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> aApstract
l The objective of A Focused Comparison of Sgviet and Amenican
X National Interests in Southwest A3.a is two fold. First, to develop a2

framework for analysis by which to compare the national interests or

the Soviet Union and the United Stgtes. Becguse of the problem of

YWY

mirror-imaging Soviet and American views, this analysis caretrully
gttempts to consider the definition of a national interest fram both

societal perspectives. Sacond, to apply the framework of anolysis to

2

two related case studies; Superpower intarests In Arfghanistan and

(s IR
P

x

irgn. The Southwest Asian region provides an interesting environment
to apply this paradigm because of the significant chaolienges to both
Sovi2t ond American positions in light of the irgnicn Revolution and the

Soviet invasion of Afghgnistan,
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This analysis concludes with a brief comparison of American and

vy rer
FRRTRN L

Soviet intarests in the region. Given tﬁe geostrategic position of the

-y
A

fava e ahd

region, the dominant role of ethnicity in iran ond Afghcnistan, and risks
to superpower prastige, it is obvious thaot the Scviet Union has a

gragdter intensity of interests in this region.
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. Introduction:

The Southwest Asion region, for ardinary Americans, has token
an significonce only recently with the actions of Isiamic revolutionaries
in Irgn, the supposed lranian support of tarrorist actions throughout
ha wonrid and the Soviaet intarvantion in Afghgniston. To Amaricans
abserving the Soviet Union and not cognizant of history, it would seam
that Russian intarasts in this area have devealopad only recentlu with
the advent of their intervention in Afghanistan. It would olso seem that
with southern boundaries distant from the Russian republic ond saat of
Soviet powar, there should be little interest in this region. US Policy
mokers are prepared to involve our nation in guoranteeing o
compromise peoce settlemaent in Afghaniston. They staote thot the
Unitad States has a significant stoke in thae daveliopmant cnd
maintenance of peace in South Asio ond the Gulf region. Conditions of
stability ond ottitudes of tha policy maokars of Iran and Afghaniston
significantly effact our ability to influance offairs in the region.
Comporaed to tha Soviet Union, U.S. involvamant in Southwest Asig hos
a short history. Soviat interests are inteanse, originating during Tzarist
timas ond avolving to todoy’s conflict.

On Saturdoy, 28 Decamber 1985, President Reagaon announced
thot “tha United States 1s willing to serve g5 ‘gorantor’ of a peace

sattlement”!. The saome day the Mancghaester Guardian (Englond)

Tas reported by the New York Times, 29 December 1985, 5. and by the major televigion
networks during their evening broadeasts 28, 29, and 30 Dec. 1985, The MacNeil/Lehrer Hews
Hour on the PBS Network carried an interview with Mr_Nicholas A. Yeliotes, Assistant Secretary
for Nesr Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Dept. of State, in which he discussed the significancs of
the President’s comments pertaining action 83 an agent in the Afghsnistan conflict.
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reported that Scowviet policy N AsSIQ s a whole continues to be
hamperead by the Arghan war, stating that ~Moscotw observears faeel that
the Soviet Union is hinting gt ‘broodening political diglogue’ aimed at
ending six years af 'war. N the Soviet Union the costs of invalvement in
this Muyslim sphere of the worid are becoming visible, L!'S News and
YWorld Report detalled the dJomestic costs and responses by the Soviet
state, indicating that there are signs that Soviet citizens are growwing
steadily tired of cosuoliies gs the diplomatic and economic costs of
maintaining the waor erfort continue.© What motivates the Soviet Union
and the United States to involve themselves in this region of the wonrld?
YWhu should the President seeHl to gquarantee g peagce settiement in
Southwest Asio? At the same time, why does the Soviet Union
continue o press onward?

This thesis examinas the national interests of the United States
and the Soviet Union in South West Asia. First, this onalysis will
exomine.the concept of Nationgl Interest and develop a fromework for
cnalyzing and comparing the interests of the Soviaet Union and the
United States in the region. Second, using a cgse study format, the
development of superpower interests in the region will be anaiyzed.
Finally, a focused comparison of the U.5. and Soviet concerns Qs they
have developed to this day will be made, keying on the intensity of
various types of interests. Isiom is 0 significant factor in both Iran and
Afghanistan; this region could be dJdescribed ags Islgmic South . sia.

Therefore, the importance of this variatie will be carefuily considered.

2US News and Yrorld Report , 16 Dec 1985, 42.
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In 1984, Seth Singleton wrote that "Americans confuse them=gives and
the Issues with poltically inspired debates which misunderstund Soviet
thinking."3 This study will attempt tu gvoid confusing the issue by
criticaliy anolyzing the guestion from both the American arnd Soviet
perspective and considering the influence of Islam to both
superpowaens,

Since Irgn and Afghaonistan oCccupy only Q portion of this diverse

region, it is useful to consider briefly the complete context of policy _

toward the area. Recently, Lawrence Ziring wrote that Southwest
Asig "hos become in the 1980s, what Southeast Asia was in the 1960s.”
He described the northern tier buffer as a primary interest for the
united Stotes because its strateqic and g_eopoliticol pasition ploces
United States and Soviet interests in haad to head competition. "The
northern tier states may form the historical pivot for the remaining
decades of the twentieth century.” He continued to lllustrate the
recent Soviet intarvention in Arghanistan, revolution in iran, and recent
instability in Turkey, as actions which have forced the United States to
pultback from its former forword position on the Soviet border ond
relook at our policy options in the region. Ziring writes. . .”There can bea
no Mistaking a shift in forces that favors the Soviet Union”4

Yat, since the Afghanistan invasion the Soviet Union has been

ungble to either resolve the conflict or win 0 compliete victory.

33eth Si ngleton, “Defense of the Gains of Socialism: Soviet Third World Policies in the
mid- 1980s", The Westhngton Guarterly (Winter, 1984), 103,

dLawrence Zi ring, lran, Turkey, and Afghanistan: A Political Chranology (New York
Praeger,1981), vii
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Additionally, whie entrenched in Arghanistan, the Soviets find
themselves in g number of diIfficult pozitions throughout the rest of
Southwest Asig. In Irgn, the Soviets are described as the lesser satan’
YIS 3 wis the United States. They find themselves challenged in their:
Central Asian republics with the general growth of o Musiim population
as the Slgvic representation decreases. In Pgkistan, the historic
‘Great Game’ continues as the United States has assumed the
challengers role in the vacuum of British withdraw )l after the Second
“Adorid War, If perhaps there higs been a shift in the correlation of
rorces to the Soviet gdvantage, is it o permanent shift?

The threod linking all the nations of this region, dJdespite the
diversity of Isiomic belief as characterized by Sunni gnd Shi'a sects, 1s
Islam. The significance of the Musiim factor in the past hos been

overlooked by both the United States and the Coviet Union. Michgel

Rywhkin In Mosgow's Myslim Chagllenge and Bennigsen and Broxup in The
islgmic_Thregt to the Soviet Stgte® have exomined the growing

importance of the Islam to the Saoviet Union. Cne of the magjor factors
responsible for the continuation of resistance in Afghanistan is the
consistent opposition Of the Myjihoddin, The imporiance of Islam is alsa
avident in Iran, where 1t remans a significant factor of legitimacy for
the revolution. Some quthors have argued that our failure to
understand its role contributed to ourloss of influencea in Iran with the

fall of the Shah and the success of the islamic revolution, In Pakistan,

Salexandre Bennigsen and Marie Broxup, The Islamic Threst to the Soviet State. ( New

York:St. Martin's Press, 1533) and Michael Rywkin, Moscow's Muslim Challenge: Soviet Central
Asia (New York: Sherpe, 1982).
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the Zig regimea bases itz stability gand continugtion cn g continuing policy
of ‘Islamization’ to secure domesic sdpport. While it can be argued
that islam can be gs divisive as it1s ynifing, it would be myopic to ignore
its significance in this raqgion of the worid. Certainly, tt must be
considered gs g challenge to Soviet intarnal control, just s gCross Its
southern border. For the United States it is important to understand
how islam contrbutes to the legitimacy and stability of guvernments in
the region ond the poteninol challenges or support this religion provides
for our own policies in the region.

Soviet presence in this region 1s the legacy of its Tzarst past
Since the time of Pater the Greut, an important Russian goal has been
the ogcquisition of warm wiater ports. Hegemonistic territoma!
expansion is only ong of several possible theories put fomward to
expiain Soviet Moves 0N 1ts Squthern frontier, Jther theories inciuade: a
historic preoccupation with security and feor of encirclement by foes,
opportunity for aconomic impanialism, an gttempt to offset potential
challenges internaglly by Islomic fundamentalism (either on an official
basis or by sufi orders), @ goal to establish a regional presence to sat
the giobal correlation of forces in their favor, and an ottempt to fill the
vacuum of power created with the retreat of British powen.

As pointed out eartier, US interestin Souhwest Asio is relatively
recent. Amenican interests became evident with the announcement of

the Truman Ooctrine in 1847, This was the point of departure for

10
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Amenicar fareign policy in the cold war® By 1947, the Linited States

had come to toke Bmtion’s place in the struggle ror pro-western
influance in Southwest Asia. .S, geals in this region are multi-lavel.d,
Econamically. the protaecuon of the Parsign Dulf ol lones is sigrnificant,
Stratagically, this reqion of the worid i1s the soft underbelly of the
Soviat Union. "The strategic volue of tha filank the Northern Tier
should b viewed in tarms of |1] the key role in the Mediterranean; (2]
the regqgion’s geostrateg;c relationship. . . and |3} its contrmbytion to
NATQ...”". Pohtically, thas ragion has significanca for the 30fe keeping
and maintenance of tha world order. Since the irgnign ravoiution and
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, this region nas taken 2N renaweq
importance ror tha US,

Befora exomining the development of Soviet ond Amencar
naotional interests, it is important to define the concept of naticnal
imterest’. The =saecond section of this poper saeks to raview tha
litargture on the national interest ond build an anaolytical framawaork

useful in expiaining intarests in South Wast Asia.

BJoh: L. Gaddis. otrategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American
National Security Policy, ( New York; Oxford University Preas 1982) contains o detailed
discussion of this point a3 does Part IV of Erik P. Hoffmann/frederic J. Fleron, Jir The Condyct of
Soviet Foreign Policy , { New York. Aldine Publishing, 1980).

TJed C. Snyder. “Strateqic Bias snd Southern Flank Security”, The Washingten Quarterly,
(Summer 1985) 123,

11



i Hethodaology;
A WHAT IS ANATIONAL INTEREST?

wWhat is a nationaf interest? Is there a standard definition for this

JISC AR S P AR N N

concept? is the national interest of the United States the same as that

for the Soviet Union7? Thesa are difficuit and often ungnswered

A

questions. Before continuing, two points should be considered, First, g

Lo

precise, universal opergtional definition of ‘National Interest’ quite
possibly is an wunreachable goal And 3second, comparing and
contrasting American and Soviet national interests can be a Jifficult
and confusing task. This chapter will gttempt to briefly review the field

of literature on the nationdl interest and having done 30 to develop an

. VUGS SO

operational framewark by which to explain and compare the interests

¢ v a8

v

of the superpowenrs.

Various methods have been used td ottempt to angiyze the

‘ national interests of the Soviet Union and the United States. MMethods g
gj have been developed to datermine what these interests are, how they '
interact and how they compare and contrast. Authors differ greatly in
E their gpproaches and in thein™ rmodels. However, faw attempts to b
;}E' devise g system which compares and contracts the intarests of the '{
. Soviet Union and the United States have been devised. valenta and a
: Butler in 1981 examined the interests ond objectives of Soviet Policy in %
= K
~‘\~ Scuth wWest Asig using g conceptual frame work cdapted from K.J. 3
i Holsti's Interngtiongl Palitics; A FragmeweorH for Anglysis. in ‘Soviet E
C;: National Security Decision-making: VwWhat Do We Know and ‘What 0o a
.u “wWe Understand?”, Stephen M. Mayer summarizes various methods and g
’
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models for the analysis of Soviet decision mauking., Likewise, Hannes
Adomelt in 1982 looked at Soviet risk taking in crisis situations Using the
ractors of ideology, security and state interest, military power and the
affects of gomestic politics on their decision mMakiNg process. Adam
Jiam in much of his writing uses d more historical and dascriptive, yet
less sclentific and rigorous method of cmc:lgsis.‘ Yet these methods
gttempt to exgmine only the Soviet interast,

Soviet analysts tend to fail iInto various schools of thinking which
Jescribe the nature of Soviet political decision mgking but d‘iscount the
role of legitimagte state interests. The Soviet system has teen
described by Spiro, Friedrich, Brzezinski and Arendt, gs J totalitarian
system with several distinct feotures; an imposed organization, forced
paorticipation, unpredictable due to the persongal control of o dictator,
violence ond suppression of oppositiof. Analysts hove used vaniants

of Kremlinology, Burecucratic Politics, Interest Group analysis and

— en————— e V stp—— S e——

Southwest Agis , (Carlisie Barracks, Pa: Strategic Studies institute, U.S. Army War College,
1981): K.J. Holsti, Internationsl Politics: A Framework for Analysis , (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice- Hell, 1983): Stephen M. Meyer, "Soviet Nationsl Security Decision Making: What Do We
Know and ‘What Do We Understand?”, Sovist Decision- making for Netionsl Security (London: Allen
and Unwin, 1984), 255-297: Hannes adomeit, Soviet Risk-Taking risi i

Theorstical and Empiical Analygis, ( London: Allen and Unwin, 1982).

CHerbert J. Spiro, "Comparative Politics: A Comprehensive Approach™, An.urican
Political Science Review, 1962, 56:577-595. Carl J. Friedrich and Zbigniew K. Brzezinski,
Totalitaria. Dictatorship and Autocracy, 2nd ed. (New York: Praeqsr, 1965). Hannsh Arendt, The
Qrigins of Totsliarisnism, Znd ed. (New York: Meridian, 1958).
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Political Culture to axplain why the Soviats oct in thair chosan maonnar.
rMowever, the above methods are hindaered in this type of study
bacousa of their salf imposed limits. Thay tand to onalyze the Sowviet
Union from ona sida, ara somatimes controvarsial in thair
intarpratations or daefinitions, and have littig utility in the comparison of
Soviat and US positions.

Sirmtlanly, the axamingation of United Stotes notional interests are
os variad as the a basic definition for the national interest. Hans J.

Morganthau in In Defense of the National Interest and Herry Kissinger

in Problams of Notiongl Security attampt to analyze tha componants of

our national intarest. Morganthou examings tha notional intarest in
strictly tarms of forign policy. Ha loocks ot three main pariods of US
foraign policy; the realistic pariod, thae idaoclogical periad ond the utapion
pariod. Morganthau’s thasis is that Amarican post-war foreign policy
hos been marked by four intallectual errors; legalism, utopianism,
santim@ntaolism aond n@o-isolationism. While Morgonthou sQas the
nodional intarast as a maojor force guiding the formulation and axacution
of forQign policy, ha navaer davelops the concept into an oparational

definition. Furthermore he does not attempt to anolyze the national

3 for examples see: For Kremlinology; George W. Breslauer, "Political Succession and the
Soviet Policy Agends™, Problems of Communism, May-June 1980. ¥illiam G. Hylsnd, "Kto Kovo"
inthe Kremlin“, Problems of Comraunisin, Jan-Feb 1982. Jerry F. Hough, “Soviat Succession:
Signs of Struggle”, Problems of Commynigm, Sept-0Oct 1982.; For Bureaucratic Politics Raymond
Tanter and Richard H. Ullman ed, "Burseucratic Politics: A Parsdigm and Some Policy
Implications”, Thegry and Policy in Internationgl Relations, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1972); For Interest Group and Elite perspectives ses William Zimmerman, "Elite
Perspectives and the Explanation of Soviet Foreign Policy”, Joyrnsl of Inter national Arfairs,
X41¥:1 1970, 84-98. For Political Culture see Nathan Leites, A Study of Bolshevisin, (Glencoe,
IN.: Free Press, 1953) and Alexander L. George, “The ‘Operational Code': A Neglected Approach to
the Study of Politicel Lesdsrs and Decision- Making”, |nternationsl Studies Quarterly, X11i:2
(June, 1969), 190-222,
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intarest of aur principle foe, the Soviet Union.4 Graham T. &Lllisor’s
Esserice of Decision wuJsas the raspective positions of the United
Statas and the Soviat Union during tha 1962 Cubon Missila Crisis as the
basis for anclysis. He examinas tha procaess of decision maoking from
threa perspactiveas, from the rational actor model, from the
organizational procass modal and from thae bureaucrotic politics modal.
Allison deals with the process and motivations of decision making
rather than the underlying intarasts which motivoted their decisions.
Allison’s modals attampt to axploin rother thon compara intensity of
intaragst of both suparpowars in tha Cuban situation. He doas not deal
with int@rests as a separata concopt.5

Glendon Schubeart, in The Bublic Interast, ottcmpis to arriva gt g
theory of national interest, Mis primary assumption is that the public
intarast is tha cantral concapt of democratic theorigs of government.
This immediately excludas tha possibility that the Soviat Union could be
anglyzed usirg the some concapt since their’s is not o democratic
government in the samg sens@ as the Amarican contaxt. Schubart’s
analysis of thae nationagi intarast concantratas upon tha actors involvad
in the process of intarprating the collective public will into goaois and
objectives of public intarest. Schubart categorizes the body of
litaroture on the national intarast into three typaes; Rationalist theory,
Idaalist theory and Realist thaory. His conclusion is thot thaere is not o

single unifiad or consistant thqory which dascribes how the public

4Hans J. Morganthau, (n Defense of the Natfonal (nterest: A Critical Examination of
American Foreign Policy, (New York: Knopf, 1951).

SGraham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis, ( Boston:
Little, Brownand Co. 1971).
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interest is defined in torms of governmental decision—-making. His
analysis focuses solely on the United States.6 GCarl Friedrich’s The
Public Intergst, is 9 gathering of various writer's short works on the
national interest, Each of the nineteen contributors to this edited piece
attempt to build a framework from which to analyze and describe
public interast. Each of the writers ggrees that the public Interest is
110l to the formulation and execution of policy. AgQaqin, NO one theory Is
derived which encompos.ses an operational definition for the national
interest or that can be used to compare the interests of the United
States with the Soviet Union.”

The above authors describe many foctors which must be
considered in an examinatinn of the interests which compel a given
notion to respond or act in g specific situation. However, 3 comparison
of interests of the Sovie_t Union and the United States must be
undertaken carefuiiy and must consider the inherent differences. The
most difficult problem is attempting to compare two distinctively
different political worids, one pluralistic and fluid, the other ensconced
in the philosophy of Marxist-Leninism and traditionol Russian political
culture. Any analysis seeking to compare the interests of thase two
superpowers must be careful not to mirror-imgge thae respective
gctors.

In @ Summer 1984 Foreign Policy article, Oimitrl Simes pointed out
the problem of perspective in comparing the Interests of the US and

USSA. RPefernring to the 1973 Soviet invasion, he explained that in the

6Glendon Schubert, (Glencoe, I11. The Free Press, 1960).
car Friedrich, The Public Interest, (New York: Atherton Press, 1962).
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ayes of Americans, it is a preposterous thought that an independent
Afghanistan is on intolerable threaot ta Soviet security concerns. MMost
Americans supported President Reaggan in hia decision to involve U.S.
forces in the Grenada iNvasion becguse the tiny isiand nation was too
politically close to Cubao and therefore a threat to the security of the
United States. As described in Allison’s book, Khrushchey’s declision to
send missiles to Cuba was seen in the U.S. as o “brutal provocation”.
Americans "contemptuc:':uslg dismiss” the Soviet position that
deployment of Pershing Il and Ground Launched Cruise Missiles
(BLCMs) in Europe is a threat to Soviet national security., 3n the other
hand, the Soviets become very sensitive to any possibility of Americon
influence in the Polish crisis, while at the some time continuing to send
agid to querillas in El Salvador, the Sandinista regime in Niccryaoga,
maintalning a de facto alllonce with Cuba and building ‘fraternal socialist
Pelatlons‘ with Grenada. . .”“right in Amenrica’s backyard. The difficuity in
understonding each other’s concerns also reflects the strong
Amenrican ond Soviet bellaf in the righteousness of thelr respective
causes..”8, While the Interests of the Soviet Union and the United
States ore similar given different perspectives, they remain different
given the context of each nations political culture ond decision making
process.

While caorefully seekling not to mircor-image the national

interests of the Soviet Union and the United States, their

BDimitri K. Simes, "The New Soviet Challenge”, Foreign Policy, 55¢5ummer 1984):
129.
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developmental background is important to keep in mind . Bruce R,
Kunihoim astutely points out that there is at least one significant
parallet between the superpowenrs, This deals with ideology. He explgins
that as Americgn interests in South ‘West Asia grew from the
traditional British~Russian rivalry they took on o different character,
The British—Russign rivalry concerned spheras of powsear influence.
However, the United States aond Soviet Union compete on g different
plane. “The ideological Soggoge which gccompanies them tends to
confuse the conflict by portraying their rival national interests as a
clash between world views, rooted in the different philosophies of
Wilson and Lenin.” Kuniholm continues with g pcrticulariy approprinte
quote from George Kennan. . .Both Russians and Amenricans have

a tendency to attribu - to their own poiitical ideology a potentisl universsl

validity- to perceive in it virtues that ought, &3 one thought, to command not

only imitation on the part of other peoples everywhere but slso the moral

guthority and ascendency of the respective nationsl center from which these

virtues are proceeding.9
Kaaping in mind tha problams of comparing and contrasting thae national
intarests of the Soviet Union and the United Stotes, it becomes

important to choose a framework which allows for the explangtion of

thaese diffarancas and compensatas for tham.

3Bruce R. Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Nesr East , (Princeton, New
Jersey, Princeton University Press, 1980), xviii. Kennan i3 quoted from an srticle in the

Saturdsy Review ... George Kennan, “Is Detente Worth Saving?” Sstyrdsy Review, 6 March 1976,
12-17.
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B. FRAMEWORK FOR AMALYSIS.

This essaoy will use a varigtion of the ‘Focused Comparison
Method’ of analysis developad by Alexander L. George 1n "Case Studies
and Theory Davelopmaent: The Method of Structured Focused
Comparison”.! George’s method requires that general but stondardized
questions ba formed ond gskad for egch case in a focused companrisan

study. Donald E. Nuechteriein, in Ngtiona! Interests and Presidential

Leadership: The Setting_of DPrigrities , developed an analytical

framework for the examination of national interests which can easily
be adupted for the purposa of this study. Nuechterlein’s framework
provides a sgstamotic mathod of gnalyzing the ngtional interest of an
intarnational octor. By considering each octor separotely ond
determining his level of interast in the ragion, it is possible to avoid the
pitfall of mirror-imoging. This study will combine Nuechteriaein’s
varigbles in o systemotic mannar as r*ecvommended by the ‘Focused
Comparison Method’ to examing the interests of Soviet Union and the
United Statas in South Wast Asia.

0One additionaol variobla which is not required by tha Nuachtariain
meathod, but which is critical to tha davelopmant of this study, is how
@ach octor rasponds or reacts ta tha domirant religious and cultural
valuas of tha araa. In this casa, Islom. Sincae Islom is the common thraod
linking tha nations in tha region, it is important to considaer how or if tha

Soviet Union ond the United Staotes deol with islom. Do they

lalexander L. George, "Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of Structured
Focused Comparison™. in P.G. Lauren ed. Diplomacy; New Approaches in History, Theory snd
Policy, (New York: Free Press, 1979), 44-68.
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accommodate for it, or ignore it, in developing policies toward the
region? In both nations under study here, |zlam hgs historically played
an important role. Today, Isiam continues to be g critical legitimizing and
unifying foctor in both Iran and Afghansitan. Although differing

somewhat in implementation, to ignore its utility and intensity in South

west Asia would be to sighificantly underestimate its impact on the

political and cultural way of life in the orea,

To avoid any mis.under*stondlng or ambiguity in examining the
concerns of the actars in this study, it is necessary to define the term
-~-national interest. According to Nuechterliein the national interest is
“the perceived needs and desires of one sovereign state in relation to
the sovereign stotes conprising its  externai environment. 2
Nuechteriein further quuiifies this definition to include several
important ossumptfons. First, he says that the ngtional interest of o
nation deals with the environment external to the given state. Problems
dealing with the domestic situation are discounted. To totally discount
the domestic challenges a state foces couid be naive, because they do
affect the perceived needs of o nation. Simple exampies of this are
readily avoilable. One exampla is the enraged spirit of the American
people following the initiation of the Iranian hostage crisis in 1973,
Another is the pervading hostile public sentiment toward the Japonease
ofter the bombing of Peant Harbor in 18941, In these instances, the

ottitudes of the Amaricon public certoinly offected the perceived

ZDonald E. Nuechterlein, Nationa) Interests and Presidential Loadership: The Setting of
Priorities. (Boulder, Co., Westview Press, 1978), 3.
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desires of the naticn as interpreted bu policy makers. Nuechteriain
accounts for this factor with his second consideragtion.

The definition of the national interast should seek to incorporate
more than a simple objectiva analysis of fact. Nuechterlein points out
that “the determination of a nation’s interasts is the result of a political
process in which conflicting private interests, buregucratic politics and
the so-called dispassionate view of the facts by pltanners play g rale-
and should play a POIE.’-' Thirgd, this definition implies that Jdecisions,
which concerr:t the perceived needs of the state are results from a
political process. The and result of this process is g decision about the
reigtive importonce to the nation of an external event. Since this study
witl exgmine twoe entirely different political systems, it is important to
reqlize that although the detqils of the process may differ, the end
result is g decision. In other words, it is the decision itself which
counts, not the process. In this case the end interest is more important.
than the process by which it comes about.

There is ona additional assumption. The term state can refer only
to g sovereign nation. it cannot be used to define an international
organization, a muitingtional corporation or other non-sovereign
interngtional actor. This is despite of the fact thot extro-national
actors in todoy’s worid do play an important role in the international
milieu. According to the author..”for bettar or worse, we live in a worlg

where decisions to use force, to iImpose trade restrictions, to enter

21




alliances and to provide foreign aid are Made oniy by the governments
af soveraign states, 3

The national interest agccording to the onalytical framework
which will be used in this paper is Jdivided into five types of interests.
These five basic categories of interest are: Oefense of homeland,
Ecbnomic well being, Favorable wonrld ordar, Ideological goals and Isiam.
Their combination, competition, and balonce result in the policies of o
nation’s political 5gstem.' Each of these intarests is gnalyzed in terms
of lniensitg. Nuechteriein assumes severdl fgcts about the relgtionship
among vaniables: (1) There is no priority among variables, (2] variables
are “not mutuaily exclusive and policy makers must accept trade- offs
among them” (3) While one variable may not at ali times be strictly
gdhered to, all varigbles are assumed to be important cemponents of
the national interast, and (4] The balance among variables is dynamic,
changing over time gs measured in months and geor‘s.“

Accordingly, the varigbles that will be anaiyzed aore defined as
follows:
Defense of Homelgnd
Incorporates the defensive interests or security needs Of the nation,
This variabie accounts for the need for protection of the state ond its
members from the threot, The threaot is analyzaed diffaraently by various

states. To the United States the threat is considered multi-leveled,

3Nue-:hterlein,3‘
dnyechteriein,s.
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capable and in @ constant state of flux. This varigble also excludes
gliiarices.

Economic wall baing

considers the economic condition of the nation. It is assumed that each
actor will try to maximize his economic conditicn by protecting his
trades routes, establishing tariffs, quotas, embargoes, arranging loans
gnd credits on the world market, or using any number Qf other
instryments to maintain 6r~ improve his position. This vorigbie considers
g nations need to defend its own relative economic interests.

yvopid Order

Accounts for the relationship of @ nation in the balance of power as
part of the world system of states. Nations will attempt to develop and
operate in o world system which is balonced or in which the baiance of
power is in their fovor, For the Soviet Union, this varigbie discounts
the existence of an interngtionol commurjlst movement, highlighting
instead the Soviet role gs an independent superpower,

Ideglogical Gogls

Seek to account for the tendency of states to protect their own
ideological system while spreading their system of values to others.
The Soviet Union, using Marxist-Leninist ideology, openly admits to
seeling to further the goals of their ideoloQy. In recent years as
westem analysts have argued that Soviet ideology is dead, however,
references to the ultimote victory of the socialist system over the
capitalist system have not stopped in the Soviet press. Marxist-

Leninist ideology continues to be a pervasive banner in the Soviet
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IJdnion. In contragst. the Linited States does not always openly admit that

we 3eek to spread our system of wvalues, but similarly American
ideoloqy 1s at the forerrant of foreign policies.

Islgm

Since Islam is such g pervasive force in South West Asig, this varigble
refers to how an actor relotes to or gccounts for the dominant form of
religious and moral vaiues in the region. Wheraas ideology refers to
Now an actors own Deiiefs ond values gre considered, isiam as a
varigble seeks to accommodate the ideological system of the subject
nation towara the actor. This factor could be referred to as ethnicity,
or reaction to native nationalism.

Each of the gbove varigbles is rated according to t.he its intensity
of interest. intensity of interest is determined by subjectively
gccounting for value and cost factors as shown below, Intensity is
defined as the “stake which the political leadership of g country
believes is invoived.” It is in determining the degree of interest, thot
trade-offs among the interest variobles become avident. For example,
at this stage, the policy maker magy Jdetermine that while there is a high
degrae of potential for economic gain in o given situation, there may be
an equatlly high degree of risk to the security of the nation. Therefore,
since there is a high degree of risk, it may not be gn advantage to
moximize eConomic gain.,

In this study, four varying degraees of intensity will be judged. A
variable interest may be considerad: (1) A syrvivgl issye, “when tha

very axistence of a nation-cstate is in jegpardy, Gs a0 result of overt




military attack on its own tarmtory, or from the threat of attock if an

2nemy’s demands are rejected.” (21 A witgl iS3ue, “when serous harm
will very likaly result to the state unless strong meagsures are employed
to Counter adverse gction. . .” (2] A_mgjor i1ssue, “when g state’s
political, economic and ideoclogical weall-being may be adversely affected
by events and trends in the international environment and reguire
corrective gction in order to prevent becoming serious threats lor wvital
issues).”’® (4 A__Qg_mgﬁgcgi Issye, f intensity i minimal and not
thragtening.

In determining whether an interest is g vital or g survival iIssue it
IS necessary to gssess trade~offs of value or benefit and cost or risk,
Nuechterlein has outlined sixteen foctors which must be considered
and subjectively balagnced against one agnother in Jdetermining the

degree to which g variable 1s significant. These essential factors are:

Value/ Berefit factors— . Cost/Risk factors B

Proximity of dangar Economic cost

Nature of threat Potential casualties
Economic gair Risk of protracted conflict
Sentimental attachment Risk of enlarged conflict
Type of Governmant Cost of defeat/stalemate
Effect on balance of power______Riskof public/party opposition
National prestge at stake__________Risk of UN opposition

Policies of key allies Risk of congressional

To aveid mirrer-imaging the Soviat Union ond chae United States eoch of
thasae factors must ba assaessed individualiy and in contaxt with tha

politicol systam of tha notion. Also, it is necassary to consider each of

SNuechterlein, | 1.
6Table adapted from Nuechterlein, 20

opposition or loss of lagitimacy.
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these factors in relation to the others to get the overall 'big’ picturs
involved. Using the method cutlined above it will be possible to
Jetermine the intensity of variaobies which comprise to the national
interast of 2aach nation.

National Interests are subject to change over time. Both in iran
ang Afghanistan, the history of U.S. and Soviet interests is important to
developing an understanding of prasent day interests. Over time both
superpowers have chénged their pollcieas towards this region
according to tmmediagte concerns. A brief anglysis will show that

Soviet concerns appear to have a much longer and more intense

history than those of the United States.




L IPANMAS A PAYYI A TASE STLIOT

lran has a long history of foreign influence in its internal arfairs
as a result of competition for power. Located aloeng the Eritish route
to 1ts eastern empire and to the soutn of Rus3sia’s soft underbelly, Iran
has always been positioned as a challenge te the great power control.
This challenge «was not 50 much g threat by Iranigns to assume contral,
but a struggle by the great powers to prevent compiete domination by
the oppasition. As its oil grew more important to the economies of the
great powers, and Irgn’s own weaknesses were exploited, this region
grew to even greater significance as g pawn in the gregt power
struggle. An examingtion of lrgn’s role in the international balgnce of
power gome i3 highighted by five periods, These are: (A} The early
struggle before 1907, I8 the Anglo-Soviet =truggle in the inter war
years. (C] The Allies in sAWII, (B} The evolution and =ztruggle of the cold

war. (E} The Islamic revolutionary struggle.

A, Tha Eaorly Struggle
Braegt powar concern over thq control of Parsio stams from tha
nineteenth century. Although, as eariy 0s the 14th century Russia had

astablishad trode routes ond commarciol ties with Iran. Richard Pipes

Tv¢hile authors differ in their approach to the greast power struggle in Iran sccording to
their interpretation of events, | have chosen this periodization because | fael that it best describies
tte evolution of current day significance of the Irantan case study in light of the US and Soviet
competition for 1nfluence in this region. Bruce R. Kuniholm in The Qrigins of the Cold War in the
Near Esst points out the significence of the name ‘Persia’ va. 'lran’. He explains that Iranians have
always called this country iran but that the British did not adopt the tradition until 1935
following the tnsistence of the Shahof Iran. This study will use the term interchangeablely.
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noted the importance of gastern ties with iran during the Tzardom of

Moscovy. Arfter the egrly ties i~loscovy. . .
remained oriented towards the east even after the Golden Horde had dissolved and
Mosrow had entered into commercial relations with western Europe. The conquest in
the 15505 of Kazan and Astrakhan. both of thern vinportant entrepots of orentsl and
Middle Easter n goods, increased Russion involvement with sastern markets. lntil the

eighteenth century, Russia’s Toreign trade was directed primarily towards the middle
east, especially Iran; of the three bazaars in Moscow in the second half of the

seventeanth century, one deslt exclusively with Persisn merchandise.Z

If ona accepts thq thegsis that the European great powers
corntrollad the de»'elopmént of more “backward countries” irn tha lata
1800s, ther the fate of Persia, Afghaonistan and tha Indian Empire con
be mora clearly axplainad. Sordon A, Craig writes that the pariod from
1871 to 1914 was the 'Eurcopean Age of Imparialism’. Quring tha eariy
ningteenth century most of tha European powars ware intaerested in
anly consolidating thair own powar basas, being concernad mostly by
domastic problems and immadiate naighbors. Onlg Britain was
concerned inmitially with “accumulation of dependencias”. During the
latter port of the cantury motivations changed. ”. . .the 1380s and
1390s ware yaars in which the European powers not only consolidated
thair @xisting non-Buropean possassions but scught feverishly Lo add
to tham, with littlQ regard for expense or for politicol dungars involved
. .ampire bullding bacama tha accaptad policy of all major powars anid

was supportad by public opinion with o farvor that cut across closs

und aconomic lings.”3

ZRichard Pipes, Ruasia Under the 01d Regime , ( New York: Charles Schribner and Sons,
1974), 204,

SGordon A. Craig, Europe, 1815-1914, 3rd ed. (Hinsdale, 1)1: The Dryden Press,
1972), 400.
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Russign artd British competition came to g head. in South “Wiest
Asia Juring the period from 1836-130~7. »'-\.I.though primanrily Jegling with
Afghgnistan, competition for power and influence did involve Parsio.
The Angio-Russign rivalry continued untit and beyond the signature af
the Anglo—-Russiaon entente in August 1907, Russig, wegkened by I1ts
losses in the Russo-Japgnese war and concerned by German
advances into Persio during that period, was “willing to seek a 'way to
maintain its Qains, An giliance with Britgin seemingly provided seweral
adwvantages. Britain ‘was aliied with both the Japanese and the French.
France could nrovide badly needed capital for quelling the degenerating
Jomestic situation in Russia. The British on the other hand, were gls0
concerned gbout German advances in the Persian Gulf, Additionally, ror
the British lessening the tensions over the situation in Afghanistan
provided the opportunity to soive g dispute which had aimost erupted
into open warfare several times in the past.4

The Anglo-Russian Entente was conciuded on 31 August, 1307, It
orcvided for zunes of influance. Persia was divided into three zones:
the northern portion being reserved for the Russians, the southeagst
for the British ond sandwichaed between them, “g belt left open for
concessions between them”.> The Fersians ware not included in the
agreement but both Russia and Britain agreed that the country’s
ntegrity should be respected, Cordon Cralg writes,

As for Persia, while empnasizing their intention of preserving the country's
independence ¢rid asauring other nationdy that their commercial rights would be

dCraig, 434. end Bruce R. Kuniholm, 131.

Swillism L. Langer, An Encyclopedia of World History , Sth ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Company, 1972),897.




respected, they proceeded to divide it into three zones The British were acknowledqed
o have g virtual protectorate aver the southernmost of these . Esch power aqreed not
to seek sconornic concessions i the ares allotted to the other; and together they tscitly
sqreed to bar Garmany from Persis s a whole. ... The Anglo-Russisn agreament was
one rnore exarnple of the high-handedness of the 1mpenahst1c powers when dealing

with backward tountries.®

By the time of the signature of the Anglo-Russian Entente, there
were several trends obvious in the great power compeatition. The
Russians were interested in expansion to the sou:th for trade,
territory, and to offset the interests of the Sermans. At the same time
their domeastic situgtion was in difficult balance, having undergone a
revolution in 1906 the Tzar's power base was tentative.” “After 1505,
however, the Russians pressured internally, agnd reacting to the

alliance of the Central Powers in Europe, began to reagssess thej

A

policies in the Mear East and the relation=hip with Great Britain.”8 The
British alzo had several regsons to ba concerned about the region.
First was the protection of their interasts in India. A safe and secured
Persia was considered ¢ vital interest. Second was the control of
Russian expansion to the south. And, as indicoted above, g third
concern was the control of Garman influence. Although Iron had
granted an oil exploration concession to an Austrglian in 1901, it was
not consideraed critical at the time of the Anglo-Russian Entente since

there was no certainty of oil in the areo. Oil was not discovered in the

6Cravg, 434,

?Theodore YonLaue 1n Why (enin? Why Stalin?: A Reappraisal of the Ryssian Revelution,
1900-1930, {New York: Lippincott, 1971) treats the 1905 revolution as a minor event.

However he hastens to potnt out that even though there was no transfer of power , the Tzar's regime
came to the brink of collapse and Nicholas |i was farced to grant concesaions to the people. He was
forced to grant basic civil 1iberties and form the Duma.

SMasch, 33.
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region until 1908, at that time the British became grateful becouse the
31l Peserves wera located in thair zone of influence.d

Amenican policy toward iran duning this period 'was very limitad,
Aside from a Presbyterian Church founded in 1835, the United States
had little contact until its first diplomatic mission in 1883. “The Amenican
government had no intention of challenging Britain’s primacy in the Near
East and the American mission in Persia assumed only Q@ passive
role.”!10 The Persians, on the other hand, were interested in ebtaining
Amenrican support. iran made numerous attempts to deveiop tes wwith
the US., William Moargan Shuster headed the first fingnacial mission to
Iran. The State Oepartment went to great effort to downpiay the
Shuster mission. “Shuster unfortunately mangged to irritate the
Russians by doing 9 good job in lran and finally was forced out by
Russian pressure on Tehrgn, The Russian demand for the ouster of
Shuster was supported by London which still needed Russion

cooperation in European politics.”! !

B. Anglo-Soviet Competition; Communists on the Scene

The second period that should be closely examined is the erg
which followed the Bolshevik seizure and consolidation of power and
the building of the Soviet Union. The '‘Great War’ and the events

surrounading it hod great significance for Britain, Russia and Persia.

IDiscussed at length in Ariyn B. Wasserberg, Politics of Soviet Interference: Soyiet

Foreign Policy Towards Iran ,(Ph.D. Dissertation: City University of Mew York, 1979) and in

Kumholm, The Qriging of the Culd War in the Near Fast.
10Kuninolm, 189.

wasserberg, 48.




Needless to say, the signature of the Angio—RuUssign Entante Jid not
herald the end of compatition in Parsia. Russian and later Soviet troops
wiarg to occupy portions of iran, The British, with the discowvery of il
did not seek to relinquish any form of control. In fact the formation of
the Anglo-irgniogn Gil Company served as a mechanism to secure
contral, lran, for its part, continued to seek third party involvement
from the United States to offset the British and the Soviets, For the
newiy created Soviet Union, the agddition of Marxist-Leninist idedloqy
became the newest element in the traditional ‘Great Gamea'. “RPersia
W3S NOW Sean as a key to g generdi Marxist ravolution in Asia, Soviet
Policy toward Persia (Iranj from 1917 to Stalin’s death in 1953 can be
chargcterized as a series of gttempts to gain control of irgn through
the use of local Communist groups, at timas with the backing of Soviet :
military t'r.mr‘ce:""e By the end of this period Soviet and British forces
‘were to invade, and install ieadership favorable to their occupation.
British fears of Russian subversion and interference in internal
Persian aoffairs were coupled with the fear of axpansionist aims. The
RPersian revolution which had begun in 1305 and led to the formation of
the first national assembly or Mo in July 1906, erupted into Civil wap
by 1908. The Russians were opposed to reforms, brought by the first
Persian constitution which the Shoh was forced to sign on 7 October
1306, To Russia, this meant that there might be 0 10ss of influence., The

Shaoh, with Russion gssistance, attemptad a coup d’'etaot in December

12US. Congress. Joint Econamic Committee. “The Impact of the Iranian Revolution on the
Soviet Unfon™ , by William H. Cooper, Congressional Resesrch Office, Joint Comrnittee Print, A
Lornpendium of Py yers desling with the Economic Consequences of the Revolution in Iran.
Yastungton D.C.. Government Printing Office, 1980,

22




1307 A second attempt was successful in June 1303, Russia reversed
its nosition and with British support invaded northarn Rersia in f-«lorw:h
1803, The civil war hgd centered around the Azerodijan City of Tabniz
which the Russians liberated for tha nationalist forces. Poyahst forces
supnerued the Shah, In July, he was deposed when nationalist forces
took Tehran, Russion troops remained in Persia for two more years, 3

The cutoreak of the World War in Europe found Perzig weak,
gefenseless and unable t;a enforce her own neutrality. The war in tran
is dascribed as “. . . @ hotbed of intrigues of Russian, British, and
German diplomats and agents. In the northwest of the country Turkey
and Russia maneuvered for position, and g Turkish force advanced half
the distance frcm Baghdad to Tehrarn befcre being defeated by the
Russlans.”!4 The revoiutions of March and October 1817 in Russia
marked a significant change. The Bolsheviis now assumed the role of
new tzars under Lenin. Following the second revolution in November,
the Bolsheviks bagan a withdrawal of gil troops. This coincided 'with
the ‘'The Oecree of Peace’ issued by the All Russian Congress of
Soviets on the same day as their assumption of powenr.

In terms of Soviet foreign relations the transfer of power from
the Tzarists to the Boisheviks is significant, in that it marked the
withdrawal of Russia firom the traditional practices of diplomacy
followed by the Grect Powers. The Bolshevids called for g just and

democrntic paagce without annexations. iInstead of relying upon

'3Wesserberq, 45. Langer, 966. and Masch 35. Each of these works discusses this period
in detail although there is some minor deviation in precise dates.

V4ponald N. Wilber, Iran: Past and Present , 9th ed. { Princeton NJ, Princeton University
Press, 1981}, 72.
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tregties and the maintenance of status quo, the ideological onientation
of the Marxism~-Leninism was an appeal rfor continuead revolution. Adam
Jigm expigins that the OQecree embodied two themes: “a genaral gppeal
to all governments on behalf of peace, couched N democratic
phrgseology; and a revolutionory appedql, going over the heads of
governmants to the working massas of the warring countries, and aiso
by implication, to the imperial possessions of the grect powers” !5 The
Bolshevik withdrawal from the war marked the beginning of a period of
consolidation under the new Soviet regime,

The Soviets considered the Near East an important factor in
their policy considerations and issued staotements by which they
sought to co-opt the Persion government. The Treoty of Brest-LitovsH
contained provisions for the withdrawal of Russian troops from
Persia, Further quorantees come later, by denouncing all Tzarist
privileges in Parsio and relegsing Persia from debts. Motivation for
these actions were both short ond long term. It IS obvious that the
Soviet Union sought to gain the confidence and sympathy of the
Persian government. Short term requirements cqgiled for undermining
the British and French participation in the Russian civii war by winning

over the Persian government. For the long term, the intention was to

1Sadam 8. UNam, Expansion and Coexistence: Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917-1973 2nd ed,
(New York: Holt, Reinhart and Winston, 1974), 52. Also helpful in examining the early period of

Soviaet Foreign Policy is George Kennan's Ruyssia and the West Under Lenin and Stelin , { Boston:
Little BrownandCo., 1961).
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create g buffer between the British and Soviet ternitories In South
WwWest Asig. 19

There i1s gnother significant factor. Moscow’'s interest in Iran
intensified because idenlogy was now gdded to the long range goais.
After the communist revolution, a spirit of increasing disillusionment
avolved In Moscow, which led to increasing intarest in the east. “Lenin
and his éupporters had assumed that the socialist revolytion 1n
Moscow  would er-cour*dge socialists elsewhere to revolt thereby
toppling the capitalist regimes in Western Europe within @ motter of
months. Instead, the communists in turn were defeated, and toward
the end of Worild War | the gliies joined forces to invade Russig and
intervene on behalf of the White Forces.”!”? Extending the revoiution
L0 the 2ast was g way of iegitimizing their ideology and of undermining
the British presence in Persia. ]

The British sought to protect their interaests in India, Afghanmstan
and southern Persia in several '~#ays. First, they hoped to pr'e'_-ssur;e the
Soviets through the intervention in the Russian civil wab, Second.
through the 1313 Anglo-Persian agreement they sought to co~-opt the
Persigns. However, the magjlis refused tu ratify this agreemsent This
effort was consistent with the British mathod of operqating throughaut

the period of great power diplomacy.

1 6Masch, 46. and Kennan, 37-50. Kennan discusses the significance of the allied
intervention in the north where the Americen contingent wes deployed. It is important to consider
the significance of the Ailied intervention in total context to the Soviets. They wera chailenged in
the north and Archangel and Murmansk, in the south and in the fsr east at ¥1adivoslok. The Allied
interventicn remaing a significant Seviet propaganda tool

! Twasserberq, 49.
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The PRersiairs, progmatically, cooperated with both the Soviets
arnd the British. British oil interests continued to be recognized as an.
important factorin the countries economic development, and continued
through the Anglo-Rersian Oil Company., Relgtiocns with the 3Soviets
continued to be built, Following Reza Khan’s saizure of power, one of
the first gctions was to sign g treaty of Friendship on 26 Februory
1928. Although this treaty formally renaunced Soviet ambitions in hran
by repudiating ali Tzarist rights and agreements, it left g loophole for
Soviet intervention, 18

In summary, this second period is noteworthy becquse of the
fundamental change in Russia’s gpproach to its foreign relations, not
only towcrd Persig, but on the antire spectrum of interstate refations.
This change was primariiy due to the Bolshevik revolution and seizure
af power. British policy consistently sought to protect its holdings in
india and exploit, through the Anglo-Persian Qil Company, the natural
resources In Inan. The United States, consistent with its isolationist
stonce in general, was not o major piayer. Although the U.S. did provide
advice. Internal developments in Iran centered on the rise of the
Pahlovi dynasty, gs Reza Shoh slowly consolidated power ond

attempted to bulld g nation. “One writer has described the situation in

18K ynitol m and Masch both discuss this treaty. asch quotes Articles ¥ and Y{ which
state. .. "if a third party should asttempt to carry out 3 policy of usurptatiocn by means of ar med
intervention in Persia, or if such power should desire of use Persian territory as its base of
operation against Russia. . .and if the Persian government should not be able to put 3 stop to such a
menace after having been once called upor to do so by Russia, Russian troops shail have the right to
advance into the Persian interior for the purpose of carrying oyt the military operation necessary
for defense. Russia, however, shall withdraw her troops from Persian territory as soon &s the
danger hes been removed.” pp.47. This clause was latter used to justify the intervention of Soviet
forces in 1941,
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Iran betweaen 1325 and 1941 as an ‘grmed truce’ betwaen the powarful
force2s of IPgnion natuonalism, conservative British imperialism, and
dynamic Soviet communism. Better thon anyoneg, the Shah understood
that he had to rely on third powers Qs countermaeights ggainst
them.”!'9 The Shah managed to successfully Invaoive third parties. This
is evidenced by the Millspaugh mission from the US ard the expuansion
of economic ties with Germany, He continued attempts to consolidate

his power base in the Mu.slim nationailities.
C. wWorld War Il Intervention and the Rise of US Interests

The significance of this period is the incregsing involvement of
the United States in Iran. From an isolationist stance in the pre—‘world
vwar |l period, US foreign policy developed to a position where Iran, as
the pivot point orf 3outh west AsSIon power, became 0 Hey 1IN our
strategy of containing Soviet expansionism in the Cold ‘war. This
period also marks the and of British preeminance in its former colonies.
Soviet foreign policy, under Stolin’s hand and in the wake of the
formation of Peoples democracies in “astern Europe, turned decisively
more gggressive in obtaining and hoiding territory. iran continuad to be
influenced and controlled by outside powers,

The first important factor which must be examined is the growth
of German influence in Iran, The Shah, as stated above, was interested
in controlling third power influence in his nation, One way to do this

was to expand ties with other ngtions. whereas the Americans were

19 ynihoim, 136.
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reluctant to breagk their post Wi\ isolaticnist barrier, the Germans,
restncted by the settlements of ‘WWI, were adger to extend ties.
Faramarz 5. Fotemi details the expansion of German-iranian economic N
ties before the Second Wonld war, He explagins how German
companies developed into important resources for IPgnign economic '
development from the signature of The German-irgnign tregty of
friendship in 1929 to collaboration in muntions production in 1941, In the
last days of the wWeimar Republic, the German share of (ranian foreign
traode was only 8 percent. This percentage increased quickly from 27
parcent in 1936-37 to 40 percent in 1939-40. “During this some time.
Soviet iranian trqQde fell into g siump, The Soviet Union accountad for
35.5 percent of gil iranian Foreign trude from 1936 to 1937; by 1833-40
the Soviet share had diminished to 0.5 percent, a result of the Igpsing
of the commercial treaty In June 1938, ..7.20

As o result, the British most certainly watched these
developmants carefully as a threat to their interests. The Soviets on :
the other hand were concerned in several ways. The Soviet signature
of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact in 1340 was primarily motivated to
secure the sovereignty of the state and buy time. Moscow’s strategy
ags “directed at enhancing its security, spreagding communism, and
diminishing the influence of 2thers in Persian affairs, . . security along
its southarn flank still foomiad furge in its relgtions with iran as did to
secure @ warm water port in the Maditerranean and/or Persian

Gulr.2! The Non—aggression Pact allowed for Soviet basing close to

<Ofaramarz 5. Fatemi, The USSR in Iran , {Cranbury, NJ: Barnes and Co, 1980, 16.
21‘v\(usserberg, 63.
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the Turkish Straits and recognized the Soviet interest in the Fersion
Guif area. On 22 June 1341, Hitler iInvaded the Scviet Union: 3talin s00n
became concerned about the German presence in the south,

The joint Anglo-Soviet inw3dsion of Iran was triggeread by the
Shah’s failure to comply with Allied requasts to deport the German
speciglists living in the country and working for the Trans-irgnion
railway. Moscow had joined with Landon foliowing the Nazy invasion of
the Soviet Union. Ewven though Iran had declared its neutrglity in 1333,
The Anglo—-Scviet intervention wags designed to end Nazi influence In
Irgn.  Several additional factors warrant mentions as well,. No doubt,
the Trons-Irgnion raliway was also considered an important objactive
as g supply route. So was protecting the strategqic Iranian ol fields Ind
shoring up protection of British interests in India.€€  The invasion also
forced the Reza Shoh to abdicate in favor of his son, Mohammed Reza
Paghlavi. Terms 27 the invasion and occypation were agreead upon with
the signoture of tne Tripartite Treaty of Alliance, 29 Jan 1842, Iran
acknowladged the presence of foreign troops, while both Britain and
the Soviet Union agreed to withdraw within & months of the end of
hostilitias,

it is the Tripartite Treaty thot became the significant tool for
American involvemernt in iran at this stage. (ron could no longer use
German involvement use as g buffer for Anglo-Soviet competition in its

termitory, The (rgnions, keeping in mind the 1807 partition of the nation

22 number of authors cover this period in detail. Kenneth L. Hetrick, The United Nations
as 9 Nationa) Foreign Policy tnstrument: The Iranian Cage of 1946 , {Ph D.dissertation: Rutgers
University, 1979), 43-50 Faterni, 17-23 Kuniholm, 138-140.&ng Langer, 1309.
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into three spheres of influence, ware concernad with the lony term
possibilities of the Anglo-Sowiet occupation. In concert with earliar
tactics the new Shoh sought American assistance to guorantee
favorable terms of the Ajlied occupation. The United Stotes 'was
rejuctant to become involved in the traditionc! boalgnce of powenr
struggle. The U3 preferred instead to support only the war cause with
it3 lend-iegse program. The United States was providing 40,000
troops, sent to work thé supply route into the Soviet Union rfor war
lend-legse items. As the siege of Stalingrad continued throughout the
winter of 1942-43 internationgl efforts to support the Soviet defense
continued. No US resolution to influence the Iranian situation was made.
It was not until the Tehran Ccnference in November, 1343 that ths
United States reacted. it is obvious that the deciaration (/referring to
the ‘De-clomtlon of the Three Powers Regarding iron’ signed at the
Tenran GConferencel] sprang from American initiagtive, that it
unequivocally 6ound the US to safeguard {ran’s independence, and that
it was greeted (by the Iranian people) with great enthusiasm. €3
Therefore it was by the end of 1343 that the US had committed itself
to helping iran.

Tracing the patterns of Influence of the superpowers in
International  relations, Rouhollah RAamazaoni offers g different
perspective. His anaglysis is thot “the young Shah, however, had every
intention of involving the US power and Influence in Irgn. The war, he

knew had breached the traditional US isoclationism . . . between then and

23Hetrick, 57.
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the rise of Musgddeq to power in 1351, the Shah single-mindediy usad

¢ .

el
b 6By

every possible method to Jdeepen the U stakes in IF'DF‘."E“ vwhile this

may be true from the Shah’s perspective, the national interest of the

l’!,‘L‘ »
T x

United States was not strictly influanced by his afforts. In 1342,

¥ '.{é?"

bl e

Cordell Hull, the Sacretary of State, wrote in o memorondum;

“Amenrican Policy is in no way motivated by considerctions of self

-4

P atald
X

interest but solely toward the furtherance of the common foundations

k]

:
o+

X

for satisfoctory and lcsti.ng peacetime conditions in Iran, as in the rest
of the worid.@5

Perhaps itis true that in the early stages the national interest of
the United 3States was motivated by o general concern for wonrld ordenr.
To Roosevelt, idealistically, ¢ strong post-war Irgn was an additional
hope for g lasting peace ond secure world, Howewver, with the granting t‘.'-'.;
of oil rights to American companies later in the war and the option for

increasing the number of contracts with the British withdrawal In the

post-war period, American interests developed more in the economic
regim. Amenican oil interests weare not ol centared in Iran. Ouring the
intemwar perigd, American investmant centerad in the the Saudi

kKingdom. A balance of power in the region which would secure the

Bt

American economic intarests was seamingly important, Iran became "'*
one facet of the balance. The other facet became containing the
= \q

Communist thraat from the Soviat Union, g‘
:'*g

24Reuholiah K. Ramazani, The United States and Iran: Patterns of Influence, (New York:
Praeger, 1982), 8.

25Quoted in Kuniholm, 157.
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During the occupation of ran, the Soviet Umion hiag established o
troop presance in the northern territories, specifically Azerbaijan, In
retrospect, it 1S easy to 3ee that with the occupation the Soviets
beqgan to establish in Azerbgijon some oF the same Mechanisms which
were igter used in the cregtion of the 'Pegple’s democracies’ in
Egstern Europe. It gppears that the Moscow’s aim was to eventually

Sovietize the region., Measures which were (ater to be affectively

used in ensuring Soviét control in East Europe inciuded; the

establishment of the Communist Party, establishing o joint stock

company ond stationing the Red Army in the region. At the close of the
war in 1945, the Iranians insisted that the Soviets withdrow their
troops. They aiso made the same demands of the British and American
forces. The Americans and the British complied, but the Soviets did not.
In foct, it was quite the reverse as they strengthened their troup
presence. This Soviet attempt to gain contrel was not resolved until
January 1946, when Iran finally brought the matter to the UN Security
council for resotution.26

By the end of the Second world war the United States was
firmly committed to a position in iran, due to both our evolving strategy
of contcinmant and bacausa of invitations from the Shah, The Soviet

iJnion, ¢s in other bordetr aregs, oattempted to assart control by the

6Thomas Hemmond, in Anatomy of g Communist Takeover, (New Haven: Ysle University
Prass, 1371),1-47,638-644. identifies sevaral fastyres which are typical in cases of Soviet
style cornmunist takeovers They fnclude: the use of the Red Army, attempts to win over the local
population through building & communist party, snd attempts st building 8 broad besed coslition
qovernment or national Tront. As show in Alvin Z. Rubinstain, Soviet Policy towsrd Turkey, ran,
and Afghanistan, (New York: Praeger, 1982), 62-65. The Sovists attampted to arnploy some of
these rnethods in [ran to consolidete thetr power position.
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building neutral pro-Soviet buffers. The Soviets initially accepted U3
presence in Irgn 0s 9 matter of wartime need; the US wa3 0 key
ingredient in their turn at Stalingrad with lend-fease equipment, But 3s
the war, drew to an end the United States presented g chailenge to
the traoditiona! problem of offsetting third powar involvement. In the
ideciogical realm, Soviet Marxist-Leninist ideology was shifting from
the theory of ‘sociglism in one country’ to Stalin’s ‘two camp’ theory. In
the Soviet context, the ‘two camp’ concept meant that there was no
actor who could remain neutral.2” In Iran, this meant thﬁt either the
country '~ould become a member of the comp, or it would be 0 member
of the opposition. If iran belonged to the Capitalist camp, then it was

considared an enamy posed to strike at the southern fiank.

D. The Cold War

This section will eaxamine the machingtions and changes of
Soviet-American-iranian relotions from the end of the Second World
War until the overthrow of the Iranian monarchy. The consolidation of
positions and drawing of battlg lines for the cold war was a process
which lastad from the end of WW/II until the 'war’ was in full swing by
1947, The Cold War baetween the Copitalist and Socialist camps, in the
terminology of Marxism-Leninism, continued until detente between tha
superpowars in the early 1870s. This saection will axamine the positions

and competition between Iran, the Soviat Union and the United Staotes

27Wusserburq, 72.
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from the end of the Second worid “War until the beginning of the '
islamic revolutisnary period. |

There are g number of trends which daveloped during this period.

First, 1s the retreat of the British from South ‘Wwest Asia. Second, the

internal changes, in irgn as the Shoh grew more knowledgeable and

consolidated power. Iran developed from a constitutional government
back to the state of monarchy, while most other nations in the post
WWIl world  wernre déing the opposite. Nationalist sentimant
factionalized and eventually was destroyed 05 the Shah manoged to
disgssemble the Ngationglist Front Government. U.S. interests slowly
surged to g pedk as a new President came to the nation’s helm in the
post-war period and successive administraticns each considered Iran
an importont pivot point In our strategy of containment of the
communist threat. For their part, the Soviet Union initially was
defeated in her attempt to tokeover in Azerbaijon and remained an
outcast until after Stalin’s 1353 degth. A period of normglization
foliowed until 1863 and the baginning of @ new era of cooperation and
friendship, based primarily on economic ties.

The first avant to highlight the head to head rivolry over Iran
following the war, was the 1846 Azerbaljan crisis. According to the
assurances of the Tripartite Treaty, the Armed Forces of the
occupying nations ‘were to depart iran shortly after the settiement of .
hostilities. The Soviets refused to do so, or more properly refused to
answer while waiting to consolidote sociglist powaer in the region. The

newly created Unlted Nagtions, legacy of the pre-war League of
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tations, had been formed ond was about to mest its first test in
intarnational diplomatic crisis medigtion, Iran brought its compiaint to
the U.N, ggainst Soviet presence in t1arch 1346, Although it Could be
disputed that the United Ngtions was responsible for the Soviet
Union’s withdrawal from its position in iran, it did become the forum for
the mediation of this settiement. Some form of credit must be Qiven to
iran’s new premier, Ahmad Qovam, who negotiated with Stalin and in
the United Nations. In February 1346 Qavam spent time in Moscow
trying to Jeal with the Kremlin, Adam Ulam says that he was forced to
listen to “Soviet intimations gs to how the crisis might be resolved. . .
They no longer wanted an Qil concession in northern iran but would be
sotisfied with a ‘joint company’ of the type now being installed ir their
European satellites, 51 per cent of the shgores being cwned by the
USSR ond 49 by Iran.”28 Qavam’s goal during this visit was most likely
to try and plocaote Stalin. He did acquiesce to their gemands for g joint
oil compony, Furthermore, he assured Moscow of the required support
in the magjlis to pass appiroval for g joint stock company. Qavom’s style
ot diplomacy was aglso backed by the British and Amenicans bilaterally
to the Soviets and in the United Nations.2S

IraN’s tactics in tha United Nations were successful and the
Soviets pulled out of the northern province. Azerbaijan was returned
to Irgnian control on 13 June 1946, Several implications were evident in

this oction. For Iran, who continued to be plagued by outside

28utam, 426.

29Rubinstein, 62- 65. Discussion of the effacts of Stalin's “Imperialist Policies” toward
lran.
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intarvention in its internal affairs gnd by a relqtively weak internagi
government, the success marked the support of various nationalist and
tribal factions internally and the support of the US and Britain
externally, The Irgnign communist party, the Tudeh, as might be
expected, opposed thwarting Moscow’s attempts.30 As one author

commented,

Allied neqotiations demonstrated that high-minded principies and diplomatic
conferences were ineffective in deterring the Soviet's ambitions to secure their
southern flank and acquire a springboard to the Eastern Mediterranean snd the Middle
East. Just as historical aspirations there had resulted on Britein's many attempts to
limit them, so contemporary evidence that Russia was pursuing its traditional gosls

had the same #ffect upon the United States 31
The US was bacoming more agware of the full impact of dealing with
the Soviets. The end resuit of this crisis also demonstroted how
effective American support and aid could be in dealing against the
Soviet thrust,

In Iran, the results of this confrontation became apparent in 1347,
First, the Majlis voted down the Soviet joint stock oil venture. Stalin
down played tha crisis, preferring instead to emphasize Soviet goals on
to other fronts. The Soviets were deeply involved in China and Eastern
Europe. Second, the beginning of the Marshall plan and Truman
Doctring added to Scviet problems of control in the satellites. Iraon was

in the process of developing closer tias with the@ United States seeking

30ys. Congress. Joint Ecanomic Committee. (ran’s Foreign Policy: Perspectives and
Projections , by Rouholiah K. Ramazani, Congressional Research Office, Joint Committee Print, A

Compendium of Papers dealing with the Economic Consequences of the Revolution in iran.
Washington D C.: Government Printing Offics, 1980.

31kunihotm, 212




Jecurity gnd gssistance. The United States continued the efforts by
sending a Military mis310nN and extending naw arms saies to Iran.

It was obvious thot Iran was tilting more aond more toward the
United States, especigily after the publication of their seven yedr
economic development plan in 13948, The Shah increasingly saw
American support as @ way for Iran to become powerful. However, as
this tit became more obvious, there were those in lran who were
against such moves towdrd foreign infiluences, Meanwhila, the Shch did
not understand the growing resentment of the majlis. Forming the
basic oppositicr to the Shanh’s plans, the National Front favored

nationalization c¢f the nation’s oil resourcas. Among them, as leader of

the coalition, was Mohammed ™Mc 5s0deq ‘who v/as named premier in

135 1. Lawrence Ziring describes him gs expenrienced aond dedicated, bt
furthermore . . .”Sensitive to. foreign penetration, he had made the
elimination of foreign influerce in the country his mdln preoccupution.
Thus his intense desire to Iranignize the country’s oil industry.”3¢ On
30 April 1951, the migjlis asked Mossadeqg to take the seat of pramier,
He quickly and with full gpproval of the pariiament began to nationgalize
the oil resourceas.

Nationatization of the oil resources hod grave affects on the
British. “The British hod made the mistake of treating the oil dispute in
commercial terms, balieving that the demands for nationalizction were
staged by the ranian negatiators In g claver move to étrengthen their

hond . . . For the irgnion peopla the conflict with the British was a

322irinq, 62.
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national revolution against foreign exploitation and domiration.”33  im
zome waoys this was a precurscr to the fate which bhefall the Urited
States yeors later. Alignoted, axtremist and strongly nationolistic
forces waere at work in iran. internal o-position to the Shah, and his
policias of raelying upon foreign resourcrs, wes Javeiopinig into g majIn
stumbling block., Britain brought thair case to the Intarnaticrnal Court of
Justicae, argquing thict the Irchian movas wearqe um'air Sremiur
Mossocjaq spaent tima in.the Linited Stotas and at tha Waorld Court
stoting the positicn orf his country, Thein positiorn waos  that
nationalization cf tha ol iIraustry was an internal matter, and therarore
did not foll undaer the jurisdiction of the waonrld court, in July 1352 tha
Court ruled for tne iranians. Iroa follewad 1ater by breoking diplematic
ralations with Britain.

Thae Britishi pusition at this peint was tenuous. Ong of thair
options was to gnlist thag assistognce of the United Stotas- which thay
did. Undar President Trumcn the U.S. coursa had bean to rasist strong
reactions. Truman’s opticn wos te send Avergll Hornimon to attampt o
madiotaed solutien. This arouwsad the ongaer of the Sowviat supported
communist party, the Tudeh, cousing further domastic politica
problams in irgn.

Praesidant Eisenhower's qlactinn hardlded o new course in US
Foreign policy. His ‘Naw Look’ strategy hod saevaeral featuras, but his
basic bealief was . . .”"tha world balorce of power‘ (is) so dalicotely poisad

that no further victories for communism (can) ba tolarated anywhars

5SFatemi, 181.
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without upsetting it .. .As Eisenhower put it . . As there is no weapon
30 small, no arena too remote, to be ignored: thare is No free notion taa
humble to be for*gotten.""34 President Eisenhower’'s Secretary of State
was John Faoster Dulles, in the Eisenhower cdministration, Dulles wias
~ 1o set the tone for foreign policy. Dulles believed that 1t 'wa3s possible
to Kknow and understand Soviel intentions by understanding the
whitings of Marx, Len” | ' Stalin. To Oulles, the 3Soviet plan was clear.
orchestrated and f.  _ tuned, the goadl of which was to take over
countries one by one,

Given the aodministrations proclivity to see the Soviet Union at
wark behind the Mossadeq government, it is not difficuit to understand
their actions in support of the British position ond against the Irgnian
government. US ideological and world order interests deemed vitdl the
overthrow of the Iraniagn constitutional government, Eisenho.ver Mmoved
to cut off gid to Iran until the oil dispute was settled. vWhen this action
did not work, a Doucotf. of Iranion by the British and Americans ‘was
instituted. Iranion financial assets in London and in the United States
were frozen. Rouholgh K. Ramazani writes,

As 8 result, Dr. Muyseddigs inability to compromise with the British; the
deteriorating economic conditions of lran; the rise of the Tudeh power; the American
cold war fear of the possibility of & ‘communist coup in lran; and particulariy the
coming into power of Conservatives in Britain and the Republicans in Washington, the
long standing British call for the overthrow of the Musadiq government began to find a
more aympsthetic ear in Washington. The ClA assisted the Shah and his supporters in
overthrowing the Musadiq government and bringing hack the Shati who had fled the
country 3

340uddia, 130.
35y, Congress. Joint Economic Committee. by Royhollah K. Rsmazani, p72.
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Qn 22 August 1353 the Shah was restored to power by layalists, the
rlitary, the Police and with outside assistagnce from the US
government., The Eisenhower administration moved to continue g $4S
million @conomic assistonce program.

There are several lessons which can be learned from the 1983
overthrow of the Mossadeq government. First, the United States
began @ build up in Iran, with economic develcpment and military
assistagnce programs. This was considered o way of secumng <ur
containment policy., Second, domestic opposition to the Shah was
shattered. The Tudeh -was outlgwed, its cells broken and those
supporters in the military elimingted. The American CIA began 9 period
of close gssociagtion with the Shah’'s security force, the SAVAK. For
the American Central Intelligence Agency, this alignment would later be
ad potential blind spot during the lslemic revolution. Perhagps most
significant was the development of the Shah’s personal power base,
supported DQ the secret police, the massive military build up and, of
course, the sllenced wvocal opposition. A number of authors have
identified one more significant factor. As Lagwrence Ziring wnites, “In
the minds of the peopie SAVAK symbolized the hated monarchy, as well
Js the role playad by the United States in sustaining the Shah.”38 This
symbolism was iater to extend beyond just the SAVAK, and as lranians
associaoted Americans with the Paohlovi regime, the US ‘would be

considered as sqton.

zs6Zirirv;, 66.




Soviet interests in irgn remained consistent throughout this
period. Howeven, with the emergence of 0 authonitanian, pro-Amenican
Shanh at the head of the Iranian government, it became incradsingly
difficult fcr the Soviets to penetrgte Irgn. 0Oddly, for some reason
naither the Soviet Union nor the Tudeh, provided Mossadeg with
support during the closing days of his regime.37

For the remainder of the 18505 and until 1363 the Soviet goal :n
Iran was similar to their position with the west, one of “peagceful
cgexistence”. MosCcow muade moves towards the IPgnian monarchyy, but
Irgn was tilting further and further into the western camp. In 135§, Iran
became a membeir of the Baghdad poct and in 1359 signed o bilateral
defense pact with the United States.3® Throughout this perfod the
Soviet’s chief fear was that iran would gliow the United States to
@stablish bgses for ruclear weapons on iranian soll. In turn, the United
States strengthened the Shah's power ond helped build his confidence.
In 1955, when tha Soviats criticised Iran’s signature to the Baghdad
pact, Irdn was unmoved, Later, in 13959, iran made it known that it no
ionger recognized the 1821 pact it nad signed with the Soviet Union.

The Iranion policy of maintaining distance from the Soviet Union
Cchanged in 1962. According to C.0.S. Orace-Francis, 0 member of the
British Diplomatic service in iran from 1967-7!, the gssuragncea of the
Iranian Foreign Ministry to the Soviet governmant in September 1962,
that Iron would not serve as g potential missile base of any type, was

the mechanism which served to change the course of Soviet Irgnian

3TFatemi, 186.
38E:ooper, 162.




relauons, it should also be notead, that at the same time gs relgtions
with the Soviet Union were improving, the Shah was taking a more
independent course from the tJnited States. The'United States began to
phase out economic and military aid. Irano-Soviet agreements ahich
followed fell into three categories: “Soviet assistance for development
projects in lran; Irgnian gas ang oil exports to the Soviet Union; and the
promotion of Ingno-Soviet trade.”39

While there are anerous reasons for the rekindling of Sowviet
and Irgnion reiations, there are four bosic categonies which led to their
ropprochement. First, the Joviet Union had proken with China. This
Wwiag O mejor event. Biven trcgitional Russian feors of encirclement.
Sovigt sirategy was to seeqd ties with Irgn to LPrset possible challenges
oM Cning. Seconfd, the Shah Acd baen strangtiienad by his relationzhip
with tha LIS, Like his fatrher, he was concerned cgbout becoming too
cior.-'.eig finked with any ocutside pairty. Siven the spirit of peaceful
coexistence and followed by the new period of detente, the Shah had
the opportunity to sesk ¢ separote course from the U.S.  Thiid, the
3hah set upon ¢ Coursa of Panid Interncl modernizouon that reauired
INguUsrigl 3uppart. The Soviets, waiwaoys looking for sources of hord
currency ond censistent with the Scviet development model, were
willing ta pravide this support. Fourth, the Saviets needed an additional
source of energy. "GN, with massive natural gas reserveas, was able
to pﬁovide this support. Natural gas from Irgn and Afghanistan was

used in the Soviet republics of Azerbaijan, Armenig and Georgia. To the

39%cps. Drace-Francis, "Iranc-Soviet Economic Relations 1962-1983" , Asian Affsirs:
Journal of the Royal Society for Asian Affairs X¥i (February 1983): 54
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Soviets, it became cheaper to import this energqy than tc pipe it in from
their own sources in Siberia, 49
The chart below illustrates the growth of trode between the

Saviet Union and iran duning the pariod 1870 to 197741

TOTAL TRADE , IRAN-SOVIET UNION

1000

800 1
700 +
600 ¢+
MILLIONS OF $ 500 +
400 +
300 ¢
200 1
100 1

+

1970 1971 1972 1973 1374 1975 1976 1577
YEAR

As the Saviet Union managed to improve its ties with Irgn, Su too
did some of the Egstern bloc nations, notably Czechoslovakio. Eastern
Europegn goqQis aiso concerned the Iranian natural gas reserves.
wWhen it becaome impossible in the {ate 1950s and early 1960s to gttempt
to further political measures the Soviets turned to econhomic
cooperation. Economic cooperation was beneficial to both the Soviet
Union and to ran. The Soviets may have been trying to lure Iran gway

from the United States. However, the Shah preferred to stay in the

40Cooper, 163.

41 Mational Foreign Assessment Center. Communist Aid to the Less-Developed Countries

1977 Central Intelligence Agency. Washington D.C. November 1978, 8-10. as quoted in Cooper,
165,
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wastern camp at least for the time beinQ. Drace-Francis calls this
rapid Jdewvelopment of economic ties a parodox. Jiven the 3hah's
avowedly pro-vwestern stance. It came gbout portly becouse he wags
dissqusfied with American Qig performance under Prasident Kennedy
(who was demanding internagl reform as @ price ror continued WS helpl,
The Shah also wonted to assert his independence at o time of
Increcsing datente, and demonstrate that he was as clever as other
third wonrid lagders in plo'g.ng off the superpowers against one gnother
for his country’s benefit,

Alvin Rubinstein points out that Soviet-iranian relations reached
their gpex between 1368 and 1978, This was especially true in the
aconomic sphere, ‘Ahile politically the course of irgno-Soviet relations
improved slowly but steadily, economic agreements brought both sides
profits gt a faster pace. The oniy exception to tnis gmenable course of
economic refgtions was oan incident over natural gos ir 1874-75,
Pclitically, relations were bDoth peaceful and ontagonistic. But
considering the long 1,200 mile border betwean the nations. relgtions
continued relgtively safe and peaceful. The mQin destabilizing aspect
dealt with the Soviet arms build up In Irag and Soviet designs towonrds
Afghanistan. The Soviets were dismayed with irgn’s massive UJS
suppiied arms build up, their strotegy towards becoming the policeman
of the RPersign Gulf, ond granting permission to the US for intelligence
gathering sites on Irgnian territorny. It is Rubinstein’s thesis that

Despite different systems &id antithetical ideologies, they (lran and the USSR)

developed valued economic relations, kept their border quiet, and handied their
regional rivelry pragmstically and prudently. Each derived benefit from the
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normalized relationship, and Moscow must have watched the fall of the Shah with
mingled unessiness and expectancy 4<

U.S. strategqy for coping with the Scoviet threat moved from
containment to detente through the 1960% and into the 1970s. The IS,
continued to buld its relationship with Iran, slowly becoming closely
identified with the Shah’s regime. When the United States and Iran
signed the 18959 biloteral ogreement it was agreed that . . “the
Bovernment of the United States of Americao regards as vital to its
national interest and to world peace the preservation and integrity of
Iran.”43 From this point on the relationship between the UJnited States
and Iraon became increasingly complicated in a web of intertwined and
difficult. issues. As the Shah goained and consolidated his personal
power, he also ‘wa3 able to exert more pressure on the United States,
The national interest on the United States is the product of o complex
series of decisions made in g pluralistic democratic political proces=s. In
contrast to Iran, Lmder the hand of tha cutocratic Shah, and to the
oligarchy of the Soviet Union, the national interest of the U.S. in the
pericd preceding the revolution was o product of several factors.
American strategy towords the Soviets and the Parsian Gulf was
complicated by (1) The strategic importance of Persian Gulf oil to the
United States ond its allies. (2) Qur increasingly compiex interest in

arms transfers to iran gs she becaome the foundgtion of IJ.3, Persian

s

42Rybinstein, 73-96.
43ys. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. “The United Statss and Iran: An fivervisw™

F#

&
by Bernard Reich. Congressional Research Uffice, Joint Commitiee Print, A Compendium of Papsrs ::
dealing with the Econornic Consequences of the Revolution in iran. Weshington D.C.: Government 5
Printing Office, 1980, 6. ' RN
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Sulf security. (3) The issue of aconomic giIgd ang economic reform in iran.
{4) The domestic political process of the United States considering the
affects of Administration chonges ond the Vietnam W/ar on American
policy. |

It is baeyond the scope of the discussion to examine, in detal, each
of the above factcrs. Howevernr, it i3 important to excmine the subtle
changes in the ngtional interests of the United States 03 dafined by
subbsequent Dresldenudl administrations. While the Eisenhower
administration deemed the relationship of iran and the United States a3
‘'vital’ In 1959, our relgtionship was never so vital thot it would have
involved escaiating to the resolute use of miitary force.44 The
Kennady administration did more to define the interests of the United
States in tearms of self determination individual states. Shortly before
his death, President Kennedy sald. “The interest of the United States
of America. . .is best served by preserving and protecting a wonrld of
diversity in which no one power or one combination of powers con
threaten the security of the United 3States.” In other words, by this
definition the job of American foreign policy was to provide for @

balance of powaearin the wonrid. Nationalism, “so long as it raflected the

44Ramazani in The Ynited Stat (ran: The Patterns of Infl yence . argues that the
Urited States wes raluctant to anter into any militery sllisnces which would have aggravated the
cold war or anatgonized its relstionship with israel. Instead of treaties the U.S. signed executive
agreements with iran, Pakistan and Turkey. Remezani argues that this sgresrnent “did not mean
any sutomatic U3 defanse of (ran. iran's disappointment was onty slightiy tempered by the U35,
pledge to continue economic and militariy sssistance. It resented the strings atteched to 1J.S. sid-
Washington called for sffective ‘economic development' by the Shah's regime.” (p 39) Thisclearly
agrees with Nuechterlein's explanation of how 8 state should sesk to maximize its ideologicel
interests by spreading its system of values to other states. [t was also {n the security interest of
the US. to seek these agresments becuuse it Jessened the threat to the netion by avoiding the
escalation,




principl@ of self Jdetermination, posed no threat to Amercan
institutions. . .”.4%  The Kennedy administration, and the Johnson
administration which followed it, adopted the strateqy of ‘Flexible
Response’, meeting force with equal force. This straotegqy was to
receive its first testin Vietnam.

Economic aid to Iran was slowly phcsed down, The phase out did
not effect the Irgnigns to @ »qreot extent, due to thair inchreasing
economic siability. In 1360, Iran joined an 2il consortium, ORPEG, in an
attempt to control the price of oil. The Shah begon to consolidate his
power base, economically and politically. Oomestic political opposition
was oppressed. SAVAK was used ags the principle tool to repress
opposition. Opposition continued with the activity of religious: fcrces
opposed to the Shah’s internal reforms. In 1863, Ayatollah Khomelinl,
allled” with nationalist forces, opposed the central government.
incraeasingly, the opposition rfeit that the Shah was bowing to American
pressJuras. In 1964, Khomeinl was sent into exile. When the U.S. asked
for oand recelved g Stotus of Forces gagreement in 13964, it was cited as
further evidaence of foreign control and strongly opposed by nationalist
and religious forces.46

By 1367, the Shah’s "White revolution’ was in full swing. He had
mangged to almost completely drive out the opposition. Politically and
economically the country was seen 0s g successful exampie of third
wonrld development in the United States. The Shah felt him.elf in total

control. U.3, economic gid was brought to a holt, Due to irgn’s success

45Gaddis, 201.
4. Ramazani, Influence, 39.




« «TEER TR B B A 4R . O e e e .

B " e

and U.S. invoivement in the Vietnam war, the adminiztrgtion feit that
prioritias were elsewhere. Fresident Nixon was elected in 1868, and
with his administration the course of irgnian-American refgtions was
to change.

in July 1963, at a press conference on Guam, Nixon announced
whaot was to bacome a0 Key element of tha Nixon-Kissinger strategy.
“The Kennedy and Johnson administrations had erred by making
vietngm g symbol of American power and commitment throughout the
wonrld, The Nixon administrgtion, tgking odvantage of its more
ecumenicol definition of power, would seek to reduce Viatnam to its
proper perspective, .. and concentrate on global commitments.”47 The
national interest of the United States previously had been
‘'universagalism’, it now became irnportant to move away fPom committing
American troops to do battle in specific regional disputes. Evidenced by
public opinion in AmMerica as expressed on coliege campuses across the
nation, it seemed importont to the Nixon Administration to remove
America from spheres of conflict. Vietnam was the most obvious
sphere.

The Nixon doctrine held thaot America should undertake fe.ver
direct commitmants., we would maintain our treoty obligotions and the
nuclear umbrelic over the free worid. At lower levels of conflict,
Amenrica would seel to assist economically and Qs required by our
treatias, but the subject nation wouid have to become directly involved

in self-development oand seif-defense,

“47addis, 277,




In Vietnam this meant a policy of Vietnomization and gradual
withdrawal of American troops. In Tehran, this indicated that based on
the country’s tremandous ddvonces, Nixon now considered irgn to be
the strongest and most advanced nation in the region. ran and Saudi
Arabia were seen as the pillars of strength in the Gulf., According to
Henry Kissinger, “There was no possibility of assigning any American
forces to the Indian Oceon in the midst of the Vietnam War and its
attendant trauma. Congress would have tolerated no such commitment;
the pubiic would no»t have supported it. Fortunately, Iraon was willing to
play this role.”4® Iran became the shield for U.S. and western oil
interests in the Gulf. The western wonrld was willing to pay for this
shield in oil price hikes. Subsaquantly, and in agreament with the new
doctrine, the U.S. anded militory gid; iran was now fully cgpable of
paying for its arms purchases.

Irgn, however, wondered if the United Stotes would be willing to
stand up to its treaty commitments, especially following the 1365 and

1371 wars between India and Pakistan. The United States in the South

4Bhenrya. Kissinger, White Hou;e Yesrs , { Boston: Little Brown, 1979), 1263,
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Waest Asian perspaective had failed to support Pakistan.4S The Shch
sought to avoid this problem through o poiicy of bulding up his own
military forcas. Dr;osidarnt Nixon did not objact and upon visiting Tehran.
in 1972, aograed to further massive military sal@s to lran, Thasa
arrangaments includaa tha latast in Amarican waapons tachnology.
with technicol and military advisors to occompany the new systems,
Following tha Shah’s nationalization o_f oil re@sourcaes in 1973 ond
subsgquant raisq in tha oil pricas, tha U.S. continugd willingly to provide
waapens systams as o pricg for rQgional security. Betwaan 1372 and
197% Iran ordered $10 billion in militory solas from tha Unitad Stotes.

Romazani daescribas the .S, position os,

.. .But the point is that the Shah's well-known insatiable appetite for arms wes
whetted by the behavior of the Nixon Administration, not to mention the pressures of
asveral privete arms contractors. The secrotory of state kept justifying LS. arms

49The question of U.S reliability and the durability of U.S. assistance in times of troublé
still remains in the minds of some Pakistanis. Recently the question arose following the
cancellstion of sales of anti-aircraft missiles to Saudi Arabis and Jordan, members of the Islamic
Conference Organization. An editorial in a Lahore newspaper commented on open prejudice directed
against Pakistan by the Senate Foreign Affairs Committes related to Pakistan's nuclesr program
and human rights concerns. The article charges that a campaign sponsored by Zionist Tobby
members was dirscied ot annylling the 3id program approval by the Senate Foreign Affairs
Committes in 1981. { Foreign Brosdcast |nformation Service: South Asis (11 April 1984): F1.)

Islamabad’s fears about U.S. cradibility began in the 1960s prior to the U-2 incident and
were exacer bated during the Indo- Pak wars of 1965 and 1971, The Rann of Kutch {ncident and the
following war in the Kashmir between Pakistan and India 1aft Washington out in the cold. Both
warring parties felt absndoned by the deliberateiy planned thres week limit of U.S. suppiies. [t is
quite possible that the 1965 war was a boon for Soviet presence in South Asia. The Soviets played
the peacemakers by inviting Pakistan and (ndis to the Tashkent Conference. This became the Soviet
Union’s first major diplomatic initiative toward South Asia 83 8 whole and proved remarkably
successful. The US had only played the roie as arms suppiier to both sides and was not visibie in
settling the peace or resolving the resultant problems. The Soviet Union helped soive problems
while America was “too busy worrying about South Yietnam and the Congo”(Stanley Waoipert, Roots
of Confrontation in South Asia , (New York, Oxford University Press, 1982), 147,

Again,in the 1971 war, both sides blamed Washington for “impotently refusing to take
action to avert war in South Asia™ islamabad, in refersnce to tha 1959 US-Psk axacutive
agreement, scorned the US for not acting more forcefully. According to Wolpert, “...the USS
tpterprise arrived too 1ate, after ail, and then did nothing but ste m about within range of India’s
eastern coastline, never 1aunching a single nuclesr missile or war plane.” (Wolpert, 155.)
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sales primartly in brosd strategic terms without regard to their adverse economic,
social, psychological and political effects. . In spite of his well known fondness for
linkages, Kissinger refused to link the U.3. arms sales to o1l prices in a way that

would discourage the Shah's hard line oil pricing policy. . 30

S policy towards the Soviet Union beginning with the Nixon
administration and continuing to the Ford and Carter Administrations
was detente. In relations with Iran, policy remained virtually unchanged.
Irgn became an.incr‘eosinglg important pillar in the US strategy.
Following the closure of Turkey to CIA intelligence gathering sites in
1974, Iragnian sites became of increosed importance. Similarty,
increasaed lranian orders for weapons systems meant US. jobs and
economic cooperation. U.S. industriglists took increasingly attentive
looks at lran. In 1975 Iran placed another $10 billion worth of orders
for American military equipment.

Ledeen and Lewis characterize the Amearican policies as an
attempt to fill the strategic void left by the British withdrawal east of
the Suez canal in 1968, They aralyze the situation as o two way

streat.

Iran became the recipient of unprecedented amounts of Arnerican material as el as 2
parallel transfer of American businessmen, families, and plants. Frem the American
standpoint, the goal was to make [ran the military dulwark of the region, quarantezing
stability and ensyring that American interests would be protected. for the Sheh, the
sreiai metiunthip «uld ineraass (hc stability of his regime. add an extra dimension
of grandeur to his position, and give him the opportumty to play a major role. . sven
ininfluencing the United States. . .For sverydollar the United States spent on Iranian
0il, the Iranians turned sround and spent {wo in the United States on military meterisl
and other goods. And the increase in iran's level of speading in the United States
became particulariy dramatic following the Nixan-Kiasinger visit to Tehran in May

1972. .. and the next year's leap 1 o1l prices. <!

SORamazani, Influences, 4&.

STMichee] A. Ledeen and Williara H. Lawis, "Carter and the Fall of the Shah: The Inside
Story™, The Yrashington Quarteriy , (Spring 1980), S.
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At the gpex of the Irgnign-American relgtionship in 1373 ond
before the revolution @ number of trends can be discernad ds to the
importance of the association. Iran, s g strong military force in the
region, gided American regional influence. A strong Iran also was seen
to limit Soviet influence. Whether the foll of the Iranign monarchy led to
reduced risk for the Soviets and increased confidence of their success
in Afghaniston remains to be seen. Iranian spending in the U.S. was
certainly welcomed by the government ond private industry. Given the
pronouncemants of the Nixon and Caorter administrations it became
alimost impossible to limit arms transfers to Iran. This leads to the
conclusion that the Shah almost had a ‘blank check’ when it come to
spending In the United States. The Carter administration, differing
from the policies of the Nixon and Ford administrations, gttempted to
link U.S. connactions to human rights concerns, This policy tended o
aggravate the Iranian percéptlon of the United States. The Iranian
opposition bagan to make comparisons with eorller periods of outside
interrerence a ciose onalogy with the caveloping situation. The
pronounced Amepican presence N Iran coused g series of internal
sociol ond economic problems. This led to a decided onti—Amenican
gttitude thare. Finally, an aimost fatalistic mental attitude developed
among U.S. policy makers, which raad thot it was impossible to deny
Iran anything.be

In iran, foctually opposed to the perception of the relationship as

seen in the U.S5., several groups opposed the Shah. Their position ‘was

S<Ledeen and Lewis discuss these issues at length in the above article and in their book
Debacle: The American Failure in iran , (New York: Knopf, 1981).
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poistered by INCreased emphasis on the Shah~Amarican relguonship. A
coalition of the communist party (the Tuden], the National Front, and
religious  fundomentalists, encouraged by Khomeinl,. formed.
Unfortungtely for Amenican geopolitical policies, U.S. remained ablivious
to these developments, In 1877, the Shah visited the United States.
President Carter “reaffirmed United States support for g strong Iran
and pledged continued gid for Irgn’s economic and social progress ond
programs to help meet Iran’s security requirements.” in January 13873,
President Carter returned the visit, stopping in Tehrgn. At thgt time
Carter described the Shgh’s leadership gs greot and Irgn as . . .an
Islang of stabllity In one of the more troubled areas of the world.”53

Tha revolution began in eagrnest shortiy afterwards,
E. Revolution

A brief review of the chronaiogy of the Iranion revolution reveals
a period of increasing violence and virtual civii war throughout the
country until the Shah's departure in January 1979, Both the Shah and
the United States were to suffer some form of myopig in forecasting
the growing cpposition to the Paohlavi regime. The symptoms of growing
dissent had long bean present, Yet, the Shah refused to recognize his
loss of legitimacy. The effects of the Islamic revolution and Ayatoligh
Ruholigh Khomeini‘s assent to powar marked a major change in iran, in
iran’s foreign poficies, in the regiondl batance and in the relations of the

superpowers in South ‘Aest Asig. The effects of the revolution

g:"Reit:h, 8.
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axtended into all spheres; political, economic and military. The
traditional monarchical power structure eroded and was destroyged.
Rather than the traditional br~polar power relationship in the region
there now was clearly g tri-poior relationship. Iran, under the I5/amic
counclls, established itself in opposition to both the United States and
the Soviet Union. Both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. had iost their influence in
“the nation by the conclusion of the crisis. However, given the intensity
of U.S. support for the S'hcm and considering the measures of Carters
humaon rights program, vwhich Qccording to the IPronians did little to bring
about gny actual change in Iran, it appears that the United States came
out on the short end of the stich.
Lawrence Zining describes the Shah’s apposition as,

“The umversality of hatred for the Shah was mirrored in the disparste, ideclogically

diverse groups that coalesced to destroy him. Shiite reliqrous leaders, tribal

minorities, buresucrats, bszesr merchants, students, professionals, &nd

intellectuals; communists and liberals; laborers and peasants, sophisticated urbanites
and conservative agrarians were melded into 8 united front dedicated to the single

abjective of 1iquidating the monarchy and 1ts trappings. S¢

The signs of the crisis hod been visible for quite some time.
Evidenced by a serles of factors. These included; 1) demographic
dislocation, 2] a lock of adequate sociol services, 3} the growth of @
hostile middle class, 4] the growing vacillotion of the Shah, as he
cunsistently changed his mind about religious freedoms and economic
programs, %] concentration of sthength In the hands of rellgious
laaders, beginning in 1376 with pro-isiamic demonstrations, 61 the

hostility of the bozaaris, traditional merchant class; and 7} the

S42iring, Political chronotogy, 167.
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noticeable Capitdl flight A= liquid assets of the upper oand middie clgszes
were invested outside the country.SS

An analysis of the effects of this revolution must consider the
three dominant perspectives involved. lran, 1n the hands of Khomeini’s
religious fundamentalists, the Soviet Union and the United States are
the principle actors to be considered. For Iran, the most significant
cohesive figure In the pest—-Shah situation is the Ayatollgh Khomeini.
Khomeini is the sgmbolic.cer\ter of the revolution. Numarous guthors
have speculated upoh what the future of iran will hold once Khomeini is
dead. Ideclogically, one of the most powerful influences 1s the Shii
interpretation of the contemporary world, Khomeini, as weil as other

Shi‘a leaders use this religious belief to bgse their actions in

consolidating and controlling the masses in iron.56 Khomeini holds that

both the United States ond the Soviet UJnion are evil. Therefore, the

Foreign Policy of Iran is now both anti-Soviet and anti-American.
ODviohslg, we must asH how pragmatic it {s for Iran to oppose the
Soviet Union given their 1200 mile common border and the example set
by the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan,

iran holds that it does not need the United States or the Soviet
Union, Economically, Iran does not naed to trade with Soviet Union to

survive. The likelyhood of Saviet economic penetragtion in iran is Iow

S5These factors are discussed at length in Ledeen and Lewis.

S6Thomas H. Greene in Comparative Revolutionary Movements: Search for Theory and
Justice , (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1984), 30. describes ideology as one
factor which provides the legiti macy and continuity necessary for a revolution to succeed.
Rouhollah K. Ramazani, in "lran’s Foreign Policy: Perspectives and Projections”, from which this
material was taken further explains how Shi'i Musiim interpretations of the Koran are used by
Khomeini and his followers.
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given their needs gnd current troding potterns, ran can go around the
United Stotes in troding equally a3 well,  Today, Japan and “Wast
Germany are Iran’s biggest trading partners. "More than 0% aof iron’s

total imports i 1983-84 came from Conoda, Japan, and “WWwestern

L)

Europe, and more than 50% of its total exports went to these same

areas. By comparison, in the same yeor only 10 per cent of Iran’s

P A
Kot

o

imports came from Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union aond 26 per
cent of its exports wenrt to the Soviet bioc.”57 Politically, iran hos
sought to expand its ties in the third world as well a3 with ‘~.f‘-.-"estef~n \
Europe and Japan. Militgmstically, tran gocquires  wegpons  and ]
ammunition on the world market, independent of either the United
3tates or 3oviet Union. :
Droce-Francis sees the irano-Saviet aconomic refationstip as
naving come fuil circle since the revolution. The rapid development
seen in the last years of the Shaoh’s regime has ended. Soviets experts ‘
still work in some Soviet instolled fagcilities; the Isfan steel mill, the
Ahwaz and Isfghan power stations and groin silos. But the growth
trend has stoppedS8  An additional foctor in the Irano-Soviet ;
relgtionship is the treagtment of the Tudeh. Despite the Tudeh support t
glven while the revolution was In full swing, the fundamentalist religious d
regQime has repressed Tudeh’s octivities. This has caused CSoviet
concern and earned Iran, Soviet criticism. :
The Iran-Iraq war is another factor which must be considerad. In 2

the short term this war helped build Islamic fervor in iran. But the costs

57RK Ramazani, "Iran: Surying the Hatchet”, Foreign Pelicy 60 {Fall 1985), 63
S8Druce-rancis, 43 o
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of the war agre becoming obwvious. Long term these costs are toking
effect, greatly exceeding the short term benefits. Thiz war 13 also
cause for Soviet concern. Tha Soviet main goal is to prevent further
U.S. influence in the ragion. A 1ong drawn out conflict provides further
opportunity for Amenrican diplomatic initiotives to bring the confiict to
cn and. If this were to occur, then there would be the potentiai for
American Do_liticai influence if the region to regensirate,

The Soviet position towards post-revoiutionary Iran has both
Qained and lost. It is g matter of deciaing whether the Soviet Union has
come out ghead or behind. Initiaglly following the revolution, Moscow
was one of the first nations to formally recognize Khomeini's regime.
The Soviets welcomed Khameini and sought to establish economic and
foreign policy ties with the new government. From about the midwuay
point in the revolution the Soviets had, determined that their own
intergsts would be best served if they supported the revolutionary
position. The Soviets “used every opportunity to emphasize anything
which would enhance the USSR’s Image while 3simultoneousty
meinforcing the linkage between the Iranion monarchy and the United
States in an Qttempt to tarnish both washington ond the Shah,
Conversely, anything which would damaoge Moscow's image or enhance

that of the Shah oi Washington was ignored or quickly dismissed. 59

S9Howard M. Hensel, "Moscow's Perspective on the fall of the Iranian Monarchy”, Asian
Affairs: Journal of the Royal Society for Asian Affairs , XIV (October 1983), 307. In this article
Profeseor Hensel discusses the changing attitudes of the Soviets based upon their press and
propaganda releases during the revolution. He concludes a distinct change from a hands off strategy
1o one of support for the islamic revolutionaries In part | of thisarticle in the June 1983 issue of
Asian ATfairs he states, ". . by late autymn, Moscow seems to have concluded that the unrestin
iran was more than a passing phenomenon and consequently decided to capitalize uponitina
manner involving 1ittle risk to the USSR." page 157.
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Additiongliy the Soviets were gquick to warn the United Stotes not to
intarfere. The Soviet pasition toword the Irgn-irgg war. though
l seemingly ombrvalent. mitiolly, turned less indulgent fllowng the
commencemaent of hostilities.

The Soviet Union lost in s3everal greds. As pointed out abowva,
econcmically their penetration was severely constricted. Oiplomatic

reigtions were strgined as well, The traditiongal instrument of Soviet

LIV TP .
IR .

politicQl penetrgtion, the communist party, was nitialiy paort of, but

subsequently cast out of the revolutionary movement. An Jgdditional

vital Issue was the thregat to the legitimacy of Marxist-Leninist idealagy

i«
P

in the Soviet Cantral Asian republics, which are predominantly Mushm.

Sovigt losses must be balanced aqainst their overall gains, If one

ST

occepts the thesis that the primary Soviet goal in this reglon !z to
¢ffset the strength of American influence, then the revolution 'was q

definite gain. in terms of . .rxist~Leninist ideology a 10ss ror the

N - AVRTRRARA

capitalist side 15 a gain for the socialist side, this generally strengthens

the ‘correlation of forces’ on the glubal scale so that theoretically tha

. sociglist 3ide comes out ahead. Certointy, at g minimum, it can be
concluded thot the rewvolution could be constructed as a boon for
Soviet international propaganda ploys.

g Analysts have concluded saveral Soviet goals in the Persion Gulf
: and In relgtion to the irgnion revolutionary situgtion. The main Sowviet

comncern ts blocking Amemcan gains. This overshadows the import role

[ ] of the revolution in undermining Idecl. ,cal legitimacy in Central Asia, it

i5 the Soviet perception that @ strong American presence i5 dasigned
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t0 Neutraiize soviet presence N South West A3 and the middle east.
The collapse of the pro-American iragnigr monarchy thus limited the W.S.
position. The loss of American influence i3 als0 suggested as the
aglimingtion of 9 potentiaf risk for Soviet intervention in another
potentially sensitive areq, Afghanistan,

Potential Soviet future objectives can therefore be determined
to be, 1) To control the future Iranion relationship with the U.S.,
through support of ahti-Amer‘icon themes in the Iran’'s foreaign
relagtions, This would be similar to Soviet actions following the crisas in
the Giign Republic in 1320-21, the Azarbaijon crisis in 1946-47, the

Kurdish rebellion and supporting the Baluch question in Pakistan. 2] Tc

control the Shi‘a factor in tragn, in order to mamntain leqitimacy in the -

Central Asian republics, This becomes a very difficult gquestion
considering the nature of the Islamic religlon. Although Shi’a factiors
exist in the Central Asian Republics, they are in the minority. 3) Control
of the energy question, while Iran is g potenticlly good source of
energy import, given the numerous problems in Soviet domestic control,
it is difficult to s3ee how they could effectively control ranian
resources. However, Soviet influence in the Iranion ol question couid
have far reaching impact on the world oil market.f0

The baottom line is that the Americon loss became g Soviet gaqin,

Even considering the erosion of the Soviet position following the

S0Francis Fukuyama, “The Soviet Threst to the Persian Gulf", Rand Corporstion , P-
596 A Paper prepared for the Security Conference on Asig and the Pacific, March 1931, Freg
Halliday, "The Middle East, Afghanistan and The Gulf in Soviet Perception”, RUSI: Journal of the
Roysl Jervices institute for Defense Studies , 129:4 (December, 1984), 13-18; and Lawrance
Ziring, "Political Dilarnrnas and Instability in South and Scuthwest Asia™, Asian Affairs: An
American Journal , 14 (Spring 1983), 37-47,
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Cecemper 1879 Afghonistan invasion which temporanly offzet their
position vis J vis Iran, the Soviet pusiuon remains rrm, Furthermore,
the American position in the Gulif, following the iragi attack on iran in
13980, the deployment of a naval tgsk force to the Persian Gulf and
ingian Qcean, the build up of CENTCOM and the RDF, and prepositioning
equipment on QOlego Garcia, is percelved to be an instrument aimed
against the Soviet Union, rather than o help the cause of pegce 1n the
reglon. The Soviets want to be perceived as the peacemakers and ‘will
under*tof-ee any strategy to see that this occurs, especially considering
their international image foilowing Afghonistcn.s'

From the American perspective, the tramatic changes broughit

by the rewvolution had numerous consequences. PRPolitically, the 1.

w

suffered g loss of influence in what was conceived to be a plllar of our

- strategic plan in South ‘West Asia and the Gulf. This loss of influence,

obvious in Irgn , Qlso extended to other relgtionsnips. Several authors
hasten to point cut that our failure to forcefully support the Shah may
have influenced the perception of Amenrican credibility in othar regicns,
Saudi Arabia ond again in Pakistan.52 In U.5. domestic politics, the
collopse of US influence could be seen as decisions occasionally were
muddied by confusion in the US leqisiative process. For exomple, bittaer
controversy eruptad over the sale of the F-14 aond uadvanceaed
technoloqQy items. Militoristically, the Ioss of sensitive equipment and
information is overshadowed by our loss of Stmtegic position on the

Soviet southern frontier, The subsequent pronouncement of the

61 Hallidey, 18
62Halliday, 18 and Reich 20.
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Carter Doctrine, following the Afghcnistan invasion, and reactive
formation of CENTCOM were limited attempts to hold our ground. The
formation of CENTCOM raises the question of g credibie conventional
deterrent to slow Soviat forceful expans.on, while assuming that the
Soviat3 would actively seel to toke terrain in Iran.B3 \while designed
and odvértised to halt Soviet aggression, the ROF reglistically can only
work against regional threats.

Economically, the major impact was the limit placed on the world
oil supply.” Iran suddeniy stopped exporting oil. This not only affected
the United States but put severe constraints upon our Eurcpean allies.
Tr.e U.S. qlso suddeniy lost @ major importer of arms, linHed with @
major market of capitol goods ond services. In lgte 1377 the .S
Department of Commerce described business opportunities in iran in
these terms: “iron’s rapid economic growth has estaoblished a business
climate charocterizaed by expansion and keen competition, which should
continue for several years to come. United States suppliers hold @
leading position in the iranian market. . . and excellent opportunities
continue for soles of U.S. coplital goods and services to iran.”64 This
loss of market resourcaes eventuolly affected o growing Americon
Qlobal trade deficit.

Ideologically, there are several facets which can be discerned,

American observears in Vvashington and Tehran ware taken totally by

63 Joshua M. Epstein, "Soviet Yulnerablities in Iran and the RDF Deterrent”, Inter nationa!
Security , 6:2 (Fal) 1981),126-158. ; and Lieutenant Ganeral Robert C. Kingston, "From RDF to
CENTCOM:New Challenges 7", RUSI: Journal of the Royal Sarvices instityte for Defense Studies ,

129:1 (March 1984), 14-17. Bothsuthors discuss and outline the American plan for meeting
and fighting the Soviets in {ran to defend the oil interests of the Persian Gulf.
64Reich, 1C.
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surprise. They had failed to understond the Shi‘ite community’s abiity
to organize and manage crisis situation. The Administration had the
terndency to over-estimate the ability of SAVAK to control irgnion
dissent. Qur allies, mMost notably Egypt and isrgel, did not suffer from
this same myopia. Israel had waorned the irgnian Jewish community far
in gdvance of what to expact, and to leagve the countr\g.ss However, it
could also be argued that the collapse of the monarchy and the

subsequent hostage crisis was good for America. The hostage c<risis,

'as religiousiy reported nightly by the major television networks, served

to coalesce American public opinion. The United States, torn by the war
in Vietnam and ravaged by the watergate crisis now had a rally point.
From songs on the pepular radio stations to bumper stickers on pick-
up trucHs, the Iranian crisis served as o focus for American passion. It
was anti-trgn, gnti-Khomeini and anti-Muslim fundamentolist, gnd while
the ethical question remains, there was no doubt that it served to bring
America together,

In conclusion, despite the ravages of the revolution and the loss
of American influence, there are several constants which remain. First
is the strateqic position of iran. it remoins 0 ey elemant in the northern
tier equation, Second, Soviet goals will continue to be interpreted in the
terminology of Marx gnd Lenin as intarprated by the current
lecdership. Soviet resoive will not change, aithough the time table for
actions may be affected by outside aoctors., Third, U.S. commitment to

basic Qoals of peace, stobility and mointenance of the stgtus Juo

65 edeen and Lewis, 1 3.
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remain the same, aqithough potentially interpreted differentiy by
subsequent Presidantial administrations, YWe aiso will seaH to maximize
our gains economically and ideologically. And finally, at some time in the
future, iran will Nneed to expond its outside relationships. han cannot
always remain cn island. ‘wWith these factors in mind it is possible to

mcke a comparison of Soviet and US interests in this critical region.
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V. Iragn; A Foqused ComRarison of interasts.

Adapting the Nuechterlein method as illustrated in Chapter i and
considering the development of interests as seen in Chapter 1, 0
comparison of Soviet and U.S. national interests in present day Iran
might best be described using the diogrom below. It is necessary to
keep in mind the operational definition of @ach variable, in order not to

confuse the meaning and’'differences between concepts.

iran
USSR vs.US
Basic Interest at Stake Intensity of Interest
Survivel | Vital | Major , Peripheral ]
Defense of Homeland USSR us
Economic Well Being Us USSR
Favorable World Order USSR us
Ideological USSR us
Islam USSR us

A. Daefansa of homeland
Amenican positiony
The operqationgl definition of Defense of Homelgnd excludes
glliance relotionships. Since Iran is not contiguous to the terrain of the
United States, it is difficult to understond how US interest could be
more intense than peripheral. Iran is not vital to the defense of U.S.
ternitory, rather it is o component of our global strateqy of

containment. During the era of detente the significance of Iran as an
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element in American containment policy was avershadowed by our
willingness to establish a ‘good quy’ diglog with the Sowviet Union, This
variable accounts for the protection of g nation’s citizens in the
international regim. In this sense, stote sponsored terroMism IS an
important consideration. The threat of terrorism goes beyond the pure
interests of protecting the territory of the state.

Given todoy’s interngtional ciimote, both in terms of our
relgtionship with the Sov{et Union and in terms of the growing thregt of
state sponsored tarrgrism it may be to our benefit to re—-establish ties
with Iragn, Doing so would first, re-establish the northern tier gs on
element in US strategy and by building a friendiy relationship with iron,
potentiglly offset iranior support of state terrorism, Following the loss
of irgn s 3 one foundaticn of US National Security strategy the
immediata reaction of the Carter Adm