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PREFACE

A significant portlon of the defense budget goes to procure
and operate naval forces for the mission of "sea control." This
paper, prepared at the request of Chairman Muskie of the Senate
Budget Committee, examines that mission and analyzes some alter-
natives, both naval and nonnaval, for performing it. It should
be of particular use to the Congress as the requests for ship-
bullding and procurement of alrcraft are debated.

This paper was prepared by Dov §, Zakheim of the Natiomal
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of James A. Capra, Patrick L. Renehan, and Edward A, Swoboda of
the CBO Budget Analysis Division, and John W. Eilwood, Speclal
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SUMMARY

The Department of Defense (DoD) views a war in Europe between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact as the most demanding scenaric for its
forward strategy. The sea control mission is a critical element
of that forward strategy, particularly if the war were fought over
an extended period, Sea-lanes to Europe would have to be defended
against possible Soviet air, surface, and submarine attacks if
timely and sufficient supplies are to reach our Allies and our
forces deployed there, Traditionally, requirements for accom-
plishing the sea control mission have been expressed primarily as
"naval™ force goals., Technological change and the geographic
position of our Alilies vis-a-vis the Soviet Union would make it
possible, however, for land-based units to play a significant
role in key aspects of the sea control effort.

Defending Against the Soviet Air Threat

The potential for a land-based contribution 1is especially
evident with respect to the defense of the Atlantic sea-lanes
against the Soviet bomber threat, Soviet aviation might represent
the most significant immediate potential threat to those sea-
lanes, 1Its major route to the North Atlantic from Soviet bases
would likely skirt Norway and cross the Greenland-Iceland-United
Kingdom (G-1I-UK) gap. The gap provides a nmatural geographic
barrier for the early detection and interdlction of hostile Soviet
aircraft. Land-based systems, in Norway, Britain and Iceland,
could, and presently do, provide some early warning and interdic-
tion capability against Soviet aviation, The proximity of Norwe-
gian air bases to Soviet territory renders them vulnerable to
surprise attacks and even seizure, however, while U.S. early
warning and interceptor forces in Iceland are obsclescent and
provide 1little real capability against modern Soviet aircraft.

The vulnerability of Atlantic shipping to Soviet air attack
would be compounded by uncertainties about the warning time
available to the Allles before the start of hostilities. With
only about a week’s warning, it would be unlikely that carrier-
based forces could arrive in Iceland in time to supplement the
small defense force stationed there. Other forces, which might be
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rapidly deployed from the United States, might have other commit-
ments that would take priority over reinforcing the Iceland
Defense Force. If it is indeed assumed that 1little strategic
warning time would be available to the Allies before the start of
an attack, the air defense forces depioyed to Iceland would have
to bear the brunt of that attack on their own., These forces
could continue to be land-based, as they are now. Both the
E-3A airborne early warning and control system (AWACS) and a
land-based, extended-range version of the Navy E-2C early warning
aircraft could provide the required timely detection of the
approach of Soviet aircraft. Modern interceptors, such as the
F-14, F-15, F-16, or even the F-4E, could significantly increase
the limited capability of the F-4C squadron presently stationed in
Iceland.

Of the two early-warning, long-range detection planes, the
AWACS has the greater unit procurement and operating costs. But
its command and control and radar capabilities, as well as endur-
ance, are significantly greater as well. The latter results in a
partial offset of the unit cost advantage of the Navy plane. Thus
a force of only five AWACS could provide the same early warning
capability as eleven of the extended-range E-2Cs, Table S-1
indicates that the fifteen-year cost of the E-3A program is 20
percent greater than the equivalent cost of an E-2C program. It
is possible, though uncertain, however, that the technical capa-
bilities of AWACS are sufficiently superior to those of E-2C to
offset fully the cost differential.

TABLE S-1. E-2C AND E-3A: COST OF MAINTAINING CONTINUOUS
30-DAY STATION, 450 NM. FROM BASE, IN MILLIONS OF
FISCAL YFAR 1978 DOLLARS

Total 15-Year Procurement and

Plane Operating Cost
E-2C (extended range) 981
E-3A AWACS 1,181
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With respect to the choice of an interceptor, the F-4E option
would represent a stopgap measure, designed to provide immediate
improvement of the Iceland interceptor force while avoiding the
need to transfer the latest interceptors to Keflavik. Of the re-
maining aliternatives, the F-16 would be the least attractive as an
interceptor option, because 1t does not carry a medium-range, air-
to-air missile. The PF-1l4 carries the Phoenix system, reputedly
the most capable air-to-air system in the U,S, arsenal, The F-15
carries the iess capable Sparrow, but It is a less expensive
aircrafe, Since the requirement for improving the interceptor
force is clearly a pressing one, choices of an interceptor will
depend as nmuch upon immediate availability as upon cost and
effectiveness,

There is a sea-based alternative to replacing Iceland forces
with other land-based assets., The Navy could permanently deploy
an aircraft carrier to the G-I-UK area. Unless Pacific carrier
forces are significantly reduced, however, a new carrier would
have to be procured to support this additional deployment. The
cost associated with the procurement of a carrier, its ailr wing,
and associated escorts would far exceed those of procuring land-
based early warning and interceptor aircraft. Indeed, the carrier
option would be far more expensive even 1if carrier and escorts
were not procured {(see Table §5-2).

TABLE S-2. LAND-BASED AVIATION AND CARRIER TASK FORCE (CTF)
OPTIONS: COMPARISON OF PROCUREMENT AND 15-YEAR TOTAL
COSTS, IN MILLIONS OF FISCAL- YEAR 1978 DOLLARS

Option Procurement 15-Year Total Cost
E-3A/F-14 1,625 2,916
E-2C/F-14 1,877 2,717
CTF (nc carrier or

escort procured) 328 5,188
CTIF {(one carrier and

escorts procured) 5,190 9,276
2 CTF (redeploy to Atlantic

during mobilization) — 9,480
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The carriler alternative likewise 1s more costly ($9.5 billion
fiscal year 1978 dollars) even if it is assumed that several weeks
strategic warning time will be available to the Allies, In that
cagse, however, peacetime deployments need not be altered., The
costs assoclated with air defense in the G-I-UK gap would also
aceount for maintaining the present level both of U.S5. peacetime
presence in Asia, and U.S. naval warfighting capabilities in the
event of a non-NATO conflict. Nevertheless, given a wartime need
for some carrler capability in the Pacific, as well as for car-
riers in the Mediterranean and mid-Atlantic regions, the present
carrier force could barely meet a requirement for carrier-based
air defense in the G-I-UK gap. If carriers were assumed to
be vulnerable to Soviet attacks in areas like the Mediterranean,
the present force would have to provide replacements for disabled
carriers, as well as support its other programmed deploymeants. In
those circumstances, there might not be encugh carriers to provide
for operations 1n the G-I-UK gap as well, and more carriers
wouid have to be procured.

Responding to the Soviet Submarine Threat

In contrast to the threat that Soviet aviation poses to
Atlantic shipping, the Soviet submarine force represents the
longest—term, most sustained threat to free Alllied use of the
Atlantic sea lane. Soviet nuclear-powered submarines have un-
limited range and may join an Atlantic battle even if nommally
deployed elsewhere., As is the case with Soviet aviation, the main
routes of the primary Soviet submarine force that would threaten
those lanes run from the Barents Sea via the Norwegian Sea into
the Atlantic. Both land- and sea~based antisubmarine warfare
(ASW) capabilities could be maximized by exploiting the geographic
chokepoints that lie along this route, as well as erecting bar-
riers at chokepoints that lle along routes to the Atlantic from
nuclear-powered submarine (SSN) fleets in other parts of the
world.

A key unit within the overall ASW system would be the attack
submarine, which can be used in barriers at geographic chokepoints
along the probable routes of Soviet submarines to the Atlantic,
The present 8SN force appears to provide sufficient units for
these barriers, It also provides additional submarines for
secondary missions worldwide such as area patrol, which is the
primary mission of the land-based patrol aircraft, and convoy
escort, the primary task of surface warships. Adding to SSN

~xii=



missions, such as requiring submarines to escort all carriers,
would require an Increase in the SSN force level. It is uncertain
whether SSN escorts for carriers would significantly enhance
overall ASW capabilities, or would be required in situations other
than those in which the carriers would pursue missions Involving
attacks on shore targets in heavily defended areas.

If the submarine force indeed were increased to provide
escort protection for a minimum of ten carriers, its total force
level would have to exceed 100 boats, a figure in excess of likely
U.S. SSN force levels in the mid-1980s. A program to achieve this
goal by the late 1980s would call for far higher submarine con-
struction levels than have recently been envisaged. Whereas
Secretary Rumsfeld called for eight S8Ns to be authorized in
fiscal years 1978-82, at a cost of $2,7 billion (in fiscal year
1978 dollars), an accelerated "CV Escort" SSN program would call
for the construction of 25 submarines at a cost of $8.9 billion
(in fiscal year 1978 dollars).

1t would appear that, even with present missions unchanged,
there is a need to add significantly to the surface escort force.
Escort force levels have fallen far short of DoD goals, and modi-
ficarions of total force requirements have not in themselves
eliminated the gap between escort requirements and escorts avail-
able to the fleet. Even 1f no major new units were added to the
fleet, and no additional convoys programmed for the early weeks of
a European war, it might be necessary to undertake a significant
construction program of at least 45 ships during the next five
yearg in order to meet the demands presently placed upon the
surface escort force. A program calling for the authorization of
nine guided wmissile frigates (FFGs) in each of fiscal years
1978-82 would meet this requirement, This program is consistent
with the present Administration request for authorization for nine
FFGs for 1978; its total five-vear cost would be $7.2 billion {(in
fiscal year 1978 dollars).

An alternative to this program would call for twelve FFGs to
be procured in each of the five fiscal years 1978-82., This pro-
gram would be consistent with Secretary Schiesinger’s goal of 2530
escort ships to support a potential increase in naval amphibious
1ift capability to 1-1/3 Marine divisions as well as an augmented
underway replenishment force. The cost of this program would
exceed $9,6 biilion (in fiscal year 1978 dollars).
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The patrol aircraft (P-3) force represents the major contri-
bution of land-based aviation to antisubmarine warfare, especially
in carrying out the task of area search for submarines., The
P-~3 force could search large areas of ocean daily, and exact
gradual attrition of the enemy submarine force whether or not
those submarines were to attack friendiy forces.

Al though the patrol role of the P-3 presently represents the
primary contribution of land-based alrcraft to ASW, there remains
gcope for further contributions, both by the P-3 and other land-
based aircraft. One particular area in which land-based aircraft
could play a crucial role is in the sowing of antisubmarine mine-
fields. Creation of mine barriers could substitute for submarine
barriers in certain areas, notably the North Atlantic. However,
it is uncertain whether there presently exists sufficient airborne
minelaying capacity to be dedicated to this mission,
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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, major participants 1in the process of deter-
mining the size and structure of the Navy have tended to focus on
"naval" means of accomplishing national objectives in the mari-
time arena. Alternative force programs have been propounded in
the context of a self-contained naval requirement, one that rarely
has accounted for the potential for maritime warfare that other
forces might exhibit. Recent advances 1n technology, our system
of alliances, and in particular the geographic location of our
allies relative to our potentiali adversaries, make it possible,
however, for ground- and land-based tactical air forces to contri-
bute to the pursuit of maritime goals. Indeed, nonnaval forces
acting in the maritime context may, in scme instances, provide
advantages in cost or effectiveness over more traditiocnal naval
alternatives.

This paper will address overall requirements for pursuit of
the U.S., maritime mission of sea control. It will focus on opera-
tions in the North Atlantiec regiom, since it is there that demands
upon U,S5, resources are l1likely to be most severe in a conflict
with the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies. The paper will
outline some of the ways in which both naval and nonnaval and
sea~based and land-based resources could be used to exploit the
geography of the North Atiantic region, particularly in support
of the Allied anti-air and antisubmarine effort. Both of these
aspects of sea control are critical te its success. The paper
will seek to illustrate that the Soviet air threat probably is
greatest in the early stages of a conflict, while the submarine
threat will probably endure over a longer period, and thereby in
turn will require a longer-term, sustained antisubmarine warfare
(ASW) effort.

ORGANTZATION OF THE PAPER

"Sea control" is a term that is used widely to connote a
variety of mission goals. This paper will first outline the ef-
fect of different conceptions of sea control upon naval require-
ments., It will then examine the importance of sea control in
different scenarios, relating to a European conflict between the
Warsaw Pact and NATO. Less attention will be devoted to the
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Tequirements for maintaining sea control in non-Eurcpean areas,
These requirements may be considerable, particularly if the
conflict with the Soviet Union is fought worldwide., WNevertheless,
as noted above, 1t 1s the European context that the Department of
Defense (DoD) deems most demanding upon U.S. resources, even if
that coantext is but a part of a worldwide conflict. A focus on
the Atlantic region will illuminate the choices among the kinds of
contributions to the sea control effort that might allow the most
efficient response to the Soviet threat.

Highlighting the Atlantic region, the paper will then address
the two key aspects of the sea control mission noted above: anti-
air warfare (AAW) and antisubmarine warfare (ASW). The discussion
of anti-air warfare requirements will examine the deficiencies and
possible improvements of the allied air defense enviromment in the
Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom (G-I-UK) gap. This region bor-
ders the critical sea-lanes between the United States and West-
ern Europe. It forms a geographic barrier that must be traversed
by Soviet air, surface, and submarine units based in northeastern
Russia in order to attack alliied shipping moving along those
lanes. The ASW discussion will examine submarine and escort force
requirements in the context of NATO s ability to exploit its
geographic advantage by interposing ASW barriers between Soviet
bases and alliied shipping in the Atlantic sea-lanes, Because
Soviet nuclear submarines have unlimited range, and could partici-
pate in an Atlantic war even if deployed elsewhere in the world,
this section will focus on total worldwlide requirements for U.S,
ASW systems. Both the air defense and the ASW sections will dis-
cuss the interaction between geography and possible contributions
to the North Atlantic sea control mission from nonnaval and non-
sea-based systems, and outline alternative sea control-oriented
programs for the fiscal year 1978-82 period.



CHAPTER II SEA CONTROL: DEFINITIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

SEA CONTROL: A STANDARD DEFINITION

The Navy historically has tended to view sea control as
primarily, if not exclusively, a Navy mission., Thus the Chief of
Naval Operations introduced hils fiscal year 1978 posture statement
with the remark: "Sea control 1s the fundamental function of the
U.S. Navy and connotes control of designated air, surface, and
subsurface areas." In elaborating his definition, Admirai Hollo-
way sald that "control" is the "engagement and destruction of
hostile aircraft, ships, and submarines at sea or ... the deter-
rence of hostile actions through the threat of destruction." 1/
In his view, "Maritime threats can be attacked and destroyed on
the high seas or in their base areas." 2/ The latter form of
destruction is termed "strategic sea control." 3/ "Tactical sea
control," on the other hand, involves a battle in defense of the
sea-lanes that takes place near them.

;j Statement of Admiral James L, Holloway ITI, U,S, Navy, Chief
of Naval Operations, before the House Committee on Armed
Services, concerning the FY 1978 Posture and FY 1978 Budget of
the United States Navy, 7 March 1977 (processed), p. 2 (here-
inafter referred to as HASC Hollioway Posture Statement).

2/ Statement of Admiral James L. Holloway III, U.S. Ravy, Chief
of Naval Operations, before the House Subcommittee on Seapower
and Strategic and Critical Materials of the Committee on Armed
Services, 23 February 1977 (processed), p. 1.

3/ HASC, Hoiloway Posture Statement, 7 March 1977, p. 12. The
Ypower projection” mission, which connotes the Navy’'s ability
to launch aviation from carriers, to provide firepower from
naval guns, and to land Marines ashore, may be viewed as an
aspect of "strategic" sea control. However, naval power can
aiso be projected ashore in support of other friendly forces,
as in the case of the Marine Corps Inchon landing during the
Korean War.
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The Navy makes the purpose of this deterrence and/or destruc-
tion quite clear. The United States pursues a forward strategy.
Its forces, and those of its allies, will need to be resupplied
during a war and should be secured from attack by Soviet maritime
forces., This can only be accomplished if the United States and
other allied maritime units can thwart Soviet attempts to launch
attacks on allied forces and to destroy allied shipping. However,
the forces that perform this sea control mission need not be drawn
exclusively from the U.,S, Navy, Allied naval forces, and those
of other U.S. services, can and do play important roles in sea
control.

SEA CONTROL: CONTRASTING VIEWS

U.S. Navy discussions of sea control do not usually deal at
length with the possible contribution of other forces to that mis~
sion. Sea control might be viewed, however, as purely a theater-
oriented mission, calling for resources of all kinds, naval and
others, that can help defeat a threat te the sea-lanes, Equally,
sea control might be defined as the mounting of a combination of
land- and sea-based resources to combat land- and sea~based
threats to our maritime interests, whether these threats are near
to or more remote from the sea-lanes themselves. Both of these
notions of what the sea control mission requires go beyond conven-
tional views that call for exclusively sea-based resources to
meet all land- or sea-based threats to the maritime sphere.

A view that restricts sea control to theater warfare is
perhaps too restrictive. There are elements of the sea control
mission that affect more than the theater battle, For example,
U.S., submarine barriers at geographic choke-points could play a
role in reducing the level of the enemy submarine threat to any
maritime theater. The U.S. submarines perform the sea control
mission in its "strategic" sense, In assessing U.S. requirements
for sea control forces, it is best to take account of all contri-
butions from friendly forces. 4/

4/ The above discussion assumes a nonnuclear conflict, as does
official DoD planning. A nuclear engagement at sea could, of
course, result in severe damage to the U.S, fleet if the
Soviets shot first. A strategy geared to attacking Soviet
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SEA CONTROL IN NATIONAL STRATEGY

In the context of a worldwide war between the Soviet Union
and the Atlantic allies, successful pursuit of the sea control
mission would grow in importance as the duration of the war
increased. In a short war, while the first convoys might be
helpful to the allied effort, the bulk of the fighting would be
done with allied men and equipment in place or delivered by air.
Dependence on resupply would not be total, as it would be in a
protracted war.

Assumptions about the length of a possible war, notably a war
in Burope, are but one set of factors that affect requirements for
pursuit of the sea control mission. Also important are assump~
tions about the length and nature of warning that might precede
the outbreak of war. As noted above, even with several weeks
warning, convoys are unlikely to arrive in Europe in significant
numbers during the early weeks of the war. However, longer warn-
ing times would allow for measures to be taken that would improve
the prospects for early and efficient protection of the sea-lanes.
For example, ASW forces could be deployed to forward positions.
Strategic base areas, such as Iceland, could be reinforced. And
additional tactical aviation units, land- and sea-based, could be
deployed in key areas, such as the North Atlantic, to withstand
initial attacks from Soviet aviation on the first convoys transit-
ing to Europe.

Lack of adequate strategic warning before the ocutbreak of war
would preclude most of these deployments. Permanently deploved
forces would be needed to blunt a surprise attack on maritime
targets and key strategic locations, such as Iceland. These
forces would have to emphasize tactical early warning and quick
reaction capabilities. They might be naval forces, but could
equally well be land~based either in the form of ground radars and
air defenses or airborme early warning and interceptor aircraft.

bases or ports in the BSoviet Union itself could lead to a
Soviet nuclear attack upon U.8. forces. For further discus-
sion about the risks attendant upon this approach, even in the
context of conventional conflict, see Planning U.S5. General
Purpose Forces: The Navy, CBO Budget Issue Paper, December
1976, pp. 10-11.




The choice of the kind and amount of these forces clearly depends
on assumptions about the nature of warning that might precede the
outbreak of a European conflict,

Focus on the Air and Submarine Threat

The preceding discussion of the effects of warning time
on sea control requirements has focused primarily on anti-~air and
antisubmarine warfare, The Soviet submarine force represents
the most serious longer-term threat to allied use of the sea~lanes
during wartime, Soviet Naval and Long-Range Aviation represent
the key element of a surprise attack on allied maritime air and
naval forces. Far less threatening is the Soviet surface fleet
5/, which is uniikely to venture far beyond the range-limited
protection of Soviet Naval Aviation,

The following sections will focus on Soviet aviation and
submarines as the key threats against which friendly forces must
defend to ensure unrestricted use of the sea-lanes. Soviet
aviation and/or submarines are deployed in, or within range of,
the Atlantic, Pacific, and Indian OQOceans, and the Mediterranean
Sea, They are thus in a position to disrupt the use of every
maior sea-lane leading to Europe and Japan., The most critical
sea-lanes to Europe wiil be those along the North Atlantic from
the United States from which military as well as economic support
and supplies will emanate., For this reason, the foliowing sec-
tions will examine anti-air and antisubmarine defense of those
lanes, with special regard to the differing requirements of com-
flict preceded by short warning and that preceded by sufficient
warning time to mobilize.

2/ Testimony of Admiral Holloway, 1n hearings before the House
Appropriations Committee, Department of Defense Appropria-
tions, Fiscal Year 1977, Part 8, 94-2 (1976), pp. 180-181. A
possible exception 1s the Eastern Mediterranean, where the
Soviets have deployed a large number of combatants that could
inflict severe damage on the U,S., Sixth fleet if they shot
first.




CHAPTER III. ATR DEFENSE IN THE NORTH ATLANTIC REGION:
RESOURCES, DEFICIENCIES, AND REQUIREMENTS

Testifylng before the House Appropriations Committee in July
1976, Admiral Holloway ranked Soviet Naval Aviation behind the
submarine fleet but ahead of the surface fleet as a priority
threat to allied control of key sea-lanes to Europe, 1/ While
perhaps secondary, the threat from Soviet Naval Aviation neverthe-
less is hardly a minor one. Soviet Naval (and possibly Long-
Range) Aviation possesses significant disruptive capabilities,
particularly in the early stages of a war. Equally significant
defenses are required to offset those capabilities.

SOVIET AVIATION: AN OVERVIEW

The Naval Air arm of the Soviet Navy presently numbers about
1,200 aircraft, 2/ of which about 645 are combat aircraft..g/ The
latter figure inciudes about 280 medium range (1,500-2,000 nm.)
Badger bombers, armed with air-to-surface missiles with ranges of
over 100 miies, It also includes at least 30 Backfire long-range
bombers. 4/ The latter are estimated to have a combat radius of
anywhere between 2,730 and 3,500 nautical miles (mm.), though it
probably would be lower if the plane flew continuously at low
altitudes or dashed long distances at supersonic speed, The

l/ Ibid. For an overview of Soviet capabilities in all three
areas, see General George S, Brown, USAF, United States Mili-
tary Posture for FY 1978, pp. 70-~77 passim.

2/ Nomman Polmar, "Soviet Naval Aviation,” Air Force Magazine
{(March 1976) p. 69,

3/ International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military
Balance: 1976-1977 {(London: I185, 1i976), p. 9. The Soviet
Union also could employ its Long Range Aviation in a maritime
role, see below, p. 8,

4/ The Military Balance: 1976-1977, p. 9.
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Backfire carries two AS-4 missiles with ranges exceeding 100
miles. It is meant eventually to carry the AS-6 missile, with
ranges reported up to 500 nm., 5/ though the optimally effec-
tive range will probably be considerably lower. 6/ More Back-
fires are expected to enter the Soviet Naval air force each year
until a level of about 100 bombers is reached. 7/ As the Backfire
level increases, that of Badgers i1is likely to decline, though
perhaps not on a greater than one-for-one basis. Additionally,
the total Backfire force level is estimated to reach about 400,
with at least 300 planes expected to enter the Soviet Long-Range
Aviation (LRA) force. B8/ Sea interdiction is a collateral
mission for that force. Thus, while the magnitude of the Backfire
threat should not be exaggerated, since the plane has other prior-
ity missions in its LRA role, it certainly is possible that more
than just the Naval Air component of Backfire could be used to
attack allied shipping.

The Naval Air Force also includes Beagle light bombers,
short-range Blinder bombers, and bomber and recomnaissance vari=-
ants of the long-range (8,000 mi.) Bear aircraft. 9/ These air=
craft pose a secondary threat to NATO shipping and forces, parti-
cularly in areas near the USS5R. A recent addition to the Soviet
Naval Air arm is the force of Forger vertical/short take-off and
landing (V/STOL) aircraft, presently deployed only aboard the

5/ Charles M. Gilson and Bill Sweetman, "Military Aircraft of
the World," Flight International (March 5, 1977), p. 591.

6/ William D. O’Neil, "Backfire: Long~Shadow on the Sea-
Lanes," United States Naval Institute Proceedings, CIII
(March 1977), p. 30.

7/ Gilson and Sweetman, "™ilitary Aircraft," p. 591.

/ 1bid; O’Neil, in "Backfire," p. 30, cites CIA sources for
this estimate.

8/ Polmar, "Soviet Naval Aviation," p. 71.

-8—



"antisubmarine”" carrler Kiev. They are, however, also likely to
be deployed aboard the Kiev’s newer sister ships in the Kuril
class as they enter the fleet. 10/

Not gemerally included in estimates of Soviet air capability
in the maritime sphere are other Soviet tactical aircraft, such as
the 8SU-19 Fencer, and the Mig-23 Flogger. The Fencer, a fighter
carrying missiles with a range of about 50 nm., has an estimated
combat radius of over 400 nm, 11/ Newer versions of this plane
are predicted to have radii of about 1,000 nm. 12/ The Fiogger
also carries air-to-air missiles, though of somewhat shorter
range, Its combat intercept radius is estimated at between 550
and 700 nm. 13/ At present, neither of these fighters has the
range teo enable it to escort Soviet bombers from their present
bases to likely points of conflict along the northern air corri-
dors from the Soviet Union to the North Atlantic ocean. These
corridors extend through the Barents Sea north of the Kola Penin-
sula, around North Cape, and down through the Norwegian Sea
between Iceland and Britain or through the Denmark Straits between
Iceland and Greenland. Both involve transits in excess of 1,400
nm. However, these aircraft, if deployed from East Germany, could
provide fighter escort for bombers across the Baltic and North Sea
exits to the Norwegian Sea, '

10/ House Armed Services Committee, Hearings on Military Pos-
ture and H.R. 5068 (H.R. 5970) and H.R. 1755, Part 4, 95-1
(1977), pp. 40, 51.

11/ Gilson and Sweetman, "Military Adircraft," pp. 577, 590.
This assumes the Fencer flies at low altitudes throughout.

12/ 1bid., p. 590.

13/ Low estimate: Ibid., p. 577; high estimate, Georg Panyalev,
"The MIG~23 Flogger--A Versatile Family of Soviet Combat
Aircraft,” International Defense Review, X (February 1977},
p. 49.




DEFENSES AGAINST THE SOVIET AIR THREAT

Arrayed against the Soviet air threat to the sea-=lanes are
the interceptor forces of the United States (notably in Iceland)},
Britain, and Norway, which are positioned at critical points along
the Soviet routes listed above. They are supported by a network
{not totally integrated) of ground radars and early warning
aireraft. Both the interceptor forces and the early warning
systems vary widely in capability within the national forces and
from one force to another.

Intexceptor Capabilities

Norway represents the earliest oppertunity for contact with
Soviet aviation seeking to traverse the Barents-Norwegian sea
route to the Atlantic, The Norwegian interceptor force numbers
16 F-104 interceptors as well as 75 F-5A fighter and 22 CF-104
attack planes that could be employed in the interceptor role, The
Norwegian air force has contracted for delivery of 72 F-16 all-
purpose fighter planes, to replace the F-104s, which are not
considered to be highly capable against the most advanced Soviet
fighters and bombers. 14/ The F-16 is considered to be a far more
effective local air superiority fighter. It can achieve speeds up
to Mach 1.8, and carries an improved radar as well as an improved
version of the medium-range Sparrow missile, The F=-5 does not
match the F-16"s capability, but it can supplement the F-1i6 inter-
ceptor force. Its combat range is approximately 500 nm., and it
can carry Sidewinder infrared missiles.

The British Royal Air Force presently operates six squadrons
(about 72 aircraft) of F-4 and Lightning interceptors in Britain.
One more F-4 squadron is carried aboard the Ark Royal, which is
due for retirement within the next three years. Britain has or-
dered approximately 165 alr defense variant Tornados, the multi-
purpose combat aircraft (MRCA) produced by a three-country consor-
timm consisting of Great Britain, Italy, and West Germany. This
plane will be armed with Skyflash medium-range missiles and Super-

14/ For comments on F-104 petformance, see the testimony of
Lt. General Alton D. 8lay, USAF, in Senate Armed Services
Committee, Hearings on S, 2965, Fiscal Year 1977, Part 9,
94-2 (1976), pp. 4838, 4839.
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Sidewinder infrared missiles. 15/ 1Its range, speed, and combat
radius should make it an effective counter to Soviet bombers
approaching British air space. The Tornado should enter service
in the early 1980s.

The British also plan to deploy an ocean-going version of
their Harrier V/STOL plane, called the Sea Harrier, that, when
used as an interceptor, would carry Sidewinder missiles. This
plane would be deployed in small numbers aboard 20,000 ton,
"through~deck"™ cruisers. Its combat radius is limited (380 om.),
however, and its service altitude does not approach that estimated
for the Backfire.

The U.S8. Air Force operates a squadrom of 12 F=-4C Phantoms
from Keflavik airfield in Iceland. These planes are relatively
0ld versions of the F=4 design; they had used an average of 8l
percent of their aircraft life by the end of 1973, and were, on
the average, 11 vyears old, considerably older than most other
active U.S, fighter aircraft. 16/ Nevertheless, these planes have
only recently replaced the Iceland F-104 force, while F-4Cs are,
or have been, phased out of other Air Force active combat wings.
They do not appear to be scheduled for replacement in the near
term« These planes carry older versions of the Sparrow missile
system, whose test results have been the subject of considerable
criticism. 17/

Soviet planes seeking to exit from bases along the Baltic
Sea, whether in the Soviet Union proper or in Poland or East
Germany, would confront the interceptor forces of West Germany and
Denmark, as well as those of Norway and Britain. The German naval
air arm includes 85 F-104 fighter/bombers, which are geared

15/ Gilson and Sweetman, "Military Aircraft,” p. 547.

16/ Information provided by U.S. Air Force to Senate Armed
Services Committee (SASC), Hearings on 5.2965, Fiscal Year
1977, Part 9, 94-2 (1976), p. 4878.

7/ Ibid., p. 5011.
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primarily to the anti-ship mission 18/ but could provide some
interceptor c¢apability. The Danish air force includes two inter-
ceptor squadrons (40 planes) of F-~104s and CF-104s.

In addition to the interceptor forces outlined here, other
fighter planes, particularly U.S. forces, could be made available
to offset the Soviet air threat. These could be transferred to
the North Atlantic area from squadrons stationed in Germany or
Britain, as well as from the United States. 19/ Additional
interceptor capability could be made available from carrier task
forces that would deploy to the North Atlantic. Each carrier
carries two squadrons (24 planes) of interceptors. These are
presently F-4s and F-1l4s; in the future, carrier forces will
include either the F-l4s, F-18s, or possibly by the late 1980s, a
V/STOL interceptor. The utility of such transfers and alterna-
tives to them will be discusse