

THE AMERICAN ISRAEL PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

August 4, 1987

The President
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

It is with distinct honor that we invite you to address
the 29th Annual Pollcy Conference of the American Israel
Publlc Affaits Committee. It will be held 'in Washington, DC
from May '15-17; 1988 at the Sheraton Washington Hotel. At
that time we Would like to present you with the first annual
Mort Silberman Democracy Award in recognltlon of your efforts
to secure a strong U.S.-Israel relationship.-

The AIPAC Policy Conference is the major annual gather-
ing of the political leadership of the pro-Israel community
in the United States; it brings to Washington over 1,000
leaders from across the country. It is the preeminent
national meeting for those concerned with the U.S.~Israel
relationship, as is evident by the participation of so many
of our nation's leaders. Last year over 300 Members of
Congress and 50 officials from the Executive Branch were in
attendance.

Mr. President, you have done more to secure the close
relationship between the United States and Israel and to
elevate this relationship to an even higher level, than any
other American President. We would be exceptionally honored
if you would accept our invitation and award and make the '
first Presidential address to our Conference. We very much
hope that your schedule will permit your accepting our
invitation, and, of course, we are prepared to arrange our
program around your availability.

500 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, N.W. ® SUITE 300 ® WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 L4 (202) 638-2256

President: Robert H. Asher, [L; Chairman of the Board: Lawrence Weinberg. CA; Vice Presidents: Michael M. Adler, FL; Donald Diamond, AZ; Barnard J. Goustein, AK; Edward C. Levy,
Jr., ML Rabbi Israel Miller, NY; Roben Riesman, RI; Michael Stein, FL; Hamiet Zimmerman, GA; Secretary: Charles Schusterman, OK; Treasurer: Bemard S. White, MD; Regional Vice
Presidents: Marshall Brachman, TX; Samuel M. Eisenstat, NY; Monte Friedkin, OH; Moron Friedman, CA; Herben D. Katz, FL; Mayer Mitchell, AL; Carl Rheuban, CA; Gary P. Wallin, NH.

Presidents Emeritus: Rabbi Philip S. Bemstein, NY*; Irving Kane, OH; L.L. Kenen, DC; Louis Lipsky. NY*; Edward Sanders. CA: Morton Silberman, FL*; Lawrence Weinberg, CA
*Deceased

Executive Director: Thomas A. Dine; Legislative Director: Douglas M. Bloomfield; Deputy Legislative Director: Ester Kurz; Legislative Liaisons: Dan Cohen, Ralph D. Numberger. Stephen
R. Silberfarb; Research & Information Director: Steven J. Rosen; Director, Executive Branch Relations: Howard A. Kohr; Political Director: Elizabeth Schrayer; Policy & Development
Director: Roy I. Rosenbaum; Chief Financial Officer: Paul S. Rovinsky; Administrative & Finance Director: Morns S. Edeson; Regional Directors: Albert G. Effrat (Florida): Scott Gale
(Southwest); Amy Goldberg (New York); Naomi Lauter (Pacific Northwest): Murray Wood (Southem Pacific)

THE COMMITTEE CONDUCTS PUBLIC ACTION TO MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN THE FRIENDSHIP BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND [SRAFL



The President
August 4, 1987
Page 2

Thank you for considering our request. We look forward
to your reply. ’

Respectfully yours,

Dot 10 Ao

Robert H. Asher \ Thomas A. Dine
President “Executive Director
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in cloa!ng, I a-ant to rea!ﬁrm Amerlea's interest in e
negotiated settlement to the Arab-lisracl, dispute, 9§he

road to genuine peace is proving long and arduous.’ . s

‘But we must not falter in the face of radical violence

. end threats., The United Btates will therefore continus
" to work with Israel and her Arsd ?ﬁghbg%rshtii find a
way to bring about ;direct pegotiations whic B il pro Sending greetmgs
Gues peacé and ‘ta&m ui"d&y 88 greﬁl eu:nggtm the American Israel
genema‘ms' Public Affalrs "nnmittee.

I thank you sll &Knyﬁw support and é”?ég 25 ifsrael and the United

: ‘friendehip of A%@E‘m d Euw rsirbnger yel over the past five and

" one~half years. That is a most welcome develspment,

Freedom everywhere in the world is both our ideal and
. our best long-range security. Our commitment to Israel
" flows from this shared belief as well as our mutual
strategic and = "“ rf\ deserves our’

N Israel faces serious threats both to: her economic well--
S being and to her security,-but Israel doesn't face thesn
. .threats alone. The United States’is providing Israel
with increasing amounts of both tiilitary. and economic
aid to help promote her stability and secur:ty. My

Te Zev Lewis Pﬁm’fm‘h‘indlch’i".i‘ydﬁuﬂ” ¥gednd economic well~being of
* ? srael 18 1ron-ciad, .

BR:DC:ck? Equa_lyimnnzhu/ have be our eff;/fs to s rengJ 2

ca:  K.Osborne/DChewrR we“nmmmscm.mnma/ Green/C. Korta/OF

EVENT: APRIL igvistance. I reier, for example, to the new free trade

APAC zone agreement which will boost Israel's exports here,
and to Projeet Independence, a private initiative which ~
has received the strongest possible support from Secre-
tary of State George Shultz,

Concermng our mutual security mterests, I am very
plcased by the progress we have made in the area of
trategic cooperation between Israel and the United
States and to Israel's fprthcommg participation in
the develop = t { the &trategic Defense Inmatwe
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April 22, 1885 ,@

1 arm pleaged to extend to sll of you my warmest
greetinge on the eccasion of the 26th-Annusl-Policy
Confercnee of the American Isrsael Public‘ Affalrs
Committee,

The membere of AIPAC ard other friends of Isrzel
csn take satisfecfion, et I do, that U.S. - Isracl
rcletions, alweys close, are today warmer and stronger
then ever. Isrsel hag e special place in the minds
&5C hesrts of Americane. The breadih and vigor of
your organizetion is one of many rigns of our unigue
rclationship with Isrsel. This relstionship is strongly
rocted in shared vsluer end traditicns -- az well ec
commoen interests, Eince the rebirth of Isrsel in
1648, the United States her been consitied fe Isruel's
security £né well-being, and this cemmitment remeines
irorclad.

Cur speeiol rclntic' fhip hes many dimensicne, The
United States end lsrael currently enjoy an unpre-
cecernted lovel o" bilriereal rcogefratmp cn security
rmuiters. Our partriership in strategic cocperstion e
en important new cdevelepment, Cur annpual security
eceistonce tc leracl, for which we heve proposed &
level of €1.8 billior for the coming fiscal vesr,

helps ensure Isrecl's quslitetive military edge over
poteritial adversaries.’ In the United Hations end
other internstional forz, we continually resffirm cur
rolc ae Isreel's strongest end most rellablc supporter.

We hsve been eonsulting closely with the Government

of lsrzel on wsys to help them eddress their pressing o
economic probleme snd put lsrael beck or the psth of

5//17%[55. | LS
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T am éeughted to extend sy very.warmest wishes -
bera and guests of the American~lsreel Publc Affairs

TO BE HAND CARRIED Y. MARSHALL BREGER m
" RR:LIVINGSTON:vs - jmﬁﬁ :
SC/CF

/cc K.Osborne/D. L1v1ngston/M Breger/

Committe@ ag you mest in your Annusl Policy Cimfereﬁea.

et :
As you undertake your deubemﬂms, ycm shauld take satis-
faction from AIPAC's justly earned reputation as & staunch
advecate of strong Americen-Isrseli relations. Your efforts .
to enhance thoss ties sre an outstanding example of the’
freedom our soclety offers to all citizens to participate

" in the forelgn poliey process, end they are welcomad by

those w}m count om-selvea &5 fdends of Izrael,

e,

Au af us can take Batisfaction, as well from the new pla- :

tesu which the Israeli-American retatmnahip hes resched.’ it

is correct to spesk of a "platean”, rather than a ®gummit?,
baeause we have attained a new, high level upon which we |
econtinge to ‘buﬂd rather than & peak from which ue wﬂl
éamnd. v SRR : . :
L, ﬁwn '

The mmiﬁc&tions of this are ev!dmt throughaut the rexa-
tionship. Over the past few months, the United States aad
israel have established & Joint Political Military Group, - .
which is focusing on the threst posed by incregsed ngiet
involvement in the Middle Easst and {s considering such

s"i'*

e w

measures ags combined military planning, joint exercises, A

and requirements for the prepositioning of Americen equip-
ment in Igraocl. | We are also holding tslks with the Israelis

leading toward the establishment of 8 Free Trade Avea. - o

Moreover, we have changed the composition of cur ald to
to one of grants alone,

The net result of all this is to demonsirate once again -~ as

if there could be any doubt -~ the importence that the United

States and 1 permnany attach to the strongest possible re-
laticnship with Israel, This relationship is a cornerstone of
our foreign policy and of the structure of a lust end lasting
peace which one day will be sttained between Izrael and an
her neighbors.

You have my best wishes, May your Ccsmetence he 8

¥

~ Israel from s combination of grants and concessionary loans .

most successful one. | ﬁﬁi‘mm BEA@&@

-EVENT: APRIL 8 :
(Draft. 1nformatlon prov1ded by NSC) '
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PICLASSIFIED

It is a delight for me to send warmest greetin é
to -the American Israel Public AfTairs Gommitiee.as
you gather for this 23rd Annual Policy .Conference.
This occasion provides a welcome opportunity to
express my continuing high regard for your organi-

" .zation and all that you are working to accomplish
in behalf ofT}srag}

4est for Comments on Draft Presidential

As a fellow Amerlcan,;I‘share'yoﬁrﬂcgmgitﬁént Prplic Affairs

the well-being of ‘Israel.” The U.S. commitmentl May 0

to Israel's security remains unshakeable. 1In

the search for a _just and lastlng solution to the 5

conflict in ‘the Middle East nothing will-Bedone (attached .z

to Jeopardxze*israel’s security.“ My Administrationnd the

counts "on ‘the ‘efforts of responsible”drgahizations

such as yours,, to help achieve progress toward peace

and security: 1n thé Middle Eastl —- i€ views oI adl
Americans on issues of hlghest concern

You have my besﬁ*wishes Por® a¥successful?and is a

productive meetlng‘here 4n-Washington: demccracy which
w2 ali [Uwly supporz.

This additicn would help 7 xu.l3y the feeling of AIPAC

that the Administra«icn 4i. . © zppreciate AIPAC's
public statements at the 1 - <f the AWACs debate.
ATPAC has in+*erpreted scm. .: =—2ments by Administration
"IlCl&la az that time au +2zal of AIPAC's role. The
noe wa Ava 2 1gcas “. be Zea. Dby AIPAC

Call Begpgggrnes for, dellve?y 5'2163 d Ao a Areat dsal to

»
33\_4(,. cotterness.

To Mlchael Gale, AIPAC

RR: Livingstpﬁ///‘ //’ //

cc: K.Osborne/B.Barnesa/M.Wheeler/T. Sllverman/CF ‘£TT
EVENT- May lo B ‘ A “‘~“- 13 e . .

Cuilv2 Secretary-
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The American Israei ubxic Affamrs ﬂonmxttee hdo

The American lsrael: Fublio.AfrairsJCOQmittee,ho de:
has earned the respect and good wishes of all

who desire  closer and more fruitful,ties between.3
the ‘United States and Israel. It is therefore

a great pleasure .for me to greet.the.mesbers of ..,
AIPAC on the occasion of your Twenty—Seeond i

AnnualTponrerenee. v &% of AIPAG On the occa

- Americans marvel at Israel, ror the: airaele of its
rebirth in the modern era. We respect the Israell
nation for its deepfelt belief in democraecy and
Justice _and for the nxtraordinary eourage~or the
Israell people. .
ok i i ovma padern nra.  Ae respect the Israeli
AIPAC haa done muchdtg strengthen the ties of
friendship and understanding between our two, ,¢ justice
nations, & bond which brings great benefit to .
both Awerica and Israel, .Through your efforts..ii people
to build public underatanding of the problems
which confront the Israeli people, AIPAC has :
contributed significantly to.the attainment of s rriendship
a true and laating peace between Israel and its
neighbors =~=-.the goal to which we all earnestly; ng

aspire,”
which brings great benz fir to_both Amerlca and Israel.
SInoerely,
Through vour = fcrets +i74d public underatandinq c“

P

.
s o~y mwent the Israslil necple, poatedius
To Jack Steln “for dispatch.

N T i orearilu o tne atfailnment of A true
RR: Sllverman,pkE/ = *

cc: H. von Damm/T.Silverman/A.Lenz,NSC/CF
EVENT: = MAY 18

Draft information provided by NSC. -

AL L2008

-
.....

P
™y L™
Lo

5
















EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Israel’s strategic value derives primarily from four advantages:

(1) Geostrategic position. Israel is located midway between Europe and the Persian Gulf.
From the point of view of U.S. defense planning, it has the potential to contribute in
three theaters: the Gulf, the Mediterranean, and NATOQ’s Southern and Central fronts.
Compared to the continental United States, Israel is one-seventh the distance to the Gulf
and one-half the distance to Germany.

(2) Political stability. While virtually every other friendly country of the region is subject to
overthrow by coup or revolution or a drastic change of political orientation, Israel’s
stability is deeply rooted in sound democratic institutions.

(3) Political reliability. While policy orientations of other friendly states of the region could
revert to hostility in the future, Israel’s strategic interests and the values of its people are
permanently aligned with those of the Free World. Deals made with certain Arab govern-
ments over the heads of their people can come unstuck if these people arise against their
rulers, while our alliance with Israel is an alliance with the people of that country
themselves.

(4) Advanced society. Israel is the one politically and technologically advanced country of
the region.

Yet, these advantages, which have taken on particular importance since the loss of bases in Iran,
have not been sufficient to prevent the systematic exclusion of Israel from U.S. defense planning
for the Middle East and the Mediterranean, even while such less promising ““allies’ as Somalia
and Oman are fawningly courted.

Asaresult, an undue reliance is being placed on basing U.S. ““‘Rapid Deployment Forces”” in the
continental U.S., and to a lesser extent in ‘‘access arrangements’’ with unstable regional allies,
simply to avoid Israel.

This paper quantitatively compares U.S, basing and these other allies with the currently ex-
cluded option of Israel in meeting one particular requirement of current defense planning: the
need to move huge quantities of war materiel to the Persian Gulf region rapidly in the event of
Soviet aggression there. ““Prepositioning’’ of materiel in Israel is shown to have substantial objec-
tive advantages over the alternatives in terms of both force effectiveness and cost including the
following:

®  Force Effectiveness. Using half of America’s airlift fleet, materiel for a mechanized divi-
sion prepositioned in Israel could be redeployed to the Persian Gulf 66 days sooner than
from the continental United States. Similarly, the time required to airlift to Germany
would be reduced from 24 to 11 days.

e Cost. It would cost the U.S. over $9 billion in additional C-5 aircraft to achieve the same
effect from bases in the U.S.—in terms of time required to deploy such a force—as
compared to prepositioning in Israel,

e Swing Force. In terms of prepositioning a “‘swing force’’ for use either in the Gulf or
Europe, Israel compares favorably with the other major prepositioning sites available to
the U.S. Considerable savings in time and/or money could be achieved by prepositioning
in Israel rather than in sites presently planned for the RDF.

Overall, in an honest comparison, Israel offers substantial strategic advantages. Yet the United
States has chosen to bypass Israel in favor of an excessive reliance on strategic airlift from the con-
tinental U.S., which is slow and expensive, and alliances with unstable local governments of
dubious reliability. This virtual exclusion of Israel from U.S. defense planning is, implicitly, a
sacrifice of the objective American national interest to appease rejectionist Arab opinion. It is a
sacrifice with a substantial hidden cost to the U.S, taxpayer, and it results in a less effective system
of defense at a higher cost.

vii



Strategic Value of Israel

The debate over how best to defend the Persian Gulf and its oil against the
possibility of Soviet aggression is warming up and, as it does, it becomes in-
creasingly clear that an issue as simple as geography is at the heart of the
problem. The Soviet Union borders on Iran and is within 1,000 miles of the
main oilfields of the Middle East, while the distance from the United States is
about 9,000 miles by air and considerably longer by sea. Moreover, unlike
Europe, the Far East, and Southeast Asia, there is no intact U.S. military
basing structure to provide support in the event of a conflict. However, since
the fall of the Shah, no nation of the Gulf region is prepared to extend to the
United States full-scale basing privileges. The closest U.S. base, on the Indian
Ocean island of Diego Garcia, is still 3,000 miles from the assumed locus of
conflict, and this base is in any case limited in scale by the smallness of the
island.

These simple facts create quite a problem for U.S. planners. A Soviet
standing army of perhaps fourteen divisions sits astride the region across the
border with Iran, in addition to the force of nearly a hundred thousand sta-
tioned in Afghanistan, while a single American division of about 25,000
would, if airlifted from the United States with its 70,000 tons of equipment,
take about four weeks to get there using all U.S. airlift resources (and over
twice as long using half the available airlift). It might well be a case of ‘‘too
little too late,”” and if the Soviets perceived this in advance, they might be
tempted to exploit their advantage,

Both the defense of the region and deterrence of a Soviet attack therefore
require energetic remedial measures to enhance our ““projection’’ capability.
In part, this may take the form of expanding our small fleet of airlift and sea-
lift vessels, procuring such items as additional C-5s or CXs. But at a $60 mil-
lion program unit cost, there are severe limits on the number of strategic air
transporters that can be procured. A second solution is to “‘lighten the load”’
to be lifted by developing lighter armored forces, thereby reducing the
number of flights (‘“‘sorties’’) and transporters needed. But this would, at



best, result in a saving of perhaps 20 percent in terms of time or the required
size of the lift fleet. While there is much to be said for both measures, addi-
tional solutions clearly are required.

The most obvious solution is to have the equipment in the theater of conflict,
or at least near it, when you need it, rather than moving it only after an ag-
gression begins, By moving the heavy equipment to ‘‘prepositioning sites’’ in
peacetime, and flying in just the men to “marry up’’ with the equipment if a
conflict contingency develops, considerable time can be saved. The preposi-
tioned equipment poses no threat in peacetime, but serves as a notice to the
Soviets that a rapid response to aggression is possible, and thereby enhances
the deterrent threat to promote the stability of the region.

With this in' mind, the Carter Administration negotiated a set of ‘‘access
arrangements”’ to permit prepositioning in Oman, Somalia, Egypt, and
Kenya on a limited scale, and the Reagan Administration has submitted to
Congress appropriation requests for funding to flesh out these arrangements,
There are, however, several problems with the prepositioning sites negotiated
to date, Kenya is over 2,500 miles from assumed conflict areas by the most
direct route, and Somalia is about 1,600. Somalia is demanding a king’s ran-
som in aid in exchange for access, and has problems of political stability.
Neighboring Ethiopia is a virtual colony of the Soviet Union, and has openly
threatened to employ its air force against U.S. facilities in Somalia (with
which Ethiopia is at war). As if this weren’t enough, Somalia and Kenya are
antagonists, and Kenya is informally allied with Ethiopia against Somalia.
Kenya objects to U.S. cooperation with Somalia. Neither Kenya nor Somalia
is in a position to provide an air defense umbrella for the security of
American equipment and personnel against air attack, so anything preposi-
tioned at these locations will be vulnerable unless the scarce air defense assets
of the United States are devoted to the task and permitted by the host govern-
ment to operate.

Oman is the best site of all in terms of distance, lying at the mouth of the
Persian Gulf, but as an access opportunity it suffers from some of the prob-
lems already mentioned. It is within strike range of Soviet aircraft stationed
in Afghanistan as well as the increasingly sophisticated air force of South
Yemen (another Soviet colony), yet the host government cannot provide air
defense. This alone will limit the amount of materiel the United States can
put at risk in a vulnerable environment, In addition, the Omani government,
not wishing to be seen as a *‘cat’s paw’’ of a superpower in the region, intends
to limit the conditions under which facilities can be used by United States
forces. For example, the Sultan Qaboos was so outraged by the reported use
of Omani facilities on Masirah Island in support of the (failed) Iran hostage
rescue mission that he threatened to withdraw all American privileges. While
the latter did not happen, it is clear that American access in Oman will be less

than 100 percent reliable over time under the present government. Nor is the
survival of the Omani regime a foregone conclusion, although there are few
signs of instability at the moment. In addition, Masirah Island and the other
Omani sites reported in the press are among the hottest and most inhospitable
places on the planet Earth, and the effects on U.S. armed forces personnel
retention could be a real problem.

It is also worth noting that Oman, while it is close to the Gulf, is quite dis-
tant from Europe (as are Somalia, Kenya, and Diego Garcia). This means
that equipment stationed there is dedicated to Persian Gulf contingencies but
poorly located for NATO. Ideally, prepositioning sites would be suited to a
“swing force”’ that could be deployed either to Europe or the Gulf, to limit
the adverse impact of Persian Gulf security arrangements on the already pre-
carious NATO alliance capability.

In these terms, Egypt has a considerable advantage over Kenya, Somalia,
Oman, and Diego Garcia. For example, the distance from Ras Banas, Egypt,
to Munich is about half that of Masirah, Oman. Egypt can also provide
general air defense against any adversary but Israel, and can provide security
against other forms of attack on the facilities that have been discussed.
Moreover, Egypt is forthright in its support for a strengthening of U.S. capa-
bility in the region, and clearly intends to cooperate in plans to build the Rap-
id Deployment Force.

Yet, even the sites in Egypt raise problems. Cairo’s isolation in the Arab
world is unnatural, and should the current or a future Egyptian government
seek to rejoin its historic allies, the price might include a weakening of the
alliance with Washington. This might come, for example, now that Egypt has
repossessed the Sinai in April 1982, under the terms of the peace treaty with
Israel. Moreover, the evolution of the domestic political situation in Egypt could
lead to a change of policy or even a change of government. After the bitter
experience with Britain and then the USSR, Egyptians have a considerable
antipathy to foreign troops and equipment on their soil. Egypt was one of the
founders of the nonaligned movement, and foreign installations by whatever
name are bound to become a target for Arab nationalist “Third Worldist”’
criticism of the regime. While, at the present time, the Egyptian/American
alliance seems secure, Egyptian policy five and ten years hence is unpredict-
able.

Given this array of problems and reasons to worry, American planners are
obligated to ‘‘spread the risk” by distributing American commitments
among the access sites. Of the sites discussed, Egypt emerges as the ‘““domi-
nant solution,”” but conditions there too will limit the scale of American
military investment. Basically, something more is needed.



Israel as a Prepositioning Site

Given the problems of each of thesites already explored, attention is begin-
ning to turn to Israel. Israel of fers several distinct advantages as a ‘‘stepping-
stone’” access site, which, taken together, comprise an attractive package:

1. Location. The distance from Israel to the Gulf is less than one-seventh
that from the U.S. Itis also half the distance of Diego Garcia, and closer than
Kenya, Somalia, or Turkey (assuming, in the last case, that overflight of
Syria, Iraq, and Iran is excluded). At the same time, it is half the distance to
Europe (Munich) compared to the East Coast of the United States, and also
about half the distance to Europe compared to Diego Garcia, Oman,
Somalia, and Kenya. Of states willing to provide regional access for the RDF,
only Egypt is competitive as a location for a ‘‘swing force”’ that could be sent
either to Europe or the Gulf.

2. Political Stability. While the future political structures and policy orien-
tations of Oman, Somalia, Kenya, Egypt, and Turkey are subject to radical
change, the basic political structure and policy of Israel are stable and pre-
dictable as they affect that country’s policy toward regional security. Virtual-
ly all Israeli leaders in the major parties support a strengthening of the United
States role in the region, an enhancement of U.S. capability to deter and, if
need be, defeat Soviet aggression, and an enhancement of U.S. force projec-
tion capabilities to support these objectives. The leadership of both major
Israeli parties has forthrightly endorsed the provision of strategic access ar-
rangements to the United States under appropriate conditions. Sites in Israel
would be intrinsically less vulnerable to revolutions, coups, and domestic
disorders.

3. Political Reliability. No sovereign nation in the modern world will ex-
tend basing privileges to a foreign power completely without restriction. But
the political limitations that would be imposed in the Israeli case probably
would be less severe than those on which Oman, Egypt, Somalia, and Kenya
will insist, for the simple reason that there is a closer congruence between
Israel’s own interests and those of the United States as regards force projec-
tion contingencies. If, for example, an Iraqi threat to Kuwait or Iran called
for an American response, the policies of Oman and Egypt could be limited
by inter-Arab politics, while Israel would, in almost all scenarios, find its in-
terests aligned with those of the U.S. The contrast might be still more pro-
nounced in a European scenario, from which the Arab states might wish to
divorce themselves while Israel, given its strategic position, could not. While
there are differences between the Israeli and American policies in the local

diplomatic arena, their postures in regional strategic military affairs are
generally in agreement.

4. Air Defense. U.S. materiel prepositioned in many states of the region
could be subject to conventional and guerilla attacks, yet few of the host na-
tions have the capability to provide a secure defense umbrella. Israel is a clear
exception. The primary mission of the Israeli Air Force is to defend that na-
tion’s own air space, and the IAF’s mastery of the skies is almost un-
contested. While the United States might have to provide its own air defense
in such locations as Masirah or Berbera, allocating scarce F-15 wings or
I-Hawk SAM batteries, security of ‘‘prepo’’ against air attack in Israel would
be provided implicitly by the host government. The same applies to security
against large-scale guerilla operations, which the Israelis have brought almost
completely under control.

While these differences between Israel and other sites, taken together,
might be regarded as a considerable, even commanding advantage, there has
been comparatively little American interest in strategic cooperation with
Israel until recently. The notion of Israel as a strategic asset has been a subject
of considerable interest in American Jewish and Israeli circles, but until
recently it has been regarded with official indifference if not contempt, par-
ticularly by the Carter Administration. Indeed, it is said that the name
“Israel’> was not, until recently, permitted even to appear in official ex-
ploratory discussions of prospective access sites, and that, having been re-
jected from the start as a serious candidate for the regional security system,
Israel’s potential contribution was not studied by Carter Administration offi-
cials in any systematic way.

The Reagan Administration brings to the issue a different perspective.
Repeatedly during the 1980 presidential campaign, the Republican candidate
called attention to Israel as a concrete strategic asset and ally, and the Admin-
istration is reported to have a serious interest in exploring potential forms of
strategic cooperation with the government of Israel.

Reagan is of course aware that the Arabs (with the possible exception of
Egypt) do not look kindly upon U.S.-Israel cooperation, but, unlike his
predecessor, he does not take this as an absolute limit to U.S. freedom of ac-
tion. Since the very founding of the Jewish state, the U.S. has played both
sides of the street successfully (in spite of heckling from certain elements in
the Washington bureaucracy who endlessly warned that it couldn’t be done).
It is probably even the case that the U.S. has had more rather than less in-
fluence with the Arabs exactly because it also has had (most of the time) in-
fluence with Israel too. Ironically, Arab opinion already takes it as given that
the U.S. is in cahoots with.Israel, which Washington supports with con-
siderable economic and military aid. The incremental diplomatic cost of ex-
panded strategic cooperation could, for this very reason, be minimal if the



problem were managed intelligently during the transitional period.

Still, there will be political costs to be measured against strategic benefits.
It is worthwhile, therefore, to assess in closer detail the strategic value of
[srael, to quantify the military advantages that should be compared to any
political disadvantages. What follows, then, is a more detailed statistical ex-
cursion to compare Israel with other prepositioning sites in military and
economic terms, to quantify the value of cooperation or the ‘“opportunity
cost”’ of non-cooperation, in the expectation that this may provide a criterion
by which to assess future policy.

Comparing Deployment Times

For the military planner, the central consideration of any prospective ar-
rangement affecting the Rapid Deployment Force is its impact on force effec-
tiveness. In the case of a prospective access site, this means that the central
measure of effectiveness is the contribution that a ‘‘steppingstone’’ can make
to shorten the time that it takes to deliver and deploy forces to assumed con-
flict locations, by comparison with sending forces from the continental
United States (CONUS) or from other regional access sites.

The methodology by which such comparisons are made is complex, and in-
cludes the following factors:

1. distance;

2. the number and types of transport aircraft available;

3. the portion of this lift fleet assumed to be available for a given contin-

gency;

4, lift capacity in terms of weight and bulk;

5. utilization factors, sortie rates, speed, and productivity; and

6. the weight and bulk of the materiel to be lifted.

These factors can be estimated from such public sources as the Defense
Marketing Service databook, Rapid Deployment Force (Greenwich, Connec-
ticut, DMS, 1980), on the basis given in the appendix to this paper. Assuming
that the equipment for a mechanized infantry division is to be lifted from
prepositioning sites to Dhahran, Saudi Arabia (from which they would move
overland to participate in a Persian Gulf conflict), and that half of the
available U.S. transporters were used for a Persian .Gulf scenario (the other

half being held in reserve for European contingencies), prepositioning in
Israel compares to prepositioning at other sites or lift from the continental
U.S. as follows:

Table 1

Airlift to the Persian Gulf (Dhahran)
(using half of strategic lift)

Days to Transport

From One Mechanized Division
United States 77 days
Israel (Tel Aviv) 11 days
Diego Garcia 27 days
Somalia (Berbera) 14 days
Kenya (Mombasa) 22 days
Oman (Masirah) 8 days
Egypt (Ras Banas) 10 days
Turkey (Izmir) 17 days

(No overflight of Iraq, Syria, or Iran)

The advantage of prepositioning in Israel is substantial compared to send-
ing forces from the U.S.; the first whole division would get to the Gulf 2-1/2
months earlier! Forces from Diego Garcia or Kenya would take twice as long
to arrive, and forces from Turkey 50 percent more time (assuming that
overflight of radical countries is excluded). Only Oman and Egypt offer
shorter deployment times, and in both cases the advantage is marginal,

If a war erupted in Europe instead of the Gulf, major U.S. reinforcement
would be required for NATO to hold the line against the vastly larger War-
saw Pact armies. [t could, in such a contingency, be necessary to lift materiel
prepositioned for Persian Gulf contingencies to Europe instead of Dhahran.
Assuming that the equipment for a mechanized infantry division were to be
lifted from these prepositioning sites to Munich, Germany, and that all the
available U.S. transporters were used, Israel compares to the other sites as
follows:



Table 2

Airlift to Europe (Munich)
(using all of strategic lift)

Days to Transport

From One Mechanized Division
United States . 24 days
Israel (Tel Aviv) 11 days
Diego Garcia 29 days
Somalia 20 days
Kenya 23 days
Oman 20 days
Egypt 12 days
Turkey 8 days

Forces prepositioned in Israel could be in Europe in half the time it would
take those from the continental United States to arrive, and Israel is closer
than any of the other regional prepositioning sites except Turkey (which is, of
course, a member of NATO). It is also worth noting that Diego Garcia,
which is the anchor of the RDF prepositioning system, is even further from
Europe than the continental United States. Forces prepositioned in Diego
Garcia, Somalia, Kenya or Oman are in effect dedicated to Persian Gulf con-
tingencies, while Israel, Egypt, and Turkey are superior as sites for a “‘swing
force”’ suited to either Gulf or European scenarios.

In addition to the swing force concept, Egypt, Israel, and Turkey also have
importance for Mediterranean contingencies, from which Diego Garcia,
Oman, Somalia, and Kenya are remote. The ‘‘beefing up”’ of our navy in the
Indian Ocean has been accomplished partly at the expense of the Sixth Fleet
in the Mediterranean, and any comparison of allocation of U.S. forces to
alternative access sites should also take Mediterranean conflict into account.
This comparison will be developed in greater detail in a subsequent study.

Comparisons in Terms of Cost

So far we have compared prepositioning sites exclusively in terms of
military effectiveness and deployment time. But in the real world of force

planning, choices are constrained by budgetary impact as well. For example,
if the cost of deploying a given unit to a particular location within a required
time can be reduced, the budgetary resources ‘‘liberated”’ can be used to
strengthen other elements of the overall force structure. Conversely, spend-
ing more to achieve a given objective implicitly weakens other elements of the
force structure.

How, then, would Israel compare to other access sites in terms of cost,
holding military effectiveness constant? One way to make such a comparison
is to compare the direct costs of the airlifts of equipment for one mechanized
infantry division to Dhahran or Munich, as above, on the simple principle
that miles translate into airfleet sorties which cost money (see Appendix).
Table 3 gives the direct costs for the airlifts enumerated in Tables 1 and 2:

Table 3

Direct Costs of Airlifting One Mechanized Division
(as in Tables I and 2)

From To Dhahran To Munich
United States $391 million $247 million
Israel 63 125
Diego Garcia 138 294
Somalia 76 198
Kenya 124 232
Oman 43 208
Egypt 54 140
Turkey 99 87

Combining these comparisons (i.e., using the imaginary case in which one
division was lifted to Dhahran and a second division to Munich), a “‘swing
force” would cost a half billion dollars less to lift from Israel compared to the
U.S.; $350 million less than Diego Garcia; $170 million less than Kenya; $90
million less than Somalia; and $60 million less than Oman. Again, only Egypt
and Turkey are competitive in terms of cost, both being essentially identical
to Israel.

But comparison of cost on this basis ignores a critical dimension of effec-
tiveness, which is the time required to deploy. The very purpose of an airlift is
to reduce the time that otherwise would be required to move forces at less ex-
pense but more slowly by sea. Indeed, even airlift deployment times like those
given in Tables 1 and 2 are considered much too slow by officials responsible
for U.S. national security planning, and procurement of additional C-5s or
CXs is considered essential to the RDF.,



One way to correct for deployment time in our comparisons, then, is to
take into account the number of aircraft that would have to be procured to
meet a given lift time requirement from the various prepositioning sites. To
permit such a comparison, let us take as our deployment time standard the
times required to lift the equipment for a mechanized division from Israel to
Dhahran (11 days) and Munich (also 11 days), and take as the unit of cost the
number of additional (or fewer) C-5As that would need to be procured to
match this time from the other sites. The number of aircraft derived from the
calculations in the appendix, is as follows:

Table 4

Number of C-5As Required to Match Deployment Time
from Israel

To Dhahran

from United States 168.37 more
Diego Garcia 39.00
Berbera 6.68
Mombasa 30.67
[zmir 17.84
Masirah 10.06 fewer
Ras Banas 4.48 fewer

from United States 69.28 more
Diego Garcia 89.88
Berbera 40.66
Mombasa 57.82
Masirah 45.81
Ras Banas 7.44
Izmir 20.05 fewer

Using the $56,000,000 program unit cost of the C-5A as a standard,
equalization of deployment times will reveal considerable ‘‘hidden’’ cost dif-
ferences between the access sites, differences much greater than the direct
costs of the lifts ignoring time (Table 3) or the costs of facilities on the ground
in the host countries (see Appendix). Table 5 compares the C-5A procure-
ment costs to make it possible to lift one mechanized division to Dhahran in
11 days from the various sites.
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Table §

Additional Cost (Savings) of Capability to Deploy
Mechanized Division to Dhahran in 11 Days
(as in Table 4)

From $ Millions
United States $9,429 million
Israel ‘ -0-
Diego Garcia 2,185
Somalia 374

Kenya 1,718
Turkey 999

Oman (563) savings
Egypt (251) savings

By this measure, prepositioning in Israel is the equivalent of 168 C-5As or
almost ten billion dollars compared to sending forces to the Gulf in the same
time from the continental United States. Diego Garcia, Somalia, Kenya, and
Turkey would also cost substantially more. .

Only Oman and Egypt are superior to Israel for prepositioning in terms of
cost to deploy to Dhahran in 11 days. If we add the comparison to Munich,
on the other hand (see Table 4 and Appendix), Turkey is superior but Egypt
would require 7 additional C-5s ($417 million) and Oman 46 ($2.6 billion).
Finally, on a combined cost basis, Israel emerges as the least expensive alter-
native for a “‘swing force”’ if the cost of C-5s for both Munich and Dahran is
taken as the criterion, since in the three cases where there is an additional ex-
pense to one location and a saving to the other, the additional expense is
greater.

Conclusions

Israel offers clear and substantial advantages as a prepositioning site
for U.S. projection forces, in terms of both force effectiveness and cost.
Many of these advantages derive from its geographic position at the
crossroads of the Mediterranean and Southwest Asian strategic zones.
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There is more political support for an American presence among the
Israeli public than in any other state of the region, and more support
among the competing political elites. A U.S. decision to preposition
materiel in Israel could be taken with a higher degree of confidence that
access would in fact be available in a conflict contingency some years
down the road than in most of the other host nations now under discus-
sion. In addition, Israel is in a position to provide a security umbrella for
prepositioned materiel, while in some of the other sites such security
would have to be provided by U.S. forces. Overall, prepositioning in
Israel would be a useful complement to other access arrangements, and
would strengthen overall force effectiveness at substantially lower cost
than other alternatives.

It is true that prepositioning in Israel also will entail political costs, in
that certain of the Arab states will be strongly opposed. But these costs
are containable if handled firmly, particularly during the transitional
period. From the Arab point of view, the principal objection is surely to
United States military and economic aid to the government of Israel, aid
which will continue regardless of the degree to which Israel is developed
as a regional strategic asset. Moreover, Arab publics already assume that
the United States is engaged in a strategic alliance with Israel; the concept
is more novel to Americans than to the peoples of the region.

In any case, the possibility of prepositioning in Israel should not be re-
jected a priori, without a careful accounting of costs and benefits. If, on
balance, a decision is taken not to develop the strategic benefits of
cooperation with Israel, it should, at the minimum, be taken with a clear-
eyed awareness of the strategic and economic advantages that are being
foregone.
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Appendix

Basis of calculations, additional data, and sources

. The following inventory of primary aircraft available was used:

70 CSA
234 Cl41
234 C130
Any airlift under 3,000 miles is assumed to utilize C130 aircraft as well as
C5A and C141 aircraft.

. A down factor of 15% was applied to the above numbers and then: (1)

all available aircraft were employed in the Munich lift; (2) 50% of all
available aircraft were employed in the Persian Gulf lift. The number of
aircraft employed in any actual airlift would be highly scenario depen-
dent, the above usage rate was chosen to provide a means for com-
parison.

. All figures assume transport of all cargo from the on-loading point

stipulated. The U.S. figures do not allow for a possible mix of CONUS
and POMCUS locations, nor do any others.

. After transporting all outsize cargo, C5As are assumed to continue to

transport bulk and oversize cargo until the lift is completed.

. No limitations have been placed on run-through capability of either the

on-loading or off-loading point. It is assumed that any location chosen
to serve as a future site will be built up as necessary to permit operations.
It is also assumed that no limitation has been placed for national security
reasons. In the 1973 lift to Israel, the Secretary of Defense limited the
number of aircraft permitted on the ground at Tel Aviv at any given time
for security reasons. These figures do not allow for such a limitation.

. Mileage has been calculated as the most direct flight with overflight

restrictions as follows: no overflight of the Soviet Union or any Soviet
bloc state; no overflight of a Soviet controlled or allied state; no
overflight of Iraq, Iran, Libya, Syria, Ethiopia, or Yemen.

. Overflight of Jordan and Saudi Arabia is permitted on the assumption

that regardless of the originating point, if Saudi Arabia is permitting
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10.

off-loading in Dhahran, overflight will also be permitted.

Non-U.S. prepositioning sites assume the first leg of the airlift originates
on the U.S. East Coast, and that airlift aircraft are based in the U.S.
The divisional tonnage figures represent a division and support as
follows:

Airborne Outsize 13,775
Bulk and Oversize 48,300

62,075 tons
Mechanized Outsize 34,655
Bulk and Oversize 60,948

95,603 tons
Infantry OQutsize 20,942
Bulk and Qversize 56,399

77,341 tons

The figures for an armored division were not calculated. It is assumed
(1) this division would be transported by sea due to its extreme weight;
and (2) this division would be the last division transported.

The source for these tonnage figures is Defense Marketing Service,
Rapid Deployment Force, 1980.

The cost figures given are basedon the peace-time operating cost per
flying hour for each aircraft. The following figures were used:
C5A $6,793/hour

Cl41  2,087/hour

C130 763/hour
It is acknowledged that in an actual lift scenario there would be addi-
tional ground support expenditures which are not included in the given
figures.
The source for these figures is Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 96th Con-
gress, 2nd Session, Part 8, Department of Defense Appropriations
Sor 1981, p. 418,

The following formula was used to compute airlift capability in short
tons/day*:

=NxeSxRx

L D

P

where:
L =lift capacity for a particular force, for a particular aircraft
N =the number of aircraft utilized
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U =utilization rate of aircraft; utilization rate is determined by
maintenance requirements, aircrew availability, and the fleet-
wide average of the number of hours per day that each type of
aircraft can fly

S =block-in speed of the aircraft; averaging the cruising speed with
the slower take-off and landing speeds

R =productivity factor for the aircraft, allowing for empty return
D =distance travelled in airlift
P =payload of aircraft in cargo of specified force

The following factors were used for the specific aircraft and specified
divisions.

C5A U=12.5
S =428 mi/hour
R =.445

P =54.6 Airborne
68.5 Mechanized and Infantry

C141 U=12.5
S =407
R =.445

P =18.07 Airborne
27.04 Mechanized
23.14 Infantry

NOTE: the calculations assumed the C141B aircraft was used. This craft
has been stretched to permit greater capacity before ‘cubing out’’. Ac-
tual figures for the C141B are not yet available; the Air Force estimate of
a 30% increase cited in Hearings Before the Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 96th Congress,
2nd Session, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1981, Part 6,
p. 413, was used. Unofficial reports indicate the C141 capacity has in-
creased by more than 30%.

C130 U=8.0
S =260 mi/hour
R =.445
P =13.8 all divisions

*source for the formula and factors is Defense Marketing Service,
Rapid Deployment Force, 1980.
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Table 1

Airlift to the Persian Gulf (Dhahran)

From
United States (East Coast)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Israel (Tel Aviv)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Diego Garcia

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Somalia (Berbera)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Kenya (Mombasa)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Oman (Masirah)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Egypt (Ras Banas)

Airborne Division

Mechanized Division

Infantry Division
Turkey (1zmir)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

16

Miles
8,739

1,284

3,012

1,580

2,642

839

1,086

2,074

Days to
Transport

69.38
77.44
68.17

9.77
11.18
9.88

24.52
27.30
24.11

11.79
13.52
11.92

19.05
21.95
19.27

6.73
7.65
6.80

8.41
9.61
8.50

15.17
17.45
14.30

Cost (M$)

350.0
390.7
343.9

55.2
63.2
55.8

123.7
137.7
121.6

66.6
76.4
67.3

107.6
124.0
108.9

38.0
43.2
384

47.5
54.3
48.0

85.7
98.6
80.8

Table 2

Airlift to Munich

From
United States (East Coast)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Israel (Tel Aviv)
Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Diego Garcia

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Somalia (Berbera)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Kenya (Mombasa)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Oman (Masirah)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Egypt (Ras Banas)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

Turkey (Izmir)

Airborne Division
Mechanized Division
Infantry Division

17

Miles
5,530

2,543

6,418

4,296

5,036

4,518

2,864

1,679

Days to
Transport

21.76
24.31
21.38

9.62
11.01
9.73

25.88
28.84
25.44

17.52
19.50
17.23

20.44
22.75
20.09

18.40
20.48
18.09

10.71
12.27
10.83

6.69
7.61
6.76

Cost (M$)

2214
247.4
217.5

109.5
125.3
110.8

263.3
2935
258.9

178.3
198.4
175.3

208.0
231.5
204.4

187.2
208.4
184.1

121.9
139.7
123.3

76.2
86.6
77.0




Appendix
Table 3

Cost of Equalizing All Options

To Dhahran
from United States $9,428.72 M cost
Diego Garcia 2,185.12
Berbera 374.08
Mombasa 1,717.52
Izmir 999.04
Masirah $ 563.36 M savings
Ras Banas 250.88
To Munich
from United States $3,879.68 M cost
Diego Garcia 5,033.28
Berbera 2,276.96
Mombasa 3,237.92
Masirah 2,565.36
Ras Banas 416.64
Izmir $1,122.80 M savings
Footnotes:

The program unit cost of $56M for the C5A aircraft is used. The unit fly-
away cost cited in the same source is $29.7 M. Source: Defense Marketing

Service.

The cost for the C5A was used on the assumption that any actual procure-
ment in any number, would be CSA aircraft. The CX was not used
because it is still in the developmental stage.
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Appendix
Table 4

Construction Costs for Basing Options

Site FY 81 FY 82 FY 83
Diego Garcia 317.6
Somalia 4 24.0
Kenya 19.1 26.0
Oman 85.5 81.5 44.6
Egypt 148.5

Turkey: no figures available
Israel: no figures available

Source: DD 1391, Military Construction Project Data
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Program Total

317.6
24.4
45.1

211.6

148.5
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are already operational and conform to U.S. Department of Defense military
specifications. The personnel working on these lines have been trained to
DoD quality standards. USAF has a contracting office in Israel and, under an
agreement signed in 1979, Israel has been granted the right to compete with
American companies for USAF overhaul and maintenance contracts.

Contract maintenance of USAF fighter and attack aircraft by Israel in
peacetime would have several advantages for USAF’s wartime Middle East-
ern requirements. No such capability exists elsewhere in the Middle East so,
« by expanding Israel’s existing system, USAF would be able to establish its
only feasible regional maintenance infrastructure. It would also gain from
Israel’s expertise as the country with the finest record for combat repair during
conflict. In addition, arrangements could be made to boost the maintenance
capability in a crisis by drawing on the IAF’s matching capability and its
inventories of spare parts.

Most importantly, USAF’s operational readiness could only benefit from
access to Israeli maintenance facilities. The availability of these additional
facilities could help raise USAF operational readiness rates.!? Although
USAF and IAF definitions of operational readiness differ, some idea of the
capabilities of the Israeli facilities can be gained by a consideration of IAF
operational readiness rates: usually above 90 per cent, and in the case of the
F-16s flown in Lebanon, almost 100 per cent.'® The ‘‘down time’’ of U.S.
fighters and attack aircraft represents a tremendous ‘‘hidden cost’’ because,
hypothetically, to have available 100 operationally ready aircraft at today’s
readiness rate, USAF would have to deploy in theater an additional 54 aircraft
costing about $11.4 billion.

Thus additional contract overhaul and maintenance by Israel could increase
the effectiveness and reduce the cost of USAF missions where large numbers
of aircraft are required. It could also provide USAF with a highly reliable and
efficient regional support infrastructure for wartime contingencies in the
Persian Gulf and Middle East. Such contracts would represent a relatively
low-level form of cooperation to which it would be difficult for others to
object. They could also be instituted for a trial period and cancelled if the
result was not satisfactory. Israel’s maintenance facilities, however, would
need to be expanded to meet USAF’s requirements and this is something
which could not be implemented if we wait until the crisis is upon us.

Another area of possible cooperation with great potential, but about which
almost nothing has been written elsewhere, would be Israeli help to correct
the severe fuel supply shortages the Tactical Air Command would face if
called upon to support the Rapid Deployment Force in a Persian Gulf war.
Using this example as a case study, the next section provides a detailed
illustration of one of the current planning challenges before the United States
Air Force and how cooperation with Israel can provide a better solution than
other arrangements.

Section II
An Example: Logistical Support
for RDF Tactical Airpower




Introduction

The Rapid Deployment Force is being designed to counter the basic con-
tengency of a Soviet invasion of the Persian Gulf littoral from the Tran-
scaucasian and Turkamen regions of the U.S.S.R. According to current
Department of Defense Guidance, the tactical Air Force component required
to meet this threat would be considerable, comprising five to ten Tactical
Fighter Wings (TFWs), or from 360 to 720 fighters.'# The role of tactical
airpower will be particularly important during the opening phase of the war,
because most of the ground forces will take a considerable time to arrive from
distant locations, and the Air Force, which is more rapidly deployable, will
have the principal burden of slowing the Soviet advance.

A force of five to ten TFW’s will require prodigious quantities of JP-4
aviation fuel, without which it simply will not be able to operate. Fighter
aircraft are high energy consumers typically requiring one gallon per mile on
average. A reasonable estimate of USAF’s requirements for the RDF would
be' three million gallons per day just for tactical aircraft.

The bulk of this requirement must be prepositioned in the region to supply
these aircraft for the first thirty days after they are deployed. The alternative
of airlifting fuel from the continental United States (CONUS) would vastly
exceed the current and planned capabilities of the aerial refueling fleet; fuel
transported from CONUS by sea would not be available for the first month of
fighting.

USAF prepositioned fuel storage facilities currently planned for the region,
however, will satisfy no more than 15-30% of the requirement for the first
thirty days. Host Nation Support, out of ‘‘domestic’’ stocks, if available at
all, could supply no more than an additional 20%. There is thus a shortfall of
at least 50% of the fuel requirement for the Tactical Air Command in the first
30 days of the canonical planning scenario Jor conflict in the Persian Gulf.

Correcting this deficiency by procuring strategic airlifters to transport fuel
from CONUS would be prohibitively expensive. The only practical solution is
the construction of additional storage on land bases in the region. Obviously,
such bases must be secure from air and commando attacks. And because fuel
is the sine qua non of USAF operations, such bases must be reliably available
to the United States in the event of a crisis.

While some additional storage in Oman, Egypt and other currently planned
prepositioning sites is possible, considerations of physical security and politi-
cal reliability, as well as the limitations imposed by host governments, point
to the need for additional locations in this most volatile and unstable region of
the world.

Israel is the only country in the region which can be relied upon to be there
when USAF needs it. Israel’s formidable air defense capability makes fuel
sites there far more secure than most other potential sites. And Israel’s
geographic location gives it a substantial cost advantage over most other
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sites. In the more detailed analysis which follows we show just how critical
the shortage of prepositioned fuel is and why prudent planning would point to
Israel for expanding fuel storage facilities.

THE IMPORTANCE OF AIRPOWER

There are presently some twenty-two Soviet divisions on the northern
border of Iran, within 900 miles of the Persian Gulf and the West’s oil
supplies.'> Most of the U.S. Rapid Deployment Force, by contrast, is based
over 8,000 miles from the Persian Gulf in the United States. In the time that it
would take the Soviet Union to occupy strategic locations in the Gulf with
three armored divisions, the United States could deploy about one marine
battalion and one airborne brigade to the front. Put simply, the ground force
component of the RDF cannot hope to match the forces of the Soviet Union in
the early stages of a Persian Gulf conflict. )

This places a heavy burden on the U.S. Air Force which, by contrast, can
deploy its fighters and bombers to the Persian Gulf theater in a matter of hours
and days. These aircraft will have the crucial responsibility of interdicting and
impeding the movement of Soviet forces as they advance through the narrow
passes in northern Iran and through the Zagros mountains. They will have to
compensate in the air for the absence of artillery and armor on the ground.
They will also constitute an indispensable element in the defense of beach-
heads and forward positions to which the U.S. ground forces can deploy, and
in protecting forward air bases and other initial staging areas from enemy
interdiction. ! In qualitative terms, dependence on air power makes good
sense because American technical superiority over the Soviet Union is most
pronounced in the field of fighter bombers.!” Moreover, from a terrain per-
spective, dependence upon air power takes greatest advantage of the par-
ticular conditions in the Persian Gulf and Arabian Peninsula which assist
air-to-ground interdiction. '8

Thus, in attempting to counter the natural advantages of Moscow’s geo-
strategic position in a Gulf conflict, the RDF will have to depend upon air
power as both its only available opening response, and as its most effective
response. For these reasons the Carter Administration assigned five Tactical
Fighter Wings (TFWs) to the RDF and the Reagan Administration, in its 1982
guidance, ordered USAF to assign an additional five TFWs. In all then, some
720 aircraft are considered by defense planners to be required for tactical
operations in the Persian Gulf.'®

USAPF’s Fuel Problem in a Gulf War

Although the aircraft and crews can be moved to the region in short order,
ensuring that the fuel required by the aircraft for high-intensity operations is
available when needed will be a daunting endeavour. Even though the Middle
East is the source of much of the world’s crude oil, refined jet fuel is not likely
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to be available in such large quantities from indigenous regional sources and
the fuel must therefore either be transported to the region at the time of need
or prepositioned before a crisis.

The normal means of moving large quantities of fuel is by sea, but even
assuming that the Suez Canal can be used, fuel sealifted from CONUS will
not be available in the theater for the first thirty days of combat.?® During this
period, operation of five tactical fighter wings will consume about 54 million
gallons of JP-4 jet fuel; ten TFWs will require 108 million gallons, not to
mention the requirements of SAC B-52s and other aircraft.2! USAF recog-
nizes that it faces ‘‘major inadequacies in the area of fuel facilities require-
ments.’’?? and has decided to construct prepositioned storage sites at airbases
in Oman and Egypt which, when completed, will provide 18 million gallons
for Tacair purposes, as in Table I. But these facilities will satisfy only a third
of the requirement, for a five TFW force and less than a fifth of that for a ten
TFW force.

TABLE I
The Tactical Air Fuel Deficit>

(,000 gallons) (,000 gallons)
FIVE TFWs TEN TFWs

FUEL REQUIREMENT (first 30 days) 54,000 108,000
TOTAL PLANNED STORAGE:

Oman 12,108

Egypt 5,460 17,640 17,640
DEFICIT 36,360 90,360
DEFICIT AS % OF TOTAL REQUIREMENT 67.3% 83.7%

If five to ten tactical fighter wings are to be available for Persian Gulf
contingencies, major additional steps will be required to correct this fuel
deficit. The range of possible solutions theoretically includes sealift, airlift,
prepositioning on ships,?* and prepositioning on land, but a comparison of
these alternatives has led the Air Force to conclude that the only satisfactory
option for the first month of the war is to preposition fuel on land in the
Middle East.?>

Sealift—as already noted—would take approximately thirty days with ac-
cess through the Suez Canal and much longer without it; this would impact
only after the crucial first month of fighting. Airlift of fuel from CONUS
would be impossible?® because the airlifters themselves would require more
fuel than they could carry to traverse the great distance from the U.S. to the
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Persian Gulf, Even if it were possible, it would require up to 332 KC-10’s at a
procurement cost of about $25 billion.?’ Fuel prepositioned at sea would be
vulnerable to enemy strikes as it moved through the Straits of Hormuz and the
confined waters of the Persian Gulf; targeting tankers would be the best way
to ground the U.S. Air Force early in a war. For these reasons, among others,
USAF doctrine requires that fuel be prepositioned on land.?® For Persian Gulf
contingencies, these prepositioning sites would need to be located in the
Middle East region itself because ferrying the fuel from more distant sites,
such as the Azores, Diego Garcia or Kenya, would be prohibitively expensive
(see Appendix).

A BASING STRATEGY FOR RDF TACAIR FUEL

If fuel is to be prepositioned on land, where should the sites be located? In
confronting the task of securing fuel storage locations in the Middle East,
defense planners now have the opportunity to build a basing system for
Persian Gulf contingencies from the ground up, since very little by way of
access arrangements has been inherited from the past. This situation is quite
different from Europe and the Far East, where today’s basing system evolved
largely from the results of the Second World War and earlier arrangements.

The fact that the region is almost a blank slate as regards access ar-
rangements should be regarded as an opportunity as well as a burden, since
the absence of past commitments leaves open the possibility of an integrated
strategic approach to the problem, unfettered by tradition and vested interests.
It is possible, at least in theory, to develop a coherent basing strategy to guide
diplomatic negotiation and military construction activities, laying the foun-
dations according to a rational plan. Choosing the right basing strategy for
fuel is not an issue that grips the imagination as much as, say, speculating on
what form a Soviet move might take. But fuel is the lifeblood of a tactical
fighter force, without which it cannot operate, and a fuel basing strategy is, in
fact, one of the most important challenges facing the RDF.

A strategic plan begins with an operational requirement: in the current case
the necessity to preposition fuel for USAF tactical air missions in the region.
It then compares systematically the options available to meet the require-
ments, including considerations of cost, effectiveness, and risk, to arrive at a
preferred option or mix of options.

The concepts of risk and a mix of options have particular importance in a
basing strategy for RDF tactical air fuel. The volatility and unpredictability of
the Middle East emphasizes the risk factor; two of the four countries in which
we have ‘‘access arrangements’’ today—Somalia and Egypt—were Soviet
allies ten years ago, while two of the Soviet Union’s main bases—Ethiopia
and Afghanistan—were pro-Western or neutral at that time. It usually takes
five to seven years to produce a completed basing facility, from inception of
planning to full operational capability,*® but the political orientations of many
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states in this region are not visible over so long a planning time horizon. Of
the 49 major USAF installations which existed on foreign soil in 1972, only
27 remained under Air Force control a decade later.® In deciding the appro-
priate locations for fuel storage facilities, therefore, the USAF Logistics
Command must plan against the major political uncertainty that bases under
construction today might not be available when we actually need them.

In addition, a basing strategy must contend with the physical vulnerability
of fuel storage facilities to hostile action by the Soviet Union, its allies or
dissidents adopting violent measures. Many of the sites contemplated at
present are within striking range of enemy bases, or could be targets of
commando or terrorist actions. The high flammability and bulkiness of fuel
makes tank farms excellent targets for bombers, and the Allied experience in
World War Il demonstrates the drastic effect that fuel deprivation can have on
enemy fighter capability.>'

These risk factors also impact on cost, in two ways. First, a vulnerable site
that must be protected by dedicated U.S. fighters and SAMs is considerably
more expensive than one which is beyond the range of the enemy threat or can
be defended by the host nation. Second, a site at a politically insecure location
is implicitly more expensive than one in a reliable country, since the entire
investment would be worthless if use of the facility were denied when it was
needed. The principle that a low risk site is a less costly site is, as we will see,
one of the major advantages of Israel in comparison with other prepositioning
opportunities available to USAF in the region.

In deciding upon the most appropriate locations for fuel storage facilities
today, a basing strategy must plan against political and site security risks over
an extended time horizon. The NATO logistics system, which evolved largely
from the conditions that existed after the Second World War rather than a
coherent basing plan built from the ground up, today suffers from a mal-
distribution of fuel.>> We have, in the Middle East, the opportunity to build a
rational basing system that will last for many years according to a more
rational plan,

A key element of this plan should be a strategy to hedge against the political
and site security risks by distributing critical logistic support facilities at a
number of locations in different countries, i.e., a mix of options rather than
putting all our eggs in one basket. This will reduce the likelihood that un-
favorable political changes or successful enemy strikes can deprive the tact-
ical fighter force of fuel. The heart of a basing strategy, then, is to choose
from among the access sites available today a basing mix that puts fuel where
we will need it while hedging against risk.3>

Hedging Against Risk—Israel as a Fuel Site:

In pursuing this basic mix, defense planners have a range of prepositioning
locations in the Middle East to choose among: air bases in eastern Turkey and
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northeastern Saudi Arabia provide possible close-in alternatives, while Som-
alia, Egypt, Oman, Jordan and Israel are possible regional locations. In
choosing a mix of these sites, a strategy which sought to hedge against risk
would require at least one location which provided USAF with the certain
knowledge that prepositioned fuel would be available when needed, regard-
less of the circumstances. In the reasonable worst case, when other sites
became unavailable (due either to enemy interdiction or political con-
tingencies) this ‘‘fall-back’’ site would be capable of providing the essential
requirements for keeping USAF’s tactical air power operational. In the best
case, fuel from this site would be available to complement stocks prep-
ositioned elsewhere, giving USAF a valuable margin of flexibility.

Israel is the ideal location for such a strategic reserve because it offers the
crucial combination of physical security, political reliability and cost-
competitiveness.

Jet fuel stored in Israel would enjoy the protection of Israel’s formidable air
and ground defenses. Israel’s Air Force is recognized as one of the most
capable in the world and its primary task is to ensure that the country’s
airspace is impenetrable. The IAF has repeatedly demonstrated its superiority
over neighboring Soviet-equipped air forces, and even over Soviet-piloted
aircraft.> Israel’s thirty-year experience in combatting guerilla operations
makes it equally capable of ensuring perimeter security. In short, Israel is
eminently qualified to provide a secure defense umbrella over the fuel site and
it would do so as a natural extension of its own defense effort.

Israel also provides a politically secure fuel site. Israeli governments harbor
no sensitivities toward overt strategic cooperation with the U.S. because such
policies enjoy the overwhelming support of the people of Israel. Israelis share
with Americans a common culture, common values and common democratic
institutions. A strong alliance with the U.S. is also the central tenet of Israel’s
foreign policy—regardless of the coalition in power. This stems from the
basic convergence of American and Israeli strategic interests which has cre-
ated an ‘‘organic’’ alliance: one based on the innate values of the two peoples
rather than a temporary convergence of interests. Accordingly, USAF can
have confidence that any arrangement made with one Israeli government
regarding prepositioning of fuel will be kept by its democratic successors.

This combination of political and physical security is particularly important
when compared to the combinations offered by the other Middle Eastern
states prepared to offer their facilities to the U.S. All of these countries are
physically vulnerable to enemy attack or internal sabotage. None of their
regimes can be said to have strong popular support, and in no Arab country
does public opinion endorse a military alliance with the United States. Most
of the Arab states profess nonalignment as the foundation of their foreign
policies. All are extremely sensitive to the charge of cooperating with Ameri-
can “‘imperialism,”” and most seek to limit their involvement accordingly.

LX)
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While some are more stable than others, none can be relied on in all cir-
cumstances to make facilities on their soil available to USAF. In these
circumstances, as we shall see, none of the alternatives to Israel can qualify as
a high-confidence ‘‘fall-back’’ option for storing jet fuel.

COMPARING OTHER SITES TO ISRAEL
i. Turkey

Turkish authorities have consistently refused to provide basing and access
arrangements for Persian Gulf contingencies in which the United States might
become engaged, in spite of repeated entreaties from American officials. In
the words of Defense Minister Haluk Bayulken, ‘It is out of the question for
Turkey to take part in a rapid deployment force being established by the
U.§."33

As the only Moslem member of NATO, Turkey is particularly sensitive to
domestic and regional opposition to American military intervention in the
Persian Gulf. Ankara is depending on Arab states, including Libya, to support
its economic recovery; the regime is sensitive to domestic opposition from
Islamic fringe groups, the strong Turkish left, and Kurdish dissidents; and it is
attempting to pursue a policy of accommodation with the Soviet Union, with
which it shares a long border.

Turkish sites are also vulnerable to air strikes from the numerous bases in
the southern U.S.S.R.,3® against which Turkish air defenses could provide
only token resistance. In addition, while Turkish access arrangements would
be useful for contingencies in northern Iran and the Soviet Transcaucasus,
contingencies elsewhere in the Gulf would require flying through potentially
hostile airspace over Iraq, Iran, or Syria, across distances which are in any
case beyond the combat radius of tactical aircraft. Aerial refuelling from
Turkish bases would be still more vulnerable.

This is not to argue that fuel stored in Turkey would not be valuable for
certain contingencies. If Turkey lifted its opposition, fuel at bases in the
eastern part of the country could be particularly important in a northern
Iranian contingency. But the political uncertainties, site vulnerabilities, and
contingency limitations rule out principal reliance on Turkish bases for fu-
eling RDF tactical airpower.

ii. Saudi Arabia

Saudi Arabia’s Dhahran air base is, in theory, an ideal location for fuel
prepositioning. From here, tactical fighters working in conjunction with aerial
refuellers could fly missions across the Persian Gulf and Iran to the borders of
the Soviet Union and Afghanistan. However, Saudi Arabia has consistently
rejected American efforts to acquire basing privileges and has opposed the
concept of an American presence in the Gulf, arguing that such a presence

14

could provoke the Soviet intervention it is designed to prevent. The Saudi
regime is particularly sensitive in this regard because it must contend with the
anti-American hostility of all its important neighbors.®’ These pressures serve
to heighten an already profound sense of insecurity generated by the com-
bination of vast oil wealth and a grossly inadequate defense capability. The
result is a deeply ingrained policy of placating the bear by keeping the
bear-keeper at bay.>®

For the Saudis, therefore, American intervention is an option of last resort.
They want an American ‘‘over the horizon’’ capability to be there when
needed, but they will not host an overt presence beforehand. USAF planners
could surmount this problem—and indeed may already have done so® by
entering into a covert arrangement for Saudi Arabia to ‘‘overbuild’’ jet fuel
storage facilities at some of its eastern air bases. But given the political
crosspressures on Saudi Arabia, these cannot be considered high-confidence
arrangements. *°

They could be further jeopardized if the Saudi regime itself becomes
destabilized over time, as the full impact of the contradiction between rapid
modernization and rising Islamic fundamentalism begins to be felt. An in-
creasingly threatened regime cannot be expected to risk criticism by cooper-
ating with the U.S.; indeed, it might dramatically reduce such cooperation
exactly to placate and appease growing opposition. The tacit alliance with the
United States, though it may reduce the risk of invasion, increases the more
visible threat of subversion, and too close a relationship with the U.S. may
raise the specter of an upheaval like that which occurred in Iran. Politically,
Saudi Arabia cannot afford to be, or be seen to be, the linchpin of U.S.
military capabilities in the Persian Gulf.

Finally, facilities in eastern Saudi Arabia are vulnerable to Soviet or Soviet-
allied air strikes from bases in South Yemen (PDRY) and from bombers
operating out of the six new Soviet airbases constructed in southern Af-
ghanistan,*' against which Saudi Arabia’s own air defenses are not likely to
be effective. Sites elsewhere in Saudi Arabia could be vulnerable to com-
mando operations.

ili. Oman

On the face of it, Oman appears to be another attractive prepositioning site.
Although its air bases are some distance from the primary theater of oper-
ations, aerial tankers could operate out of them in support of Tacair mission in
the Persian Gulf. Sultan Qaboos is more willing than Saudi Arabia to be
overtly involved with RDF force projection planning. For this reason, USAF
has already decided to preposition some jet fuel in Oman. But facilities in the
Sultanate face problems of physical vulnerability and political reliability and
while they are an important component of a basing mix, they cannot substitute
for a ‘‘fall-back’’ arrangement.
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The storage tanks at Masirah, Seeb and Thumrait are all within strike-range
of Soviet medium-range bombers operating out of southern Afghanistai
They c’ould also be hit by aircraft operating out of Soviet-built air bases acrosé
Oman s western border in the PDRY (South Yemen). The facilities at Thum-
rait, in [?articular, are less than ninety miles from the PDRY border. The
Omani air force is incapable of providing an adequate air defense an.d the
%Jlltan is not prepared to have USAF deployed on Omani soil in peaéetime.42
. Zmd::ll.tlgvould also be accessible to commandos or guerrillas operating out

The stability of the Sultan’s regime also raises questions about the wisdom
of over-dependence on storage facilities in his country. Qaboos has no son
al:nd there is no clear hierarchy which would provide for orderly succession
I.:ll‘(e other producers in the Gulf, Qaboos faces the problem of meeting the;
rising e'xpectations of a people only recently reconciled to his rule. Unlike the
othc.:r oil Producers, however, Oman’s oil reserves are limited and .at a time of
falling oil prices, his lavish expenditures and ambitious develo;’)ment plans
cannot be sustained for long. In this context, the Sultan’s reliability might also
pecome questionable. His overt cooperation with the U.S. has placed Oman
in an exposed position among the Gulf states. He has already come under
heavy pressure from the Gulf Cooperation Council to deny Oman’s facilities

to the U.S:44 Kuwait, in particular, has mounted a campaign to change the
Sultaq’s mind.*> Meanwhile the overt hostility to the United States expfessed
!)y nelghl?oring PDRY and Iran provides a constant reminder of the dangers
:)l:]\io.lved in th_ present course. The Sultan has resisted these pressures sogfar
in more dire cir i is
et 1t mor cumstances he might well be persuaded to change his
Qn balance, Oman cannot be considered a high-confidence, secure and
reliable location for the prepositioning of jet fuel. A basing str’ategy which

sought to spread the risks would include Om i
an but avoid -
pendence on it. 0o great 2 de

iv. Egypt

Prepositioning sites in Egypt will be less vulnerable to ir stri
than those in Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Oman. The RDF'erflrf::ill)i,tiilsr 18: 1112(:
Bgnas are beyond the range of Soviet aircraft operating out of anywhere but
ley(a, anfi Egypt’s own refurbished air force would probably be capable of
d'ealmg with any threat from that quarter. However, given Ras Banas’ loca-
tion on the Red Sea, facilities there do face a serious threat from naval
commando operations. Moreover, sabotage operations by internal dissidents
also presents a formidable problem—a fact which must have been driven
home to the then Commander of the RDF, Lt. General Robert Kingston, as he
watcl}ed from the reviewing stand the assassination of President Sa&at b
Muslim fanatics. Nevertheless, USAF planners have already decided to storz
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some fuel at Ras Banas for Tacair use.

Yet, to make up the considerable shortfall that USAF faces in its tactical
fuel requirements by extending facilities at Ras Banas would increase both the
physical and political risks involved in prepositioning in the Middle East. This
is particularly the case because of the new uncertainties emerging in Cairo.

Under President Sadat, Egypt was careful to place a strict ceiling on the
level of strategic cooperation with the U.S., refusing to grant basing privi-
leges or to sign a formal agreement. This reflected Sadat’s understanding of
popular Egyptian opposition to a foreign presence. The former British and
Soviet bases in Egypt produced bitter memories for most Egyptians and the
occasions of their removal are still celebrated as national triumphs.

In the wake of Sadat’s assassination by Moslem dissidents opposed—
among other things—to his association with the United States, the Mubarak
regime must act even more cautiously. It now faces a serious challenge from
Islamic fundamentalists whose anti-American message strikes a sympahetic
chord in the hearts of the Egyptian masses.*® This message is reinforced by
Egypt’s intellectuals and leftist opposition parties who argue that the U.S. is
an imperialist power intent on dominating Egypt.*” The sense of frustration
felt by all Egyptians as they come to terms with the reality of Egypt’s
economic plight makes them increasingly receptive to opposition arguments
that they should blame and turn on their latest great power patron in the same
way as they have turned against all previous ones.

In these circumstances, Mubarak and the Reagan Administration have
apparently reached agreement that an enhancement of the strategic relation-
ship would not serve the interests of stability in Egypt at this juncture. The
United States is instead seeking to lower its profile in the country. Accord-
ingly, the second round of joint maneuvers between the Egyptian armed
forces and the RDF, which were scheduled for late 1982, have been can-
celled.

Just how reliable access arrangements with Egypt remain will therefore
depend on circumstances beyond Washington’s control. For example, in
deference to the mounting criticism of Egypt's association with the United
States, a cautious Mubarak might consider it wise to deny access to USAF.
Similarly, the regime in Cairo might be unwilling to jeopardize its chances for
rapprochement with other Arab states by supporting American military ac-
tions which were controversial in the Arab world. In the worst case, the
Mubarak regime might itself be overthrown be a coalition of fundamentalist
and leftist forces united in their opposition to his economic and foreign
policies.

In short, the jet fuel already prepositioned in Egypt is at risk. Expanding the
fuel facilities at Ras Banas will only increase that risk. Thus while Egypt is a
necessary component in any USAF basing strategy it is not a sufficient
component since it cannot meet the requirements of a ““fall-back’’ facility.
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v. Somalia

Situated some 1,600 miles from the Persian Gulf, Somalia is the least
attractive of all the regional prepositioning alternatives. Not only is it poorly
located for USAF’s purposes, but its facilities at Berbera are also vulnerable
to attack by aircraft operating out of neighboring Ethiopia or the PDRY across
the Gulf of Aden—both Soviet allies. Indeed, Ethiopia has already threat-
ened to employ its own air force against the existing U.S. facilities at Berbera.
Somalia is incapable of providing an air defense umbrella for such highly
vulnerable sites nor perimeter security against infiltrators operating out of the
strife-torn Ogaden. 8

Beyond these physical problems, Somalia’s President Siad Barre is the
least reliable of America’s Middle East clients. He turned to the United States
in the expectation of financial gain and demanded a ‘‘king’s ransom’’ for
access to Berbera. He is engaged in a war of his own making with Ethiopia
and presides over a bankrupt economy. His revolutionary socialist regime is

both corrupt and unpopular. Accordingly, Somalia could only be regarded as

a site of last-resort for jet fuel prepositioning.

vi. Jordan

While in theory Jordan might appear to be a possible prepositioning alterna-
tive, King Hussein has rejected the idea of hosting RDF facilities in peace-
time. USAF cannot resort to covert ‘‘overbuilding’’ of Jordan’s own fuel
facilities because its air bases are too small to camouflage such large scale
construction. Moreover, King Hussein has already apparently agreed to a
controversial proposal for American training of his elite troops as a rapid
intervention force*® and it would therefore be unwise to jeopardise his ex-
posed position in the Arab world by further raising the profile of his cooper-
ation with the RDF. Accordingly, Jordan should not be included in the
fuel-basing mix.

COMPARISON IN TERMS OF COST

Thus a comparison of the political reliability and site security of the major
land prepositioning options available to USAF for fuel storage facilities in this
region points clearly to Israel as the one high-confidence option for a *‘fall-
back’ supply that will be there when needed. Some might argue, never-
theless, that the costs involved in airlifting fuel from Tel Aviv to air bases in
the Gulf make closer sites more attractive. As Table II shows, however,
airlifting fuel from Israel is as cheap as Egypt, where USAF has already
decided to construct storage facilities, and one-third cheaper than Somalia.

This simple comparison, however, overlooks the other costs involved in
prepositioning.*° First, there is the cost of protecting the fuel site. In the case
of both Israel and Egypt, the savings which result from their locations beyond
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TABLE II

Costs of Airlifting Fuel to Dhahran (Saudi Arabia) for one
Tactical Fighter Wing

PREPOSITIONING SITE: ($ Millions)
Somalia 454
Israel 302
Egypt 302
Oman 227

Source: See Appendix.

the range of Soviet aircraft together with their possession of indigenous
capabilities to defend the fuel sites from air attacks: more thfm be.llances the
transport costs incurred. Conversely, the vulnerability of sites in Turke?y,
Saudi Arabia and Oman to Soviet bombers and the inability of these cour'ltn.es
to mount an effective defense, cancel the savings'involved in their proximity
to the area of Tacair operations. .

Second, there is the implicit cost involved in the risk that a site might not. be
available when needed, rendering the entire investment worthless. Acco.rdmg
to this criterion, a site which has a 100 per cent probability of being available
is half as expensive as a site which has a 50 per cent probabilityl. These
implicit costs are highest in Turkey and Saudi Arabia becaus.e. of their relu'c-
tance to be involved in RDF planning and their acute sensitivity to hostile
pressure. In Oman and Egypt the implicit costs are s_lightly less'-—'as we ha?v.e
argued—though they remain high. Israel, however, incurs negllgll?le lmp}lclt
costs because of its inherent stability and reliability. The comparative savings
which result from Israel’s low-risk, low-vulnerability profile thus more than
outweigh the transport costs involved in prepositioning jet fuel there.

CONCLUSION—THE IDEAL BASING MIX

Clearly, the United States cannot protect its interests in the Persian Gulf
without depending heavily on the tactical power of USAF. And USAF cannot
project its power into the Persian Gulf without access to huge qu'a\.n.tltles of jet
fuel prepositioned in the Middle East. At best, fuel storage facilities already
planned can cover only one-third of the requirement, and USAF must now
decide on a basing strategy for additional facilities to meet the @ortfall. In
making its decisions, USAF must come to terms witb the polmcal‘uncer-
tainties and physical vulnerabilities inherent in the Mlddle. East region. Its
only recourse is to a basing mix which hedges_agamst risk boftl by pre-
positioning in a number of countries and by building a **fall back’” strategic
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reserve in one dependable location. Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Oman and Egypt
have advantages as prepositioning sites because of their proximity to USAF’s
likely theater of operations. But all of these sites are burdened with problems
of political uncertainty and/or physical vulnerability. Only Israel is both
well-located and offers the essential combination of reliability and site secu-
rity. Thus, while it makes sense to preposition some fuel in Oman, Egypt,
Saudi Arabia, and Turkey, the ideal basing mix would seek to compensate for
the risks involved by storing a good deal of USAF’s fuel requirements in
Israel.

Building this strategic reserve in Israel would also serve other USAF
purposes beyond its role in RDF tactical air operations in the Persian Gulf.
Under present arrangements, the Military Airlift Command depends upon
en-route refuelling facilities for C5As transporting military equipment from
CONUS to the Gulf. KC10s operating out of Israel could refuel the transport
aircraft using the jet fuel stored there. Similarly, USAF might have a need in
some contingencies for refueling facilities for Tacair or Strategic Projection
Force operations in the Eastern Mediterranean. Again, jet fuel prepositioned
in Isracl would be available for such purposes. In short, tank farms in Israel
would give USAF both a *‘fall-back’’ facility for Persian Gulf operations and
a “‘swing”’ facility for Mediterranean contingencies. Prepositioning in Israel
can give USAF confidence that its fuel requirements for operations in the
Middle East will be available regardless of whether other countries decide to
cooperate. A basing mix that excludes Israel will not provide this assurance.
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Section I1I
Why Exclude Israel?
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Enhanced strategic cooperation between the United States and Israel could
result in some very tangible gains for the United States Air Force, in such
areas as intelligence sharing, bases, air defense for military airlifts, improved
maintenance to raise operational readiness rates, and reliable fuel facilities for
tactical fighter operations. Yet the Air Force has not strongly supported
efforts to improve strategic cooperation with Israel, neither during the 1981
negotiations over the Memorandum of Understanding for strategic cooper-
ation,>! nor since that time in efforts to bring cooperation back to life fol-
lowing the suspension of the MOU. Indeed, USAF has virtually excluded
Israel from the access sites under consideration in this region.

What accounts for the lack of interest of the Air Force in exploring ar-
rangements that could have a substantial positive impact on its ability to
perform its mission? Curiously, the answer seems to have more to do with
political objections than with defense effectiveness issues per se. Indeed, the
perceived political problems are considered to pose such an obstacle that,
according to reliable sources, no serious effort has been made within the Air
Staff even to compare political considerations with the value of the military
advantages that are being foregone. The result is that the military/strategic
potential of cooperation with Israel has been neglected.

The political objections themselves boil down to two central arguments:
first, that closer relations with Israel would impair ties between the United
States and the Arab countries; and second, that closer cooperation with Israel
would be inappropriate because the policies of Israel differ from those of the
United States.

The belief that closer relations with Israel would impair U.S. ties with the
Arabs in not a new one; in fact, it has been the main theme of a minority with-
in the U.S. government since 1949. What is new is the spread of this con-
ception from a few limited agencies, such as the State Department’s Bureau of
Near East Affairs, to new quarters.

The main attraction of this conception is its simple logic: as the Arabs say,
the friend of my enemy is my enemy. But this Arabist formula is also almost
completely at odds with the history and experience of the United States in this
region for over thirty years, where a deepening relationship with Israel has not
hindered a steadily improving friendship with a widening circle of Arab
countries. This has been particularly true since 1973, when the U.S. has given
unprecedented levels of arms and aid to Israel while substantially improving
relations with Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and the states of the Arabian Peninsula.
Indeed, even Syria and the PLO now recognize Washington as the most
important outside actor in the Middle East, exactly because the United States
has an intimate relationship with Israel. The simple truth is that, at a time
when the United States enjoys a strong and close relationship with Israel, it
has achieved an unparalleled position of influence in the Arab world.

In some critical cases, the close relationship with Israel has even been a
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direct asset in building closer U.S. ties with Arab states. The most recent
example is Lebanon, where Israeli action has severely reduced the inﬂuence
of two Soviet allies (Syria and the PLO) and brought about the installation of a
pro-American government there. Earlier examples include Jordan, where
Israeli action in 1970 helped to save the government of King Hussein from a
challenge by the PLO, and Egypt, whose new relationship with the Un{te.d
States was fostered by Israel’s willingness to surrender the Sinai. In short, it 1s
neither self-evident nor true that close cooperation between the United States
and Israel hinders the improvement of relations with Arab countries.

Indeed, to the extent that there is tension between America’s ties to Israel
and its relationship with the Arabs, the principal Arab objections are to the
things that the U.S. does for Israel, such as arms supplies and aid, rather than
the things Israel does—and could do—for the United States to promote the
stability of the region. In any case, the Arabs assume that we are already
engaged in strategic cooperation with Israel. In effect, we are paying the cost
of the alliance while depriving ourselves of much of the benefit.

Moreover, the areas of strategic cooperation proposed in this paper—bases,
maintenance facilities, fuel prepositioning and deep air cover—could not
reasonably be regarded by the Arabs as threatening to them. Their very
purpose is to bolster USAF’s “‘over the horizon®’ capability to defend the
Arab states. ‘ .

Beyond this, sacrificing the objective American nationa.ll 1pterest to sz.itlsfy
the prejudices of some Arab states against Israel, even if it did earn praise in
some quarters, would be a form of appeasement. The conservative Arabs are
saying, in effect, that they want us to defend them, but nqt from bases on tl.lelr
territory, and not from facilities provided by Israel elth‘er. A responsible
power cannot let its policy be dictated by this kind of logic.

The second class of political objections standing in the way of USAF
cooperation with Israel is the perception that closer ties woulq be inap-
propriate because the policies of Israel differ from those of the Umteq States.
This reflects the fact that, in recent days, greater attention has been paid to the
points of disagreement between Israel and the United States than Fhe wider
underlying areas of agreement. While there are, inevitably, some d1fferen<;es
between the two countries on the complex issues of the region, Israc! remains
the one country of the Middle East which does not profess neutrality b1.1t
considers its fate inextricably bound up with that of the Western world. It is
also the country with the most democratic institutions, the country with the
most advanced economy and most capable armed forces in the region, the
country most willing to engage in strategic cooperation with the United
States, and the country most likely to remain an ally of the United States over
an extended period of time. The United States has more in common with
Israel than, say, Somalia or Oman, and fewer areas of policy difference than
with, for example, the Philippines or Pakistan, but an image is being created
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U.S. aircraft carriers.

These figures assume that Israel is able to devote its entire air effort to
operations in the eastern Mediterranean. This is not likely, since Israel could
not devote all its resources to this mission under any but the most extreme
circumstances. Yet, even if only 1 of every 5 sorties were dedicated to
Mediterranean operations, the Israeli Air Force would still be able to fly more
sorties than a two carrier American force operating at maximum surge rate.

In actuality, however, it is doubtful that Israel would have to devote such a
large percentage of its resources to naval operations over an extended period
of time. Tactics vary according to circumstances, but typically the U.S. Navy
might allocate six strike aircraft to attack a single naval vessel. Thus, assum-
ing that the Soviets had 50 surface vessels to be attacked in the eastern
Mediterranean, that the Israelis used six-plane strike groups to attack each
ship, and that only one-quarter of the groups successfully locate and sink their
targets, Israel would still require no more than 1200 combat sorties to destroy
the entire Soviet surface fleet in the region. Realistically, however, it is likely
that far fewer sorties would be needed. If Israel had no other concerns, this
could be accomplished in a single day. If Israel were also at war with an Arab
foe or foes, this would probably require three or four days (depending on how
much effort was initially devoted to attacking Soviet vessels.) In short, the
Israeli Air Force could have an enormous impact on the naval balance of
power in the Mediterranean basin.

In the event of an American-Soviet conflict, it is probable that certain Arab
facilities would be used by the Soviets. The Syrians provide the Soviets with
port facilities protected by air defenses at Latakia and especially at Tartus, and
with air bases from which Soviet naval aircraft operate. In the event of a
confrontation involving Israel, Syria, the United States and the Soviet Union,
the Israelis would undoubtedly attack such facilities to keep the Syrians from
using them. This would have the added benefit of also reducing their avail-
ability for the Soviets. In fact, Israel could deter the Soviets from exposing
their forces at these locations.

The significance of the Israeli Air Force is not merely a function of its
quantitative strength or of the quality of its aircraft. There are other factors
which contribute to making Israeli air power a potent anti-naval strike force.
The Israeli Air Force has considerable ability to conduct operations against
distant targets. It has numerous aircraft with extremely long ranges, and the
radius of action of these aircraft can be extended by in-flight refueling using
some of Israel’s tanker aircraft (KC-130 and converted Boeing 707). Israel
also can provide command and control for distant operations using E-2C
airborne early warming aircraft or possibly Boeing 707 aircraft converted into
flying command posts. Israel also has aircraft specifically configured to target
ships at sea.'®
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The Israeli Air Force has demonstrated an ability to attack targets as much
as 550 nautical miles (nm) from Israel. F-15 fighters carrying a substantial
payload and equipped with conformal fuel tanks have a combat radius of over
700 nm.'” While as a practical matter it is doubtful that Israeli strike aircraft
could locate and attack ships at such distances, they could rely upon possible
support from E-2Cs and other aircraft in locating targets at considerable
distances. The E-2C can track on radar small naval vessels at distances of over
100 nm. Larger vessels can be detected at longer ranges. In addition, the E-2C
has sophisticated passive detection equipment that can track targets at much
greater ranges, provided that they are emitting electronic signals. Since a
typical E-2C mission involves the aircraft flying about 200 nm from its base,
and remaining at that point for up to 4 hours, it is reasonable to believe that
the E-2C could support strike missions at distances of at least 300 nm from an
Israeli air base. This would be sufficient to cover a zone of the Mediterranean
extending to the west of Cyprus.'®

Israel also has three 1124N Sea Scan maritime reconnaissance aircraft.
Equipped with a search radar, passive electronic detection gear, and (prob-
ably) forward looking infra-red sensors, the Sea Scan has considerable detec-
tion capabilities. As currently configured, however, the Sea Scan cannot carry
weaponry, though there is some talk of fitting it with the new air-launched
version of the Gabriel 111 (with a 37.5-60 nm range). On a typical low altitude
mission (flying at 3000 feet), the Sea Scan has a 60 nm wide search path and a
range of 1300 nm. At higher altitudes, range increases to 2500 nm. It is thus
plausible that the Sea Scan could be used to support strike missions at
distances well in excess of 650 nm from Israeli air bases, or to the west of
Crete.'®

In addition to its long reach, the effectiveness of the Israeli Air Forces is
greatly enhanced by a large inventory of air-launched guided munitions. Most
were procured from the United States, so Israel employs many of the same
weapons used by the U.S. Navy. Like the Sixth Fleet, Israel has Maverick
television-guided missiles, Shrike and Standard ARM anti-radiation missiles,
laser-guided bombs, and television-guided bombs. Included in the Israeli
inventory are two advanced design television-guided weapons, the Extended
Range/Data Link Walleye Il and the GBU-15.2° As a consequence, Israeli
aircraft have available a range of sophisticated weapons that can be employed
against Soviet surface ships with potent air defense capabilities.

Using advanced weapons, the Israelis should be able to attack warships
while avoiding or suppressing most anti-aircraft defenses. For example, the
GBU-15 can be released at altitudes of under 100 meters, yet still attack
targets 5-6 nm away. At that altitude and distance, the launching aircraft
cannot be attacked by most Soviet air defense weapons. Similarly, the Ex-
tended Range/Data Link Walleye II has an estimated range of about 25 nm.?'
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This allows weapons release outside the maximum range of most Soviet air
defense weapons. Such attacks would uridoubtedly be coordinated with simul-
taneous use of anti-radiation missiles and possibly even bombs delivered
using conventional means.

The Isracli Air Force also has extensive electronic warfare capabilities,
which could be of decisive importance when fighting the Soviet Navy. While
the Israelis have never faced the Soviet Navy, they have on many occasions
fought Soviet-built land-based air defenses. At times those defenses were
manned by Soviet air defense troops. This has given Israel considerable
expertise in the techniques of electronic warfare, and has forced the Israeli Air
Force to procure and develop a formidable array of electronic warfare equip-
ment. The effectiveness of this arsenal was decisively demonstrated in the
summer of 1982 when Israeli aircraft destroyed Syria’s Soviet-supplied air
defenses in Lebanon without taking any losses.?

Much of Israel’s experience against Soviet land-based air defenses will be
directly applicable to use against the Soviet Navy, which often uses air
defense missiles similar to those employed by the Soviet Army. Israeli expe-
rience against the SA-2, SA-3, SA-7, and SA-8 missiles should be applicable
to the roughly similar SA-N-2, SA-N-1, SA-N-5, and SA-N-4 naval air
defense systems. Only two new naval missiles, the SA-N-6 based on the
SA-10 and the SA-N-7 based on the SA-11 now appearing on new Soviet
naval combatants, should pose unfamiliar problems in the near term. Against
the SA-10 and SA-11 the Israelis have no experience, so it is probable that the
SA-N-6 and SA-N-7, now deployed on only a few ships (with others under
construction), would be entirely new challenges. Obviously, the same would
also be true for the U.S. Navy.??

The Israelis are believed to have modified some of their F-4E fighters into
specialized electronic warfare planes similar to the American F-4G ‘‘Wild

Israeli Experience Against Soviet Antiaircraft Missiles

Naval Land Israeli Experience Against
Missile Equivalent Land Equivalent
SA-N-1 SA-3 Considerable since 1970
SA-N-2 SA-2 Considerable since 1967
SA-N-3 None —

SA-N-4 SA-8 Some since 1982
SA-N-5 SA-7 Considerable since 1970
SA-N-6 SA-10 None

SA-N-7 SA-11 None

Source: Derived from Combart Fleets of the World 1982/1983, pp. 584-585.
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Weasels.””2* If true, these aircraft would be armed with Shrike and Standard
ARM missiles designed to attack radars. They would also be equipped with an
array of jamming and electronic deception systems to support air strikes by
other aircraft. While certainly not in the same class as the EA-6 electronic
warfare aircraft available to the U.S. Navy, the Israeli-modified F-4s are
potent machines giving the Israelis a capability not matched by most of our
other allies.

Furthermore, unlike most air forces, the Israeli Air Force has extensive
experience in operating over water. Air missions at sea are different from
those conducted over land and acclimatization is necessary. The Israeli Air
Force, however, lacking extensive land areas, has been forced to conduct
much of its training over the Mediterranean. The Israelis also have some
experience in air combat over water, though admittedly little by the standards
of the U.S. Navy. They have used their air force on several occasions to
attack Arab naval vessels. The best-known incident took place on May 1970,
when Israeli aircraft sank an Egyptian destroyer and a missile boat at Ras
Banas, some 200 nm from the nearest Israeli air base.?’ In all, it is believed
that from 1967 through 1973, Israeli aircraft destroyed seven Arab warships,
mostly small combatants. The Israelis have also done considerable aerial
fighting over water. To cite but one example, albeit a spectacular one, in
September 1973 Israeli aircraft fought Syrian aircraft over the Mediterranean
off the coast of Syria between Latakia and Tartus. In this battle, more than
150 nm from the nearest Israeli air base, some thirteen Syrian MiG-21s were
shot down against the loss of a single Israeli aircraft.?®

Admittedly, the Israelis cannot do everything that American naval aircraft
operating from aircraft carriers can do. Aircraft carriers are mobile and can
concentrate air power at a particular point, providing a flexibility that cannot
be equalled when operating from land bases. Equally important, the Israeli
Air Force lacks expertise in attacking heavily defended surface ships, while
the U.S. Navy is without equal in this area.

At the same time, however, the Israeli Air Force possesses advantages of
its own. Its air bases are considerably less vulnerable than aircraft carriers,
however well-defended those carriers may be. The Israelis have extensive
aircraft repair facilities readily accessible, unlike the Sixth Fleet, which has
no depot-level maintenance facilities closer than the United States. As a
result, heavily damaged Israeli aircraft can be put back into service relatively
quickly, while heavily damaged American aircraft may remain out of service
for the duration of the fighting. Finally, the operational readiness rates of
Israeli aircraft are higher than those for U.S. Navy aircraft, in part because of
the intrinsic difficulties of keeping highly sophisticated weaponry operational
when remote from extensive repair facilities and spare-parts depots.?’
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The Israeli Navy

Israel has a powerful surface fleet in the eastern Mediterranean, a simple
fact that has gone largely unnoticed. The Navy is the least important branch of
the Israeli Defense Forces. It receives the smallest portion of the Israeli
defense budget, and is allocated relatively little manpower. It is insignificant
in size by American standards. In fact, the total tonnage of all Israeli warships
is only slightly greater than the tonnage of one new American guided-missile
destroyer. Even when compared with the navies of America’s two NATO
allies in the eastern Mediterranean, Greece and Turkey, the Israeli Navy
seems insignificant in tonnage and personnel. 8

Such comparisons, however, are misleading. Though it operates no surface
ships of more than 500 tons, the Israeli Navy (acting in coordination with its
associated support aircraft) has the resources to successfully combat any fleet
of Soviet surface combatants likely to be deployed in the eastern Medi-
terranean. This effectiveness has resulted from Israel’s ability to develop a
navy tailored to meet the particular problems of naval warfare in the region.
Certain conditions have enabled Israel to develop such a specialized naval
force.

First, the Israeli Navy is intended primarily to fight surface combatants.
Because the Israeli Air Force can provide air cover, Israeli warships need only
limited air defense capabilities. Because Israel’s traditional opponents in the
past have had only limited submarine warfare capabilities, it was never
necessary to develop extensive anti-submarine capabilities. Thus, the Israeli
Navy has been able to concentrate largely on the problem of fighting hostile
surface ships.

Second, the Israeli Navy is optimized to fight relatively near its bases. This
means that large ships with great endurance are unnecessary. It also means
that Israel does not require the logistics ships needed to support naval oper-
ations in distant waters. In addition, because the lsraeli Navy now operates
almost exclusively in the eastern Mediterranean, it does not require large
ships able to survive the rigors of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. This
favorable situation is accentuated by the way in which the Israelis use their
fleet. In a sense, they operate their missile boats almost as if they were
aircraft, generally keeping them at sea for only a few days at a time and rarely
operating more than a day’s cruising time from Israel.

Third, the Israeli Navy relies almost exclusively on anti-ship missiles for
fighting surface combatants, and probably has as much experience in the use
of such weapons as any other navy in the world. Israel was one of the first
countries in the Western world to consider adoption of anti-ship missiles, and
was one of the very first to introduce an operational anti-ship missile into
service. In the early 1960s Israel began development of the Gabrie! anti-ship
missile, which entered service in 1968. Improved versions of that weapon
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remain in service with the Israeli Navy to this day. The Israelis also have the
American Harpoon anti-ship missile, a weapon with a considerably longer
range than the Gabriel.

The Gabriel and Harpoon anti-ship missiles are the main batteries on
Israel’s fleet of missile boats. Relying on these weapons, an Israeli missile
boat can effectively challenge ships of much greater size. Typically, an Israeli
missile boat carries more anti-ship missiles than the destroyers and cruisers of
other navies. For example, an Isracli Reshef-class missile boat carries nine
anti-ship missiles. By contrast, many Soviet destroyers and cruisers carry no
dedicated anti-ship missiles, and those that do usually have only four or eight
launching tubes.

Fourth, the Israeli Navy is one of the few naval forces in the world to
develop working defenses against anti-ship missiles. Israeli awareness of the
dangers posed by anti-ship missiles was accentuated by the destruction of the
Eilat by Egyptian-fired Styx missiles. After the Gabriel entered service, the
Isracli Navy discovered that it had a range about 15 nm less than that of the
Soviet-built Styx missiles used by the Egyptian and Syrian navies. This meant
that in order to be able to fire Gabriel missiles at Arab missile boats, Israeli
vessels first had to survive attacks from Styx anti-ship missiles. As a conse-
quence, the Israeli Navy proceeded to develop defenses against anti-ship
missiles. The effectiveness of these defenses was demonstrated in 1973, when
some 52 Styx missiles were fired at Israeli missile boats without achieving a
single hit.

The emphasis on anti-ship missile defenses continues to this day. Unlike
other navies, which invest only reluctantly in defenses against anti-ship mis-
siles, the Isracli Navy devotes considerable resources to this matter. They
have detection equipment (both radars and radar-detecting devices), elec-
tronic countermeasures equipment (passive measures, including chaff launch-
ers, and active measures, including jamming and deception gear), and guns
able to shoot down anti-ship missiles (soon to include the Phalanx gun system
developed for the U.S. Navy).

As a result of this equipment, a typical Israel missile boat currently has
better defenses against anti-ship missiles than do warships ten to twenty times
that size operated by NATO navies. Israeli missile boats are, for example,
better protected than many of the larger and more expensive frigates and
destroyers that the Royal Navy used to fight in the Falklands in the spring of
1982. In fact, in some respects the Israeli Navy is even better prepared to fight
missile wars than the U.S. Navy. Unlike the Americans, who until recently
concentrated on defenses against just Soviet anti-ship missiles, Israel has had
to devise defenses against anti-ship missiles made in France, Italy, and the
Soviet Union. )

In these efforts, the small size of their vessels makes the Israeli missile
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Israeli Surface Combatants
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boats hard to hit. A small warship is harder to detect, having a proportionally
smaller radar profile, and is also harder to hit once detected. It is also easier
and less expensive to provide electronic defenses for a small ship than a larger
one. Since an Isracli missile boat often carries the same anti-ship missile
defenses as ships many times larger, it should be evident that the Israelis have
managed to achieve a level of defense unrivaled by any other navy. While a
missile boat cannot survive once hit by an anti-ship missile, the same is often
true for larger vessels as well, as the British recently discovered against
Argentina.

In addition, the Israeli Navy has three small submarines to supplement its
missile boats. These Gal-class submarines were built in England to West
German specifications and are similar to boats currently operated by several
NATO navies. Acting in conjunction with Israel’s surface fleet, these sub-
marines can further complicate the tactical situation for the Soviet Navy.
Reportedly, Israel has purchased submarine-launched versions of the Ameri-
can Harpoon anti-ship missile, which can be fired when the submarines are
submerged. Given the known limitations of Soviet anti-submarine warfare
capabilities, Harpoon-armed submarines might be able to launch attacks
before being detected.

The Israeli navy possesses a sophisticated battle management system nec-
essary to effectively fight modern naval wars. This command, control, com-
munications and intelligence (CI) system integrates all the information ob-
tained from a variety of sensors. Especially important are search aircraft,
including the Sea Scan and (on occasion) E-2C Hawkeye patrol aircraft as
well as helicopters mounted on the new Aliyah-class missile boats. Sup-
plementing these planes is a chain of surveillance radars along Israel’s Medi-
terranean coast. In addition, land-based passive sensors monitor electronic
traffic at sea. Combat vessels are equipped with surveillance radars, but
unlike most other small navies, the Israeli navy does not rely heavily upon
such active detection methods. Instead, considerable use is made of passive
detection devices that can detect radars far beyond the range at which the
radar itself can detect objects. All this information is combined at a central,
computerized command and control center to provide Israel’s senior naval
commanders with an integrated picture of the naval arena.

This system makes it possible for Israeli missile boats to attack targets too
distant to be detec*~ * by search radars mounted on the combatants them-
selves. The impact or this on the potential effectiveness of Israeli naval
warships is demonstrated by examining the distances at which targets can be
attacked. In 1973, Israeli missile boats could engage targets no more than
about 12 nm away using the version of the Gabriel then in service. Today,
those same ships can attack targets at distances of up to 60 nm using over-the-
horizon targeting techniques and American-supplied Harpoon missiles, or out
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the Mediterranean. Israeli air and naval forces are sufficiently capable that
eventually they could sink even these new warships, albeit with higher losses
than would be expected from engagements with older Soviet combatants. To
the extent that the Soviets to decide to send such combatants into the Medi-
terranean to strengthen their forces, however, Israeli naval and air power will
be aiding the U.S. by diverting these highly capable warships from other areas
of the world.

Third, the Soviets could send submarines to attack the Israeli surface fleet.
Israel has very limited anti-submarine warfare capabilities. While it now
operates four ships equipped with the EDO 780 variable depth sonar, an
excellent system of modern design, the Israeli Navy has no effective capa-
bility against a fleet with as many submarines as the Soviets operate in the
Mediterranean. In essence, the only damage that Israel could do to the Soviet
submarine force probably would be destruction of submarine tenders.

There is, however, a reverse side to this, in that Soviet submarines could do
little directly against Israeli naval combatants. Most are equipped with tor-
pedoes, and missile boats are less than ideal targets for torpedoes. The only
submarines likely to be effective against Israeli missile boats are those armed
with anti-ship missiles, and especially Charlie-class nuclear-powered cruise
missile submarines.

But these are also the most serious threat to American surface ships, and the
Soviets might not be able to attack both sets of targets. Should the Soviets be
forced to use their Charlie-class submarines against the Israelis, the strategic
benefit to the United States would be considerable since it would mean that
the Soviets would be using these high value assets to attack 450-ton missile
boats instead of 10,000-ton cruisers or 95,000-ton aircraft carriers.

The Israeli Navy is thus in the surprising position of being able to con-
tribute to Western efforts to secure the Mediterranean. The quality and quan-
tity of surface combatants, the sophistication of the weapons and electronics
used by those warships, and the advanced state of command and control
systems have made the Isracli Navy an effective fighting force, one capable of
influencing the East/West naval balance of power in the eastern Medi-
terranean.

Of greatest importance, however, is the combined effect of Israel’s Navy
and Air Force. When operating together, these two forces are sufficiently
powerful to defeat any likely fleet of Soviet surface combatants deployed in
the eastern Mediterranean. It is this capability that makes Israel important to
the U.S. Navy, and that has made possible U.S.-Israel naval cooperation of
great potential benefit to America. Working together, primarily by linking
their respective command, control, and communications systems, and by
exploiting their comparative advantages, these forces should be able to totally
dominate any possible Soviet Mediterranean naval force.
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U.S.-Israel Cooperation in the Mediterranean

Israeli naval and air forces are permanent factors in the Mediterrancan
balance of power. There is no possibility that these ships and aircraft will be
redeployed to some other part of the world. Thus, both the United States and
the Soviet Union know that even in the absence of an American presence in
the region, there will exist a potential anti-Soviet force of considerable
strength. At a time when the U.S Navy is stretched thinly across the globe,
and may be unable to maintain a large fleet in the eastern Mediterranean in
times of crisis, the presence of the Israelis becomes a strategic asset for the
United States, and thus for NATO, of no small importance.

Israel has a vital stake in the success of the U.S. Navy. Should the shipping
lanes to Israel be interdicted for any reason, the very lifeline of the state which
is already denied normal overland commerce with most of its neighbors,
would be jeopardized. Virtually all of Israel’s imports and exports are shipped
by sea, generally across the Mediterranean, and this foreign trade is crucial to
the Israeli economy. The shipping lanes are also important for military rea-
sons. Israel’s imported weaponry is normally transported by ship. If free
access to sea routes was denied Israel, its basic security would be seriously
impaired.

For Israel, the situation is further complicated in that the main American
adversary, the Soviet Union, is also hostile to Israel. The Israelis know that
they cannot afford to permit a situation where their security and economy are
subject to Soviet decisions. Israel has a great inherent interest in the outcome
of any struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Even in the absence of formal strategic cooperation agreements between the
United States and Israel, Israeli naval power is of value to the American navy.
The Soviet Union recognizes the potential threat posed to them by the Israelis.
For this reason, Soviet naval planners cannot afford to consider plans of
.operation for the eastern Mediterranean without taking into account the poten-
tial threat from the Israelis. This considerably complicates the naval situation
for the Soviets, since they will still have to worry about a serious Israeli air
and naval threat even if the Sixth Fleet has no carriers in the eastern Medi-
terranean. Equally important, the Soviets also know that even if they suc-
cessfully put out of action any American aircraft carriers there will still remain
a potent pro-U.S. air force in the region.

Accordingly, any net assessment of the current U.S.-Soviet balance of
power in the eastern Mediterranean should include Israel’s air and naval
forces as a potential source of assistance to the Sixth Fleet. To ignore the
impact of the Israeli military would be like doing a study of the balance of
naval power in the northern Atlantic without including a consideration of
Britain’s naval and air forces as a NATO asset.

The potential value of naval cooperation with Israel has not gone un-
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noticed. For example, it is reported that a U.S. Navy study conducted in the
late 1970s concluded that Israel’s Air Force could destroy the entire Soviet
Mediterranean fleet.?” It is thus not surprising that Secretary of Defense
Caspar Weinberger recently indicated that ‘‘Israel’s military strength and
enormous national ingenuity help to deter Soviet aggression in the Eastern
Mediterranean and throughout the region.””*” Similarly, Senator John Glenn
(D, Ohio), has declared that Israel

is an ally on whom we can count in the Eastern Mediterranean, where we
face formidable problems of maintaining a military balance with the grow-
ing Soviet Navy which in wartime could be supported by Syria and Libya. In
this regard, the strength of the Israeli Air Force and Navy is a factor that the
Soviet Union must take into account should it contemplate aggressive action
in this region.?!

Increasingly, Israel is becoming recognized as an important deterrent to
Soviet aggression, and as an important strategic asset to both the United States
and NATO.

According to press accounts, the U.S. Navy has already taken some steps
to promote naval cooperation with Israel. In May 1982, during a visit to Israel
by the then American Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Thomas B. Hay-
ward, it was indicated that American and Israeli naval personnel were being
trained together, and that steps were being taken to ensure that in the event of
hostilities in the eastern Mediterranean the Israelis would be able to dis-
tinguish between American and Soviet naval vessels. The Commander of the
Israeli Navy told reporters at that time that cooperation between the two
navies included *‘visits, exchanges of views, discussions of battle experience,
and development and purchase of various systems.”’ In more mundane areas,

the Sixth Fleet now uses Haifa as a resupply point for fresh food supplies and

as a port of call to give crews shore leave.*?

At present, however, U.S.-Israel naval cooperation does not extend to
precisely those areas of greatest potential benefit to the United States. There
are measures that could be taken that would enhance the value to the United
States of Israeli air and naval forces that often involve little or no cost to the
U.S. In other cases the costs might be larger, but the benefits of cooperation
are sufficiently great that implementation of such programs would provide
immediate advantages. Initially, a formal naval cooperation program could
concentrate on measures involving little visibility that would cause few politi-
cal or diplomatic problems. As the relationship matured, measures with
greater visibility could be implemented. Such an incremental approach would
minimize the risk of potential problems and still ensure that the United States
received the benefits of naval cooperation with Israel.

22

First, steps need to be taken to ensure that Israeli air and naval operations
against Soviet naval forces can be effectively coordinated with the activitics
of the Sixth Fleet. Unless basic procedures are developed in peacetime, the
United States may sacrifice many of the advantages of naval cooperation in
the event a conflict does occur. Proper coordination requires that Israeli forces
and the Sixth Fleet conduct joint naval exercises in time of peace. Such
exercises would familiarize the two navies with the radically different charac-
teristics of their respective warships, and would permit creation of standard
procedures needed to permit properly coordinated joint operations in time of
war. They should also make possible the development of means to com-
municate between the different data link systems used by the two countries. A
basis for joint exercises was provided by the Memorandum of Understanding
between Israel and the United States signed in November 1981 but suspended
one month later. Had that agreement been implemented, it is likely that naval
cooperation between the two countries would be much greater today than is
actually the case. The Memorandum of Understanding twice mentioned the
need for joint American-Israeli training exercises in the eastern Medi-
terranean, a clear indication of the importance of such activities.

Second, there are certain types of equipment that the United States could
supply to Israel that would enhance the capabilities of the Israeli Navy against
Soviet submarines. Given Israel’s relatively sparse resources, it is doubtful
that it could ever acquire anti-submarine capabilities equal to its surface and
air warfare capabilities. On the other hand, through careful provision of
modern anti-submarine warfare equipment, it should be possible to signifi-
cantly upgrade the quality of Israeli anti-submarine equipment, thus allowing
Israel to contribute to Western anti-submarine efforts in the Mediterranean.
Equipment that might be appropriate could include some kind of modern
towed array sonar system and possibly some kinds of modemn airborne anti-
submarine warfare gear. In particular, it would be sensible for the U.S. to
provide Israel with P-3C maritime patrol aircraft. This would increase the
number of such aircraft in the Mediterranean, and would create support
facilities needed to operate U.S. Navy P-3Cs from Israeli airbases.

Third, the U.S. Navy could probably help improve the quality of Israeli
tactics through a joint training program. Unlike the U.S. Navy, the Israeli
Navy and Air Force do not routinely plan and train to fight the Soviet Navy,
and are not familiar with the nuances of conducting operations against Soviet
naval forces. At the same time, the U.S. Navy could provide Israel with other
equipment not already possessed by Israel needed to fight the Soviets, such as
countermeasures to Soviet naval electronics. Alternately, the U.S. Navy
could provide technical assistance to the Israelis to develop such equipment
should security considerations make it impossible to transfer American de-
vices.
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Fourth, the United States should develop plans to resupply Israel in the
event of a conflict against the Soviets. To the extent that Israecli weapons
destroy targets that the United States would otherwise have to attack, resupply
of Israel need not be a net loss to America. To the extent that such a guarantee
encourages vigorous Israeli activity, the United States would be a net ben-
eficiary. )

Fifth, Isracl could provide the U.S. Navy facilities to support operations of
the Sixth Fleet. Besides the use of Israeli air bases for American P-3C
anti-submarine aircraft to patrol the eastern Mediterranean, Israel’s aircraft
maintenance facilities could be used to repair and support other naval aircraft.
Israel’s largest port, Haifa, could be used as a base for American vessels
operating in the eastern Mediterranean. Such facilities would offer important
advantages. They would be protected from attack by Israeli air and naval
forces. They could provide a secure alternative to other American bases in the
eastern Mediterranean should circumstances make those other bases un-
available. In addition, Israeli facilities would be ideally located to provide
logistics support, especially for operation of C-2 Greyhound carrier on-board
delivery aircraft, for American carrier task forces operating in the eastern
Mediterranean.

Conclusion

The United States faces a formidable strategic challenge in the eastern
Mediterranean, where Soviet capabilities have grown while the U.S. Navy
has been forced to draw down its fleet. Israel has the capability to make a
significant contribution to maintaining the strategic balance in the region, and
it has a clear interest to prevent the region.from becoming an area of Soviet
predominance. But to realize the full potential of this congruence of interests
between the United States and its long-term ally, measures to enhance strate-
gic cooperation will be required. The required measures, however, are not
dramatic, but rather are simple and discreet actions that can measureably
enhance the potential effectiveness of both sides in the event of a conflict with
the U.S.S.R.

Some people are bound to object to enhanced strategic cooperation on the
grounds that it would impair our relations with Arab countries. But the
Mediterranean is not in itself part of the principal Arab zone of interest. The
kinds of enhancements of Israeli naval capability that would be desirable to
increase its effectiveness against the Soviet Navy would have little impact on
the Arab-Israeli balance of power. And Arab countries friendly to the U.S in
the Mediterranean, such as Morocco, Egypt, and Lebanon, would find their
own security enhanced if closer cooperation between the U.S. Navy and
Israeli forces came into effect.
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Strengthening the Western position in the eastern Mediterranean, and re-
ducing the Soviet advantage, is a common interest of all members of the
Western alliance and countries strategically linked to the United States in the
region. Enhanced cooperation between the United States and Israel in this
zone would therefore be advantageous, not only to Israel and the United
States, but to the common interest of all countries that would be affected if the
Soviet Union became the dominant power in the eastern Mediterranean.
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FOOTNOTES

. The strength of the Soviet Mediterranean squadron is discussed in some detail in Bruce W.
Watson, Red Navy at Sea: Soviet Naval Operations on the High Seas, 1956-1980 (Boulder,
Colorado: Westview Press, 1982), pp. 73-130. See also Office of the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, Understanding Soviet Naval Developments, Fourth Edition (Washington: Government
Printing Office for the Department of Navy, January 1981), pp. 16-19. More recent data is
provided by Donald C. Daniel, and Theodore A Neely, Jr., ““Their Navy in 1981, U.S.
Naval Institute Proceedings, 108 (October 1982). p. 112.

. Watson, Red Navy at Sea, pp. 101-119, outlines the growth in strength of the Soviets in the
Mediterranean during the 1973 crisis. Note that in 1973 the U.S. Navy incorrectly identified
the SS-N-14 anti-submarine missile as the SS-N-10 anti-ship missile. Accordingly, the actual
number of anti-ship missiles was considerably lower than the contemporary estimates given
here.

. Captain John Moore, editor, Jane’s Fighting Ships, 1982-83, Eighty-fifth edition (London:
Jane's Publishing Co., 1982), p. 460, estimates 110, but includes short-range attack aircraft in
its total. Jean Labayle Coubat, editor, Combar Fleets of the World, 1982/83, translated by
A.D. Baker Ill (Annapolis, Maryland: U.S. Navy Institute Press, 1982), p. 596, estimates
100 bombers and 15 attack aircraft.

. The Tu-22 has a high altitude unrefueled radius of {500 nm. The comparable figure for the
Tu-16 is 1200 nm, and for the Backfire is about 3000 nm. Even the Tu-16s can easily reach_
the eastern Mediterranean from bases in the Soviet Union. See Figure 43 in Paul J. Murphy,
editor, Naval Power in Soviet Policy, Studies in Communist Affairs, Volume 2, published
under the auspices of the United States Air Force, 1978, p. 195.

. Hearings before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Department of
Defense Authorization for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1983, part 1, p. 737. According to
this report, in mid-1981 the Soviets temporarily deployed in Syria Badger reconnaisance and
May anti-submarine aircraft, and two additional May aircraft were sent to Libya. This was the
first deployment of Soviet land-based naval aircraft to the Mediterranean since 1972.

. Soviet operating patterns in the Mediterranean are examined by Watson, Red Navy at Sea.
Especially useful are the tables on pp. 183, 200-209. On recent developments, see New York
Times, April 29, 1983, pp. Al, A4.

. Clarence A. Robinson, ‘“USSR Submarines Pose Heavy Threat,”* Aviation Week and Space
Technology, 106 (January 24, 1977), p. 76

. The deployment of aircraft carriers in 1982 was given in the Annual Report of the Secretary of
Defense reproduced in Hearings before the Committee on Armed Services, United States
Senate, Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1983, part 1,
p. 230. There is a fuller discussion of carrier deployment by then Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Thomas B. Hayward, in the same hearings, part 2, pp. 1073-1074, 1078. During
most of 1982 there were two carriers in the Mediterranean, according to Daniel and Neely,
““Their Navy in 1981,”’ p. 112, but in early 1983 there was again only one. See the AP Wire
Report, February 3, 1983, by Fred S. Hofman.

27










A Publication of:

AMERICAN ISRAEL PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001
(202) 638-2256

























A major alternative now being explored is to employ the medical support
offered by Israel and to preposition U.S. equipment in Israel. In a crisis,
Israel’s hospital system is large enough to cover much of the anticipated
shortage of hospital facilities. The quality of Israeli medical care is on a par
with that of the United States. Moreover, the expertise of Israel’s medical
professionals in the field of battlefield medicine as well as in the diseases of
the Middle East is unequalled. Furthermore, Israel’s location makes its facili-
ties available for contingencies involving American forces in the eastern
Mediterranean and Europe as well as the Middle East.

The Problem

In order to properly understand the importance of Israeli medical care for
American forces, it is necessary first to examine what medical resources the
United States military can provide for its troops in the Middle East. Currently,
according to the Pentagon, the United States armed forces ‘“. . . do not have
even enough deployable hospitals of any kind to provide even the emergency
surgical treatment required to prepare the predicted numbers of patients for
evacuation.’*?

A large-scale American deployment to the Middle East could involve as
many as 300,000 troops, including six combat divisions, fourteen wings of
tactical aircraft, three carrier battle groups, and supporting forces.> While the
anticipated hospital needs of a force that size have not been released, it is
likely that at least 17,000 hospital beds would be needed for a major conflict
in the Persian Gulf (see Appendix A for a discussion of how this figure was
calculated). A smaller force would probably require fewer beds, as would be
the case during the early stages when a larger force was being transported to
the region. Despite this, it is reasonable to project a need for 17,000 beds,
since military planners must count on being able to provide a reasonable level
of support for a 300,000 man force.

The armed services can provide at most half of the rapidly deployable
medical facilities that would be needed to sustain a speedy, large-scale Cen-
tral Command force buildup—8,000 beds out of the anticipated requirement
of 17,000 or more beds.

To achieve this figure alone would require all of the Navy’s amphibious
assault helicopter carriers (LPHs) and amphibious assault ships (LHAs)
(carrying a total of 3,600 beds), the Marine Rapidly Deployable Medical
Facility stored on a cargo vessel off the island of Diego Garcia in the Indian
Ocean (1,000 beds), its Army predecessor now stored in California (1,000
beds), all of the Air Force’s Air Transportable Hospitals (576 beds), and
another 1,800 beds prepositioned in Europe and the United States.
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Actually it is unlikely that all 8,000 hospital beds could be deployed to the
Middle East. Many of the shipboard hospitals will be unavailable, since about
one-third of all ships of each type will be undergoing maintenance and
overhaul at any one time in the United States. In any case, it is uncertain that
the U.S. Navy would be able to gather together all these ships in time of
crisis. Nor could the Air Force send all its Air Transportable Hospitals to
Central Command, since to do so would leave the remaining air wings bereft
of mobile hospital facilities. Many of the deployable hospitals in Europe and
the United States have been in storage for a long time and are considered to be
both unready and unsuitable for rapid deployment to the Middle East. Many
of them require that the sites at which they are to be set up be provided with
pre-existing shelters and the complete range of utility services. These condi-
tions are present in Europe where it was originally envisioned that many of
these hospitals would be used. Such pre-existing amenities simply do not exist
in the Middle East. Thus it will be necessary to construct shelters and provide
support services for those hospitals which are not wholly self-contained. This
will increase the time needed to make these hospitals fully operational. Even
the fully deployable hospitals (those possessing their own shelters, water
purifiers, power sources, etc.) might still require weeks to become fully
operational after arrival at their sites.*

In Vietnam, for example, the establishment of medical systems was lei-
surely and largely unopposed. Nevertheless, it often took much longer than
expected to get new hospitals into use because of the many problems associ-
ated with the new environment.> The circumstances accompanying a Central
Command deployment in the Middle East would be considerably more urgent
than in Vietnam. The consequent dangers, confusion and problems of adap-
tions would therefore make both the deployment and achievement of full
operational status even slower.

The U.S. military also anticipates difficulties in transporting the hospitals
to the theater. The larger hospitals, such as the Army’s general hospital, could
require 100 C-141 and 30 C-5A sorties. At this time the American armed
services have only 254 C-141s and 73 C-5As. Airlift in such quantities might
be unavailable because of the other heavy demands on America’s limited
transport capabilities at the time. The combination of these and other factors
could reduce the number of available beds by 2,000 or more.® This would
leave a shortfall of over 10,000 beds.

Even if the hospitals were available, the U.S. military faces a serious
shortage of medical and medical support personnel. The shortages are greatest
in certain critical skill areas, such as surgeons. At this time all active, reserve,
and national guard personnel and units together, are only able to provide 32
per cent of the surgeons needed during wartime.” According to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs), ‘‘An inadequate surgical capability is a
‘war-stopper . . .”."’® The shortage of nurses is estimated at over 30,000 and
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the overall medical personnel shortage is close to 200,000.° These estimates
envisage American involvement in a major war in Central Europe as well as in
the Middle East. However, they indicate that the shortages of medical per-
sonnel are so great that they would seriously hamper a deployment in the
Middle East while maintaining necessary levels of medical support elsewhere.

Effects of the Shortfall

The consequences of this shortfall of medical facilities could be devas-
tating. If a conflict should occur, the shortage of properly functioning hos-
pitals could mean many more deaths among American casualties than would
otherwise be the case. According to one estimate, one of every four soldiers
wounded in combat could die as a result of the shortage of medical care.!?
Losses on this scale could reduce morale of American soldiers, lowering their
combat effectiveness. This shortage of adequate medical care could even
increase the likelihood of a conflict by reducing the credibility of our deter-
rent. In a statement calling for additional procurement of deployable medical
facilities, then-Commandant of the Marine Corps General Barrow stated, ‘1
am confident that hospital ships and fleet hospitals in their own way can do as
much to foster deterrence as do other higher visibility weapons systems.”’!!

The scarcity of deployable hospitals will also aggravate the already acute
shortage of aeromedical evacuation transport. The comparatively limited
facilities of the forward deployable hospitals will force the evacuation, to
fully equipped hospitals outside the theater, of most patients needing serious
care. When large numbers of casualties are involved, even more acromedical
transport aircraft will be needed. Currently, the U.S. has only about 35
dedicated aeromedical evacuation aircraft.!? Other transport aircraft can be
used for this role, and in fact this was done in October 1983, when wounded
Marines were flown from Beirut. However, the U.S. has a serious shortage of
strategic and tactical airlift and using those planes for aeromedical transport
would divert them from other important missions.

Programmed Solutions

The U.S. armed forces have adopted a number of programs to solve these
problems. Providing adequate quantities of in-theater hospitals has received
the most attention, reflected in a multi-service, multi-year acquisition pro-
gram. The Navy has begun to acquire hospital ships (2,000 beds in two
ships), and Fleet Hospitals (with 2,500 beds). The Air Force is procuring
several Rapid Deployment Force hospitals (250 beds apiece), as well as
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additional aeromedical staging facilities to support longer distance aero-
medical evacuations. The Army has initiated procurement of 500 and 1,000
bed Mobile Army Surgical, Combat Zone, and Communications Zone Hos-
pitals.

However, the procurement of these facilities will not solve the military
medical problem. All these planned facilities will not be ready until almost the
end of this decade, if then. That completion date assumes that the programs
continue to be funded according to schedule and that no major problems arise.
These hospital systems are also expensive. The cost of procuring these hos-
pitals is about $49,000 per bed.'® Some of the planned hospital facilities will
be even more costly. For example, the hospital ships have a predicted
acquisition/modification cost of $580 million ($290,000/bed).'* There are

" also disagreements over specific acquisitions. For example, purchase of the

hospital ships has been delayed for well over a year by debates over the type
to be procured.’ Finally, there is a constant and inevitable competition
between the concrete, definable peacetime demands upon the military medical
system and the uncertain, debatable, and costly wartime requirements that
hopefully will never be needed.® Yet another difficulty is the competition for
scarce medical resources from other theaters.

Another important problem is where the deployable hospitals will be prep-
ositioned. Optimally, the hospitals would be stored near anticipated battle
areas, but not so close to the frontlines as to risk their capture during an enemy
advance. Unfortunately, none of the ‘first-line’ nations in Southwest Asia,
which the United States has approached to assist in the preparations for
Central Command, seems willing to preposition medical facilities on its
territory. This means that hospitals will have to be stored outside the theater
and that it will take days or even weeks to transport to the area of need. Only
if combat forces are given a lower priority than hospitals could these medical
facilities arrive earlier.

To relieve the shortage of acromedical evacuation, the American military is
depending upon a mix of solutions. It appears that the greatest increase in
aeromedical transport will come from the wartime conversion of other trans-
port aircraft. The military is also planning to procure additional dedicated
aeromedical evacuation aircraft. Military planners, however, seem to be
counting on increased in-theater hospital capacity to hold down the demand
for aeromedical evacuation.

To provide adequate numbers of hospital personnel, three solutions have
been adopted. The first, already well underway, has been an intense recruit-
ment campaign to raise medical strength to authorized levels of qualified
individuals, particularly for the reserves. Second, non-medical personnel are
being retrained to fill needed slots. Third, preparations are being made for a
draft of trained health care personnel, including women. Although this draft
has been in the planning stages for some time, it has not yet been presented to
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the Congress. It is unclear whether this draft would ever be enacted into law,
or if it could survive anticipated legal challenges.’

Alternate Solutions

Until all of the planned military medical programs are completed, and
perhaps even then, American military planners will have to seek additional
solutions in order to provide adequate medical care for American servicemen
in case of a conflict in the Middle East. One possible solution is to employ
already existing American and European medical facilities in NATO to com-
pensate in part for shortages in-theater. The use of such facilities, however,
would depend upon their actually being available. For any of several reasons,
that might not be the case. First, should a conflict spread to Europe, the
facilities there would be fully utilized. Even if it only appeared that the
conflict might spread to Europe, it would certainly be preferrable to keep most
of the hospitals there free for a NATO contingency. Moreover, in some
circumstances, America’s NATO allies might be reluctant to allow use of
facilities in their countries for fear of adverse reactions in the Middle East or
Eastern Europe.

Even if these problems did not arise, the military medical facilities in
Europe are roughly three thousand miles from the most likely areas of conflict
in the Middle East (around the Persian Gulf). Flying casualties to Europe
would increase the strain on the already limited aeromedical evacuation
capacity. It could also mean a long, exhausting evacuation trip (lasting seven
or more hours) that could further increase the mortality rate of the wounded
evacuees. Finally, at that distance, aeromedical evacuation aircraft are at the
limit of their range. This will require them to refuel enroute at a friendly
airbase. This would further increase the evacuation time. It would also require
the cooperation of one or more conveniently situated nations. This cooper-
ation can no longer be taken for granted. For example, in September 1983,
Greece and Turkey, American NATO allies, refused to allow American
aircraft supporting the American deployment in Lebanon to land in their
countries.'® Put simply, the use of medical facilities in Europe does not
provide an adequate solution.

Optimally, the United States should try to arrange for the nations of the

Middle East to reserve portions of their medical systems for the use of Central
Command. In fact, American forces are directed to use local facilities when-
ever possible by the current U.S. Defense Guidance, the policy document of
the Department of Defense. It states ‘“Host nation support is to be used to the
maximum practical extent.”’'?

However, few nations in the region possess adequate medical facilities for
the United States armed forces. Most of them have fairly small medical
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systems (see Appendix B), and many of their hospitals are antiquated. In any
case, most of the systems can barely care for the needs of their own popu-
lations. Even Saudi Arabia, which has invested great sums of money in
health care since 1973, possesses less than 7,000 hospital beds, only .72 per
1,000 people.

Although Iran and Iraq each have hospital systems with over 15,000 beds
(.52 and 1.23 beds respectively per 1,000 people), their systems were already
fully occupied tending to the needs of their populations even before the war
between them broke out. Since then, their hospitals have been pushed to the
limit of their capabilities. Moreover, Iraq is a formal ally of the Soviet Union

and Iran has declared the United States to be one of its foremost enemies.

Egypt, which possesses by far the largest health care system in the Arab
world (over 24,000 hospital beds) has to care for a population of over 38
miilion people with only .64 beds per 1,000 people. Although Egypt’s medi-
cal system is considered to be one of the best in the Arab world, only two of
its hospitals are regarded as adequate even for American tourists.

In any case, none of the nations in Central Command’s region of respon-
sibility in the Middle East (which excludes Israel, Lebanon, Syria, and
Turkey) have been willing to make the necessary peacetime preparations to
provide wartime medical support. Many of the nations within the region are
actively hostile to the United States (such as Afghanistan, Iran, and South
Yemen), while others have not been willing to support the existence and
purpose of Central Command (such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the United
Arab Emirates).

Other nations, (Egypt, Sudan, Oman, Somalia, and Kenya) are assisting
the United States in preparing for Central Command’s possible deployment by
providing certain types of conditional assistance in exchange for American
aid. However, they have not made the necessary arrangements to provide
medical assistance to the United States. Such arrangements cannot easily be
established in the midst of a conflict. To be effective, they must be negotiated
in detail during peacetime. These arrangements affect the standard operating
procedures of the services and require a firm commitment from the host
country to assist the United States in time of war. This type of commitment
has not been forthcoming from any of the nations currently assisting Central
Command.

The unpopularity of ties to the United States plagues Central Command’s
operational planning. In many cases, governments of the area friendly to the
United States lack a popular base and are unstable. Often, a friendly regime’s
very association with the United States undermines its domestic support.
Should such governments be overthrown, they are all too likely to be replaced
by anti-American regimes. During a crisis requiring American intervention,
even regimes wishing to remain close to the United States might be forced to
repudiate promised assistance in order to remain in power. Thus, even if the
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medical facilities were adequate and were actually offered, the reliability of
such arrangements would be doubtful.

The Israeli Option

Israel is the one country of the Middle East which has repeatedly expressed
a willingness to assist the United States by providing medical support to
American armed forces. It formally agreed to such an undertaking in the 1981
Memorandum of Understanding on strategic cooperation (which, un-
fortunately, was later suspended by the United States). Israel has offered to
perform such services several times since, most recently after the terrorist
bombing of the Marine barracks in Beirut in October 1983. The concept of
such cooperation is supported by a wide spectrum of political leaders and by
the Israeli public, so practical arrangements could be built on a solid political
foundation (unlike many Arab countries, where there is strong opposition to
defense cooperation with the United States).

Israel is also the only country in the Middle East capable of providing
medical support on a substantial scale. It has 18,000 beds in 106 hos-
pitals’’ —more than all the ‘friendly’ Persian Gulf Arab states combined.
Relative to population, Israel has roughly six times the capabilities of the
Arab countries (4.72 beds per 1,000 people versus .64 in Egypt and .72 in
Saudi Arabia, for example).?? Its medical system is, of necessity, designed
for wartime expansion. This capability was demonstrated in October 1973,
when up to 9,000 hospital beds were readied for military use within eight
hours of mobilization. Possibly Israel can mobilize an even larger number
today.? ,

Of course, it cannot be assumed that all of the theoretically available beds
could be provided to the American armed forces. A complete mobilization
could be achieved only by imposing a considerable strain on the facilities, the
civilian population of Israel, and particularly on the medical personnel in-
volved. Nor could the possibility that Israel might be attacked while providing
such support be excluded. Israel would have to reserve a portion of its medical
capacity for its own use.

Despite these difficulties, it should be possible to provide and preposition
medical facilities in Israel that would approximately triple the medical re-
sources currently available to Central Command in the region. This could be
accomplished through a series of measures using existing Israeli facilities,
supplemented by American resources, resulting in a considerable capability in
place in a relatively short period of time. First, the Israeli hospital system has,
on the average, 1,000 vacant beds** which could be made available immedi-
ately. Second, Isracl might agree to provide a fraction (e.g. 25%) of its
sustained mobilization capability, for an additional 1,500 beds. Third, to
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reduce reliance on some of the austere measures Israel uses to expand wartime
capacity for its own casualties (such as the placement of temporary beds in
large rooms), currently vacant hospital buildings, such as the former Tel-
Hashomer facility, could be outfitted with perhaps 500 beds as facilities
exclusively for American use. Fourth, the United States could preposition in
Israel a ‘‘folding’’ deployable hospital with 1,000 beds, like that currently
stored at Diego Garcia. The combination of such near-term, cost-effective
solutions would provide Central Command with 4,000 extra beds in the
region, going a long way to correct the shortfall of current capabilities.

Beyond its size, Israel’s medical system is also modern. Over 80 per cent of
the system has been constructed in the last 35 years.?> Hospital care is on a par
with that provided in the United States (not the case in other Middle Eastern
states). Most of the health care personnel speak English. In addition, many of
the physicians have trained, studied, or practiced in the United States, and are
familiar with the latest procedures and treatments in their respective fields.
Also, because of Israel’s unfortunate war experiences, virtually all Israeli
health personnel are familiar with the problems and procedures encountered in
modern military medicine. This experience represents an invaluable asset.
Israeli hospitals possess special units to treat virtually every type of wound to
be found on the modern battlefield.

The Israeli medical system would be particularly useful in treating troops
stricken with disease. Israeli doctors are familiar with almost every disease to
be found in the Middle East. This familiarity stems from the need to deal with
the wide variety of illnesses brought to Israel by two generations of immi-
grants from Middle Eastern countries. Experience in past wars has shown that
a majority of American troops admitted to hospitals were suffering from
exposure to indigenous diseases. In fact, during some years of the Korean
War about two-thirds of the hospital admissions were for disease. In Vietnam
the disease admissions never dropped below 60% of the total. Since Israeli
doctors are likely to be more familiar with the local diseases than their
American counterparts, the sick soldiers would get superior treatment in
Israel. Also, since the troops stricken by disease would most likely be capable
of returning to their units in a comparatively short time, it would be better to
keep them within the theater. If they are evacuated out of the theater it would
be far more difficult to return them to their units. It was for this reason that the
U.S. expanded its hospital facilities for disease victims during the Vietnam
war. By removing them from front-line hospitals to Israel, more of those
facilities would be available for combat casualties needing more urgent and
timely care.

The Israeli health care system also has sophisticated rehabilitation facilities
for the severely wounded. Though the American military will probably prefer
to fly such casualties back to the United States, cooperation between the two
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countries would enable both of them to improve their rehabilitation pro-
cedures and facilities.

Israel’s geographical position also enables her facilities to directly support
American forces operating in the Eastern Mediterranean, or to treat casualties
from a conflict in Europe. Since Israel is only about five to six hours flight
time from Central Europe, as opposed to the 11 hour flight from Central
Europe to the eastern United States, its hospitals could be a useful supplement
to the American hospitals in Europe. This would be most valuable when
caring for casualties who could be returned to duty after a few weeks of
treatment. In addition, the shorter distance to hospitals in Israel would dra-
matically reduce the demand for aeromedical evacuation aircraft.

Israel is also well-placed to serve as a prepositioning site for hospitals
intended for use in forward areas, either in Europe or in the Middle East.
Israel is only about two hours flight time from the Persian Gulf, as compared
to seven hours from Diego Garcia to the Persian Gulf. The security that
Israel’s military prowess brings to its territory can protect prepositioned
equipment from guerrilla or terrorist attacks. In other countries in the region,
a comparable level of security might require the peacetime stationing of
American combat units, a possibility that is anathema to all of America’s
other supporters in the region. This same security can guarantee the safety of
American soldiers convalescing in Israeli hospitals during wartime against
attacks from guerrilla forces or terrorists. As a result the United States would
not have to use scarce combat units to protect hospitals from those who might
not respect the sanctity of those hospitals.

The greatest advantage to the United States of using the Israeli health care
system for Central Command is that it is already in place and fully opera-
tional. It would not be necessary to wait weeks for hospitals to arrive and be
established. The whole system could be ready to operate in a matter of hours.
Nor would it require the diversion from other tasks of precious mobility
assets. The problems to be expected when systems are taken out of storage
and sent into the field would be minimized. Because the medicines would be
part of a constantly rotated stock, needing only augmentation, there would be
no wortry about shelf life. The shortage of personnel that could severely
hamper American military medicine would be less of a problem if Israel’s
medical system were used, since there would be less need to worry about
staffing hospitals.

For the United States to take full advantage of Isracli medical facilities,
arrangements must be worked out in peacetime. Adoption of standard oper-
ating procedures that will make possible such medical cooperation must be
done before a crisis takes place. It is not possible to rely on ad hoc agreements
made-at the last moment. This is the lesson to be drawn from the failure of the
United States to use Israeli medical facilities after the terrorist bombing of the
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Marine headquarters in Beirut. Unless American medical personnel are famil-
iar with Israeli facilities, and have developed procedures to take advantage of
Israeli medicine, the United States military cannot expect that American
doctors will send wounded and sick troops to unknown facilities with un-
familiar capabilities.

But, it will not be possible to get maximum benefit from available Israeli
facilities without some effort on the part of the United States. For the Ameri-
can military to take advantage of Israel’s mobilization hospital capacity, even
in part, the United States would have to ensure that proper equipment and
adequate quarters would be available for incoming casualties. In addition, the
United States should anticipate that American medical personnel would work
side by side with Israelis to staff these facilities. Further, the United States
should make Israel responsible for setting up any prepositioned hospitals
stored in that country. Since such hospitals could be erected at their storage
sites, or very near, they could be equipped with amenities not available to
more austerely equipped stored hospitals elsewhere. Such hospitals stored in
Israel would still be deployable to other theaters should the need arise.

Arab Objections

The major objection to an arrangement allowing the United States military
to use Israeli medical facilities is the belief that such an accord might antago-
nize the Arab nations friendly to the United States. This objection fails to
acknowledge, however, that while the United States has grown closer to Israel
since 1967, and especially so since 1973, it has at the same time managed to
build much closer relationships with Arab nations like Egypt, Oman, Som-
alia, and Sudan. In fact, in some cases the Israeli-American tie has played an
important part in making closer relations with certain Arab countries possible.
It was Israel’s decision to relinquish the Sinai Peninsula to Egypt, with its
airfields, strategic depth, and valuable oil fields, that enabled America to
cement ties with Egypt. It was an Israeli threat to attack Syria that enabled the
United States to halt the Syrian invasion of Jordan in 1970, thus preventing
Jordan from falling into the hands of anti-American forces.

An arrangement to use Israeli medical support could not possibly be inter-
preted as a threat to any Arab country. Its clear humanitarian intent and its
multi-theater positioning remove it from the realm of Arab-Israeli issues. In
fact, such an agreement will help the United States defend the Arab world
without having to increase its profile there, a phenomenon that should be
welcomed by many Arab supporters of America. Ironically, Arabs from
countries hostile to Israel sometimes choose to be treated in Israeli hospitals,
so Arab objections to such arrangements between Israel and the United States
can be given less weight.
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Conclusion

Central Command will certainly be able to deploy its forces in the Middle
East even if Israeli medical facilities are not utilized. Nor is it likely that an
American victory in battle will depend on having such an arrangement. But at
the same time, a failure to use Israel’s hospitals will certainly ensure that in
the event of a conflict in the region, American lives will be lost which
otherwise could have been saved. Also, international perceptions of real
American intentions and capabilities will be affected. By exploiting Israel’s
medical facilities, America helps make it clear that it is serious about defend-
ing the Middle East. This will make potential aggressors less likely to test
American resolve. In this sense, arranging to use Israeli medical facilities has
benefits far beyond caring for the American soldiers sent to the region. But
should deterrence fail, at least America’s soldiers, their families, and their
countrymen will know that their government is taking all possible steps to
ensure that they will return home alive and well.
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Appendix A

The Hospital Bed Shortage

According to testimony presented to Congress by John Beary III, M.D., Acting
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) (in Hearings Before a Subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations, United States House of Representatives, De-
partment of Defense Appropriations for 1983, part 9, pp. 434-435), the Navy (includ-
ing the Marines) and the Air Force were to procure deployable hospitals totaling 2,000
beds (the Air Force was to procure 500 beds, the Navy and Marines the rest) during
Fiscal Year 1983 for the primary use of Central Command in the Middle East. The
Army was also procuring a certain number of beds for the same purposes, but the
figure was not given. The total procurement of beds for Central Command for that
Fiscal Year (1,500 Navy/Marine beds, 500 Air Force beds, and an unknown number
of Army beds) amounted to 11.8 percent of the number believed required. Assuming
that the Army bought no beds for use in the Middle East, using this data a need for
17,000 beds is established to support in-theater operations in the Middle East. If the
Army’s hospital purchases for Central Command had been 1,000 beds, the anticipated
total hospital bed need would be over 25,000 beds.

A requirement of 17,000 beds is consistent with experience of hospital admissions
in previous conflicts. Expected daily hospital admissions rates can be calculated using
United States Army data given in its staff officers planning manual, FM 101-10-1
(Department of the Army, 1977; Chapter 5). According to this source (pp. 5-24 to
5-28, Table 5-28g), hospitalization rates for defensive operations in hot plains are
11.24 men per 1,000 for infantry, 9.88 men per 1,000 for mechanized units, and 4.70
men per 1,000 for non-divisional forces. It is expected that a 300,000 man Central
Command force would include 91,000 men in infantry divisions (three Army divisions
with 15,000 men apiece and two Marine divisions with 23,000 men apiece), 15,000
men in one Army mechanized division, and 194,000 men in non-divisional units of the
Army or with the Navy or Air Force contingents. Using these figures, hospital
admissions should total about 2,100 per day.

These calculations are based on admissions rates for a conflict fought thirty years
ago, the Korean War. This was the last war involving large numbers of American
soldiers fighting conventionally against a non-guerrilla enemy. Recent experience
suggests, however, that increases in firepower, resulting in part from the appearance
of new weapons, will cause greater numbers of casualties on today’s battlefield than
on those of the past.

Should the United States send a force smaller than 300,000 to the Middle East, the
size of the hospital facilities needed to treat the casualties might be fewer than the
17,000 estimated above. According to one press account, even a smaller force might
still require a fairly large number of hospital beds to treat the sick and wounded.
According to this story (‘‘RDF predicted to Have High Casualty Rate,’’ The Washing-
ton Post, August 7, 1981, p. C-15), a 100,000 man deployment might need 10,000
beds in-theater and a 130,000 man force might need more than 15,000 beds.
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Appendix B

Sizes of Some Hospital Systems

Country # Hospital Beds # Hospital Beds per
1,000 people
Bahrain 572 2.16
Egypt 24,429 .64
Iran 16,705 .52
Iraq 15,159 1.23
Israel 18,804 4.72
Jordan 2,446 1.22
Kenya 17,896 1.29
Kuwait 1,873 1.66
North Yemen 2,799 .05
Oman 805 .99
Qatar 661 7.69
Saudi Arabia 6,888 72
Somalia 5,163 1.76
South Yemen 1,858 1.06
Sudan 8,381 .49
Syria 4,798 .61
UAE 682 2.84
United States 1,365,626 6.30

Source: Adapted from World Health Organization Statistic 1980, Hospital Establishments, and Statistical

Abstract of Israel 1981.

The information given in this table should be treated with caution.

14

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

FOOTNOTES

. Testimony of John H. Moxley III, M.D., Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs),

Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, United States House
of Representatives, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1982, part 4, p. 596.

. Ibid.
. Figures from Defense Marketing Service, Rapid Deployment Force, 1980, extracts from the

Joint Chiefs of Staff RDJTF Capability Study, January 1981, assorted volumes of testimony
before Congress, and articles in a variety of periodicals.

. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, United States House

of Representatives, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1983, part 9, pp. 613-616.

. Major-General Spurgeon Neel, Medical Support 1965-1970, Department of the Army, 1973.
. This assumes four out of twelve LPHs and LPAs out of service (for a loss of 4 X 300 =

1,200 beds) and presumed undeployability of one of the 500 bed hospitals either in Europe or
the United States due to one unforeseen event or another (missing sections, etc.) and the
availability of only half of the Air Force’s Air Transportable Hospitals (a loss of 288 beds).
The total loss would be just under 2,000 beds.

. Calculated from the testimony of John Beary I, M.D., in Hearings Before a Subcommittee

of the Committee on Appropriations, United States House of Representatives, Department of
Defense Appropriations for 1983, part 9, p. 437.

. Ibid.
. United States General Accounting Office, Will There Be Enough Trained Medical Personnel

In Case Of War?, June 24, 1981, p. 55.

Captain Michael B. Parini, ‘“‘Air Force Medicine on the Move,’” Air Force Magazine,
October 1983, p. 67.

Letter from General Barrow to Senator Denton as quoted by John Beary HI, M.D., Acting
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs), in testimony in Hearings Before a Sub-
committee of the Committee on Appropriations, United States House of Representatives,
Department of Defense Appropriations for 1983, part 9, p. 439.

Calculated from Mark Hewish, Bill Sweetman, Joseph C. Wheeler, and Bill Gunston, Air
Forces of the World, Simon and Schuster, 1979, pp. 25-41, and Bill Gunston, editor, The
Encyclopedia of World Air Power, Crescent Press, 1981, p. 243.

This is for the Navy’s fully deployable Fleet Hospitals. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of
the Committee on Appropriations, United States House of Representatives, Department of
Defense Appropriations for 1983, part 9, pp. 539-540.

Ibid., p. 573.

The debate centered on whether or not the World War II era hospital ship Sanctuary could be
moderized, and if not, whether the liner United States or some other ship(s) should be
converted to the role. It was eventually decided to acquire and modify two cargo ships.
Although the declared primary mission of the military medical system is to prepare for and
perform the care of wartime casualties (see Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, United States House of Representatives, Department of Defense
Appropriations for 1982, part 4, p. 595), an examination of budget expenditures shows that

15




17.

18.

19.

SRR

24.
25.

the peacetime care of military personmel, their dependents, and the retired military com-
munity commands the lion’s share of the resources (ibid., pp. 589-594). For example, 69 per
cent of those cared for by the Air Force’s medical system are dependents and retired
personnel (Captain Michael D. Parini, *‘Air Force Medicine on the Move," Air Force
Magazine, October 1983, p. 67). This is not necessarily wrong, as the United States has been
essentially at peace throughout the greater part of its existence and hopes to remain so in the
future. If peace is maintained, and the deterrent value of medical preparations is ignored,
then expenditures on preparations for war might be perceived as having been wasteful. Such
a perception, while plausible, is incorrect.

Henry David Rosen, ‘‘Pentagon seeking to Register Health Care Women for Draft,”” The
Washington Post, September 1, 1983, p. A2.

U.S. News and World Report, October 2, 1983; Jerusalem Post, September 28, 1983, p. 1;
Reuters news reports of September 20 and September 27, 1983.

The 1984-1988 Defense Guidance, as quoted in testimony Before a Subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations, United States House of Representatives, Department of
Defense Appropriations for 1983, part 6, p. 50.

. For instance, see David Lamb, ‘‘Egypt Lifts Veil on U.S. Maneuvers,”” Los Angeles Times,

August 10, 1983, p. A7.

. Figures calculated from the Statistical Abstract of Israel 1981, p. 675.
. World Health Organization Statistic 1980, pp. 61-63, 123.
. These calculations were made using the figures given in Lechaim Naggan, ‘‘Medical plan-

ning for disaster in Israel,”” Injury: the British Journal of Accident Surgery, vol. 7, no. 4, p.
281 together with the figure for hospital beds given in the Statistical Abstract of Israel 1981,
p. 675. According to Naggan, ‘8 hours after the alert and 4 hours after the war started, most
hospitals had increased their regular bed capacity by 40-60 per cent, and 60-80 per cent of
these beds were vacant, ready to admit battle casualties.’” For the purposes of this study, it is
assumed that it will only be possible to expand capacity by 40 percent, and that only 60
percent of the total capacity will be vacant. This means that the total number of general
hospital beds will be expanded from about 11,000 to about 15,400, and that roughly 9,240 of
these beds would be vacant within hours of a crisis. The actual number of beds made
available probably would be much higher given the conservative nature of these calculations.
Statistical Abstract of Israel 1982, p. 686.

Calculated from the Statistical Abstract of Israel 1981, .p. 675.

16




The AIPAC Papers on U.S.-Israel Relations

No. 1 The Strategic Value of Israel

No. 2 Israel and the U.S. Air Force

No. 3 The Campaign to Discredit Israel

No. 4 Israel and the U.S. Navy

No. 5 Israeli Medical Support for the U.S. Armed Forces

Future titles

How Does Aid to Israel Serve the U.S. National Interest?
Secure Borders Between Israel and Jordan

U.S. Government Procurement from Israeli Suppliers

The AIPAC College Guide: A Survey of Political Activism

To: ATPAC Monograph Series
American Israel Public Affairs Committee
500 North Capitol St., N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20001

I am enclosing: [] $25 (AIPAC members only)
O $30 (Nonmembers)
(or credit card number below)

Subscription covers 10 issues.
Please begin my subscription with #

(or current issue)

Name:

Address:

Credit Card Visa # Expiration Date
Mastercard # Expiration Date
Signature

19




A Publication of:_

AMERICAN ISRAEL PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
500 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001
(202) 638-2256







