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ABSTRACT 

Irano-American interests in the Persian Gulf region during the 

1970s developed into a Ricardian relationship based on exchange of 

petroleum and technology. Access to petroleum was strategically impor

tant to the West. The Shah felt that the acquisition of technology would 

help to.legitimize his regime. 

Based on the rational actor deterrence model, increasing Iranian 

military power would protect Irano-American interests. However, factors 

throw into question the validity of this employed model. 

Based on the region's military environment, Iran acquired a 

proper weapons mix. However, Iran did not have enough indigenous 

resources to support the planned military force structure. 

Iran's strategy of aggrandizing its power dictated military 

strategy. Neither strategy could provide long-term regional security. 

At best, arms allay insecurities while states try to promote inter

dependence. 

This thesis employs a conceptual-analytical approach to determine 

how supposed threats to Irano-American interests developed. Hypotheses 

from social sciences are used to suggest explanations for enigmatic 

events. 

ix  



CHAPTER 1 

HISTORICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE SHAH'S 

REGIONAL MILITARY FORCE 

In 1968 the British Raj announced the withdrawal of its forces 

stationed east of the Suez Canal. Think tanks and governments alike 

feared the ending of the age of British paternalism would leave a power 

vacuum in the Persian Gulf region that would lead to regional destabil-

ization. 

Basically, there would seem to be three principal threads 
to stability in the Gulf: first, disruption of existing regimes 
by opposing domestic factions, whether with or without external 
encouragement and assistance; second, outside intervention by 
the Soviet Union, and possibly Egypt, mainly to achieve politi
cal rather than economic goals; and third, regional disputes 
resulting from ethnic and religious differences and territorial 
claims and aspirations (Lewis, 1969, p. 88). 

The United States, its resources committed to a war in Vietnam, 

could not assume the vacated role. Senate Democratic Leader Mike Mans

field summarized domestic opinion on January T7» 1968. "I am sorry the 

British felt they were forced to take this step because I am certain we 

will be asked to fill the vacuum east of Suez. I don't know how we are 

going to do it because I don't think we have the men or resources for 

it" (Noyes, 1979, p. 15)• Activity within the Gulf is a constant flow 

of history, an interplay of initiative and responses. Multiple 

stimulus-response-feedback loops involve perception of the domestic 

needs, assessment of what options are open in the international sec

tor to satisfy those needs, dynamics of policy formulation and 

1 



implementation, which include activities such as competition among 

bureaucratic interest, impact on a target actor, his response, feedback, 

reassessment of domestic needs in light of changing situation then modi

fication of policy. Figure 1 provides a general schematic for this. 

Figure 2 takes into account how an actor's inclinations might 

affect the flow of events. This provides a more detailed description of 

the basic units shown In Figure 1. 

Responsibility for Gulf security fell on the shoulders of 

regional leaders. [In order to avoid being caught up in the nationalis

tic conflict concerning whether the body of water is either the Arab 

or Persian Gulf, I simply refer to it as the "Gulf".] They needed to 

identify mutual goals and ways to create a credible regional deterrent 

force capable of establishing and maintaining stability in the Gulf. 

This chapter will address some problems of building this regional 

force. Those difficulties led to the evolution of strong Irano-American 

political and military ties, rather than Irano-Arab bonds, during the 

decade which followed the announcement of the pullout by England's con

servative party. Social-psychological theory will be used to build a 

conceptual framework to explain the importance of historical events and 

how these events affected Gulf decision-makers. 

Identifying historical events proves indispensable in determin

ing why Arabs and Iranians lacked the sense of trust necessary for coop

erating in a regional defense effort, why Iran set the goal for estab

lishing a relatively independent defense force, and why the United 

States chose to reenforce the Iranian girder of the "Twin Pillar" 

policy (U.S. Congress, House, 1973). Regarding the former, Allport 
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(Kelman, 1965, p. 440) asserted that in such a situation, where weak or 

ambiguous evidence prevents one actor from fully assessing the inten

tion of another, the party making the analysis is likely to rely on 

predispositions, which are based primarily on past experience, to fill 

in information gaps. Such was the case among Gulf actors circa I968. 

Focusing on the second point, examination of interaction among Iran and 

imperial powers reveals that big powers acted to maximize their own 

positions, usually to the detriment of Iranian interest. Great powers 

historically have exploited Iranian international and internal weak

nesses in order to build empires. Such activity signaled potential 

clashes between interests of the great powers and developing concepts 

of Iranian statism and nationalism. 

In 1968, the Gulf states faced the problem of how they could 

deal with the problem of regional security. Options of conflict and 

cooperation lie at both ends of a continuum regarding possible courses 

of action. 

Playing a zero-sum game would prolong conflict in the region. 

One competes to maximize his position to the detriment of other actors. 

In other words, viewing interaction as to a win-or-lose situation would 

Q 
restrict development in the Gulf. The $99,925 billion (10 ) spent by 

Gulf states between 1968 and 1976 did not quell tensions between Iraq 

1. Two reasons elucidate why Iranian-American ties grew 
although experience showed ties with great powers could not be trusted. 
First, Iran had turned to the United States on several occasions to pro 
vide a counterweight to Soviet and British pressures. Missions of W. 
Morgan Shuster and Arthur Millspaugh met with varying degrees of suc
cess. Second, the Shah felt that he could restrict United States 

influence by acquiring arms from several suppliers. 
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and Iran nor between the Yemeni states. Rather, Marxist and Shi'ite 

revolutionaries have cried that money spent on arms has drawn funds 

away from more badly needed social programs. 

Choosing to play a mixed sum-game requires a certain degree of 

cooperation among actors. Parties reach some agreement that, while not 

necessarily being the best deal for any one party, would represent the 

greatest good for all. Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza

tion and the European Economic Community relinquish some sovereignty and 

individual benefits for the opportunity of obtaining the greatest degree 

of security at the least cost and establishing a strong economic system. 

Gulf actors faced a similar situation. Choices ranging from some formal 

alliance among Gulf states to an informal agreement between Iran and 

Saudi Arabia may have kept Iran's Fifth Development Plan in the black, 

rather than requiring the borrowing of money. Government revenues con

ceivably could have been diverted from military expenditures to urban 

development or other socioeconomic programs. 

Because bargaining is a strategic game in which players try to 

maneuver other players into making certain choices, effective communica

tion is an important part of the game. The interdependence of expecta

tion and communication of some minimal mutual interest distinguishes the 

zero-sum game from the mixed-sum one. Thus, communication channels 

serve as an important institutional or structural component of bargain

ing. Schelling O98O) asserted that communication is necessary for 

effective, mutually profitable adjustment of behavior to players' goals 

and expectations. A strong communications network could facilitate 



6 

concluding some agreement, whereas a weak, untested framework would do 

little to Influence expectations or behavior in a positive way. 

The ability to exchange sufficient credible information affects 

the degree to which parties can correctly assess each other's goals and 

behavior, and modify one's position within the context of mixed-sum game-

manship. Rubin and Brown (1975) underscored the importance of communica

tions. They concluded that insufficient communications, other than the 

deliberate use of tacit or partial communications for strategic bargain

ing purposes, can lead to suboptimal outcomes of the games. 

When information exchanged appears to be insufficient or 
distorted, bargainers have little or no basis on which to assume 
good or equitable intentions on the part of the other. . . . 
Communicational isolation, whether it results from physical or 
psychological conditions, imposes constraints on the development 
of cooperation and Is likely to promote mistrust and suspicion 
(Rubin and Brown, 1975, p. 92). 

While the British served as Gulf policemen, little incentive 

existed for building channels of communication which would help to break 

through centuries of negative images held by Arabs and Iranians toward 

one another. A survey of chronologies in issues of The Middle East 

Journal reveals that from the 1950s into the late 1960s two major 

communication systems existed—one among Arab states and the other among 

states belonging to the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) and the 

Regional Cooperation for Development (RCD).1 Little happened to allay 

the assumption that the age-old Irano-Arabian zero-sum struggle for 

domination in the Gulf would continue where it had left off in 17^9 

1. Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan established the RCD as a non-
military, economic complement to CENTO. 
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when Britain signed its first treaty with a trucial state and assumed 

the role as regional peace keeper. 

The question arises why channels of communication developed 

between Iran and Turkey to a greater degree than between Iran and the 

Gulf Arab countries. After all, Perso-Ottoman interests first clashed 

when forces of the first Safavid Shah, Ismail, and Ottoman Sultan 

Mohammed I fought over territory at the beginning of the sixteenth 

century. 

Two factors explain why this happened. First, their conflict 

existed between state actors rather than between ethnic or racial 

groups. The Ottoman empire and both the Safavid and Qajar dynasties 

traced their origins to Turkic tribes. Second, both had faced a common 

threat from Czarist and Soviet expansionism, whereas Arabs expressed a 

greater distaste for British and French rather than Soviet imperialism 

after World War I. 

Racial animosities hindered the development of communication 

channels across the Gulf. A historical survey shows that negative atti 

tudes of Iranians and Arabs toward one another developed from images 

which took root over 1200 years ago. Prior to the battle of Qadeslyeh 

in 637 A.D., the Commanding General of Persia's Sassanian army wrote a 

letter to his brother which reflects this early contempt for the Arabs 

(Armajani, 1972, p. 55). 

Drinking camels' milk and eating lizards' meat 
Have caused these Arabs, bedraggled, with bare feet! 
To want the Crown of Kiyan upon their pate, 
A thousand curses be on thy head, 0 fate! 
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Arab policies emphasized social separation between Arabs and 

non-Arab groups during the early period of Arab Islamic expansion. 

Arabs founded garrison towns such as Qom in order to concentrate their 

forces and minimize interaction with the conquered people. Omar, who 

became Caliph after the death of Abu Baku in 634 A.D., interpreted Islam 

to be a brotherhood of Arabs who had become Moslems. Although non-Arabs 

could join the Islamic community, they remained second-class citizens, 

known as mawa1? t because they were excluded from becoming part of Islam's 

inner governing circle. To keep bloodlines pure, he discouraged mar

riages outside the Arab racial group. 

Response to tbn al-Malek's program of Arabization and Arab 

troubles with the Shu'ubiyeh, or Persian nationalist writers, demon

strated that areas of language and literature reflected cultural con

flict. Persians reacted violently to the order issued by Omayyed Caliph 

Abn al-Malek (685-705 A.D.). He directed that government records, which 

were kept in Greek or Pahlavi, should be recorded in Arabic. Years of 

Persian intransigence prevented full implementation of the order until 

741 A.D. Beginning in the latter half of the second century A.H., or 

eight century C.E., Persian resistance to such Arabization spread from 

Kurasan and Northern Iranian provinces into Syria. What ostensibly may 

have appeared to have been a debate between schools of literature devel

oped into a struggle over the future orientation of Islamic civiliza

tion. The attitude of those favoring Perso-Arameaen over Arab-Islamic 

dominance became known as the Shu'ub (Shaw and Polk, 1962). 

Political tensions were common during the early Islamic centu

ries. Al-Aeshin, the Persian general, advocated penetrating the Abbasid 
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caliphate in order to "Persianize" the administration. Persian upris

ings in Azerbaijan during the ninth century C.E. reflected anti-Arab 

sentiments. Abbasid persecution of Shi'Ites led to the establishment 

of a strongly nationalistic Persian principality In Deylaman and the 

Alavi Kingdom of Tabarestan. 

Currents of Arab and Persian dominance have flown from one side 

of the Gulf to the other for over 1,700 years. In the second century 

C.E. the Al-Azd replaced the al-Julanda, who were Persian vassals, as 

rulers of the region now known as Oman. However, with the help of the 

Persians, the al-Julanda recovered control. This rift between the two 

Arab tribes lasted until 1970. 

The Sassanians established their dynasty in 228 C.E. Under 

their suzerainty, Persian trade in the Gulf reached its apogee. 

By the fourth century C.E. Persian rule was entrenched on the 

west side of the Gulf. Northern Oman coastal districts and Bahrain were 

under Persian control prior to the reign of Khosrou I. He occupied both 

Yemen and southern Oman in 520 C.E. Control did not wane until the Arab 

conquest of Persia In the seventh century C.E. 

In the period following the Arab invasion, most main trading 

cities were located on the Persian coast. However, Arabs usually ruled 

the towns. Gulf Arabs, particularly the Omanis, essentially developed 

a monopoly on East-West trade. 

Under naval attacks led by the Portuguese, Alfonso de Albuquer

que, the Arabs lost their fortuitous trading position. In attempting 

to hinder Egyptian and Venetian trade, he ultimately seized the island 

of Socotra in the Arabian Sea, destroyed all Arab ships within range of 
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his command, then captured Kalhut, Quriyat, Muscal, Soher, Khor Fukkan, 

as well as Hormuz (U.S. Department of Defense (DQD), 1977a). 

The introduction of foreign military power into the Gulf con

strained rather than effaced the expression of Arab and Iranian racial 

tensions. Removal of European arbiters renewed competition. A comedy 

of anecdotes developed as Iran and Iraq raced to exert their influence 

in the region during the 1970s. The Shah invited emirs to royal hunting 

parties, provided them with villas, and held military parades. Mohammed 

Reza Pahlavi organized tours so that the Arab monarchs and "imperialist 

puppets" would have a chance to "admire the impressive installations he 

has put up all along the gulf of the Iranian Coast" (Troeller and 

Deffarge, 1971, pp. 16-18). 

In addition to trying to infiltrate sporting and cultural 

centers, which provide the primary organizational activities for young 

people in the Gulf region, Iraq chose a more "fashionable" response to 

Iranian attempts to win friends. A fashion show was part of an official 

entertaining group traveling throughout Gulf states. Three models, all 

coincidentaliy with political science degrees, wore folklore costumes 

in: 

. . . Babylonian fashion reedited by the Baathist party. The 
star of the show was one of these three pretty girls, wrapped 
in a white sheath studded with green stars, who subtly rippled 
her sleeves, one red and the other black and she was a living 
Iraqi flag, and very sexy. The evening on which the show 
appeared in Dubai, before 2,000 persons, the crowd roared with 
joy; fraq scored a point (Troeller and Deffarge, 1971, p. 26). 

Arab and Iranian attitudes remained fairly fixed during the 

period when British retrenchment was bringing about a step-level change 

in power balances and ideally requiring modification of relations among 
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regional actors. At this time, actors should have been considering the 

benefits of playing a mixed-sum game instead of a zero-sum game. How-

evert difficulties arise in such a situation where rapidly changing 

events do not allow for the extended period'of time needed for changing 

images. 

Schelling (1980) revealed a problem which can surface in a case 

similar to that faced by Gulf actors. "Incremental ism" involved in 

moves and value systems permit feedback so that one might have the 

opportunity to adjust his action in the interest of reaching a solution 

that would be of some mutual benefit. However, in the case of rapidly 

changing events among Gulf actors, "there seems to be less chance to 

develop a modus vivendi, or tradition of trust, or dominant and submis

sive roles for the players, because the pace of the game brings things 

to a head before much experience has been gained or much understanding 

reached" (Schelling, 1980, p. 17). 

In light of the Shah's perceived need to protect Iranian inter

ests from Soviet-backed insurgents, some defensive system was needed. 

More than several months were needed to ameliorate centuries of Irano-

Arab animosities; therefore, a regional arrangement proved unfeasible. 

Pahlavi faced another option of allying Iran with a great power; how

ever, historical experiences with Western nations also indicated that 

such an alternative would be unfeasible. 

Historically, Iran has tried to guarantee its independence by 

balancing one rival power against another or relying on a geographi

cally distant third power. Provided all factors fell ideally in Iran's 

favor, the country was able to preserve its independence. Only in an 
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attempt to maximize its influence in the region and minimize the influ

ence of a rival would a great power enter into some security agreement 

with Iran. However, any shifts within the global balance of power 

usually resulted in upsetting Iran's own balancing act and compromising 

its territorial inferiority (Middle East Research Information Project 

(MERIP) No. 37, 1975b; Lenczowski, 1980). History taught Mohammed Shah 

that treaties were equivocal, uncertain instruments for preserving 

Iranian sovereignty. 

No help would be coming to the Iranians without some quid pro 

quo benefits for the European power. Shah Abbas I, ascending to the 

throne in 1587, became annoyed by Portuguese refusal to pay the small 

tribute traditionally due from those who ruled Gulf trading towns. The 

Safavid Shah reacted by ousting the Portuguese from Bahrain in 1602. 

The campaign between 1608 and 1615, however, failed to drive the Portu

guese from Hormuz. Seeing the possibility of enlisting an ally to 

counter the influence of the troublesome Portuguese, the Shah reacted 

favorably to a request sent by King James 1 of England in 1617. Shah 

Abbas I agreed to grant port and silk trade privileges to the English 

East India Company. 

Both the Persians and the British agreed to ally themselves in 

an attempt to remove the Portuguese influence from the area. In 1622, 

the joint venture led to victories at Hormuz and Qeshm. The cost to 

the Persians was an agreement to share customs collected at Hormuz and 

Qeshm with the English East India Company, and the establishment of 

English headquarters at Bahdar Abbas. During the Napoleonic era, Iran 

feared territorial losses to Russia and Britain suspected a joint 
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French-Russian overland invasion of India. To relieve pressure from 

the planned offensive against India, a British mission was sent to the 

Q.ajar sovereign Fath Ali Shah in 1800. The delegation had a goal to 

persuade the Persian leader to expel French nationals and strengthen 

Irano-Brltish ties. The subsequent Mai com Treaty, serving little more 

than British interests, failed to deter Russian encroachment on Persian 

territory in 1802, when Czarist troops attacked Northern Persian prov

inces. 

Hoping to dislodge Russians from Georgia and Armenia or at least 

halt the Czar's push toward warm water ports, the Shah turned to France. 

In 1807, the French and Persians signed the Treaty of Finkenstein. 

French officers, under General Gardanne, arrived to train the Persian 

army. In return, Persia agreed to support France in the event of an 

attack on Russia or invasion of India. 

After Napoleon renewed ties with the new Czar Alexander, Fath 

Ali Shah realized that the French lacked the incentive to protect 

Iranian interests. Therefore, the Persian leader turned back to the 

British, who had reevaluated the scope of danger that Russian activities 

posed to stablity in Persia and to the security of India. In 1805, Sir 

Hartford Jones concluded the preliminary Treaty of Alliance with Persia, 

offering arms, instructors, and a subsidy to the Shah. By 1810, 

British officers had replaced the French. This token British force 

proved ineffective or unwilling to protect Persian interests. By sign

ing the Treaty of Gullistan with Russia in 1813, Persia surrendered its 

Caucaus territory and agreed to keep its navy out of the Caspian Sea. 
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Trying to stop any futher Russian encroachment and being 

enticed by the promise of a yearly subsidy of 150,000 pounds sterling, 

the Shah agreed to the Anglo-Persian Treaty in 1814. Both agreed to 

assist one another in the event of an attack on either party. Yet, 

the British offered no aid when Persia and Russian animosities again 

exploded in 1825 nor when Czarist troops occupied Tabriz in 1827. 

Ostensibly, Britain rationalized that Persia was the aggressor, but 

Britain actually perceived a greater benefit in allying itself against 

the Ottomans in the Greek War of independence, rather than aiding the 

Persians. This encouraged British duplicity. 

A weak Persian army and reliance on the British contributed to 

the further erosion of Persian territory and compromise of sovereign 

powers. Through the 1828 Treaty of Turkmanchai, Persia surrendered 

territory west of the Caspian Sea and north of present boundaries as 

far as the Aras River, and gave Russia extraterritorial privileges. 

From the late nineteenth century through the early twentieth 

century, economic and commercial rivalries, backed by the military 

strength of imperial powers, replaced territorial conquest. Growing 

German power in Europe and increasing influence in Persia prompted the 

signing of the Anglo-Russian Agreement on August 31, 1907. Persia was 

split into two spheres of influence—the Russians occupied the North, 

the British received the South, and a Central Section served as a 

neutral buffer zone. The English, once received by the Shah as a 

possible ally against the Portuguese, turned against their host. The 

British bull bit the hand which once fed it. 
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Mohammed Reza Pahlavi's response during an interview with 

Anthony Sampson on February 1975, reflects Iranian sentiment on 

foreign control: 

We are an independent country and then all of a sudden 
the Russians invaded our country and you British took my father 
into exile. Then we were hearing that the oil company was 
creating puppets and people just clicking their heels to the 
orders of the oil company—so it was becoming in our eyes 
a kind of monster—almost a kind of government within the 
Iranian government (Sampson, 1975* PP. 116-117). 

Pahlavi drew parallels between centuries of weak commitment 

American responses during the Greco-Turkish conflicts over Cyprus in 

1964 and 1967 and the 1965 Indian-Pakistani War. He concluded that 

security arrangements such as the Baghdad Pact and the Central Treaty 

Organization (CENTO) were supported by the United States primarily as 

a mechanism to contain the spread of Soviet communism. Regional parties 

to such treaties would likely receive little military or political 

assistance in the event of a conflict with a non-communist neighbor. 

Iranian and American perceptions differed on the question of 

where threats to regional security lie. Publicly, the Shah did not 

foresee any overt acts of Soviet aggression. The Soviets did not 

directly deploy military outside its sphere of influence since 19^6 

until the 1979 invasion of Afghanistan. Rather, the Shah saw destabi

lizing events as being encouraged by Nasser's Arab nationalism or as 

happening indirectly through Soviet support of separatist movements 

in areas such as Azerbaijan or Baluchistan. 

Whether or not the Shah accurately identified the source of 

threats to Iranian interests, he realized two things. Links with other 

regional actors were not yet strong enough to establish a cohesive 
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regional security force, and links with great powers within the larger 

international political system were too fragile for building some long-

lasting deterrent force. Therefore, the Iranian monarch found it 

imperative to build a military force which would be able to defend 

Iranian interests by the late 1980s. The importance of this, and the 

promotion of the perception, on the part of Iran's military-political 

partner, that the interests of both parties were immutably linked, will 

be discussed later. "I know many people who say the Shah wants to have 

troops to hold a big parade once a year. But you see every day proof 

that an unprepared country is almost a dead duck. That is not going 

to happen to us,11 Mohammed Reza Pahlavi promised (Newsweek, 14 Oct. 

p. 56). 



CHAPTER 2 

THE DECISION-MAKING ENVIRONMENT 

Contrary to the rhetoric of Marxist-Lenfnist groups such as 

Devotees of the People (Fedayan-e Khalq), the complexities of Irano-

American military and political ties extend beyond the relationship 

of a marionette to its puppeteer. The decision-maker's perception of 

the ability of one member of a partnership to complement the other's 

role in the international area helps to determine the scope of a 

relationship. Both Washingtonian and Tehrani governments forecasted 

that close interaction during the 1970s would be in their mutual 

interest. 

Rather than make a detailed study of the foreign policy 

decision-making process of both governments (Frankel, 1963), this 

chapter focuses on the trilevel paradigm, as presented by K. J. Holsti 

(1972), in order to identify why it was in the interest of both govern

ments to cultivate military and political ties. Differentiation is 

made between domestic, individual, and international variables. 

Public opinion and bureaucratic bargaining falls within the domestic 

sphere. Psychological orientation—attitudes, beliefs, and ideologies • 

—constitute the individual sector. Normative international values 

and the world power structure fall into the international sphere. 

17 
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The Domestic Sphere 

American Public Opinion Defines Governmental 
Foreign Policy Options 

Scholars disagree on the role public opinion plays in influenc

ing the formation of foreign policy. This debate centers on the nature 

of public awareness of international and domestic issues, and how the 

degree of salience translates into support for or apathy toward a gov

ernment's foreign policy. 

Gabriel Almond (i960) contended that public attention to or 

interest in foreign affairs is characteristically low in America. Only 

during international crisis does attention turn away from the domestic 

scene toward the international sphere. Generally, a "permissive mood" 

exists where the public passively accepts international policies. Yet, 

in times of crisis, the public is more receptive to information on 

foreign affairs. As the public reacts to a situation and forms opinions 

after the fact, the government may find that it lacks the support it 

projected that it enjoyed. Thus, the public fails to provide stable 

support for U.S. commitments. 

William Caspary (1970) disagreed that the public finds inter

national problems less important than domestic issues. Interpreting 

responses to a 1958 survey obtained from the Roper Public Opinion 

Research Center he concluded that public attention turns toward the 

international sphere 28% of the time and the domestic sector 63% of the 

time. The extraneous 8% represents that sector of the public which 

finds it hard to decide anything. 
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Divergence between Caspary and Almond lay on the nature of 

public support for government policies. The former believes Almond's 

"permissive mood" is strong and stable rather than fluctuating. Looking 

at the period between 1942 and 1954, he indicated that support for an 

active role in world affairs remained positive, between about &}% and 

80%. 

Klingberg's (Kegley and McGowan, 1979) theory on cyclical trends 

in dominant psychological moods reveals the weakness of Caspary's 

(1970) study of such a limited period. The international cycle repre

sents one of three "mood cycles." Whether or not America is In the 

introvert or extrovert period of the cycle will influence the public's 

tendency to reject or support American military and political actions 

abroad. According to Klingberg, the last extrovert period roughly 

extended from 19^0 until 1967. Thus, Caspary based his findings on 

data from a period that the public would be most willing to support 

a high profile international policy. 

Granted, decision-makers may not formulate foreign policy 

according to the dictates of public opinion. Relying on public opinion 

proved fatal to Neville Chamberlain's political career in the 1930s. 

Statesmen generally feel that they must act as part teacher and part 

spiritual leader, educating the masses and leading them toward enlighten

ment. In 1958, then Vice-President Richard Nixon stated: "It is 

the responsibility of the leader to lead'public opinion, not just to 

follow it. The leader must get all the facts before making a decision 

and then must develop support for that decision among the people by 

making the facts known to them" (Frankel, 1963, p. 75). 
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Therefore, the question arises as to why spend time surveying 

hypothesis on public opinion. The answer lies in the fact that public 

opinion, or the public "mood," acts as a proscriptive device. It 

serves to delineate parameters within which the American government 

can act if that government wishes to enjoy public support at the ballot 

box. This setting of parameters proves important because public opin

ion helped to create the environment from which the Nixon Doctrine 

emerged. Public sentiment, suffering under the weight of protracted 

military involvement in Vietnam, would not endure any extra stress 

exerted by sending troops elsewhere. Of those responding to an opinion 

poll in July, 1971, agreed with the statement that the United States 

has achieved little by going to war to save countries and in the future 

we should let other countries defend themselves. Only one-third dis

agreed [The Harris Survey Yearbook of Public Opinion, 1971 (Harris, 

1975)]. Therefore, it behooved decision-makers to seek options which 

would meet policy objectives without a sustained high-profile, official 

presence in any section of the world, especially within the context of 

regional conflicts and wars of "national liberation." Nixon learned 

from President Lyndon Johnson's political demise that one cannot commit 

increasing American resources in a domestically unpopular cause and 

realistically expect one's own party to control the Oval Office after 

the next election. 

From the late 1960s through the 1970s, opinion toward defense 

spending and relations with foreign actors shifted away from acceptance 

of the political responsibilities of world power. Even during the 

isolationist 1930s, public sentiment had not favored cuts in defense 
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expenditures to the degree evident during and after the American 

experience in Vietnam. In the former period, 10% to 20% favored smaller 

defense budgets, whereas in the latter period, 36% to 52% expressed 

similar feelings (Russett, 1975, pp. 2-3). Since 1968, professional 

groups showed greater inclination toward favoring Department of Defense 

budget cuts than other groups. "Anti-mi Iitary spending attitudes are 

concentrated precisely among those most likely to take an interest in 

international affairs, to vote, to make campaign contributions, and 

otherwise to be politically active" (Russett, 1975, P- *0• 

Generally, public opinion would not support U.S. military 

involvement abroad. But the specific subject addressed is whether 

or not any special relationship existed between the United States and 

Iran which might influence public opinion toward the scope of inter

action between the two nations. In April 1975. public opinion poll 

showed that the type of American activity and geographical proximity 

to the United States most likely affects public support. Citizens 

were more likely to favor an activist American response to another 

actor's request if the country was near the United States or if the 

response excluded the commitment of troops. 

The kind of threat which might surface in the Gulf as well as 

America's great distance from the Gulf promised to further restrict 

the popularity of U.S. military options in the Gulf. The question 

arises concerning conditions surrounding a specific event—the type of 

aggression—under which the projection of military power would be 

supported by the American people. Depending on the country threatened, 

between two and four times as many people appear to support the use of 
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Table 1. In the event a nation is attacked by Communist-backed forces, 
what action would you want to be taken? 

West 
Germany 

Action % 
1 srael 
% 

Japan 
% 

Canada 
3! 

Saudi 
Arabia 
% 

Turkey 
% 

Send American troops 27 12 16 57 7 9 

Send military supplies 32 42 35 19 27 29 

Refuse to get involved 33 37 40 14 54 49 

No opinion 8 9 9 10 12 13 

Source: Gallup (1978, pp. 468—^88). 

American troops to defend against an external attack as against an 

indigenous insurgency {Russett and Nincic, 1976, p. 430). Thus, 

although the public might support American military presence in Iran 

because of economic interest, two aspects concerning the origins of 

possible trouble in Iran would modify public response. The public most 

likely would not support involvement in areas which the Shah saw as 

trouplespots—Kurdistan and Buluchistan—both being in Iran. Secondly, 

those Americans failing to make a distinction between Arabs and Iranians 

would have a hard time distinguishing between a quarrel over a backyard 

fence and aggression by an external actor. 

Another factor affecting public opinion is the duration of 

involvement. Almond (I960) asserted that in response to a crisis, 

people will generally support government actions. Yet this "rally 

'round the flag" phenomenon has a short-term life (Verba et al., 1967, 
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PP. 317-333). Approval of the Vietnam War declined continuously from 

a high of about 6\% in 1964 to less than 30% in 1970 (Russett and 

Nincic, 1976, p. 428). 

The American public would not have supported long-term involve

ment in Gulf hostilities. Because of the nature of the international 

system and options open to the United States in response to hostilities, 

it would have been an unpopular, long, drawn-out affair similar to 

American involvement in Vietnam, or Soviet warfare in Afghanistan during 

the 1980s. Both the U.S. and USSR face a paradox of power when confront

ing a less powerful actor. In order to avoid any possible mushrooming 

of a conflict such as in that which culminated in the advent of World 

War I, or to minimize negative world response, a large power should 

restrain its use of power against a weaker power. A father preparing 

to discipline an unruly 4-year-old child has the power to annihilate 

that child; yet, because of external and internal restraints, he 

generally chooses to limit his actions (see Spiegel, 1972). In the 

same vein, fearing that unlimited warfare might draw the Soviets or 

Chinese directly into the Vietnam conflict, the American administration 

decided to fight a limited war with graduated escalations. Such action 

taken in response to some intra-regional conflict requires more time 

than the American people would be willing to support. This is such a 

situation that the United States would most likely face if it were to 

rely on some rapid deployment force rather than the plan outlined in 

the Nixon Doctrine. 
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Iranian Public Opinion is 
Virtually Inconsequential 

Public opinion played a role in the American decision to build 

Iranian military power rather than assume the policing role vacated by 

the British. On the other hand, one finds it difficult, if not impos

sible, to discern how Iranian public opinion affected the Shah's 

decision to build Iranian military power or to determine its role in 

Iranian foreign policy. As Mohammed Reza Pahlavi took a tighter grip 

on the reign of political power, public opinion became less important 

an input for determining foreign policy. 

One of the traditional concepts of kingship and the Shah's 

relationship to his people obfuscated the role of public opinion in 

decision-making. The Shah identified his attitudes and opinions as 

representing those of the people in general. By manipulating the media 

and restricting the public criticism, the Shah exploited his position as 

primary powerholder to impose those attitudes and opinions on Iranians. 

The imperial concept of using the first person, singular, when refer

ring to national issues reflects the paternalistic sentiment of the Shah 

and the primacy of the monarchical station in life over that of the 

public. 

The Shah saw himself as Zei1 A1lah, or God's shadow on earth. 

This implies that he was in a better position to judge what was in Iran's 

interest than the common person, who lacked this special relationship 

with God and celestial insight. As Shah, Mohammed Reza Pahlavi would 

be able to guide his children down the primrose path, which was revealed 
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to him by God, leading them toward development of a strong industrial 

state and world power. 

Public opinion has little importance in guiding formation of 

Iranian foreign policy. Rather, Iranian values, which help Influence 

the foundation of public opinion, have a larger role. This will be 

mentioned later. These values, fal1ing within the individual section 

of the trilevel paradigm, prove to play a greater role than the entire 

domestic sector. 

Limited Bureaucratic Dynamics in Iran 

James Bill (1972), Fred Halliday (1979), and Robert Graham 

(1979) explained how Mohammed Reza Pahlavi constantly maneuvered to 

strengthen his control over governmental decision-making apparatus. 

Experiences of his father's deposition by British and Soviet efforts 

during World War II, temporary loss of political power during the 

Mossadegh era In the 1950s, and riots in the early 1960s demonstrated 

to the Shah that if a leader fails to be a strong Farmendeh, or com

mander of the people, he can be eased out of power. After circumvent

ing the final vestige of Madj i T i s power in conflict over land reform 

and expanding internal security forces, the Shah could make all deci

sions without fearing effective political opposition (at least until 

the 1978 Revolution). According to regime apologists Chubin and Zabih 

(197^, p> 10), "The Shah has made every foreign policy decision of any 

moment since the late 1950s." Therefore, one can "blackbox" bureau

cratic bargaining, ruling it out as a factor influencing foreign policy 

making. 
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American Bureaucratic Interest Split 
On Arms Sales 

In the United States, however, bureaucratic battles developed 

within the governmental apparatus regarding the feasibility of arms 

transfers to Iran. Stereotypes of Department of Defense bellicosity con

stantly being pitted against Department of State prudence became shatter

ed with the revelation of Henry Kissinger's persistence in pushing arma

ment transfers over Defense Secretary James Schlessinger's opposition to 

unrestrained impractical sales to Iran. As government-to-government 

agreements for these sales increased from $519,110,000 in 1972 to 

$5,803,079,000 in 1977, administration proponents of the transfers also 

found increasing, albeit ineffective, opposition from Capitol Hill (U.S. 

Congress, House, 1977b). 

Attention turns toward these splits in philosophy concerning, 

the role arms should play in the implementation of foreign policy 

programs within the Gulf, rather than attempting to explain the formal, 

ideal bureaucratic role in the dec is ion-making process (Irwin, 1971; 

Nixon, 1970). Two reasons account for this. First, exploring the seem

ingly objective governmental framework fails to make distinctions 

between the ideal or intended function of the decision-making structure, 

and the actual dynamics as contending bureaucrats and legislators attempt 

to implement their policies over rivals. Graham Allison (1969) pointed 

out the prudence of paying attention to the interests and game plans of 

governmental organizations and the players, rather than approaching 

this subject under the assumption that decision-makers act in a unitary, 

rational fashion. Secondly, the limited amount of information available 
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on interdepartmental memos and committee reports prohibits an indepth 

study of bureaucratic exchanges. 

In exploring bureaucratic interaction, positions of governmental 

actors will be noted, followed with some background information, which 

attempts to clarify their positions. Special interests of bureaucratic 

groups affect each group's position on transferring arms, through sales, 

credit or military assistance, to other national actors. All compete 

for the attention of the President. All try to advance for adoption a 

program which has been formulated on each group's perception of specific 

aspects of American interests and objectives. Two factors influence 

the degree to which their input into the decision-making process affected 

the foreign policies of the Nixon, Ford and Carter Administrations. 

First of all, the mindset of the President determines how receptive he 

is to the competing messages from various government source. Secondly, 

the degree of aggressiveness and ability to play policy-making games 

will influence one's success in having one's position accepted—winning 

the game. 

During the Nixon Administration, the Twin Pillar policy emerged 

in response to the changing world system. The President entered office 

at a time when increasing diffusion of political and economic power in 

the world seemed to call into question the former assumption that the 

U.S. and USSR could project power with relative ease in order to serve 

their own interests. Undeniably, the quagmire Elsenhower faced during 

1958 in Lebanon signaled a need for the U.S. to change some basic assump

tions about America's capability to project its military power for 

political ends as well as the Dulleseque dualistic mentality that the 
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world was divided into two political camps. Rather than demonstrating 

that the United States was capable of supporting its friends and pro

tecting them from internal communist subversion, the landing of troops 

in Lebanon under provisions of the Eisenhower Doctrine more effectively 

demonstrated to Arab Nationalists that the United States was insensi

tive to forces of nationalization, anticolonial ism, and the desire for 

modernization which were the actual roots of area tensions (see George 

and Smoke, 197^» Ch. 11, for detailed analysis of American involvement 

in Lebanon). The final shock which indicated the limits of power came 

from the American experience in Vietnam through 1972. 

Harboring a basic distrust of the Soviets, Richard Nixon sought 

to formulate a policy of positive and negative incentives. Transfer of 

technology and dialogues on international issues increased between the 

Americans and Soviets. On the other hand, the President wanted to make 

sure that the Soviets would be deterred from destablizing the estab

lished order, here, within the Gulf subsystem. To do this, Nixon searched 

for a means of raising costs to Soviets for any disruptive actions. 

Therefore, the Chief Executive was susceptible to the influence of 

bureaucratic communiques which indicated methods of controlling Soviet 

mischief with a minimum of American involvement. Successful suggestions 

included arms transfers. Nixon Administration policy decision on these 

transfers, specifically to Iran, gathered enough momentum to carry 

through to the Carter Administration. 

Secondly, successful bureaucratic game-playing required aggres

siveness and talent. The ability of Secretary of State Kissinger and 

Carter's National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski to translate 
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their views into policy lies in articulate communication, organiza

tional or leadership talents, and ease of access to the President. 

Mr. Brzezinski is also said to have learned how to make 
better use of his debating skills at high-level meetings. 
Aides to other key officials, for example, complain that Mr. 
Brzezinski often gets his way at these sessions because their 
bosses lack this gift of gab. 

But the key to Mr. Brzezinski's growing effectiveness 
lies in his relationship with Jimmy Carter. On the one level, 
it flows from his access to the Oval Office ... he sees Mr. 
Carter on a daily basis and thus enjoys a proximity to power 
that his rivals lack. Mr. Carter, for his part, is said to 
have grown increasingly comfortable with Mr. Brzezinski and 
his views. Feeling secure in his position, Mr. Brzezinski 
is often less reticent about arguing with the President than 
Mrs. Vance or Mr. Brown and . . . has had critical impact on 
several important last-minute decisions (Burt, 1978, p. 10). 

Rubin (1980, p. I67) commented on Kissinger's ability to top 

Secretary of Defense James Schlessinger in bureaucratic battles: 

Since Kissinger always had the President's ear and since 
he also controlled the State Department—supported there by 
Undersecretary Sisco, an architect of the policy (of increase 
arms transfers)—dissent was deemed useless. Kissinger's 
well-known ferocity in bureaucratic battles and his primacy 
in policy-making discouraged open debate. 

Kissinger's ability to impose within the decision-making appa

ratus, his philosophy on geopolitics, both socioeconomic and political 

development, and political utility of arms transfers led to increased 

sales, not only with the Gulf, but the entire world. Geopolitics will 

be discussed in the following section on the changing international 

order. Let us first examine Kissinger's concepts on national develop

ment and stability. 

The fashionable Western view, which Kissinger also held during 

service in the Nixon Administration, contends that economic development 

would more or less lead to political stability in a nation. However, 
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as socioeconomic change progressed, Kissinger (1979) asserted that 

some opposition from displaced groups would most likely occur. Thus, 

some kind of strong, authoritarian, centralized rule is needed to cope 

with revolutionary stresses in a state which lacks firmly rooted 

democratic traditions. 

Perhaps it is history's tragic lesson that only two kinds 
of structure seem able to survive the stresses of moderniza
tion: either totalitarian governments imposing their will 
and national discipline, or else democratic governments 
where pluralism and constitutional tradition were already in 
place before industrialization began (Kissinger, 1979» pp. 
1260-1261) .  

Such philosophy indicates, at best, some paternalistic attitude 

that the less-sophisticated people must be led into the twentieth 

century by some fatherly figure who can determine what is a proper 

course of action. At worst, this way of viewing development reveals 

an ironic conception along the same lines as having to destroy a city 

in order to save it. This exemplifies a circuitous thought process. 

A Third World nation could possibly become unstable and eventually 

fall into the undemocratic Soviet camp. In order to avoid the estab

lishment of any unfriendly totalitarian state, which could continue 

to exist over an indefinitely long period of time, one must be willing 

to accept the existence of a friendly authoritarian state at least 

for the short term. 

As Crane Brinton (1965) pointed out, a newly emerging system, 

whether initiated through a popular or conservative revolution, uses 

force to establish itself. Whether one accepts the official Iranian 

assertations of the White Revolution as being a popular alliance between 

the Shah and the people or the belief that changes in Iran were part 
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of the Shah's bid for power aggrandizement, one cannot deny that some 

transformation of the economic system was taking place. Using Marxist 

dialectical jargon, Iran was being changed from a feudal or precapita

list society into a capitalist one (Halliday, 1979). It is not within 

the spirit of this section to make any value judgments on this trans

formation process in Iran and the best method, as perceived by 

Kissinger, for dealing with this. The bottom line is that by renovat

ing or changing an order, enemies are made in those groups which find 

themselves losing social, economic, or political status. In the case 

of Iran, this included the mujtahidin and bazaar is. From Kissinger's 

viewpoint, it was imperative for the Shah to have enough force to 

control disgruntled groups which would impede progress toward estab

lishment of a socioeconomic system that would guarantee long-term 

domestic stability in Iran. In turn, a stable Iran would help to keep 

the regional peace. 

Achieving stabi 1 ity included material incentives for cooperative 

elements of the middle class. Hypothetically, through development of 

a consumer and industrial society, goods would be available to reward 

those who followed the Shah's leadership. Concepts advancing economic 

development as a necessary factor for achieving stability gained 

popularity with the success of the Marshall Plan. President John F. 

Kennedy first applied these ideas to Iran although the principles were 

corrupted by the Shah. Kennedy balanced monarchical powers against 

liberalizing trends. Some use of authoritarian power he accepted; in 

particular to overcome opposition in the Madjlis of large landowners 

to the reform. Yet pressures which the Kennedy Administration 
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exerted for greater technocratic participation in developmental decision

making led to the installation of Dr. A. Amini as Prime Minister and 

Hasan Arsenjani as Minister of Agriculture. Kennedy balkec! at bids by 

the Shah to increase military power without socioeconomic and selected 

political reform. These Iranian bureaucrats remained in office until 

the Shah felt that their success posed a more immediate threat to the 

legitimacy of his rule than outside threats. 

By no longer attempting to pressure the Shah for comcomitant 

reforms in all three of these areas, perhaps Kissinger made his biggest 

mistake. He ascribed too much credibility to standard concepts of 

socioeconomic development and ignored elements of political legitimacy 

unique to Iran. During an interview following the deposition of 

Mohammed Reza Pahlava, Kissenger conceded: "t accept the argument 

that all of us paid insufficient attention in Iran to the proposition 

that political construction should go side by side with economic 

construction. The failure was less of intelligence agencies than of 

a conceptual apparatus" (The Economist, 1979, P> 31). 

Turning to Kissinger's views on the political utility of arms 

transfers reveals other reasons why he favored sales to Iran. He saw 

increased transfers as an instrument for exerting political leverage 

over the recipients. In general, eliminating most restrictions on 

transfers to Iran and subsequent upswing in sales served to support 

Kissinger's short-term diplomatic objectives. 

The United States faced the problem of how to safeguard 

American interests through maintaining regional stability. If the 
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Nixon Administration Twin Pillar policy was to work, a method of 

ensuring Arabs against Iranian military dominance of even a loose, 

informal security arrangement had to be implemented. The influx of 

foreign technocrats to Iran, which accompanied the weapon systems, 

served as a means to reassure the moderate Gulf Arabs that Iran would 

not possess capabilities to exert Iranian hegemony within the Gulf. 

The Saudis seem to accept the assessment that Iran could not launch an 

effective military state against Arab actors without American support. 

Thus, while the United States developed a program whereby indigenous 

actors would have the responsibility for maintaining regional stability, 

the United States still maintained a sort of veto power, so that in 

the short-term, America could restrict the use of military hardware 

through providing software and logistical support. In the meantime, 

Saudi Arabia aimed at building a defense infrastructure that would 

permit entering some regional security system as a full partner. 

Kissinger used supplier leverage to retard or prevent nuclear 

proliferation in cases involving Korea, Pakistan, and Iran. Through 

his efforts, Iran and Korea had chosen multinationally owned and 

operated nuclear reprocessing plants rather than indigenous control 

of plants located in their own territory. 

The value of arms sales to exert leverage over Iran seems to 

be based on less conventional factors. L. W. Snider (1978) showed 

that the intensity of conflict with regional rivals since World War 

II had less impact than conflict between Iran and the Soviet Union in 

determining the degree of Iran's cooperation with its major arms 

supplier. Secondly, Iran's cooperation with a supplier has not 
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depended significantly on aircraft acquisition and thus the availabil

ity of high technology weapon systems as had been the case in Arab 

countries Snider has studied. "The weak predictive power of the arms 

transfer variables and the null impact of Iran's conflict involvement 

with any Middle East countries raise the question of just what forces 

motivate Iran's massive arms buildup" (Snider, 1978, pp. 261). 

Determining what factors motivated this buildup on the part of Iran 

would give insight into what leverage point Kissinger might have 

utilized in any interaction with Iran. 

One possibility why Snider failed to link supplier leverage to 

aircraft sales is that the author's unit of measurement failed to 

focus on a more salient characteristic, which reflected some ideosyn-

cratic aspect of Iran foreign policy making. In other words, in making 

a study of Middle East nations, the author worked under some assumption 

that did not apply to the specific case of Iran. Rather than look at 

aircraft in terms of prestige potential, Snider weighed this independent 

variable in terms of air combat and ground attack potential. 

The Shah saw arms purchases as one factor used In establishing 

regime legitimacy and bolstering Iran's and his own prestige. Therefore, 

one possibility is that the leverage gained by the United States in arms 

sales to the Shah was based more on how the transfers add to monarchical 

prestige than on how the transfers would deter regional threat forces. 

As a supplier, American influence over the Shah depended upon the abil

ity of arms to further monarchical interest. The link between arms 

transfers and Pahlavl's political legitimacy will be further discussed 

when examining how values effect formulation of foreign policy. 
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The amount of arms needed for these purposes cannot be easily 

quantified. Rather than being based on the strength of forces a threat 

poses, the amount of material the actor wishes to procure is partly 

dependent upon his perceptions and subjective judgment. It is as 

difficult to judge how many jets and tanks are needed to Increase a 

leader's popularity in the eyes of his public and prestige in the 

opinion of foreign governments. 

Various Department of Defense officials, basing their assessment 

on what should be sold to Iran on capabilities of systems, arms balances, 

absorption rates of systems, regional threats, and security risks to 

leakage of secrets, assumed a less aggressive position than did 

Kissinger and Sisco. Some even questioned the need to sell more arms 

to the Shah. In the past, the Department's International Security 

Agency (ISA) annually received threat assessment from the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff in order to determine what level of sales were justified. 

Since 1966, ISA argued that Iran spent too much for arms in light of 

Irano-Soviet rapprochement. They constantly debated the opposing 

State Department position until the Nixon Administration cut off the 

discourse in 1969 (Rubin, 1980). However, it was generally assumed 

that some action had to be taken before the vacuum left by the British 

pullout from the Gulf sucked the Soviets into the area. Within the 

Department of Defense, the question remained to what degree should the 

United States step up arms transfers in connection with regional 

security interest. What amounts, in qualitative and quantitative terms, 

would be needed in lieu of a British military presence? In 1971, Deputy 
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Secretary of Defense David Packard noted the problem: "The best hope 

of reducing our overseas involvement and expenditures lies in getting 

allied and friendly nations to do even more in their defense. To 

realize that hope, however, requires that we must continue, if 

requested, to give or sell them the tools they need for this bigger 

load we are urging them to assume" (Sampson, 1977, p. 23*0. 

Officially, the introduction of new-generation Soviet weapon 

systems into Iraq, the opening of a Soviet base in Somalia, and the 

shaky financial situation of American arms manufacturers helped to 

modify the armed forces' view toward transfers in Iran. Military task 

force studies in the late 1960s indicated that Iran had the capability 

to deal with any aggressive acts initiated by any indigenous actor 

within the Gulf sybsystem. Within the decade, representatives of the 

armed forces, particularly the Navy, did about faces, publicly advocat

ing sales of F-I4s to counter threats supposedly posed by MiG 23s and 

MiG 25s. In trying to determine what prompted this apparent change 

of heart, one should ask if policy changed as a reaction to Soviet 

initiative or if a threat was manufactured or at least overstated to 

rationalize policy decisions. 

Asked to justify transfers of F-14S and Spruance-class destroy

ers, the Shah replied "some countries that border us with less than one-

third the population have as many tanks and aircraft as we have." He 

continued: "Do you realize that around us are MiG 23s and MiG25s fly-

Ing?" (Gwertzman, 1976, p. 32). The Shah stressed to Nixon this point 
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of Soviet overflights, which occurred prior to the Irano-lraqi 1975 

treaty, on borders along the Shatt al-Arab. The Administration respond

ed favorably, assuring the Shah that he could have his choice between 

the F-14 Tomcat and the F-15A Eagle (U.S. Congress, Senate, 1976b). 

Billed as a :'MiG-Ki 1 ler," designed to ensure American air 

superiority for the eighties, the Tomcat seemed a logical choice for 

the Shah." State-of-the-art avionics and armaments made possible the 

achievement of its missions, which included fighter sweep and escort, 

clearing airspace of enemy aircraft in order to permit friendly strike 

aircraft to operate. The F-lA serves as a delivery platform from which 

to launch up to four AIM-5^ Phoenix missiles simultaneously at different 

targets. The Hughes AN/AWG-3 weapons control system and Kaiser AN/AVG-12 

vertical and head up display system would allow the Imperial Iranian 

Air Force to acquire targets and launch missiles at a range beyond 

MiG capabilities (Sampson, 1977, p. 241; Chant, 1979. pp. 211-212; U.S. 

Congress, Senate, 1976b). 

Subsequent testing has brought into question the scope of this 

aircraft's abilities. The United States General Accounting Office has 

concluded that there are areas in which the Tomcat has not shown itself 

fully capable of defending American fleets against missiles (Pace, 1976). 

The United States Air Force combat simulations Ace-Val and Aim-Val 

demonstrated that high technology planes win on one-to-one situations; 

but, in other cases involving a disfavorable ratio of friendly to threat 

aircraft, the F-14 does not necessarily come out on top. It may be 

argued that game rules requiring visual sighting before engaging the 



target affected the results. This suspicion is cast on Air Force find

ings. As far as general testing is concerned, perhaps one should make 

a distinction between F-14 capabilities to engage threat planes at 

long distances and to fight aircraft at close range. Controls for 

distance of engagement, method engagement, and enemy-friendly ratios 

should be implemented before making a final judgment on the Tomcat. 

But as far as determining the potential performance of specific Iranian 

F-l4s in battle, the American Air Force result may be helpful. Lacking 

proficiency in the use of avionics, Iranian pilots may have been 

compelled, in some cases, to utilize sighting methods similar to those 

used in American battle simulations. 

Some military experts privately asserted that the F-l4 exempli

fies weapon systems that are too complicated to be practical for use by 

the Iranian armed forces. Some United States military personnel felt 

that such an aircraft would not be useful in contingencies which Iran 

could possibly face through 1985. Moreover, because priority was given 

to such a prestige system as the Tomcat, personnel were assigned to 

learn how to handle the F-H shortly after being trained on the F-5E 

and F-4, which were more relevant for meeting Iran's near-term threats. 

Thus, significant degradation of Iranian military capabilities occurred. 

This brings into question the original rationale upon which the sale 

of F-l4s were based. If Iranians could not effectively operate Tomcats, 

they would not be expected to effectively counter a threat posed by MIG 

23s and 25s. Results of recent aerial battles between Iranian and 

Iraqi jets support this statement. 
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A more likely factor, which motivated American military officials 

to advocate Tomcat transfers, centered on procurement problems faced 

by the United States Navy. In 1971, the Grumman Corporation lost $18 

million on the development of the F-14, and in 1972 it went an additional 

$70 million into the red. The cost per copy increased from $7-3 million 

to $11 million. Although the Navy agreed to pay Grumman more for the 

fighter and lend the contractor money, the future of the jet and Grumman 

remained uncertain. The urgency for sharing costs weighed heavily 

upon the project. Yet the Navy had hoped to keep such a prestigious 

weapons system to itself. Therefore, the Navy faced the proverbial 

problem of whether it would have its cake or eat it. 

A grand orchestrated sales pitch, on a scale to become common 

during the 1970s, took place. Grumman salesman Colin Jupp, who had 

connections in Tehran, Moscow, and Washington, pressured business 

associates. Grumman stressed to the Pentagon that if Tomcats were 

sold to the Shah, production costs would drop. Secretary of the Navy 

John Chaffee traveled to Tehran prior to Nixon's visit in 1972. By 

August 1973, the Shah had decided to buy the F-l^. Iran received its 

first deliveries 2i years later. 

Although the Navy expressed relief at ostensibly lowering unit 

costs and assuring production, the atmosphere around the Pentagon was 

not one of jubilation. Admirals had lost their technological lead 

over other nations' military establishments: it was the first time 

that the government agreed to transfer high-technology weapons to another 

state as they rolled out of the factory. The contractor's sales pitch 

about saving money came into question. Sharing production lines 
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lengthened delivery schedules to the U.S. Navy, thus raising mainte

nance expenses on existing systems and subjected the F—14 to more cost 

overruns due to inflation. A Congressional Budget Office study reported 

that while Iran's order of 80 Tomcats initially saved the Navy $60 mil

lion in production .expenses, slower procurement and additional closing 

costs added $120 million to the American government's final bill. 

This demonstrates that special interests within the military, 

rather than Iranian defense needs, influenced their position on arms 

transfers to the Shah. Once a system shows signs of successful per

formance in the research and development stage, it takes on a life of 

its own which makes it hard to exterminate. The military branches will 

exert pressures in order to protect their special projects which will 

enhance the capabilities and thus prestige of their services as well 

as to protect their vested interests in keeping their suppliers solvent. 

Not only do conflicts develop among governmental departments 

but within them as well. Some civilian members of the Department of 

Defense opposed selling security-sensitive high technology systems to 

Iran. Questions were raised about security, fearing information on 

security-sensitive, high technology might leak to the-'Soviets. But 

Nixon cut off dialogue on this, saying that the matter was no longer 

subject to debate, only implementation. 

Department of Defense logistic specialists and ISA analysts 

criticized virtually carte blanche sales to Iran. Without any estab

lished policy or transfers, even some officials within the State 

Department reportedly admitted in private that the program had "achieved 



a magnitude people didn't anticipate," without proper "consideration 

of the long-term consequences" (Rubin, 1980, p. *tl6). 

Two underlying realizations sparked their critique. First, 

increasing the rate and quantity of arms sales failed to guarantee an 

ability to absorb these systems and a like increase in defense readi

ness. Secondly, this lack of Iranian absorptive capacity necessitated 

a continuing presence of American advisors and trainers. Contrary to 

Kissinger's view of the American presence in Iran, some indicated that 

a high profile of American technicians might leave the advisors as 

"hostages," causing the American government to choose between with

drawing from a support role or becoming more involved in a war situation. 

Others prophetically warned that this visual linkage of the United 

States to an oppressive regime might have long-term negative conse

quences for the United States. "There is also the possibility that 

social, economic and political friction may in the future result from 

the presence of large numbers of U.S. citizens in Third World societies" 

(U.S. Congress, Senate, 1977a, p. 27). Appearing before a House Subcom

mittee, Marvin Zonis more directly came to the point: "I am very con

cerned that American foreign policy is contributing to the suppression 

and the postponement of fundamental social changes. These are going to 

come, if not now then in some time in the not to [sic] distant future" 

(U.S. Congress, House, 1973> p. 65). 

The report of Representative Pierre S. duPont IV's study 

mission to Iran, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia in 1975 reflects the concern 

about negative fallout resulting from the American commitment to sup

port the Shah's military. 
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In the event of social disturbances, it would be U.S. 
trained and equipped forces which would be called in to deal 
with the unrest. . . . Too often those who possess military 
strength succumb to the temptation of relying upon that force, 
tightning their grip in-moments of crisis. Such policies are 
often conducive to promoting even greater unrest in the future. 
We should be aware of the indirect role the United States 
may be .playing in the future events of gulf countries. 

In looking at the implications for social instability 
the arms buildup may have, one should also attempt to envision 
the eventuality of an Iran without the Shah. Iran is sometimes 
called a "one-bullet" nation—a nation where one bullet could 
remove not only the head of state, but national stability 
with him (U.S. Congress, House, 1975a, p. 16). 

Urban guerrilla activity in Iran indicated increasing negative 

sentiment within the Iranian public toward American support of the 

Shah's repressive regime. A bomb exploded in a car owned by a U.S. 

Army general. An unsuccessful attempt was made to kidnap the U.S. 

Ambassador. Rockwell employees died on the streets of Tehran due to 

gunshot wounds. After the overthrow of the Shah, negative attitudes 

toward America continued. Although 52 American embassy workers were 

held hostage from 4 November J979 until 20 January 1981 in an attempt 

by Khomeini's associates to delay the disintegration of formerly 

allied groups into warring factions, one of the official rationale 

offered to the Iranian public was that their government sought redress 

for injustices under the Shah which were at least tacitly supported 

by the American government. 

The overriding concerns of Nixon and Kissinger for a speedy 

buildup of Iranian military power resulted in the discounting of 

warnings from within the American government and from anti-American 

activity in Iran. It was imperative that American advisors play an 

interim role in Iran's military community until the Iranians could 



assume the positions themselves. According to Senate staff report 

published in 1976, the Iranian military would not be capable of 

providing for their own defense for ten years (U.S. Congress, Senate, 

1976b). Iran had no difficulty in procuring weapons systems. In fact, 

military hardware stacked up, still crated, in warehouses. The problem 

centered in recruiting and training enough people to operate the 

equipment. One American study concluded that in order to provide 

the required personnel, the Iranian military might need virtually 

the nation's entire graduating high school class for years {Rubin, 

1980, p. 166). 

The lack of skilled manpower impeded the translation of weapons 

acquisitions into viable military power. It would have been difficult 

to have expanded the pool of human resources available to the military 

as rapidly as the Shah wanted, without some loss of efficiency. Any 

gains would have been merely in "paper power." 

Iran found its military caught in a vicious self-sustaining 

cycle. Although armed forces expanded from 181,000 in 1971 to 3^2,000 

in 1977, there were still not enough qualified operators of equipment 

(institute for Strategic Studies (ISS), 1970, 1977). In order to 

compensate for this, the Shah relied on capital intensive, qualita

tively superior weapons. Acquisition of more sophisticated systems 

further, taxed training programs and the pool of trained personnel. 

The negative effects of pulling pilots out of Phantom and F-5E pro

grams were mentioned earlier. 

Schlessinger questioned transfer policies which failed to 

establish a correlation between Iranian acquisitions and the combat 
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efficiency of the Iranian military as indicated through mastery of 

arms systems. On one occasion, a pilot bailed out after a F-14 stalled. 

The plane's avionics pulled it out of its stall, but, lacking any 

human guidance, eventually crashed. After spending three weeks studying 

computers, data input and bits, a student asked "When the tape sings 

to the computer, what does it say?" He equated computer discs with 

cassette tapes and music. It is imperative that one masters the 

computer or F-l*» flight simulators, essential to train pilots, will 

not work. A systems programmer summarized: "They are trying to run 

space-age programs in a medieval society (Yuenger, 9 Jan. 1978, p. 

1 ) .  

Some military officials felt that the Imperial Iranian Air 

Force, on which victory against a formidable enemy would depend, 

could not operate without direct American support. "Without Americans 

to maintain balances and load our fighters, we would be grounded 

within two days in a war situation," an Iranian general confided. 

"Unfortunately our own people do not have the technical skills to 

keep us in the air" (Gage, 9 July 1978, p. 1). 

Secretary Schlessinger reacted to this lack of Iranian absorp

tive capacity. In writing, he informed Nixon that it would be unwise 

to sell F-l4s or F—15s and advised against an increase in uniformed 

advisors in Iran. Rather than impeding the outbreak of hostilities 

as Kissinger argued, the presence of Americans might draw the United 

States further into a conflict. The growth of American involvement 

in Vietnam demonstrates how difficult it is to extract advisors 
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from a conflict. If a scenario occurred in which the Soviets attacked 

Iran, the United States would face the choice of having its advisors 

involved in the conflict or ultimately concede victory to the Soviets. 

The former would most likely he the choice for two reasons. First of 

all, allowing the Soviets to claim a fait accompli would have ruined the 

credibility of every commitment and shown the American rationale for 

sales to have been the orchestration of prevarication and deception 

on a grand scale. Secondly, western political and military leaders 

view the Gulf area as one of the most strategically important regions 

in the world. The costs of inaction would have been unacceptable in 

the region where wins and losses were calculated within the context 

of a zero-sum game. 

In October 1975, trying to circumvent Kissenger's bureaucratic 

power, Schlessinger sent Eric von Marbod to Iran. As a counterweight 

to hard sales tactics of arms merchants, von Marbod convinced Iranians 

to cancel several unrealistic projects that would have made further 

demands on Iran's limited human resources. At approximately the same 

time, the Secretary of Defense sent G. Glenn Blitgon to study the 

military absorptive capacity and the internal management of arms sales 

programs in Iran. Late in 1975, armed with data from the mission's 

findings, DOD forwarded a report to President Ford which urged recon

sideration of United States arms transfer policy toward Iran and the 

slowing down the rate of transfers. 

Top State Department and National Security personnel, maneuver

ing to preserve existing policy, diluted the evaluation. Many involved 
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suggest that Kissinger was responsible for sabotaging the project 

(New York Times, 27 Jan. 1975). 

Along with Kissinger, the American intelligence community 

fell into the category of those favoring sales. Iran's geographical 

location made the nation an important area for gathering electronic 

intelligence on Soviet troop movements and missile tests. These 

special interests raised no incentive for these specific bureaucrats 

to challenge the efficacy of systems or the business ethics of those 

who tried to push hardware designed for surveillance on the Iranian 

government. 

It is against this trend which Schlessinger and General Hassan 

Toufanian, Iran's own military watchdog, raised their voices. Both 

the American Secretary of Defense and the Iranian general who served 

as Vice-Minister of Defense in charge of arms procurement claimed 

that the rate of arms acquisition surpassed rate of absorption and 

that unneeded hardware was being sold to Iran. Toufanian found no 

objections to increasing Iranian military readiness: his contention 

was that in doing so, Iran fell prey to slick-talking salesmen and 

inordinately high prices. The former allegation was true, but the 

latter charge failed to take into account added costs of support 

which NATO states did not face. 

Development of the top-secret IBEX project dramatizes how 

special interests led to Iran becoming a technical dumping ground. 

Too much energy was spent on how one could best play geopolitical 

strategic games. Too little time was afforded for studying system 

viability and effectiveness as well as the social-psychological 
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effects that the addition of such systems would elicit from the 

Iranian public. The U.S. Central Intelligence Agency wanted to expand 

the information-gathering network, which monitored Soviet installations. 

The agency viewed the addition of nine monitoring stations and IBEX 

as required In response to changing military-political conditions 

in the Gulf. Before the British withdrew its military from areas 

east of Suez, a British communications intelligence unit had sites 

inside Iran from which flights were made over the Caspian Sea to 

monitor Soviet missile testing. With the British gone, the American 

intelligence community felt some unit with similar capabilities must 

take over this role. 

Rockwell received the contract for this $500 million project. 

The company hired former National Security Agency and Air Force 

Security Service personnel to train Iranians and put the project 

into operation. However, Rockwell found IBEX unable to perform as 

predicted. THE CIA found it difficult to extract itself from the 

growing quagmire, having been involved in helping to implement the 

plans for IBEX. 

In August 1976, gunmen murdered three Rockwell executives 

associated with the project. It cannot be definitively stated what 

prompted the attack. Assassins identified IBEX as another tool of 

Pahlavi oppression, and thus wished to attack those who made the 

violation of human rights possible. Rumors filtered throughout the 

country that I BEX1s electronic gadgetry could be turned to snoop 

on private Iranian citizens as well as the Soviets. The ability to 
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spy on Iranians through electronic means would have enhanced the 

capabilities of SAVAK. 

In fairness to American intelligence personnel, their interests 

did not center on suggesting ways to oppress Iranians, but in gathering 

the information vital to successful implementation of the Strategic 

Arms Limitation Treaty and maintaining the credibility of its deterrent 

relationship with Iran. IBEX was to serve as a manmade means of intro

ducing an element of trust, or predictability, into superpower rela

tions. In concert with other national technical means of surveillance, 

IBEX would have been able to certify continued Soviet compliance with 

treaties of such strategic weapons, by keeping track of the number and 

type of delivery systems in the Soviet strategic arsenal and the sys

tems being tested by the Soviets. Concerning the second point, an 

additional method for charting Soviet troop movement would give the 

United States added time to respond to any Soviet military threat to 

the region. This will be expounded upon in the chapter on unconven

tional deterrence. 

The title of Barry Rubin's (1980) book, Paved with Good Inten

tions, provides an apropos description of events surrounding the IBEX 

projects as well as other transfers. A rift between intentions of 

U.S. policy-makers and perceptions of the Iranian people widened, 

becoming a catalyst in the disintegration of Irano-American relations 

after the fall of the Shah in January 1979• The prophecies of Zonis 

and DuPont came true. The average Iranian failed to see Rockwell 

technicians as providing a service that would facilitate the lessening 

of tensions between two global powers. Viewing Rockwell employees 
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as Instruments of domestic oppression, the Iranians became susceptible 

to rhetoric, which widened the definition of the American role in 

Iran. They came to accept such American technicians as agents of 

United States imperialism. 

In addition to strategic security, American economic interests 

motivated the program to increase arms sales. On 20 December 1973» 

in response to an upward surge of oil prices, President Nixon created 

an interdepartmental committee to spur exports. The Administration 

was searching for ways to end or, at least, decrease balance of pay

ments deficits. Increasing arms sales was not ruled out as an option 

for easing the economic sting of trade imbalances. 

The Department of Commerce's interest in transfers primarily 

had an economic rather than strategic grounding. Assistant Secretary 

for Economic Policy and Research S. Stanley Katz made a fine distinc

tion between the type of objective at which the Department of Commerce's 

overall export expansion program aimed and the kind of objective 

for which specifically foreign military sales reached. The former 

goal was economic and the latter proved one of national security and 

geopolitical strategy. Katz felt that arms sales were part of a com

plete line of increasingly reliable products which could be sold in 

order to "sop up" petroldollars and interject them back into the 

American economy. Producing and selling to meet the short- to mid-term 

demand for arms "has the benefit of absorbing some of the excess 

revenues that might otherwise be sloshing around the short-term 

capital markets of the world" (Katz, 1976, p. kk"J). 
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Increasing foreign aerospace sales arrested a downward trend 

in the domestic aerospace industry. Between 1968 and 1972, total 

sales dropped approximately $5-5 billion. By 1974, the industry 

regained about $4 billion In current dollars. Total aerospace exports 

increased from $2.4 billion to $6.9 billion from 1972 to 1974, of 

the $4.5 billion difference, military exports accounted for slightly 

over one-quarter of the increase (Sampson, 1977, pp. 234-235). The 

upturn in total military sales could translate into an extra 100,000 

jobs over the projected period of increased demand (Katz, 1976). On 

the other hand, a congressional study concluded that an immediate 40% 

cut in the volume of orders for military exports would result in 132 

thousand displaced workers while a gradual reduction in military 

exports would displace about 75 thousand workers in fiscal year 1983 

(U.S. Congress, Senate, 1977c). 

Facing a faltering aerospace industry, President Nixon refused 

to consider an idea which Treasury Secretary William Simon forwarded. 

In September 1972, Simon argued that arms sales should be used as 

leverage against Iran's policy of raising oil prices. He felt that 

the United States should delay or deny sales to oil exporting nations 

failing to keep a lid on oil prices. Kissinger and Nixon both rejected 

this plan. Both felt that European salesmen would take up any slack 

in American sales. Such events, they reasoned, would put a deeper 

dent in America's battered economy. The Treasury Secretary recon

sidered his position, indicating that he was not inclined to discourage 

taking orders for armaments. 
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The importance of this interplaying of governmental interests 

in the formulation of foreign policy and the rationale behind each 

bureaucrat's position has increased as the primacy of the executive 

branch over Congress in the area of foreign policy decision-making 

has developed. From the Truman Administration through the Nixon 

Presidency, a progressively greater percentage of military commitments 

have taken the form of executive agreements rather than treaties. 

These agreements were not subject to the same requirement of Congres

sional approval as were treaties. Thus for the sake of political 

expediency, the President can choose an option when interacting with 

other states that tends to bypass the Congressional role of advising 

on and consenting to matters of foreign involvement. 

Table 2. Prominence of executive agreements over treaties in making 
significant military commitments: 1946-197*1 

Administration Treaties(T) Executive Agreements(EA) Index = EA/T+EA 

Truman 17 18 .51 

Eisenhower 7 20 • 7** 

Kennedy 1 3 .75 

Johnson A 13 .76 

Nixon JL 19 lo
o 

1 C
Tv
 

Total 32 73 .69 

Source: Adapted from Johnson and McCormick {1978, pp. 117-131). 
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Some of these agreements focused on the Middle East. Those 

having a significant impact on American responsibilities include estab

lishing rights for a United States base in Lebanon (1958), security 

pledges to Turkey, Iran and Pakistan (1959), the right for using Diego 

Garcia for military purposes (1966), porting privileges in Bahrain 

(1971), an agreement terminating a military and economic pact with 

Libya (1972), and sending a military mission to Iran (197*0. 

Many traditional arguments in favor of executive primacy— 

unity, secrecy, access to information, and decisiveness—disintegrated 

through the Vietnam War experience. Yet speed still worked in favor 

of the Administration. Regarding American involvement in Vietnam and 

Iran, Congress initially acted in response to executive initiative 

in the field of foreign policy rather than in concert with the Presi

dent, as a partner who offers advice. Congress and the Carter Adminis

tration found themselves fighting inertia which grew as a result of 

agreements reached during Nixon's term in office. The most important 

agreement affecting the volume of sales throughout three administra

tions sprung from the Nixon-Pahlavi talks in 1972. At this time, the 

President assured the Shah that Iran could purchase most weapon 

systems in America's arsenal. 

In the case of Vietnam, Congress, in effect, sanctioned the 

military buildup through passage of the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. 

Senator Fulbright expressed growing Congressional displeasure at hav

ing been maneuvered into an open-ended authorization for the President 

to exercise military power in Southeast Asia. Only through threats 



to limit funding for the war did Congress pressure the Administration 

to cut back on American involvement. 

President Nixon drew upon a similar type of contressional autho

rization in deciding to increase the pace of arms transfers to Iran. 

Legislators more or less gave the green light for this through enacting 

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (PL 87-195). According to Section 

507, the President may enter into contracts for the procurement of 

defense articles or defensive services for sale to friendly countries 

or international organizations providing that transaction be a noncre-

dit transfer (U.S. Code: Congressional and Administration News, 1962). 

In this instance, Congress could not readily use fiscal measures to 

control activity of the Executive Branch because there were no strings 

which could be pulled shut: Iran paid for their arms. 

The combined effect of improved communications, transportation 

and destructive capability of precision munitions made it imperative 

the the Executive Branch act quickly to a situation which might 

threaten American interest. Even as Congressmen debated over the scope 

of Presidential war powers, legislators realized that the President 

must be afforded some latitude for reacting to crisis. Unfortunately, 

in the two situations just mentioned, Johnson and Nixon exploited for 

their own purposes legislation which remained somewhat vague, subject 

to Presidential interpretation to meet unique aspects of varying 

events. A considerable amount of time passed before the actions of 

either President established a fait accompli and popular sentiment 

could be mustered to challenge Administration policies. 
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The lack of effective consultation procedures and absence of 

an arms transfer policy spawned Congressional suspicion of the ration

ality of the Executive decision-making process. Legislators began to 

wonder If anyone had thought about all probable ramifications of the 

effects of saies. Contrary to the Nixon Administration's position of 

allowing arms recipients to ascertain their own military requirements, 

Senator Ted Kennedy thought that the United States, as arms supplier, 

should have some role in determining what the legitimate defense needs 

of an arms buyer might be. The United States might refrain from 

contributing to regional instability, distrust, and an unllmlting 

spiraling of arms purchases (Kennedy, 1975). Senator Frank Church 

asked, "Is the government dog wagging the tail of the aircraft companies, 

or the aircraft companies' tail wagging the government dog?" (Sampson, 

1977, P- 23*0. Senator Humphrey's 1976 report called arms transfers 

"out of hand." 

As both the volume of sales and importance of the transfers 

as an instrument of foreign policy increased, Capitol Hill responded 

to place some controls on sales. The Foreign Assistance Act of 197^ 

(PL 93"559) required that the President submit to Congress conditions 

for the transfer of defense articles or services under the purview 

of the act, which cost $25 million or more. A letter of offer should 

not be issued If Congress adopts a concurrent resolution objecting 

to the sales, unless the President certifies an emergency exists where 

sales are in the interest of national security. The Internationa] 

Security Assistance and Arms Export Act of 1976 (.PL 9^-329) required 

a study to evaluate the impact of American sales on economic and 
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social development of arms recipients, the benefit accruing to the 

U.S. from sales, and the risk that the sales posed to world peace. 

These measures, while applicable to future transfers, were 

formulated too late to affect the brunt of sales agreements between 

the United States and Iran. Based on constant dollars, government-

to-government sales agreements between these two countries did not 

rise above the 1974 level, but in current dollars the level of sales 

reached its nadir in 1977, then fell precipitously with the advent of 

the revolution (Middle East Research and Information Project (MERIP), 

No. 71, 1978, p. 23). Figure 3 indicates that in constant dollars, 

Iranian purchases from worldwide sources were highest in 1976. 

Within both the American and Iranian bureaucracies, the policy 

chosen by the head of state became subject to implementation rather 

than discussion. It may be argued that in the United States, however, 

Congress has played a significant role by providing advice and agreeing 

to executive actions. Yet the increasing speed at which some decisions 

must be made, minimize the Impact of this process. Although the 

aforementioned acts gave Congress the ability to scuttle proposed 

sales agreements, Congress has never yet prohibited arms transfers. 

Two areas distinguish the Iranian from American decision

making apparatus which led to policy choices. First, in Iran, the Shah 

permitted no dialogue. In the United States, formulation of presiden

tial policies was open to input from advisors in the early, formative 

stages. The impact of the advisors varied according to the similarity 

of goals between head of state and the cabinet members and the bureau

cratic gaming expertise of these advisors. Secondly, because of the 
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Figure 3. Iranian military expenditures—1969-1978. — Source: 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (1980). 
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Shah's personal!st approach to government and centralized control of 

what James Bill (1972) referred to as the governmental "web system," 

no room existed for disagreement with the Shah's policies. In the 

United States, opportunities existed for bureaucratic maneuvering to 

impede implementation or lessen the impact of government programs. 

Scattered incidents such as Schlessinger sending von Morbod to Iran to 

counsel prudence in arms purchases momentarily affected U.S. government 

programs. Once in motion, however, inertia builds behind Presidential 

programs, so that others feei pressured to jump on the executive band

wagon . 

The Individual 

The most prevalent approach to the individual sector of Holsti's 

(1972) trilevel paradigm for decision-making examines how attitudes, 

experiences and value commitment of an officical affects his world view 

and ultimately his foreign policy decisions. Such a model, like other 

models, serves only as a heuristic device for directing study. The 

analyst of history must be willing to modify this theoretical con

struction in order to account for new dimensions to or peculiarities 

of a subject arising during research. It is in this spirit that the 

study of the individual level, primarily the Shah in this case, is 

expanded to include how his own attitudes and values affected his 

perception of the way legitimacy might be defined within the domestic 

sector and how the Shah's images influence the aggressive thrust of 

his foreign policy based on military power. 
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Offering a definition of "values" and noting the elements 

thereof will facilitate the understanding of how the perception of 

domestic values effect both Iranian and American foreign policy. An 

assemblance of values forms an ideology. These values are confronted 

with and interact with an actor's environment. 

First, they determine the relevance of various elements 
of the operational environment and assist in the formation 
of the psychological one. Second, they combine the relevant 
elements of the latter and form what might be called "a vision 
of the good life," meaning a state of . . . affairs which 
the agent would find most desirable. Third, they determine 
"objective (or goals, ends)" which might be considered as 
values in action, and also the less concrete "principles of 
behavior." Finally "means" must be chosen for the pursuit of 
the objectives and add up with them to "programmes or poli
cies" (Frankel, 1963, p. 112). 

The Shah Defined Political Legitimacy 
in Terms of Renascent Achaemenid Power 

Iran's sociopolitical environment permitted the Shah to inter

ject his own biases into the domestic political system. This nation's 

experience with European imperialism and debate over how a transforma

tionalist society should handle sociopolitical change undermined 

institutional pillars of political legitimacy. The continual attack on 

religious power and influence since the Qajar dynasty's fall and the 

"modernizing" nature of Iranian society in prerevolutionary years had in

dicated historical methods for meeting structural requirements of legit

imacy had become most likely invalid and that no definitive, accepted 

procedure existed for instilling such legitimacy. Manfred Halpren's 

(Hudson, 1977) metaphor of "the shattering of glass" accurately depicts' 

the effects of industrialization on traditional Perso-lslamic society. 

Iran lacked any solid widely accepted institutional underpinnings. 
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Iran may have celebrated two thousand and five hundred years 

of its monarchy's existence, but it has not concomitantly enjoyed 

continuity in its political institutions. By just focusing on this 

century, it is noted that there has been no accepted consensus as to 

what the powers of the legislature and head of state should be or how 

political officials should be chosen. Provisions of the 1906 Constitu

tion were meant to establish some political guidelines, but were ignored 

by both Pahlavi Shahs. 

Lacking any firm political traditions other than rule by a 

Shah, Iran can fit into Korany's (1976, p. 129) assessment of political 

development in emerging political systems. The author noted that in 

early stages of political development of rapidly changing systems, 

symbols of legitimacy are not yet established. In such a case, per

sonalized or charismatic political leadership emerges, trying to act 

as the rally point and symbol of consensus. As head of an authori

tarian government, the Shah enjoyed the opportunity to revive or 

discard old symbols, or promote new ones: he chose to exploit and 

build upon the ancient concept of the Iranian monarchy. 

Because Iran had few surviving traditions of legitimacy, the 

Shah turned to his own experiences and values to help formulate some 

symbols. He reflected upon the Mossadeq period of the 1950s, his 

penchant for modern military machinery and sense of Iranian history 

in the formulation of foreign policy guidelines. The efficacy of these 

guidelines and their linkage to the regime's legitimacy, as perceived 

by Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, depended on the increasing capability to 

project military power. In other words, Pahlavi's advocation of the 
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acquisition of military power is attributable to the self-serving 

nature of foreign policy goals, and his world view. 

Lacking the type of natural charismatic appeal to which Korany 

(1976) referred, Mohammed Pahlavi initiated a public relations campaign. 

The Shah, originally a taciturn leader of frail stature, tried to 

present a virile image of a soldier-statesman, following the tradition 

of Firdowsi's Shahnahme, the Shah solicited the talents of writers 

who would extol the virtues of his character. 

To probe the heart and mind of the tall, erect, broad-
sholdered, hansome and soldierly Mohammed Rezi Pahlavi, 
it is not enough to go back a few decades or even centuries; 
one must delve deep into the Persian history, a rich blend 
of fact,* legend, myth and living tradition that has lasted 
more than 2,500 years (Karanjia, 1977, p. 11) 

The Shah unsucessfully tried to link his regime with the tradi

tion of Persian Kingship. C. Curtis (1971, p. 39) reported that the 

Shah spent $100 million to celebrate the 2,500th anniversary of the 

Persian monarchy. In October 1971 at Peresepolis, where a large relief 

depicts the subservience of vassals to the Persian Shahanshah, leaders 

from throughout the world gathered to toast Iran's latest Farmandeh 

(Commander). Just as Cyrus founded the Archaemenid Dynasty and first 

"world" empire, Mohammed Reza Shah was to lead Iran's international 

renaissance. Yet, the Shah misjudged the salience or importance of 

the ability to project power throughout the region: evidence of this 

lies in the fact that neither the right nor left wing of the current 

revolution have chosen to continue to draw analogies between itself and 

Archaemenid power. 
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Stressing his link to monarchical tradition, the Shah played 

down old structural strategies and tied into the ideological strategies 

for building regime legitimacy. Addressing ideological requirements for 

establishing political legitimacy, he attempted to appeal to the Iranian 

sense of patriotism through his program of "positive nationalism," 

According to Cottam (1979b), symbols which could appeal to an 

Iranian's individual identity and thus motivate him to make an emotional 

commitment to the regime include dynasty, nation, and religion. Perhaps 

this is one reason why military personnel pledged loyalty to God, Shah, 

and country. 

Answer to History (Pahlavi, 1980a) reveals the Shah's apprecia

tion of the relationship between dynasty and nation. He asserted that 

the strength of the Iranian monarch within the international arena was 

a factor which affected the nation's ability to act as a sovereign 

power, to protect its interests, and to minimize the influence that for

eign actors have in Iran. Pahlavi's (p. 41) eulogy of a Safavid head of 

state provides a clue concerning the Shah's attitude toward the power of 

a king and national prestige: "Abbas the Great made us powerful again, 

prosperous and dreaded." 

On the other hand, Pahlavi lamented that civil war in Iran led 

to the establishment of the weak Qajar dynasty. Combined with the 

emergence of the aggressive industrial West within the international 

system, Iran fell victim to colonial exploitation, although it never 

became an official colony. The annexation of Iranian territory and the 

division of Iran into spheres of influence left bitter memories in the 

minds of the Shah and his subjects. All were seemingly in agreement 
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that Iran should not suffer humiliations similar to those experienced 

through the 1813 Treaty of Gullistan, the 1828 Treaty of Turkmanchai, 

the 1907 Russian-Anglo Convention, and the 1921 trano-Soviet Treaty of 

Friendship. These documents served as instruments of imperialist 

encroachment upon Iranian territory, whether through annexation or 

stationing troops in Iran at the descretion of a foreign power. 

The Shah felt that the acquisition of military power was an 

important element of his "positive nationalism program." However, by 

interjecting his values into an attempt to lend legitimacy to his 

regime, Mohammed Reza Pahlavi misjudged the salience of military power 

in the Iranian public's eyes. He valued highly the acquisition of high-

technology, prestigious weapon systems. He liked to buy big toys for 

big boys. He enjoyed watching jets perform. At the 1973 Paris air 

show, Grumman workers observed the Shah's delight at the performance of 

the Tomcat, as he mimicked F-]k aerobatics with the swoop of his hands. 

Pahlavi subscribed to Aviation Week and Space Technology and argued in 

scholarly style with salesmen about capabilities of systems. This pas

sion for armaments influenced the Shah's mlsperception that the Iranian 

people valued military might to the same degree that he did and that 

the ability to use military power effectively would be accepted by 

twentieth-century Iranians as an indicator of regime legitimacy. 

Nixon Remains Wary of a Communist 
Threat to World Peace 

Examination of the individual component of American foreign 

policy decision-making in the 1970s falls more closely within the Holsti 

model than did the preceding presentation on the Shah. A policy-maker 
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public opinion or his assessment of the situation, rather than through 

revelation of metaphysical truths. David Lampton (1973, p. 28) con

cluded that a decision-maker's image of an opponent "plays an important 

role in shaping his definition of the situation and his evaluation of 

alternatives." Thus Nixon's belief system served as a mechanism which 

oriented his view of the international environment. 

Ascertaining the cognitive complexity of Nixon's image of the 

Soviets will reveal the intensity of that image and the degree to which 

it is an open one conducive to modification or a more rigid, closed 

one. Such a task is achieved here through a small-scale content analy

sis. 

Perusing through The Real War (Nixon, 1980), one finds evidence 

of black-and-white thinking and mirror imagery. These are usually 

unconscious techniques employed to discredit any information that might 

conflict with one's own image of reality in order to avoid cognitive 

dissonance. On the other hand, Nixon attributed.noble motives and a 

sense of responsible stewardship to America when it enjoyed nuclear 

superiority over the Soviets. On the other hand, Nixon (p. 153) won

dered what evil intentions motivated the Soviet strategic buildup. 

What is [nuclear superiority?] in our hands, it was the 
safety margin that ensured that the Soviets would not risk 
nuclear exchange in pursuing their goal of world domination. 
In Soviet hands, it becomes the margin that enables them to 
proceed with logical aggression without expecting a massive 
nuclear response. 

Nixon failed to realize that similar motives and insecurities 

might spark the Soviet strategic buildup in much the" same manner as 
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those which prompt Americans who advocate keeping American strategic 

power at a high level. President Nixon's aide Henry Kissinger even 

noted that each nuclear power must maintain some sense of nuclear suffi

ciency or balance if the government hopes to accrue ideological capital 

and project the prestige of its political system. After losing face as 

a result of the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, Soviet Premier Krushchev 

promised that the Soviets would build up their strategic arsenal because 

strategic inferiority translated into political inferiority. Neither 

Soviet nor American leaders could conscientiously choose a subordinate 

nuclear position and survive politically. Although Kissinger took 

Schelling's advice on reversing roles to better understand one's adver

sary, Nixon's relatively closed image prevented him from doing so. 

Nixon exhibited a belief system similar to the one former 

Secretary of State Dulles held toward the Soviets. According to Holsti 

(Farrell and Smith, 1967) and Kissinger (1962), Dulles exhibited an 

"inherent bad faith" view of the Soviets. A self-perpetuating enemy 

image of one's adversary helped. Even if the Soviets were to make a 

conciliatory gesture, the conclusion would be made that it was a func

tion of Soviet•frustrations or downgrading of their capabilities. 

Several passages reflect the intensity of negative images 

within Richard Nixon's belief system and his own "inherent bad faith" 

perception of Communists: 

I hate communism and what it does to people. The commu
nist leaders are products of a cruel system, and inheritors 
of a harsh tradition. They act by instinct, just as the man-
eating tiger or the piranha does (Nixon, 1980, p. 235). 
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In the years ahead, I would never forget that where the 
battle against Communists is concerned, victories are never 
final so long as Communists are still able to fight (Nixon, 
Six Crises, as quoted in Chesen, 1973, p. 117). 

Soviet-American detente developing during the Nixon Administra

tion did not result in or from change in the President's basic attitude 

toward communism. He still recognized competition between the two 

superpowers would continue and warned the United States should not 

reduce its opposition to Soviet attempts to advance their interests at 

the cost of American interest. Drawing an analogy between communists 

and instincts of man-eating creatures indicates that Nixon perceived 

communists as having an immutable predatory nature. 

Mutual Advantage in Arms Transfers 

Foreign policy goals of Pahlavi and President Nixon, as influ

enced by the values and perceptions of each head of state, complemented 

one another. Seeing communism as threatening all that is good in life, 

Nixon wished to block the spread of this sociopolitical disease. An 

ally in the Gulf would help win his struggle. The Shah linked politi

cal legitimacy with Iran's ability to build putative and actualized 

power (see Chapter 5). He assigned high priority to procuring the 

military elements of these types of power. Thus in Ricardian fashion, 

both felt that their nation could benefit through the transfer of arms. 

The International Sector 

World Order Moves toward Multipolarity 

The international sphere of Holsti's trilevel paradigm is 

another area which affects choices open to decision-makers. Dealing 
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with the question of how to define the components of this sphere poses 

two conceptual problems. During the period of which this paper 

focuses, did a bipolar world order exist or a multipolar one? Further

more, could the international structure be bipolar in one aspect, say 

military power, and multipolar in social, economic, or political 

fields? These questions will be addressed here. My contention is that 

a changing world order instilled intraregional actors with the power 

to demand modifications of the international system and required that 

the United States search for a program to meet their demands. 

After World War II, the United States and Soviet Union emerged 

as dominant world powers and became the axes of a bipolar world order. 

Secondary powers, with dominant roles in specific regions, complemented 

the superpowers. Within the Gulf, British military might protected 

American oil interests, which centered in Saudi Arabia. However, in 

the early 1950s, the British mishandling of the Mossadeq oil nationali

zation efforts signaled that American interest could no longer be 

assured by this secondary power. In 1953, U.S. President Dwight 

Eisenhower took measures to extend post-World War II "pax-Americana" 

into the Gulf by returning Mohammed Pahlavi to the Peacock Throne 

through a CIA-backed countercoup and pressuring American oil companies 

to take shares in a new Iranian consortium (Sampson, 1975). 

When analyzing how the international structure affected the 

Gulf during the 1970s, most historians error in their anachronistic 

assumption that a bipolar order still existed similar to the order of 

the 1950s. (See Albert (1980) and Falk (1979) for example of this 

universalization mentality.) By labeling the Shah as an American 
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puppet or at best as an American "surrogate," one fails to see how the 

balancing of American-Soviet strategic power, rising nationalism, and 

changing economic relationships were transforming the old bipolar order. 

Complexities and ambiguities within the emerging system have generated 

various intellectual problems and confusion which have plagued these 

analysts, who view world order in simplistic terms. One device falls 

within the realm of "fusion of universalization and stems from the 

search for a few underlying dimensions or concepts in terms of which it 

is possible to conceptualize all of international politics. . . . 1I]t 

leads to a polarized conception of the whole world" (Young in Falk and 

Mendlovitz, 1973, p. 37). 

Early in the 1970s, the international system was one of strate

gic military bipolarity and evolving political and economic multipolar-

ity. The superpower development of a mutual deterrence, restricting 

the use of nuclear weapons, resulted in a strategic stalemate. The 

impasse led to an American and Soviet search for ways to circumvent or 

cure their strategic impotency. it also provided secondary and middle 

powers with opportunities to compete for the protection of their own 

specific interests in international politics. 

The Changing World Order Requires 
American Policy Revisions 

The United States sought to support the growth of regional 

allies' political and conventional military power to compensate for 

the loss of political leverage through the changing nuclear equation. 

Speaking before the Committee on Foreign Relations, Kissinger (1981, 
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p. 192) rationalized the revival of the Metternich concept of alliances 

and geopolitical power balances: 

First, we must maintain a military balance that does not 
tempt aggression against our friends or allies, against our 
vital interests or in the extreme case against ourselves. 
Secondly, beyond resisting naked aggression, we have a stake 
in the-principle that political or economic pressures, or mili
tary or terrorist blackmail, should not become the arbiter 
of the world's political disputes. The geo-political equilib
rium must be maintained lest radical forces hostile to the 
West gain such momentum that they appear as the irresistible 
wave of the future. 

According to Kissinger, alliances aimed at containing Soviet 

expansion were not merely a Cold War product which became an anachronism 

in the 1970s decade of American and Soviet detente. Pacts provided a 

base of strength from which to negotiate and also a buffer to discour

age any loss from a shifty Soviet card player dealing from the bottom 

of the deck. "Our approach to a new relationship with the USSR has 

always been and will continue to be rooted in the belief that cohesion 

of our alliance is a precondition to establishing a more constructive 

relationship with the USSR," the Secretary asserted (Sobel, 1975, p. 26). 

Iran's role within Kissinger's Grand Alliance lay in the Shah's 

ability to keep the oil flowing. This oil had less direct economic 

importance to the United States than to other industrial states within 

Kissinger's geopolitical scheme. The United States imported only 2k% 

of its oil from the Middle East in 1973• whereas Japan and Western 

Europe imported 86% and 71%, respectively (American Petroleum insti

tute, 1977)- The United States also had larger reserves than its 

allies from which it could rely. Rather, the United States derived 

greater political benefits through the continued flow of oil. Allies 
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Allies needed the oil to keep industries running and thus stablize 

the strength of Western production capacity and ensure that strategic 

oil supplies would be available to fuel mechanized arms systems in the 

scenario of a Soviet attack. On the last argument, however, one can 

question if the continually shortening duration of war between techni

cally proficient adversaries would make the need to ensure access to 

strategic supplies of oil a mute point. 

As technology increased the efficiency of warfare, war could 

theoretically progress more rapidly than in the past. Therefore, there 

was a need for a first line of defense which could act as a firebreak 

to allow the United States more time to manuever diplomatically and 

militarily. Thus, hopefully MASS or "mutually assured survivability 

and security" {Kinter and Foster, 1973) could be ensured through scal

ing down the initial threat and providing time to react to a threat's 

mi 1itary action. 

The United States could not realistically provide this deter

rence against Soviet aggression through stationing of troops in forward 

bases in Gulf states. The resurgence of nationalism in Arab states 

and Iran as well as decreasing American economic capabilities and 

dwindling public support for foreign commitments underlie this point. 

Therefore, the United States sought to tap nationalism in conservative 

Gulf states friendly to the United States and minimize opportunities 

for the Soviets to make political gains among left-wing actors capi

tal izating on national liberation rhetoric. 
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American Decision-makers Reacted to" an 
Overrated Assessment of Soviet Activity 

American leaders worried too much about possible Soviet inroads 

in nationalist movements. Soviet rhetoric fell upon relatively few 

attentive ears within the Gulf, because intraregional actors generally 

perceived both superpowers as forwarding their own interests over that 

of the Third World and nonaligned nations. This realization helped to 

motivate the growth of nationalism, or at the very minimum a reluc

tance of developing states to align along one of the superpower poles. 

From a superficial perspective, Soviet propaganda appears to 

blast any form of imperialism and promote peace-loving goals of the 

Soviet-dominated Socialist camp. The attack on colonialism and reac

tionary forces became a traditional aspect of the Soviet public rela

tions campaign. Premier Brezhnev's speech before the 24th Soviet Com

munist Party Congress, attended by representatives from throughout the 

world, indicated: "We cannot pass over the aggressive actions in var

ious parts of the world. In the recent period, the U.S. Administra

tion has taken a more rigid stance on a number of international issues, 

including some which have a bearing on the interests of the Soviet 

Union" (New York Times, 31 March 1971, p. 1*0. Yet, by looking 

beneath the surface of this speech, it is apparent the communique as 

well as others merely served as part of a program to sell Soviet 

international policy rather than provide a practical basis for entering 

into any kind of serious negotiations with the United States or devel

oping positive ties with Gulf states. Columnist Reston complained 

that in his speech before the Party Congress Brezhnev called for 
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abolition of remaining colonial regimes, aiming at final dismantling 

of Western empires. This would include support for British military 

withdrawal from the Gulf. However, Brezhnev's statements turned away 

from the area of Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe. 

One can discount the ability of Soviet propaganda to affect 

the position of most Gulf states. Generally, this stems from the non-

aligned states' identification of a split between Soviet policy toward 

sociopolitical and economic issues. C. V. Svoboda (1977» pp. 3_9)» 

Canada's Deputy Director of United Nations Political Affairs, noted 

Soviets voted scrupulously, as always, with the nonaligned nations on 

political issues with anticolonial connotations, but were clearly 

situated in the industrialized camp on many economic questions. "The 

Soviet bloc tended to be taken for granted as totally predictable, if 

not positively ignored, by the very Third World reps whose favor they 

vigorously sought." 

Third World actors came to realize that Washington and Moscow 

could get together and organize the world in their own interests and 

against the interest of others. Therefore, states in the Gulf as well 

as actors throughout the world moved away from the standard poles in 

order to protect their own interests. The formation of OPEC and the 

Shah's long-term objective of establishing an Iranian independent mili

tary capability are two points growing out of this skepticism toward 

superpower intentions. 

The Soviets concert propaganda to strike responsive chords in 

nationalist movements. An article in Krasnaya Zverda (6 Jan. 1977, 

p. 3) refers to America's possible military use of al-Masirah, Oman. It 
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charges that the "consolidation of U.S. military presence endangers the 

independence of [Gulf] countries." Furthermore, the United States 

could use "its armed forces to defend oil monopoly interests in the 

face of growing national liberation struggle and intensifying aspira

tions of certain states in the region to control production and sale 

of oil" (FBIS Daily Reports, 4 Feb. 1977• p. 70-

American decision-makers realized the validity of two aspects 

of Soviet and nationalist criticism. A high-profile American presence 

in the region reenforces a negative attitude toward the United States 

by nationalist elements. United States porting facilities in Bahrain 

have drawn continual criticism since the 1973 Arab-Israeli War. 

Secondly, U.S. military intervention has elicited support for actors 

whom the United States wished to suppress. "The aggression in Vietnam 

seriously undermined the political position of the United States in 

the international arena. Whereas the Americans had succeeded in using 

the war in Korea to strengthen their military alliances, the War in 

Vietnam has shaken them (Arbatov, 1971. p. 1M). 

The application of the Eisenhower Doctrine to American inter

vention in Lebanon is a case in point. The doctrine was formulated 

in response to a request from Northern Tier States for a stronger United 

States' commitment in the Middle East and the Eisenhower Administra

tion's misperception of communism as the chief source of instability in 

this area. According to John Foster Dulles, one of the policy's roots 

was grounded in requests from Iran, Turkey, Iraq, and Pakistan who would 

face "takeover by international communism" if the United States was 

not prepared to take some action. The United States responded with 
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a policy that provided for the deployment of American armed forces for 

the defense of sovereignty and territorial integrity of any Middle 

Eastern country requesting such aid against over-armed aggression from 

any nation controlled by "international communism." However good these 

intentions might have been, the Administration reacted to its own Cold 

War promises rather than to sensitivity to the realities of Arab nation

alism. In the 1970s, as in the 1950s, causes of tension in the Middle 

East centered around nationalism, anticolonialism, expressive domestic 

political systems, and a search for modernizing programs which will 

hold to the basic tenets of the Islamic or nationalistic spirit, rather 

than arguments over linkage to the Soviet economic and political sys

tems. 

Many area nationalists perceived the United States as trying 

to exaggerate the dangers of communism to rationalize intervention in 

domestic political activity in order to protect Western economic inter

ests. Although Eisenhower justified the landing of American troops in 

Lebanon on the day after the Iraqi 1958 coup as necessary to "stop the 

trend toward chaos," Arabs believed that American actions aimed at 

restricting pan-Arabism activity as well as restricting the spread of 

communi sm. 

This provided a fertile climate for Soviet exploitation of na

tionalist sentiment. As tensions began to subside, Soviets announced 

a Western conspiracy to attack Syria, warning that they would not 

remain passive in such a case and that "if the rifles fire, the 

rockets will start firing" (George and Smoke, 197*0. Thus the Soviets 

appeared as benefactors to nationalist actors and supporters of the 
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struggle to eradicate colonialist elements from the region. It was 

against this, the ability to extract political capital from a regional 

crisis, that served as one factor which prompted Nixon to search for 

some new arrangement with conservative area powers to provide for their 

own defense, and in the long term, to minimize the American military 

presence in the Gulf. 

Iran and Saudi Arabia Assume New 
Roles in the Gulf Subsystem 

Campbell (Hurewitz, 1969) suggested that the power balance in 

the Middle East was not the making of the superpowers alone, but was 

dependent to a large degree on the attitudes and decisions of local 

actors and political forces. Spurred by nationalistic political inter

ests, oil exporters successfully gained control of production of their 

renewable natural resources. This, combined with substantial price 

increases for oil starting in 1973, presented incentives and economic 

capabilities for protecting their gains. For Iran, most of the money 

for developmental programs came from oil sales which could only be 

exported through the Straits of Hormuz, Therefore, the Shah felt 

determined to protect Iran's source of income. The 286% increase of 

Iran's income from petroleum from $4.6 billion in 1973/75 to $17.8 

billion in 1974/75 gave the Shah the money to buy the military hard

ware he perceived as needed to protect Iranian assets (Bank Markazi 

Annual Report as quoted in Graham, 1979, p. 84). 

Increased oil wealth provided Saudi Arabia with a different 

opportunity to protect its resources. Saudis relied on its growing 

economic power to back its political program to ensure regional 
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Saudi Arabia enjoyed current account surpluses of $26.2 billion, $20.1 

billion, and $2*1.2 billion in 1974, 1975, and 1976, respectively (Silk, 

1977). The Saudi government played an active role in using the power 

of the purse to promote stability not only within the Gulf subsystem, 

but in Africa as well. Saudis promised subsidies to the People's Demo

cratic Republic of Yemen in exchange for Yemen's decreased support of 

Dhofari rebels. Sadat's about face away from the military and economic 

aid of Moscow was largely possible because the Egyptian leader knew 

that the transition to Western suppliers could be financed by Saudi 

Arabia. United States Ambassador to Saudi Arabia James C. Akins sug

gested that in 197^ the Kingdom "gave away $3 billion, which I think 

was more than given by the United States" {U.S. Congress, Senate, 

1976b, p. 205). According to the ambassador, their aid had political 

clout in the recipient nations of Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Sudan, Yemen, 

Algeria, and Pakistan. 

In one case, Saudi Arabia implemented one project that America 

declined to sanction. According to Akins, the Saudis had approached the 

United States, trying to ascertain the American government's position on 

giving aid to Somalia (Campbell, 1977). Administrative officials who 

wished to gain Congressional support for improving military installa

tions at Diego Garcia turned deaf ears to Saudi inquiries. If the 

Saudis proceeded with their plan of buying Somalia $15 million worth of 

arms and assuming costs of aid programs then financed by the Soviets, 

the goal of routing Soviets from the Horn of Africa might be achieved, 

If that happened, the rationale for improving Diego Garcia would be 
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lost: the existence of a Soviet regional threat gave proponents of 

establishing a forward base in the Indian Ocean ammunition to fight for 

their program. Senator Frank Church (U.S. Congress, Senate, 1976a, part 

17) later agreed, "The circumstantial evidence suggests a relationship 

between the desire of the Navy for the Diego Garcia base with a continu

ation of the Russian presence in Somalia." Despite U.S. Navy wishes, 

Saudi Arabia extended aid to Somalia. This suggests the United States 

was losing its ability to exert force to have others comply with vested 

American government interests and, concomittantly, Gulf actors (in this 

case Saudia Arabia) enjoyed the increasing ability to exercise economic 

power for political ends. In other words, Saudi ability to successfully 

act independently of the United States helped to support the contention 

that the economic bipolar world, as it existed since World War II, was 

breaking down: 

John Campbell (1977, p. 100) summarized: 

The Saudi leaders appear to have learned the art of using 
money as a serviceable instrument of political power, using 
it in a variety of ways: to help other states' development 
(with conditions), to enable friends and allies to pay their 

bills, or simply, in the old tradition of their own country 
and of the Middle East, to buy the loyalty of other leaders. 

The changing distribution of international wealth brought power 

to Saudi Arabia and Iran at the expense of old giants. The cost of 

involvement in Vietnam and balance of payments deficits indicated to 

American decision-makers that the United States could no longer bear 

the economic burden of bipolar power. The interest of petroldollar • 

powers induced both Iran and Saudi Arabia to assume these economic 

costs. Both took a role in the construction of new Twin Pillar program 
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of maintaining stability within the Gulf and Indian Ocean regions. 

Thus changing economic realities within the international arena trans

formed at least the Gulf subsystem into an economically multipolar 

order. 

A Caveat Accompanies the Application of the 
Hoisti Model to the Irano-American Dyad 

Presenting the American and Iranian decision-making environment 

in the above manner demonstrates that a conceptual problem faces 

researchers. Analysts should take care not to plug events into any 

model in a manner similar to pounding square pegs into round holes. 

Models only serve to guide research. The Holsti model was used here 

in order to give direction to the study, but modifications were made 

to account for problems encountered in the conceptual-analytical study. 

Table 3 reveals that factors do not appear balanced among sec

tions or nations. Pecularities of a nation may reveal one section has 

a greater role in foreign policy decision-making than another section. 

The same areas may have different weights from nation to nation. In 

both the United States and Iran, attitudes of the heads of state played 

an important role in decision-making during the period being studied. 

The variation between the two countries centered in the impact of the 

executive's impact in relation with other elements in Iran's autocratic 

state, public opinion, and bureaucratic dynamics played a relatively 

inconsequential role. Whereas in the United States, these elements 

helped establish parameters for Presidential action. 
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Table 3. Decision-making environment in .the 1970s 

Iran . United States 

Domestic Sector 

Public Opinion 

I. Imperial concept of Kingship 
1imlts dialogue. 

? .  

2. The Shah's special relationship 2. 
with God puts him in a better 
position to make decisions. 

3. 
3. The Shah sets parameters of pub

lic political expression. Dis
sidents are repressed k. 

5. 

It reacts to events and govern
ment initiatives. 

Hoods fluctuate in cyclical 
patterns. 

The mood sets parameters for 
government activity. 

Host politically responsive citi
zens advocate defense budget cuts. 

The public fails to support mili
tary activity abroad, especially 
long engagements. 

Bureaucratic Dynamics 

1. As farmadeh, the Shah determines 
foreign policy. 

2. Bureaucratic initiative is 
inhibited. 

1. Presidential attitudes effect 
policy decisions. 

2. Aggressive bureaucratic game 
playing helps players whose 
special interests conflict with 
others. 

a. Kissinger's gamemanship brings 
his victory. 

b. Schlessinger finds ways to 
drag heels in the implementa
tion of arms programs. 
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Table 3'"Continued 

Iran United States 

Individual Sector 

1. A developing society and autho
ritative government offer a 
ruler flexibility in identifying 
modes of political legitimacy. 

2. The Shah sees military power and 
international prestige as lend
ing credibility to his person
al ist regime. 

3. The Shah feels that military 
power protects national assets. 

1. Nixon's belief system maintains 
an "inherent bad faith" view of 
the Soviets. 

2. Nixon feels that a tough policy 
in the gulf is needed to dis
courage the Soviets. 

International Sector 

1. The move towards multipolarity 
requires the assumption of a 
regional role and responsi
bilities. 

2. Iran provides political power 
in regional political inter
act I on. 

3. Iran relies on Saudi Arabia to 
provide financial aid in 
regional politics. 

1. The move from bipolarity to 
political and economic multi-
polarity requires policy revi
sion towards Metternich-1ike 
power balances. 

2. Policy-makers react to an over
rated assessment of the Soviet's 
ability to affect global changes. 



CHAPTER 3 

AMERICAN AND IRANIAN INTERESTS 

One of the terms government officials use most frequently, but 

seldom take time to identify, is "national interest." Nations have 

been threatened, battles fought, weapons bought and sold, and human 

rights denied in the name of the national Interest. Rather than 

accept this term as representing some sacred and enigmatic entity 

formulated within a government's halls of power, to be invoked by 

decision-makers as some vacuous yet sufficient rationale for actions, 

this chapter examines just what, in the eyes of foreign policy decision

makers, national interest represents. What is important for the con

tinual well-being of a nation's citizens or continued existence of a 

political regime? What are the policies which are formulated to 

satisfy those interests? 

Chapters 3, *», and 5 follow the decision-making process in three 

basic steps: delineation of interests, actual or imagined threats to 

interests, and policy for the realization of those interests. American 

and Iranian national interests will be identified as they arise from 

activity within Holsti's trilevel paradigm. 

The strength of ties between Iran and the United States depended 

upon the degree to which interests of each paralleled one another and 

both parties perceived mutual advantage accruing from interaction. 

By identifying the interests of both states then listing areas where 

80 
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they either converge or detract from one another, a person can arrive 

at some understanding at what the military buildup in the Gulf focused 

and what areas of leverage one party developed over another. The 

amount of leverage will depend upon the value an actor places on a 

certain interest in relation to another actor, and the importance of 

a means in achieving an objective. 

The trading of goods and services illustrates this- Generally, 

oil suppliers enjoy greater opportunities for exerting leverage against 

oil importing nations. The Arab oil embargo of 1973 influenced France 

to reconsider arms sales to Israel. NATO allies hesitated to allow 

overflights and refueling of cargo planes destined for Israel. On the 

other hand, the Shah placed such a high value on industrialization and 

military power that he could not utilize "oil flow" as a flexible bar-

graining tool to achieve some objective: oil had to be sold. Recog

nizing this, the United States exploited the arms and oil trade pri

marily, although not exclusively, to its advantage. 

American objectives and interests in the Gulf are not listed 

according to official pronouncement alone (Table *»). In addition to 

those addressed by Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs 

Joseph J. Sisco and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Near 

Eastern, African and South Asian Affairs James H. Noyes, both of whom 

served under the Nixon Administration, interests include those which 

can be deduced through analysis of international activity (U.S. 

Congress, House, 1975a) .  



Table 4. American and Iranian interests 

I ran 

1. Ensure the flow of oil and free navigation on 
international shipping lanes. 

2. Increase non-oi1, International trade. 

3- Lend credibility to deterrence in the short-
and long-term. 

b. Find a way to counter the Soviet threat to 
Iranian territorial integrity and political 
sovereignty, as posed by the 1921 Irano-
Soviet Treaty of Friendship. 

5. Create a regional security system. 

6. Guarantee regional stability. 

7. Increase the prestige of the regime and Iran, 
making the nation a middle power during this 
century. 

8. Promote industrialization and development in 
Iran. 

9. Construct an independent national policy over 
the long-run. 

United States 

1. Ensure continued access to oil free navigation 
on international shipping lanes. 

2. promote an increased exchange of goods, ser

vices and technology. 

3. Promote internal stability within Gulf states 
and Gulf subsystems. 

lK Limit opportunities for Soviet exploitation of 
nationalist sentiments. 

5. Support indigenous, regional efforts to settle 
disputes and to create a regional security force 

6. Contain Soviet military power, limiting its pene 
tration into the Gulf. 

7. Refrain from interfering in internal affairs of 
other states. 

8. Encourage regional cooperation in non-military 
affai rs. 

9. Encourage activity to avoid super-power con
frontation as geopolitical value of the Gulf 
system 



Table 4. Continued 

1 ran United States. 

10. Consolidate and centralize domestic political 10. Realize the strategic, geopolitical value of 
power: settle disputes in Kurdistan and the Gulf subsystem. 
Baluchistan 

11. Guarantee the security of Israel. 

12. Weaken linkages between oil supplies and the 
Arab-Israeli conflict or depoliticize the 
Organization for Arap Petroleum Exporting 
Countries (OAPEC). 

13. Facilitate the settlement of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict . 

oo 
uj 
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Common Interests In Oil and Other Trade Relations 

Oil and the unimpeded transportation of petroleum from producer 

to consumer serves as the primary area of mutual interest of Iran and 

the United States. In a staff report, Senator Henry Jackson's committee 

on natural resources concluded "U.S. commitment to the defense of oil 

resources of the Gulf and to political stability in the region must 

constitute one of the most vital and enduring interests of the United 

States" (U.S. Congress, Senate, 1977a, p. 111). These interests, 

specifically in Iran, "are at least as essential to the United States 

as the interests engaged in Western Europe, and therefore, must be 

accorded treatment equivalent to that accorded Western Europe" (U.S. 

Congress, Senate, 1977a, p. 75). Iranian Prime Minister Amir 'Abbas 

Hoveyda expressed similar sentiment: "Any activity, directed from 

whatever source, that would aim to disrupt the free flow of oil will 

not be tolerated" (deOnis, 1973,  p. 3)  •  

Iranian interests in shipping oil through the Straits of 

Hormuz have existed for over 30 years. Its importance stems from 

the connection between oil sales or barter agreements and development. 

This has been recognized since the first Seven Year Development Plan 

began to take shape in 19^7 with the assistance of American consultants. 

In addition to the political implications of nationalizing the Anglo-

Iranian Oil Company, one factor encouraging Iranian Prime Minister 

Mohammed Mossadeq to push for home ownership of oil resources during 

the early 1950s was the naive assumption that by merely nationalizing 

oil and the instruments of production, money needed for development 

would flood the national treasury. Although history proved that 
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Mossadeq's methods for increasing oil revenue were unrealistic, history 

shows his assumption that oil income and planning are intimately 

linked to be correct. Revenue from oil has continually contributed 

a large sum to the development budget; from a low of 55% of Plan 

Organization funds during the second plan to a high of 30% during 

the fifth plan (1973-1977) (Keddie, 1979)- Total oil revenues increased 

from $301 million in 1961 to $22.5 billion in 1976 (Cottrell, 1980). 

Just as important as sales are to Iran, purchases of oil are 

vital to the West.. The United States has identified two areas where 

oil serves the national interest—strategic and domestic economic. 

In view of the fact that Britian viewed Gulf oil as vital to its 

imperial interests since British warships switched from coal to oil 

power around 1914, the Americans are relative newcomers in their 

assessment of Gulf oil as a critical source of strategic power. In 

a 19^5 memo to Secretary of State Byrnes, the Secretary of Navy James 

Forrestal wrote, "Because of my firm conviction that within the next 

twenty-five years the United States is going to be faced with very 

sharply declining oil reserves and because oil and all of its by

products are the foundation of the ability to fight a modern war, I 

consider this to be one of the most important problems of the govern

ment" (Noyes, 1979, p. M). 

Kissinger's revival of Metternich's concepts of geopolitics 

and power balances is discussed elsewhere. The Secretary of State 

stressed the strategic dependence of Western economic and political 

interests on Gulf oil. The flow of petroleum is more important in 

keeping the Western industrial systems going and thus contributing to 
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the maintenance of a credible conventional deterrence rather than 

the actual fighting of battles as was the case in Forrestal's era. 

The Shah echoed similar sentiments in 1975. and thus affirmed his 

role in keeping Western governments viable. 

We have never really boycotted anybody. It is not part 
of our policy. We think that politics and commerce are 
separate. We have not taken part in the first oil embargo, 
and we will not take part in any other embargo. No embargo 
can work anymore, because we have tremendous oil reserves 
in both Europe and other countries of the world. I believe 
they have 90 days' reserve, and today's wars cannot last more 
than three weeks. So I don't really believe in that (New 
York Times. 2 Feb. 1975, p. 20) 

Since 1969,imports from the Gulf began, to take on greater impor

tance to the United States. On the average, about 25% of U.S. oil im

ports came from the Middle East, with a low of 12% coming from the area 

in 1969 (Jenkins, 1977). By 1978, the region supplied America with 38% 

of its imports. Between 1973 and 1977, the United States found its de

pendence on oil imports increasing 39% whereas the dependence of its 

major allies decreased (U.S. Department of Energy, 1978). Although 

American interests in oil flow centered within some Kissinger-Metternich 

framework through the early 1970s, oil acquisition has increasingly 

become a domestic economic interest of the United States. 

Both Iran and the United States had a mutual interest in guaran

teeing the free flow of oil, but Iran found its interests more greatly 

tied to the security of the Gulf and Indian Ocean shipping lanes than 

did the United States. Its Middle Eastern sources diversified among 

the United Arab Emirates, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, and Saudi 

Arabia, the United States could rely on alternate pipelines extending 

to the Mediterranean Sea if shipment through the Straits of Hormuz was 
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blocked. Iran relied totally on lanes through the Straits for shipping 

oil. Increased exchange of goods, services and technology was in the 

interest of both nations. The Nixon Administration encouraged across 

the board increases in sales to Iran in order to sop up loose petrol-

dollars and keep them from floating around in the short-term money 

market. The Shah needed to import technology to build a new, more 

powerful state as well as hire technicians to train military personnel, 

and import consumer goods to placate people in a manner similar to 

that described by Aldous Huxley (19^6) in his book Brave New World. 

Security in the Gulf Subsystem 

Points three through six of the American and Iranian interests 

can be loosely grouped together. Although mutual interests promised to 

strengthen ties of interdependence; interests diverge as well due to 

different perceptions of what constitutes security threats. 

A mood of ambivalence overtook decision-makers in the United 

States and Gulf region. The Shah realized that his public assessment of 

where the threat to regional security came from differed from the 

American viewpoint. Iran's major threat ostensibly came from regional 

insurgents and Soviet clients, whereas America saw the possibility of 

overt Soviet military activity as providing a more likely scenario. 

Pahlavi found himself seeking military aid from the United States. 

America became a keystone in the short-term for instilling credibility 

into Iran's conventional deterrence, although the Shah questioned whether 

or not Iran could rely on continued American support if that deterrence 

failed or if Iran faced aggressive activity from a source other than 
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the Soviet Union. The U.S. Administration, relying on Iran as the main 

pillar of regional security, gave the Shah virtually a blank check for 

purchasing any arms short of nuclear weapons and laser-guided bombs. 

However, the Administration could not say for certain that Iran would 

not use weapons for offensive purposes in the long-term and thus 

threaten rather than maintain regional stability. Iran was to become 

self-sufficient in the use of weapon systems by approximately 1985 and 

thereby would no longer need American advisors and technicians. 

Gulf Arabs entertained the possibility that shortly after 1985, 

when oil for export began drying up, Iran would turn its imperial war 

machine on them for oil resources, provided Iran's new industrial base 

would not be generating needed revenues. Conservative states in the 

region had a mutual interest in promoting a regional security system, 

yet weaker Arab states questioned whether or not Iran would exploit 

the opportunity to establish its hegemony in the Gulf. 

It seems paradoxical that although the United States and 

conservative Gulf states shared an interest in regional stability, 

activity occurring as a result of policy implementation did little to 

assuage the actor's feeling of insecurity. This area of interest 

attracted the most attention during the 1970s and consumed the most 

money, yet decision-makers showed little agreement on the subject of 

what would actually bring stability to the area and what were the 

targets which threatened that stability. 

Superpower, or colonial presence, has been a source of insta

bility. Although the British controlled areas contiguous to the Gulf, 

controversy with the Czarists, the Soviets, and the Ottomans flared 
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over where one's imperialist interests stopped and another's started 

in inland territory. In that neither the United States nor Soviet 

Union has ever accepted the other's dominance in the region, both have 

constantly moved and counter-moved in their unique game which combined 

the strategy of chess with the bluffing and risk-taking of poker. During 

the Indo-Pakistani War, the U.S. formed a task force from units In the 

Gulf of Tonkin and held it off Singapore on 10 December 1971- Its 

mission was to counter Soviet naval presence in the Indian Ocean and 

discourage an increase in the Soviet's regional role. The American 

force also served as a tangible reaffirmation of American support for 

lesser powers in the area. On 12 December, the Soviets responded by 

sending a task group from its Pacific fleet to mount counterdemonstration 

against United States intrusion. Trying to establish some cause and 

effect relationship concerning how the presence of one power in the 

region influences the other to likewise increase its presence becomes 

difficult in light of continual acquisitions or negotiations for the 

procurement of support facilities or bases. The Soviets have been 

located in Somalia, Ethiopia, Iraq, and South Yemen. Western presence 

has been noted in Iran, Bahrain, Diego Garcia, and Mas!rah, Oman. 

Removing both superpowers from the Gulf and possibly the Indian Ocean, 

as the Shah wanted, would have eliminated one potential source of con

flict as has been illustrated by constant American and Soviet attempts 

to juxtapose military forces against one another. 

The United States would have been most happy to have seen its 

interests served by Soviet withdrawal from the Gulf. However, it would 

have been unrealistic to assume that Soviets would remove its military 
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presence without some quid pro quo concessions. Soviets publicly nego

tiate only from a position of equality. They would have been unwilling 

to modify their status within a region while holding the perception that 

such action would throw the area's crude political balance in favor of 

the West. The United States showed an appreciation of international 

political realities by limiting its interests to removal of Soviet 

military presence and thus leaving open peaceful avenues. 

Superpower military presence might have been limited in the pre-

revolution Gulf. As a prerequisite to superpower withdrawal, both have 

felt it imperative to increase the military assets of client states. 

As transfers of arms to Iran since the overthrow of the Shah have 

dropped, Soviet transfers of latest generation equipment to Iraq has 

continued. In 1976, Iraqis ordered 138 MiG-27s. These jets have laser 

energy rangefinders and improved payload, avionics, electronic counter-

measures and tactical range over MiG-23s (Chant, 1979, p. 156). Forty 

were delivered in both 1978 and 1979. Iraq ordered SCUD-B SSMs in 1978. 

Twenty Mi8 helicopters were delivered in 1979. During the same years, 

the Soviets sent 50 T-72 tanks to Iraq (Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute (SIPRI), 1980). It would appear that U.S. decision

makers believed American interests could be served by replacing American 

and Soviet military power with regional military might. Amos Jordon, 

as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 

summarized: "Our interest lies in seeing that the Gulf nations develop 

individually and collectively in a way which will enhance their inde

pendence, stability, strength and determination to resist Soviet 

encroachment" (U.S. Congress, House, 1975a, p. 8l). 
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America's interest in promoting activity which would discourage 

superpower confrontation is discussed elsewhere In the paper. The 

interest centers around attempts to create a regional order that limits 

the possibility of events occurring which could ultimately escalate to 

the point of nuclear confrontation. 

At times, it is impossible to separate interests from policy. 

The concept of noninterference in internal affairs of other states fit 

into this category as far as the United States was concerned. 

James Noyes capsulated the official government position on arms 

sales: Ml think in acting within our policy framework we have made a 

decision that their people have to decide the level of their own defense 

establishment" (U.S. Congress, House, 1973» p. ^9) • Ostensibly the 

level of sales was not to be influenced by American pressures. It was 

to be based on the perceived security needs and interests of Iran as 

that country assessed the situation in relationship to the threat it saw 

in the neighboring countries and likewise how Iran viewed its security 

needs in relation to its geopolitical status. 

As long as area states experienced some sense of insecurity and 

turned toward the traditional, expedient method of dealing with threats 

through arms purchases, it was in America's interest to supply the buyer 

with arms. Decision-makers saw it to America's advantage to stand by 

sidelines as long as the insecurities of nations sent them to the United 

States for help. This was primarily from the viewpoint of doing good 

business. 

Yet, to be fair to the American decision-makers, it should be 

noted that the policy was also grounded in objectives aimed at helping 
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other nations to develop their own national identity and build their 

prestige in the international arena. As Third World nations mature, 

Western and Communist powers find it increasingly difficult and less 

advantageous to perpetuate paternalistic attitudes and policies toward 

developing nations. Mossadeq's brief holding of the reigns of power in 

Iran signaled the beginning of a new era of self-determination in the 

Gulf subsystem. Rather than thanking America for its involvement in 

engineering the 1953 coup, Iranians came to question American motives 

for putting the Shah back in power and permanently stigmatizing Pahlavi 

as being an American puppet. The United States insisted upon an interest 

in a new oil consortium in Iran as a means for giving paternalistic 

guidance and obtaining access to political leverage points in an area 

which the British hopelessly botched up. However, perceptions of many 

Iranians, particularly among the ulema and the political left, diverged 

from American intentions. They saw American oil interests as wanting 

to gain at least a share of control over Iranian resources and accrue 

economic benefits from the exploitation of oil. America's moralistic 

crusade against communism during Cold War years did little to convince 

nonaligned nations that an exclusive dualistlc world order existed. 

People of the Third World did not universally accept American leader

ship of the "good-guys" camp. Pressure for increased North-South 

dialogue, assumption of independent positions within the United Nations 

on rights to ownership to one's national resources and exploitation 

of resources on the seabed, pronouncements of Iran's latest Prime 

Minister Mir H. Moussove, and the 1981 Cancun Conference in Mexico 
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indicate the nonalignment nations' rejection of old paternalistic 

attitudes. The concept of noninterference arose in part out of the 

Nixon Administration's realization of these world trends in addition 

to acting as a means of serving domestic and economic and military 

i nterests. 

Noninterference in domestic affairs, of others carries a caveat. 

If an arms supplier relies solely on the purchaser's assessment of 

threats, interests and security needs in relation to its geopolitical 

situation, then the supplier runs the risk of increasing regional insta

bility rather than decreasing it, provided that the purchaser is psycho

logically unsound. In the case of the Shah, the CIA's personality pro

file of Pahlavi suggests paranoic tendencies (Pryor, 1978, p. 62). Pryor 

(p. 69) concurred with the CIA findings: "Linking the obscure with the 

obvious to form a single paranoid synthesis, the Shah actively worries 

about a Soviet pincer movement to surround Iran. . . Pryor (p. 69) 

continued commenting on the United States International Security Assis

tance and Arms Export Control Act of 1979 which prohibits military 

assistance to countries found violating human rights: "Despite the 

administration's apparent use of the loophole, however, the only unfore

seen emergency requiring military assistance to Iran at its present 

level exists solely in the Shah's mind." 

No attempt is made here to prove whether the Shah's apparent 

irrationality sparked arms purchases or if the Shah unconsciously dis

torted his perception of regional threats, redefining evidence in order 

to fit his predisposition or initial hypothesis that Iran should buy 

sophisticated weaponry. Rather, it is forwarded here that there was 
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reasonable doubt as to whether the Shah was a rational decision-maker 

who could make objective decisions on matters of national security. Once 

the assumption of his irrationality is accepted, it becomes evident that 

the whole foundation of deterrence theory threatens to crumble because 

successful implementation of deterrence theory depends upon decision

makers' acting in a logical manner, weighing costs against benefits of 

action. Acting objectively proves difficult in the best of times. 

Figure k is based on the model presented in Figure 2. It demon

strates how decisions to buy arms, based on irrational perceptions, could 

promote insecurity rather than build cooperative interaction. 

Not only would the policy of noninterference be of benefit to 

the Shah by making arms procurement easier, it also served Pahlavi's 

interest of developing an "Independent national policy." The Shah 
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Figure A. Misperception Intensifies conflict 
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hoped to rid himself of his debilitating connection with the United 

States by developing a tough, aggressive foreign policy, which appeared 

to have its origin rooted in Iranian nationalism. Ironically, as will 

be expounded upon shortly, achievement of this long-term goal required 

the short-term presence of foreign advisors. During the interim period, 

the intent of building interstate relationships based on respect for 

each other's domestic political integrity was clouded by evidence to 

the contrary in the eyes of Iranians. 

American and Iranian interests converged on the subject of 

internal Iranian stability and security, and its relation to regional 

security, although both states revealed different motivations for pro

moting domestic stablility. American interests arose out of strategic 

geopolitical considerations: limit disruptive Soviet activity in Iran 

or else dominoes would fall through the Gulf subsystem. Iran's interest 

took root in the Shah's attempt to centralize state powers and deal 

with separatist threats. All but the latter are discussed here. 

Separatist movements will be addressed in the next'chapter. 

One method of discouraging Soviet exploits, focusing on provid

ing sophisticated arms to Iran, has roots in the Cold War program of 

containment. This policy option of providing state-of-the-art weapon 

systems to Iran posed a problem. How could the secrets of how the 

weapon systems operated be protected? The most prevalent objection 

raised by the Department of Defense and, more specifically, the military 

centered on the' possibi1ity of security sensitive black box technology 

being compromised either by espionage or, in the case of the Shah's 

regime, being replaced by one unfriendly to the United States. 
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The high value placed on providing the Shah with military hard

ware raised the salience of DOD's limiting and monitoring Soviet pres

ence in Iran. Pahlavi, although seeking better relations with the 

Soviets, found it impossible to disagree with American advisors on this 

point. Based on past Tudeh activity in the Iranian military and Soviet 

Komitet Gosudarstvennoy Bezopanosti (KGB) or Committee for State Secur

ity presence in the area, both Iran and the United States noted mutual 

interests in forming a security system that could deal with covert 

threats to security. More KGB spies have been located in Middle East

ern states which have close links with the West than in the more neut

ral or Eastern-oriented states (Wynfred, 1971). The Tudeh Military 

Network, which "began preparing for armed insurrection" after the 

return of the Shah to Iran in August 1953, was discovered by the mili

tary governorship of Tehran in 195*» (Zabih, 1966, p. 180). A spying 

operation among northern borders of Iran involving an officer was dis

covered in the late 1950s. In 1957, several officers were arrested 

for the theft of arms (Kazemi, cited by Kedourie and Haim, 1980) .  

Military forces, whether in informal tribal units or in pro

fessional units under direct control of the Iranian central government, 

have traditionally played an important role in supporting the political 

power of Shahs. Mossadeq realized this when he requested emergency 

powers to serve as Commander-in-Chief of the military. Members of 

Tudeh cells in the military indicated the penetration of Soviet influ

ence into one of the domestic power points. 
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The Eisenhower Administration feared that the Soviets would 

capitalize on the weakening of Western power in the Middle East as a 

result of the British, French and Israeli fiasco at the Suez Canal. 

In this confusion, one danger loomed above all others: 
The leaders of the Soviet Union, like the Czars before them, 
had their eyes on the Middle East. The Soviet goal was by no 
means merely the right to move ships through the Suez Canal, 
for less than one per cent of the Canal traffic was Russian. 
Neither was the goal Middle Eastern oil; the Soviet Union 
had no need for it, and indeed, exported oil itself. The 
Soviet objective was, in plain fact, power politics: to 
seize the oil, to cut the Canal and pipelines of the Middle 
East, and thus to weaken Western civilization (Eisenhower, 
1965, PP. 177-178). 

American foreign policy decision-makers formulated the Eisenhower 

Doctrine in response to what they saw as a Soviet challenge. In turn, 

United States and Iranian officials built the State information and 

Security Organization, or Sazman-i Etelaat va Amniyyet-i Keshvar (SAVAK), 

on the doctrine's foundation. Members of the Bagdad Pact, which included 

Iran, expressed their optimism that member states and the United States 

could work together to meet threat to both internal and international 

security. Meeting on 21 January 1956. members hailed Washington's recog

nition of "the threat posed by Communist aggression and subversion" and 

declared the doctrine's proposals "best designed to maintain peace in 

the area and advance the economic well-being of the people" (U.S. 

Department of State, 1957 > pp. 216-217). 

Irano-Soviet rapprochement in the 1960s and subsequent increase 

of Soviet presence in Iran was enough to continue support of SAVAK and 

to warn the Shah about limits of Iran's "positive nationalism" that 

would be addeptable to America. Official government positions and 

foreign business concerns have traditionally served as covers for 
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Soviet spying operations. Realizing this, the United States in effect 

warned that Iran would have to choose between Soviet or American mili

tary technology. The United States could not accept the security risk 

to high technology posed by an increase in Soviet advisors since Iran 

purchased Soviet anti-aircraft artillery and troop transports in Feb

ruary 1967 at a cost of $110 million. Just as it was in America's 

interest to sell arms to Iran, it was also in the national interests to 

keep military secrets from falling into Soviet hands: support for 

SAVAK would help to protect these interests. 

Unfortunately for the people of I r a n ,  the Shah exploited this 

high value American interest to his advantage. He corrupted SAVAK in 

order to save his own interest of solidifying his own domestic political 

base and silencing opposition to his rule. The Shah broke from 

restraints that the United States placed on his domestic politics in 

late 1950s and 1960s to capitalize on his new points of leverage gained 

during the 1970s. As part of a panel discussion on U.S. policy, James 

Bill, then Associate Director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies 

at the University of Texas, underscored one way the Shah outmaneuvered 

and took advantage of the United States. Americans might have more 

closely watched domestic activity of the Peacock Throne. Richard Helms, 

former CIA director and ambassador to Iran, replied that attempts to 

influence the Shah's domestic policy or develop contacts with opposition 

groups could have worked to the detriment of U.S. interests and foreign 

policy goals. In the face of what the Shah viewed as uncooperative 

or disruptive behavior on the part of the United States—not playing 

ball with the team—the Shah might have turned to other arms 
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suppliers and increased general trade with other states. The Shah 

constantly threatened to do so: "there are many more sources available 

in the world just waiting for the moment for us to go and shop there 

in their shops" (Gwertzman, 197&, p. 1). 

American interests ultimately lie in the strategic value of 

the Gulf and Indian Ocean regions. "For the United States, the Persian 

Gulf is a more important area than was that of .the Suez Canal," a 

high-ranking American diplomat stated (Rouleau, 1971, pp. 1,3). Through 

its importance in securing oil supplies by assuming the role of 

discouraging subversive activity within the Gulf subsystem, Iran emerged 

as a pivotal state in the global balance of power. The Shah exhibited 

the inclination to protect Western geopolitical interest in that they 

paralleled Iran's own economic and political interests. Joseph Sisco 

(1972, p. 2^4) summarized the American decision-makers' attitudes toward 

cultivating mutual interests and hinted at factors behind strengthening 

Irano-American ties: 

Iran, by virtue of its population, its economic and mili
tary strength and its geographical position along the northern 

. shores of the Persian Gulf, is destined to play a major role 
in providing the stability in the Gulf and continued flow of 
oil to consumer countries. Fortunately, Iran has both the 
will and the capability to do so. 



CHAPTER h 

THREATS 

Analytical Framework 

The 1976 report to the United States Senate Foreign Assistance 

Subcommittee has been widely cited to support cases that military sales 

to Iran got out of hand. However, a lesser known aspect of the report 

acknowledges that transfers aimed at some legitimate defensive need. 

"[T]he military threats to Iran's security seem to be sufficiently real 

and diverse to enable the Shah to justify major investments in military 

forces," the study asserted. "In short, it is difficult to criticize 

Iran's perception that it needs a modern military force" (U.S. Congress, 

Senate, 1976b, p. 12). 

Controversy arises not so much over whether or not Iran needed 

a credible military force to protect its interests. Rather, what size 

and weapon mix would be sufficient to handle threats to Iran's inter

ests became a major question during the 1970s. Figures compiled by 

the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (1980) led an analyst to 

infer that the Shah was preparing to meet a worse scenario situation 

which would include a concerted attack on Iran by Arab Gulf states, 

the Soviets, and perhaps India. In 1975, Iran led the Gulf subsystem 

in arms purchases. It imported more arms than Iraq, Afghanistan, 

Pakistan, India, Saudi Arabia, The United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Oman, 

Bahrain, and Kuwait combined (Pryor, 1978, p- 57). This occurred at a 
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period when Iranian military hardware could, on paper, be favorably 

compared with any other Gulf state, or combination of states or actors 

as outlined in Figures 5, 6, and 7. 

Planning for every contingency which could arise would consume 

an inordinate proportion of a nation's economic and human resources. 

Therefore, it is in a government's interest to assess what actors pose 

the most probable threat and in what manner this threat might manifest 

itself. Upon completion of such assessment, one then determines what 

type and quantity of combined arms would be necessary to meet the 

conti ngency. 

The inclination to use military capabilities of the Soviet 

Union and Gulf states will be assessed by looking briefly at their 

national interests and selected events involving subregional actors. 

It is posited that the Shah faced no monolithic threat force in the 

Gulf subsystem. Groupings of actors will be identified according to 

structural divisions. To illustrate this, it will be shown that by 

belonging to multiple, overlapping groups, threats to Iran or other 

states within the Gulf were less than if actors fell into two exclusive 

categories. In the latter case, definite lines of conflict and cooper

ation among actors might be drawn. There would be countervailing pres

sures to modify a hypothetical conflict with Iran. In the former case, 

multiple cleavages and bonds within the subsystem resulted in a fragil

ity of coalitions. Figures 5 through 7 illustrate this. These com

peting areas of allegiance have made more difficult the coordination 

of various actors' power and have brought into question the accuracy of 

the Shah's perceived threats to Iran. 
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Figure 7. Politically powerful vs. disenfranchised; "haves" 

vs. "have nots" 

Another orientation of this chapter turns to the threats and 

what type response is needed to neutralize them. Does the use of posi

tive or negative incentives contribute to regional stability? Did the 

type of danger lurking in the Gulf require the type of procurement 

policy which was drawn up by the Shah? 

Conservative Monarchies, Moderating, and Radical States 

Under Mohammed Pahlavi, Iran generally had been allied with con 

servative monarchies and republics, and moderate states against radical 

states (Fig. 5). Yet the loyalties of moderates could never be guaran

teed. The domestic political influence of radical members of Kuwait's 

National Assembly resulted in the state assuming a neutralist stance vis 

a vis conservative and radical states. However, in light of the terri

torial threat posed by Iraq and the departure of its British protector, 

Kuwait relied upon the conservative monarchies to deter the Iraqi 
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military from overrunning the tiny oil-producing state. The government 

took on a more conservative tone following the mid-1976 shake-up led by 

Amir Shaykh Sabah al-Salim al-Sabah. Promulgation of Bahrain's constitu

tion in 1973 left open the possibility of the Arab Nationalist movement, 

the Iraq branch of the Baathist Party, the Bahrain National Liberation 

Front, and the PFLOAG from taking root in Bahrain's politics. However, 

both domestic and subregional factors inhibited Bahrain's shift to the 

left. Saudi Arabia, which provided aid and limited military protection 

to the island state, expressed concern that social and political devel

opments in Bahrain were becoming too progressive. Secondly, the al-

Khalifah royal family felt the increasing infleunce of leftists might 

have threatened the family's rule in Bahrain. The conservative monar

chies in Saudi Arabia and Iran agreed in principal on the need for 

regional stability; but on matters of Palestinian rights Saudi Arabia 

proved more radical. 

Radicals Fail to Exploit Historical Tensions 

Radical actors, led by Iraq and the PDRY, felt isolated from 

the rest of the Gulf states. Prior to the Irano-lraqi Treaty of 1975 

they attempted to end their political ostracism by appealing to the mys

tical sense of pan-Arab identity and playing upon Irano-Arab cleavages. 

Radical propaganda, which aimed at denigration of the Shah, advocated a 

struggle for regaining territory within the dar al-lslam or domain of 

the Arabs. In both 1969 and 1970 the Iraqi delegate to the United Na

tions referred to Iran as being an alien power in the Gulf. A poster 

printed by the Democratic Revolutionary Movement for the Liberation of 
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Arabistan and found posted in Libya exhorted Arabs to "support the Arab-

istan People's struggle" against Iranian imperialism (Vicker, 1977)-

In August 197*», the Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman 

and the Arab Gulf (PFLOAG) was renamed the Popular Front for the 

Liberation of Oman. Three factors influenced the PFLOAG to redefine 

the scope of their insurgent operations. First, the drying up of 

weapons from previous communist backers limited their ability to 

project military force over a wide geographic area. Second, success

ful counterinsurgency operations backed by conservative Gulf states 

threatened their operations. Third, PFLOAG decision-makers felt that 

by limiting their activity and espousing anti-Iranian rhetoric, they 

might draw conservative Arab pressures away from their renamed organi

zation. The front stated "the present situation dictates that all 

national forces must be united and secondary disagreements must be 

resolved in order to face the Iranian invaders, defeat them, and bring 

down the client regime in the Sultanate of Muscat" (Nakhleh, 1975). 

Several reasons point to why radicals failed to capitalize on 

pan-Arab bonds and downplay political-ideological cleavages among Gulf 

actors. On the one hand, incidents of contemporary, politically 

motivated violence began to overshadow historical racial tensions. 

This indicated to conservative Arab monarchs that the more immediate 

threat to their rule and Gulf stabi1ity came from radical rather than 

Iranian sources. Friction among groups at various ends of the politi

cal spectrum reveals attempts to use force to compel rivals to act in 

a certain way or raise the level of intensity of a conflict. For five 

years, following the death of Yemeni leader Iman Ahmad in September 
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1962, Egyptian President Gamal Nasser committed Egyptian forces to 

fighting in Yemen's civil war. Saudi and Jordanians squared off 

against the Egyptian military on the part of Yemni royalists. When 

civil war erupted in Jordan in September 1970, twelve thousand Iraqi 

troops, who were stationed there since the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, 

remained in Jordan as a show of support for left-wing forces. This 

was contrary to the wishes of Jordan's King Hussein. The PDRY pro

vided sanctuary and transferred weapons to Dhofari rebels-. Iran sup

ported the Kurdish autonomy movement in Iraq during the 1960s and 

1970s, and Iraq supplied arms to insurgents in Baluchistan. In the 

Fall of 1972, the PDRY and YAR clashed. Border skirmishes between 

Iran and Iraq continued through the 1970s until both powers reached 

agreement on the Kurdish problem and navigation rights to the Shatt 

al-Arab. 

Moreover, the leftist threat included elements less tangible 

than armed conflict. Leftist Arab movements threatened not only the 

Shah's regime, but conservative Arab governments as well. The PDRY, 

avowedly secular and hostile to religious influence in politics, 

opposed Saudi government legitimacy based on religious identification 

with the Wahabis. Hudson (1977) reported that the Baathist movement has 

exhibited difficulties in reconciling Islam with its Socialist ideas of 

Arab identity and nation. The spectre of the Iraqi government possibly 

returning former SAVAK Chief Taymur Bakhtiar or Ayatollah Khomeni to 

Iran bothered the Shah. This could have disrupted domestic politics 
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disrupted domestic politics in much the same manner as when Germany 

sent Lenin back to Russia during World War I. 

Cleavage between the major political groups in the Gulf 

determined that the Shah need not fear some monolithic Arab military 

invasion of Iran. Political fragmentation proved a stronger force in 

effecting alignment of Gulf actors than racial identification. Thus, 

whereas the Shah could not be sure that an attack might not come from 

some Arab actor, he could reasonably discount the possibility of Arab 

kingdoms supporting what they interpreted as anti-monarchical activity. 

The Iraqi Threat 

Although political divisions precluded a concerted attack on 

Iran, another question must be addressed. Did any radical group by 

itself pose a credible threat to Iran? Prior to the 1973 oil price 

hikes, the Shah constantly pointed to the numerical superiority of 

Iraq's tank, aircraft and missile inventories as posing an unaccept

able threat. This, in turn, supposedly justified Iran's own arms 

buildup. In answering the aforementioned question, several areas must 

be explored—utility of available military force, logistic and resup-

ply support, internal support for military activity against Iran, 

morale and technical proficiency of military personnel, and activity, 

such as in Kurdistan, which might elicit military responses. In that 

the Shah felt that Iraq posed the primary radical threat to regional 

stability, surveying the various areas of importance will focus on 

I raq. 
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Although the Shah correctly pointed out Iraq's quantitative 

advantage over his own forces, he forgot to weigh this against where 

Iraqi forces were deployed. A large portion of Iraqi airpower was tied 

up in counter insurgency warfare with Iraqi Kurds. In 1962, planes 

strafed Kurdish refugees in several Turkish border villages. Failing 

to route Kurds from the mountains with ground troops in 1961, Iraq 

resorted to a policy of massive air strikes on Kurdish positions. The 

Iraqi army had a greater number of tanks yet a lesser number of soldiers 

even in 1973• when increasing oil revenues lifted monetary constraints 

to arms purchases (institute for Strategic Studies (ISS), 1973). How

ever, during fighting with Kurds, three divisions were commonly tied 

up. Some analysts, incidentally posited that the Shah deliberately 

supported the Kurds to absorb Iraqi military assets. Economic and mili

tary resources were tied up in the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli conflicts. 

In 1973• Iraq committed three divisions on the Syrian Golan Heights 

front. 

Thus the number of armored units readily available to Iraq in 

a possible conflict with Iran was less than those which the Shah might 

deploy. Iraq did not have enough men and equipment to concurrently 

challenge Iran on a second front. 

In the event of a conflict, the Soviets could conceivably inter

vene through provisions of the 1972 Iraqi-Soviet Friendship Treaty. 

Iraq could receive aid from any of the 3 tank divisions, 19 motorized 

rifle divisions, or 2 airborne divisions in the Soviet North Caucasus, 

Transcaucasus and Turkestan military districts (Bonds, 1977, p. ^6). 
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On the other hand, supply lines from Europe or the United States faced 

the possibility of interdiction. Granted, Iran and Iraq bought arms 

from both blocs, yet the bulk of high-technology, high military value 

transfers came from only one bloc until Iran ordered 5^ Dassault 

Mirage F-l Fighters from France in 19.76 {SIPR, 1976). Viewing logis

tics and proximity to sources of supply, in relation to military cap

abilities, Iraq generally held an advantage over Iran. Thus, the Shah 

found it necessary to buy arms in greater quantity than could be imme

diately absorbed, in order to build a tactical and strategic reserve. 

With Soviet and Czechoslovakian transfers to Iraq came Eastern 

bloc technicians. As of January 1978, an estimated 2,000 Soviet advi

sors In Iraq trained special forces and armored divisions; fighter, 

bomber, transport and helicopter squadrons; submarine chaser and patrol 

boat crews (Cottrell, 1980, p. 150), Almost two-thirds of the nations 

with military missions to Iraq—the USSR, Czechoslovakia, German 

Democratic Republic, and Cuba—were affiliated with the Soviet bloc. 

The advisors' presence communicated a commitment to Iraqi defense 

but failed to indicate the ability or inclination of the recipient 

states to use the transferred systems for aggressive purposes. 

Determining capabilities proves more difficult than surveying more 

tangible factors such as quantitative balances. Because this student 

lacks access to reports on combat rediness, such as Iraqi equivalent 

of Army Training and Evaluation Programs (ARTEMPS), assessments of 

previous performances of Iraqi units and situations in which Iraqi 

decision-makers were willing to commit its armed forces will be used. 
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This includes the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, Kurdish wars, confrontation 

over the Shatt al-Arab and, retrospectively, the Irano-lraqi War which 

began in 1980. Granted, the latter conflict fails to demonstrate how 

Iraqi capabilities affected the Shah's perception of the threat that the 

Arab revolutionary state posed, but the survey will help to determine the 

validity of the Shah's perception. In other words, examining the con

flicts will give evidence of whether or not Iraqi troops were sufficiently 

trained and battle experienced to pose a realistic threat to Iran. 

The Irano-lraqi War. An American expert, long acquainted with 

military affairs in the Gulf, asserted that the presence of Soviet 

advisors in arms recipient state does not necessarily produce a mili

tary machine with sharp-honed fighting edges: 

This will be the second war [1980] where the Arab attacker 
was largely Soviet-trained and equipped, and proved unable 
to use airpower and armor effectively in offensive warfare. 
In fairness to Iraq, the experience of Syria and Egypt seems 
to demonstrate that either the Soviets deliberately fail 
to help their host countries learn how to conduct an offen
sive, or they simply don't know how to advise them properly 
.... It is too early to really judge Iraq performance, 
and any such judgements must be tempered with the caveat 
that anyone who has the Soviets for a military advisor does 
not seem to need outside enemies (Mansur, 1980, p. ^5). 

Comparing Iraqi military expectations to results supports this. 

Iraqi decision-makers felt that Iran no'longer possessed a credible 

deterrent force. The time was right to strike before the Islamic 

revolution could spread. A long period of preparing operations coupled 

with reports of the disintegration of Iran's armed forces seemed to 

promise an easy victory for Iraq. After military officials spent over 

a year planning attacks on Iranian bases, conferring with Western 
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defense experts and arms suppliers, Iraqi President Saddam Hussein 

brimmed with overconfidence. He boasted that the attack on Iran would 

settle the issue of military supremacy in the Gulf region for the next 

50 years. All it resolved was that analysts overrated Iraqi capabili

ties and underrated the cohesion of the Iranian military. 

Neither air force proved effective. Although Iraq had TU-22 

and IL—28 medium and light bombers, no large bombing raids occurred; 

only spasmodic strategic bombing. What few dogfights did occur indi

cated limited competence of fighter pilots and mediocre air battle 

management. European observers, following air battles on ship radar 

and at Kuwaiti air control facilities, expressed amazement in monitor

ing repeated aerial engagements similar to World War I dogfights that 

ended with almost all aircraft surviving. 

Sophisticated missile systems were not as accurate as more 

conventional weapons. Iranian pilots seemed to squeeze under Iraqi 

radar networks by making low-level approaches.and dodge Soviet-built 

SAMs. However, ZSU-23-4 fire claimed a large portion of Iranian air

craft kills. The FROG and SCUD SSMs, which the Shah publicly raved 

against and feared, were less accurate than the 130-mm artillery 

pieces. 

Although continually upgrading armor systems, Iraqi forces 

found it impossible to mount successful long-range armor sweeps. 

Iraqi armored fighting vehicles lacked the advanced fire direction 

control found in Chteftan tanks. Tactical, logistical, and communica

tions problems impeded armor penetrations. 
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An important caveat must be noted before assuming that general 

Iraqi military incompetence existed for years. Iraqi President Saddam 

Hussein's purges of military officers left the Iraqi armed forces 

without enough strong leadership. Some units were kept near Baghdad 

to protect the regime against domestic insurrection. Just as rigid, 

oppressive governmental systems contributed to the inability of the 

Sassanid military to ward off Arab tribesmen in the eighth century, or 

Pahlavi soldiers to suppress revolutionaries, Iraqi military leader

ship was crippled by a high degree of politicization of the armed 

forces. 

A retired British field-grade officer summarized: MThe 

Iraqis not only do not seem to have improved since 1973, they seem to 

have fallen back to 1967. . . . The command level is unbelievably bad. 

. . . They used to refer to the British Army in World War I as 'lions 

led by donkeys.1 Iraqi soldiers are tigers led by a pack of jack

asses" (Mansur, 1980, pp. A4—45). 

The I ran-1 rag-Kurd Triad. Military inefficiency plagued Iraq 

and Kurdish as well as Iranian operations. Evident in the recent 

conflict with Iran were Insufficient technical support from its main 

arms supplier and weak command and control. Maneuvers in the moun

tainous terrain proved difficult as long as the Shah provided arms to 

the Kurds. 

The intensity of conflict with the Iraqi Kurds was a function 

of domestic politics and foreign interference. Campaigns to derive 

political capital from Arab nationalism led to offensive campaigns 
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against the Kurds. A brief period Of liberalization under the leader 

Abdul Kassem disintegrated into repression. Thawra, an Arab journal 

edited by one of Kassem's close associates, called for the assimilation 

of Kurdish people. Following the Baathist Nationalist takeovers in 

1963 and I968, Iraqi troops fought Kurdish insurgents. No matter what 

group held the reins of government, decision-makers felt that calls for 

Kurdish autonomy were tantamount to secession, and if the demands were 

met, a snowball effect caused by pressures from other minority groups 

would eventually lead to the dissolution of Iraq. 

With respect to the Iraqi government's capitalization on Arab 

nationalism, the Shah reasoned that if Baathists might attempt to 

increase Arab support for their regime by initiating campaigns against 

Kurds, it followed that Iraqi leaders might feel that increased bene

fits might be gained by taking some action against Iran. One option 

that Mohammed Reza Shah implemented to limit Iraq's ability to carry 

out some action against Iran, was tying down Iraqi troops in Kurdistan 

by supplying the Iraqi Kurds. 

Iranian support for Iraqi Kurds raised suspicions of the Shah's 

intent to destroy Iraq's revolutionary government. Thus Iraq's 

arms procurement may have been partly in response to a perceived 

threat posed by Iran rather than for the offensive purposes against 

Iran, which Mohammed Reza Pahlavi seemingly enjoyed predicting. This 

dyadic activity would fit within the circular stimulus—(mis)percep-

tion—response model presented earlier. Iranian army officers served 

as indirect sources of supplies and financial aid during the early 

1960s. Circa 1966, the Shah began to give direct support to Mustafa 
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Barzani, who was known for revolting against Iraq's central government 

since 1922 and who was involved with the attempts to carve the Kurdish 

Mahabad Republic from Iran in 19^5- The only proviso demanded by the 

Shah was that Barzani keep Iranian Kurds isolated from the Iraqi 

movement. 

Up until 1975, Iranian support for Barzani did not hinge upon 

the Irano-lraqi Shatt al-Arab border dispute. Controversy over the 

border resurfaced in April 1969. Both parties abrogated their 1937 

treaty. Border exchanges occurred in April 1972 and February 1973. 

Except for the offensive in 19&9, Iraqi-Kurd battles did not correlate 

with Irano-lraqi scrimmages. 

It appeared that Iran hoped to strike at one pillar of Iraqi 

Arab nationalist pride—oil reserves. A racist Baathist slogan pro

claims "Arab oil for the Arabs." President Saddam al-Bakr once 

boasted that "Iraq has oil reserves second to none in the world" 

{Chaffetz, 1980, p. 2). To the contrary, U.S. Department of the 

Interior estimated reserves at 20% of those owned by Saudi Arabia. 

Regardless of the accuracy of the figures, the important point is 

that Iraq hoped to implement an ambitious development program funded 

by oil revenues. Government legitimacy in part hinged upon its ability 

to exploit these reserves for the purpose of socioeconomic development. 

Success in blocking access to this source of revenue would help to 

challenge the legitimacy of Iraqi governments—Baathist or not—which 

the Shah viewed as his enemies. 

A large portion of Iraqi oil reserves lie in Kurdish ethnic 

territory. Kurdish oil fields are found at Kirkuk, Khanaqin, Butmah, 
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and Ayn Zaleh (see Figure 8). These fields produced 80% of Iraqi oil 

in 1961, representing 62% of state revenues and 90% of total export 

revenues (Chaliand, 1980, pp. 175-176). 

Article 14 of the 11 March 1970 agreement between Kurds and 

the central government underscores the importance of these resources 

to the Baathists. The passage deals with the relationship between 

Kurdish autonomy and control over Kurdistan's natural resources: 

"Since internal autonomy will be exercised within the framework of 

the Iraqi Republic, the exploitation of the region's natural resources 

will proceed under the authority of the Republic" (Chaliand, 1980, 

p. 170).1 

Iraqi decision-makers were ready to accept the increased inten

sity of conflict: first with the Kurds, then with the Iranians after 

signing the 1972 Friendship Treaty with the Soviets, in order to main

tain control of the petroleum. A survey of Iraqi military activity 

against the Kurds and over the Shatt al-Arab follows. 

Claiming a force between 15,000 and 30,000 irregular troops, 

the Kurds enjoyed their greatest strength in guerilla tactics and 

defensive operations in mountainous regions. Although relatively 

ineffective on launching offensives on the Iraqi plains, the Kurds 

have demonstrated the ability to surround isolated Iraqi garrisons near 

the Turkish and Iranian borders, cut road supply lines and utilize 

1. Although the article refers to Kurdish autonomy, the central 

government never implemented it. 
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mountain terrain for cover, living in caves and isolated villages, 

firing on low-lying objectives in valleys and staging ambushes. 

Iraqi forces responded with consistent tactics, using methods 

which the Shah feared most. Relying primarily on armor and air power, 

the military planned to engage in a combination of penetration and 

double envelopment offensive maneuvers. Ideally, the army was to 

penetrate the mountains where Kurds were located, driving a wedge 

between Kurdish troops as government units moved through Ruwandiz. 

After seperating Kurds from Iranian supply points, the Iraqis were to 

turn northwest and southeast in order to trap Kurds in a pincer move

ment. Hunter Mark 9s, IL-28s and Wessex helicopters provided close 

air support (ISS, 1967, p. 39). 

However, Iraqi drives ended in stalemates. Army penetrations 

usually lost momentum in the Ruwandiz area. Mountain terrain, adverse 

weather conditions, overextended supply lines and dropping morale due 

to high casualty rates compromised the effectiveness of Iraqi units. 

Standoffs, combined with increased Irano-Iraqi border tensions 

in 1969, induced the Iraqis to sue for peace with the Kurds. Iraq 

could ill afford to commit its troops, which proved to have only 

marginal effectiveness in rough terrain. On 22 April 1969, Iran sent 

a freighter, accompanied by a gunboat and jet fighters, up the Shatt 

al-Arab after Iraq demanded that Iran recognize Iraqi sovereignty over 

the waterway. This Iranian act indicated that the Shah felt his forces 

were capable of backing up Iranian counterclaims and absorbing costs 

of ensuring access to the waterway. Thus Iraq found incentive to 

conclude the 11 March 1970 agreement with the Kurds to avoid either 
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extending the front from Zakho to the Gulf or facing flanking movement 

through Kurdistan (Figure 8). 

The Intensity of conflict between Iran and Iraq escalated 

throughout 1973, culminating in a series of military exchanges between 

15 December 1973 and 12 February 197^ In southern border areas. Iraq 

charged Iran with complicity in the June 1973 coup attempt, which was 

led by Nazim Kazzar, the Director General of Iraqi Internal Security. 

In August, three men were executed in Baghdad after being convicted 

of spying for Iran. Iraq argued that Iran was engaged in illegal road 

building in the Badra area, ostensibly as part of efforts to supply 

the Iraqi Kurds. Iran retorted that Iraq attacked Iranian herdsmen in 

the Kulak Heights area. Rifle, machine gun, mortar and artillery 

exchanges escalated into clashes utilizing armor and mechanized infan

try, and culminated in a battle for Hill 3^3, which ended with 105 

casual ties. 

By August 197^, the Shah had increased his military strength 

along the section of border contiguous to Iraqi Kurds. Strains mounted 

in the northern region as the Kurds retreated closer to the Iranian 

border. The Iraqi military responded. With better morale and sophis

ticated weapons, they advanced further than in the past, pushing beyond 

Ruwandiz, which was the deepest point of penetration during the 1965 

campaign. On 6 September I97^» four Iraqi planes sent to bomb the 

supply center at Piranshah met heavy anti-aircraft fire. The planes 

dropped their payloads on two nearby villages instead. This was the 

only Iraqi aerial bombing of the season. 
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The problem which Iran faced was not so much the momentum of 

the Iraqi offensive possibly carrying across the border into Iran. 

The increasing quantitative superiority of Iranian forces ostensibly 

assured that an Iraqi attack could be repelled. Rather, the problem 

plaguing the Shah was that increased Iraqi capabilities vis-ei-vis the 

Kurds prompted Mohammed Reza Pahlavi to choose between increasing the 

level of aid to the Iraqi Kurds or losing its Kurdish buffer zone. 

The Shah's strategy on dealing with the Kurds showed histori

cal parallels with Britian's philosophy on military relations with 

Arab tribes during the World War I campaign against the Ottoman 

Empire. Lawrence of Arabia had requested that artillery be given to 

Arab tribesmen. His superiors replied that the transfer was out of 

the question because such aid would have made the Arabs "too indepen

dent." Likewise, the Shah felt reluctant to provide the quantity of 

equipment which might find its way back into the hands of Iranian 

Kurds who disapproved of the Shah's centralized rule. The lesson 

learned when Kurds established the Mahbad Republic after World War II 

could not be forgotten: arms to either groups can easily be used to 

attack Iran's central government. Secondly, the Shah hesitated to 

raise the quality of military hardware which he supplied to the 

Kurds. Just as American advisors accompanied precision-guided muni

tions and other high technology transfers to Iran, the Imperial 

Iranian Army would have been required to raise the level of its com

mitment by sending advisors into Iraqi Kurdistan. This was unlikely, 

complained the Kurds: Mohammed Reza Pahlavi did not covertly deploy 

Iranian troops, provide air support, nor supply tanks. Kurds grumbled 



120 

that artillery and air defense artillery were constantly in short 

supply and that ammunition was issued to meet only a few days' needs. 

On 6 March 1975. Iran and Iraq announced a settlement of the 

problems which had plagued the two countries. Both sides had been 

motivated by the assessment of the immediate costs involved in esca

lating the conflict and of the adverse effects that war would have on 

evolving Gulf policies of Iran and Iraq. 

Arab-Israeli Conflict. Iraqi performance during 1973 indicated 

better abilities than were evident in operations against Iran and 

early missions against Kurds. The ability of the Iraqi army to over

come handicaps and dangerous situations in order to battle such a 

respected military force as the Israelis to a stalemate indicated 

that the quality of Iraqi troops was increasing since the 1960s. 

Command and control between Iraq and other Arab units was not 

as efficient as military analysts claim to be the case among Arabs in 

general. Egyptian President Anwar el-Sadat waited until the last 

moment to inform Iraqi leaders of the planned Arab offensive against 

Israel. Major General Mohammed Ameen, commander of Iraq's 3rd Armored 

Division, complained of confusion and a lack of Information on then-

current battle situations. He had reported to Syrian Chief of Staff 

General Shakkour and received the vague direction of "go forward and 

fight." Syrians issued the Iraqis no maps, no communications elec

tronic operation information (CEOl), no Syrian liason officers. Colonel 

Wahabi, Commander of Iraq's 8th Mechanized Infantry Brigade, asserted 

that when his units arrived in the vicinity of Damascus on 11 October 
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1973, no one was there to meet him because no one seemed to expect him 

or know anything about Iraqi intervention. 

Despite these inadequacies, Iraqi forces achieved an objective 

after moving into an "ambush box" that Israelis prepared for them. 

Israel: Major General Dan Laner deployed his 19th Brigade along the 

road to the north of Tel Shaar, the 17th to the south, on the road 

near Kfar'Nasij, the 20th Armored Brigade between Tel al-mah, and the 

79th northward to the Maatz crossroads. The Iraqi 6th Armored Brigade, 

divided into two task forces, moved into the trap, receiving fire from 

Israeli tanks and TOW missiles. Tel Antar exchanged hands several 

times. The "left" task force withdrew, then moved south to hold Kfar 

Shams. After receiving a tank battalion as reeriforcements and Syrian 

artillery support, the Iraqis succeeded in stopping the momentum of 

the Israeli southern flanking movement (O'Ballance, 1978). 

Looking exclusively at battlefield accounts indicates vacillat

ing performance of the Iraqi armed forces. Improvement evidenced in 

successive battles with Kurds and Israel would indicate that Iraq was 

becoming a force with which Gulf states would have to reckon. If one 

accepts Pryor's hypothesis that the Shah was a paranoid leader, then 

it would follow that Mohammed Rezi Pahlavi's arms purchases were 

justifiable to him, if no one else (Pryor, 1978). 

Other factors contributed to Iraqi battlefield capabilities— 

Soviet support and the technical proficiency of Iraq's officer corps. 

Where the Soviets had interests in both conflictual states, only 

qualified, half-hearted aid was forthcoming. In cases where interests 

lay with only one party to a conflict, aid flowed more readily. In 
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December 1981, a Saudi official said that it was through the opening 

formed by the Arab-Israeli conflict that Soviet influence entered the 

region. Thus with assured Soviet aid in the 1973 war, Iraqi forces 

could perform better than during the 1980 conflict when Soviets hedged 

their bets by playing both sides. Secondly, Saddam Hussein's purges 

of the officer corps diminished capabilities of his forces after the 

1975 treaty. These two factors diminished any threat which Iraq posed 

to I ran. 

Given the Iraqi decision-makers' desires to overcome isolation 

in the Gulf, exploit oil resources and import Western technology, it 

was doubtful that the policy-makers would forego reaching the objec

tives to forward idealistic, revolutionary principles. Only when those 

principles were grounded in a sense of regional identification or 

domestic political legitimacy would the Iraqis be inclined to utilize 

military force. In the case of the Shatt a 1-Arab, it would have been 

political suicide for the Baathist regime to negotiate away part of 

Arab land. It would have been economic suicide to allow oil fields in 

Kurdistan to fall into the hands of Iranian or Western developers. 

With other factors remaining constant, the Irano-American deterrent in 

effect, the Shah did not have to fear Iraqi offensive operations unless 

provoked by Iran. 

Popular Democratic Republic of Yemen 

The only other radical state in the Gulf posed no direct threat 

to Iranian territory. The PDRY supported rebels fighting in Dhofar, but 

lacked the capability to project a large force over a large geographical 
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area. Working in conjunction with Iraqis, they conceivably could 

serve as a base for radical expansion through Saudi Arabia. Four 

C-47s, four DHC Beavers, and three landing craft might provide enough 

transportation for suicide missions to help insurgents retake Abu 

Musa or the Tumbs Islands, but little else, when compared with 

increased Iranian power. 

Racial and Ethnic Divisions 

Racial and ethnic factors provided another facet of cleavage 

and cohesion {see Figure 6). Through this concept, actors are divided 

into different groupings than those established according to afore

mentioned political lines. Whereas Iraq found itself at odds with the 

conservative Saudi monarchy, it enjoyed a nominal "alliance" with 

Saudi Arabia in pan-Arab sentiment and in opposition to "pax-lrania" 

expansion. In that tensions between the Arabs and Iranians were 

addressed in the first chapter, attention will be turned elsewhere in 

this section. 

Interaction among states and two ethnic groups—the Kurds and 

Baluchi—will be explored. The intensity and type of interaction 

between Arab or Iranian states and an ethnic minority depends upon 

the national interest of a state and region or ethnic group, and 

countervailing pressures exerted by a third party to thwart realization 

of those interests. Baghdad's perception that increasingly warm 

relations among American oil companies, Iran and the Kurds brought 

renewed efforts by Iraq's central government to secure oil resources 

in Kurdistan. Discovery that Iraq had supplied arms to Baluchi 
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separatists brought stern warnings from the Shah that outside support of 

insurgencies would not be tolerated. He also reaffirmed Iranian mili

tary support for Pakistan. 

The objective of this section Is to determine whether or not 

Kurds, Baluchis, or Khuzistani Arabs posed a large enough threat to 

the interests of the central government in Tehran to warrant the build

up in arms. To do this requires looking at the incidence and intensity 

of conflictual activity by minorities toward the Shah1s. government and 

Iran's ability to respond. Secondly, support of third parties for 

minority activity will be assessed in terms of the type of support 

given, the conditions under which the aid Is tendered, the use of 

rhetoric and the Shah's perception of that rhetoric. 

Ethnic Groups in Western Iran Pose 
Little Threat to Iranian Interests 

Ethnic groups have depended on third-party support to ward off 

the influence of the Tehran government. Following World War II, Soviet 

troops stood fast in northern Iran in support of their puppet govern

ments—The Kurdish Republic of Mahabad and the Autonomous Republic of 

Azerbaijan. Not until the Iranian Government acquiesced to the quid pro 

quo concession of oil exploration rights through the signing of the 

Irano-Soviet Agreement of April 19^6, and U.S. President Harry Truman 

exerted diplomatic pressure, did the Soviets withdraw military support 

for the two republics. Aid, necessary to keep the Shah's forces at a 

distance, dwindled. 

This opened the Kurdish and Azerbaijani territory to reconquest 

by the Iranian central government. As long as ethnic groups could be 
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isolated from third party support, the Shah had no trouble in subduing 

insurgents. Mohammed Reza Pahlavi personally took charge of military 

operations against secessionist provinces. On 17 December 19^6, the 

Azerbaijani movement collapsed. By late June 19^7, after executing 

several Kurdish leaders and chasing Mustafa Barzani and his forces 

into the Soviet Union, the central government again established con

trol over the part of the Mahabad Republic located in Iran. 

Kurdistan 

A combination of internal and external policies has contributed 

to Tehran's ability to maintain order in Kurdish territory. Domesti

cally, the increased presence of the military in the area and the 

proven ability of the central government to effectively use force has 

suppressed Kurdish dissidence. The government disarmed Iranian Kurds 

and stationed the 3rd Corps of the Iranian army in the region during 

the late 19^0s. Expansion of the road system has allowed rapid move

ment of forces into Kurdish areas. Strength, mobility and an informal 

alliance with Iraqi Kurds proved effective in suppressing the 1967— 

1968 uprising of leaders of Iranian Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP) and 

other militant Iranian Kurds. Trapped between Iranian units and 

Barzani's Peshmerga forces of Kurdish irregulars and suffering from 

inexperienced leadership and insufficient supplies, the 18-month insur

rection fel1 apart. 

Internationally, a logrolling relationship with Iraqi Kurds 

minimized turmoil in Iran's province of Kurdistan. According to 

Kurdish nationalists, the Shah demonstrated to Barzani that if he 
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cooperated with the Shah, the Iraqi KDP could count on increased aid 

from Iran. However, the continued flow of aid depended upon with

drawing Iraqi KDP support for separatist activities in Iran. The 

success of this tactic was underlined when Barzani, unwilling to anger 

his benefactor, refused to support Iranian KDP activities in 1967-1968. 

Barzani's men even killed or turned over to Iranian authorities those 

who threatened the Shah's security. 

Khuzi stan 

Another threat to internal security and other national inter

ests, which Iranian minorities posed, emanated from Baluchistan and 

Arabic-speaking groups in Khuzistan. Whereas Iraqi support for Iranian 

Kurds was virtually nonexistent, backing of the other two minorities 

was more evident. There was less chance that aid for Baluchis and 

Khuzistani Arabs would be turned against Baghdad. Furthermore, Iraqi 

Baathists hoped to exploit its support for Arabs, who found themselves 

under control of an Iranian dynasty, to reestablish respectability in 

the Arab bloc. 

Iraq took advantage of racist sentiments and a historical 

quirk to enlist Syrian and Libyan support. Baghdad capitalized on 

events surrounding a period of colonialism when the British extended 

protection to Shaykh Khazal. The Shaykh became an independent ruler 

through the combination of the central Iranian government after World 

War I and Britian's desire to reenforce its control over an area con

taining oil reserves. In other words, Baghdad chose to ignore the 

history of Iranian rule of Khuzistan and emphasize events occurring 
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an unstable period of imperialist domination in order to base its 

claim to the territory in question. 

During the 1969 dispute over the Shatt al-Arab, Iraqi Deputy 

Premier and Interior Minister Sal id Mahdl Ammash tried to draw atten

tion away from the central issue of the moment by stating: "Iraq has 

never seriously differed with Iran over the Shatt al-Arab; it is Iraqi 

territory. The differences should have been over Arabistan, which is 

Iraqi territory annexed to Iran during the foreign mandate and which 

is called Ahwas against the will of the Iraqi people" (Chubin and 

Zabih, \37k, p. 183)-

Support for the secession of Khuzistan from Iran has come 

from a variety of Arab sources. The Iraqi-backed Popular Front for 

the Liberation of Arabistan, or Front for the Liberation of Ahwas 

(Jabbat Tahir Ahwaz), has called for the establishment of an Arab state 

in Khuzistan since 1958. Armed attacks within Iran were allegedly 

launched in the late 1960s and 1970s in support of an autonomous Arab 

state. In December 196A, a conference of Arab jurists claimed Khuzi

stan as an integral part of the "Arab Homeland": Syrians supported 

this in November 1965* Baghdad radio reported incidents of Iranian 

brutality against Arabs in "Occupied Arabistan" during the two months 

following the resurfacing of the border dispute in 1969-

This public posturing failed to maintain a constant thrust. 

Just as Iranian support for ethnic groups in other states fluctuated 

according to the political benefits it could extract from such support, 

Iraq played a similar game. Baghdad provided only equivocal backing 
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for Arabistan. After the 1975 Irano-lraqi Algiers Agreement, support 

for the Jabhat Tahrir Ahwas decreased. 

Although fluctuation of support for Khuzistani Arabs indicates 

a lack of commitment on the part of Iraqis, ascertaining the intent of 

the Iraqis, or any other actor, to use military power to achieve an 

objective at any specific time proves difficult. The problem of deter

mining the intent of adversaries has plagued analysts for centuries. 

The historical inertia of racial tensions and distrust made believable 

threats of disrupting internal Iranian stability. In that Iran's major 

oil deposits are located in Khuzistan, vital national interests are at 

stake. Therefore little latitude existed for threat toleration on the 

part of the Shah. Too cautious an assessment of the probability of 

upheaval in Khuzistan could have put in jeopardy a source of national 

income had a quick operation of Iraqis and Khuzistani Arabs led to 

severing the areas oil fields from Iran. Mohammed Reza Pahlavi's 

assessment of the threat to stability in Khuzistan was not accurate, 

but given the circumstances and evaluative cues, his analysis was 

logical. 

Radical Inroads into Baluchistan 

The scope of the threat in Baluchistan to Iranian and Pakistani 

internal stability remained unclear. Writers disagree about the Soviet 

role in Baluchistan. While consistent reports about Soviet and Indian 

operations of Pushtunistan and Baluchistan surfaced, Noyes conceded 

that "the more lurid assessments of a carefully masterminded Soviet 

intrigue for a Soviet-dominated Baluchistan remain unsubstantiated" 
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(Noyes, 1979, p- 3*0. On the other hand, Nakhleh cited a special 

report on Baluchistan, which appears in the 1 December 1973 edition of 

al-Tal?'a, as indicating Soviet geopolitical game playing. "To coun

teract China's support of Pakistan, the Soviet Union has in the last 

two years supported the Baluchi National Liberation Movement (BNLM) 

whose avowed goal is to liberate Baluchistan. . (Nakhleh, 1975, 

p. 36). Orchestrating such support required delicate balancing in order 

to prevent disturbing the improving Irano-Soviet trade relations or 

Irano-Pakistani-American politico-military ties. Therefore, Soviet 

support had to be less overt than Iraqi activity. 

At a time when Irano-lraqi tensions increased, Iraqis wanted 

to open up another front, or at least promote internal instability in 

eastern Iran to "fix" or draw some units of the Iranian military away 

from the area of the Irano-lraqi border conflict. The Baluchi National 

Liberation Movement opened an office in Baghdad. Baluchi liberation 

radio transmissions originated in Iraq. In February 1973, certain bags 

and crates arriving at the Iraqi embassy in Islamabad under diplomatic 

seal came under the scrutiny of the Pakistani government. Opening 70 

containers revealed 300 automatic rifles, 1,000 magazines, and 65,000 

rounds of ammunition. Russian language manuals accompanied the ship

ment (Cottrell and Burrell, 197*t, p. 8). Another cache of arms from 

the Eastern bloc countries was discovered in Peshawar in May of 197*». 

Provided that the level of support from India, the USSR, and radical 

Arab states could have been raised, the Baluchis could have served as 

a source of constant irritation for Iran and Pakistan. Therefore, the 
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Shah had reason to be apprehensive about a threat to regional stability 

arising in this area. Actors chose not to increase the intensity of 

the conflict, however. 

Basing a motivation for revolt on relative deprivation, insta

bility in Baluchistan showed greater potential for increasing than in 

Khuzistan or Iranian Kurdistan. The Baluchis of Southwestern Iran suf

fered the lowest standard of living and per capita income of any Iranian 

group. The Baluchis are among the most impoverished, unskilled work

ers, no matter where they might be found, throughout Iran (Halliday, 

1979, p. 22*t). Kurds earned less per capita income than the average 

urban worker. However, the Kurds were no worse off than other rural 

workers in Iran—contrary to the image painted by some Marxists 

(Chaliand, 1980). Many Khuzistani laborers found employment in the 

oil Industry. The disparity of income between Iran's upwardly mobile 

class and peasants is illustrated by the fact that Iran's nouveau 

rlche paid more per month for a Tehran! apartment than the average 

Baluchi made in a year (Ha111 day, 1979)• 

Thus, if one accepts Gurr's (1970, p. 2*0 hypothesis that "the 

potential for collective violence varies strongly with the intensity 

and scope of relative deprivation among members of collectivity," then 

two conclusions arise. Firstly, the Baluchis were the most likely 

group in Iran to rebel due to their economic status. Secondly, the 

opportunity existed for the Soviets to capitalize on socioeconomic 

strife in Baluchistan. 

The Shah tried to offer the Soviets positive incentives— 

increased trade and access to warm water ports—for continued 
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Irano-Soviet rapprochement. Regardless, Mohammed Reza Pahlavi queried 

whether or not Soviets might cast aside their nascent friendship with 

Iran. Conflicting signals from the Peacock Throne indicate the Shah's 

indecisiveness concerning what threats actually faced Iran. He praised 

warming ties with the Soviets yet increased military strength in 

southwestern Iran. He constantly worried about the pincer strategy 

which he saw as ultimately squeezing the Pahlavis off the throne. 

Implementing this pincer strategy would require the support of 

Soviet arms suppliers. Benefits from acting as a supplier would be 

great over the long-term, provided some concessions could be extracted 

from arms recipients. The establishment of an independent Baluchistan 

would have given the Soviets increased capabilities to exert pressure 

upon the Gulf chokepoint. From an airbase located in Baluchistan, 

Soviet planes would be within range of the Straits of Hormuz. Theo-

oretically, Iranian and Western objectives of keeping oil shipping 

lanes open would be threatened. 

Although parties behind the alleged pincer strategy had motives 

to destablize Baluchistan, the question remained as to how successful 

such activity would have been. The probability of territorial dis

memberment remained low given the level of military aid offered by 

revolutionary states, the Shah's determination to resist the annexation 

or secession of Iranian and Pakistani territory, and Baluchistan's 

internal fragmentation. First, the opening of the crates of arms in 

Islamabad under lights of television cameras failed to overshadow the 

fact that the 55,000 Baluchi guerillas in Pakistan "were mostly armed 

with local versions of Britain's Edwardian vintage Lee-Enfield rifle" 
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(Time, 15 January 1979, p. 32). Second, the Shah reaffirmed his com

mitment to prevent the further dismemberment of Pakistan by providing 

helicopters, pilots and heavy logistic support to the Pakistani mili

tary. In addition, Iranian troops took direct action against gueril

las when they attempted to seek shelter in Iran. Third, sharing 

ethnic ties failed to guarantee Baluchi solidarity. Because fiercely 

competitive tribal chiefs, or sardars, had different sentiments, one 

family might have been communist, another group purely nationalist, 

and yet another apolitical. The possibility existed for domestic or 

regional instability arising from ethnic ranks. Absent, on the other 

hand, were elements for lengthening the duration.of or intensifying 

the level of conflict to the point necessary to guarantee an insurgent 

victory. 

Political and Economic Inequities 

Whether within individual states or the subsystem, people will 

most likely rebel when they perceive that their basic interests are 

not being met by the policy-makers. Members of the PFLOAG opposed 

vestiges of British colonialism which at least tacitly supported 

oppressive regimes like that of Oman's Sultan Said b. Taymur. Econo

mically deprived groups, Invoking the cause of pan-Arabism, question 

the equity with which otl revenues are distributed among Arabs. Table 

5 indicates how the disparity between incomes in the producer and oil-

poor nations has increased since the 1973 petroleum price hikes. 

Political bifurcation between conservative oil-producing states and 
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dollars 

Year* 

1963 1970 1975 

Kuwai t 3,397 2,81A 11,431 

Qatar 801 8,440 

Saudi Arabia 230 460 4,371 

1 ran 298 396 1,600 

1 raq 195 300 1,159 

Oman 83 277 2,139 

North Yemen 53 77 168 

South Yemen 153 91 122 

Source: United Nations (1979). 
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have-not radical actors has developed, In part, as a result of dispar

ity in economic status between the two groups. 

Poverty Brings Instability 

In the cases of Iran, South Yemen and Oman, a multitude of 

factors preceded rebellion; yet one factor appears in all three. This 

general variable has been cited by political scientists as causing men 

to rebel. Whether defined in terms of Gurr's (1970) "relative depriva

tion" or Brinton's (1965) concept of loss or denial of political and 

economic status, the lack of economic opportunities fostered conflict 

in these states. 

South Yemen, now the PDRY, suffered from a hinterland blight. 

About two-thirds of Yemen's population made a living in agriculture, 

receiving less than 10% of the Gross National Product (Halliday, 1975, 

pp. 287-288). The British increased rural funds for rural development 

from a total of £1.4 million between 1946 and i960 to £7 million 

between 1965 and 1968, yet by the time of Britian's departure in 1968, 

South Yemen had only 14 miles of asphalt road, 3 Yemeni doctors, and 

950 hospital beds. 

Contrary to James Bill's (1972) prediction, the growing techno

cratic class in Iran did not constitute the bulk of those advocating 

political and economic reforms. Beyond intellectual support from 

groups such as the National Front and Writer's Guild, revolutionary 

fervor sprung from the ranks of those who failed to enjoy the economic 

benefits of the Shah's White Revolution or those who lost power. 
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In Oman, statistics indicate that increasing funds should have 

been available for development in the Omani hinterlands. Royalty pay

ments to Sultan Said b. Taymur for oil production rose from £8 million 

In 1967 to over £k0 million in 1970 (Halliday, 1975, pp. 287-288). In 

1958, the British set up the Development Department to aid in moderniz

ing Oman. However the Sultan intercepted the funds, believing that 

development was not in the interest of his regime. "I always felt 

he was not really interested in development," an advisor wrote. "The 

Sultan was, I felt, half-hearted about plans for health, education, 

agriculture and so on" (al-Riss, 1970). 

The Sultan's policies inhibited economic development. The 

country used four systems of currency. Interior customs discouraged 

trade within Oman. On special occasions when trade between Muscat and 

Salalah was permitted, businessmen and consumers suffered from the 

weight of Interior duties as high as 300%. Nine hundred students 

hand-picked by the Sultan filled the country's only three schools. Not 

until after new rules had been established did enrollment increase to 

55,752 in 207 schools (U.S. DOD, 1977a, p. 368). 

When Sultan Qabus b. Said b. Taymur abu Said overthrew his 

father on 23 July 1970, drummers beat out hythms as people literally 

danced in the streets. "It was as though a constricting steel band 

had been removed from the chest of the nation, and people could 

breathe again," Dr. Donald Bosch, an American medical missionary 

observed. "The Nation was like a hermit emerging from its cave" (Azzi, 

1973, p. 209). 
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Dealing with Inequities 

If economic deprivation is one factor which leads to instabil

ity, how does one deal with this source of conflict? Does one use the 

proverbial carrot to bring change, or strike with the stick at those 

who threaten to destabilize the existing order? Could the Shah realis

tically expect to rely on force to impose stability in the Gulf over 

the long term? 

Opinion has been divided on these issues. Replying to a 

question about how to handle Marxists in Dhofar, a British officer 

replied, "The only way to treat communists is to kill them" (al-Riss, 

1970, p. 50). Rationalizing Iranian military intervention in Oman, 

the Shah posed a rhetorical question: "If Oman were taken over by 

those savage communists, what would have happened to the whole Persian 

Gulf Region?" (Business Week, 17 Nov. 1975, p. 56). Pahlavi said 

dominoes would fall if the Soviets pushed them. Advocates of strong-

arm techniques used emotive catchwords such as "communist" to justify 

actions without analyzing whether or not insurgents actually internalize 

Marxist-Leninist or Maoist doctrine. 

On the other hand, another British officer believed that 

Omani Sultan Said b. Taymur's policy of retribution further motivated 

insurgents, offering one reason for the success of the revolution 

through 1970. Dhofaris were deprived of even the simplest means of 

livelihood. The Sultan prevented army troops from treating sick 

children. The revolutionary ranks grew from 1965 through 1970. 

Often, employing negative inducements can only deal with 

symptoms of instability and not the roots of It. The majority of 
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British officers In the Gulf expressed that it was impossible to sup

press the Dhofari Revolution by military methods alone, even If they 

had the necessary men, arms and equipment. They hoped that the new 

ruler of Oman would be able to win the Dhofaris1 allegiance through 

offering positive incentives. Thus small pockets of the radical 

fringe and Marxist ideologue core would remain. These pockets of 

resistance could be dealt with easily (al-Riss, 1970). 

Bahraini journalist A1i Sayyar challenged Iraqi President Ahmad 

Hassan al-Bakr's call for a military alliance among Iraq, Kuwait, 

Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. Sayyar (1970, pp. 1-3) 

noted: 

Moreover, alliances are usually formed In the face of 
a concrete danger. While we are conscious of the presence 
of many dangers threatening the Arab Gulf region, we are not 
convinced that such dangers can be fought with alliances. 
The dangers facing the region are more social, cultural and 
economic than military dangers. 

[The problem is the] development of individual projects 
most affecting the ordinary citizen with limited Income that 
will provide him and his family with education, medical ser
vices and social security. 

One of the most important points made in this thesis is that 

neither extreme is correct. All the force brought to bear by renas

cent Irano-Achaemenid power could neither strike at the root of insta

bility caused by political or economic deprivation nor guarantee that 

guerillas, motivated by such deprivations, could be prevented from 

harassing oil tanker traffic in the region. Furthermore, an exclu

sively pacific approach to problems promises no solutions. Oman 

required military support to secure terrain before oil exploration 

could continue. This had to be done so that development funds 
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ultimately would be made available through the acquisition of oil reve

nues. The disintegration of Irano-American ties and decrease of Iranian 

arms purchases following the fall of the Shah neither guaranteed secur

ity nor decreased conflict: rather, it enhanced Iraq's desire to attack 

Kuzistani oil fields. Governments need some military capabilities—even 

in the small state of Kuwait—as security blankets to counter centuries 

of mistrust. The need for military force will exist until ties of inter

dependence can be developed. Strengthening these times will help govern

ments to perceive greater benefits accruing from cooperation than from 

conflict. The credibility of international communications must also be 

established so that a state can be reasonably certain of another acting 

in some manner. As of the 1970s, these preconditions for security in 

the Gulf did not exist. 

Methods of achieving interdependence remains outside the scope 

of this paper. Therefore, one technique, that of economic development, 

will be dealt with cursorily. Most analysis centers on the utility of 

employing military force to deal with instability rooted in deprivation. 

The specific case analyzed is the Dhofari Rebellion. 

A problem tying the distribution of wealth to regional security 

faced the Gulf states. Would egalitarian, organic, or individual growth 

take place in the Gulf?' Perhaps regional pressures for reform would 

1. Egalitarian growth refers to equal sharing of wealth. 
Organic growth would result in different rates of development. The dis
tribution of wealth would be dependent upon the technical abilities to 
use revenues and the Rlccardian concept of what kind of mix would bring 
the greatest benefits (i.e., food or steel production) from investments. 
See Mesarovic and Pestel (197*0. Individual growth focuses on develop
ment of isolated states according to their own resources for each state's 
own immediate benefit. 
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induce oil producers to fund area development programs with petrol-

dollars. In contrast, domestic pressures and unequal distribution of 

wealth could impede rapprochement. 

Kuwait enjoyed prospects of long-term balance of payment sur

pluses. Projected surpluses averaged $8.3 billion yearly between 

1975 and 1985 (Mughisuddin, 1977, p. 82). On the other hand, Kuwait 

suffered a sense of insecurity from an increasing number of foreign 

workers from poorer areas and the state's diminutive size. In 1961 

and 1973, Iraq threatened to overrun Kuwait. Thus Kuwait attempted to 

increase its security through promoting Itself as a benefactor of 

poorer Arab states and pan-Arab unity. By founding the Kuwait Fund 

for Arab Economic Development (KFAED), Kuwait capitalized on the per

ception of oil-poor states that Gulf deposits belonged to all Arabs. 

Kuwait sought to combat Instability through organic growth. 

Only Kuwait contributed to the fund. This indicated that cleav

ages existed among oil producers as well. During the formative years of 

regional development programs, many states desired to maintain control 

over the distribution of financial resources as a means of political 

leverage. Rather than socioeconomic value, political utility became a 

criteria for giving aid. 

Aid given to the PDRY by conservative states continued with the 

proviso that the geographical scope of PFLOAG activity would no longer 

include the whole Gulf. Saudi Arabia attempted to draw the PDRY out of 

its eastern bloc orbit by offering $*»0Q million to help finance Yemen's 

development plan. Iran tendered economic aid to Afghanistan, Pakistan 

and India. 
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Contrary to states with constant surpluses, Iran's ambitious 

program of internal development and arms procurement absorbed most of 

the revenues. The Shah worked within a framework of primarily an indi

vidualistic development program. Obsessed with achieving Archaemenid-

like power, little remained for contributing to development projects 

outside Iran. 

Rebellion in Oman 

The Shah's martial focus determined what type of contribution 

Iran could make for the creation or maintenance of Gulf stability. 

Pahlavi lacked flexibility in choosing options for dealing with poor 

Marxist actors. If aid tendered by conservative Arab states failed to 

assuage insurgents, the Shah most likely would respond with a threat of 

armed intervention. In the case of the Dhofari Rebellion, Mohammed 

Reza Pahlavi chose such an option. According to United Arab Emirate 

President Shaykh Zaid, military aid followed an invitation from Oman 

after sufficient aid from Arab countries was not forthcoming. 

In trying to determine what type of military response most 

effectively deals with threats posted by insurgents, the history of 

conflict in Oman since the 1950s will be examined, with brief reference 

to other guerilla wars. When analyzing Iran's military role in Dhofari 

operations, attention in this section focuses on the military's mission 

and types of force needed to achieve that mission. What effects did 

various weapon systems have on the insurgents? What combination of 

forces facilitated the reassert ion of Muscat's control over Dhofar? 
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Answers to these questions will help to determine what type of forces 

the Shah needed to deal with such immediate threats to Gulf stability. 

Exclusive deployment of air power against dispersed, mobile 

forces has low utility. When a revolt led by Imam Ghalib b. A1i 

against the Sultan of Oman and Muscat broke out in 1957, the Sultan 

requested British aid. Air attacks were made according to aging tac

tics described in Royal Air Force manuals. Attempting to disrupt com

munity life to the extent that continuation of the conflict would 

become intolerable, Shackletons dropped fragmentation bombs on vil

lages. Rocket and cannon fire from Venoms attacked strongholds. Yet 

it was not until after an armored car regiment from Aden, an infantry 

battalion from Kenya and support elements from Cyprus were deployed in 

August to aid the Truclal Oman Scouts and the Sultan's own forces that 

the rebellion was crushed. Neutralizing a stronghold on the mountain 

Jebel Akhdar in January 1958 required use of ground troops. The basic 

tactical lesson of the campaign is that air power provides no substi

tute for infantry in restoring order to areas where insurgents are 

mobile and rely on supplies from sanctuaries or actors outside the 

area of confIict. 

Such lessons have been repeated In Vietnam, Afghanistan and 

Dhofar. On D-Day of Operation Badree, a plan to secure a route for a 

road from the coast to Defa, an air attack on Hauf hit all known 

military targets and the PFLO headquarters. Six Hunters delivered 

bombs and rockets on target early 21 October 1975. Four aircraft 

struck that afternoon. Attacks continued for five weeks, but failed to 

Impose permanent losses on the enemy. Insurgents repaired damage: 
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resupplied with 122-mm and 130-mm artillery, they continued to fire on 

forces allied with the Sultan. The Dhofaris introduced tactics of fire 

and maneuver, using mountainous terrain for cover and concealment. 

Because thickly wooded mountains provided cover for military 

activities and logistical support, interruption of enemy supply lines 

was a constant priority of land forces. In 1972, allies constructed 

the Hornbeam Line, a 35-mile wire and mine obstacle, across insurgent 

supply routes into central and eastern Dhofar. In December 197** and 

January 1975* the Iranian Brigade and the Sultan's forces fought south 

to the coast then established a series of strong positions. Securing 

the area northeast of Rakhyut, the Brigade fought to pin down enemy 

forces intent on reenforclng the Wadf Ashoq. From Iranian bases, a 

second obstacle, the Damavand Line, was constructed. According to 

British Major General Perkins, Commander of Oman's Armed Forces, the 

staff of Iran's Supreme Commander showed an active interest in the 

operations, realizing that the Iranian military reputation would be 

judged according to its performance in Oman. The Iranians spared no-

effort in stringing roles of concertina wire, placing mines and booby 

traps, and finishing the line ahead of schedule (Perkins, 1979). 

Helicopters also formed a significant part of Iran's combined 

forces. Assistance began in September 1972 with a three-helicopter 

untt. The Shah subsequently sent CH-*»7s and Agusta-Bell 205s to help 

in the operations. Chinooks stockpiled positions along the Damavand 

Line and ferried in 5.5"inch guns to match PDRY 85-mm artillery for 

range. This permitted allies to stand off insurgent harassment of 

those constructing the line. Military planners scheduled a helicopter 
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assault across the Wadi Sayq on D+l of Operation Badree In support of 

ground troops moving south from Furious. The assault would allow allied 

forces to exploit the flexibility, resulting from mobility, logistics 

and superior firepower, which is imperative In defeating guerillas 

operating in familiar terrain. 

Fighting insurgents initially required deployment of systems 

of no more than moderate sophistication. Needs for qualitatively 

better equipment splraled as outside states increased their commitment 

to warring parties. In response to the bombing of Oman! territory by 

PDRY aircraft, Iran assumed responsibility for air defense of Oman. 

The Shah sent F-5Es, radar and anti-aircraft artillery across the Gulf. 

Short of complete annihilation of insurgents and their support

ing population, Iranian support could not guarantee Sultan Qaboos a 

victory. Strategy required a combined use of military and civilian 

Initiatives. The Sultan aimed at winning the confidence of the popu

lation, using the military to secure Dhofar for civilian development. 

Military successes were immediately followed by construction of lines 

of access and communteat ion, building government centers including 

clinics, schools and shops, and opening up oil fields. 

The exaggeration of the threat to Gulf stability posed by 

revolutionary Marxist-Leninists proves misleading. Many people only 

turn to Marxism as a means promising relief from economic deprivation. 

Given other attractive alternatives, events suggest that many would 

choose non-Marxist options. It cannot be denied that young Dhofari men 

were sent to the People's Democratic Republic of China, the Soviet 

Union and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea for 
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politico-military insurgency training. Dhofari children were taken to 

a "Lenin school" at Hawf in South Yemen.(U.S. DOD 1977a, pp. 390-392). 

British officers noted the discovery of caches of arms along with 

copies of Quotations from Chairman Mao Tsetung in the Ras Musandam 

Mountains. Regardless, with implementation of development policies, 

Sultan Qaboos could win over all but the ideologues. Many Dhofaris 

demonstrated ill will toward communist programs. Tribesmen resented 

the imposition of textbook, Vietnamese-style land reform programs, but 

no room was allowed for dissension in areas of Dhofar held by commu

nists. Recalcitrant tribesmen, resisting inclusion in agricultural 

committees and collectives formed under PFLOAG commissars, were shot 

or their cattle were seized. 

The combined military pressures from expanding operations, 

civilian development and alienation from strong-arm communist tech

niques resulted in a steady stream of defectors. These converts com

prised about 8% of the irregular counter insurgency units known as the 

Fi rquat. 

Commandos 

Although a coordinated program ameliorated the threat presented 

by the Dhofari rebels, ideologues or isolated actors posed a more 

direct, more prevalent threat to Iranian interests throughout the Gulf. 

Protection from this threat could not be easily guaranteed. The Shah 

posited that a small number of commandos could possibly set up a rocket 

attack on ships passing through the Straits of Hormuz or pose a danger 

to off-shore oil facilities. 
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Security experts failed to agree on the saliency of this threat. 

British and American antisubversion specialists feel that Arabs who 

are likely to dream up large-scale sabotage "are too emotional and too 

mixed up to carry out an operation requiring not only great self-

control, but a very exceptional capacity for organization and attention 

to detail" (Troeller and Deffarge, 1971, p. 28). Furthermore, a U.S. 

Congressional (U.S. Congress, House, 1975b, p. 46) study acknowledges 

that all traffic through the Straits of Hormuz use a narrow channel 

close to the southern shores, but concludes that contrary to popular 

conception, many bypasses are beyond the effective range of most weapons 

on shore. Building a barrier by sinking ships proves impractical. 

On the other hand, the study concedes: "commandos, operating 

from Omani coves, conceivably could stick limpet mines on supertankers 

that traverse the Straits of Hormuz at night" (U.S. Congress, House, 

1975b, p. 46). Oil producers worry about such disruptions. A Shell 

official warned of command movements, which were apparently aimed at 

destroying an oil terminal. Shaykhdom leaders wondered if commandos 

from the Palestinian Liberation Organization might attack petroleum 

installations (Troeller and Deffarge, 1971, p. 28). 

Iranian Prime Minister Hoveyda (deOnis, k July 1973, p. 3) 

responded: 

There are two things that we do not want to see happen 
in the Persian Gulf. The first is that it becomes an area 
for big power rivalries. The second is that it turns into 
hotbed for subversion in the region. 

Any activity directed from whatever source, that would 
aim to disrupt the free flow of oil will not be tolerated. 
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The Shah Implemented steps to deal with the threat posed in a 

scenario where a limited number of guerillas disrupted oil shipments. 

In July 1974, Iran and Oman reached agreement on the delineation of 

the continental shelf boundaries between the two states. This pre

pared the way for the year-end announcement of planned joint naval 

operations In the Straits. In order to meet the threat posed by 

commando mobility, particularly within the archipeligo of the Husandam 

Peninsula, Iran purchased what became the world's largest military 

hovercraft fleet. Wellington BH.7 units comprised the group. The 

Shah expected the addition of six fast patrol boats armed with surface-

to-surface missiles to supplement Oman's purchase of four British 

patrol boats. 

Lessons 

Major General Perkins (1979, p. 45), who commanded royalist 

military forces in Oman, summarized a lesson learned through the 

Dhofari conflict: "Active operations such as those of the Dhofar War 

remind us again that man is more important than his equipment. In 

peacetime we tend to be mesmerized by the latter." Several conclu

sions can be drawn from this axiom. These findings apply to the type 

of preparation needed for meeting threats from insurgents. 

First, procurement and maintenance of state-of-the-art military 

equipment do not relieve commanders of responsibility for constantly 

trying to upgrade individual training and command control. The Shah's 

Insistence on procuring high-technology systems did not guarantee 

proper use of those Items on the battlefield. Reports indicate that 
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Iran's command structure suffered from rigidity and lack of self-

initiative in Oman. This type of problem can limit the effectiveness 

of units engaging in counterinsurgency operations, where a high degree 

of flexibility is vital for successful completion of a mission. The 

Iranian Brigade helped to gain and maintain the initiative in Oman, but 

given the same state of battle readiness Iran would probably be less 

successful against a more formidable enemy. 

Second, high-price tag, high-technology weapon systems had 

little utility in comparison to less glamorous ones. Without a high 

level of technical support from the communist bloc, the threat posed 

by insurgents could not be of the level to warrant use of systems such 

as the Improved Hawk SAM or F-l*». The Soviet goal of Improving rela

tions with the Shah and the PRC's rapprochement with conservative Gulf 

states lessened the possibility of communist states providing sophisti

cated ml 1itary support to exploit economic and political upheavals. 

Third, the use of military power does not guarantee the quell

ing of a conflict which has Its roots In economic or political inequi

ties. In limited warfare, military operations primarily serve as a 

means to create conditions in which civilian forces can operate. Only 

after Shah Qaboos implemented development programs did the insurgency 

lose considerable strength. Therefore, Iran's forces, qualitatively 

better than all other regional actors, lacked the full range of capa

bilities for dealing with these sources of conflict. 



U8 

Soviet Activity in the Gulf and Indian Ocean 

The area south of Batum and of Baku in the general direc
tion of the Persian Gulf is recognized as the center of the 
aspirations of the Soviet Union (Nixon, 1980, p. 71).' 

Speaking to former Collaborator to the Fuhrer on Matters of 

Foreign Policy, Joachim von Ribbentrop, Soviet People's Commissar for 

Foreign Affairs Vyacheslav Holotov summed up his nation's policy toward 

the Gulf with this statement. Many Cold Warriors have referred to 

this 1939 conversation to justify their warnings of a possible Soviet 

drive towards warm water ports. 

Such predicitions of Soviet territorial offensives were accur

ate for the post World War li years. Zbigniew Brezezinski, former 

United States National Security Advisor, referred to the years between 

19^5 and 19^7 as the first round of-an American-Soviet confrontation 

(Barnet, 1977« p. 109). During this time, both powers jockeyed for 

position, trying to establish rules for playing power politics in the 

post-war world, and attempting to extend their spheres of influence as 

far as possible. 

In August 19^5, the Iranian Communist Tudeh Party, with Soviet 

support, staged an unsuccessful coup in Tabriz, the capital of Azerbai

jan. By December, 19*»5i communist forces had successfully reorganized, 

establishing the Autonomous Republic of Azerbaijan. The Iranian Kurd

ish Democratic Party proclaimed a similar achievement three days later. 

1. Also see Trial of the Major War Criminals before the 
International Mi 1itary Tribunal (Nurenberg: Secretariat of the 
International Military Tribunal, 19^7), vol. 10, for German-Soviet 
agreements in establishing of spheres of influence, pp. 1, 6, 7,. and 

27. 
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The Soviets tried to extend political and economic leverage 

over Iran by demanding the creation of a joint company to exploit any 

oil reserves in northern Iran. Fifty-one percent of the shares were 

to be held by the United Soviet Socialist Republics. Few believed 

that the Soviets wished to work the oil field in the region. Oil 

deposits still have not been found there (Nixon, 1980, p. 73). 

Soviets commonly use such business ventures for introducing intelli

gence agents into an area (Barron, 197*0. 

However justified the fear of Soviet expansion towards the 

Gulf may have been during the Truman and possibly the Eisenhower 

Administrations, belief in a monolithic "Red" scare lost credence 

through the 1960s. Anyone predicting overt Soviet military action in 

the Gulf during the 1970s would have been criticized as being caught 

up in the inertia of the Cold War era and falling to appreciate both 

the continual fluctuation of American-Soviet relations and growing 

restraints on overt military action in the Gulf region. 

This does not tmply that the Soviets renounced any attempt to 

extend their influence in the Gulf or the Middle East in general. On 

the contrary, both the Soviets and Americans play a zero-sum or minimax 

game vis a vis one another. They have continued "The Great Game,"' 

once played by Czarist Russians and the British. Rather than do away 

with such a popular sport, the players decided to modify the rules and 

1. Arthur Connally unwittingly coined the phrase before his 
murder at Bokhara In 18^2. 
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method of play in order to keep pace with changing tactical and stra

tegic military capabilities and the growth of nationalism in the Gulf. 

In order to determine why Soviet game plans have changed, one 

must address both capabilities and intent of the USSR. Exploration of 

vital national Interests ignores traditional categories of military 

security of the homeland, communication and markets. "In the nuclear 

age and in conditions of ever-expanding world trade, such considera

tions lost much of their former meaning for superpowers" (Smolansky, 

1970, p. 9*l). Direct advantages accruing from the exploitation of 

resources in the Gulf through extension of Soviet influence and indi

rect benefits through restricting American influence or weaning 

regional actors away from ties with the United States will be noted. 

This includes Soviet assistence in the development of oil resources in 

the region during the 1960s and 1970s, the Soviet need for acquiring 

hard currencies through the exploitation of natural gas deposits, and 

the transfer of technology. 

Capabilities of doing this will be discussed In terms of pro

jecting conventional military power and interaction between regional 

and superpower actors. Soviet military power serves two major pur

poses. It is used not for direct action against Its rival superpower, 

but as a vehicle for posturing or communicating its position on any 

tssue. Secondly, both the visibility of military power and arms trans

fers act as a vehicle for improving the Soviet political and economic 

position in the Gulf. The regional actors and America's perception of 

Soviet intent in projecting power and providing arms wi11'influence 
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putting the aforementioned factors in action, and thus affect the 

Soviet's ability to reach their objectives. 

Assessment of these objectives can be placed on a continuum. 

At one pole, in the Dulles Cold War spirit, is the perception of a 

Marxist-Leninist government, which can only legitimize its own exis

tence through continual expansion. "To abandon expansionism would be 

to call in question the ideological foundations of the Soviet State 

and above all the legitimacy of the claim that Marxist-Leninist 

scientific wisdom is imminent in the leadership of the ruling Communist 

Party (CPSU) and justifies its permanent monopoly of power" (Crozier, 

197*1, p. *0- In such reasoning, one concludes that bargaining and 

compromise is impossible: political leaders cannot negotiate their 

ideology or basis for legitimizing their rule. Thus a constant state 

of confrontation can only exist in the US-USSR dyad and in relations 

among conservative Gulf states and the Soviet Union. 

At the other pole, analysts assert that the Soviets have 

become a status quo power. Through a policy of restraint, the Soviets 

can gain greater economic returns and hopefully weaken Western influ

ence in the area. In such policy lies the germ for cultivating 

cooperation among regional actors. 

This student, believing the latter assessment to present a 

more correct picture of short-term Soviet objectives, will explore it 

further. Yet care must-be taken to keep from looking primarily within 

one time frame and projecting those goals indefinitely. Short-term 

and long-term goals should be separated. It will be shown that the 

United States generally feared no threat arising from Soviet short-term 
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objective. Rather, the United States maneuvered to protect its inter

ests from Soviet long-term ambitions. 

The Soviets moved toward a status quo posture in the Gulf during 

the 1960s. During.this decade, it became clear that the Soviet bloc 

would need to tap this region's oil and gas resources, and that influ

ential regional actors, notably Iran and Saudi Arabia, could success

fully oppose communist-backed insurgent movements in the Gulf. Noting 

the paradox in the proverb "nothing fails like success," the Soviets 

realized that any small gains which might be accrued through conserva

tive regional powers as well as the United States. 

Often quoting Soviet propaganda to reenforce this position, 

R. K. Ramazani (1979, pp. 51-52) overestimated the degree of commitment 

to and value placed on regional revolutionary elements by the Soviets: 

The best example of Soviet support for a national libera
tion movement in the Persian Gulf and Arabian Peninsula area 
was the encouragement of the Dhofari rebellion in Oman. . . . 
When the Sultan of Oman was overthrown in 1970 . . . the act 
was regarded by Moscow as the product of British intrigue and 
a "new imperial ptot against the Arab liberation movement in 
the area." . . . The Soviet Communist party received delega
tions from the Popular Front, such as the one led by Ahmad 
'Abd al-Samad as early as 1971• • . . The rebels were char
acterized as "courageous Dhofar patriots . . . 

Looking at the substance behind the rhetorical posturing, one 

discovers that the Soviets gave little substantial support to the 

Dhofari rebels. Backing of a more solid nature came from the People's 

Republic of China until Irano-Chinese rapprochement developed in the 

early 1970s. 
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Representatives of an Arab revolutionary group did visit 

Moscow. The Soviet Afro-Asian Solidarity Committee invited members 

of the Popular Front for the Liberation of the Arab Gulf (PFLOAG) to 

visit Moscow. Once there, however, the Arabs reportedly failed to 

have any talks with Soviet government officials. The visit became 

little more than a pep rally, where Russians distributed Kremlin and 

Lenin badges to their honored guests. These tokens were used as battle 

decorations by the PFLOAG. Hoping to improve relations with the Shah, 

Soviet representatives steered comments away from Iran's growing role 

in opposing the Dhofarl rebellion, and directed rhetoric toward 

attacks on Britain's use of napalm during the hostilities (Page, 1971, 

pp. 72-73). 

The Soviets followed a cautious, low-risk policy in the Gulf. 

Their specialty was a regional balancing act in which they juggled 

relations with regional actors. They balanced Yemeni and Dhofari 

against Saudi and Iranian, Kuwati monarch against Iraq? Baathist, and 

Iraqi troops against the Shah's troops. The Dhofari rebellion will be 

covered in detail later, the latter relationship will be addressed 

here. 

In relations wfth Iraq and Iran, the Soviets faced a dilemma. 

They could either support Iran and speed up the erosion of one of its 

important regional clients or support Iraq and forego any progress 

the Soviets made in prying American clients away from the United States. 

Exploring the history of interaction within the Soviet-

Baathist Iraqi dyad reveals a fragile partnership. Since July of 
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1958, when Brigadier General Abdul Karim Qasim led a successful coup 

which resulted in the assassination of the Iraqi royal family and Iraq's 

resignation from the Western-oriented Baghdad Pact, Iraqi-Soviet inter

action suffered the symptoms of a love-hate relationship. Both bene

fited from the alliance, but neither quite trusted the other. 

Baathists persecuted and killed Iraqi communists. On March 

12, 1963, Radio Baghdad announced the trial of 51 communist civilians 

and military personnel. They were executed a month later. In 

response, Soviets virtually suspended arms shipments to Iraq early in 

1963. 

Soviet media attacks on the treatment of these Iraqi leftists 

began in I960 and increased through 1961. The Soviet Afro-Asian Soli

darity Committee protested the Imprisonment and death of Iraqi public 

figures who were sympathetic to the Soviet cause. Pravda reproduced 

a speech delivered at the 22nd Communist Party of the Soviet Union 

(CPSU) Congress in October 1961 by the First Secretary of the Iraqi 

Communist Party Salim 'Adilr who attacked Iraq's regime. Beforehand, 

CPSU officials had approved the text of the speech (Ro'i, 1974, p. 

355) • 

Although relations improved somewhat following a coup staged 

by Colonel Abdul Salam Arif, the Soviets could ill afford any action 

which would jeopardize their already tenuous position in Iraq. Rather 

than being based on some vital mutual interest, the dyadic relationship 

was based on a common attitude on international politics, both being 

anti-imperialist and anti-Western. 
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In the late 1960s, both identified benefits which would accrue 

from a general rapprochement. Soviets believed that the development 

of Iraqi oil resources would help alleviate increasing problems in 

providing Eastern European satellites and Western European states with 

oil and natural gas. It would also minimize Western access to reserves 

within Iraqi territory. The Iraqi government, headed by Ahmad Hasan 

al-Bakr, perceived a threat emanating from Iranian dissatisfaction 

over the 1937 treaty concerning boundaries along the Shatt al-Arab. 

It indicated that the dividing line would be on the Iranian side of 

the river. See Ramazani (1972) and Tomasek (1976/1977) for more 

information on the Shatt al-Arab dispute. 

As the Irano-lraqi conflict intensified, Baathist decision

makers thought that they could exploit the Iraqi-Soviet rapprochement. 

Sporadic shooting incidents, one group occurring in April 1972 and the 

other beginning in December 1973. underscored the search for Soviet 

political support, which might be utilized as a bargaining ploy. Iraq 

hoped to convey the threat that the use of force by Iran would not be 

tolerated by Iraq or its ally—the Soviet Union. 

The 1972 Iraqi-Soviet Friendship Treaty, in particular Articles 

7, 8, and 9, called for greater consultation between the two contract

ing parties (Ro'i , 197^, p. 568). However, it failed to help the 

Iraqi government reach its goal of "scaring" the Iranians. Concomitant 

Irano-Soviet rapprochement had minimized any bargaining power that the 

Iraqis had hoped to gain from their bilateral declaration. Sporadic 
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flaring of tension over the Shatt al-Arab failed to elicit any public 

response from the Soviets. 

After the mid-1960s, Irano-Soviet relations thawed. Affairs 

began to warm when Iran guaranteed the Soviets in 1962 that Iran would 

not allow missies of foreign powers to be based In Iran. Official 

visits to the USSR and Eastern Europe by the Shah In 1965 and 1966 

resulted in the conclusion of several trade agreements. In March 1966, 

while addressing the 23rd CPSU Congress, Secretary General Leonid 

Brezhnev asserted, "Soviet people welcome a certain turn for the better 

that has taken place in recent years in the USSR's relations with 

Turkey and Iran11 (Ro'i, 197^, p. 408). 

Speaking in Baku in 1970, Brezhnev underscored the importance 

of the short-term goals of improving relations with Middle Eastern 

states in order to lay the groundwork for achieving any long-term 

goals of propagating Marxist-Leninist ideology and Soviet influence. 

But, consistently following the behest of Vladimir llich 
Lenin, who attached tremendous importance to the Soviet 
country establishing friendly relations with the peoples 
of the East and in particular with neighboring countries, 
we have been able to overcome the obstacles and, with our 
partners' constructive cooperation, to put the Soviet Union's 
relations with Iran and Turkey on the direct road of good 
neighborliness and mutually beneficial cooperation based 
on equal rights (Ro'i, 197^» p. *»09), 

Soviet national interest in the Gulf dictated that decision

makers approach Irano-lraqi relations from a position of restraint. 

In November 197*», Soviet President Podgorny stated: 

The existing tension in relations between Iran and Iraq 
does not correspond to the interest of the cause of peace: 
we have advocated and continue to advocate the settlement 
of Irano-lraqi differences by these countries themselves at 
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the negotiating table, a settlement based on the principles 
of peaceful coexistence and good-netghborliness (Ramazani, 
1972, p. 53). 

It is recognized that the quotation of passages and speeches 

presents a generally weak base for grounding assumptions. Therefore, 

one must identify how promoting cooperation would affect Soviet inter

ests in the area. How would maintaining a status quo position affect 

Soviet access to oil, expansion of trade and containment of America's 

influence in the region? 

Beginning in the latter half of the 1960s, the Soviet Union 

needed access to Gulf oil for several reasons. First, supplying petro

leum products to Europe could help to maintain strong political links 

with its Eastern European satellites and bring in from West Europe the 

hard currency, which was needed for financing its own development pro

grams. Secondly, it was a matter of internal economics. Middle 

Eastern oil lay in closer proximity to Soviet industrial centers than 

did oil from Siberian fields. Developing its oil fields in the Eastern 

section of the USSR would have been more expensive than buying from 

Gulf states. Soviets could gain strategic as well as economic advan

tages by developing trade relations with oil-producing states. This 

provided a long-term hedge against an increase In its own demands and 

preserved Siberian fields for a time when increased costs of petroleum 

from alternative sources and greater access to technology would make 

exploitation of these fields more feasible. Thirdly, by saving 

Siberian fields for later development, Soviets would control resources 

vital to survival of Industrialized societies at a time when access 
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to supplies becomes critical to Soviet political rivalsJ This could 

conceivably move the Soviets closer toward achievement of long-term 

Marxist-Leninist goals. 

Evidently, access to Gulf oil was becoming essential to Soviet 

national interest because of the inability to produce enough in the 

Soviet Union for meeting the demand of COMECON countries. The Soviet 

oil offensive, beginning in the late 1950s, proved itself ineffective 

in meeting the needs of the economies of growing Communist industrial 

states. Now entering a period of growth within their consumer sectors, 

these states require increasing supplies of oil. The Soviet Union had 

experienced mounting difficulties in maintaining balance between domes

tic production of petroleum and both consumption in COMECON and exports 

to Western Europe. Rumblings, emanating from the Kremlin as early as 

1965> warned COMECON members that after 1970 the USSR would be unable 

to meet their demand for petroleum products (Crozier, 197^, pp. 21-27). 

Central Intelligence Agency reports reflect the Kremlin's concern, fore

casting that by the 1980s Soviets will possibly experience production 

shortfalls (U.S. CIA, 1976). Figure 9 shows oil exports to COMECON 

nations for 1970-1972. Figure 10 shows selected COMECON imports during 

1972. 

1. This assessment is drawn from a lack of alternative energy 
sources, a projection of petroleum consumption patterns in the United 
States, and both strategic and conventional force balances as they 
changed through the 1970s. Radical breakthroughs in developing alter
nate sources of energy could decrease the strategic importance of con

trolling access to oil supplies. 
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The Soviets chose cooperative means in order to best reach its 

regional short-term goals. Increased interaction through technological 

aid and trade aid to Gulf states has increased Soviet presence in the 

Gulf. During the early 1970s, Kremlin officials seemed to be develop

ing the leverage needed to wean Gulf leaders away from their reliance 

on the West. However, after 1973, Soviet-supported price hikes on oil 

ironically provided Gulf actors with the capability of buying Western 

expertise rather than relying on Soviet -sources. 

Foreseeing the inability to meet COMECON energy needs, the 

Soviets helped to develop Iraqi resources and encouraged the national

ization of the Kirkuk oilfields In 1972. By supporting nationaliza

tion, they gained access to the supplies of the Iraqi Petroleum Com

pany, which had been controlled by a Western consortium. Working to 

develop the northern Rumelia fields provided the oil to fill at least 

35% of Bulgarian, East German and Hungarian imports (Crozier, 197^, 

p. 22). 

The recent commissioning of oil fields in North Rumelia, 
which were opened up with USSR assistance,..has created new 
opportunities for the Iraqi people in their struggle against 
domination by foreign monopolies. . . . Iraqi's fruitful 
cooperation with the socialist states, which is developing 
successfully, has created auspicious conditions for the 
country's achievement of full economic independence (Freedman, 
1978, p. 80). 

Soviets provided technical and financial backing to Iran for 

the construction of Isfahan of a steel mill capable of producing 

700,000 tons per year, the Arak machine tools plant and Arak hydro

electric system. In return, the Soviets got access to Iranian natural 

gas. In October 1970, Iran began sending natural gas into the Soviet 
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Caucasian republics through a 1,120-kilometer trunkline (Keyhan, 

3 Oct. 1970, p. 2). Soviets initially received six billion cubic 

meters per year and agreed to distribute the bulk of that amount to 

Europe from COMECON's own fields. Soviets benefited by gaining some 

supplies as a "transit" charge, delivering less to Europe than it 

received from Iran. It also 'secured hard currency, which it needed 

for its own development, by initially paying deflated prices to Iran 

and demanding regular, if not premium prices, from Western customers. 

Both the Shah and Soviet leaders viewed the increase of eco

nomic ties as a common means toward different goals. Iran hoped to 

decrease the Soviet threat from the north in order to orient its 

forces towards the Gulf, Arabian Sea and Indian Ocean area. Soviets 

perceived detente with Iran as playing an integral part in the enhance

ment of their growing superpower role in the region. 

Irano-Soviet economic negotiations in the early 1970s not only 

facilitated the flow of trade between the two nations, but helped Iran 

to demonstrate that it was not tied into any one bloc that would mili

tarily threaten the Soviets and that the USSR could gain more through 

cooperative interaction with Iran. Bahman Meykadeh, an Iranian offi

cial, traveled to Moscow in May 1970 to sign an agreement which focused 

on transit of one billion riyals worth of Soviet goods destined for 

Gulf states. Later in the year, the Iranian mister of conomics told 

a joint meeting of Iranian and Soviet representatives that the Shah had 

developed outlines for Irano-Soviet economic cooperation for the next 

15 years (Peygham Emroz. 27 Sept 1^70, pp. 1,5). 
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Mohammed Reza Pahlavi promoted such action under the belief that 

the Soviet Union could be "socialized" through cooperative interaction, 

giving the Soviets a stake in Gulf stability. Speaking to an ambassador 

in Asia, Pahlavi (Rouleau, 1971, p. 1» 3) allegedly asserted, "The Rus

sians have for centuries wanted to find ways to the Persian Gulf, but 

now they have abandoned subversive methods—since we have provided them 

with a way to realize their dream—through roads, railways, and the oil 

pipeline: in other words, through.business and mutual profit." 

By showing the Soviets that Iran posed no threat to Soviet 

interests, Iran hoped that it could persuade the USSR to adopt a pos

ture which less firmly supported Iraq and to void articles five and six 

of the 1921 Friendship Treaty, which Iran viewed potentially compromis

ing its sovereignty and territorial integrity. An article (Paykam, 

1970, pp. 11-12) appearing in Khandaniha extols Irano-Soviet relations 

in the early 1970s, ignoring any reference to overtly threatening 

Soviet activities in Iran since the Soviet 1917-1918 Revolution. The 

article acknowledges that conditions existed at the time that influenced 

the Soviet Union to press for the treaty. White Russians were oper-. 

ating against Red forces out of northern Iranian territory. However, 

it (p. 12) concludes: "The factor which led to the inclusion of the 

5th and 6th articles of the treaty are no longer valid either from the 

legal or the practical point of view." 

As the Shah maneuvered to lessen the land-based threat to the 

north, the sea-based threat to the south increased. The Soviet pres

ence in the Gulf and its military capabilities in the adjacent Arabian 

Sea and Indian Ocean had increased since the late 1960s. Figure 11 
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indicates an increase of Soviet presence in the Indian Ocean. A month 

after Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy Sergi Gorshkov visited 

India, supposedly to obtain porting rights, a Soviet flotilla toured 

the area. A Sverdlov class cruiser, Kashin guided missile frigate, 

Krupnyy guided missile destroyer, nuclear submarine, and tender made 

calls on ports in Ceylon, India, Iran, Iraq, People's Democratic Repub

lic of Yemen (PDRY), and Somalia. In 197^, the Soviets held a four-to-

one edge over American forces (Murphy, 1978, p. 279). By 1976, the 

Soviets accrued five times as many ship/days than did the United States. 

Since 1971 the Soviets have kept up to 20 vessels in the Indian Ocean, 

drawn from its Pacific fleet based at Vladivostok (Wren, 1 Sept. 197*», 

p. 2). These include submarines, guided missile cruisers, guided mis

sile destroyers, tankers, supply ships, and tenders. 

The Soviets have utilized facilities primarily at Umm Q.asr and 

Basra in Iraq, Berbera in Somalia, and Socotra, Aden, and Al-Mukulla in 

the PDRY. The defense editor of World Times noted that Soviets have 

been "creeping along the Arabian Sea littoral states" toward the Hormuz 

Straits. He listed sightings of Ras al-Had, and Kuria Muria Islands 

and Qamr Bay (Chaplin, 1978, p. 30). 

Soviets and Americans have argued over semantics. Did the USSR 

have a "base" in Somalia or not? In that Soviets ostensibly retained 

some legal jurisdiction over the installation, it could have been con

sidered a bonafide base. Alvin Cottrel1 (Amirie, 1975, p. 119) sup

ported President Gerald Ford's assertion: 

There can be no doubt that, despite Soviet and Somalia 

denials, the Soviet Union has air-naval facilities on a major 
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scale in Somalia. In fact, it may be said with all certainty 
that the Soviets will have as good, if not better, facilities 

in Somalia than the United States will have in Diego Garcia, 
even after the use of additional funds, which both Houses of 
Congress approved. 

Speaking before the Senate Armed Services Committee on June 10, 

1975, then Defense Secretary James Schlesinger (Whetten, 1976, p. 112) 

testified that facilities at Berbera consisted of harbor naval repair 

and storage facilities, permanent barracks, surface-to-surface cruise 

missiles which had ranges covering all approaches to the Red Sea, and 

two 15,000-foot runways to accommodate any Soviet transport. 

Forced out of Berbera due to aid given to Ethiopia during the 

conflict over the Ogaden region, the Soviets have been compelled to 

rely more heavily on their installations in the PDRY. These are 

located at Socotra, Aden, and al-Mukulla. Socotra lies on the Arabian 

Sea, 50 miles from the tip of the Horn of Africa. Analysts consider it 

the most important. European reports indicate that Soviets were build

ing electronic surveillance stations and a communications center in the 

Island's mountain range. Anchorages have been established along the 

northern coast. 

Aden has served as Soviet military headquarters for the Horn of 

Africa and Gulf areas. A European source estimated that 1,000 to 1,500 

military personnel including communications technicians and intelli

gence specialists were stationed there. At Khormaksar, Soviets were 

constructing an airbase which would be able to support 60 jet fighters. 

Al-Mukulla has geographical importance. It lies near the main 

road to Aden to Oman, and on the northern coast of the Gulf of Oman, 

near the Straits of Hormuz. 
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Cuban military forces and advisors joined Soviet elements in 

order to staff these posts in the Red Sea and Gulf areas. Castro sent 

650 Cubans into Somalia to supplement the 2,500 advisors there. This 

included 60 to 70 pilots and missile technicians. In addition to East 

German presence in the PDRY, Cubans trained airmen and worked with 

guerillas who fought on Oman's Dhofar Province (Middleton, 1976, p. 5)• 

Strategists argued whether or not the increased Soviet presence 

in the area posed an offensive threat. Specifically, the ability or in

tent to cut Western oil supplies seemed questionable (Hughisuddin, 1977, 

p. 135; Chubin and Zabih, 197*t, Chapter VIII; Smolansky, 1970; testimony 

of Robert Hunter, U.S. Congress, House, 1973. pp- 70-88). 

However, the actual cutting of supply lines and destruction of 

tankers Is not necessary for shutting oil spigots. Rather, the control 

of strategic chokepoints and the presence of enough ships with anti

submarine and anti-carrier capabilities and surface-to-surface missile 

systems is sufficient for intimidating shippers. By projecting a cred

ible bargaining position, the Soviets can create an image of pending 

danger in the minds of shippers who would be reluctant to risk sending 

tankers through the dangerous points, which include the Straits of 

Hormuz and the Horn of Africa approach to the Suez Canal. 

Examining events connected with the recent Irano-lraqi war sup

ports this. Insurers raised rates *i00% for oil and other freight trans

portation to and from the upper Gulf region (Washington Post, 10 Sept. 

1980, p. A10). Similar to 1979, when Lloyds of London announced that 

shipowners sending tankers through the Straits of Hormuz would need 

special war insurance, one oil company official complained that rates 
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for covering cargoes to Iraq and Iran had reached "prohibitive" levels. 

Although officials from United States oil companies initially argued 

that shipping appeared unaffected by the conflict, Europeans felt dif

ferently. Britain advised its vessels not to enter or attempt to leave 

the Gulf. Agence France-Presse reported that 30 supertankers were at 

the entrance of the Straits of Hormuz, apparently waiting for hostili

ties to end before entering the Gulf (Homan, 1980, pp. A1, 20). 

Other analysts and Western opinion leaders questioned Soviet 

motives in the Indian Ocean and the Gulf. Former President- Richard 

Nixon concurred with former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger's claim 

that the USSR has been trying to outflank the Middle East and demon

strate that the United States cannot protect its allies (National 

Review , 26 May 1978, p. 673). By exploiting opportunities in areas 

not specifically under Western protection, Soviets "inevitably 

decreased the Importance of friendship with the United States and 

emboleded our opponents" (Time, 15 Jan. 1979, p. 29). Late in 1978, 

Kissinger concluded, "one cannot look at what has happened in Afghan

istan, Aden, Ethiopia, and Angola and draw a line between these various 

countries without coming to certain geopolitical conclusions" (Nixon, 

1980, p. 72). 

Kissinger's reference to the geopolitical implications of 

Soviet actions implies the Kremlin's understanding of the utilization 

of military power as an integral element in political bargaining and 

maneuvering. Military forces of the Soviets and its allies, which are 

found in the region, can be regarded primarily as a tool for influ

encing attitudes and discourage any intervention by those Western 



168 

forces. Recovering from the political defeat in Cuba in 1962 and embar

rassment when the United States landed Marines in Lebanon in 1958, the 

Soviets vowed to increase military capabilities so that they could nego

tiate from a position of strength. Admiral Thomas Moorer (1973, p. 3) 

perceived the Soviets as building military power in order to have the 

ability to extract political concessions from America's Gulf allies dur

ing a crisis. 

Roman Kolkowicz concurred in this. "The sharp rise in the . 

levels of Soviet strategic and conventional capabilities offered the 

Soviets a greater sense of security vis-S-vis the West and emboldened 

them to probe the degree of Western resolve in the Middle East" (U.S. 

Congress, House, 1971, p. 1*»5). 

In building and maintaining an image as a superpower, an actor 

must have effective equality with a competing actor or bloc. Estab

lishing some geopolitical balance of power is one factor necessary for 

the Soviets, as well as Americans, to feel that a climate exists In 

which they can work to protect their national interests. 

Kulish's commentary on the use of military power for political 

bargaining reflects the Soviet's appreciation on this principle: 

The results of a clash between diverse forces and resources 
in the international arena are most clearly manifested during 
each specific moment in the world balance of power, which is 
one of the most important national situations. A clash between 
resources may result in either a lessening or an intensifica
tion of international tension. William Kaufmann wrote that 
"military power is not only an impressive means of persuasion 
in politics, but is also a rough index of international ten
sion and the degree of hostility existing between various 
states." 

Thus resources exert a reverse influence of foreign policy, 
requiring that more effective methods be found for employing 



169 

them in order to prevent, or at least neutralize, an unfavor

able balance of power in the world or region, or relations 
with individual countries (U.S., Selected Sovi Military 
Writings 1970"1975: A Soviet View, n.d.). 

Whereas the decade of the 1970s brought growing hope for detente 

between superpowers and the possibility of cooperation for containing 

the superpowers' arms race, the Middle East seemed outside the areas 

where rapprochement was sought. "The spirits of detente has been slow 

to touch Soviet policy in the Middle East," reflected John C. Campbell 

(U.S. Congress, House, 1971» p. 177). 

One should not infer that the Soviets have purely expansionist 

goals, which are to be reached solely through conflictual means. 

Neither can one dismiss carte blanche the images of long-term Soviet 

intentions in the Middle East, which are held by Lenczowski, Cottrell, 

Nixon, and others, as anachronistic tenets espoused by archaic Cold War

riors who still rattle their rusty swords. Both American and Iranian 

decision-makers linked Soviet activity to deterrence theory concepts. 

Whether the Soviets would continue to build cooperative ties or use 

military tactics to spread their influence in the area partly depended 

on the costs the Soviets would face. Sufficient military power would 

hypothetically discourage the Soviets from upsetting the status quo. 

Some scholars realized the catalysts and constraints on the 

projection of Soviet political and military power. John Campbell (U.S. 

Congress, 1971» p. 176) testified: "We should not think of Soviet 

policy as a fixed schedule for conquest or domination, or as a program 

made in Moscow which somehow unrolls by autonomous action without 
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reference to the politics of the area. Success depends upon opportuni

ties. . . . They will run into mounting costs.11 Victor Rostow (U.S. 

Congress, House, 1971, p. 1^5) asserted that any Soviet threat in the 

Mediterranean or elsewhere can be deterred only by a "credible manifes

tation of will of the United States," which is ideally backed by our 

allies. Senator Jackson (1980, television interview) said "the 

Soviets are cautious--they never move when they see strength." 

Thus increased Soviet conventional and strategic capabilities 

could be translated into tangible gains only if countervailing forces 

showed weakness and lack of resolve. The thrust of forthcoming chap

ters will explore how the United States and Iran strengthened their 

bilateral political and military relationships in order to establish 

a credible deterrent force to discourage covert and overt aggressive 

activity by the Soivet Union and other actors. 



CHAPTER 5 

ARMS TRANSFERS AS A VEHICLE FOR PROTECTING INTERESTS 

Hypothetical Deterrence 

The American Nixon Doctrine and Iranian program of "Positive 

Nationalism" or "Independent National Policy" complemented one another 

in the mutual search to protect the status quo in the Gulf. Kissinger 

(1979) believed that the Shah could fill the military vacuum in the 

Gulf and protect regional stability "menaced by Soviet intrusion and 

radical momentum." The Secretary•(1979» p. 126^) explained, "this was 

achievable without any American resources since the Shah was willing to 

pay for the equipment out of his own oil revenues. Joseph Sisco (1972, 

p. 24*0 added: "Iran, by virtue of its population, its economic and 

military strength and its geographic position along the northern shore 

of the Persian Gulf, is destined to play a major role in providing for 

stability in the Gulf and the continued flow of oil to consumer coun

tries. Fortunately, Iran has both the will and the capability to do 

so." 

A major criticism of arms transfers to Iran was that the Shah 

bought too much for meeting threats posed by regional actors, but 

possessed too small a force to deter Soviet overt military activity. 

Those espousing such a viewpoint seem to discount two integral elements 

of a credible deterrent—military and politico-communicative or psy

chological. The transfer process attempts to build both the capability 
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to deal with a threat and communicate the commitment of the supplier 

and recipient to implement options to protect their interests. 

The following two chapters will explore the roles played by 

Iran and the United States in building a security force in the Gulf. 

First, the intent of evolving Gulf policies will be discussed. 

Second, politico-communicative aspects of deterrence will be examined. 

Does communication of one's resolve to protect interests contribute to 

regional stability or perpetuate feelings of insecurity? Did policy

makers assume that others in the region would respond to American and 

Iranian initiatives as rational actors? Third, military capabilities 

of Gulf states will be addressed. Did Iran have the clout to back up 

its ambitions and counter military threats to its interests? Chapter 

5 is concerned with the first two areas. Chapter 6 focuses on the 

latter. 

Figure 12 illustrates the framework of the Irano-American 

deterrent. With the assistance of a third power (here, the United 

States), the arms recipient (Iran) theoretically acquired the elements 

needed to prevent others from interfering with interests of the 

deterring parties. Through this relationship, the U.S. commitment 

to Iranian and Gulf security was communicated to the Soviets and their 

clients. Through activity in the Gulf, the Shah demonstrated his will 

to utilize Iranian military capabilities. 

This was a strategic gaming process. States cooperated to 

condition the behavior of others by influencing the potential threat's 

expectations of the deterring states' response to any destabilizing 
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activity on the part of the threat. Hopefuliy, any party thinking 

about disrupting Gulf stability would be deterred after objectively 

assessing the high costs and limited benefits of their activity. If 

decision-makers act rationally they would perceive that the combined 

putative strength of the United States, Iran and possibly Saudi Arabia 

would be too formidable to realize any profit from conflict. Goals of 

deterrence and stability would be achieved; thus Iran would enjoy 

actua1i zed power. 

Klaus Knorr described putative and actualized power (Knorr, 

1970, p. 2). Putative power represents the instruments used by an 

actor to influence others. It is a means to reach political ends. 

Elements of putative power are self-contained in that they are not 

compared with those of other actors. One's potential power depends 

on an actor's military capabilities and his ability to communicate 

conditions under which they would be used. Actualized power is the 

effect or outcome of a given action. It is measurable In terms of 

visible changes of the targeted actor's behavior, tt accrues through 

comparison of putative power balances between or among states. 

Nixon Doctrine: Adaptation to Changing Environments 

The Nixon Doctrine provided a conceptual framework for American 

foreign policy in the 1970s. President Nixon engaged in Rea1po1itik 

to maintain regional stability in the Gulf. He strengthened local 

states so that they could maintain the status quo in an area where an 

Imperial presence would only hinder American interests or be ineffec

tive in countering insurgencies. According to the doctrine, which the 
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President delivered during a June 1969 visit to Guam, the United 

States would provide its friends with equipment and technical support 

so that allies could defend their own interests. 

The United States would be unable to effectively react to 

cases of covert Soviet interference in the Gulf affairs. By the use 

of surrogates or proxies, the Soviets could "design around" a deter

rence and reach its objective without resorting to proscriptlve activ

ity (George and Smoke, 197*0- In other words, by supplying arms to 

clients and deploying Cuban troops throughout the world during the 

1970s, the Soviet hoped to circumvent American deterrents. 

President Nixon stated, "local defense forces are the ones best 

equipped to deal with these low-level threats" (Nixon, 1980). From 

the general concept of self-defense came the region-specific Twin 

Pillar Policy. An informal Irano-Saudi-American security triad pro

vided the base for regional stability. Iran's potential for developing 

great putative power, Saudi Arabia's ability to influence regional 

politics through political and financial pressures, and America's 

technical and productive capacities would contribute to the formation 

of a regional deterrent force, the Nixon Administration hoped. 

Iran was the key state in the Gulf. Kissinger felt Iran was 

strategically situated on the land bridge between Europe and Asia. 

After a conference in Iran, he said that the U.S. "attached great 

importance to relations with Iran as well as to the crucial role Iran 

plays in the security and balance of the whole area" (Gwertzman, 1976, 

pp. 1, 32). Brzezinski later saw Iran as an important state within 

"an arc of crisis," which extended along the shores of the Indian 
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Ocean. Journalist Drew Middleton referred to Iran as "the pivotal state 

in the global balance of power (New York Times, 6 Nov. 1978, p. 18). 

The geopolitical position of Iran and its potential for becom

ing a middle or regional power contributed to raised American interest 

in Iran. In the correlates of war project, weighted values were given 

to a nation's total population, urban population, energy consumption, 

steel production, and military expenditures or armed forces size. 

Ratings were assigned to various nations based on composite scores. 

According to this project Iran's and Britain's 1970 rankings were 

close to one another (Singer, 1979). Therefore, with proper guidance, 

Iran might have become an influential power as the Shah had hoped. It 

had the potential of eventually filling Britain's vacated role in the 

Gulf. 

Saudi Arabia, by virtue of its growing surplus oil revenues, 

also gained the capacity to influence others in the region. The 

Saudis have become an important moderating influence in the Arab world. 

Therefore, the United States has used arms sales as incentives for 

Saudis exerting that political leverage. The United States sold six 

batteries of Improved Hawk SAMs to the Saudis at a cost of $1.03^ 

billion in 1976. According to a briefing of Congress, the sales were 

made as a reward for having persuaded the Jordanians not to buy Soviet 

arms CltS, 1979, P. 11). 

Military transfers may have been increased to encourage building 

ties between Iran and Saudi Arabia. The American government and busi

nesses helped in the modernfzation and training of the Saudi ordnance 
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corp, the upgrading of the air force through F-5E transfers, the 

building of a force of naval patrol craft, the construction of mili

tary infrastructure facilities and the improving of national guard 

facilities for the protection of key installations (U.S. Congress, 

House, 1975c, p. 11). Some analysts believe that King Faisal refrained 

from entering a regional security force because he feared that Saudi 

Arabia would enter as a junior partner. American officials felt that 

as the Saudis grew stronger, they would be more likely to reach some 

military agreement with Iran (New York Times, 10 Aug. 1976, p. 8). 

By increasing the military capabilities of "regional influen-

tials" then relying on these states to maintain the status quo, the 

United States built a cost-efficient regional deterrent. Paul Warnke 

once stated that such a policy represented the "cheapest U.S. defense 

dollars" and allowed American defense funds to be rechanneled else

where (U.S. Congress, Senate, 1968, pp. 12, 14). 

The Nixon Doctrine latched onto domestic political currents, 

dating back to the Johnson Administration. The Irano-American Memo

randum of Agreement of July 1964 stipulated that Iran was to purchase 

a greater amount of military equipment as compared to receiving aid. 

In 1967, Iran became eligible for Export-Import Bank financing. The 

United States ended military assistance in 1969. The American govern

ment encouraged military "burden sharing" with Iran as well as NATO 

allies. The United States could not afford foreign defense spending 

in addition to outlays for the Vietnam War. 
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Iran's Independent National Policy; 
Activist Role in the Gulf 

The Shah willingly accepted a greater burden for the defense of 

the Gulf. Asked whether high defense expenditures aimed at increasing 

Iranian putative power were compatible with efforts to maximize economic 

development, he responded, "It is not only compatible, but essential. 

The one is worthless without the other. There is no economic power wi th-

out military power" (Business Week, 17 Nov. 1975). He saw economic and 

military power as prerequisites to allowing Gulf states to "assert their 

own rights" (Amirie, 1975, p. 3). Pahlavi drew a series of circulative, 

causal relationships (Fig. 13): increased military power protected na

tional assets such as oil, which were exploited to earn petroldollars or 

were bartered for capital goods or weapons. Iran then used the money to 
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develop industry and achieve economic power. Indigenous industrial 

capabilities plus arms acquisitions increased military power, which 

could be translated into influence and a credible deterrent force. 

Until the circle built up its own momentum, the Shah had to rely on 

foreign expertise to supplement functions of the various elements. 

Because of the inordinately high importance Pahlavi ascribed 

to the military element of diplomacy and domestic politics, he spared 

no expense in accruing trappings of military power. Between 1969 and 

1978i he made $57 billion in military purchases (United States Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency {ACDA), I980)J The Shah had hoped 

that he could capitalize on these arms transfers in several ways in 

order to demonstrate an emerging independent national policy. First, 

by purchasing arms from various suppliers, the Shah wished to show 

both Iranians and the international community that Iran's interests, 

not those of a foreign power, motivated his actions. The purchase of 

approximately $110 million worth of nonsensitive Soviet arms in 1967 

first served this purpose. These transfers included armored person

nel carriers and antiaircraft guns. Second, he wished to show other 

actors that Iran would not compromise its interests or endanger the 

new socioeconomic order developing through the White Revolution. 

The acquisition of arms alone failed to increase Iranian 

influence in the area. Without knowledge of the strategy behind 

international bargaining and mechanics involved in creating a credibl 

1. The figure quoted is based on current dollars. ACDA 
focuses on arms transfer data and does not include training and techn 

cal services. 



180 

deterrent, the arms have little political value beyond promoting 

conflict (refer to Figure k). One must be an expert bargainer; able 

to balance a threat or negative incentive, such as the deployment of 

troops, against a promise or positive incentive of some mixed-sum 

gain for both parties. One must communicate to the other actor that 

he is committed to his policy, with no recourse for alternative 

action. Nixon (1980, p. 2k~l) explained: "The crucial element in devel

oping a strategy to win victory without war is willpower. Military 

power and economic power are necessary, but they are useless without 

wi11 power 

Implementing one's strategy can be equated to bargaining in 

a bazaar. If a potential customer continues haggling over the price 

of an item, slowly increasing the amount to be offered, the merchant 

knows that he maintains an advantage. However, if a person offers a 

reasonable payment for a product, then starts to walk away, the 

merchant realizes that if he wishes to make a sale, he must accept.the 

offer. 

Britain faced a similar situation prior to the outbreak of 

World War II. Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain hoped to avoid war 

by agreeing to Adolf Hitler's demands for Germany's annexation of the 

Sudetenland. This established an image of Chamberlain as lacking 

resolve to take military action. Thus it was impossible to stress 

that Britain or France would actually go to war if Germany attacked 

Poland (Jervis, 1976, pp. 59-60, 79). Patterns of expectations are 

formed early in international interaction. 
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The Shah faced a similar problem. How could he communicate to 

a threat force Iran's will to defend its interests yet confirm Arab 

historical suspicious about turning the Gulf into an "Iranian lake?" 

Pahlavi relied on actions as tangible reenforcements to verbal threats 

and promises. Without such reenforcement, communiques would have had 

little impact in influencing events due to the fragile channels through 

which communications flowed. Arabs hesitated to believe that some 

form of cooperation with Iranians was possible. The Soviets, with a 

history of military dominance in Central Asia, would find it hard to 

believe that Iran would stand its ground If the proverbial push came 

to shove. 

Pahlavi designed a series of strategic moves, aimed at mini

mizing insurgent action in the region and attempting to show Arabs that 

such Iranian activity was in no way aimed at absorbing Arab territorial 

holdings. Iranian activity generally confused regional Arabs by send

ing conflicting messages about Iran's intentions. Occupation of Abu 

Musa, Greater Tumbs and Lesser Tumbs in 1971 and sending troops to 

Oman to help Sultan Qaboos fight Dhofari rebels demonstrated the 

credibility of Iran's threat to use force to protect Gulf security. 

Furthermore, the 1971 events raised questions in the minds of Gulf 

Arabs if Iran was rekindling the historical Irano-Arab rivalry or was 

trying to assure a stable Gulf order. On the other hand, removal of 

troops from Oman when danger to the Qaboos government subsided, signing 

of the 1975 Irano-lraqi Agreement and peaceful settlement of Iran's 

claim to Bahrain hopefully would convey the validity of Iran's promise 

to work toward a cooperative regional security system. 
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The Shah's bargaining position became stronger by communicating 

that he could not withdraw from his position. By tying regime legiti

macy in part to an independent national policy backed by military 

might, Pahlavi indicated that he could not accept retreating from 

established goals without risking the dissolution of his rule. 

To this end, political legitimacy of the Pahlavi dynasty 

depended on renascent Irano-Achaemenid power. Dr. Foroughi, director 

of Iran's Institute of International Affairs wrote, "the Iran of today 

derives its spiritual inspiration from the Achaemenid Empire for the 

motivations and drives of its present economic and social development. 

. . . The Persian Gulf region formed the hub of the Empire and its 

security remained the foremost consideration" (.Foroughi, 1977, p. 142). 

The Shah bought hovercrafts, transport planes and long-range F-4 Jet 

fighters to project military power. Submarines, Spruance-ciass des

troyers and Orion P-3F marine patrol planes would give Iran blue water 

capabilities. Iran extended its security perimeter. The Shah 

rationalized that "Iran once had a first-class navy, and it is fitting 

that she should regain her position among maritime nations" (Chubin and 

Zabih, 197^, P. 196). 

The high value to the Shah of symbols which linked military 

power with political power indicated that international matters 

connected with such symbols could not be easily negotiated. In effect, 

Pahlavi had burned bridges behind himself. Thus, whether bargaining 

over some issue or deterring a threat force from attacking, Iran osten

sibly was a good position to achieve its objective. Iraq, the PFLAOG 
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or any potential insurgents could choose to cooperate or bargain within 

parameters set by the Shah or face the threat of armed conflict. 

<rano-American Cooperation 

The aforementioned deterrence strategy would work well vis-a-

vis other Gulf actors. Yet a problem arose on how to discourage overt 

Soviet military activity in the region. A key to deterrence is "credi

bility." With prospects of unlimited warfare, one would be hard-

pressed to realistically predict that any Gulf state would be able to 

successfully fight a superpower without aid from another superpower. 

The possibility of the Soviet or Chinese response to American escala

tion in Vietnam was one factor moderating American military activity. 

Likewise, both Joseph Sisco and Defense Secretary Harold Brown, who 

served in the Carter Administration, felt the United States should 

have some capability or "options of power" to respond to requests for 

military aid by Gulf states (Time, 12 March 1979, p. 29). If this were 

the case, or some form of American presence confirmed America's inter

est in the Gulf, an inhibitor to overt Soviet activity might be 

desi gned. 

A dilemma faced American and Iranian defense planners. The 

Shah worried about the possibility of the Soviets taking over northern 

Iranian territory if the Soviets assured the United States that they 

would not annex the Iranian oil fields. This action would only 

encourage further Soviet encroachment, because retreats incur high, 

long-term costs, as adversaries expect additional concessions. Recog

nizing a similar problem, a British cabinet official argued in 1885 
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for a strong response to a Russian drive into Afghanistan. "It is 

now not a mere question about a few mile more or less of Afghan terri

tory, but of our whole relations with Russia in Asia" (Lowe in Jervis, 

1976, p. 10*t). Thus some informal, but strong posture needed to be 

formulated to preclude Soviet territorial aggrandizement in the 

1970s. 

However, a problem concerning the mechanics of credibility 

arose. A commitment is credible only if costs of deploying it are 

acceptable to the deterring power (SchelHng, 1980, p. 124}. When 

Iran and the United States signed a bilateral defense treaty in 1959, 

the price of strategic military confrontation with the Soviets was 

relatively low. However, as nuclear power ratios became more bal

anced, it was increasingly evident that the costs of superpower 

exchanges would be unacceptable to either party. "Both the Soviet 

Union and the United States have acquired the ability to inflict una

voidable damage on the other, no matter who strikes first. There can 

be no gain and certainly no victor, for the power that provokes a 

nuclear exchange" (Nixon, 1970). 

Thus some* plan was needed, which would allow the United States 

to prevent or end war without abandoning allies and surrendering global 

interests. The United States would be afforded greater strategic and 

political flexibility if Iran had some force able to impede Soviet 

movement. This would provide a firebreak or negotiating threshold 

where bargaining might take place. An in-place regional deterrent 

force, backed by the United States, would thwart the implemention of 
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Soviet doctrine. The Red Army stressed quick echeloned attacks which 

would present defenders with a fait accompli. If a strong Iranian 

force could delay movement of Soviet troops, then time would be avail

able to consider diplomatic measures short of a nuclear war. 

The Shah realized that Iran alone could not deter the Soviets. 

Nevertheless, he wanted to be able to fight a delaying war of attrition 

and raise costs to the Soviets for any military incursion. "Some 

Iranians say we must be in such a position that if the Soviet Union 

wanted to kill us, so to speak, we would be able to chop off one of 

its arms," the Shah stated (Amirte, 1975, p. 281). He believed in 

assuming the burden of his own defense, at least to the point where 

". . . he would force Moscow, if it ever sought to subdue Iran, to 

launch a direct invasion of a magnitude that the United States could 

not ignore" (Kissinger, 1979, p. 1261). 

Joint Irano-American cooperation hypothetically would permit 

initial monitoring of Soviet movement, inflicting high costs on the 

Soviets in the first-line defense, then permit limited, coordinated 

responses from the second wave. Negotiating thresholds exist at all 

three steps. First, electronic survellience through Ibex and Close 

Look, Big Bird or Earth Resources Technology Satellites (ERTS) would 

track Soviet troops. Initially, the USSR would have to move some 

Category I units' from Europe to Central Asia if a doctrinal fait 

accompli were to be achieved through blitzkrieg tactics. Observation 

1. Category 1 units are battle-ready, having the most modern 

equipment. 
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of transfers could have resulted in countermovement of American troops 

in addition to diplomatic maneuvering. Given lift resources available 

in 1978, two light divisions including a Marine amphibious force com

prised of two-thirds of a division and an air wing with carrier escort 

could arrive in the Gulf within thirty days. This was the maximum time 

assessed for transporting Soviet troops. Iran acquired the military 

machinery which, if efficiently utilized, could hold off the Soviets 

until American reenforcements could arrive (U.S. Congressional Budget 

Office, 1978). On the first line of defense, American weapons would 

provide standoff capabilities. F-1^s with Phoenix missiles have the 

ability to track planes at a longer range than MiGs. Improved Hawk 

SAMs prove to be one of the best air defense systems. TOWs would be 

used against Soviet or Iraqi armor. The one weakness of this three-

part plan lies in the limited ability to link American and Iranian 

land systems in an operational sense. Trained only in the use of the 

American equipment sold to Iran, American soldiers would only assume 

operation of air defense and anti-tank units alongside the Iranian army. 

During the early days of a conflict, American troops could best inte

grate with the Imperial Iranian Air Force (llAF). Unless Iran stock

piled enough British armor, the lack of mechanized units would prove 

an early soft spot in any Irano-American alliance and joint maneuvers. 

Analyst Steven L. Canby felt skeptical about the efficiency of the 

aforementioned strategy. According to him, the Shah substituted tech

nological sophistication for military thinking and thus would not be 

able to defend properly on the Iranian Plateau or in mountains along 
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the border with Iraq. "The situation could only have been stabilized 

by a rapid and large scale U.S. reinforcement. But until enough American 

forces arrived to form a significant share of the total allied force, any 

American units in the field would also have been jeopardised [sic] by the 

collapse of Iranian units on their flanks" (Canby in Amirsadeghi, 1981, 

p. 10*0. 

Warfare might be likened to a judo or karate contest—the out

come depends on a series of moves and countermoves. Deterrence is 

based not on those actions, but on what the adversaries perceive those 

moves and countermoves might be. 

Problems in Strategic Communication 

Did increasing Iranian military power promote stability and 

create a climate for cooperation among Gulf states or did it reenforce 

suspicions about Iran's regional goals? Would deterrence work in a 

crisis situation? By addressing these questions, weakness of assump

tion inherent in deterrence "theory" will be revealed. 

Stability or Insecurity? 

Joseph Sisco (U.S. Congress, House, 1975c, p. 3) indicated 

that the objective of American activity in the Gulf "has been our sup

port for collective security and stability in the region by encouraging 

indigenous regional cooperative efforts and orderly economic progress." 

Yet an American role could not immediately reverse the centuries-old 

mood of Irano-Arab suspicions. The United States could only facilitate 

the extremely slow process of expanding channels of communication from 

one side of the Gulf to the other. 
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The arms sales to Iran were intended to provide for Gulf 

security until a spirit of cooperation and trust could be established 

and a regional security force could be built. No plans for a neo-

imperalistic takeover of the Gulf were evident. In fact, the argument— 

albeit unsubstantiated—forwarded by those advocating arms transfers 

was that with the presence of advisors the use of those weapon systems 

might be controlled. 

Despite intentions, arms transfers may have impeded Irano-Arab 

rapprochement. The assumption behind deterrence is that the targeted 

actor will act rationally, making an objective analysis of the deter

ring actor's intentions, based on accurate, correctly perceived evalua

tive cues. It is usually taken for granted that a state could see the 

defensive intent behind arms purchases of another. However, in the 

case of the Gulf, Arab states found it difficult to accept Iranian 

military as a "force of peace." 

Because negative images between Arabs and Iranians existed, it 

was difficult to overcome what Jervis referred to as irrational con

sistency" (Kinder and Weiss, 1978). States react according to their 

belief of what another's intentions are. In that conservative Gulf 

states questioned Iraqi revolutionary aims, Iranian purchases before 

the 1970s could be rationalized as a matter of self-defense. However, 

once Iran procured sufficient arms to handle threats from Soviet 

regional clients, additional purchases drew suspicion concerning the 

Intended use of the hardware. 

Although some Arab states and Iran would on occasion cooperate 

because of mutual monarchical bonds, no substantial progress toward 
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regional security was made prior to 1975. Arab Gulf states rejected the 

Shah's self-assumed role as regional policeman. An Arab newspaper 

article (Nakhleh, 1975» p- ^6) wondered if Iran would use its military 

might to occupy oil-producing areas. Attempting to restrain large trans

fers to Iran, Saudi Arabia tried to restrict Iranian cash flow by con

sistently advocating moderation in oil pricing. A 197^ U.S. Arms Control 

and Disarmament Agency report relfects the mood in the region: "While 

massive arms transfers are seldom the primary cause of regional conflict, 

they do increase the likelihood of hostilities by altering power balances 

increasing concern about the recipient's military intentions" (Pryor, 

1978, p. 64). 

No breaking of the negative momentum of mutual mistrust could 

be achieved until some unequivocable event took place, which could be 

mutually perceived as signalling a qualitative change in Gulf relations 

'(Hart, 1978). In that threat perception is roughly a function of an 

adversary's military capacity and its estimated intent, no moves toward 

Gulf stability could be made without initial tension reduction. Iran

ian arms acquisition did not lay the foundation for regional security. 

'Rather, the signing of the 1975 Irano-lraqi Agreement and the removal 

of troops from Oman provided the base. 

Deterrence Theory Invalid 

For any relationship to be valid, variables involved should 

provide the same results whenever tested. Building a credible deter

rent force should prevent high intensity conflict. During the 1962 

Cuban missile crisis, Soviets withdrew missiles from the island because 
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the strategic balance lay in America's favor. Yet in other cases, the 

deterrent relationship breaks down. In stressful situations, communi

cations channels fail to carry coherent messages. 'Snyder warned about 

the "fragility of rationality" in a crisis situation. Any of a number 

of bureaucratic, ideosyncratic or cognitive elements could undermine 

the rationality of the decision-making process (Snyder, 1978). When 

high risks and high gains are involved, one might take preemptive 

action to protect his interests. 

John Stoessinger (1978) did case studies of conflicts—World 

War I, World War II, Korea, Vietnam, and the Indo-Pakistani wars and 

the Arab-Israeli wars. The author found several reoccuring themes. 

In all the conflicts, credible communication broke down. Leaders 

misperceived an adversary's power, believed the probability of an 

attack by the threat was high and appeared overconfident on their 

ability to become the dominant power through gaining the initiative. 

In fast-moving situations where decisions must be made under 

pressure, one cannot depend on the existence of a deterrent force to 

maintain stability. Concomitant mobilization of Russia and Germany 

prior to World War I built such momentum that the force pressuring the 

nations to war was impossible to abate. The procurement of precision-

guided munitions by Gulf states made more important the launching of a 

preemptive strike. Given the Arab and Iranian historical mistrust of 

one another, a rush to deploy troops could have led to war in the Gulf 

region. There is no guarantee that the politico-communicative element 

of a deterrent can function in a crisis situation. Therefore, 
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assumptions on which the Irano-American deterrent was built lacks a 

valid theoretical foundation. 

Even in slower-developing situations where the Interests of 

two or more states are in conflict, one cannot depend on traditional 

concepts of deterrence to maintain stability. Deterrence based on a 

potential aggressor's weighing the costs and benefits of military 

action primarily hinges on short-term military balances. This type of 

deterrence philosophy does not consider how changing military balances 

affect the threat's own interests or how the threat perceives the deter

ring nation's military superiority. If one state perceives its posi

tion to be deteriorating vis a vis another state, it may attack the 

state which is growing in power before its interests are irreversibly 

compromised. 

Just as America's military advantage over Japan had failed to 

prevent the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor in 1941, Iran's increasing 

military strength could have incited Iraq to attack Iran. Japan felt 

American coerslve diplomacy might lead to the blocking of Japan's 

access to raw materials. Japanese leaders knew that American war poten

tial surpassed that of Japan, but if some action was not taken, Japanese 

interests eventually would have been strangled. The decision to attack 

Pearl Harbor was based on long-term political and economic costs of not 

attacking versus short-term military costs of attacking (Brown, 1977, 

pp. 3-7). Similarly, Irano-lraqi tensions prior to their 1975 rap

prochement coupled with increasing Iranian military power could have 

prompted a full-scale Iraqi attack on Iran. Although the Shah's 
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mistrust of Kurds in Iran prevented'wholesale support for Kurdish 

activity in Iraq, the Shah hesitantly and incrementally increased aid 

to the Kurds in Iraq during The appearance in Iraq of limited 

sophisticated weapons such as Hawk surface-to-air missile batteries 

indicated to Iraqi Baathists the possible growth of Iranian involvement 

in Iraq (Tomasek, 1976, p. 222). Without the mediation of Algerian 

President Houari Boumediene, who facilitated recognition of advantages 

between Iran and Iraq, Iraq may have attacked Iran to protect long-term 

Iraqi political and economic interests. 

Changes in related factors would have made war a more desirable 

option to Iraq despite Iraq's short-term mi 1itary disadvantage. Had 

the Arab-Israeli conflict been resolved, had Iranian agents assassinated 

Ayatollah Khomeini and Taymur Bakhtiar, who lived in exile in Iraq, or 

had Iran settled its own Kurdish problem, Iraqi Baathists would have 

been inclined to declare war on Iran. Protection of the Iraqi oil

fields was necessary to ensure revenues for development and to maintain 

Baathist domestic prestige. Irano-lraqi hostilities coupled with any 

of the factors just listed would have threatened Iranian seizure of 

the Kirkuk oilfields. 

Under most conditions, principles of deterrence work according 

to hypothetical expectations. In view of the exceptions, reliance on 

superior military power alone to maintain stability in the Gulf would 

have left weak points in Iranian deterrence policy. 



CHAPTER 6 

IRANIAN MILITARY CAPABILITIES 

Weapons acquired by Iran were a function of the Shah's grand 

strategy of protecting Iran's socioeconomic programs through the 

development of the state's military predominance in the region. Rather 

than modify a foreign policy according to military capabilities, the 

Shah identified his foreign policy goals then sought to create a mili

tary force to protect them. His program of military buildup took into 

account goals of reducing the superpower maritime role in the region, 

protecting petroleum facilities and dissuading covert and overt Soviet 

disruption of the Gulf status quo. 

"It is better to fight it out at once [or at the beginning] 

than to have to make a late peace" (Haim, 1956, p. 129). In the essence 

of this old Persian quote lies another reason why the Shah tried to 

strengthen elements of Iranian military power. Historically, weaker 

states have been vulnerable to the will of militarily stronger states. 

Lessons concerning the defeat of the Achaemenid and Sassanian Empires 

or subservience of the Qajar Dynasty to European powers made an impres

sion on the Shah. On the other hand, military power has traditionally 

been an option for maximizing one's influence in the international 

arena. In the contemporary setting, the capability to strike quickly 

at an adversary with precision-guided munitions (PGM) makes modern 

weapons a more lethal political tool than in the past. Weak armed 

193 



19*» 

forces unable to respond to a challenge might have contributed to the 

conclusion of a "late peace,11 harmful to Iranian interests. 

In an interview with an Aviation Week and Space Technology 

reporter, General Mohammed Khatami, then Commander of the Imperial 

Iranian Air Force (IIAF), underscored that self-defense was a primary 

aim of the Iranian government. "This does not mean that we do not 

depend on our friends. We are building up through aid and technology 

from our allies, but if political situations warrant, we will not just 

sit and do nothing" (Coleman, 1973, p. 1*0- The question arises of 

whether or not the goal of developing Iranian armed forces was being 

achieved. By the end of the 1980s, would Iran possess the capabilities 

to react with force if the situation warranted? 

The subject of military capabilities necessary to create a 

credible deterrent force will be addressed. What force mix would give 

Iran the ability to "fight it out at once?" Front-end military appro

priateness of acquisitions will be explored. Analytical problems in 

assessing this will be noted along with rationale for choosing tech

niques of numerical rating for weapon systems, historical citings and 

mission- and environmental-speciftc analyses. In connection with arms 

purchases, it will be shown that technological competition inflated 

Iranian arms requirement and that the prisoner's dilemma faced Iran, 

Iraq and the superpowers. Specific to Iran, the Shah bought state-of-

the-art weapon systems in order to stay ahead of or at least keep pace 

with the oscillation movement of technology's S-curve (Figure 1*0 . The 

purchase of increasingly sophisticated weapon systems failed to provide 

these states with any lasting sense of security. 



Utility Increase ^ 

Figure 1A. Cost-utility S-curve.—This hypothetical graph 
relates the variables of utility or performance benefits of a weapon 
system or systems to costs in procuring the hardware. In the case of 
high-price items such as tanks and aircraft, the cost of maintaining 
or improving a degree of utility increases with the development of 
adversary systems. 

One should be aware that the assessment of qualitative and quan

titative requirements presents an interesting situation. A study takes 

on both a subjective and objective character; more than a purely 

historical-descriptive exploration of events. Characteristics such as 

aircraft wing loading or first-round hit probability of a tank can be 

quantified in hard, numerical data. Yet the interpretation of that 

data is highly subjective. Biases of several analysts may lead to 

drawing different conclusions from the same data base. An American 

government study indicated that Iran was acquiring the capability to 

hold off an initial Soviet invasion for as long as 30 days, whereas 
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a former U.S. Army officer told this writer that Iran could not have 

impeded successfully a full-scale Soviet Incursion for that long. An 

Air Force lieutenant colonel indicated that a high thrust-to-weight 

ratio significantly contributes to the ability of an aircraft to avoid 

destruction by surface-to-air missiles (SAM). On the other hand, one 

job of the Army is to prevent penetration of their lines by aircraft. 

It naturally follows that some army officers feel a thrust-to-weight 

ratio is relatively insignificant in helping to outmaneuver missiles. 

For instance, Improved Hawk SAMs can withstand greater G-stress during 

a turn than can a pilot in an aircraft. Therefore, the defeating of 

SAMs depends more on early radar detection and avoidance rather than 

attempting to outmaneuver a SAM once launched. An attempt will be made 

to minimize such institutional biases. 

This chapter will explore strategic and some basic tactical 

considerations which help to determine what type of military equipment 

was needed to support Iranian foreign policy and contribute to a 

credible deterrent force. What kind of force tailoring would allow 

Iran to delay Soviet operations in the vicinity of the Elburz and 

Zagros mountain ranges? Would Iran have the capabilities to neutral

ize Iraqi airfields and protect their oilfields from Iraqi mechanized 

operations when the 1975 Irano-lraqi Agreement ever broke down? How 

would harassment on the shipping lanes be prevented? These questions 

will be answered by determining force requirements in relation to 

the military environment. 

This environment or "conflict milieu" can be defined as the 

quantity and type of forces that can be deployed into a region. The 
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capability of one's combined arms forces is modified according to the 

ability of systems, which have specialized characteristics or perform

ance features, to achieve their mission. 

Iran faced a problem of building its military capability in 

order to confront two different threat forces. The quantity and 

quality of forces needed to give Iran sufficient putative power to 

deter any Iraqi military activity would be virtually inconsequential 

when positioned against Soviet forces. It follows that a military 

buildup designed to delay Soviet operations would be of considerable 

size. The argument that by the last year of the Shah's reign, Iran's 

order of battle overwhelmed that of any other Gulf natton has validity 

only in the context of scenarios involving Gulf actors alone. The 

reasoning weakens when considering the added threat positioned north 

of Iran's 2,000-kilometer border with the Soviet Union. 

Regardless of what hardware Iran purchased, acquisitions alone 

cannot be readily translated into putative power. An analysis of mili

tary capabilities must also include an assessment of a nation's back-

end ability to absorb arms and support military forces. Little thought 

had been given to the military forces structure that could be supported 

by indigenous Iranian resources. In lacking the skilled manpower to 

operate the weapons, especially aircraft, Iran had to rely on American 

support. Attempting to achieve the goal of long-term political inde

pendence and build a credible deterrent force required short- and 

middle-term dependence on third party expertise. 
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Up-front Capabilities to Meet the Soviet Threat 

A Soviet military drive into Iran would come in four segments— 

initial covert infiltration, airborne missions, air operations, and the 

main ground attack. Each of these posed special problems and this 

required specific responses from Iran. 

Covert activity can be divided into two types. The first 

focuses on infiltration of the target nation's political system, then 

maneuvering to intervene on the part of ostensibly popular Communist 

forces within the country. Such was the case In post World War II 

Europe and northern Iran. Whether jumping in to reenforce its influ

ence, which had been increasing since the Cold War, or being pushed 

in by commitment of the Breshnev Doctrine to help the ailing Khalq 

regime, strengthening Afghan-Soviet ties preceded the invasion of 

Afghanistan. Cognizant of such tactics, the Shah had outlawed com

munist political activity in Iran. 

Because this thesis does not stress the use of the military for 

political purposes within a country, attention turns to the second 

aspect of covert activity. The Soviets will engage in "dirty tricks" 

and psychological operations (psyops), before its overt military 

incursion, in order to weaken channels of communication and command of 

their adversary and to disrupt local security. This prepares the 

extended battlefield for airborne and air operations. In Czechoslova

kia, some soldiers flew unnoticed into Prague via commercial Aeroflot 

jets. During the one-year period prior to the invasion of Afghanistan 

in December 1979, the Soviets increased the number of advisors in 

Afghanistan from 1 ,000 to A,000. Combat units such as Mi-2^1 helicopter 
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squadrons made "good-will" visits. Soviets recalled Afghan tanks, 

falsely arguing that some defects had to be corrected. In Kabul, 

before the invasion, the Soviets gave a party for Afghan military 

officers. Locked in, these officers found that the party was to last 

longer than expected. 

The Shah could have planned to face similar tactics, albeit 

on a grander scale. Lenin advised: "One must have the ability to 

change methods of combatting the enemy when circumstances change" 

(Gorshkov, 1979, P- 132). Thus, as Iran expanded its conventional 

military capabilities, the Soviets would have to increase covert opera

tions if the Red Army was to discount the use of tactical nukes. This 

activity could Include psyops and propaganda to confuse Iranians and 

the infiltrations of raiding parties, who would work with collaborators 

to sabotage key installations and disrupt lines of communication. 

The type of organization needed to counter an early covert 

threat and to protect Iran was exploited to control Iranians them

selves. The Imperial Iranian Gendarmie (IIG) and SAVAK theoretically 

could provide a proper response to initial Soviet operations, but it 

was also used to control those who voiced dissent to government 

policies. Fred Halliday (1979) cogently deals with aspects of Pahlavi 

oppression. Unfortunately, such a polemic approach fails to indicate 

the benefits to Iran for discouraging initial foreign penetration, 

which the IIG offered. 

Organized with Swedish assistance in 1911-and advised by the 

United States Military Mission and Military Assistance Advisory Group 

(MAAG) from 19**2 until 1976, the IIG become a paramilitary and police 
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organization responding to insurgencies. The 11G served as an instru

ment for centralizing government power in Tehran by controlling minori

ties in isolated areas. 

Because of their presence in remote regions, the 11G was in a 

choice position to observe and react to foreign clandestine operations 

and other suspicious activities. British Colonel Charles E. Stewart 

traveled throughout Iran, noting lines of communication, routes for 

artillery and places where troops might procure supplies when Britain 

and Russia played the Great Game. Likewise, Soviet agents could serve 

as advance men during the Cold War. With the I IG patrolling villages 

and gathering information from the residents and among outposts, there 

was little chance that a stranger passing through isolated areas would 

go unnoticed. 

Defensively organized, posts served as headquarters for security 

within a defined region. Many units held responsibility for protecting 

areas of tactical importance such as mountain passes and road junc

tions. The acquisition of American and Italian helicopters provided 

mobility to the ItG. Establishing direct communications links between 

ItG units and Tehran, and thus indirect links with early warning 

systems, could have increased quick reaction capabilities of the IIG. 

Hypothetically, Iranian forces could have hindered enemy attempts to 

capture key terrain and establish an airhead. 

Airborne operations present the second facet of the Soviet 

threat. Troops would focus on attacking key terrain and Installations. 

In that threat forces would face the Zagros and Elburz ranges, air

borne units would be tasked with the classical mission of capturing 
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high ground, flanking mountain passes and controlling movement through 

them. According to Soviet publication Voenny Vestnik, "Whoever takes 

the passes has the mountains" (U.S. DOD, 1978a). 

In Afghanistan, the Soviets demonstrated the importance 

ascribed to passes in controlling movement of mechanized units. On 

8 and 9 December 1979, a Soviet combat battallion landed in Baghram 

then proceeded to the Salang Pass, This pass serves as an important 

north-south route in eastern Afghanistan. On 21 December, a Soviet 

paratroop regiment landed at Baghram and secured airfields around 

Kabul. From this airhead, they expanded and secured their airbridge 

and land routes into Afghanistan (Freistetter, 1981, p. 38). 

Since the Iranian armed forces planned their main defensive 

lines in the Zagros and Elburz mountains, they would be engaging both 

the Soviet airborne and main mechanized elements in mountain warfare. 

Such tactics would decrease the power of the Soviet offensive thrust 

by channelizing armor units, limiting the massive indirect firepower 

of the Red Army's artillery and degrading ground support capabilities 

of the Soviet Tactical Air Army. Soviet mechanized units were designed 

for quick movement across the plains of Europe and not through the 

mountain passes of Central Asia. Armored fighting vehicles (AFV) and 

tanks find it difficult to maneuver in mountainous terrain. Soviet 

infantrymen have been reluctant to leave AFVs to fight tribesmen in 

Afghanistan and have exhibited degraded fighting abilities. Variations 

in atmospheric pressure and temperature, and dead space created by 

masking terrain limit the accuracy of Soviet howitzers. Jet pilots 

experience difficulty in maneuvering to hit targets in narrow valleys. 
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Responding to operational difficulties imposed by harsh 

terrain, Soviets would probably utilize tactical airborne forces to 

secure heights. This would deny defensive positions to the Iranians 

and deny road movement to the Imperial Iranian Ground Forces (lIGF). 

The Soviet troops would probably be transported by helicopters since 

terrain provides few areas for air drop of paratroopers. 

To counter these tactics, Iran needed mobile forces and light 

infantry. Defensive positions would have been built around strong 

points, with armor in defilade or anti-tank weapons under cover. Units 

with hand-held SAMs patrolling between strong points and the utiliza

tion of both attack and utility helicopters would attempt to prevent 

Soviet bypassing of main defensive positions and Soviet attack on the 

flanks and rear. This is one reason for which the Shah ordered approxi

mately 650 helicopters. The AH-1J Sea Cobras could attack armor which 

attempted to circumvent strong points. The Bell 2l4As, Agusta-Bell 

AB 205As and other utility helicopters would give Iranian forces the 

flexibility to position light units where enemy flanking movements 

could be expected. 

Although Iran was procuring the proper equipment to engage in 

mountain warfare, two factors detracted from utilization of the hard

ware. First, the deployment of relatively independent units around 

strong points requires that the leaders show self-initiative in move

ment and engaging targets. Degraded command and control in mountainous 

areas and the sudden appearance of targets of opportunity from behind 

masking terrain demand this. However, Iranian operations in Oman 

indicated that commanders were rarely willing to assume responsibility 
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for action based on their own initiative. Second, the Shah's fascina

tion with military systems apparently carried over from aircraft into 

hardware for ground forces. In 1977, Iran had four independent 

brigades—two infantry, one airborne, and one special forces—and four 

infantry divisions. Rather than maintain some light infantry units, 

the Shah planned to mechanize all of them, placing soldiers in top-of-

the-line BMPs and BTRs. Although useful for highspeed movement with 

armor elements, these vehicles would either degrade Iran's ability to 

conduct mountain operations or be abandoned in favor of helicopter 

transports. 

Helicopters could be utilized in defensive and offensive roles. 

Iran adopted both types of tactics from American air cavalry and air 

assault units which served in Vietnam. Troops and firepower were 

introduced into areas where because of tactical situations it would 

otherwise be impossible. Building on experiences in Vietnam, one mis

sion now given to the American 101st Air Assault Division is as a 

strategic reserve, maneuvering to counter any Soviet breakthrough. 

Iranian units would have had similar missions as well as the task of 

providing firepower in flanks to discourage envelopment by Soviet 

mechanized units. 

In order to meet a Soviet armor threat, a mix of armor, fixed-

wing, rotary and anti-tank guided missile (ATGM) systems were procured 

by Pahlavi. Chieftain and Shir MBTs, Scorpion light tanks, Sea Cobras 

with TOWs, utility helicopters to maneuver anti-tank teams and F4s 

with AGM-65 Mavericks could be deployed. 
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Cobras flying nap-of-earth have proven to be an effective 

weapon against tanks. An experiment in the Federal Republic of Germany 

placed tanks against fire-support helicopters. The latter had ten 

times more kills than the former. Thus if Iran were to include nap-of-

earth concepts in their training exercises, the 11GF would have gained 

an effective tool in combatting Soviet armor. 

This is important because Iran could have faced as many as 

19 motorized rifle and 3 tank divisions from the Soviet Union's 

Caucasus, Trans-Caucasus and Turkestan Military Districts. One-third 

of the divisions were category one. Each tank division was authorized 

325 tanks and 170 AFV/APCs. A category one motorized rifle division 

was authorized 260 tanks and 372 AFV/APCs. A second category tank 

division could have 310 tanks and a motorized rifle division may have 

215 tanks and 312 AFV/APCs. In total, when Soviet category three 

divisions are included, Iran could have met a force of approximately 

4,600 T-5V55/62/64/72s and 5,900 AFV/APCs (Bonds, 1977, p. 176). 

Quantitatively, Iran's force of 760 Chieftain Mk3/5s, 400 

M47/48s, 460 M-60A1s, 250 Scorpions, and 2,000 AFV/AFCs were no match 

for Soviet forces in 1977, even if one includes 1,200 Chieftain Mk 5 

and Shir 1 and 2 main battle tanks (MBT), which were on order (ISS, 

1977). Therefore, the Shah opted for qualitative superiority in 

armor. Although most Iranian tanks came from Britian, this topic will 

be discussed to show how such sophisticated equipment would be utilized. 

The Chieftain and Shir MBTs outclass Soviet tanks in many ways. 

The Western tanks have better armor protection, generally have more 
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accurate target acquistion systems, can carry a larger number of rounds 

and can shoot more rounds per minute than the Soviet T~72/62/55/5^s. 

During the 1970s, the T-62 served as main tanks in first 

echelon of attack units. It can fire a high-velocity shell. An 

armor-piercing, fin-stabilized discarding sabot (APFSDS) round travels 

at a speed of 1,680 meters per second and can penetrate 300 mm of 

armor from 1 ,000 meters. As in the T-55 and T-5*t tanks, attempts to 

produce a tank with a low silhouette have resulted in the degradation 

of potential firepower of the main gun. A cramped interior contrib

utes to a maximum rate of fire of three or four rounds per minute and 

a sustained rate of only two or three rounds. The T-55 has a similar 

rate of fire. The basic load of rounds for Soviet tanks is *t0 rounds, 

compared to 53 and 64 for the Chieftain Hk 3 and 5, respectively. The 

Soviet MBT may have effective destructive power initially, but in 

prolonged combat adversary tanks claim an advantage in firepower. 

The 1973 Yom Kippur War demonstrated this. In the midst of extended 

engagement, Egyptian tanks were forced to withdraw when they ran out 

of rounds. 

The quality of fire control systems vary on Soviet tanks. The 

stadiametric reticle rangefinder found on T-5^s, T-55s, and T-62s lim

ited depression of main armament and slowed the rate of fire. Israeli 

tanks outclassed these tanks on the battlefield. Attempts have been 

made to correct deficiencies by refitting T-62s with laser rangefinders 

and possibly adding computers to the T-6V72s.-

For countering Soviet quantitative advantages and exploiting 

their weaknesses, the Chieftain and Shir MBTs prove good choices. The 
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main strength of the Chieftain is its firepower. Combined with a 

Marconi integrated fire control system, the 120-mm gun can fire at a 

maximum rate of eight to ten rounds for the first minute and six 

rounds per minute thereafter. Although its armor served as a selling 

point, the Shah decided to have it modified. The addition of Chobham 

armor and development of a 1,200-horsepower engine would give Iranian 

tanks increased protection and mobility against Soviet armor and 

Saggers. However, the contract signed in 197^ for the Shir tanks was 

cancelled by the Khomeni government. 

In recent years, the efficacy of using tanks in relation to 

other weapon systems to kill other tanks has been disputed. Tankers 

refer to the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli Wars to support their belief 

that the best defense against a tank is another tank. Others argue 

that the deployment of a wide range of anti-tank weapons may make too 

costly the deployment of tanks in massive formations similar to those 

used by the Soviets (Carlton and Schaerf, 1976, p. 3*0- Mixing both 

in combined arms formations would probably be most effective. This 

would complement tank shock power and rate of fire against ATGM range 

and relatively simple operation. 

Engaging in high-risk delaying operations, the Iranian army 

probably would have experienced its greatest success by flanking and 

screening movements well front of the Elburz mountain range, coupled 

with the mountain defense. During the Yom Kippur War, Israeli Colonel 

Janos proved the value of similar tactics. By hitting flanks and 

luring tanks into ambushes, his units achieved a ten-to-one kill ratio 

against Syrian tanks during the Battle of Golan. Therefore, air 
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cavalry, light tanks and APCs armed with anti-tank weapons could be 

employed by Iran with expectations of similar successes. TOWs could 

easily be mounted on M~113s. Host TOWs were placed on helicopters or 

used by infantry. 

The I IGF appeared to be procuring enough equipment to perform 

its tasks. Looking beyond the order of battle to where systems were 

deployed indicated extra missions for the systems. A large number of 

tanks were stationed around Tehran. They would provide limited use 

because Soviets would probably not utilize mechanized units to attack 

the capitol. A Soviet study of military operations in urban areas 

during World War II concluded that street fighting is done best by 

light infantry and combat engineers. Thus one wonders if the Shah 

intended that tank units around the capitol should add prestige to his 

regime and protect him from internal threats rather than protect Iran 

from external threats. 

The fourth area through which Soviets could attack Iran has 

been air operations. With the Increased lethality of new generation 

SAMs demonstrated during the Yom Kippur War, Soviet tacticians modi

fied how they would deploy air assets. Aircraft once used for defen

sive roles have been assigned offensive missions. Thus Iran could 

have expected a greater tactical bombing threat by the middle 1970s 

than it faced when the Iranian buildup took root in the late 1960s. 

Development of new aircraft shows increased Soviet emphasis on 

penetration and ground support roles. The SU-19 was developed for the 

latter role, in which the Soviet Tactical Air Army previously found 

itself deficient. Compared with MiGs and SUs produced since the 1950s, 
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the new MiG-27 has shown potential for being a successful air-

superiority fighter. Additionally, improved armor over the MiG-23B and 

terrain avoidance radar contributes to the MiG-27's ground attack capa

bilities. This would be a candidate for multi-role missions such as 

protecting TU-16 and TU-22 medium-range bombers and airborne trans

ports as well as striking at SAMs or targets of opportunity. 

Initial missions of the Soviet Long Range Aviation and the 

tactical air component-of Frontal Aviation would be to strike at 

defensive systems and attempt to achieve air superiority. Attacks 

would be made on Iranian ground control intercept systems, early 

warning radar, SAM and air defense artillery (ADA) fire control radar 

and munitions, supply points as well as air bases. 

If Iran wished its armed assets to remain viable forces after 

the initial Soviet thrust, the Shah needed to procure some system that 

could give early warning of attack and coordinate the interception and 

neutralization of threat aircraft. Mohammed Reza Pahlavi considered 

both ground radar networks and airborne early warning (AEW) aircraft. 

Assessing the costs and support requirements of both options, the 

choice made by the Shah to purchase AEWs plus 12 to 20 ground radars 

proved to be the most prudent. However, one can question the decision 

to rely on seven E-3A Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) 

aircraft over Grumman's E-2Cs. 

Originally, the Shah considered instal1ing complementary ground 

stations—Ibex and Seek Sentry. Through the Seek Sentry program, a 

network of radars, capable of detecting low-flying aircraft in a high-

intensity clutter environment, would be placed on locations so that the 
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ability to look down on targets might be maximized. Once detected, 

data on threat aircraft would be relayed to the AN/TSC-73 command and 

control system associated with I-Hawk battalions and the Seek Switch 

military command and control network. 

Problems foreseen for the Seek Sentry system Include a 
lack of total coverage since low-altitude intruders can approach 
in the uncovered areas between sites, below the radar horizon 
and in areas shadowed by the terrain. Additionally, large 
ocean areas to the south are uncovered, thus making it diffi
cult to maintain effective control of the Persian Gulf, 
Arabian Sea and northern Indian Ocean for both defensive 
purposes and for insuring the safety of oil exports and sea
borne imports (U.S. Congress, House, 1977b, p. 157). 

Costs also ruled against the 41 ground radar stations for 

Seek Sentry. The initial price tag of $2.6 billion for the network 

versus $3 billion for the AWACS and ground stations seems to indicate 

otherwise. However, a Pentagon study released in 1977 indicated that 

additional costs for building on to the Iranian infrastructure would 

add $15 billion to the bill {Thompson, 1978, p. 93). Many sites to be 

located in developing rural areas would need roads and housing built 

and electricity. Thus, acquiring AEWs attempted to leap-frog the 

resource-consuming and difficult task of constructing a large number 

of ground stations. 

The Pentagon study only compared ground radar to E-3As. It 

failed to consider the feasibility of using the Navy's version of the 

AEW—Grumman's E-2C—possibly because the Shah decided against the less 

sophisticated E-2C in 1975. The Shah's prejudice toward the E-3A may 

have influenced the scope of study or findings of military systems 

analysts, whose job is to conduct trade-off studies on the performance 
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and costs of competing systems as well as the ability to integrate 

weapons into a nation's strategic and tactical framework. 

Only after the U.S. Congress initially balked at confirming 

the sale of 10 E-3As to Iran did the Shah rewrite his wish list. He 

decided to reenforce a group of 7 E-3As with E-2Cs. In this case, 

the decision on what to purchase could have been more responsive to 

the military environment by relying on E-2Cs and supplementing them 

with E~3As. This would have allowed adequate radar coverage. The speed 

of E-3As would provide tactical mobility when needed. A modest com

parison of both systems is made here to support this assessment. 

Cruising at approximately 9,150 meters, the E-3A uses pulse 

Doppler technology to gauge the speed and course of enemy aircraft. 

The Westinghouse AN/APY-1 radar will lock onto low-flying enemy air

craft at about 2^0 miles away and higher-flying planes at greater 

distances. This gives a commander at least fifteen minutes warning 

of an attack. The E-3A can identify and track 2^0 targets simultane

ously at all altitudes. Combining this with other information, its 

data storage and processing equipment provides real-time assessment 

of enemy action. Thus friendly fighters can be directed to engage the 

enemy where his forces pose the greatest threat. 

Such a system would serve as a force multiplier. This is 

important to a nation finding itself at a numerical disadvantage vis 5 

vis its opponent. With Soviets producing more low-flying aircraft, 

such as the MiG-27, SU-17 and Sll-19, Iran's need for AEWs increased. 

In many ways the capabilities of the E-2C parallels those of 

the E-3A. The E-2C Hawkeye operates to a maximum height of 9,150 
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meters. At this altitude, it can track between 250 and 300 supersonic 

aircraft from as far away as 480 kilometers. It can guide approxi

mately 30 intercepts of threat aircraft. Its AN/APS-125 radar can 

detect small targets such as cruise missiles at distances over 185 

kilometers. According to Grumman, these capabilities can reduce 

one's own losses by k00% and increase kills by 200% (Neuman, 

1980. 

In many cases, difficulty arises in trying to ascertain 

whether a weapon system is offensive or defensive. The Hawkeye 

exemplifies this. Movement of ships and vehicles can be vectored 

for up to 640 kilometers. SAM radar can be identified. With enemy 

locations known, ground attack missions can be ordered. Maritime 

forces could better direct Harpoon surface-to-surface missiles (SSM) 

to targets. 

Without auxiliary fuel tanks, the Hawkeye can remain on 

station as long as the AWACS—six hours. However, the maximum speed 

for the AWACS surpasses the E-2C by 67%: it can fly at 853 kilome

ters per hour. The E-2C also lacks the sophistication of the AWACS. 

The Hawkeye was not designed to operate in a high-intensisty environ

ment with cluttered airspace as would be found in Europe. 

A systems analyst would consider irrelevant such a deficiency. 

The battlefield situation in Central Asia would lack the intensity 

which NATO faces. Other than suffering from slower reaction time to 

move onto its station, the E-2C appears that it would have met Iranian 

needs. Beyond the prestige factor of buying the most expensive air

craft ever built, the Shah's decision to purchase AWACS may have been 
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influenced by faliciously equating sophistication with utility, rather 

than by attempting to match systems with the appropriate military 

envi ronment. 

Although the purchase of AEWs would minimize the number of 

early warning radar stations to be built, it would not eliminate 

Iranian soft targets. Ironically, by acquiring military systems for 

the defense of Iran, and specifically the protection of offensive 

systems, the number of targets open to attack increased. Initial 

missions of the Soviet Long Range Aviation and tactical air component 

of Frontal Aviation would be to strike at defensive systems and 

attempt to achieve air superiority. Attacks would be made on the 

growing number of Iranian ground control intercept systems, early 

warning radar SAM and ADA firm control radar, munition supply points 

and air bases. The Shah found himself in a position of having to buy 

weapons to protect his armed forces. 

New generation SAMs have proven invaluable air defense assets 

for one's own forces, but hazards to friendly aircraft on offensive 

operations when deployed by an enemy. They threaten the penetration 

capabilities of aircraft. Surprised by new tracked SAM-6s, the Israel 

Air Force suffered heavy casualties during the opening engagements of 

the Yom Kippur War. Until Israel launched a night flanking movement 

to the western bank of the Suez Canal to destroy enemy support 

facilities and ADA, the Egyptian military successfully protected 

its bridgehead along the canal with a lethal antiaircraft umbrella. 

During the first afternoon of the war, Israel lost 10 Skyhawks and 

about 10 F-4s on the Syrian front. According to a Dutch United 
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Nation's observer, Israel lost three out of five aircraft over the 

Golan Heights. Trying to avoid the medium- to high-altitude SAM-6s, 

planes flying at low altitudes would be flailed by ZSU 23~*» flack. 

Thus Israeli Air Force Chief of Staff Elazer temporarily suspended 

air strikes over the Golan (London Sunday Times, 197^, p. 161). With 

the utility of SAMs evident, it becomes clear that Iran would have to 

acquire similar systems to protect ground assets and develop measures 

to counter enemy SAMs. 

In terms of deterrence, Iran needed a mix of air and ground 

systems to raise costs to the Soviet's Frontal Aviation. Theoreti

cally, the more probable a high rate of attrition to threat offensive 

aircraft, the less likely a target will be attacked: on the occasion 

that deterrence fails, the greater the assets which the enemy must 

divert from other areas to focus on a given target. Israeli General 

Elazer's decision demonstrates that the threat force would have to 

choose between increasing the number of planes on penetration and 

interdiction strikes, accept degraded mission capabilities, or refrain 

from offensive air operations. 

Pahlavi chose a combination of American fighters and inter

ceptors, Soviet ZSU 23-^s and optically tracked anti-aircraft guns, 

plus American and British SAMs. This discussion turns to the American 

MIM-23B Improved Hawk SAM (I-Hawk). 

I-Hawk complements low-range coverage provided by the British 

and Soviet systems, and overcomes some battlefield problems. It fires 

to a maximum effective altitude of 15,000 meters. Raytheon, the com

pany producing the system, has incorporated measures to defeat certain 
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aircraft defenses. Earlier SAMs, which depended on radar guidance, 

could be jammed through the use of electronic counter-measures (ECM). 

By homing in on the electromagnetic energy reflected from an illuminat

ing radar and utilizing varying frequencies in communication with 

ground components, the I-Hawk can defeat enemy ECM. Accelerating past 

mach three, the l-Hawk can outpace any aircraft within its range. A 

high thrust-to-weight ratio once gave an aircraft the chance to out-

maneuver SAMs. However, the l-Hawk can withstand greater g-force in 

turning than can pilots. Mi6s fail to outmaneuver this SAM. 

In shopping for systems with such qualities, the Shah had few 

options. Only the Soviets produced a comparable system. Although the 

Shah's rhetoric led people to believe that petroldollars could be 

translated into political independence, he did not have as wide a lati

tude for purchasing from whom he pleased as he asserted. The U.S. 

Government appears to have had an understanding with the Shah that if 

security-sensitive equipment was to be sold to Iran, Pahlav? would 

refrain from purchasing sophisticated systems from the Soviets. Just 

as American technicians accompanied F-lAs and Cobras to Iran, Soviet 

advisors would most likely be sent along with their military hardware. 

American officials felt that the Soviets would pose a security risk to 

secret technology. Mohammed Reza Pahlavi could buy freely from American 

allies. However, any trend toward increasing the complexity of systems 

bought from communist countries would have jeopardized Irano-American 

military and political relations. 

Feeling restrained from buying Soviet SAM-6s did not preclude 

meeting them on the battlefield. By using state-of-the-art aircraft, 
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the Shah attempted to counter disfavorable ratios of Iran's ground 

forces to those of the Soviet Union. However, any advantage to be 

gained through up-front capabilities of the IIAF stood the chance of 

being neutralized by enemy air defense artillery. The Soviets deployed 

tracked ADA to protect armor and motorized rifle units. Without 

developing a way to effectively destroy these SAMs and ZSU 23~*»s, the 

Soviet's offensive power would be enhanced. 

One method of dealing with enemy ADA, chosen by the Israelis, 

was mentioned earlier. American tacticians worked on methods during 

the middle and late 1970s. An exercise known as "Jaws" revealed the 

possibility of using helicopters or A-lOs in pairs for destroying ADA. 

One helicopter used as a spotter, relays coordinates of the ADA to 

another, which rises from a treeline or ridgeline and fires TOWs at 

the target. When A-lOs attacked a target, one would act as a decoy, 

initially maneuvering to attack an enemy target acquisition radar then 

retreat. At this point, another A-10 pops up, locks on the target, and 

destroys it, possibly with Maverick air-to-surface missiles (ASM). 

Iran had the assets to use helicopters in an ADA-defeating 

mode. However, the vunerability of helicopters makes their use beyond 

the forward edge of the battlefield (FEBA) improbable. Iran would 

have had to expand their training program to use helicopters in a 

pop-up role. The A-lOs, with armor protection for the pilot and 

engines and component redundancy, would increase the ability of the 

craft to survive in forward areas over the ability of the helicopters. 

At the time of the Shah's fall from power, he was considering the 

purchase of A-lOs. 
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In addition to defensive missions, the Shah felt that the IIAF 

should have offensive capabilities. If Iran's delaying tactics in 

the Elborz Mountains were to achieve any degree of success, the IIAF 

would have to launch ground attacks in an integrated air and land 

battle. Provided Soviet units could be isolated in the mountains, 

aircraft could be used to prevent reenforcements from aiding those 

forces. Air attacks would strike at command post, supply points, 

assembly areas to the rear of the first echelon. 

Before the field use of new generation SAMs, the F-k Phantom 

had the attributes to accomplish the above missions. Maximum specifi

cations show that it can carry up to 7,250 kilograms of armament or 

can fly a combat radius of 1,145 kilometers on an interdiction mission. 

(In assessing combat capabilities, payload and range tradeoffs are 

noted: one increases as the other decreases.) 

Armed with four AIM-7 Sidewinder or AIM-9 air-to-air missiles 

(AAM), the F-4 served as an interceptor. However, studies disagree 

as to its merits in this role. As of 1977, Snider (1978) rated the 

F-4 as the best interceptor in the American inventory. Allan W. 

Legrow (1976), considering armament, rated the F-^E rather lowly. 

Israel found the F-k and Mirages to be useful craft for providing air 

cover for fK-k Skyhawks during the Yom Kippur War. Regardless of these 

arguments, the Shah purchased 216 F-^D/Es plus 12 RF-4E tactical 

reconnafsance aircraft (SIPR1, 1970-1970-

Iran never hoped to match the military power of the Soviet 

Union. However, this did not stop the Shah from acquiring the hardware 

needed for conducting holding operations. One premise used to 
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rationalize purchases was that the Soviets would function as rational 

actors. Upon taking into account Iranian capabilities and the proba

bility of an American response to any Soviet incursion, the cost of 

conventional Soviet military operations in Iran would outweight the 

benefits. Trying to deter Soviet expeditions into Iran did not require 

matching threat arms stocks piece for piece. All the Shah had to do 

was prevent the Soviets from gaining a 6:1 advantage. This is the 

ideal ratio the Soviets desire before attacking. 

The value of these arms purchases may be questioned when 

judged in relation to opportunity costs of foregoing social programs, 

urban and rural development. On the other hand, when analyzed in 

terms of their military value, the Shah generally purchased what was 

needed to counter, on a limited scale, the capabilities of individual 

weapon systems within the Soviet arsenal. When the utility of systems 

is assessed only in light of Gulf threats such as Iraq or the PFLO, 

or when comparable yet less glamorous systems were available besides 

those purchased, it seems that prestige enhancement motivated acquisi

tions rather than the military environment. 

Iran versus Iraq: Qualitative Spiral but No Arms Race 

Since the mid-1970s, Iraq has attempted to increase its politi

cal independence and end its isolation by building trade relations 

with the West. This led to some defense-related purchases from France, 

Britain, and the United States. However, Iraq's arms have remained 

primarily of Soviet origin. It follows that Soviet advisors generally 

accompany the transfer of sophisticated systems. These Soviet 
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advisors usually teach their own strategy and tactics in Iraq and the 

rest of the Third World.rather than adapt military concepts to the 

specific environment. Therefore, any in-depth examination of Iraqi 

weapon systems, how they are deployed, and what Iran would need to 

counter the Iraqi threat would prove repetitive. 

This section will look at qualitative and quantitative Irano-

Iraqi balances to determine arms acquisition trends during the 1970s. 

It focuses on agreement and delivery dates primarily for aircraft and 

notes the number of systems involved. Hard data is used to explore 

the validity behind the Shah's rationalizations for purchasing weapons 

to counter the Iraqi threat. 

Such an approach must be taken because centering attention on 

numbers or quality alone presents an incomplete picture of the military 

environment. Pahlavi always justified the purchase of military air

craft by pointing out that Iraq had more tactical planes than Iran. 

In itself, this was true, in 1967, Iran's 166 combat aircraft compared 

with Iraq's 170. In 1977, Iran's inventory remained about 28 short of 

Iraq's total of 3&9. Only by 1978 did the total craft of Iran surpass 

that of Iraq (ISS, 1967-68, 1977-78, 1978-79). But if one considers 

qualitative factors such as ordnance delivery, one sees that Iran 

had the capability to deliver more bombs on Iraqi targets than Iraq 

could drop on Iran during the early 1970s. Pahlavi bemoaned about 

Iran's quantitative inferiority and said that if he could only have 

AWACS, Iran could combat this deficiency. He publicly failed to 

take into account the force multiplier factor involved in such a trans

fer. If the ordered F-]*ts were deployed in conjunction with the 



219 

AWACS, Iran would have had the capability to overwhelm Iraqi air 

power. 

Tables 6, 7 and 8 list the number and type of weapons ordered 

and delivered to Iraq and Iran over a given period of time. Included 

are land and air systems with the most immediate combat value. Items 

such as trainers, exclusively reconnaissance vehicles or aircraft, 

transports, and tankers are excluded. 

These tables do not indicate annual net increases in quantity 

of weapon systems. They only show qualitative increases. Suffering 

attrition of stock from wars with Israel and Kurds, Iraq required 

replenishment of its weapon inventories. The Soviets replaced 

expended T**5V55s with more sophisticated T-62s. As Iran procured 

weapons at a mercurial pace, the more obsolete systems were sold. 

Iran transferred the export model F-5As to Jordan and possibly Pakistan 

upon acquiring top-of-the-1ine F-^D/Es and ordering F-l4s. Training 

mishaps also pulled down total number of aircraft in either state's 

inventory. 

Reactive Purchases 

From the demise of the Iraqi Hashimite monarchy until Britain 

announced its military withdrawal from the Gulf, Iraq set the pace for 

tactical aircraft acquisitions. Two reasons explain this. First, the 

Soviet Union used arms transfers as a tool to break through the 

American containment wall. The Soviet Bloc provided arms to Egypt. 

The Soviets introduced the first supersonic jets in the Gulf area by 

transferring to Iraq MiG-15s and MiG-17s in 1958 then MiG-21s in 1963. 
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Table 6. Irano-lraqi missile acquisition 
I t-1. 

Nomenclature 

• f.t j i *• » i 

Year 

66 67 68 69 70 7> 72 73 V* 75 76 77 78 79 

Iranian Hissiles 

Sidewinder AAH 

AIM-9L 

A1H-9H 

Sparrow AAH 

AIH-7E 

Phoenix AlM-S'lA AAM 

Maverick AGM-65 

AS-12 ASM 

AS-11 ASM 

Condor AGM-53 ASH 

Shrike AGM-^SA ASM 

Tigercat SAH 

Rapier SAM 

Rapier/Blindfire SAM 

Hawk MIM-23/B SAM 

SA-7 

SA-9 

SS 11/12 AT 

TOW AT 

Dragon AT 

3,462 

2 , 6 1 6  

2 Bn. 

I 1,502 

516 

liZk 

2.500 

36 

(1 .000) 

I 500+ 

(186) 

1 6,200 

1 ,000 

B Model 

3 

1 
o
 

o
 
o
 

3 000 

1 

|  10,000 

(Continued) 
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Table 6.—Continued 

Nomenclature 

* i-m'B 

Year 

66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 Tt 75 76 77 78 79 

Iraqi Hlssiies 

Atoll AA-2 AAH 

Hagtc R-5S0 AAH 

Exocet AM-39 ASH 

SSN-2 SSH/ASH 

SA-2 SAM 

SA-3 SAH 

SA-7 SAH 

SA-6 SAH 

FROG SAH 

SCUD SSH 

SS 11/12 AT 

Sagger AT 

HOT AT 

81 

210 

108 

60 

(500) 

(500) 

360 

60 

CD- arms transfer period from date of order through final delivery 

I «* unknown date of order 

I " unconfirmed final delivery 

( ) » unconfirmed number transferred 

0 « ISS indicates ordering of a system 

X » ISS first indicates a system In a nation's order of battle, 
or a transfer occurred. 
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Table 7. Irano-lraqi tactical air acquisitions 
I T« 

Nomenclature 

Year 

66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 7b 75 76 77 78 79 B0+ 

fll rcraf t 

F-'i/D 

F-fcE 

RF-'lE 

F-5E 

F-5F 

F-H 

E-3A 

E-2C 

F-16A 

32 

Iranian Tactical Air Acquisitions 

33:32 
ifto 

36 

I'll 

80 

28 

7; 3 

160 

He!1copters 

AB 205 

AB 212 

Bell 21i|A 

Bell AH-1J 

SA.321 

CH-1|7C 

ASH-3D 

1)0 

16 

•m 
I 287 

202 

26 

•<L 

22 50 

(Continued) 
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Table 7.—Continued 

Nomenclature 

Year 

66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 7^ 75 76 77 7B 79 80+ 

Ai rcraft 

Tu-22 

Su-7 

Su-20 

HIG-21 

HIG-21H 

HIG-23/S 

MIG-27 

Mirage F-l 

HI rage F-1C 

HelIcopters 

HI 6 

HI 8 

Alouette 111 

SA.32'tK 

SA.330L 

Iraqi Tactical Air Acquisitions 

29 

12 

m 
( )  

1.0 

1" 12 I 

30 

MB I 

(80) 

36 

31 

C(0) 

arms transfer period from date of order through final delivery 

unknown date of order 

•» unconfirmed final delivery 

( ) • unconfirmed number transferred 

0 ™ ISS Indicates ordering of a system 

X " ISS first Indicates a system In a nation's order of battle, 
or a transfer occurred. 
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Table 8, irano-Iraqi land acquisitions 

Nomenclature 

Year 

70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80+ 

Iranian Land Acquisit ions 

Chieftain Mk 3/5 

Chieftain; Shir 1/2 

Scorpion 

ASU-85 

M-113A1 

BTR-50/60 

BMP-76 

ZSU-23-'t  

H-107/109/110 SP 

75/85/105/130/155 
203 mm towed art i l lery 

23/35/^0/57/85 mm AA 

76V 

250 

700 

1,500 

1 1 0  

200 

100 

(500) 

200 

Iraqi Land Acquisit ions 

T-3V85 

T-55/62 

T-62 

T-72 

AHX-30 

AHX-10P 

SU-100 SP 

120/130 mm art! I lery 

30 

310 

(600) 

L 

20 

50 

X 

X 
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Not until 1965 did Iran obtain its first supersonic fighter~the rela

tively unsophisticated F-5A. Second, until 1968, there was little 

motivation or capital for Iran to develop new strategic programs or 

expand its regional political policies. Britain still maintained 

security in the Gulf and oil income had not reached a level that would 

finance a fast-paced procurement program. 

During the 1970s, Iran took over Iraq's position as pacesetter 

in arms procurement. The type of arms purchased by the Shah shifted 

from modest production models to state-of-the-art F-l4s. Iran 

co-financed research, development, and producing of the F-lA, Isfahan 

helicopter, and Blindfire radar system for the Rapier SAMs. Before the 

fall of the Shah, Iran was adding input for development of future 

fighters—the F—16 and F-18. 

The disproportionate purchases of Iran in relation to Iraq 

showed that no active arms race existed between these two nations 

throughout the 1970s. They failed to match each other piece for piece. 

Rather, one of the nations attempted to gain temporal parity with the 

other state through acquisition of qualitatively better equipment or 

countervailing systems. ATGMs were added to an order of battle quicker 

than MBTs. Procurement of SAMs counter imbalances in air power. 

The tactical air environment is a case in point. Whereas 

Iran's F-5A Freedom Fighters proved a match for Iraq's earlier genera

tion of MiGs, they could not effectively counter the new air threat. 

Iran procured F-^s, Sidewinder and Sparrow air-to-air missiles (AAM), 

Hawks and Rapiers to meet the threat posed by Iraqi MiG-21s air supe

riority fighters. 



226 

Comparing Michael Mihalka's (1975) defensive capability scores 

for the aircraft supports this. By making a linear combination of com

ponent capabilities, adding factors of speed, performance and technical 

data, he rated Iraqi and Iranian planes as shown in Figure 15' 

Older Hawk Rapier systems provided a modest air defense to 

Iran. They could be used against less sophisticated aircraft during 

good weather. However, the Hawk's command system could be jammed. 

Because the Rapier SAMs needed someone to steer them on target, they 

could only be used during daylight hours. 

Knowledge of new MiG-23s in Iraq's inventory and threat tactics 

advocating night warfare indicated the limitations of Iranian air 

defense systems. The author (Sidorenko, 1970, p. 202) of The Offensive 

MiG-15 

Mi G-17 

F-5A 

Mi G-19 

MiG-21 

• 75 .50 . 7 5  1 . 0 0  .25 

DEFENSIVE SCORE 

Figure 15. Defensive capabilities of Soviet and American aircraft 
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wrote: "aviation equipped with modern means of navigation, reconnais

sance and bombing, is capable of successfully accomplishing at night 

almost all the same missions as it performs In the daytime." New 

radar and ECM equipment on the MiG-23 expanded the threat's ability to 

fly low to middle altitude during night maneuvers and acquire targets. 

Therefore, the Shah bought the l-Hawk because of its electronic-

counter counter-measures (ECCM). To solve the second problem of defend

ing against night raids, Iran provided funds to develop the Bllndfire 

radar system. This reduced the need for optical guidance for the 

Rapier and allowed missiles to be fired at night. 

From Iraq's viewpoint, the SAM and F-4 threat meant that the 

MiG—21 could no longer meet its needs. First, aircraft were forced 

to fly low in order to avoid SAM fire. Unfortunately, the R2L radar 

found on the version of MiG-21s used by Iraq are ineffective at 

heights under 915 meters because of interfering ground clutter. 

Second, the MiG-23 proved a better adversary for the Phantom. Then 

United States Secretary of the Air Force Dr. Robert C. Seamans (Taylor, 

1979, p. 195) stated in 1973 that this MiG's radar and missile compo

nents were comparable with those of the F-4 Phantom II. 

Allen A. Legrow's (1976) findings reveal one reason why Iran 

may have bought F-l4s and Phoenix AAMs. He gave this plane and missile 

system a better combat rating than the MiG-23. Similar to Mihalka's 

system, Legrow assigned aerial combat scores to aircraft according to 

technical specifications. He used armament, wing loadings and thrust-

to-weight ratios. It is not known if adjustments in maneuverability 

scores were made for modifications In plane design. Design changes can 
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affect the ability to maneuver although the loading and thrust-to-

weight ratio remain roughly constant. At any rate, his rankings are: 

1. F-16, 2. F-l*t + AIM-5^ AAM, 3. F-15, A. MiG-23, 5. MiG-21, 

and 6. F-^E. 

These attempts to show relative capabilities of aircraft and 

to present acquisitions as partly dependent upon security concerns 

should be accompanied by three caveats. First, equipment on Soviet 

aircraft may differ with that found on exported versions. Although, 

Jane's (Taylor, 1979) yearbook describes features of various versions 

of a basic model, the reference lacks complete descriptions of impor

tant differences in avionics. Furthermore, ISS or SI PR I publications 

may not note the version of aircraft being transferred. Therefore, 

it is difficult to state that a direct correlation may be made 

between Mihalka's and Legrow's data and the capabilities of Iraqi 

and Iranian Air Forces. 

Second, by considering different factors or components of a 

system, one can get different ratings. Determining what should be 

considered and through what method, has constantly plagued analysts. 

Edward J. Laurance and Ronald G. Sherwin (Ra'anan, Pfaltzgraff, and 

Kemp, 1978) demonstrated this problem. When the AAMs are not included 

in the combat rating scheme, both MiG-25s and MiG-23s outclass 

American fighters. Thus, when analyzing transfers, one cannot look at 

the plane or weapons delivery platform alone. One must also look at 

the weapons carried on that plane. The Shah apparently failed to do 

this when publicly explaining why some aircraft needed to be added to 

the IIAF. 
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Third, one cannot assume that a rating system can be based on 

some natural point zero. Using different increments in evaluating 

components results in varied rankings of given weapons. In other 

words, rating systems used can be likened to differences between 

methods for determining temperatures. Zero degrees centigrade and 

32 degrees Fahrenheit sound as if quite a range exists between the 

two. Actually, they represent the same temperature. This problem 

troubles military analysts. One can choose from among various rating 

methods to justify his procurement policy because no valid scheme for 

comparing weapon systems has yet been developed. 

Studying land weapon systems suffers from the same analytical 

problems. It also reveals a trend similar to that evident in Irano-

Iraqi acquisitions of air systems. Through the 1970s, both nations 

bought increasingly complex hardware for their armies, but Iraq failed 

to add to its order of battle in sufficient quantities to label their 

competition as constituting an arms race. 

Through approximately 1973, Iraq held a quantitative advantage 

in armor over Iran. Iraq had 1 ,000 T-5V55s, T-3*»s, PT-76s and M-2*ts. 

Iran, replacing M-2*»s with Chieftain MBTs, had a tank force of 920 

Chieftains, M-^7s and M-60Als (ISS, 1973-7*0. Initially, Iran dealt 

with their deficiencies by using tactics similar to those employed by 

outnumbered NATO forces in Europe. Iran supplemented its tank force 

with early generation SS-ll and SS-12 anti-tank missiles, their second 

generation TOWs. 

By 197^» Iraq dropped out of contention for dominant military 

power in the Gulf. Falling behind in the numbers game, it likewise 
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chose to supplement its armored units with anti-tank weapons. Iraq 

obtained SS-lls, SS-12s, Saggers and HOTs. It also countered Iran's 

growth in armor by replacing Yom Kippur War losses with more lethal 

tanks. Turret stabilization In the T-62s and T-72s promised greater 

first-round hit probabilities than offered in older tanks. With the 

ability to shoot up to eight rounds per minute and the inclusion of a 

laser rangefinder, the French AMX 30 HBT would give Iraq firepower 

comparable to the Chieftain MBT. 

During the 1970s, Iran and Iraq engaged in programs to mecha

nize light infantry. They wanted to establish units with combat struc

ture similar to the Soviets. Both nations attempted to maintain 

roughly equal ratios of armored personnel carriers (APC) to tanks. 

Tacticians learned their lessons from the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli 

wars. They realized that infantry as well as artillery must be used 

to provide security for tank units by killing or suppressing operators 

of anti-tank systems. Thus, APCs were used to move troops along at 

the same speed as tanks. 

Inexplicably, Iraq failed to utilize both APCs and tanks in 

tandem during the Irano-lraqi War. Ignoring their tactical lesson is 

one reason why Iraq faired so poorly in the war. 

An analogy can be drawn between Iraq's position in the Gulf 

opposite Iran and the role of Iranian military power vis S vis Soviet 

forces. Iraqi military acquisitions since the 1973 petroldollar boom 

generally had been reactive to Iranian trends. The Iraqi government 

attempted to build forces which could raise costs for Iranian aggressive 

activity, rather than counter Iranian purchases with like acquisitions. 
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Political Posturing as an Element of 
the Arms Spiral 

Iranian and Iraqi decision-makers were aware of the principal 

that military capabilities contribute to a government's actualized 

power. Apparently, they were also cognizant of the axiom that to maxi

mize actualized power, a nation must develop a record for successful 

utilization of the military component of putative power. Both nations 

limited military activity to areas where risk initially seemed low and 

political capital could be accrued. Iraq engaged in skirmishes with 

Kuwait over Bubiyan Island and conducted campaigns against the Kurds. 

Scattered incidents over the I ran-Iraq border failed to mushroom into 

a high-level conflict until the fall of the Shah and disarray of the 

Iranian military. Iraq provided primarily only moral support for sep

aratist activity in Baluchistan and Kuzistan. Iranian military activ

ity occurred in Oman, Abu Musa and the Tombs Islands. During the Irano-

Iraqi border crisis in the late 1960s, American tacticians advised 

against a full-scale attack on Iraq lest Iran might receive a bloody 

nose. Neither nation showed an inclination to take steps which would 

impinge upon its standings in their race for influence. With the ratio 

of arms strength constantly increasing in Iran's favor, it was highly 

improbable for Iraq to attack Iran. Any references to the contrary 

were unrealistic and tenuous rationalizations used by the Shah to 

justify the constant purchasing of sophisticated weapon systems. 

Soviet Premier Leonid Breshnev realized that Iranian strength 

was not being acquired to face Gulf threats alone. He rhetorically 

queried against whom Iran intended to use its arms. 
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Two reasons explain why the Shah publicly stressed a threat 

from Iraq while preparing to counter a Soviet threat. During the 

1970s, Mohammed Reza Pahlavi tried to draw support away from Iraq. 

Thus the Shah found himself engaged in rapprochement with the Soviets 

while still mistrusting them. He wanted to hedge his political bet. 

Second, the Shah needed to assure conservative Arab states of no 

ill intent towards them through Iran's purchase of arms. Pahlavi, 

with no love for Iraqi Baathists, found himself a scapegoat. He 

chose to embellish the Iraqi-led radical threat in order to mask 

other objectives in purchasing military hardware. In this manner, 

he hoped to build security forces without raising the ire of either 

the Soviets or his normal Gulf allies. 

To Iraqi decision-makers, an image that could be molded through 

ownership of complex arms was as important as the offensive, defensive 

or deterrence power that the systems represented. Iraq wished to pro

mote an image as protector of Arab interests (at least the more radi

cal interests) and leader of the Arab anti-imperialist condition. To 

this end, it was in the Soviet's interest to show solidarity with the 

Arab cause and consolidate gains made since penetrating Dulles' wall 

of containment. Thus Soviet arms transfers to Iraq during the 1970s 

were earmarked more for political objectives than for any military 

offensive against Iran. 

Iran's Maritime Mission 

The Shah expressed his desire to remove the presence of super

powers from the Gulf and possibly the Indian Ocean. Such rhetoric may 
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have been designed to be favorably interpreted in Moscow and 

Washington. According to Kremlin strategists, a local maritime force 

patrolling the Gulf and Indian Ocean could displace an American pre

sence. Possibly the threat from American nuclear missile submarine 

would be diminished. Pentagon officials were amenable to the Shah's 

desires. A lack of Soviet naval power in the area would substantially 

ameliorate threats to sea lines of communication (SLOC). 

From the  viewpoint  of  American and Iranian decis ion-makers ,  

Mohammed Reza Pahlavi  would need to  procure hardware to  protect  SLOCs 

in  the  Gulf  and Indian Ocean and to  exert  a  s tabi l iz ing inf luence 

through acquiring the  capabi l i ty  to  deploy combined forces  throughout  

the  Gulf  region.  America's  role  in  achieving these  object ives  wi l l  be  

discussed here  after  looking at  the  marit ime threat  environment .  The 

examinat ion of  this  mil ieu expands upon Soviet  act iv i t ies  in  the  

region presented in  Chapter  k .  

Soviet concepts of the role of sea power in the Gulf and 

Indian Ocean can be placed in three major categories: protection of 

maritime commerce, peacetime political capital, and power projection 

for strategic and political purposes. An overview of these will be 

made. Emphasis will be placed on the latter point. First, during 

the ninth Five Year Plan, Soviet national policy came to depend on 

the southern searoute between the European section of the Soviet Union 

and Southeast Asia (Westwood, 1982, p. 55). A Soviet naval buildup in 

the area would protect its economic interests. Second, the buildup 

would provide propaganda material. The Soviets stressed its presence 

in the area as a counterforce to imperialist power. Admiral of the 
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Fleet of the Soviet Union, Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy S. G. 

Gorshkov (1979) seized upon Marxist concepts to rationalize the Soviet 

buildup. The admiral noted that the seas are common highways to all 

and therefore cannot be controlled by any power. In the past, he con

tinued, sealanes had been controlled by capitalist states. Soviet 

naval power could serve as a vanguard to protect socialist and develop

ing states from capitalist domination. 

Determining how the expansion of the Soviet naval presence in 

the region effected Irano-American interests and how Iran might counter 

the Soviet forces proves difficult. Acquisitions may be designated for 

one purpose, but can be used in another manner. Soviet naval forces 

may have been used for defensive purposes and for showing support for 

Iraq's anti-imperialist policies. However, the Shah could not overlook 

the possibility of the Soviets using naval forces for offensive mis

sions. 

Authors disagreed on whether or not the Soviets possessed the 

ability to extend the use of their navy beyond its role of protecting 

areas surrounding the USSR and neutralizing American submarine-

launched ballistic missile (SLBM) capabilities. Analysis of the issue 

requires examination of Soviet military philosophy, battle and support 

craft and emphasis in military spending. 

The commissioning of the Kiev and Minsk aircraft carriers 

indicates an expansion of Soviet naval power. By providing long-range 

protection for fleets, the Soviet navy has increased its mobility and 

lethality over that demonstrated in OKEAN 1975. This was a global 



235 

naval and air exercise. It made Western strategist aware of the 

limited ability of the Soviets to threaten oil facilities and tanker 

routes. Tupolev 95s flying over Iran and llyushln H-38s participated 

in operations. During warfare, the aircraft carriers could be 

deployed to circumvent increasing Iranian air defenses. However, 

the naval air threat would be limited to early generation Yak-36 

vertical take-off and landing aircraft (VTOL). 

Admiral Goshkov concurs. He wrote that during World War II, 

the largest percentage of allied shipping was sunk due to submarine 

attack. He realized that during the 1970s, capitalist countries still 

relied on maritime transport for trade in strategic materials. There

fore, Soviet submarines could be utilized to perform the mission of 

impeding capitalist trade. 

The priority given to the development of the submarine 
forces made it possible in a very short time to increase 
sharply the strike possibilities of our fleet, to form a 
considerable counter-balance to the main forces of the fleet 
of the enemy in the oceanic theaters and ... to multiply 
the growth of sea power of our country, thereby depriving an 
enemy of advantages which could accrue to him in the event 
of war against the Soviet Union . . . (Gorshkov, 1979» 
p. 190). 

It was in the areas of submarine warfare and anti-submarine 

warfare (ASW) which American sales were designed to strengthen Iranian 

naval capabilities. First, the transfer of Tang class submarines could 

act as a force multiplier in blue water as it did for the Soviets. Yet 

progress in ASW technology threatened to limit the strength of this 

multiplier. Second, ASW measures found on Spruance class destroyers 
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and Orion P-3F maritime patrol planes were designed to raise military 

costs for any interference in Iranian SLOCs. They served as integral 

parts of a combined underwater, surface, airborne and land-based ASW 

team. 

When assessing how well these systems could be deployed, the 

caveat must be presented. The American military could issue favorable 

reports while suppressing negative assessments in order to justify con

tinuance of a program. Newsweek noted that the Navy provided to a 

Senate committee a favorable report on the performance of supercarriers 

during Ocean Venture '81. A more critical report of events was stamped 

"secret" (Strasser, 17 May 1982). Thus, regardless of how well the 

Spruance destroyers can accompish their missions, one becomes skeptical 

of the validity of any official report available to the public. This 

becomes especially important in light of increasing production costs 

and contract disputes with the Spruance shipbuildei—Litton Industries. 

Under such conditions, the Navy could conceivably manipulate the flow 

of information in order to present its case for more appropriations. 

Therefore, selected components aboard the Spruance destroyers will be 

presented, leaving it to the reader to draw his own conclusion as to 

the destroyers' efficiency in accomplishing their ASW mission. 

In acquiring a target, long-range sonars gather data. ASH-3D 

Sea King helicopters based on ship could be used to extend submarine 

detection range. The helicopters can transmit data to the ship's 

computers. This real-time information is passed along in digital form 

throughout the ASROC Mk 116 fire control system and ASW command and 
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control subsystem computer. Information can be automatically analyzed 

in order to chart a course for missiles to intercept submarines. 

The destroyer's lack of variable depth sonar would be con

sidered a weakness of the target acquisition system. Because of dif

ferent thermal layers within the ocean, a submarine can theoretically 

"hide" within a layer. This masks the submarine signature from sonar. 

Thus some other systems should be deployed to overcome this targeting 

problem. P-3C Orion long-range reconnaissance aircraft and possibly 

the ASH-3D could be used to air deliver sonobuoys as various levels or 

deploy passive hydrophones on cables. The Navy Tactical Data System 

can exchange information with these various systems, adding flexibility 

to achievment of the ASW mission and aiding in command and control 

(Geddes, 1980). 

Whereas the Spruance destroyers could be utilized in a tactical 

point defense, the P-3Cs and P-3Fs would assume a more strategic role 

in an area defense. The destroyer could travel with an oil tanker con

voy to protect the tankers from killer submarines. On a target scale, 

Orions could be used to patrol extensive areas over which a threat 

force could pass. The plane can be called in to drop magnetic anomaly 

detection gear (MAD) to pinpoint or confirm a possible target. The 

plane's trail direction snfffer can be dropped for detecting small 

amounts of diesel exhaust gasses emitted by conventional submarines. 

Similar to the Spruance, the Orion is equipped with a digital 

computer. This can coordinate data from sensors, monitor target posi

tion in relation to the aircraft, and launch weapons. By coordinating 
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and displaying data, the computer provides operators with more time 

for making tacitcal decisions (vanOsten, 1975). 

These American products were only part of an array of naval 

systems for which the Shah contracted. He believed that a collection 

of German and American submarines, Dutch and American frigates, 

American destroyers and corvettes as well as assorted support vessels 

could be utilized to protect Iranian maritime commercial interests in 

blue water areas. British hovercraft, French Kaman class fast attack 

missile boats, four American large patrol craft, five minesweepers, 

and a landing craft could be used to counter threats posed by insur

gents or commandos in the vicinity of the Gulf. 

Several reasons compelled the Shah to purchase these systems. 

First, one point paralleled his questioning of America's response 

during a conflict between Iran and some regional state. Through con

versations with scholar Alvin Cottrel1.(1975)• the Shah repeatedly 

doubted the West's willingness and ability to protect the SLOCs. 

Therefore, Iran would assume the task. Second, some means would be 

needed to counter either superpower if they posed a threat to Iranian 

shipping or oil facilities. In the case of Irano-Soviet conflict, the 

deployment of Kaman fast attack craft could deny Soviets access to 

naval facilities in Iraq.. On the other hand, during the Arab oil 

embargo, Kissinger commented about the possibility of using 

force to secure petroleum supplies. Although intended for Arab ears, 

the remark was heard by all governments throughout the Gulf. At some 

point in the future, the Shah hoped Iran would not have to depend on 

the sale of petroleum for its own economic well-being. Then Pahlavi 
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could use oil as a political tool in a manner similar to Arab producers. 

Military power would be required to protect this point of political 

leverage from any military pressure the West might choose to exert. 

Construction of new bases along the Indian Ocean signaled the 

commitment of the Shah to Iran's new naval role in Gulf and Indian 

Ocean security. A goal of the Imperial Iranian Navy (I IN) was to 

establish an operational base and maintenance facilities for the 

Spruance destroyers at Chah Bahar. Bandar Abbas would be used as a 

base for the SS-563 Tang class submarines until facilities at Chah 

Bahar could be completed (U.S. Congress, House, 1977b). In 1973. the 

naval command was transferred from Abadan to Bandar Abbas. Iran con

structed a base for the three services at Chah Bahar. 

These new bases and hardware would be used to support some 

mutual Irano-American interests. Once in full use, the facilities 

would give the Shah a start in replacing superpowers in the Gulf or at 

least make the Soviets and Americans search for a new rationalization 

for their presence in the region. Iranian naval power would help to 

satisfy America's interest in minimizing Soviet influence in the 

littorial states and prevent "either the appearance or the reality of 

Soviet military domination of the [Indian] Ocean itself" (U.S. Con

gress, Senate, 1979). Secondly, credible naval power hypothetically 

could deter activity which might disrupt SLOCs. However, a problem 

existed with the concept of maintaining a credible deterrence through 

naval as well as land and air power. The presence of the prisoners' 

dilemma would prevent any stable deterrence from being established. 
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Prisoners' Dilemma in Conventional Arms 

Mohammed Reza Pahlavi offered an explanation for acquiring 

sophisticated weapon systems. By purchasing state-of-the-art systems 

during the Iranian militarization program, Iran would be afforded time 

to absorb the hardware. By purchasing something like the A-10 for 

ground attack aircraft rather than the A-A, Iran could theoretically 

wait a longer time before the system would have to be replaced. 

Were weapons research, development, production, and transfers 

static, this reasoning would hold true. If all states with interests 

in the Gulf and Indian Ocean trusted one another enough to cooperate 

in the formulation of some conventional arms limitation agreement, 

then the Shah's reasoning would hold true. The governments could put 

a freeze on weapons procurement at some level where all states would 

feel secure and enjoy benefits of cooperative activity. 

However, the Shah, America, and threat forces became caught up 

in the prisoners' dilemma. In such a situation, parties try to procure 

equipment that would give some temporary advantage over adversaries. 

Pahlavi's national defense program hinged on the cursory deterrent 

power and prestige gained through trying to stay ahead of the conven

tional arms S-curve. .Gains made by owning military equipment which is 

technologically superior to Iran's neighbors could only be maintained 

or regained as long as the Shah was willing to use petrodollars for 

defense rather than socioeconomic programs. Distrust of the intentions 

of each other has contributed to constant innovations in weapon systems. 

The Shah was the typical decision-maker, devoting resources to weapon 

acquisitions, but acheiving no greater absolute sense of security. 
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Examples  of  this  have been presented earl ier .  The fo l lowing examples  

conf irm that  the  prisoner's  di lemma haunted a ir ,  ground and sea forces .  

Iran's initial acquisition of supersonic aircraft—the F-5A 

and F-^D—might have been flown against Iraqi MiG-21s. Iraq felt 

compelled to get MiG-23s. These fighters were considered capable of 

taking on F-4 Phantoms. Ostensibly, the Shah and President Nixon then 

felt compelled to counter the threat posed by MiG-23s and MIG-25s. In 

1975, General Toufanian expressed interest in purchasing 160 F-l6s. 

At the time, they were still in the research and development stage. 

Hoping to replace Iran's inventory of F-5s, the Shah felt that the 

F-16 could serve in the air defense and close support roles (U.S. 

Congress, House, 1977b). 

Likewise ,  early  generat ion SAMs were eas i ly  defeated by the  

deployment  of  an a ircraft 's  ECM. Later  generat ions  of  SAMs have ECCM 

to  prevent  jamming or  decept ion of  their  guidance systems.  

Iran bought Chieftain tanks. Several points compelled the Shah 

to consider purchasing either the Leopard II or the Shir MBT as a 

follow-on to his force of Chieftains. First, the lethality of PGMs 

and overwhelming numerical superiority of Soviet and Iraqi armored 

forces made attractive the procurement of some system with armor less 

vulnerable to exploding munitions. Second, the addition of larger 

external fuel containers on both Soviet tanks extended the distances 

over which Soviet armor units could move cross-country. Putting tracks 

on SAM-6s increased the mobility of threat mechanized forces: accurate 

air defense weapons were no longer restricted to road movement. There

fore, the Shir I and II, with improved powerpacks, seemed to be the 
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next logical addition to Iranian armor. This would provide greater 

maneuverability to counter the mobility of Soviet armor. 

Throughout production years, changes on Spruance destroyer 

missile systems and ECM contributed to skyrocketing costs. On the 

drawing board, Iran would have been getting ships with more accurate 

offensive and defensive systems. Originally, six were ordered in 197** 

and to be delivered starting in 1980. They were to have better radars 

and improved anti-aircraft capabilities over earlier Spruance models. 

However, increasing costs resulted in cancelling orders for two of 

the ships (Moorer, 1978). 

The military and political links of Iraq and Iran with the 

superpowers ostensibly provided these Gulf states with some measure 

of security. However, two factors restricted the degree of security 

by contributing to the premature obsotesence of weapon systems within 

the Gulf. First, Iran was compelled to prepare a deterrent force to 

counter military activity by two different threats—Iraq and Soviet 

Union. The Shah responded to military improvements within the Eastern 

bloc's arsenal. These qualitative improvements came as a result of 

superpower arms rivalries. Thus because the largest potential threat 

to Iran came from its superpower neighbor, Mohammed Reza Shah found 

himself basing his own military requirements on trends set outside 

the Gulf subsystem. Second, for their own political purposes, super

powers found it acceptable to promote transfers of increasingly sophis

ticated arms. The sale of the initial supersonic fighters to Iraq 

followed In tandem with the Soviet's breakthrough strategy. The Nixon 

Administration's decision to sell Iran almost any conventional weapon 
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seemed to fall into line with the 1970s modified version of containing 

the Soviets. Military requirements within the Gulf were accelerated 

by outside factors. 

The transfer of aircraft illustrates this. Kuwait's main con

cern was a possible attack from Iraq. Kuwait chose to purchase A-JtMs 

and disperse their basing to deter hostile Iraqi activity. In findings 

presented to Congress (U.S. Congress, House, 1975c, p. 238), analyst 

Paul Kisinger indicated that the aging A-4Ms still could fill a vital 

military role within the Gulf. 

The Skyhawk is an extremely potent ground attack aircraft 
with long range and large payload capabilities. The dispersal 
plan combined with the offensive mission design of the A-4M 
offer Kuwait a realistic security doctrine of deterrence. If 
a potential enemy were to knock out part of the A-AM force, 
those units stationed elsewhere along the Gulf could still 
respond with enough payload capacity to assure the aggressor 
of some destruction. 

Were threats to Iran only within the Gulf, such an aircraft 

would have proved sufficient. However, the Shah felt compelled to 

respond to extraregional trends. He purchased F-^s and considered 

getting A-lOs for ground attack missions. Response to external 

stimuli acted as one catalyst to quicken the pace of the conventional 

arms prisoners' dilemma within the Gulf. 

Initial Dependence, Long-term Independence? 

According to the Shah, Iran could construct an "independent 

national policy" through building its military and industrial power. 

Reasons of prestige, deterrence and regime legitimization have been 

noted earlier. A problem arose delaying indefinitely attainment of 

Iran's national objective. Iran could not absorb weapons at the high 
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rate of transfer. Foreign nationals, predominately American, had to be 

hired to maintain the systems and train Iranians in their use. As long 

as Iran remained dependent for back-end support, it would be restricted 

in front-end deployment. According to defense analyst Stephanie G. 

Neuman (Amirsadeghi, 1981), such a situation commonly occurs within 

developing countries. "[G]oals of sovereignty or 'self-sufficiency' 

stand in constant tension with the necessity of suing Western know-how 

to foster development in military and civilian sectors" (Amirsadeghi, 

1981). 

Not until its production and maintenance capabilities were 

developed could Iran hope to increase the degree of self-sufficiency 

or independence in pursuing national policy. With the ability to pro

duce and repair weapons systems, a nation regains some degree of lati

tude for political action which a state loses when purely a recipient. 

A nation can, if necessary, engage in military activity for a longer 

period than if totally dependent on other states for resupply. Relying 

on the United States for resupply during the Yom Kippur War, Israel 

found itself restricted by United States pressures not to exploit any 

breakthrough on the western side of the Suez Canal. Since the war, 

Israel had embarked on a program to develop its own systems, especially 

armor, a jet fighter and PGMs. Iran did not occupy the Tumbs Islands 

and Abu Musa without at least tacit approval from the West. 

Without some technical assistance from arms suppliers, Iran's 

order of battle would signify little more than paper power. Iran had 

no trouble filling unskilled slots in the military with conscripts. 

It was in positions requiring technical skills such as electronics 
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that Iranian deficiencies arose. In 1975, Iran could fill less than 

half of the training slots it requested in American military schools. 

One reason why the Shah contracted for Spruance destroyers was that 

these ships might have helped to combat manpower shortages. Between 

220 and 260 people are needed to operate this new class vessel, com

pared to as many as 300 on other destroyers. Yet the training level 

required of those manning the ships was greater than for other 

destroyers. Thus the Iranian Spruance program was no more immune to 

recruitment problems than other areas. Many of the Spruance training 

slots reserved for Iran in FY 1975 remained empty. Conserving man

power was a mute selling point as long as competent trainees remained 

unavailable. 

The Shah attempted to strengthen Iran's ability to conduct 

intermediate and depot level maintenance. Hurdles to achieving these 

goals lay on the latter level. Problems of mastering maintenance of 

seven major air systems and increasing complexity of air defense and 

armor systems strained the pool of indigenous technicians. Neuman 

(Amirsadeghi, 1981) estimated that about 10,000 people would be 

required for filling the managerial and technical slots connected with 

Iran's inventory of F-5E/Fs, F-4Es, and F-l4s. As of 1976, the number 

of officers, noncommissioned officers, and homafaran in the IIAF was 

about 80% of authorized levels. This increased 10% over the 1964 

readiness level of skilled military personnel. 

Iran and the United States linked forces to deal with manpower 

problems. Before exploring America's role in back-end support of Iran's 

armed forces, several points must be noted. First, it is difficult to 
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reach agreement on how many Americans worked in defense-related jobs 

in Iran. Figures range from the total of 2,200 Department of Defense 

civilians and 1,100 U.S. military personnel as quoted by Joseph Sisco 

(U.S. Congress, House, 1975c) in 1975 to charges by the Iranian Stu

dents' Association that 100,000 American advisors worked in Iran (Noyes, 

1979). Second, one must refrain from assuming that the emphasis on 

militarization in Iran created inordinate manpower shortages which were 

exploited by the United States. Shortages of qualified personnel 

existed in civil and governmental positions. Over 270,000 more skilled 

workers were nseded than were available in Iran during 1975. Moreover, 

since the early 1960s, American advisors reported shortages in Iranian 

military personnel as existing. Third, differentiation must be made 

between percentage and absolute change in the number of American mili

tary technicians in defense-related positions. The absolute number of 

Americans Increased during the 1970s, but the percentage of Americans 

dropped in relation to Iranians working in defense jobs. 

Regardless, American technicians abounded in Iran. The Shah 

preferred to conduct business with American defense industries and 

government because of the extensive support and software programs 

available with the purchase of weapons systems. Bell Helicopter Inter

national sent the greatest number of personnel to Iran of any company. 

As of October 1975, \ ,h2k employees were involved In flight training 

In Iran. Almost 2,800 American civilians provided aircraft maintenance, 

program management, tank rebuilding, shipyard construction, computer 

software, communication, armament maintenance, and air defense training 
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services (U.S. Congress, House, 1977b). A core of Grumman employees 

was expected to remain in Iran during the entire life of the F-l*» pro

gram. 

After 1972, the presence of the Military Assistance Advisory 

Group (MAAG) declined in Iran. Technical Assistance and Field Training 

(TAFT) and temporary groups replaced it. The mission of MAAG became 

antiquated with the implementation of the Nixon Doctrine and the avail

ability of petroldollars in the treasuries of Middle Eastern oil pro

ducers. Whereas MAAG offered advice to Iran on what weapons to buy, 

the new groups provided information on how to use the systems once 

procured. TAFT provided technical support in the maintenance of F-*t 

and F-5 communication and electronic systems, instruction in the opera

tion of F-Tts, P-3s, l-Hawks, and ships, plus advice on logistics, 

supply, army aviation, and formulation of Iran's own training programs. 

The TAFT mission would last well into the 1980s (U.S. Congress, House, 

1977b). 

Foreign consultants and technicians helped organize the facili

ties required to strengthen Iran's back-end capabilities. The Iranian 

Aircraft Industries (IACI), formed in 1970 as a venture to train mana

gers, soon expanded in scope. First, with the aid of the Northrop 

Corporation then Lockheed, Iranian planners hoped that IACI might 

begin co-producing spare parts then expand to fabricating remotely 

piloted vehicles and F-l8s. Facilities in Mehrabad were planned for 

servicing aircraft throughout the Middle East at a depot level. Drawn 

up in 1973, plans called for IACI to eventually employ 75,310 workers. 

Ulbrich Albrecht (cited by Kaldoran and Eide, 1979) revealed that when 
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85% complete, full-scale production of planes would begin. Eventually, 

the Shah hoped that 1ACI could conduct research, development, and 

production of Iran's own sophisticated aircraft. 

Given the high costs of research and development, the required 

large pool of technological talent and the increasing demand for the 

stagnating government revenues in other areas of the national budget, 

the probability of producing indigenous fighters would be low. Over 

the short- and middle-term, the project most likely would have met a 

fate similar to one of Reza Shah's programs. During the 1930s, Reza 

Shah obtained a license from a British firm to build the Audax combat 

aircraft at a state-owned firm in Shahbaz. No actual production 

occurred; only maintenance and repair of imported aircraft. 

Plans for indigenous support facilities covered an array of 

military products. Iranians would produce electro-optically guided 

components for TOWs and Mavericks in Shiraz. A December 1975 agree

ment with Bell Helicopter called for the construction of a helicopter 

manufacturing plant in Iran. Initially, Iran was to produce spare 

parts for the Chieftain MBT. Through an agreement with Vickers, Iran 

would eventually manufacture tanks. 

While the American expatriots remained in Iran, several prob

lems existed. First, what would happen to the Americans if war broke 

out between Iran and another country? Would they continue to perform 

their defense mission or would they leave Iran? Some people worried 

that In the event of a conflict, these Americans would be held hostage, 

in effect being used as levers to pull the United States deeper into a 

conflict. Yet decision-makers in Washington either discounted this 
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possibility or skillfully dodged the issue. By adhering to the princi

ples of deterrence, they hoped that hostilities would be prevented. 

By applying hypotheses presented by Bruce Russett (Coplin and Kegley, 

1975), it seems that a prevalent American presence in Iran and Irano-

American interdependence would signal to a potential aggressor 

America's commitment to Iran's defense. This would discourage attack. 

Therefore, debate would be irrelevant on the disposition of American 

military experts in Iran. 

The above reasoning could be applied to situations where an 

outside force threatened to instigate hostilities, but what about if 

Iran was the party primarily fueling a conflict? Kissinger followed 

a modified version of Soviet thought on this matter. As long as the 

expatriots played an integral role in maintaining combat effectiveness 

of weapons systems, a foreign nation ostensibly would maintain some 

degree of leverage over the deployment of the military forces. Unclear 

was in what form the presence of expatriots could influence the use of 

arms. In retrospect, the percentage rather than the actual number of 

Americans filling positions within the Iranian military most likely 

afforded the United States more leverage over the use of weapons. 

Iran had been slowly increasing the degree of responsibility for its 

own defense over the past 15 years. This would have helped Iran to 

meet the Iraqi attack in 1980, albeit with degraded capabilities, 

without American aid. 

As long as Americans in Iran presented a high profile, some 

domestic political costs to the Pahlavi regime arose if only in the 

perception of Iranians. Images of dependence or subservience to 
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foreign powers  were grounded in  centuries  of  imperial is t  exploi tat ion.  

Domest ic  sent iment  and Iranian communiques  suggest  that  the  Shah would 

attempt to  balance long-term goals  of  independence from foreign domina

t ion against  some degree  of  short-  and middle-term dependence on 

Western expert ise .  However,  the  quest ion arises  whether or  not  

Mohammed Reza Pahlavi  deemed freedom from foreign advisors  as  a  high 

priori ty .  

The presence of  foreign advisors  and technic ians  supported 

Iran's  up-front  capabi l i t ies  whi le  leaving intact  the  Shah's  web sys

tem.  Thus Pahlavi  could a l lay pol i t ical  threats  to  his  regime which 

could arise  from the mil i tary leadership.  

American systems re ly  more on decentral izat ion of  command and 

control  as  wel l  as  se l f - ini t iat ive  on the  part  of  junior  off icers .  An 

American of f icer  indicated that  communicat ion systems instal led by 

American technic ians  would permit  the  interfacing or  l inkage between 

mil i tary units  which would be  needed to  provide Iran with protect ion 

from an a ir  threat .  Replacing American technic ians  with Iranians  could 

have increased Iranian independence,  but  i t  would a lso  have increased 

danger to  Pahlavi  rule  from the mil i tary.  Provided American advisors  

performed their  job wel l ,  Iranian off icers  may have overcome their  

re luctance to  show ini t iat ive  and new channels  of  communicat ion might  

have been created which could c ircumvent  the  web system.  

Whether represent ing a  government  or  working for  a  c iv i l ian 

contractor ,  expatriots  would more l ikely  be loyal  to  an exist ing 

regime in  t imes  of  domest ic  turmoil .  Foreign of f ic ia ls  can be s ta

t ioned in  a  country to  protect  the  interests  of  their  government .  
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TAFT personnel would not be sent to Iran to improve Iranian tactical 

and strategic capabilities then willingly hand over the military and 

government to a politically unknown entity. American support for 

the Shah would continue as long as he enjoyed the support of a signifi

cant portion of the Iranian population. Foreign civilians would more 

likely throw their loyalties behind the regime which ultimately pro

vides the paychecks rather than behind those opposing their paymaster. 

This lesson impressed the Shah through the drama of the 1953 coup and 

countercoup. According to Major General Steward (cited by Bayne and 

Collin, 1976), who commanded the MAAG in Iran during 1953, his group 

supplied substantial quantities of equipment to royalist forces within 

the'army. Steward also claimed that MAAG action tipped the political 

and military balance in favor of the Shah. 

Regarding the use of expatriots and the acquisition of weapons 

systems, the Shah followed two courses. First, he exploited the pres

tige factor associated with the procurement of sophisticated weapons. 

Pahlavi used this to promote an image of achieving the goal of Iran's 

independent national policy. He assured Iranians that weapons systems 

were being efficiently absorbed into Iran's arsenal. On the other 

hand, the Shah showed no inclination to designate the replacement of 

foreigners and absorption of military hardware as a national priority. 

Focusing on this short-term large-scale foreign presence, Iranians 

expressed their skepticism that the Shah would ever achieve an inde

pendent national policy. The importance of America's role in building 

a credible Iranian deterrent force became submerged beneath domestic 

concerns. 
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Excess Transfers: Planned or Accidental? 

"As far as I know, I think we have absorbed these arms so far 

easily" (Pace, 1976, p. 9 ). Did the Shah try to hide absorption 

problems with empty rhetoric? Was there some reasoning which justi

fied Iran's seemingly slow rate of absorption? This section will 

attempt to answer these questions. In doing so, differentiation is 

made between problems of absorption and warehousing on the one hand, 

and deliberate procurement of excess material for the benefit of 

Iran's armed forces on the other hand. One must bear in mind that the 

unit of analysis will influence the findings. 

By observing all obvious factors, one gets the impression that 

Iran could not utilize all the weapons which it procured and that 

weapon purchases were based on caprice rather than need. Ships 

awaited for months to deliver goods to port. Crates stood in storage 

for long periods. Equipment arrived before accompanying facilities 

could be built or personnel could be trained. People were pulled from 

operation or various systems and enrolled in training programs for new 

prestigious systems such as the F-lA: such procedure resulted in the 

degradation of the overall effectiveness of the Iranian military. 

Another approach to the questions at hand would be to view the 

rate and volume of transfers in relation to tactical and strategic 

requirements of both the United States and Iran. Tactically, the 

development of PGMs has contributed to the high rate of attrition and 

increasing intensity of modern battle. During the Yom Kippur War, 

Israeli and Arab losses reached almost 50% in about two weeks. 

Various armies used different percentage losses to determine whether 
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or not a unit is combat capable. Based on U.S. Army acceptable losses 

of no more than 30$, it can be projected that in a short period a 

nation's military could become.a force no longer capable of protecting 

its national interest. Thus, the warehousing of extra parts and 

systems could effectively extend the life of Iran's military 

forces. 

Strategically, the growing capability of the Soviets to inter

dict SLOCs increased the importance of warehousing. Air lines of com

munication could not be relied upon either. Some NATO allies bent to 

economic pressures and refused refueling stopovers of supply planes 

bound for Israel. In the event of some Irano-Arab conflict, the 

threat of another Arab oil embargo might cause American allies to 

refuse C-130s enroute to the Gulf access to air bases. 

In a case involving common Interests of Iran and the United 

States, the availability of excess equipment in the Gulf and Indian 

Ocean regions would minimize the strategic disadvantage involved in 

transporting American forces to the area. During the Nixon Adminis

tration, decision-makers scrapped the concept of a rapid deployment 

force in favor of regional defense forces and informal alliances. 

Therefore, some capabilities or stores would have to be available, 

provided the United States was drawn into some regional crisis. 

This reasoning follows Soviet strategy and the stationing of Soviet 

supplies at Socotra, PDRY. 

Finally, the accumulation of large weapon stores would help 

the Shah advance toward his goal of an "independent national policy.11 

A reserve of arms, combined with the indigenous execution of a great 
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portion of military tasks would afford Iran greater opportunities to 

act specifically in its own interest. American officials apparently 

recognized the link between resupply and political independence 

because Americans allegedly removed computer records of logistic 

supplies as they left Iran following the fall of the Shah. In inci

dents where the intensity of conflict rose no higher than a moderate 

level, Iran would have the ability to act with greater flexibility 

and have better opportunities to exert its influence. When events 

such as the 1970s Irano-lraql border skirmishes occurred, the Shah 

hoped that Iran could respond without first soliciting support from 

the United States. 

One lesson of the 1965 Indo-Pakistani War was not lost on the 

Shah. He constantly referred to how America cut military aid to 

Pakistan. Accounts were followed with assurances by Pahlavi that 

Iran would not be caught in a similar situation. Thus, a planned 

accumulation of excess weapons would help the Shah keep his promise. 

The lack of facilities to store weapons and put them in ser

vice indicates the delivery schedule lacked adequate planning. Obvi

ously Iran could not absorb all the military hardware that it pur

chased. This inability detracted from the total power and capabili

ties which a list of Iran's order of battle might indicate. However, 

positive aspects of warehousing weapons arose in military and politi

cal areas. It would be unfair to say that only arms manufacturers 

benefited from what appeared to be an oversell of weapons to Iran. 
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Conclusions 

The Shah generally purchased weapons systems appropriate for 

the military environment of the Gulf and Indian Ocean regions. Theo

retically, the deployment of these systems would indicate Iran had 

the ability to protect its interests. Iran seemed to be acquiring the 

proper quantitative and qualitative mix of military equipment to cre

ate a credible deterrence. On the other hand, the Shah failed to con

sider Indigenous resources when planning force structure. Throughout 

the 1970s, Iran lacked the high quality of weapon operations and 

back-end technicians which would have transformed paper power into 

putative power. America's presence acted as a precarious stand-in 

until Iran could strengthen these elements of deterrence. 

Stories circulated concerning difficulties Iran experienced 

in trying to get its military machinery running smoothly. However, 

open sources rarely provided a complete picture of problems with 

Iran's military. As long as information about the scope of these 

problems could be suppressed, the Shah could flash sophisticated 

weapons in the eyes of threat forces and hope that his bluff would 

deter any state from destroying oil installations or interdicting 

SLOCs. Domestically, the Shah could parade the hardware before Iran

ians in a manner similar to a May Day parade in the Soviet Union, 

and hope that his show would convince his subjects of Iran's growing 

Importance in the world. Internationally, the difficulty in deter

mining the military intensions of a threat force made it impossible 

to say if Iran's force deterred any state from attacking the failure 

of the deterrent force with Iraq's attack in 1930 is history. 



CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

"Oil friendships are greasy." 

Calouste Gulbenkian 

Oil friendships are complex as well as greasy. American domes

tic ills, international economic competition, rising consumption of 

imported fossil fuels, domestic political pressures, overextended 

international commitments, and distrust of the Soviets prompted the 

Nixon Administration to search for a foreign policy which would 

address American problems. Any policy had to be responsive to a 

changing world order in which emerging Third World nations strove to 

augment their power and prestige in the post-colonial era. Iran, 

being such a Third World nation, became partners with the United 

States in an oil friendship. Mohammed Reza Pahlavi felt that such a 

friendship would support his domestic political position and protect 

Iran from the Soviet, Iraqi and insurgent threats to Iranian socio

economic development and the Pahlavi dynasty. Procuring armament from 

the United States and other nations hypothetically would provide the 

Shah with a political insurance policy by demonstrating that he was 

responsible for building renascent, Archaemenid-1ike power. 

Like most international friendships, the Irano-American rela

tionship was one of convenience and Rea1poUtik rather than any 

apparent bonds of solidarity and adherence to esoteric principals of 

256 
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liberty and justice. Perhaps this is a primary area where the rift 

between intensions of American foreign policy and perceptions of those 

intensions by the average Iranian developed. American decision-makers 

were ready to accept short-term apparent contradictions between 

American ideals and the policy of supporting the Shah. As a regional 

influential, Iran could help to maintain security in the Gulf, pro

tecting the status quo from communist encroachment. In part, the 

United States overlooked the immediate problems of Pahlavi1s violation 

of human rights because he was a key in protecting the region from the 

greater Soviet threat to human rights and Western economic interests. 

Such policy incongruities could be accepted by the Nixon, Ford 

and Carter Administrations because of assumptions about socioeconomic 

and political development. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger expanded 

upon and used these assumptions to build American policy for the Gulf 

region. A strong leader was needed to guide Third World people through 

the period of socioeconomic development. Hypothetically, a firmly 

reigning patriarch could help to maintain stability during these times 

of change. Democracy would follow as a nation became more educated 

and socially mobile. 

Developing an appreciation for these points in American think

ing, the Shah exploited them for his own benefit. Mohammed Reza 

Pahlavi explained how he needed arms to fight "savage communists" in 

the region and required an internal security force to battle subver

sion. His philosophy of establishing military power to safeguard 

development programs complemented American philosophy. Until the last 

days of the Shah's reign, even the Carter Administration, rhetorically 
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committed to championing human rights, publicly accepted the Shah's 

assurances that political 1iberaiization was just around the corner 

for Iranians. Without many plausible alternative courses of action 

and suffering under the weight of domestic restrictions, the Nixon, 

Ford and Carter Administrations were inclined to accept the Shah's 

explanation why he needed more weapons. No overt official attempts 

were made to investigate charges of SAVAK brutality. Both American 

decision-makers and the Shah shared experiences and recollections of 

Soviet penetration of the region in post-World War II Azerbaijan and 

during Mossadegh's tenure as prime minister. Therefore, there was a 

tendency to discount what was hoped to be short-term Iranian human 

rights violations with the intent of staving off the longer-term 

Soviet threat to Western interests. Strengthening Irano-American 

political and military ties and thus increasing arms transfers seemed 

the most expedient, if not ethical, way of dealing with domestic and 

international problems. 

On the one hand, tradeoffs between human rights and tradi

tional concepts of security may be apparent to the dispassionate obser

ver. On the other hand, analysis of whether or not the Shah procured 

a mix of weapon systems appropriate of Iran's requirements becomes more 

difficult. Different observations arise depending on the level of 

analysis used to approach the problem. Irano-American relations during 

the reign of Mohammed Reza Pahlavi were built with five major compo

nents—the individual, the domestic sector, the international sector, 

military power and the psychological sphere. The components interacted 

with each other at varying levels. Examining these parts reveal that 
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interaction between the American and Iranian governments ranged from 

the logical and rational to the Kafkaesque. The chain of events 

spanned from the realistic to the surrealistic. 

Domestically, public pressure forced decision-makers to 

reshape foreign policy. The Nixon Doctrine arose from the American 

public's reaction to the debacle in Vietnam. The doctrine promised 

American military support for those willing to assume responsibility 

for their own defense. 

Whereas this seemed logical enough, a motive for the Shah's 

acceptance of the American offer assumed more Kafkaesque qualities. 

Just as Kafaka's characters were outsiders, continually trying without 

success to establish places for themselves in the world (von Hofe, 

1971» P- 125), the Shah found himself in a similar situation. Since 

Mohammed Reza Pahlavi accepted American help to remove Prime Minister 

Mohammed Mossadeqh from office and reassert his own authority, the 

Iranian people doubted the Shah's loyalties. Thereafter, Pahlavi con

stantly strove to affirm the legitimacy of his rule. With no apparatus 

for political debate within the Iranian government, the Shah failed to 

develop an appreciation of Iranian public opinion. Thus, he inter

jected his own values into his perception of Iranian values. He came 

to confuse or supplant Iranian national interest with his own personal-

ist goals, American foreign policy responding to domestic pressures 

in the U.S. were seen by the Shah as a means through which he might 

deal with Iranian domestic problems. By building a formidable military 

machine, the Shah hoped to satisfy what he believed was the Iranian 

wish to reassert Iranian power in the tradition of Shah Abbas and the 
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Achaemenid and Sassanian dynasties. Mohammed Reza Shah's perception 

of domestic pressures for arms purchases came from his own inner 

world. Juxtapositioning this against the desire Iranians for more 

direct benefits from oil wealth, Irano-American arms transfers reached 

unjustifiable proportions. 

Another illusory aspect of arms transferred to Iran balanced 

the Shah's public program for successful absorption and deployment of 

weapon systems against his leisurely paced program for absorption. 

The Shah realized that a strong and credible military force would pro

tect Iranian interests as well as his personal political interest; a 

strong military could also rip away at his political web system. Thus, 

the Shah conspicuously bought arms for the good of Iran, hoping to 

enjoy the political spinoff of supposedly adding legitimacy to his 

regime. However, if the military became too proficient and thus 

independent, the military might question Mohammed Rezi Pahlavi's rule. 

The framework for command, control, and communications (C ) was built 

3 
with American cooperation. Yet, C flowed vertically through the Shah 

rather than horizontally among the units. 

Only by 1978 had any substantial progress been made to develop 

3 
horizontal C . First, the patronage system between military and the 

Shah had been developed to the point that political trustworthy people 

were in high command positions. The Shah hoped that the benefits 

received from the professional soldiers were enough that they would 

realize they were better off working under the Shah. Second, the mili

tary had grown too large for Pahlavi's personal control. Third, the 

the Iranian public's negative reaction to a large foreign presence 
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became a  more  sa l i ent ,  more  immediate  threat  to  h i s  ru le  than  the  

vaguer  poss ib i l i ty  o f  a  mi l i tary  coup.  

At tempts  to  br ing  l eg i t imacy  to  the  Pahlav i  reg ime through 

arms  purchases  prov ided  l i t t l e  benef i t  to  Iran .  Examining  the  indiv id

ual  sec tor  fos ters  another  conc lus ion .  Academic  problems  ar i se  in  

assess ing  the  su i tabi l i ty  o f  buying  weapons  in  response  to  nat ional  

in teres t s  versus  in  response  to  the  indiv idual ' s  image  o f  the  reg ional  

env ironment .  Publ ic  react ion  to  arms  acquis i t ions  prov ide  a  pos i t ive  

indicator  as  to  the  government ' s  ab i l i ty  to  meet  the  secur i ty  needs  

o f  the  c i t i zens  o f  a  nat ion  as  they  env is ion  those  needs .  Without  

access  to  f i rs thand informat ion  on  Sov ie t  in tent ions ,  i t  i s  imposs ib le  

to  ascerta in  the  va l id i ty  o f  images  o f  Sov ie t  capabi l i t i e s  and p lans  

for  act ion  in  the  Gul f .  One  can  on ly  s ta te  that  those  images  had  

impact  on  the  dec i s ion  to  transfer  arms .  Pres ident  Richard  Nixon,  

Secretary  o f  State  Henry  Kiss inger ,  Nat ional  Secur i ty  Advisor  

Zbigniew Brzenz inski  and Mohammad Reza  Pahlav i  shared  severa l  f eatures .  

Al l  were  asser t ive  dec i s ion-makers  who he ld  negat ive  images  o f  the  

Sov ie t s .  They  be l i eved  that  on ly  through s trong  Irano-American  t i e s  

and arms  transfers  could  the  Sov ie t s  be  d i scouraged  from d i srupt ion  o f  

the  Gul f  s ta tus  quo .  

The  in ternat ional  env ironment  in f luenced  the  Uni ted  States  to  

se l l  Iran  weapon sys tems .  Changes  in  in ternat ional  po l i t i c s  contr ib

uted  to  the  rat ional  modi f icat ion  o f  the  American  a t t i tude  toward 

arms  transfers .  Ris ing  nat ional i s t  furvor  through the  Third  World  made  

i t  unl ike ly  that  any  fore ign  s ta te  could  secure  and mainta in  product ion  

o f  o i l  f i e lds  wi thout  the  compl iance  o f  the  producing  s ta te .  Wel l s  
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are susceptible to sabotage, and machinery could be demolished before 

an occupying force secured production areas. Thus, Western states 

ostensibly provided petrodollars for socioeconomic development of 

producing states and the arms to protect oil resources from the Soviets 

or their clients. 

Three trends in international economics fostered changes in 

American attitudes towards arms transfers. First, the cost of the 

Vietnam war exhausted funds for maintaining a high-profile in the 

world. Second, by 197*», the United States needed to develop commerce 

to absorb petrodollars back into the American economy. Arms sales 

would provide one method to do this. Third, increased competition 

from abroad encouraged the United States to adopt a pre-emptive sales 

position to prevent trade losses. The Shah constantly threatened to 

buy elsewhere if the United States was not willing to sell. As 

research and development costs mounted, the United States could no 

longer afford to keep state-of-the-art systems for its own use. Early 

sales of the F-l*» fighter exemplifies this. Unless the United States 

competed with aggressive European arms producers, the per unit costs 

for weapon systems would have become unbearable. The lead time 

between the first year that a military aircraft was operational until 

Initially delivered to Middle East countries averaged two years for 

France. This compared with an average of eight years for American 

transfers (SIPRI, 1976, p. 67). Although the quality of American 

aerospace products and back-end support made U.S. planes desirable to 

the Shah during the 1970s, European products could rival those of 

America by the 1980s. The availability of the Tornado fighter through 
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joint German, English and Italian development could have added weight 

to the Shah's threat to shop around for arms. French accolades during 

the 1982 Falkland Islands War confirms that arms manufacturers have 

become more concerned about competition with other companies and less 

worried about an increase in inventory of armaments held by rival 

states. A French manufacturer praised the destruction of British 

ships by Exocet missiles as a victory for French electronics. Mohammad 

Reza Pahlavi cultivated this sense of competition in Western business 

as leverage against the United States. 

Karl von Clausewitz stated that war was an extension of poli

tics. Events within the Gulf during the 1970s indicated that the mere 

acquisition of weapon systems became an extension of politics. In 

the Middle East, "the ability to put on a good show—the affixing of 

decals to the fuselage—may appear more important as a measure of 

success than a high operational readiness rate, the practical impor

tance of which may even be downplayed (Murray and Viotti, 1982, p. 

A09). The image associated with transfers, rather than utility, was 

most important in many aforementioned areas. Transfers satisfied the 

Shah's personal fascination with aircraft. Transfers were to provide 

and restore legitimacy to the Iranian and American governments, 

respectively. Transfers were part of a program to keep in tune with 

nationalist aspirations. Arms were bought to deter others from attack

ing Iran. 

Only in one area, perhaps the most crucial, did the weapons 

have to work. If politico-military showmanship failed to maintain 

stability, the weapons had to perform well within the region's 
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military environment. Analysis of the military milieu at any one time 

reveals arms transfers were based on genuine need, except for E-3A 

Sentry AWACS and the purchase of MBTs for deployment around Tehran. 

Iran never intended to match Soviet weaponry piece for piece. Rather, 

Iran made logical choices of weapon systems based on a strategy to 

impede Soviet advancements and weaken subsequent echelons. In order 

to collect security and political dividends from replacing the foreign 

powers in the region, the Shah believed that Iran had to assume the 

costs of defense. At the very least, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi had to 

back up rhetoric with some semblance of military power. For example, 

assuming the role of protecting SLOCs required investment in marine 

patrol planes and surface ships with ASW capabilities; countering any 

insurgent or guerilla threat prompted the purchase of hovercraft for 

quick transportation of men and material. 

Change in the military environment nurtured another Kafkaesque 

facet of Iran's quest for security. The surrealistic aspect developed 

over time, as both Iran and the United States along with their adver

saries— Iraq and the USSR—spent increasingly more money to develop 

increasingly more sophisticated and lethal weapons. Ostensibly, this 

would provide each member of a partnership with a sense of security over 

the threat forces through creation of a credible deterrence. Just as 

Gregor, protagonist in Kafka's The Metamorphosis, unsuccessfully 

struggled to get out of bed, so did both factions of the Gulf struggle 

to obtain some qualitative or quantitative advantage over the other. 

No matter how hard either party tried to guarantee its security 
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through arms transfers, the prisoner's dilemma surfaced and prevented 

achievement of its goals. 

This problem served as a major point of contention with both 

the clerical and marxist elements of the Iranian revolution. One 

thing that disturbed the revolutionaries was belief that too much was 

spent by the Shah for arms without any tangible benefits in terms of 

security or economic returns. They did not argue that Iran should 

not provide for its self-defense. The shipment of spare parts from 

the United States to Iran and training of some Iranian officers in 

America continued after the fall of the Shah. The Mehdi Bazargan 

government accepted delivery of Agusta-Bell Chinook helicopters. Some 

former SAVAK agents returned to their old posts to prevent the subver

sion of the Iranian government by American, Soviet and other "satanic" 

powe rs. 

During the Ill-fated search for security, the psychological 

sphere played an important role in Iranian domestic events, intra-

reglonal activity and Irano-American relations. Mistrust between 

Arabs and Iranians, developed through centuries of competition, could 

not be dispelled quickly. Thus, lingering attitudes Inhibited the 

formation of a regional security force. The Shah proceeded to build 

its own military force. In the age of electronic weaponry, the Shah's 

commitment to building a credible deterrent force required tremendous 

imported technical support. Here is where another rift between inten

sions and perceptions grew. Internationally, the increasing visibility 

of Americans throughout Iran were partly designed to lend credibility 

to growing Iranian military power and signal America's commitment to 
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Gulf security. Domestically, Iranians equated the American presence 

with that of the former Russian, Soviet and British presence, which 

was linked to economic exploitation of Iran. No public United States 

government documents support allegations of American designs on 

exploitation or effective colonization of Iran. The commonplace 

status of forces agreement, negotiated between Iran and the United 

States, seemed to confirm a conspiracy to trade Iranian wealth for 

the personal gain of the Shah. During the 1960s, Ayatollah Khomeini 

charged that the agreement placed the "Iranian nation under American 

bondage" (Ramazani, 1982, p. 78). 

American decision-makers perceived the greatest dangers to 

Gulf security coming from outside rather than from within Iran. 

Traditional concepts of deterrence and socioeconomic development were 

applied without sufficient attention being paid to unique Iranian 

perceptions and attitudes. The failure to establish an Iranian mili

tary force capable of maintaining regional stability in part arose 

from this American shortcoming. Subsequently, the Iranian negative 

reaction to American activity in Iran arose from misperception of 

American intentions and the exploitation of those misperceptions by 

Iranian revolutionary forces. 

The American-Shah relationship grew not from neocolonialist 

interests, rather from some shared concepts that the Soviet threat 

to the Gulf and how to deter Soviet or Soviet-backed military activity 

in the region. Hypothetically, the Soviets, Iraqis or others would 

refrain from military operations only if they believed costs of action 

outweighed the benefits. The assumption that decision-makers act 
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rationally works well in theory. In fact, the Soviets seem to have 

acted in the international arena by taking such cost and benefit cal

culations into account. However, sufficient proof exists that in 

crisis situations the rational actor deterrences could break down. 

This caveat, as well as the disintegration of the Iranian link 

in America's geopolitical strategy, signal the need for innovation of 

politico-military aspects of foreign relations. Kissinger did respond 

to the changing international arena. Geomilitary and power balance 

concepts were modified to bring regional influentials into partnership 

with the United States, rather than prolong the use of antiquated 

concepts of great powers imposing their own brand of security through

out the world. A problem arises when the regional influential is also 

a developing nation. It is difficult to assume both costs of develop

ment and regional security without negative repercussions. In the case 

of Iran, security costs contributed to the crumbling of internal sta

bility of the undermining of America's role as a politico-military 

partner, in the eyes of most Iranians. In turn, this contributed to 

the destruction of the 1rano-American strategic partnership and of the 

credibility of Iran's deterrent force. 

Promoting interdependence might prompt nations to calculate 

greater benefits accruing through cooperation than from conflict. The 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Organization of African Unity 

were established in part to promote such interdependence and coopera

tion; however, shortcomings developed. With their sluggish performace 

records, it could not be expected that historic Irano-Arab distrust 

could be miraculously transcended after the British military 
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withdrawal from the Gulf. Even the Shah's attempt to create a multi

national commission to monitor pollution within the Gulf was met with 

cynicism. Except for Oman, Arab nations in the area felt that the 

commission would be used as a device to legitimize Iranian military 

dominance over the Gulf SLOCs. 

With such difficulties in mind, the politico-military options 

chosen by Iran and America generally appeared logical. The Shah was 

a key pillar on which regional stability would be upheld. This pillar 

could not stand as its domestic foundation crumbled. Therein lay the 

primary weakness of America's geopolitical policy. Regional influen

tial cannot be represented by autocratic leaders alone. A country's 

human, natural and economic resources as well as its strategic loca

tion, help to make a nation a regional influential. At some point in 

a nation's development, domestic politics and public opinion must be 

linked to foreign policy. Only when this is done can a regional 

security policy have some degree of longevity. 

Until trust and interdependence among nations can be estab

lished, nations will still rely on the geomilitary principles outlined 

throughout this paper to protect their interests. Adherence to such 

concepts, while perceived as necessary, has been shown to have 

restrained achievement of trust and interdependence in the Gulf. 

Perhaps the greatest tragedy lies in this predicament. 
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