. THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES, ECONOMIC FACTORS, FORCE
STRENGTHS, AND OTHER MILITARY FACTORS THAT SHAPED THE
COURSE OF THE WAR

The historical factors that shaped the initial course of the Iran-lraq \War
have already been described. There were, however, a nunber of strategic and
mlitary factors that played a powerful role in shaping the course of the
fighting once the war began. These factors include the strengths and weaknesses
of each side, the relative economc power of Iran and Iragq, each nation's
ability to buy arms, each nation's ability to nobilize their respective
manpower, and the initial structure and capability of their forces.

3.0 The Strengths and Weaknesses of Each Side

Iran and Irag began the war with a very different mx of advantages and
di sadvant ages. These advantages and di sadvant ages shaped each nation's approach
to war, and led each side to take a different approach to tactics and
technol ogy, and hel ped shape its managenent of the war.

3.0.1 Iran's Mix of Advantages and Disadvantages

In spite of its political and mlitary instability, Iran began the war with
a nunber of significant advantages. These advantages i ncl uded:

e Strategic depth: Iran's main cities and nost critical oil facilities were a
consi derabl e distance fromthe Iran-1raq border area.:

* The existence of a large pre-revolutionary mlitary structure which stil
had a significant nunbers of troops, first line US. and other weapons
systens, and |arge stockpiles of supplies. Wiile the efficiency of this
mlitary machi ne was severely damaged during the convul sions follow ng the
Shah's fall, the stockpiled weapons and trained cadres were decisive in
Iran's initial ability to defend.

» The existence of a rising force of armed and sem -trained mlitianmen who
had been assenbl ed before the war as Baseej, Hezbollah and Revol utionary
Guards. These forces existed to safeguard the revolution, as nenbers of
Khonmeini's | ocal defense and security force, and as the "Arny of Twenty
MIllion,” which was originally formed to neet a possible U S. invasion
foll owi ng the seizure of Anmerican hostages.

* A revolutionary fervor which helped to maintain the norale of Iranian
troops because of a perceived threat to the survival and expansion of the
| sl ami ¢ Revol ution

» Possession of sone of the nobst advanced conventional technol ogy which the
U.S. was capable of providing. This was the result of a 1972 deci sion by
President Nixon to provide Iran with weapons that would enable it to serve
as the "policeman" of the Gulf. DO

« Large cash reserves and continuing oil revenues.

e At the sane time, the Iranian mlitary (and especially the arny) faced a
nunber of disadvantages at the outset of the war. These disadvantages
i ncl uded:



Estrangenent from the U S., Iran's principal supplier of weapons and
support, and spare parts and from virtually all the other nations in the
@ul f area and in nuch of the Arab world. Iran's revolutionary ideol ogy, and
attacks on the superpowers and nore noderate and conservative Arab states,
isolated it from other nations and drove them to support Irag both before
and during the conflict.

Constant ideological and political interference in the managenent of the
regular forces, including the creation of a whole new class of religious
comm ssars. Once the war began, this was followed by religious and
political at every level fromgrand strategy to tactics and supply, often
forcing the wong tactics and strategy on Iranian forces.

Continuing rivalry at every |level between the regular arnmed forces, the
energi ng Pasdaran, and the various rivals for power around Khoneini. This
feuding affected every aspect of Iranian operations fromlate 1980 onwards.

A shortage of officers and NCOs because of at |east two major purges which
had elimnated at |east 12,000 personnel (10,000 of whom were from the
arny), by the beginning of the war. These purges led to a fragnented and
dysfunctional command structure in the arny, although the navy and air
force command structures renmained relatively intact.O

A weak |ogistics system which denied Iran the ability to use nuch of its
stocks. Iran had created the shell of a conputerized |ogistics system but
never the software to retrieve stored itens. Iranian forces had to rely on
squads which individually hunted down key stocks and had no central system
for ordering, allocating, and distributing its stocks.

Pre-war dependence on foreign technical support personnel in many critical

areas -- such as nmaintenance, technical advice, training, tactical and
procurenent planning. Mst of this technical support which left Iran
followng the Shah's fall, and nuch of the remainder had left when Iran

seized the U S. enbassy.

A decline in proficiency in regard to a variety of mlitary skills. This
decline has been particularly inportant since 1981, when the Iranian
mlitary school and training system collapsed and was replaced by
i deol ogi cal and infantry training.

A | arge nunber of desertions. These reached about 60 percent of the Shah's
arnmy by July 1980, although the Khoneini Regine was able to recover nuch of
t hi s manpower once the war began. O

Continuing internal security problens with various ethnic mnorities and
Mar xi st groups |ike the People's Mij ahi deen.

3.0.2 Irag: Advantages and Disadvantages
The Iragis had a different set of advantages and di sadvantages. lraq's main

advant ages i ncl uded:

Far greater political and mlitary stability during the period before the
war. lraqg's |eadership was united under a single active autocrat, and its
mlitary forces were firmly under his control. Wile there were sone
divisions within the arned forces because of the existence of a Ba ath
controlled "Popular Army”, and both the intelligence service and the Ba' ath



mai nt ai ned a second channel of political control over the arnmed forces, the
Iragi mlitary never experienced anything renotely approaching the degree
of disruption that affected the Iranian mlitary.

Friendly relations with neighboring states which have begun to develop in
the md-1970s, when Iraq largely halted its attenpts to overthrow the
regimes of its wealthy conservative neighbors and open trade ties wth
Western Europe. Iraqg was able to sustain these relations throughout the
course of the war.

Continuing access to a diversified supply of nodern weapons, wth nost
advanced weapons systens being French- or Soviet-nade. Wile nultiple
sources of supply can create significant problems in terns of
standardi zation and training, they also are a substitute for limted, but
|l ess reliable, sources of supply. Iraq used France to obtain arnms during
the period the USSR flirted with Iran, and afterwards in playing both
nations off against each other to obtain key arnms and technol ogies.O Iraq
al so got weapons and spare parts fromltaly, Bulgaria and Pol and, and Egypt
sold Iraqg about $1 billion in hardware following the initial stages of the
war . 0

Irag had never placed as high reliance on foreign technical support as
Iran. It could not operate or maintain its equipnent as well as Iran before
the Shah's fall and the expulsion of Wstern technicians, but it had a
relatively effective national l|ogistics, conbat and service support system
and could operate its forces, mjor equipnent, and support systens on its
own. Wiile its individual weapons were |ess capable than those of Iran,
they al so were easier to maintain and operate.

Large financial reserves and excellent credit at the beginning of the war.

A relatively mature revolution with steadily rising living standards, well
pl anned econom c devel opnents, and inproving conditions for potentially
disaffected Shi'ite and Kurdish groups, mxed with a far nore secular
hi story and social structure than Iran.

Fi nanci al backing from the GCC states, and limted mlitary backing from
Egypt and Jordan.

Li ke Iran, however, lraq faced nmajor disadvantages. These not only hel ped
ensure that its initial offensive against Iran did not succeed, they
severely limted the effectiveness of its defense against Iran's
count er of f ensi ves.

Irag's |eaders suffered from a conbination of strategic illusions and
i npossi ble anbitions. They saw Iran as weak and divided. They accepted Pan-
Arab nyths regarding the wllingness of the "Arab" population of
sout hwestern Iran to shift its allegiance to Iraq, and they saw the war as
a quick neans of asserting | eadership over the Gulf and the Arab worl d.

Irag | acked strategic depth, and its oil exports were dependent on access
to a narrow stretch of the Q@ulf, and pipelines through Syria and Turkey
that were subject to political interdiction and sabotage.

Irag had a heavily politicized mlitary which had been subjected to
repeated pre-war purging. This purging was designed to ensure the rise of



officers who were loyal to the Ba'ath and then to Saddam Hussein. The
Iragis had only sent Iimted nunbers of their officers to receive training
abroad because the nost |ikely source of this training was the Sovi et
Uni on. It was feared that officers trained there mght becone
subversives. O The net result was that the Iraqgi officer and NCO Corps had
little real readiness for offensive conbat. This politicization of the
of ficer corps forced new reassignnments and purges during the early years of
the war to inprove the effectiveness of Iraqi forces. As many as 300
generals and other high ranking officers were reported to have been
relieved by the governnment as of m d-1982 because of dereliction of duty
and i nconpetence, and 15 generals seem to have been shot. Saddam Hussei n
may al so have hoped to deflect blane for the war's disasters and prevent a
maj or coup attenpt by disgruntled officers.

e Many senior officers were Sunni Miuslins from Msul and Takrit, while the
majority of troops were Shi'ite. These divisions did not weaken the
willingness of Iraqi forces to fight, but they put religion, regionalism
and politics before mlitary professionalismin shaping the selection and
operations of Iraq' s command structure.

* lraq's forces |lacked an adequate training and technical base. | raq had
many first |ine weapons systens, but few advanced C3l targeting, nunitions,
training, and support systens.

* Wien the war began, Irag was in the process of shifting fromreliance on
Soviet arnms to a mx of Western and Soviet arns. The USSR had transferred
weapons, but not training and technol ogy. France and other European
suppliers had not had any major inpact in terns of lragi training, tactics,
and support. Iraq had virtually no Navy, and its Air Force |acked any real
concept of operations or training for |arge scale war.

* lrag had an wunsophisticated and highly politicized intelligence system
whi ch was al nost solely reliant on high ideol ogical HUM NT resources. Iraq
had m nimal SIG NT capabilities and mnimal skills in using reconnai ssance
aircraft and PHOTINT Iraqgi intelligence did as nuch to provide politica
and mlitary msinformati on as information.

A lack of sophisticated and integrated C3I |IBM capability. lraq's AC&W
system was technically weak and its SAM forces |acked effective warning
battl e managenment, and C3 capability.

e Considerable initial tension wth the USSR which dated back to Iraq's
struggle with the Kurds and Iragi Communi st Party, conpounded by a strong
Soviet interest in inproved ties wth Iran.

e Serious tension between Iraq's Sunni domnated Ba' ath governnent, its
Shi'ite magjority, and Kurdish mnority, and increasing mlitary activity by
Kurdi sh i beration groups from 1984 onwards.

3.1 The Impact of Economics

Iran and Iraq's relative ability to nobilize their econony and oil wealth,
was a mgjor factor shaping the entire course of the war. The detailed mlitary
economcs of the Iran-lrag War are shown in Figure 3.1 below These data are
often highly uncertain, but it seens clear that the disorder followng the
| rani an revolution gave lIrag great econom c advantages, and that Iraqgq' s access



to friendly states was often decisive in giving it the resources to continue
fighting once the war began.

The relative trends in Iraqi and lranian mlitary expenditures during 1975

to 1985. in constant 1984 dollars, are a particularly inportant indicator. | t
is clear fromthese figures that Irag was able to shift froma 3:1 inferiority
in total defense spending relative to Iran in 1974 -- the period just before the
Al giers accord -- to a significant superiority by the tinme of the Shah's fall.

It also clear that Irag was able to maintain this superiority during the
course of the rest of the war. This superiority, however, was due far nore to
Iraq's access to support from its neighbors in the Southern Gulf than to any
planning on lIraq's part. As the oil production in Figure 3.1 show, Iraq proved
hi ghly vulnerable to Iran's attack on its oil export facilities in the Gulf, and
then to Syria's willingness to cutoff Iraqi oil exports through Syria.

It seens likely fromthe history of the war during 1980-1983, that if Iraq
had not had access to massive external aid, and Iran's mlitary forces and
econony had not been crippled by the revolution and Iran's wllingness to
alienate the Soviet Union and the West, Iran would probably have won the war.
Irag's ability to survive was as dependent upon Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and other
friendly states as on its mlitary forces, and its ability to achieve superior
mlitary strength at the front was dependent upon sone $35 to $45 billion in
cash aid and | oans.

The CI A estimates which shape the data in Figure 3.1 may understate the
scale of the Iranian mlitary spending and total Iranian mlitary manpower once
the war began. Sonme working estimates by private experts indicate that Iran has
spent far nore of its resources on the war. Even so, the CIA figures seemto be
broadly correct in indicating that Iran has had considerable difficulty in
mobi lizing its econony and governnment spending both during the critical period
before the war and then during the years that foll owed.

It also is clear fromvirtually all the data available on the econom cs of
the war that the conflict rapidly strained both nations to their limts. This
strain was conpounded by both the "oil war" each side conducted against the
other side's ability to export and by the crash in world oil prices in early
1985. While both Iran and Iraq still had the financial resources to continue
fighting, both sides faced a growing strain their econony, and both sides
increasingly had to give up nore "butter" for "guns".

The inportance of economics in any enduring conflict is another critica
| esson of the war, as is the vulnerability of Iran and Iraq to strikes on their
econony and strategic exports. The war has set a precedent for economc warfare
that many other Third Wrld states are likely to follow, both to try to defeat
their opponent and to force external action or support for their cause.



Figure 3.1:

Iranian and Iraqi Military Efforts: 1979-1986 - Part One

Year Mlitary Mlitary
Ar s

Manpower Expendi t ur es
| mports

(1,000s) a Current $M Constant ' 84 $M
Current $M Constant '84 $M
l raq I ran l raq I ran l raq
I ran l raq I ran l raq I ran

1973 105 285 1486 3112 - - 625 525 - -
1974 110 310 3037 8955 - - 625 1000

1975 155 385 3286 13440 5969 24410 750 1200 - -

1976 190 420 3876 14720 6621 25140 1000 2000 - -

1977 140 350 4736 11910 7583 19060 1900 2600 3028 4143

1978 362 350 6145 14460 9168 21610 2400 2200 3552 3256

1979 444 415 6967 9058 9553 12420 3000 1500 4100 2050

1980 430 305 12160 7725 15280 9708 2500 410 3118 511

1981 392 260 15100 8519 17320 9768 4300 1000 4955 1152

1982 404 240 15380 9593 16750 10330 6400 1600 6900 1725

1983 434 240 15160 8376 15730 8688 6800 925 7025 956

1984 788 335 15920 11690 15920 11690 9500 2400 9500 2400
1985 788 345 (12866)  (14091) - - 4000 1700 3860 1645

1986 (845) (705) (11579)  (6110) - - 4900 1800 4614 1695
1987 (1000) (654) (13990)  (5900) - - - - - -
1988 (1000) (605) - (8960) - - - - - -



Figure 3.1

Iranian and Iraqi Military Efforts: 1979-1986 - Part Twp

Year Mlitary Mlitary
Ar ns Aver age Annua

Spendi ng as Spendi ng
as Inports as Ol Exports in

% of GNP % of CGE

% of Total Exports MVBD

l raq I ran l raq I ran
I raq I ran l raq I ran
1973 25.5 8.3 57.7 30.2 69.9 15.4 2.02 5.86
1974 21.6 13.8 45.1 33.9 26.3 18.4 1.97 6.02
1975 17.4 17.6 29.8 31.9 17.8 11.6 2.26 5.35
1976 17.2 15.6 37.5 37.1 28.8 15.5 2.42 5. 89
1977 18.1 11.9 40.6 26.5 48.7 17.8 2.35 5. 67
1978 19.2 16.6 28.0 37.4 57.0 16.2 2.56 5.24
1979 14.9 8.2 24.9 25.1 41.8 15.4 3.48 3.17
1980 22.5 6.6 26.9 19.7 17.9 3.3 2.51 1.67
1981 45.1 6.8 43.9 20.7 20.7 8.0 0.99 1.38
1982 44.8 6.7 50.8 21.7 29.7 13.4 0.97 2.28
1983 44.3 5.2 NA 18.6 55.9 5.0 0.92 2.49
1984 42.5 7.2 NA 29.9 85.8 15.6 1.20 2.19
1985 - - - - 37.9 14.6 1.44 2.26
1986 - - - - 52.7 17.4 1.73 1.93
1987 - - - - - - 2.08 2.45
1988 - - - - - - 2.50 2.20

a. Figures for Iran do not include Revol utionary Guards.

Source: Many of the data are adjusted by the author. Econom ¢ and manpower data
for 1973-1986 are taken from ACDA, Wrld MIlitary Expenditures and Arns
Transfers: 1987, Washington, GPO, 1988, pp. 62-63 and 105. Note that major



fluctuations are nmade in the entire series of CIA estimates used in each edition
of the ACDA docunent and that the figures shown are highly uncertain. The
figures shown in parenthesis cone fromthe annual edition of the 1SS Mlitary
Bal ance, and are in current dollars when applicable. The oil production
estimates were furnished separately by the CIA They include total production,
rat her than exports. Gas production is excl uded.



3.2 The Impact of Arms Imports and Technology Transfer

lrag was consistently able to benefit from superior access to arns inports
and superior technology transfer both just before and during the war. |If one
| ooks at the five year period between 1974 and 1978, one finds that Iran
inmported a total of roughly $8.7 billion dollars, of which nearly $6.7 billion

cane from the U S. Virtually all of the rest came from high technol ogy
exporters, and only about $500 million cane from nations who export relatively
technol ogy systens. In contrast, lraq inported a total of roughly $5.3 billion

dollars worth of arms, of which less than $800 mllion came from from high
t echnol ogy exporters. O

These trends reversed rapidly, however, after the fall of the Shah. In the
md 1970s, the Shah was spending 50% to 100% nore on arns inports per year than
Iran. By 1978, Iraq had achieved near equity, and in 1979, Iran was spending
twice as nuch on arns inports as Iran. Iraq had a nore than 5:1 lead in 1980,
and a nore than 5:1 lead in 1981, in spite of the fact the USSR suspended npst
of its arnms shipnents to Iragq. lrag was also able to obtain nore than half its
arms from sources outside the Soviet-bloc and nearly one-third fromrelatively
hi gh technology suppliers in Wstern Europe. This lraqi lead in spending and
access to high technology arns continued throughout the war, although its
advantage was greater during the first three years of the war than during the
period from 1986 to 1988.

The detailed patterns in the total flow of arns to Iran and Irag are shown
in Figure 3.2. Oher estimates by the CIA and Congressional Research Service
reflect the follow ng trends: O

e During 1980-1987, lraq and Iran collectively spent over $64 billion on new
arns agreenents, or nore than one-fifth of all the arns transfers to the
Third Worl d;

* The Soviet Union alone accounted for 29% of all arns agreenents with Iran
and lIraq, the PRC accounted for 12% all other-non-Comunist states

accounted for 16% European Non- Conmuni st states accounted for 31% and al
ot her non-communi st states accounted for 11%

* During 1980-1987, the USSR made 37% of all new arnms agreenents with Iraq,
versus 10% for China, and 12% for other conmuni st countries. European non-
Comruni st states nade 30% of new agreenents and ot her non- Communi st states
made 12% Eur opean non- Communi st sal es agreenents were dom nated by France.
O her Communi st country sales canme from Eastern Europe, and initially,
Nort h Korea;

e During 1980-1987, the PRC nmade 21% of all new arns sales agreenments wth
Iran, versus 2% for the USSR, and 31% for other Conmunist countries.
Eur opean non- Communi st countries nmade 33% of these agreenents, and all
ot her non-communi st countries made 31% European non-Conmunist sales
agreenents were froma wide mx of states. OQther Communi st country sales
canme largely from North Korea;

e During 1980-1987, Iraq and Iran collectively received over $55.3 billion in
new arns deliveries, or roughly one-fifth of all the arns transfers to the
Third Worl d;



The Sovi et Union alone accounted for 38% of all arns deliveries to Iran and
Irag, the PRC accounted for 11% all other-non-Comuni st states accounted
for 17% European Non-Comuni st states accounted for 25% and all other
non- conmuni st states accounted for 9%

During 1980-1987, the USSR made 47% of all new arnms deliveries to Iraq

versus 10% for China, and 13% for other conmuni st countries. European non-
Communi st states made 7% of new deliveries. European non-Comuni st
deliveries were domnated by France. Oher Comruni st country sales cane
from Eastern Europe, and initially, North Korea;

During 1980-1987, the PRC made 15% of all new arns sales deliveries to
Iran, versus 5% for the USSR, and 33% for other Communist countries.
Eur opean non- Communi st countries nade 30% of these deliveries, and all
ot her non-communi st countries nmade 16% European non-Communi st deliveries
were froma wide mx of states. Other Conmuni st country sales cane |argely
from North Korea,;

The patterns in sales versus agreenents reflect Iran's shift to the PRC as
a major supplier, and the fact that European states are much slower in
maki ng maj or deliveries -- |argely because of |ower production capacity --
t han Communi st st ates.

The Sovi et Union has consistently been Iraq's |largest arnms supplier. It has
sold sone $18.5 billion to Irag since the war began, and $10.3 billion
worth during 1984-1987. It has been closely matched by its East European
allies. They sold $10.4 billion worth of arns during 1980-1983, and $4.7
billion worth during 1984-1987. These patterns are interesting because they
show East Europe provided massive arnms supplies to Iraq during a period
that the USSR was publicly claimng to be reducing supply. Further, these
sal es patterns do not reflect major Iraqi problenms in obtaining Soviet-Dbloc
arms during the period Irag was having the nost difficulty in maintaining
its oil revenues.

Iraq got $20.3 billion worth of deliveries fromthe USSR during 1980-1987
with $8.8 billion worth during 1980-1983, and $11.5 billion worth during
1984-1987. In spite of a major increase in PRC arns transfers to Iran, the
PRC delivered $1.6 billion worth of arnms to Iraq during 1980-1983, and $2.6
billion worth during 1984-1987. Wstern European countries delivered $5.7
billion worth of arnms to Iragq during 1980-1983, and $4.6 billion worth
during 1984-1987.

The PRC has gradually enmerged as Iran's |argest arnms supplier, although
North Korea has been a strong rival, and both Wstern and Eastern Europe
have made mgjor sales. The PRC nmade $3,040 worth of all new arns sales
agreenents to lran during 1980-1987. It made $505 worth of all new arns
sal es agreenents to Iran during 1980-1983, but $2,535 worth of all new arns
sal es agreenents to Iran during 1984-1987. The PRC nmade 15% of all new arns
deliveries to Iran during 1980-1987. It made 6% of all new arns deliveries
to Iran during 1980-1983, but 20% of all new arnms deliveries to Iran during
1984- 1987.

The Soviet Union made $615 million worth of arnms delivers to lran during
1980-1983, but only $5 mllion worth during 1984-1987. Neverthel ess,



Eastern Europe sold $3.3 billion dollars worth of arnms to Iran during 1984-
1987.

* Western Europe has profiteered from sales to both sides. It sold $3.6
billion worth of arns to Iran during 1980-1987, and $10.3 billion worth to
Iraq. The patterns in sales to Iran are particularly interesting because
virtually all of the sellers were denying such sales took place. Wstern
Europe delivered $590 million worth of arnms to Iran during 19801983, but
$2,995 mllion worth during 1984-1987.

These sal es patterns reflect the |l esson that the conpetition for world arns
sales, and rivalries between major arns exporters, are a key factor sustaining
nodern wars. These sales patterns also show that applying the term "l ow | evel
conflict" to every in the the Third Wrld is inherently ridiculous. The vol une
of arnms shipnents to Iran and-Iraqg before and during the war show it has been an
intense conflict by any standard.



Figure 3.2: Part One

Iranian and Iraqi Access to Foreign Supplies of Arms: 1980-1987
( New Arnms Sal es Agreenents in $Current MI1ions)

Suppl i er I raq
| ran
1980- 1983 1984- 1987 1980- 1987 1980- 1983 1984-
1987 1980- 1987
USSR 8, 820 11, 450 20, 270 615 5 620
Chi na 1, 610 2,575 4,185 225 1,590 1, 815
O her
Communi st 2, 980 2, 690 5,670 1, 330 2, 565 3, 895
Tot al
Communi st 13, 410 16, 715 30, 125 2,170 4,160 6, 330
Eur opean Non-
Communi st 5,710 4,580 10, 290 590 2,995 3, 585
Uus. * 0 0 0 0 0* 0*
O her Non-
Communi st 1, 195 1, 915 3,110 1,120 775 1, 895
Tot al Non-
Communi st 6, 905 6, 495 13, 400 1,710 3,770 5, 480
GRAND TOTAL 20, 315 23,210 43, 525 3, 880 7,930 11, 810
Iraq as %
of Iran 524% 293% 369% - - -
lran as %
of lraqg - - - 19% 34% 27%

* Does not include covert U S. Arns Sal es

Source: Adapted from R chard F. Gimett, "Trends in Conventional Arns Transfers
to the Third Wirld By Major Supplier,” Congressional Research Service, Report
Number 888-352, May 9, 1988.
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It is inportant to stress, however, that technology transfer was as
inportant as the inbalance in the total value of arnms shipnments. Figure 3.3
provides further data on the arns transfers to both sides and shows that Iran
alienated both its Western and Soviet Bloc arns suppliers, while Iraq was able
to buy arnms from France and the USSR with conparative freedom The Iranians al so
largely rejected or alienated Western and Sovi et bloc sources of aid in training
and technology transfer, while Iraq was able to buy access to such support.

The data in Figures 3.2 and 3.3 also understate Iran's problens in making
effective arns purchases, because Iran was forced to buy from far nore diverse
sources than these tables can item ze, and to buy many of its critical supplies
and nmunitions for its Western supplied equi pnent on the equival ent of the "bl ack
market". This kind of purchasing often led to gross inefficiencies, outright
fraud, long delays, and shortages in key parts and nunitions. The need Third
Wrld country's have for a reliable source of arms inports, as well as for
continued supplies of spare parts and munitions, is another critical |esson of
t he war.

Even Iraq generally did a poor job of absorbing advanced mlitary
technology and using it effectively. The reasons for this failure have been
di scussed in the previous history, but the primary factor was the politisation
of the mlitary and mlitary decision nmaking. Irag was educationally advanced
enough to have done a far better job of absorbing arnms and technology than its
politics and governnment permtted.

This brings up a point of mjor inportance in evaluating Third Wrld
mlitary forces. Sheer nunbers and the size of the order of battle are rarely
rel evant neasures of mlitary power. It is generally necessary to evaluate each
maj or weapons technol ogy on a case by case basis, and often by unit.

In sone cases, technology transfer can be remarkably successful and may be
coupled to an adaptation to local conditions that can make Third Wrld forces
nmore effective than those of the West. I n other cases, politisation, buying arns
for prestige or glitter, a tendency to ignore service and sustainability
requi renents, serious problenms in education and training, and weaknesses
t hroughout the command and control system can deprive a force of nobst of its
effectiveness. The ability to understand this situation on a country by country
basis is critical to appraising the true mlitary strength of potential threat
and friendly force.

Both the Iragis and Iranians felt that they had far nore effective support
in technology transfer and training from the Wst than they received from the
Soviet bloc, North Korea, the People's Republic of China, and other Third World
arms suppliers. In nost cases, the Wstern effort at superior training, at
ensuring servicability, and in providing the munitions and supplies for
sustainability proved to be a conparatively cheap "force nultiplier.” This too
is a major |lesson of the war.



Figure 3.3
Iranian and Iraqi Access to Foreign Supplies of Arms: 1982-1986
($Current M11ions)

Supplier Nation Sales to
I raq Sales to Iran

Uus. 0 10

France 4,500 40

UK 70 80

FRG 625 O

USSR 15, 300 240
Pol and 525 20
Czechosl ovakia 410 30

Chi na 3, 300 1, 200
O her 7,010 6, 785
Tot al 31, 740 8, 405

Source: Arns Control and D sarmanent Agency, Wrld MIlitary Expenditures and
Arnms Transfers, 1987, Washi ngton, GPO, 1988, p.129.



3.3 The Impact of Manpower and Demographics

The struggle each side went through to nobilize its manpower is as
inportant as the struggle it went through to nobilize its econony and to obtain
arnms. Once again, lrag won this struggle both in the period imedi ately before
the war and during the conflict. It again did so | argely because of the chaos in
Iran's mlitary manpower caused by the Iranian revol ution.

By every normal denographic standard, Iran should have had an imrense
advant age over Irag. | f one adjusts for current population growh rates, and
uses ClIA estimates, one gets the manpower data shown in Figure 3.4. There are
consi derable wuncertainties in these estimates, and lIrag was better able to
substitute inports and foreign labor for its own mlitary manpower and work
force, and this helped it overcome Iran's advantage in total population.
Nevertheless, the Iran-lrag War is a lesson in the fact that it is mlitary
organi zati on and not total population that counts.

Irag started the war wth a decisive advantage because of the disarray in
Iran's forces. It lost this advantage in 1981-1984 because of the revolutionary
and nationalist fervor that allow Iran to rapidly increase its manpower. After

sone false starts, however, Iraq built up a steadily expanding permanent
prof essional arny. This eventually allowed Iraq to build up a standing force of
nearly one mllion nmen and to recapture its advantage over Iran.

Iran relied heavily on rapid tenporary nobilization of manpower w th short
periods of training to achieve nuch of its manpower, and then let nmuch of this
manpower go back to civilian life. Even during 1981-1984, Iraq often had nore
manpower on the front than Iran, and it virtually always had nore trained
manpower. Iran also |acked the mx of conmbined arnms, the logistic and supply
systens, and wealth to use its manpower nunbers effectively. Iran was forced to
rely on training and equi pping nost of its manpower for light infantry roles.
Even when Iran did call-up masses of volunteers for particular offensives, these
call ups were often at |east partial failures because of internal political
battles within the governnent over how nobilization should be acconplished and
over who should control the recruiting and training base.

As a result, Iran had severe difficulties in using such volunteers to do
nore than score short termgains near the front. A successful offensive requires
mobility and firepower, and Iran needs far nore arnor, artillery, air defenses,
and |ogistic support than it now possesses to exploit its potential lead in
manpower with full effectiveness. Iran also took high casualties anobng its
conbat- trained Revolutionary Guards forces, while other Pasdaran cadres tend to
have becone institutionalized in urban and rural security roles or in Ilran's new
enmerging power elite. Poor nedical care sonetines increased the death to wound
ratio, while erratic nobilization canpaigns have rotated volunteer manpower in
and out of service that needed nore training and experience to becone properly
effective. This has limted Iran's ability to absorb popular reserves and use
them effectively.

A conbination of age and political upheaval neant that Iran continued to
| ose the trained personnel that served under the Shah in the regular arnmed
forces. Recruiting for the regular forces was erratic from 1978 onwards, and the
regul ar forces never rebuilt their training base. Further, the bulk of Iran's
regular forces were kept in the border area that guard the traditional invasion
route. They had little refresher training and nost not been heavily conmtted
to battle since 1984.



This m x of manpower, equipnent, and econom c probl ens hel ps to explain why
Iran proved unable to launch nore than one or two major offensive thrusts at a
time, in spite of the fact that Iran's best strategy for exploiting its
superiority in manpower would be to attack sinultaneously on several fronts.
Such a sinmultaneous attack strategy mght have denied lraq the ability to
reinforce its defenses against any given thrust by drawi ng on manpower in other
parts of the front and to match a single mgjor Iranian thrust wth an
equi valent m x of Iraqi manpower and technol ogy.

Iraq also had manpower problens. It began the war wth only limted
mobi l i zation. It then managed to nobilize a large part of its male popul ati on by
stripping its donestic |abor force to the bone, but only at cost of forced cal
ups and often forced recruiting sweeps in its major cities. lragq did provide
better training -- and better equipnment, support, living conditions, and nedi cal
services -- for its troops than Iran. Yet, Iraq also had to use nuch of its
manpower to secure its Kurdish regions, and was forced it to commt significant
mlitary manpower to this diversionary effort. Irag also continued to substitute
i deol ogy for effective training and | eadership until very late in the war, and
this deprived its manpower of nuch of its potential mlitary effectiveness..



Figure 3.4

Iranian and Iraqgi Military Manpower

In 1980
In Early 1988
Cat egory l ran I raq
I ran I raq lran Tinmes Iraq
(mllions) (mllions)

(mllions) (mllions)
Tot al Popul ati on 39.1 13.6 2.9 50.4 17.0 3.0
Annual Gowh Rate 2.9 3.5 .82 3.3%3.6%.91
Et hni ¢ Di vi si ons

Per si an 63 - - 63 -

G her lranian 13 - - 13 -

Arabs and O her

Semtic 1 70.9 - 3 75 -

Kur ds 3 18. 3 - 3 15- 20

Assyrians - 2.4 - - - -

Tur ki ¢/ Tur koman18 2.4 - 18 - -

Tur koman, Assyri an,

and O her - - - - 5-10 -

O her - 7.7 - - - -
Rel i gi on

Shi'ite 95 50 - 93 60- 65 -

Sunni 2 40 - 5 32- 37 -

Christian - 8 - - - -

O her 3 2 - 2 3 -
Wor k Force

Native 12.0 3.1 3.9 14.9 4.4 3.5

For ei gn (?2) (?2) - (a) 1.0 -

Tot al 12.0 (3.1) 3.9 14.95.4 2.9
Mlitary Manpower

Mal es Ages 15-49 8.6 3.0 2.9 11.5 3.8 3.0

Mlitarily Fit 5.1 1.7 3.0 6.8 2.2 2.1
Annual Total Reaching
Mlitary Age (Age 21) 0. 383 0. 146 2.6 0.54 0.18 2.7

Iran Tinmes Iraq



Source: Projected by the author fromthe Central Intelligence Agency, The Wrld
Fact book, 1981, pp 92-94 and 1987, Washington, C A GPO 1986, pp. 117-118.
(a) Data on Afghan workers are not avail abl e.



3.4 Shifts in the Structure and Capability of Iranian and Iraqi Forces

The broad trends in Iran and Iragq's mlitary forces in the period between
the Algiers Accord and the start of the Iran-lrag War are shown in Figure 3.5.
These trends clearly reflect the size of the arns race on each side during the
five year period between the Algiers Accord of 1975, and the beginning of the
war. They also show that Iran tended to enphasize force quality while Iraq
invested in force quantity: Both because of its limted access to advanced
Western arnms during the before before 1978, and because of its effort to achieve
at | east nunerical parity with Iran.

It is inportant to note, however, that any estimates of the forces each
side could nmake conbat effective at the time the war began are very uncertain.
It is equally inportant to note that both sides began the war wth major
[imtations on their ability to use their forces effectively.

Some of these limtations are roughly conparable, and provide inportant
| essons as to why intelligence on Third Wirld forces cannot be limted to data
like force strength and orders of battle, and nmust carefully exam ne a range of
qualitative and political factors that are often of far greater practical
mlitary inportance:

* Neither side had an effective high command structure. The Shah had constantly
overruled his high command, arbitrarily dism ssed commanders who disagreed
with his orders and force expansion plans, and had surround hinself wth
political survivors that often pandered to his authority. The fall of the
Shah had disrupted even this fragile basis for command and control, and the
revolution had produced a rapid succession of senior comranders and nmajor
purges throughout the top of the Iranian officer corps. At the tinme the war
began, a struggle for power had al ready begun between the new secul ar | eaders
like Bani-Sadr and the new religious |eaders like Rafsanjani that was to
dom nate Iran's high command for the first year of the war, and a simlar
struggle had broken out between the regular forces and the energing
Revol utionary Cuards.

* lrag had undergone simlar purges, and its high command had undergone
such purges each year from 1977 to the beginning of the war. The high
command structure had effectively beconme Saddam Hussein and his
political supporters, none of which had practical mlitary experience
and training, staffed by a mlitary high conmand whose survival was
dependent on its support of, and responsiveness to, Saddam Hussein. Mich
of the high command was chosen nore for |oyalty than conpetence, and no
real planning or command staff existed in an operational sense. The
I ragi high command adm ni strated and provided intelligence, rather than
conmanded.

* Intelligence on both sides was highly ideological and decoupled from
obj ective observation, reporting, and analysis. The political struggles
between Iran and Iraq, and the highly political character of each
regine, created intelligence branches that spent nore tine on interna
security than external intelligence functions. Little attention was paid
to nodern technical intelligence, or to mlitary intelligence functions
I i ke reconnai ssance and target acquisition. The diverse intelligence
branches of each side conpeted to show their loyalty and responded to
the preconceptions and ideological beliefs of the |eaders of their



states, rather than examned the mlitary situation, the true nature of
t he support and opposition to the reginme of the opposing state, and the
host of details necessary to effectively plan and conduct nodern war.

Nei ther side had any clear grand strategy or understanding of the risk
and cost of war. Wile Khoneini and Saddam Hussein believed in very
different things, both regimes had a belief structure that led themto
take victory largely for granted. They did not articulate a clear and
detailed set of objectives in starting their canpaigns against each
other, or determne a clear strategy for reaching those objectives.
Nei ther regine seens to have had any idea of how costly a war could be,
or of the true nature of its political, economc, and mlitary
vul nerability. The price of this was to becone brutally apparent during
the first weeks of the conflict.

Nei ther side had any clear concept of operations. Even before the Shah
fell, Iran had built up its forces without creating a clear concept for
how it would enploy themin war. Ironically, it did have a fairly clear
set of well-exercised plans for naval conbat against a Wstern/ Sovi et
style force, but it had no clear plans for attacking Iraq s naval
forces. Iran was transitioning to a force structure that mxed highly
nmobile arnored forces with attack helicopters, but it had acquired
equi pnent it still lacked the training, plans, and operation exercise
experience to use -- particularly wthout nassive anobunts of Western
support and advice. It had effective individual squadrons but nothing
approaching an effective air staff that could plan large scale attack
operations, or which could effectively organize a regional air defense.

Irag was still organized largely along Soviet l|ines, although it is
inmportant to stress that it was not trained along Soviet lines, and did
not exercise in the manner of Soviet forces. Irag had no concept of

naval operations and was in the mdst of acquiring new Western ships it
had bought for technical reasons and which it would have had to
integrate into a concept of operation which would have been devel oped
after their delivery. lIraq's land forces were organized largely for
defense, and "stovepiped" in the sense they |acked effective training
and organi zation to cooperate with each other. They enphasized mass and
firepower, rather than nmaneuver and exploitation, and their only
practical experience was that of hammering away at |argely undefended
Kurdish villages. lraqi airpower was little nore than a sick joke. Even
the best squadrons were really collections of good individual pilots
that |acked realistic conbat training and an effective concept of
operations as the squadron, nuch |less the force |level. There was no rea
concept of offensive operations except for the outline of ideas borrowed
fromother forces, and air defense consisted of |arge nunbers of air and
| and based elenents that were not integrated into anything approaching
an effective overall concept of operations.

Nei t her side had a bal anced and integrated force structure, and a clear
concept of conbined arns and conbined operations. Iran's forces were
split between regular and revolutionary forces. Wiile Iran had held sone
conbi ned arns and conbi ned operations exercises, these were |argely set
pi ece executions of U S. planned exercises and Iran was largely
i ncapabl e of conducting such operations on its own even before nost of
the key personnel involved were purged or fled the revolution. Iran's



regular infantry and arnor could cooperate defensively before the
revolution, but I|acked offensive training and exercise experience.
Artillery cooperation with arnor and infantry was poor. Air operations
were largely conpartnented away from |land operations, and were nore
oriented towards area air defense than the support of |and operations.
Fighter air defense and surface-to-air mssile defense were very poorly
coordinated and awaited the conpletion of an air C3l/BM system that was
not operational before the revolution but a halt to any real progress.

Iraq's forces were being organized into two basic groups" Regul ar forces
and a Ba'ath domnated Popular Arny that was to remain corrupt,
politicized, and often inconpetent through the entire war and even after
the cease-fire. Iraq's "stove piping" created virtually all of the
separation between branches of the land forces and air forces that has
just be described for Iran, with the added conplications that the elite
Republican Guards were used nore as a security force than as conbat
forces, and that arnor was poorly coordinated with infantry. Iraq's
equivalent of Ilran's religious "conm ssars"” consisted of Ba ath Party
supervisors and infornmers, and two conpeting intelligence services.
These encouraged the separation between the branches of the land forces
and air forces, and a natural tendency to refer every decision upwards
and to refuse to take decisions on anything approaching a tinely basis
at the appropriate |evel of comrmand.

Lack of consistency within the order of battle and within a given
service. Both sides had units wthin radically different I|evels of
i ndi vidual proficiency and this nmade it very difficult to organize a
| arge group of forces to perform effectively. In the case of Iran, the
Shah had often attenpted nodernization through sonething approaching a
rule of terror. Conmanders were rapidly and arbitrarily denoted for
failing to nmeet the Shah's expectations. This reached the point where
one of the senior U S. advisors attenpting to train and organize Iran to
use its attack helicopters had the equivalent of a nervous breakdown,
and where the Iranian command was so frightened of the Shah that when he
demanded that all arnored divisions be brought up to the proficiency of
the best division, they faked the inprovenent by transferring officers
and technicians fromthe best division into the worst.

At the sane tinme, the constant turbulence within given units from the

Shah's flood of arns orders -- many of which were placed in spite of the
direct opposition of senior comanders who felt they could not be
absorbed at anything like the rate the Shah demand -- neant that even

t he best equi pped units were often poorly trained and could not operate
wi thout Western contractor support. The revolution then nmade a bad
situation far worse

Irag's near conpartnentation of its conbat units meant that virtually
every force elenent had different levels of proficiency, and these
probl ens were conpounded by a |ack of anything approaching standardized
unit equi pnent and training. Iraq also suffered fromthe sane turbul ence
in terms of constant rapid equi pment changes as Iran, and from the kind
of rapid force expansion that neant that trained and skilled officers,
NCOs, and technicians |acked stability in their wunits, rotated too
rapidly to create effective units, and were diluted anong far too |arge
a force structure.



These problens shaped nuch of the behavior of Iranian and Iraqi mlitary
forces throughout the war. It is extraordinarily difficult to change the basic
organi zati on and conpetence of mlitary forces while they are engaged in conbat.
At the sane time, lran and Iraq during the course of the war was that each
nation faced very different pressures to change this situation and responded
accordingly.

Iran's forces were so disorganized at the start of the war that they had to
innovate sinply to nobilize and deploy. This neant that they were initially nore
flexible to responding to the mlitary conditions they had to face, and evol ved
a mx of regular and "revol utionary"” war that served themwell during the period
where they had to first defend and then expel Iraq fromlranian territory.

This sane success in innovation then, however, turned into a liability. It
is clear that Iran's religious |eadership cane to feel that Iran's success
during the first two to three years of the war to validated ideol ogi cal approach
to war that stressed revolutionary forces and popul ar warfare. lIran's ability to
drive Ilrag out of its territory, and successful offensives against Iraq, gave
Iran's |l eadership little reason to correct the weaknesses that resulted fromits
"revol utionary" approach to war. In the long run, this led this |eadership to
make m scalculations that crippled its ability execute the war and to nake
effective judgnents about the situation it faced.

| f lraq began badly, Iraq had the advantage of a nore secul ar ideol ogy, and
one which was determned by a single autocrat who |led and nanaged the state,
rather than acted as a spiritual |eader. Saddam Hussein and his supporters
rapidly learned they faced a very different reality than the one they believed
in when they started the war. Wen Iran successfully went on the offensive
Iraq's l|leaders were forced to nake a steady series of corrections to the
problems in their command structure, intelligence, concept of operations,
training, and a host of other aspects of their war fighting capability that
allowed them to survive and eventually gave them victory. This process of
growi ng realism innovation, and adaptation was scarcely quick or efficient, but
inthe long run, it gave Irag a significant edge over Iran.

3.4.1 Trends in Iranian Forces

The key difference between Iran and Iraq in the before before the war was
that the Iran revolution cost Iran nmuch of its mlitary forces, and ability to
make use of the Shah's massive arnms build-up, during the two years before the
war began. It is also inportant to note that Iran's forces had only token
mlitary experience, and that that experience was |limted to supporting Oran in
suppressing its poor arned Dhofar rebels under conditions where the British and
Omanis did nost of the fighting.

In early 1979, and before the Shah began to encounter nassive politica
opposition, Iran had about 415,000 mllion nen under arns, although only about
one thirds of this force had anythlng appr oachi ng realistic mlitary training.
The Iranian arny had about 285,000 nen, including sone 300,000 active reserves,
but most of this force |acked the trai ning needed to operated nodern weapons in
any kind of offensive conbat. Only one of its three arnored divisions, and two
of its three infantry divisions, were effectively organized for nodern conbat. O
Iran had about 10 division equivalents in its force structure, including its
reserve brigades, but many of these units existed only as cadre formations and
had little mlitary effectiveness.



The Iragi Arny had a total of sonme 1,735 main battle tanks, including 875
Chieftains, 400 M 47/ M48s, and 460 M 60Als. The 875 Chieftains had recurrent
reliability and service problens and were undercool ed and underengi ned for the
terrain and climate. The M47s and M48s were often not properly nmaintained.
The Ilranian arny also had about 250 Scorpion light tanks, and 825 arnored
infantry fighting vehicles (AIFVs) including sone 500 Soviet-mde BTR-50, BTR-
60, and BTR-152s and 325 M 113 arnored personnel carriers (APCs)

The arny had roughly 700 major artillery pieces -- depending on what
calibers were counted and whether the total included weapons in reserve or
storage. These included 75mm pack how tzers, 330 M 101 105mm towed weapons and
Soviet D20 130mm towed guns, 112 M 114 towed 155mm how tzers, 14 M 115 203mm
towed howtzers, 440 self-propelled M109 155mm howi tzers, 38 M 107 self
propel l ed 175mm guns, and 14 M 110 203nm sel f-propel l ed how tzers. Iran al so had
72 BM21 122mm nmultiple rocket |aunchers. It had |arge stocks of TOW Dragon,
SS-11, SS-12 and ENTAC anti-tank gui ded m ssil es.

The Iranian Arnmy's land based air defense weapons strength consisted of
sone 1,800 anti-aircraft guns, including 100 ZSU 23-4 radar guided 23 mm sel f-
propel l ed guns, 20 nm guns, M 1939 37 mm guns, 40 mm guns, and 85 mm cannon. Its
maj or surface-to-air mssile strength included Hawk surface to air mssiles.

The Iranian Air Force had a strength of roughly 100,000 nen. It had 447
conbat aircraft, including 10 fighter-ground attack squadrons with 190 F-4D/ Es
and eight fighter-ground attack squadrons wth 166 F-5E/ Fs. It had four
i nterceptor squadrons wth a total of roughly 77 F-14As, and one reconnai ssance
squadron with 14 RF-4Es. Iran had nodern ordnance for all these aircraft,
including Maverick air-to-surface mssiles and the latest air-to-air mssiles,
such as the |l ong range all-weather Phoeni x m ssile.

The Iragi Arny Aviation Command added round 70 fixed wng |ight
reconnai ssance and support aircraft to this force, plus well over 200 arned
hel i copters, including 205 AH 1Js, and sone of its 285 Bell 214As. It had 50 AB-
205As, 20 AB-206A, and 90 CH47C transport helicopters. Ilran's transport
aircraft included two tanker/transport squadrons with 13 B-707s and 9 B-747s,
and four transport squadrons with 54 C 130E/Hs. It had sonme 84 helicopters and
25 small utility jets and turboprops. It also had five Rapier squadrons and 25
Tigercat surface-to-air mssile |aunchers for air base defense.

Iran's 30,000 man navy had noderate effectiveness. Iran had one ex-U.S.
Tang submarine. It had three destroyers wth Standard surface-to-surface
m ssiles, four Saamclass frigates with Seakiller and Seacat m ssiles, and four
ex-U. S. PF-103 corvettes. It had six large Kaman class mssile patrol boats with
Har poon m ssiles, and seven |arge patrol boats without mssile systens. It had
five small mne vessels, one |anding-ship logistic (LSL), one landing craft
utility (LCU), * SRN-6 and 6 BH 7 Hovercraft, and three support ships. It had
nodern naval bases at Bandar Abbas, Busheer, Kharg Island, Korranmshar, Shah
Bahar, and Bandar Pahlavi. Iran also had a 74,000 man Gendarnerie with Cessna
195/ 310 aircraft, 32 AB-205/206 helicopters, and 32 patrol craft.

The Shah's mlitary forces, however, were scarcely the ones lIran went to
war with. As has been discussed earlier, Iran repeatedly purged its senior
command and officer corps beginning in February, 1979 -- and often added the
problem of terror in ternms of executions and arbitrary arrests. At the sane
time, the revolution caused major problens at every level. Khoneini called for
| arge scale desertions in late January, 1979, and nobst conscripts did desert.
The Arny dropped from roughly 260, 000-285,000 nmen to 90,000 to 150, 000. The Air



Force dropped from about 90,000 to 100,000 to 60, 000-65,000, and the Navy from
25, 000- 28,000 to 20,000-23,000. The Gendarnmerie and other paramlitary forces
virtually coll apsed and dropped from around 74,000 nen to roughly one-third of
their original strength.O

By February, 1979, this had reached the point where the new Khoneini
government had to appeal for personnel to return and the creation of an Islamc
officer corps. At the sane tinme, however, the new "Islam c" comuanders sel ected
by the governnent found thenselves with little authority and presiding over a
hol | ow force. Further, the new Mnister of Defense and commander of the Navy,
Adm ral Ahmad Madani, was forced to cut the Iranian defense budget by another
third, reduce the conscription period to 12 nonths and all ow conscripts to serve
in their home provinces -- a concession that ensured that Iran's units in the
forward area could not get even a proper proportion of the limted nunber of
conscripts that actually showed up under the new system O

It seens likely that Iran would have let its mlitary capabilities decline
even further if the various separatist novenents in Iran had not becone
increasing nore violent once they saw that the revolution was very definitely
Persi an dom nated. However, the Kurds began to chall enge the new governnent as
early as March, 1979. This led to the alnost imediate use of the arny, and to
new shake-ups in the command of the regular land forces as the result of the
fact the arny fired on the Kurds. These mlitary problens becane much nore
serious in April and May, 1979 when Iranian troops had to be used against Arab
separati sts in Khuzistan.

The governnent's response was to blanme the regular arned forces for both an
excessive use of force, and an inability to deal wth popul ar uprisings. Largely
as the result of the efforts of |brahim Yazdi and Sadi q Ghotbzadeh, Khoneini's
ruling Islamc Revolutionary Council decided to nerge the small revolutionary
mlitias that were being set up by various supporters of Khonmeini into a popular
arnmy. This decisions was taken after sone debate over how to create such during
May and June, 1979, and over who should be in charge and the role the Islamc
clergy should play in the | eadership of the new force. The result was a decree
of June 16, 1979, that set up the Pasdaran e-Inquilal e-lslam or Revolutionary
Guards as a body that was under Khoneini's direct political control, and which
had religious as well as civil |eadership. Khoneini also agreed to establish the
Hezbol | ah as a separate force under the Islamc Revolutionary Party and to use
t he popul ar volunteers or Baseej as a recruiting base for the Pasdaran and as a
substitute for conscription which further hurt the intake to the regular forces.

The Air Force also continued to experience continuing command shake-ups at
every level, as well as the loss or purging of nore of its critical personnel.
Moreover, it began to suffer badly from logistic and support problens. The
conputerized logistic systemthat the U S was hel ping the Shah's governnent set
up had only reached the point where stocks were conputer coded and | ogged, and
the conputers were installed. Mst of the software necessary to operate the
system was not in place when the Shah feel, and critical types of spare parts

were still awaiting delivery. (Advanced conbat fighters have over 20,000
critical parts per aircraft).
By August, 1979, nost of Iran's conbat aircraft were no |onger

operational, and all 80 of its F-14 aircraft had been sabotaged to neke it
i npossible for themto use their Phoenix long-range air to air mssiles. Mbst
of Ilran's helicopter force was inoperable, and plans already existed to
canni balize half of the force for spare parts. The situation was also only



marginally better in the case of the ground forces. Only about one-third of
Iran's Chieftain tanks were operational and no nore than 60-70% of its M 60s.
Iran had had to cancel plans for a tank repair base at Dorud, and its arnored
warfare parts and ammunition factory near |sfahan was being converted to civi
production. Months before the seizure of the U S. Enbassy in Tehran on Novenber,
4, 1979, the lranian Air Force and Arny were experiencing critical spare parts
pr obl ens,

Commanders continued to cone and go, and the mlitary forces continued to
| ose key personnel, between June and Septenber, 1979. It was only after Iran
seized the U. S. Enbassy, that the Khoneini governnment began to nobilize. It then
focused on the threat of an Anerican invasion rather than on the threat from
Irag. Wiile Khoneini had called earlier for the regular arned forces to be
reorgani zed as the "protectors of Islam', it was the enbassy crisis that led his
government to authorized rebuilding the arny to its pre-revolutionary strength
and raising the Pasdaran fromroughly 6,000 to 26, 000 nen.

On Decenber 10, 1979, Khoneini went nuch further and called for Iran's
youth to be organized into an "Arnmy of 20 MIlion". As has been discussed
earlier, however, none of these neasures halted the purges in the arned forces,
and at |east another 7,500 personnel were purged during January and February,
1980. The Khoneini government had begun to face active plotting within the
mlitary, as well as the arned opposition of initially pro-revolutionary leftist
movenents |i ke the Mijahi deen e-Khal g and Fedayeen e-Khal q. This sinultaneously
discredited the regular mlitary while creating an even greater demand for | oyal
revol utionary forces.

Al'l of these trends continued during the first five nonths of 1980, and the
June-July, 1980 coup attenpt by nenbers of the arnmed forces nade this situation
even worse. lranian Prine Mnister Rajaur expressed the view that a popul ar arny
based on martyrdom and zeal was better than a victorious arny, and the
government greatly stepped up the introduction of religious comm ssars into the
armed forces. The regular Iranian arned forces reached the point where they had
| ost 30-50% of the officers that were serving at the tine the Shah fell. The
Iranian Arnmy had |lost up to 60% of its pre-revolutionary manpower.

In spite of various governnment statenments, no serious effort was nmade to
rebuild the regular forces until Septenber 20, 1980, when Bani-Sadr called for
general nobilization. This did lead to the rapid nobilization of sone 200, 000
men, but they were split between alnost imrediate transfer to the Pasdaran
forces already fighting at the front, and regular and Pasdaran units which
required trained manpower. In spite of large scale pardons and reactivations,
and even the hiring of nore politically suspect officers as "consultants", Iran
was alnost totally unready to deal with this new flow of personnel. Mbst
conscripts and other ranks had been poorly trained under the Shah, and the
| rani an training base had col | apsed.

The continuing split between the advocates of rebuilding the regqgular
forces, and the Millahs and others advocating popular forces, also |led the
decision that the Pasdaran should rapidly be built up to the sanme size as the
regul ar forces. The Pasdaran not only rapidly expanded to sonme 150,000 nen, it
was given authority over the Kurdish areas, and built up a separate command of
roughly 30,000 nmen in Northeastern Iran. Further, while Khoneini did nake
Presi dent Bani-Sadr the head of a seven man Suprene Defense Council on Cctober
13, 1988, three of the seven nenbers were Millahs and the Millahs and their



supporters retained control over Iran's mlitary procurenent efforts and the
manpower intake to Iran's rapidly expandi ng arned forces.

Wi | e Bani - Sadar did succeed in revitalizing sonme of the command structure
of the regular forces, the Millahs continued to maintain their own separate
chain of command through the various religious "commssars" in the forces and
often exercised a comand authority which overrode that of the regular
commanders. This created a constant struggle for power between Bani-Sadar and
the Mull ahs, and constant divisions within the mlitary, that were only resol ved
when Khoneini finally renoved Bani-Sadr fromany command rule on June 11, 1988.

3.4.2 Trends in Iraqi Forces

In contrast to Iran, Iraq steadily strengthened its mlitary relations with
the West during the late 1970s, while preserving its ties to the USSR As a
result, it was been able to buy virtually any maj or weapons it has sought from
the Soviet bloc or Western Europe during the |ast few years before the Iran-Iraq
War, as well as obtain a constant flow of replacenents, critical spares, and
munitions to support its |logistic pipeline.

Irag did, however, experience additional mlitary problens that affected
its capability at the start of the war. The Ba' ath never fully trusted the arned
forces after they seized power from the party followi ng Brigadier Abdul Karim
Kassims "free officer"” coup against the nonarchy on July 15, 1958. Many seni or
menbers of the Ba ath assunmed mlitary rank to ensure control of the arned
forces, including Saddam Hussein, who was nmade into a general after receiving an
honorary degree fromlraq's mlitary college in 1970.

The mlitary was subjected to a long series of |limted purges during the
decade before the war, although scarcely the kind of dramatic cuts common in
Iran after the revolution.O These included officers suspected of synpathy to the
Kurds, alignnment with the Iraqi Comuni st Party, and officers which seened to be
too closely aligned to Shi'ite factions. At the same tinme, mlitary forces were
often treated as political synbols. For exanple, an Iragi brigade was sent to
support the PLO agai nst Jordan in 1969, although Iraq had no ability to support
it in conbat. During the 1973 war, Iraq deployed an arnored division to aid
Syria on the Golan w thout adequate support, air defense, or transport assets,
and without an effective high command. Syria then commtted the unit to conbat
under circunstances where it was little nore than a "sacrifice pawn" and took
heavy casual ti es.

Irag's long war against the Kurds also did little to prepare it for war
agai nst anyone else. Only about 20-30% of Iraq's Kurds ever took part in the
nmovenent for an independent Kurdestan, but Iraq still found it could not fight a
guerrilla war against the Kurds and win. Its tactics becane oriented around
destroying the villages and popul ation that the Kurdish guerrillas depended upon
to survive. Rather than strike quickly and surgically at eneny mlitary forces,
Iran cane to depend on slow nmassive assaults on villages and popul ation centers
where artillery barrages would clear the advance, Iraqi forces would surround an
area, artillery would largely destroy a population center, and troops would

advance on the devastated result -- and then largely only if the remaining Kurds
were not capable of nore than mnimal resistance.
Wiile Irag had about 225,000 mllion nen and wonen under arns by late

1980, at least two-thirds of this force had limted mlitary training. Its arny
had about 190, 000 nen, including sone 250,000 active reserves, but nost of this
force lacked the training needed to operated nodern weapons in any kind of



of fensive conbat. Its forces were heavily commtted to securing the Kurdish
areas in the northeast, and only one of its four arnored divisions, and two of
its six mechani zed and infantry divisions, were effectively organized for nodern
conbat. 0 Irag had 13 to 17 division equivalents in its force structure,
including its People's Arny and reserve brigades, but many of these units
existed only as cadre formations and had little mlitary effectiveness.

Iragq's political and paramlitary forces were particularly ineffective. The
Popular Arny was a Ba'ath mlitia that was founded in 1970, and which had been
greatly expanded after 1975, when the Ba'ath Party | eadership became convi nced
it still faced opposition in the regular armed forces. The Popular Arny
theoretically provided mlitary training to every male party nenber between 18
and 45, and had a nomnal strength of 250,000 trained nen when the war began,
but very few nenbers of the Popular Arny were in active units and many had only
[imted training.

Ilrag did have a Vanguard force which had trained some 285,000 youths
between nine and 16, but this training had far stronger political elenents than
mlitary ones. In contrast, Iraq did have sone good formations including two
special forces brigades and a Presidential Guard force with one to two arnored,
and one commando bri gade.

In late 1980, the Iraqi Arny had sone 2,700 main battle tanks. Up to 2,500
of these are Soviet supplied T-54, T-55, and T-62s; up to 100 were T-72s, about
100 were T-34s, and up to 100 were French AMX-30s. The arny also had about 100
PT-76 anphi bi ous tanks, and 2,500 arnmored infantry fighting vehicles (AlFVs)
i ncluding sonme 200 Soviet-made BMP arnored fighting vehicles (AFVs). The rest
were |l argely BTR- 50, BTR-60, BTR-152, OI-62, and VCR arnored personnel carriers
(APCs)

The arny had roughly 800 major artillery pieces -- depending on what
calibers were counted and whether the total included weapons in reserve or
storage. These included a wwde mx of Soviet bloc towed weapons and mnultiple
rocket |aunchers, and 26 Soviet FROG 7 and 12 Scud B free rocket and guided
m ssile launchers. Iraq had |l arge stocks of Mlan, SS-11, AT-2, and AT-3 anti-
tank gui ded m ssil es.

The Iraqgi Arny's |and based air defense weapons strength consisted of sone
1,200 anti-aircraft guns, including ZSU 23-4 23 mm sel f-propelled guns, M 1939
37 mm guns, ZSU-57-2 self-propelled 57 mm guns, and 85 mm 100 mm and 130 nmm
cannon. Its surface-to-air mssile strength included SA-2 I|aunchers, SA-3
| aunchers, and 25 SA-6 | aunchers.

The Iraqgi Air Force had a strength of roughly 38,000 nen, including sone
10,000 air defense personnel. It had air bases at Basra, H 3, Habbaniyah,
Ki rkuk, Msul, Rashid, Shaiba, and thirteen additional mlitary air strips.
These bases were due to be sheltered but this sheltering was only partially
conpl ete when the war began.

Estimates differ, but the Iraqi Ar Force seens to have had 332 conbat
aircraft, including two bonber squadrons with 7-12 Tu-22 Blinders and 8-10 11 -
28s. The Tu-22 bonber units had limted proficiency and the 11-28s were little
nore than obsolete sitting ducks. Iraq had 12 fighter-ground attack squadrons:
Four with 80 M G 23Bs, four squadrons with 60 Su-20s and three with 40 Su-Bs
and one with 10 Hunters.O Only a few of the MG 23 and Su-20 squadrons had a
hi gh | evel of operational capability. It had five interceptor squadrons wth a
total of roughly 115 M G 21s. Iraq however, was only able to deploy about 60



aircraft out of these interceptor forces per day, they had poor air-to-air
conbat trainer and very limted export versions of Soviet radars, and they were
restricted to an air-to air mssile inventory which consisted largely of
obsol escent Sovi et - made AA-2s.

The Iraqgi Arnmy Air Corps added around 70 arned helicopters to this conbat
air strength, including 41 M-24 Hnds with AT-2 Swatter, sone SA-342 (Gazell es,
and M-4s. lraq's transport aircraft included two squadrons with nine AN 2s,
ei ght AN-12s, eight AN-24s, two AN-26s, 12 |L-76s, 2 Tu-124s, 13 |IL-14s, and two
DH Herons. The 1lraqi air force had large reserves of training aircraft,
including MG 15s, MG 21s, and M G 23Us.

lraq's 4,250 man navy had little effectiveness. Ironically, Iraq had
allowed its navy to run down before the war because it was awaiting the arrival
of new frigates and corvettes, which were under construction in Italy. At the
start of the war, it only had one training frigate, eight fast attack craft
(FAC) arnmed with Styx SSMs, four FAC arned with torpedos, three |arge and ei ght
coastal patrol boats, two Pol nochy class-landing craft and sone inshore patrol
vessels. Irag's only naval bases were snmall facilities at Basra and Umm Qasr --
whi ch only had a small channel, plus docking capability and a radar at Faw.



Figure 3.5.
The Trends in Iranian and Iraqi Military Forces: 1975-1980

Force Category 1974/ 75
1979/80__
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I ran I raq

TOTAL ACTI VE M LI TARY
MANPOWER SUI TABLE
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460 M 60A190 T- 34 460 M 60A1100 AMX- 30
300 Chieftain 875 Chieftain 2,500 T-54/55/62
100 T-34
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50 T-72

O her Arnored
Fi ghting Vehicl es2, 000 1, 300 1, 075 2,500
Maj or Artillery 664 700 1,000+ 1, 040

Al R FORCES
Air Force Manpower 50, 000 10, 500 70, 000 38, 000
Conmbat Aircraft216 218 445 332

32 F-4D 8 Tu-16 188 F-4D/ E12 Tu- 22

64 F-4E 60 Su-7 166 F-5E/F10 I1-28

100 F-5A 20 Hunter 77 F-14A 80 M G 23B

4 RF-4E 100 M G 2114 RF-4E 40 Su-7B

16 RF-5A 30 M G 17
115 MG 21
15 Hunt er

60 Su-20

I raq



Attack Helicopters O 0 205 AH 1S 41 M-24
Total Helicopters (a) 264 101 744 260
Surface to Air Mssile
For ces 1 Hawk SA- 2, SA-3Hawk SA-2, SA-3.
Bn (b) SA-6 5 Rapier Sgns 25 SA-6
25 Ti ger cat
NAVY

Navy Manpower 13, 000 2,000 20, 000 4, 250

Destroyers3 0 3 0
Frigates 4 0 4 1

Corvettes/ Submari ne Chasers 4 3 4 0
Mssile Patrol CraftO 3 9 12

Maj or Other Patrol Craft 7 0 7 -

M ne warfare vessel s6 2 5 5
Hovercraft10 0 14 0

Landing craft and Ships 4-7 6 4 17

Maritime Patrol Aircraft O 0 6 P-3F 0

Source: Adapted by the author fromthe 1974/1975 and 1980/ 1981 editions of the
1SS Mlitary Bal ance.

(a) Includes Arny helicopters.
(b) I'ncludes sone Rapier and Tigercats.



3.5 The Terrain

The final factor that needs to be <considered in wunderstanding the
conditions that existed at the start of the war, and which hel ped shape its
course, is geography and terrain. Both these factors played a critical role in
determning the conditions that shaped the war. The key features shaping their
inpact were (a) lraq's lack of strategic depth (Tehran is 700 km from the
border, while Baghdad is 100), (b) Irag's lack of secure access to the Gl f,
(c) the water barriers of the Tigris-Euphrates, and (d) the nountains near the
border to the north. These terrain conditions are shown in in Figure 3.6.

The Iran-l1raq border is roughly 1,300 kilonmeters long. It begins just south
of the point where Iran ceases to share a common border wth Turkey, and at a
|atitude of approximately 37 degrees. There are roads that nove across the
border area in the north, but it is nountainous and easily defensible. Mor e
trafficable areas for mlitary operations stretch from Qasr-e-Shirin, an
| rani an border town northeast of Baghdad to as far south as Basra, an lragi port
city located near the opening of the Shatt al-Arab.

In the north, the nountain areas are steep and bleak, wth m ninal
vegetation and tree cover. Sone peaks rise to around 2,700 neters and nost of
the land is over 1,000 neters in height. The region is largely Kurdish and is
warm in sumrer, but cold during the rest of the year and the peaks and high
pl ateaus are covered in snow in the wnter. The direction of the nountain
ridges is southeast to northwest and the ridgelines roughly parallel the border.
This creates serious l|ogistic problens, and fighting has to take place on a
ridge by ridge basis, and road lines of comunication are often limted and
vul nerable to sabotage or anbush. Infantry can often easily outflank or bypass
arnor and vehi cl es.

Altitude was a factor in the north for both operational and climte
reasons. Both Iran and Iraq had serious problens in maintaining good helicopter
performance at high altitudes, and conbat in the nmountains in the north inposed
a heavy service burden on |and vehicles. In many cases, it forced both sides to
rely on infantry or heliborne troops, and during several nonths of the year, the
cold and snow nade sustai ned conbat i npossi bl e.

During lraq's invasion and during nost of the war, the mjor fighting
concentrated along the central and southern border sectors, although significant
fighting began in the north in 1984. Vehicular traffic in the central and
southern border area is inhibited by both nmuntain and water barriers.
Vehicular traffic is fair-to-good in southwestern Iran (Khuzistan), as far north
as Dezful. Vehicular traffic, as well as foot nobility for large mlitary
formati ons, becones extrenely difficult farther north and in the Zagros
Mount ai ns.

The central sector covers the area roughly parallel to Baghdad. The border
follows a broadly curving salient that thrusts into Iraq and largely follows the
separation between river plan and the Iranian plateau. The Iranian side of the
border consists of the Zagros nountains, which reach heights of up to 1,700
meters, although nost are below 1,000 neters in height. Mich of the border is
di sputed, including the area around Mehran and Qar e-Shirin. Iran is vul nerable
to an attack from the east in the vicinity of Qasr-e-Shirin. A successful
attack in this area establishes a strong strategic position along the historic
i nvasion route, Khanaquin and Kernmanshah, |eading toward Tehran. Baghdad,



however, is vulnerable to arnored operations via several passes through the
Zagros Mountains. The flat plain on the Iraqi side, however, offers infantry
little cover and requires an lranian force to use both arnor and nobile supply
lines to be effective.

There are extensive rivers and marshes on either side of the southern-
central border area. The major rivers include the Euphrates, Tigris, Karun, and
Shatt al-Arab. There are nmany marshes including the Hawaizah marshes.
Precipitation can render the ground virtually inpassable to mlitary vehicles.
The strategic hills around the Baghdad-Basra highway in southeastern Iraq are
shi el ded by several marshes. There is also a belt of marsh land along the
Tigris River, which flows within Iraqgi territory. These marshes vary sharply in
depth according to the tine of year. Sone are wet all year round, but many only
flood during the rainy season. They tend to be filled with tall reeds and
provi de extensive natural cover. In contrast, the terrain outside the river
plain and marshes is barren and flat, and many of the seasonally flooded areas
turn into totally dry and exposed earth that is ideal for arnored operations.

Fl oodi ng was equally inportant in the far south, in the region fromroughly
Dezful to the Shatt al-Arab. The area around Basra and Abandan is still prone to
natural flooding. On the coastal plains, mlitary novenent is slowed
considerably with the onset of the winter rains in Novenber, although it is
possible to fight conparatively easily until major flooding begins in md-April,
when the thaws in the nountains in Kurdistan raise the level of all the rivers
in the area. Roads only becone passable in the late Spring, after the fl ooding
caused by nelting nountain snows has subsided. Myvenent can renmain hanpered
until June or July, when rising tenperatures becone a major factor in inhibitng
conbar .

Irag and Iran built dikes that in the southern sector that turned parts of
the terrain into nassive water barriers. Iraq made particularly extensive use of
such barriers once it was forced onto the defensive. Iraq diverted the Tigris
and Euphrates to the east and north of Basra and created nassive |akes and
swanps. It then diverted the waters fromthese | akes to feed canals that flowed
down the eastern shore of the Shatt al-Arab, and towards the Karun River and
Khorranshahr. These created water barriers to hel p defend Basra.

In the far south, toward the Shatt al-Arab, the coastline is |ow and

swanpy during nuch of the year, and was often ill-suited for anything but
anphi bious or infantry conbat. Rivers present a major problemeven when no marsh
area is present. The rivers have steep banks and when the |levels fall, the shore

has a sharply rising angle that infantry sonetines nust clinb with |adders

Alternatively, a sudden rise in river l|level can meke its bank nuddy and
i npassible for up to several hundred neters on both sides. The coastal terrain
around Abadan Island and Faw is also surrounded by a salt marsh whose | evel
varies with the season and sonetinmes with the tide. Iraq only has about a 50
mle coastline on the Persian Gulf. This coast is |ow, and during the flood
season it is swanpy and best suited to anphi bi ous conbat.

Tenperatures in the southern and central sectors durting May to Septenber
can range well over 1000 F., and the area is virtually a no-man's |and during
much of the year. These environnental conditions are unsuitable for arnored
warfare during part of the year, and make any kind of war brutally unpleasant
during much of the year. Tenperatures in closed vehicles can exceed 130 degr ees,
and tenperature and water problenms can deprive infantry units of nuch of their
effectiveness within a day of exposure on open terrain.O






FIGURE 3.6 (Old Figure 4.13)
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