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OVERVIEW

(U) Located at the crossroads between East and West,
Iran has always occupied a strategic position in the

world. Situated on the border of the Soviet Union and
including vast quantities of oil, Iran's geographical
location became even more important in the post-~wWorld
War II era. ' _

(U) The United States first became involved in
Iran during World War II when it stationed troops there
to assist in moving military equipment and materiel to
the Soviet Union. Immediately following the war, Iran
was caught up in one of the first Cold War confronta-
tions between the United States and the' Soviet Union.
At that time, Soviet troops refused to evacuate the
northernmost Iranian province of Azerbaijan as previ-
ously agreed and the United States pressured the Soviet
Union to remove its forces. The US efforts succeeded
and the Soviets did withdraw. This experience, how-
ever, demonstrated to the United States the importance
of Iran and the need for a stable, friendly regime
there. To that end, the United States began to provide
the Shah and his government military aid. Limited at
first to the sale of military eﬁdipment, a formal
program of grant assistance was initiated in 1949.

(U) Rising nationalism in Iran and .growing resent-
ment of the British oil concession brought Dr. Mohammed
Mossadegh, a rabid patriot, to the forefront of Iranian
politics in 1950. He became prime minister in 1951 and
proceeded to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian 0il Company.
The accompanying publié fervor and the ensuing economic
chaos threatened Iran, for a time, with anarchy and the

possibility of an internal communist takeover. Once.

again, the United States saw the need for a strong and
stable Iran.
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(U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh and
the return of the Shah to full power, the United States
stepped up its 'military assistance to 1Iran. This
aid was designed to build a modern armed force capable
of maintaining internal security and providing some
defense against external aggression, Simultaneously,
the Upited States sought to create a collective defense
arrangement in the Middle East, including Iran, to
block Soviet expansion into the area. The US efforts
culminated ‘with the establishment of the Baghéaq Pact,
which subsequently evolved into CENTO, in 1955 with
Iran as a member, Altﬁough the United States did not
join this new organization, it did participate in the
Pact's military planning. Throughout tHe'remainder of
the 1950s, the United States supplied military aid to
the Shah to enable Iran to contribute to the Pact's
defense efforts.

(U) By the early 1960s, the Iranian armed forces
seemed launched on the way to becoming a modern fight-
ing force. Moreover, during this period, the Shah
finally began to address the nagging internal problems
that had 1long plagued his country. He instituted a
wide ranging program of reform, known as the "White
Revolution," including land reform and distribution,
economic modernization, and political enfranchisement.
Therefore Presidents Kennedy and Johnson gave the Shah
their £full backing. They continued and expanded
military assistance in a further effort to strengthen
the Iranian forces. It was in this period that the US
military assistance program was converted from one of
grant aid to credit sales. Simultaneously, with its
increasing strength, Iran had become more independent,
pursuing its own ambitions,

(U) After assuming the Presidency in 1969, ERichard
Nixon fitted .Iran into his new "Nixon Doctrine'"--a
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policy whereby the United States, while continuing
economic and military assistance, would look to friends
and allies to handle their own internal security and
military defense. 1In the case of Iran, the United
States turned to a willing Shah and his armed forces to
assume the defense of the Persian Gulf area in place of
the departing British presence. ‘The vastly expanding
Iranian revenues resulting from splralllng increases in
the price of 0il would allow Iran to build the military
establishment necessary for this task. Accordingly,
the United States began to sell Iran large quantities
of its newest and most sophisticated weapons, and US
arms sales to .Iran rose from $458 million in FY 1972 to
approximately $4 billion by FY 1974.

President Carter, while convinced of the impor-
tance of Iran to the Western powers, did not believe
such massive arms sales to the Shah were necessary.
Therefore he reduced the volume of new commitments and |
prohibited the sale of new weapons until they were
operationally deployed with US forces. As a result, US!
arms sales to Iran fell from $3.2 billion in FY 1977 tiJ

$763 million in FY 1978, _

(U) Meanwhile, opposition to the Shah in Iran, which
had gradually develogped over the years but remained
relatively quiescent and divided, now coalescead.
'Opposing the Shah were all elements of the political
spectrum in Iran. Conservatives, both clergy and lay,
feared the loss of privileged positionélin the Shah's
modernization programs while the liberals, the expand-
ing middle class, and the working people disliked the
Shah's authoritarian methods and the corruption sur-
rounding his regime. The result was growing'revolution.
and spreading anarchy during the latter part of 1978.
After several months of indecision, the Shah abdicated
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on 16 January 1979 and left the country. The US
policy, now over 30 years o0ld, of support for the Shah
had failed and Iran teetered on the brink of chaos.

(U) Throughout the United States involvement in
Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have participated 1in
the deveiopment of the national policy toward that
countiy. Their role, however, had been largely one of

supporting the government-wide consensus rather than

launching new intitiatives, In October 1946, during
the Azerbaijan crisis, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
provided the Department of State their first appraisal
of Iran. Both o0il resources and a strategic location,

affording a base for both defensive and  counteroffen-

sive operations égainst.the Soviet Union, gave Iran a
major strategic importance. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
have consistently and repeatedly maintained this
position since that time.

(U) From 1946 through 1978, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff urged and supported military assistance for
the Shah and his forces in order to insure a stable,
Western-oriented Iran. In the 1950s, JCS recommenda-
tions for increased support for the Iranian forces to
enable them to contribute to Middle East defense and
JCS support for a Middle East collective defense
arrangement, which included 1Iran, became US policy.
bDuring the 1960s, the Joint Chiefs of Staff continued
to advocate military support of Iran. They sent
several special missions there to survey the require-
ments. They carefully reviewed the resulting findings
and submitted detailed recommendations to the Secretary
of Defense. These JCS recommendations formea the basis

for expanded US programs for Iran. Presidents Nixon.

and Ford d4id not rely on the Joint Chiefs of Staff as
closely as their predecessors for advice on Iran.
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Decisions were made to sell vast amounts of new and
sophisticated military equipment to Iran without any
formal review by the Joint Chiefs of staff, 5till, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff dig Supply recommendations on
Iran and its armed forces in the annual Joint Strategic
Objectives Plan (JSOP) submissions, but these recom-
mendations usually merely reflected Presidential
decisions. President Carter‘cut back military sales to
Iran and once again turned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for advice on provision of new weapons systems to the
Shah. Yet neither the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor most
of the President's civilian advisers foresaw the
deteriorating internal situation in Iran,that culmin-
ated in the fall of the Shah. -
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1
WHICH WAY IRAN?
1946-1953

Historical Background

(U?.Iran is one of the oldest countries in the world
today. 1Its national history dates back 2,500 years to

the consolldated empire of the Medes and Persians,
which at its height encompassed all the territories
between what is today India and the Mediterranean Sea.
The Persian Empire was the greatest power the world had
known to that time.

{U) Succeeding centuries’ witnessed ‘talternating
pericds of foreign conguest and native rule. Theh, in
the period A.D. 637-650, Arab Moslems from the Arabian
Peninsula subdued all the territory that is modern
Iran. Gradually the conguered inhabitants were con-
verted to Islam, embracing the Shiite branch while the
majority of the Moslem world adhered to the Sunni
branch. Other conquerors followed the Arabs--the
Seljuk Turks, the Mongols, and Tammerlane. The arise
of the Safavid dynasty in 1502 returned native rulers
for the first time in 600 years.

(U) In 1795, a Qajar prince subdued all rivals and
~established a dynasty that ruled Iran, or Persia as
it was then known, until 1925, Throughout the 19th
Century, Iran was subjected to 1ncreasxng pressures by
the European powers, especially Russia and Britain, for
economic and territorial concessions. Over the same
period, growing nationalist sentiment led to a
strengthening and modernization of Iranian institutions

culminating in a series of reforms in the years 1506-- -

1808, including adoption of a constitution and estab-
lishment of a parliament, the Majlis. These events,
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coupled with the discovery of o0il in largeé amounts in
1908, brought Iran into the modern age. By Western
standards, however, Iran remained an extremely backward
country.

(U) Even though Iran declared its neutrality in
World War I, both Kussia and Britain placed troops
there. Following the eruption of the revolution at
home in 1917, the Russians withdrew, and Britain became
the dominant foreign power in Iran. Thereupon, the
British attehpted to force a treaty upon Iran official-
ly recognizing this influence, but the Majlis refused
to accept the treaty. Subsequently, Iran became a
member of the League of Nations in 1920 and Britain
began withdrawal of its troops in. 1921. That same
year, Iran and the Soviet Union signed a treaty of
friendship. Among other provisions, Iran agreed not to
permit its territory to be used by anti-Soviet groups.

. (U) That same year a little known Iranian officer,
Brigadier General Reza Khan, Commander of the Persian
Cossack PBrigade, staged a ccoup and took control of
Tehran, He forced the Shah to  appoint him both comman=-
der in chief of the armed forces and war minister. From
these positions, he consolidated and expanded his power.
In 1923 he became Premier and, in 1925, the Majlis ended
the Qajar rule, proclaiming keza Khan the new ruler as
Reza Shah Pahlevi. '

(U) Reza Shah, who ruled Iran as a military dicta-
tor, was determined to rid Iran of foreign influence
and centralize the government. He launched a vigorous
program of modernization, instituting a universal con-
scription law, organizing a standing army drawn from
the peasantry, and establishing his authority through-
out the country. He encouraged industrialization ‘ana
renegotiated the Anglo-Iranian oil concession agreement
of 1919 to obtain more favcrable terms for Iran, ke
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outlawed the wveil, introduced civil marfiage and
divorce, expropriated the property of the Islamic
clergy, and organized secular schools. In 1935, the
name of the country was changed from Persia to Iran.

(U) When world War II broke out, Iran again tried
to remain 'neutral. Reza Shah, however, held some
pro-German views and, in June 1941, refused a joint
British-Soviet request to permit transit of war sup-
Plies across Iran. Consequently, both Britain and the
Soviet Union moved troops into Iran. The Soviets
occupied five northern provinces, including Gilan,
Mazandaran, and traditionally dissident Azerbaijan,
while the British took over .the southweqtern part of
the country and the Persian Gulf in order to protect
Allied oil sup?lies. This occupation was regularized
by the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance signed by Britain,
the Soviet Union, and Iran in January 1942. The treaty
not only gave formal sanction to the occupying forces,
but also guaranteed their respect for the territorial
integrity, sovereignty, and political independence of
Iran and provided for withdrawal of the occupying
troops within six months of the end of hostilities.

Later in 1942, US forces entered Iran to assist in the.

movement of materiel and supplies to the Soviet Union,
but their presence was never recognized by a treaty,

(U) with the entry of the British and Soviet troogs,
Reza Shah had abdicated in favor of his 22~year ola
son, Mohammed Reza Pahlevi and, subsequently, on 1
September 1943, Iran declared war on Germany. During
the course of a conference of the Allied leaders in
Tehran in late November and early December 1943,

Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, ‘and Joseph

Stalin issued the "Declaration on Iran," in which they

e . s
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acknowledged Iran's assistance in the war, reaffirmed
the commitment to Iran's independence, and pledged
economic assistance at the close of the hostilities.!

The Azerbaijan Crisis

(U) In the years following Wworld War II, Iran
was tonfronted with two major crises.that threatened

its existence as an independent, Western-oriented
nation. In the first, the Azefbaijan crisis, the
Soviet Union not only refused to evacuate the Province,
as provided in the terms of the Tripartite Treaty, but
also pressured Iran for oil rights. The United States
opposed these moves and the resulting dispute vitiatea
much of the good-will remaining améng tﬁe wartime
allies.

(U) Even during World War II, the Soviet Union
had closed its zone of occupation to all foreign
-travelers, thereby preventing allied diplomats and
newsmen from repbrting on conditions in northern Iran.
A ban was impcsed on the expert of staple foodstuffs
from the Soviet zone, one of the major foed producing
areas of Iran. As a result, faming_occurred in other
parts of the country, including Teﬁran. As one author-
ity has noted, "The Iron Curtain was thus hung in Iran
long before the English speaking democracies learned of
its existence."_2

(U) The Soviet Union had also demanded that Iran
grant it oil concessions that would cover the five
provinces bordering on Russia. Iran, however, flatly

T. For the historical background on Iran prior to

1946, see Harvey H. Smith et al., Area Hanabook for' ~

Iran (1971), pp. 39-64.
2. George Lenczowski, Russia and the Wwest in Iran,
1916-1948 (1949), pp. 193-275.

10
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rejected all oil concessions, not only to the Soviet
Union but to the United Kingdom and the United States.
On 19 May 1945, following Germany's surrender, Iran
demanded that both of the occupying nations withdraw
their forces. In reply both the United Kingdom and the
USSR made it clear that they would not withdraw before
the agreed deadline of six months after the ena of
hostilities.  In August 1945, both nations removed
their uniformed forces, mainly service troops, from the
area of Tehran, but the Soviet Union left thousanas of
men in plain clothes in the area. These included
members of the Soviet secret police, the NKVD.3

(U) Perhaps the most serious of the,tFansgressions
during Soviet occupation occurred in late 1945,
Against the will of the'Iranian Government, the Soviet
Union aided and abetted a change in the form of
government in Azerbaijan Province. Soviet forces
supported a seizure of government power in Azerbaijan
by the communist "Tudeh"™ party. Wwhen the Iranian
Government attempted to send military forces to rein-
force their garrison in Azerbaijan, Soviet military
authorities pfevented Iranian troops from entering the
province,. The Iranian Government was effectively
prevented by the Soviet Union from applying Iranian
laws in the area. As a result of an uprising of
Kurdish tribesmen in the northern area, an uprising
openly encouraged by the Soviet Union in December
1945, the entire province of Azerbaijan was separated
from the control of the Iranian_Government.4

(U) With the support of the United States, Iran
appealed to the newly established United ©Nations

3. Lenczowski, Russian and the West in Iran, 1918~
1948, pp. 216-220. -
4. Ibid., pp. 284-289.

11
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Security Council on 19 January 1946, asking that it
investigate the situation and recommend appropriate
action. The Soviet Union denounced Iran's action and
denied all its allegations, fThe Security Council, in
its first real test, was unable to act, since the
Soviet Unjon took the position that the Council was not
competent to handle the dispute. The Security Council
then agreed to let the two countries try to settle
their differences by direct negotiations.>

(U) Meanwhile the situation in Iran had grown more
tense, Soviet activities there "threatened the pPeace
of the world®™ as President Truman described the crisis.,
In a speech obviously intended as a warning to the
Soviet Union over ‘Iran, Secretary of State James F.
Byrnes in 1late February pointed out that the Unitea
States had "approved many adjustments® and "resolved
many disputes" in favor of the Soviet Union. He said
the United States welcomed the Soviet Union as a member
of the United Nations. He pointed out that great
powers as well as small ones had "agreed under the
United Nations Charter not to use force or the threat
of force except in defense of law and in the purposes
of the Charter." He emphasized that the United
States "will not and cannot stand aloof if force is
used contrary to the purposes and principles of
the Charter.“6

(U) Admiral Willian D. Leahy, USN, the Chief of
Staff to the Commander in Chief and the presiding
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, found Secre-
tary Byrnes' speech "of superiative value." He only
regretted that it had not been delivered earlier.’

pP. 94.
6. State Lept Bulletin, 10 Mar 46, p. 358.
7. ADM William D. Leahy, Diary, 3 Mar 46, copy in
National Archives.

12
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(U) British forces withdrew from Iran on 2 March
1946, six months after the Japanese surrender as agreed
in the Anglo-Iranian-Soviet treaty. US forces had
already been evacuated by the end of 1945. The Soviet
Union, however, gave no sign of keeping its pledge of
withdrawal. Three days after the deadline date, Secre-
tary of State Byrnes addressed a note to Soviet Foreign
Minister Molotov asking that Soviet forces be withdrawn
as agreed and warning that the United States could not
remain- “iﬂﬁifferent" to the situation, Intelligence
indicated that Soviet tanks were moving into Iran,
geploying toward the Turkish border and the Iraqgi
frontier and the US Air Attache personnally ocbserved
Soviet tanks only 25 miles from Tehrad. Secretary
Byrnes' reaction upon learning of this was to observe
that the Soviet forces were adding military invasion to
political subversion. Reportedly he reacted with some
heat and stated "Now we'll give it to them with both
barrels."8 '

(U) "Both barrels" took the form of a second note
to Foreign Minister Molotov on 8 March saying that
it appeared Soviet forces in Iran weve being reinforced
and asking for an explanation if that were the case.
No official Soviet reply was received to either of Mr.
Brynes' notes, but on 15 March the Soviet news agency,
Tass, denied that any reinforcement or redeployment was

taking place in Iran.9

8. Msgs, State 385 to Moscow, 5 Mar 46, Moscow 682
to State, 6 Mar 46, Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1946, vol. VII (1969}, pp. 340-342, 348.
Herbert Feis, From Trust to Terror (1970), p. B81-87.
Truman, Years of Trial and hope, pp. 94-96.

Lenczowski, Russia and the Wwest in Iran, pp. 296-302. )

Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, p. 65. .
8. Msg, State 425 to Moscow, 8 Mar 46, Foreign ke-
latins of the Uniteda States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 348.

13
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(U) W%When Iran again went to the Security Council,
accusing the Soviet Union of failure to withdraw from
its territory, Soviet diplomats protested sharply. At
one point during a Security Council meeting on the
subject, Soviet Ambassador Andrei Gromyko stalked out
of the meeting. On the other hand, the United States
supported Iran more strongly than on the first occa-
sion, with Secretary of State. Byrnes personally appear-
ing before the Council. It was apparent that the
Soviet Union was bothered by the unfavorable publicity
"emanating from these meetings, and on 26 March the
Soviet representative announced suddenly that the
Soviet forces -would be removed from Iran within six
weeks after March 24, 1946 "if no unforeseen circum-
stances occur.” On 4 April Iran announced that an
agreement had been reached with the Soviet Union
confirming the Soviet withdrawal and establishing
an Iranian-Soviet o0il company, to be ratified by the
Iranian Parliament (Majlis) within seven months of that
date. The Soviet Government would hold 51. percent of
the stock and the Iranian Government the remaining 49
percent. The Soviet Union subsequently evacuated its
forces on schedule, leaving behind a strong communist
revolutionary regime in Azerbaijan.10

(U) To this point in the crisis, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had not been asked to provide opinions on mili-
tary options with respect to the situation in Iran or
to prepare any plans for military actions. Rather US
actions remained within the diplomatic“realm. The US
strateqgy appeared to be to leave the matter within the
purview of the UN Security Council as long as it was
safe to do so.

TU. Lénczowski, Russia and the West in Iran, pp.
298-299. Nosrollah Fatemi, "Oi1l Diplomacy® (1Y54), pp.
315-316, The agreement establishing an Iranian-Soviet
0il company never took effect, since the Iranian
Parliament refused to ratify it.

1 A
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(U) By the fall of 1946, the Shah and his éovernment
had begun plans to reassert control over Azerbaijan,
raising the possibility of a confrontation with the
Soviet Unlon, and now the advice of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff was sought. In September, the Department of
State asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views
on the strategic 1mportance of Iran to the United
States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were also asked in
what ways- US interest in Iran was 1linked to the Near
and Middle East as a whole and how that interest would
be affected by Soviet domination of all or part of
Iran. Finally, the Department of State asked: e 4
does the JCS consider that a program of ,assistance by
the US to the Iranian ‘military establishment would
contribute to the defense of United States strategic
interest in the Near and Middle Eastern area?"!’

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their reply of 11
October, began by observing that the Department of
State's gqguestions were based on an assumption of
possible war between the United States and the Soviet
Union and that their answer relied on the same assump-
tion. Iran, as a major source of oil supply, was
militarily of "major strategic interest" to the United
States. Moredver, “from the standpoint of defensive
purposes," the.area offered "opportunities to conduct
delaying operations and/or operations to pProtect United
States-controlled o0il resources in Saudi Arabia.” In
addition, Iran offered, as did all the Middle East, a
base for counteroffen51ve operations againt the Soviet
Union.

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff then evaluated four
possibilities that had been put forth by the Department. .
of State: (1) division of Iran into British ana Soviet

spheres of influence would advance the Soviet Union's

. Forelgn Relations of the United States, 1946,
vel., VII, pp. 515-516
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political and strategic objectives, contribute to the
encirclement of Turkey, and destroy British ability to
defend the 1Iraqi o0il fields; (2) control of the
northern provincé.of Azerbaijan by the USSR, although
undesirable, would be the least objectionable of the
situations listed; (3) creation of a Soviet-dominated
autonomous hurdish state would probably cause the
dissolution of the present Iraqi Government and
possibly lead to the installation of a Soviet-oriented
regime there; (4) domination of all Iran by the USSR

would greatly intensify all the adverse effects listed
above.12

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff made clear their
support for military aid to Iran. Token assistance to
Iran's military-forces, they said, could treate confi-
dence and good will toward the United States within the
Iranian Government and thus contribute to the US
strategic posture in the area. To assist Iran in
preventing civil disturbances, which could attraet
intervention by "powerful neighbors™ and involve the
United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff favored giving
Itan reasonable amounts of military material to be
used only for internal security. They considered "such
non-aggression items" as small arms, light artillery,
ammunition, small tanks, transportation and communica-
tion equipment, quartermaster supplies, and possibly
short range aircraft and naval patrol craft to be
appropriate for 1Iran in reasonable quantities if
requested. The United States must be satisfied, of
course, that Iran wanted to maintain its independence '
within the "community of nations."

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff also believea it
would be appropriate for the United States to give
technical advice, but it must be done without fanfare:
and upon reqguest only. Such a step would contribute to

12. (U) SM-6874~-46 to SWNCC, 11 Oct 46 (derived from
JCS 1714/3), CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 1. Printed in Memo,
SWNCC to MGEN J. N. Hilldring, 12 Oct 46, S5wWhN-4818,
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1946, vol. VII,
rp. 529-532. :
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"the defense of United States strategic interest in
Iran and the Near and Midle East area." "In 1943 the
United States had, as a matter of course, establishea
two small military missions in Iran. One of these
missions advised the Iranian Army, the second advised
the Imperial Gendarmerie.'3 The Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommended that these missions not be removed
but that, conversely, no new missions be established at
this time. o

(U) Subsequently, on 29 October 19346, the Secretary
of State made a decision that marked the beginning of
an aid program for Iran. He decided to support a
program under which the United States would sell Iran
armaments worth not more than $10 million.14

(U) In Iran, meantime, ihe crisig'had worsened,
According to diplomatic reports from Tehran, Prime,
Minister Qavam was retreating before Soviet pressuré
and Iran was daily losing what remained of its indepen-
dence, Mr. Loy Henderson, Director of the Office of
Near FEastern and African Affairs, in the Department of
State considered the situation to be so critical that
swift action by the United States might be requirea.
An Iranian military mission in Washington to purchase
the already approved $10 million worth of military
equipment was running into a stone wall, Mr, Henderson
warned that the United States c¢ould no longer delay and

T3. (U) JCS 557,30 Oct 43, CCS 530 Persia (9-2-42)
sec 2. For further informatin o¢f the US wartime
missions to Iran see T. H. Motter, The Persian Corriaor
and Aid to Russia (1952), pp. 473-477. The US misslon
to the Gendarmerie, subsequently known as GENMISH, was
sanctioned by an agreement between the United States
and Iran on 27 November 1943. The mission to the
Iranian Army, subsequently known as ARMISH, was not
recognized by a formal agreement until 6 October 1947.
See EAS no. 361, 27 Nov 43 and TIAS 1666,16 Oct 47,
both in Treaties and Other Int'l Agreements of the
USA, 1776-1949, vol 8, pp. 1285-1290, 1295-1301.

14. (U} Memo, AsstSecState for Occupied BAreas to
USecState, 29 Oct 46, printed in Foreign kelations of
the United States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 255.

17
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should sell this "nonaggression" equipment to Iran
quickly. He quoted the JCS statements of 11 Qctober in
support of his position. He also favored increasing
the strengths of the military missions in Iran and
keeping them there so long as they were needed.
Secretary of State Byrnes approved Mr. Henderson's
recommendations. >

(U) The immediate crisis in Iran subsided as 1946
drew to a close. On 24 November, the Iranian-Govern—
ment ordered its forces to march into Azerbaijan to
supervisg bar;;amentary elections. The Soviet Govern-
ment protested ' this move, warning of possible “dis-
turbances®™ should Iranian troops enter Azerbaijan., The
US Ambassador to Iran, George V. Allen, lauded the
move, publicly announcing that it was' fquite normal
and appropriate." In this statement, he was backed up
by Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson in Washington.
The Iranian Army marched into Azerbaijén with only a
few minor skirmishes taking place. On 4 December the
rebel regime collapsed.16

The Mossadegh Crisis

(U) The second threat to Iran's independence and
Western orientation in the years following Worla War II
was the "Mossadegh crisis" of 1951-1953. In this
instance the danger came not from external sources but,
rather, from internal dissension. Dr. Mohammed
Mossadegh, a determined nationalist, led a vigorous
movement to géin complete control of Iranian oil
resources. The resulting unrést and chaos in Iran
seemed for some months to be opening the way for the
communist-controlled Tudeh Party to seize contrel of
the government.

15. (U) bdemo, Dir. Office of Near Eastern and -

Afircan Affairs (Hendersan) to USecState, 18 Oct QG,
w/att Memo, "Implementation of United States Folicy
toward Iran," same date, PForeign Relations of the
United States, 1946, vol. VII, pp. 533-536, and fn 1,
c. 535. ) _

16. Lenczowski, Russia ana the West in TIran,
p. 302. C o
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(U} The crisis arose over the status of the British
oil concession. Under the agreement negotiated between
Reza Shah and the British in 1933, the Anglo-Iranian 0il
Company extracted and marketed Iranian 0oil, giving the
Iranian Government 25-30 percent of the net profits. More
nationalistic members of the Majlis, - however, wanted a
larger and more equitable share of the revenue. Dr.
Mossadegh, the most vocal of these members, became chair-
man of the Majlis oil committee in 1950 and formed a
coalition, the United Front, to press for naticnalization
of the Anglo-Iranian 0il Company. The more moderate
Premier, General Ali Razmara, attempted to obtain more
favorable terms from the Company, but w?g not  successful.
Meantime, in Saudi Arabia, the Arabian-American 0il
Company accepted an arrangement that gave the government
there 50 percent of its profits, and this development
increased Iran's demands for a larger share of the profits
of the Anglo—Iranian.17 :

(jHﬁ'Against this background, the Truman Administration
began drafting a formal statement of US objectives angd
policy for Iran in March 1951. Adapting a Department of
State study, the NSC Staff drafted and circulated a policy
paper (NSC 107) for the Council'S-cOnsideratipn. Accord-
ing to this statement, Iran's absorption within the
communist orbit would damage oil-dependent Western Euro-
pean economies, impair US prestige, and "seriously weaken,
if not destroy“.resolution among adjacent Middle Eastern
countries, For these reasons, the United States should
take "all feasible steps" to insure that Iran escaped
Soviet domination. Although the initiative for any

military action in support of Iran rested with Great

should “give early consideration to measures designed to

T7. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 66-67.
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strengthen the general areazzl Also, the United States
should (1) strengthen its current assistance programs
(especially economic aia) as much as possible and (2)
press the British to "effect an arly and eguitable
\ settlement® of the oil dispute, If an Iranian govern-
3 ment took actions that foreshadowéd communist control,

the United States should be prepared to undertake
i "special political operations" to reverse this trend.
f Finaliy, in the event of an overt attack by the Soviet
‘ Union against Iran, the United -States "in common

) prudence would have to proceed on_the assumption that
. global war is probably imminent." 18

—\

PP

The Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary
of Defense that they considered NSC 107 acceptable as
"an interim working guide.® They asked,' However, that
+  this policy paper be reviewed as soon as the situation
had clarified. When the National Security Council
discussed NSC 107 on 21 March, the Service Secretaries
recommended that it be rejected in toto. 1In their
opinion, the courses of action designed to meet either

internal subversion of external aggression "are safe
innocuous statements of generalities which do not
indicate anything except watchful waiting . . . . 1If
we cannot do anything we should say so. If we can take

o o e AL ¢ bl e

o e ®

state." Overruling these objections, the Council

. adopted NSC 107; President Truman approved it on 24
March.19

NSC 107, 14 Mar 51, CCS 092 Iran {4-23-48)
he Joint Intelligence Committee reported that
nder current circumstances, "It is not considered
robable" that the Soviets could achieve total domin-
tion of Iran without overt use of their armea forces.
owever, "it is becoming increasingly evident®" that
they might win control of northern segments through
economic ana political pressure, possibly accompanied
by subversive activities. The JCS noted these conclu-
ions_gghg_ggggQA_j(TS) Rpt, JIC to JCS, "Intelligende
Stewates on the Situation in Iran," 1 Mar 51, Encl to
JCS 1924/51, 1 Mar 51, same file.
19. (TS) Memo, JCS to Sechef, 19 Mar 51 (derived
from JCS 1714/17), same file. (TS) NSC Action No. 451,

concrete steps in either contingency we should so !
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(U) The tempo of events in Iran suddenly accelerated,
General Razmara was assassinated on 7 March 1951; oDr.
Mossadegh assumed the Premiership; and nationalization was
promulgated on 2 May. Thereafter, the focal point of
crisis centered on Dr. Mossadegh, who now roused Popular
emotions to fever pitch.20

(Y) The British, as was to be expected, reacted with
conside;able concern,.feéfing that acquiesence in the
nationalization could jeopardize all their overseas
investments. Accordingly, Britain reinforced its Middle
Eastern garrisons and dispatched warships to Abadan, the
site of the anglo-Iranian refinery. The United States,
however, ogpose@ the use of force to rgﬁolve the matter,
and Secretary of State Acheson advised the British ambas-
sador in wéshihgtoﬁfbﬁ 17 May 1951 that the United States
could suppoft a resort to force only under one of the
following conditions: 1Iranian Government invitation;
Soviet ﬁilitary intervention; a communist coup in Tehran;
or evacuation of endangered British nationals, A wige
Anglo-American policy cleavage now ensued.21 —7
. Lﬂdf Since the inadequacies of NSC 107 now were mani-
fest, the NSC Staff circulated a revised Folicy paper (NSC
107/1) on 6 June 1951, The immediate situation in Iran,.
according to this statement, made that couniry's loss to

’ the free world through internal communist uprising "a dis-
! Llnct possibility.” The United States should therefore
(1) continue to extend political support, primarily to the

i as the only source of continuity -of leadership; (2
Ldiycelerate and expand military, economic and technical

Har 5. {(TS) N/H of JCS 1714/16, 28 Mar 51, same file.
As the JCS wished, Mr. Truman ordered the State Cepartment
to submit monthly progress reports until conditions were
further clarified.
20. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (196Y), pp.
503-504. . '
21. 1bid., p. 506.

21
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ftg;sistance; and (3) attempt an early settlement of the
{ 0il controversy, recognizing both the rights of sover-
f eign states and the importance of international con-
' tractual relationships. Considerable attention was
devoted to contingency planning. If the central
government requested dispatch of British troops to
southern Iran in order to defeat a communist coup, the
United States should offer the United Kingdom full
political and perhaps military support. However, entry
of British troops without Iranian consent could only be
justified if necessary to save the lives of British
subjectsa Under any other circumstances, intervention
would sunder the free world, create chaos in Iran, and
possibly cause Tehran to request Soviet assistance.
Should the United Kingdom resort to military action
against US advice, therefore, "the situation would be
80 critical that the pesition of the United States
would have to be determined in the light of the situa-.
tion at that time."22 _

umff The Joint Strategic Survey Committee, the
senior policy review element of the Joint'Staff,
adjudged NSC 107/1 acceptable as written. The Chief of
Naval Operations, Admiral Forrest Sherman, however,
felt the paper failed to reflect (1) growing petroleum
needs of NATO nations, (2) declining British ability to
provide military power and political leadership in the
Middle East, and (3) increasing US capabilities and
requirements in that area. He recommended several
revisions aloﬁg these lines, but the Joint Chiefs of
Staff accepted only one, which stated that "increasing
US influence in the Middle East" should be a governing
factor in the continuing policy review. After approv-
ing other editorial modifications, they transmitted, .
comments to Secretary of Defense Robert Lovett on 19
__June 1951, Eight days later, the National Security

e

22, {T5) NSC 107/1, & Jun 51, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 3.

£ T " e i b b1, | P W ks Y e
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~ Council slightly amended this paper and then adopted it

as NSC 107/2; the final paper incorporated Admiral

Sherman's addition. On 28 June, President Truman:

accorded NSC 107/2 his approval.23

{U) Meanwhile, matters grew steadily worse. At-
tempting to adjudicate the controversy, the Inter-
national Court of Justice recommended reversion to the
status quo ante and joint British-Iranian operation of
the oil industry; Dr. Mossadegh categorically rejected
this ruling. Iran and the United Kingdom seemed on the
brink of hostilities; it was understood in washington
that the British Chiefs of Staff had recommended, ana
the Attlee Government rejected, military intervén-
tion.?4 At this point, President Truman dispatchea
Ambassador Averell Harriman,to London gnd then to
Tehran to urge resumption of negotiatiohs. Neither
side would make major concessions'and, after initial
ogress, the talks collapsed later in August:.25
(B9 Secretary of State Acheson and British Foreign
Secretary Morrison discussed the Iranian situation
during a Washington Foreign Ministers® Meeting in
September 1951, The United States still could not
support employment of British trobps in connection with
the o0il controversy, except for the purpose of evacuat-

ing endangered nations, and no consensus was
achieved,2®

, Z23. (TS) Memo, SecDef to JCS, 7 Jun 51, Encl to
JCS 1714/20, 7. Jun 51; (TS) JcCs 1714/22! 18 Jun 51;
(TS) Memo, JCS to SechDef, 19 Jun 51 (derived from Dec
On JCS 1714/21); (TS} Memo, ExecSecy to NSC, 28 Jun 51,
Encl to J3CS8 1714/23, 2 Jul 51; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 3.

b 24. (TS) Memo, Dep USecState to ExecSecy, NSQ, 6
Aug 51, Encl to JCS 1714/24, 13 Aug 51, same file,
sec 4,

25. Acheson, Present at. the Creation, pp.-  507-509.

26. (TS) WFM B-2/2a, "Iran," 22 Aug 51, Encl to - -

JCS 1714/25, 24 Aug 51; (TS) WFM B-2/2b, "Iran," 24 Aug
5t, Encl to JCS 1714/27, 29 Aug 51; CCS 092 Iran
(4-23-48) sec 4. For DOD concurrence, see (TS} Mkemo,
JCS to SecDef, 29 Aug 51 (derived from JCS 1714/26);
(TS) Ltr, Secbef to SecState, 4 Sep 51, same file,
Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 510.

|
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(U) Unhappily, the Anglo-Iranian controversy esca-
lated further in the following weeks. Iran seized the
Abadan refinery and expelled British technicians.
Since the 1Iranians lacked technical skills needed to
operate the facility, Abadan ceased operation and Iran
lost its chief source of income. The British, mean~
while, reinforced their Persian Gulf squadron to 14
warships and filed a condemnatory resolution in the UGN
Security Council, In October 1951, Dr. Mossadegh
arrived in New York to plead his country's case before
the United Nations. Thinking that the opportunity for
an offer of "good offices” might arise, the Secretary
of Defense felt it would be fof the greatest import-
ance" to possess an estimate of the increase in Soviet
military potential that would occur if Iran and her oil
fell under communist control. He therefore directed
the Joint Chiefs of Staff quickly to survey this
guestion. '

Staff predicted the following consequences:

Economic--Probable eventual loss of
all Middle Eastern oil, creating a

possibly intolerable deficiency in
0il resources, :

Political--Major threat of communist
domination during peacetime of Iraq,
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and India.
Military--Prior development by the
USSR of bases, facilities and stock-
piles, greatly increasing the chances
of Soviet success in operations 'against
the Middle East and/or Pakistan~India.

If the Soviet Union achieved control of Iran during
peacetime, they contended, her power position "would be

so improved that, in all gprobability, an increase in, |

the level of the military establishments of the Western
world would be requireag.” Under such circumstances,

e

]

24

() Replying on 10 October, the Joint Chiefs of
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff would be compelled "immedi-

—

ately to re-examine their global strategy . ., . ."
Therefore, from a strictly military standpoint, preser-
vation of Iran's orientation toward the United States
and protection of the United Kingdom's general position
in the Middle East "now transcend in importance the
desirability of supporting British oil interests in
Iran.® In reply to a specific Secretary of Defense
quest{on about the effect of Soviet acquisition of
Iraniaﬁ oil resources, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
predicted that such a development would enhance Soviet
capabilities and require "a longer effort" by the
Western powers to defeat the Soviet Union and its

satellites.??uy.-~-

bty

(3@ The Adminiétration did offer its "good offices”

during Dr. '‘Mossadegh's visit-~but achieved nothing.

when Winston Churchill succeeded Clement Attlee as
Prime Mihister on 25 October 1951, British distaste for

Mossadegh did not abate. Early in November, Secretary:

Acheson gave the new British Foreign Secretary, Anthony
Eden, the substance of the JCS memorandum of 10 Octo-

ber. The British Chiefs of Staff promptly challenged.
the JCS conclusion regarding the accretion of war:

potential if the Soviets acquired Iranian oil. They

said that Soviet petroleum production already was:

sufficient for both civilian and military requirements,
that importation of Iranian oil would exceed Soviet
transport capacity, and that refineries and transport

51 (derived fro ec On JCS 1714/29);: CCS 092 1Ira
[ii-23-48) sec 4. \Although this memorandum was submit-

ted Ec Ethe NSC, records do not indicate whether it was
actually considered by the Council. (TS) N/H of JCS
1714/29, 23 Cct 51, same file.

28. (B®T Ltr, BJSM to SJCS, 28 Nov 51, Encl to
JCcs 1714733, 30 Nov 71, same file, sec 5.

25

would be highly vulnerable to air attack.?8 In.
S ._ /.
T Panemo, secbef to JCS, 8 Oct 51, Encl to
Jcs 1714728, 8 Oct 51; (B#T Memo, JCS to Sechef, 10 Oct
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further Acheson-Eden discussions, the Secrtary of

State argued that, if Dr. Mossadegh was not financially ;

supported, Iran would fall into chaos and communism.,

The Foreign Secretary retorted that the Iranian eConomy

was too primitive and too flexible to collapse, and
contended that noncommunist alternatlves to Mossadegh
could be found.?2?

L?gf In succeeding months, the United States and
Britain remained divided on the question of Iran. 1In
anticipation of a meeting between President Truman and
Prime Minister Churchill, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
told the Secretary of Defense on 2 January 1952 that
the "military urgency" of the situation in Iran, with
its "explosive implications," was suchithat the US
position should be expressed "in more concrete terms."
Precision of expression, they believed, would avoid
possible pre-commitment to courses of action not
encompassed within NSC 107/2. In particular, US
opposition to the use of force by Britain should be
plainly stated. The President and Prime Minister met
on 5 January 1952 and continued their talks for several
days but, again, no agreement on Iran was reached.30

" (U) The United States continued to furnish Iran

with a marginal amount of economic aid. The World EBank
attempted to negotiate an o0il settlement but finally
failed. 1Iran itself remained relatively quiescent

" until July 1952, when the shah tried to appoint, a

a new Premier. At once, riots convulsed Tehran;

29, Anthony Eden,_ Full Circle (1960), p. 2z22.
30. (@ TCT D-4/46, "Iran," 30 Dec 51, Encl B to
JCS 1714/35, 31 Dec 51; (TS} Memo, JCS5 to SecDef, 2
Jan 52 (derived from JCS 1714/35); #®T N/H of JCS
1714/35, 16 Jan 52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 5. The

i
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JCS Memorandum was transmitted informally prior to the °

Truman-Churchill talks. Acheson, Present at the
Creation, pp. 599-600. For discussions on 8 and 9
January, see (4T TCT Min-3, "Truman-Churchill Talks,"
9 Jan 52 and (B TCT Conv-10, ". . . Iran," 1% Jan 52,
CCS 337 (4-19-50) sec 9.
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”F?:bported by'street mobs, Dr, Mossadegh remained
; supreme. Alaimed by these events, the United States
[ pressed the United Kingdom to accept "simple, tempor-
% ary, and easily understood proposals to get oil flowing
. to the British and funds flowing to Iran without
pPrejudice to the bargaining position of either side."
On 30 August, President Truman and Prime Minister
Churchill jointly proposed that, if Iran agreed to
refer all claims and counter-claims to the Inter-
national Court of Justice, the Anglo-Iranlan 0il
Company would pay for and market 011 stored at Abadan,
the United Kingdom would relax export restrictions, and
the United States would make an immediate grant of $1Q
million to the Iranian Government. Dr. Mossadegh
spurned this offer, presented extreme courterproposals,

and finally severed diplomatic relations with the

United Kingdom on 22 October 1952, R
(M As a corollary to its dlplomatlc efforts, the
Department of State asked what military courses of
action would be feasible in ihe event of a successful )
communist coup; The Deputy Secretary of Defense !
requested a response from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. |
On 5 September, they replied that appropriate plans:
were under preparation. However, they noted that, ;
since current global commitments precluded dispatch of |
substantial US forces, intervention would require ;
"political decisions of great import." This being so,%
they recommended that an all encompa581ng review of the
situation be undertaken.3? y :
(p#f on 31 October 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff |

., sSubmitted “"tentative conclusions” concerning feasible :

military responses to rebellion or invasion. (Unless

Smm—

31. Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 680.
kichard P. Stebbins, The Unitea States in World
Affairs, 1952 (1953), pp. 233-235. :

32. (@ Memo, DepSecbhef to JCS, 28 Aug 52, Encl
to JCS 1714/40, 29 Aug 52; (B&T Memo, JCS to SecDef, 5
Sep 52 (derived from JCS 1714/41); CCs 092 Iran
(4-23-48) sec 6. .
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appeal by Tehran for direct assistance could only ;:
answered byl{1) conducting a show of force by periodicf
aircraft flights over key centers and (2) providing thei
loyal Iranian Army with logistical support. They then
described various conditions under which US forces

[ |
| might be committed under conditions short of war.]| If
! .
]
i

; overt communist aggression occurred, however, the Joinﬁ
i Chiefs of Staff warned that “the resultant situation%
would be not unlike that ([which] "~we face in Korea.™!
The Secretary of Defense passed this paper to Secretaryé
. Acheson and to the Director of Central Intelligence.33t
' Lﬁtf In their memorandum of S September, the Joint;
' Chiefs of Staff expressed the view that NSC 107/2 had

been overtaken by events. Accepting this conclpsion,ﬁ

the NSC Staff now reexamined NSC 107/2. The Defense;

member, Mr., PFrank Nash, proposed two major modifica-?

tions. First, the United States should offer to extend;

- [ * . 1] L3 |
"substantial immediate eccnomic assistance" if Iran;

provided feasonable assurances of satisfactory compen-%
sation to Anglo-Iranian. Essentially, this repeated
the joint proposal of 30 August.\) Second, in light of
"the failure of British policy," declining UK capa-
bilities, and increasing American strength and influ-
ence, "the United States should take action necessary -
to prevent Iran from falling to communism, even {f
this involves acting independently of the UK and theg -
risk of damaging our close relations with the UK-;&:
Concomitantly, the United States also should be
prepared to take the military initiative in. support of
Iran. The Department of State submitted a much milder
revision, softening the first of Mr. Nash's proposals

and discarding the second. After lengthy discussions,
.

L——‘——-‘-u.-.--.-_.u-..-n

-

. Memo, JCS to Secbef, 31 Oct 52 (derived
from JCS 1714/42); (p@T Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 10 Nov
52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7.
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T the NSC Staff approved this State submission {no;*w

!

S

.de51gnated NSC 136) as "a short-term policy. w34

gﬁef The Staff debate reflected opposing views
of the respective Department heads. Wwhile NSC 136 was
under preparation, the Secretaries of State and Defense
debated the efficacy of continued close US-UK coopera-
tion. Writing to Mr. Acheson on 24 October, Secretary
Lovett contended that the rupture of diplomatic rela-
tions between London and Tehran "has brought us to the
end of the road we have been travelling." [Eecause

' British policy had failed, the United States must chart
: a new course:’

The strategic necessities of the
situvation, in my opinion, regquire that
we accept our respongibilities pnd act
‘promptly and, if necessary, indéepend-
. ently of the British in an effort to
save Iran . . . . [This] will involve
the provision of immediate economic
assistance, and measures to help Iran
start up her oil industry and secure
markets for her oil. It will also
involve additional political, economic
and probably military commitments
« « « o« The actions now open to us to
save Iran may appear painful, costly
and dangerous, but they involve, in my
judgment, only a small fraction of the
money, material, manpower and anguish
that will have to expendeda to hold
Iran by military action or to hold the
remainder of the Middle East if
Iran should be seiggd and consolidated
by the Communists.

MOn 4 November 1952, Secretary Acheson answered
that the objective on US policy "must be to save Iran
without unnecessarily damaging our relations with the
United Kingdom;é:]'The British believed that extensive
concessions on their part had only encouraged Dr.

{F\T?ssadegh to become increasingly unreasonable. In

““‘3?"—tﬁ€f Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 1 Oct
Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 7 Oct 52;
same file, sec 6. . (& Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC
Staff, 5 Nov 52; NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS
1714/43, 23 Oct & same file, sec 7.
35, (3284 Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 24 Oct 52, CCS 092
Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. o e
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these circumstances, Mr. Acheson argued that[;nilateral
and uncoordinated action could inflict "deep and
lasting harm upon the Anglo-American alliance.p36

’ MSubmitted to the National Security Council on

'[ 6 November 1952, NSC 136 generally reflected Secretary .

Acheson's philosophy. Replying to Mr. Lovett's request
for gomment and recommendation, the Joint Chiefs of

! staff proposed addition of the following admonition:
"If for overriding political reasons it is found
necessary for the United States to provide military
forces in this area, implementation will require either
a substantial augmentation of over-all US forces or a
reduction of present US military commitments else~
where." Meeting on 19 November, the National Security
Council "noted" the JCS views and then, with slight
amendments, adopted NSC 136. On the following day,
President Truman directed its implementation under the

coordination of Secretary Acheson. Crucial paragraghs
of this paper read as follows:

3. It is now estimated that Communist
forces probably will not gain control
of the Iranian Government during
1953 nevertheless, . . . if present
trends continue unchecked, Iran could
be effectively lost to the free world
before an actual take-over of the
Iranian Government ., . . .

4, If light of the present situation
the United States should adopt and

pursue the following policies:

a. Continue to assist in every
practicable way to effect an early

and equitable liquidation of the
olil controversy.

-

- Ltr, SecState to Sechef, 4 Nov 52, App to

JCs 1714/44, 12 Nov 52, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7.
However, it should be noted that Present at the Crea-
tion is liberally sprinkled with pungent criticisms of
British obduracy.
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b. Be prepared to take the neces-
Sary measures to help Iran start up
her o0il industry and to secure
markets for her oil , . .

C. Be prepared to provide prompt
United States budgetary aid to
Iran.

In carrying out the above, the United
States should (1) maintain full

consultation with the UK, (2) avoid
unnecessarily sacrificing legitimate
UK interests or unnecessarily impair-
ing US-UK relations, (3) not permit
the UK to veto any US actions which

the United States considers essen-
tial . . . .

ua!f The new NSC policy statement also addressed the
possibility of a communist séizure of power in Iran.

To avoid such an eventuality, the United States would
exert all possible influence to keep Iran from falling
under communist control, assisting a noncommunist
government with military support if necessary. In this
regard, pléns were to be prepared, in concert with
Britain and perﬁaps others, for specific measures to

meet such a development.37 =

(U) Thereafter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff proceeded
with preparation of the reguirea plans. Completed
during the following spring ese plans provided for
shows of force, using SAC aitcraft from Britain or

Nort frica, or carrier aircraft from the Mediterran-

ean .3

37. &) NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS 1714/43,
23 Oct 52, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. (3T NSC
136/1, 20 Nov 52, same file, sec 8. (B Memo, JCS to
Secbef, "NSC 136 - The Present Situation in Iran," 18
Nov 52 (derived from JCS 1714/45), same file (adapted
from a somewhat stronger memo by GEN Collins). (3&T

N/H of JCS 1714/43, 5 Dec 52, same file. L&3#T NSC. -

Action No. 680, 19 Nov 52.

38. (U) JCS 1714/46, 6 Apr 53; JCS 1714/48, 16 Apr
53; Memo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Jun 53 (derived from JCS
1714/49); CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 8,
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(U) Meanwhile, the Truman Administration mounted
a final diplomatic offensive during November-December
1952 to resolve the Iranian-British dispute. On 7
November, the President accepted Secretéry Achescn's
Flan to advance the Ilranian Government up to $100
million against future o0il deliveries. Also, he
approved a voluntary program under which US oil compan-
ies, ‘'either alone or in conjunction with the Anglo-
Iranian, would purchase and market Iranian oil. 1If Dr.
Mossadegh agreed to arbitrate compensation, therefore,
the United States immediately would extend assistance
and oil shipments would resume.>?

(U) During the early months of 1953, Dr. Mossadegh
still refused any compromise, . Presidentn Qwight Eisen-
hower, upon entry into office in January, continued
both technical and military assistance to Iran in hopes
of encouraging a British~Iranian settlement. Soon,
however, it was obvious that no settlement was possible
and, on 29 June 1953, President Eisenhower notified the
Iranian Premier that the United States would supply no
further aid or purchase Iranian 0i1.40

(U) Dr. Mossadegh's support within Iran came from
widely divergent groups, united only on the issues of
nationalization and elimination of British influence.
With the o0il refineries idle and the resulting loss of
income and employment, Dr. Mossadegh's popular support
' began to fall away in 1953, Moreover, although
fiercely anti-communist himself, the Premier relied
increasingly on the support of the communist Tudeh
Party. Simultaneously, he began to adopt more dic-
tatorial methods. In so doing, he brought about a

crisis and showdown with the Shah.41

39. Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 681-685.
40. Dept of State Bulletin, 20 Jul 53, pp. 74-75,.
41. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 68-69.
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(U) Early in August 1953, Dr. Mossadegh announced
his intention to dissolve the Majlis and held a refer-
endum to endorse this decision. The Shah responded by
dismissing Dr. Mossadegh and appointing General
Fazlollah 2Zahedi in his stead. Dr. Mossadegh defied
his order and announced the deposition of the Shah.
Rioting erupted in Tehran and the ‘Shah fled the
country. On 19 August 1953, after four days of
anarchy, General 2ahedi rallied the Army behind the
Shah, arrested Dr. Mossadegh, and assumea the premier-
ship. Three days later, on 22 August, the Shah re-

.turned to Tehran to a tumultuous public welcome .42

g}ﬂf’JCS action during the crisis was restricted
to preparation of a list df_forces tthat might be
dispatched. to Iran or the Persian Gulf for peridds of
time ranging from a few days to two months. Subse-
quently, at JCS direction, CINCNELM readied a "U,S.
Joint Plan for QOperations in the Middle East."[:ét
provided for US Air Force and Marine units from Europe
and the Mediterranean to seize and secure Abadan and
Tehran followed by the airlifting of grounduforces to
assist in the maintenance of law and order.tijg

(U) In subseguent years, a number of accounts
have indicated c¢landestine US encburagement,-support,
and direction of the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh.

44

! Official files, however, reveal no indication of JCS

involvement in these activities.

-}

¢§7. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, p. 69.

43. (U) CNM-20-53 to CSAF et al., 20 Aug 53;
SM-1539~53 to JSPC, 21 Aug 53; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 9. (B#% Dec On JCS 1714/55, 9 Dec 55, same file,
sec 10. ({TS-NOFORN) CINCNELM OPLAN 207-54, 1 Feb 54,
same file, BP Pt 2.

44. See Kermit Rooseveit, Countercoup, The Struggle. .

for the Control of Iran (1979). koosevelt recounts a
meeting on 25 June 1953 where the Secretary of State
approved US support for an effort to overthrow
Mossadegh. Among those listed as attending were
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(U} with the removal of Dr. Mossadegh events in Iran
resumed an even keel. Accordingly, the United States
resumed economic and military assistance to 1Iran in
September 1953. Thereafter, on 5 December 1953,
Britain and Iran reestablished diplomatic relations and
the two countries resolved their oil dispute the
following summer. As provided in an agreement of §
August 1954, an international consortium of us,
British, and Dutch companies would-extract, refine, and
distribute Iranian oil with Iran receiving 50 percent
of all profits. In addition, compensation would be
paid to the Anglo~Iranian 0Qil Company. This ayreement,
which was to last for 25 years, was ratlfled by the
Majlis in October 1954.45

The Beginning of US Military Assistance to Iran

(U) In the period immediately after World wWar
11, the United States began to give military aid to

Iran. 1Initially, this support was for internal secur-
ity purposes, provided in the hope of improving Iranian
stability. As already mentioned,46 the Secretary of
State approved the first military assistance for Iran
in October 1946, deciding that the United States would
sell Iran $10 milllion worth of equipment. The
following year, the program was continued through an
agreement, signed on 20 June 1947, extending Iran

Secretary of Defense Charles Wllson ‘and a military
aide, but no member of the Joint Chiefs of sStaff.
Roosevelt also reports a briefing to President Eisen-
hower after the successful completion of the operation
where Admiral Arthur Radford, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of staff, was present. .

For a further discussion of reports of US involve-
ment in the Mossadegh overthrow, see Rouhollah K.
Ramazani, Iran's Foreign Policy, 1941-1873 (1975), pp.
249-250.

45. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 706-71.

46. See above p. 17. :
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credit to purchase $25 million worth of surplus US
a_r:ms.47

(U) In 1949, the United States decided to continue
military aid to Iran and to place this assistance on a
grant basis, incorpbrating Iran into the newly consoli-
dated US military assistance program for FY 1350. The
Foreign Assistance Coordinating Committee, an interde-
partmental group that oversaw the preparation of the US
assistant program, placed Iran in the second of three
priority groups and proposed that it be granted "token"
military assistance, defined as aid sufficient to
insure the political orientation of the recipient
towards the United States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
reviewed the overall aid program in February 1949 and
found it "generally sound" without commenting on the
Iranian portidn.48

(U) Several weeks later, however, on 14 March
1949, the Joint Chiefs of Staff did provide the Secre-
tary of Defense specific comments with respect to Iran.
They pointed cut that Iran, because of its geographical
position, woulp be of stFategic importance to the
United States in the event of war with the Soviet
Union, and that the United States should maintain
friendly relations with Iran, so as to stabilize the
iranian Government as a means of preventing communist
encroachment. The long-range security objective of the
United States should therefore be to supply the Iranian
Army with such equipment and support "as would reason-
ably insure maintenance of internal security, a stabi-
lized government, and prevention of interference from

I7 Editorial Note, Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1947, vol V, p. 916.

48. (U) FACCD-3/1, 7 Feb 49, App B to JCS 1868/57,
9 Feb 49; (U) Memo, JCS to Secbef, 21 Feb 49 (derived
from JCS 1868/59); CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 19. Prior to
this time, assistance programs to individual countries
and regions had been the subject of separate legisla-
tion: now all were to be consolidated into a single law.
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outside forces, other than direct invasion."” - To this
end, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the appro-
priation of $12.3 million for military assistance to
Iran, divided among the services as follows: Army, $10
million; Air Force, $2.3 million.4?

(U) The Foreign Assistance Coordinating Committee
increased the amount for Iran to $15.2 million in the
consolidated $1.45 billion ‘aid program that was ap-
proved by- the Truman 2Administration in April
1949. The Congress, however, reduced the overall
figure somewhat, and the final program included only
$27.6 million to be shared by Iran along with Korea and
the Philippines. Of that tqtal, the QO%nt Chiefs of
Staff recommended an allocation of $10.45 million for
Iran., The Administration, however, raised this
figure to $11.7 million,30

(U} Subsequently, on 23 May 1950, the United States
and Iran agreed that the United States would provide
Iran "on a grant basis" equipment, materials, and
services for security and self-defense purposes. Also
included was provision for US technical personnel in
Iran to implement the terms of the agreement. Accord-
ingly, the United States establiished in 1950 the
Military Assistance Advisory Group {MAAG) Iran.
Besides the MAAG, there already existed in Iran,51
two small US military advisory -elements--the US

49. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 14 Mar 49 (derived
from JCS 1868/62), CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 21.

50. {U) Memo, SpecAsst to Secbhef for MilAsst to DJS
et al., 27 Apr 49, Encl to JCS 1868/72, 29 Apr 49, CCs
092 (B8-22-46) sec 21, (U) Memo, JCS to Sechef, 23 Sep
49 (derived from JCS 1868/111), same file, sec 29.
Spec Msg to Congress, 25 Jul 49, Public Papers of the

Presidents of the United States, Harry S. Truman, 1949 -

(1964), pp. 395-400. PL 324 {(The Mutual befense
Assistance Act), 6 Oct 49. PL 430, 28 Oct 49, Defense
Security Assistance Agency (DSAA), "DSAA Fiscal Year
Series: Iran."”

S1. See p. 17.
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Military Mission with the Imperial Iranian Gendarmerie
(GENMISH), and the US Military Mission to the Iranian
Army (ARMISR) .52

(U) The United States continued to grant military
assistance to Iran on a modest scale during the
Mossadegh period, except for a three-month period,
July-September 1953. 1In all, from t July 1951 through
30 June 1953, $66 million were programmed and equipment
valued at $42.4 million was actually delivered to the
Iranian armed forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff played
an 1mportant role in the program, recommending both the
amount to be programmed and the way it was to be
spent.53

(U) President Truman, on 9 January 1950, had asked
the Congress to appropriate $1.1 billibm for military
assistance for FY 1951,. to be allocated among the NATO
countries, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Korea, and the Philip~
Eines. Acting at the direction of the Secretary of
Defense, the 'Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the
amounts to be allocated to each country. They proposed
$11.5 million for Iran. After the outbreak of the
Korean War, however, the Congress acceded to the
President's request for a substantial increase in
military assistance funds. In the finally agproved
program, Iran received a much larger share, amounting
to $25.5 million.>*

(U) During the period 1950-1952, Iran held a low
pPriority among MAP recipients. British and US military
pPlanners felt that they lacked the forces to defend

52. I UST 420. (@ USSTRICOM/USAF, "DOD Advisory/
Support Study - Iran, n.d., Encl to Att to
JCS 2315/498-5, 1 Oct 71, JOMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 2.

53. (U) DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran."

54. (U) Public Papers, Truman, 1950, -pp. 59-60,
547, 564-566. (U) Memo, Secbhef to CJCS and Chm, -
Munitions Brd, 30 Jan 50, Encl to JCS 2099, 31 Jan 50,
CCs 092 (8-22-46) sec 33. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 11
May 50 (derived from JCS 2099/6), same file, sec 36.
{U) Memo, Sechef to CJCs, 8 Jun 50, Encl to
JCS 209%/18, 10 Jun 50, same file, sec 39, (U) DSAaA,
"DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran.”
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Iran. In case of general war, they hoped only to
hold an "Inner Ring" comprising Lebanon, Jordan, and
Israel. Nonetheless, on 5 Februsry 1951, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff did recommend a modest increase in the
FY 1952 military assistance for Iran: $34.9 million, of
which $31.9 million was for the Army. These fundé were
primarily for maintaining existing equipment; only a
“1imiped amount” of additional equipment was recom-
mended to "improve the efficiency of the Army and
Gendarmerie." Ultimately, the Congress appropriated
$372 million (as Title II of PL 249) for Greece,
Turkey, and Iran. Thereupon, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
"refined" these Title II funds, recommending an
allocation for Iran of $30.6 million ($28.2 million for
the Army and $2.4 million for the Air Force). The
Secretary of Defense approved these recommendations on
13 February 1952, but subsequent revisions reduced the
final amount to $28.4 million,>33
(U) JCS responsibility for preparing Military
Assistance programs was broadened under new proce-
dures adopted by the Department of Defense in August
1951. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were now to send
"program objectives" and "screening criteria" to
Military Advisory and Assistance Groups (MAAGs) as
guidance for preparing detailed "force bases" for their
respective countries. After approval by the Joint
Chiefs of staff, these force bases would be used
by the MAAGs to esiimate requirements. The MAAG
reéuirements, in turn, would allow the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to make recommendations to the Secretary of
Defense for allocating funds among recipient countries.
He then would submit recommenaations to the Bureau of
. ) Memos, SecDhef to JCS, 9 Nov 50, Encl to
JCS5 2099/63, 10 Nov 50, CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 45;
Sechef toc JCE, 27 bec 50, Encl to JCS 2099/72, 27 bDec
50, same file, sec 47; JCS to SechDef, 5 Feb 51 (derived
from JCS 2099/77), same file, sec 49. (U) Memo, JCS to
Secbef, 16 Jan 52 (derived from JCS 2099/158);
Memo, Sechef. to JCS, 13 Feb 52, Encl to JCS 2099/171,

13 Feb 52, same file, sec 65. (D) PL 249, 31 Qct 51,
DSAA "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran."




the Budget as the basis for the President's‘request to
the Congress for Military Assistance Appropriations.>®

(U) Under this program, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
issued their "program objectives" on 4 September 1951,
Their expectations for Iran were very modest: "“Consis~
tent with Iran's ability to absorb it, accelerate and
expand military assistance provided such assistance
will 'help restore stability and increase internal

security." On’ 26 October 1951, they approved the
following force bases for Iran: '

Arm :
7 infantry divisions
1 mechanized combat command

Nav : "
5 gun boats

3 patrol craft

Alr Force
3 Tighter-bomber squadrons (U/E 25 a/c)
) reconnaissance squadron (U/E 20 a/c)
1 transport squadron (U/E 12 a/c)

Personnel Strength ‘ e

Army 127,000 Vi
Navy 2,617 AR
Air Force 5,200

134,817/

/‘

[

gpﬁf Based on the above requiremeﬁfs, the Joint
Chiefs Chiefs of Staff made FY 1953 MAP recommendations

for Iran on 1 February 1952. They sought $20 million
for the Iranian Army for maintenance, training, modest
amounts of new motor transport, and medical and signal
equipment, They recommended $40 million for all the
Title II navies (Greece, Turkey, Iran, and Yugoslavia)

J without breaking down the amount among the countries.

56, (U) JCS 2099/115, 7 Jul 51; Dec On JCS 2099/115,
9 Jul 51; N/H to JCS 2099/118, 6 Aug 51; CCS 092
{8-22-46) sec 56, -

57. (U} JCs 209%/121, 24 Aug 51, CCS 092 (8-22-46)
sec 57. (U) JCS 2099/154, 26 Oct 651, same file,
sec 64. :
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They did the same for air forces, but repofted split
views: The Air Force Chief of Staff favored $512.46
million; the other Chiefs recommended only $397.14
million. The Secretary of Defense decided in favor of

the majority, but later adjustments resulted in a final
DOD recommendation for Iran as follows:

Material ' $21,185,898
Army (19,400,000)
Navy ( 902,536)
Air Force { 883,362)
Training 1,500,006
Total $22,685,6898-8

() The Preident requested $606 million of the
Congress for the Near and Middle East without breakdown

by individual country; final appropriations, however,
amounted only to $499 million. As a result, the Joint
Chiefs of staff recommended and the Secretary of
Defense approved an allocation for Iran of $21 million
(Army $19.2 million, Navy $.9 million, and Air Force
$.9 million). Subsequent adjustments reduced the
final program to $19.1 million. 59

e e————

58, (U) Memo, JCS to Secbhbef, 1 Feb 52 (derived
from 3CS 2099/169); (TS) Memo, SecDef to JCS, 9 Feb 52,
Encl to JCS8 2099/70, 11 Feb 52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec
67. (J® Memo, SecDef to JCS, 13 Mar 52, Encl to JCS
2099/180, 17 Mar 52, same file, sec 70.

59, (U) Special Message to Congress on the Mutual
Security Program, ftubli¢c Papers, Truman, 1952-1953,
p. 182. (U) Digest of Appropriations, 1953, pp. 40-41.

!

(TS) Memo, DepSecDef to JCS, 21 Jun 52, Encl to JCS °

2099/209, 25 Jun 52; (TS) N/H of JCS 2099/209, 10 Jul
52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 76. ({(U) Memo, JCS to Secbef,
18 Jul 52 (derived from JCS 2099/216); (U) N/H of JCS
2099/216, 29 Jul 52; same file, sec 77, DSAA, "DSAA
Fiscal Year Series: Iran."
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2
BUILDING THE ANTI-SCVIET BARRIER
1953-1960

(U) Following the removal of Dr. Mossadegh, the
United States became even more committed to the main-
tenance of a stable and pro-Western Iran. Not only did
Iran'bossess grant gquantities of oil needed by the
Western nations, but its strategic location had taken
on added significance in light of the US policy of
containment of the Soviet Union. Situated along the
northern rim of the Middle East, Iran was viewed as a
principal link in a barrier against Soviet expansion
into the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, According-
ly, from 1953 and throughout the remainder of the
1950s, the United States pursued several parallel
objectives with regard to Iran. These included
bringing- Iran into a collective defense for the Middle
East, strengthening- the Iranian armed forces, and
assuring internal order within the country.

CENTO: Iran and Collective Defense in the Middle East

(U) The return of a friendly government in Tehran
allowed the United States to give serious consideration

to the incorporation of Iran into a collective defense
arrangement in the Middle East., Such an idea was not
new, The Truman Administration had entertained the hope
of establishing a "Middle East Defense Crganization”
{MEDO), beginning with a framework of the United
States, Britain, France, and Turkey, into which other
Middle Eastern countries would be fitted. But politi-
cal instability in many of these countries, combinea
with Arab hostility toward the Western powéfs because.
of their support of Israel, precluded any positive
steps toward a MEDO at that time.1

T. (U0) NSC.129/1, 24 Apr 52, CCS 0392 Palestine
(5-3-46) BP pt 1. :
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(U) Soon after the Eisenhower Administration took
office, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles made a
three-week tour of the Middle East. Upon his return,
he gave a public report in a television address on 1
June 1953. It was "high time," he said that the
United States paid greater attention to that area of
the yorld. On the subject of collective defense,
Secretary Dulles made the following remarks:

A Middle East Defense Organization is
a future rather than an immediate possi-

bility. Many of the Arab League countries
are so engrossed with their gquarrels with
Israel or with Great Britain or France
that they pay little heed to the menace of
Soviet communism. However, there is more
concern where the Soviet Union i$ ‘near.

In general, the northern tisr of nations
shows awareness of the danger.

The Secretary did not _indicate what npations he
regarded as the "northern tier," but in a report to
_the National Security Council, he identified them as
Pakistan, Iran,‘Iraq, Syria, and Turkey.3

(U} Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh, the
NSC Planning Board4 prepared a new policy statement
(NSC 175) toward Iran in December 1953. Aamong other
things, the Planning Board foresaw that Iran might
be willing to enter into a regional defense arrange-
ment within a year or two if the oil controversy were
settled soon and a pro-Western government continued
in power. A "long-range program" of improving Iran's
armed forces was recommended, "relateda to the prog-
ress made toward effective regional defense glans.”

7T Dept of State Bulletin, 15 Jun 53, pp. 831-835.

3, (B#T NSC Action No. 801, 1 Jun 53, :

4. During. the Eisenhower Administration, this
Board prepared studies and policy recommendations for
consideration by the National Security Council,
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(U) In an appended staff study, the Planning Board
discussed Iran's security and other problems facing
the country. It was noted that Iran constituted a
"blocking position" from which to oppose any Soviet
move toward Turkey, Pakistan, the Persian Gulf, or the
Suez Canal, and that it would provide valuable bases
for attacks against the Soviet Union in case of
war. The Board cited the judgment of the US Ambassador
in Tehran that cooperation of Iran and Iraq in regional
defense would depend upon the receipt of "firm commit-
ments" from the United States to supply military

P

: L}Gf'The Joint Chiefs of Staff considered NSC 175

: acceptable subject to severadl changes.' ' They pointed
out that the authors of the study had underempﬁasized
the difficulty involved in defending Iran. That
nation's own forces were not strong enough alone to
block a Soviet move against Turkey or Pakistan, and the
mountainous terrain and lack of communications in the
Middle East would make it extremely difficult to
support Iran. As for the prospects for regional
association, political and religious differences might
make it difficult for Turkey, Pakistan, and Iran to
cooperate, while Irag would probably maintain a posi-

tion of "benevolent neutrality." Turkey's commitments
to NATOQO, moreover, would inhibit the diversion of her
6

forces to assist Iran.

@ The National Security Council approved NSC 175
on 30 December 1953 with minor changes; including most
of those recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The

&"ngncil instructed the Joint Chiefs of Staff, however,

PR

5T TO0] NSC 175, 21 Dec 53, CCS 091 Iran (4-23-48)°
sec 11,
6. (TS) Memo, JCS to Sechef, 29 Dec 53 (derived from
JCS 1714/57), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 11,
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to reconsider their comments on the difficulties of
regional defense cooperation, apparently believing them
somewhat exaggerated. Following approval by the
President, NSC 175 was issued in January as NSC 5402,
Z:lﬂiﬂ' Meantime, during the fall of 1953, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff had addressed the issues of a strategic
concept for the Middle East and reéional security
arrangements for that area. With regard to the former,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff examined three possible
strategies: _

1. To defend along the high ground in northwestern
1 from a point on the Turkish-Iranian border just
north of Lake Urmia eastward along the southern shore
of the Caspian Sea (the Elburz Mountains), then curving
southward to the Great.Salt Desert in north Central
Iran, This was the northernmost line of defense that
could be considered practicable. _

2. To defend along the line of the Zagros Mountains,
extending from a point near the junction of ?Turkey,
Irag, and Iran to the head of the Persian Gulf. This
line constituted the southernmost natural boundary that

would provide protection for all the Middle Eastern oil
region.

i

1
'

T .
L L LI

b,

s

—
————

H

3. To concentrate forces around Mosul—Kirkuk,{

Baghdad, and Basra, maximizing the enemy's difficulties

in crossing the Z2agros Mhountains by ground delaying
action and air . interdiction, and undertaking mobile
operations to destroy Soviet forces debouching into the
Tigris-Euphrates valley. | ;

(snﬂ' The Joint Chiefs of Staff considered the !

|

second concept, the Zagros line, the best. They
favored retention of the third as a possible alterna-
tive, but rejected the first as unfeasible because of-

—

- (?f NSC Action No. 998, 30 Dec 53. (3T
NSC 5402, 2 Jan 54, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 11.
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litical complications and the difficulties of pro-
iding logistic support, The Joint Chiefs of Staff
estimated force requirements for the second concept at
four divisions and 1,100 aircraft on b-day, rising to
10 divisions and 1,250 aircraft by D+60 days. Naval

requirements were one destroyer sguadron, 20 escort
vessels, 25 minesweepers, one antisubmarine patrol
squadron, and various auxiliaries. Before making
final recommendation on this matter, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff wanted further study, inéluding the views of
the concerned commanders on the indigenous military
potential of the Middle East and the cost to the United
States of developing the forces of the countries of
that region.ﬁ::] - "

(j!ﬂ"ﬂith regard to regional security arrangements,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff told the Secretary of Defense
on 13 November 1953 that "the time might be propitious”
for encouraging an association among Turkey, Iraq,

Iran, and Pakistan. Such an arrangement, they con-
tinued, '

would visualize an association of
indigenous forces under an indigenous
command advantageously located with
relation to the current threat. It
would also provide for the evolution-
ary growth of a defense organization
which could logically develop in time
to include other Middle East coun-
tries, . . .2

‘:EPST'After receipt of the views of both CINCNELM and
USCINCEUR, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved on 6

S

g. (fﬂ; JCs 1887/70, 3 Oct 53, CCS 381 EMMEA

{11-19-47) BP pt 1A, ( SM-1765-53 to CINCNELM, 2

Nov 53; SM-1767-53 to JSPC, 2 Nov 53; same file, sec- .

16.

9. (967|Memo, JCS to Sechef, 14 Nov 53 (derived
from JCS 1887/73), same file, sec 17.
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ril 1953 the Zagros line defense concep£ for the

ddle East. They then approached the British Chiefs
of Staff on this matter in June 1854, proposing com-
bined US-British-Turkish discussion to determine a
concept of operations, to include force estimates, for
this defense line.lgz]

Lﬂ!f‘Another encouraging development took place
in December 1954, when the Shah paid a state visit to
President Eisenhower. On this occasion, the Shah
announced that Iran had decided to abandon its tradi-
tional neutrality and to cooperate with the nations of
the free world. US officials replied by expressing a
hope that Iran woulq join Turkey, Pakisbap, and Iraq in
a defense associatiqh,IEﬁd by promising to assist in
the defense of the Zagros line.‘l

(3@ Following the Shah's visit, the NSC Planning
Board drew up a revised statement of policy toward Iran
that was approved by the President and the Council in
January 1955 (NSC 5504). This paper recommended that
the United States assist in developing Iran's armed
forces to enable them to "make a useful contribution to

Middle East defense"--an objective that would admittedly

"reguire a long-term program involving U.S. expendi-
tures substantially in excess of present levels." The
Joint Chiefs of Staff had endorsed NSC 5504, but had
warned that any increase in the Iranian program must be
carefully weighéd‘against other c¢laims for the limited
funds available and should await -~ a more careful

—TUT (" Jcs 1887/75, 18 Mar 54; Dec On JCS 1887/75

6 Apr 54; CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 17. (2"

EM=~571-54 to ECOS, 21 Jun 54 (derived from

JCS 1887/80), same file, sec 18. ..
11. (@€T NSC 5504, 15 Jan 55, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)

sec 15.
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TS
definition of Iran's military role pending deQelo;ments
in Middle East regional security arrangements.12

(3#® In April 1954, military representatives of
the United States, Britain, and Turkey had begun
meeting in London to draw up a defense concept for the
Middle East. JCS guidance for the US representative

encompassed the Zagros line strategy discussed above.
The Joint Chiefs of staff did not . contemplate "sta-

tioning or committing any significant U.S. rces in
defense of the Middle East at this time,"} but they
assumed that nuclear weapons would available to deny

the Zagros passes to the soviets.13m

Lﬁef Thé'tripartite military “Fepresentatives met
for many months and, on 22 February 1955, issued their
report. They concluded that the Middle East countries "
could provide the ground forces heeded to defend the
Zagros line, but would require outside assistance to
bring them up to the necessary readiness as well as air
and naval s’upport.gh\e representatives assumed the use
of nuclear weapons both sides. The most important
military action that could be taken, they believed,

-

would be to deploy to the area a small, highly mobile
air force with nuclear weapons immediately available,
The tripartite planners also set out in detail “%K
forces required, finding a deficit in those currently
available in the area.'4 ]

-

TZ. Tbia. (Dﬂf Memo, JCS to SecCef, 7 Jan 55§
(derived from JCS 1714/78), CCS 092 lran (4-23-48)
sac 15.

13. (g7 Jcs 1887/75, 18 Mar 54, CCS 36! EMMEA
(11-19-47) sec 18. {(P#} SM-997-54 to CINCNELM, 17 Nov
54 (derivea from JCS 1687/93), same file, sec 1§.

14, (@) Rpt, Dep Chief of Turkish Staff, Vice Chief
of UK Air Staff, and CINCNELM, “"Combinecd Turkey-UK-US
Middle East PDefense Study," 22 Feb 55, CCS 381 EMMEA
(11-19-47) EBP pt 2.
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(U) On 24 February 1955, just two days after the
US, British, and Turkish military planners had com=

pleted their report, Turkey and Irag signed a Pact of
Mutual Cooperation in Baghadad, establishing an organi-
zation for collective defense in the Middle East under
the northern tier concept. This "Baghdad Pact” commit-
ted the contracting parties to "cooperate for their
security and defénse." Detailed means for this cooper-
ation remained to be worked out later. The Pact was
open to acession by other interested states and it
providea for the establishment of a permanent council
at the ministerial 1level when "at least four Powers"
had become members, Three other adherences followed
shortly: British accession was deposiéeﬂ on 5 April,
Pakistan followed on 23 September, and on 25 October

the Shah signed the Pact, authorizing Iranian member-

ship.15 -
\ : . . ' i .
(@ The Joint Chiefs of Staff supported and urged
US adherence to the Baghdad Pact. 1In their considera-
tion of this matter, they observed that Iran's contri-
bution could be strengthened by increasing US support
to the Iranian forces. The advice of the Joint Chiefs

of staff was not accepted, and on 11 July 1955, the

Under Secretary of State recommended to President
Eisenhower against accession to the Pact, As the

i s ——

reason, the Under Secretary cited the adverse affect on
"our influence in bringing about a reduction in Arab-
Israeli tensions.” The Under Secretary of State did
recommend that the United States establish close
liaison with the Pact. organization in order to coorai-~

nate US plans and aid programs with those of the member

TS. (UJ Paul E. Zinner (ea.), Documents on aAmerican
Foreign Relations, 1955 (1956), pp. 342-344. Holl1is W.
Rarber, The Unitead States in World Affairs, 1955
(1957), pp. 154-155.
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states. He also recommended increased US -military
assistance as an inducement to Iran, which, at this
point, had not yet joined the pact, 19

uﬁﬂf The President accepted the advice of the
Under Secretary of State, and the United States did not
accede to the Baghdad Pact. At JCS recommendation,
however, the US Army Attache in Iraq was designated as
the US military observer with the Baghdad Pact organi-
zation.!’ _ _

(TS) The signatories of the FPact held their first
meeting in Baéhdad on 21-22 November 1955, There they
established a formal organization, including a council
at the ministerial 1level with permanent deputies of
ambassadorial rank, a secretariat, and +economic and
military committees. A counter-subversion committee
was added later. Thereafter planning proceeded on the
definition of the threat to the Pact area and on a
defense’ concept. {/The latter called for holding the
mountain barrier made up of the Elburz and Hindu Kush
ranges extending across northern Iran from Turkey to
Afghanistan--a line that would provide maximum security
to the region by containing the potential enemy within
his own territory and denying him access to allied air
bases, ocil areas, and lines of communication. The
Iranian delegate took the lead in advocating defense
along the Elburz range, a position that was politically

—T6. " Memo, JCS to SecDef, 16 Jun 55 (derived
from JCS 1887/104), CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 21.
Memo, USecState to Pres, 11 Jul 5%, App A to JCS
887/108, 19 Jul 55; Memo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul
55, Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55; same file, sec
22.

17. (34T Memo, Dep ASD{ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul S5,

Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55, CCs 1381 EMMEA,
(11-19-47) sec 22. (U) Memo, JCS to Secbhef, 30 Sep 55

{derived from JCS 1887/117); N/H of JCS 1887/117, 2 Now
55; same file, sec 23.
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imperative for him in view of the fact that the Elburz
provided the only strong natural barrier fromiich to

(P

i‘
!
|
i

defend Iranian territory. The Elburz concept,\while
politically essential to Iran and preferred by“Pakistan,
represented a much more ambitious undertaking than the
Zagros defense concept approved earlier by the US,
British, and Turkey military‘representétives.18

(3#7 During 1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff made
several further formal recommendations to the Secretary
i of Defense for US adherence to the Baghdad Pact, but no
: such action resulted. Nonetheless, the United States

b

— s a1 e

did take various actions to increase ccoperation with
the Pact organization. With Secretary of Defense
approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed in March

1956 to comment on studies prepared by the Miiitary
Committee. Then, in April 1956, a permanent US mili-
tary liaison office with the Pact was established ang,

. JR——

a month later, the US military observer to the Pact was )
\ authorized to express US views on Middle East defense i
matters on an informal basis. In aadition, the United i
States began to participate in the Economic and Counter- i

subversion Committees.? S

-~

T8. (U} "Communique,"™ Baghdaad Pact Council Meeting,
22 Nov 55, Dept of State Bulletin, 2 Jan 56, pp. 16-18.
(TS) US Army Attache, Irag, "Observations and Impres-
sions of the First Meeting, Council of the Baghdad Fact
Military Deputies' Committee, 21-28 January 1956," 6
Feb 56, -CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 27.

19. ™ Memo, JCS to SechDef, 4 Jan 56 (derived
from JCS 1887/135), CCS 381 EMMEA (11=-19-47) sec 25.
(U) Memo, JCS to Secbef, Encl to JCS 1887/156, 23 Mar

« 56, same file, sec 28. (&®% Memo, JCS to SecbDef, 30
Nov 56 (derived from JCS 1887/313), same file,
sac 51. (U) Dec On JCS 1887/149, 3 Mar 56; (U)
Msg, JCS 998294 to USARMA.Irag, 3 Mar_ 56 (derived from
JCS 1887/149); same file, sec 27. (#8) JCS 1887/167, 5.
Apr 56, same file, sec 29. (3T Memo, JCS to
CINCNEILM, 11 Apr 56 (derived from JCS 18B87/167),
same file, sec 30. (U) SM-428-56to USARMA Irag, 24 May
56 (derived from JCS 1887/184); N/H of JCS 1887/184, 28
May 56; same file, sec 34. Richard P. Stebbins, United
States in World Affairs, 1956 (1957), pp. 94-95.
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\‘(M’ Following the Suez crisis in the fall of 1956,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff again urged US adherence to the
Baghdad Pact. They were concerned with the power vacuum
resulting from the failure of Eritain and France to
overturn Gamal Abdel Nasser'S seizure of the Canal as well
as the growing Egyptian influence in the Middle East,
which had full Soviet backing. They told the Secretary of
Defense on 30 November 1957 that "continuation of the
Baghdad Pact as a regiocnal defense organization against
Soviet aggression in the Middle East is vital to the
security of this area and to the attainment of 0.S.
military objectives." Joining the Pact, they believed,
would provide the United States with an opportunity tc

establish a military position in the arda if it should be
20 '

needed. ‘ ‘J
" (U) President Eisenhower recognized the gravity of

the situation, but preferred other measures to adherence
to the Baghdad Pact. Eis policy, which became known as
the Eisenhower Doctrine, was presented to the Congress on
5 January 195?, in the form of a reguest for a joint
resolution authorizing him to offer military aid to any
country in the Middle East requesting it. The objective
was to help those countries maintain their inaepencence
from communist domination. President Eisenhower also
requested authority to use US armed forces és he deemed
necessary to protect the territorial integrity and politi-
cal indepencence of any Middle Eastern state. requesting
help when faced with cvert armed aggression from a country
controlled by international communism. The Congress
granted the President's request by a joint resolution

which the President signed on 9 March 1957,21

. Memo, JCS to.CSecbef, 30 Nov 56 (derivea from

JCs 18E7/313), CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 51l. .

21. (U) Public Papers of the Fresicdents, bBwight [.

Eisenhower, 1957 (1958), pp. 6-16, Richard P. &tebbins,

The United States in world Rffairs, -14Y57 (1958),
Fp. 154-155.

51




fInIAL AR
UHCLASS

FIFn

(U) Even though the United States did not join the
Baghdad Pact, it continued to look to this collective
security arrangement to provide stability in the middle
East., To this end, the United States strengthened its
cooperation with the Pact, becoming a member of its
Military Committee in June 1957. Since the Joint
Chiefs of Staff reviewed the studies of the Committee,
this action, in fact, onlf made formal what was already
occurring on an informal basis.2?.

(U) The US hope that the Baghdad Pact would prove a
stablilizing influence in the Middle East received a
severe setback in 1958. Gn 14 July, a leftist revolu~
tion in Irag overthrew the pro-kestern monarchy &and
substituted a new "kepublican Governmehé.“ This new
regime subsequently disassociated Iraq from the Pact,
which then moved its headquarters to Turkey and became
known as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO).
Although Turkey and Iran formed a continuous block
along the Soviet border, the withdrawal of Irag from
the organizatibn weakened the northern tier cefense,
and the susceptibility of the Iragi Government to
anti-western influences exposed both Iran and Turkey to
possible danger from the rear.?3 ‘

(U) To bolster support for CEﬁTO and enhance the
security of the Middle East, the United States signed
bilateral agreements in 1959 with three CENTO members,
Iran, Turkey, ana Pakistan. In the Agreement of
Cooperation, signed on 5 March 1959, the United States
and Iran undertock to cooperate for their security and
defense in the interest of worla peace. The Agreement
provided that: “"In case of aggression against

Z2Z., (U) "Communique," Baghdad Pact Council Mmeeting,
6 Jun 57, in Paul E. Zinner (ed.), Documents on Ameri-

can Foreign Kelations, 1957 (1958), vpp. 253-257. "

23. (U) Richard P. Stebbins, The Unitea States in
worla affairs, 1958 (1959), pp. 201-203,. Richara E.
Stebbins, The United States in world Affairs, 1959
(1960), p. 230. Smith et al., Area hanabook, Iran,
p. 71.
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Iran . . . the United States of America, in accordance

with the Constitution of the United States of America,
will take such appropriate acticn, including the use of
armed forces, as may be mutually agreed upon . . . ."
The United States also promised to continue both
economic and military assistance, and Iran, for its
part, pledged to use this aid for the purposes if-
tenéed, preservation of

integrity,24

its independence ana

Beginning to Build: Iran's Armed Forces, 1955-1960

?_—-WTO play their assigned role in defense o?__’
ithe Baghdad Fact area, Iran's armed forces would have
gto be improved through training and qequisition of
necessary equipment, The US Military Assistance
Program (MAP) was the.primary means by which these
imgprovements were sought. Removal of Dr. Mossadegh from
power and the

increasing assumption of control over

Iran's affairs by the Shah provided an opportunity for

4 et e

US military aid to bring about improvements in Iran's
armed forces, As early as May 1954, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff expressed confidence in the results expected

L

of MAP by recommending a broadening of military objec- %

tives for Iran,

which the Secretary of Detfense ap-

to
o external aggression.

proved,

include provision of

w25

“some resistance

—_
Seeking to accelerate progress towards this
goal, EBErigadier General Robert A. USA, Chief
of the MAAG in Iran, September 1954 a
three-year program for giving the Iranian armed torces
The
Joint Chiets of staff agreed with the neea for such a

(U}
McClure,
proposed on 2

aefensive capabilities at a cost of $360 million,

3., (07 _10 UST 314.

25. Memo, JCS to Sechef,

19 May 54 (derived.

from JCS 2099/374),

CCcs 092

{8-22-46) sec 111. (S)

memo SecDef to JCS, 15 Jul 54, Encl to JCS 2099/398, 21
Jul 54, same file, sec 1132. '



+OT-SEERET

build-up, but they doubted the ability of Iran's armed
forces to absorb such a large increase in equipment so
fast, They also feared similar claims for increased
aid from neighboring Middle Eastern countries. Aaccord-
ingly they opposed large increases in military grant
aid, a position that was upheld by the Administration.

{U) General McClure also proposed, and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff apgroved, é change in the force basis
of the Iranian Army in order to make it conform more
nearly to the actual organization. The new force basis
consisted of 8 light infantry divisions, 4 light
armored divisions, ana 5 independent infantry brigades.
To make the switch to the new organlzatlon would
reguire the activation of one 1nfantry brlgade and the
conversion of one div151on from infantry to armored.
Provision of Patton tanks for one armored battalion
would be requlreo.26 -

Lﬁﬂf’Actlng under the stimulus of General McClure' ;7
proposal, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered a reexam-
ination of interim military objectives for Iran. ras a
result, on 3 October 1955, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
accepted the conclusion that the Zagros line must be
held indefinitely if the United States was to attain
its military objectives in the Middle East, However,
lexisting Iranian forces would not hold the line against
Soviet attack for more than a month; they could prob-
ably never be sufficiently strengthened to hold indefi-
nitely. An appropriate interim objective would be to
hold the key passes for six months with outside

operational and logistical help. To attain this

capability would require expenditures of approximately
"

ey,

76. (UJ Memo, CEMAAG, Iran to ACCS G-3, DA, 2 Sep'-
54, Encl to JCS 1714/67; (U) Memo, JCS to Secbef, 24
Sep 54 (derived from JCS 1714/6B); CCS 092 Iran
(4-23-48) sec 13. (# nN/H of JCS 1714/30, 27 Apr 55,
same file, sec 16.
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$191.8 million for military training ané equigment
_during the period FY 1955-1958.27

(TS) Aaherence of Iran to the Eaghcad Fact, however,
led the Joint Chiefs of Staff to adopt a more opti-
mistic view of Middle East cefense. On 12 July 1956
they told the Secretary of Defense that they consiaerea
the Elburz Mountain line along Iran's northern border
to be a "sound goal on which to base long-range plan-
ning for force requirements.” Defense along this line
became a practical goal because "the effects of U.S.
atomic operations." The "general order of magnitude"
of forces required to defend the Elburz line was (in
U.S. equivalents) 7 infantry and 3 armorea divisions, 6
medium surface-to-surface missile‘batﬂalions,_e atomic
demolition teams, 3 fighter and fight -bomber wings !
and miscellaneous light naval vessels.Z2® '

gsf'a. few aqays later, Major General J.F.R. Seitz,
USA, Chief of US AKKISH/MAAG, recommenced a program for
preparing the Iranian forces for a role in taghcaa Pact
detense, His defensive concept, while calling feor 2
stand on foreward positions, ciffered . in significant
details from the JCS concept.[:}nstead of a aefencze all
along the Elburz Mountains, CGeneral Seitz callea tor
rolding only the westernmcst sector 1lying in the
prevince of Azérbaijan, backea up by a second tforce
holding the northern passes in the Iagros MNountairns

leading to Iraq.
: The Ilraznian armeg forces, however, &3 gres-

ently organized, eguligpped anc declcveu naa only a

L_:'ery limited capability for defense against foviet

Z7. (Jafr meme, JCE to SecLet, 3 Cct 55 (cerived
from JCS 1714/83), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-45) szc 17.

.28, (@ Memo, JCS to Secbef, 12 Jul 56 (asriveé.
from JCS 1867/220), €TS8 381 ENMEA  (11-19=-47)
sec 39.




et

~ i . . . —————
attack. To rectify this condition, General Seitz

|
recommenaed a . reorganization of the Army into 12
infantry divisions, of which &6 would be at half
strength, ana 5 reduced-strength indepenaent brigaaes.
Tanks of the 4 existing light armored brigades woula be
distributed among the infantry divisions, thereby
enhancing their defensive capabilities. Three full-
strength divisions would man the forward line, three |

would deploy on the secondary Zagros position, while

the understrength divisions and the independent bri- ;

gades would be stationed throughout the country to %

maintain internal order. In case of invasion, they

would withdraw into the 2Zagros to reinforce its de-
fenses .2’ . ' %

t
Uﬂfr The Joint Chiefs of Staff found this reorgani- ‘"

zation plan acceptable both operationally and as a

e e b m—— P b} R+ v s

|
3

basis .for future programming of military assistance
funds for Iran. ‘:?hey reserved judgment, however, on
the defensive concept, which was, of course, not in
accord with their own concept for defending the Elburz
line. They recommended, and the Secretary of LCefense i
approved, adoption of General Seitz's program as the |
major combat force objectives for- the Iranian Army.30 ;

(TS) The concept of defending the Elburz line, |
at least initially, gained official approval at the
highest levels of the US Government a Yyear later,
when the President, on 9 August 1957, approved NSC
5703/1. 1t called for the United States to provide Iran

! 3
LS?pable, with outside air and logistic support, of

the military assistance to maintain armea forces{

79, @ lemo, USARMISH/MAAG Iran to ‘USCINCEUR,
"Force Base Program for Iran," 24 Jul 56, Encl to JCS --
1714/91, 29 Aug 56, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 18.

30. (2@% Memo, JCS to Sechef, 19 Sep 56 (aerivea
from JCS 1714/92); (@€Y N/H of JCS 1714/92, 4 Oct 56;
CCS 092 Iran (4-23-4&6) sec 18,

56
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«fighting delaying actions initially from positions in
northern Iran against Soviet forces."3
(U) Programs for military aid to Iran showed a
marked increase during these years: $10.8 million in
FY 1955; $21.2 million in PY 1956; and $75.3 million in
FY 1957. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked to
comment on these programs, but since their response
was addressed to the Middle East area as a whole,
their views on the level of funding for the Iranian
program cannot be determined.32
I (zer at first, the Shah had acguiesced in tHZT
levels of military aid offered his government by Ehe
United States and in the plans developp? by USARMISH/
MAAG for the forces to be supported by it. But when
the Baghdad Pact Combined Military Planning Staff
produced a plan calling for 16 full-strength divisicns
for the defense of Iran, the Iranian monarch insisted
that he must have armed forces of this magnitude in
order to fulfill his treaty obligations. To show its
continued interest in the area, the United States in
January 1958 offered additional military assistance in
the amount of $14 million.

i
!

(8€T The Shah, however, continued to press for
even larger amounts of aid. he scheduled a trip to
wWashington in order to argue his case in person. The

Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a position paper preparatory
to this visit, opposed an increase in military assist- ?
ance for Iran on military grounds. They recommendea '
that, if an offer of military equipmént became polit-
ically <desirable to bolster the Shah's morale,

IT (3T NSC 5703/1, 9 Aug 57, CCS* 092 Iran
(4-23-48) sec 19. .

32. USAA, "DSAA Piscal Year Series: Iran."
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deliveries of materiel already programmed be speeded

up.33

QB_( President Eisenhower met with the Shah on 1%
July 1958, No increase in military aida to Iran re-

~

"sulted from the discussion. Two weeks later, however,
the overthrow of the monarchy in Iraq by leftist forces
changed the strategic balance in the Middle East. As a
result, President ‘Eisenhower called General Nathan S,
Twining, USAF, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, to the White House and asked him what could be
done to "strengthen the military position of Iran and

Turkey." General Twining repliea that the Iranian
forces were supplied almost entirely with US equipment
and that deliveries, scheduled to keep pace with Iran's
ability to a?sorb the equipment, ha¢'not met all
requirements. He gave the President a list of these
equipment deficiencies, from which certain items were
selected for priority delivery, while the remaining
| were referred back to the Department of Defense for
: further study. One option offered by General Twining,
" to bring the six undermanned Iranian divisions to full

i —— ~ et ¢ 4 T i s e
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~ strength, was rejectea because of the cost and the time
:required to accomplish it, The major items to be
" supplied includea 272 M-47 tanks, 58 artillery pieces,
i1,359 trucks, and two small naval vessels, Military
iassistance for the following years ($95.5 million in FY
{1958, $72.4 million in FY 1959) reflected these stepped
up deliveries. Significantly, the figure for FY 1959
included for the first time, sales in the amount of
$94,000,34

e

L twke e s
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EE P ) memo, JCS to Sechef, 9 Jun 58 (derived
from JC 1714/100), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 21,

34, g;{'Memo, SpecAsst to CJCS to C3CSs, 16 Jul
58, Enclfto JCS 1867/477, same date; (B@T JCS 1887/478,
22 Jul 58; CCS 381 (6-23-47) sec 6., DOSAA, "psaa Fiscal .
Year Series: Iran."
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i— gﬂf’ln 1956, the United States considered supplying
Irdn with nuclear capable battlefield weapons. Follow-
ing a trip to the CENTO states, the Chief of Staff ot
the Army, General Maxwell D. Taylor, had reguested the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on 28 May 1958 to consider
delivery of an HONEST JOHN battalion to Iran with the
nuclear components of'the weapon system stored in
acceptable sites outsiae of the country. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff, however, deferred to an evaluation of
the political feasibility of this proposal, and the.
Department of State decided in August 1938 that provi-
sion of these weapons at that time woula be politically
disadvantageous. The ﬁepartment féared an adverse
effect on nearby countries, Moreover, it doubted that
US assurances of rapid delivery of the nuclear war-
heads in case of emergency would convince the Shah that
rrovision of this weapon system would congfitute a net
increase in Iran's aefensive capabilitSr.35

€T The US commitments in 1958 &P increasea
military assi'stance dia not allay the Shah's agprenen=-
sions. He raised the question of Iranian security with
Fresident Eisenhower, when the latter visited Tehran in

December 1959 during a trip to Eurocre, Aftrica, anag

Acia. The Shah cited the threat from both Iragq and
Afgnanistan and sought increased US support to modern-
ize his forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed
both the assessmant of the threat and the sgecific
reguirements theat the Shah had given the rfra2csident.
They founa the Irznian version ot the threat "consider-

ably overstated" ara estimated the cost ¢f the items on

the list of recgu:raments at $600 million. Thev judgea

——
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Ce 1887/464, ug 53; CCS 3871 LHMMEA (11-15-47)
ec 71,
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L”Sontribution towards regional defense.3’

oS he—

Y . —
the present and projected level of US military assist-

ance to Iran to be sound, representing as much as could
be effectively absorbed by the Iranian armed forces.
Consequently, the Shah received no new commitments
although the United States did assure him that his
desire for modernization would be born in mind in
aeveloping future programs.36

(jﬁf /By the end of the Eilsenhower Admlnlstratlon,
the United States had been furnishlng military assist-

ance to Iran.for over 10 years and had delivered
\_eculpment valued at $386.8 million. The results,

however, were not encouraging. The Iranian Army,
according to an NSC policy review (NSC 6010), was
capable only of "offering very limited'nesistence to
aggression by a major pewer." The Air Force and Navy
were "weak and ineffective." Still, Iran remained
critically important to the United States because of
its strategic location between the Soviet Union and the
Persian Gulf and because of. its great oil reserves.
Military assistance must therefore continue, As in the
past, it should be directed toward providing Iran a
capability for internal security and for a limited

Iran's Internal Affairs, 1853-1960C

(U) The key to the success of all the military
plans for Iran lay in continued internal order and

T6. (€ hemo, .SecDef to CJCS, 4 Jan 60, Encl
to JCS 1714/111, 12 Jan 60; (@ Ltr, Shah to Pres,
12 Jan 60, Att to JCS 1714/113, 29 Jan 60; (LS
JCSM-61-60 to Secbef, 19 Feb 60 (derivgd from JCS
1714/114); JMF 9161/4060 (24 Dec 59). NSC 6010, 8
Jun 60, JMF 9181/9105 (8 Jun 60}.

37. DSAA, "LSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran.” (Eﬂf NSC
6010, 8 Jun 60, JMF 9181/9105 (& Jun 60). NSC 6010 was
adopted by the NSC on 30 June 1960 and approved by the
President on 6 July 1960. See (B3#T N/H of
JCs 17147118, 20 Jul 60, same file.
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orientation towards the West, A period of relative
calm and stability had followed the overthrow of Dr.
Mossadegh in 1953. Assisted by the Army, the Shah
returned to power and internal order was restored. 1In
the following several years, the political importance
of the Majlis declined while, simultaneously, the
inflpence of the Shah, his family, and close associates
at court and in the armed forces increased.3B —~—
(M Beneath the surface calm ana stability, how—-\
ever, a ﬁhmber of internal problems had begqun to fester
in Iran, A new NSC statement of policy on Iran (NSC
5703/1) in 1957, to which the Joint Chiefs ot Staff had
given their c¢oncurrence, first pointea out these
problems and the fpossible.negative iImpact for the
achievement of US objectives in Iran. While still
calling for a free and independent Iran with armea
forces capable of maintaining internal security and ]
contributing to Middle East defense, the new policy é
statement added the following objective: :

A government that can and will make maximum
balanced use of all available resources in
order to provide early and visible progress
toward economic improvements_ that will meet
rising popular expectations.

(@7 A report to the National Security Council on
Iran in October 1958 spelled out in considerably more

——at e = -

detail the internal problems that were endangering
political stability there. Listed were: the restive-
ness of the middle class, intellectuals, ana junior

ity; the police methods of the Shah and his government;

military officers; the restriction on .political activ-
b \/-

e

38, Sméeth et al., Area liandbook, Iren, pp. 70-72.
39. NSC 5703/1, 8 Feb 57, CCS (092 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 19, (G)  Memo, JCS to Sechef, 5 Feb 57 (derived.
from JCS 1714/94), same file. )
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corruption in the military and civil serﬁice; aog_w
involvemeht of the Imperial family and high court
officials in large financial and business operations.
The report also observed that the necessity of working
closely with the Shah raised "a problem of possible
over-1dent1fication of the U.S. with the Shah's poli-
cies at a time when oppositlon to his policies is an

important factor in the grow1ng political insta-
bility.*40 . ..

(

L?GT Another potent1a1 Iranian trouble spot mentioned
in the report to the National Security Council was the
Kurdish problem. The Kurds, a distinct ethnic group in
_the Middle East, inhablted contiguous ~aneas of Turkey,
the SOViet Union, Iran, Iraq, and Syria. About one
thira of these people lived in Iran along the western
border in extreme poverty and neglected by the Govern-
ment. During the summer of 1958, both the Soviet Union
-~and the United Arab Republic began to beam broadcasts
to the Kurds in Iran promoting the establishment of a
Free Kurdistan, and the resulting unrest posed a
further internal threat to the Shah.41

(P#T As a result of the NSC report in October 1958,
, the United States adopted a new policy statement toward
Iran on 15 November 1958 that called for pressure on
the Shah to institute political, social, and economic
reforms. The new policy, NSC 5821/1, arafted by the
NSC Planning Board and concurred in by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, retained previous US objectives for Iran, but |
noted that threats to US interest lay in Iran's vulner-

ability to Soviet influence and "the widespread dissat-
;isfaction of many Iranians with domestic conditions.-l

g —— T T RO A
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: CCB Report, 9 Oct 58, Att to JCS 1714/101,

10 Oct 58, CCS 092 Iran (4~23-48) sec 21.
41, 1bid.
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The latter, the statement said, was "more immediately
pressing." The key issue was the extent to which "the
largely personal regime of the Shah," with which the
United States was closely identified, could cope with
iran's growing internal problems., A major question was
whether the Shah c¢ould or would take "sufficiently
draratic and effective steps" to insure his position
and siphon off érowing discontent. To do so the Shah
would have the difficult task of sat1sfy1ng pogpular
demands thhout alienating the conservative elements
that provided the traditional support for his regime.

g9€7 Despite the weaknesses of the Shah, NSC 5821/1
found no “constructlve, pro-kestern”, alternatlve in
Iran and saw no recourse but continued support for him,
Kence ‘the United States must influence the Shah to make
"meaningful" reforms. Specific goals included:
appointment of honest and competent government leaders
and aelegation ‘0of administrative responsibilities to
them; llberalization of legislative and judicial
practices; elimination of graft, corruption, and
conflicts of interest in government circles and the
Imperial family; improvement of the economic develop-

ment program; and the adoption of admlnlstratlve, tax,

and financial reforms.42

gagf Two years later, the United States reviewed
but made no changes in its policy towards Iran. OCnce

again, there appeared to be no satisfactory alternative -

to the fhah in spite of continuing and serious internal
unrest. The United States should, therefore, continue

to try to convince the Shah that internal instability |

was the most immediate threat to his regime.43

(4-23-48) _
43. NEC 6010, 8 Jun 60, JMF 6181/9105

{8 Jun 60).
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STRENGTRENING THE ANTI-SOVIET BARRKRIER
1961-1968

(U) In 1960, the United States seemed well on the
way toward obtaining its policy goals for Iran. As a

memper of CENTO, Iran was actively involved in the
collective defense of the Middle East, and US military
assistanée was giving Iran growing strength to partici-
pate in that defense. Yet, Iranian forces were still
judged far from what was required, especially if called
upon to meet a direct Soviet attack. Consequently, the
1960s would witness expanding US military aid for Iran
in an effort to strengthen further the berrier against
Soviet expansion into .the Mlodle Last. In addition,
internal problems persisted in Iran whlch, if not
resolved, could weaken Iran's ability to contribute to
Middle East defense.

‘The Kennedy Adminstration: Growing Assistance for Iran

[ Uﬁfr.One aspect of the Iranian internal problems
was amcng the first matters raised by the Joint Chiefs

{ of Staff with the new Kennedy Administration., On 26

January 1961, ‘they told Secretary of Defense Robert
Mchamara that existing contingency plans for Iran were
insufficiently wide-ranging to deal with the many
possible politically-inspired crises that might reguire
US military action. They particularly wanted plans to
assure that the Shah's successor woula be pro~-Western.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) agreed that "a
careful review of our national policy . . . should ke

A g

undertazken" _and asked the bDepartment of State to

collaborate.1

JCSK-27-61 to Sechef, 26 Jan 61 (derivea
from JCS 1714/123); LB 1st N/H .of JCS 1714/123, 1 Mar
61; JMF 9181/9105 (1 Dec 60).
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X gsf‘A”Ewgs;dential_Task Force, chaired by t;:W
‘Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
’Asian Affairs, accomplished the desired review and
fcarried out a far broader study than originally envi-

Mmmi%ipnedApy the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Task Force
isubmitted its report to the National Security Council
‘on 15 May 1961, stating that "the continuing trend
gtoward revolution and chaos in Iran has reached the

"
k]

! point where the U.S. must take vigorous action." As
~ the Shah's popular support dwindled, "the spectres of a
recrudescence of irresponsible anti-Western Mossadegism
or [a] brittle military dictatorship have loomed !
constantly larger.” bbviously, therefore, the United
States must make a "major effort” tq support the

shah and his regime and encourage far-reaching politi-
cal and economic reforms.2

! (@ After consideration of the Task Force report,

5 the National Security Council adopted, as a replacement
for NSC 6010, a set of economic, political, and mili-
tary recommendatipns that addressed not only internal
insecurity but attempted to deal with Iran's long range

. problems. To respond to the immediate problem the

{ National Security Council agreed to support the exist-’

' ing regime as the best attainable, to encourage the
Shah to make political and social reforms, and to
oppose military plots against him. The Council also
sought to provide Iran more substantial assurance of US
support against Soviet attack and to head off demanas °
for ever increasing military aid. Specific proposals

i included:
: a. Urgently examining the desirability of (1)
!

moving earmarked forces to locations where they -

SR .
2 Cgf Presidential Task Force Study, "A Review of.
Problems in Iran and Recommendations for the National

Security Council," 15 May 61, Att to JCS 17147129, 15
bay 61, JMF 9181/9105 (% May 61) sec 1.
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could assist Iran more ragpialy anc (2) giving Iran
mcre information about US glans.

b. Ccntinuing MAP support for the Iranian armeg
forces up tc a level cf about 200,000 men,

c. Helping to identify the key considerations in
‘aeciding how to react againsﬁ a Soviet attack,
developing plans for (1) the introduction of up to
two divisions and (2)fjthe deployment of nuclear
forces so that they could be "brought to bear®

near the Soviet border.3 Ii
(@ The Acting Assistant cretary of Defense (ISA)

askea the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views on the
recommendations described.in (a) and {c) above. Their
answer, although it acknowledged that Iran's importance
"cannot be over-emphasized," stated that the Unitec
States lacked enough strength-in-being permanently to
station sufficient forces 1in or near Iran. Fre-
positioning of equipment and temporary "show of force"
or "token" "deployments were possible but the aelavs
inherent in obtaining transit zna base clearances might
rectrict immediate responses to the movement cf naval
forces into adjacent waters. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
cescribed periodic dispatening of urnits tor maneuvers
or exercises as "feasible and desirable.” But they
cprosed the earmarking of units as "impractical" ara
the imparting of more information about ‘L3 Elans as
"uncesirable." And, since existing plans alreaay
rrevicea tcr possible employment of more than two
civisions, additional planning"effo:ts anprceared
Jnnecessary. in conclusion, the Joint Cliefs of Staft

beilieved that a commitment of substantial £fcrces to

crreze Soviet aggressicn might well spark a cereral

5. & Memo, LecpSecbef to CJC5 et al., o¥ nmay ol
cacl o JCS 17147131, 1 Jun 61, JMF 9181,91U5 (9 may
6G) sec 1.
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i war, in which case no sizeable US units were siatec for

early deployment to the Middle East.4

(TS) A few months later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
raised additional doubts about defending Iran against
Soviet attack. They gave their views in response to
inquiries by President Kennedy who feared that Soviet-
instigated pressures on Eerlin and Laos might presage
diversionary pressure on Iran. Since no plans dealt
specifically with a limiteda war confined to Iran, ana
involving US and Soviet forces, the Deputy Secretary of
Lefense asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 7 October
1961 to ess US capacity for fighting imited war
in Iran,ffwith and without nuclear'weaponé. The JC§
answer oPR0 Gctober was decidedly pes;i c. They
held out hope of resisting "limited Soviet intervention
and probing aggression," but not of opposing a "sub-
stantial and determined” incursion. In northeast
Iran,'scanty road and rail facilities would limit US
torces to two divisions plus two battle grougps. That
force, together with Iranian units, was simply too

small to stop a sizeable Soviet attack. Any commitment
of US forces, they continued, fust be preceded by a
cecision to do whatever was necessary to achieve

rational objectives. In oruer to assure "any chance of

success,"” there would have to be im; te attacks

-

against air bases in the Soviet ULnion =ing conven-

tional or nuclear weapons as approcriate,

p——

. ttemo, aAactg ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 2 JSun 61,
Encl to JCS 17147132, 7 Jun 61, JINF 9181/91063 (9 kay
61) sec 1. L3# JCSm-443-61 o SecLef, 28 Jun 61
(cerived from JCS 1714/133), same file, sec 2.

5. (3#T memc, DepSecLef to CJCS, 7 Oct 61, Att
te JCS 1714/134, < Sct &1, JNF 9181,/9105 (9 May &1) gec
2. % JCSM-741-4% to Zecbef, 20 GLct 61 (ceriveg {rom
JCS 1714/13%), save file, sec 3. For suiseauent discus—
sicns, see remo, Actg ASL(ISA) to CJUS, z0 Cet o1,
Att to JCS 17147136, =3 Oct 61; LW#T JCSM-760-61 to

SechDef, 9 KNov 61 (uerived from JCS 1714,137); same
file.
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(€T horeover, the Joint Chiefs of Staff doubted
that the Iranian forces, by themselves, could repel a

Soviet attack. They made this observation in briefing

- r—

March 1962 in preparation for a visit of the Shah to
Washington, At that time, they expressed the view that
the Iranians could stop an Iraqi or Afghan invasion,
Soviets. Concurrently, the Joint Chiefs of St:F.\ff:j
supplied Secretary lcNamara with appraisals of Depart-
ment of State suggestions to: send a military planning

papers for the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) in

but lackea "any significant capability" against the:

group to Tehran; divulge US plans for waging limited
war to the Iranians; and pre-position sdme equipment in
Iran. They were willing to outline a defense concept

N At B -
8 e Al s e e,

in general terms and to send, "under cover of the
MAAG," a planning group that would assist in developing

g detailed plans., Eut they were opposed to pre-position<
; i

et ke e

ing equipment for a battle group, on grounds that th
Soviets would find such a step provocative and that theg
small amount of eqguipment sent would lessen US credit

i ability.® ' . - -

5.___.--;-?
" hckamara ané the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

_on 12 April 1962.. Mr., McNamara expressed US willing-

Hgés to send a planning team to Iran, and to make a
¢+ "firm unaertaking” on mMAP aeliveries during FYs 1963-
i 1967. This five-year program for modernization of the
}

Iranian armed forces would include: more than 10,000

——rmedl

Y

Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 2% mar 62, Att
to JCS 1714/141, 28 Mar 62; (#€) JCSM-233-62 to Sechef,
29 Mar 62 (derived from JCS5 1714/143); (U) Memo,
LASD(ISAE) to Actg cJCs, 23 Mar 62, Encl to,

JCS 1714/142, 28 mar 72; [P®) JCSM-241-62 to SecDet, 31°

Mar 62 (derivea from JCS 1714/144); JMF 9181/5420 (21
diar 62).

gﬁfrahlle in Washington, the Shah met with Secretaryy“'
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r:ehicles; two minésweepers; 16 transport aircra‘l_f':-“’1

26-52 supersonic fighter-bombers (2-4 squadrons);
airfield construction; and an early warning radar
system. He asserted, however, that the Iranians "basic
force level”" ought to be 150,000 men. The Shah coun-
tered by citing CENTO studies that recommended substan-
tial increases rather than force réductions. Mr.,
McNamara proposed, and the Shah guickly agreed, that
the US planning team should study deployments and force
levels.7
@ Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff dis-
patched a Military Planning Team, headed by Brigadier
Genral H, S. Twitchell, USA, to Iran. The Team pre-
sented and the Joint Chiefs of Staff ‘endorsed five
measures. First, support a force level of about
160,000 men. Second, assist in completion of a main
air base and construction of a forward airfield.
Third,. approve an aircraft control and warning (AC&W)
system and related communications plan that included
construction of four radar stations and seek British
cooperation in building two additional stations,
Fourth, consider the reinsertion of two frigates in the
five-year program. Fifth, resclve within the CENTGC
framework Iranian-US differences over force goals. The
Deputy Secretary of Defense approved everything except
action on the two frigates.8 ___J

Ne—

: Annexes B and C to SM-514-62 to JCS, 2
may 62, JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 2. LS Alide
Memoire, 12 Apr 62, Encl 2 to Report of US Military
Planning Team, Iran, 20 Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/154,
21 Jul 62, JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 4A.

g. [ SM-538-62 to BG Twitchell, 10 May 62 {(derived
trom JCS 1714/152), JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 1.
(L#» Report of U.S. Mmilitary Flanning Team, Iran, 20
Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/154, 21 Jul b2, same file,
secs 4 and 4A. LB&T JCSM-579-62 to SecLef, 3 Aug 62 °
(derived from JCS 1714/156); Memo, DepSecDef to cijcs,
31 Aug 62, Att to JCS 1714/1538, 6 Sep 62, same file,
sec 5.
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sented the Shah a five-year program of military assist-
ance for FYs 1963-1967, revised in light of the find-

ings of the Military Planning Team. IThe program was

baseﬂ och a concept of defense for Iran against all
contingencies, both internal and external,'recognlzing
that assistance from the United States and its allies
would be required to deter and defeat Soviet aggres-
sion. This concept also took into consideration the
collective security arrangements of CENTO and assumed
a forward strategy, relying on the mounta}n barriers on
the northern boraer.; The five-year program supplied

the means to modernize iranian forces and included the
following:

3.5 inch rocket launchers
submarine guns

200 60mm mortars

ammunition requird for training and for a 30-day
reserve

additional communications equipment

100 M=133 armored personnel carrriers

5,000 jeegs

1,500 3/4 to 1 ton trucks

3,500 2 1/2 tén trucks

250 5 ton trucks

combat support equipment

2 minesweepers (inshore)

2 patrol frigates

20 helicopters (H43B)

civic action program support

45 CESSNA 180 or 185 aircraft

4 C-130 aircraft

12 C-47 aircraft

52 F-5A aircraft (4 squadrons)

completion of Hamadan airfield as a main opoerating
base

construction of Mashed airfield as a forward base

construction of aircraft control and warning radar
stations at Hamadan and Dezful

71
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The Shah acceptea this program the following aay, z0
September 1962.°

(5) After coordination with appropriaée Executive
departments and agencies, including the Office of the
Secretary of Lefense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Department of State issued "Guidelines" for US policy
and operations in Iran in September 1962.'% These
Guidelines made no changeslin US policy toward Iran.

The goal -remained the prevention of communist domina-
tion of this strategically located country. The
Guidelines recognized that, while the external threat
from the Soviet Union was "unrelenting," Iran's secur-

&g

ity was still seriously threatened by %n}ernal polit- {
ical discontent and disunity, With respect to military
"lines of action," the Guidelines called for mainten-
~ance and improvement of the Iranian armed forces,

through the military assistance program, and expansion i
of the civic action, counter-guerrilla, vocational

o

training, and public relations sectors of the Iranian
military pgrogram. Simultaneously, the United States
should obtain a reduction in Iranian forces to a
level of 150,000.'}

e TP Tk e

U —
. Memo for Shah, 19 Sep 62; (8) Ltr, min of
the Court to US Amb, 20 Sep 62; both Atts to Encl to
JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, JwMP 9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 1,
{U) Ltr, USCIKRCEUR to ASD(ISA), 28 Sep 62, Att to JCS
1714/161, 2 Oct 62, JMF 9181/2100 (21 Apr 62) sec 5.
(§) Memo of Conversation, "Five~Year Military Frogram
for Iran," 19 Sep 62, CJCS File 091 Iran.

10. During the Kennedy Aaministration, these Guiae-
lines Papers replaced the NSC policy statements issued
during the Truman and Eisenhower Administrations as the
official source for US policy towards various countries.

11. (& Dept of State, ULraft Guidelines for Policy
and Operations, Iran, Apr 62, Encl to JCS 1714/149, 26
hpr 62; Lﬂf J-5M 273-62 to ASD(ISA), 7 may 72, Att to .
st N/H of JCS 1714/149, 15 May 62; JMF 9181/9105 (21
Apr 62) sec 1. Dept of State, Guidelines for
Policy and Operations, Iran, Sep 62, Att to
JCS 1714/163, 13 Dec 62, same file, sec 2.




(U) In the early 1960s, the Shah finally began to
address the internal problems confronting his country.
In 1961, he appointed a new, liberal Prime Minister,
Ali amini, who instituted measures to remove corruption
in the civil service, to decentralize the government
administration, to limit luxury imports, and to
initiate land reform. Then, in January 1963, the Shah
announced a sweeping program of reforms. Known as the
"Revolution of the Shah and the People" or, more
commonly, the "white Revolution," the program included
six major aspects: abolition of the feudal landlord-
pPeasant system, breakup of large estates, and land
redistribution; nationalization of forests and pas-
tures; compensation of former lanalords with capital
shares in government industry; profit sharing in all
productive enterprises; a new elections law that
providea votes for women; and creation of a national
literacy corps, employing educated youths in government
service to teacb the illiterate. Despite the opposi-
tion of the Shiite religious leaders, large landowners,
and some tribal chiefs, who saw their privileged
positions threatened, the Shah's program was endorsed
overwhelmingly by a national retferendum. In September
1963, elections were held under the new law with women
voting for the first time. By the end of the year,
both the Shah and the Prime Minister had distributed
their estates.12

gvf'nt the same time that the Shah was launching
i internal reforms, he remained concerned about external
threats. 1In 1963 he was worrying more about Egypt than'
about the Soviet Union. 1In June of that year, he had
advised FPresident Kennedy that Arab agents had begun

subversive activities in Iran's southern provinces ana
argued that pre-positioning of equipment for two to

i —

three US divisions was "a matter of necessity."
—

tZ., Smlith et al., Area hanabook, Iran, pp. 73-74.
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Nothing was done; Iran's internal security . situation

—————

struck US policy makers as critical but controll-
able,!3

¢ Johnson Administration: More of the Same

(U) The assassination of President Kennedy and the
succession of Lyndon Johnson to the Presidency 1in
November 1963 brought no .changes in US policy toward
Iran. The United States pressed on with the five-year
program approved in 1962 despite the Shah's increasing
desires for additional assistance to meet threats from
the radical Arab states, '

Lﬂf’In January 1964, the Shah[EEnt the United States

another warning about the ggowing danggr of Nasserite
aggression. jf{]told Fresident Johnson that the five-~
year pian, approved in 1962, was inadequate for the
changing situation and warned that, if the United
States was unwilling to meet additional needs, 1iran
might.have to look elsewhere. The President replied
that, while he was willing to talk about the full range
of problems, he did not believe that basic factors
behind the five-year plan had changed signiticantly.14

(#F The shah scheduled a Washington visit for June
1964. His most pressing demand was for modern H-60
tanks and M-551 Sheridan armored reconnaissance vehi-
cles to replace 414 obsolescent M-47 tanks. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary of Defense on 15
May 1964 that they saw "military justification" for

. Lty, Shah t¢o PFres, 1 Jun 63; (8) SACSA-M
349-63 to CJCS, 13 Jun 63; CJICS File 091 Iran.

14. (@ Ltr, Shah to Pres, 7 Jan 64; (U} Ltr,
ASD(ISA) to CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA, 24 Mar 64; JMF
9181 (22 Apr 64). On 1 December 1963, the Joint Chiets
of Staff had designated CINCSTKIKE as the commander
responsible for the Middle East (including Iran),

Africa south ¢f the Sahara, and South Asia (MEAFS&)

under the concurrent title of USCINCMEAFSA. At the
same time, CINCNELM, %the commanuer responsible for the
Midale East area since World War II, was disestab-
lished. See (Qf JCS Hist. Div., history of the Unified
Command Plan, Dec 77, p. 23.
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armor modernization and military and economic reasons ‘
why the United States should remain Iran's principal
source of arms. They were willing to supply M-60s,
provided production was expanded so that the Iranian
order did not impinge upon other needs. The Sheridan,
however, "should not be considered for MAP at this time
becanse it is still in the development stage and is
operationally untested." 'subsequently, the Secretary
of Defense approved a sale of M-60s, to be accomplished
without any expansion of production.15

gﬂf Final agreement between the United States and
Iran on the increased assistance was reached in a
Memorandum of Understanding of 4 July 1964. This
Memorandum extended and reoriented the 'modernization
begun in 1962 into a program of combined grant aid and
credit assistance. The United States agreed to
provide additional grant military assistance during the
period FY 1967-1969 for delivery by the end of 1970 to
include: 39 P-4 aircraft to replace outmoded aircraft,
110 105mm howitzers, 28 8-inch howitzers, 1,000
vehicles, t airborne battalion, 4 twin-engine command- !
type aircraft, and a 30-day reserve of ammunition. i
This was additional equipment above that contained in

" v
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the September 1962 commitment. Mofeover, the United
States would assist Iran in financing the purchase of
an aaditional $250 million worth of egquipment between L
FY 1965 and FY 1969. Of this total, $50 million would
be cash purchases, principally for spare parts for i
equipment furnished under the grant aid programs. The’
remaining $§$200 million would be through creaits and

rnmmie - i solir ta et TS

-
ot

would include 460 M-60 tanks, & C-130 aircraft,
\/ iy o
R Msg, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 2218232

Apr 64; (U) JCSM-421-64 to Sechef, 16 May 64 (derivea
from JCS 1714/176-1); (U) Memo, DASD{ISA) to Sechef, 3
Jul 64, Att to Memo, DASD(ISA) to DJS, 15 Jul 64, Attt
to JCS 1714/170-2, 24 Jul 64; JWMF 91B1 {22 Apr 64).
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63 M-113 armored personnel carriers, 1 HAWK battalion,
26 F-5 aircraft and 1,610 KM=-1919 26 machiné guns.16
(S) The increased US commitment to Iran in 1964 aid
not satisfy the Shah for long. During 1965, he maace
known his desire for still more hardware, citing the
threat posed to Iran and the Persian Gulf by Iraq, the
United Arab Republic, and Syria. The Shah wanteg
antiaircraft weapons, naval vessels, Sheridan armored
reconnaissance vehicles, and aircraft that were suger-
ior to the F-5 interceptor. The Joint Chiefs ot Staff
supported sales of (1)} 26 P-4 aircraft, with delivery
delayed perhaps until FY 1973, and (2) a second'HAWR
surface~to-air missile battalion, to become operatinal
in 197017 ' ‘i
(m' Rather than accept the J(CS recommendations, the
Johnson Administration offered in early 1966 to sena a
survey team to Iran to assess the "full range" of
military requirements. This proved acceptable, and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff directed the aispatch of a

tri-service Military Survey Team. The Team was instruc-

ted to "center on the objective of maintaining the
primacy of the U.S. military presence in Iran at a
moderate cost to Iranian resources.” A basic purpose
was to keep Iranian procurement "at a level consistent
with legitimate military reguirements . . . while

minimizing the impact . . . on Iranian eccnomic aevelop-'

ment."18

e ——

e ——

16.'I?f US-Iranian #emorandum of Unaerstanding, 4
Jul 64, Att to Encl to JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, JMF
9181 (17 Jan 686) sec 1,

17. (g Memo, DASD(ISA) to CJCS, 24 Aug 65, Encl
to JCS 2315/367-1, 26 Aug 65; () JCSM-712-65 to
Sechef, 23 Sep 65 (aerivea from JCS 2315/367-2); JMF
4060 (12 Aug 65) sec 1. .

18, (@ Msg, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 14 Jan
66, JCS IN 52646. (S) Mksg, UEF 1848 to Tehran, 17 Jan
66; (@ Memo, DASD(ISA) to Jcs, 18 Jan 66, Att
teo JCS 1714/179, 19 Jan 66; | JCSM-67-66 to Sechef, 1
Feb 66 ana Msg, JCS 2865 to CINCSTRIKE/USCINCHERAFSA,
0120002z Feb 66 (both cerived from JCS 1714/179-2}); JMF
5181 (17 Jan..66) sec 1.

T E

v - —

———— e




Pt e P v - - FT 1 g s

-

- -
VI Y

_

Hﬁfr‘hfter touring Iran between 16 February and
3 March, the Survey Team, headed by Erigadier General
C.G. Paterson, USAF, recommended approval of "minimum"

' additional requirements:
Army - 209 M-60 tanks,1g 130 Sheridans, 2 Vulcan
air defense battalions, and .a 90-day level of
_ war reserve materiel
Navy - 8 patrol boats, 1 destroyer, and a 30-day
level of war reserve materiel
Air Force - 16 F-4s (one sqguadron), 2 mobile radars,

. 2 HAWK battalions, and a 90-day level of war
~ reserve materiel

Costs for the five-year period FY 1967-1971 would come
to $192 million. The 7Team urged that these require-

ments be acceptea as "a basis for discussion" during a
review ¢:§'Iranian iuilitary assistance, 't Also, since
such acquisition would. generate further traininé and
support needs, a planned $10 million MAP reduction
should be studied; perhaps the funds withheld from
warring India and Eakistan should be shifted to Iran.

The JBinE_Chiefs of Staff concurred with these conclu- i

sions.20

L?ngOn 23 may 1966, President Johnson approvea a ,
$200 million credit sales package, with certain caveats.
As relayed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by the white .

T
House Staff, the President was: ' f
!

deeply concerned over Iran's worrisome E
economic prospects, He wants each slice :

of this new program submitted to him for
approval only after searching review of
Iran's economic position., He regards the

new $200 million as a planning figure
subject to annual review. he asks that
Ambassaaor (Armin) Myer tell the sShah of

Tl T

TY. The 209 M-60 tanks were the number remaining of
t
1

he 460 the United States agreed to sell Iran in the
964 memorancdum of Understandaing.

20. "Report o the United States Military Survé;

Team to Iran, 16 Feb-3 Mar 66," JMF 9181 (17 Jan 66)
sec 1A, P€] JCSM-240-66 to Secbef, 15 Apr 66 (derivea
from JCS 1714/179~4), same file, sec 1.
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his concern, while reassuring him of the ]

Pre513$nt s full respect for his judg-
ment.

MSubsequently, however, the Shah began expressing
his dissatisfaction with some of the numbers, costs,
and delivery dates offered. He wanted, for example, 3%
rather than 16 F-4 aircraft, In fact,

allegedly
because of high us costs,

"he approached the Soviet4
about equipment purchases ana professed interest
acquiring their surface~to-air missiles.

in

This develop-
ment was worrisome, because Soviet SAMs would be site&
at bases from which F-4 ana F-5 aircraft would be
operating. Communications tie-ins involving all
elements of the air defense' system, cau&d allow the

Soviets to gain extensive knowledge about us equxp-
ment.22

gff How far should the Administration move toward
meeting the Shah's demands? The Department of State.
saw no need to accede completely. Yet, since the Shah
had publicly committed himself to an independent
procurement policy, he could not retract without some
face-saving gesture. “In light of all this," the
Deputy Under Secretary of State advised the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, "we have coﬁéluded that present
political hazards are great enough to call for a little
'give' in our military proposal."” O©On 8 July, President
Johnson offered to "consider" selling 32 F-4 aircraft;i

—

e

Z7T. IWGI Memo, ExecSecy, NSC to B,.H. Reaa, 10 Jun

66, Att to J3CS 1714/179 5, 20 Jun 66, JmF 9181 (17 Jan
66) sec

%2. JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (U) Msg, CINCSTRIKE/
CECINCMEAFSA to JCS, 251911Z Jul 66, JCS IN 15275, JMF
5181 (17 Jan &6) sec 2, (U) Ltr, Dep LUSecState to
Leptecbef, & Jul 66, Att to JCS 1714/179-6, 8 Jul 66,
same file, sec 11;7
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the Shah replied that he could not reverse his Moscow f
initiative without being labelled a "U.S. puppet.“23;

b!f The Department of State and some officials in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense wanted to offer

Serd
-

d

the Shah 32 F-4C aircraft at a reduced price of $70 ]
_million rather than new F~4D aircraft costing $100
:million. Secretary of Defense McNamara opposed a
% larger F-4 sale, apparently because the Air Force would
* need additional appropriations to replace its F-4Cs
- with F-4E aircraft, But on 28 July, the US Ambassadod
: in Tehran appealed directly to President Johnson,
asking for a generous offer in order to forestall a
“triumph for Soviet policy in the Mideast and serious!
setback for our interests in this ar;h.“ It was'
"erroneous," he added, '"to think Persians will not cut:
off their noses to spite their face." ©Cn 1 August
the Joint Chiefs of Staff addressed the Secretarya
of Defense in order to

reaffirm their judgment that it is
essential to maintain the primacy of U.E.

military interest in Iran and that every : t
effort should be maae to prevent the ’
Soviets from gaining a foothold through

the introduction of military egqulipment

and technicians into Iran, o :

They recommended (1) that research and developmentﬁ
costs be waived on all items sold and (2) that the Shah

be offered 32 F-4C aircraft at reduced prices, with
deliveries beginning in 1968.24

Z3. 107 Ltr, Dep USecState to DepSecbDef, & Jul 66,
Att to JCS 1714/179-6, & Jul 66, JIMF 9181 (17 Jan 66)
sec 1. JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66, same file, sec 2.

24. JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (S) DISM-966-66 tO
CJCS, 29 Jul 66; # JCSM-498-66 to Sechef, '1 Aug 66,
Rpp to JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; JMF 9181 (17 Jan 66)
sec 2. {(U) Memo, SecAF to DepSecLef, 12 Jul 66, aAtt to
JCS 1714/181, 15 Jul €6, JMF 9181 (12 Jul 6b6}.

Msqg, Tehran 451 to Pres, 29 Jul 66, CJCS File 091
Iran. (The Department of State received this message
at 1045 on 28 Julv.)
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yif'At a Tuesday Luncheon23 on 2 August, President
Johnson aecided to:

(1) waive research and development costs for two
HAWK battalions and, perhaps, do the same for other
systems,

(2) Offer the Shah 32 F-4D aircraft at full cost
with deliveries commencing in 1968,

{3) If necessary, take some items out of inventory1
to speed .delivery,

A Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISa) conveyed
these decisions to the Shah, cautioning that F-4
aircraft and other "sensitive" items might be withheld !
if Iran acquired "sophisticated" Sovigt equipment.zsg

In February 1967, the'Shah concludéd an arrange—?
ment with the Soviet Union whereby Iran exchanged!

1

quantities of natural gas for §110 million worth of-
Soviet-made antiaircraft quns, trucks, anda armored
personnel carriers. United States pressure, apparent-
ly, persuaded the Shah to refrain from buying SOViet§
. SAMs, and he had, in fact, already assured the United §

éstates that Iran would not agquire sophisticatea !
Eequipment from the Soviet Gnion.Z2’

? gﬂf A Department of State National Policy Paperzal
ion Iran completed at this same time took note, at the ;
ispecific request of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of
Liie Shah's disillusionment with the United States

£
¥
1
4
1

[—‘ <2. The Tuesday Luncheon was an informal meetinaﬁ‘
of advisers that President Johnson relied ugon, in lieu
of formal NSC meetings, in reaching policy aecisions.

26. DJSM-1000-66 to CJICS, 4 Aug 66; (9# Memo,
DepSecDef to CJCS, 23 Aug 66, Att to JCS 1714/182-1,
JMF 9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 1. (@ Draft Admin History of
the LOD: 1863-1969, Vol I, E. 95,

27. Dert of State, National Foliecy Fagper,
Iran, 2 Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/183-3, 13 Mar 67, JMF - -
9181 (23 Aug 66).

28. The National Policy Papers replaced the Guide-
lines Papers in the Johnson Administration as otficial .
US policy statements towardés various countries.




responsiveness to his requests for assistance.
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primary military influence in Iran together with
continued US advisory services and assistance, shifting
to credit sales of military equipment "on fairly hard

terms." 7The Paper noted, however, that:

The Shah is now more firmly in.personal
- control of his nation's affairs than
ever before. . . . Unless the booming
economy takes a turn for the worse or
the political dissidents display unac-
customea effectiveness, the Shah's
confidence in his own ability to rule
and manage his nation is not likely to
be shaken by advice and admonition from
even the friendliest of critics.

##) The Department of State Policy Pager
contained no changes in US policy toward Iran. It
acknowledged Irzn's importance because of its strateqgic
location and - the defense facilities ana privileges
extended to the United States both bilaterally and
through cooperation in the CENTO framework. It called
for continued US support of CENTO and the bilateral
security agreement with Iran of 1959 to provide "a
security umbrella" for Iran against Soviet aggression.,

!-\b S—

ecause of what he considered a lack of adequate
For
that reason, the Shah seemeda determined to become more
independent of US military assistance, ordering
arms from other countries, including the Soviet.
Union. The final version of the Paper also incor-
porate a JCS suggestion for recognition of the re-~
lationship between 1Iran's political and economic
Problems with the questions.éf security and the
source and quality of military assistance. The Faper
pProvided for maintenance of the United States as the

B L

It also included a JCS observation of the Shah's "

concern with radical Arab expansion, fraq's supgort

-
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i *The Shah came to Washington in August 1967

..

of the Kurds, and Soviet Fenetration into the Midale

‘and FPresident Johnson promised him that "we would ao

everything possible to meet ([his] needs"” within the :

llmits s _set by Congre551onal action. ;The Shah, howéver,-r

dlo not remain convinced. for long and would soon Le

| asking the Unitd States for further a551stance.3°

|

A

Lﬂf’ln the spring of 1968, the Shah planned another‘

visit to the Unlted States and had indicated a desire
for an additional $500 million in credits for Fys
1969-1973. . He was concerned about the prdtection of
the Persian Gulf in light of the British decision to
remove their forces from that area by 1971,

The Secretaries of State and Defense opposed a
$500 million five-year ccmmitment to the Shah. They
recommended instead an offer for a FY 1968 sales
prograh of $75-$100 million and a promise to seek from
the Congress -the annual credit authorization and
appropriations to permit orderly achievement of a
modernization program during the next five years (FY
1969-1973). Fresident Johnson acceptea this advice.

when the President met with the Shah on 12 June 196§

he agreed to provide $100 million for credit purchases

v in FY 1968 and "made it plain in general terms that,
within the 1limits of cur world-wide arms sales pro-

.

5grams, « -« .+ Iran should enjoy high priority and be :

able to buy hlgh quallty modern equipment from us,"
N :

29. gﬁf’ Dept of State, National Policy Paper,
Iran, 2 Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/183-3, 13 Mar 67, JMF
9161 (23 Aug 66). (SPICSM-58&~66 to SecDef 15 Sep 66
(derived from JCS 1714/183~-1); @ Ltr, DASD(ISA) to

Mr. J.A. Yager,. 23 Nov 66, Att to JCS 1714/163-2, 30- -

Nov 66; same file.

30, Memo, W. W. Kostow to SecDef and SecState,
29 Aug 67, Att to JCS 1714/186, 31 Aug 67, JMF 887
(CY 1967).
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As for the Shah's 1long-term procurement'program,
President Johnson pledged that each year, subject to
satisfactory annual economic and military reviews, he
would ask the Congress for appropriate credit author—
izations and appropriations. The Shah, as lndlcated in
subsequent statements, considered the President's
Fledge as a commitment for $100 million per year for
the period FY 1969-1973,3]

(P’ During his discussion with President Johnson,

the Shah raised the questions of how the Persian Gulf !
could be protected after the British departed and
suggested that US surface-to-surface missiles, under

Iranian control, be stationed on islands in the Strait :
of Hormuz,  The Joint Staff thought thét either F-4 -
aircraft or missile boats would be more suitable, butf
advised the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISa) that
Iranian control of the Strait would neither keep peace;
in the Persian Gulf nor assure its pro-Western orien- -
tation. After .all, if the Soviets decided to move into;
the Gulf, the presence of Iranian missiles would noti

deter them from doing so.32

y!f On 26 July 1968, President Johnson informed the .

Shah that preliminary assessment indicated that a land-

based missile defense of the Strait of Hormuz was not .

feasible. The President offered, however} a compre-
hensive study of this matter, and the Shah accepted,
Now, once again, the Joint Chiefs of Staff organized

Memo, SecState to. Pres, 19 Apr 68, Attt
to JCS 1714/188, 3 May 68; @@ Memo, J.P. Walsh to COL
A.C. Greenleaf, Z May 68, Att to JCS 1714/188, 3 May
68; JMF 887/499 (CY 1968). /# Memo for Record by W.W.
Rostow, 14 Jun 68, Att to JCS 1714/190, 19 Jun 68; (U)

Tab C to J-5 BP 64~68 for CJCS, 18 Dec 68; JMF Bg7/0871 -

(CY 1968).

32. ) JCS 1887/754-1, 19 Aug 66, JMF 887/520
{9 Aug 64) sec 1. (0) DJISM-7%0-68 to ASL(ISA), 25
Jun 68, JMF 887/081 (CY 1968).
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1 & Military Survey Team. This one was headed by Maj;:h\
General L. h. Richmond, USAF, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA's
Lirector of Plans. The Team was to examine the sea-
borne threat to Iran through the Persian Gulf and the
j Strait of Hormuz, the most feasible arrangement for
defense of this area, and any necessary military
eqguipment augmentation. Also incluaded in the guidance
tor this Team, as had been the case in the previous
teams, was the US objective to restrict the Shah's
apretite for military weapons to that consistent with
legitimate requirements in order to minimize the impact

of military procurement on Iranian economic develop-
ment, 33
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Jﬂﬂ' The Military Snrvey Team submitted its report
on 30 Sepember 1968, It proposed a strategy for the%
Persian Gulf that insured coordinated and rapid re- :
sponse by Iranian forces by providing overall command’
direction in a single commander. The Team belleveds
that the Iranian armed forces already had significant
military capabilities to be used for this purpose
although some additional equipment woula be requlrea.i
Specifically, the Team recommended the following: two:
fast, missile-equippea patrol ships; four shipboard ASw-

¢ sonars; three shorebased radars; aircraft identifica-

.
—y—

tion systems aboard four ships; berthing facilitions
‘ at Lavan Island; and a modest amount of communications
: materiel. Aerial surveillance, the Team believed,
- could be accomplished effectively and economically with
' C-130s, which Iran already possessed. The Team lacked
" sufficient data to estimate precisely the cost of its

proposals, but did offer a figure of $6.75 million for

equipment, not incluaing the land-based raaars and
. —~—
—

<ZT 33. (U} Memo, Sechef to (CJCS, 9 Aug 68, Att to
JCS 1887/754, 12 Aug 68; 4@ JCS 1887/754-1, 19 Aug 68;
(C) JCSM-513-68 to SecDef, 21 aug 68, and (T SM-5&81-68
to CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA, 21 Aug 68 (both derived
from JCS 1887/754-1); JMF 687/520 (9 hug 66) seci;]
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assuming use of the already possessed C--13(J'-=.iir:cz:afm.“_7
The Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed the Team findings,
noting that the proposals involved little or no addi-
tional cost to the "Five Year Program" for Iran.

Subsequently, in January 1969, the Team proposals were
forwarded to the shah.34

—
(U) Late in 1968, the Iranian Prime Minister askead

that the FY 1969 ceiling on credit sales be raised from
the $100 million limit, agreed upon earlier by the Shah
and President Johnson, to $191.2 million. The increase
would cover, among other things, 32 adaiticonal F-4
aircraft (raising the total supplied by the United
States to 64) and 100 more Sheridans. 1The Department
of Defense opposed such:.an increase, feeling that the
Iranians had overstated foreign threats and lacked the
technical personnel needed to service additional F-4
aircraft and Sheridans.>>

34. @ Report of the U.S. Military Survey Team to
Iran, 30 Sep 68, JMF 887/520 (9 Aug €8) sec 1A.
Ltr, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 30 Sep 68, Att to
JCS 18E7/754-2, 1 Oct 68; L@”JCSM-615-68 to Secbetf, 18
Oct 66 (derivea from JCS 1867/754-3); L@ Memo, CAPT
R. D. Pace t¢ DJS et al., 16 Jan 69; same file, sec 1.

35. (U) Tab C to J-5 BP 64-68 for CJCS, 18 Dec b8,
JMF 887/081 (CY 1968).
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4
POLICEMAN OF THE GULF
1969-1974

The Nixon Administration and Policy Changes toward Iran

{U) The years 1968 and 1969 saw two developments
that had significance for US policy toward Iran. In

1968, the British announced the decision to withdraw
their forces from the Persian Gulf by the end of 1971.
The shah, always concerned with security and external
threats, now became even more so. Consequently, he
decided that Iran would, possibly with Saudi Arabia as
a junior'pértner, create a military presence to protect
the o0il lifeline of Japan and the wWestern nations that
lay through the Persian Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz.
Iran would become the military protector of the Trucial
States along the southern rim of the Gulf anda the
Arabian Sea, with or without their request or consent.
To do this Iran must obtain much larger guantities of
modern weapons to counter Irvaqg, Syria and the more
radical Arab states, all seen by the Shah as potential
enemy aggressors. These nations were being armed with
modern weapons, including aircraft, by the Soviet
Union, itself the ultimate, if not the most likely
threat to Iran and the Persian Gulf area.

{(U) In January 1969, Richard Nixon became FPresident
of the United States and, in July 1969, he announced a
policy that subsequently received the name "Nixon
Doctrine." In essence, the new doctrine held that
while the United States would continue to provide
economic and materiel assistance to allies ang frienas,

it would expect these nations to handle problems of

87
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internal security and military cefense, except for
the threat from a major power involving nuclear
weapons.1 Thus the Nixon Doctrine coincided with the
Shah's determination to build up his forces, and he
was, in coming years, to cite it as justification for
his burgeoning military equipment Eequests to the
Unlted States, . ——
gfr Even before the announcement of the Nixon
Doctrine, the Shah had foreshadowed its rationale in R
talks with US offlcials._thile in wWashington in Apr11 ™ ‘1(}
1969 to attend the funeral of former President Eisen- |
\ﬂ hower{ he had told Secretary of Defénse Melvin Laird
ithat Japan was sharlng too small a paxt, of the Free _
World defense load. _jLater, in October 1969, the Shah‘“\ ru}f}
. agaln visited Washington where he talked with President Ru' o

{ Nixon, Secretary of State Rogers and Secretary of .

T et | e rpan e

\pefense Laird. @ He expressed great “concern over the
. gr6w1ng strength and truculence of his Iraqi nelghbors.
ﬁ He was convinced that Iran must develocp and maintain
: security forces sufficiently strong and impressive to
aiscourage any potential aggressors. He specifically
5 askea that the 54 USAF technicians who were presently
in Iran to assist with training and maintenance in the
F-4 program be kept in Iran for at least another year.
Secretary Laird agreed to this request.2
gﬂf Much greater requests were in the offing. In a
conversation with US Ambassador Douglas MacArthur II
2 on 18 March 1970 the Shah expressed his determination
[N— “\*
T. (o) Papers of the Presidents of the United

States, kichara Nixon, 1969 (1971}, pp. 544-549,
Papers of the Presidents of the United States, kichard

Nixon, 1970, (1971), pp. 118-119. .
2. | Ltr, SecState to Secbef, 19 Ncgv 70, Att .
to CsS 1714/195, 23 Nov 70, JMF 887/460 (12 Nov 70}). °

Ltr, ActgSecState to ActgSecDef, 14 Feb 70, ALt to
JCS 1714/193, JMF 887/460 (CY 1970}.
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to build up his military forces over the hext five
years to a level that would cost far more than the
United States had agreed to support.
build-up would reach almost $900 million, whereas the
United States was willing at this point to offer Iran
credit under the Foreign mMilitary Sales &Act of only

$100 million rer year for the next five years.

of Iran S growing affluence, grant aid to Iran had been

stopped in the previous year.

squadrons.

The cost of this

Now the Shah wanted to
buy four F-4 squadrons in FY 1973 and an additional
squadron each year until FY 1976 for a total of 14
He also wanted C-130 transports, M-60
tanks, CH-47 helicopters, 175mm artillény and radar. !
The Shah asked for $800 million credit over the next
five yeafs, Or an arrangement whereby the United States

would buy more of hls 0il. He would ‘use every cent of

O

Because |

proceeds from these oil sales to pay cash for US arms.
The Shah was particularly disturbed because the United
States was chatging him almost nine percent interest :

him more favorable terms.
him

half percent interest. He said that he could not !

for credit whereas France and Great Britain would grant

credit over a long term for as low as twe and a

The Soviet Union would grant

understand why the United States refused to help him

build up his torces when he was offering to helgp

implement the Nixon EBoctrine in an area where US

interests and the interests of US allies were
ened. The US Ambassador sought to persuade the

threat-
Shah to

reexamine his requirements and priorities ana promised

to see what could be done about special oil purchases

ana the "ocnerous" credit arrangements.3

A

—
-

3 Msg, Tehran 1019 to State, 19 #ar 70, Encl

B to CmM-5030-70 to Spec Asst to Pres for NSa,
70, CICS File 091 Ira?j:s
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U?f'Ambassador MacArthur cabled Washington th;:j

unless the deadlock .on military aid to Iran was broken
/"we areé on our way to a crisis with the Shah." The
{ Iranian monarch had an absolute conviction that unless
' he strengthened his military posture substantially, the
Arab side of the Gulf would fall before a massive
radical Arab campaign, sponsored and supported by the
Soviet Union. "Iran," he said, "is the key to whether
the Gulf remains in friendly hands, and I need not
spell out again its importance to the most basic

e e b nt — e, 2,

e

financial, economic and security reguirements of
ourselves, West Europe and Japan.," f
yfflThe Shah was very "prickly,* Ambassador Mac- j
Arthur reported, on the subject of Iran's mihimum ;
military requirements and did not like to be second-
guessed on the_matter_ by US officials. The Ambassador
said that unless the United States agreed to amplify
- and extend the 1968 agreement, there would be a major .
crisis and "an end to the special relationship that the
Shah feels for us" which had resulted in special
Privileges and facilities. "We will only inturiate the |

~ Shah if we try to tell him bluntly what he does or does 1
not need but if we obtain a stretchout we may be able
to do something about magnitude."? L
'_$Qf7%he Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Sfaff,\‘
r”Generéi Wheeler, visited the Shah in Tehran on 8 April
\J970 and heard essentially the same requests and
arguments as had the Ambassador several weeks earlier,

' In reporting this meeting to the President, the Chair-

man said, "My overall impression is this: His Imperial
Majesty 1is aetermined to create the military forces
which ke is convinced the security of Iran requires,

. Msg, Tehran 1247 to State, 1 Apr 70, Tab
D to CM-5038-70 to Spec Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr 70,

CJCS File 091 Iran. 7
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He wants to buy the nNecessary equipment from the Us,

but he will get it elsewhere reluctantly, if -he has to
do so.">

(S) Meantime, the revampea NSC organization estabh-
lished by President Nixon had been reviewing US policy
toward the Persian Gulf in light of the pending British
withdrawal. Dr. Henry Kissinger, the President's
Assistant for National Security Affairs, initiated the
review in July 1969, and a final draft was submitted to
the NSC Review Group in March 1970. Includea were the
following six options for US action: (1) US assumption
of the former British role, maintaining a "meaning ful
naval presence® in the Gulf area and establishing a
Fosition of special influence; (2) political support
for Iran to make it responsible for preserving security
and stability in the ‘area; (3) promotion of Saudi-
Iranian cooperation in the hope of insulating the Gulf
states from outside pressures: (4) development of
significant bilateral US contacts and presence in the !
new Arab states of the lower Gulf without taking on the I
specific responsibilities of which the EBritish were E
aivesting themselves; (5) continuation of the status .
quo with respect to the small Arab states; {6) sponsor-
ship of a regional security pact .in which Iran, Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait and the Trucial States collectively or

———— en e Laa

singly would become responsible for regional security.6
; bﬂf After studying these options, President Nixon,

i on 7 November 1970, decided that the Unitea States

""‘l-—...

Ct-5037-70 to Pres, 10 apr 70, CJCS File

091 Iran.
6. W7 NSSh 66, 16 Jul 69, Att to JCS 1887768, 15
Jul 69; (@ memo, NSC Staff Secy to Dir, J-5 et al., 12
Mar 70, Att to. JCS 1887/768-1, 17 Mar 70; JMF 98§9/532
(12 Jul 69). ) Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff &id
jnot comment on the study, a JC§ representativé partici- .
. pated in the interaepartmental group that conductea thel
' review, and the CJCS, as a member of the NSC Keview
{ Group, had an opportunity to comment on the study when
11t was considered by that Group.

.
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’ response to the withdrawal of British forces. from the

|
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Gulf would be to follow "a general Strategy of promot-
ing cooperation between Iran and Saudi Arabia" and
"recognizing the preponderance of Iranian power and
developing a direct U.S. relationship with the special
political entities of the area." There would be no
reduotion of US Naval b:esence in the Gulf, the
MICEASTFOR, consisting of a converted seaplane ténder

‘ and two destroyers, homeported in the Bahrein Islands.

He instructed the NSC Under Secretaries Committee to

- review plans "consistent with the strategy of promoting
. orderly development of local responsibility for -

maintaining stability." This decision, oF course, was
' [ ]

o p——

the logical applicatidn of the Nixon Doctrine. and °
fitted well with the Shah's plans and philoéophy.7*

Qﬂf’At about the time this new policy toward Iran
was being promulgated, the Secretary of State cautioned

§Secretéry of Defense Laird that the United Séates,

! while concerned about the magnitude of the Shah's

requests and how "costly" his present plans were, must
not give the impression that it was a better judge of

i Iran's military needs than were the Iranians them-

selves. To do so might lead the Shah to make "a direct
linkage between the amount of assistance he exgects

from us in the future and the very valuable, ana in

some instances, unique intelligence and security
facilities Iran now provides us, a notion the Shah has
scrupulously aveided heretofore."®

(U) Another key factor in the US relationship with
Iran, and one that enabled the Shah to realize his
ambitions to build up his forces, was the dramatic

change in Iran's financial fortunes in the early 1970s.

—7 @ - NsSDM 92, 7 Nov 70, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1970).
g, T

Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 19 Nov 706, Att
to JCS 1714/195%, 23 Nov 70, JMF B887/460 (19 Nov 70).
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Whereas in 1970 Iran had been judged too poor to afford
the §6 million annual costs of the US military mis=-
sions, by 1972 Iran was well on its way to becoming an
extremely wealthy country. BAll of this was owing, of
course, to the spiralling price of oil and to the
acquiescence of major oil countries in the area to the
growing demands of GPEC nations, including Iran. In
1969 Iran had received $1 billion from nine major
Western oil companies known as Ifanian 0il Partici-
pants. This figure had increased to approximately $2
billion by 1971 and increased still fufther in 1972,

allowing the Shah to pay for almost anything he felt
his military forces required.9 ;

(U) A watershed in US poficy'toward'lian occurred
in 1972, Going beyond his 1970 decision to foster
regional cooperation in the Persian Gulf area to
replace .the strength of the departing British, Presi-
dent Nixon decided to rely on a strong Iran as the main
stabilizing influence in the Guif area., To carry out
this policy, tHe United States would sell Iran larxge
quantities of its most modern and sophisticated weap-

ons. Dr. Kissinger explained President Nixon's ration-
ale in his memoirs:

The real issue in 1972 was that the
required balance within an area essen-

tial for the security, and even more
the prosperity, of all industrial
democracies appeared in grave jeopardy.
More than 15,000 Soviet troops were
still in Egypt, with which we had as
yet no diplomatic relations and which
was tied to the Soviet Union by a
Friendship Treaty signed a year
earlier, Just seven weeks before, on
April 9, the Soviet Union had con-
cluded a similar Friendship Treaty
with Irag, followed by massive de=-
liveries of the most advanced weagpons.
Syria had long since been a major
recipient of Soviet arms--and haa

9. Keesings, Contemporary Archives, 1972, p.

25453,
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invaded moderate Jordan twelve months
earlier., Britain at the end of 1971 had
just completed the historic withdrawal of
its forces and military protection from
the Persian Gulf at the precise moment
when radical Iraq was being put into a
position by Soviet arms to assert tradi-
tional hegemonic aims. Our friends--Saudi
Arabia, Jordan, and the Emirates--were
,being encircled.

It was imperative for our interests
and those of the Western world that the
'regional balance of power be maintained
S0 that moderate forces would not be
engulfed nor Europe's and Japan's (and
as it later turned out, our) economicg
lifeline fall into hostile hands. We
could either provide the balancing
force ourselves or enable a regional
power to do- so. There was no posdibil-
ity of assigning any American military
forces to the Indian Ocean in the midst
of the Vietnam war and its attendant
trauma. Congress would have tolerated

- RO such commitment;-the public would
not have supported it. Fortunately,
-Iran- was willing to play the role. The
vacuum left by British withdrawal, now
menaced by Soviet intrusion and radical
momentum, would be filleda by a local
power friendly to us. Irag would be
discouraged from adventures against the
Emirates in the lower Gulf, and against
Jordan and Saudi Arabia. A.strong Iran
could help damp India's temptations to
conclude its conquest of Pakistan. And
all of this was achievable without any
American resources, since the Shah was
willing to pay fﬂf the equipment out of
his o0il revenues.

(U) President Nixon impleménted this new policy’
during a visit to Iran in mid-1972. Returning from
the Moscow summit conference, he arrived in Tehran on
30 May. 1In conversations with the Shah, President
Nixon responded to requests for continued US support

10. Henry Kissinger, The White House Years (1879,
Ppl 1263—1264-
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of Iran's military equipment needs by: (1) promising
the Shah that as soon as the United States was satis-
fied with the operational effectiveness of the F-14 and
F-15 aircraft it would be willing "in principle" to
sell them to Iran; (2) agreeing that, if desired, Iran
could buy lasér-guided bombs from the United States;
(3) deciding that the United States would assign
uniformed military technicians from the various ser-
vices to .Iran to provide assistance to the Iranian
services. The commitment for F-14 and F-15 aircraft
and laser-guided bombs was made despite the reluctance
of the Department of Cefense to part with advance
technology and Department of State fears that these
sales might be provocative to neighborihg countries.
According to Dr. Kissinger, the President not only
overrode these objections but added a proviso that in
the future the Iranians were not to be second guessed
on _their arms requests.11

-

-«

MOn the heels of his sign1f1cant decisions with
respect to the sale of military weapons and services
to Iran and, perhaps, in implemgntation of it, the
President promulgated a further significant US policy
towards the states of the Lower Fersian Gulf and Oman
On 18 August 1972, he decided that the primary respon-
sibility for the stability of that region should fall

j S,

— TT. Kissinger, White BHouse Years, pp. 1262=-1265.
According to a congre551onal report on this decision,
President Nixon's actions "effectively exempted Iran
from arms sales review processes in the State ana
Defense Departments.  This lack of policy review on
indivioual sales requests inhibited any inclinations in
the Embassy, the U,S, mllltary mission in Iran . . . or
desk officers in State and DOD to assert control over
day-to-day events; it created a bonanza for U.S.
weapons manufacturers, the procurement branches of the
three Services and the Defense Security Assistance
Agency.” "U.S. Military Sales in Iran," Staff Report
to Subcom on Foreign Assistance of S. Com on Foreign
Relations, 1976, 94th Cong, 24 sess.
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States should encourage Ccooperation among them to that
end. A continuing British role would be encouraged and
the United States, within that context, would play an
"imaginative and active direct role." To maintain such
a8 US posture would call for continuing consultation
with the British and the friendly states that were
primarily involved in Fromoting the stability of the
Gulf area. President Nixon avoided any direct mention
of Iran in this decision.

A

f

At the same time, the President directed that .

private American companies would be supported in selling
reasonable amounts of weapons and services to these
states. If commercial sales were inadequate, these states
should be made eligible to réceive us m&iitary equipment

' and services under the FMS. Act, if this action were
.con31stent with the objective of furthering cooperation

.advisory role there."

';ameag=¢he regional states. While US companies should not
-be discouraged from operating in the region, “"every effort

‘should be made not to undermine the ongoing British
12

Jcs Influence on the Nixon Policj

L?f The Joint Chiefs of Staff had little apparent
lnfluence during the Nixon Administration. with regard

to policy toward Iran. Although they participated in
the NSC review resulting in the President's decision in
1970 to rely on Iran as the guardian of the Fersian
Gulf, there 1is no evidence that the President consulted
them on the decision to sell Iran large quantities of
sophisticated weapons. Nor did the President ask them,

prior to his visit to Iran in May 1972, for recommenca-

tions on the specific types or numbers of weapons to be

offered the Shah. Nevertheless, in "pro forma" ana
Lpm—r

Tz, W’ NSDM 186, 18 Aug 72, JMF. 001 NSDMs (CY 1972).
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routine annual appraisals of Iran's military stat:;h\
and requirements contained in the Joint Strategic
Ubjectives Plan (JSOP), the Joint Chiefs of Staff did
forward recommendations to the Secretary of Defense.
Examination of these recommendations against the
background of policy decisions made by the President
would indicate that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were
influenced by the decisions rather than the decisions
being influenced by their recommendations. On one
occasion in 1970 the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(ISA) called for comments by the Joint Staff on the
requirements and capabilities of the Iranian armed
forces for use in evaluatlng the Foreign Mllxtary Sales
program for Iran. These were prepared and furnished by
the Joint staff based on the current JSOP but were not

-~ r—

formally considered by the Joint Chiefs of staff.!3
; 7”10 late 1969 the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in JSOP
! FY 1972-1979, had assessed the strategic importance of
¢ Iran as lying in the capabilities of its armed forces,
: its 1location, [Ebe defense facilities and privileges
allowed the United StatEEz;and the "increasing import-
ance" of its oil production to the Western World.
; Iranian armed forces consisted of Ground Forces number-
‘ ing 151,900, a Navy of 9,300 whose largest vessel was a
patrol boat, and an Air Force of 21,700 equipped with :
one squadron of F-86s, four squadrons of F-5s and one
squadron of F-4s. The JCS guidelines for Iranian
forces for the mid-range period, FY 1972-FY 1979,
called for Ground Forces numbering 188,000; a Navy of
15,000 possessing one destroyer,. 8 hovercraft and four
corvettes; and an Air Force of 29,000 having six

squadrons of F-5s and four squadrons of F-4s.14 "
T P - —

13 ?' DJSM-1314-70 to ASD(ISA), 12 Sep 70, Att

to N/hH of JCS 1714/194, 23 Sep 70, JMF B87/460 (13 hug
70)
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w?” Vol III, Book 11, JSOP BY 1972-FY 1979,
JMF :11 (10 Dec 69}, sec 1C. 97
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Lﬁf’%he Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended ‘that Iran
be allowed to purchase in FY 1972 the following: 2

GCA; 12 transport aircraft; 12 special operations
aircraft; 4 PGM/missile systems; 4 PG 84 missiles; 200
106mm-recoilless rifles with vehicles; 12 troop trans-
port helicopters; 6 8-inch SP howitzers; 84 tracked
reco?ery vehicles; 98 M-578 vehicles; 68 CP carrier,
M577A1; plus some port equipmeht and an oil tanker,!®

(S) By late 1972, against the background of the
new policies that had evolved on Iran, the Joint Chiets

of Staff had reworded their evaluation of the strategic
importance of Iran to include "its key location border-
ing on the Soviet Union, its emerging role of leader-
ship in the Per51an Gulf area, the strength ot its

b e . LT
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; armed forces, and its position as one of the major -

world oil producers." They alsc noted that Iran -

f was "stable and Western-oriented,”[ that it extended
military rights and facility arrangements to the United .
\ States,land that Iranian oil would be of increasing’

i importance to the Free world in the mid-range period,

162,000, the Navy 11,500 and the Iranian Air Force

: LT At that time, the Iranian Ground Forces totaled -

. 36,000, The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended increas- -

ing the strength of these forces in the perica FY .

. 1975-1982, to a Ground Force of 195,000, a Navy of

© 21,000 and an Air Force of 58,000.'5

i (S) Obviously influenced by the President's deci-

' sions in mid-year, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom~
mended that Iran be authorized to purchase the follow-

ing: three 707/320C aircraft; three improved HAWK
battalions; 41 F-4E aircraft; 27 F-15 aircraft; 68 .
attack helicopters; 84 utility helicopters; 39

*re—
—— e

ol III, Book I, JSOP FY 1972-FY 1979, JMF 511

{10 Lec 68), sec 1A
16. Vol II, Book VII, JSOP 1975-1982, Sec 2; JWF
511 (24 Nov 72) sec 1A,
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observation helicopters; 200 155mm SP howitzers; 200
M-548 cargo carriers; 176 M-88 recovery vehicles; 400
laser-guided bombs; and six P-3C aircraft. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff readily admitted that they had no
control, or even forewarning, of Iran's purchase of
mili?ary equipment. Because of its special status and
great wealth, Iran could choose to buy through FMS or
commercial sources and to pay cash or use credit,
either thfough the US Export-Import Bank or through
private sources.17

| In the matter of the US advisory support for

have some effect. Consisting of 272 USipersonnel and
! 153 foreign nationals, the ARMISH/MAAG, Iran cost
56,000,000 annually to maintain. The Assistant Secre-

= —— L ey

ing non-MAP and non-FMS functions, and reducing by July

Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of Defense on 10

relations with the Shah and have a "debilitating"

effect on modernization of Iran's forces., They sug-
gested a reorganization to separate the advisory role
i from the DOD support reole, with a separate element

| prersonnel as of FY 1973. An interim, separate "supgort
| element" was authorized effective 1 July 1971. He also
' approved a JCS suggestion for a stuay of administra-

Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommenaations dial

tary of Defense (ISA) asked the Joint Staff on 29 July|
1970 for plans to reduce the advisory groups, eliminat- !

1973 to 115 US and 65 foreign personnel. The Joint |

November 1970 that such a reduction would damage US;

performing the latter function. On 18 December, the .
Deputy Secretary of Defense approved a JTD for
ARMISH/MAAG, Iran providing for 187 US and 24 foreign -

tive and support reqguirements of DOD activities in Iran

i,_,_/ .

¥7. Ibid,, Part I, same file, sec 1A. NO time
frame was prescribed for these purchases.
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and a plan to reduce manpower substantially by 1 July
197218

y!f'Early in 1972, Iran had asked the United States
to determine the feasibility of a naval base and air
facilities at Chah Bahar on the Gulf of Cman. 1In
response, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed USCINCEUR
to send experts to Iran and to forward the resulting
report to them. USCINCEUR furnished the report to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19 Juhe 1972. The study
showed that a naval base with full support facilities
and repair capabilities would cost $77 million. An air
base complex, HAWK installations, and a radar instal-
lation would require an gdditional'?QS million.
Facilities for an armored brigade, 2,800 men and
officers, would add another $48 million. The cecmplex
could be built in three years.!? '

gﬂf'The Joint Chiefs of Staff sent the study to
the Sécretary of Defense on 2 August 1972, recommending
that it go to the Chief, ARMISH/MAAG for further
transmittal to the Government of Iran. Subsequently,
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) approved the

istudy, notifying the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 August'
]

1

| that it would be forwarded as requested by them.<?
' The Shah had, on several occasions, asked for

i
i

:US military personnel to furnish much-needed technical :

i support to his growing air forces. Eollowing%

et

Anprtnagr

. Memo, ASD{ISA}) to DJS, 29 Jul 70, Aatt to
JCS 23157498, 4 Aug 70; (S) JCSM-525-70 to Secbef, 10
Nov 70, Encl A to JCS 2315/498-2, 30 Oct 70; @ Memo,
Sechef to CJCS, 18 Dec 70, Att to JCSs 2315/498~-3, 22
Dec 70; JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 1.
19. (4 Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 17 Mar 72, Att
to JCS 1714/200; 3CS 1714/200-2, 25 Jul 72; (T study,
"Iran Naval Air Facilities," App A to JCSM=359-72 to

Sechef, 2 Aug 72 (derived from JCS 1714/200-2); JMF --

8687/052 (1] Mar 72).

20, JCSM=359-72 tg Secrcef, 2 Aug 72 {derived
trom JCS 1714/200-2); U?? Memo, LASD(ISA) to bJS, 15
Aug 72, Att to JCS 1714/200-3, 16 Aug 723 JIMF 887/052
(17 kar 72).
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President Nixon's assurances of almost unlimited
support in mid-1972, he called for even greater numbers
of these US rpersonnel. On 13 August 1972, the cChief
ARMISH/MAAG passed on a request for 873 technicians to
support the F-4, the F-5, the C-130, a logistics
command, and a communications/electronics program.
This. 6id not include 59 US military technicians already
in Iran.21 B

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) asked
for preliminary views on this request. 1In reply, the
Joint Staff made several observations that militated
against such action. WNot only did the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1971 place a strict ceiling on the number
of US military personel assigned to MAiés, Missions,
and Military Groups arcdund the world, the Joint Staff
said, but meeting the Iranian request would result in:
adverse impacts on current Service programs and cause -
personnel management problems. As an alternative, the
Staff suggested that civilian technicians be sent to.
Iran, noting thét many former military technicians were

currently working in Iran for civilian contractors.zzf

(U) In the end, US military technicians were sent
to Iran, but not in the numbers requested by the Shah.
By the beginning of 1975, there were some 550 of these
technicians in Iran organized in "Technical Assistance
Field Teams" paid for by the Iranian Government.23

The Problems of Partnership, 1973-1974

(U} The US decision in May 1972 to sell Iran advanced
weapons, combined with the rapidly expanding Iranian oil

revenues, enabled the Shah to proceed full-speed with

Msg, ARMISH/MAAG Iran 1375 to JCS and SecDef,‘

13 Aaug 72, JMF 887/145 (15 Sep 7z},
22. W MJCS 311-72 to ASD(ISA), 15 Sep 72, Att to
Jcs 1714/202, 20 Sep 72, JMF 887/145 (15 Sep 72).
23. NY Times, 2 Jan 75, 18,
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the modernization and eipansion of his forces. Even
his purchases of older weapons systems rose sharply.
During the last months of 1972 and the first of 1973,
Iran contracted to buy almost $2 billion worth of
helicopters, F-4 fighter-bombers, F-4 interceptors, and
C~-120 cargo aircraft, in what US officials described as
"the' biggest single arms. deal ever arranged by the
Department of Defense."2? Significantly, the Joint
Chiefs of staff played little role in these sales to
Iran, Their advice was limited solely to yearly
recommendations contained in the JSOP and, once Admin-
istration decisions were reached, implementation was
supervised by the Defense Security Assistapce Agency in
the Office of the‘Secre;ary of Defense.

(U) With the great expansion of Iranian forces,
came a change in Iran's relationship with the united
States, evolving from one of dependence to more nearly
a partnefship. The Shah grew increasingly more
independent and: self-reliant. 1In addition, the United
States now had to address such new questions as the
interoperability of US and Iranian forces and equip-
ment, increased Iranian participation in Persian Gulf
exercises, and Iranian production of sophisticatead
weapons. .
P—MIn view of the changing situation, President
Nixon, in May 1973, requested another review of US
policy toward the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian
Gulf states. He was also concerned with the growing US
dependence on Persian Gulf oil; Iran, for example,

‘ l provided 10 percent of America's oil and might be

: supplying as much as 25 percent by 1980.?5 In the f
_ P

—

Z4. D5AA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." gg'
Times, 22 Feb 73, 2.
25. NY Times, 20 hay 73, 3.
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f ensuing considerations, the Department of State
observed that seeking closer relations with Tehran at
i this time seemed unrealistic, because doing so would
' reqguire: more binding security commitments; a "special
i relationship" over sales of Iranian oil; a “virtual}
! blank check™ for Iranian military purchases; ana'
. support for the Shah's hegemonic ambitions, which .
"could unhinge" US relations with Saudi Arabia. vet, |
on the other hand, to loosen ties with the Shah presup-
posed that the US relationship with Iran was losing é
its importance. The Department of State discerned two E
broad policy options that did not involve any drastic \
changes:

(a) Urging Iran to give "highest' priority" to
coordinating its efforts with those of Saudi Arabia and
other friendly Arab states,

(b) Supportng the Shah as the regional arbiter of
power, since Iran alone possessed enough military
strength to perform this task.

In the end, the President took no action to change the
us policy.26

In August, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sought
permission to expand exercises involving the US MIDEAST-
FOR and the Imperial Iranian Navy;' Guidelines issued
in 1970 forbade local commanders from scheduling
exercises involving more than one ship, and then only
~under restrictive conditions, because the Department of
State believed the political situation in the Persian
Gulf to be extremely sensitive. But, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff now argued that the diplomats' concern
about exacerbating the political climate remained
unjustified. Since US arms were flowing to Iran,
Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia, those nations presumably

Mgt ek e ——

would be seeking joint training exercises. They'?
T ———-

—————

76 @ NSSM 181, 10 May 73, Att to JCS 188B7/7%8,
14 May 73; (S) Dept of State Draft, Tab A to "NSSM 181"
TP, n.a. [Jul 73]; JIMF 8B98/530 (10 hay 73).
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+therefore proposed new guidelines allowing a wider
scope {(e.g., an upper limit of 5 ships and/or 12
aircraft in one exercise) for bilateral exercises that
could be coordinated directly between COMMILCEASTFOR and
the Iranian Navy. The LCepartment of State and the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) agreed, provided
“that, one week's advance notice was given.27

[’ZGr In October 1973, during the Arab-Israeli Wwar,
the Shah's actions were unmistakeably pro-Western.
he secretly supplied Israel with ammunition, rejected
Soviet requests to overfly Iranian territory, and}
refused to join the Arab oil embargo. Early in Novem—g
ber, as an American carrier task group temporarlly took-
up station in the Arabian Sea, the US Govérnment sought,
the Shah's permission to use Bandar Abbas airfiela, by*
the Strait of Hormuz, for anti~submarine patrols ana=
logistic support flights. The Shah approved P-3 ASW
_ and C-130/C~-141 transport operations, under cover of a-
| story that the planes had come (1} to familiarize.
. Iranians with the aircraft and (2) to participate in:
! joint naval exercises. Flights occurred at a rate of 3.
; to 4 per week. In August 1974, when the Assistant:
Secretary of Defense (ISA) asked whether the P-3
operations should continue, the Jdint Chiefs of Staff -
replied that they were of "high military value" in
collecting acoustic and oceanographic data, and in
developing accurate shipping and environmental fore- :

casts.f}

—

27. NY Times, 26 Jul 73, 13. (8) JCsM-376-73
to SecbDef, 23 Aug 73, Encl to JCS 1714,/203-1, 13 Aug
73; b?f Memo, ASD(ISA) to DJS, 4 Oct 73, Att to JCS
1714/203-2, 9 Oct 73; JMF 867/385 (29 May 73).

28, (#7 Memo, Dir CIA to Secbef, "Special Re-

ationship Between Iran and Israel,"” 5 mar 74; (S) Msg, -
CINCPACFLT to CINCPAC, 0321142 Nov 73, JCS IN 92445;
(8) Msyg, Tehran 7B60 to SecState, B Nov 73, JCS IN
10666; CJCS File 091 Iran. (& JCSM-363-74 to SecDef,
29 Aug 74 (derivea from JCS 2294/87-~1), JMF 982/332 (8

Jul 74)._::}
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(U) But the Shah also was instrumental in bringing
about a sharp rise in o0il prices. Late in December
1373, ministers from the six Persian Gulf states,
including 1Iran, that supplied almost half of the

non-communist world's oil, decided to double their
29 '

prices. M

| M’As the Shah's coffers swelled, so did his
ambition. In January 1974, for example, Iran con-
tracted for 30 F-14s; in June, the number rose to 80,

!

L

r
b

t

Early in August, Assistant Secretary of Defense (1SA)
'Robert Ellsworth asked for military advice on how,
organizationally, Iran might best meet its naval air
needs. The Chief, ARMISH/MAAG advised that, although a
naval air arm could be created by careful deliberate
steps, the Iranian Navﬁ's manpower and infrastructure

! already were overtaxed. He added, too, that the Shah

would not be dissuaded from moving forward rapidly.
General Andrew Goodpaster, USCINCEUR,30 gave his
opinion that the Iranian Air Porce should continue to
exercise operational control over all fixed-wing
aircraft, The Joint Chiefs of Staff, finally, pre-
sented Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger with four
organizational options: continuing the Iranian Air
Force's control of fixed-wing aircraft; placing all
rotary-wing aircraft under the Navy; expandaing naval
air organization to include direction of naval air
operations, command and control, aircraft inventory,
and planned procurements; and assigning all naval
air matters to the Air Force. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff did not try to evaluate these options,

——

29. NY Times, 24 Dec 73, 1. )
30. On t January 1972, the Joint Chiefs of Staff

!
?
E
?

!

H

A————

reassigned command responsibility for the Middle East, °

including Iran, from CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to USCINC-
EUR. At that time, CINCSTRIKE became Commander in
Chief, US Readiness Command (USCINCRED) and the titles
CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA lapsed. See LEf‘JCS Hist Liwv,
History of the Unified Command Plan, 1977, pp. 29-30.
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able," ana did not justify broadening the current’
hL

Eaiand -

because they did not know enough about the Shah's
long-range plans, They did, however, agree with
USCINCEUR that no organizational changes should be made
at this time, and with ARMISE/MAAG that a deliberate
approach to the problem appeared best. They proposed
forwarding their four alternatives to the Iranian
Government, together with the caution that any changes
should be made in a prudent;'"phased" manner.3]

(5} The Shah's interest in acquiring sophisticated
weaponry did not slacken. In July 1974, Iran contrac-
ted for six SPRUANCE-class destroyers. In October, the
Iranian Government wanted to purchase 36 more F-4Es;
in December, it proposed to pay for reopening Lock-
heed's C-5A production liné and to buy ten cargo
pPlanes. The utility of these advanced weapons systems
depended upon computers and rapid communication. That,
in turn, raised the problems of interoperability among
Iranian units and between US and Iranian forces. The
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) requested JCS
advice in formulating an appropriate policy. In reply,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff characterized US-~Iranian

- ikt 7 Ny

compatibility and interoperability as "fundamental" toi
enhancing the security of both countries againstf
communist or communist-inspired aggression. Conse—!

quently, whatever equipment was sola to Iran “should be!
inherently compatible and interoperable." [}he Secre-!
tary of Defense concurred, but added that attainment of ;
this objective should be limited to "the extent reason-;

3 :

exchanges of intelligence. o

— 37. NY Times, 11 Jan 74, 1, 6. #CT'Eemo, ASD(ISA) to
DJS, Y Aug 74, Att to JCS 1714/208, 14 Aug. 74; (C)
JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct ~ 74; L JCSM~-410-74 to
Secbef, 11 0O¢t 74, Encl to J3CS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct
74; IJMF B887/495 (9 Aug 74).

32. NY Times, 3 Oct 74, 68; 2 Dec 74, 1., 4o
Memo, hotg . DASD(ISA) to DJS, 1 May 74, Att to
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Lot WIn June 1974, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs

JTS 77747204, 6 May 74; 4#7T JCSm-278-74 to Secbef,

R

\ of Staff, Admiral Moorer, suggested and the Secretary
F of Defense agreea that the Shah and senior Iranian
officials should be briefed on intelligence derived
from satellite photography. The Chairman believed that
this would create closer US-Iranian military ties,

3 expand military intelligence exchange agreements, and
' help develop a common base of knowledge about the
threats to Iran. Additionally, periodic updates might !
dampen the Shah's enthusiasm for obtaining SR-71
reconnaissance aircraft, which Admiral Moorer thought
were "too rich for his blood.“33

%

]

i Qﬂf’lran, by virtue of its location, played a
1 ' '

H

critical part in U5 intelligence and communications

{activities, There were two electronic intelligence
}sites near the Soviet border, an Atomic Energy Detec-

p——————

étion System station near Tehran, and a special communi-
Ecatiohs site within the US Embassy compound.34 In
21974, US Ambassador Richard HKelms--who significantly,
had been CIA Director from 1967 until 1973--expressed
) ;concern about the increasing US presence, énd sought

G h mh kAt ittt

‘some measure of consolidation. Consequently, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked by the COffice of

B wowtiie? Mok GEE Irt emmsgatfinsin { T Tl

.the Secretary of Defense on 3 May 1974 to prepare
‘a plan outlining the reguirements for communications
;facilities. The Joint Chiefs of Staff labeled Tehran
' f'the most economically and politically desirable

—————

5 Jul 74, Encl A to JCS 1714/204-1, 1 Jul 74; (@t Memo,

SecDef to CJCS, 18 Jan 75, Att to JCS 1714/204-2, 21
wal@ha75; JMF 887/499 (1 May 74). e
k4 33, (@ Msg, CJCS to AMB Helms, 2414102 Jun 74,
i The Director, CIA, noted that the

Memo, LCir CIA to Dir DIA, 12 Jun 74, sam

US Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 7s6.




s regTvmpiivend

T sk et At o Bt

A e iy

3
¢

location which at the same time provides technically
eptable radio coverage for the entire area." This,
then, should be the site for a communications-electron-
ics complex serving the Middle East, East Africa, and
South Asia. They worried that repercussions from the
Arab-Israeli war, the Greek-Turkish conflict over
Cyprus, and Haile Selassie's ouster in Ethiopia would
immobilize or seriously degrade US telecommunications
south of the Alps and east of Italy. Conseguently, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended rapid approval of
their plan and an early approach to the Iranian Govern-
ment. But, in April 1975, the Secretary of Defense
decided to defer action until the latest Middle East
policy review had been completed. The Jdint Chiefs of
Staff had also urged adoption of a more forthcoming
policy for providing Iran with electronic warfare (EW)
capability. But Assistant Secretary Ellsworth ruled
against the drafting of a separate ﬁolicy for Iran
- alone, saying that Iranian requests must continue to be
considered on a case-by-case basis. Neither aid he

35

ell as buy advance

L4

1

L_Eers, air-to~ground rockets and missiles, anti—tank:

weapons. During 1973-1974, he pressed for permissionf
to assemble or co-produce utility and attack hei]cop—j

)

L ™

“‘337“12”’ Memo, Dir, Tele Com Systems, OSD to DJS et
al., 3 May 74, Att to JCS 1714/205, 7 May 74;

JCEM-459-74 tc SecDef, 3 Dec 174, Encl A to
JCS 1714/205-1, 20 Nov 74; L@ Memo, DeplLir, Tele Com
Systems OSD to DLJS, 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/205-2,
17 Apr 75; JMF B887/630 (3 May 74). 4@ JCSMN-67-75 to
SecDef, 20 Feb 75, Encl A to JCS 2010/496-1, 6 Feb 75;
" Memo, ASD(ISA) to DJS, 7 Nov 75, Att to
JCS 2010/496-2, 12 nNov 75; JMF 806/652 (19 Nov 74). JIn

—

]May 18975, the Iranian Government contracte withi

Rockwell International to build angd _gg_%?ggllnggngg_
communications facility. [NY;$?E§2%.1 un 75, 1.
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believe that the Department of Defense was obligated to j
develop a comprehensive EW assistance program; tech-_f:
nology, he asserted, should notaictate policy deci- '

sions in such a sensitive area, l e
W.Mmeglf’The Shah wanted to buil
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missile systems, and a lightweight fighter. On 8
October 1974, Dr. Kissinger ordered the NSC Under
Secretaries Committee to study the long-range implica-
tions of large-scale co-production. The Committee
reported, in November 1974, that co-production could
bolster US "pre-eminence" in Iranian security affairs
and "give us increased influence--and potentially
longer-term leverage--should the Shah or his successors
embark on policies contrary to U.S. interests." A&
"forthcoming” policy on limited co-production would be
"politically advantageous in the near term,” although
technical and managerial problems on the Iranian side
would have to be resolved. Beyond that time, issues
seemed more complex and benefits less' clear. The
Committee proposed (1) approving a limited numbér of
projects for the next 1-3 years and (2) considering
requests that would stretch over the next 4-10 years on
a case-by-case basis.3®

The new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General George S. Brown, and the Secretary of Defense
endorsed the recommendations of the Under Secretaries
Committee., Dr. Kissinger, however, directed that the
study be revised (1) to show the relationship of
co-production to overall US—IraniahAdealings, (2} to
estimate the potential growth of co-production proj~-
ects, and (3) to devise guidelines for assessing
co-production proposals. The Committee did draft more
detailed guldelines, and recommended that written US
approval be required for Iranian sales of co-produced
items to third countries. But it decided not to address
{1) whether the United States should use arms supply as

— 35, @7 Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to 'Chm, NSC
USecys Cmte, B Oct 74, Att to JCS 1714/210, 10 Oct 74;
W Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Cmte to CJCS et al,, 7 Nov
74, Att to JCS 1714/210-3, 8 Nov 74; L@ Memo, SecDef
to Chm, USecys Cmte, 3 Dec 74, Att to JCS 1714/210-4, ©
Dec 74; Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Cmte to CJICS et
al., 3 Jan 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-5, 10 Jan 75; JMF
B87/415 (10 Oct 74) sec 1.
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In April 1974, meanwhile, the US Government |

R
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a lever to change Iran's oil pricing policy and (2)
whether c¢reation of an arms industry would foster
Iranian adventurism. General Brown and Secretary
Schlesinger accepted these slightly revised conclusions
ard recommendations; President Gerald Ford approved

proposed to “broaden and deepen® relations with Iran.

R
g

The Shah reacted favorably. -Secretary Kissinger
thereupon told Ambassador Helms to set the stage for
discussions that would be "very much an egual partner-
ship exchange." On political and security matters, he
stated, "we are prepared to continue and expand the
consultations and close ties which alrdady mark our
relations and which we value greatly., . . . We contem-
plate remaining in the closest touch," the Secretary
continued, "on the Shah's concerns regarding Iran's
security and on how we can continue to cooperate
through our sales and training programs in helping to
build up Iran'é defensive capability." 1In the economic
field, the Secretary suggested establishment of a joint
cabinet level commission, in which the first working
group might deal with ways of Geveloping energy produc-
tion. The Atomic Energy COmmission'wanted to negotiate
an agreement, similar to those concluded with Egypt
and Israel, for supplying Iran with enriched uranium
and nuclear reactors. . The Joint Chiefs of Staff
agreed on 29 june 1974 to a negotiating effort, but

s+ A eI
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. Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chm, USecys
‘ Cmte, 8 Feb 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-6, 13 Feb 75; @7

Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Cmte to CICS et al., 6 Mar 75,
Att to JCS 1714/210-7, 7 Mar 75; T Memo, ASD(ISA) to
Sechef, 13 Mar 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-8, 20 Mar 75;

(S) Memo, Chm, USecys Cmte to Pres, 22 dar 75, Att to

JCS 1714/210-9, 26 Mar 75; JMF 887/415 (10 Oct 74) sec
2. Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chm, USecys (mte,
2 May 75, Att to JCS5 1714/210-10, 8 May 75; same file,
sec 1.




. JMF 887/704 (21 Jun 74).

‘asked for an opportunity to review the resulting:

safeguard provisions. The Chief of Naval Operations,

Ldmiral Elmo.Zumwalt, after initial opposition because -
of the risk he saw in the introduction of nuclear:
reactors and fuels into the Middle East, acquiesced !

solely because of the Egypt-Israel precedent.38

Mln March 1975, President Ford requested a
review of the issues involved in reaching a US~Iranian
nuclear sales agreement. By this time, negotiations
‘revolved around the issue of reprocessing weapons-grade
plutonium. The United States sought to retain a rlght
to determine where plutonium could be reprocessed,
fabricated, and stored. This was strjcter than past

agreements, in which reprocessing had been subject only.

AT
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to a US determination that the facility was adequately;

safeguarded, but more liberal than the recent Israeli-£

Egyptian formulation. General Brown and Secretaryf

Schlesinger wanted to delay reprocessing as long asﬁ

possible and, in particular, to avoid any stockpiling§

of plutonium in such sensitive regions as the Mhiddle

East until adequate bilateral or international control.

measures existed. They urged that US negotiators (1)f

insist upon multinational participation in any Iraniani
reprocessing tacility but (2) allow that reprocessing;
probably would be approved when needed in the mid-"

1980s. 1In April, President Ford selected a negotiating -

stance that would either require American approval for -

(—_—-..

Msg, SecState 48689 to Tehran, 11 Apr 74,
JCS IN 50659; (C) DASD{ISA) to CJCS et al., 2% Jun 74,
Att to JCS 1714/207, 24 Jun 74; (S5) JCSM-270-74 to
Sechef, 29 Jun 74, Encl to JCS _1714/207-1, 29 Jun 74;
JS5M-375-75 to CJCs, 10
Mmar 75, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. in
June 1974 France agreed to sell Iran five.. .1,000~mega=~
watt reactors. NY Times, 28 Jun 74, 1.




reprocessing US-supplied fuel or, as a fallback poszjw
tion, accept reprocessing in a multinational plant.39
w” Iranians strongly criticized the US desire to
retain a veto over reprocessing. When new negotiating
options came under consideration, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the new Secretary of Defense,
i Donaid Rumsfeld, opposed making any concessions at this
point about US control over reprocessing. Early in
1976, President Ford sent Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration (ERDA) Administrator Robert Seamans
and Under Secretary of State Carlyle Maw to Tehran for
the purpose of clarifying Iran's position. They
reported that the Shah would’ never accept a US veto,
| and suggested that US negotiators might (if strenuous
efforts to create a bi- or multinational facility
failed) allow reprocessing in an Iranian facility under
International Atomic Energy Agency standards. The

N r—

Chairman and the Secretary disagreed, insisting that
the reprocessing  center must be multinational.%?
Here the negotiations stuck. When President Forda left
office, no agreement had been achieved.

A——
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39, @ NSSM 219, 14 Mar 75, Att to JCS 1714/213,
17 Mar 75; ) Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to Secbef et
al., 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/213-3, 16 Apr 75; ™
Memo, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 25 Apr 75, Att to
b JCS 1714/213-4, 30 Apr 75; JMF 887/704 (14 Mar 75).
NSDM 292, 22 Apr 75, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1975).
40, Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to SecbLef et al.,
20 Nov 75, Att to JCS 1714/216, 21 Nov 75;. (&7 Memo,
SecDef to Asst to FPres for NSA, 4 Dec 75, Att to JCS
1714/216-1, 10 Dec 75; (# Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA
to Secbef et al., 4 Feb 76, Att to JCS 1714/216-2, 24
mar 76; (¥ Memo, Admin, ERDA to Pres, 15 Mar 76, Att
to JCS 1714/216-2, 24 Mar 76; @ Memo, Sechef to Asst
to Pres for NSA, 7 Apr 76, Att to JCS 1714/216-3, 8 Apr

76; JMF 887/704 (20 Nov 75). /
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THE END OF AN EMEIRE
1975-1679

Doubts Begin to Arise

o --1
g?f’By early 1975, the spreading US involvement

-
; with Iran was beginning to cause some apprehension S _
! among US policymakers. Military ééies agféementé, for R
i example, had snowballed from $458 million in FY 1972 Fieh
to $2.158 billion in FY 1973 and to $3.966 billion| :@ 1 °.
auring FY 1974.1 The American community in Iran | il
~ numbered about 17,000 of whom 11,400 worked in defense- |
Eg‘gg;aggi_jobggE In January 1975, Assistant*Secretary of
t Befense (PA&E) saw fit to warn the Secretary of Uefense
{ of the risks thus raised: that the United States might
! become enmeshea in "Iranian military adventures"; thati
L the US influx would create serious social, legal, ang
+ political problems, making Americans the target for
expressions of xenoghobic feeling or political dissent;
and that Iran's failure to meet its modernization goals
would lead to a mutual loss of confidence that could
seriously undermine US influence.? ;
pSf'Concurrently, the Joint Staff prepared a bfief-%
ing paper for the Chairman that noted how the Shah, who -
hoped to make Iran a great economic power, had becomef
"extremely protective" about the Strait of Hormuz, "a.
highly vulnerable choke point* and one through which:
Iran's o0il exports must pass. For this reason, and in?
view of the British withdrawal from the Persian Gulfi

. {U) CSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran,™
Delivery schedules for major items ran as follow: 491
helicopters during 1974-1977; 169 F-S5s and ‘176 F-ds
over 1973-1977; 80 F-14s in 1976~1978; ana 32 HAWK

batteries ring 1974-1978, _
2. G&fﬂﬁémo, ASD(PAAE) to Secbef, "The Growing US

Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1
Jul 74-31 Jul 76,
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the shah had reoriented his forces away from the Soviet
border and toward the Gulf and was intent upon creating
"an overwhelming Iranian military superiority" there.
"On balance,” the paper stated, "Iranian actions over
the near term should contribute to regional stability";
its support of conservative .regimes and isolation of
radical ones was “compatible with US interests."” But
the long-range implications of Iranian ambitions were

harder to fathom; the Shah would not hesitate to oppose

US efforts when he deemed it necessary.3 ,_J
(U) General EBrown apparently saw the Shah in a
similar light. During a 1976 interview with a free-

lance reporter, the Chairman raised
. v i ¢

the puzzling gquestion of why [Iran] is
buildiEg such a tremendous military
force, She couldn't with her pPoOpu-~-
lation do anything that would provide
protection. from the Soviet Union. . . .
She's got adequate power now to handle
Afghanistan and Pakistan. . . . she's a
little better than a match for Iragq now.

T 3. @ J-5 BP 8~75, 22 Jan 75, CJCS File 820
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76.

4. (U) Iran's armea forces in 1976 totaled approxi-
mately 300,000 personnel consisting of: an Army of
200,000, including 3 armorea aivisions, 4 infantry
divisions, 4 brigades (2 infantry, 1 airborne, ana 1
special forces), and 1 HAWK battalion; a Navy of

18,500, comprising 3 destroyers, 4 frigates, 4 cor-

vettes, 25 patrol boats, 5 minesweepers, 2 landing
ships, 2 landing craft, 2 logistic support ships, 1
maritime reconnaissance squadron with 6 P-3F aircrafg,
1 antisubmarine warfare helicopter squadron with 6
helicopters, 1 transport battalion with 35 helicopters,
and 3 Marine battalions; and an Air Force of 81,500 men
and 317 combat aircraft, including 10 fighter-bomb-
eér squadrons, 11 fighter squadrons, 1 reconnais-
sance sgquadron, 1 tanker squadron, 4 medical transport
squadrons, and 4 light transport squadrons. Int'l
Institute of Strategic Studies, The Military Balance,
1976-1977 (1976), pp. 33-34,
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And, my gosh, the programs the
Shah has coming Up. It makes you
wonder whether he doesn't some day
have visions of the Persian Empire.

They don't g?ll that the Persian Gulf
for nothing.

-
/’/" yﬂf'EMSpite the reservations of both the Assistant
s

ecretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of sStaff, the buildup of Iranian forces con-
tinued, The Shah visited the United States again in
May 1975 and showed particular interest in Boeing 7067s
equipped with airborne warning and control systems
(AWACS). In June, Iran arranged to buy three diesel-
powered submarines--further evidence that the sShah's
interest extended into the Indfan Ccean. B; Septemker
1975, the problems of contracting and co-production had
grown as great and gone so far beyond the MAAG's scope
that the Secretary of Defense appointed a special US
Defense'Representative, Iran. Mr. Eric von Marbod
received a one-year appointment as the new representa- :
tive and would work in Tehran under the US Ambassador
to: supervise and coordinate defense activities
f (excluding the Defense Attache Office), implement and
coordinate DOD positions in Iran within “the framework :

of overall US Government policy, and monitor arms sales:

——————

- —————,

| and related activities.® .
—— e

2. US News and World Report, 1 Nov 76, p. 63.
After these remarks beécame public, GEN Brown issued a
clarifying statement: "I have no reason to believe
that {Shah] has any aspirations beyond continuing to

. @bly lead his nation and contribute to stability in
that part of the world.”

6. NY Times, 17 May 75, 2; 10 Jun 75, 1. j@f’
Msg, JCS 9747 to USCINCEUR, 0519262 Sep 75; €7 msg,
JCS 10347 to Dep USCINCEUR, 2216372 Sep 75. In JCS
9747, GEN Brown tolda USCINCEUR that he had "talked with
von Marbod at length and his view of his role and
responsibilities I found completely acceptable."
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i ' U!f’ln November 1975, the Assistant Secretary of
D

efense (ISA) circulated a study suggesting that the

; Administration carefully review its "virtually open-
ended commitment” to Iran's military build-up. He
listed a number of potentially serious problems: 1lack

of trained (or even trainable) Iranian manpower; the

; growing number of DOD and civilian contractor personnel
/ in Iran on defense-related projects; delays in the
construction of supporting tacilities; suspicions among

’ Iran's neighbors about the Shah's intentions; 1Iran's !
inclination to transfer its older arms to third coun-
tries; Congressional criticism that the United States
was fueling a destabilizing arms race; anpd a prospect
of differing perceptions between Washington and Tehran
in the years ahead. Just such a problem arose in
January 1976 when the Iranian Vice Minister of War
warned the Secretary of Defense that reduced oil !
revenues combined with "the unreasonable increase in US
military equipment prices" and the flourishing "profi-
teering and agent fees" allowed under the DOD Foreign

Military Sales program might compel Iran to reconsider
certain programs. Specifically, he mentionea cancel-~
lation of plans to purchase 6 AWACS aircraft, 300 F~16
aircraft, and 6 SPRUANCE-class destroyers as well as
reduction of the HAWK program and restriction of
construction at Chah Bahar. Iran might, he said,
"shrink toward the defensé of only our geographical
boundaries."’

@7 soon afterward, on 24 February 1976, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense issued new guidance concerning LOD
activities and interests in Iran. After outlining the

-

bl he wrote: ;
problem, he . \\q

7. Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS et al., 7 Nov 75,
Att to JCS 1714/215, 12 Nov 75, JMF 887/534 (7 Nov 75).
™™ Memo, Dir, DSAA to SecDef, "General Toufanian's
Comments," 20 Jan 76, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31
Jul 76,




absolutely essential that Iranian
requests, and the scope and character
of our own potential involvement, be
rigorously examined to make sure that
we and the Iranians both understand
the ramifications of any given case
or project. . . . In particular,
while the potent1a1 sale by some
other country is sometimes argued as
a relevant factor in considering an
Iranian request, it should not be
permitted to short-circuit or skew a
complete deliberation of the merits
of any case by the Washington
bureaucracy and the Country Team.

(‘ Under these circumstances, it is

Nothing in this new guidance was intenged to suggest
a shift in the basic US or DOD policy toward Iran, the .

Deputy Secretary said, and "Iran continues to be viewed
as a valued friend with whom the U.5. shares many
common interests and with whom we wish to maintainé
Eﬁgigﬁions and strong ties."8
yrf'Late in 1975, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld‘
irecommenqed a review of US-Iranian defense relations.

R e

President Ford, however, deferred initiation of thzsu
leffort until February 1976, after American~Israeli tlesl
;had been reassessed, and broadened .its scope to embrace!

S TR

eUS goals and alternatives toward the Persian Gulf areat
1
over the near and medium term:] An Interdepartmental

B R

%Polltical-Mllltary Group undertook this task, complet—x
amg a draft response in May, but no further action was’

;taken at that tlme.9 : _ﬁﬁﬁjﬁ

e ——— . Y g-,)«u‘sm?‘

8. GPf Memo, DepSecbDef to CJCS et al., 24 Feb 76,
Att to JCS 1714/215-1, 2 Mar 76, JMF B887/534 (7 Nov

75)

9. (@ Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Sechef, 10
Oct 75, Att to JCS 1714/214, 14 Oct 74, JIMF 837/532 {10 -
Oct 75). (SM”NSSM 238, 13 Feb 76, Att to JCS 1887,/828,
17 Feb 76; (4T "Response to NSSM 238: US Policy Toward
the Persian Gulf," May 76, Att to Memo, Chm, InterDept
Pol-Mil Group to Asst to Pres for NSA, 21 May 76; JMF
898/532 (13 Eeb 76) sec 1.
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(U) Subsequently, early in August 1976, -Secretary
of State Kissinger visited Tehran. During the visit,
the United States and Iran concluded a wide-ranging
series of agreements, one of which projected $10-~15
billion worth of Iranian military purchases during the
next five years. The United States agreed to sell 160
F-IG-lightweight fighters, deliveries of which would
occur over 1979-1983,10
@ 1in November 1976, the Interdepartmental Group's
Faper on the Persian Gulf was circulated to the Senior
Review Group. An "Executive Summary" noted that, since
the end of 1973, the Persian Gulf's importance had been
"greatly increased" by the Free Wbrld'§‘growing need

for its oil (10 percent of US, 61 percent of Western!

European, ana 75 percent of Japanese consumgption) and
the economic impact of quadrupled oil prices. The
Administration's objectives, evolved over the last two
years included: .

(a) maintaining access to adequate oil supplies
at reasonable prices;

|

i
i
v

{b} sustaining a "vigorous" level of exports to:

and imports from the Gulf states;

{ {c) satisfying requirements for military communica- '

QTons and intelligence facilities, landing -and over-

flight rights, port facilities, and unobstructed sea

lanes;
{(d) denying the USSR a predominant regional role;
{e) obtaining Iranian and Saudi support on such
key political issues as Arab-Israeli negotiations.

These policies, said the Summary, had proved "guite °

successful ." Nevertheless, the accelerating fpace of
change compelled a "fresh look." In the area of
security assistance, for instance, it was becoming

[——

10. Dept of State Bulletin, 6 Sep 76, pp. 503-510.
NY Times, 28 Aug 76, 1.
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}dzlear that programs which overtaxed the capacities ‘
I of recipients would weaken their relations with the

h
'
i
!

et b o+ e bt L

United States and "eventually" could undermine their
internal stability. These problems were "real," but
not so great as to require a "fundamental shift" in Us
policy. Still, systematic quidelines were needed to

insure that forthcoming - arms decisions reflected
recent lessons, and that programs were managed s$0 as to
hola to a minimum the difficulties inherent in any
extensive and complex relationship.I:Ehe Summary also
observed that a policy decision about the US military
presence in the Gulf area soon would be necessary.
Basically, there seemed to be.two options:,

(1) Maintain a modest presence (which meant, primar-
ily, periodic naval and air deployments).,

(2) Put greater emphasis on preparations for contin-
gency support and seek Iranian approval for all pro-
posed projects, recognizing that a substantial quid pro
| quo might be requested. If Iran refused US requests,

T —

consider placing some or all of these facilities on
: Masirah Island, Oman. l
The Joint Staff pronounced this Summary acceptable,

T T ST iy g

subject to minor revisions.!!

[fh Ultimately, on 17 January 1977, General Scow-

croft approved a Summary of the Persian Gulf Study.

E The section treating access to Iranian facilities had

been somewhat sharpened, so that it read as follows:
Option I: Attempt to maintain existing facilities.
Option II: Concomitant with a reduction in regional

N e A mada e .

arms sales, retain access to intelligence facilities,
recognizing that arms sales restrictions may affect
Iran's continued willingness to host them.

[ i
e

1. @@ Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to CJCS et al., 19 Nov
76, Att to JCS 1887/828-1, 22 Nov 76; @ DJISH=-2098-76
to ASD(ISA), 14 Dec 76; JMF- 889/532 (13 Feb 76)

sec 1,

1 1.9-\-..
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: revenues. JSOP FY 1976-1983, appearing in December
1973, recommended the following major mid-range objec-

squadrons (8 F-14, 16 F-16, and 13 F-18L).13 s

—

Chiefs of sStaff continued to emphasize the strategic
importance of Iran, and the statements of this impor-
tance in the Joint Strategic Objectives Plans (JSOPs)
remainea virtually unchanged from earlier years.'?
The JSOPs involved gave lIran a "General Strategic
i Priority” rating of “2," except for JSOP FY 1977-1984,
=‘published in December 1974, where Iran received a

_rating of ®"1," like Western Europe and Japan. More-
;over, the JSOPs in this period now cited Iran's arms?
'purchases from the United States as a reason for its
. Strategic importance, and comparison of pertinent
?portions of the JSOPs in 1973 and 1976 shows how

: Iranian force goals grew along with the Shah's oil

. tives: 2 infantry and 4 armorea divisions, 3 destroy-
- ers, ana 21 tactical fighter sgquadrons (8 F-5, 10 F-4,

capabilities, "recognizing that these requests would
render restrictions on arms sales to Iran exceedingly
difficult if not impossible to apply . . . .nl2

{The Joint Staff again endorsed the Summary, but sug-
gestea that it be retitled and passed to the Carter
:Adminlstration as a "synoposis® of current policy ana

a "vehicle" for identifying broaa postures and immedi-
ate issues,!3

[ R R
Vit R & Siall o

Option IXII: Augment communications and intelligence

yrf In the years 1973 through 1876, the Joint

£ | i

Ay
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. and 3 F-14/F-15). Three years later, in December 1976,
JSOP FY 1979-1986 described objectives of 4 armored
and 4 infantry divisions, 7 destroyers (4 of them
SFRUANCE-class), 3 submarines, and 37 tactical fighter

AWACS, 140 F-16, and 250 F-18 aircraft,

LA
T2 Fending or anticipated requests included 7 j ;

13. «#T "Executive Summary, NSSM 238: US Policy

Toward the Persian Gulf," pp._38-39, 17 Jan 77, Att to
JCS 1887/828-3, 10 Feb 77; 4T DISM-101-77 to ASD(ISA),

17

Jan 77; same file, sec 2.
14, See above, pp. 97-99,.

15. (@ Jsop FY 1976-1983, Vol II, Bk VII, pt II, _
sec 2, JMF 511t (11 Dec 73) sec 1C. (S8) JSCP FY 1977- l

o wm -t
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The Carter Administration and a New Approach to Arms
Sales ‘ e

——
T,

= u?’ﬁ .

In the period FY 1973 through FY 1977, the
United States agreed to sell Iran $12.263 billion in

weapons and actually dellvered equipment in the amount

L. Of $6.250 billion.‘__6 President Jimmy Carter, how-

ever, had a vastly different view of arms sales from
that of his two predecessors. On 13 May 1977, the new
President declared that arms transfers were "an excep~-
tional policy instrument, to be used only in instances
where it can be clearly demonstrated that the transfers
contribute to our national interests." So, save in
extraordinary circumstances rand in instances where
friendly countries needed advanced weapons in order to
maintain a regional balance,

{a) the dollar volume of new commitments in FY
1978 would be reduced from that of FY 1977, and cut
again if possible in each succeeding year;

{b) commitments to ‘sell or.co-produce new advanced
weapons systems would be prohibited until these were
operationally deployed with US forces. Additionally,
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance would develop more
extensive guidelines by which to assess requests for
advanced weapons, including requirements (1) that they °
must uniquely strengthen recipients® ability to
perform the desired functions, (2) that less advanced
alternatives were not available, and (3) that provid-
ing advanced weapons would not generate requirements

for a prolonged US presence in recipient countries.'’
—

g

[ TIBI; VST 11, Bk VII, pt II, sec 2, JMF 511 (5 Dec 74)

sec Z2A. (S) JSOP FY 1978-1985, Vol I1, Bk I11I, Pt II,
sec 2, JKF 511 (4 Dec 75) sec 1A, (&7 JSOP FY 1979-
1986, Vol II, Bk III, sec 3, JMF 511 (3 Dec 76).
16. DSAAX, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran."
17. PD/NSC-13, 13 May 77, JMF 001 (CY 1977).
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(U} Thereafter, US sales agreements with Iran
dropped accordingly. They fell from $3.236 billion in
FY 1977 to $764 million in FY 1978, the first full year
of the Carter Administration; the following year, FY
1979} they amounted to only $42 million.18

: Lﬂf'ln actual practice, as will appear, this new
; poli¢y proved less restrictive than the above figures
, would suggest. The President had already made his
| first Iranian decisions in March-1977, approving the
1 annual Air Force supply agreement as well as personnel
support for F-14s but "holding"” decisions about selling
5 RF-4Es and 7 E-3 AWACS aricraft.!? 1Iran would be
‘ receiving 160 F-16 fighters during 198071983; the ghah
wanted as replacements for his F-4s, another 140 F-16s
and 250 F-18s during 1982-1986. 1In November 1976, the
. Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISa) had asked the
Joint_Chiefs of Staff to assess the Iranian fighter
force's capability over the next fifteen years. Their
reply, sent to -Secretary of Defense Harold Brown in May
1977 in JCSM-218-77, predicted that the Imperial
Iranian Air Force (IIAF) could not absorb so many F-16s

k-

I ey

and F-18s without implementing planned personnel,
| training, logistic, and facility-buildaing programs.
These, in turn, would require "substantial" contractor

o ———

ana "some" increased technical military assistance.
‘ Although the IIAF would be only "marginally Prepared" |
1 for sustained combat during the next five years, its .
capability should increase "substantially” during the .
following ten., The Joint Chiefs' projection of the

- IIAF inventory read as follows:
i".--’

T8. LSA "USAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran.”

19. Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Secbef, 29
Mar 77, Att to JCS 2315/626, 8 Apr 77, JMF 499 (29 Mar
77)



) 1877 1982 1992
F-4 195 175 -

~Seployed 1,076 aircraft near Iran.

F-5 163 148 119 f
F-14 56 71 61 ‘
F~16 - 113 246

F-18 - - 215

Total 414 507 64120

In summary, they urged that the United States “cOntxnue
to support modernization of the IIAF fighter force

through the provision of advanced fighter aircraft.v?2!

@ The Administration ordered an Ad Hoc Group {of
which the Director, J-5 was a member) to study the
Shah's request for 250 F-18L light-weight fighters,22
The Group saw several optiong: provide E-18Ls, begin-
ning in 1982 and 1983; offer F-18As instead of F-18Ls;

make available F-16s8 rather than F-18s; disapprove an
F-18L sale and offer no substitutes. Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (ISA) David McGiffert arguea that,
since'replacements for Iranian F-4s woula not be
needea until the mid-1980s, a decision could be post-
poned until 1979-1980. The Joint Chiefs of Staff urged
an earlier, favorable response; the Navy, in particu-
lar, believed that delay would preclude the attainment
of objectives set forth in JSOBP FY 1979-1986 and
JCSM-218-77. But President Carter decided not to

ZU.7 ASs for potential adversaries, Iraq at this
point possessed 405 combat planes while the USSR

21, kﬂf Memo, ASD(ISA} to CJCS, S Nov 76, Att to
JCS 1714/221, 8 Kov 76; (S) JCSM-218-77 to SecDef, 16
May 77, Encl to JC 1714/221—1, 14 Dec 76; JMF 887/53
_(5 Nov 76} sec 1.1 J-5's draft specifically recommended
rovision of the F-16 and F-18L fighter _aircraft.”
JCS 1714/221-1, 14 Dec 76, same fil  The Deputy
USCINCEUR (General Robert Huyser, USAF) visited Iran in
July and reported that the IIAF "has mage some very
real progress, particularly in tactical air opera-
ns," (S) Rpt, Dep USCINCEUR to CJCS, "Report “on
5-19 July 1977 Trip to Iran," 2 Aug 77; CJCS File 820
Iran.

22, The F-18L would be a land-based version of the
Navy's E-18a,
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dvanced weapons systems be operationally deployed

! with US forces prior to any sales commitment,23
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hﬂf The Shah in 1974, had approved an ambitious
program, SEEK SENTRY, for placing several dozen radars
on mountain-top locations. Later, with US encourage-
ment, Iranian military men began looking to AWACS
aircraft as substitutes., On 22 April 1977, Presiaent
Carter approved the sale of 5 E-3s., hLere he was making
an exception to his arms tansfer policy, since AWACS
aircraft (like the F-18) still had not entered into
sexvice with US forces. On 24 April, the Shah cancel-
led SEEK SENTRY, thereby reducing hisiground radar
requirements from 44 to 20. Three days later, he asked
the President for four more AWACS aircraft. General
Erown and Secretary Brown supported a sale of nine
E-3s, noting in justification that the planes ana their
support would cost only one~fifth as much as the ground
radars ($2.6 versus $10-15 billion) and require 2,500
rather than 62,500 personnel. On 26 May, President
Carter agreed to sell a total of seven E-3s. One month
later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed a nine-clane
sale, but advised Secretary Brown that questions
concerning the releasability of cryptographic devices
first required resolution. Crytographic capability,
they said, would be needed to protect data transmitted

.between E-3s and other ships ana aircratt.??
/

pprove the sale, because policy now requirea th;:\

—

Z3. W DASD(ISA) to F-18L Ad Hoc Group, 3 May

~ 77, Att to JCS 1714/224, 10 May 77; (S) mMemo, ASD(ISa)

to Actg Dir, J-5, 7 Jun 77, Att to JCS 1714/224-1, same
date; (@ MJCS-I?Z—?? to ASD(ISA), 9 Jun 77, Att to N/h
of JCS 1714/224, 16 Jun 77; Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA
to Secbef, 20 Jun 77, Att to JCS 1714/224-2, -22 Jun 77;
JMF 887/460 (3 May 77).

24. (@ Memo, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 3 May
77, Att to JCS 1714/225, 19 May 77; (S) JCSM-275-77 to
Secbhef, 27 Jun 77, Encl A to JCS 1714/225-1, 27 May 77;
JMF 887/653 (3 May 77).
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On 7 July, President Carter notified Congress of
the $1.2 billion, Seven-plane sale. Congressional
j OPPosition against selling 1Iran such sophisticated,
sensitive equipment forced the President to delay his
offer until September. But, finally, in early October,
the arrangement cleared Congress.25

(TS) In mid-October 1977 President Carter reiterated
his determination to reduce world-wide arms sales. If
Secretary Vance did not "hola down" such recommenda;
tions, he'promised toc do so himself., But the Shah's
hopes remained high. When the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, Admiral James Holloway, visitea him in Cctober,
the Shah asked about the possibility of acquiring six
PERRY-class frigates and said that, because the F-14
t had proved so successful, he was interested in buying
the Navy F-18A. 1In mid-November, the Shah came to the
White House. President Carter related how he haa to
"go to the mat" with the Congress to get the AWACS sale
approved, and predicted that the problem would become
i} easier if Iranian requests were moderate and more
predictable. What, he asked, would be Iran's needs
over the next 5-6 years? The Shah cited air defenge as
his primary concern. He wanted a total of 150 F~14s :
and 300 F-16s, which would mean aaditional purchases of%
70 F-14s and 140 F-16s.26

b!f'zarly in December 1977, the Iranian Governmentj
formally requested: 11 RF-4Es, 31 F-4Gs with WILD
WEASEL SAM radiation suppression equipment; 70 F-148,

% 140 F-16s, 648 howitzers, and six minesweepers. The

S e ar oL
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i Joint Chiefs of Staff concurreda "in principle," but
\ ! added that availability and releasability "must be

e rrerrt———

45, NY Times, 29 Jul 77, 1; 8 Oct 77, 6. .

26, @ Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Secbhef, 20
Oct 77, Att to JcCs 2315/644, 26 Oct 77, JMF 499 {29 Mar
77). (@ "CNO Audience with the Shah of Iran, 1 Oct
77," 12 Oct 77; (TS) MemoCon , "President's Meeting
with the Shah of Iran, Nov 16, 1977"; CJCS File 820
Iran.
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. more detailed justification of the howitzer request,
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force, containing four guided-missile cruisers, nine
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addressed on an item-by-item basis at the actual time
of request.” When the Department of State sought a

they characterized it as "militarily reasonable and
justified,"” and stated that Iran could absorb the
artillery over a period of "about 10 vyears"--and even
less, time, if the personnel situation improvea.27

(S) Iran also 1ntenaea.to buy twelve Dutch and
West German frigates, but wanted to arm them with Us
weapons systems so as to allow interoperability with
American ships. Assistant Secrétary McGiffert asked
for JCS views. Answering on 10 July 1978, they des-
cribed the Imperial Iranian MNavy's mission as being
development of a force that éould defend Ehe sea lanes
to the Persian Gulf, assist in assuring the oil flow,
and (in cooperation with air and ground forces) counter
Invasion attempts by any potential adversary. Such a

diesel submarines, and twelve frigates, would serve US

strategic interests., The Joint Chiefs of Staff con- I
}
i
i

sidered compatibility and interoperability among
Iranian ships and with the US Navy, to be "fundament~ |

al." Sales of US weapons and electronics would bestowi

"significant” advantages upon the Iranian Navy byf
permitting interchangeability of personnel among |
American, Dutch, and west German warships. Conversely, :

—_—

Z7. G#”Ltr, Vice Min of War to ANB Sullivan, 7 Dec
77, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan 78; Memo, bir, DSAA to
CJCs, 3 Jan 7&, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan 78; &
JC5M-39-78 to Secbef, 3 Feb 78, ‘Encl to JCS 1714/231-1,
30 Jan 78; W@ Memo, Actg Dir, DSAA to CJCS, 20 Apr 78,
Att to JCS 1714/231-2, 24 apr 78; (&7 JCSM~193-78 to
Secbhef, 30 May 78, Encl to_JCS 1714/231-3, 23 May.TB
JMF 887/499 (7 Dec 77), JIn mid-1978, thi Icanlaﬁij

{¥édUCed their ROWitZEér request to 298, [(S) Mems, SEaFE -

cy, NSC to CJCS et al., 27 Jun 78, Att to
JCS 1714/233, 18 Jun 78, JMF B87/499 (27 Jun 78).
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I
i if the 1Iranians had to buy European systems, men ang

: resources must be diverted to training, supply, and

fmaintenance, thereby lowering operational effective-

f ness,?8

j At mid-year, the NSC Policy Review Committee
decided to discuss which Iranian requests shoulg be

submitted for Congressional approval during the 1978
session, A talking paper approved by the Director,
Joint Staff asserted that, save for "certain exceptions
having to do with releasability policy,“-Iranian
Téquests were "in consonance with the US military
objectives for Iran." A greater capability for force
Projection seemed worthy of support. 1In justification,
the paper noted: that Iran faced several threats from
different directions; that there was “a broad mutuality
of interests" between-ﬁashington and Tehran;‘that
Iranian ability to use US equipment was "improving
markedly"; and that prospects for Iranian military
adventurism or expansionism were "“pot high" (because,
among other reasons, her logistical dependency upon the
United States could be cast aside "for more than a week

e -

or two at most"). Furthermore, the paper argued in |
favor of the United States remaining Iran's "primary !
source" of military equipment in order to: maintain
Political leverage; promote standarization ~of equip~ f
ment; and benefit the US economy. Specifically, |
therefore, sales of 31 F~4Es (in lieu of F-4Gs), 70 |
F-14s; 298 howitzers, and combat systems for European-

built frigates should be approved.29

——eme —_—
. Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 29 Jun 78, att
to JCS 1714/234, same date; (8) MJICS-198-76 to
ASD(ISA), 10 Jul 78, Att to N/H of JCS 1714/234, 11 Jul
78; JMF 887/475 (29 Jun 78).

29, Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to CJCS et al., z7
Jun 78; (91 Nemo, Leslie Gelb to Dir, J-§ et _al., 29
Jun 78, Att to JCS 1714/233-1, 3 Jul 78; sef b for
CICS and Sechef at PRC Mtg, 5 Jul 78, Att to JCS
1714/233-2, 11 Jul 78; JMF B57/499 (27 Jun 78).

rincipels used this TP at the PRC meeting, accordin
to Memo, COL Raines to Action Man Div., "PRC
eeting, 5 July 1978," 6 Jul 78, same file.
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v i Since her oil fields and facilities lay so near to

\
Soon afterward, the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (ISA) asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to

appraise Iranian military forces and capabilities, the
threats they faced, and the force structure appropriate
from the mid-1980s through the early 1990s. On 5
September 1978, the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised that
the forces projected for 1980-1985 would be adequate
for every situation except a Soviet attack. Road ang
railway systems were inadeguate, however, and airlift
capacitieé could rapidly become overtaxed. Thus
Iranian efforts to build repair and maintenance facili-
ties. and to establish an effective logistics system
appeared "paramount" in creating a s?ynd military
force. Moreover, Iran would continue to need US
technical and training 'assistance for anything other
than a "short, low-intensity operation.® Consequently,
US aid beyond 1980 should "continue to concentrate on
the clear deficiencies in command ang control of

Iranian forces, air defense, anti-submarine warfare,
and SAM suppression capability."30

gjﬁ'In August 1978, President Carter had disapproved?
the sale of 31 F-4Gs as recommended earlier by the:
Joint Staff. In mid-September, the. Department of stateﬁ
requested Defense views on whether to sell the 70:
additional F-14s sought by the Shah. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff characterized such a sale as being “prudent%
and in the best interest of the United States." Their|

calculation of Iran's requirements took account of}

forces needed to maintain air superiority over Iraq.

Memo, Actg ASD(ISA) toc DJS, 24 Jul 78,
Art to JCS 1714/236, 26 Jul 78; L& MICS 243-78 to

ASD(ISA), 5 Sep 78, Att to N/H of JCS 1714/236, 8 Sep

78; JMF 887/292 (24 Jul 78). The Joint Staff and the
Services, in consultation with USCINCEUR and the
Chief, ARMISH/MAAG, prepared a lengthy analysis from
which the Joint Chiefs' conclusions were drawn.,
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Y-:;e Iragi border, Iran probably could not build a
defensive force large enough to prevent those facili-
ties from suffering extensive damage. For that reason,
Iran needed a formidable offensive force that would
Strengthen its deéterrent. In the Jjudgment of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, a "reasonable" force level

for 1981-1988 would include 174 F-4s, 148 P-14s, and
31
275 ‘F-16s.
g

The Unraveling o

(U) At this point, a flood of internal unrest began
to overwhelm the Shah. Conservative clergy always had

opposed his westernizing reforms; liberals disliked his
authoritarianism; businessmen resented the corrugtion
that centered around the Pahlevi famil§; and Iranians
of all persuasions feared and detested his secret
police, or SAVAK, During 1978, these factions coa-
lesced to create a nationwide revolt, On 8 September,
in the face of growing disorders, the Shah imposed
martial law upon major cities; next day, bloocdy riots
convulsed Tehran.32 —
'Lﬂf'In October, amid spreading strikes and economic
z;:;locations, the Shah cancelled requests for 70 F-14s
and 140 F-i6s. At this point, the,pefense Intelligence
Agency (DIA) dia not deem the Shah's predicament
hopeless. Late in October, DIA forecast that the
Iranian military "almost certainly" would remain 1oyalj
if the Shah exerted strong leadership. So, if he made |
proper gestures toward Islamic conservatives and began
to share power, "the Shah should survive the political
‘ferment." On 31 October, J~5 drafted a Chairman's
iMemorandum recommending that the Administration express

Eits support for the Shah through (1) a personal

letter from the President and (2) public statements EEJ'

3T RY Times, 18 Aug 78, 48, bef'Memo, Dir DSAA to
DJS, 15 Sep 78, Att to JCS 1714/238, same date;
MJCS 266-78 to Dir, DSAA, 26 Sep 78, Att to 'N/H 0of JCs
1714/238, 4 Oct 78; JMF B87/460 (15 Sep 78).

32, Washington Post, 9 Sep 78, 1.
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either the Chief Executive or high officials.. General

Jones never signed this draft because, on 1 November,
President Carter publicly diéd defend the Shah,33

(@7 On 6 November, with US backing, the Shah put
Iran under military rule, but disorders grew even
greater. Early in December, the US Ambassador forwarded
a request for assistance ‘in moving five water-cannon
trucks from Europe to Tehran; Secretary Brown approved
using us m111tary aircraft for this purpose. On 7

December, the Administration authorized evacuation af

DOD dependents. Four days later, several million

anti-Shah demonstrators marched through major cities

and towns.34 U

gﬂf A denouement began on 27 December, "a day of
wild lawlessness and shooting in the capital and a
strike that effectively shut down the oil industry.“35
On that same day, Admiral Holloway informed the Joint

Chiefs of Staff that the Soviets' Indian Ocean task

i

group was about to be relieved by a slightly larger !

force that included a KRESTA-class guided missile !
cruiser. "More than ever," he told his JCS colleagues,

It is crucial that any government of
Iran continue its security co-operation
with the U.S. The U.S. therefore
needs to provide clear signals that it
appreciates the new situation in Iran,
retains a firm interest in the region,
and intends to support its friends.

P

: 33, &1 Memo, Dir, DIA to CJCs, “"Appraisal on the

Current Situation in Iran," n.d. [receiveda by JCS on 25
Gct 78); | J5M=-1718-78 thru DJS to C3Cs, "Support for
the Shah of Iran,”™ 31 Oct 76; Memo, DJS to CJCS, 1 Now
78; CJCS File 820 Iran?j hashinoton Eost, 1 Nov 78,

‘I et -
/* 34. wf Msg, JCS 3096 to USCINCEUR, 5 Dec 7§; T
~demc, SecState to SecDef, 7 Dec 78; CJCS File 820

Iran. NY Times, 7 Nov 78, 1; 12 Dec 78, 1.

NY Tlmes, 28 Dec 78, 1.
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!’Accordingly, he recommended sending a Carrier Battle
Group to the Indian Ocean "in the immediate future,” so
that it could reach the Arabian Sea sometime after

mid-January. On 28 December, with Secretary Brown's
approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered CINCﬂ%ﬁE to
position a carrier force near Singapore, and to prepare
for & possible mission in the Arabian Sea.>® —]
U) By this time, the Shah's nerve had cracked.
Some of his generals, apparently, plannea to seize
power and resort to harsh repression. On 2-3 January
1979, Deputy USCINCEUR, General Robert Huyser, USAF,

arrived in Tehran. His mission, reportedly, was
two~fold: to make the Shah depart Iran immediately,
and to forestall any pro~Shah generals' coup by

threatening a complete cut-off of US aid. The generals
were tamed and the Shah was pérsuaded. On 16 January,
the Shah put himself in the pilot's seat of his Boeing
707 and f£lew into exile.3’ ' h ,

(U) The departure of the Shah marked the complete
failure of US policy toward Iran. The United States
had backed the Iranian ruler for 33 years in hopes of
creating a stabilizing influence in the Middle East and
a bulwark against Soviet expansion there. Tremendous
amounts of miliﬁary assistance had been both given and
sold to him to that end. Now he was gone, leaving
behind near chacs and great popular resentment of and
hatred for the United States.

36. W7 CNOM 166-78 to JCS, 27 Dec 78, Att to

JCS 1714/240, same date; (S) Msg, JCS 768 to CINCPAC,
28 Dec 78; JMF 898/378 (19 Dec 78)., This movement was
made public on 29 December. NY Times, 30 Dec 78, 1.

37, Wwashington Post, 13 Jan 80, B1l. NY Times,
17 Jan 79, 1.
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UNCLASSIFIED

APPENDIX 2
STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED
FORCES, 1961-1978

1961

Armx o 196,000
12 -divisions

6 independent {indep) brigades (bdes)

Navy ' 6,0C0
2 corvettes
3 minesweepers
5 small ships

Air Force 8,000
fighters (Fr-84, F-86) .
transports (C-47) ' b

TOTAL ARMED FORCES : 216,000

1965

Arm 164,000
g inf divisions (12,00 men each)

1 armored division
1 indep armored bde

Navy 6,000
4 escort vessels
6 minesweegers
24 small patrol craft
2 landing craft
5 other ships

Air Force (130 acft) 10,000
4 fighter sgns (F-86F Sabres)
1 fighter sgn (F=5)
1 tactical recce sgn (RT-33)
<2 transport sgns (C-130B)

TOTAL ARMED FORCES ) 180,000

135
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UNCLASSIFIED

STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED
FORCES, 1961-1978
( CONTINUED)

1970

o 135,000
armored divisions

3
1 indep armored bde
5 inf divisions
1 indep inf bde
1 SAM bn (HAWK)

Navy 9[000
1 destroyer ' '

S frigates (4 with SaMs)
5 corvettes :

4 patrol boats

6 minesweepers

B8 SRN-6 hovercraft

4 landing craft

2 patrol vessels

Air Force (175 combat aircraft) 17,000
2 sgns (32 acft) all-weather fighter-
bomber (F-~4D)
5 sgns tactical fighter-bomber (F=-5)
20 F-86 all-weather interceptors
16 RT-33 tactical recce acft
33 transport acft
hel icopters

TOTAL ARMED FORCES 161,000




Armg

25

2
10
3

STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED

FORCES, 1961-1978
( CONTINUED)

1975

armored divisions
inf divisions

indep bdes (1 airborne, 1 special
forces)
SAM bn {HAWK)

destroyers
frigates
corvettes
patrol boats
minesweepers
landing craft
hovercraft
Marine bns

Air Force (238 combat acft)

6

10

el

fighter-bomber sgqns (32 F-4D,
64 F-4E)

fighter~bomber sgns (80 F-5A,
45 F~-5E)

recce sqgn

medium transport sgns

light transport sgns

tanker sgn

helicopters

TOTAL ARMED FORCES

137

B0 AODOTITN

175,000

15,000

60,000

250,000
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STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED

FORCES, 1961-1978
{ CONTINUED)

1878

armored divisions

inf divisions

indep bdes (1 airborne, 1 inf,
1 airborne,! special forces)
SAM bn (HAWK)

destroyers

frigates

corvettes

large patrol craft

fast patrol craft, guided missile
landing ships logistic

landing craft utility

logistic support ships
hovercraft

Naval Air

1 maritime recce sgn (6 P-3F Orion)
1 ASW sgn (12 SRH-3D)
1 transport sgn

helicopters
3 Marine bns

Air Force (459 combat acft)
10 fighter-bomber sgns (32 F-4D,

177 F=-4E}

10 fighter, ground attack sgns,

3
1
1
4

4

12 F-5A, 140 F-5SE)

fighter sgqns (56 F-14A tomcat)
recce sgn (16 RF-4E)

tanker sqn {13 Boeing 707-320L)
medium transport sqns

light transport sgns

helicopters

5

SAM sans

TOTAL ARMED FORCES

285,000

28,000

100,000

413,000

AIT information in this Appendix is from the London

Inst

itute for Strategic Studies, Military

Ealance,

1961-962, 1965-1966, 1970-1971, 1976-1977, and 1978-1979.
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CVERVIEW

(U) Located at the crossroads between East and West,
Iran has always occupied a strategic position in the

world. Situated on the border of the Soviet Union and
including vast quantities of 0il, Iran's geographical
location became even more important in the post-world
War 11 era, _

(U) The United States first became involved in
Iran during World War II when it stationed troops there
to assist in moving military equipment and materiel to
the Soviet Union. Immediately following the war, Iran
was caught up in one of the first Cold War confronta-
tions between the United States and thet Joviet Union.
At that time, Soviet troops refused to evacuate the
northernmost Iranian province of Azerbaijan as previ-
ously agreed and the United States pressured the Soviet
Union to remove its forces. The US efforts succeeded
and the Soviets did withdraw. This experience, how-
ever, demonstrated to the United States the importance
of Iran and the need for a stable, friendly regime
there. To that end, the United States began to provide
the Shah and his government military aid. Limited at
first to the sale of military eqdipment, a formal
program of grant assistance was initiated in 1949.

(U) Rising nationalism in Iran and growing resent-
ment of the British oil concession brought Dr. Mohammed
Mossadegh, a rabid patriot, to the forefront of Iranian
politics in 1950. He became prime minister in 1951 and
proceeded to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian 0il Company.
The accompanying publié fervor and the ensuing economic
chaos threatened Iran, for a time, with anarcby and the

possibility of an internal communist takeover. Cnce.

again, the United States saw the need for a strong and

stable Iran.
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(U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh and
the return of the Shah to full power, the United States
stepped up its 'military assistance to 1Iran. This
aid was designed to build a modern armed force capable
of maintaining internal security and providing some
defense against external aggression, Simultaneously,
the Upited States sought to create a collective defense
arrangement in the Middle East, including Iran, to
block Soviet expansion into the area, The US efforts
culminated -with the establishment of the Baghéaa Pact,
which subsequently evolved into CENTO, in 1955 with
Iran as a member. Altﬁough the United States did not
Join this new organization, it did participate in the
Pact's military planning. Throughout tHe'remainder of
the 1950s, the United States supplied military aid to
the Shah to enable Iran to contribute to the Pact's
defense efforts.

(U) By the early 1960s, the Iranian armed forces
seemed launched on the way to becoming a modern fight-
ing force. Moreover, during this period, the Shah
finally began to address the nagging internal problems
that had long plagued his country. He instituted a
wide ranging program of reform, known as the "White
kevolution," including land reform and distribution,
economic modernization, and political enfranchisement.
Therefore Presidents Kennedy and Johnson gave the Shah
their full backing. They <continued and expanded
military assistance in a further effort to strengthen
the Iranian forces, It was in this period that the US
military assistance program was converted from one of
grant aid to creait sales. Simultaneously, with its
increasing strength, Iran had become more independent,
pursuing its own ambitions.

(U) After assuming the Presidency in 1969, Richard
Nixon fitted .Iran into his new "Nixon Doctrine"-=-a

™~
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policy whereby the United States, while continuing
economic and military assistance, would look to friends
and allies to handle their own internal security and
military defense. 1In the case of Iran, the United
States turned to a willing Shah and his armed forces to
assume the defense of the Persian Gulf area in place of
the departing British presence. The vastly expanding
Iranian revenues resulting from spiralling increases in
the price of 0il would allow Iran to build the military
establishment necessary for this task. Accoradingly,
the United States began to sell Iran large gquantities
of its newest and most sophisticated weapons, and US
arms sales to Iran rose from $458 million in FY 1972 to
approximately $4 billion by FY 1974, _
President Carter, while convinced of the impor-
tance of Iran to the Western powers, did not believe
such massive arms sales to the Shah were necessary.

Therefore he reduced the volume of new commitments and!

"

prohibited the sale of new weapons until they were

operationally deployed with US forces. As a result, US!
arms sales to Iran fell from $3.2 billion in FY 1977 tij
\ $§763 million in FY 1978.

(U) Meanwhile, opposition to the Shah in Iran, which
had gradually developed over the years but remained

relatively quiescent and divided, now coalesced.

Opposing the Shah were all elements of the political
spectrum in Iran., Conservatives, both clergy and lay,
feared the loss of privileged positionélin the shah's
modernization programs while the liberals, the expand-
ing middle class, and the working people disliked the
Shah's authoritarian methods and the corrqption sur-

rounding his regime. The result was growing revolution. -

and spreading anarchy during the latter part of 1978.
After several months of indecision, the Shah abdicated

CA
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on 16 January 1979 and left the country. The US
policy, now over 30 years old, of support for the Shah
had failed and Iran teetered on the brink of chaos.

(U) Throughout the United States involvement in
Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have participated in
the deveﬁopment of the national policy toward that
country. Their role, however, had been largely one of
supporting the government-wide consensus rather than
launching new intitiatives. In October 1946, during
the Azerbaijan crisis, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
provided the Department of State their first appraisal
of Iran. Both o0il resources and a strategic location,
affording a base for both defensive and  counteroffen-
sive operations against. the Soviet Union, gave Iran a
major strategic importance. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
have consistently and repeatedly maintained this
position since that time.

{U) PFrom 1946 through 1978, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff urged and supported military assistance for
the Shah and his forces in order to insure a stable,
western-oriented Iran. In the 1%50s, JCS recommenda-
tions for increased support for the Iranian forces to
enable them to contribute to Middle East defense and
JCS support for a Middle East collective defense
arrangement, which included Iran, became US policy.
During the 1960s, the Joint Chiefs of Staff continued
to advocate military support of Iran. They sent
several special missions there to survey the reguire-
ments. They carefully reviewed the resulting findings
and submitted detailed recommendations to the Secretary
of Defense. These JCS recommendations formed the basis
for expanded US programs for Iran. Presidents Nixon.
and Ford did not rely on the Joint Chiefs of Staff as
closely as their predecessors for advice on Iran.
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Decisions were made to sell vast amounts of new and
sophisticated military equipment to Iran without any
formal review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. still, the
Joint Chiefs of sStaff did supply recommendations on
Iran and its armed forces in the annual Joint Strategic
Objectives Plan (JSOP) submissions, but these recom-
mendations usually merely reflected Presidential
decisions. President Carterlcut back military sales to
Iran and once again turned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for advice on provision of new weapons systems to the
Shah. Yet neither the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor most
of the President's civilian advisers foresaw the
deteriorating internal situation in Iran ,that culmin-
ated in the fall of the Shah.
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1
WHICH WAY IRAN?

1946-1953

Historical Background

(U) Iran is one of the oldest countries in the world
today. 1Its national history dates back 2,500 years to

the consolidated empire of the Medes and Persians,
which at its height encompassed all the territories
between what is today India and the Mediterranean Sea.
The Persian Empire was the greatest power the world had
known to that time.

(U) Succeeding centuries’ witnessed 'alternating
periods of foreign conguest and native rule. Then, in
the period A.D. 637-650, Arab Moslems from the Arabian
Peninsula subdued all the territory that is modern
Iran. Gradually the conguered inhabitants were con-
verted to Islam, embracing the Shiite branch while the
majority of the Moslem world adhered to the Sunni
branch. Other conquerors followed the Arabs--the
Seljuk Turks, the Mongols, and Tammerlane. The arise
of the Safavid dynasty in 1502 returned native rulers
for the first time in 600 years.

{U) In 1795, a Qajar prince subdued all rivals ang
established a dynasty that ruled Iran, or Persia as
it was then knéwn, until 1925, Throughout the 19th
Century, Iran was subjected to increasing pressures by
the European powers, especlially Russia and Britain, for
economic and territorial concessions. Over the same
period, growing nationalist =sentiment led to a
strengthening and modernization of Iranian institutions

culminating in a series of reforms in the years 1906~

1908, including adoption of a constitution and estab-
lishment of a parliament, the Majlis. These events,
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coupled with the discovery of o0il in large amounts in
1908, brought Iran into the modern age. By Western
standards, however, Iran remained an extremely backward
country.

(U) Even though Iran declared its neutrality in
World War I, both Russia and Britain placed troops
there. Following the eruption of the revolution at
home in 1917, the Russians withdrew, and Britain became
the dominant foreign power in Iran. Thereupon, the
British attempted to force a treaty upon Iran official-
ly recognizing this influence, but the Majlis refused
to accept the treaty. Subsequently, Iran became a
member of the League of Nations in 1920 and Britain
began withdrawal of 1its tfoops in 1@21. That same
year, Iran and the Soviet Union signed a treaty of
friendship. Among other provisions, Iran agreed not to
permit its territory to be used by anti-Soviet groups.

(U) That same year a little known Iranian officer,
Brigadier General Reza Khan, Commander of the Persian
Cossack PBrigade, staged a coup and took control of
Tehran. He forced the Shah to appoint him both comman-
der in chief of the armed forces and war minister. From
these positions, he consolidated ana expanded his power.
In 1923 he became Premier and, in 1925, the Majlis ended
the Qajar rule, proclaiming Keza Khan the new ruler as
Reza Shah Pahlevi,

(U) Reza Shah, who ruled Iran as a military dicta-
tor, was determined to rid Iran of foreign influence
and centralize the government. He launched a wvigorous
program of modernization, instituting a universal con-
scription law, organizing a stanaing army drawn from
the peasantry, and establishing his authority through-
out the country. He encouraged industrialization ang
renegotiated the &anglo-Iranian o©il concession agreement
of 1919 to obtain more favcrable terms for Iran, He
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outlawed the wveil, introduced civil marfiage and
divorce, expropriated the property of the Islamic
clergy, and organized secular schools. In 1935, the
name of the country was changed from Persia to Iran.

(U) When World Wwar II broke out, Iran again tried
to remain '‘neutral. Reza Shah, however, held some
pro-German views and, in June 1941, refused a joint
British-Soviet request to permit transit of war sup-
pPlies across Iran. Consequently, both Britain and the
Soviet Union moved troops into Iran. The Soviets
occupied five northern provinces, including Gilan,
Mazandaran, and traditionally dissident Azerbaijan,
while the British took over .the southwegstern part of
the country and the Persian Gulf in order to protect
Allied oil supplies. This occupation was regularized
by the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance signed by Britain,
the Soviet Union, and Iran in January 1942, The treaty
not only gave formal sanction to the occupying forces,
but also guaranteed their respect for the territorial
integrity, sovereignty, and political independence of
Iran and provided for withdrawal of the occupying
troops within six months of the end of hostilities.

Later in 1942, US forces entered Iran to assist in the.

movement of materiel and supplies to the Soviet Union,
but their presence was never recognized by a treaty.

(U) with the entry of the British and Soviet troops,
Reza Shah had abdicated in favor of his 22-year old
son, Mohammed Reza Pahlevi and, subsequently, on 1
September 1943, Iran declared war on Germany. During
the course of a conference of the Allied leaders in
Tehran in late November and early December 1943,

Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, ‘and Joseph

Stalin issued the "Declaration on Iran," in which they

o ——
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acknowledged Iran's assistance in the war, reaffirmed
the commitment to Iran's independence, and pledged
economic assistance at the close of the hostilities,]

The Azerbaijan Crisis

(U) In the years following W%World War II, Iran
was tonfrontea with two major crises that threatened

its existence as an independent, Western-oriented
nation. In the first, the Azerbaijan crisis, the
Soviet Union not only refused to evacuate the Province,
as provided in the terms of the Tripartite Treaty, but
also pressured Iran for o0il rights. The United States
opposed these moves and the resulting dispute vitiated
much of the good-will remaining among the wartime
allies.

(U) Even during World War II, the Soviet Union
had closed its zone of occupation to all foreign
travelers, thereby preventing allied diplomats and
newsmen from reporting on conditions in northern Iran.
A ban was imposed on the export of staple foodstuffs
from the Soviet zone, one of the major food producing
areas of Iran. As a result, faming occurred in other
parts of the country, including Teﬁran. As one author-
ity has noted, "The Iron Curtain was thus hung in Iran
long before the English speaking democracies learned of
its existence."?

(U) The Soviet Union had also demanded that Iran
grant it oil concessions that would cover the five
provinces bordering on Russia. Iran, however, flatly

T. For the historical background on Iran prior to

1946, see BRarvey H. Smith et al., Area hanabook for °

Iran {1971), pp. 39-64.

2. George Lenczowski, Russia and the West in Iran,
1516-1948 (1949), pp. 193-215.
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rejected all oil concessions, not only to the Soviet
Union but to the United Kingdom and the United States.
Gn 19 May 1945, following Germany's surrender, Iran
demanded that both of the occupying nations withdraw
their forces. 1In reply both the United Kingdom and the
USSR made it clear that they would not withdraw before
the agreed deadline of six months after the enda of
hostilities.  In August 1945, both nations removed
their uniformed forces, mainly service troops, from the
area of Tehran, but the Soviet Union left thousanas of
men in plain clothes in the area. These included
members of the Soviet secret police, the NKVD.S3

(U) Perhaps the most serious cof the,tFansgressions
during Soviet occupation occurred in late 1945,
Against the will of thelIranian Government, the Soviet
Union aided and abetted a change in the form of
government in Azerbaijan Province. Soviet forces
supported a seizure of government power in Azerbaijan
by the communist "Tudeh" party. When the Iranian
Government attempted to send military forces to rein-
force their garrison in Azerbaijan, Soviet military
authorities pfevented Iranian troops from entering the
province. The Iranian Government was effectively
prevented by the Soviet Union from applying Iranian
laws in the érea. As a result of an uprising of
Kurdish tribesmen in the northern area, an uprising
openly encouraged by the Soviet Union in December
1945, the entire province of Azerbaijan was separated
from the control of the Iranian_Government.4

(U) With the support of the United States, Iran
appealed to the newly established United Nations

3. Lénczowski, Russian and the West in Iran, 1918-
1948, pp. 216-220. :
4. Ibid-' ppo 284-289-

11
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Security Council on 19 January 1946, asking that it
investigate the situation and recommena appropriate
action. The Soviet Union denounced Iran's action and
denied all its allegations. The Security Council, in
its first real test, was unable to act, since the
Soviet Union took the position that the Council was not
competent to handle the dispute. The Security Council
then agreed to let the two countries try to settle
their differences by direct negotiations.>

(U) Meanwhile the situation in Iran had grown more
tense, Soviet activities there "threatened the peace
Of the world" as President Truman described the crisis,
In a speech obviously intended as a warnlng to the
Soviet Union over Iran, Secretary of SEate James F,
Byrnes in late February pointed out that the Unitea
States had "approved'many adjustments" and "resolved
many disputes" in favor of the Soviet Union. He said
the United States welcomed the Soviet Union as a member
of the United Nations. He pointed out that great
powers as well as small ones had "agreed under the
United Nations Charter not to use force or the threat
of force except in defense of law and in the purposes
of the Charter." He emphasized that the United
States "will not and cannot stand aloof if force is
used contrary to the purposes and principles of
the Charter."®

(U) Admiral Willian D. Leahy, USN, the Chief of
Staff to the Commander in Chief. and the presiding
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, found Secre-
tary Byrnes' speech "of superiative value." He only
regretted that it had not been delivered earlier.’

5. Harty S. Truman, Years of Trial ana Hope (1956),
p. 94.

6. State Dept Bulletin, 10 Mar 46, p. 358. .

7. ADM William D. Leahy, Diary, 3 Mar 46, copy in
National Archives. .

12
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(U) British forces withdrew from Iran on 2 March
1946, six months after the Japanese surrender as agreed
in the Anglo-Iranian-Soviet treaty. US forces had
already been evacuated by the end of 1945. The Soviet
Union, however, gave no sign of keeping its pledge of
withdrawal. Three days after the deadline date, Secre-
tary of State Byrnes addressed a note to Soviet Foreign
Minister Molotov asking that Soviet forces be withdrawn
as agreed and warning that the United States could not
remain "indifferent" to the situation. Intelligence
indicated that Soviet tanks were moving into Iran,
aebloying toward the Turkish border and the Iragi
frontier and the US Air Attache personnally observed
Soviet tanks only 25 miles from Tehrhan. Secretary
Byrnes' reaction upon learning of this was to observe
that the Soviet forces were adding military invasion to
political subversion. Reportedly he reacted with some
heat and stated "Now we'll give it to them with both
barrels,"®

(U) "Both barrels" took the form of a second note
to Foreign Minister Molotov on 8 March saying that
it appeared Soviet forces in Iran were being reinforced
and asking for an explanation if that were the case.
No official Soviet reply was received to either of Mr.
Brynes' notes, but on 15 March the Soviet news agency,
Tass, denied that any reinforcement or redeployment was

taking place in Iran.’

8. Msgs, State 385 to Moscow, 5 Mar 46, Moscow 682
to State, 6 HMar 46, Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1946, vol. VII (1969), pp. 340-342, 348.
Herbert Feis, From Trust to Terror (1970), p. 81-87.
Truman, Years of Trial and Eope, PP. 94-96.
Lenczowski, Russia and the West in Iran, pp. 296-302.
Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, p. 65.

9. Msg, State 425 to Moscow, 8 Mar 46, Foreign Kke-

latins of the United States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 348.
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(U) When Iran again went to the Security Council,
accusing the Soviet Union of failure to withdraw from
its territory, Soviet diplomats protested sharply. At
one point duting a Security Council meeting on the
subject, Soviet Ambassador Andrei Gromyko stalked out
of the meeting. On the other hand, the United States
supported Iran more strongly than on the first ccca-
sion, with Secretary of State Byrnes personally appear-
ing before the Council. It was apparent that the
Soviet Union was bothered by the unfavorable publicity
"emanating from these meetings, and on 26 March the
Soviet representative announced suddenly that the
Soviet forces would be removed from Iran within six
weeks after March 24, 1946 "if no unforeseen circum-
stances occur." On 4 April Iran announced that an
agreement had been reached with the Sowviet Union
confirming the Soviet withdrawal and establishing
an Iranian-Soviet o0il company, to be ratified by the
Iranian Parliament (Majlis) within seven months of that
date. The Soviet Government woula hold 51. percent of
the stock and the Iranian Government the remaining 4¢
percent, The Soviet Union subseguently evacuated its
forces on schedule, leaving behind a strong communist
revolutionary regime in Azerbaijan.10

(U) To this point in the crisis, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had not been asked to provide opinions on mili-
tary options with respect to the situation in Iran or
to prepare any plans for military actions. Rather US
actions remained within the diplomatic”realm. The US
strategy appeared to be to leave the matter within the
purview of the UN Security Council as long as it was
safe to do so.

TU. Lenczowski, Russia ana the West in Iran, pp.
298-299. Nosrollah Fatemi, "O1l Diplomacy™ (1954), Ep.
315-316. The agreement establishing an Iranian-Soviet
0oil company never took effect, since the Iranian
Parliament refused to ratify it. :

14
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(U) By the fall of 1946, the Shah and his éovernment
had begun Plans to reassert control over Azerbaijan,
raising the possibility of a confrontation with the
Soviet Union, and now the advice of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff was sought, In September, the Department of
State asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views
on the strategic importance of Iran to the United
States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were also asked in
what ways US interest in Iran was linked to the Near
and Middle East as a whole and how that interest would
be affected by Soviet domination of all or part of
Iran. Finally, the Department of State asked: ", ., .,
does the JCS consider that a program of ,assistance by
the US to the Iranian military establishment would
contribute to the defense of United States strategic
interest in the Near and Middle Eastern area?"!!

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their reply of 11
October, began by observing that the Department of
State's questions were based on an assumption of
possible war between the United States and the Soviet
Union and that their answer relied on the same assump-
tion. Iran, as a major source of oil supply, was
militarily of "major strategic interest” to the United
States. Moredver, “from the standpoint of defensive
purposes," the. area offered "opportunities to conduct
delaying operations and/or operations to protect United
States-controlled oil resources in Saudi Arabia." In
addition, Iran offered, as did all the Middle East, a
base for counteroffensive operations againt the Soviet
Union. '

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff then evaluated four
possibilities that had been put forth by thé'Departmenh.
of State: (1) division of Iran into British and Soviet

spheres of influence would advance the Soviet Union's

TT. ‘Fbreign Relations of the United States, 1946,
vol. VII, pp. 515—516.
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political and strategic objectives, contribute to the
encirclement of Turkey, and destroy British ability to
defend the 1Iragi oil fields; (2) control of the
northern province of Azerbaijan by the USSR, although
undesirable, would be the least objectionable of the
situations listed; (3) creation of a Soviet-dominated
autonomous hurdish state would probably cause the
aissolution of the present Iraqi Government and
possibly lead to the installation of a SoQiet-oriented
regime there; (4) domination of all Iran by the USSR

would greatly intensify all the adverse effects listed
above.12

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff made clear their
support for military aid to Iran. Token assistance to
Iran's military forces, they Said, could treate confi-
dence and good will toward the United States within the
Iranian Government and thus contribute to the US
strategic posture in the area, To assist Iran in
preventing civil disturbances, which could attraet
intervention by "powerful neighbors" and involve the
United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff favored giving
Iran reasonable amounts of military material to be
used only for internal security. They considered "such
non-aggression items" as small arms, light artillery,
ammunition, small tanks, transportation and communica-
tion equipment, quartermaster supplies, and possibly
short range aircraft and naval patrol craft to be
appropriate for Iran in reasonable quantities if
requested. The United States must be satisfied, of
course, that Iran wanted to maintain its indegendence -
within the "community of nations."

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff also believed it
would be appropriate for the United States to give
technical advice, but it must be done without fanfare:
and upon reguest only. Such a step would contribute to

T2. (U) SM-6874-46 to SWNCC, 11 Oct 46 {derived from
JCS 1714/3), CCS 092 (B-22-46) sec 1. Printed in Memo,
SWNCC to MGEN J. N, Hilldring, 12 Oct 46, Swh-4818§,
Foreign kelations of the United States, 1946, vol. VII,
pp. 529-532. ‘ :
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"the defense of United States strategic interest in
Iran and the Near and Midle East area." "In 1943 the

United States had, as a matter of course, establishea
two small military missions in Iran. OUne of these
missions advised the Iranian Army, the second advised
the Imperial Gendarmerie. 3 The Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommended that these missions not be removed
but that, conversely, no new missions be established at
this time. o

(U) Subsequently, on 29 October 1946, the Secretary
of State made a decision that marked the beginning of
an aid program for Iran. He decided to support a
program under which the United States would sell Iran
armaments worth not more than $10 million.14

(U) In Iran, meantime, fhe crisiE'had worsened.
According to diplomatic reports from Tehran, Prime,
Minister Qavam was retreating before Soviet pressuré
and Iran was daily losing what remained of its indepen-
dence, Mr. Loy Henderson, Director of the Office of
Near Eastern and African Affairs, in the Department of
State considered the situation to be so critical that
swift action by the United States might be requiread.
An Iranian military mission in Washington to purchase
the already approved $10 million worth of military
equipment was running into a stone wall. Mr. Henderson
warned that the United States could no longer delay and

T3, (0) JCs 557,30 Oct 43, CCS 530 Persia {9-2-42)
sec 2., For further informatin of the US wartime
missions to Iran see T, H. Motter, The Persian Corriaor
and Aid to Russia {1952}, pp. 473-477. The US mission
to the Gendarmerie, subsequently known as GENMISH, was
sanctioned by an agreement between the United States
and Iran on 27 November 1943. The mission to the
Iranian Army, subsegquently known as ARMISH, was not
recognized by a formal agreement until 6 Octobexr 1947,
See EAS no. 361, 27 Nov 43 and TIAS 1666,16 Oct 47,
both in Treaties and Other Int'l Agreements of the
USA, 1776-1949, vol 8, pp. 1285-1290, 1295-1301.

14, (U) Memo, AsstSecState for Occupied Areas to
USecState, 29 Oct 46, printed in Foreign kelations of
the United States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 255.
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should sell this "nonaggression" equipment to Iran
quickly. He gquoted the JCS statements of 11 QOctober in
support of his position. He also favored increasing
the strengths of the military missions in Iran and
keeping them there so long as they were needaeqd.
Secretary of State Bbyrnes approved Mr. Henderson's
recommendations.15

(U} The immediate crisis in Iran subsided as 1946
drew to a close. On 24 November, the Iranian"Govern—
ment ordered its forces to march into Azerbaijan to
supervise parliamentary elections. The Soviet Govern-
ment protested this move, warning of possible "dis-
turbances" should Iranian troops enter Azerbaijan. The
US Ambassador to Iran, George V. Allen, lauded the
move, publicly announcing that it was' l'quite normal
and appropriate." In this statement, he was backed up
by Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson in Washington,
The Iranian Army marched into Azerbaijan with only a
few minor skirmishes taking place. On 4 December the
rebel regime collapsed.16

The Mossadegh Crisis

(U) The second threat to Iran's independence and
western orientation in the years following World wWar II

was the "Mossadegh crisis" of 1951-1953. In this
instance the danger came not from external sources but,
rather, from internal dissension. Dr. Mohammed
Mossadegh, a determined nationalist, led a vigorous
movement to gain complete control of Iranian oil
resources. The resulting unrest and chaos in Iran
seemed for some months to be opening the way for the
communist-controlled Tudeh Party to seize control of
the government.

15. (U) Memo, Dir. Office of Near Eastern and -

Afircan Affairs (Henderson) to USecState, 18 Oct 46,
w/att Memo, "Implementation of United States FPolicy
toward Iran," same date, Foreign Relations of the
United States, 1946, vol., VII, pp. 533-536, and fn 1,
p. 535. ' .

16. Lenczowski, Russia ana the WRest in Iran,
p. 302. T
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(0) The crisis arose over the status of the Eritish
0il concession. Under the agreement negotiated between
Reza Shah and the British in 1933, the 2anglo-Iranian 0il
Company extracted and marketed Iranian 0il, giving the
Iranian Government 25-30 percent of the net profits. More
nationalistic members of the Majlis, - however, wanted a
larger and more equitable share of the revenue. Dr.
Mossadegh, the most vocal of these members, became chair-
man of the Majlis oil committee in 1950 and formed a
coalition, the United Front, to press for nationalization
of the Anglo-Iranian 0il Company. The more moderate
Premier, General Ali Razmara, attempted to obtain more
faverable terms from the Company, but w?s‘not successful.
Meantime, in Saudi Arabia, the Arabian-American Oil
Company accepted an arrangement that gave the government
there 50 percent of its profits, and this development
increased Iran's demands for a larger share of the profits

of the Anglo—Iranian.17

[y

()nﬂ'Against this background, the Truman Administration
began drafting a formal statement of US objectives and
policy for Iran in March 1951. Adapting a Department of
State study, the NSC Staff drafted and circulated a policy
paper (NSC 107) for the Council's consideration. Accord-
ing to this statement, Iran's absorption within the
communist orbit would damage oil-dependent Western Euro-
pean economies, impair US prestige, and "seriously weaken,
if not destroy“.resolution among adjacent Middle Eastern
countries, For these reasons, the United States should
take "all feasible steps" to insure that Iran escaped
Soviet domination. Although the initiative for any
military action in support of Iran rested with Great

should "give early consideration to measures designed to

Britain, the United States and United Kingdom joint%fl

T7. SWith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 66-67.
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strengthen the general areaxil Also, the United States
should (1) strengthen its current assistance  programs

(especially economic aia) as much as possible and (2)
press the British to "effect an garly and equitable

| settlement" of the oil dispute. If an Iranian govern-
: ment took actions that foreshaddwéd communist control,
the United States should be prepared to undertake
i "special political operations" to reverse this trend.
% Finaliy, in the event of an overt attack by the Soviet
! Union against Iran, the United States "in common
prudence would have to proceed on_the assumption that

. global war is probably imminent."'8
i gsaf'The Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary
| of Defense that they considered NSC 107 acceptable as
i "an interim working guide." They asked,' However, that
: this policy paper be reviewed as soon as the situation
[ had clarified. When the National Security Council
discussed NSC 107 on 21 March, the Service Secretaries
recommended that it be rejected in toto. 1In their
! opinion, the courses of action designed to meet either
i internal subversion of external aggression "are safe
; innocuous statements of generalities which do not
{ indicate anything except watchful waiting . . . . 1If
\ we cannot do anything we should say so. If we can take ;

| concrete steps in either contingency we should so

state." Overruling these objections, the Council
. adopted NSC 107; President Truman approved it on 24
March.19

—

NSC 107, 14 Mar 51, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)
he Joint Intelligence Committee reported that,
nder current circumstances, "It is not consideredg
robable" that the Soviets could achieve total gomin-
tion of Iran without overt use of their armea forces.
However, "it 1is becoming increasingly evident" that
they might win control of northern segments through
economic and political pressure, possibly accompanied
by subversive activities., The JCS noted these conclu-
ions on 9 March, ) (TS) Rpt, JIC to JCS, "IntelligenTe
St tes on the Situation in Iran," 1 Mar 51, Encl to
JCS 1924/51, 1 Mar 51, same file.

19. (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Mar 51 (derived
from JCS 1714/17), same file. (TS} NSC Action No. 451,

TH.
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(U) The tempo of events in Iran suddenly'accelerated.
General Razmara was assassinated on 7 March 1951; pr.
Mossadegh assumed the Premiership; and nationalization was
promulgated on 2 May. Thereafter, the focal point of
crisis centered on br. Mossadegh, who now roused popular
emotions to fever pitch.20

(U) The British, as was to be expected, reacted with
considerable concern, feéfing that acquiesence in the
nationaiization could jeopardize all their overseas
investments, Accordingly, Britain reinforced its Middle
Eastern garrisons and dispatched warships to Abadan, the
site of the Anglo-Iranian refinery. The United States,
however, opposed the use of force to rgﬁolve the matter,
and Secretary of State Acheson advised the British Ambas-
sador in Washington on 17 May 1951 that the United States
could suppoft @ resort to force only under one of the
following conditions: Iranian Government invitation;
Soviet military intervention; a communist coup in Tehran;
.Or evacuation of endangered British nationals. A wide
Anglo-American pPolicy cleavage now ensued.zl
- Lpdf Since the inadequacies of NSC 107 now were mani-

fest, the NSC Staff circulated a revised policy paper {NSC

107/1) on 6 June 1951. fThe immediate situation in Iran,.
{ according to this Statement, made that counffy's loss to
! the free world through internal communist uprising "a dis-
J lnct possibility." The United States should therefore
i {1) continue to extend political support, primarily to the
; as the only source of continuity of leadership; {Zj/

‘.accelerate and expand military, economic and technical
v

Mar 51, (TS) N/H of JCs 1714/16, 28 Mar 51, same file,
As the JCS wished, Mr. Truman ordered the State Lepartment
to submit monthly progress reports until conditions wefé]
further clarified.

20. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (196Y), pp.
503-504. . o

21. Ibid., p. S06.

21
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{E;sistance; and (3) attempt an early settlement of the

. e e

~HOR-SEERFF—

0il controversy, recognizing both the rights'of sover-
eign states and the importance of international con-
tractual relationships. Considerable attention was
devoted to contingency planning. If the central
government requested dispatch of British troops to
southern Iran in order to defeat a communist coup, the
United States should offer the United Kingdom full
political and perhaps military support. However, entry
of British troops without Iranian consent could only be
justified if necessary to save the lives of British
subjects::‘ Under any other circumstances, intervention
would sunder the free world, create chaos in Iran, and
possibly cause Tehran to reguest Soviet assistance.
Should the United Kingdom resort to military action
against US advice, therefore, "the situation would be
so critical that the pbsition of the United States

would have to be determined in the light of the situa- .

tion at that time."22

gmfr The Joint Strategic Survey Committee,'the
senior policy review element of the Joint'Staff,
adjudged NSC 107/1 acceptable as written. The Chief of
Naval Operations, Admiral Forrest Sherman, however,
felt the paper failed to reflect (1j growing petroleum
needs of NATO nations, (2) declining British ability to
provide military power and political leadership in the
Middle East, and (3) increasing US capabilities and
requirements in that area, He recommended several
revisions alohg these lines, but the Joint Chiefs of
Staff accepted only one, which stated that "increasing
US influence in the_Middle East" should be a governing
factor in the continuing policy review, Aftgr apgprov-

ing other editorial modifications, they ‘transmitteq .

comments to Secretary of Defense Robert Lovett on 19

June 1951, Eight days later, the National Security .

—

22. (TS) NSC 107/1, 6 Jun 51, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 3.
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Council slightly amended this ‘paper and then adopted it

as NSC 107/2; the final paper incorporated Admiral
Sherman's addition. On 28 June, President Truman:

accorded NSC 107/2 his approval.23
(U) Meanwhile, matters grew steadily worse. At-
tempting to adjudicate the controversy, the Inter-
national Court of Justice recommended reversion to the
status quo ante and joint British-Iranian operation of
the oil industry; Dr. Mossadegh categorically rejected
this ruling. Iran and the United Kingdom seemed on the
brink of hostilities; it was understood in Washington
that the British Chiefs of Staff had recommended, ana
the Attlee Government rejected, military interven-
tion.2% At this point, President Truman dispatchea
Ambassador Averell Harriman.to London agnd then to
Tehran to urge resumption of negotiations. Neither
side would make major concessions and, after initial
rogress, the talks collapsed later in August,.23
(Jo+* Secretary of State Acheson and British Foreign
Secretary Morrison discussed the Iranian situation
during a Washington Foreign Ministers’ Meeting 1in
September 1951, The United States still could not
support employment of British troéps in connection with
the oil controversy, except for the purpose of evacuat-

ing endangered nations, and no consensus was

achieved.26

, 23, (Té) Memo, SecDef to JCS, 7 Jun 51, Encl to
JCS 1714/20, 7.Jun 51; (TS) JCS 1714722, 18 Jun 51:
(TS) Memo, JCS to Secbhef, 19 Jun 51 (derived from Dec
On JCS 1714/21); (TS) Memo, ExecSecy to NSC, 28 Jun 51,
Encl to JCS 1714/23, 2 Jul 51; CCS 092 Iran {4-23-48)
se¢ 3,

24, (TS) Memo, Dep -USecState to ExecSecy, NSC, 6
Aug 51, Encl to JCS 1714/24, 13 Aug 51, same file,
sec 4.

25, Acheson, Present at. the Creation, pp.- - 507-509.

26, (TS) WFM B-2/2a, "Iran," 22 Aug 51, Encl to - -

JCS 1714/25, 24 Aug 51; (TS) WFM B-2/2b, "Iran," 24 Aug
51, Encl to JCS 1714/27, 29 Aug 51; CCS 092 Iran
14-23-48) sec 4. For DOD concurrence, see {(TS) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 29 Aug 51 (derived from JCS 1714/26);
{TS) Ltr, Sechef to SecState, 4 Sep 51, same file.
Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 510.
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(U) Unhappily, the Anglo-Iranian controversy esca-
lated further in the following weeks. 1Iran seized the
Abadan refinery and expelled British technicians.
Since the Iranians lacked technical skills needed to
operate the facility, Abadan ceased operation and Iran
lost its chief source of income. The British, mean-
while, reinforced their Persian Gulf squadron to 14
warships and filed a condeﬁnatory resolution in the UN
Security Council, In October 1951, Dr. Mossadegh
arrived in New York to plead his country's case before
the United Nations. Thinking that the opportunity for
an offer of "good offices" might arise, the Secretary
of Defense felt it would be fof the gge?test import-
ance” to possess an estimate of the increase in Soviet
military potential that would occur if Iran and her oil
fell under communist control. He therefore directed
the Joint Chiefs of Staff gquickly to survey this

question. '

) {(?%) Replying on 10 October, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff predicted the following consequences:

Economic--Probable eventual loss of
all Middle Eastern oil, creating a
possibly intolerable deficiency in
0il resources.

Political--Major threat of communist
domination during peacetime of Iragqg,
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and India.
Military--Prior development by the
USSR of bases, facilities and stock-
piles, greatly increasing the chances
of Soviet success in operations 'against
the Middle East and/or Pakistan~India.

If the Soviet Union achieved control of Iran during
peacetime, they contended, her power position "would be

so improved that, in all probability, an increase in .

the level of the military establishments of the Western
world would be requiredg." Under such circumstances,

=
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JORSEGRE—
the Joint Chiefs of Staff would be compelled.”immedijﬁﬁ
ately to re-examine their global strategy . . . "
Therefore, from a strictly military standpoint, preser-
vation of Iran's orientation toward the United States
and protection of the United Kingaom's general position
in the Middle East "now transcend in importance the
desirability of supporting British o0il interests in
Iran.” In reply to a specific Secretary of Defense
question about the effect of Soviet acquisition of!

Iranian oil resources, the Joint Chiefs of Staffi
predicted that such a development would enhance Soviet
capabilities and require "a longer effort® by the

Western powers to defeat the Soviet Union and its !

satellites.27 ' by

(B#7 The Administration did offer its "good offices“?
during Dr., Mossadegh's visit--but achieved nothing. |
When Winston Churchill succeeded Clement Attlee as
Prime Minister on 25 October 1951, British distaste for
Mossadegh did not abate. Early in November, Secretary:
Acheson gave the new British Foreign Secretary, Anthony
Eden, the substance of the JCS memorandum of 10 Octo-
ber. The British Chiefs of Staff promptly challenged.
the JCS conclusion regarding the accretion of war-
potential if the Soviets acquired Iranian oil. They
said that Soviet petroleum productionlalready was
sufficient for both civilian and military requirements,
that importation of Iranian oil would exceed Soviet
transport capacity, and that refineries and transport
would be highly vulnerable to air attack.28 In .

. /’—F—;

27. Memo, SecDef _to JCS, 8 Oct 51, Encl to

Jcs 1714/28, 8 Oct 51; (B#T Memo, JCS to Secbhef, 10 Oct

51 (derived fro ec On JCS 1714/29); CCS 092 Iray
Zi%-23-48) seg_ﬂ;:EY£athough'this memorandum was submit-

ted o the NSC, records do not indicate whether it was}"
actually considered by the Council. (TS) N/H of JCs
1714/29, 23 Cct 51, same file.

28. (T Ltr, BJSM to SJCS, 28 Nov 51, Encl to
JCS 1714/33, 30 Nov 71, same file, sec 5.
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further Acheson-Eden discussions, the Secrtary of
State argued that, if Dr. Mossadegh was not financially
supported, Iran would fall into chaos and communism.
The Foreign Secretary retorted that the Iranian economy
was too primitive and too flexible to collapse, and
contended that noncommunist alternatlves to Mossadegh
could be found.?2?

LPQT In succeeding months, the United States and
Britain remained divided on the question of Iran. 1In
anticipation of a meeting between President Truman and
Prime Minister Churchill, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
told the Secretary of Defense on 2 January 1952 that
the "military urgency" of the situation in Iran, with
its "explosive implications," was such :that the US
position should be expressed "in more concrete terms.”
Precision of expression, they believed, would avoid
possible pre-commitment to courses of action not
encompassed within NSC 107/2. In particular, US
opposition to the use of force by Britain should be
plainly stated. The President and Prime Minister met
on 5 January 1952 and continued their talks for several
days but, again, no agreement on Iran was reached.>0

~ (U) The United States continued to furnish Iran

with a marginal amount of economic aid. The World Bank
attempted to negotiate an o0il settlement but finally

failed. Iran itself remained relatively quiescent

until July 1952, when the Shah tried to appoint, a

a4 new Premier. At once, riots convulsed Tehran:

29, Enthony Eden,_ Full Circle (1960), p. 222.
30, [B#" TCT D-4/46, "Iran,” 30 Dec 51, Encl B to
JCS 1714/35, 31 Dec 51; (TS) Memo, JCS to Sechef, 2
Jan 52 (derived from JCS 1714/35); #*T N/H of JCS
1714/35, 16 Jan 52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 5. The

T i n i e e————— T

JCS Memorandum was transmitted informally prior to the ~

Truman~Churchill talks, Acheson, Present at the
Creation, pp. 599-600. For discussions on 8 and 9
January, see (JB®7 TCT Min-3, "Truman-Churchill Talks,®
9 Jan 52 and (T TCT Conv-10, ". . ., Iran," 11 Jan 52,
CCS 337 (4-19-50) sec 9.
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_,-/ :
fEupported by street mobs, Dr. Mossadegh remainead

{ supreme. Alarmed by these events, the United States

pressed the United Kingdom to accept "simple, tempor-
ary, and easily understood proposals to get oil flowing
to the British and funds flowing to Iran without
prejudice to the bargaining position of either side."
On 30 August, President Truman and Prime Minister
Churchill jointly proposed that, if Iran agreed to
refer all claims and counter-claims to the Inter-
national Court of Justice, the Anglo-Iranian 0il
Company would pay for and market oil stored at Abadan,
the United Kingdom would relax export restrictions, and
the United States would make an immediate grant of $10
million to the Iranian Government. Dr. Mossadegh
spurned this offer, presented 'extreme courterproposals,
and finally severed diplomatic relations with the
United Kingdom on 22 October 1952.31

(j!ﬂ As a corollary to its diplomatic efforts, the

Department of State asked what military courses of
action would be feasible in ihe event of a successful

communist coup. The Deputy Secretary of Defense !
requested a response from the Joint Chiefs of Staff.:
Cn 5 BSeptember, they replied that appropriate plansﬁ
were under preparation. However, they noted that, ;
since current global commitments precluded dispatch off
substantial US forces, intervention would require |
"political decisions of great import." This being so,:
they recommended that an all encompassing review of the °

situation be undertaken.32 ‘

&987 On 31 October 1952, the Joint‘éhiefs of Staff !
submitted "tentative conclusions" concerning feasible?
military responses to rebellion or invasion. Unless ®
{Hhcurrent deployments were to be upset, they. said, an

——

51, Acheson, _Present at the Creation, p. 680,

kichard P. Stebbins, The Uniteda States in World
Affairs, 1952 (1953), pp. 233-235. :

32. (@ Memo, DepSecDef to JCS, 28 Aug 52, Encl
to JCS 1714/40, 29 Aug 52; (BT Memo, JCS to SecDef, 5
Sep 52 (derived from JCS 1714/41); CCs 092 Iran
{4-23-48) sec 6, .
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appeal by Tehran for direct assistance could only be-
answered by} (1) conducting a show of force by perlodlc
aircraft flights over key centers and (2) providing the
loyal Iranian Army with logistical support. They then,
described various conditions under which US forces
] might be committed under conditions short of war. Ié
g overt communist aggression occurred, however, the J01nt
{ Chiefs of Staff warned that “the resultant sltuatlon;
would be not unlike that [which] we face in Korea'“

The Secretary of Defense passed this paper to Secretary

; Acheson and to the Director of Central Intelllgence.33_

(3#7 In their memorandum of 5 September, the Joint .
Chiefs of Staff expressed the view that NSC 107/2 had .

been overtaken by events. Accepting thi's conclusion, ’
the NSC staff now reexamined NSC 107/2. The Defense
member, Mr. Frank Nash, proposed two major modifica- '

tions. First, the United States should offer to extend .

"substantial immediate economic assistance" if 1Iran

provided reasonable assurances of satisfactory compen= .

sation to Anglo-Iranian. Essentially, this repeated

the joint proposal of 30 August.\ Second, in light of

"the failure of British policy," "declining UK capa-

bilities, and increasing American strength and influ- .

ence, "the United States should take action necessary -

to prevent Iran from falling to communism, even if

this involves acting independently of the UK and thiX:

risk of damaging our close relations with the UK."
Concomitantly, the United States also should be
preparea to take the military initiative in. support of
Iran. The Department of State submitted a much milder
revision, softening the first of Mr. Nash's proposals
and discarding the second. After lengthy discussions,

—

33. @7 Memo, JCS to SecDef, 31 Oct 52 (derived
from JCS 1714/42): gper Ltr, SecDef to Secstate, 10 Nov
52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7.

28

s




e .

. e -

~HoR-oEbRE

W

— *"\
the NSC Staff approved this State submission {no
rdesignated NSC 136) as "a short-term po_licy."34

QPST The Staff debate reflected opposing views
of the respective Department heads. While NSC 136 was

under preparation, the Secretaries of State and Defense
debated the efficacy of continued close US-DUK coopera-
tion. Writing to Mr. Acheson on 24 October, Secretary
Lovett contended that the rupture of diplomatic rela-
tions between London and Tehran "has brought us to the
end of the road we have been travelling.” [Eecause
British policy had failed, the United States must chart

. a new course:

The strategic necessities of the
situation, in my opinion, require that
we accept our responsibilities and act
promptly and, if necessary, independ-
ently of the British in an effort to
save Iran . . . . [This] will involve
the provision of immediate economic
assistance, and measures to help Iran
start up her o0il industry and secure
markets for her oil. It will also
involve additional political, economic
and. probably military commitments
+ « o« « The actions now open to us to
save Iran may appear painful, costly
and dangerous, but they involve, in my
judgment, only a small fraction of the
money, material, manpower and anguish
that will have to expended to hold
Iran by military action or to hold the
remainder of the Middle East if
Iran should be seiged and consolidated
by the Communists. >

MOn 4 November 1952, Secretary Acheson answered
that the objective on US policy "must be to save Iran
without unnecesgarily damaging our relations with the
United Kingdom;;:7'rhe British believed that extensive

concessions on their part had only encouraged Dr.

Lﬁgfssadegh to become increasingly unreasonable. In

34, UFF’ Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 1 Oct
52; CD?f Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 7 Oct 52;
same file, sec 6. . (Z# Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC
Staff, 5 Nov 52; NSC 136, 6 Neov 52, Encl B to JCS
1714/43, 23 Oct 52; same file, sec 7. :

35. (@t Ltr, Sechef to SecState, 24 Oct 52, CCS 092
Iran (4-23=-48) 590.1;,
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these circumstances, Mr. Acheson argued that[;nilateral |

and uncoordinated action could inflict "deep and

| lasting harm upon the Anglo-American alliance.p3

6 November 1952, NSC 136 generally reflected Secretary J

Acheson's philosophy. Replying to Mr. Lovett's request
for comment and recommendation, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff proposed addition of the following admonition:

"If for overriding political reasons it is founa

necessary for the United States to provide military
forces in this area, implementation will require either
a substantial augmentation of over-all US forces or a
reduction of present US military comtiments else-
where." Meeting on 19 November, the National Security
Council "noted" the JCS views and then, with slight
amendments, adopted NSC 136, On the following day,
President Truman directed its implementation under the
coordination of Secretary Acheson. Crucial paragraphs
of this paper read as follows:

3. It is now estimated that Communist j
forces probably will not gain control ;
of the Iranian Government during i
1953 nevertheless, . . . if present
trends continue unchecked, Iran could
be effectively lost to the free world
before an actual take-over of the
Iranian Government . . . .

4., If light of the present situation '
the United States should adopt and

pursue the following policies:

a. Continue to assist in every
practicable way to effect an early

and equitable 1liguidation of the
oil controversy.

- __
. Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 4 Nov 52, App to
JCS 1714/44, 12 Nov 52, CCS 092 Iran {(4-23-48) sec 7.
However, it should be noted that Present at the Crea-
tion is liberally sprinkled with pungent criticisms of
British obduracy.
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b. Be prepared to take the neces-
Sary measures to help Iran start dp
her o0il industry and to secure
markets for her oil , ., ., .

¢. Be prepared to provide prompt
United States budgetary aid to
Iran.

In carrying out the above, the United
States should (1) maintain full

consultation with the UK, (2) avoia
unnecessarily sacrificing legitimate
UK interests or unnecessarily impair-
ing US-UK relations, (3) not permit
the UK to veto any US actions whieh
the United States considers essen-
tial . . ., .

(P€% The new NSC policy statement also addressed the
possibility of a communist seizure of power in Iran.

To avoid such an eventuality, the United States would
exert all possible influence to keep Iran from falling
under communist control, assisting a noncommunist
government with military support if necessary. In this
regard, plans were to be prepared, in concert with
Britain and perhaps others, for specific measures to

meet such a development.37 e

(U) Thereafter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff proceeded
with preparation of the reguirea plans. Completed

during the following spring ese plans provided for

shows of force, using SAC aitcraft from Britain or

Nort frica, or carrier aircraft from the Mediterran-
| ean.?

. NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS 1714/43,
23 Oct 52, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. {(B&F NSC
136/1, 20 Nov 52, same.file, sec 8, (B8 Memo, JCS to
SecDef, "NSC 136 - The Present Situation in Iran," 18
Nov 52 (derived from JCS 1714/45), same file (adapteaq
from a somewhat stronger memo by GEN Collins). (BT

N/H of JCS 1714/43, 5 Dec 52, same file. BT NSC. -

Action No. 680, 19 Nov 52,

38. (U) JC5 1714/46, 6 Apr 53; JCS 1714/48, 16 Apr
53; Memo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Jun 53 (derived from JCS
1714/49); CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 8.
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UNCLASSIFIED

(U) Meanwhile, the Truman Administration mounted
a final diplomatic offensive during November-December
1352 to resolve the Iranian-British dispute. On 7
November, the President accepted Secretéry Achescon's
Flan to advance the Iranian Government up to $10¢
million against future oil deliveries. Also, he
approved a voluntary program under which US oil compan-
ies, 'either alone or in conjunction with the Anglo-
Iranian, would purchase and market Iranian oil. If Dr.
Mossadegh agreed to arbitrate compensation, therefore,
the United States immediately would extend assistance
and oil shipments would resume.39

(U) During the early months of 1953, Dr. Mossadegh
still refused any compromise.. President: Qwight Eisen-
hower, upon entry into office in January, continued
both technical and military assistance to Iran in hopes
of encouraging a British-Iranian settlement. Soon,
however, it was obvious that no settlement was possible
and, on 28 June 1953, President Eisenhower notified the
Iranian Premier that the United States would supply no
further aid or purchase Iranian 0i1.40

(U) Dr. Mossadegh's support within Iran came from
widely divergent groups, united only on the issues of
nationalization and elimination of British influence.
With the oil refineries idle and the resulting loss of
income and employment, Dr, Mossadegh's popular support
began to fall away in 1953. Moreover, although
fiercely anti-communist himself, the Premier relied
increasingly on the support of the communist Tudeh
Party. Simultaneously, he began to adopt more dic-
tatorial methods. In so doing, he brought about a
crisis and showdown with the Shah.41

39.  Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 681-685,.
40. Dept of State Bulletin, 20 Jul 53, pp. 74-=75,.
41, Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 68-69,
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(U} Early in August 1953, Dr. Mossadegh announced
his intention to dissolve the Majlis and held a refer-
endum to endorse this decision. The Shah responded by
dismissing Dr. Mossadegh and appointing General
Fazlollah Zahedi in his stead. Dr. Mossadegh defied
his order and announced the deposition .of the Shah.
Rioting erupted in Tehran and the Shah fled the
counfry. On 19 August 1953, after four days of
anarchy, General Zahedi rallied the Army behind the
Shah, arrested Dr. Mossadegh, and assumed the premier-
ship. Three days later, on 22 August, the Shah re-

. turned to Tehran to a tumultuous public welcome.%?2
gﬁﬂf JCS action during the crisis was restricted
to preparation of a list of forces that might be
dispatched to Iran or the Persian Gulf for peridds of
time ranging from a few days to two months. Subse-
quently, at JCS direction, CINCNELM readied a "U.S.
Joint Plan for Operations in the Middle East."} 71t
provided for US Air Force and Marine units from Europe
and the Mediterranean to seize and secure Abadan and
Tehran followed by the airlifting of ground.forces to
assist in the maintenance of law and order.iijg
{U) In subsequent years, a nqmber of accounts
! have indicated clandestine US encburagement, support,

and direction of the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh.

Official files, however, reveal no indication of JCS
44

"1 __involvement in these activities,
L 1

4Z, Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, p. 69.

43, (U} CM-20-53 to CSAF et al., 20 Aug 53;

¢ SM-1539-53 to JSPC, 21 Aug 53; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)

sec 9. (W) Dec On JCS 1714/55, 9 Dec 55, same file,

sec 10. {TS-NOFORN) CINCNELM OPLAN 207-54, 1 Feb 54,
same file, BP Pt 2. _ .

44. See Kermit Roosevelt, Countercoup, The Struggle. .
for the Control of Iran (1979). Roosevelt recounts a
meeting on 25 June 1953 where the Secretary of State
approved US support for an effort to overthrow
Mossadegh. Among those 1listed as attending were
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(U) With the removal of Dr. Mossadegh events in Iran
resumed an even keel. Accordingly, the United States
resumed economic and military assistance to 1Iran in
September 1953. Thereafter, on 5 December 1953,
Britain and Iran reestablished diplomatic relations and
the two countries resolved their oil dispute the
following summer, As provided in an agreement of 5
August 1954, an international consortium of us,
British, and Dutch companies would extract, refine, and
distribute Iranian oil with Iran receiving 50 percent
of all profits. In addition, compensation would be
paid to the Anglo-Iranian 0Oil Company. This ayreement,
which was to last for 25 years, was ratified by the
Majlis in October 1954.45 .

The Beginning of US Military Assistance to Iran

(U) In the period immediately after World War
II, the United States began to give military aid to

Iran. 1Initially, this support was for internal secur-
ity purposes, provided in the hope of improving Iranian
stability, As already mentioned,46 the Secretary of
State approved the first military assistance for Iran
in October 1946, deciding that the United States would
sell Iran $10 milllion worth of equipment. The
following year, the program was continued through an
agreement, signed on 20 June 1947, extending Iran

cecretary of Defense Charles Wilson 'and a military
aide, but no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.,
Roosevelt also reports a briefing to President Eisen-
hower after the successful completion of the operation
where Admiral Arthur Radford, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, was present. )
., For a further discussion of reports of US involve-
ment in the Mossadegh overthrow, see Rouhollah K.
Ramazani, Iran's Foreign Policy, 1941-1973 (1975), pp.
249-250, '
45, ©Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 706-71.
46. See above p. 17. ' :
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credit to purchase $25 million worth of surplus US
a_rms.47

(U) In 1949, the United States decided to continue
military aid to Iran and to place this assistance on a
grant basis, incorpbrating Iran into the newly consoli-
dated US military assistance program for FY 1950. The
Foreign Assistance Coordinating Committee, an interde-
partmental group that oversaw the preparation of the US
assistant program, placed Iran in the second of three
priority groups and proposed that it be granted "token"
military assistance, defined as aid sufficient to
insure the political orientation of the recipient
towards the United States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
reviewed the overall aid program in February 1949 and
found it "generally sound" without commenting on the
Iranian portion.48

(U) Several weeks later, however, on 14 March
1949, the Joint Chiefs of Staff did provide the Secre-
tary of Defense specific comments with respect to Iran.
They pointed out that Iran, because of its geograrhical
position, woulg be of strategic importance to the
United States in the event of war with the Soviet
Union, and that the United States should maintain
friendly relations with Iran, so as to stabilize the
Iranian Government as a means of preventing communist
encroachment. The long-range security objective of the
United States should therefore be to supply the Iranian
Army with such equipment and support "as would reason-
ably insure maintenance of internal security, a stabi-
lized government, and prevention of interference from

37. Editorial Note, Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1947, vol Vv, p. 916.

48. (U} FACCD-3/1, 7 Feb 49, App B to JCS 1868/57,
9 Feb 49; (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 21 Feb 49 (derived
from JCS 1868/59); CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 19. Prior to
this time, assistance programs to individual countries
and regions had been the subject of separate legisla-
tion: now all were to be consolidated into a single law.
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outside forces, other than direct invasion." © To this
end, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the appro-
Priation of $12.3 million for military assistance to
Iran, divided among the services as follows: Army, $10
million; Air Force, $2.3 million.49

(U) The PForeign Assistance Coordinating Committee
increased the amount for Iran to $15.2 ‘million in the
consolidated $1.45 billion 'aid program that was ap-~
proved by the fTruman Administration in April
1949. The Congress, however, reduced the overall
figure somewhat, and the final program included only
$27.6 million to be shared by Iran along with Korea and
the Philippines. Of that total, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommended an allocation of $10:4§ million for
Iran. The Administration, however, vraised this
figure to $11.7 million.>0

(U) Subsequently, on 23 May 1950, the United States
and Iran agreed that the United States would provide
Iran "on a grant basis" equipment, materials, and
services for security and self-defense purposes. Also
included was provision for US technical personnel in
iran to implement the terms of the agreement. Accord-
ingly, the United States established in 1950 the
Military Assistance Advisory Group {MAAG) Iran.
Besides the MAAG, there already existed in Iran,51
two small US military advisory elements--the US

49. (U) Memo, JCS to Secbef, 14 Mar 49 (derived
from JCS 1868/62), CCS 092 (8-22~46) sec 21.

50. (U) Memo, SpecAsst to Secbhef for MilAsst to DJS
et al., 27 Apr 49, Encl to JCS 1868/72, 29 Apr 49, CCS
092 (8-22-46) sec 21, (U) Memo, JCS to Sechef, 23 Sep
49 (derived from JCS 1868/111}), same file, sec 29.
Spec Msg to Congress, 25 Jul 49, Public Papers of the

Presidents of the United States, Harry S. Truman, 1045 -
(1964), pp. 395-400. PL 324 (The Mutual Defense

Assistance Act), 6 Oct 49, PL 430, 28 Oct 49. Defense
Security &Assistance RAgency (DSAA), "DSAA Fiscal Year
Series: 1Iran.,"

51. See p. 17.
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Military Mission with the Imperial Iranian Gendarmerie
(GENMISH), anda the US Military Mission to the Iranian
Army (ARMISR),>2

(U) The United States contihued to grant military
assistance to Iran on a modest scale during the
Mossadegh period, except for a three~-month period,
July-September 1953. In all, from 1 July 1951 through
30 June 1953, $66 million were programmed and equipment
valued at $42.4 million was actually delivered to the
Iranian armed forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff played
an impoftant role in the program, recommending both the
amount to be programmed and the way it was to be
spent.53

(U) President Truman, on 9 January 1950, had asked
the Congress to appropriate $1.1 billibp for military
assistance for FY 1951,. to be allocated among the NATO
countries, Greece, Turkéy, iran, Korea, and the Philip~
pines. Acting at the direction of the Secretary of
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the
amounts to be allocated to each country. They proposed
$11.5 million for Iran. After the outbreak of the
Korean War, however, the Congress acceded to the
President's request for a substantial increase in
military assistance funds. In the finally agproved
program, Iran received a much larger share, -amounting
to $25.5 million.>*

(U) During the period 1950-1952, Iran held a low
priority among MAP recipients. British and US military
Planners felt that they lacked the fprces to defend

o4. I UST 420. Lﬂf USSTRICOM/USAF, "DOD Advisory/
Support Study -~ Iran, n.d., Encl to Att to
JC5 2315/498-5, 1 Oct 71, JIMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 2.

53. (U) DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran."

54. (U) Public Papers, Truman, 1950, -pp. 59-60,

547, 564-566. (U} Memo, SecDef to CJCS and Chm, -

Munitions Brd, 30 Jan 50, Encl to JCS 2099, 31 Jan SO,
CCS 092 (B-22-46) sec 33. (U) Memo, JCS toc SecDef, 11
May 50 (derived from JCS 2099/6), same file, sec 36.
(U) Memo, Secbef te  CJcCs, 8 Jun 50, Encl to
JCS 2099/18, 10 Jun 50, same file, sec 39. (U) DSAn,
"DSAA Fiscal Year Series: 1Iran.”



UNCLASSIFIED

Iran, In case of general war, they hoped only to
hold an "Inner Ring" comprising Lebanon, Jordan, ana
Israel. Nonetheless, on 5 Februsry 1951, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff did recommend a modest increase in the
FY 1952 military assistance for Iran: $34.9 million, of
which $31.9 million was for the Army. These fundé were
primarily for maintaining existing equipment; only a
“limiped amount® of additional eqguipment was recom-
mended to "improve the efficiency of the Army and
Gendarmerie.” Ultimately, the Congress appropriated
372 million (as Title II of PL 249) for Greece,
Turkey, and Iran. Thereupon, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
"refined" these Title II funds, recommending an
allocation for Iran of $30.6 million (S28.2 million for
the Army and $2.4 million for the Air ¥orce). The
Secretary of Defense approved these recommendations on
13 February 1952, but subsequent revisions reduced the
final amount to $28.4 million.>2?

(U) JCS responsibility for preparing Military
Assistance programs was broadened under new proce-
dures adopted by the Department of Defense in August
1951. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were now to send
"program objectives" and "screening criteria" to
Military Advisory and Assistance Groups (MAAGS) as
guidance for preparing detailed "force bases" for their
respective countries. After approval by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, these force bases would be used
by the MAAGs to esiimate requirements. The MAAG
reéuirements, in turn, would allow the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to make recommendations to the Secretary of
Defense for allocating. funds among recipient countries.
He then would submit recommenaations to the Bureau of

. )} Memos, SecbhDef to JCS, 9 Nov 50, Encl to
JCS 2099/63, 10 Nov 50, CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 45;
SechDef to JCE, 27 Dec 50, Encl to JCS 2099/72, 27‘De?
50, same file, sec 47; JCS to Sechef, 5 Feb 51 {(derived
from JCS 2099/77), same file, sec 49. (U) Memo, JCS to
Secbef, 16 Jan 52 {(derived from JCS5 2099/158);
Memo, SecDef to JCS, 13 Feb 52, Encl to JCS 2099/171,

13 Feb 52, same file, sec 65. {U) PL 249, 31 Oct 51,
DSAA "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran."
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the Budget as the basis for the President's request to
the Congress for Military Assistance Appropriations.>®

(U) Under this program, the Joint Chiefs of staff
issued their "program objectives" on 4 September 1951.
Their expectations for Iran were very modest: "“Consis-
tent with Iran's ability to absorb it, accelerate and
expand military assistance provided such assistance
will "'help restore stability and increase internal
security." On’ 26 October 1951, they approved the
following force bases for Iran:

ﬂE@X N
infantry divisions
} mechanized combat command

Nav : [
5 gun boats

3 patrol craft

Air Force
1ghter-bomber squadrons (U/E 25 a/c)
1 reconnaissance squadron (U/E 20 a/c)
1 transport squadron (U/E 12 a/c)

Personnel Strength LT

ATy 127,000 - i
Navy 2,617 AR
Air Force 5,200

134,817°7

5967 Based on the above requirgmeﬁﬁs, the Joint
Chiefs Chiefs of Staff made FY 1953 MAP recommendations

for Iran on 1 February 1952. They sought $20 million

for the Iranian Army for maintenance, training, modest
amounts of new motor transport, and medical and signal
eguipment. They recommended $40 million for all the
Title II navies (Greece, Turkey, Iran, and Yugoslavia)
without breaking down the amount among the countries.

ear——

26, [UJ JCS 2099/115, 7 Jul 51; Dec On JCS 2099/115,
9 Jul 51; N/BH to JCS 2099/118, 6 Aug 51; CCS 092 '
(8~22-46) sec 56. -

57. (U} JCS 2099/121, 24 Aug 51, CCS 092 (8-22-46)
sec 57. (U) JCs 2099/154, 26 Oct 51, same file,
sec 64.
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They did the same for air forces, but reporfed split

views: The Air Force Chief of Staff favored $512.46
million; the other Chiefs recommended only $397.14
million. The Secretary of Defense decided in favor of

the majority, but later adjustments resulted in a final
DOD recommendation for Iran as follows:

Material o $21,185,898
Army (19,400,000)
Navy { 902,536)
Air Force ( 883,362)
Training 1,500,000
Total $22,685,6898-8

W) The Preident requested $606 million of the
Congress for the Near and Middle East withbut breakdown

by individual country; final

amounted only to $499 million.
Chiefs of Staff recommended
Defense approved an allocation

AT L Frs 1m e o g T .tk i = 1 4 ey

appropriations, however,
As a result, the Joint
and the Secretary of

for Iran of $21 million

o v

At e

{Army $19.2 million, Navy $.9
$.9 million). Subsequent
final program to $19.1 million.

and Air- Force
the

million,

adjustments

reduced
59 -

L

58, (U) Memo, JCS to Sechef, 1
from JCS 2099/169); (TS)

Feb 52 (derived
Memo, Sechef to JCS, 9 Feb 52,
Encl to JCS 2098/70, 11 Feb 52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec
67. ($# Memo, Secbef to JCS, 13 Mar 52, Encl to JCS
2099/180, 17 Mar 52, same file, sec 70.

59, (U) Special Message to Congress on the Mutual
Security Program, Public Papers, Truman, 1952-1953,
p. 182. (U) Digest of Appropriations, 1953, pp. 40-41.
{TS) Memo, DLDepSechef to JCS, 21 Jun 52,
2099/209, 25 Jun 52; (TS) N/H of JCS 2099/209, 10 Jul
52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 76. (U} Memo, JCS to SecDef,
18 Jul 52 (derived from JCS 2099/216); (U) N/H of JCS
2099/216, 29 Jul 52; same file, sec 77. DSAA, "DSAA
Fiscal Year Series: Iran."

Encl to JCS °
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2
BUILDING THE ANTI-SOVIET BARRIER
1953-1960

(U) Following the removal of Dr. Mossadegh, the
United States became even more committed to the main-
tenance of a stable and pro-Western Iran. Not only did
Iran’ possess grant quantities of oil needed by the
Western nations, but its strategic location had taken
on added significance in light of the US policy of
containment of the Soviet Union. Situated along the
northern rim of the Middle East, Iran was viewed as a
principal 1link in a barrier against Soviet expansion
into the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, According-
ly, from 1953 and throughout the remainder of the
1950s, the United States pursued several parallel
objectives with regard to Iran., These included
bringing Iran into a collective defense for the Middle
East, strengthening the Iranian armed forces, and
assuring internal order within the country.

CENTO: 1Iran and Collective Defense in the Middle East

(U} The return of a friendly government in Tehran
allowed the United States to give serious consideration

to the incorporation of Iran into a collective defense
arrangement in the Middle East. Such an idea was not
new., The Truman Administration had entertained the hope
of establishing a "Middle East Defense Crganization"
(MEDO), beginning with a framework of the United
States, Britain, France, and Turkey, into which other
Middle Eastern countries would be fitted. But politi-

cal instability in many of these countries, combined

with Arab hostility toward the Western powers because.

of their support of Israel, precluded any positive
steps toward a MEDO at that time.1

T—TUJ NSC 129/1, 24 Apr 52, CCS 092 Palestine
(5-3-46) BP pt 1. .
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(U) Soon after the Eisenhower Administration took
office, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles made a
three-week tour of the Middle East., Upon his return,
he gave a public report in a television address on 1
June 1953. It was "high time," he said that the
United States paid greater attention to that area of
the yorld. On the subject of collective defense,
Secretary Dulles made the following remarks:

A Middle East Defense Organization is
a future rather than an immediate possi-

bility. Many of the Arab League countries
are so engrossed with their quarrels with
Israel or with Great Britain or France
that they pay little heed to the menace of
Soviet communism. However, there is more
concern where the Soviet Union ié ‘'near.

In general, the northern tiar of nations
shows awareness of the danger.

The Secretary did not indicate what nations he
regarded as the "northern tier," but in a report to
the National Security Council, he identified them as
Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey.3

(U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh, the
NSC Planning Board4 prepared a new policy statement
(NSC 175) toward Iran in December 1953. Among other
things, the Planning Board foresaw that Iran might
be willing to enter into a regional defense arrange-
ment within a vear or two if the oil controversy were
settled soon and a pro-Western government continued
in power,. A "long-range program" of improving Iran's
armed forces was recommended, "related to the prog-
ress made toward effective regional defense plans.”

Z. Dept of State Bulletin, 15 Jun 53, pp. 831-835,

3. (BT NSC Action No, 80T, 1 Jun 53, .

4, During the Eisenhower Administration, this
Board prepared studies and policy recommendations for
consideration by the National Security Council.
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(U) In an appended staff study, the Planning Board
discussed Iran's security and other problems facing
the country. It was noted that Iran constituted a
"blocking position®™ from which to oppose any Soviet
move toward Turkey, Pakistan, the Persian Gulf, or the
Suez Canal, and that it would provide valuable bases
for attacks against the Soviet Union in case of
war. The Board cited the judgment of the US Ambassador
in Tehran that cooperation of Iran and Iraq in regional
defense would depend upon the receipt of "firm commit-

ments" from the United States to supply military
. 5

: Lﬁﬂr'The Joint Chiefs of Staff considered NSC 17%

acceptable subject to several changes.' « They pointed
out that the authors of the study had underemphasized
the difficulty involved in defending Iran. That
nation's own forces were not strong enough alone to
block a Soviet move against Turkey or Pakistan, and the
mountainous terrain and lack of communications in the
Middle East would make it extremely difficult to
support Iran. As for the prospects for regional
association, political and religious differences might
make it difficult for Turkey, Pakistan, and Iran to
cooperate, while Irag would probably maintain a posi-

ticn of "benevolent neutrality." Turkey's commitments
to NATO, moreover, would inhibit the diversion of her
6

forces to assist Iran.

(@7 The National Security Council approved NSC 175§
on 30 December 1953 with minor changes; including most
of those recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The

__Council instructed the Joint Chiefs of staff, however,

+
N

i

}
—

5. T(UJ NSC 175, 21 Dec 53, CCS 091 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 11.

6. (T5) Memo, JCS to Secbef, 29 Dec 53 (derived from
JCS 1714/57), CCS 092 Iran {(4-23-48) sec 11.
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to reconsider their comments on the difficulties of
regional defense cooperation, apparently believing them
somewhat exaggerated. Following approval by the
President, NSC 175 was issued in January as NSC 5402.7
Z:EJHHP Meantime, during the fall of 1953, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff had addressed the issues of a Strategic
concept for the Middle East and regional security
arrangements for that area. With regard to the former,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff examined three possible
siekategies: _

1. To defend along the high ground in northwestern
1 from a point on the Turkish-Iranian border just
north of Lake Urmia eastward along the southern shore
of the Caspian Sea (the Elburz Mountains) ) then curving
southward to the Great.Salt Desert in north Central
Iran., This was the northernmost line of defense that
could be considered practicable.

2. To defend along the line of the Zagros Mountzins,
extending from a point near the junction of Turkey,
Iraq, and Iran to the head of the Persian Gulf. This
line constituted the southernmost natural boundary that

would provide protection for all the Middle EFastern oil
region.

[

3. To concentrate forces around Mosul-Kirkuk,
Baghdad, and Basra, maximizing the enemy's difficulties

in crossing the Zagros Mountains by ground delaving

— .

action and air interdiction, and undertaking mobile
operations to destroy Soviet forces debouching into the
Tigris-Euphrates valley.

(327 The Joint Chiefs of sStaff considered the
second concept, the Zagros line, the best. They
favored retention of the third as a possible alterna-
tive, but rejected the first as unfeasible because of

e

-

7. NSC Action No., 998, 30 LCec 53. (
NSC 5402, 2 Jan 54, CCS 092 Iran {4-23-48) sec 11.
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litical complications and the difficulties of p
iding 1logistic support.,

-

ro-
The Joint Chiefs of Staff

estimated force requirements for the second concept at
four divisions and 1,100 aircraft on D-day, rising to
10 divisions and 1,250 aircraft by D+60 days. Naval
requirements were one destroyer squadron, 20 escort

vessels, 25 minesweepers, one antisubmarine patrol

squadron, and various auxiliaries. Before making

final recommendation on this matter, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff wanted further study, including the views of

the concerned commanders on the indigenous military

potential of the Middle East and the cost to the United

States of developing the forces of the countries of
that region.8 ] - 'y

uﬂfr With regard to regional security arrangements,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff told the Secretary of Defense
on 13 November 1953 that “the time might be propitious"
for encouraging an association among Turkey, Iragq,

Iran, and Pakistan. Such an arrangement,

they con-
tinued,

would wvisualize an association of
indigenous forces under an indigenocus
command advantageously located with
relation to the current threat. It
would also provide for the evolution-
ary growth of a defense organization
which could logically develop in time

to include other Middle East coun-
tries., . . .9

Y:QPST'After receipt of the views of both CINCNELM and
USCINCEUR, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved on 6

b

. JCS 1887/70, 3 Oct 53, CCS 381 EMMEA
{(11-19-47) BP pt 1tA. ( SM-1765-53 to CINCNELM, 2

hov 53; SM-1767-53 to JSPC, 2 Nov 53; same file, sec
le.

5. Memo, JCS to Secbhef, 14 Nov 53 (derived
from JCS 1887/73), same file, sec 17.
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ril 1953 the Zagros line defense concepﬁ for the

ddle East. ‘They then approached the British Chiefs
of Staff on this matter in June 1954, proposing com-
bined US-British-Turkish discussion to determine a
concept of operations, to include force estimates, for
this defense line.lg:]

Uﬂﬂ' Another encouraging development took placé‘
in December 1954, when the Shah paid a state visit to
President Eisenhower. On this occasion, the Shah
announced that Iran had decided to abandon its tradi-
tional neutrality and to cooperate with the nations of
the free world. US officials replied by expressing a
hope that Iran would join Turkey, Pakistap, and Iraq in
a defense association,Igbd by promising to assist in
the defense of the Zagros line.11

(BB Following the Shah's visit, the NSC Planning
Board drew up a revised statement of policy toward Iran
that was approved by the President and the Council in
January 1955 (NSC 5504). This paper recommended that
the United States assist in developing Iran's armed
forces to enable them to "make a useful contribution to
Middle East defense"--an objective that would admittedly
"require a 1long-term program involving U.S. expendi-
tures substantially in excess of present levels." The
Joint Chiefs of Staff had endorsed NSC 5504, but had
warned that any increase in the Iranian program must be
carefully weighed against other claims for the limited

funds available and should await '"a more careful

TU. (L& JCS 1887/75, 18 Mar 54; Dec On JCS 1887/75
6 Apr 54; CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 17. (

EM~571-54 to EBCOS, 21 Jun 54 (derived from
JCS 1887/80), same file, sec 18.

11. QTST NSC 5504, 15 Jan 55, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)

sec 15.
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definition of Iran's military‘role pending deﬁelopment;hT
in Middle East regional security arr:—.mgemra-nts.12
(&S In April 1954, military representatives of
the United States, Britain, and Turkey had begun
meeting in London to draw up a defense concept for the
Middle East. JCS guidance for the US representative
encompassed the Zagros line strategy discussed above.
The Joint Chiefs of staff did not . contemplate "sta-
tioning or committing any significant U.S. rces in
defense of the Middle East at this time,"} but they
assumed that nuclear weapons would
the Zagros passes to the SOVietS.13”
(et Thé'tripartite military ¥epresentatives met
for many months and, on 22 February 1955, issued their
report. They concluded that the Middle East countries
could provide the ground forces heeded to defend the

available to deny

Zagros line, but would regquire outside assistance to
bring them up to the necessary readiness as well as air
and naval s‘upport.@\e representatives assumed the use
of nuclear weapons bysboth sides. The most important
military action that could be taken, they believéd,
would be to deploy to the area a small, highly mobile

air force with nuclear weapons immediately_available.
The tripartite planners also sSet out in detail "¥&
forces required, finding a deficit in those currently
available in the area.'? __J'

L

TZ.—Tbid. (P Memo, JCS to Secbef, 7 Jan 55
{derived from JCS 1714/78), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 15,

13, (@7 JCcs 1887/75, 18 Mar 54, CCS 381 EMMEA
(11-19-47) sec 18. (Pp#F SM-997-54 to CINCNELM, 17 Nov
54 (derivea from JCS 1687/93), same file, sec 15,

14, (@) Rpt, Dep Cnief of Turkish Staff, Vice Chief
of UK Air Staff, and CINCNELM, "Combined Turkey-UK-US
Middle East Defense Study," 22 Feb 55, CCS 381 EMMERA
(11-19-47) BP pt 2.
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(U) On 24 February 1955, just two days after the
US, British, and Turkish military planners had com=

pleted their report, Turkey and Iraq signed a Pact of
Mutual Cooperation in Baghadad, establishing an organi-
zation for collective defense in the Middle East under
the northern tier concept. This "Baghdad Pact® commit-
ted the contracting parties to ‘“"cooperate for their
security and defénse." Detailed means for this cooper-
ation remained tc be workeda out later, The Pact was
open to acession by other interested states and it
providea for the establishment of a permanent council
at the ministerial level when "at least four Powers"
had become members. Three other adherences followed
shortly: British accession was deposiéed on 5 April,
Pakistan followed on 23 September, and on 25 OQOctober
the Shah signed the Pact, authorizing Iranian member-
ship.13 _ )
*“H‘jﬂf'The Joint Chiefs of Staff supported and urged
US adherence to the Baghdad Pact. In their considera-

v

tion of this matter, they observed that Iran's contri-

bution could be strengthened by increasing US support
to the Iranian forces, The advice of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff was not accepted, and on 11 July 1955, the

Under Secretary of State recommencded to President
Eisenhower against accession to the Pact. As the

pee e e

reason, the Under Secretary cited the adverse affect on
"our influence ‘in bringing about a reduction in Arab-
Israeli tensions." The Under Secretary of State did
recommend that the United States establish close
liaison with the Pact organization in order to coorai-

nate US plans and aid programs with those of the member

T5. {UJ Paul E. Zinner {(ed.), Dbocuments on Amé;ican
Foreign Relations, 1955 (1956), pp. 342-344. Hollis Ww.
Barber, The United States in ‘world Affairs, 1955
{1957), pp. 154-155.
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states, He also recommended increased US military
assistance as an inducement to Iran, which, at this
point, had not yet joined the Pact.16

UBHP The President accepted the advice of the
Under Secretary of State, and the United States did not
accede to the Baghdad Pact. At JCS recommendation,
however, the US Army Attache in Irag was designated as
the US military observer with the Baghdad Pact organi-
zation.17

(TS) The signatories of the Fact held their first
meeting in Baéhdad on 21-22 November 1955, There they
established a formal organization, including a council
at the ministerial level with permanent deputies of
ambassadorial rank, a secretariat, and teconomic and
military committees. A counter-subversion committee
was added later. Thereafter planning proceeded on the
definition of the threat to the Pact area and on a
defense concept. {/The latter called for holding the
mountain barrier made up of the Elburz and Hindu Kush
ranges extending across northern Iran from Turkey to
Afghanistan--a line that would provide maximum security
to the region by containing the potential enemy within
his own territory and denying him access to allied air
bases, o0il areas, and lines of communication. The
Iranian delegate took the lead in advocating defense
along the Elburz range, a position that was politically

16. LBB? Memo, JCS to Sechef, 16 Jun 55 (derived
from JCS 1887/104), <CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 2t.
Memo, USecState to Pres, 11 Jul 55, App A to JCS
887/108, 19 Jul 55; Memo, Dep ASD{ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul
55, Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55; same file, sec
22.

17. (347 Memo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul S5,

Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55, CCS 381 EMMEA
{11-19-47) sec 22, (U) Memo, JCS to SecDhef, 30 Sep 55

(derived from JCS 1887/117); N/H of JCS 1887/117, 2 Nov
55; same file, sec 23. '
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Eprerative for him in view of the fact that the Elburz

provided the only strong natural barrier from ich to
defend Iranian territory. The Elburz concept,\while
politically essential to Iran and preferred by“Pakistan,
represented a much more ambitious undertaking than the
Zagros defense concept approved earlier by the US,
British, and Turkey military r:e}';resenta'ttives.1§:l

(@#T During 1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff made
several further formal recommendations to the Secretary
of Defense for US adherence to the Baghdad Pact, but no
such action resulted. Nonetheless, the United States
did take various actions to increase cooperation with
the Pact organization. With Secretary of Defense
approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed in March
1956 to comment on studies prepared by the Military
Committee. Then, in April 1956, a permanent US mili-
tary liaison office with the Pact was established and,
a month later, the US military observer to the Pact was
authorized to express US views on Middle East defense
matters on an informal basis. In addition, the United

States began to participate in the Economic and Counter-
19

subversion Committees, P

T

T8. {UT "Communique," Baghdad Pact Council Mkeeting,
22 Nov 55, Dept of State Bulletin, 2 Jan 56, pp. 16+18,
{T8) US Army Attache, Iraq, "Cbservations and Impres-
sions of the First Meeting, Council of the Baghdad Fact
Military Deputies' Committee, 21-28 January 1956," 6
Feb 56, CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 27.

19, (@™ Memo, JCS to SechDef, 4 Jan 56 (derived
from JCS 1887/135), CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 25.
(U) Memo, JCS to Secbef, Encl to JCS 1887/156, 23 Mar
56, same file, sec 28. (@™ Memo, JCS to Sechef, 30
Nov 56 (derived from JCS 1887/313), same file,
sec 51, (U) Dec On JCS 1887/14%, 3 Mar 56; (U)
Msg, JCS 998294 to USARMA Irag, 3 Mar 56 (derived from

JCS 1887/149); same file, sec 27. %) JCS 1887/167, 5 -

Apr 56, same file, sec 29. (3 Memo, JCS to
CINCNELM, 11 Apr 56 (derived from JCS 1887/167),
same file, sec 30. (U) SM-428-56to USARMA Irag, 24 May
56 (derived from JCS 1887/184); N/H of JCS 1887/184, 28

May 56; same file, sec 34. Richard P. Stebbins, United

States in World Affairs, 1956 (1957), pp. 94-95.
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‘-*(M Following the Suez crisis in the fall of 1956,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff again urged US adherence to the
Baghdad Pact. They were concerned with the power vacuum
resulting from the failure of EBritain and France to
overturn Gamal Abdel Nasser'S seizure of the Canal as well
as the growing Egyptian influence in the Middle East,
which had full Soviet backing. They told the Secretary of
Defense on 30 November 1957 that "continuation of the
Baghdad Pact as a regional defense organization against
Soviet aggression in the Middle East is vital to the
security of this area and to the attainment of U.S.
military objectives." Joining the Pact, they believed,
would provide the United States with an opportunity to

establish a military position in the arda if it =hould be
20

(U) President Eisenhower recognized the gravity of
the situation, but preferred other measures to adherence
to the Baghdad Pact. Eis policy, which became known as
the Eisenhower Doctrine, was presented to the Congress on
5 January 1957, in the form of a request for a joint
resolution authorizing him to offer military aid to any
country in the Middle East requesting it. The objective
was to helgp those countries maintain their independence
from communist domination. President Eisenhower also
requested authority to use US armed forces as he deemed
necessary to protect the territorial integrity and politi-
cal indepencdence of any Middle Eastern state. requesting
help when faced with overt armed aggression from a country
cocntrolled by international communism. The Congress
granted the President's request by a joint resolution
which the Fresident signed on 9 March 1957.21

Memo, JCS to SechDef, 30 Nov 56 (derivea from
JCSs 1887/513), CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 51,

21, (U) Public Papers of the Fresidents, bwight D.
Eisenhower, 1937 (1958), pp. 6-16. Richard P Stebbins,
The United States in world Rffairs, -1957 {1958y,
Fo. 154-155.
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(U) Even though the United States did not joln the
Baghdad Pact, it continued to look to this collective
security arrangement to provide stability in the Middle
East. To this end, the United States strengthened its
cooperation with the Pact, becoming a member of its
Military Committee in June 1957. Since the Joint
Chiefs of Staff reviewed the studies of the Committee,
this action, in fact, only made formal what was already
occurring on an informal basis.22

(U) The US hope that the Baghdad Pact would prove a
stablilizing influence in the Middle East received a
severe setback in 1958. Cn 14 July, a leftist revolu-
tion in Irag overthrew the pro-western monarchy and
substituted a new “kepublican Government.® This new
regime subsequently disassociated Iraq from the Pact,
which then moved its headguarters to Turkey and became
known as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) .
Although Turkey and Iran formed a continuous block
along the Soviet border, the withdrawal of Irag from
the organization weakened the northern tier aefense,
and the susceptibility of the Iragi Government to
anti-Western influences exposed both Iran and Turkey to
possible danger from the rear.?3

{U) To bolster support for CENTC and enhance the
security of the Middle East, the United States signea
bilateral agreements in 1959 with three CENTO members,
Iran, Turkey, ana Pakistan. In the Agreement of
Cooperation, signed on 5 March 1959, the United States
and Iran undertook to cooperate for their security and
aefense in the intérest of worla peace. The Agreement
provided that: "In case of aggression against

227 (0] "Communigue,” Baghdad Pact Council heeting,
6 Jun 57, in Paul E. Zinner (ed.), Documents on Ameri-

can Foreign kelations, 14957 (1958), vpp. 253-257. °

23. (U} Richard P. Stebbins, The Unitea States in
worla aAffairs, 1958 (1959), pp. 201-203. Richara F.
Stebbins, The United States in Wworld Affairs, 1959
(1960}, p. 230. Smith et al., Area Banabook, Iran,
p. 71, ,
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Iran . . . the United States of America, in accordance
with the Constitution of the United States of America,
will take such appropriate action, including the use of
armed forces, as may be mutually agreed upon . . . "
The United States also promised to continue both
economic and military assistance, and Iran, for its
par;, pledged to use this aid for the purposes in-

tended, preservation of its independence ana
integrity.24
Beginning to Build: Iran's Armed Forces, 1955-1960

i gaf'ﬁb play their assigned role in defense of
: the Baghdad Fact area, Iran's armed forces would have

' to be improved through training and gcquisition of
: i

! necessary equipment, The US Military Assistance
Program {MAP) was the primary means by which these

improvements were sought. Removal of Dr. Mossadegh from %
power and the increasing assumption of control over %
Ivran's affairs by the Shah provided an opportunity for %
US military aid to bring about improvements in Iran's i
armed forces. As early as May 1954, the Joint Chiefs |
of staff expressed confidence in the results expecteqd
of MAP by recommending a broadening of military objec- f
tives for Iran, which the Secretary of Defense ap- ;
proved, to include provision of "some resistance {
w25

o_external aggression. —_—
(U) Seeking to accelerate progress towards this
goal, EBErigadier General Robert A. McClure, UB5A, Chief
of the MAAG in Iran, proposed on 2 September 1954 a
three-year program for giving the Iranian armed forces
aefensive capabilities at a cost of $360 million. The

Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with the neea for such a

23, [UJ 10 UsT 314. -

25. uﬂf Memo, JCS to Sechef, 19 May 54 (derived,
from JCS 2099/374), CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 111, {3)
Memo Secbhef to JCS, 15 Jul 54, Encl to JCS 2099/398, 21
Jul 54, same file, sec 113. o
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build-up, but they doubted the ability of Iran's armed
forces to absorb such a large increase in equipment so
fast, They also feared similar c¢laims for increased
aid from neighboring Middle Eastern countries. Accord-
ingly they opposed large increases in military grant
aid, a position that was upheld by the Administration.

(U) General McClure also proposec, and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff approved, a change in the force bhasis
of the Iranian Army in order to make it conform more
nearly to the actual organization. The new force basis
consisted of 8 light infantry divisions, 4 1light
armored divisions, ana 5 independent infantry brigades.
To make the switch to thg new o:gapization would
require the activation of one infantry bfigade and the
conversion of one division from infantry to armored.
Provision of Patton tanks for one armored battalion
would be required.26 _ -

@™ noting under the stimulus of General McClure';“I
proposal, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered a reexam-
ination of interim military objectives for Iran. ' As a
result, on 3 October 1955, the. Joint Chiefs of Staff
accepted the conclusion that the Zagros line must be

held indefinitely if the United States was to attain
its military objectives in the Middle East., However,
texisting Iranian forces would not hold the line against
Soviet attack for more than a month; they could pgrob-
ably never be sufficiently strengthened to hola indefi-
nitely. An appropriate interim objective would be to
hold the key passes for six months with outside
operational and logistical help. To attain this
—Eipability would reqﬁire expenditures of approximately

———

76. {U) Memo, CHMAAG, Iran to ACCS G-3, DA, 2 Sep'-
54, Encl to JCS 1714/67; (U) Memo, JCS to Secbhef, 24
Sep 54 (derived from JCS 1714/68); CCS 092 Iran
(4-23-48) sec 13. (@ N/H of JCS 1714/80, 27 Apr 55,
same file, sec 16.
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‘ $191.8 million for military training ane egquigpment
- during the period FY 1955-1958,%/

(TS) Aaherence of Iran to the Eaghcad Fact, however,
led the Joint Chiefs of Staff to adopt a more opti-
mistic view of Middle East cefense. On 12 July 1956
they told the Secretary of Defense that they consiaerea
the Elburz Mountain line along Iran's northern border
to be a "sound goal on which to base long-range plan-
ning for force requirements."§| Cefense along this line
became a practical goal because “the effects of U.S.
atomic operations." The “general order of magnitude”
of forces required to defend the Elburz line was {in
U.S. equivalents) 7 infantry and 3 armored divisions, 6
medium surface~to-surface missile‘batﬂalions,_ﬁ atomic
demolition teams, 3 fighter and fight -bomter wings
and miscellaneous light naval vessels,?8

Lﬁf’A few aays later, Major General J.F.R. Seitz,
USA, Chief of US AKMISH/MAAG, recommenced a program for
preparing the Iranian forces for a role in Eaghcaa Pact
defense, Bis defensive concept, while calling for a
stand on foreward positions, aiffered in significant
details from the JCS concept.t:}nstead of a detense all
along the Elburz Mountains, CGeneral Seitz callea tor
rolding only the westernmecst sector lying 1in the
Erevince of Azérbaijan, backea up by a second force

holding the northerr passes in the Zagros MNountains

leading to Iraq.
The Irenian armed forces, however, az cres-

ently organized, eguipped anc deploveu naa onlw a

s

very limited capability for defense acainst Zoviet

L

77, (M_Me:r.c-, JC& to SecLet, 3 ¢
trom JCS 1714/82), CCS 092 Iran (4&-

.28, (28 memo, JCS to Sechef, 12 Jul
from JCs& ige7/s220), CC8 381 CEA
sec 39,




attack. To rectify this condition, General Seitz

!
!
!
|
|
|

recommenced a reorganization of the Army into 12
infantry divisions, of which 6 would be at half
strength, ana 5 reduced-strength indepenaent brigades.
Tanks of the 4 existing light armored brigades woula be
distributed among the infantry aivisions, thereby
enhancing their defensive- capabilities. Three full-
strength divisions would man the forward line, three

would deploy on the secondary Zagros position, while

s arn T s e

the understrength divisions and the independent bri-
gades would be stationed throughout the country to
maintain internal order. In case of invasion, they
would withdraw into the Zagros to reinforce its de-
fenses.29 , E
ua!r The Joint Chiefs of Staff found this reorgani- |
zation plan acceptable both operationally and as a
basis for future programming of military assistance

funds for Iran. ‘:?hey reserved judgment, however, on

accord with their own concept for defending the Elburz

" line. They recommended, and the Secretary of Lefense

|
;

;

the defensive concept, which was, of course, not in i
|
i

approved, adoption of General Seitz's program as the
major combat force objectives for the Iranian Army.30 ;

(TS} The concept of defending the Elburz line, 5
at least initially, gained official approval at the
highest levels of the US Government a year later,
when the President, on 9 Rugust 1957, approved NSC

5703/1. It called for the United States to provide Iran

b Lgépable, with outside air and logistic support, of

the military assistance to maintain armea forcesf

29 w; [Memo, USARMISH/MAAG Iran to ‘USCINCEUR,
"Force Base Program for Iran," 24 Jul 56, Encl to JCS --
1714/91, 29 Aug 56, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 18.

30. (3T Memo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Sep 56 (aeriveaq
from JCS 1714/92); (@€ K/E of JCS 1714/92, 4 Oct 56;
CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 18,
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~fighting delaying actions initially from positions in
northern Iran against Soviet forces."3
(U) Programs for military aid to Iran showed a
marked increase during these years: $10.8 million in
FY 1955; $21.2 million in FY 19%6; and $75.3 million in
FY 1957. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked to
comﬁent on these programs, but since their response
was addressed tc the Middle East area as a whole,
their views on the level of funding for the Iranian
program cannot be determined.32
T (B#T At first, the Shah had acguiesced in tE;T
levels of military aid offered his government by ﬁhe
United States and in the plans developed by USARMISI/
MAAG for the forces to be supported by.it. But when
the Baghdad Pact Cdeined Military Planning Staff
produced a plan calling for 16 full-strength divisicns
for the defense of Iran, the Iranian monarch insisted
that he must have armed forces of this magnitudge in
order to fulfill his treaty obligations. To show its
continued interest in the area, the United States in
January 19538 offered additional military assistance in 3
the amount of $14 million.

(267 The Shah, however, continuea to press for

even larger amounts of aid. he schedulgd'a trip to ,
Wwashington in order to argue his case in person. The g
Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a position paper preparatory _
to this visit, opposed an ilncrease in military assist- |
ance for Iran on military grounds. They recommendea
that, if an offer of military equipmént became polit-

ically desirable to bolster the ©Shah's morale,

o

IT#T NSC 5703/1, 9 Aug 57, CCS 092 Iran
(4-23-48) sec 19, -

32. LSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran."




deliveries of materiel already programmed be speeded

up. 33

_ Uﬁf?&@sident Eisenhower met with the Shah on ET
july 1958, No increase in military aid to Iran re-
“sulted from the discussion. Two weeks later, however,
the overthrow of the monarchy in Irag by leftist forces
changed the strategic balance in the Middle East. As a
result, President Eilsenhower called General Nathan §.
Twiﬁing, USAF, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, to the White House and asked him what coula be
done to "strengthen the military position of Iran and
Turkey." General Twining repliec¢ that the Iranian ;
forces were supplied almost entirely with US equipment
and that deliveries, scheduled to keep pace with Iran's
ability to absorb the equipment, hadq not met all
requirements. He gave the President a list of these
equipment deficiencies, from which certain items were

; were referred back to the Department of Defense for
- further study., One option offered by General Twining,

strength, was rejectea because of the cost and the time
reguired to accomplish it, The major items to be

selected for priority delivery, while the remaining

to bring the six -.undermanned Iranian divisions to £full

P L e

supplied included 272 M-47 tanks, 58 artillery pieces,
+ 1,359 trucks, and two small naval vessels. Military
‘ assistance for the following years ($95.5 million in FY
1958, $72.4 million in FY 1959) reflected these steppea
?up deliveries. Significantly, the figure for FY 1959
incluged for the first time, sales in the amount of |
1
i $94,000.34 ?
L —
33, ) memo, JCS to Sechef, 9 Jun 58 (derived
from JC 1714/100), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 21,
34, (A memo, Spechsst to CJICS to CJICS, 16 Jul
58, Encl®to JCS 1887/477, same date; (J@F JCS 1887/478,
22 Jul 58; CCS 381 (6-23-47) sec 6. DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal,
Year Series: Iran."
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gﬂf’ln 1956, the United States considersd sugplying
1ren with nuclear capable battlefieicd weapons. Follow-
ing a trip to the CENTO states, the chief of staff of
the Army, General Maxwell D. Taylor, had requested the
Joint Chiefs of staff on 28 nhay 1954 to consider
delivery of an HONEST joHN battalion to Iran with the
nuclear components of the weapon system stored in

acceptable sites outsiae of the country. The Joint
chiefs of staff, however, deferred to an evaluation of
the political feasibility of this proposal, and the.
pepartment of State decided in August 1958 that provi-
sion of these weapons at Fhat time woula be politically

aisadvantageous. The Department feared ap adverse

effect on nearby countries, Moreover, it doubted that
US assurances of rapid delivery of the nuclear war-
heads in case of emergency would convince the shah that
grovision of this weapon system would congjgrute a net
increase in Iran's aefensive capability.35

7 The US commitments in 1958 (P increasec’
military assistance dia not allay the Shan's acprenen-—

sions. He raised the question of Iranian security with
president Eisenhower, when the latter visited Tehran in
December 1959 during a krip to Euroge, Africa, and

*

cia. The Shah cited the threat from both Irag and

0.

sfégnanistan and sought increased US suppor: to moaern-
ize his forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed

bwoth the assessmant of the threat anc the sgecific

regulirsments that the Shahh head given tne tracsident.
They found the Irznlan version ot the threat "esonsidexr-

ably overstated" ana estimated the cost cf the items on

rhe list of regu:irsiments at $600 million. Thev judged

_..—l-'
35, ﬁﬁf JCs e

ce 1887/464, z7 Ay

ec 71.

e

AT /463, 16 Jun 5% N/H of
g 58; CCS 381 EHNEA (1i-19-47]
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ifﬂthe present and projected level of US military ass;;:j’]
ance to Iran to be scund, representing as much as could
be effectively absorbed by the Iranian armed forces,
Consequently, the Shah received no new commitments
although the United States d4id assure him that his
desire for modernization would be born in mind in

aeveloping future programs.36 A

|
|
|

~}!

r L

the United States had been furnishing military assist-
- ance to Iran for over 10 years anéd had delivered
\_equipment valued at $386.8 million. The results,

~—

1/‘

howéver, were not encouraging. The Iranian Army,
according to an KSC policy review (NSC 6010), was
capable only of "offering very limited 'mesistence to
aggression by a major peower." The Air Force and Navy
were "weak and ineffective." Still, Iran remained

critically important to the United States because of

its strategic location between the Soviet Union and the
Persian Gulf and because of its great oil reserves.
Military assistance must therefore continue. As in the

past, it should be directea toward providing Iran a

capability for internal security ana for a limited
i(’sontribution towards regional defense.37

Iran's Internal Affairs, 1953-1860

(U) The key to the success of all the military
plans for Iran lay in continued internal ordexr and

76, (P€ hemo, SecDef to CJCS, 4 Jan 60, Encl
to JCS 1714/111, 12 Jan 60; (@ Ltr, Shah to Pres,
12 Jan 60, Att to JCS 1714/113, 29 Jan 60; U~
JCSM-61-60 to Sechef, 19 Feb 60 (derivgd from JCS
1714/114); JIMF 9151/4060 (24 Dec 59}. NSC 6010, 8
Jun 60, JMF 9181/9105 (8 Jun 60).

37. DSRA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran.” (Eﬂf NSC
6010, 8 Jun 60, JMF 9181/9105 (8 Jun 60). NSC 6010 was
adopted by the NSC on 30 June 1960 and approved by the
President on 6 July 1960, See (J#f N/BH of
JCS 17147118, 20 Jul 64, same file.
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orientation towards the West., A period of relative
calm and stability had followed the overthrow of Dr.
Mossadegh in 1953. Assisted by the Army, the Shah
returned to power and internal order was restored. 1In
the following several years, the political importance
of the Majlis declined while, simultaneously, the
inflpence of the Shah, his family, and.close associates
at court and in the armed forces increased.38 —~—
r\\ (jﬁfr Beneath the surface calm ana stability, how-
ever, a number of internal problems hada begun to fester
in Iran. A new NSC statement of policy on Iran (NSC
5703/1) in 1957, to which the Joint Chiefs of staff had

given their concurrence, first pointea out these
problems and the possible.negative impact for the
achievement of US objectives in Iran. While still

calling for a free and independent Iran with armea
forces capable of maintaining internal security and
contributing to Middle East defense, the new policy
statement added the following objective:

—— 4 AT

A government that can and will make maximum
balanced use of all available resources in
order to provide early and visible progress
toward economic improvements_that will meet
rising popular expectations.

e

(@7 A report to the National Security Council on
Iran in October 1958 spelled out in considerably more

F P

detail the internal problems that were endangering
political stability there. Listed were: the restive-

e A e

ness of the middle c¢lass, intellectuals, ana 3junior

military officers; the restriction on .political activ-
{/ify; the police methods of the Shah and his government;
L

o —

38, Sath et al., Area liandbook, Iran, pp. 70-72.
39. { NSC 5703/1, 8§ Feb 57, CCS (092 Iran (4-23-48)
sec 19, (U) - Memo, JCS to Sechef, 5 Feb 57 (derived.
from JCS 1714/94), same ftile. )
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corruption in the military and civil serdice; aggﬂw
involvement of the Imperial family and high court

officials in large financial and business operations.
The report also observed that the necessity of working
closely with the Shah raised "a problem of possible
over-identification of the U.S. with ﬁhe Shah's poli-
cies at a time when opposition to his policies is an

important factor in the growing political insta-
bility."40

Qﬂéﬁ Another potential Iranian trouble spot mentioned
in the report to the National Security Council was the
Kurdish problem. The Kurds, a distinct ethnic group in
the Middle East, inhabited contiguous auneas of Turkey,
the Soviet Union, Iran, Iraq, and Syria, About one
{ thira of these people lived in Iran along the western
| border in extreme poverty and neglected by the Govern-
ment. During the summer of 1958, both the Soviet Union
and the United Arab Republic began to beam broadcasts
to the Kurds in Iran promoting the establishment of a
] Free Kurdistan, and the resulting unrest posed a
further internal threat to the Shah.41

(P#T As a result of the NSC report in October 1958,
1 the United States adopted a new policy statement toward \

R

Iran on 15 November 1958 that called for pressure on
the Shah to institute political, social, and economic
reforms. The new policy, NSC S821/1, arafted by the
NSC Planning Board and concurred in by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, retained previous US objectives for Iran, but
noted that threats to US interest lay in Iran's vulner-

]

ability to Soviet influence and "the widespread dissat-

. isfaction of many Iranians with domestic conditions. J

r—

. CGCB Report, 9 Oct 58, Att to JCS 1714/101,
10 Oct 58, CCS 092 Ivan (4-23-48) sec 21,
41, 1Ibid. '
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The latter, the statement said, was "more immediately
pressing." The key issue was the extent to which "the
largely rersonal regime of the Shah," with which the
United States was closely identified, could cope with
Iran's growing internal problems. A major gquestion was
whether the Shah could or would take "sufficiently
dramatic and effective steps" to insure his position
and siphon off growing discontent, To do so the Shah
would have the difficult task of satisfying pcpular
demands without alienating the conservative elements
that provided the traditional support for his regime.

Q?GT Despite the weaknesses of the Shah, NSC 5821/1
found no “constructive, pro-western", alternatiye in
Iran and saw no recourse but continued sépport fcr him.
Bence the United States must influence the Shah to make
"meaningful" reforms. Specific goals included:
appointment of honest and competent government leaders
and delegation of administrative responsibilities to
them; liberalization of legislative and judicial
practices; elimination of graft, corrupticn, and
conflicts of interest in government circles and the
Imperial family; improvement of the economic develop-
ment program; and the adoption of administrative, tax,
and financial reforms.42

LPGT Two years later, the United States reviewed
but made no changes in its policy towards Iran. Cnce
again, there appeared to be no satisfactory alternative
to the Shah in spite of continuing and serious internal
unrest. The United States should, therefore, continue
to try to convince the Shah that internal instability

was the most immediate threat to his regime.43

—I7 % nsc 5821/1, 15 Nov 58, CCS 092 Iran

{4-23-48)
43. MEC 6010, 8 Jun 660, JMEF  9181/9105
(8 Jun 60). .
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STRENGTHENING THE ANTI-SOVIET BARRIER
1961-1968

(U In 1960, the United States seemed well on the
way toward obtaining its policy goals for Iran. As a
member of CENTO, Iran was actively involved in the
collective defense of the Middle East, and US military
assistance was giving Iran growing strength to partici-
pate in that defense. Yet, Iranian forces were still
judged far from what was required, especially if called
upon to meet a direct Soviet attack. Consequently, the
1960s would witness expanding US military aid for Iraﬁ
in an effort to strengthen further the b§rrier against
Soviet expansion into .the Middle East. In addition,
internal problems persisted in Iran which, if not
resolved, could weaken Iran's ability to contribute to
Middle East defense.

‘The Kennedy Ahdminstration: Growing Assistance for Iran

\ ! MOne aspect of the Iranian internal problems
| was among the first matters raised by the Joint Chiefs

| of Staff with the new Kennedy Administration. On 26
January 1961, they told Secretary of Defense Robert
Mchamara that existing contingency plans for Iran were
insufficiently wide-ranging to deal with the many
possible politically-inspired crises that might require
US military action. They particularly wanted plans to
assure that the Shah's successor woula be pro-Western.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) agreed that "a
careful review of our national policy . . . should be

i
undertaken" and asked the bepartment of State to
collaborate. E :

. JCSM-27-61 to Sechbef, 26 Jan 61 (derivea
from JCS 1714/123); LT 1st N/H of JCS 1714/123, 1 Mar
61; JMF 9181/9105 (1 Dec 60).
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X u;fﬁAuPrgsidential_Task Force, chaired by t::j
?Assistant Secretary of State for'&éar Eastern and South
Asian Affairs, accomplished the desired review and
fcarried out a far broader study than originally envi-

Mumigioned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Task Force
isubmitted its report to the National Security Council

'on 15 May 1961, stating that "the continuing trend

?toward revolution and chaos in Iran has reached the

' point where the U.S. must take vigorous action.” hs §

the Shah's popular support dwindled, "the spectres of a
recrudescence of irresponsible anti-Western Mossadegism ;

{ or [a] brittle military dictatorship have loomead i

constantly larger." Obviously, therefore, the United

States must make a "major effort" tq support the

Shah and his regime and encourage far-reaching politi-
cal and economic reforms.2

i (T After consideration of the Task Force report,

' the National Security Council adopted, as a replacement
for NSC 6010, a set of economic, political, and mili-
tary recommendations that addressed not only internal
insecurity but attempted to deal with Iran's long range

. problems. To respond to the immediate problem the

| National Security Council agreed to support the exist-_

: ing regime as the best attainable, to encourage the
Shah to make political and social reforms, and to-
oppose military plots against him. The Council also
sought to provide Iran more substantial assurance of US
support against Soviet attack and to head off demanas

. for ever increasing military aid. Sgecific proposals

| included:

% a. Urgently examining the desirability of (1)

}

moving earmarked forces to locations where they

™.

2. CF? Presidential Task Force Study, "A Review of,
Problems in Iran and Recommendations for the National
Security Council," 15 May 61, Att to JCS 1714/129, 15
May 61, JMF 9181/9105 (9 May 61) sec 1.
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could assist Iran more rapialy anc (2) giving Iran
more information about US glans.
b, Ccntinuing MAP support for the Iranian armed
forces up tc a level cf about 200,000 men.
c. Helping to identify the key considgerations in
‘aeciding how to react against & Soviet attack,
developing plans for (1) the introduction of up to
two divisions and (Z2)[itne deployment of nuclear
forces so that they c¢ould be "brought to bear"
near the Soviet border.3
@ The Acting Assistant S€cretary of Defense (ISA)
askea the Joint Chiefs of staff for their views on the
recommendations described.in (a) and (c) above. Their
answer, although it acknowledged that Iran's importance
"cannot be over-emphasized," statea that the Unitec
Staztes lacked enough strength-in-being permanently to
station sufficient forces in or near Iran. Fre-
positioning of eguipment and temporary "show of force"
or "token" deployments were possible but the aelavs
inherent in obtaining transit zna base clearances mignt
restrict immediate responses to the movement cf naval
forces into adjacent waters. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
cescribed periocaic dispatening of units tor maneuvers
Qr exercises aé "feasinle and aesirable.” but they
crrosec the earmarking of units as "impractical" earnd
the imparting of more information about LS plans as
"urncesirable." And, since existing plans alreaay
rroeviced for possible emplovment of more than two
civisions, additional planningpefforts agrpeareud
recessary, In conclusion, the Joint Chiets of Statt

[
o=

ieved that a commitment of substantial fcrces to

-
n

n
€
E

Memo, DevSeclDef to CJCS et al., =
o JCS 1714/131, 1 Jun 61, JMF 9181,9105
sec 1.

"

<3

~
bor

67

toie Soviet aggressicen might well spark a gernera '



i war, in which case no sizeable US units were siatec for

early deployment to the hiddle East.4

(TS} A few months later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
raised adaditional doubts about defending Iran against
Soviet attack. They gave their views in response to
inguiries by President Kennedy who feared that Soviet-
instigated pressures on Eerlin ana Laos might presage
diversionary pressure on Iran. Since no plans dealt
specifically with a limited war confined to Iran, ana
involving US and Soviet forces, the Deputy Secretary of
Lefense asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 7 October
1961 to a#&Sess US capacity for fighting

imited war

The JCS
ic. They
held out hope of resisting "limited Soviet intervention
and probing aggression," but not of opposing a “sub-
stantial anda determined" incursion. In northeast

in Iran,@with and without nuclear weapons.
- , i
answer oP™(0 October was decidedly pessi

Iran, scanty rocada and rail facilities would limit US
forces to two divisions plus two battle groups. That
force, together with JIranian units, was simply too
small to stop a sizeable Soviet attack. Any commitment
of US forces, they continued, must be preceded by a
cecision to do whatever was necessary to achieve

national objectives. In oruer to assure "any chance of

gsuccess,”"” there would have to be 1mj ate attacks

e

s ing conven-

against air bases in the Soviet Union

tional or nuclear weapons as approrriate.

L -

T3P’ nemo, actg ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 2 Jun 61,
Encl to JCS 17147132, 7 Jun 61, JNF 4131/51385 (9 NMay
61} sec 1, L@ JCSM-443-61 o Secbef, 25 Jun 61
{ceriveda from JCS 1714/133), same file, sec 2,

5. (B#T Mmemc, DepSechef to CJCS, 7 Oct &1, att
to JCS 1714/134, 5 Cct &1, JINF 9181,/9105 (9 nmay
2. (2 JCSi-741~%1 to Zechef, 20 Lct 61 fderiy
JCS 1714/135), sarme file, sec 3, TFor sunsecusnt &
sions, see reno, Actg ASL(IEA) to CJCS, 20 Cc
Att to JCS 17147136, 2 Oct b1 L&Er JCE8M~-T7E0-01 to
SecDef, 9 KNov 61 (Zerivea from JCS 1714/
fiie.

~

68




hr_wc:

!
\'
}

Mhoreober, the Joint Chiefs of Staff doubted
that the Iranian forces, by themselves, could repel a
Soviet attack. They made this observation in briefing
papers for the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) in |
March 1962 in preparation for a visit of the Shah to
washington. At that time, they expressed the view that
the Iranians coula stop an Iragi or Afghan invasion,
but lackea "any significant capability" against the ;
Soviets. Concurrently, the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
supplied Secretary McNamara with appraisals of Depart=
ment of State suggestions to: send a military planning
group to Tehran; divulge US plans for waging limited

war to the Iranians; and pre-position sdme equipment in
Iran. They were willing to outline a defense concept
in general terms and to send, "under cover of th%
MAAG," a planning group that would assist in developin#
detailed plans, Eut they were opposed to pre-position~
ing equipment for a battle group, on grounds that thi
Soviets would fina such a step provocative and that th

small amount of equipment sent would lessen US cred1t4
ability. 6 : : - : -
gafrhhlle in washington, the Shah met with Secretaer“'
hchamara and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff!
on 12 April 1962 ' Mr. McNamara exﬁreésed US willing-}

ness to send a planning team to Iran, and to make a

P ——_

“firm undertaking" on mAP deliveries during FYs 1963~
1967. This five—year program for modernization of the
Iranian armed forces would include: more than 10,000

—l

aretrnaren.

memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 21 mhar 62, Att
to JcCs 1714/141, 26 Mar 62; (@€ JCSM-233-62 to Secbhef,
29 Mar 62 (derived from JCS 1714/143); (U) Memo,
LASD(ISH) to Actg cJcs, 23 Mar 62, Encl ¢to,
JCS 1714/142, 28 Mar 72; L#P%) JCSM~241-62 to Secbhef, 31°
Mar 62 (derived from JCS 1714/144); JIMF 9181/5420 (21
Mar 62).
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rZehicles; two minesweepers; 16 transport aircraE::;w
26-52 supersonic fighter-bombers (2-4 sguadrons);

airfield construction; and an early warning radar
system. He asserted, however, that the Iranians “basic
force level" ought to be 150,000 men. The Shah coun-
tered by citing CENTO studies that recommended substan-
tial. increases rather than force réductions. Mr.
McNamara proposed, and the -Shah guickly agreed, that !

1 the US planning team should study deployments and force
| levels.7

W Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff dis-
patched a Military Flanning Team, headed by Brigadier
Genral H. S. Twitchell, USA, to Iran. The Team pre-

sented and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 'endorsed five

measures. First, support a force level of about ?
160,000 men. Second, assist in completion of a main
air base and construction of a forward airfield.
Third, approve an aircraft control and warning (AC&W)
system and related communications plan that included f
construction of four radar stations and seek EBritish
cooperation in building two additional stations.
Fourth, consider the reinsertion of two frigates in the ]
five-year program. Fifth, resolve within the CENTOC
framework Iranian-US differences over force goals. The
Ceputy Secretary of Defense approved everything except

' action on the two frigates.8 “_ﬁj
\-—-‘-"—‘

. Annexes B and C to SM-514-62 to JCs, 2
may 62, JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 2. LS Alide
Memoire, 12 Apr 62, Encl 2 to Report. of US Military
Planning Team, Iran, 20 Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/154,
21 Jul 62, JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 4A.

. (& SM-538-62 to BG Twitchell, 10 May 62 {derived
trom JCS 1714/152), JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 1.
(Be® Report of U.S. Military Flanning Team, Iran, 20
Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/15%4, 21 Jul b2, same ftile,
secs 4 and 4A. [T JCSM-579-62 to SecLef, 3 Aug 62 °
{derived from JCS 1714/156); Memo, DepSechef to CICE,
31 Aug 62, Att to JCS 1714/158, 6 Sep 62, same*file,
se¢ 5.
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sented the Shah a five-year program of military assist-
ance for FYs 1963-1967, revised in llght of the find-

ings of the Military Planning Team. IThe program was

based on a concept of defense for Iran agalnst all
contingencies, both internal and external, recognizing
that assistance from the United States and its allies

would be required to deter and defeat Soviet aggres-

sion. This concept also took into consideration the

collective security arrangements of CENTO and assumed

a forward strategy, relying on the mounta}n barriers on

=3
the northern boraer.f The flve-year program supplied

the means to modernlze Iranlan forces and included the
following:

3.5 inch rocket launchers
submarine guns

200 60mm mortars

ammunition requird for training and for a 30-day
reserve

additional communications equipment

100 M-133 armored personnel carrriers

5,000 jeeps

1,500 3/4 to 1 ton trucks

3,500 2 1/2 ton trucks

250 5 ton trucks

combat support eguipment

2 minesweepers (inshore)

2 patrol frigates

20 helicopters (H43B)

civie action program support

45 CESSNA 180 or 185 aircraft

4 C-130 aircraft

12 C-47 aircraft

52 F-5A aircraft (4 squadrons)

completion of Hamadan airfield as a main opoerating
base

construction of Mashed airfield as a forward base

construction of aircraft control and warning radar
stations at Hamadan and Dezful

)
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The Shah acceptea this program the following aay, z0
September 1962.°

(8) After coordination with appropriaée Executive
departments and agenciles, including the Uffice of the
Secretary of Lefense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Department of State issued "Guicelines" for US policy
and'bperations in Iran in September 1962.'0  These
Guidelines made no changes'in US policy toward Iran.
The goal remained the prevention of communist domina-
tion of this strategically located country. The
Guidelines recognized that, while the external threat
from the Soviet Union was "unrelenting," Iran's secur-
ity was still seriously thrgatened by %nternal polit-
ical discontent and disunity., With respeét to military
"lines of action," the Guidelines called for mainten-
ance and improvement of the Iranian armed forces,
through the military assistance program, and expansion
of the civic action, counter-guerrilla, vocational
training, and public relations sectors of the Iranian
military Fprogram,. Simultaneously, the United States
should obtain a reduction in. Iranian forces to a
level of 150,006.']

L

——

. Memo for Shah, 19 Sep 62; (S) Ltr, min of
the Court to US ABmb, 20 Sep 62; both Atts to Encl to
JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, JIMF 9181 (17 Jan é66) sec 1.
(U) Ltr, USCINCEUR to ASD(ISA), 28 Sep 62, Att to JCS
1714/161, 2 Oct 62, JIMF 9$181/2100 (21 ARpr 62) sec 5.
(S) Memo of Conversation, "Five-Year Military Frogram
for Iran,” 19 Sep 62, CJICS File 091 Iran.

10, buring the Kennedy Aaministration, these Guiae~
lines Fapers replaced the NSC pelicy statements issued
during the Truman and Eisenhower Administrations as the
official source for US policy towards various countries,

11. L Dept of State, Lraft Guidelines for Policy
and Operations, Iran, Apr 62, Encl to JCS 1714/149, 26

hpr 62; (@7 J-5M 273-62 to ASD(ISA), 7 May 72, Att to

lst N/H of JCS 1714/149, 15 MKay 62; JMF 9181/9105 (21
Apr 62) sec 1. yff Dept of State, Guidelines for
Policy and Cperations, Tran, Sep 62, Att to
JCS 1714/163, 13 Lec 62, same file, sec 2.




(U) In the early 1960s, the Shah finally. began to
address the internal problems confronting his country.
In 1961, he appointed a new, liberal Prime Minister,
Ali Amini, who instituted measures to remove corruption
in the civil service, to decentralize the government
administration, to 1limit luxury imports, and to
initiate land reform. Then, in January 1963, the Shah
announced a sweeping program of reforms. Known as the
"Revolution of the Shah and the People" or, more
commonly, the "White Revolution," the program included
six major aspects: abolition of the feudal landlcrad-
peasant system, breakup of large estates, and land
redistribution; nationalization of forests and pas-
tures; compensation of former 1andlords'hith capital
shares in government industry; profit sharing in all
productive enterprises; a new elections law that
provideda votes for women; and creation of a national
literacy corps, employing educated youths in government
service to teach the illiterate. Despite the opposi-
tion of the Shiite religious leaders, large landowners,
and some tribal chiefs, who saw their privileged
positions threatened, the Shah's program was endorsed
overwhelmingly by a national reterendum. In September
1963, elections were held under the hew law with women
voting for the first time. By the end of the year,
both the Shah and the Prime Minister had distrikuted
their estates.12

MAt the same time that the Shah was launching
internal reforms, he remained concerned about external

threats. 1In 1963 he was worrying more about Egypt than'

about the Soviet Union. In June of that vear, he had
advised President Kennedy that Arab agents had begun
subversive activities in Iran's southern provinces ana
argued that pre-positioning of equipment for two to
three US divisions was “a matter of necessity."

2. Smith et al., Area Hanobook, Iran, pp. 73-74.
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Nothing was done; 1Iran's internal security . situation

Struck US policy makers as critical but controll-
able.!3

e Johnson Administration: More of the Same

(U} The assassination of President Kennedy and the
succession of Lyndon Johnson to the Presidency in

Novémber 1963 brought no .changes in US policy toward
Iran. The United States pressed on with the five-year
program approved in 1962 despite the Shah's increasing
desires for additional assistance to meet threats from
the radical Arab states.
gﬂf’ln January 1964, the Shah[Z%nt the United States
another warning about the growing oangqr of hasserite
aggression, jf{]tola Fresident Johnson that the five-
year plan, approved in 1962, was inadequate for the
changing situation and warned that, if the United
States was unwilling to meet additional needs, 1Iran
might have to look elsewhere. The President replied
that, while he was willing to talk about the full range
of problems, he did not believe that basic factors
behind the five-year plan had changed signif.icantly.14
@ The Shah scheduled a Washington visit for June
1964. His most pressing demand was for modern H-60
tanks and M-551 Sheridan armored reconnaissance vehi-
cles to replace 414 obsolescent M-47 tanks. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary of Defense on 15
May 1964 that they saw "military justification" for

Ltr, Shah to Pres, 1 Jun 63; (S8) SACSA-M
349- 63 to C3CS, 13 Jun 63; CJCS File 091 Iran.

14, (W Ltr, Shah to Pres, 7 Jan 64; (U) Ltr,
ASD(ISA) to CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA, 24 Mar 64: _Jt*_lF
5181 (22 Apr 64). On 1 December 1963, the Joint Chiets
of Staff had designated CINCSTKIKE as the commander

responsible for the Middle East (including Iran),

Africa south of the Sahara, and South aAsia (MEAFSA)
under the concurrent title of USCINCMEAFSA. At the
same time, CINCNELM, the commanuer responsible for the
Middle East area since World War I, was disestab-
lished. See (Qf JCS Hist. Div., History of the Unified
Command Plan, Dec 77, p. 23.
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armor modernization and military and economic reasons ‘
why the United States should remain Iran's principal
source of arms. They were willing to supply M~-60s,
provided production was expanded so that the Iranian
order did not impinge upon other needs. The Sheridan,
however, "should not be considered for MAP at this time
because it is still in the development stage and is
operationally untested." Subsequently, the Secretary
of Defense approved a sale of M-60s, to be accompl ished
without any expansion of production.15 E

yﬂf Final agreement between the United States and |
Iran on the increased assistance was reached

i

in a
Memorandum of Understanding of 4 July 1964. This

e 4 A
b et

Memorandum extended and reoriented the 'modernization
begun in 1962 into a program of combined grant aid and
credit assistance. The United States agreed to :
provide additional grant military assistance during the %
period FY 1967-1969 for delivery by the end of 1970 to :
include: 39 F-4 aircraft to replace outmoaed aircraft,
190 103mm howitzers, 28 8-inch howitzers, 1,000
vehicles, 1 airborne battalion, 4 twin-engine command-

e et i e

e
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type aircraft, and a 30-day reserve of ammunition. i
This was additional equipment above that contained in
the September 1962 commitment. Mdfeover, the United
States would assist Iran in financing the purchase of
an aaditional $250 million worth of equipment bhetween
FY 1965 and FY 1969Y. Of this total, $50 million would
be cash purchases, principally for spare parts for
equipment furnished under the grant aid programs. The"
remaining $200 million would be through creaits and
would include 460 M-60 tanks, 6§ C~130 aircraft,
\_— U

. Msg, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 221823%
Apr 64; (U) JCSM~421-64 to SecDef, 16 May 64 (derived
from JCS 1714/176~-1}; (U) Memo, DASD(ISA) to Sechef, 3
Jul 64, Att to Memo, DASD(ISA) to DJS, 15 Jul 64, Att
to JCS 1714/170-2, 24 Jul 64; JMF 9181 (22 Apr 64}.




Y\:;B M=113 armored personnel carriers, 1 HAWK battalion,
26 Fr-5 aircraft and 1,610 k~1919 A6 machine guns.16

(S} The increased US commitment to Iran in 1964 aid
not satisfy the Shah for 1long. During 1965, he maqe
known his desire for still more hardware, citing the
threat posed to Iran and the Persian Gulf by Iraqg, the
United Arab Republic, and Syria. The Shah wantea

- ——

! antiaircraft weapons, naval vessels, Sheridan armored
reconnaissance vehicles, and aircraft that were Ssuper-
ior to the F-5 interc¢eptor. The Joint Chiefs ot Staff
supported sales of (1) 26 P-4 aircraft, with delivery |
delayed perhaps until FY 1973, and (2) a second‘HAWR
surface-to-air missile battalion, to become operatinal |
in 1970.17 ' X

u?f Rather than accept the JCS recommendations, the
Johnson Administration offered in early 1966 to send a |
survey team to Iran to assess the "full range" of
military requirements. This proved acceptable, and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff directed the aispatch of a
tri-service Military Survey Team. The Team was instruc-

e LT

B TN - - oo

ted to "center on the objective of maintaining the
grimacy of the U.S. military presence in Iran at a
moderate cost to Iranian resources.,"” A basic purpose
was to keep Iranian procurement "at a level consistent
with legitimate military veguirements . . . while
) minimizing the impact . . . on Iranian eccnomic aevelop-

o ment " 18

IG.'C?f US-Iranian #emorandum of Understanding, 4
Jul 64, Att to Encl to JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, JMF
91871 (17 Jan 66) sec 1.

17. (B# Memo, DASD(ISA) to CJCS, 24 Aug 65, Encil
to JCS 2318/3¢7-1, 26 BAug 65; JCSM-712-65 to
Secbef, 23 Sep 65 (derived from JC8 2315/367-2); JwWF
4060 (12 Aug 65) sec 1.

18. (@ Msg, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 14 Jan
66, JCS IN 52646. (S) Mmsg, DEF 1848 to Tehran, 17 Jan
66; (@ Memo, DASD(ISA) to JCs, 18 Jan 66, Att
to JCS 1714/179, 19 Jan 66; | JCSM~-67-66 Lo Sechef, 1
Feb 66 ana Msg, JCS 2865 to CINCSTRIKE/USCINCHMEAFSA,
0120002 Feb 66 (both gerived from JCS 1714/179-2); JkF
9181 {17 Jan, 66) sec 1, '

T
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Hﬂfr After touring Iran between 16 February and
3 March, the Survey Team, headed by Brigadier General
C.G. Paterson, USAF, recommended approval of "minimum"
adaitional requirements:

Army - 209 M-60 tanks,19 130 Sheridans, 2 Vulcan
air defense battalions, and a 90-day level of
war reserve materiel

Navy - 8 patrol boats, 1 destroyer, and a 30-day
level of war reserve materiel

Air Force - 16 F-4s (one sguadron), 2 mobile radars,
2 HAWK battalions, and a 90-day level of war
reserve materiel

Costs for the five-year period FY 1967-1971 would come
to $192 million. The 7Team urged that these reqguire-
ments be accepted as "a basis for discussion" during a
review of Iranian military assistance,'' Also, since
such acqguisition would. generate further traininé and
support needs, a planned $10 million MAP reduction
should be studied; perhaps the funds withheld from
warring India and Pakistan should be shifted to Iran.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred with these conclu-

sions.20

As relayed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by the White
House Staff, the President was:

deeply concerned over Iran's worrisome
economic prospects. He wants each slice
of this new program submitted to him for
approval only after searching review of
Iran's economic pesition. He regards the
new $200 million as a planning figure
subject to annual review. He asks that
Ambassador (Armin) Myer tell the Shah of

T9.The 209 M-60 tanks were the number remaining of
the 460 the United States agreed to sell Iran in the
1964 Memorancum cof Understanaing. _

20. "Report of the United States Military Survey
Team to Iran, 16 Feb-3 Mar 66," JMF 9181 (17 Jan 66)
sec 1A, WP€) JCSM-240-66 to SecLef, 15 Apr 66 (derivea
from JCS 1714/179-4), same file, sec 1.
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uaff On 23 may 1966, President Johnson approvea a;
$200 million credit sales package, with certain caveats.
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his concern, while reassuring him of the
Presid?nt's full respect for his judg-
ment , 4

yﬂf’Subsequently, however, the Shah began expressing
his aissatisfaction with some of the numbers, costs,

and delivery dates offereda. He wantea, for example, 3
rather than 16 F-4 aircraft.

In fact, allegedl
because of high US costs;'he aprroached the Sovietﬁ
about equipment purchases ana professed interest i%
acquiring their surface-to-air missiles. This developé
ment was worrisome, because Soviet SiMs would be site&
at bases from which F-4 and F-5 aircraft woulda be

operating. Communications tie-ins involving all
i
elements of the air defense’ system, couwld allow the

Soviets to gain extensive knowledge about US équip-
ment.22

gﬂf How far should the Administration move towarag
meeting the Shah's demands? The Department of State,
saw no need to accede completely. Yet, since the Shah
1 had publicly committed himself to an independenf
i procurement policy, he could not retract without some
é face-saving gesture. “In light of all this," the
Deputy Under Secretary of State‘advised the Deputy

o gt

-

Secretary of Defense, "we have concluded that present
political hazards are great enough to call for a little

[

'give' in our military proposal." On 8 July, President:

Johnson offered to “consider" selling 32 P-4 aircrafe;-
e

o e

A g

Z 7. Memo, ExecSecy, NSC to B.H. Read, 10 Jun
66, Att to JCS 1714/179-5, 20 Jun 66, JMF 9181 (17 Jan
66) sec 1.

;2. JCs 17147182, 29 Jul 66; (U) dMsg, CINCSTRIKE/
USCINCHMEAFSA to JCS, 2519112 Jul 66, JCS IN 15275, JMWF
9181 (17 Jan b6) sec 2z, {U) Ltr, Dep USecState to
Lepfecbef, & Jul 66, Att to JCS 1714/179-6, 8 Jul 66,
same file, sec 1;;7
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the Shah replied that he could not reverse his Moscow?
initiative without Lkeing labelled a "U.S. puppet."23;

gtf The Department of State and some cfficials in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense wanted to offer

\_a»-'—-""}

3 the Shah 32 F-4C aircratt at a reducea price of $70
; million rather than new F-4D aircraft costing $100C
émillion. Secretary of Defense McNamara opposed a
§ larger F-4 sale, apparently because the Air Force would
' need additicnal appropriations to replace its F-4Cs
\ with F-4E aircraft. But on 28 July, the US Ambassadoj
. in Tehran appealed directly to President Johnsonq
asking for a generous offer in order to forestall ﬂ
"triumph for Soviet policy in the Mldeast and serlous

setback for our interests in this areaﬁ' It was'
"erroneous," he added, "to think Persians will not cut
off their noses to spite their face." ©n 1 August

the Joint Chiefs of Staff addressed the Secretary
of Defense in order to

reaffirm their judgment that it is
essential to maintain the primacy of U.E.
military interest in Iran and that every
i effort should be made to prevent the
' Soviets from gaining a foothold through
the introduction of lnllltary eguipment
and technicians into Iran,

They recommended (1) that research and developmentﬁ
costs be waived on all items sold and (2) that the Shah

'

be offered 32 F-4C aircraft at reduced prices, with

deliveries beginning in 1968 .24 }

Lot
——

237 (U] Ltr, Dep USecState to DepSecDef, & Jul 66,
Att to JCS 1714/179-6, & Jul 66, JIMF 92181 (17 Jan 66)
sec 1. JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66, same file, sec 2.

24, JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (S) DISM—-966-66 tO
CICS, 29 Jul 66; H# JCSM-498-66 to Sechef, "1 Bug 66,
App to JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; JIMF 9181 (17 Jan 66)
sec 2, {0) Memo, SecAF to DepSecLef, 12 Jul 66, Att to
JCS 1714/181, 15 Jul €6, JMF 9181 (12 Jul 66).

Msg, Tehran 451 to Pres, 29 Jul 66, CJCS File 091
Iran. {The Department of State received this messaye
at 1045 on 28 July.)
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H?f At a Tuesday Luncheon25 on 2 August, President
Johnson decided to:

(1} waive vesearch ang development costs for two
HAWK battalions and, perhaps, do the same for other
systems.

(2) Offer the Shah 32 F=4D aircraft at full cost
with deliveries commencing in 1968,

{3) 1f necessary, take some items out of inventory1
to speed delivery,
& Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (IS2) conveyed
these decisions to the Shah, cautioning that F-4
aircraft and other “"sensitive" items might be withheld *

b3

if Iran acquired "sophisticated" Soviet equipment.26i
In February 1967, the'shah concludéd an arrange-
ment with the Soviet Union whereby Iran exchanged
j duantities of natural gas for $110 million worth of-
iSoviet—made antiaircraft guns, trucks, ana armored
;personnel carriers, United States pressure, apparent-~
iy, pPersuaded the Shah to refrain from buying Soviet
. SAlMs, and he had, in fact, already assured the United }
§States that Iran would not acgqguire sophisticatecs
iequipment from the Soviet Union.2%’
% gﬂf A Department of State National Policy Paperzaf
;on Iran completed at this same time took note, at the
‘specific reguest of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of
the Shah's disillusionment with the Unitea States

S e ey g

.

e

[‘H 45, The Tuesday Luncheon was an informal meetinaﬂ‘
of advisers that President Johnson relied ugcon, in lieun
of formal NSC meetings, in reaching policy decisions.

26. @ DISM-1000-66 to CJCS, 4 Aug 66; S Memo,
DepSecDef to CJCS, 23 Aug 66, Att to JCS 171471621,
JMF 9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 1. (@ Draft Admin History of
the LOD: 1963-1969, Vol I, p. 495,

27. Dept of State, National Policy Faper,
Iran, 2 Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/1863-3, 13 Mar 67, JMF ° -
9181 (23 Aug 66),

26. The National Policy Papers replaced the Guide-
lines Papers in the Johnson Administration as official .
US policy statements towards various countries;’:>
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because of what he considered a lack of adequate
responsiveness to his requests for assistance, For
that reason, the Shah seemed determined to become more
independent of US military assistance, ordering
arms from other countries, including the Soviet.
Union. The final version of the Paper also incor-
porate a JCS suggestion for recognition of the re-
lationship between Iran's political and economic
problems with the questions of security anda the
source and quality of military assistance. The Faper
provided for maintenance of the United States as the

Frimary military influence in 1Iran together with
continued US advisory services and assistance, shifting
to credit sales of military equipment "on fairly hard
terms." 7The Paper noted, however, that:

T R ey e

The Shah is now more firmly in personal
control of his nation's affairs than

ever before, . . . Unless the booning
economy takes a turn for the worse or
the political dissidents display unac- .
customed effectiveness, the Shah's }
confidence in his own ability to rule :
and manage his nation is not likely to !
be shaken by advice and admonition from
even the friendliest of critics.

2 The Department of State Policy Paper
containea no changes in US policy towara Iran. It
acknowledged Irzn's importance because of its strategic
location and the defense facilities ana privileges
extended to the United States both bilaterally and
through cooperation in the CENTO framework. It called
for continued US support of CENTO and the bilateral
security agreement with Iran of 1959 to provide "a
security umbrella" for Iran against Soviet aggression,.
It also included a JCS observation of the Shah's ™"

concern with radical Arab expansion, 1Irag's supgort
— - P




:K hhen the President met with the Shah on 12 June 1968,‘
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of the Kurds, and Soviet Fenetration into the Middle

, East, 22 -
i - ‘The Shah came to Washington in August 1967,

and Fresident Johnson promised him that "we would ao
everything possible to meet [his] needs” within the

llmi@S set by Congre=51onal actlon. :The Shah, however,
;\Eﬂ;'not remaln convinced. for long and would soon bLe
f asking the Unitd States for further ass:Lstamce.NJ
' &af’ln the spring of 1968, the Shah planned another”
visit to the United States and had indicated a desire
for an additional $500 million in credits for FY¥s
1969-1973. . He was concerned about the protection of
the Persian Gulf in light of the British decision to
remove their forces from that area by 1571.

| —— e

The Secretaries of State and Defense opposed a
$500 million five-year ccmmitment to the Shah. They
recommended instead an offer for a FY 1968 sales
program of $75-5100 million and a promise to seek from

T T Y e sb e

the Congress the annual credit authorization andg
appropriations to permit orderly achievement of a
modernization program during the next five years (Fy
1969=-1973). Fresident Johnson acceptea this aav1ce.}

he agreed to provide $100 million for credit purchases
“in FY 1968 and "made it plain in general terms that,
within the limits of cur world-wide arms sales pro-
;grams, « « « Iran should enjoy high priority ana be

able to buy hlgh quallty modern equipment from us."
\“M".

Ny

29, gﬁ#’ Dept of . State, National Policy Paper,
Iran, 2 Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/183-3, 13 Mar 67, JMF
9181 (23 Aug 66). (HP™ICSM-588-66 to SecDef, 15 Sep 66
(derived from JCS 1714/183-1); (@ Ltr, DASD(ISA) to

,__,.__,.,._.:..,...-..—-—.......w N
[Ep— -

Jide
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Mr. J.A. Yager,. 23 Nov 66, Att to JCS 1714/163-2, 30 -

Nov 66; same file.

3¢, Memo, W. W. Kostow to SecDef and SecState,
29 Aug 67, Att to JCS 1714/186, 31 Aug 67, JMF 887
(CY 1967).
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As for the Shah's long-term procurement Program, l
Fresident Johnson pledged that each year, subject to
satisfactory annual economic and military reviews, he
would ask the Congress for appropriate credit author-
izations and appropriations. fThe Shah, as indicated in
subsequent statements, considered the President's

Eledge as a commitment for §$100 million per vyear for
the period FY 1969-1973,3]

(M During his discussion with President Jchnson,
the Shah raised the questions of how the Persian Gulf !
could be protected after the British departed ang :
suggested that US surface-to-surface missiles, under
Iranian control, be stationed on islands ,in the Strait :
of Hormuz. The Joint Staff thought that either F-4
aircraft or missile boats would be more suitable, but "

R Y,
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advised the RAssistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) that °
Iranian control of the Strait would neither keep peace
in the Persian Gulf nor assure its pro-Western orien-;
tation. &After all, if the Soviets decided to move into%
the Gulf, the'presence cf Iranian missiles would noti
deter them from doing 50.32 _
M On 26 July 1968, President Johnson informed the .
Shah that preliminary assessment indicateé that a land-
based missile defense of the Strait of Hormuz was not .
feasible. The President offered, however; a compre-—
hensive study of this matter, and the Shah accepted,
Now, once again, the Joint Chiefs of Staff organized

| —
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. Memo, SecState to Pres, 19 Apr 68, Att
to JCS 1714/168, 3 May 68; w® Memo, J.P. Walsh to COL
A.C. Greenleaf, Z May 68, Att to JCS 1714/188, 3 May
68; JMF 887/499 (CY 1968). j# Memo for Record by W.u.
Rostow, 14 Jun 68, Att to JCS 1714/190, 19 Jun &8; (U)
Tab C to J-5 BP 64-68 for CJCS, 18 Dec 68; JIMF 887/087 -
(CY 1968},

32. p# JCS 1867/754-1, 19 Aug 68, JMF 887/520
(9 Aug 68) sec 1. (U) DISM-790~68 to ASL(ISA), 25
Jun 68, JMF 887/081 (CY 1968).
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r a Military Survey Team. This one was headed by Major

General L. h, Richmond, USAF, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA's
Lirector of Plans. The Team was to examine the sea-
borne threat to Iran through the Persian Gulf and the
Strait of Hormuz, the most feasible arrangement for

defense of this area, and any necessary military
equipment augmentation. Also incluaed in the guidance

e ks A e e pra,

tor this Team, as had been the case in the previous
teams, was the US objective to restrict the Shah's
apretite for military weapons to that consistent with
legitimate requirements in order to minimize the impact

T i e b

of military procurement on Iranian economic develop-
ment. 33

LI

Jﬂﬂ' The Military Survey Team submitted its report |
on 30 Sepember 1968. It proposed a strategy for the%
Persian Gulf that insured coordinated and rapid re- .
sponse by Iranian forces by providing overall command !
direction in a single commander. The Team belleved;
that the Iranian armed forces already had significant5
military capabilities to be used for this purpose
although some additional equipment woula be requlrea.:
Specifically, the Team recommended the following: two:
j fast, missile-equipped patrol ships; four shipboard ASw:
é sonars; three shorebased radars; aircraft identifica—-
- tion systems aboard four ships; berthing facilitions
" at Lavan Island; ana a modest amount of communications
~materiel. Aerial surveillance, the Team believed,
~could be accomplished effectively and economically with
xC-1305, which Iran already possessed. The Team lacked
':sufficient data to estimate precisely the cost of its
proposals, but did offer a figure of $6.75 million for

equipment, not incluaging the land-based racars and
.. el
—

<ZT 33. (U} Memo, SecCef to CJCS, 9 Aug 68, Att to
JCS 1887/754, 12 Aug 68; @ JCS 1887/754-1, 19 Aug 68;
(C) JCSM-513-68 to SecDef, 21 aug 68, and WP SM-581-66
to CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAE'SA, 21 Aug 68 (both derived

from JCS 1887/754-1); JImMF 687/520 (9 Aug 66) sec~i::]
' i
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed the Team findaings,
noting that the proposals involved little or no addi-
tional cost to the "Five Year Program" for 1Iran,
Subsequently, in January 1969, the Team proposals were
forwarded to the shah,34
{U) Late in 1968, the Iranian Prime Minister asked
that the FY 1969 ceiling on credit sales be raised from
the $100 million limit, agreed upon earlier by the 5hah
and President Johnson, to $19%1.,2 million., The increase
would cover, among other things, 32 adaitional F-4
aircraft (raising the total supplied by the United
States to 64) and 100 more Sheridans. The Department
of Defense opposed such:-an increase, feeling that the
Iranians had overstated foreign threats and lacked the
technical personnel needed to service additional F-4
aircraft and Sheridans.3>

34. W Report of the U.S. Military Survey Team to
Iran, 30 Sep 68, JMF 887/520 (9 Aug &8) sec 1A.
Ltr, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 30 Sep 6B, Att to
JCS 18E7/754-2, 1 Oct 68; @¥”ICSM-615-68 to Secbef, 18
Oct 66 (deriveda from JCS 1887/754-3); L& Memo, CAPT
R, D. Pace to DLJS et al., 16 Jan 69; same file, sec 1.

35. (U) Tab C to J-5 EP 64-68 for CJCS, 18 Dec b&,
JMF 887/081 (LY 1968). :
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4
PCLICEMAN OF THE GULF
1969-1974

The Nixon Administration and Policy Changes toward Iran

(U) The years 1968 and 1969 saw two developments
that had significance for US policy toward Iran. In

1368, the British announced the decision to withdraw
their forces from the Persian Gulf by the end of 1971.
The Shah, always concerned with security and external
threats, now became even more so. Consequently, he
decided that Iran would, possibly with Saudi Arabia as
a junior partner, create a military presence to protect
the o0il lifeline of Japan and the Western nations that
lay through the Persian Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz.
Iran would become the military protector of the Trucial
States along the southern rim of the Gulf anda the
Arabian Sea, with or without their request or consent,
To do this Iran must obtain much larger guantities of
modern weapons to counter Iraqg, Syria and the more
radical Arab states, all seen by the Shah as potential
enemy aggressors. These nations were being armed with
modern weapons, including aircraft, by the Soviet
Union, itself the ultimate, if not the most likely
threat to Iran and the Persian Gulf area.

(U) In January 1969, Richard Nixon became President
of the United States and, in July 1969, he announced a
pelicy that subsequently received the name "Nixon
Doctrine." In essence, the new doctrine held that
while the United States would continue to provide
economic and materiel assistance to allies ang frienas,

it would expect these nations to handle problems of
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internal security and military aefense, except for
the threat from a major power involving nuclear
weapons.! Thus the Nixon Doctrine coincided with the
Shah's determination to build up his forces, and he
was, in coming years, to cite it as 3ust1f1catlon for
his ‘burgeconing military equipment requests to the
United States. .

”Q?r Even before the announcement of the Nixon
Doctrine, the Shah had foreshadowed its ratlonale in

talks with US off1c1a1§“mjhh11e in washington in Apr11
1969 to attend the funeral of former President Eisen-
hower,'hé had told Secretary of Defense’ ‘Melvin Laira
that Japan was sharlng too small a pagt, of the Free
horlo defense load. Later, in Cctober 1969, the Shah

agaln v151ted hashlngtOn where he talked with President

' Nixon, Secretary of State Rogers and Secretary of

\pefense Laird. . He expressed great concern over the
; grow1ng strength and truculence of his Iragi neighbors.

i

|
|
|
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He was convinced that Iran must develcp and maintain
security forces sufficiently strong and impressive to
aiscourage any potential aggressors. He specifically
askead that the 54 USAF technicians who were presently
in Iran to assist with training and maintenance in the
F-4 program be kept in Iran for at least another year.
Secretary Laird agreed to this request.2

M Much greater requests were in the offing. 1In a
conversation with US Ambassador Douglas MacArthur II

on 18 March 1970 the Shah expressed his determination

I A 0 B Papers of the Presidents of the United
States, Richara Nhixon, 1969  (1%71), ©pp. 544-549.
Papers of the Presigents of the United States, kichard
Nixon, 1970, (1971), pp. 118-119,

"\

N

2. (;'FLtr, SecsState to SecDef, 19 Nov 70, Att

17147195, 23 Nov 70, JMF 887/460 (12 Nov 70).
Ltr, ActgSecState to hctgSechDef, 14 Feb 70, Att to
JCS 1714/193, JMF 887/460 (CY 1970).
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to build up his military forces over the.next five
Years to a level that would cost far more than the
United States had agreed to support. The cost of this
build~up would reach almost $900 million, whereas the
United States was willing at this point to offer Iran
credit under the Foreign Military Sales &ct of only
$160 million Fer year for the next five years. Because
of Iran's growing affluence, grant aid to Iran had been
stopped in the previous year. how the Shah wanted to
buy four F-4 sguadrons in FY 1973 and an additional
squadron each year until FY 1976 for a total of 14
sguadrons, He also wanted C-130 transports, M-60
tanks, CH-~47 helicopters, 175mm artillépy and radar.
The Shah asked for $800 million credit over the next

[,

i
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five years, or an arrangement whereby the United States
would buy more of his oil. He would use every cent of
proceeds from these oil sales to pay cash for US arms.
i The Shah was particularly disturbed because the United
: States was charging him almost nine percent interest

e e ey

for creait whereas France and Great Britain would grant
him more favorable terms. The Soviet Union woula grant
him credit over a long term for as low as twc and a
half percent interest. He said that he could not
understand why the United States refused to help him
build up his ftorces when he was offering to help
implement the Nixon [Coctrine in an area where US
interests and the interests of US allies were threat-
ened. The US Ambassador sought to persuade the Shah to
reexamine his reguirements and priorities ana promised
to see what could be. done about special o0il purchases

. anc the "onerous" credit arrangements.3 S

A

2 3. Msg, Tehran 1019 to State, 19 mar 70, Encl
B to CM-5030-70 to Spec Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr

70, CICS File Q91 Ira?::B
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} uvf'Ambassador Machrthur cabled washington that
unless the deadlock on military aia to Iran was broken
'We are on our way to a crisis with the Shah." The
Iranian monarch had an absolute conviction that unless
he strengthenea his military posture substantially, the
Arab side of the Gulf would fall before a massive
radical ekrab campaign, sponsored andg supported by the
Soviet Union. “Iran," he said, "is the key to whether
the Gulf remains in friendly hands, and I need not
spell out again its importance to the most basic
financial, economic and security regquirements of
ourselves, West Europe and Jagan.”
yﬂf'The Shah was very "prickly," Ambassador iac-
Arthur reported, on the subject of Iran's mlnlmum
military requirements and did not like to be second-
guessed on the matter by US officials. The Ambassador
said that unless the United States agreed to amplify
and extend the 1968 agreement, there would be & major
crisis and "an end to the special relationship that the
Shah feels tor us" which had resulted in special
privileges and facilities., "we will only infuriate the
Shah if we try to tell him bluntly what he does or does
not need but if we obtain & stretchout we may be able
to do something about magnitude.“4 3
iﬂfﬁ%he Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Sfaff,
Ceneral wheeler, v151ted the Shah in Tehran on 8 April

\j970'and heard essentially the same requests and

'./
<{j 7 Msg, Tehran 1247 to State, 1 Apr 70, Tab
D

arguments as had the Ambassador several weeks earlier.
In reporting this meeting to the President, the Chair-
man said, "My overall impression is this: His Imperial
Majesty is aetermined to create the military forces
which he is convinced the security of Iran -requires,

—
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to CM-5038-70 to $pec Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr 70,

CJCE File 0971 Iranj
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but he will get it elsewhere reluctantly, if -he has to
do so,%d

(S) Meantime, the revampea HNSC organization estab-

lished by President Nixon had been reviewing Us policy
toward the Persian Gulf in light of the pending British
withdrawal, Dr. hLenry Kissinger, the President's
Assistant for MNational Security Affairs, initiated the
review in July 1969, and a final draft was submitted to
the NSC Review Group in March 1970. Included were the
following six options for US action: (1) US assumption
of the former British role, maintaining a "meaning ful
naval presence" in the Gulf area and establishing a
Eosition of special influence; (2} political support
for Iran to make it responsible for Preserving security
and stability in the ‘area; (3) promotion of Saudi-
Iranian cooperation in the hope of insulating the Gulf
states from outside pressures; (4) development of
significant bilateral US contacts and presence in the
new Arab states of the lower Gulf without taking on the

-t

aivesting themselves; (5) continuation of the status
quo with respect to the small Arab states; (6) sponsor-
ship of a regional security pact in which Iran, Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait and the Trucial States collectively or
singly would become responsible for regional security.6

39f After studying these options, President Nixon,
on 7 November 1970, decided that the Unitea States

!
i
i

specific responsibilities of which the Eritish were’

He wants to buy the necessary equipment from the Uéj‘j

PR

. Ck-5037~-70 to Pres, 10 Apr 70, CJCS File
081 Iran,.
6. W#7 NSSM 66, 16 Jul 69, Att to JCS 1887/768, 15

Jul 69; (@ memo, NSC Staff Secy to Cir, J-5 et al., 12
Mar 70, Att te. JCS 1887/768-1, 17 Mar 70; JMF 9Y89/532

{12 Jul 69). \ Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff diaj

/not comment on the study, a JCS representative partici-

/pated in the interaepartmental gioup that conductea thel’

3

review, and the CICS, as a member of the NSC Reviewl
{ Group, had an opportunity to comment on the study when
“ 1t was considered by that Group.

* T
S
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[\;Egponse to the withdrawal of British forces. from th;
! Gulf would be to follow "a general strategy of promot-
ing cooperation between Iran and Saudi Arabia" and
"recognizing the preponderance of Iranian power and

developing a direct U.S. relationship with the special |

political entities of the area.® There would be no

D R g A S

redustion of US Naval presence in the Gulf, theg

i MIDEASTFOR, consisting of a converted seaplane tender?

‘ and two destroyers, homeported in the Bahrein Islands. ;
. He instructed the NSC Under Secretaries Committee to

- review plans "consistent with the strategy of promoting :

. orderly development of local resgonsibility for -

maintaining stability." This decision, oficourse, was ;
the logical application of the Nixon Doctrine and
fitted well with the Shah's plans and philosophy.7
(ﬂf’At about the time this new policy toward Iran
‘ was being promulgated, the Secretary of State cautioned
Secretary of Defense Laird that the United Sﬁates,
while concerned about the magnitude of the Shah's
requests and how "costly" his present plans were, must

not give the impression that it was a better judge of
Iran's military needs than were the Iranians them-
i selves, To do so might lead the Shah to make "a direct
f linkage between the amount of assistance he expects
; from us in the future and the very valuable, ana in
‘ some instances, unigue intelligence and security
? facilities Iran now provides us, a notion the Shah has

} scrupulously avoided heretofore."B

P r—

(U) Another key factor in the US relationship with
Iran, and one that enabled the Shah to realize his
ambitions to build up his forces, was the dramatic

change in Iran's financial fortunes in the early 1970s.

T. G?’ NSDM 92, 7 Nov 70, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1970}.
8. Ltr, SecState to Secbef, 19 Nov 70, Att
to JCS 1714/1585, 23 Nov 70, JMF 887/460 (19 Nov 70}.
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Whereas in 1970 Iran had been judged too poor to afford
the $6 million annual costs of the S military mis-
sions, by 1972 Iran was well on its way to becoming an
extremely wealthy country. All of this was owing, of
course, to the spiralling price of o0il and to the
acquiescence of major oil countries in the area to the
growing demands of GPEC nations, including Iran. In
1969 TIran had received $l'billion from nine major
Western o0il companies known as Iranian Oil Partici-
pants. This figure had increased to approximately $2
billion by 1971 and increased still further in 1972,
allowing the Shah to pay for almost anything he felt
his military forces required.9

{U}) A watershed in US poficy towardlI%an occurred
in 1972. Going beyond his 1970 decision to foster
regional cooperation in the Persian Gulf area to
replace the strength of the departing British, Presi-
dent Nixon decided to rely on a strong Iran as the main
stabilizing influence in the Gulf area. To carry out
this policy, the United States would sell Iran large
quantities of its most modern and sophisticated weap-
ons. Dr. Kissinger explained President Nixon's ration-
ale in his memoirs:

The real issue in 1972 was that the
required balance within an area essen-

tial for the security, and even more
the prosperity, of all industrial
democracies appeared in grave jeopardy.
More than 15,000 Soviet troops were
still in Egypt, with which we had as
vyet no diplomatic relations and which
was tied to the Soviet Union by a
Friendship Treaty signed a year
earlier, Just seven weeks before, on
April 9, the Soviet Unioen had con-
cluded a similar Friendship Treaty
with Irag, followed by massive de-
liveries of the most advanced weapons,
Syria haa long since been a major
recipient of Soviet arms--and had

g KEéesings, Contemporary Archives, 1972, p.

25453,
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invaded moderate Jordan twelve months
earlier. Britain at the end of 1971 had
just completed the historic withdrawal of
its forces and military protection from
the Persian Gulf at the precise moment
when radical Iraqg was being put into a
position by Soviet arms to assert tradi-
tional hegemonic aims. Gur friends--%audi
Arabia, Jordan, and the Emirates--were
.being encircled.

It was imperative for our interests
and those of the Western world that the
regional balance of power be maintainea
$O0 that moderate forces would not be
engulfed nor Europe's and Japan's (and
as it later turned out, our) economic
lifeline fall into hostile hands. We
could either provide the balancing
force ourselves or enable a regional
power to do so. There was no posdibil-
ity of assigning any American military
forces to the Indian Ocean in the miast
0f the Vietnam war and its attendant
trauma. Congress would have tolerated
NG such commitment; the public woulad
not have supported it. Fortunately,
Iran was willing to play the role. The
vacuum left by British withdrawal, now
menaced by Soviet intrusion and radical
momentum, would be filleda by a local
power friendly to us, Irag would be
discouraged from adventures dagainst the
Emirates in the lower Gulf, and against
Jordan and Saudi Arabia. A.strong Iran
could help damp India's temptations .to
conclude its conquest of Pakistan. And
all of this was achievable without any
American resources, since the Shah was
willing to rpay fﬂf the equipment out of
his oil revenues,

(U) President Nixon implemented this new policy’
during a visit to Iran in mid-1972. Returning from
the Moscow summit conference, he arrived in Tehran on
30 May. In conversations with the Shah, President

Nixon responded to reguests for continued .US support

10, Henry Kissinger, The White House Years {1879,
rp. 1263—1264.
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of Iran's military equipment needs by: (1) promising
the Shah that as soon as the United States was satis-
fied with the operational effectiveness of the F-14 and
F-15 aircraft it would be willing "in principle" to
sell them to Iran; (2) agreeing that, if desired, Iran
could buy laser-quided bombs from the United States;
{3) deciding that the United States would assign
uniformed military technicians from the various ser-
vices to Iran to provide assistance to the Iranian
services, The commitment for F-14 and F-15 aircraft
and laser~guided bombs was made despite the reluctance
of the Department of LCefense to part with advance
technology and Department of State fears that these
sales might be provocative to neighborihé countries,
According to Dr. Kissinger, the President not only
overrode these objections but added a proviso that in
the future the Iranians were not to be second guessed

on their arms requests.11

- gﬂf'Ckl the heels of his significant decisions with
respect to the sale of military weapons and services
to Iran and, perhaps, in implementation of it, the
President promulgated a further significant us policy-i
towards the states of the Lower Persian Gulf and Oman. \
On 18 August 1972, he decided that the primary respon-
sibility for the stability of that region should fall
upon the states of the region and that the United

——

T TT, KIssinger, White House Years, pp. 1262-1265.
According to a congressional report on this decision,
Fresident Nixon's actions "effectively exempted Iran
from arms sales review processes in the State ana
Lefense Departments.  This lack of policy review on
individual sales requests inhibited any inclinations in
the Embassy, the U.S. military mission in Iran . . . or
aesk officers in State and DOD to assert control over

day-to-day events; it created a bonanza for U.S. .

weapons manufacturers, the procurement branches of the
three Services and the Defense Security Assistance
Agency." "U.S. Military Sales in Iran," Staff Report
to Subcom on Foreign Assistance of S. Com on Foreign
Relations, 1976, 94th Cong, 2d sess,
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States should encourage cooperation among them to that

end. A continuing British role would be encouraged and

the United States, within that context, would play an

"imaginative and active direct role." To maintain such

a US posture would call for continuing consultation

with the British and the friendly states that were

T

primarily involved in promoting the stability of the .

Gulf area. President Nixon avoided
of Iran in this agecision.
At the same time,
private American companies would be supported in selling
reasonable amounts of weapons and
states,

gservices to these

If commercial sales were inadequate, these states
* 1

should be made eligible to receive US miiitary eguipment

and services under the FMS . aAct, if this action were

consistent with the objective of furthering cooperation
among the regional states. While US companies should not
‘be discouraged from operating in the region, "every effort

ﬁshould be made not to undermine the ongoing British
advisory role there."12

‘3Cs Influence on the Nixon Policy

¥ The Joint Chiefs of Staff had little apparent
'influence during the Nixon Administration. with regard

to policy toward Iran. Although they participated in
the NSC review resulting in the President's decision in
3970 to rely on Iran as the guardian of the FPersian
éulf, there is no evidence that the President consulted
them on the decision to sell Iran large quantities of
sophisticated weapons. Nor d&id the President ask them,

prior to his visit to Iran in May 1972, for recommenda-

tions on the specific types or numbers of weapons to be

offered the Shah. MNevertheless, in "vro forma" ana
e

Tz, g?l NSDM 186, 18 Aug 72, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1972).
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routine annual appraisals of Iran's military status
and requirements contained in the Joint Strategic
Objectives Plan (JSQOP), the Joint Chiefs of Staff did
forward recommendations to the Secretary of Defense.
Examination of these recommendations against the
background of policy decisions made by the President
would indicate that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were
influenced by the decisions.rather than the decisions
being influenced by their recommendations. ©On one
cccasion in 1970 the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(ISA) called for comments by the Joint Staff on the
requirements and capabilities of the Iranian armed

B T

/-'—-'

forces for use in evaluating the Foreign Mllltary Sales
pFrogram for Iran. These were prepared ang furnished by
the Joint Staff based on the current JSOP but were not
formally considered by the Joint Chiefs of staff,13

L7 In late 1969 the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in JSOP
FY 1972-1979, had assessed the strategic importance of
Iran as lying in the capabilities of its armed forces,
its location, [:be defense facilities and privileges
allowed the United StathZ]ana the "increasing import-
ance" of its o0il production to the Western World.
Iranian armed forces consisted of Ground Forces number-

ing 151,900, a Navy of 9,300 whose largest vessel was a

R
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patrol boat, and an Air Force of 21,700 equipped with '

one squadron of F-Bﬁs, four squadrons of P-5s and one

squadron of F-4s, The JCS guidelines for Iranian?

forces for the mid-range period, FY 1972-Fy 1979,
called for Ground Forces numbering 188,000; a Wavy of

15,000 possessing one destroyer, 8 hovercraft and four

corvettes; and an Air Force of 29,000 having six

squadrons of F-S5s and four squadrons of F-4s.14

3% I!ﬂ DJSmM-1314~70 to ASD(ISA), 12 Sep 70, Att
to N/H of JCS 1714/194, 23 Sep 70, JHF B87/460 (13 Aug
70).
hﬂf’Vol III, Book II, JSOP BY 1972-FY 1979,
JMF :Il {10 Dec¢ 69), sec 1C, 97
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Lsf’&he Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that Iran

be allowed to purchase in FY 1972 the following: 2
GCA; 12 transport aircraft; 12 special operations
aircraft; 4 PGM/missile systems; 4 PG 84 missiles; 206
10émm-recoilless rifles with vehicles; 12 troop trans-
port helicopters; & 86-inch SP howitzers; 84 tracked
recoﬁery vehicles; 98 M—578_vehicles; 68 CP carrier,
M577A1; plus some port egquipment and an oil tanker.!?
(S) By late 1972, against the background of the
inew policies that had evolved on Iran, the Joint Chiefs
: of Staff had reworded their evaluation of the strategic
Eimportance of Iran to include "its key location border-
ing on the Soviet Union, its emerging r?%e of leader-
tship in the Persian Gulf area, the strength ot its

;armed forces, and its position as one of the major i
world oil producers." They alsoc noted that Iran

- was "stable and Western-oriented,"[ that it extended

" military rights and facility arrangements to the United
States,]and that Iranian o¢il would be of increasing:

{ importance to the Free World in the mid-range period,

162,000, the Navy 11,500 and the Iranian Air Force

1975-1982, to a Ground Force of 195,000, a nNavy of
21,000 and an Air Force of 58,000.16

(S) Obviously influenced by the President's deci-
sions in mid-year, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mended that Iran be authorized to purchase the fcllow-

i ygf At that time, the Iranian Ground Forces totaled

36,000. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended increas-~ -

ing the strength of these forces in the perioca FY .

ing: three 707/320C aircraft; three improved HAWK |
battalions; 41 F-4E aircraft; 27 F-15 aircraft; 68 .
attack helicopters; 84 utility helicopters; 39

rsi———
T —

Vol 1II, Book I, JSOFP FY 1972-FY 1979, JMF 511

(10 Dec 68), sec 1A
16. vol 11, Book VII, JSOP 1975-1982, Sec 2; JIMF
511 (24 Nov 72) sec 1A.
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observation helicopters; 200 155mm SP howitzers; 200

M-348 cargo carriers; 176 M=-88 recovery vehicles; 400
laser-guided bombs; and six P-3C aircraft. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff readily admitted that they had no
control, or even forewarning, of Iran's purchase of
military equipment. Because of its special status and
grea& wealth, Iran could choose to buy through FMS or
commercial sources and to pay cash or use credit,
either through the US Export-Import Bank or through
private sources.17
| In the matter of the US advisory support for
Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommencations did]
have some effect. Consisting of 272 US:gersonnel and
153 foreign nationals, the ARMISH/MAAG, Iran'bostl
$6,000,000 annually to maintain. The Assistant Secre—}
tary of Defense (ISR} asked the Joint Staff on 29 Julyi

e mE ;e

PR

1970 for plans to reduce the advisory groups, eliminat- !
ing non-MAP and non-FmS functions, and reducing by July

e et g

1973 to 115 US and 65 foreign personnel, The Joint
| Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of Defense on 10i
November 1970 that such a reduction would aamage US%
relations with the Shah and have a "debilitating® |
effect on modernization of Iran's forces. They Sug~5
gested a reorganization to separate the adévisory role
from the DOD support role, with a separate element
performing the latter function. On 16 December, the .
Deputy Secretary of befense approved a JTD tor -
ARMISH/MAAG, Iran providing for 187 UGS and 24 foreign .
; personnel as of FY 1973. An interim, separate "supgort

| element" was authorized effective 1 July 1971. He also

‘ approved a JCS suggestion for a stuay of administra-

tive and support requirements of DOUD activities in Iran
1

':,..--‘ . e

7. Ibid.,, Part 1, same file, sec 1A. No time
frame was prescribed for these purchases.
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and a plan to reduce manpower substantially by 1 July
197218

yﬂf'Early in 1972, Iran had asked the United States
to determine the feasibility of a naval base and air
facilities at Chah Bahar on the Gulf of Gman. 1In
response, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed USCINCEUR
to send experts to Iran and to forward the resulting
report to them. USCINCEUR furnished the report to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19 June 1972. The study
showed that a naval base with full support facilities
and repair capabilities would cost $77 million. An air
base complex, HAWK installations, and a radar instal-
lation would require an additional‘?95 million,
Facilities for an armored brigade, 2,800 men and

officers, would add ancther $48 million. The complex
could be built in three years.'® '

gaf'The Joint Chiefs of Staff sent the studay to
the Secretary of Defense on 2 August 1972, recommending

transmittal to the Government of 1Iran. Subsequently,
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) approved the

\

Kthat it go to the Chief, ARMISH/MAAG for further
|
1

study, notifying the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 August
1 .

jthat it would be forwarded as regquested by them.4V
: The Shah had, on several occasions, asked for

v
1

’

s support to his growing air forces. Following
:-,_-—-'

§GS military personnel to furnish much-needed technical :

\

P el

. Memo, ASD{ISA} to DJS, 29 Jul 70, Att to

JCS 2315/498, 4 Bug 70; (8) JCSM-325-70 to SeclLef, 10

Nov 70, Encl A to JCS 2315/498-2, 30 Oct 70; (@ Memo,

Secbef to CJCS, 18 Dec 70, Att to JCS 2315/498-3, 22
Dec 703 JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 1.

19. (¥ Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 17 Mar 72, Att

to JCS 1714/200; J3CS 1714/200-2, 25 Jul 72; h&f Study,

"Iran Naval Air Facilities," App A to J(CSM-359-72 to

Sechef, 2 Aug 72 (derived from JCS 1714/200-23); JME --

587/052 (17 mar 72). :

20. JCSM-359-72 tg SecCef, 2 Aug 72 (derived
from JCS 1714/200-2); L&ﬂg Memo, LASD(ISA) to DJS, 15
ARug 72, Att to JCS 1714/200-3, 16 Aug 72; JIMF 867/052
(17 Har 72). '
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© President Nixon's assurances of almost unlimited
support in mid-1972, he called for even greater numbers
of these US personnel, On 13 August 1972, the Chief
ARMISH/MAAG passed on a request for 873 technicians to
support the F-4, the F-5, the C-130, a logistics
command, and a communications/electronics program.,
This. Gid not include 59 US mllltary technicians already
in Iran.21

y!f’The Assistant BSecretary of Defense (ISA) asked
for preliminary views on this request. In reply, the

Joint Staff made several observations that militated
| against such action. Not only did the Foreign Assist-
i ance Act of 1971 place a strict ceiling on the number
of US military personel assigned to MAhés, Missions,
and Military Groups arcund the world, the Joint Staff
said, but meeting the Iranian request would result in?

adverse impacts on current Service programs and cause ;
personnel management problems. As an alternative, the
Staff suggested that civilian technicians be sent to.
Iran, noting that many former military technicians were .
L“Eyrrently working in Iran for civilian contractors.iij
(U) In the end, US military technicians were sent
to Iran, but not in the numbers reggested by the Shah.
By the beginning of 1975, there were some 550 of these

technicians in Iran organized in “Technical Assistance
23

Field Teams" paid for by the Iranian Government.

The Problems of Partnership, 1973-1974

(U} The US decision in May 1972 to sell Iran advanced
weapons, combined with the rapidly expanding Iranian oil
revenues, enabled the Shah to proceed full-speed with

. Msg, ARMISH/MAAG Iran 1375 to JCS and SecDef,
13 Aug 72, JJMF 887/145 (15 Sep 72). .
22. (J(MJCS 311-72 to ASD(ISA), 15 Sep 72, Att to
JCS 17147202, 20 Sep 72, JMF 887/145 (15 Sep 72).
23, NY Times, 2 Jan 75, 18§.
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the modernization and expansion of his forces, Even
his purchases of older weapons systems rose sharply.
During the last months of 1972 and the first of 1973,
Iran contracted to buy almost $2 billion worth of
helicopters, F-4 fighter-bombers, F-4 interceptors, and
C-120 cargo aircraft, in what US officials described as
"the biggest single arms deal ever arranged by the
Department of Defense.“24 Significantly, the Joint
Chiefs of sStaff played little role in these sales to
Iran. Their advice was limited solely to yearly
recommendations contained in the JSOP and, once Admin-
istration decisions were reached, implementation was
supervised by the Defense Security Assistapce Agency in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

(U) with the great expansion of Iranian forces, f
came a change in Iran's relationship with the united
States, evolving from one of dependence to more nearly
a partnefship. The Shah grew increasingly more
independent and self-reliant. 1In addition, the United
States now had to address such new questions as the
interoperability of US and Iranian forces and equip-
ment, increased Iranian participation in Persian Gulf
exercises, and Iranian production of sophisticatead
weapons., '
‘ﬂgﬂf'ln view of the changing situation, President
Nixon, in May 1973, requested another review of US
policy toward the Arabian Peninsula and the Perxsian
Gulf states. He was also concerned with the growing US
dependence on Persian Gulf oil; Iran, for example,
provided 10 percent of America's oil and might be ;

: supplying as much as 25 percent by 1980.2% 1In the
L_.—&n_’ . ’ ———
29, DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: 1Iran." NY

Times, 22 Feb 73, 2.
25. NY Times, 20 May 73, 3.
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ensuing considerations, the Department of State

observed that seeking closer relations with Tehran at

this time seemed unrealistic, because doing so would

require: more binding security commitments; a "special

relationship" over sales of Iranian oil; a "virtual

blank check" for Iranian military purchases;

e

e,

anag .

support for the Shah's hegemonic ambitions, which
"could unhinge" US relations with Saudi Arabia. Yet, !
on the other hand, to loosen ties with the Shah presup-

posed that the uUsS relationship with Iran was losing
its importance. The Department of State discerned two
broad policy options that did not involve any drastic
changes:

(a) Urging Iran to give "“highest' briority" to
coordinating its efforts with those of Saudi Arabia and
other friendly Arab states.

(b) Supportng the Shah as the regional arbiter of
power, since Iran alone possessed enough military
strength to perform this task.

In the end, the President took no action to change the
Us policy.26

In August, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sought
permission to expand exercises involving the US MIDEAST-
FOR and the Imperial Iranian Navy;l Guidelines issued
in 1970 forbade local commanders from scheduling
exercises involving more than one ship, and then only
under restrictive conditions, because the Department of
State believed the political situation in the Persian
Gulf to be extremely sensitive, But, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff now argued that the diplomats' concern
about exacerbating the political climate remained
unjustified., Since US arms were flowing to Iran,
Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia, those nations presumably

m—r—— e ke

Aty e it ——

would be seeking joint training exercises. They

e

26, m NSSM 181, 10 thay 73, Attt to JCS 1887/798,
14 May 73; (S) Dept of State Draft, Tab A to "NSSM 181%
TP, n.a. [Ju; 73); JNF B98/530 (10 hay 73).
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" that, one week's advance notice was given.?’

H

therefore proposed new guidelines allowing a wider

scope (e.g., an upper limit of 5§ ships and/or 12
aircraft in one exercise) for bilateral exercises that
could be coordinated directly between COMMILEASTFOR and
the Iranian Navy. The Department of State and the

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) agreed, provided

yfr In October 1973, during the Arab-Israeli War,

the Shah's actions were unmistakeably pro-Western.

he secretly supplied Israel with ammunition, rejected

Soviet requests to overfly Iranian territory, andj

. , . !
refused to join the Arab oil embargo. Early in Novem-:

. . . i
ber, as an American carrier task group temporarily took:
up station in the Arabian Sea, the US Government sought%

the Shah's permission to use Bandar Abbas airfiela, by!
the Strait of Hormuz, for anti-submarine patrols ana -
logistic support flights, The Shah approved P-3 ASW
and C-130/C-141 transport operations, under cover of a:
story that the planes had come (1) to familiarize-
Iranians with the aircraft and (2) to participate in':
joint naval exercises. Flights occurred at a rate of 3 .
to 4 per week. In August 1974; when the Assistant:
Secretary of Defense (ISA) asked whether the P-3.
operations should continue, the Joint Chiefs of Staff -
replied that they were of "high military value" in
collecting acoustic and oceanographic data, and in

developing accurate shipping and environmental fore- :

casts.28 )

27. NY Times, 26 Jul 73, 13. (S) JCSM-376-73
to Secbef, 23 Aug 73, Encl to JCS 1714/203-1, 13 Aug
73; ;ET Memo, ASD(ISA) to DJS, 4 Oct 73, Att to JCS
1714/203-2, 9 Oct 73; JMF B67/385 (29 May 73).

28. W# Memo, Dir CIA to SecDef, "Special Re-

rationship Between Iran and Israel," 5 Mar 74; (S) Msg, -
CINCPACFLT to CINCPAC, 0321142 Nov 73, JCS IN 92445;
(S} Msg, Tehran 7860 to SecState, 8 Nov 73, JCS IN
10666; CJCS File 091 Iran, (& JCSM-363-74 to Seclef,
29 Aug 74 (derived from JCS 2294/87-1), JMF 482/332 (8

Jul 74).—::},
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(U) But the Shah also was instrumental in bringing
about a sharp rise in oil prices. Late in December
1973, ministers from the six Persian Gulf states,
including 1Iran, that supplied almost half of the

non-communist world's oil, decided to double their
pric;es.29

ambition. In January 1974, for example, Iran con-
tracted for 30 F~14s; in June, the number rose to 80.
Early in August, Assistant Secretary of Defense (1ISA)
Rkobert Ellsworth asked for military advice on how,
forganizationally, Iran might best meet its naval air

| needs. The Chief, ARMISH/MAAG advised that, although a
i , .
i naval air arm could be created by careful deliberate

. steps, the Iranian Navy's manpower and infrastructure
?already were overtaxed. He added, too, that the Shah

would not be dissuaded from moving forward rapidly,

General Andrew Goodpaster, USCINCEUR,30 gave his
: opinion that the Iranian Air Force should continue to
" exercise operational control over all fixed-wing
aircraft. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, finally, pre-
sented Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger with four
organizational options: continuing the Iranian Air
Force's control of fixed-wing aircraft; placing all
rotary-wing aircraft under the Navy; expanaing naval
air organization to include direction of naval air
operations, command and control, aircraft inventory,
and planned procurements; and assigning all naval
~alr matters to the Air Force. The Joint Chiefs of
© Staff did not try to evaluate these options,

H
Tt g

29, KY Times, 24 Dec 73, 1. .
30. On 1 January 1972, the Joint Chiefs of Staff

| MAS the Shah's coffers swelled, so did his.‘W

T T A ek i R
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reassigned command responsibility for the Middle East, ~°

including Iran, from CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to USCINC-
EUR. At that time, CINCSTRIKE became Commander in
Chief, US Readiness Command (USCINCRED) and the titles
CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA lapsed. See MJCS Hist Div,_
History of the Unified Command Plan, 1977, pp. 29-30.
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{ exchanges of intelligence.3? z _ i
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because they did not know enough about the Shah's
long-range plans. They did, however, agree with
USCINCEUR that no organizational changes should be made
at this time, and with ARMISH/MAAG that a deliberate
approcach to the problem appeared best. They proposed
forwarding their four alternatives to the Iranian
Government, together with the cauticn that any changes
should be made in a prudent, "phased" manner.31

(S} The Shah's interest in acquiring sophisticated
weaponry did not slacken. 1In July 1974, Iran contrac-
ted for six SPRUANCE-class destroyers. In October, the
Iranian Government wanted to purchase 36 more F-4Es;
in December, it proposed to pay for reopening Lock-
heed's C-SA production liné and to buy ten cargo
planes. The utility of these advanced weapons systems
depended upon computers and rapid communication. That,
in turn, raised the problems of interoperability among
Iranian units and between US and Iranian forces. The
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISa) requested JCS
advice in formulating an appropriate policy. 1In reply,

...... ey

the Joint Chiefs of Staff characterized US-Iranian
compatibility and interoperability as "fundamental" toj
enhancing the security of both countries against{
communist or communist-inspired aggression. Conse—!
quently, whatever equipment was sold to Iran "should bei
inherently compatible and interoperable." [}he Secre—!
tary of Defense concurred, but added that attainment of |
this objective should be limited to "the extent reason-f

able," and did not justify broadening the currentf

"

IT.NY Times, 11 Jan 74, 1, 6. 4@ Memo, ASD(ISA) to
LJS, 9 Aug 74, Att to JCS 1714/208, 14 Aug. 74; (C)
JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct 74; Ly JCSM-410-74 to
Sechef, 1 Oct 74, Encl to JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct
74; IJMF 887/495 (9 Aug 74).

32. NY Times, 3 Oct 74, 68; 2 Dec 74, 1. JoT°
Memo, Actg . DASD(ISA) to DJS, 1 May 74, Attt to
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QB#':na June 1974, the Chairman of the Joint Chiei‘;“w
of Staff, Admiral Moorer, suggested and the Secretary
of Defense agreea that the Shah and senicr Iranian
officials should be briefed on intelligence derived
from satellite photography. The Chairman believed that
% i this would create closer US-Iranian military tles,

T E 2

i} expand military 1nte111gence exchange agreements, and
'{ help develop a common base of knowledge about the
It threats to Iran. Additionally, periodic updates might

dampen the Shah's enthusiasm for obtaining SR-71
\reconnaissance aircraft, which Admiral Moorer thought
{ were "too rich for his blood."33
ki
!
i
{
1]
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gﬂf'Iran, by virtue of its locatlon, played a
critical part in US 1ntelllgence ana communlcatlons

factivities., There were two electronic intelligence
| 'sites near the Soviet border, an Atomic Energy Detec-
ition System station near Tehran, and a special communi-
? 1cations site within the US Embassy compound.34 In
% 21974, US Ambassador Richard Helms--who significantly,
i fhad been CIA Director from 1967 until 1973--exrressed
; }concern about the increasing US presence, dnd sought

Dré padeemmans o o L i st iem gy

B, et v #RE

‘some measure of consolidation. Consequently, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked by the Office of
‘the Secretary of Defense on 3 May 1974 to prepare
ja plan outlining the requirements for communications
‘facilities. The Joint Chiefs of Staff labeled Tehran
f"the most economically and politically desi;able

—

. T :
L\\_, JCE 177147204, 6 May 74; #GT JCS5m~-278-74 to Sechef,
5 Jul 74, Encl A to JCS 1714/204-1, 1 Jul 74; @7 Nemo,
v Sechbef to CJcs, 18 Jan 75, Att to JCS 17114/204-2, 21

BJag.75; JMF 8B7/499 (1 May 74).
33, (M Msg, CICS to AMB Helms, 2414102 Jun 74,
i 1 The Director, CIA, noted that the

?

Memo, Lir CIA to Dir DIA, 12 Jun 74, sam

34. g?f'Memo, ASD{PA&E) to Sechef, "The Growing
US Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76.
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nology, he asserted, should not aictate policy deci-f;
sions in such a sensitive‘area.35 =
R

uﬁanﬁﬂf'The Shah wanted to buil

z‘
=,

|

i ters, air-to-ground rockets and missiles, anti-tankl

eptable radio coverage for the entire area." This,
then, shoulo be the site for a communications—-electron-
ics complex serving the Middle East, East Africa, and
South Asia. They worried that repercussions from the
Arab-Israeli war, the Greek-Turkish conflict over
Cyprus, and Haile Selassie's ouster in Ethiopia would
immobilize or seriously degrade US telecommunications
south of the Alps and east of Italy. Consequently, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended rapid approval of
their plan and an early approach to the Iranian Govern-
ment. But, in April 1975, the Secretary of Defense
decided to defer action until the latest hiddle East
policy review had been completed. The Jdint Chiefs of
Staff had also urged adoption of a more forthcoming
policy for providing Iran with electronic warfare (EW)
capability. But Assistant Secretary Ellsworth ruled
against the drafting of a separate policy for Iran

. alone, saying that Iranian requests must continue to be

considered on a case-by-case basis. Neither aid he

believe that the Department of Defense was obligated to f
develop a comprehensive EW assistance program; tech- ©

ell as buy advancef
weapons. During 1973-1974, he pressed for permission’
to assemble or co-produce utility and attack helicop- |

L

—
_—“3ST"TIW'Pwmo, Dir, Tele Com Systems, OSD to DJS et
al., 3 May 74, BAtt to JCS 1714/205, 7 May 74;
JCS8M~-459-74 to Secbhef, 3 Dec 74, Encl A to
JCs 1714/205-1, 20 Nov 74; L& Memo, Depbir, Tele Com
Systems GSD to LJS, 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/205-2,
17 Apr 75; JMF B87/630 (3 May 74). &b JCSM=-67-75 to
Secpbef, 20 Feb 7%, Encl A to 3CS 2010/496-1, 6 Feb 75;
" Memo, BSD(ISA) to DJS, 7 Nov 175, Att to
JCS 2010/496-2, 12 Nov 75; JMF 806/652 (12 Nov 74). jIm
May 1975, the Iranian Government contracte with!

Rockwell International to build and man an intelligence:
communications facility. fNY Times, 1 Jdun 75, 1.
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missile systems, and a lightweight fighter, On 8 i
Cctober 1974, Dr. Kissinger ordered the NSC Under
Secretaries Committee to study the long-range implica-
tions of large-scale co-production. The Committee
reported, in November 1974, that co~-production could
bolster US "pre-eminence" in Iranian security affairs
and "give us increased influence--ang potentially
longer-term leverage--should the Shah or his successors
embark on policies contrary to U.s. interests." &
"forthcoming® policy on limited co-production would be
"politically advantageous in the near term," although |
technical and managerial problems on the Iranian side

would have to be resolved. Eeyond that time, issues
seemed more complex and benefits less' ‘clear. The
Committee proposed (1) approving a limited number of
projects for the next 1-3 years and (2) considering
requests that would stretch over the next 4-10 years on
a case-by-case basis.3®

st

The new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
General George S. Brown, and the Secretary of Defense .
endorsed the recommendations of the Under Secretaries f
Committee. Dr. Kissinger, however, directed that the
study be revised (1) to show the relationship of
co-production to overall US—Iraniah'dealings, (2) to '
estimate the potential growth of co-production proj-
ects, and (3) to devise guidelines for assessing
co-production proposals. The Committee did draft more
detailed guidelines, and recommended that written US
approval be required for Iranian sales of co-produced
items to third countries. But it decided not to address
(1) whether the United States should use arms supply as ‘

—

—3%. @ Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to ‘Chm, NSC
USecys Cmte, B8 Oct 74, Att to JCS 1714/210, 10 Oct 74;
&* Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Cmte to CJICS et al,, 7 Nov
74, Att to JCS 1714/210-3, 8 Nov 74; LT Memo, Sechef
to Chm, USecys Cmte, 3 Dec 74, Att to JCS 1714/210-4, ©
Dec 74; Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Cmte to CJCS et
al., 3 Jan 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-5, 10 Jan 75; JMF
8877415 (10 Oct 74) sec 1.
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a lever to change Iran's oil pricing policy and (2)
whether creation of an arms industry would foster
Iranian adventurism. General Brown and Secretary
Schlesinger accepted these slightly revised conclusions
and recommendations; President Gerald Ford approved

_them_in may 197537 e,
o d vt T
( In April 1974, meanwhile, the US Governmeéent .

proposed to "broqden and déepen" relations with Iran.

RRyT———

R

The Shah reacted favorably, Secretary Kissinger

thereupon told Ambassador Helms to set the stage for !
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discussions that would be "very much an egual partner- :
ship exchange." On political and security matters, he
Stated, "we are prepared to continue and expand the

e T

consultations and close ties which alrdady mark our :}:

relations and which we value greatly. . . . Wwe contem-

pPlate remaining in the closest touch," the Secretary by

S S

continued, "on the Shah's concerns regarding Iran's i3 §
H

security and on how we can continue to cooperate

e~ sk

through our sales and training programs in helping to

RNy SSe

build up Iran's defensive capability." 1In the economic
field, the Secretary suggested establishment of a joint
cabinet level commission, in which the first working
group might deal with ways of aeveloping energy produc-

R

tion. The Atomic Energy Qommission'wanted to negotiate

an agreement, similar to those concluded with Egypt

RN P

and 1Israel, for supplying Iran with enriched uranium

?f and nuclear reactors. . The Joint Chiefs of 5taff }
]
i :

n

2 agreed on 29 June 1974 to a negotiating effort, but

. Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chm, USecys
Cmte, & Feb 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-6, 13 Feb 75; o

Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Cmte to CJCS et al., & Mar 75,
Att to JCS 1714/210-7, 7 Mar 75; T Memo, ASD(ISA) to
Sechef, 13 Mar 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-8, 20 Mar 75;
{'s) Memo, Chm, USecys Cmte to Pres, 22 Mar 75, aAtt to
JCS 1714/210-9, 26 Mar 75; JWUF 887/415 (10 Oct 74) sec
2. Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chm, USecys Cmte,
2 May 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-10, 8 May 75; same file,
sec 1,




-*Wgsked for an opportunity to review the resulting!
{ safequard provisions. The Chief of Naval Operations,
hdmiral Elmo Zumwalt, after initial opposition because

of the risk he saw in the introduction of nuclear:
reactors and fuels into the Middle East, acquiesced
ﬁtpig}ely because of the Egypt-Israel précedent.38 .

%---~'gaf' In March 1975, President Ford requestédmcé
review of the issues involved in reaching a US-Iranian

nuclear sales agreement. By this time, negotiations
revolved around the issue of reprocessing weapons-grade

O ey |

plutonium, The United States sought to retain a right

FESL TR

to determine where plutonium could be reprocessed,’

e

i fabricated, and stored. This was strjcter than past;]

£
agreements, in which reprocessing haa been subject only*
to a US determination that the facility was adequately:

safeguarded, but more liberal than the recent Israeli--

Egyptian formulation. General Brown anad Secretaryj
Schlesinger wanted to delay reprocessing as long as?
possible and, in particular, to avoid any stockpilingg
of plutonium in such sensitive regions as the Middle-
i East until adequate bilateral or international control.
: measures existed. They urged that US negotiators {1)3
insist upon multinational participation in any Iranian!
reprocessing facility but (2) allow that reprocessing%
probably would be approved when needed in the mid-’
1980s. 1In April, President Ford selected a nego}iatingi
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stance that would either require American approval for -

l"
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. Msg, SecState 48689 to Tehran, 11 Apr 74,

JCS IN 50659; (C) DASD(ISA) to CJCS et al., 21 Jun 74,

Att to JCS 1714/207, 24 Jun 74; (S8) JCS&M-270-74 to

Sechef, 29 Jun 74, Encl to JCS_ 1714/207-1, 29 Jun 74;

. JMF 887/704 (21 Jun 74). LST'JSM—375-75.to cJcs, 10

' Mar 75, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. In

June 1974 France agreed to sell Iran five .1,000-mega-
watt reactors. HNY Times, 28 Jun 74, 1;)




reprocessing US-supplied fuel or, as a fallback poszjw
tion, accept reprocessing in a multinational plant.39
" Iranians strongly criticized the US desire to
retain a veto over reprocessing. When new negotiating
f options came under consideration, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the new Secretary of Defense,
Donald Rumsfeld, opposed making any concessions at this

s apr———

. boint about US control over reprocessing. Early in
1976, President Ford sent Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration (ERDA) Administrator Robert Seamans
and Under Secretary of State Carlyle Maw to Tehran for

g the purpose of clarifying Iran's position, They
reported that the Shah would' never accept a US veto,

; and suggested that US negotiators might (if strenuous

. efforts to create a bi- or multinational facility

failed) allow reprocessing in an Iranian facility under

International Atomic Energy Agency standards. The

Chairman and the Secretary disagreed, insisting that

the reprocessing center must be multinational.%¢

Here the negotiations stuck. When President Fora left

office, no agreement had been achieved.
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39, Eﬁ? NSSM 219, 14 Mar 75, Att to JCS 1714/213,
17 Mar 75; (#) Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to Secbef et
al., 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/213-3, 16 Apr 75; ™
Memo, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 25 apr 75, Att to
JCS 1714/213-4, 30 apr 75; JMF 887/704 (14 Mar 75).
NSDM 292, 22 Apr 75, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1975).
40, Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to Secbef et al.,
20 Nov 75, Att to JCS 1714/216, 21 Nov 175; (@1 Memo,
SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 4 Dec 75, Att to JCS
1714/216-1, 10 Dec 75; (# Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA
to SecDef et al., 4 Feb 76, Att to JCS 1714/216~2, 24
mar 76; (¥ Memo, Adamin, ERDA to Pres, 15 Mar 76, Att
to JCS 1714/216~2, 24 Mar 76; @' Memo, SecDef to Asst
to Pres for NSA, 7 Apr 76, Att to JCS 1714,/216-3, & Apr
76; JMF 887/704 (20 Nov 75)j
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THE END OF AN EMFIRE
1975-1579

Doubts Begin to Arise

E g?f’By early 1975, the spreading US involveme:]

[ with Iran was beginning to cause some apprehension
f among US policymakers. Military sales agréements, for
example, had snowballed from $458 million in FY 1972

to $2.158 billion in FY 1973 and to $3.966 billion
auring FY 1974.1' The American community in Iran

©  numbered about 17,000 of whom 11,400 worked in defense-
i' relatea jobs.! In January 1975, ASSLStant'Secretary of
Defense (PA&E) saw fit to warn the Secretary of Letfense

s

of the risks thus raised: that the United States might
become enmeshea in “"iIranian military adventures"; that

JUSN PRI R

the U5 influx would create serious social, legal, and
political problems, making Americans the target for
expressions of xenophobic feeling or political dissent;
and that Iran's failure to meet its modernization goals
would lead to a mutual loss of confidence that could
seriously undermine US influence,?

yST'Concurrently, the Joint Staff prepared a brief-

ing paper for the Chairman that noted how the Shah, who
hoped to make Iran a great economic power, had become.

“extremely protective" about the Strait of Hormuz, "a-
highly vulnerable choke point" and one through which;
Iran’s o0il exports must pass. For this reason, and in§
view of the British withdrawal from the Persian Gulfj

T.7{U) DSAA, "DSRA Fiscal Year Series: Iranﬁh
Delivery schedules for major items ran as follow: 491
helicopters during 1974-1977; 169 F-5s3 and ‘176 F-4s
over 1973-1977; 80 F-14s in 1976~-1378; ana 32 HAWK
batteries guring 1974-1978.

2. Memo, ASD(PA&E) to Secbef, "The Growing US
Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820 iran, 1
Jul 74-31 Jul 7e6.
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the Shah had reoriented his forces away from the Soviet
border and toward the Gulf andg was intent upon creating
"an overwhelming Iranian military superiority" there.
“On balance,” the paper stated, "Iranian actions over
the near term should contribute to regional stability";
its support of conservative regimes and isolation of
radical ones was "compatible with US interests." But
the long-range implications of Iranian ambitions were

harder to fathom; the Shazh would not hesitate to oppose

US efforts when he deemed it necessary.3 _EJ

(U) General Erown apparently saw the Shah in a
similar light. During a 1976 interview with a free-

lance reporter, the Chairman raised
. [

the puzzling question of why [Iran] is
buildigg such a tremendous military
force, She couldn't with her popu-
lation do anything that would provide
protection. from the Soviet Union:. . . .
She's got adeguate power now to handle
Afghanistan and Pakistan. . . . She's