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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the u.S. foreign policy toward the Persian Gulf 

fram 1968 to 1988 with an attempt to explain why and how particular u.s. 

foreign policy decisions were made. It further attempts to determine 

whether each president, within this time frame, pursued a different 

foreign policy toward the Persian Gulf. The indicators used to 

longitudinally rreasure foreign policy change were trade, both imports and 

exports between the u.S. and the Persian Gulf cotmtries, bilateral 

treaties between them, and u.s. military sales to them. By examining the 

effect of presidential succession on selected patterns of American foreign 

policy behavior toward the region it is apparent that the pattern of 

interaction exhibits a clear continuity and in fact different 

administrations have not drastically al tered the fundamental thrust of 

u.s. foreign policy. Furthenmore, fram a broad historical perspective, 

this study challenges the conventional notion that u.S. foreign policy has 

been "short-sighted" and often erratic. By examining two case studies, 

namely the Iran-Iraq war and u.S. decision to reflag Kuwaiti oil tankers, 

one can readily see that u.S. foreign policy is far fram being reactive in 

its approach. In general, the evident suggests that the u.s. foreign 

policy in the Persian Gulf, in a broad conceptual framework, can be 

explained as a part of the rational decision making process where the u.s. 

foreign policy makers select the alternatives best suited to maximize the 

strategi.c goals and objectives. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The Persian Gul f1 is often regarded as "a part of the 

Middle East crossroads of three continents and an intricate 

part of the Arab and Muslim world. ,,2 The U.S. state 

Department recognized the importance of the region when, in 

1945, it pointed out that "Persian Gulf oil resource 

constitutes a stupendous source of strategic power, and one of 

the greatest material prizes in world history.,,3 The Persian 

Gulf and the strait of Hormuz hold great regional and 

international importance, not only due to their geopolitical 

and geostrategic significance - their proximity to the former 

Soviet Union - but also because the existence of oil and non-

1The term "Persian Gul f" is used here to denote the 
geographical region of the Middle East which includes Iran, 
Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Oman, Kuwait, the United Arab Emirate, 
Qatar and Bahrain. Historical records have referred to this 
region as "al Khalija-Farsi" or "Persian Gulf"; thus the term 
was adopted as common usage in the literature as opposed to 
reference to "Arabian Gulf" as used by some Arab scholars or 
"Gulf" as used by some western scholars. This paper adheres 
to historical usage. 

2Dan Haendel, "The Persian Gulf: Geopolitics Revisited," 
International Security Review, 6(1):79, Spring, 1981. 

3Draft memorandum to President Truman in Foreign 
ReI a Hons of the Uni ted States, 8: 45, 1945. The vi tal 
importance of the Persian Gulf in terms of its geostrategic 
location was reflected in various reports. For example, see 
"Review of the World Situation as it Relates to the Security 
of the Uni ted States," Central Intell igence Agency Sed es, 
September 12, 1947, file 5-3, declassified February 13, 1989. 
Presidential Archives, Harry S. Truman Library, Independence, 
Missouri. 
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oil reserves. The Persian Gulf contains about 60% to 70% of 

the world's proven oil reserves and currently exports 

approximately 10 million barrels per day4. The security of 

this region is of vital importance to the united states and 

its allies, as Western European and Japanese oil exports from 

this region amount to 30% and 50% respectively.S With the 

u.s. oil exports from the Persian Gulf merely exceeding 6%, it 

would seem that an interference in the oil supply would be 

insignificant; however, considering the growing u.s. 

dependence on the highl y integrated world oil market, any 

disruption in oil from the Persian Gulf would have a 

tremendous effect on the u.s. and its European allies. 

According to a recent staff report by the committee on Foreign 

Relations of the United states Senate: 

Oil, however, is a tangible commodity. If Japan, 
for example, were denied its Gulf oil imports, 
which averages about 2.1 million barrels per day, 
it would be forced into other export markets, 
bidding with other consuming nations, including the 
united states, for diminished world oil supply. 
Already the u.s. imports 37% of its consumption - a 
figure that is expected to increase to 50% by the 
mid-1990s as u.s. demand grows and domestic 
production continues to decline. This substantial 
and expanding u.s. dependence on the world export 

4Paul Jabber, et al., "Introduction: Western Interests 
and Gulf Stability," in Great Power Interests in the Persian 
Gulf (New York: Council of Foreign Relations, 1989), p. 1. 

Su.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
War in the Persian Gulf: The u.s. Takes Sides, Staff Report, 
100th Cong., 1st Sess., (Washington: Government Printing 
Office, 1987), p. 2. 



market means that any significant disruption in 
Gulf oil exports would be of direct irterest to the 
united states as well as its allies. 
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Even though the British carried the prime responsibility 

of maintaining securi ty in this region for more than 150 

years, it was not until after World War II that the Persian 

Gulf gained recognition for its strategic value and led the 

U. S., in 1949, to establ ish a permanent naval presence in 

Bahrain. 7 This marked the beginning of American participati on 

in various regional security arrangements, including the 

Baghdad Pact [1955], the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) 

[1959], Nixon Doctrine - Twin Pillar Policy [1970], Carter 

Doctrine - Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force [1980], and 

Reagan's United states Central Command (USCENTCOM) [1981]. 

These involvements illustrate the importance of the region in 

U.s. foreign policy both regionally and globally. 

Furthermore, despite the end of the Cold War and 

subsequent I , the Gul f war, the Persian Gul f continues to be 

the scene of the largest arms build up in the Third World. 

7Jabber, et al., op. cit., p. 1. These forces are known 
as the U.s. Middle East Force (MIDEAST) and consisted of a 
flag ship and two small destroyers. After Britain's 
withdrawal and Bahrain's independence in 1971, the U.s. and 
Bahrain signed an executive agreement on December 23, 1971. 
For further detai I s on this agreement see "Deployment in 
Bahrain of the U.s. Middle East Force: Agreement Between the 
Uni ted states of America and Bahrain", Treaties and Other 
International Acts Series (TIAS), No. 7263, December 23, 1971. 
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There is little evidence to suggest that this trend is 

reversing as vast quantities of sophisticated arms are still 

being transferred to the region. 8 The literature on the arms 

race does not suggests that the acquisition of arms will lead 

to stability and peace in an area so divided by deep regional 

tensions and territorial disputes. The transfer of arms not 

only upsets the regional balance, but also rekindles old 

animosities among the Gulf states. Iraq's claim to Kuwait, 

Iran's claim to Bahrain and recent tensions between the United 

Arab Emirates and Iran over the Island of Abu Musa are a few 

of the recent and more apparent exampl es of the region's 

lingering instability and the subsequent introduction of 

foreign forces into the region. 9 Given the region's vital 

importance to the U.S., coupled with deep regional tensions 

between the Gulf states and recent anti-western sentiments in 

8Despite the United States pledge in London in 1992 to 
restrain its arms deliveries to the region, Bush's 
administration approved 72 F-15 jet fighters to Saudi Arabia, 
a deal to be worth $9 billion. The Islamic Republic of Iran 
has also purchased three submarines from the Russians, a deal 
worth an estimated $750 million. For Saudi purchase see 
Michael T. Klare, "World Arms Mart: It's Business as Usual," 
Nation, February 3, 1992, pp. 120-124. For Iranian/Russian 
submarine deal, see Nora Boustany, "Iran Getting Russian 
Submarine," Washington Post, October 2, 1992, p. A40. 

9See Carol Berger, "Iran Actions on Gulf Island Draw Wave 
of Cri ticism," Christian Science Moni tor, September 18, 
1992, p. 6. For a discussion regarding the tension between 
the United Arab Emirates and Iran over the Abu Musa Island, 
see Caryl e Murphy, "I ran CI aims Sovereignty over Small, Oil 
Producing Gulf Island," Washington Post, September 25, 1992, 
p. A31. 

------------ ----
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the aftermath of Iran's Islamic Revolution and the 1991 Gulf 

War, American foreign policy makers face a continued challenge 

to maintain stability in this region. 

Despi te the importance of the Persian Gul f and the 

formidabl e chall enge for Uni ted states in the future, the 

1 i terature on the subject, from the standpoint of 

international relation theories, is somewhat limited. IO Most 

existing analyses, explici tly or implici tly, address "super 

power rivalry" and tend to exaggerate the impact of the Cold 

War on U.s. foreign policy.ll With the collapse of the Soviet 

Union and the end of the Cold War, most of the existing 

analyses have been rendered obsolete. 

Another problem with the literature is the fact that most 

of the studies are primarily descriptive or prescriptive in 

nature. Among such works, the theoretical paucity is most 

evident in the wri ting of diplomatic historians. These 

studies, in effect, sacrifice explanation for description. 

lOGeopolitics and balance of power theories have been used 
to explain U.S. behavior in the Persian Gulf, but as will be 
discussed later in this paper, these concepts lack the ability 
to offer plausible explanations. 

llSee, R. B. Byers and David Ley ton-Brown , eds. , 
Superpower Intervention in the Persian Gulf (Canada: Canadian 
Institute of Strategic Studies, 1982). Shahram Chubin, 
Security in the Persian Gulf IV: The Role of Outside Powers 
(London: Grower for International Insti tute for strategic 
Studies, 1982). Alvin Z. Rubinstein, ed., The Great Game: 
Rival ry in the Persian Gul f and South Asia (New York: Praeger, 
1983). And, Jabber, et. al., op.cit .. 
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Despi te rich historical details, these studies often reach 

imprecise and unsound concl usions because their historical 

anal yses are often pI agued by inadequate conceptual i zati on and 

overemphasis on historicism. Some of these works tend to be 

subjective, biased and highly opinionated. For example, J.B. 

Kelly, a historian as well as a former British diplomat, 

argues that "the west has a God given right to Arab oil." He 

calls for action by the industrialized states to protect 

western civilization from an "onslaught of new wealthy 

barbarians to the East." He believes " ... the western power 

may have to resort to an occupation of oil fields. Legally 

speaking, they would be entitled to do so, under the doctrine 

of necessi ty in International Law ... ,,12 Such thinking creates 

the notion that the western powers have sole control over the 

situation, and rob the country involved of any internal power 

to influence events. 

Even the analyses of U.S. foreign policy by Middle 

Eastern scholars in the Persian Gulf are not immune to bias 

and, suffer from the lack of objectivity. The recent 

published work on the Persian Gulf, both in Arabic and Farsi, 

shows a lack of interest in theoretical aspects and tends to 

weigh heavily toward a strong ideological or moral opposition 

12 J . B . Kelly, Arabia. the Gulf and the West: A Critical 
View of the Arabs & Their Oil Policy (London: Weidenfield & 
Nicolson, 1980), p. 499. 
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directed at the united states. There tends to be a general 

criticism of u.s. foreign policy in the region, and a frequent 

failure to provide valid analysis or explanation. In general, 

most available literature written by Middle East scholars in 

their native language (Arabic and Farsi) on the region suffers 

from idealism, conspiracy theory and in some cases is riddled 

wi th rhetoric .23 

There are numerous other works that attempt to explain 

u.s. foreign policy toward the Persian Gulf, although most are 

largely unsuccessful. A cursory review of such works reveals 

that they often comprise articl es or chapters that address 

different aspects of Persian Gul f security. The focus of 

these works ranges from regional developments (i.e., the Iran-

I raq War, the Gul f Cooperation counci I) to international 

issues (i.e., superpower rivalry). Often embedded in these 

13For literature written in Farsi, see Sayyed Ali Mossaui 
Qomi, Khalija Fars Dar Gozar Zaman (Persian Gulf over Passing 
Time) (Tehran: Hidari Publications, 1366 (1987». See also, 
Eskandar Del Dam, Solta Joyan va Estemrar Garan Dar Khalija 
Fars (Exploiters, and Plunderers in the Persian Gulf, (Tehran: 
Novin Publications, 1363 (1984». The second book seems to be 
a copy of the first book, and both lack a source of reference 
and a concl usion. A better, but still somewhat inadequate 
source, see Homayoon Elahi, Khaliia Fars va Masael An (Persian 
Gulf and its Problem) (Tehran: Payk Iran, 1368 (1989). And, 
Mahmoud Toloui Janga Khalija Fars Va Ayadeyeh Khavar Mehaneh 
(The Persian Gul f War and the Future of the Middl e East) 
(Tehran: Tehran Publishing Co., 1370 (1991». For work in 
Arabic, see Ahmad Abdul Razzaq Shikara, The United states 
strategic Role in the Arabian Gulf Till the Mid 1980s, (United 
Arab Emirate: Kazim Printing Press, 1985). And, Yahya Halimi 
Rajab, The Arabian Gulf and Contemporary Conflict (Kuwait: Dar 
al Orobeh, 1989). 
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works is a brief explanation of a u.s. foreign policy doctrine 

(i. e., Carter Doctrine).14 The primary probl em wi th these 

works is a lack of continuity as the chapters are written in 

isolation from one another and fail to reach any meaningful 

conclusions. 

There are also other works which focus on the strategic 

aspects of U.S. foreign pOlicy.IS Stanley Hoffmann, a leading 

scholar in international relations, has categorized these 

analyses as "policy scientism. ,,16 Professor Hoffmann believes 

this approach lacks generalizability and is often too limited 

14The following are examples of the problems outlined in 
the existing literature; see Emile A. Nakhlah, The Persian 
Gulf and American Policy (New York: Praeger, 1982). This book 
contains only one descriptive chapter on U.S. foreign policy. 
See also, James H. Noyes, The Clouded Lens: Persian Gulf 
Security and U.S. Policy (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 
1982). Bruce R. Kuniholm, The Persian Gulf and united states 
Policy: A Guide to Issues and References (Claremont: Regina 
Books,1984). And, Hussein Sirriyeh, U.S. Policy in the Gulf 
1968-1977: Aftermath of British Wi thdrawal (London: Ithaca 
Press, 1984). 

lS See Kenneth N. Wal tz, "A Strategy for the Rapid 
Deployment Force," International Security, 5:44-73, Spring, 
1981. Si r John Hackett, "Protecting Oil Supplies: The 
Military Requirements, Third World conflict and International 
Security," Adelphi Papers, no. 166,1981. Strategic Mobility: 
Can we get There from Here in Time? (Arlington, VA: 
Association of the United states Army, 1984). Amitav Acharya, 
U.S. Military Strategy in the Gulf (New York: Routledge, 
1989). And, Sherwood S. Cordier, U.S. Military Power and 
Rapid Deployment Reguirements in the 1980s (Boulder, Co.: 
Westview Press, 1983). 

:6Stanley Hoffmann, Contemporary Theory in International 
Relations (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1960), 
p. 10. 
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and should not be the purpose of theoreti cal research .17 

From Professor Hoffmann's perspective there is a difference 

between an intellectual solution and policy solution. He adds 

that these policy analyses fail to address long term foreign 

policy issues. 

There are a host of studies that approach the subject 

from other perspectives such as geopoli tical, geostrategic18 

and balance of power.l9 These alternative approaches can also 

be cri ticized for their fail ure to provide a valid explanation 

for U.S. foreign policy. For instance, the argument that the 

u.s. tries to utilize a balance of power approach in order to 

maintain regional stability in the Persian Gulf does not yield 

a valid explanation, because it fails to outline what behavior 

the concept implies. In most instances, the expl anation "must 

always await the outcome of the events which means that one 

17 Ibid. 

18 See Haendel, op. ci t. Also, Zbigniew Brzezinski, "After 
the Carter Doctrine: Geostrategic stakes and Turbulent 
Crosscurrents in the Persian Gul f ," in Crosscurrents in the 
Gulf: Arab, Regional and Global Interests, ed. H. Richard 
Sindelar III and J.E. Peterson (New York: Routledge, 1988). 

!9See Anthony H. Cordesman, "The Regional Balance," in The 
Gulf War: Regional and International Dimensions, eds., Hanns 
W. Maull and otto Pick (London: Pinter Publisher, 1989). 
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can onl y find some power reason for the outcome. ,,20 As one 

critic pointed out, using balance of power as an explanation: 

... says nothing about when the United states will 
act, or with whom it will act, or in what way it 
will act. If the retort is that the United states 
will act when the balance is not in its favor, it 
is not sufficient to point out that once the United 
states acts, that it did so because the balance was 
not in its favor. Such expl anations are 
tautologies .21 

In sum, there are few scholarly and systematic works on 

the subject. The aim of this research is to rectify some of 

these shortcomings with a more specific focus and systematic 

attempt to evaluate U.s. foreign policy in the Persian Gulf. 

In this regard, an answer will be sought for the following 

questions: 

Is the Uni ted States foreign pol i cy a ref I ection or 
function of the doctrines enunciated by different presidents 
(e.g. Nixon Doctrine vs. Carter Doctrine)? 

Or, is there continuity in U.s. foreign policy regardless 
of which party is in power? 

Finally, what rationale drives U.s. foreign policy 
makers? 

20Michael P. Sullivan, International Relations: Theories 
and Evidence (Engl ewood cl iffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1976), p. 165. For further critiques of "Balance of 
Power" see Ernest B. Hass, "The Bal ance of Power: 
Prescription, Concept, or Propaganda," in International 
Politics and Foreign Policy: A Reader in Research and Theory, 
ed. James N. Rosenau (New York: Free Press, 1961). And, Inis 
Claude, Jr., Power and International Relations (New York: 
Random House, 1962). 

2lSullivan, Ibid. 
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ORGANIZATION: 

This report will be divided into five chapters. This 

chapter, the introduction, contains a general discussion of 

existing theoretical and conceptual works. It attempts to 

evaluate and synthesize different perspectives, concepts, and 

theories in order to show which theories or hypotheses have 

the ability to provide a comprehensive explanation for 

evaluation of u.s. foreign policy outcome in the Persian Gulf. 

The aim of chapter two is first to describe Britain's 

intense political activity prior to its final withdrawal, and 

second to explain the rationale for the emergence of the 

Nixon-Kissinger Doctrine (i. e. , Twin Pill ar Poli cy) as a guide 

for the conduct of the united states foreign policy toward the 

Persian Gul f. It at tempts to expl ain why and how this 

particular decision (Twin Pillar policy) was made. 

The third chapter analyzes the Carter Doctrine and the 

rationale from which it emerged. 

The fourth chapter addresses the question of leadership 

change and whether or not a change in the administration will 

alter the foreign policy orientation toward the Persian Gulf. 

It analyzes the effects of presidential succession on selected 

patterns of u.s. foreign policy toward the Persian Gulf. These 

selected patterns, or foreign policy indicators, include 

trade, both import and export, treaties, and arms transfers 

between the u.s. and various Persian Gulf states from 1968 to 
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1988. The goal of this longitudinal study is twofold: first, 

to see whether each president pursues a different foreign 

policy toward the Persian Gulf; and second, to examine 

possibl e simi 1 ari ties, di fferences or continui ties between the 

successive presidents' foreign policy orientations toward the 

Persian Gulf. 

Chapter five focuses on two case studies involving U.S. 

foreign policy behavior: the Iran-Iraq war (1980) and the u.s. 

reflagging of Kuwaiti ships (1987). These two case studies 

will be used to describe and explain, first, why the U.S. 

tilted toward Iraq, and second, what motivated the U.S. to 

reflag and escort Kuwaiti tankers. 

The fina~ chapter presents a summary of findings and a 

conclusion. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

The Decolonization and the Emergence of U.S. Dominance 

In 1971 due to a variety of developments, Great Britain 

withdrew from the Persian Gulf region as a military and 

poli tical power, and was gradual I y repl aced by the Uni ted 

states whose foreign policy was guided under the auspices of 

the Nixon/Kissinger Doctrine. This chapter begins with a 

review of Britain's intense political activity prior to the 

withdrawal. It then explains the rationale for the emergence 

of the Nixon/Kissinger Doctrine as a guide for United states 

foreign policy toward the Persian Gulf. 

The British Withdrawal 

In 1968, the British Prime Minister Harold Wilson 

announced in the House of Commons Great Britain's decision to 

withdraw its forces from areas "East of Suez" by 1971, 

including the Persian Gulf. Since this region was of 

considerable geopolitical, economic and geostrategic 

importance for the U.S., Western Europe and Japan, the British 

withdrawal created the possibility of a power vacuum, which 

the Soviet Union would attempt to fill. On the other side of 

the globe, the United states thus felt compelled to compete 

for a greater influence in the Persian Gulf region, a desire 

with added urgency in the context of the cold War. America's 

fears of Soviet intentions in the region became especially 

pronounced in 1968, when, after a sixty-year absence, a Soviet 
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fl oti11 a of two ships visited the I raqi port of Umm Qasr. 1 

This marked the beginning of the Soviet's slow, but steadily 

increasing mi I i tary presence in the region. The process 

started wi th the maintenance of 1900 ship-days2 in 1968, a 

number that more than doubled in 1969 with 4100 ship-days, 

jumping to 5000 in 1970, and reaching 9000 ship-days by 1973. 3 

Furthermore, the British withdrawal potentially could result 

in a breakdown of the relative predictability and order which 

had been maintained in the region for more than 150 years. 

After the British withdrawal, and corresponding change in the 

distribution of power, no single country in the region had the 

military capability to maintain order and stability, or was 

prepared to defend itself against external threats. 

Great Britain, being aware of the external threat, gave 

careful consideration to its decision prior to the final 

withdrawal. As James H. Noyes, former Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of Defense for Near Eastern, African, and South 

Asian Affairs put it: 

1William D. Brewer, "Yesterday and Tomorrow in the 
Persian Gulf," Middle East Journal, Spring, 1969, 23(2):153. 

20ne ship present for one day equals one ship-day. 

3See Gary Sick, "The Evol ution of U. S. Strategy toward 
the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf Regions," The Great Game: 
Ri val ry in the Persian Gul f and South Asia, ed. Al vin 
Rubinstein (New York: Praeger, 1983), p. 56. See also 
Charles A. Kupchan, The Persian Gulf and the West: The Dilemma 
of Security, (Boston: Allen and Unwin, 1987), pp. 30-31. 



conscious of the vulnerability of the sheikhdoms to 
political subversion, from Irag and the PDRY 
(People's Democratic Republic of Yemen) 
particularly, the British made careful efforts to 
assure at least temporary continuity of the 
Intelligence and Countersubversion units that had 
been developed over many years under their special 
treaty relationships. Bri tish-l ed special branch 
units were lef~ functioning in Bahrain, Qatar and 
the sheikhdoms. 
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In addition to the above, "considerabl e Bri tish mi I i tary 

presence in Oman was not affected by the withdrawal."S These 

measures were made to ensure some stability before abrogating 

control on December 1, 1971. 

Efforts in this direction included attempts at settling 

major disputes between the region's various states (i.e., the 

Saudi dispute wi th Abu Dhabi over the Buraymi Oasis was 

reconciled), as well as the introduction of social, political 

and economic reform. The reforms became necessary as the 

British sought to mitigate the power of various active 

revolutionary groups which threatened the political stability 

of individual states and that of the region as a whole. One 

such group was the PFLOAG (The Popular Front of the Liberation 

of Oman and the Arabian Gulf), who favored radical 

revol utionary change and enjoyed the support of both the 

4James H. Noyes, The clouded Lens: Persian Gulf Security 
and U.S. Policy. (2d ed.; Stanford, Ca: Hoover Institution 
Press, 1982), p. 27. 

5Ibid . 
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Soviets and Chinese. 6 This group served as a major force 

whose goal was to overthrow the traditional monarchy in the 

Persian Gul f. Great Britain saw the intense opposi ti on 

mounting and felt that it was the ruler of Oman, Sultan Sa'id 

bin Taimur, who was creating resistance to change and social 

reform in his country? and thus inciting the people. 

Therefore, Britain forced him to abdicate in favor of his son 

Qabous Bin Said. According to Leonard Mosley in his book, 

Power Play: Oil in the Middle East: 

The Bri tish bel ieved the main reason for Oman's 
unsettl ed state was the despotism of its rul er, 
suI tan Said bin Taimur, whose tyranni cal methods 
were fanning the fl ames of revol t allover the 
southern deserts. Before federation came and the 
new independent states were left on their own, 
something had to be done about this man. Otherwise 
the diseases his misrule provoked mi?ht spread the 
infection far beyond his own border. 

6"Policeman of the Persian Gulf," Time, August 6, 1973, 
p. 31. In mid 1970 as a result of the policy of detente USSR 
and China wi thdrew their support from this revol utionary 
group. The PFLOG emerged as the PFLO (Popular Front for the 
Liberation of Oman). See Aryeh Y. Yodfat, "The USSR and the 
Rebell ion in the Dhofar Province of Oman," South Af ri can 
International, 6(1):21-27, July 1975. For Chinese involvement 
see Hashim S. H. Behbehani, China's Foreign Policy in the Arab 
World, 1955-1975: Three Case Studies, (London: Regan Paul 
International Ltd, 1981), chapter 7. 

7The entire kingdom of Oman had but one hospital and one 
primary school, and when the Bri tish suggested the addi tion of 
another educational institution, his reply was " ... that is why 
you lost India, because you educated the people ... " Leonard 
Mosley, Power Play: Oil in the Middle East (New York: Random 
House, 1973), p. 251. 

8I bid., p. 362. 
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Great Bri tain did not want to be caught meddl ing in 

internal affairs, so covert I y, wi th the help of General 

Phillips Graham and Colonel Hugh Oldham, commanders of the 

sultan's Air Force, the sultan was forced into exile after the 

British assurance of a safe exit. 9 The Soviet Union charged 

that this coup d' etat was a "Bri tish instigated" plot, thus 

inviting a group of revolutionary organizations which opposed 

the British presence as well as the traditional ruler of Oman 

to show they were not abandoning their support. As Paul 

Bradley pointed out: 

Several delegations from the PDRY based popular 
front for the Liberation of Oman and the Arabian 
Gul f (PFLOAG) were received in Moscow, and the 
soviets reportedly gave important moral and 
material support to the 10 year revpellion which 
PFLOAG sustained in Dhofar Province.· 

As a result, the Sultan's son, who trained at Sandhurst in 

England, emerged as the new ruler and remains in power. 

Another political development pursued by the British was 

the uniting of several remaining Gulf states. This federation 

originally consisted of nine states (Bahrain, Qatar, Abu 

Dhabi, Sharjah, Al Fujarian, Ajman, Umm al Qaiwain, Ras al 

Khaimah), but Bahrain and Qatar chose to shy away from this 

group as they did not feel the need for this "protective 

9I bid., p. 367. 

lC paul C. Bradl ey, Recent Uni ted states Pol icy in the 
Persian Gulf (New Hampshire: Thompson & RuttIer, Inc., 1982), 
p. 22. 
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umbrella." Ras al Khaimah also was not enthusiastic about 

joining the federation, but a series of political developments 

(i.e., Iranian occupation of Abu Musa and occupation of Tunbs 

Island) left the Sheikhdoms no other alternative but to join. 

This new federation, as we know it today, is the United Arab 

Emirate (UAE). 

Before their final departure, the British also sought to 

secure the transport of oil through the Strait of Hormuz, a 

narrow passage through which almost all of the region's oil 

passes on its way to world markets. This concern was shared 

by the Shah of Iran, who was weary of the ramifications of 

regional uncertainty for Iranian oil. This potential threat 

caused the Shah to utilize a combination of mili tary and 

diplomatic moves in the Persian Gulf. The Shah confirmed his 

concerns by seeking to gain control over the three strategic 

small islands: Abu Musa, and The Tunbs; Tunb Koshak (Lesser 

Tunb) , and Tunb Bozork (Greater Tunb) , since it was believed 

" "whoever control I ed the Tunbs, controll ed the Strai t. n.. This 

led to the Shah's direct negotiations with the British and the 

ruler of the Sharjah (who had de facto control over these 

islands) concerning Iran's control over and occupation of 

them. According to one account: 

On November 30, [1971] twenty-four hours before the 
treaty ended, Iranian Naval vessels anchored off 

::Mosley, op. cit., p.370. 



the islands of Abu Musa and the Greateh and Lesser 
Tunbs, and troops were ferried ashore.·' 
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This occupation gave Iran strategic control over the strait of 

Hormuz. According to James Bi 11, "The Bahrain, Abu Musa-

Tunbs, UAE development were all reI ated and ref I ected the 

Shah's goal of making Iran the preeminent force in the Persian 

Gul f . ,,13 This act did not go unnoticed in the Arab worl d, and 

there were scattered anti - I ranian as well as anti -Bri tish 

demonstrations denouncing this occupation. In particul ar, the 

ruler of Ras al Khaimah felt betrayed by the British failure 

to come to their aid as specified in the protective treaty 

which was then in force. The mass demonstrations against the 

British lacked support from others in the newly independent 

Gulf states. Iraq was the only Persian Gulf state to condemn 

Iranian actions and sever its diplomatic relations with Iran. 

Iraq, as a main rival for I ranian hegemony in the Persian 

Gulf, perceived Iran's new role in the region and registered 

strong objections, 14 and in protest it expel I ed a 1 arge 

12 Ibid ., p. 372. 

13James A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of 
Ameri can- I ranian ReI ations (New Haven: Yal e Uni versi ty Press, 
1988), p. 198. 

14 Ibid . Libya was another Arab state that blamed Britain 
and saw the opportunity to nationalize the British Petroleum 
Company. Also Egypt's reaction to the Iranian occupation of 
the islands was rather placid; this could be due in part to 
the renewed diplomatic relations between Iran and Egypt in 
August 1970. 
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number of Iranians who had lived in Iraq for many years. This 

seed of hostility reemerged later and led the two countries 

into a major boundary dispute. 

The Shah's desire for hegemony in the Persian Gulf was 

viewed suspiciously by the rest of the Persian Gulf states, 

parti cuI arl y in light of the Shah's cl aim over Bahrain as 

Iran's fourteenth province. It was because of this suspicion 

that the Shah was unable to bring about regional cooperation 

for security among the littoral states of the Persian Gulf. 

To further promote regional cooperation, according to Hermann 

F. Eilts, former Ambassador to Saudi Arabia and Egypt, the 

u.S. made a crucial diplomatic move in arranging for the Shah 

to visit Saudi Arabia. It was due to this diplomatic activity 

that the Shah dropped his cl aim over Bahrain and extended 

health and educational assistance to the United Arab 

Emi ra te, 15 a move we 11 received in Washington. As Secretary 

of State William P. Rogers stated, "The U.S. welcomed this 

statesmanlike gesture on the part of the Shah." Furthermore, 

he maintained, "Stable and progressive Iran is a constructive 

force in the regi on. ,,:6 

, ~ 
··See A Conversation with Ambassador Hermann F. Eilts: The 

Di 1 emma in the Persian Gul f (Washington DC: The Ameri can 
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, May 7, 1980), 
p. 8. 

lELewis Sorl y, Arms Transfers Under Ni xon: Policy Anal ysis 
(Lexington, Kentucky: The University Press of Kentucky, 1983), 
p. 113. 
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A dec I assi fi ed document indi ca tes that there had been 

diplomatic cooperation between the u.s. and Britain prior to 

the Bri tish departure 
'7 from the Persian Gul f." It was no 

coincidRn~e that in March 1968, for instance, the u.s. Joint 

Chiefs of staff recommended the establishment of a joint U.S.-

U.K. military facility on Diego Garcia. As noted by the state 

Department: 

Construction of this modest communications 
facilities is not a sudden reactive response by the 
United states to a possible threat in the Indian 
Ocean, but rather is the culmination of our efforts 
to meet a naval communicqtions requirement dating 
back to the early 1960's.,8 

U.S. Entry Into the Region 

It was under these conditions that the united states 

began to playa key role in the shaping of future policies in 

the Persian Gulf region. Although the U.s. administration was 

17 For U.S. foreign policy options and objectives in the 
Persian Gulf as well as the cooperation between United states 
and United Kingdom see Robert P. Gilman, Steering Group on 
Preparation for Talks between the President and Prime Minister 
Negotiations, General Middle East Paper (Top Secret), Middle 
East Command, TCT D-4/2d, January 4, 1952, declassified 7-17-
76, National Archives, Truman's Library. 

18"u.s. National Security Policy and the Indian Ocean," 
Current Foreign Policy (Department of state: Bureau of Public 
Affairs, 1971), p. 4. The transformation of Diego Garcia into 
a naval facility started in 1971. Diego Garcia is positioned 
about 2000 miles from the Strait of Hormuz. Despite early 
opposi tion by the U. S. Congress for the expansion of this 
facilities, the Senate, in 1974, approved an initial $18.1 
million, and in 1977 this was increased to $55.8 million. And 
in 1980, in order to enlarge U.s. naval and air base 
facilities, especially with the inception of the Rapid 
Deployment Force, additional funds were allocated. 
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preoccupied with events in Vietnam, it did not completely 

overlook the strategic importance of the Persian Gulf. This 

was clearly reflected in a statement by Eugene Rostow, one of 

President Johnson's advisors, as he out 1 ined u. s. foreign 

policy: 

As to the Persian Gulf area, some very strong and 
qui te active and stable states are interested in 
assuming responsibility for regional security .. 
Iran, Turkey, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 
would certainly be a nucleus around which s~curity 
arrangements coul d hopeful 1 y be buil t .. 9 

President Lyndon Johnson attempted to form a regional 

securi ty framework wi th the pro-western regimes to ensure 

stability and security in the area, but due to a lack of u.S. 

military and economic aid his efforts were uneventful. 

Implementation of this security framework was again pursued by 

Richard M. Nixon's administration and in fact, when Nixon took 

office in 1969, he initiated a major review of u.S. foreign 

policy, focusing first on the Persian Gulf. 2C Nixon asked 

his national security advisor Henry Kissinger to prepare a 

"policy recommendation" with respect to u.S. foreign policy 

options in the Persian Gulf. The National Security Council 

(NSC) Staff efforts produced National Securi ty Study 

Memorandum NSSM-66, outlining the basic policy options for the 

19Voice of America, January 19, 1968, 
Halliday, Arabia Without Sultans (New York: 
1975), p. 515. 

2C Sick , op. cit., p. 57. 

ci ted by Fred 
Vintage Books, 
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u.s. in the Persian Gulf, which was submitted to the White 

House on Jul y 12, 1969. After an eval uation NSSM-66 was 

further modified and the NSC adopted what became known as 

National Security Decision Memorandum, NSDM-92. 2l This 

memorandum outlined the basic u.S. foreign policy objectives 

as well as options in the Persian Gul f. According to one 

author, "the policy conclusion was that Iran, militarily and 

economically, supported by the United States, would fill the 

vacuum I eft by the British. ,,22 

Adoption of this pol icy was consistent wi th the Nixon 

administration's foreign policy. A State Department official 

made clear that the U.S. had no intentions of taking over the 

British role and responsibility upon their departure. This 

being the case, the U.S. nonetheless had a vital interest in 

the Persian Gulf and thus could not remain indifferent to any 

changes that might take place in the region which obviously 

had a pronounced effect on U. S. interests. In retrospect, one 

can argue, hypothetically that U.S. policy makers had four 

options: 

~ , 
··The information 

Michael T. Klare, "Arms 
'Surrogate strategy'," 
1979. 

in this section was obtained from 
and the Shah: The Rise and Fall of the 
The Progressive, 43(8) :16, August, 

22 Tad Szulc, The Illusion of Peace: Foreign Policy in the 
Nixon Years (New York: Viking Press, 1978), p. 167. See also, 
Gary Sick, All Fall Down: America's Tragic Encounter with Iran 
(New York: Random House, 1985), pp. 13-14. 



I} To refrain from any involvement in Persian Gulf 
matters, thus allowing events to unfold on their 
own. 

2} To let the Soviets fill the vacuum. 

3} To replace Britain in order to maintain order 
and stabi li ty. 

4} To encourage and help pro-western governments 
to develop a security arrangement to ensure 
security in the region. 
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The first three options did not adequately serve U.S. 

interests since they allIed to outcomes which American 

administrators had long tried to avoid. The first option was 

not viable given the geopolitical and geostrategic position of 

the Persian Gulf. For the U.S. to remain idle during this 

time might have sent the wrong message to the hostile forces 

in the region, thus creating a situation which could be 

detrimental to u.S. interests. As the findings of a panel on 

the implications of the British withdrawal indicate: 

The British withdrawal does not, of course, imply 
an open invitation to Moscow, but in the light of 
experience in Korea it may been seen that a 
declaration of disinterest by the West could well 
be read by the Soviet government as equivalent to 
the granting of a carte blanche to them, and would 
almost certain 1 y encourage that party wi thin the 
Soviet leadership wh~ch desires a more active and 
more forward poli cy. 2. 

In addition, a passive role on the part of the u.S. would open 

a whole realm of unpredictability, thus eliminating any 

23 The Gul f: Impl ications of Bri tish Wi thdrawal (Washington 
DC: The Center for Strategic and International Studies, 
February 1969), Special Report Series: No.8., p. 8. 
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control the U.S. might have over future events. For example, 

this could mean the u.s. would be less able to obtain its 

major objective of assuring the flow of oil from the region at 

a reasonable price. 

The second option was unattractive when consideration is 

given to the bipolar configuration of the international system 

and Cold War. From this perspective any soviet gain would 

come at the expense of the U.s. and its interests. As Charles 

A. Kupchan argues: 

The Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean littoral were 
simultaneously placed into the strategic mainstream 
of the cold war and given top priority as an area 
of growing pol i tical uncertainty. It was under 
these volatile conditions that the Soviet Union anH 
the United states approached the Gulf after 1968. 2 

A valid argument could be posed that the U.S., for reasons of 

superpower rivalry, must make an effort to involve itself in 

the future activities of the Persian Gulf. Such an effort 

would prevent the Soviet Union from attempting to gain 

influence in the region, either directly or indirectly, 

particularly during this time period when the Soviet Union 

regional activity was evident in Iraq, Syria, Libya, Algeria 

and South Yemen. 

The third option also became unpopular, especially 

considering the "Vietnam syndrome" which at the time was qui te 

HKupchan, op.cit., p. 31. 
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preval ent. 25 Regi onall y, this option was al so not feasibl e 

considering the rising tide of Arab nationalism, especially in 

light of the 1968 Arab/Israeli War and United states' support 

for Israel. The retrenchment in America's overseas 

obligations was clearly reflected in the Nixon Doctrine which 

was proclaimed on July 25, 1969. In the subsequent year Nixon 

decided to close sixty-eight military installations abroad. 2E 

The fourth option, promotion of a security arrangement 

based on the region's pro-western powers, therefore, emerged 

as the most viable policy for the U.s. in the Persian Gulf. 

As already noted, the U.s. was not interested in undertaking 

a new security commitment abroad, nor could it remain 

indifferent to this vital region, so the only option was to 

rely on the regional power, as Gary Sick maintained: "There 

was an inescapable logic in asking a strong regional power to 

accept a security rol e that the Uni ted States was simpl y 

25Furthermore, direct U.s. involvement had the potential 
to create a sharp reaction from the Soviet Union and would 
cause an arms race in the Persian Gulf and in the Indian Ocean 
between two superpowers. 

H In his foreign policy report to Congress, dated 
February 18, 1970, President Nixon stated "It was our goal to 
reduce the I evel of our direct invol vement abroad. " 
Furthermore, he claimed it was in America's national interest 
to support the growing interests of our friends, both 
economically and militarily. See United states Foreign 
Pol i cy: 1969-1970 A Report of the Secretary of State, 
Department of state Publications, General Foreign Policy 
Series 254, (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
March 1971) p. 119. 
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incapabl e of undertaking at the time. ,,27 To find a regional 

surrogate to maintain the u.s. interests in the Persian Gulf 

was a simple task, as George Lenczowski pointed out: 

There was a local country that had an 
understandable interest and was eager to assume the 
gul f defense and possibl e hegemony; it was I ran 
whi ch - bordered by the Sovi ets in the north, 
radical, soviet-tilting Iraq in the west, and 
neutralist Afghanistan in the east - felt the need 
for a frontier free of danger in the i?uth and 
friendly political stability in the gulf. 

To use Iran as a regional power to preserve and maintain the 

U. S. interest in the Persian Gulf was a logical choice as 

Henry Kissinger explained in his memoirs: 

To keep Iraq from achieving hegemony in the Persian 
Gulf, we had either to build up American power or 
to strengthen local forces .... Our choice in 1972 
was to ~elp Iran arm itself or to permit a perilous 
vacuum. 9 

In a similar vein Joseph P. Sisco, former Assistant Secretary 

of state for Near Eastern and south Asian Affairs, described 

the dilemma as follows: 

From our point of view we have had a very clear-cut 
policy, and if there is one area we have looked at 
very carefull y in the last 4 years it is this 
Persian Gulf area, because we anticipated the 
British exodus and we asked ourselves: What is it 
that the United states can do, consistent with the 
Nixon Doctrine, to make a major contribution toward 

27 Sick , All Fall Down ... , op. cit., p. 14. 

28George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middl e 
East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), p. 118. 

29Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval, (Boston: Little 
Brown & Company, 1982), p. 669. 



stabil i ty in the area wi thout oursel ves getting 
directly invol ved, because this is an area 
obviously in which we have very, very, significant 
pol i tical-economic strategic interests. What we 
decided was that we would try to stimulate and be 
helpful to the two key countries in this area -
namely, Iran and Saudi Arabia that, to the 
degree to which we could stimulate cooperation 
between these two countries, they could become the 
major elements of stability as the British were 
getting out, as there was created a federation of 
the United ftrab Emirates and as independence came 
to Bahrain. 
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Relying on regional surrogates, like Iran and Saudi Arabia, to 

defend U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf, coupled with U.S. 

military and economic assistance, became what was later 

labeled as the "Twin Pillar" policy. This meant that regional 

surrogates, with the U.S. help, would develop enough military 

capability to promote stability and to deter external as well 

as regional threats against pro-western regimes in the Persian 

Gulf. Nixon's defense secretary, Melvin Laird, explained the 

framework of this security arrangement as follows: 

Each partner does its share and contributes what it 
best can do to the common effort. In the majority 
of cases, this means indigenous manpower organized 
into properly equipped and well trained armed 
forces with the help of material, training, 
technology and

3
s p ecialized skills furnished by the 

Uni ted States. 1 

3" "U. S. Congress, House, Commi t tee on Foreign Affairs, 
Subcommittee on the Near East and South Asia, New Perspective 
on the Persian Gulf, Hearings, 93rd Congress, 1st Session, 
1973, pp. 5 & 6. 

3:Fred Halliday, Iran: Dictatorship and Development 
(Bungary, Great Britain: The Chaucer Press, 1979), p. 327. 
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The rati onal e for the adopti on of the "Twin Pi 11 ar" 

policy was threefold: 

1) The u.s. had enjoyed close relations with both 
Iran and Saudi Arabia for more than two decades, 
hence they were expected to serve as reI iabl e 
regional surrogates; 

2) Both I ran and Saudi Arabia as conserva ti ve 
monarchical states shared American anxieties 
regarding future Soviet expansion in the region; 

3) Iran's burgeoning military power combined with 
Saudi Arabia's financial assets, enhanced by rising 
oil prices, would constitute a formidable if 
indirect instrument of American policy in the 
Gul f. 32 

Al though reference has been made to the "Twin Pi 11 ar" 

policy, Iran's role, for U.S. foreign policy makers, was more 

crucial in regional security militarily than that of Saudi 

Arabia because Iran's military manpower far exceeded that of 

Saudi Arabia. However, Saudi Arabia's involvement in this 

security framework was politically essential and favorable for 

American foreign policy, as it was meant to influence the 

Arab states of the Persian Gulf in light of the Arab-Israeli 

conflict, a role perceived to be crucial from the U.S. 

perspective for Gulf stability. The importance of Saudi 

Arabia in the region was reflected in the following statement 

made by Sisco to a Congressional subcommittee: "We think that 

saudi Arabia has been a voice of moderation in the area. We 

believe that it is in the mutual interests of the United 

32Bradley, op. cit., p. 130. 
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states and Saudi Arabia for the forces of moderation to retain 

the upper hand in this area. ,,33 In addition the united states 

did not want to alienate Saudi Arabia by excluding it from the 

securi ty framework 3.S both countries had enjoyed a cordial 

relationship for many decades, irrespecti ve of their 

differences on the Arab-Israeli conflict. 34 According to the 

Department of State's secret briefing paper, "in the Persian 

Gulf our support for Iran as a dominant power must be tempered 

by our need for good relations with saudi Arabia.,,35 

It was in this context that preference was given to Iran 

to act as a guardian to safeguard the u.s. interests in the 

33 See statements of Joseph S. Sisco in u. S., Congress, 
House, New Perspectives on the Persian Gulf, op.cit., p. 12. 

34 The first secret meeting between King Ibn-Saud and 
President Roosevelt took place in 1945. In addition the u.S. 
took an active role in the early 1950s to help Saudi Arabia 
build seven major military bases. The importance of Saudi 
Arabia to U.S. policy makers forced the Kennedy Administration 
to dispatch American forces known as Operation Hard Surface in 
order to protect the kingdom from external threats posed by 
Nasser of Egypt's "Pan-Arab Nationalism". This launched the 
first conscientious effort on the behalf of the u.S. to defend 
Saudi Arabia, without the knowledge of the u.S. Congress. A 
detail of this operation was revealed for the first time by 
the former Uni ted states Ambassador to Saudi Arabia, Parker T. 
Hart in February 1992. See Anne Underwood, "The Mideast 
'Secret Fi I es ': A PBS Special Traces U. S. ti es to the Saudis," 
Newsweek, February 17, 1992, p. 79. Also see, walter Pincus, 
"Secret Presidential Pledge over Years Erected US Shields for 
Saudis," The Washington Post, February 9, 1992, p. A20. 

3S"South and Southwest Asia: New Pol icy Perspecti ves," in 
Asnad Lanyeh Jassoussi (Documents from the U.S. Espionage Den) 
(Tehran: Muslim Students Following the line of the Imam, 
n.d.), vol 8, p. 101. 

----------------- ----
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Persian Gulf, a choice that was carefully thought out. The 

U. S. - I ranian reI ati onship had been nurtured over decades. 

The most pronounced example of this relationship was the CIA's 

involvement in overthrowing Dr. Mohammad Mossaddeq's 

nationalist government in 1953. 3€ The U.S.-Iranian 

relationship, during the Pahlavi regime, is best summarized by 

Richard Cottam: 

... The Shah's regime reflected American interests 
as faithfully as Vidkun Quisling's puppet 
government in Norway reflected the interest of Nazi 
Germany in Worl d War I I. The Shah's defense 
program, his industrial and economic transactions, 
and his oil policy were all considered by most 
Iranians to be faithful executions of American 
instructions. Ul timately the Uni ted States was 
bl amed for the thousands ki 11 ed during the 1 ast 
year by the Iranian army, which was trained, 
equipped, and seemingly controlled by Washington. 
Vi rtuall y every wall in I ran carried a slogan 
demanding the death of the "American Shah. ,,37 

Thus far the argument has been made that U. S. foreign 

policy options regarding the Persian Gulf were to rely on Iran 

and to a lesser extent Saudi Arabia to maintain security in 

the region and protect the U.S. interests. The following 

section will attempt to explain how this decision was made and 

explain Iran's new regional role. 

36For details on the CIA's role in overthrowing Mossaddeq 
see, Kermi t Roosevel t, Countercoup: The Struggl e for the 
control of Iran (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979). 

37Richard Cot tam, "The Uni ted States and I ran's 
Revolution: Goodbye to America's Shah," Foreign Policy, 34:3-
4, Spring, 1979. 
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Nixon-Kissinger Doctrine 

The Nixon Doctrine marked a major change in the United 

states defense strategy, and it encompassed many di verse 

issues, from disengagement of direct American invol vement 

abroad (especially in southeast Asia) to Sino-U.S. relations, 

as well as the future of Soviet-American reI ations. Even 

though the Persian Gul f was not speci fi call y menti oned in this 

doctrine, one Middle Eastern scholar, George Lenczowski in his 

book, American Presidents and the Middle East, explained: 

Although the doctrine had Vietnam as its immediate 
objective, it could be applied to other regions as 
well. Foremost among them was, in the early 
1970' s, the Persian Gulf, in which Bri tain was 
about to relinquish, as of the end of 1971, i tj] 
imperial status and withdraw its military forces. 

As previously stated, the United States was not 

interested in undertaking any new securi ty cOrrL11i tments abroad. 

But, " ... this fact did not mean that Ameri ca I acked vi tal 

interests abroad which it could jeopardize wi th impuni ty. ,,39 

With this in mind, what was needed now was the decision to 

provide Iran with adequate arms and strengthen its military 

posi tion in order to act as a regional pol iceman in the 

18 k' . t "Lenczows ~, op. c~ ., p. 117. 

39Cecil V. Crabb, Jr, The Doctrines of American Foreign 
Policy: Their Meaning, Roles and Future (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State Uni versi ty Press, 1982), p. 280. This was 
congruent wi th earl ier statements made by Nixon that America's 
"interest must shape our commi tment, rather than the other way 
around." Ibid., p. 284. 
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Persi an Gul f. This was not a simpl e task as there were 

existing differences among the different bureaucracies within 

the administration. According to more than one source, both 

the state Department and the Defense Department opposed 

providing Iran with advanced military weapons as the former 

feared that such deliveries might become "too provocative to 

Russia" and the latter feared that such weapons may fall into 

hos tile hands. 40 

But as Lenczowski correct I y points out, the "Gordi an 

Knot" was eventually cut by President Nixon and his national 

security advisor Henry Kissinger, who met the Shah in May 1972 

during thei r ret urn from a summi t meeting in Moscow. 4~ 

"[President] Nixon told the Shah that the United states would 

I ike to assist I ran to become a regional power and assume 

"limited" security responsibility. According to a secret 

state Department brief, "Iran accepted this rol e -- for it was 

consistent with the Shah's view of Iran's key position in the 

'? area. ",- And thus the decision was made to provide Iran wi th 

military resources to perform such tasks, an arms agreement 

worth an estimated $2 billion. Nixon made a commitment to the 

40Lenczowski, op. cit. I p. 118. See, Bill, op. cit., p. 
200-201. See also, Sick, All Fall Down ... , op. cit., p. 15. 

~ . .. Ibid. 

42See "Significance of Iran to Uni ted states Global Policy 
and Regional Objectives," in Asnad ,op.cit., p. 123. See 
also, Sorley, op.cit., p. 113. 
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Shah that he could purchase any conventional weapons he wanted 

from the U. S. inventory, "short of nuel ear bombs", to use the 

words of one former administration official.O A top secret 

document from the American Embassy in Tehran provides 

undeniable evidence that President Nixon and his national 

security advisor Henry Kissinger gave the Shah a blank 

military check against the advice of the Departments of State 

and Defense. 44 Henry Kissinger refutes these charges as being 

"disingenuous", and argued against them. He c I aims " for a 

variety of reasons the Pentagon dragged its feet, partly 

because it preferred to sell some of its obsolescent 

equipment ... " Kissinger goes on to claim that the Pentagon 

"did not frontally challenge Nixon's decision.,,45 In a 

secret memorandum, dated June 15, 1972, addressed to both the 

Secretaries of State and Defense, following Nixon and 

°Bernard Weinraub, "U.S. Quietly Sending Servicemen to 
Iran," The New York Times, May 20, 1973, p. 3. 

HBill, op. cit., p. 20l. 

45· . . K~ss~nger, op. cit., p. 669. From an economic 
perspective, contrary to Kissinger's view, this decision to 
sell I ran sophisti ca ted mil i tary equipment shoul d have pI eased 
the Pentagon because the larger the number of aircraft 
produced the cheaper each became. Also more production would 
help to keep "skilled work force and production base intact as 
a national defense resource." See Clarence Robinson, Jr., 
"U.S. to Offer Iran F-14, F-15", Aviation Week and Space 
Technology, 99(9):12-13, Aug. 27,1973. For the capability of 
these aircraft see Cecil Brownlow, "F-1S, F-14 Show Foxba t 
Attack Capacity," Aviation Week 5< Space Technology, 99(7):16-
17, August 13, 1973. 
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Kissinger's visit to the Shah, Kissinger outlined President 

Nixon's commitment to the Shah, and asked both departments to 

support the commitment. 46 

After a period of about a month, in another memorandum, 

dated July 25, 1972, with a subject reference "Follow-up on 

the President's tal k wi th the Shah of I ran," al so addressed to 

Departments of state and Defense, Kissinger made it clear to 

both Departments that the commitment - to provide the Shah 

with the highly sophisticated F-14 and F15 aircraft - had been 

made: "The President has tol d the Shah that the U. S. is 

willing in principle to sell these aircraft as soon as we are 

satisfied as to their operational effectiveness." 

Furthermore, Kissinger gave "everyone his marching order"P, 

using the words of Iranian desk officers at the Department of 

state, to implement this presidential decision as expediently 

as possibl e. Furthermore, Kissinger al so made cl ear the 

President's wishes: 

The decisions on 
equipment should 

the 
be 

acquisition of 
1 eft primaril y 

mil i tary 
to the 

46 The commitments to the Shah are summarized as follows: 
1) the U.S. would sell F14 and F15 aircraft to Iran once they 
are convinced of their operational effectiveness; 2) the U.S. 
was prepared to pride laser guide bombs to Iran; and 3) the 
"bl ue-sui ter" approach wherein the U. S. waul d assign more 
uniformed military technicians to work with the Iranian 
forces. See Letter from Henry A. Kissinger, June IS, 1972, in 
Asnad, op.cit., p. 42. 

47See Letter from Jack C. Miklos, Iran Desk Officer at the 
Department of State, July 26, 1972, in Asnad, op.cit., p. 45. 

----------------



Government of Iran. If the Government of Iran has 
decided to buy certain equipment, the purchase of 
u.s. equipment should be encouraged tactfully where 
appropriate, and technical advice on the 
capabilithes of the equipment in question should be 
provided. 

45 

This was a decision that Gary Sick criticized before 

commenting: 

There was no precedent in u.S. history for an order 
directly from the President to the National 
Security Bureaucracy instructing it to rely on the 
judgement of a forjign leader in making decisions 
on arms transfers. 4 

As a result of Nixon's decision u.S. military sales, aid 

and advisors to I ran increased substantial 1 y, and in fact this 

trend, with the exception of military aid, steadily increased 

after Nixon's resignation in 1974 and during the Ford 

administration, as the following table will illustrate: 

48James Bill should be acknowledged for the information 
in this secti on, Bi 11, op. ci t., p. 201, however, both of 
Henry Kissinger's letters, as well that of Jack C. Miklos, can 
be found in Asnad, no. 8, op. cit., pp. 42-45. 

49 Sick , op. cit., p. 19. 
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TABLE 2.1 

U.S. MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO IRAN5C 

During the Nixon & Ford Administration 

Year U.S. Aid U.S. Sales No. of U.S. Advisors 

1969 23 95 471 

1970 3 128 389 

1971 2 107 315 

1972 14 257 315 

1973 .3 265 760 

1974 1 683 871 

1975 2 1035 872 

1976 1 1999 1077 

1977 0 2550 1034 

Although as the table reflects, U.S. aid after 1972 declined 

drastically, the Shah was able to pay for the purchase of U.S. 

military equipment as the price of oil quadrupled in 1973, 

thus the marked increase in Iranian oil revenue. "Following 

the Arab- Israel i war of October 1973, I ran's oi 1 revenues 

5CSource: Mark J. Gasioraowski, U.S. Foreign Policy and 
the Shah: Building a Client state in Iran. (New York: Cornell 
Uni versi ty Press, 1991), p. 112. Figures are rounded to 
nearest U.S. million dollars. Conversions done by this 
author. 
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increased in 1974 to about $22 billion from a mere 194 million 

in 1972. 5: 

It should be noted that Saudi Arabia, the other "pillar" 

of Nixon's policy, also enjoyed a close relationship with the 

U.S. This was indicated in the early 1970s when the u.s. and 

Saudi Arabia concluded one of several treaties for the 

enhancement of Saudi Arabia's defense forces, including the 

modernization of the Royal National Guard as well as the air 

force, an endeavor wi th an estimated cost of $20 billion. 52 

These contractual agreements created an increased number of 

American mil i tary as well as civilian personnel in Saudi 

Arabia. According to Joseph W. Twinam, Country Director, 

Arabian Peninsula Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South 

Asian Affairs, by 1976 there were an estimated 30,000 

Americans working in Saudi Arabia with a significant portion 

speci fi call y working on defense reI a ted pro jects .53 Saudi 

Arabia's military modernization was mostly motivated by its 

geographical location which made Saudi Arabia vulnerable in 

5lU. S ., Congress, Compendium of Papers submitted to the 
Joint Economic Committee, Economic Consequences of the 
Revolution in Iran, 96th Cong., 1st Sess., November 19, 1979 
(Washington DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1980), p. 76. 

52 u . s ., Congress, House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East, Activities of the 
United states Army Corps of Engineers in Saudi Arabia, 
Hearing, 96th Cong., 1st Sess., June 25, 1979 (Washington, DC: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979), p. 25. 

53 Ibid ., p. 53. 
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the North to the radicai Ba'athists regime of Iraq and in the 

southeast to neighboring Marxists of South Yemen (PDRY), both 

of which posed a great threat to the stability of the monarchy 

in Saudi Arabia. 

As indicated earlier, America's military and economic 

assistance to Iran was radically different from its aid to 

Saudi Arabia. Assistance to the Shah was intended to help 

Iran become a regional power, whereas U.S. support for Saudi 

Arabia was designed to ensure the stability of the institution 

of the monarchy itself. 

This raises the question as to whether the Shah 

faithfully performed his regional task as the Nixon Doctrine 

envisaged. As previously mentioned, the Shah had already 

begun controlling seaborne traffic in the Persian Gulf when he 

occupied the three strategic islands of Abu Musa and the Tunbs 

(Lesser and Greater Tunbs). The Shah used his navy and air 

force to monitor the activity of the vessels as they entered 

and exi ted the strai t of Hormuz. The Shah also expressed 

eagerness to expand I ran's inf 1 uence in the Indian Ocean 

consistent with U.S. interests, and announced that the Indian 

Ocean was vital to the security of Iran. With the help of the 

U.S. he built a big naval air base at Chah Bahar, close to the 

Pakistan border on the Gulf of Oman. This was used for the 

surveillance of large sections of the northwestern Indian 



49 

Ocean by US-P3 ai rcraft. 5~ He also built a naval and air 

force base at Bandar Abbas to overlook the Strait of Hormuz. 

Furthermore the Shah became increasingly active in regional 

affairs, as evidenced by the dispatch of Iranian troops to 

assist sultan Qabuos of Oman in his fight against the Dhofar 

rebellion (PFLOAG), which threatened the security of the 

regional as a whole and in particular the pro-western regime 

of Sultan Qabous who granted the U.s. a naval port and base 

facility. Iranian military help coupled with that of Saudi 

Arabia's financial support was crucial in warding off this 

"mini revolution" against Sultan Qabous. S5 According to one 

British officer, Major General K. Perkins, Commander of Sultan 

Qabous' Armed Forces: "The war would certainly not have been 

won as quickl y as it was wi thout I ranian assistance. "SE 

Iran's assistance to both Turkey and Pakistan in their 

54 R . M. Burrel and Alvin J. Cottrell, Iran, Afghanistan, 
Pakistan: Tension and Dilemmas (Beverly Hills, Ca: Sage 
Publications, 1974), p. 9. See also, "Policeman of the 
Persian Gulf," op.cit., p. 30. 

55U . S . Congress, Joint Economic Committee, The U.S. Role 
in a Changing World Political Economy: Major Issues for the 
96th Congress, 96th Cong., 1st Sess., June 25, 1979 
(Washington DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979, p. 530. 

S6Al vin J. Cottrell, "Iran and The Central Treaty 
Organi za ti on" in RUS I and Brassey' s Defense Yearbook 1976-1977 
(London: Brassey's Publication, Ltd., 1976), p. 79. For 
Iranian involvement in Oman see Halliday, op.cit., pp. 364-
366. 
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respecti ve fight against Kurdish and Bal uchi rebel s helped 

contain these separatist movements. 57 

The state Department acknowledged, in a secret report, 

Iran's new multifaceted regional responsibility as crucial in 

many respects to security in the Persian Gulf. Iran used its 

mil i tary power (in Oman), its financial strength (1oans to 

India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Egypt, Jordan and Syria) and its 

general influence to help resolve regional disputes 

(resumption of India-Pakistan reI ations and resumption of 

Afghan-Pakistan dialogue). Iran was the only regional power 

able to develop close and confidential relations with both the 
• 

Arab confrontation states and Israel. 58 

The relationship between Iran and Israel was indeed 

crucial as Iran began to export oil to Israel. The primary 

motive for this relationship was the antipathy Iran and Israel 

both felt toward the Arab radicals in the region (e.g. Iraq). 

Iran and Israel, according to Gasiorowski, began to run joint 

57Gasiorowski, op. cit., p. 126 

5S"Inspection Report: The Conduct of Relations with Iran," 
report to Office of the Inspector General, Foreign Service, 
[Secret] October 1974, in Asnad, v.8, op.cit., pp. 78-109. 
For information on the exchange of intelligence information 
between Israel and Iran see, "Israel: Foreign Intelligence and 
Security Services", in Asnad Lanyeh Jassoussi. [trans.: 
Documents from the U.S. Espionage Den.]' v. 19. (Tehran: 
Muslim Students Following the Line of the Imam, March 1979.) 



51 

covert operations against radical Arab states. 59 Iran also 

allowed the united states to establish a base along its border 

wi th the USSR for the purpose of gathering intelligence 

information, including a listening post as well as missile 

surveillance. 

On another regional level, Iran and Saudi Arabia 

cooperated in the formation of a secret informal intelligence 

organization known as "The Safari CI ub" wi th France, Egypt and 

Morocco. Accordingly the aim of this organization was to 

deter and prevent Soviet influence in the Horn of Africa by 

means of providing arms as well as financial and intelligence 

support. 6C Despi te the success of some of these regi onal 

activities, the U.S. and the Shah as well as other pro-western 

leaders in the Persian Gulf became concerned for Iraq's overt 

military activities, (e.g. support rebellion in Baluchastan) 

U G , k' 't v' as~orows ~, op. c~ ., p. 124. 

6C The Safari Club's help was crucial to President Mobutu 
of Zaire in thwarting the Katanga uprising in the mid-1970s 
and to President Siad Barr of Somalia in his conflict with 
the soviet backed government of Ethiopia. Although the United 
States was excluded from this club, it was kept fully informed 
and strongly approved of its activities as they were consonant 
with the U.S. foreign policy in Africa. Ibid., p. 126. See 
Mohamed Heikal, Iran: The Untold Story (New York: Pantheon 
Books, 1982), p. 113--116. See also, Murray Gordon, conflict 
in the Persian Gulf ed. (New York: Facts on File, 1981) p. 95. 
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throughout the region.6~ In addition, Iraq's military build-

up and close affinity with the Soviet Union due to the Iraq-

Soviet Friendship Treaty of 1972, was the source of concern 

for the U. S. and the regional states, especiall y I ran wi th 

whom there existed hostilities over the right of navigation in 

the Shat al Arab waterway. Iraq's intense political activity 

cl early indicated that "Iraq has taken over Egypt's former 

role (during Nasser) as the main center for Soviet sponsored 

'front' in the region.,,62 These concerns were indeed valid 

as Iraq received greater attention from the Soviet Union, as 

the Soviets lost their influence in Sudan and Egypt. These 

concerns became pronounced to both Tehran and Washington when 

the Soviet Union began to supply Irqq with sophisticated 

military jet fighter aircraft such as the MIG-21 and MIG-23 

and TU-22 supersonic bombers. As one author pointed out, "It 

is not merely the supply of Soviet arms to Iraq that worries 

Tehran, it is the use to which they are being put. ,,63 Iraq's 

61According to one account there existed different 
dissident groups such as: Palestine Revolution political 
Committee; The Iranian National Front; The Popular Front for 
the Liberation of Arabistan (Khuzistan); The Kurdish 
Democratic Party of Iran; the Popular Front for the Liberation 
of Balushistan (Pakistani & Iranian); The Popular Front for 
the Liberation of Oman and Arabian Gulf; The Eritrean 
Liberation Front, and the Front for Liberation of Chad; and 
the United Front for the Liberation of Western Somalia. See 
Burrell and Cottrell, op. cit., p. 7. 

62 Ibid . 

63Burrell & Cotrell, op. ci t. , p. 5. 
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aggressive policy manifested itself in several instances in 

the region. In addition to Iraqi -sponsored subversi on in 

Iran, Oman and Pakistan, Iraq also coerced Kuwait to make 

territorial concessions in an effort to gain control over two 

islands, Bubiyan and Warba. These aggressive actions were 

"repul sed by Bri tish mi 1 i tary assistance. ,,54 It is not known 

how much military assistance Kuwait received from Iran, but 

the Shah made it clear that Iran would not tolerate Iraq's 

seizure of Kuwait, and any further aggressive military attacks 

on the part 

. 1 t P; 
~nvo vemen .. -

of Iraq would ensure Iran's mili tary 

Iraq further challenged Iranian hegemony in 

the Persian Gul f by the extension of its support to the 

Popular Front for the Liberation of Arabistan, a dissident 

Arab group within the Iranian southwestern Province of 

Kuzistan (populated mostly by Arabs) who sought autonomy from 

the I rani an government. 66 

64Burrell and Cottrell, op. cit., p. 6. See also, Maj. 
Bard E. O'Neill, "Petroleum and Security: The Limitations of 
Military Power in the Persian Gulf," National Security Affairs 
Monograph 77-4 (Washington, DC: National Defense University 
Research Directorate, October 1977), p. 6. 

65Burrell & Contrell, op . cit., p. 7. 

6ESheik Khazal Khan was instrumental in ini tiating the 
rebellion against the central government of Iran in the city 
of Khoramshar (called Muhammarah by the Arabs) in its struggle 
for autonomy. He was arrested in 1924, thus ending this 
movement. According to a recently declassified source, his 
actions were not self motivated, as he was instigated by Arab 
1 eaders. See Gozideh Asnal Khal i ja Fars: Ravabata I ran va 

(continued ... ) 
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The supply of new military aid from the Soviet Union to 

Iraq increased and correspondingly so did the border clashes 

along the I ran- I raq border. 67 This posed a threat of war 

between Iran and Iraq with possible superpower confrontation. 

The U.S. and Iran had to implement measures to contain Iraq's 

aggressive policy, particularly in light of reports that Iraq 

was acquiring poison gas capabilities. 68 The use of 

poisonous gas was previously non-existent in the region. The 

Shah, who obvious I y had reasons for concern, according to 

James Bill asked the United states for joint American-Iranian 

aid to the Kurds. As Bill explained: 

... the Department of state and the CIA recommended 
against surreptitious U.S. aid to the Kurds, they 
were overrul ed by Kissinger and NixonG' who once 
again chose to cooperate wi th the Shah. 9 

66( ... continued) 
Kashvarhaya Hozeh Khalija Fars and Tahavolata Dakhli <Selected 
Documents on the Persian Gulf: Iranian Relations with Persian 
Gulf States and their Internal Political Dynamics (Tehran: The 
Institute for Political and International Studies, Center for 
Persian Gulf Studies, 1369 (1989)), vol. 2, ch. 7, pp. 837 & 
841. 

67Between october 1972 and May 1974 there were at least 
ten major exchanges of fire between the two sides and a number 
of casualties. See Burrell & Cottrel, op. cit., page 5. 

68 The use of Soviet made poisonous gas was reportedl y used 
by Iraq in its fight against the Kurds in their struggle for 
autonomy. See Richard Johns, "Iraq Poison Gas plan Alleged," 
The Financial Times, September 12, 1973, p. 8. 

69Bill , op. cit., p. 205. 
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As acknowledged by more than one scholar, the idea of 

supporting the Kurds against Iraq was tactical, "the goal was 

to keep Sovi et-supported Iraq occupied and on the 

defensi ve. ,,70 Neither the Shah nor the U. S. was interested 

in Kurdish autonomy as it would encourage and provoke other 

Kurds who lived in Iran, Turkey and Syria to demand similar 

autonomy and further contribute to instability in the region. 

According to the House Select committee on Intelligence 

Report (Pike Report): 

The President, Dr. Kissinger and foreign head of 
state [the Shah] hoped our cl ients [the Kurds] 
would not prevail. They preferred, instead, that 
the insurgents simply continue a level of hostility 
sufficient to sap the re~ources of our ally's 
neighboring country [Iraq] .• 

Iraq found it very difficult to pursue its regional objective 

due to the difficulty caused by the Kurdish rebellion in the 

north. As R. K. Ramazani explained: 

Between March 1974 and March 1975, according to 
Hussein, the "Iraqi Army lost more than 16,000 
casual ties" and the total losses of ci vi 1 ians and 
mi I i tary personnel "amounted to more than 60,000 
between martyred and wounded." The Kurdish war had 
also cost the Ba'thist government 4 billion 
dollars. Above all, the Ba' thist government was 
threatened wi th Kurdish control of the oil-rich 

70 Ibid . See also Szulc, op.cit., p. 583. 

71Bill, loco cit. 



regions of Iraq, the economic backbone of the 
Hussein regime. a 
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This caused Iraq to give in to Iranian hegemony in the Persian 

Gulf, thus ending its border hostility with Iran by signing 

the Algiers Agreement of March 6, 1975. 73 As a result of this 

new settlement the Shah and the united States abandoned their 

support for the Kurds, thereby collapsing the Kurdish 

movement. 

Despite various criticisms of the Nixon-Kissinger 

doctrine, stability in the region prevailed until the fall of 

the Shah in 1979, which itself brought about the demise of the 

Nixon-Kissinger Doctrine. The departure of the Shah and the 

collapse of the Nixon-Kissinger doctrine brought about various 

political and regional developments which threatened the 

security of the region. These regional events include, among 

others, the invasion of North Yemen by the Marxist neighboring 

country of South Yemen, the assassination of the u.S. 

ambassador, Adolph Dubs in Kabul, and the Marxist coup in 

Afghanistan. Finally, Turkey, Pakistan and Iran withdrew from 

the central Treaty Organization. 

72 R. K. Ramazani, Revolutionary Iran: Challenge and 
Response in the Middl e East (Bal timore: The Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1986). p. 63. 

73This agreement was abrogated in 1980 by Iraq, and 
resulted in the Iran-Iraq war. 
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The Carter Doctrine emerged as a viable alternative to 

maintaining the security of the Persian Gul f, as wi 11 be 

discussed in subsequent chapters. 

Conclusion 

After the British decision to withdraw from the Persian 

Gulf, U.S. foreign policy makers became conscious of their 

vulnerability to the "power vacuum" left by the British. In 

the context of the Cold War and bipolarity of the world system 

there existed a fear that the Soviet Union might be tempted to 

fill the vacuum through direct or indirect involvement. It 

was argued that the U.S. was not in a position to undertake 

new securi ty commi tments abroad considering the invol vement in 

Vietnam. The most logical policy outcome consistent with the 

Nixon Doctrine was to rely on a regional surrogate to 

safeguard U.S. interests. Iran, and to a lesser extent Saudi 

Arabia, were chosen to carry out this role. It was in this 

context that Nixon decided to provide the Shah of Iran with 

sophisticated weapons and training. As a result of the close 

cooperation between Iran and the U.S., Iran played a strong 

regional role in maintaining stability. The Shah's military 

help to sultan Qabous of Oman in fighting the PFLOAG "served 

as warning to radical revolutionary elements in the entire 

area. ,,74 

74The U.S. Role in a Changing World ... , op. cit., p. 
541. 
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Furthermore, Iran's hegemony in the region worked as a 

"credible deterrent" in containing Soviet influence. When 

the Soviet Union used Iraq as a proxy to extend influence in 

the region by supplying sophisticated weaponry to upset the 

military balance, Iran with u.S. help contained both the 

Soviets' aspirations as well as the attempted Iraqi hegemony. 

The U.S. and Iran's assistance to the Kurds can be cited as a 

good example. 

For those who criticized the Nixon-Kissinger approach to 

the region as "shortsighted and almost criminally carel ess, ,,75 

as well as irrational, 76 the historical evidence suggests 

otherwise. According to one report, U.S. foreign pol icy 

makers were well informed on the pol icy impl ications of giving 

the Shah sophisticated military technology. Even though Iran 

was considered a keystone in the "arch of containment" of 

soviet influence, the u.S. did in fact try to constrain the 

Shah's ambitions when his policy was not consonant with u.S. 

interests, for example, Iran's leading role in the oil price 

increase of December 1973. As one Department of State 

declassified secret report declared: 

For the United States, the new Iranian role created 
both immediate and potential problem in oil pricing 

75Barry Rubin, Paved with Good Intentions: The American 
Experience and Iran (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980) 
p. 261, as also cited in Bill, op. cit., p. 201. 

76szulc, op. cit., p. 583-587. 



and production levels, possible interventionism, 
and arms race in the Persian Gul f, and Saudi 
resentment. ... The task for U. S. pol ~fY is to 
restrain Iran's reach to those goals .... " 

59 

In sum, the application of the Nixon-Kissinger doctrine 

effectively served U.S. interests in the region but the fall 

of the Shah and the subsequent demise of this doctrine brought 

about different regional developments, less hospitable to U.S 

interests. 

77 Asnad, v. 8, op. cit., p. 103. 



60 

CHAPTER THREE 

The Collapse of the Regional Surrogate and Its Ramifications 
for American Foreign Policy 

As discussed in the preceding chapter, the foreign pol i cy 

of the Nixon-Ford administration toward the Persian Gul f 

evolved around what became known as the "twin pillar" policy, 

reI ying on a regional surrogate, namel y I ran and to some 

extent Saudi Arabia, to safeguard U. S. interests in the 

region. It was argued that the United States' military 

assistance to Iran was a crucial element in helping the Shah 

maintain hegemony and served as a "credibl e deterrence" in 

warding off Soviet influence in the Persian Gulf. 

The goal of this chapter is to describe President 

Carter's foreign policy approach toward the Persian Gulf and 

examine the context in which the "Carter Doctrine" was 

articulated. This doctrine advocated the use of military 

force known as "Rapid Deployment Force" whose use was 

contingent upon the U. S. interest's being jeopardized. An 

attempt wi 11 be made to examine whether Carter's approach 

toward the region was consistent with that of his 

predecessors, especia11 y wi th the existing "twin pi 11 ar" 

policy involving Iran and Saudi Arabia. The first section 

will discuss Carter's general approach to foreign policy and 

how political developments in the region encouraged the 

formation of the Carter Doctrine. The second section will 
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delineate the components of the Carter Doctrine, particularly 

the formation of the Rapid Deployment Force. 

From the Nixon-Kissinqer Doctrine to the Carter Doctrine 

On January 20, 1977, James Earl Carter, Jr. was 

inaugurated as the thirty-ninth President of the United 

states. As the newly elected democratic president, Carter 

promised a departure from the foreign policy practices of the 

previous Republican admir.istration, that was "wedded somewhat 

narrowly to realpolitik and the pursuit of a policy of 

containment. ,,1 Carter had many pI ans for change, some of 

which were the adoption of a less secretive and thus more open 

administration, the restriction of arms transfers, as well as 

the proposal of a policy for human rights abroad. Carter 

stressed the economic development of the third world; he 

speci fi call y vi ewed the purchase of arms as a waste of 

resources and harmful to the economic development. In this 

context, Carter believed that America should support the 

nationalist movements in the third world. The rationale for 

this was his belief that popularly based nationalist regimes 

would be in a better position to resist pro-Soviet influence, 

thus eliminating the need for American intervention. 2 

1Maya Chadda, Paradox of Power (Santa Barbara, Ca.: ABC
Clio Inc., 1986), p. 64. 

2Ibid . 
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Despite the changes he proposed, Carter, like his 

predecessor, was well aware of the importance of maintaining 

securi ty in the Persian Gul f. This awareness was evidenced by 

his first legislative victory, as well as his first veto, both 

of which were related to the energy crisis, problems stemming 

from the 1973-74 oil embargo. 3 According to President Carter, 

the creation of a national energy policy was vital for the 

U.S., as he states: 

what we finally achieved was vital to the country. 
There was no doubt in my mind that our national 
security was at stake. In 1973, at the time of the 
oi I embargo - a cr~s~s so forgot ten - we were 
importing about 35 percent of our oil. When I took 
office almost four years later, our dependence on 
uncertain foreign oil supplies had grown to almost 
50 per cent - about nine million barrels a day. We 
were the only developed nation without an energy 
policy, and our total energy consumption was at a 
record high. 4 

President Carter was very critical of the 1973-74 Arab 

Oil embargo initiated by the Organization of Arab Petroleum 

Exporting Countries (OAPEC). He saw the Arab oil boycott as 

3president Carter addressed the nation on the energy 
crisis and submitted his energy plan to a Joint Session of 
Congress which approved President Carter's proposal for the 
establishment of a new Department of Energy, headed by James 
Schlesinger as his first Secretary on August 5, 1977. 
President Carter's first veto (Nov. 5, 1977) was that of the 
fiscal 1978 Energy Research and Development Administration 
appropriation bill which included a $6 billion authorization 
for energy research. See Garland A. Haas, Jimmy Carter and 
the Politics of Frustration (Jefferson, N.C.: McFarland & 
Company, 1992), pp. 70 & 75. 

4Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President (New 
York: Bantam Books, 1982), p. 91. 
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"blackmail" and "dangerous", not only to the U.S., but also to 

U.S. allies. With the United States' growing dependence on 

foreign oil and the susceptibility to another oil embargo, the 

idea of seizing Arab oil fields was considered a possible 

alternative to secure the flow of oil. As Carter explains: 

Some of our more mi 1 i tant leaders were al ready 
talking about plans to seize foreign oil fields by 
force if our supplies were cut off again. Many 
others deeply resented that the greatest nation on 
earth ~as being jerked around by a few desert 
states. 

The notion of U.S. forces seizing Arab oil fields by so 

called "militant leaders", to use Carter's terminology, was on 

the minds of senior administration officials. Both the former 

Secretaries of State and Defense, Henry Kissinger and James 

Schlesinger, unequivocally expressed their opinion that if 

another Arab oil embargo took place, the U.S., in response, 

would consider military action. 6 

5Ibid ., p. 92. 

6See "Kissinger on Oi I, Food and Trade," Business Week, 
January 13, 1975, pp. 66-78. Gerald Ford, "They will See 
Something is Being Done," Time, January 20, 1975, p. 21. And, 
"Now a Tougher U. S.: Interview wi th James R. Schl esinger, 
Secretary of Defense," U.S. News & World Report, May 26, 1975. 
In 1975, upon the request of Congress, the Congressional 
Research Service (CRS) publ ished a report addressing the 
feasibility of using military actions to seize oil fields. 
The conclusion was that due to the vulnerability of pumping 
stations and oil wells, such measures would be 
counterproducti ve. See U. S. Congress, House, Comrni t tee on 
International Relations, Oil Fields as Military Objectives: A 
Feasibility Study, (Washington D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, August 21, 1975). In nongovernmental publications, a 

(continued ... ) 
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In spite of carter's criticisms of the preexisting 

relations between the u.s. and the Persian Gulf states, it was 

evident that the new president was determined to continue the 

previous policy of sending arms to the so-called "twin 

pillars." In his first year in office, despite what was 

considered a bitter debate in Congress, Carter approved the 

sale of an estimated Sl.2 billion worth of the most 

sophisticated aircraft known as Airborne Warning and Command 

Systems (AWACS) to Iran, with a promise to sell 160 General 

Dynamic F-16s. Under consideration also was the sale of an 

additional 140 F-16s as requested by the Shah. In addition, 

President Carter "approved Sl.l billion worth of addi tional 

mi Ii tary sal es to Iran, incl uding training and spare parts."7 

In the subsequent year, he approved the sale of 60 F-15s to 

Saudi Arabia at a cost of S2.5 billion. S Carter's role in 

6( ••• continued) 
series of articles advocating military actions appeared in 
di f ferent journal s published in the U. S.; see Robert W. 
Tucker, "Oi I: The Issue of American Intervention," Commentary, 
59 (1):21-31, June 1975. 

7Gary Sick, All Fall Down: America's Tragi c Encounter 
with Iran (New York: Random House, 1985), p. 27. See also, 
James A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of 
American-Iranian Relations (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1988), p. 230. 

S For debates regarding the sal es, see Bernard Gwertzman, 
"Plane Sales to Israel and Saudis Pose Problems for 
Administration," The New York Times, January 24, 1978, p. 6. 
And Oswald Johnston, "Carter Favors Saudi Jet Sal es," Los 
Angeles Times, July 19, 1977, p. 1. In addition to these 

(continued ... ) 

-- --------- ---- ------------
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facilitating these sales was instrumental, as acknowledged by 

former Secretary of state Cyrus Vance: 

Only Carter's continuous personal intervention 
through meetings with the House leadership and his 
repeated telephone calls torey congressmen enabled 
us to get the sale through. 

Arms transfers to both Iran and Saudi Arabia, as well as 

Egypt and Israel, were rather contradictory of the position 

President Carter maintained during the 1976 Presidential 

campaign, in which he stated: 

I am particularly concerned by our nation's role as 
the world's leading arms salesman. We sold or gave 
away billions of dollars of arms last year, mostly 
to developing nations. sometimes we try to 
justify this unsavory business on the cynical 
ground that by rationing out the means of violence 
we can somehow control the world's violence. The 
fact is that we can not have it both ways. Can we 
be both the world's leading champion of peace find 
the world's leading supplier of weapons of war? 

B( ••• continued) 
sales, President Carter approved the sale of 150 F-16's worth 
$4.5 billion to Israel, and 50 F-5E jet fighter aircraft to 
Egypt. See "Mr. Carter Proposes to Sell Egypt 50 Jet Fighter 
Planes," Times of London, February IS, 1978, p. 1. See also, 
Richard Burt, "The Mideast PI ane Sal es Package: How U. S. 
Decision was Reached," The New York Times, February 28, 1978, 
p. 2. And James Canan, "What Makes Carter Say Yes to Arms 
Sales," Business Week, February 13, 1978, p. 31. 

9cyrus Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in America's 
Foreign Policy (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1983), p. 321. 

leStatement given by James "Jimmy" E. Carter, Presidential 
Candidate, before the Foreign Policy Associate in New York 
City, June 23, 1976. On May 19, 1977, President Carter 
announced restrictions on arms transfers abroad and maintained 
that arms transfers would be used only as an "exceptional 
policy implement." These restrictions did not apply to those 

(continued ... ) 
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There was unanimous agreement among the key seni or 

administration officials that providing assistance to the Shah 

was essential to maintaining regional security. As former 

Secretary of State, Cyrus Vance, in his book Hard Choices, 

acknowledges: 

Carter, Brown, Brzezinski and I recognized the 
importance of Iran in the Persian Gul f Securi ty 
matters (italics added). .. We decided early on 
that it was in our national interest to support the 
Shah, so he could continui1to playa constructive 
role in regional affairs. 

The sale of AWACS, F-1Ss and F-16s to both Iran and Saudi 

Arabia came as a shock to many of the liberals in Congress and 

many expressed their opposition, resulting in several 

congressional hearings .12 Especiall y astonishing was the sal e 

of F-16's to saudi Arabia, as Saudi Arabia was the only Arab 

state to have access to such sophisticated aircraft, despite 

being a key player in the 1973-74 Arab oil embargo against the 

U.S. Furthermore, this sale was in contradiction to Carter's 

le( ..• continued) 
nations with whom the U.S. had major defense treaties, such as 
NATO, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, and Israel. 
Interestingl y, the "twin pi 11 ar" countries, I ran and Saudi 
Arabia, were not among this exempt group. See Seymour Weiss, 
President Carter's Arms Transfer Policy: A Critical Assessment 
(University of Miami, Florida: Advanced International Studies 
Institute, Inc., 1978). 

IlVance, op. cit.,pp. 316-317. 

12For debate to these sales see, U.S. Congress, House, 
Committee on International Relations, Proposed Aircraft Sales 
to Israel, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, 1978). 
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unequi vocal support for Israel. During the Presidential 

campaign Carter stated, "I believe that the boycott of 

American business by Arab countries because those businesses 

trade with Israel ... is an absolute disgrace." He promised 

an end to the boycott, and added, "It's not a matter of 

diplomacy or trade with me; it's a matter of morality."l3 

Despite strong congressional opposition to these arms sales, 

Carter prevailed. 

Congression~~ opposition to the arms sal es created a 

sense of insecurity and uneasiness for the Shah, as this was 

the first time that his requests met not only the threat of 

possible rejection, but also criticism of his regime. As Gary 

Sick explains, "The unequivocal nature of this signal was 

diluted in Iran, by the intense criticism leveled at Iran and 

the Shah in the course of the congressional debate over 

AWACS".14 The Shah misperceived this opposition as a tactic 

to force the adoption of an open political system in Iran, 

especially in light of recent congressional criticisms 

regarding Iran's violation of human rights. He felt pressured 

that if he did not abandon his authoritarian rule he would 

lose U. S. support. President Carter, aware of the Shah's 

concern, sent his Secretary of State, Cyrus Vance, to meet 

13carter, op. cit., p. 227. 

14Sick , OP. cit., p. 27. 
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wi th the Shah in an effort to reaffirm u. S. support. The 

substance of this meeting was summarized as follows: 

I emphasized that we wanted to continue our 
military supply relationship with Iran, and I 
informed the Shah that the President had decided to 
go ahead with the pending sale of 160 F-16, 
advanced fighter aircraft, despite the serious 
political problems this could pose with Congress. 
We would also, I told him, seek congressional 
approval of his request for sophisticated and 
costl y C\! rborne warning and control (AWACS) 
ai rcraft .. 

President Carter's unequivocal support for the Shah whom 

he considered a "tyrant ,,16 wi 11 be reviewed in the following 

section, not only to demonstrate that the Carter 

administration's human rights policy did not change the thrust 

of the existing U.S. foreign policy in the region, but also to 

shed light on the argument that it was not Carter's lack of 

support for the Shah that led to his ultimate downfall, as has 

been suggested by some schol ars .17 

The Iranian Revol ution, Changing Regional Security Climate and 
the Carter Doctrine 

President Carter was determined to maintain America's 

special strategic relations with Iran and supported the Shah's 

regional rol e. A strong indication of this support was 

reflected in the Shah's November 15, 1977 visit to Washington, 

lSVance, op. cit., p. 318. 

16 Ibid . 

17M. Ledeen and W. Lewis. Debacle: The American Failure 
in Iran (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1981). 
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when, during an official reception at the White House, Carter 

praised the Shah and acknowledged Iran's role as a positive 

contributor to stability in the region: 

Iran is a nation, and its leadership is epitomized 
by a man who has a trust of other countries. Even 
those that historically have been enemies now look 
upon the Shah and the people of Iran with a great 
deal of confidence and trust, recognizing that they 
are a stabilizing influence in that region-indeed, 
throughout the Persian Gulf, the Indian Ocean-and 
with a growing degree of influence, in the Western 
World, in Japan, and in Africa. . We are bound 
together with unbreakable ties of friendship. 
Our military alliance is unshakable, and it's an 
alliance that is ~fneficent in its impact on the 
rest of the world.~ 

There was a strong belief among both some Iranian and 

western scholars that the Carter administration pressured the 

Shah for pol i tical reform. Such perspectives hold that 

Carter's human rights policy encouraged growing poli tical 

opposition to the Shah which weakened the Pahlavi regime and 

deepened the 1978-79 Iranian crisis which ultimately resulted 

in the Iranian/Islamic Revolution. But as James Bill 

correctly points out: 

Although the Carter administration did not put any 
serious human rights pressure on the Shah, the 
support of Carter's government for human rights, 
generally made it easy for the Iranian opposition, 
with its exaggerated belief in American influence 
over the Shah, to conclude that the lpah had been 
given his human right marching order. 

IS "Exchange of Toasts (Excerpt)", Department of state 
Bulletin, December 26, 1979, 77(2009):908-909. 

I9Bill , op. cit., p. 228. 
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As already noted, President carter's persuasion of human 

rights abroad did not override the special relations between 

Iran and the U.S., as the Shah's requests for military arms 

were met favorably. There is overwhelming evidence suggesting 

that the Carter administration did not abandon its support for 

the Shah. This support was reflected in a New Year's Eve 

speech when Carter visited the Shah. Carter stated: 

Iran, because of the great leadership of the Shah, 
is an Island of stability in one of the more 
troubl ed areas of the worl d. This is a great 
tribute to you, Your Majesty, and to your 
leadership and to the respect and }re admiration 
and love which your people give you. 

President Carter's support of the Shah astonished some of 

the Shah's opposition who had welcomed Carter's stand on human 

rights, when on September 18, 1978 the Shah's security police 

killed a large number of anti-Shah demonstrators, including 

women and children, a day known in Iranian history as "Black 

Friday." After the Black Friday incident, "Carter took time 

off from the Camp David summit to telephone a message of 

support to the Shah. ,,21 The Carter administration and U. S. 

foreign policy makers were caught off guard when in late 1978 

the Shah's opposition in Iran reached its climax and 

threatened the very foundation of the Pahlavi regime. The 

2C Ibid . p. 233. 

2l Richard W. Cottam, "The United states and Iran's 
Revol ution: Goodbye to America's Shah," Foreign Policy, Spring 
1979, 34:12. 

--_ .. __ .. ------
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sudden political changes in Iran were unexpected, and in fact 

the CIA's assessment of Iran in 1977 was that: "The Shah will 

be an active participant in Iranian life well into the 1980's" 

and "there will be no radical change in Iranian poli tical 

behavior in the near future. ,,22 A simil ar report published 

in August of 1978 asserted that "Iran is not in a 

revol utionary or even a prerevol utionary si tuation ... 23 

It was against this background that the collapse of the 

Shah and the consequent demise of the Nixon Doctrine caught 

u.S. foreign policy makers by surprise. This created a major 

credibility problem for the u.S. in the Persian Gulf. First, 

the colI apse of the Shah and the absence of a realistic 

intelligence assessment prior to his fall not only showed the 

United States' poor judgement, but its genuine inability to 

influence events in the region. Second, compounding the 

problem was the seizure of the American Embassy in Tehran and 

the multitude of difficulties the u.S. faced in securing the 

release of the American hostages, including a failed rescue 

mission. 24 Additionally, President Carter's Camp David 

22U.S. Congress, House, Subcommittee on Evaluation, 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Iran: Evaluation 
of U. S. Intell igence Performance Prior to November 1978, 
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979), p. 6. 

23 Ibid ., p. 7. 

24 For detailed information regarding the rescue attempt, 
see Zbigniew Brzezinski, "The Failed Mission: The Inside 

(continued ... ) 
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comprehensi ve peace process effort did not succeed as he 

envisaged but led to the bilateral peace treaty between Israel 

and Egypt. While in the beginning most of the Arab states, 

especially Saudi Arabia, endorsed the initiative, after the 

Islamic revolution in Iran, they soon opposed it. This led to 

the isolation of Egypt in the Arab world. 

The fall of the Shah and the subsequent rise of 

Islamic militancy in Iran not only had tremendous impact on 

the regional balance of power, but also threatened the 

stability of many traditional pro-western monarchies in the 

Persian Gul f. To facilitate an understanding of the full 

impact of the Iranian Revolution in the region, the following 

discussion is offered. 

The Fall of the Shah and its Impact on Security in the Persian 
Gulf 

The fall of the Shah hampered U.S. interests by seriously 

undermining not only the pre-revolutionary security 

arrangement, but also the stability of pro-western states in 

the area. 25 The new regime in Tehran not onl y abandoned 

24( ... continued) 
Account of the At tempt to Free the Hostages in I ran," The New 
York Times Magazine, April 18, 1982, p. 28. See also, Colonel 
James H. Kyle, The Untold story of the Iran Hostage Rescue 
Mission by the On-Scene Desert Commander: The Guts to Try (New 
York: Orion Books, 1990). 

25 For a comprehensive anal ysis of the impact of the 
Iranian Revolution in the region, see The Impact of Iranian 
Events upon Persian Gulf and United states Security 
(Washington, DC: American Foreign Policy Institute, 1979). 
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Iran's regional role as the "policeman" of the Persian Gulf, 

but also became the source of threat and instability in the 

region, as Robert o. Freedman aptly pointed out: "While in the 

Shah's day Iran was a key element of the American anti-soviet 

alliance grouping, today it is a major factor preventing the 

formation of the anti-imperialist Arab unity which Moscow has 

been seeking. ,,26 

Relations with other Persian Gulf states, which had been 

harmonious during the Shah's regime and characterized by 

varying degrees of cooperation toward maintaining stability in 

the Persian Gulf, took an opposite turn. For example, the new 

revol utionary government in Tehran once again raised its c1 aim 

to Bahrain, and as a resul t there were reports of cl ashes 

between pro-Iranian demonstrators and the security police in 

Bahrain. Oman, another Gulf state, was most affected by the 

events in Iran, as the new Iranian government withdrew Iranian 

counterinsurgency units from Oman. Their presence was crucial 

in thwarting PFLO (Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman) 

insurgency in the province of Dhofar. With Iran's departure, 

once again PFLO resumed its fight with sultan Qabous' regime, 

creating a serious threat to the Strait of Hormuz, a threat 

heightened by Oman's close proximity to the Strait of Hormuz. 

26Cited from Robert G. Darius, "Khomeini's Policy Toward 
the Mideast," in Gulf Security into the 1980s eds. Robert G. 
Daruis, John W. Amoss, II, and Ralph H. Magnus, (Stanford, 
Ca.: Hoover Institution Press, 1984), p. 45. 
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Iran also severed its diplomatic relations with both Egypt and 

Israel, the two most important regional actors, and condemned 

Sadat's rapprochement wi th Israel. Instead, I ran invi ted 

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) Chairman, Yasser 

Arafat, to Tehran and granted the PLO full diplomatic 

recognition, giving it the former Israeli mission as the new 

embassy and promising military and financial support in the 

fight against Israel. This gesture toward the Palestinians by 

a non-Arab country such as Iran forced some Arab leaders to 

oppose the American-sponsored Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty of 

March 1979. The new alliance between the PLO forces and the 

new revol utionary regime in Iran created a considerabl e threat 

to the security of the region, as John K. Cooley, a Pentagon 

correspondent of the Christian Science Monitor, observed: 

The presence of the PLO groups on the Iranian side 
of the Gulf could now add new coordination to any 
Palestinian subversive action on the Arab side. At 
the very least, the Gulf rulers and the western oil 
and other interests working in the Gulf now have to 
gi ve new weight to the potential revol utionary 
leverage of both the Shi'a and Palestinian elements 
throughout the areas. One possibi I i ty might be 
disruptions in the oil fiel ds, especiall y in a 
si tuation of heightened tension wi th Israel over 
the follow-on provisions of the Camp David 
agreements. 27 

27 In addition to the PLO's new embassy in Tehran, the PLO 
al so opened two missions in Ahwaz and Korramshahr, giving 
close proximity to the Persian Gulf. See John K. Cooley, 
"Iran, The Palestinians, and Persian Gulf", Foreign Affairs, 
Summer 1979, 57(5):1021. For Yasser Arafat's trip to Iran, 
see "Middle East: Facing the New Realities", Time, March 5, 
1979, p. 40. 
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In addition the new revolutionary government in Tehran opened 

new relations with so-called "radical Arab" and "pro-Soviet" 

states in the region, such as Syria, South Yemen and Libya. 

This particularly undermined President carter's efforts and 

U.S. diplomacy in the region. The fall of the Shah also 

triggered the disintegration of Iran's military power, as the 

new regime purged military personnel and executed many high 

ranking military officials, thus causing a drastic change in 

the regional balance of power in favor of Iraq. This itself 

served as a source of threat to the security in the Persian 

Gulf and, in particular, to U.S. interests, as not only was 

Iraq a serious threat to neighboring Persian Gul f states 

(e.g., its attack on Kuwait in 1968), but it also maintained 

strong military relations with the Soviet Union. 

As was discussed in Chapter 2, it was a combination of 

Iran's regional hegemony and U.S. assistance (e.g. CIA 

assistance to the Kurds) that hindered Iraq's aggressive 

behavior in the region during the early 1970s. With the 

Shah's departure, Iraq's threat toward the littoral states, 

who before relied on Iran as a military deterrent against the 

larger Persian Gulf states, increased. The Ba'ath government 

in Iraq, who also resented the Shah's foreign policy which 

dated back to the Nixon Doctrine, found a new opportunity to 
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assert its mi 1 i tary power in the region. 28 The sovereignty 

of the three strategic Islands, which were once captured by 

the Shah, and the right of navigation over the shat al Arab 

waterway (1975 treaty) between Iran and Iraq once again became 

a "bone of contention" and added to the existing tension and 

conflict between these two countries. In addition, Iraq gave 

sanctuary to some former close associates of the Shah, such as 

General Gholam Ali Oveisi who led Iran's "Liberation Army" 

against the new revolutionary government. 29 Iraq also allowed 

some former pro-Shah supporters wi thin I raq to broadcast anti-

government propaganda against the new regime in Tehran in 

retal iation for Ayatoll ah Khomeini' s call for Shi' its to 

revol t against the "godl ess" Ba' athist regime that happened to 

be Sunni. 

Furthermore, reI ations between the new revol uti onary 

regime in Iran and other Persian Gulf states deteriorated as 

well, as the new Iranian government called for the export of 

the Islamic Revolution throughout the region. The Iranian 

Revolution, with Islam as an ideology of defiance against 

authority, served as an inspiration to Muslim populations in 

the area, especially among the Shi'its, as well as 

28"Iraq: An End to Isolationism", Time, November 12, 1979, 
p. 60. 

29Spencer Davidson, et. al., "War in the Persian Gul f", 
Times, October 6, 1980, p. 39. 
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Palestinians, who witnessed the possibility of overthrowing a 

powerful entrenched oligarchy. The revolution sparked the 

outbreak of many anti-government demonstrations throughout the 

Persian Gulf, as well as across North Africa, Tunisia, and 

Morocco. It was reported that similar anti-government 

demonstrations took place in Pakistan, Bangladesh, Malaysia 

and Indonesia. These riots were not only a source of threat 

to pro-western monarchies in the region, but also were fueled 

by anti-American sentiments. 30 

The turmoil in the region and the rising tide of anti-

Americanism I ed Henry Kissinger, former Secretary of State, to 

observe that "the geopoli tical momentum has now turned against 

us in the area. ,,31 Ayatoll ah Khomeini' s I eadership was 

instrumental in agitating some of these anti-government 

activities; however, it would not be accurate to identify Iran 

as the source of all of the troubles in the region, as some 

were totally indigenous movements. The most notable example 

of these was the seizure of the Great Mosque of Mecca by a 

3C such as the November 21, 1979 mob attack on the U.S. 
Embassy in Islamabad which resulted in two American 
fatali ties; the November 23, 1979 at tack on the American 
Consulate in Calcutta; and the December 2, 1979 attack and 
burning of the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli. 

31Quoted from U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East, .!:L..h 
Pol icy Toward Iran, January 1979, Hearing, 96th Cong., 1st 
Sess., January 17, 1979 (Washington DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1979), p. 30. 
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Saudi opposition group known as Salafiya (Ancestors). 

According to Nadav Safran, a Middl e East special ist, "The 

Mecca incident had severely undermined the kingdom's standing 

in the Muslim world, which rested on the ostensible pursuit of 

Islamic values in the realm and its guardianship of Islam's 

holiest places.,,32 

The seizure of the American embassy in Iran by students 

and the united States's inability to attain their immediate 

release was another setback for Washington. The inefficient 

response on the part of the u. S. to this crisis seemed to 

provoke more unrest. It was in light of these developments 

that President Carter made a decision, at the height of the 

Iranian crisis, to dispatch the U.S. aircraft carrier 

constellation to the Arabian Sea. Furthermore in an effort to 

reaffirm the U.S. commitment to the region he sent twelve U.S. 

F-1S fighter aircraft accompanied by a C-141 transport 

carrying 300 members of the American Air Force to Saudi 

Arabia, a blatant show of American interest in Saudi Arabia's 

32Nadav Safran, Saudi Arabia: The Ceaseless Ouest for 
Security. (Cambridge, Mass: The Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press, 1985), p. 359. For further information see, 
Jim Paul, "Insurrection at Mecca," MERIP Reports, October 
1980, pp. 3- 4. See al so, "Saudi Opposition Group Lists 
Insurgents' Demands," MERIP Report, February 1980, pp. 16-18. 
And, "The Shi' is of Saudi Arabia," MERIP Reports, October 
1980, October 1980, pp. 21-22. 
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securi ty. 33 In addition shortly after the onset of the 

Iranian revolution, North Yemen was invaded by the pro-Soviet 

South Yemen, thus creating a direct threat to Saudi Arabia's 

security. As a resul t the U. S. assisted North Yemen by 

sending a large scale shipment of arms (i.e. 12 F-5 combat 

pI anes, 100 M-113 armored personnel carriers, and 64 M-60 

tanks). This was needed, as one observer maintained: 

Many American policymakers, too, viewed Yemen as a 
pI ace where the United states had to "draw the 
line," in the wake of the revol uti on in I ran, 
aga~nst34 Soviet-supported disturbances in the 
reg~on. 

The United States tried to recreate a new regional 

security framework in the Persian Gulf, but as was already 

noted, the region was faced with multifaceted threats, and 

given the current conditions of the U.S. position in the 

region, the prospect for regional security was going to be 

33Gwertzman, "Plane Sales to Israel.. It, op. cit., p. 
1. The concern for Saudi securi ty and the reason behind 
President Carter's decision was explained by Harold H. 
Saunders, Former Assistant of State for Near Eastern and South 
Asian Affairs during Congressional hearings. See U.S., 
Congress, House, U.S. Policy Toward Iran, January 1979, ~ 
cit., p. 46. 

34U. S. Congress, Compendium of Papers submi t ted to the 
Joint Economic Committee, Economic Consequences of the 
Revolution in Iran, 96th Cong., 1st Sess., November 19, 1979 
(Washington, DC: I.S. Government Printing Office, 1980), p. 
197. For addi tional information, see "North Yemen: Department 
Statement, February 28, 1979," Department of State Bulletin, 
April, 1979, 79(2025):41. 
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di ffi cuI t to achi eve. 35 It was these events in the Persian 

GuI f, coup! ed wi th the existing tension between di fferent 

states in the region (i.e. Iran-Iraq), and the corresponding 

rise in oi I prices by 150%, that threatened security as a 

whole in the Persian Gulf and specifically U.S. interests. 

The deployment of massive Soviet forces along the 

Soviet/Iranian border, as reported by U.S. intelligence, 

created the possibility of Soviet intervention in Iran and 

added to the al ready mounting concerns in Washington. To 

address the si tuation the Uni ted States created a future 

contingency plan to confront the Soviet Union in Iran. 36 

These developments, the fall of the Shah and the 

corresponding uncertainty in the region, once again created a 

"power vacuum", qui te simil ar to the si tuati on that existed in 

the aftermath of the British withdrawal in 1971. This "power 

vacuum" had far more serious implications for the security in 

the Persian Gulf than before, as not only was there no other 

country friendly to the U.S. capable of filling the vacuum, 

but al so there emerged a coal i ti on of forces capabl e of 

promoting further unrest in the region. 

It was this background which necessitated the 

restructuring of U.S. foreign policy in the Persian Gulf to 

35 See Nevi 11 e de Si I va, et. al. "The Troubl ed Arab oil 
Empire," World Press Review, May 1980, 27(5):39-44. 

36Brzezinski, op. ci t .. pp. 454-455. 
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secure stabi 1 i ty and protect u. S. interests. The departure of 

the Shah in January 1979 not only signaled the end of the 

Nixon Doctrine based on the "twin pi 11 ar" pol icy, but also 1 ed 

to the breakdown of the "northern tier" concept, which was 

"concei ved as a cordon sani tai re between the Soviet Union and 

the Persian Gul f" ,37 as both I ran and Pakistan withdrew from 

CENTO. As Hermann F. Ei 1 ts, former Ambassador to Saudi 

Arabia, maintains: 

The demise of the Pahlavi dynasty in 1978 (sic) and 
its replacement by a hostile theocratic government 
in Iran finally tumbled the Gulf security edifice 
which Washington had so carefully constructed. 
Once again, a reasonable substitute had to be 
devised unde~ a more different set of 
circumstances. 

Al though Saudi Arabia, the other pi 11 ar of the Ni xon 

Doctrine, was still in existence, it was not able to perform 

in the same capacity as Iran under the Shah, due to its small 

population and military incapabilities. In addition, Saudi 

Arabia's leaders did not want to publicly associate themselves 

with the united States, partly due to a level of insecurity 

37 The northern tier is a geo-strategic concept referring 
to the countries on the southern periphery of the Soviet 
Union. See, Zalmay Khalizad, "The Superpowers and the 
Northern Tier," International Security, Winter 1979/80, 
4(3):6. 

38Hermann F. Eilts, "Security Considerations in the 
Persian Gulf," International Security, Fall, 1980, 5(2):104. 
The Shah actually left Iran on January 16, 1979 and it wasn't 
until February 11, 1979 that the new revolutionary government 
took power. 
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that was fostered by the political developments in Iran. The 

saudis were concerned that an overt close collaboration with 

Washington woul d 1 ead to simi 1 ar unrest in thei r country, 

especially in light of anti-western sentiments in the region 

in the aftermath of the Iranian/Islamic Revolution, as Safran 

states: 

The triumph of the revolution in Iran confronted 
the Saudis with a critical threefold problem: it 
turned Iran from a strategic shield to a major 
threat; it placed the Kingdom in the middle between 
two mutually hostile regimes in Baghdad and Tehran; 
and it presented an immediate danger to vital 
navigation in the Gulf. The problem was compounded 
by the simultaneous strain in American-Saudi 
relations as a result of the signing of the 
Egyptian- Israel i treaty. 39 

Furthermore, Saudi Arabia's vulnerability to pressure from 

Iran and Iraq was manifested in April 1979 as the Saudis cut 

oil production by 1 mbd (million barrels per day), which 

caused a dramatic increase in oil prices (from $21. 25 per 

barrel to $34.40 per barrel) in a three month period, a move 

having a tremendous impact on the troubled U.S. economy.4C 

39Safran, op. cit., p. 234. 

4C In January 1979 the spot market price was $16.24 per 
barrel while the official contract price was $13.34 per 
barrel. In the subsequent month the contract price did not 
change; however, the spot market price jumped to $22.56 per 
barrel. For further informa ti on see, Ibid., p. 302. For 
information regarding Saudi oil policy during this period, see 
William B. Quandt, Saudi Arabia's Oil Policy (Washington, DC: 
The Brookings Institution, 1982) pp. 14-21. A Congressional 
Research Service study estimated that a disruption of one to 
two mi 11 ion barrel s of oil per day could resul t in a real 

(continued ... ) 
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According to Safran, the Saudis' decision to cut oil 

production was not an attempt to achieve a specific policy 

wi th respect to the Arabi Israeli issue I but was aimed at 

"appeasing and balancing revol utionary Iran. ,,41 This 

situation placed a strain on U.S.-Saudi relations, as Saudi 

Arabia did not raise its oil production to fill the shortages 

caused by the Iranian Revolution. It was in this context that 

the U. S. searched for another regional power to fi 11 the 

vacuum left by the Shah. As R. K. Ramazani, a well versed 

scholar on Persian Gulf security observes: 

On this view, despite its geographic distance from 
the Persian Gulf proper, Egypt loomed as a 
desirable candidate partly because it shares the 
Saudi concerns with perceived Soviet and Communist 
threats to the region around the Red Sea. 42 

As has already been indicated, the failure of the Camp 

David agreement and the subsequent rejection of a peace treaty 

4C( ••• continued) 
decline between .1% to .2% in 1980 and 2.3 and 3% in 1981 in 
the U.S. GNP. See Martin W. Sampson, III, "Rapid Deployment 
in Lieu of Energy Policy," in American Security in a Changing 
World: Issues and Choices, ed. Joseph Richard Goldman, 
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, Inc., 1987), p. 292. 
It was not until July 1979 that Saudi Arabia decided to 
increase oil production by 1 mbd, but such an increase would 
hardly have an effect on the escalating oil prices. By 
December 1979, the U.S. economy was facing a trade deficit of 
$37.3 with annual inflation and unemployment at $13.3 and 5.9% 
respectively. It was clear that a recession was likely in the 
coming year. 

41Safran, op. cit., pp. 401-402. 

42 R . K. Ramazani, "Securi ty in the Persian Gul f ," Foreign 
Affairs, Spring 1979, 57(4):822. 
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between Egypt and Israel, notably by saudi Arabia, had already 

led to the isolation of Egypt from the rest of the Arab world. 

This led to the further estrangement of the Arab states from 

the U.S., and in addition complicated the U.s. security 

framework. 

In the quest for a repl acement for the lost "second 

pill ar," the tendency was to search for another so-call ed 

"regional inf I uential ", to borrow Brzezinski's terminology, 

such as India and Pakistan. As noted by Professor R. K. 

Ramazani, "India would presumably qualify as such a regional 

power center in the Indian Ocean with its twin arms of the 

Persian Gulf and the Red Sea.,,43 This seemingly satisfactory 

alternative was soon rejected as India enjoyed a close 

military alliance with the Soviet Union, in addition to the 

fact that it was neither a Persian Gulf state nor a Muslim 

country. During this period, Pakistan expressed its lack of 

interest in any regional or multilateral security arrangement 

wi th the U. S . 44 This lack of interest may have stemmed 

1 argely from Pakistan's dissatisfaction wi th the U. S. arms 

embargo during the Indio-Pakistani war, in addition to the 

existing dispute between Zia ul-Haq's government and the U.s. 

43 Ibid . 

44See Mahboob A. Popatia, "The Gul f' s Securi ty 
Perspectives, Pakistan Horizon, 1981, 34(2) :73. See also, 
"Eqbal Ahmad: Pakistan's Military Regime and U.s. Strategy," 
(Interview), MERIP Reports, September, 1980, pp. 24-28. 
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over both nuclear weapons and human rights violations in 

Pakistan. 

It appeared that the most viable option was to shift from 

total reliance on a regional surrogate to more of a direct 

invol vement on the part of the U. S. This was with the 

provision that the U.S. would have to use its own military 

capability to protect U.S. interests in the region in order to 

deter intraregional as well as Soviet threats. A study 

addressing the security of Middle East oil, conducted by the 

Institute for the Study of Conflict, argued that "to ensure 

the stability of the area the only friendly power now capable 

of providing mi li tary force on the scal e requi red is the 

Uni ted States. ,,45 Direct U.S. involvement to maintain 

stability in the region was implied by Secretary of Defense, 

Harold Brown, just after the onset of the Iranian Revolution, 

when he stated, "the U. S. is prepared to defend its vi tal 

interests with whatever means are appropriate, including 

mi li tary force (i talics added) where necessary. ,,46 Protecting 

45 The Security of Middl e East Oi I, A Special Report, 
(London: The Institute for the Study of Conflict, 1979), p. 
28. 

46Secretary Brown on CBS News, Face the Nation, February 
25, 1979. Quoted from Charles A. Kupchan, The Persian Gulf 
and the West: The Dilemmas of Security (Boston: Allen & Unwin, 
1987), p. 85. A simi I ar statement was made by a Defense 
Department official when it was stated, "We have made a policy 
decision about a more active role in the area. We told these 
countries things that they had not heard for a long time .. 

(continued ... ) 
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wes tern interests in the regi on by the use of "mi Ii tary force" 

was a new step undertaken by the U. S., which interestingly was 

not announced or much discussed. It was not until January 

1980, after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, that the use 

of military force became pronounced and overt in President 

Carter's state of the Union address: 

Let our position be absolutely clear: An attempt by 
any outside force to gain control of the Persian 
Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the 
vi tal interests of the United states of America, 
and such an assault will be repelled

7
by any means 

neces'sary, including military force. 4 

This developed into what was known as the "Carter Doctrine." 

This doctrine proposed the use of a contingency force known as 

the Rapid Deployment Force (an idea first broached by 

Secretary Brown a year earlier) to be used if U.S. access to 

46 ( ••• continued) 
That's a line that no American has taken with them since 

Vietnam." Ibid. 

41carter, op. cit., p. 483. For reactions to the Carter 
Doctrine in the United States see the following: Martin 
Schram, "Carter Speech: Outfranking, Undercutting Rival s, " 
Washington Post, January 25, 1980, p. A22. James Reston, "The 
State of the Union," New York Times, January 20, 1980, P. E19. 
Anthony Lewis, "What the Captain Means", New York Times, May 
15,1980, p. 27. "Carter Takes Charge", Time, February 4, 
1980, pp. 12-15. "Carter's Turn to Cope with Russia", U.S. 
News and World Report, February 4, 1980, p. 16. Norman C. 
Miller, "A Real Debate", Wall Street Journal, January 31, 
1980, p. 14. Mark J. Rozell J The Press and the Carter 
Presidency (Boulder Colorado: Westview Press, 1980), chapter 
6. 
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the oil was jeopardized. 48 For some reason there was a lag 

of one year from the time Secretary Brown advocated the use of 

military force in the region, at which time it went unnoticed, 

to the actual pronouncement by President Carter. One 

rationale might be as Kupchan explains: 

The Soviet move also allowed the administration 
both to focus public attention on the need to deter 
Soviet aggression and to publicize the RDF as a 
force designed specifically to ful fi 11 that 
mission. This made the Carter Doctrine easier to 
sell to the A~erican public and more palatable to 
Gul f regimes. 4 

He goes on to elaborate: 

President Carter was seeking a visible and forceful 
shift in foreign policy to restore the public 
confidence in his administratircn which was eroding 
throughout the I ranian crisis. 0 

48 In fact the importance of the Persian Gulf and the idea 
of a Rapid Deployment Force as a contingency plan was 
discussed in the early years of the Carter administration by 
the National Security Council. This issue was first mentioned 
in Presidential Review Memorandum 10 which "identified the 
Persian Gulf as a vulnerable and vital region to which greater 
military concern ought to be given". The PRMI0 later resulted 
in Presidential Directive 18. For detailed information, see 
Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principl e: Memoi rs of the 
National Security Advisor. 1977-1981 (New York: Farrar, Straus 
& Giroux, 1983) pp. 454-458. 

49Kupchan, op. ci t., p. 92. 

50 Ibid, p. 96. Whether by coincidence or not, in January 
1980, a classified study that was leaked to the press related 
that the stability of the monarchy in Saudi Arabia was in 
question, as was reported its stability "could not be assured 
beyond the next two years." See Joe Stork, "Saudi Oi 1 and the 
U. S.: 'Special ReI ationship' Under Stress," MERIP Reports, 
October 1980, p. 29. 
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The soviet invasion of Afghanistan and corresponding 

deployment of massive Soviet troops in that country forced the 

administration to adopt a stronger position to deter further 

Soviet expansionism. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was 

seen by both western and non-western scholars as a strategy to 

gain control of the Persian Gulf oil supply and gain access to 

a warm water port, a strategy deemed well conceived and well 

calculated. As Richard Pipes, Harvard Historian and former 

di rector of the uni versi ty' s Russian Research Center bel ieved, 

the Soviet move to Afghanistan was directed at "cutting off, 

in the event of hostil i ties, fossil fuels, and minerals 

without which the economies of America's allies would not be 

able to function. ,,51 He further added that in his opinion 

the invasion of Afghanistan was purely a steppingstone to the 

Strait of Hormuz. A similar assertion was made by the Chinese 

analyst, Yi Min: 

In the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, the Soviet 
Union is making Afghanistan its springboard to 
reach out for the oi 1 producing areas and the 
Indian Ocean. It is aiming at grabbing oil 
resources, controll ing vi tal oi 1 routes and 

SlRichard Pipes, "Soviet Global Strategy," Commentary, 
April 1980, 69(4):37. See George F. Kennan and Richard Pipes, 
"Opposing Views: How Real is the Soviet Threat," U. S. News and 
World Reports, March 10, 1980, p. 33. For official opinion 
see also, "Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan," Department of 
State Bull etin, January 1980, 80 (2034): pp. A-D (Special 
section) . 



realizing t~} old tsarist dream of seizing warm 
water ports. 
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These perspectives were not shared by George F. Kennan, a 

veteran of the Cold War and former u.s. diplomat, who argued 

it is possible that the Soviets were "sucked into [the 

invasion]. . . rather invol untaril y. "53 Regardl ess of their 

motivations, the invasion of Afghanistan drastically changed 

the geopolitical balance to the Soviets' advantage. They were 

closer to the Persian Gulf as Professor Edward N. Luttwak, a 

former senior fellow at the Georgetown Center for Strategic 

Studies and defense consultant maintains: 

In purely military terms, the occupation of 
Afghanistan has the effect of bringing the Gulf of 
Oman, which forms the entrance to the Persian Gulf, 
within the tactical reach of Soviet military power. 
Operating from bases in southern Afghanistan, 
Soviet fighter-bombers could now interdict at will 
the vital traffic of oil tankers entering and 
I eaving the Gul f. . .r4 

This move was of great concern to Washington, especially in 

I ight of the 1977 Central Intell igence Agency's prediction 

52Yi Min, "One Year After the Soviet Invasion," Beijing 
Review, January 5,1981, p. 16. Quoted from Popatia, op.cit., 
p. 68. 

53For debate between George F. Kennan and Richard Pipes, 
see Kennan and Pipes, op. ci t. . For further information on 
opposing views see, Dennis Ross, "Considering Soviet threats 
to the Persian Gul f", International Securi ty, Fall 1981, 
6(2):159-180. And, David Gibbs, "Does the USSR have a 'Grand 
Strategy"?: Reinterpreting the Invasion of Afghanistan", 
Journal of Peace Research, 1987, 24(4). 

54Edward N. Luttwak, "After Afghanistan, 
Commentary, April 1980, 69(4):43. 

What?," 



90 

that the Soviets' dependence on foreign oil was growing as 

their own reserves were depl eting. 55 

One can argue that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan not 

only eroded the bureaucratic opposition to the creation of the 

Rapid Deployment Force and resolved the debate over a 

permanent u.s. naval presence, but also fostered widespread 

support for a stepped-up U. S. mi 1 i tary presence in the 

regi on, as some Persian Gul f I eaders were requesting U. S. 

assistance. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan created a 

golden opportunity for the U.S. to persuade regional countries 

to allow the U.S. the use of their port and airfield 

facilities. This American move was met with little resistance 

as, short I y after the invasion, some Persian Gul f leaders 

expressed fear of Soviet threat and expansionism and welcomed 

the U.S. presence as well as the pre-positioning of military 

equipment in their country. Oman agreed to allow the U.S. to 

use, and if needed, improve at least six facilities, including 

the airfield at Masirah Island, Muscat (Seeb International 

Airport), Thumrait, and Khasab and port facilities at Salalah 

55 See Bard E. O'Neill, Petroleum and Security: The 
Limitations of Military Power in the Persian Gulf (Washington, 
DC: National Defense University Research Directorate, 1977), 
p. 4. In 1978 a Rockefeller Foundation study also forecast a 
severe oil shortage to occur in the late 1980s which could 
divide the Western alliance and result in war. It turned out 
that the conclusions to both studies were without merit. See 
John M. Collins, Petroleum Imports from the Persian Gulf: Use 
of U.S. Armed Forces to Ensure Supplies. (Washington, DC: 
Library of Congress, 1980) p. 31. 
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(Port Rasyut) and Muscat (Port Qaboos).56 Similar agreements 

were concluded with Somalia for Barbera, Kenya for Mombasa and 

Egypt for Ras Bunas. The U. S. al so increased its naval 

presence in Bahrain (MIDEASTFOR). Although Saudi Arabia did 

not formal I y sign any agreements to allow access to its 

mi Ii tary faci Ii ties, the Saudis ". .quietly allowed the 

United states to station 1,000 military personnel in their 

country. ,,57 In addition, as General P.X. Kelly testified 

before the Senate Armed Service Committee: 

It is our view that if the Government of Saudi 
Arabia perceived a serious threat to the Kingdom, 
the Government of the United States would be 
invi ted to Saudi Arabia. . In this scenario, 
the Saudis would make available for our use any 
spare parts, bases, munitions, facilities ... and 
support equipment, quite possibly even to the 
detriment of their own fighting capability.58 

56Amitav Acharya, U.S. Military Strategy in the Gulf (New 
York: Routledge, 1989), p. Ill. 

57Alvin J. Cottrell and Michael L. Moodie, The United 
states and the Persian Gulf: Past Mistakes-Present Needs (New 
York: National Strategy Information Center, 1984), p. 20. The 
existence of American military personnel was also reported by 
The Economist of London, as it is believed that two squadrons 
of American combat aircraft were stationed in Saudi Arabia, 
see "How Far Over the Horizon?" The Economist, October 13, 
1979, 273(7102):69. 

58U. S . Cong., Senate, Committee on Armed Services, 
Military and Technical Implications of the Proposed Sale to 
Saudi Arabia of Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) 
and F-1S Enhancements, (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1981), p. 84. 
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So it was not surprising that when the war between Iran and 

Iraq broke out, the Saudis swiftly and quietly requested u.S. 

assistance. 

It was not until the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war in 

September 1980 that the Saudis were concerned about a possible 

"spi 11 over" effect and publ icl y requested u. S. assistance. 

The u.S. in response sent 4 AWACS along with 900 American 

military personnel to Saudi Arabia. 59 These highl y 

sophisticated aircraft served to gather intelligence and 

provide early warning information to ward off any possible 

threat to the kingdom. The u.S. efforts toward upgrading the 

Saudi defense system also enhanced u.S. defense capabilities 

in the area, as was pointed out: 

The new Saudi command, control, and communications 
(C3) assets will now make possible the integration 
of u.S. carrier-based air and land based systems 
from Oman or Cairo West in Egypt. In these ways, 
deterrence is strengthened through the meshing of 
u.S. defensive capability with S~udi air power and 
real-time intelligence capacity. 

59 In addition, the u.S. supplied 6 KC-707 tankers which 
provide inflight refueling to use with Saudi air defense F
ISs, F-5s and AWACS. With inflight refueling each AWACS can 
process hundreds of targets, simultaneously for one 24 hour 
period. For detailed information, see Alvin J. Cottrell and 
Moodie, op.cit., pp. 21-25. 

6C Ibid ., p. 24. According to an article which appeared 
in The Washington Post and seemingly went unnoticed, "Saudi 
Arabia will build and pay for a massive network of command, 
naval and air defense facilities large enough to sustain u.S. 
forces in intensive regional combat invol ving the Soviet 
Union," as well as local insurgencies. See, Scott Armstrong, 

(continued ... ) 
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Overall, the integration of the u.s. defense system with the 

regional bases not only marked the beginning of a "new 

strategy" but also made it possible for the u.s. to control 

the sealines of communication as well as traffic in the area. 

Finally, after negotiations for access to military bases 

and port facilities and diplomatic cooperations were secured 

in the area, Harold Brown, on February 18, 1980, ordered the 

Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) to open its 

headquarters at MacDill Airforce Base in Florida. The RDJTF 

was comprised of a combination of U.S. military forces whose 

mission was to respond as needed to crisis situations. 

According to Brzezinski, the Rapid Deployment force will give 

the u.s. "the capability to respond quickly, effectively and 

perhaps even preemptively in those parts of the world where 

our vi tal interests might be engaged. . . ,,61 

Conclusion 

The departure of the Shah not only signified the end of 

the u.s. security arrangement in the region, but also created 

a coalition of forces which proved to be hostile to u.s. 

interests. The rise of Islamic militancy and accompanying 

anti-western sentiments, coupled with the increasing Soviet 

60 ( ... continued) 
"Saudis' AWACS Just a Beginning of New strategy," The 
Washington Post, November I, 1981, p. AI. 

61Quoted from Joe Stork, "u. S. Targets Persian Gul f for 
Intervention," MERIP Reports, February 1980, 10(2), p. 3. 
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influence (e.g., Marxist coup in Afghanistan, Ethiopian-Soviet 

treaty) and possible intervention, necessitated a more direct 

involvement on the part of the u.s. This was needed not only 

to restore American credibi 1i ty in the aftermath of the Shah's 

fall (e.g., hostage crisis and failed attempted rescue 

mission), but also to secure the interests of the u.S. in the 

region to maintain the status quo. This change in U. S. 

foreign pol icy was more of a response to regional developments 

than it was to global events, as the key policy initiatives 

were reactions against the perceived threat caused by the 

Iranian Revolution. 

It has been argued by high ranking state Department 

officials that the Carter Doctrine was a hasty decision 

created "in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 

that grew out of last minute pressure for a Presidential 

speech," as contended by David D. Newsome, former Under 

Secretary of State for Political Affairs. 62 There is, 

however, overwhelming evidence to suggest that this 

observa ti on is inval id. First, the U.S. response to the 

regional developments discussed earlier was "carefully 

assessed" in a formal meeting of the NSC in 1979, as 

maintained by Brzezinski: 

62see David D. Newsome, "American Engul fed," Foreign 
Policy, Summer, 1981, 43:17. 



The charge that the decision was not sufficiently 
vetted through the interagency process is simply 
factually wrong. The fact of the matter is that on 
a number of occasions the President discussed the 
need for a more sustained American engagement in 
the regi on wi th his principal advif:ers, of whom 
Under Secretary Newsome was not one. 3 
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Second, 'the U.S. efforts to enhance its defense capability by 

direct invol vement in regional affairs was cl earl y evident 

after the fall of the Shah. The most notable examples 

include, the dispatch of the USS Constellation, the expansion 

of Diego Garcia as a major naval support facil i ty in the 

Indian Ocean, the pre-positioning of the United States combat 

equipment, and a drastic increase in U.S. naval development, 

all of which occurred prior to the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan. As former Secretary of State, Cyrus Vance, 

argues: "These steps stemmed not from the invasion of 

Afghanistan, as some suggested, but rather from the turmoil in 

Iran. The Hostage Crisis and the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan simpl y accel era ted measures al ready underway. ,,64 

63 See Brzezinski, op. cit., p. 446. A similar claim was 
made by Secretary of State, Edmund Muskie, that he was not 
consulted regarding the Carter doctrine and further use of 
U.S. military activity in the Persian Gulf, but as Brzezinski 
advised him: "I could not resist the temptation of pointing 
out to him that American Foreign policy did not start on the 
day that he became Secretary of State, and I suggested that he 
read the President's State of the Union message." See 
Brzezinski, Ibid., p. 453. 

64Vance, op. cit., pp. 360-370. It seems this is more 
accurate as General Bernard Roger, the Army's Chief of Staff, 
on June 22, 1979 only a few months after the collapse of the 

(continued ... ) 
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In sum, the u.s. direct involvement in the Persian Gulf was a 

logical solution to unfolding regional events that 

increasingly deteriorated its position, as well as the 

security of the region as a whole. 

64( ... continued) 
Shah explained the establishment of a 110 man corps which was 
underway. In August 1979 the Department of Defense authorized 
the creation of a new program called maritime prepositioning, 
which included a combined force of airlift and sealift. 
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CHAPTER FOOR 

Presidential Succession and Its Impact on U.S. Foreign Policy 

The aim of this chapter is to examine the effect of 

presidential succession on selected patterns of American 

foreign policy behaviors toward countries that comprise the 

Persian Gulf, namely, Bahrain, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Oman, 

Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates, during the 

period from 1968 to 1988. The goal of this longitudinal study 

is twofold: first, to determine whether each president within 

this time frame pursues a different foreign policy toward the 

Persian Gulf; and second, to explain the possible existence of 

similarities, differences, or continuities between successive 

presidents in their foreign policy orientation toward the 

Persian Gulf. The indicators used to measure foreign policy 

change are trade (both imports and exports) between the u.s. 

and the Persian Gulf countries during the period, bilateral 

treaties between them, and u.s. military sales to them. 

Theory 

Whether the election of a new president makes a 

difference in foreign policy is a topic that has fascinated 

scholars for years. Conceptualizing foreign policy in terms 

of individual decision makers is, in fact, a well established 
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approach. l Borrowed from psychologists, the concept of an 

idiosyncracy paradigm highlights factors that inf I uence a 

person involved in decision making. This reductionist 

approach, according to Kenneth Waltz, a leading scholar in 

international reI ations, emerged because other theories fai I ed 

to provide convincing explanations or guidance for research in 

international politics. 2 This paradigm uti I i zes the 

individual level of analysis for explanation and assumes that 

IFor example, see Kenneth Waltz, Man, the state and War 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1959). Lloyd S. 
Etheredge, "Personality Effects on American Foreign Policy, 
1898-1968: A Test of Interpersonal Generalization Theory," The 
American Political Science Review, June, 1978, 72(2):434-451. 
Valerie Bunce, Do New Leaders Make a Difference? Executive 
Succession and Public Policy Under Capitalism and Socialism 
(New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1981). Valerie 
Bunce, "Changing Leaders and Changing Policies: The Impact of 
Elite Succession on Budgetary Priorities in Democratic 
Countries," American Journal of Political Science, August 
1980,24(3):373-395. Gregory G. Brunk and Thomas G. Minehart, 
"How Important is Elite Turnover to Policy Change?" American 
Journal of Political Science, 1984,28(3):559-569. Phillip G. 
Roeder, "Do New Soviet Leaders Really Make a Difference? Re
Thinking the Succession Connection." The American Political 
Science Review, December, 1985, 79(4):958-976. Jerel A. 
Rosati, The Carter Administrations Quest for Global Community: 
Beliefs and Their Impact on Behavior (Columbia, N.C.: 
University of South Carolina Press, 1987). And, Alexander 
Moens, Foreign Policy Under Carter: Testing Multiple Advocacy 
Decision Making (Boulder, Co.: Westview Press, 1990). 

2Kenneth Wal tz, Theory of International Pol i tics 
(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing, Co., 1979), p. 19. 
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"behavior in international systems is due to individual 

desires, goals, perceptions, beliefs and personality.,,3 

Margaret and Richard Hermann, who have wri t ten 

extensively on the topic, assert the existence of a 

relationship between foreign policy change and leadership 

change. In one such study, Margaret Hermann focused on forty-

five heads of government by examining their beliefs, motives, 

decision-making and interpersonal style. She concludes that 

there is a direct relationship between the personal 

characteristics of chief executives and their foreign 

policy.4 

A study by Valerie Bunce found that elite succession is 

an important political variable that operates as a mechanism 

of policy change in democratic states, and concl uded that 

changes in pol i tical leadership do affect budgetary priori ties 

in democratic nations. S 

On the other hand, a recent study focussing on Soviet

American relations during 1948-1988, suggests that "U.S. 

foreign policy behavior exhibits a characteristic persistence 

3Michael P. Sullivan, International Relations: Theories 
and Evidence (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 
Inc., 1976), p. 19. 

4Margaret Hermann, "Expl aining Foreign Pol icy Behavior 
Using the Personal Characteristics of Pol i tical Leaders," 
International Studies Ouarterly, 1980, 24:7-24. 

SValerie Bunce, "Changing Leaders and Changing Policies. 
" op.cit .. 
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that seems relatively immune from the potentially disruptive 

effects of presidential succession."6 The conclusion reached 

in this study is similar that reached earlier by Charles W. 

Kegley, Jr. and Eugene R. Wittkopf, that u.s. foreign policy 

has enjoyed a remarkabl e degree of continuity and seems 

resistant to mere change. 7 

More to the point, George Lenczowski, a Middl e East 

specialist, examined how eight American presidents from Truman 

to Reagan formulated different foreign policy approaches with 

respect to different conflicts in the Middle East. Lenczowski 

concluded that there is a marked continuity in their basic 

foreign policy approach as well as a persistent concern for 

three main issues: the Soviet threat, the Arab/Israeli 

conflict and access to Middle East oil. 8 Another Middle East 

specialist, steven L. Spiegel, used the Arab-Israeli conflict 

as a foundation to determine how different U.S. presidents, 

from Truman to Reagan, dealt with the situation. He found 

~illiam J. Dixon and Stephen M. Gaarder, "Presidential 
Succession and the Cold War: An Analysis of Soviet-American 
Relations, 1948-1988," The Journal of Politics, February 1992, 
54(1):173. 

7For details see Charles W. Kegley and Eugene R. 
Wittkopf, American Foreign Policy: Pattern and Process (New 
York: st. Martin's Press, 1982), particularly chapters 1 & 15. 

8George Lenczowski, American Presidents and the Middle 
East (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), p. 281. 
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some similarities as well as differences between each 

president in their foreign policy approach toward Israel. 9 

other schol ars, such as Ceci I V. Crabb, Jr., took a 

slightly different approach by examining the diverse 

doctrines, from Monroe to Carter, as proclaimed by each U.S. 

president, to demonstrate how each doctrine outlined the 

posture of American foreign policy. His findings suggest that 

although different doctrines were "formulated hurriedly" in 

response to a foreign crisis, they all "served to impart a 

sense of continuity to the nation's foreign policy efforts."lO 

Many of these approaches, regardless of their different 

theoretical assumptions and empirical bases, suggest that 

changes in presidential leadership significantly contribute to 

the shaping of U.S. foreign policy. If this assumption is 

accurate, then with each new administration and the 

pronouncement of different presidential doctrines, one should 

expect that changes in leadership will result in 

discontinuous, perhaps even fragmented U. S. foreign policy 

activity. 

9steven L. Spiegel, The other Arab-Israeli Conflict: 
Making America's Middle East Policy, from Truman to Reagan, 
(Chicago: University of Chicago, 1985). 

lOCecil. V. Crabb, Jr., The Doctrines of American Foreign 
Policy: Their Meaning, Role. and Future (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State University Press, 1982), p. 403. 
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It should be noted that this research is not intended to 

provide a psychopolitical analysis of presidential 

personali ties and motivations. I ts aim is to examine the 

pattern of interaction between the u.s. and various Persian 

Gulf states during different administrations. Specifically, 

it seeks to determine empirically over the period 1968-88, the 

changes in the u.S. interaction (i.e. patterns of activities) 

with Persian Gulf states. 

Definition of Foreign Policy Change 

Foreign policy change can be defined as "governmental 

changes in the total pattern of a nation's external 

relation."ll Holsti argues that "normal" foreign policy 

changes take place slowly, are incremental and indicate 

natural adjustment to changing conditions. However, he adds, 

"major" foreign policy change has two unique characteristics. 

First, foreign policy change takes place suddenly and 

expresses an intent for fundamental changes in a relatively 

short time span. Secondly, foreign policy change is a 

conscious and deliberate decision and is not randomly directed 

toward the outside world .12 

llK.J. Holsti, Why Nations Realign: Foreign Policy 
Restructuring in the Postwar World (London: Allen and Unwin, 
1982), p.l 

12 Ibid ., p. 1-2. 
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By substituting "distance" for foreign policy change, 

Thomas Volgy and Henry Kenski, who have wri tten extensively on 

the topic of foreign policy change between the u.s. and Latin 

America as well as the former Soviet Union and Eastern bloc, 

define foreign pol icy change as, " . a change in the 

relationship between two states, which either increases 

harmony or discord and which alters most facets of interaction 

between such states. ,,13 In this context they define distance 

as "the degree of congruence in the behavior of one state to 

the behavior of another.,,14 

The latter definition has been adopted for this research 

because the interest is to see whether relations between the 

U.S. and selected Persian Gulf states have changed over time 

throughout different American Presidents. 

Operationalization and Measurement 

In order to measure change in direction and magnitude of 

the U. S. foreign policy toward Persian Gul f states, three 

dimensions were used, including trade, both exports and 

imports, bilateral treaties, and military sales from the U.S. 

to the selected countries that comprise the Persian Gulf. 

13Thomas J. Volgy and Henry Kenski, "Toward an Exploration 
of Comparative Foreign Policy Distance Between the U.S. and 
Latin America, International Studies Quarterly, March, 1976, 
20(1):143-164. 

14Barry Hughes and Thomas J. Volgy, "Distance in Foreign 
Policy Behavior: A Comparative Study of Eastern Europe," 
Midwest Journal of Political Science, August 1970, 14(3):462. 
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The first dimension is an economic one, using trade data, 

by specifically measuring the flow of both u.s. imports from 

and exports to the Persian Gulf states, with the intent to 

analyze trade patterns over a twenty year span. The rationale 

for using trade data is that it reflects the general pattern 

of interaction between two countries .15 The source for 

obtaining the trade data for this study is from 

Direction of Trade: statistics Yearbook. This source was 

chosen over others as it was perceived to be the most 

comprehensive as well as credible in comparison to others such 

as United Nations Yearbook: International Trade Statistics 

which suffers from missing data. 

The second dimension used is treaties signed between the 

U.s. and the selected Persian Gulf states. This indicator 

takes into consideration the number of bilateral treaties 

signed. The volume of treaties signed between the U.s. and 

the Persian Gulf states is believed to be reflective of their 

diplomatic cooperation. The data obtained was drawn from 

Treaties in Force. This source was used because of its 

IS Ibid . Professors Hughes and Volgy, in their study of 
changes in Eastern European behavior toward the Soviet Union, 
justify the use of import data in measuring foreign policy 
change. They do not attach equal significance to export 
patterns because, as they maintain, nations are much more 
discriminatory about where they buy, as opposed to where they 
sell. However, considering U. S. dependence on foreign oi I and 
lack of existing viable alternatives for energy needs, such 
discriminations are not practical. 
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comprehensive and detailed coverage on bilateral treaties 

enacted between the u.s. and other governments. It was used 

also because of its greater utility in comparison to other 

sources such as Peter Rohn's World Treaty Index, which is 

documented only up to 1982. 

The third dimension is foreign military sales from the 

u.s. to the selected Persian Gulf states, which symbolize the 

cordial state of diplomatic relations as well as the security 

cooperation between two countries. u.s. military sales are 

also important as a foreign policy indicator because they 

represent selective and deliberate diplomatic decisions made 

by national leaders. The data for this indicator were 

extracted from u.s. Defense Security Assistance Agency: 

Foreign Mi I i tary Sal es & Mi I i tary Assistance Facts. This 

source was chosen because it offers the most thorough and 

comprehensive reporting of u.s. foreign military sales on an 

annual basis, a format not provided by other sources, such as 

World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers or World 

Armaments and Disarmaments: Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute (SIPRI) Yearbook. 

The combinations of other possible dimensions are 

numerous with some much more significant than others. For 

example, previous researchers have used indicators such as 

diplomatic alignment and contact (e.g., number of embassies), 

anti-colonialism, and U.N. voting patterns, to name a few. 



106 

But some of these dimensions are irrelevant for this study, 

such as anti-colonialism. As Holsti argues, the signing of 

new mi 1 i tary or economic treaties may have deeper 

ramifications than a change of voting patterns in the united 

Nations .16 The desired effect is that the indicators used 

will encapsulate the complexities of U.S. foreign policy 

orientation and outcome toward the region. 17 

The following section elaborates on the criteria used for 

measuring and identifying foreign policy change. In measuring 

this change, the annual totals of trade, (i.e., imports and 

exports), treaties, and military sales were gathered. After 

obtaining the raw data (i.e., the actual volume of imports and 

exports, number of treaties, and military sales), the 

percentages for each indicator were calculated by comparing 

them to the total exchanges between the u.S. and the countries 

that comprise the Middle East. 1S A distinction is made here 

16Holsti, op.cit., p. 17. 

17A distinction has been made between a country's foreign 
relations and foreign policy, but since there is a symbiotic 
relationship between the two it is hoped that changes 
occurring in one area will have a corresponding impact on the 
other. For a discussion on the differences between foreign 
policy and foreign relations, see Allen S. Whiting, "China's 
Foreign Relation," The Annuals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, Special Edition, January 1992, 
v. 519, p. 9. 

18For purposes of this study the Middle East is defined 
to include Bahrain, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, 
Lebanon, Lybia, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab 

(continued ... ) 
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between Middle East and Persian Gulf in that the Persian Gulf 

is part of the Middle East. The relations toward the Middle 

East in general were chosen as the denominator as representing 

the exchanges to the region as a whole. For example, in 1969, 

U.S. exports to the Middle East totalled $1402 million, of 

which $154 million was to Saudi Arabia. This represents 11\ 

of the total exports to the region. 

Once all the percentages were calculated for each year 

during the time period, the rate of change was figured from 

one year to the next. For exampl.e, the 1969 U.S. exports to 

Saudi Arabia totalling 11\ declined to 10\ in 1970. If there 

was a decline in the percentage from one year to the next, as 

was the case in the above example, the rate of change would be 

indicated by a negative sign (-); conversely, an increase 

would be indicated by a positive sign (+). After obtaining 

the rates of change for the entire period for each indicator, 

the mean and standard deviation scores were statistically 

calculated. The figure representing the mean for each 

indicator was interpreted as a normal flow of change as it 

signifies the average. The standard deviation represents a 

deviation from the mean, or a moderate change from the mean. 

l8( ... continued) 
Republic, United Arab Emirates, and Yemen (Arab Republic and 
PD Republic). 
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Since the quest was for cases of unusual or abrupt change19 , 

these figures were further modified by calculating the sum of 

the mean and the standard deviation scores to arrive at a 

figure representing +/- 1 standard deviation, thus creating a 

gauge for the identification of abrupt change from one year to 

the next during the entire period. This combined figure was 

used as a threshold value by which to measure the incidence of 

foreign policy change among the dimensions. In order to 

qualify as a case of major foreign policy change, three of the 

four indicators had to meet or exceed this threshold value in 

a consistent pattern (i.e. the changes must be all negative or 

all positive). 

Validation 

In an effort to test the validity of the indicators, a 

well known instance of foreign policy change will be examined 

to verify the accuracy of the data as well as the validity of 

the criteria used for measuring foreign policy change. 

Ideally more than one instance of foreign policy change is 

desired, but due to the lack of historical cases, the Iranian 

Revolution of 1978-1979 is used. 

Iran in 1978-79 is a well documented historical case when 

the growing pol i tical crisis faced by the Pahl avi regime 

19 In this context, abrupt change is represented by +/- 1 
standard deviation above the mean, and differs from normal 
changes over time, as indicated by the mean. 
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negatively influenced its relations with the U.S. As stated 

in the previous discussion, the Democratic dominated U.S. 

Congress was determined to reduce the massive vol ume of 

American military sales to the Iranian regime, which looked 

increasingly dictatorial. 20 Despite the intense efforts of 

President Carter and the I ranian regime i tsel f, Congress 

refused to ratify unconditional arms sales to Iran. This 

point is clearly reflected by the data in which U.S. foreign 

military sales to Iran decreased substantially from 1977 to 

1980. Wi th the advent of the Iranian revol ution and the 

subsequent seizure of the American Embassy on November 4, 

1979, the u.s. unilaterally severed its diplomatic relations 

with the new Islamic Republic of Iran. As the data indicates, 

trade, both imports and exports, which had previously enjoyed 

a marked degree of continuity, drastically decreased after the 

Iranian Revolution. A similar trend was also noticed with 

bilateral treaties between the U.S. and Iran, however 

moderately. (See Table 4.1) 

20James Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of 
American-Iranian Relations (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1988) p. 231. 
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TABLE 4.1: 

U.S. - IRAN 
Percentages of Trade, Mili tary Sales and Bilateral Treaties 

Year Imports Exports Military Sales Treaties 

1977 23 24 48 25 

1978 25 26 32 7 

1979 17 8 30 6 

1980 2 *21 0 0 

The above table indicates that by 1980, U.S./Iranian relations 

had drastically changed. 22 In fact, the expected changes meet 

the criteria for a case of foreign policy change. For 

instance, the rate of annual change, with the exception of 

treaties, surpasses the threshold value: imports (-IS), 

exports (-8), and military sales (-30). Although the rate of 

change for treaties did not exceed the threshold value, the 

21*represents 1 ess than 1% 

22The overthrow of the Pahlavi regime of Iran in February 
1979 did not affect u. S. \Iranian relations immediately; in 
fact, even after the success of the Iranian Revolution there 
were several diplomatic contacts between high ranking 
officials of both countries. Examples of these contacts 
incl ude a meeting between Iran's Foreign Minister Ibrahim 
Yazdi and U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance, and Iranian 
Prime Minister Mehdi Bazargan with U.S. National Security 
Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski. During the existence of the 
provisional government (February 5 to November 4, 1979), 
headed by Mehdi Bazargan, "The severing of ties with the 
Uni ted states was never considered. " For detai 1 ed 
information, see Shireen Hunter, Iran and the World: 
Continui ty in a Revol utionary Decade (Indiana: Uni versi ty 
Press, 1990), ch. 4. 
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direction of change is consistent with the other indicators as 

shown by a (-6). 

Analysis 

This study takes the approach of dividing the eight 

Persian Gulf states previously identified into two different 

groups: the larger states (i.e., Iran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia) 

and the smaller states (i.e., Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, 

and the United Arab Emirates). The countries were divided in 

this fashion based on similarities such as total population as 

well as date of independence. 

Tables 4.2A through 4.2E represent data on three 

dimensions of U.S. foreign policy activities: economic (i.e., 

trade - imports received and exports), legal (i.e. bilateral 

treaties), and security cooperation (Le. military sales) with 

selected groups of nations between 1968 through 1988. 

( Tables 4.2A through 4.2E about here) 

Tables 4.3A through 4.30 represent the same data 

expressed as a percentage. For example, it is clear that 

after the Bri tish wi thdrawal, and despi te the U. S. invol vement 

in Vietnam, U.S. military sales to Iran grew steadily, with 

one exception being in 1971, when sales to Saudi Arabia 

remained relatively constant. At the same time, U.S. 

involvement with other countries in the region is either non

existent or relatively moderate. The activity with both Iran 

and Saudi Arabia is logical given the existence of the Nixon 
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TABLE 4. 2A 

u.s. IMPORTS FRCM THE PERSIAN GULF 
(in u.S. mdllions) 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

68 10 83 3 39 n/a n/a 58 n/a 

69 10 101 4 32 n/a n/a 43 37 

70 9 71 3 27 n/a n/a 21 65 

71 17 144 10 39 n/a n/a 105 93 

72 21 211 11 52 3 6 205 29 

73 18 363 17 68 25 13 545 71 

74 65 2300 1 14 23 86 1786 392 

75 115 2447 23 126 58 383 3102 818 

76 33 2880 123 41 251 406 5867 1785 

77 82 4105 467 238 473 483 7100 2278 

78 32 4728 271 56 386 362 5822 2297 

79 12 4249 721 208 346 291 8819 2522 

80 17 478 482 521 363 250 13469 3163 

81 38 66 167 91 369 120 15237 2102 

82 32 612 42 43 352 110 7860 2139 

83 25 1167 61 139 374 11 3840 542 

84 56 730 129 280 170 52 4009 1278 

85 90 763 491 198 51 18 2027 722 

86 87 612 473 307 43 71 4054 391 

87 70 1752 526 568 230 4 4887 723 

88 110 9 1599 507 82 1 6243 616 
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TABLE 4.2B 

u.s. EXPORTS TO THE PERSIAN GULF 
(in u.s. millions) 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

68 12 279 15 92 n/a n/a 187 n/a 

69 11 352 15 76 n/a n/a 154 39 

70 12 356 22 62 n/a n/a 141 49 

71 24 482 32 84 n/a n/a 164 66 

72 27 559 23 111 7 14 314 69 

73 41 772 56 120 9 19 442 121 

74 80 1734 285 209 37 34 835 230 

75 90 3242 310 366 75 50 1502 372 

76 280 2776 382 472 57 79 2774 425 

77 203 2731 211 548 57 113 3575 515 

78 157 3684 317 745 65 77 4370 493 

79 160 1074 442 764 88 138 4875 667 

80 197 23 725 886 95 129 5768 998 

81 296 300 914 976 181 157 7327 1077 

82 220 122 846 941 173 153 9026 1101 

83 136 190 512 741 175 109 7903 864 

84 145 162 664 636 168 84 5564 695 

85 107 74 427 551 160 64 4474 597 

86 194 34 527 657 160 62 3449 493 

87 205 54 684 505 171 76 3374 619 

88 281 73 1146 691 130 99 3775 705 
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TABLE 4.2C 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

68 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 

69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

70 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

71 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

72 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 

73 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

74 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 

75 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 1 

76 0 4 0 1 1 0 3 2 

77 1 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 

78 0 1 0 1 0 0 6 0 

79 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 0 

80 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 

81 0 1 0 2 1 0 1 0 

82 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

83 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 

84 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

85 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 

86 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 

87 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 

88 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 

------
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TABLE 4.2D 

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES FRa4 THE U. S. 
TO THE LARGER PERSIAN cm.F STATES 

(In U.S. ThousandS) 

Year Iran Iraq S.A. 

68 56717 205 36856 

69 94881 29 32086 

70 127717 51937 

71 79352 255 63774 

72 214807 65646 

73 238633 86159 

74 510347 226455 

75 956370 300351 

76 1231602 429415 

77 2416591 1502105 

78 1669142 2368921 

79 1413752 2471531 

80 1119522 

81 1429751 

82 . 2156276 

83 3879160 

84 2104239 

85 1369077 

86 2240626 

87 3232775 
/ 

88 1004427 
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TABLE 4.2E 

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES FRCM THE U.S. 
TO THE 9fALLER PmSIAN GULF STA'1'Ef2 

(In U. S. ThousandS) 

Year Bahrain Kuwait anan Qatar UAE 

68 

69 

70 

71 * 
72 * 
73 

74 44 

75 8 7563 1585 

76 5 16569 197 

77 157738 3 255 

78 85 188800 45 2197 

79 24 71726 6 242 

80 1515 77056 7791 21 296 

81 862 64663 16711 83 1936 

82 2110 84836 30816 278 2742 

83 697 72219 20681 141 3085 

84 1957 48738 4313 97 12339 

85 8522 33957 1300 144 5068 

86 53606 71229 748 141 10662 

87 163566 58921 274 208 241675 

88 32203 41069 827 514 38311 

* denotes less than $500.00 
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Doctrine (i.e., Twin Pillar Policy). Of course there are two 

possible reasons for such lack of extensive involvement with 

some of the smaller states. The first concerns the fact that 

some of the nations were not yet independent, as was the case 

with Bahrain, Qatar and UAE; and second, the British influence 

in some areas was still predominant. This is especially true 

for Oman, which as the data shows, had very limited 

involvement with the U.S. until 1980, at which time relations 

began to develop. By 1988, this picture changed completely 

between the U.S. and "small" Persian Gulf states, as these 

countries accounted for the vast majority of not only trade 

relations, but treaties and foreign military sales as well. 

Regardless of their size, both the larger Arab states and 

smaller ones have received a remarkable quantity of U.S. 

exports on a continuous basis, a trend that remained stable 

despite the Arab oil Embargo of 1973-74. In fact, U.S. 

exports during this particular period show a drastic increase 

even with so-called "radical Arab states" such as Iraq which 

the state Department had categorized as a "terrorist state." 

In addition, it is quite remarkable that U.s. military sales 

to Saudi Arabia increased from $86,159 million in 1973 to 

$226,455 million in 1974. 

A specific notable trend is the case of Iraq and its 

trade relations with the U.S., as both imports and exports 

increased substantially over the years despite the absence of 
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diplomatic relations between the two countries. For example, 

in 1968, U.S. exports to Iraq totalled $15 million while in 

1981 this figure increased to $914 million. After the 

resumption of diplomatic relations in 1984, U.S. imports from 

Iraq also began to soar from $61 million in 1983, to $129 

million in 1984 and $491 million in 1985, and finally in 1988 

to $1599 million. These changes took place correspondingly at 

the cost of further diminution of U.S./Iranian relations. 

with this growing affiliation with Iraq and strained relations 

with Iran, it follows that in 1981 the u.s. tilted toward Iraq 

and shared mi I i tary intell igence despi te the U. S. announcement 

of neutrality in the war between Iran and Iraq. 

( Tables 4.3A through 4.3D about here) 

CI earl y U. S. foreign policy had undergone some changes in 

direction over this time period. The components of those 

changes are shown in Tables 4.4A through 4.4D, which show the 

amount of annual change occurring for each of these measures. 

As previously stated, the (+) and (-) indicate magnitude of 

change as increasing or decreasing toward the appropriate 

state from one year to the next. 

( Tables 4.4A through 4.4D about here) 

Tables 4.5A through 4.5H provide a more focussed summary 

of these changes between u.s. and each of various Persian Gulf 

states. Note the mean and standard deviation scores below 

each column of figures. These are used as threshold values to 
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TABLE 4.3A 

% U.S. IMPORTS FRCM THE PERSIAN GULF 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

68 3 21 1 10 15 

69 2 19 1 6 8 7 

70 2 16 1 6 5 15 

71 3 22 2 6 16 14 

72 2 22 1 6 * 1 2 3 

73 1 21 1 4 1 1 32 4 

74 1 45 * * * 2 35 8 

75 2 34 * 2 1 I) 43 11 

76 * 23 1 * 2 3 48 14 

77 * 23 3 * 3 3 39 12 

78 * 25 1 * 2 2 30 12 

79 * 17 3 1 1 1 35 10 

80 * 2 2 2 1 1 46 11 

81 * * 1 * 1 * 60 8 

82 * 5 * * 3 1 58 16 

83 * 15 1 2 5 * 49 7 

84 1 8 1 3 2 1 46 15 

85 1 11 7 3 1 * 30 11 

86 1 7 5 4 * 1 46 4 

87 1 14 4 5 2 * 40 6 

88 1 * 13 4 1 * 49 5 

For purposes of calculating the percentages for this study countries comprising the Middle 
East were used to arrive at a total for the region. Middle East is defined to include 
Bahrain, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lybia, Oman, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic, United Arab Emirates, and Yemen (Arab Republic and PD 
Republic) • 

*denotes less than 1% 
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TABLE 4.3B 

% u.s. EXPORTS TO THE PERSIAN GULF 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait u'!lall Qatar S.A. UAE 

68 1 25 1 8 17 

69 1 25 1 5 11 3 

70 1 24 1 4 10 3 

71 1 26 2 5 9 4 

72 1 29 1 6 * 1 16 4 

73 1 26 2 4 * 1 15 4 

74 1 32 5 4 1 1 15 4 

75 1 36 3 4 1 1 17 4 

76 3 27 4 5 1 1 29 4 

77 2 24 2 5 * 1 32 5 

78 1 26 2 5 * 1 31 4 

79 1 8 3 6 1 1 38 5 

80 1 * 5 6 1 1 40 7 

81 2 2 5 5 1 1 41 6 

82 1 1 4 5 1 1 47 6 

83 1 1 3 4 1 1 47 5 

84 1 1 5 5 1 1 40 5 

85 1 1 3 4 1 1 36 5 

86 2 * 5 6 2 1 33 5 

87 2 * 6 4 1 1 29 5 

88 2 1 9 5 1 1 29 5 

For purposes of calculating the percentages for this study countries comprising the Middle 
East were used to arrive at a total for the region. Middle East is defined to include 
Bahrain, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lybia, Oman, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic, United Arab Emirates, and Yemen (Arab Republic and PD 
Republic) • 

* denotes less than 1% 



121 

TABLE 4.3C 

, BILATERAL TREATIES U.S. TO THE PERSIAN GULF 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

68 0 29 0 0 0 0 14 0 

69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

70 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

71 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 

72 0 9 0 0 9 0 18 0 

73 20 20 0 0 0 0 20 0 

74 0 19 0 0 0 0 6 0 

75 0 9 0 5 0 0 14 5 

76 0 11 0 3 3 0 8 6 

77 6 25 0 0 0 0 25 0 

78 0 7 0 7 0 0 43 0 

79 0 6 0 6 0 0 17 0 

80 0 0 0 0 29 0 14 0 

81 0 8 0 15 8 0 8 0 

82 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 

83 0 0 0 25 0 25 0 0 

84 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

85 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 10 

86 0 0 0 13 38 0 0 0 

87 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 10 

88 0 0 0 8 8 0 0 8 

For purposes of calculating the percentages for this study countries comprising the Middle 
East were used to arrive at a total for the region. Middle East is defined to include 
Bahrain, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lybia, Oman, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic, united Arab Emirates, and Yemen (Arab Republic and PD 
Republic) . 
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'l2lBLE 4.3D 

% FOREIGN MILITARY SALES FRCM THE U. S. 
TO THE PERSIAN GULF 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

68 40 * 26 

69 40 * 14 

70 28 11 

71 17 13 

72 44 * 13 

73 45 16 

74 29 * 13 

75 * 49 * * 15 

76 * 51 1 * 18 

77 48 3 * 30 * 

78 * 32 4 * 45 * 
79 * 30 2 * 53 * 

80 * 3 * * 50 * 

81 * 2 1 * 50 * 

82 * 2 1 * 51 * 

83 * 1 * * 68 * 

84 * 2 * * 70 * 

85 * 1 * * 51 * 

86 2 2 * * 69 * 

87 3 1 * * 53 4 

88 1 2 * * 41 2 

For purposes of calculating the percentages for this study cOlmtries 
carprising the Middle East were used to arrive at a total for the region. 
Middle East is defined to include Bahrain, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, 
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lybia, Qnan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab 
Republic, United Arab Emirates, and Yemen (Arab Republic and PD Republic). 

*denotes less than 1% 
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TABLE 4.4A 

U.S. IMPORTS FRCM THE PERSIAN GULF 
RATE OF amNGE 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Q'/Bn Qatar S.A. UAE 

69 -1 -2 0 -4 -7 +7 

70 0 -3 0 0 -3 +8 

71 +1 +6 +1 0 +11 -1 

72 -1 0 -1 0 +1 +6 -11 

73 -1 -1 0 -2 +1 0 +10 +1 

74 0 +24 -1 -4 -1 +1 +3 +4 

75 +1 -11 0 +2 +1 +3 +8 +3 

76 -2 -11 +1 -2 +1 -2 +3 +3 

77 0 0 +2 0 +1 0 -9 -2 

78 0 +2 -2 0 -1 -1 -9 0 

79 0 -18 +2 +1 +1 -1 +5 -2 

80 0 -15 -1 +1 0 0 +11 +1 

81 0 -2 -1 -2 0 -1 +14 -3 

82 0 +5 -1 0 +2 +1 -2 +8 

83 0 +10 +1 +2 +2 -1 -10 -9 

84 +1 -7 0 +1 -3 +1 -3 +8 

85 0 +3 +6 0 -1 -1 -16 -4 

86 0 -4 -2 +1 -1 +1 +16 -7 

87 0 +7 -1 +l +2 -1 -6 +2 

88 0 -14 +9 -1 -1 0 +9 -1 
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'.mBLE 4.48 

U.S. EXPORTS TO THE PERSIAN GULF 
RATE OF CHANGE 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

69 0 0 0 -3 -6 

70 0 -1 0 -1 -1 0 

71 0 +1 +1 +1 -1 +1 

72 0 +3 -1 +1 +7 0 

73 0 0 +1 -2 0 -1 0 

74 0 +6 +3 0 +1 0 0 0 

75 0 +4 -2 0 0 0 +2 0 

76 +2 -9 +1 +1 0 0 +l2 0 

77 -1 -3 -2 0 +1 0 +3 +1 

78 -1 +2 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 

79 0 -18 +1 +l +1 0 +7 +l 

80 0 -8 +2 0 0 0 +2 +2 

81 +1 +2 0 -1 0 0 +1 -1 

82 -1 -1 -1 0 0 0 +6 0 

83 0 0 -1 -1 0 0 0 -1 

84 0 0 +2 +1 0 0 -7 0 

85 0 0 -2 -1 0 0 -4 0 

86 +1 -1 +2 +2 +l 0 -3 0 

87 0 0 +1 -2 -1 0 -4 0 

88 0 +l +3 +1 0 0 0 0 
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TABLE 4.4C 

u.s. BILATERAL TRFATIES TO THE PERSIAN GULF 
RATE OF <lIANGE 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

69 0 -29 0 0 0 0 -14 0 

70 0 +25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

71 +50 +25 0 0 0 0 0 0 

72 -50 -41 0 0 +9 0 +18 0 

73 +20 +11 0 0 -9 0 +2 0 

74 -20 -1 0 0 0 0 -16 0 

75 0 -10 0 +5 0 0 +12 +5 

76 0 +2 0 -2 +3 0 -6 +1 

77 +6 +14 0 -3 -3 0 +17 -6 

78 -6 -18 0 +7 0 0 +18 0 

79 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 -26 0 

80 0 -6 0 -6 +29 0 -3 0 

81 0 +8 0 +15 -21 0 -6 0 

82 +11 -8 0 -15 -8 0 +3 0 

83 -11 0 0 +25 0 +25 -11 0 

84 0 0 0 -25 0 -25 0 0 

85 0 0 0 0 0 +10 +10 +10 

86 0 0 0 +13 +38 -10 -10 -10 

87 +10 0 +10 -13 -38 0 +10 +10 

88 -10 0 -10 +8 +8 0 -10 -2 
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TABLE 4. 4D 

u.s. MILITARY SALES TO THE PERSIAN GULF 
RATE OF (]lANGE 

Year Bahrain Iran Iraq Kuwait Qnan Qatar S.A. UAE 

69 0 -12 

70 -12 -3 

71 -11 +2 

72 +27 0 

73 +1 +3 

74 -16 -3 

75 +20 +2 

76 +2 +1 +3 

77 -3 +2 +12 

78 -16 +1 +15 

79 -2 -2 +8 

80 -30 +1 -3 

81 -1 +1 0 

82 0 0 +1 

83 -1 -1 +17 

84 +1 +2 

85 -1 -19 

86 +2 +1 +18 

87 +1 -1 -16 +4 

88 -2 +1 -12 -2 
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identify when a certain amount of change qualifies as 

significant enough to be considered a potential case of major 

change. For example, changes in imports between U.S. and the 

UAE range from +7 to -1 percent. The average change of the 

two decades is +/- 2.2 percent and the standard deviation is 

3.76. Thus, any value which is equal or greater than +/- S.96 

percent constitutes a potential case of major foreign policy 

change. 

( Tables 4.SA through 4.SH about here) 

Using such threshold values, there are several occasions 

when a sufficiently high incidence of change in all four 

dimensions warrants attention. For exampl e, the rate of 

change for exports for U.S./lran that surpassed the threshold 

value (-8%> in 1980 constitutes a year of unusual change. A 

similar trend can be detected in the categories of U.S. 

military and imports. 

By using the same procedure for small Persian Gul f 

states, we can also detect several cases of unusual change. 

For exampl e, the share of treaties between U. S. and Oman 

surged to +29% in 1980 and once again in 1986 to +38%, 

subsequently declining in the following year by -38%. 

Focussing on these cases of atypical change allows for an 

easier identification of cases of foreign policy which may 

fall into the categoiy of major change. Recall that major 

change, for purposes of this study, occurs not only when a 
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TABLE 4.5A 

Bahrain 

Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Irrports, Exports, and 
Military Sales with the United states, 1969-1988 

Year Treaty Inports Exports Military Sales 

69 0 -1* 0 

70 0 0 0 

71 +50* +1* 0 

72 -50* -1* 0 

73 +20 -1* 0 

74 -20 0 0 

75 0 +1* 0 

76 0 -2* +2* 

77 +6 0 -1* 

78 -6 0 -1* 

79 0 0 0 

80 0 0 0 

81 0 0 +1* 

82 +11 0 -1* 

83 -11 0 0 

84 0 +1* 0 

85 0 0 0 

86 0 0 +1* +2 

87 +10 0 0 +1 

88 -10 0 0 -2 

Mean 9.70 .40 .35 1.67 
SO 15.27 .60 .59 .58 

* Represents a d~ree of change which is Jrore than one standard deviation 
fran the mean 0 chany,es In the ,Particular colum of data. The 
appropriate threshold va ue for treatIes is +/- 24.97; for i~rts is +/-
1; for exports is +/- .94; and for mdlitary sales is +/- 2.2 • 
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TABLE 4. SB 

IRAN 

Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Inports, Exports, and 
Military Sales with the United states, 1969-1988 

Year Treaty Inports Exports Mi 1 i tary Sal es 

69 -29* -2 0 0 

70 +25* -3 -1 -12 

71 +25* +6 +1 -11 

72 -41* 0 +3 +27* 

73 +11 -1 0 +1 

74 -1 +24* +6 -16 

75 -10 -11 +4 +20 

76 +2 -11 -9* +2 

77 +14 0 -3 -3 

78 -18 +2 +2 -16 

79 -1 -18* -18* -2 

80 -6 -15* -8* -30* 

81 +8 -2 +2 

82 -8 +5 -1 

83 0 +10 0 

84 0 -7 0 

85 0 +3 0 

86 0 -4 -1 

87 0 +7 0 

88 0 -14 +1 

Mean 9.95 7.25 3.00 11.67 
SD 11.93 6.56 4.42 10.40 

* Represents a d~ree of change which is roore than one standard deviation 
fran the mean 0 chanp,es 1n the ,Particular colmn of d=ita. The 
a~propriate threshold va ue for treat1es is +/- 21. 78; for iJrports is +/-
1 .81; for exports is +/- 7.42; and for mdlitary sales is +/- 22.07. 
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'!'ABLE 4. 5C 

IRAQ 

Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Inports, Exports, and 
Military Sales with the United states, 1969-1988 

Year Treaty Imports Exports Military Sales 

69 0 +1 0 

70 0 0 0 

71 0 +1 +1 

72 0 -1 -1 

73 0 0 +1 

74 0 -1 +3* 

75 0 0 -2 

76 0 +1 +1 

77 0 +2 -2 

78 0 -2 0 

79 0 +2 +1 

80 0 -1 +2 

81 0 -1 0 

82 0 -1 -1 

83 0 +1 -1 

84 0 0 +2 

85 0 +6* -2 

86 0 -2 +2 

87 +10* -1 +1 

88 -10* +9* +3* 

Mean 1.00 1.60 1.30 
SD 3.08 2.19 .92 

* Represents a degree of change which is roore than one standard deviation 
fran the mean of changes 1n the particular co11.lll1 of data. The 
appropriate threshold value for treat1es is +L- 4.08; for imports is +{-
3.79; and for exports is +/- 2.22. The data for rnihtary sales are ni . 
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'EmLE 4.5D 

Year 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

Mean 
SD 

KUWAIT 

Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Inports, Exports, and 
Military Sales with the United states, 1969-1988 

Treaty Inports Exports Hili tary Sal es 

0 -4* -3* 

0 0 -1 

0 0 +l 

0 0 +l 

0 -2 -2* 

0 -4* 0 0 

+5 +2 0 

-2 -2 +1 +l 

-3 0 0 +2* 

+7 0 0 +l 

-1 +l +1 -2* 

-6 +1 0 +1 

+15 -2 -1 -1 

-15 0 0 0 

+25* +2 -1 -1 

-25* +l +l +l 

0 0 -1 -1 

+13 +1 +2* +l 

-13 +1 -2* -1 

+8 -1 +l +l 

6.90 1.20 .95 1.08 
8.19 1.24 .83 .49 

* Represents a d~ree of chanSJe which is more than one standard deviation 
fran the mean 0 chan~es 1n the ,Particular colum of data. The 
appropriate threshold va ue for treabes is +/- 15.09; for ~orts is +/-
2.44; for exports is +/- 1.78; and for ndlitary sales is +/- 1.57. 
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Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Inports, Exports, and 
Military sales with the United states, 1969-1988 

132 

Year Treaty Inports Exports Military sales 

69 0 

70 0 

71 0 

72 +9 

73 -9 +1 

74 0 -1 +1* 

75 0 +1 0 

76 +3 +1 0 

77 -3 +1 +1* 

78 0 -1 0 

79 0 +1 +1* 

80 +29* 0 0 

81 -21 0 0 +1 

82 -8 +2* 0 0 

83 0 +2* 0 -1 

84 0 -3* 0 

85 0 -1 0 

86 +38* -1 +1* 

87 -38* +2* -1* 

88 +8 -1 0 

Mean 8.30 1.19 .33 .67 
SO 12.77 .75 .49 .58 

* Represents a d~ree of change which is more than one standard deviation 
fran the mean 0 chan¥,es m the 'particular colurm of data. The 
ap~ropriate threshold va ue for treatJ.es is +/- 21.07; for inports is +/-
1. 4; for exports is +/- .82; and for military sales is 1.25. 

-_ .... - _.- ----------



133 

'!'ABLE ".SF 

Year 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

Mean 
SO 

Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Irrports I Exports, and 
Military Sales with the United states, 1969-1988 

Treaty Inports Exports Military Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 +1 

0 0 0 

0 +1 0 

0 +3* 0 

0 -2* 0 

0 0 0 

0 -1 0 

0 -1 0 

0 0 0 

0 -1 0 

0 +1 0 

+25* -1 0 

-25* +1 0 

+10 -1 0 

-10 +1 0 

0 -1 0 

0 0 0 

3.50 .94 0 
7.96 .75 0 

* Represents a d~ree of change which is IOOre than one standard deviation 
fran the mean a chany,es in the ,Particular colurm of data. The 
appropriate threshold va ue for treatl.es is +/- 11.46; for ini>orts is +/-
1.69; and for exports is +/- o. There was no data for ndlitary sales. 
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TABLE oj. 5G 

SAUDI ARABIA 

Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Inports, Exports, and 
Military sales with the United states, 1969-1988 

Year Treaty Inports Exports Military sales 

69 -14 -7 -6 -12 

70 0 -3 -1 -3 

71 0 +11 -1 +2 

72 +18* +6 +7 0 

73 +2 +10 -1 +3 

74 -16 +3 0 -3 

75 +12 +8 +2 +2 

76 -6 +3 +12* +3 

77 +17* -9 +3 +12 

78 +18* -9 -1 +15* 

79 -26* +5 +7 +8 

80 -3 +11 +2 -3 

81 -6 +14* +1 0 

82 +3 -2 +6 +1 

83 -11 -10 0 +17* 

84 0 -3 -7 +2 

85 +10 -16* -4 -19* 

86 -10 +16* -3 +18* 

87 +10 -6 -4 -16* 

88 -10 +9 0 -12 

Mean 9.60 8.05 3.90 7.55 
SD 7.18 4.27 3.85 6.76 

* Represents a d~ree of change which is more than one standard deviation 
fran the mean 0 chany,es 1n the ,Particular colurm of data. The 
appropriate threshold va ue for treatles is +/- 16.78; for inports is +/-
12.32; for exports is +/- 7.75; and for mdlitary sales is +/- 14.31. 
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TABLE 4.58 

UNITED ARAB EMIRATE 

Percentage Rate of Change in Treaties, Inports, Exports, and 
Military Sales with the United States, 1969-1988 

Year Treaty Inports Exports Military Sales 

69 0 +7 

70 0 +8* 0 

71 0 -1 +1 

72 0 -11* 0 

73 0 +l 0 

74 0 +4 0 

75 +5 +3 0 

76 +1 +3 0 

77 -6* -2 +1 

78 0 0 -1 

79 0 -2 +1 

80 0 +l +2* 

81 0 -3 -1 

82 0 +8* 0 

83 0 -9* -1 

84 0 +8* 0 

85 +10* -4 0 

86 -10* -7 0 

87 +10* +2 0 +4 

88 -2 -1 0 -2 

Mean 2.20 4.25 .42 3.00 
SD 3.76 3.29 .61 1.41 

* Represents a d~ree of change which is more than one standard deviation 
fran the mean 0 chanyes in the particular col\lll1 of data. The 
appropriate threshold va ue for treat1es is +/- 5.96; for imports is +/-
7.55; for exports is +/- 1.03; and for ndlitary sales is +/- 4.41. 
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change is mul tidimensional and atypical, but that it also 

demonstrates consistency in direction across at least three 

dimensions of foreign policy output. Thus for example, 1972 

is not a year of major foreign policy change between the u.s. 

and Iran, since al though there is a dramatic reduction of 

bilateral treaties between the u.s. and Iran (-41%), there is 

also a drastic increase in military sales to Iran (+27%). The 

case fails to meet both the multidimensional and the 

consistency criteria, since there is virtually no change of 

u.s. imports from Iran and an actual increase, albeit 

moderate, in u.s. exports. 

Similarly, the year 1978, for the case of the u.S. and 

Saudi Arabia, fails to meet both the multidimensional and the 

consistency criteria. While there is a strong surge in both 

treaties and military sales (18% and 15% respectively), there 

is actually a decline in trade, both of imports and exports 

(e.g., -9% imports; -1% exports), thus violating the 

consistency criterion. In addition, in this example, neither 

imports nor exports meets the threshold levels required to be 

classified as a major change. 

The data for Iran in 1980 demonstrate a case which 

satisfies the requirements to qualify as a major foreign 

policy change. There are multidimensional changes surpassing 

the minimum threshold levels as indicated by imports (-15%), 

exports (-8%) and u.S. military sales (-30%). Further, the 
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change is consistent across all dimensions, as not only do 

trade and military sales show a strong decline, but treaties 

indicate consistency in direction (-6%). 

So far, this analysis has relied on the basic assumption 

that all three dimensions of foreign policy activities are 

uniformly sensitive as indicators of foreign policy change. 

It assumes that, should a major foreign policy change occur, 

it should be uniformly indicated by these measures within a 

one year period across the three dimensions of activities. 

Yet, this assumption is based on two others: one, that all 

forms of foreign policy activity are equally sensitive to 

manipulation by policy makers; and second, that policy makers 

during different periods, regardless of domestic issues, are 

relatively equal in their abilities to control different 

facets of their external relations. While such assumptions 

make the task of empirical analysis easier, they may in fact 

mask both the real i ties faced by decision makers and the 

complexities which underlie fundamental changes in foreign 

policy orientation. 

However, let us make the assumption instead that trade 

relations are more difficult to change - especially in light 

of U.S. dependency on oil exports from the Persian Gulf states 

- than treaties and military sales. Therefore, it can be 

stated that economic measures are less sensitive to immediate 

changes than other measures used in the analysis. With this 
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in mind, one can argue that major foreign policy change would 

occur either when there are multidimensional changes in any 

given year, or when such major multidimensional changes occur 

when major changes in imports lag behind the other three 

indicators. utilizing this assumption, one case meets these 

guidelines, namely the case of Iran in 1979/80, which has been 

discussed previously. 

In an effort to further analyze the data, the 

requirements necessary to qualify as a case of major foreign 

policy change were significantly eased. Instead of citing 

only those cases of unusual change along three indicators, 

this study choose to review cases where change occurred along 

two dimensions. By using this approach three addi tional cases 

of foreign policy change were identified, Bahrain in 1971 and 

1972, and Iran in 1979. A close look at the data reveals that 

while these cases meet the modified criteria, they do not 

necessarily reflect a major change because, as in the case of 

Bahrain, although there was a drastic increase in treaties and 

to some extent imports in 1971, a complete reversal occurred 

in 1972. Meanwhile, there exists no activity in the area of 

exports and military sales. And for the case of Iran, this 

was previously identified as a year for major foreign policy 

change. Therefore, even easing the criteria does not change 

the results. 
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It should be noted that there are many more cases where 

major changes along two dimensions exceed the threshold val ue, 

but can not be classified as a case of foreign policy change 

as the direction of change was inconsistent (i.e., one 

negative and one positive) along the other dimensions. For 

example, in 1978 for the case of Iran, the number of treaties 

(+18%) and military sales (+15%) noticeably increased, both of 

which exceed their respective threshold values. However, both 

imports (-9%) and exports (-1%) declined, thus violating the 

rule of consistency. 

Al though there are not many cases of foreign policy 

change between the u.s. and the Persian Gulf states, a cursory 

review of the data reveals that after the Iranian Revolution 

and corresponding collapse of one of the major "pillars" in 

the region, major attention was shifted to Saudi Arabia the 

other so-called "pillar," as the following tables indicate. 

TABLE 4.6 

U.S. and Iran 
A Comparison of % of Imports, Exports, Treaties 

and Foreign Military Sales during different U.S. Presidents 

U.S. President Imports Exports Treaties Military Sales 

Nixon (1969) 19 25 0 40 

Ford (1975) 34 36 9 49 

Carter (1978) 25 26 7 32 

Reagan (1981) *23 2 8 0 

23* less than 1% 
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TABLE 4.7 

u.s. and Saudi Arabia 
A Comparison of % of Imports, Exports, Treaties 

and Foreign Military Sales during different u.S. Presidents 

u.S. President Imports Exports Treaties Military Sales 

Nixon (1969) 8 11 0 14 

Ford (1975) 43 17 14 15 

Carter (1978) 30 31 43 45 

Reagan (1981) 60 41 8 50 

Several observations can be made from the above tables: 

first, further disassociation between Iran and the u.S. 

appears to correspond to an increase in relations between 

Saudi Arabia and the u.S. It was in this context that Ronald 

Reagan, while defending the AWACS sale to Saudi Arabia, stated 

the United states "will not permit [Saudi Arabia] to be an 

Iran. ,,24 Thus assertion was indicative of the U. S. total 

commitment to the stability of the remaining pillar, which 

itself was crucial for the implementation of u.S. regional 

policy in the Persian Gul f. Secondl y, there is a marked 

degree of continuity among all the indicators throughout the 

different u.S. administrations. In addition, perhaps the most 

interesting finding revol ves around the absence of major 

foreign policy change, despite the 1973-74 Arab Oil Embargo 

24 "The President: News Conference of October 1 
(Excerpts)," The Department of state Bullentin, 81(2056):16, 
November, 1981. 
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launched against the U.S., and Saudi Arabia's disapproval of 

the Camp David peace process. The U.S. decision to supply the 

most sophisticated airplanes (e.g., AWACS) should not come as 

a surprise, given the close affinity between saudi Arabia and 

the U.S. after the Islamic Revolution in Iran. Another 

observation is that U.S. interactions with Iraq, especially in 

the area of trade, increased dramaticall y by 1988. For 

example, between 1968 to 1984, the percentage rate of change 

did not exceed 2%, while in 1988 the percentage rate of change 

in U.S. imports from Iraq reached 9%. 

Wi th respect to the small er gul f states, after the 

success of the Islamic Revolution in Iran, the Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan, and the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war, all of 

which threatened the stability in the region, U.S. involvement 

with these regional actors drastically increased. For 

example, in 1979 the combined total military sales to the 

smaller states equalled $7,998 and had increased to $112,924 

by 1988. 25 Some of the small er Gul f states who had been 

previously denied access to U.S. military sales, began to 

recei ve a substantial share of U.S. mil i tary support (e. g., in 

1977 UAE had been denied Tow missiles as being too offensive, 

yet later received more advanced military hardware from the 

25 In the previous table involving military sales, this 
number was reflective of the actual military deliveries from 
the U.S., excluding military construction and military 
assistance. 

-------.----- .. ---
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U.S.;26 see Table 4.8.) Finally, given the growing u.s. 

interaction with the Arab states in the region, it was not 

surprising that the u.s. tilted toward Iraq and decided to 

take the risks necessary to protect Kuwait oil tankers during 

the course of the Iran-Iraq war. 

TABLE 4.8 

MAJOR IDEm'IFIED ARMS AGREEMENrS B2?mWf THE U. S. AND 
THE GCC STATES 1979-85 

Recipient Date Weapon System Quantity 

Bahrain Dec 1981 Improved Hawk SAH 
Jan 1982 Bell 412 transport helicopters 2 
Apr 1982 ,-5£ fighter aircraft 4 

'-5F training aircraft 2 
fOR AfGR 2000 

Feb 1983 F-4J Phantom fighter 12+ 
Feb 1985 F-5£/P fighter/support aircraft 6 

AIH-9P3 Sidewinder AAH 
lIov 1985 H-60A-3 HBf 54 

Kuwait Sept 1979 Improved Hawk SAH 
Oct 1980 H-113 A2 APC 52 

H-113 APC/Ambulance 29 
H-113 SP fOR AfGR APV 6 
H-577 A2 command post 14 

260n March 10, 1982, the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) 
was established as a regional organization whose objective was 
to maintain peace and security in the Persian Gulf. It was 
created to defend one another against any external attack. 
The GCC consisted of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Oman, 
Qatar and the United Arab Emirate. 

27Source: Arrdtav Acharya, U.S. Military Strategy in the Gulf (New 
York: Routledge, 1989), p. 137-138. Abbreviations: A'l'Gl-anti-tank guided 
weapon; 1\AM-air-to-air missile; AFV-arroored fighting vehicle; .ru:M-air-to
surface missile; AWACS-airborne warning and control system; APC-arrooured 
personnel carrier; SAM-surface-to-air missile; TOW-tube-launched, 
optically tracked, wire-guided. 
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H-125 A2 mortar carrier 2 
Jun 1981 Improved Hawk SAH 60 
Har 1982 H-113 A2 APC 16 

H-901 Improved TOW vehicle 56 
Improved TOW ATGH 4800 

Dec 1981 Improved Hawk SAH launcher 27 
Improved Rawk SAH 164 

Jan 1982 L-100-30 transport aircraft 4 
July 1984 Sedan patrol hoats 20 
Aug 1984 V-l50/lOO APC 20/62 

OI1an Oct 1979 Sidewinder UH 250 
Oct 1980 C-130R transport aircraft 1 

H-60 medium tank 6 
Har 1981 C-l30H transport aircraft 1 
Hov 1981 C-130R transport aircraft 2 
Hay 1983 Bell-214 sr helicopter 6 
sept 1985 AIH-9P4 Sidewinder AAK 300 

Saudi Arabia July 1979 K-60 Al medium tanks 32 
Oct 1979 Dragon ATGH launchers 172 

Dragon UGW 1292 
Ifov 1979 Haverick ASH 916 

Sidewinder AAH 660 
fON UGW 1000 
rON ArGH launchers 50 

Feb 1981 V-ISO Commando AFV 579 
Oct 1981 KC-135 tanker aircraft 6 

AIM-9L Sidewinder AAK 1177 
E-U AIIACS 5 

Feb 1982 H198 155mm towed howitzer 18 
May 1982 RF-SE reconnaissance aircraft 10 

F-SF training aircraft 5 
May 1983 KC-707 tanker aircraft 6+ 

AIM-7F Sparrow AAH 1000 
June 1984 FIM-92A Stinger SAH 200 

H-198 Rowitzer 30 
Mar 1985 AIH-9P4 AAH 671 

AIH-9L !AH 995 
Harpoon ASH 100 

UAR June 1981 C-130R transport aircraft 2 
Ifov 1981 rON ATGN launchers 54 

Improved Hawk SAH launchers 7 batteries 
Improved Hawk SAH 343 

Jan 1983 C-130 H-30 transport aircraft 1 
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Conclusion 

In this chapter an empirical analysis using three 

dimensions of foreign policy activity was undertaken in order 

to see whether a major change in foreign policy occurred 

between the u.s. and the Persian Gulf states from 1968 to 

1988. These indicators were tested against one well known 

instance of major foreign policy change, which supports the 

usefulness of the indicators and methods. 

After setting the criteria for measuring foreign policy 

change one major case of foreign policy change was identified, 

that being the case of the u.s. and Iran which corresponds to 

the onset of the 1979 Islamic Revolution. Even though 

additional cases of major foreign policy change were non-

existent, a number of other findings resulted from the data 

compiled, with respect to u.s. foreign policy activity toward 

the Persian Gulf states. They include: 

1) The u.s. enjoyed extensive trade relations with all 
the Arab states in the region. This observation held true 
even in the case of those countries whose governments engaged 
in anti-Western rhetoric (e.g., Iraq). One possible rationale 
for this could stem from efforts to recycle petrodollars back 
to the u.s. 

2) With the demise of the Pahl avi regime and subsequent 
collapse of one of the major "pillars" of u.s. foreign policy, 
the other existing "pillar" became the recipient of much u.s. 
support. 

3) There was a drastic decline of U.S. diplomatic 
activity with Iran after the Revolution, while at the same 
time, u.s. interaction increased steadily with other Persian 
Gulf states. Whether this increased interaction was related 
to perceived external threats posed by both the new 



145 

revolutionary government in Iran or the Soviets is difficult 
to determine, but what is apparent is that U.S. military sales 
increased drastically after 1979, both to Saudi Arabia as well 
as the smaller Persian Gulf states. 

4) This study witnessed four changes in the American 
Presidency, both Republican and Democrat; however, there 
exists an absence of major foreign policy change even during 
the various crises (e.g., 1973-74 Arab Oil Embargo). Despite 
President carter's commitment to curb U.S. arms military sales 
abroad, a policy instituted by Nixon, the opposite effect 
actually took place through an increase in arms sales to the 
region. 

5) It is apparent that different administrations have 
not altered the fundamental thrust of U.S. foreign policy in 
the region, and that overall there is a basic continui ty 
throughout the time span under study. The incremental changes 
that took place could be attributed as a response to regional 
developments as the collapse of the Pahlavi Regime brought the 
U.S. closer to Saudi Arabia and Iraq. 

Finally, this chapter described the patterns of U.S. 

foreign policy activity with the selected countries in the 

Persian Gulf. The findings intend to provide a preliminary 

understanding regarding U.S. patterns of foreign policy 

activjty in the region. However, due to the small sample 

used, broad generalization should not be made in the absence 

of further investigation. Furthermore, due to the limited 

scope of this chapter, other competing theories of 

international relations to explain U.S. foreign policy outcome 

were not examined. It is possible that major hegemonies are 

not interested in undertaking major foreign policy change 
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because they are satisfied with the status quo. 28 Future 

research needs to focus more extensively on other paradigms to 

see which better explains the factors that underlies U.S. 

foreign policy change in the region. 

28The major discussion of this argument can be found in 
A.F.K. Organski, World Politics, 2d ed. (New York: Knopf, 
1968), chapter 14. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Expansion of the u.s. Role in the post-Shah Period 

As previously discussed, the collapse of the Shah and the 

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan drastically changed the thrust 

of u.S. foreign policy in the Persian Gulf. This change 

became more apparent. wi th the introduction of the Carter 

Doctrine and subsequent establishment of the Rapid Deployment 

Joint Task Force (RDJTF) in 1980, wherein President Carter 

pledged to use direct military force whenever u.s. vital 

interests were threatened. While this policy was inaugurated 

by Carter, the RDJTF was further expanded and transformed into 

what became known as the United states Central Command (U.S. 

CENTCOM) with the advent of Reagan's presidency in 1981. 

The initial focus of U.S. CENTCOM was to establish a 

broader global security framework to enhance an effective 

credibl e mi 1 i tary deterrence against the threat of Soviet 

aggression. However, unlike the RDJTF, the CENTCOM had its 

own geographical assignment within which was a special task 

force designed to work toward maintaining security in the 

Persian Gul f (see map). Like his predecessor, Reagan was 

interested in uti 1 izing U.S. mil i tary intervention in the 

Persian Gulf. 

The use of military force to maintain regional stability 

became more pronounced when the Iran-Iraq war threatened safe 

navigation in the Persian Gul f, as both countries 
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indiscriminately began attacking neutral ships in the area. 

This period of intensification in the Iran-Iraq war, also 

known as the tanker war, led to the threat of Iran's closure 

of the Strait of Hormuz. Despite the stated u.s. position of 

neutrality in the Iran-Iraq war, the u.s. naval operation, 

under the code name "Praying Mantis," not only severely 

handicapped Iran's military and naval capability, but also 

diplomatically, through the United Nations, pressured Iran 

into accepting a cease-fire. 

The aim of this chapter is to examine the u.s. foreign 

policy approach to the Iran-Iraq war and the reason why the 

u.s. tilted toward Iraq resuming full diplomatic relations 

with Iraq in 1984. An attempt will be made to show that from 

the onset of the war, the u.s. did not maintain a neutral 

position and in fact there is evidence to suggest its actual 

involvement. This is not to suggest that the u.s. was the 

sole cause of the war, as the power vacuum created by the 

collapse of the Shah was also a contributing factor. Finally, 

the focus will shift to the possible rationale behind u.s. 

actions of reflagging Kuwaiti tankers. 

Transition: Carter to Reagan 

In the final days of the Carter administration, according 

to Brzezinski, the I ast national security issue and subsequent 

presidential decision focused on the threat to the Persian 

Gulf. It was in this context that Harold Brown and Robert 
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Komer designed a comprehensive document which outlined a long-

term military plan. According to Brzezinski, this document 

was left for the incoming president. l 

When Reagan entered the Whi te House as president, his new 

National Security Advisor Richard V. Allen asked that all of 

the sixty-three directives signed by Jimmy Carter be reviewed. 

This task was to be completed by Lieutenant Colonel Chris 

Shoemaker, a member of the National Security Council who had 

stayed on as part of the transition team. One of the last 

directives signed by Carter [PDNSC-63] emphasized the need for 

a Persian Gulf security framework and new unified command. 

While this document was authored by Brzezinski, it was 

Shoemaker who actual I y wrote it. Shoemaker placed this 

directive at the top of the pile to be passed on to Allen for 

Reagan's approval. This directive was signed and renamed 

NSDD-4 for National Security Decision Directive 4. 2 

One of the first moves made by the administration was to 

accelerate the expansion and enhancement of the U.S. security 

framework in the region by increasing U.S. access to military 

bases, a strategy initiated during the last years of the 

lZbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the 
National Security Advisor, 1977-1981 (New York: Farrar, Straus 
and Giroux, 1983), p. 468-469. 

2Much of this information was obtained from U.S. News & 
World Report, Triumph Without Victory: The Unreported History 
of the Persian Gulf War (New York: Random House, 1992) p. 47. 
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Carter administration. Reagan funneled over $2 billion into 

improving regional facilities. 3 This strategic move included 

a provision for military and economic assistance to countries 

such as Pakistan, Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Egypt, and the 

introduction of a joint military exercise with some regional 

countries (e.g., Egypt and Oman). Despite pro-Israeli 

congressional pressure, Reagan, like his predecessor, was able 

to secure congressional approval for enhancement of the Saudi 

air defense system. 4 This decision included the sale of AWACS 

and F-IS enhancements such as fuel tanks which could increase 

the range of FlS's by about 200 miles, and improved Sidewinder 

missiles that could be fired at an enemy aircraft head-on and 

still find their target. This was a strategy to encourage 

Saudi acceptance of greater U. S. mi I i tary presence in the 

3Charles A. Kupchan, The Persian Gulf and the West: The 
Dilemmas of Securit~ (Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1987), p. 144. 
The Reagan administration activated U.S. Central Command (U.S. 
CENTCOM) on June 1, 1983 for U.S. CENTCOM contingency base, 
see Raphael Iungerich, "U.S. Rapid Deployment Forces - U.S. 
CENTCOM-What Is It? Can It Do The Job?" Armed Forces Journal 
International, October 1984, p. 99. See also, Casper W. 
Weinberger, "Command, Control, Communications, and 
Intelligence (C3I): Southwest Asia and the Middle East," in 
Department of Defense: Annual Report. February 6, 1986, pp. 
272-286. 

40n October 28, 1981, the sale was approved by a vote of 
52 to 48. For a detailed description of the AWACS 
controversial sale see Alexander Haig, Jr., Caveat: Realism. 
Reagan and Foreign Policy (New York: MacMillan Publishing Co., 
1984), pp. 167-193. And, Bruce R. Kuniholm, "The Carter 
Doctrine, the Reagan Coroll ary, and Prospects for United 
states Pol icy in southwest Asia," International Journal, 
Spring 1986, XLI(2):34S. 
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region as Saudi Arabia was incapable of handling this 

equipment on its own and needed an increasing number of u.s. 

mi I i tary personnel. As Secretary of Defense, Caspar W. 

Weinberger, explained: 

The deal would increase the effectiveness of our 
own mi I i tary capabil i ties if we were 'ever call ed 
upon to deploy u. S. forces to that area. The 
extensive logistics base and support infrastructure 
that will be a necessary part of this equipment 
package will be fully com~atible with the defense 
needs of whole vital area. 

The Reagan administration also concluded a $3.5 billion 

economic and military assistance package to Pakistan, which 

included the sale of forty F-15s, in return for which the u.S. 

gained access to the port and airfield in Karachi. To further 

enhance regional co-operation as well as military capability, 

the u. S. extended its mi Ii tary and economic assistance to 

Turkey, including the co-production of 160 F-16s as well as an 

agreement to allow u.s. access to Turkish military airfields. 

The u. S., in return, not only assisted in modernizing existing 

airfields in Turkey, but also created a new one in eastern 

Turkey. This endeavor was designed to position the CENTCOM 

within 700 miles of the head of the Persian Gulf. 6 

The Reagan administration also initiated a policy of 

"strategic consensus." The objective of this policy was to 

5Cited from Kupchan, op. cit., p. 146. 

6Kuniholm, op. cit., p. 347. 
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contain Soviet expansionism by eliciting the cooperation of 

regional states. During his visit to several Middle Eastern 

countries in 1981, General Alexander Haig stressed that a 

growing "fear of terrorism" and a "fear of lsI amic 

fundamentalism" could make the region vulnerable to Soviet 

infl uence. According to Haig, these dangerous forces could be 

contained only by "a credible new assertion of American 

influence, coupled with the influence of moderate Arab 

regimes .. ,,7 The underlying goal was ~o create the path for 

greater direct American involvement in the region. 

The onset of the Iran-Iraq war and the threat of its 

escalation to other Gulf states made the region more 

susceptible to American influence. The Saudi quest for AWACS 

and acceptance of greater American military presence to 

monitor the Iran-Iraq war was a case in point. 

Causes of the Iran-Iraq War 

After the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war on September 22, 

1980, a plethora of literature was published to explain the 

possible causes of this violent confrontation, commonly called 

the "longest conventional warfare of the twentieth century." 

The cause of this war has been viewed from various 

perspectives. While some analyses have tended to focus 

exclusively on indigenous or regional factors, such as the 

7Haig , op. cit., p. 169-170. 
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long standing animosity between the Persians and the Arabs, 

others have elaborated on external ones, such as u.s. 

involvement. The following section presents a brief 

description of the more prominent arguments which attempt to 

explain the underlying causes of the Iran-Iraq war. Although 

this overview is not intended to be all-inclusive, particular 

attention has been given to the u.s. involvement. Although 

the following discussion will demonstrate that the u.s. did 

play an instrumental role, the degree of its involvement is 

unknown due mostly to the classified nature of the documents. 

There is evidence to suggest that Iraq's regional ambition to 

fill the vacuum created by the collapse of the Shah's regime 

as a regional power was also a very important element in 

initiating the war. 

Some scholars believe that the war reflects the clash 

between two transnational ideologies Arab nationalism and 

Islam -- and they view the conflict as the "incompatibility 

between Arab Nationalism and Islamic Conservatism."S Simply 

equating Iraqi Ba'athist ideology with Arab Nationalism is an 

invalid assertion because Syria, "the beating heart of 

8Christine Moss-Helms, Iraq: Eastern Flank of the Arab 
World (Washington: The Brookings Institute, 1984) p. 151. 
See Dilip Hiro, The Lonqest War: The Iran-Iraq Military 
Conflict (London: Grafton Books, 1989), Chapter 1. And E. 
Dessouki, ed., The Iraq-Iran War: Issues of Conflict and 
Prospect for Settl ement (New Jersey: Princeton Uni versi ty 
Press, 1981), p. 2. 
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Arabism" and a "quintessential Pan-Arab state" along with 

Libya and Algeria, two other Arab states, chose to support 

Iran during the conflict. Although ideological differences 

exist, one cannot attribute the war solely to them. 

other scholars contend that the war can best be 

understood in a historical context, and argue that the cause 

of the conflict can best be explained from the long standing 

"historical boundary disputes" between Iran and Iraq, 

particularly the dispute over the right to control the Shatt 

Al Arab waterway (which Iran calls Arvand Rood), the border 

river separating the two countries. 9 

Explaining the cause of the conflict solely in terms of 

a historical boundary dispute does not offer an adequate 

account, as John H. Sigler argued: "Iraq's dispute with Iran 

over their river boundary had frequently been mediated by 

9The shatt aI-Arab River is formed in Iraq by the 
junction of the Tigris and Euphrates, and is joined at 
Khorramshar by the Karum River from Iran. Since it gives 
access to the Iraqi port of Basra and the Iranian ports of 
Abadan and Khorramshar, the Shatt aI-Arab plays a crucial role 
in exporting oil for both Iraq and Iran. The control over 
this waterway has been the subject of much discussion between 
Iran and Iraq, so much that many attempts to settle this 
dispute resulted in the signing of treaties and agreements 
dating back three hundred years. See Hussein Sirriyeh, 
"Development of Iraqi-Iranian Dispute, 1847-1975," Journal of 
contemporary History, 20:442-483, 1985. For a detailed 
examination of the legal dispute in the context of 
contemporary international law, see Kaiyan Horni Kaikobud, The 
Shatt-al-Arab Boundary Question: A Legal Reappraisal (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1988). 
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outside power and have never previously been the occasion for 

war. ,,10 

other works attempt to attribute the war by 

religious/cultural differences, leadership styleU, and other 

factors, but none of these are able to explain why it wasn't 

unti I September 22, 1980 that the war broke out, despite 

longstanding religious and cultural differences. 

The emergence of Islamic fundamentalism in Tehran as well 

as Iran's hostile attitude toward the U.S. and its ideological 

commitment to exporting the Islamic revolution to the 

neighboring Arab gulf states created an insurmountable 

10 John H. Sigler, "The Iran-Iraq Conflict: The Tragedy of 
Limi ted Conventional War," International Journal, no. XLI, 
Spring 1986, p. 427. 

USee Shirin Tahir-Kheli, and Shaheen Ayubi, eds., The 
Iran-Irag War: New Weapons, Old Conflicts (New York: Praeger, 
1983) . J .M. Abdul ghani, I rag & I ran: The Years of Crisis 
(London: Croom Helm, 1984). M.S. El Azhary, ed., The Iran
Irag War: An Historical, Economic and Political Analysis 
(London: Croom Helm, 1984). R.C. Sharma, ed., Perspectives on 
Iran-Irag Conflict (New Delhi: Rajesh Publications, 1984). 
Ralph King, "The Iran-Iraq War: The Political Implications," 
Adelphi Papers 219, Spring 1987. Frederick W. Axelgard, A New 
Iraq? The Gulf War and Implications for U.S. Policy (New 
York: Praeger, 1988). Shahram Chubin and Charles Tripp, Iran 
and Irag at War (Boulder, Co.: Westview, 1988). Edgar 
O'Ballana, The Gulf War (London: Brassey's, 1988). Hanns W. 
Maull and otto Pick, The Gulf War: Regional and International 
Dimensions (London: Pinter Publ ishers Ltd., 1989). Efraim 
Karsh The Iran-Iraq War: Impact and Implications (London: The 
Macmillan Press, 1989). Christopher C. Joyner, ed., The 
Persian Gulf War: Lessons for Strategy, Law, and Diplomacy 
(New York: Greenwood Press, 1990). And, stephen C. 
Pelletiere, The Iran-Irag War: Chaos in a Vacuum (New York: 
Praeger, 1992). 
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challenge to the security of the region as a whole. One can 

only assume that if it had not been for the collapse of the 

Shah, and the subsequent disintegration of the security 

apparatus, the war would not have occurred. 

Iran-Iraq War and U.S. Involvement 

There is evidence to suggest that the U.S. played a 

contributing role in encouraging Iraq to attack Iran. 

According to Abol Hassan Bani Sadr, the first elected Iranian 

president after the revolution, the Iranian government gained 

access to a detailed description of a plan devised through a 

close collaboration between the royalists (i.e., Shah's 

supporters) and the upper echelon of Iraq's government which 

spelled out a military attack on Iran. It was no secret that 

Saddam Hussein enjoyed the cooperation of the former Iranian 

military and political leaders who were in exile in Iraq and 

benefi ted from the use of their vi tal information in its 

attack against Iran. This secret document also revealed a 

meeting which took place in Jordan between Zbigniew 

Brzezinski, President Jimmy carter's National Security 

Advisor, and Saddam Hussein two months before the Iraqi 

attack. 12 Although there is no public record of this meeting 

12For detai Is, see Abol Hassan Bani Sadr, My Turn to 
Speak: Iran. the Revolution & Secret Deals with the U.S. (New 
York: Brassey's, Inc., 1991.), p. 13. Bani Sadr's access to 
the secret document, made it impossible for Iraq to carry out 
its surprise attack destroying Iran's air capability, as he 

(continued ... ) 
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to substantiate Bani Sadr's assertion, one report indicates 

that "Mr. Brzezinski I eft Washington on a secret 28-hours 

mission that may have involved an effort to improve ties to 

Iraq. ,,13 Furthermore, it was reported that General Vernon 

Walters, the former deputy director of the CIA, visited Iraq 

just before the outbreak of the war. 14 

After the downfall of the Pahlavi Dynasty, many of the 

Shah's high ranking officials sought refuge in Iraq and began 

promoting activities against the revolutionary government of 

Iran. The two most prominent figures were Iran's former Prime 

Minister Shahpour Bakhtiar and former Joint Chief of Staff 

General Gholam Ali Oveissi. It was later confirmed that 

Saddam Hussein collaborated with the Shah's supporters to 

attempt a coup against the new regime in Tehran. 1S A portion 

12 ( ... continued) 
acted on the advanced information to instruct the Iranian Air 
Force to move their airplanes to safety. For full text see 
pages 73 & 79. 

13Karen Elliot House, "Looking for Friendships in the 
Persian Gulf," The Wall Street Journal, February 8, 1980, p. 
14. 

14Sigler, op. cit., p. 433. Also, Hassan Alawi, a former 
advisor to Saddam Hussein, and the director of a pro-Ba'athist 
magazine Alef Ba, who escaped Iraq and sought asylum in Syria, 
acknowledged that in 1979 Carter's secretary of defense Harold 
Brown visited Baghdad and met with both Saddam Hussein and 
Taraq Aziz. For details, see "The Confession of Hassan 
Alawi," Echo of Islam,. Oct./Nov. 1983, p. 16. 

15Bi 11 Paul, "Iraq's Ambitions: Baghdad Seeks to Use oil 
to Gain Influence, Shed its Radical Image," The Wall Street 

(continued ... ) 



158 

of this collaboration evolved from a pre-arranged concession 

(e.g., allowing Iraq full control over the shatt al- Arab). 

This plot was soon discovered, and resulted in many arrests. 

Confessions by some of the participants reveal ed that an 

undisclosed amount of money had been paid by external sources 

to accompl ish this feat .16 

Professor Richard Falk of Princeton University was also 

convinced that the Iran-Iraq war was not a simple border 

conflict. He speculated that external involvement should not 

be ruled out, especially given Brzezinski's approach to Iran 

and the history of CIA involvement in the region. 17 If Falk's 

speculation is accurate, the U.S. involvement was aimed at 

accomplishing the following objectives: 

1) To help restore the old regime (e.g., monarchists), 
and prevent the emergence of the new Islamic Republic of Iran 
as a hegemonic power in the Persian Gulf; 

2) To stop, if not contain, 
severely threatened the survival 
governments in the area. 

15 ( ... continued) 

Islamic revivalism which 
of friendly pro-western 

Journal, June 4, 1980, p. 1. For information on the role of 
the military, see Nickola B. Schahgaldian, The Iranian 
Military Under the Islamic Republic (Santa Monica, Ca: RAND 
Corporation, 1987). 

16Hiro , op. cit., pp. 36-37. For additional details, see 
Abol Hassan Bani Sadr, Khyanat be Omid (trans.: Betrayal of 
Hope) (Paris: publisher not identified), n.d., p. 182-192. 

17Richard Falk, "Coup by Proxy: America's Pro- Iraq 
Neutrality," Nation, October 7, 1982, pp. 398-401. 
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The possible rationale behind u.s. encouragement for 

Iraq's attack on Iran was to facilitate the downfall of 

Ayatollah Khomeini's regime. As acknowl edged by Professor 

Falk, "the fall of Khomeini, if accomplished, would have been 

a fantastic pre-el ection victory for Carter, especially if the 

hostages were liberated in the process. ,,18 A poll conducted 

by the Washington Post "showed that a pre-election hostage 

release would earn the incumbent five to ten per cent of the 

vote, thus ensuring him a second term. ,,19 While re-election 

18 Ibid ., p. 400. There is some validi ty to this assertion 
as Brzezinski told Hamil ton Jordan, a Carter Whi te House staff 
member, that one of the positive results created by the 
Iran/Iraq war was the potential opportunity for the u.s. to 
bargain spare parts for hostages, see Hamilton Jordan, Crisis: 
The last Year of The Carter Presidency (New York: G.P. 
Putnam's Sons, 1982), p. 347. This opportunity never actually 
materialized as Iran blamed the U.S. for the Iraqi attack, and 
therefore did not utilize the U.S. as a source for spare 
parts, and the captivity of the hostages was prolonged. See 
also, Christopher Hitchens, "Why We are stuck in the Sand," 
Harpers, January 1991, 282(1688):70-78. 

19Cited from Hiro, op. cit., p. 72. See also, Liesl Graz, 
The Turbulent Gulf (New York: st. Martin's Press, 1990), pp. 
37-39. There were also allegations that Reagan's campaign 
officials made a secret deal with Iranians to postpone the 
release of 52 American hostages held at the U.S. embassy in 
Tehran in hopes of influencing the outcome of the 1980 
Presidential election. For furthel.. information see, Gary 
Sick, October Surprise: America's Hostages in Iran and the 
EI ection of Ronald Reagan (New York: Times Book - Random 
House, 1991). Due to the serious nature of this allegation, 
an investigation committee was formed which was unable to 
substantiate any incriminating evidence and ended up costing 
a total of $1.35 million. For details see, U.S., Congress, 
House, Joint Report of the Task Force to Investigate Certain 
Allegations Concerning the Holding of American Hostages by 
Iran in 1980, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., January 3, 1993 
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993). 
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may not have been the motivating force, the timing was 

certainly suggestive. 

The U. S. had good cause to undermine the new lsI amic 

revolution. As demonstrated in Chapter 3, the overthrow of 

the Shah and the subsequent rise of the new Islamic regime in 

Tehran created the forum for mounting instabi 1 i ty which 

severely threatened U.S. interests. Ayatollah Khomeini 

brought wi th himsel f a messianic impulse of revol utionary 

ideology which became a powerful motor and bl ueprint for 

revol utionary change, a threat by defini tion to all pro-

western Persian Gulf states. Anti-government demonstrations 

in various parts of the region, and the rise of Islamic 

fundamentalism created a widespread fear of instability and 

the potential infection of "falling dominoes. ,,20 The fear of 

Washington was that any more falling dominoes could lead to 

alterations in balance of forces in the area, and imperil u.s. 

interests. 

Although the Carter administration, especially Admiral 

stansfield Turner, the CIA director, and Gary Sick, member of 

20R.K. Ramazani, "Iran's Islamic Revolution and the 
Persian Gulf," Current History, January, 1984, 84(498):5-8. 
The fear of rising Islamic fundamentalism in the region 
prompted one of the Arab Gulf rulers to remark to one of his 
advisors, "I would rather deal with 10 communists, than with 
one Muslim fundamentalist." See, James A. Bill, "Resurgent 
Islam in the Persian Gulf," Foreign Affairs. Fall, 1984, p. 
Ill. For statistics on the Shi'a population in the Arab Gulf 
states see, Ibid., p. 120. 
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the National Security Council in charge of security in the 

Persian Gulf, denied any U.S. involvement in the initiation of 

the conflict, Admiral Turner, in his memoirs, acknowledged 

that the U.S. was involved "in shipping antiregime materials 

(italics added)" into Iran. 21 Admiral Turner also admitted 

"the CIA had known of an impending invasion and had advised 

President Jimmy Carter accordingl y. ,,22 In addition, there is 

evidence to suggest that the u.s. was instrumental in 

providing a radio station to the Iranian opposition in exile 

for the purposes of broadcasting news and anti-government 

messages to Iran. 23 Despite the existing evidence, the u.s. 

maintained its position of denial. 

It should be noted that saddam Hussein revealed that 

Washington showed an interest in normalizing relations with 

Irag just after the onset of the Iranian revolution, and in 

21Admiral Stansfield Turner, Secrecy and Democracy: The 
CIA in Transition (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1985), p. 
87. Admiral Turner also admitted that the surge of Soviet 
activity globally and the fall of the Shah, as well as the 
seizure of the American Embassy in Tehran, drove the Carter 
administration to covert actions, as Turner succinctly put it: 
"The Carter administration, despite its dedication to human 
rights and its considerable reservations about the morality of 
covert actions, turned easily and guickly to covert device to 
respond some of these despotic acts." 

22Hi tchens, op. ci t. 

23The Iraqi government "broadcast pro-Bakhtiar, pro
Oveissi, and anti-Khomeini messages on two new stations first 
monitored during May and June." See, Helms, op. cit., p. 156. 
The CIA's assistance should not be ruled out, especially 
considering General Oveissi's close association. 
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fact, requested the help of mediators. 24 It was also reported 

that "Washington would clearly welcome any role that the 

Iraqis might plan in stabilizing the Persian Gulf. Already 

there are hints that Washington is lending covert military 

assistance to Iraqis. ,,25 It may have been in this context 

that three days after speech given by David Newsome, 

Brzezinski made a similar plea to Iraq, as he stated in a 

televised McNeil-Lehrer Report: 

It's been our posi tion for quite some time that we 
nei ther deplore nor fear the Arabic renaissance. The 
Arab world has come alive again, after several centuries 
of dormancy. We desire good relations with all Arab 
countries. We see no fundamental incompatibili ty of 
interests between the United states and Iraq. We feel 
that Iraq desires to be independent, that Iraq wishes a 
secure Persian Gulf (emphasis added), and we do not feel 
that American-Iraq relations need to be frozen in 
antagonism ... we do not wish to continue the anomalous 
state of US-Iraq relations, though we re~ognize that the 
road towards improvement is a long one. 

24Baghdad Observer, February 27, 1979, as cited in Edmund 
Ghareeb, "Iraq: Emergent Gulf Power," in Hossein Arnirsadeghi, 
ed., The Security of the Persian Gulf (London: Croom Helm, 
1981), p. 219. Under-Secretary of State, David Newsome, 
disclosed in a speech on April 11, 1980 in Washington "that 
the U.S. is prepared to 'resume diplomatic' relations with 
Iraq at any time." See, Ibid, p. 219. 

25paul , OPe cit., p. l. 

26Cited from Ghareeb, OPe cit., p. 219. See also, Claudia 
Wright, "Neutral or Neutralized? Iraq, Iran, and the 
Superpowers," in The Iran-Iraq War: New Weapons, Old 
Conflicts, eds., Shirin Tahir-Kheli and Shaheen Ayubi (New 
York: Praeger, 1983), p. 188. And, Addeed I. Dawisha, "Iraq: 
The West's Opportunity," Foreign Policy, no. 41, Winter, 1980-
81, P. 149. 
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From the administration's records it appears that 

Brzezinski's comment was more a reflection of the new U.S. 

approach toward Iraq, than just a mere personal opinion, as 

President Carter completed an $11. 2 million sal e of naval 

engines to Iraq without preauthorization from Congress, a move 

that came under sharp cri ticism. 27 The extent of 

collaboration between the U.S., Iraq and former supporters of 

the Shah is not clear, but assuming the U.S. involvement did 

exist, the Iraqi invasion can be characterized as the "Iranian 

Bay of Pigs." 

The outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war not only failed to 

bring the demise of the new regime in Iran and contain Islamic 

fundamentalism, it also further fueled hatred toward the U.S. 

because of that country's suspected involvement. Ayatollah 

Khomeini used the war as an impetus to consolidate his power 

and rally his supporters. He used the war to his advantage 

and viewed it as a "blessing in disguise." 

27Since Iraq has been identified as a terrorist state, the 
law states that an administration must notify Congress before 
any arms sales take place. See "House Panel Accuses Carter of 
Violation on Iraqi Sale," The New York Times, May 15, 1980, p. 
A16. It is possible that this revelation forced Congress to 
forbid the subsequent sale of five Boeing jets (two Boeing 747 
jumbo jets and three 727's small airplanes) to Iraq. See 
"U.S. Forbids Sale of Jetliners to Iraq," The New York Times, 
Augus t 30, 1980, p. 2. U.S. , Congress, House of 
Representati ves, Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on 
Europe and the Middle East and International Economic Policy 
and Trade, Export of Frigate Engines to Irag, 96th Cong., 2d 
Sess., May 14, 1980 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1980). 
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Iraqi officials also denied the alleged u.s. involvement 

in the Iran - I raq war, as Taraq Azi z , Iraq's Deputy Prime 

Minister, commented: "It would be foolish to imagine such a 

possibility," arguing that Iraqi weaponry was not American 

made, and that there were no diplomatic relations between Iraq 

and the U.S. Thus Aziz raised the question, "Why, then, 

should Iraq accept America's 'encouragement' to engage in the 

war with Iran?,,28 While it is true that the U.S. and Iraq did 

not have any formal diplomatic relations and Iraqi military 

equipment was Soviet made, this hardly suggests that their 

mutual interests would not prompt their cooperation. 

The Iranian revolution and the rise of Islamic 

fundamentalism in the region profoundl y changed the 

geopolitical makeup of the region and altered the preexisting 

diplomatic alignment both in the region and beyond. It was in 

this context that Iraq and the U.S. found a common ground 

(e.g., Islamic threat) to cooperate and prevent the spread of 

the lsI amic revol ution to the region. This conversion of 

interests was reflected by Brezezinski on April 14, 1980, as 

28Tareq Aziz, Iraq-Iran Conflict: Questions and 
Discussions (London: Third World Center for Research and 
Publishing, 1981), p. 14-15. It was revealed in a classified 
document that the U.S. allowed Saudi Arabia to provide 
American arms and spare parts to Iraq during a series of 
covert operations which began in 1980 and continued through 
the Bush administration. See, Murray Waas and Douglas Frantz, 
"Saudi Weapons Link to Iraq Allowed for Years," Los Angeles 
Time, April 19, 1992, p. A1. 
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previously cited, he also commented that his "indifference to 

any Iraqi move against Iran" and was of the opinion that Iran 

should be punished for taking the u.s. hostages. 29 

The Iraqi officials accepted the u.s. appeal and "admits 

that Iraq is willing to use its well equipped army if 

necessary to become the new pol iceman of the Persian Gul f. ,,30 

Although Iraq has been labeled a client of the Soviet 

Union, its diplomatic moves in late 1978 and early 1979 were 

more consonant with U. S. interests than wi th the Soviet 

Union's. For exampl e, Iraq strongl y condemned the Soviet 

invasion of Afghanistan at the Islamic summit in Islamabad in 

January 1980 and Iraq's official press criticized Soviet 

acti vi ties in the Horn of Africa. 31 Furthermore, on the 

regional level, Iraq, which previously tried to destabilize 

the ruler of Saudi Arabia and other conservative Persian Gulf 

regimes, and often I abel ed them as a "puppet of American 

Imperialism," jettisoned its revolutionary ideology in favor 

of a more pragmatic one. On March 26, 1980, Iraq backed Saudi 

Arabia's diplomatic and economic effort to stifle a closer 

29Cited from Hitchens, OPe cit., p. 72. 

30This view was expressed by sadoun Humadi, the country's 
foreign minister at that time. See, Paul, Ope cit., p. 1. 

31Dawisha, op. ci t., p. 137. See al so, Murray Gordon, 
ed., Conflict in the Persian Gulf (New York: Facts on File, 
1981), pp. 155-156. 
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alliance between North Yemen and the Soviet Union. In 

addition: 

On March 26, 1980, the Iraqis announced the 
formation of a united front of all groups opposed 
to the Soviet-supported, Marxist regime of South 
Yemen, with the intention of liberating South Yemen 
from the "communist agent~2 and their master" - a 
clear reference to Moscow. 

Furthermore, Iraq, which previousl y had condemned the 

Camp David Accord at the Arab summit held in Baghdad, and 

call ed Anwar al-Sadat a "traitor," asking Arab states to 

impose sanctions against Egypt for signing the peace treaty 

with Israel, began to moderate its opposition toward Israel 

and open a dialogue with both Egypt and Jordan. Baghdad's 

expulsion of several terrorist groups included Sabri al-Bana 

(Abu Nedal), a terrorist well known in the western media for 

several Palestinian-inspired assassinations, hijackings and 

bombings. 33 These diplomatic moves were a total departure 

from Iraqi's previous foreign policy. These changes had far 

reaching effects in global as well as regional contexts, 

particularly with respect to oil pricing and supplies as Iraq 

32 Ibid ., p. 138. 

33The Iraqi regime began to show it!3 willingness to accept 
Israel's right to exist. The official recognition finally 
came in when Representative Stephan Solarz met with Saddam 
Hussein in Baghdad in 1982. See Richard M. Preece, United 
states-Iraqi Relations, Congressional Research Service, The 
Library of Congress, Report No. 86-142F, July 30, 1986, p. 12. 
When the war escalated in Lebanon in the early 1982, Iraq 
sided with the Israeli-supported Christian Phalang against 
Syrian forces as well as the Hezbollah (the party of God). 
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was second in terms of oil reserves, first being Saudi Arabia. 

Iraq's moderation toward the Arab/Israeli conflict was 

welcomed by Washington because it could positively affect the 

peace process and remove one of the major obstacles affecting 

u.s. foreign policy in the region. 

Iraq's patterns of interaction in the area of trade 

drastically switched from the Soviet and eastern bloc to the 

u.S. and western bloc. For example, by 1981, "Iraq's total 

trade with the Eastern bloc amounted to only $499 million, as 

compared to a staggering $19,121 million in trade with the 

Western industrial countries. ,,34 In the area of arms Iraq 

also tried to diversify its sources, and in fact it received 

more arms from western bloc countries between 1979-83 than 

Iran during the same period, as the following table35 

indicates: 

34 It should be added that this figure reflects a decrease 
from the 1980 figure of $27,689 due to a drop in Iraq's oil 
exports. See, Karen Dawisha, "The u. S. S. R. in the Middl e 
East: Superpower in Ecl ipse'?" Foreign Affairs, Winter 1982-83, 
pp.444-445. See also, Claudia Wright, "Iraq-New Power in the 
Middle East," Foreign Affairs, Winter 1979-1980, pp. 257-277. 
And Marvin C. Feuerwerger, "I raq: An Opportunity for the 
West'?," Middle East Review, Fa1l/Winter 1981-1982, 14(1):26-
30. 

35U• S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Mi 1 i tary 
Expenditures & Arms Transfers (Washington, DC) various issues. 
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TABLE 5.1 

Value of Arms Transfers to Iran and Iraq 
by Major Suppliers, between 1979-1983 

(Millions Current Dollars) 

Total Soviet U.S. France U.K. W. Germany Italy Czech China Romania Poland 

Iran 5,365 975 1200 20 140 5 150 230 5 40 

Iraq 17 ,620 7200 3800 280 140 410 40 1500 400 850 

Source: Iforld Hilitarr E~enditures and Arm rransters! 1985 (Washington, DC: U.S. Arms Control and 
DisaClllalDellt Agencr, 1985), p. 134. 

The geopoli tical change in the region and Iraq's new 

foreign policy moderation which coincided with U.S. regional 

interests encouraged a shift in the U. S. foreign policy 

approach toward Iraq, as the U.S. saw Iran as a great future 

threat to the region, and sought Iraq as a buffer. The fear 

of exportation of the Islamic revolution from Iran to the 

region was the major motivating factor of this new approach. 

As Richard W. Preece, a Middle East specialist, explained, 

"Iraq is important to U.S. interests in that it shields the 

vulnerable Gulf Arab states from Iranian military power and 

coercion and restrains Iranian subversive ambitions.,,36 The 

36preece, op. cit., p. 5. A National Security Counci 1 
study in October 1983 concluded that Iraq's defeat was 
detrimental to U.S. interests. It is within this context that 
the U.S. exercised its continued support for Iraq. The tilt 
toward supporting Iraq rests on the premise that "should Iraq 
collapse, the installation of a revolutionary Shi'ite regime 
in Baghdad would raise the potential for increased instabil i ty 
in the Gulf Arab states and the possibility of an Iranian
Syrian Axis which could threaten not only the Gulf region but 
also Jordan, Israel, and U.S. interests in the Eastern 
Mediterranean." See Ibid. 
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rationale behind the U.S. move toward Iraq in 1980 was 

highlighted in congressional testimony presented to the 

committee on foreign affairs by the former ambassador to Iraq, 

April C. GI aspie, when she stated the "nightmare" of the 

administration officials was that "Ayatollah Khorneini would 

lead Iranians across the desert to Lebanon. The export of 

revolution appeared very possible." She further commented, 

"It was tremendously important, of course, to make sure the 

state of Iraq did not disappear or fall under an Islamic 

government of the kind that Khomeini was running in I ran. ,,37 

In a similar vein, former U.S. President George Bush 

acknowledged that the u.s. tilted toward Iraq, when he aptly 

pointed out, "As you may remember in history, there was a lot 

of support at the time for Iraq as a balance to much more 

aggressi ve I ran under Khomeini. ,,38 

37U. S . Congress, House, Conunittee on Foreign Affairs, 
Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East, United states -
Iraqi Relations, Hearing, 102nd Cong., 1st Sess., March 21, 
1991 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1991), p. 20. 

38Quoted from Murray Waas and Craig Unger, "In the Loop: 
Bush's Secret Mission," The New Yorker, November 2, 1992, p. 
65. Also the former Secretary of State, George P. Shultz, 
acknowledged that U.S. played a crucial role in supporting 
Iraq against Iran. The reason for U.S. support, as he put it, 
was that "a tilt toward Iraq was warranted to prevent Iranian 
dominance of the Persian Gul f and the countries around it," he 
added "the United states simply could not stand idle and watch 
the Khomeini revol uti on sweep forward." See, George P. 
Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph: My Years as Secretary of state 
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1993), p. 237. After the 
1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait it was revealed that "from 1985 

(continued ... ) 
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In sum, it seems there was inescapable logic for the u.s. 

to support Iraq because Iraq not only ranked as the second 

largest regional actor who could withstand Iran's ideological 

mission to destabilize the region, but also shared a common 

concern with the u.s. and other Arab Gulf states in stopping 

Iran's interference in regional domestic affairs (i.e. 

inciting Shi'it elements) as well as hegemony. 

Iraq's Regional Ambition: Crisis vs. Opportunity 

Although the u.s. was instrumental in the onset of the 

war, one cannot ignore the powerful force within Iraq, as the 

Ba'athist regime had its own reason to confront an Islamic 

Iran. As explained by Shahram Chubin, a well known observer 

of Gulf security, the Iraqi motivation was prompted by "fear, 

opportunism and over-confidence, a mixture of defensive and 

offensive calculations. ,,39 The basis of the rul ing Sunni 

Ba'athist minority's fear stems from their vulnerability to 

the overwhelming Shi' i te majori ty wi thin Iraq. As Iran 

pressed for the export of its revol ution and call ed to 

38( ••• continued) 
to 1990 the u.s. government approved 771 licenses for export 
to Iraq of $1.5 billion worth of biological agents and high
tech equipment with military application." For details see, 
U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, Subcommittee on International Economic Policy and 
Trade, United states Exports of Sensitive Technology to Irag, 
Hearing, 102nd Cong. I 1st Sess., Apri I 8 and May 22, 1991 
(Washington: u.s. Government Printing Office, 1991). 

39 Shahram Chubin, "Reflections on the Gulf War," Survival, 
July-August, 1986, 28(4):308. 
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overthrow the secularist regime of Iraq, the fear of Shi'ite 

revol t was highlighted, as many anti-government demonstrations 

were reported in the south, especially in the cities of Najaf 

and Karbla, which are predominately Shi'ite populated. 40 

Iraq's fear of Shi'ite domestic uprising was also evident when 

Iraq's security arrested several leading Shi'ite clergy and 

executed many members of Al Dawa, an opposition party in Iraq. 

In addition Iraq expelled many Iraqi born Iranian descendants, 

who were sympathetic toward the Islamic revolution. In a 

further effort to suppress the Shi'ite uprising and squash the 

opposi tion, in April 1980 the Iraqi regime executed the 

eminent Ayatollah Sayyid Mohammad Baqir al-Sadr, known as the 

Iraqi Ayatollah Khomeini, and arrested his entire family. 

Iraq's decision to attack Iran can also be seen as the 

"golden opportunity" for Saddam Hussein to rekindle his claim 

over the Shatt aI-Arab waterway and establish Iraq as a 

hegemonic power in the Persian Gul f. This was strikingly 

clear when Saddam Hussein unilaterally abrogated the 1975 

treaty with Iran, and asked Iran to return the Islands (i.e. 

Abu Musa and Tumbs), which were captured by the Shah, to their 

40 In April 1979 there was a reported assassination attempt 
on Iraqi's Deputy Prime Minister Tariq Aziz, by an Iraqi of 
Iranian origin. In addition there were several incidents of 
guerilla sabotage against military and oil facilities inside 
Iraq. Iraq blamed Iran for these incidents. For a detailed 
examination of the relations between Iran and Iraq prior to 
the war, see Ghareeb, op. cit., pp. 213-218. 
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Arab owners (i.e., Sharjah and the Ras al Khaimah). Saddam 

Hussein also began inci ting the Arab-speaking Iranians of 

Khuzistan, especiall y the inhabi tants of Khorramshar (al so 

called Arabistan by Iraqis because the majority of the 

population is Arab) in the name of liberating the "Arab 

brothers" from the Persian oppressor. Saddam Hussein was 

confident that his actions against Iran would be well received 

by the u.s. and other Arab countries, especially in light of 

Iran's self-imposed international isolation and the u.s. 

embargo which resulted from the hostage crisis. As James A. 

Bill succinctly stated: 

Much has been made of tension over the Shatt al 
Arab waterway, the religious disagreements between 
Sunni and Shii regimes, and longtime Persian-Arab 
ethnic differences, but the real cause of the war 
was a political struggle for hegemony of the 
Persian Gul f. In the process, I raq hoped to 
suffocate and destroy the Iranian revolution, a not 
unappealing goal to such regional stat1r as Saudi 
Arabia and the Persian Gulf Shaykhdoms. 

Finally, the opportunity for Iraq was immense and 

comparatively unaccompanied by risks, as the Iranian military 

41 Bill, op. cit., p. 304. R.K. Ramazani does not believe 
that the cause of the Iran/Iraq war was an inevitable result 
of the Iranian Revolution; however, the alternative 
explanation he offers contradicts his basic assumption. For 
example, he maintains that if the Bazargan government (i.e. 
provincial government) was able to hold onto power, "there is 
every reason to believe that the two revolutionary governments 
would have been able to settle their differences peacefully." 
This explanation relies on an "if-then" proposition, which in 
itself is a fallacy. See, R.K. Ramazani, Revolutionary Iran: 
Chall enge and Response in the Middl e East (Maryl and: John 
Hopkins Press, 1986), p. 68. 
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was in total disarray and the country in general was in a 

state of revol utionary chaos as different political groups 

struggl ed for power. 42 In addition, Iraq was militarily 

strong as well as in an affluent economic position, and was 

certain of its ability to secure outside financial assistance 

from other regional states who felt threatened by the Islamic 

Revolution in Iran, such as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. 43 It was 

this "overconfidence" that prevented the Iraqi military staff 

from fully preparing for a long term conflict; the Iraqi 

leadership committed only three divisions of its mili tary 

forces into the contested border area as it believed a modest 

military move would produce the desired outcome. 44 

Iraq's miscalculation soon became apparent when it 

launched an attack on Khorramshar, where a warm welcome was 

expected from the Arab population, but instead were greeted 

with intense fighting and resistance. Furthermore, Saddam 

42It has also been said that the Carter administration 
supplied Saudi Arabia with secret information exaggerating 
Iran's military weakness for purposes of transmission to 
Baghdad. See Hiro, op. cit., p. 71. 

43When Iraq started the war, it had more than $35 billion 
in foreign reserves. When the war ended it was reported that 
Iraqi foreign debt reached $100 billion. Most of its 
borrowing came from GCC states. See Karsten Hansen, "Where 
the Martyrs Come Running," Manchester Guardian, March 25, 
1984, p. 9. Joseph A. Kechichian, "The Gulf Cooperation 
Council and the Gulf War," in The Persian Gulf War: Lessons 
for Strategy. Law and Diplomacy, ed. Christopher C. Joyner, 
(New York: Greenwood Press, 1990, pp. 92-93. 

44Sigler, op. cit., p. 432. 
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Hussein mis judged the wi 11 ingness on the part of the new 

government in Iran to engage in war rather than submit to 

Iraqi demands. This caused Iran to launch a more aggressive 

assault on Iraq, and called for the Iraqi people to overthrow 

"the gangster and tyrants of Baghdad with divine justice ... 45 

Al though there has been much debate surrounding the cause 

of the Iran-Iraq war, it has exposed varying degrees of 

miscalculation and misperception on both sides. The Iraqi 

leadership thought that its military attack would bring a 

blitz krieg, causing Iran's submission to Iraqi demands, and 

establish Iraq as the uncontested regional power. As Richard 

Cottam correctly noted: 

Within days of the Iraqi attack, it was apparent 
that Hussein had miscalculated disastrously. His 
decision was a mistake of truly historic 
proportions. Whatever dreams he had entertained 
for himself, for Iraq, 4rnd for the Arab nation, 
were quickly demolished. 

On the other hand, Iranian leadership underestimated the 

reaction of the Ba'athist regime and the willingness of Iraq's 

military to launch an all-out war over the disputed territory 

45Hiro , op. cit., p. 28. Saddam Hussein labelled 
Ayatollah Khomeini as a "turban Shah," who is acting under the 
guise of Islam for Iranian expansionist policy in the region. 
He further accused Khomeini of being a "Persian racist" 
attempting to revenge in response to the battle of Qadisiyya, 
where a small Arab army defeated the well organized sassanid 
Persian Army in 637 A.D. It was in this context that Saddam 
later referred to the Iran/Iraq war as "Saddam Qadisiyya." 

46Richard Cottam, "The Iran-Iraq War." Current History. 
January, 1984, p. 10. 
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with the goal of putting an end to Iranian propaganda, which 

Iraq viewed as an infringement of its domestic affairs. 

Considering the geopolitical changes in the region, it is 

difficult to refute the claim that it was the collapse of the 

Shah, coupled with the existing "power vacuum" and the threat 

of rising Islamic fundamentalism in Iran, that caused Iraq to 

invade Iran. 

After many years of silence, the United Nations Security 

Council has settled the issue of who was responsible for the 

conflict, and identified Iraq as the aggressor in initiating 

the war. 47 Yet, further revel ations continue to appear in the 

aftermath of the 1990-91 Gulf war that the U.S. government 

played a crucial role in helping Iraq during the course of the 

Iran-Iraq war by aiding Saddam Hussein in building his 

military machinery.48 Finally, whether the U.S. government 

inadvertently encouraged Iraq to invade Iran and what actually 

occurred will probably not be reveal ed in the foreseeabl e 

future. What is certain is that two strong regional Muslim 

47Uni ted Nations, Security counci 1, "Further Report of the 
Secretary-General on the Implementation of Security Council 
Resolution 598 (1987)," ([Washington]: December 9, 1991), p. 
1-3. 

48After the 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait it was revealed 
that "from 1985 to 1990 the U.S. government approved 771 
licenses for export to Iraq of $1.5 billion worth of 
biological agents and high-tech equipment with military 
application." For details see, U.S., Congress, House, United 
states Exports of Sensitive Technology to Irag, op.cit. 
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states in the area exhausted each other's resources with a 

total estimated cost of $1,097 billion, and suffered 

casualties that far exceeded those of the six Arab-Israeli 

conflicts combined. 49 It is ironic that neither side could 

claim a victory, an outcome which best served the interests of 

the U. S .. 

Reflaqqinq of Kuwaiti oil Tankers 

Despite external support, Iraq was unable to declare a 

clear victory over Iran, as the war soon turned into a war of 

attrition. Iran, which had the advantage of a population that 

far exceeds that of Iraq, combined with its favorable 

geographical location, was able to turn the tides of war to 

its favor. Being in a state of revolutionary mass 

mobilization, Iran soon succeeded not only in recapturing some 

of its own territories held by Iraq in the early days of the 

war, but also began to launch an offensive against Iraq. The 

recapture of Khorramshar by Iran in 1981 and various Iranian 

offensives placed Iraq in a disadvantaged position. Saddam 

49The Iranian cost was $644.3 billion which exceeded the 
Iraqi cost of $452.6 billion. See Kamran Mofid, "The Gulf 
War: The Cost of Desctruction (sic)," in Rusi and Brassey's 
Defense Yearbook 1990, ed. by The Royal Uni ted Services 
Institute for Defense Studies (London: Brassey's, 1990). When 
the war broke out, Former Secretary of State, Henry A. 
Kissinger, said, "It is too bad they both can't lose." Quoted 
from Norman Kenpster, "U. S. Favors Iraq in War, Schul tz 
Indicates," Los Angeles Times, December 17,1986, part I, page 
22. However, given the enormous losses sustained by each 
country, it is evident they both did lose. 
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Hussein, realizing the strength of his enemy, initiated a 

diplomatic move for a cease fire. Ayatollah Khomeini 

immediately rejected Iraq's request and called instead for the 

removal of Saddam Hussein as a precondition to any potential 

negotiations. In addition he further pressed for the , 
continuation of the war and mass mobilization until a final 

victory.50 

The continuation of the war and uncompromising nature of 

the Iranian leadership, as well as the general indifference of 

the world community, frustrated Baghdad. The failure of the 

Iraqi regime to contain Iranian military forces became evident 

in early 1984 when they began utilizing chemical weapons 

against Iranian troops. It appears that Iraq expanded the war 

in the Persian Gulf by attacking neutral commercial shipping 

hoping to international ize the war, by way of invol ving 

external powers, particularly the U.S., to intervene and 

pressure Iran to end the war. This strategy was also aimed at 

Iran as these attacks could have a dramatic impact on the 

Iranian economy as Iran relies entirely on oil export shipped 

by sea, contrary to Iraq which exports its oil through the 

SOFor Iran' s rationale on the continuation of the war, see 
"The Benefi ts of the War," in The Imam and the Ommat: The 
Selected Message of Imam Khomeini Concerning Irag and the War 
Imposed Upon Iran (Tehran: Ministry of Islamic Guidance 
Publication, 1981), pp. 67-71. See also, "War as Ordained by 
the Qur'an," in Echo of Islam, 5(4):44-46, [Muharram 1406] 
September 1985. 
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overland pipelines. In an effort to limit Iranian oil 

exports, Iraq began attacking tankers off Kharg Island and 

merchant ships, particularly oil tankers, as they sailed to 

and from Iran through the region. Between 1981 and 1983 Iraqi 

attacks on the ships in the Persian Gulf totalled forty-three. 

A lack of response from Iran encouraged further attacks, and 

Iraqi attacks increased dramatically to a total of fifty-three 

in 1984 (see Table 5.2). Wi th the acquisi tion of super 

Etendards equipped with Exocet Missiles, Iraq accelerated its 

attack, which soon affected Iranian oil export. Iran for the 

first time began to launch similar assaul ts against vessels in 

the region. Iraqi allies (e.g. Kuwait and Saudi Arabia) soon 

became a target of Iranian assaul t. For the first time 

Iranian aircraft attacked a Saudi oil tanker while it was in 

Saudi Arabian territorial waters. A Saudi Arabian F-15, with 

the assistance of U. S. AWACS aircraft, al so shot down two 

Iranian F-4s as they encroached upon Saudi air space. 51 

SIAl though the success of this confrontation was a 
psychological boost for the Saudi Arabian Air Force, it drew 
the kingdom into direct conflict with Iran and placed Saudi 
Arabia in a vulnerable position for further Iranian 
intimidation. It was rumored that it was the U.S. pilots who 
actually shot the Iranian F-4's down. There existed a certain 
degree of cynicism within the state Department as they 
questioned Saudi military capabilities, in fact, they joked 
that "the Saudi pilot meant to press the 'eject' button but 
pressed the 'fire' button by mistake. See, David Ignatius and 
Gerald F. Seib, "Saudi Success Deepens Dilemmas," Wall Street 
Journal, June 8, 1984, p. 28. 
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Al though by 1985 the total number of attacks by both 

countries had declined, from 71 in 1984 to 47 in 1985, in the 

subsequent year both Iran and Iraq again dramatically 

increased the number of attacks to a total of Ill. By late 

1986 the success of the Iranian ground offensive forced Iraq 

to resume its air attacks against Iran's critical economic 

infrastructure. These attacks had tremendous impact on 

Iranian crude oil exports, Iraq for the first time was able to 

reduce its adversary's oil export to below 1 million barrels 

per day. 52 Since I raq had shi fted to the pipel ine and was not 

using the Persian Gulf as a passage way to export its oil, 

Iran began to retaliate against Kuwaiti and Saudi vessels that 

were supporting I raq during the war. Iran also began to 

launch its newly acquired Silkworm missiles against oil 

facilities in Kuwait. Kuwait felt threatened and with the 

encouragement of other Gee states began to request superpower 

naval protection. In April 1987 the u.S. agreed to reflag 

eleven Kuwaiti oil tankers, thereby providing them with full 

u.S. military protection. This escorting mission led to a 

drastic increase in American and European naval deployment in 

52As a resul t of these attacks the national income of Iran 
was dramaticall y reduced to almost $6.5 bi 11 ion dollars in 
1986, a decline of 56% from the previous year (i.e. down $8.5 
billion from the $15 billion figure of 1985). See Richard W. 
Murphy, "The Persian Gulf: Stakes and Risks," Department of 
state Bulletin, July, 1987, 87(2124):64. 
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the region. This mission culminated in the U.S. intervention 

code-named operation "Praying Mantis." 

The U.S. direct military involvement raised the important 

question of why the United states decided to reflag Kuwaiti 

oi 1 tankers when this action represented a drastic, risky 

departure from the preceding years during the Iran-Iraq war 

where the U.S. maintained a stance of so-called neutrality. 

The Reagan administration justified three main reasons for the 

reflagging; first, ensuring the free flow of oil, second, 

preventing Soviet encroachments, and third, defending freedom 

of navigation, especiall y in the Strait of Hormuz. 53 The 

following discussion is intended to evaluate each 

justification on its merits. 

Flow of Oil 

Despite the ongoing war between Iran and Iraq, subsequent 

attacks by both parties against oil facilities, and the 

commencement of the "tanker war," the worl d oi 1 market did not 

noticeably suffer because "less than 1% of all transit through 

the Strait of Hormuz were affected. ,,54 Also, due to a glut 

53U. S . Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
War in the Persian Gulf: The U. S. Takes Sides, Committee 
Print, lOath Cong., 1st Sess., November 1987, (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1987), p. IX. 

54 Ibid ., p. 2. See also, Michael H. Armacost, "U.S. 
Pol icy in the Persian Gul f and Kuwai ti Ref lagging," Department 
of State Bulletin, August 1987, 87(2125):79. Despite the 
damage to the oil facilities caused by the intensification of 

(continued ... ) 
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in the international oil market the war had little effect on 

supply and the price, which was at an all time low, remained 

unchanged. state Department officials were astonished in late 

June when President Reagan said the purpose of reflagging was 

to prevent a fuel shortage in the U.s. and avoid lines at gas 

stations. 55 The U.s. and its European allies rationalized the 

need for their increasing naval deployment both in the Persian 

Gulf and Indian Ocean on the grounds that the sea oil line was 

in need of protection, an assumption which proved unfounded. 

The Reagan administration "cl aimed that the ref 1 agging mission 

significantly contributed to a greater freedom of navigation 

and (pol i tical) movement in the Persian Gul f. ,,56 However, the 

existing empirical evidence does not support this assertion, 

as the following table indicates the number of attacks 

increased after the introduction of American naval presence. 

54 ( ... continued) 
war both countries, Iran and Iraq, were able to export oil 
during different phases of the war, with the exception of 1980 
when Iran attacked the Basr oil complex which led to a total 
shut down of Iraqi oil exports. This vulnerability led Iraq 
to shift to the pipeline through Saudi Arabia and Turkey. The 
increasing use of the pipeline to some extend diminished the 
strategic importance of the Persian Gulf as the only passage 
for oil export. 

55The White House insisted that the confusion refl ected 
the search for a winning public relations strategy, not 
misapprehensions over the policy. See Stephen Engelberg, 
"Behind the Gul f Bui ldup: The Unforeseen Occurs," The New York 
Times, August 23, 1987, p. 1. 

56Robert Pear, "u. S. Says Tehran Wi 11 Honor Truce," New 
York Times, July 20, 1988, p. AG. 
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TABLE 5.2 

Attacks on Ships in the Persian Gulf Region by BelliqerentS7 

Attacker 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 Total 

Iraq 5 22 16 53 33 66 89 38 322 

Iran o o o 18 14 45 92 52 21 

Total 5 22 16 71 47 III 181 90 543 

The U. S. foreign policy makers justified the introduction 

of American naval presence in the area by claiming that it 

prevented Iran's closing of the Strait of Hormuz. It is true 

that Iran repeatedly threatened to close the strait of Hormuz, 

but this never amounted to anything more than a threat. In 

fact, if this threat had been carried out it would have had a 

detrimental impact on the Iranian economy as Iran is heavily 

dependent on oil revenues to finance its war wi th Iraq. 

Contrary to Iraq, which uses the pipeline to export its oil, 

Iran uses the Persian Gulf exclusively as its passage to 

export oil. (See Table 5.3) Assuming Iran's threat was real, 

as claimed by the Reagan administration, the shutdown of the 

Strait of Hormuz would have no effect on supply, demand or oil 

prices as one report indicates: 

By the end of 1987, the volume of Gulf oil 
potentially affected by shut down will be only 2.9 
million barrels per day - not an amount that could 

57Ronal dO' Rourke, "Gul fOps," Proceedings: U. S. Naval 
Institute, May 1989, 15(5):43. 



cause serious pr~ce or supply dislocation to 
consuming nations. J 

TABLE 5.3 

Country Production 

Bahrain * Kuwait 1.3 
Neutral Zone 0.3 
Qatar 0.3 
Saudi Arabia 4.9 
UAE 1.3 
Iran 1.9 
Iraq 1.7 

*Less than 100,000 BPD. 

Oil Exports 'l'hrouqh the Persian CuI fU 
(Average MMBD in 1987) 

Available for Export 
Domestic Through straits Via 

Consumption Of Hormuz Pipeline 

* * * 0.2 1.1 
0.3 

* 0.3 
0.9 3.5 0.5 
0.1 1.2 
0.7 1.2 
0.3 1.4 

Soviet Encroachment 
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It has often been argued that the Reagan administration's 

ideological predisposition and preconceived notion of "evil 

empire" was an important element in the U.S. decision to 

reflag Kuwaiti oil tankers. The proponents of this 

perspective contend that if it were not for superpower 

rivalry, the U.S. would never have committed itself to Kuwaiti 

reflagging. They argue this was apparent when the U. S. 

rejected early Kuwaiti requests for reflagging, and finally 

58U. S . Cong., Senate, War in the Persian Gulf. ., Ql2. 

ci t., p. 5. 

59Source: U.S. Cong., War in the Persian Gulf ... , p. 
49. 
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conceded when it learned the Kuwaiti had turned to the Soviets 

for the desired protection. This move was to "outbid the 

Soviet offer" as one report revealed: "The Reagan 

administration's decision to protect Kuwaiti tankers in the 

Persian Gulf was driven more by a desire to limit Soviet 

infl uence than by the goal of protecting freedom of the 

seas. ,,60 Al though it is true that the Reagan administration 

did not want any Soviet influence in the region, the u.S. 

response to Kuwait's request was not simply a reaction against 

the Soviets. In a congressional hearing Richard W. Murphy, 

Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian 

Affairs, testified that "the purpose of the reflagging is not 

to keep the soviets out. ,,61 Former Secretary of State, George 

P. Schul tz, also observed, "I did not want to see a major 

Soviet role in the Gulf, but I did sense that a beginning of 

a new era of U. S. -Soviet cooperation-on several sensi ti ve 

60"U. S. Backed Gul f Convoys to Limit Soviet Uni on, Report 
Says," The New York Times, August 23, 1987, p. 13. Former 
Secretary of Defense, Casper W. Weinberger, confirmed that is 
was not in the best interest of the u.S. for the Soviets to 
play an active role in the region, as he admitted, "the Soviet 
card" pI ayed an important rol e in his decision to ref I ag 
Kuwai ti tankers. See, Casper W. Weinberger, Fighting for 
Peace: Seven Critical Years in the Pentagon (New York: Warner 
Books, 1990). 

61 U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Security and 
Science, and on Europe and the Middle East, U.S. Policy in the 
Persian Gulf, Hearing, 100th Cong., 1st Sess., December 15, 
1987 (Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1987), 
p. 36. 
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fronts-might be possible for the first time since the cold war 

began." He further noted, "Our relations with the Soviets had 

progressed to the point where we could collaborate on an 

important and difficul t issue, the Iran-Iraq War.,,62 

Schultz's observation seems accurate as the Soviets did not 

show any interest in competing with the U.S. in the region 

during this period, nor was there any sign of growing Soviet 

military or naval presence. By September 1987 there were only 

nine Soviet vessels in the Persian Gulf, compared with thirty 

U. S. ships. 63 In addition, the Soviet Union for the first 

time supported the U. N. Resol ution 598 which called for a 

cease-fire between Iran and Iraq, a resol ution that was 

originally promoted by the U. S .. It should be noted that 

Soviet invol vement in Afghanistan and the resul ting opposition 

of all Persian Gulf states left the Soviets' influence in the 

area undesirable. In fact, some have argued the Kuwaitis used 

the Soviets as a ploy to promote U.S. involvement. 

62George P. Shul tz, Turmoi I and Triumph: My Years as 
Secretary of state (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1993), 
p. 928. Schultz also observed, "I felt we should not object 
to some Soviet presence: to object would only heighten 
Kuwait's bargaining power with us." See, Ibid., p. 926. 

63u . S . Cong., Senate, The Persian Gulf War ... , op. cit., 
p. 41. For additional information on the Soviet position, see 
Helmut Hubel, "The Soviet Union and the Iran-Iraq War," in The 
Gulf War: Regional and International Dimensions, eds. Hanns W. 
Maull and otto Pick (London: Hanns W. Maull and otto Pick, 
1989). 
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Freedom of Navigation 

As previously discussed, the freedom of navigation was at 

no time threatened; it was actuall y the u.s. presence and 

convoy mission that accentuated the number of attacks on ships 

in the Persian Gulf. The concentrated u.s. effort to 

neutralize, or to use the administration's official 

terminology "not to provoke, but to deter," the Iranian threat 

not only failed, but induced military confrontation between 

the two countries (see chronology of events). Whether the 

u.s. expected Iran's reaction or even intentionally provoked 

Iran is a question that still remains open, and will probably 

remain unanswered. Despite the u.s. administration's claim 

that Iran threatened safe navigation in the area, it was Iraq 

which initiated the "tanker war" and Iraqi attacks far 

outnumbered those of Iran. It was Iraq which attacked the 

U.S.S. Frigate stark on May 17, 1987 when two French-made 

Exocet missiles were mistakenly launched by an Iraqi F-l 

Mirage and caused 37 American casual ties. 64 

The rationale offered by the administration does not 

provide an adequate explanation for the U.S. decision to 

64 See George P. shultz, "U.S.S. Stark Hit by Iraqi 
Missil es," Department of state Bull entin, Jul y 1987, 
87(2124):58-63. Iraq paid $27 million in compensation for the 
attack on the u.s.s. Stark, which worked out to be an average 
of $730,000 for each of the 37 seamen killed in the incident. 
See, Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph, op. cit., p. 927. 
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refl ag the Kuwai ti tankers, 65 so the question is: why did the 

u.s. undertake such a drastic, risky mission? An alternative 

explanation may lie in two possibilities: first, to prevent 

the spread of the war to other regional states as well as an 

Iranian victory; and second, to repair the American 

credibility in the aftermath of the Iran-Contra affair. 

From the beginning of the Iran-Iraq war, U.S. foreign 

policy makers had made it clear that a victory by one side 

over another was not strategically desirable, and thus tried 

to maintain a "balance of power" approach to the conflict and 

made a effort to prevent the war's spillover to third parties 

in the Persian Gulf. 66 The Iraqi military set-back in 1986 

and other successful Iranian offensives jolted both the u.s. 

and Arab Gulf states leaders. Iran's capture of Faw Peninsula 

65Despi te earl y administration efforts to promote 
bipartisan support for its involvement in the Persian Gulf, 
many members of congress were not convinced of the rationale 
offered by officials. This was particularly highlighted when 
Congressman Stephen J. Solarz, of New York, told both Richard 
W. Murphy, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Near Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs, and Edward "Skip" Gnehm, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, in a 
congressional hearing, "You know, I have great affection and 
respect for both of you, but I can't help but observe that 
what we've just heard from both of you is obsolete twaddle 
which makes no sense whatsoever." See, U. S., Congress, House, 
u.S. Policy in the Persian Gulf, op.cit., p. 24. 

66As one State Department official put it, "We don't give 
a damn as long as the Iran-Iraq war carnage doesn't affect our 
allies in the region or alter the balance of power." See, Ed 
Magnuson, "Arms For the Ayatullah," Time, July 25, 1983, p. 
28. 
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in southern Iraq "was the greatest singl e terri torial loss 

suffered by I raq during the enti re war, ,,67 and it brought 

I ranian troops wi thin a few hundred mil es of the Kuwai ti 

border. Iranian revolutionary guards and military was able, 

for the first time, to cut part of Baghdad-Basra highway and 

made their way toward Umm Qasr. Had this Iranian offensive 

succeeded "Iran would have severed Iraq from the Gul f and 

would have become Kuwait's immediate neighbour.,,6S Iran's use 

of the Chinese Silkworm missiles in attacks against Kuwaiti 

oil facilities heightened the risk of the spread of the war. 

In this period Kuwait witnessed several bomb explosions, one 

at an oil well, one at an oil station in the al-Maqa oil 

fields and one at the Sea Island loading platform. 69 For the 

first time fear of a possible Iranian victory and spread of 

the war alarmed both Washington and the Arab Gulf states. 

When the close proximity of the Iranian troops to the 

Kuwaiti border and internal unrest are considered collectively 

it is understandable why Kuwait requested superpower naval 

protection for its vessels. Kuwait, who previously criticized 

67R. K. Ramazani, "The Iran-Iraq War and the Persian Gulf 
Crisis," Current History, February 1988, p. 62. 

68Efraim Karsh, "The Iran-Iraq War: A Military Analysis," 
Adelphi Papers, Spring 1987, no. 220, p. 32. 

69Ramazani, "The Iran-Iraq War. ." op. cit., p. 62. 
Also on July 31, 1987 a clash between Iranian pilgrims and 
Saudi Arabian security police occurred. This riot in Mecca 
resulted in more than four hundred casualties. 
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foreign involvement in the region, was now inviting foreign 

intervention. Kuwaiti officials who feared the war would 

spread to their territory criticized the u.s. for its 

acquiescent stance toward the Iran-Iraq war. The Kuwai ti 

Foreign Minister Sheikh Sabah aI-Ahmed al-Sabah highlighted 

the Kuwaiti desire for U.S. intervention when he said, "I have 

no right to object if the West intervened to safeguard the oil 

shipping route. The Gulf is not a Kuwaiti, Qatari, Omani or 

even Arab property. I t is an international Gul f. "70 On the 

other hand the U. S. saw Kuwait's request, to use former 

Secretary of Defense Casper W. Weinberger's words, as an 

"opportuni ty not a probl em," to demonstrate our commi tment to 

the security of "our friends" in the region and that the U.S. 

is reliable and useful in any crisis. 71 In a similar vein, 

former Secretary of State George P. Schultz explained, "I saw 

this as a way to thwart Iran's ambitions and possibly lead to 

an end to the long, bloody war.,,72 

70Cited from Sreedhar Kapil Kaul, Tanker War: Aspect of 
Iraq-Iran War (New Delhi: ABC Publishing House, 1989), p. 9. 

7lWeinberger, op. cit., p. 393-394. 

72 s'chultz, Turmoil and Triumph, op.cit., p. 930. In a 
simi I ar vein, Casper W. Weinberger, maintained, "the course we 
and the Kuwaitis had chosen was one of the best ways of 
preventing a far more arduous and risky task later, should the 
Gulf indeed be closed by the Iranian intimidations and 
attacks. See, Weinberger, "Fighting for Peace. . ," .Q.P...:... 
cit., p. 398. 
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From these official statements one can see why the Reagan 

administration's justification for reflagging (i.e. flow of 

oil, Soviet encroachment, and freedom of navigation) was not 

convincing. As Robert C. McFarlane, former National Security 

Advisor to President Reagan, admitted, the decision to reflag 

Kuwaiti tankers "has little to do with defending 'freedom of 

the seas' or neutral i ty. ,,73 McFarl ane acknowl edged it has 

more to do with Iran's success in the war, as he stated, "When 

in early 1987 Iran made a strategic gain on the Faw Peninsula, 

we tilted blatantly in favor of Iraq as we had at similar 

moments before.,,74 

In sum, the purpose behind U.S. decision to reflag 

Kuwaiti tankers, which ultimately led to U.S. military 

confrontation between U.S. forces and Iran in the Persian Gulf 

(see chronology of events in appendix) was to prevent the 

collapse of the Iraqi regime, as former national security 

advisor Brzezinski stated, "To put it bl untl y. . . the purpose 

of the poli cy is to prevent I ran from winning the war. ,,75 

73Robert C. McFarlane, "A Crusade Stalled, A Risk 
Averted," Los Angeles Times, July 27, 1988, part II, page 7. 

74 Ibid . 

75 DOyl e McManus, "Moves Beyond Tanker Escorts: U.S. Widens 
Military Goals in Persian Gulf," Los Angeles Times, July 6, 
1988, part I, p. 6. R.K. Ramazani, an acknowledged authority 
on the subject, also believed "Reflagging the Kuwaiti tankers, 
Washington believed, would help save Iraq from defeat and the 
other Arab gulf states from falling, one after another, like 

(continued ... ) 
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 
INVOLVING U.S. FORCES IN THE PERSIAN GULF 

May 17: 

May 25: 

July 21-22: 

July 24: 

July 30: 

Aug 10: 

Aug 24: 

1987 

Iraq missile attack on USS stark (FFG-31) 

u.s. Navy warships escort a Kuwaiti-flagged 
freighter carrying u.S. arms to Bahrain. 

First U.S.-escorted convoy 
Kuwaiti tankers, including 
begins. 

Bridgeton hit and damaged by 
miles west of Farsi Island. 

of ref lagged 
the Bridgeton, 

mine about 20 

u. S. Navy SH-3 Sea King hel icopter crashes 
into the Gulf while trying to land aboard the 
La Salle (AGF-3). Five are rescued; four die. 

F-14 Tomcat from the USS Con~tellation (CV-64) 
fires two Sparrow missiles at radar blip 
thought to be Iranian F-4 showing hostile 
intent toward u.S. P-3 Orion maritime patrol 
aircraft. Neither missile hit any airborne 
object. The Texaco Caribbean, under charter 
to aU. S. firm, hits a mine outside of the 
Persian Gulf in the international anchorage 
off of Fujayrah. It was the first mine 
encountered outside the Gul f. several more 
were detected over the next two days. 

The USS Kidd (DDG-993) fires warning shots 
across the bows of two dhows when they 
approach a U.S.-escorted convoy entering the 
Strait of Hormuz on its way out of the Gulf. 
Later, an Iranian warship approaches the 
convoy. She is met by the USS Jarrett (FFG-
33) and Guadalcanal (LPH-7). The Iranian ship 
turns away after the Jarrett moves between her 
and the convoy. 

75 ( ••• continued) 
dominoes. See, Ramazani, "The Iran-Iraq War .. "oP. cit., 
p. 63. 

_._----------



sept 21: 

Oct 3: 

Oct 4: 

Oct 8: 

Oct 9: 

Oct 14: 

Oct 15: 
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u.s. frigate-based MH-6 Army special 
operations helicopters attack and capture the 
Iran Ajr, an Iranian landing craft being used 
for covert minelaying, about 50 miles 
northeast of Bahrain, in an anchorage used by 
ships before moving into oil-loading 
terminals. The next day, SEALs board the ship 
and take her in tow. Ten mines are found on 
board. Twenty-six Iranians are rescued; three 
are reported ki 11 ed and two are missing. A 
U.S. Navy frigate fires warning shots across 
the bow of an Iranian hovercraft that 
approached the U.S. ships towing the Iran Ajr. 

Saudi fighter planes and naval forces 
reportedly turn back a force of about 60 
Iranian speedboats heading toward the Saudi 
offshore oil field at Khafji. Saudis 
reportedly alerted to speedboats by U.S. 
forces. 

U.S. Navy helicopter crashes near the La Salle 
off Bahrain, killing one and injuring three. 

U.S. Frigate-based MH-6 helicopters attack 
four Iranian speedboats about 15 miles south
west of Farsi Island after one of the boats 
fired on a U.S. helicopter, sinking one and 
damaging and capturing two. U.S. forces pick 
up six Iranians, two of whom later die. Also, 
another U.S. helicopter reports shots fired, 
not necessarily at it, from Iranian oil 
platform east of Bahrain. 

Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger reports 
that parts for U.S.-made Stinger antiaircraft 
missiles were found on the two speedboats 
captured in the 8 October attack. 

Administration reportedly rejects informal 
request from on-scene U. S. task force 
commander to corne to aid of some non-U.S.-flag 
ships under attack. 

U.S.-owned, Liberian-flagged tanker Sungari, 
a t anchor nine mi 1 es of f Kuwai t 's Mina a 1-
Ahmadi terminal, hit and damaged by Silkworm 
missile fired by Iran from Fao Peninsula. No 
Casualties but ship damaged. 



Oct 16: 

Oct 19: 

Nov 1: 

Dec 12: 

Dec 23: 

Dec 24: 

Dec 25: 

Source: 
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Reflagged Kuwaiti tanker Sea Isle City, about 
ten miles off Mina aI-Ahmadi, hit and damaged 
by Silkworm missi I e fired by I ran from Fao 
Peninsula. Eighteen injured, including the 
u.s. master, and ship damaged. 

In response to 16 October missile attack, u.S. 
destroyers and SEALs shell and blow up Iranian 
oil platform east of Bahrain, and destroy 
electronic equipment on nearby platform. 

u. S. frigate fires machine guns at night on 
boat believed to be Iranian speedboat making 
hostile high-speed run at u.s. Military 
Sealift Command cargo ship Patriot as she was 
being escorted out of the Gulf near the Strait 
of Hormuz. Boat later discovered to be United 
Arab Emirates fishing vessel; one Indian 
fisherman killed; three others on board 
injured. U.S. Government expresses regret for 
the incident. 

Helicopters from the USS Chandler (DDG-996) 
evacuates 11 people from the Cypiot-registered 
tanker Pivot after the tanker was attacked by 
Iranian speedboats. A helicopter charted by 
CBS News evacuates another 29. 

Norwegian-flagged oil tanker attacked by 
Iranian forces reportedly turns down offer 
from U. S. Navy helicopter to help evacuate 
crew. 

Iranian speedboat fires shots at U.S. frigate
based hel icopter, perhaps only to warn it 
away, when helicopter flies to investigate 
Liberian-flagged tanker attacked by iranian 
speedboats. 

U.S. Navy helicopter evacuates 11 people from 
South Korean-flagged freighter Hyundai 
attacked by Iranian frigate about 20 miles 
northeast of Sharjar, near Abu Musa Island. A 
helicopter from a British frigate evacuates 
another mine. 

Ronal dO' Rourke, "The Tanker War," Proceedings: 
U.s. Naval Institute, May 1988, vol. 144/5/1023, p. 
33. 
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Britain's departure from the Persian Gulf in the late 

1960s created a power vacuum that was unprecedented due to the 

British prominence in maintaining security in the region for 

more than 150 years. 

The power vacuum intensified superpower rivalry between 

the u.s. and the former Soviet Union, particularly considering 

the rigid bipolarity of the international system in the late 

1960s. The intense competi tion became apparent when the 

Soviet ships for the first time visited different ports in the 

region on a regular basis. Considering the geopolitical as 

well as geostrategic importance of the region, the U.S. was 

impelled to undertake an active role toward filling the 

vacuum. 

However, internationally, regionally, and domestically, 

such direct involvement was neither plausible nor feasible. 

On the international level, the U.S. foreign policy makers 

were burdened by the anticipated response from the Soviet 

Union should they become directly involved. Regionally, 

direct U.S. involvement would require Arab state cooperation 

which was strained due to the Arab-Israeli conflict and the 

U.S. support for Israel. Finally, domestically, there was an 

al ready growing opposi tion to U. S. mi I i tary invol vement abroad 

especiall y in 1 ight of the Vietnam War. As a resul t, the 
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U.S. was faced with a difficult dilemma as it could not afford 

to take a passive role, especially in light of the growing 

dependence on foreign oil for itself and its allies. It was 

in this context that the U.S. opted for the alternative of 

relying on regional surrogates, thus giving birth to the "Twin 

Pillar" policy. Although the concept refers to "twin" 

pillars, it was Iran which became the gendarme of the Persian 

Gulf by maintaining regional security as well as protecting 

U.S. interests. The Shah's close association with different 

U.S. presidents, coupled with his delusion of grandeur in 

making Iran a strong regional power, combined with his 

appetite for sophisticated U.S. military technology, made him 

the ideal candidate for the security task envisaged by U.S. 

foreign policy makers. 

The Nixon-Kissinger doctrine played a crucial role in 

maintaining securi ty of the region as a whol e. The U.S. 

commitment to support the Shah and the Kurds severely hindered 

Iraq's quest for regional hegemony. The new security 

framework also prevented the spread of many Soviet inspired 

guerilla activities (e.g., Dhofar rebellion in Oman), thus 

inhibiting the Soviet influence in the region. 

The Nixon-Kissinger doctrine was extremely effective for 

the time. In retrospect, it was the only viable alternative 

for the administration and it lasted nearl y a decade, its 

demise being the consequence of Iran's 1978-79 revolution. 
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The disappearance of Iran as a fundamental pillar made the 

policy obsol ete. 

It has often been argued that the collapse of the Shah 

and ensuing demise of the Nixon/Kissinger security framework 

were caused by a lack of support from the Carter 

administration. Such an argument is ill conceived, as it has 

been demonstrated that President Carter did not hesitate to 

comply with the Shah's wishes, and, in fact, arms sales to the 

region as a whole increased drastically during his presidency. 

Carter's commitment to human rights was by no means a 

contradiction to his pledged support for the Shah and Saudi 

Arabia. The Islamic revolution in Iran, which was indigenous 

in nature, cannot be bl amed on Carter as it was an event 

already predetermined to happen, and it caught Washington by 

surprise. Thus the often cited argument that the U.S. 

Democratic administration chose to abandon the Shah during a 

time of crisis was unfounded. The U. S. did not want to 

antagonize the Shah who performed his regional security task 

faithfully. Furthermore, as the evidence suggests, there has 

been a stream of continuity from one president to another, 

both within Republican and Democratic and Republican 

administrations. The pattern of interaction which signifies 

the continuity was clearly reflected in areas of trade, arms 

transfers and treaties. 
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The ouster of the Shah, the collapse of the U.S. security 

arrangement and the rise of Islamic militancy in Iran ignited 

a powerful sentiment of anti-Americanism that was sweeping 

across the entire Middle East and which was by no means 

confined to Iran (e.g., riots in Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan 

and Egypt). This development once again placed the U.S. in a 

predicament as a new power vacuum was created. The Soviet 

invasion of Afghanistan hastened the need for a replacement 

securi ty framework, which had been underway. Under these 

condi tions, the U. S. abandoned its reI iance on a regional 

surrogate, and opted instead to maintain the security of the 

region directly. The new security framework gave birth to 

what became known as the Carter Doctrine and the subsequent 

establishment of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force in 

which the U.S. pledged to use military force whenever its 

interests were threatened. 

This new approach of direct involvement necessitated the 

enhancement of American Naval presence and capability with an 

emphasis on gaining access to regional military bases as well 

as the prepositioning of military supplies. Defense 

cooperation and the enactment of many treaties with regional 

states such as Bahrain, Oman and Egypt to name a few, was a 

stra tegic move in the right di rection. The sal e of highl y 

sophisticated military hardware to the region further 

highlighted U.S. presence. For instance, the sale of AWACS to 
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Saudi Arabia brought with it the presence of more than 900 

American military personnel as Saudi Arabia's airforce was 

incapable of handling such advanced planes. In addition, such 

tactics had the promise of ensuring continuing access to the 

region, and furthering American access to regional bases as 

well as improving u.S. strategic mobility. The u.S. Marine 

Corp of Engineers' extensive expansion of saudi Air Force not 

onl y enhanced U.S. basing infrastructure in the area, but al so 

gave credibi Ii ty to the U . s. mil i tary presence for future use. 

When Reagan was elected to the White House, despite his 

criticisms of the previous administration, he did not change 

the thrust of u.S. foreign policy toward the Persian Gulf, but 

actually expanded the RDJTF into the u.S. Central Command. 

Reagan also completed an "arms sale package" to Saudi Arabia 

which had been ini tiated originally by the Carter 

administration. 

The outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war added a new dimension 

to the already turbulent affairs of the region. The fear of 

a "spillover" effect, and the threat of Islamic 

fundamentalism, galvanized Arab Gulf states to forge a close 

collaboration with the u.S .. Regionally these developments 

encouraged the Arab Gul f states to coordinate thei r acti vi ties 

and create a political united front to dissuade Tehran from 

regional intrusion. One graphic illustration was the creation 

of the GCC. Iraq's threat from Iran also brought the regime 
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of saddam Hussein in close alliance with the u.s.. Iraq 

became an important regional partner that could shield the 

vulnerable Gulf Arab states from further Iranian adventurism. 

Although the Iran-Iraq war started four months before Reagan 

entered office, he made an effort, much like his predecessor, 

first to contain the spread of the war to the region and 

second to prevent a clear victory by one side over the other 

by playing the role of "balancer" in the context of "balance 

of power" approach. 

Iran's suspected invol vement in the poli tical viol ence in 

Lebanon and attack on the u.s. diplomatic facilities and 

personnel throughout the region, and the susceptibility of 

Arab Gulf rulers to becoming victims of revolutionary violence 

endorsed by the new regime in Iran (e.g., the attempted coup 

in Bahrain; and the attempted assassination on the Emira of 

Kuwait) persuaded the Reagan administration to initiate 

"Operation Staunch" against Iran. This operation was an 

attempt to encourage western allies to stop supplying Iran 

with arms. 

At the same time the Reagan administration began 

assisting Iraq by supplying intelligence information as well 

as economic incentives, despite its proclaimed neutrality in 

the Iran-Iraq war. The close collaboration between Washington 

and Baghdad, which ultimately led to a reestablishment of 

diplomatic relations in 1984, was a logical move since the 
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Islamic Republic of Iran was considered a "villain," or to use 

President Reagan's words "barbaric country" and source of 

threat to pro-western monarchies and u.s. security interests 

in the region. 

The Reagan White House tried to use covert arms sales to 

Iran, not to influence the moderates as has often been cited, 

but in exchange for the release of Americans held hostage in 
1 Lebanon .• This was a direct contradiction of actual U. S 

foreign policy with Iran as the u.s. had actively campaigned 

to discourage arms sal es to Iran by western all ies (i. e. , 

Operation Staunch). This revelation created a credibil i ty 

problem both internationally and regionally. When the tanker 

war started and Iran threatened to close the Strait of Hormuz 

and began to harass Iraqi allies in the region (e.g., Kuwait 

and Saudi Arabia) by attacking their ships, the Kuwaitis 

lAccording to Donald T. Regan, the President was deeply 
concerned about the release of the American hostages held in 
Lebanon. It was difficult for the President to comprehend why 
the u.s. with all its power, could not accomplish the feat for 
their release. For further details, see Donald T. Regan, For 
the Record: From Wall street to Washington (New York: Harcourt 
Brace Jovanovich, 1988), p. 23-25. Edwin Meese, Former 
Attorney General during the Reagan Administration presented an 
opposing argument when he asserted that the administration was 
"authentically" to deal with moderate elements in Iran as part 
of "long-term strategic" program. See, Edwin Meece, I I I, Wi th 
Reagan: The Inside Story, (Washington, DC: Regnery Gateway, 
Inc., 1992.), p. 262. See also, U.S., President's Special 
Review Board, The Tower Commission Report: The Full Text of 
the President's Special Review Board, [by John Tower, et. al.] 
(New York: Bantam Times Books, 1987). For details from an 
Iranian official's perspective, see "Interview Hujjat aI-Islam 
Rafsanjani and C.B.S.," Echo of Islam, 6(9):8-16, May, 1987. 
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requested American naval protection. The U.S. used the 

reflagging-escort mission as an opportunity to accomplish the 

following objectives: first, to contain the Iranian threat and 

the spread of the war by way of direct military intervention, 

thus forcing Iran to accept the cease fire; second, to protect 

Iraq from defeat; and finally, to repair its shaken 

credibility problem in the aftermath of the Iran-Contra 

scandal. 

The direct American military intervention seemed to be a 

success as Iran began to recognize that victory over Iraq was 

improbable. The Iranian foreign policy makers soon began to 

realize that further military confrontation with the U.S. 

could undermine the Islamic revolution and the survival of the 

regime i tsel f. Therefore, despite all their previous rhetoric 

these same policymakers, particul arly Ayatoll ah Khomeini, 

began to accept the cease-fire in 1988 (i.e. resolution 598). 

According to a classified state Department memorandum issued 

by Richard W. Murphy, the U.s. objective was achieved, as he 

noted "We can legitimately assert that our post Irangate 

policy has worked. The outward thrust of the Iranian 

revol ution has been stopped. ,,2 

2Richard W. Murphy, "u. S. Interests in the Persian Gul f: 
A Policy Perspective," [Secret], Secretary of State, 
Washington, DC, August, 1988. 
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From the evidence presented, then, what can be concluded 

about u.s. foreign policy in general and the Middle East in 

particular? First of all u.s. foreign policy actually has 

exhibited a clear continuity of purpose throughout the period 

discussed here. However, the means of achieving specific u.s. 

objectives have changed depending on historical circumstances. 

The objectives that remain despite these circumstances are, 

first, to maintain access to Persian Gulf oil at a reasonable 

price; second, to contain external threat and encourage 

regional order and stabi I i ty; and final I y, to prevent the 

emergence of anyone single power capable of dominating the 

Persian Gulf region. Keeping these goals firmly in mind while 

examining the fluctuations of u.s. involvement in the Persian 

Gulf, one can readily see that far from being reactive in 

approach, the U. S. is in fact pro-acti vel y in favor of 

promoting its goals. Al though many have argued that u. S. 

policy has been short-sighted and erratic, from this broad 

historical perspective, one can see this is not the case. The 

u.s. has at last begun to consolidate its long-term plan to 

achieve these long-term goals. The evidence also suggests 

that the u.s. foreign policy in the Persian Gulf, in a broad 

conceptual framework, can be explained as a part of the 

rational decision making process where the u.s. foreign policy 

makers select the alternatives best suited to maximize the 

strategic goals and objectives. The choice of alternatives 
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(i.e. decisional search) adopted by the administrations from 

Nixon to Reagan are examples of th~~framework within which the 

rational perspective operates. The decisi on to reI y on a 

regional surrogate as in the case of the Nixon administration 

or direct military involvement (i.e. decisional choice) as 

used by both Carter and Reagan was consistent with the rules 

of rationali ty. 

The "Bal ance of Power" which is often used to expl ain 

U.S. foreign policy behavior in the region can also be seen as 

part of rational consideration because such approach is one 

way of minimizing obstacles to rational action. It was not 

unreasonable for the u.s. to alternate its support between the 

two strong regional actors (i.e., Iran and Iraq) in order to 

pursue its national security objective. u.s. foreign policy 

makers did contemplate the balance of power approach as a 

viabl e pol icy, but when it became cl ear that the "geopoli tical 

momentum" had turned and regional change threatened U.S. 

national interests the use of direct involvement emerged as 

the best option. Containment of both Iran and Iraq from the 

securi ty framework as adopted by both the Reagan and Bush 

administrations and labeled "dual containment" has little to 

do with the balance of power approach, but is more associated 

with rational decision making. 

The concl usion derived from the data presented in chapter 

4 supports, to a certain extent, the rational decision making 
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model because rationali ty (i. e. treating the state as a 

uni tary actor) down-pI ays president ial responsibil i ty. 

Furthermore it became clear from case studies presented, u.s. 

national interest and security considerations played an 

important role in the actual decision making process. In 

conclusion regional changes have necessitated a new phase -

direct U.S. involvement in the region - and from the record it 

seems that this involvement - both the reflagging and Gulf war 

- has been very successful. Much of this success is due to a 

convergence of various powers such as u.s. allies and Arab 

Gulf leaders. The issue of maintaining security of the region 

by means of direct u.s. involvement and its implications for 

the region, both domestically and regionally, must be the 

subject of future research. 
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